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BEFORE THE FLORlOJ\ PUBLIC SERVICt:: COft\MlSSION 

In re: Request by Escambia Board of ) 
County Commissioners for Extended ) 
Area Service between all Escambia ) 
County Conununities ) ____________________________ ) 
In re: Intrastate access charges ) 

) 

In re: Petitions of SOUTHERN BELL ) 
TELLPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY for ) 
rale stabilization and implementation ) 
orders and other relief ) ____________________________ ) 

The following Commissioners 
di spos1 tion of this matter: 

BETTY EASLEY 
JOH!I T. HERNDON 

DOCKET NO. 871268-TL 

DOCKET NO. 820537-TP 

DOCKET NO. 880069-TL 
ORDER NO. 21986 
ISSUED : 10-3-89 

parlic i pated in tht! 

Upon ptoper notice , a public hearing was he ld in the 
above- referenced docket on May 23, 1989, at the Erncs Ward 
High Schoo l Gymnasium, 7650 Highway 97, Walnu H1ll, Florida , 32568. 

APPEARANCES : 

OAVIO B. ERWIN, Esquire, Mason , Erwin and Hor on, P.A. , 
1020 East Lafayette Street , Suite 202 , Tallahassee, 
Florlda 31301 , on behalf of Southland Te1ephone Company . 

E. BARLOW KEENER, Esquire , and DAVID M. FALGOUST, Esquire , 
clo Marshall M. Criser , III , Suite 400, 150 South Monroe 
S ree , Tallahassee , Florida 32301, on behalf of Southern 
Bell Te~h~nd Telegraph Company . 

MICHAEL W. TYE, Esquire, 315 South Calhoun Street, 
50 5 , T a 1 1 aha sse e , F 1 or i d a 3 2 3 0 1, on be h a 1 f o f 
Communicatjon!_Pf th Southern States , Inc . 
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JOHN R. to\ARKS. 111. EsqulCe, and WILLIAM FURLOW, III, 
Esquue, Kat.z, Kutt~r. Haigler, Alderman, Eaton, Davis and 
Marks , P.A., Pos Office Box 1877 , Tallahassee, Florida I 32302-1877, on b half of Escambia County. 
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JACK SHReVE, Esquire, and CHARLES BECK, Esquire, Office of 
the Public Counsel, c/o Florida House of Representatives , 
The Cc1p1Lol. Tallahassee , Florida 32399-1300 , o n behalf of 
the Cit:j zcns of the State of f lorida. 

TRACY HATCH, Esquire, and ANGELA B. GREEN, Esquire, 
Florida Public Service Commission, 101 East Gaines Street, 
Ta llahass e, Florida 32399- 0650, on beha 1 f of Commission 
Staff. 

PRENTICE P. PRUITT, Esquire , Flo rida Public 
Corr.mission, 101 Easl Gaines Street , Tallahassee, 
32399 - 0650, on b~half o f the Commissioners . 

FINAL ORDER 

BY THE COMMISS10N: 

Service 
Florida 

Thl S docket wa s initialed upon a request for countywide 
Extend c Area Service ( EAS) filed by th Escam~ i a Board of 
County Comrni s .. ·oners on December 1. 1967. The r equest for 
countywide FAS i nvo 1 ves the f ollowing exchanges: Pens.:co 1 a , 
Cantonment, Mo lino , Walnut Hill, Davisville and Centuty. These 
exchanges arc served by either Southland Telephone Company 
(Sou hland) or Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Comp any 
(Southern Bell}, bo h of whi ch are subject to regulation by 
this Comrnis s 1on putsuant to Chapter 364 , Florida Sla l ules. 

In addition to i nvolving intercompany routes, this request 
also involves inlerLATA (Local Access Trans.JOCt Area) routes. 
Southern Bell ' s Century exchange and Sou hland ' s Davisville and 
Walnu Hill exchanges a r e located in the Mobile , Alabam~ LATA. 
The rema 1n1ng exchanges, consisting o f Southern Bell's 
Pensacola and Canto nment exchanges , and Sou thland ' s Molino 
exchange . arc located in the Pensacola , Florida LATA. 

Order No. 16615, issued Decembe r 29, 1987 , directed 
Sou hcrn Bell and Sou hlcind to cornple • e traffic studies o n the 
af fecled r ou es. A subsequent order , Order No . 19000 , issued 
March 21, 1988, gran ed the companies an ex ension of time to 
comple e and sub1rtt he raff ic da a, due to the complexities 
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1nherent in compleling an interLATA traffic stud; . 
Additionally, the Prehearing Officer granted both companies ' 
request that the r esul ts of their traffic studies be afforded 
confidential treatment. The PrPhearing Officer ruled the 
traCCic da a confidential o n t h e basis that the disclosure of 
the traffic volume on the interLATA routes would aid 
competitors to the detriment of the long distance carriers 
wh ich currently provide service o n the affected routes. Three 
orders were issued wh ich gran ed specif~ed confidenti al 
t reatment to the traffic data along the i n terLATA routes in 
this docke : Order No. 19769, issued August 8, 1988 (Southland 
data); Order No. 19978 , issued Sept mber 12, 1988 (Southland 
data); and Order No. 20057, issued September 23 , 1988 (Southern 
Bell data). 

By Order No . 20605 , issued January 17, 1989, we proposed 
granting countywide EAS in Escambia County upon terms specified 

I_ 

w i lh in the Order . On February 2 , 1989 , before the proposed I agency action became final, Sou hland filed ils Pet1lion 
protesting the action we proposed i n Order No . 20605. 

On March 23, 1989 , an Issue Identi fication t-1eeling was 
held to define the issues to be addressed at the hearing. On 
March 31 , 1989, an order on Prehearing Procedure, Order No . 
20970, was issued. This Order identified the i~sues to be 
addressed in the heari ng scheduled for May 23 , 1989, and set 
out a ttme frame to be followed by t hn parties for key 
activities in the proceeding. Among other things, this Order 
directed the parties to file direct tes timony by April 24, 
1989, rebu t ta 1 te<>ti mony by May 1, 1989 , and prehea ring 
statements by May 1, 1989 . 

On April 12, 1989, Souther n Bell filed a Motion for 
Ex en s ion of Time seel<.i ng addi tiona 1 time i n wh ich to submit 
its prefiled testimony. Southern Bell asserted that such an 
extension of time wa s necessa ry i n o rder to complete an 
acc~rate and proper economic study and updated traffic studies, 
bo h of which Southern Bell considered essent ial to its 
testimony in t his docket. In support o f its request for 
additi o nal time, Southern Bell cited Rule 25-4.060(1), Florida 
Adm1n1strative Code, whtch allows a ctlmpany up to sixty (60) 
days to complete traffic studies , and Rule 25-4.061(2) , Florida 
AdministrativP Code, which ptovides up to ninety ( 90) days for I comp le ing an economic impac s udy . 
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By Order No . 21214, issued Ma y 9 , 1989 , we g t anted 
Southern Bell's Motio n o f Extension of Time. Southern Bell was 
granted sixty (60) days to complete and submit current traffic 
studies and ninety ( 90 ) days to c~mplete and s u bmit an updaLcd 
economic impact ana lysis, with both of these time limits 
measured from March 31, 1989 , the issuance dale of the Order on 
Preheartng Procedure. 

t-1eanwhile, on April 24 , 1989, Southland filed its direct 
testimony of Thomas E. Wolfe , along with a request for 
confiden ial reatmenl of portions of lhe e xh ibits identified 
in the filing as exhibits TW-1, TW-2 , and TW-4. On April 24, 
1989 , Southern Bell filed its direct testimony of Edna F. 
Bailey , Sandy E. Sanders and Ann M. Barkley. This Southerr 
Bell testimony was annotated to indicate that it was based upon 
the most recent data then available and would be updated al 
such time as the upda ted traffic studies a nd economic impact 
analysis became available. No request for confidentiality 
accompanied the SouLhe rn Bell f iling . 

On May 2 , 1989 , Southern Bell filed a rec uest for 
confidential treatment for certain info11nc lion included in the 
direct testimon y of Sandy E. Sanders previously f1lecl on Ap ril 
24 , 1989 , and i dcnUfied in that filing as exhibits 2 , 3, and 
4. Southern Bell also requested that the original Sanders 
filing of Apr il 24th be returned to counsel for the company and 
that the Co~nission substitute the May 2nd filing in its place . 

On May 10, 1989 , the Prehearing Conference was he ld . The 
Preheanng Off t cer de n ied Southland ' s April 24, 1989 , reques 
for confident1ality . However, the confidential status of 
portions o f Southland ' s fili ng was o r dered to be preserved 
wh ile AT&T Communi cations of the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T) 
was given an opportunity to file its own confidentiality 
request for the Southland data. Additionally , the Prehearing 
Office r deferred ruli ng on Southern Bell's May 2 , 1989, 
confidenliality request , pending t he filing of briefs by the 
parties on the legal issues raised by Southern Bell's reques t . 
Confid~n ial treatment would be atforded the Southern Bell data 
in the tnler Jm . May 19 , 1989. was established as the deadllne 
for subm1tting the above-referenced filings . Al so at the 
Prehear1ng Conference it was determined that the updated 
traffic study a nd updated economic impact analysis to be filed 
by Sou h rn Bell would no be available until afte r the hearing 
scheduled for May 23, 1989. Although not required to do so, 
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coun .. e 1 for Escambi a County stated on the record tha l he was 
specifically reserving Lh riqhl to obj cl to these late-filed 
exhibi s, including the right to cross examine those who 
prepared the exhibits. These drc isions , as well as the 
procedures to govern t he hearing, were reflected in Order No. 
21237, lSSued t-1ay 10, 1989. 

The Hearing in this matter was held on May 23, 1989, in 
Walnut Hill, florida. By that ti11e , the briefs on 
confident.iali ty requested during the Prehearing Conference had 
bee n filed by the appropriate parties. The Hearing Panel 
declined ruling on the confidentiality requests of ~oulhern 
Bell, Southland, and AT&T dur1ng the Hearing, but did rule lhe 
confid n ial status of th data wa s o b pre:;ervcd in Lhe 
inL L' rirn . 

On June 7, 1989 , a Moti on Hearing was held for the limited 

I_ 

purpose of con~idering he confidentiality issue~ in th is 

1 docke . As a result of Lha L HPa ring, we issued Order No. 2 1 484 
on June 29, 1989, which granted confidential stalul> l o the 
interLATA Ltaf!ic data !lled by both Southern Br• ll and 
South land in t h is docket . The Prehearing Officer ruled that 
existing Orders No. 19769 , 19978 and 20057 were broae nough by 
their tetms to encompass the updated vers ions of th~ same data 
f iled and due to be filed by bolh Sou hern Bell and so~thland . 

Sou hern Bell f1led its upda ted Lrdf!ic study data on May 
30 , 1989, and i Ls upda led economic impact study on June 29, 
1989. 

On July 11, 1989, Escambia Coun y filed a Motion for 
Extension o! Time requesting additional time i n which to file 
its pos - hearing brief in this docket. As grounds for its 
request , Escambia County cited the importance of the traffic 
studies and he economic impact data in this docket , along with 
escambia Count y' s desir to c ross examine the individuals who 
prepared bot h of these documents. Additionally, Escambia 
Coun ty noted that it did not receive its copy of Souther n 
Bell ' s economic impact filing unt il July 3 , 1989 , and 
t hereafter, did no receive protec ive agreements and 
confident1al data until July 10 , 1989, !though briefs of the 
parties were scheduled o be filed o n or before July 14, 1989 . 
Escambia County ass rt d that it would be difficu lt , if not 

I 
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impossi ble, to conduct discovery and file a bri ef unrler such 
time cons ratnts. Counsel for Escambia County reprcser. ~ed that 
none of the parties had any objection to granting a r easonable 
extcns ton of time . By Order No. 21588, issued July 20, 1989, 
the Prehearing Officer granted Escambia County · s Motion and 
establish d Augusl 4, 1989, as the n w deadline Cor filing 
briefs in t his docket. 

On August 4, 1989, Southern Bell flied its post - hearing 
brief, along with a request for confidential treatment of 
port i o ns of the brief. By Order No. 21737, issued August 16, 
1989 , the Pr•hearing Officer granted Southern Bell·s request 
Cor confidentiality. 

At th • hearing in Walnut Hill th~ testimony of subscribers 
concerning the ir toll calling needs was heard, after which the 
companies presented their wi tncsses and tc ... llmony. Ba sed upon 
the evidence receivef , it is our decision to require Southland 
and Southern Bell o survey the Century , Molino and\.' l lnut H : ll 
subscrib rs (all of whun would experience a rate inctc.a se ) for 
implementation of a nonoplional, flal-r ate , two-way c ountywi de 
calling plan as described below. \.ole no e additionally that 
after this matter was docketed , but prior to Lhe hearing , 
Southland merged Lhe Davisville exchange into Lhe l 'a lnut Hill 
exchange. 

CALl, JNG PLAN 

A major issue in this proceeding has been whether or not a 
sufCictent community of interest exists along the toll routes 
in Escambia Counly to justify implementation of countywide 
EAS. Rule 25-4.060, Florida Administrative Code , provides: 

(2) A preliminary showing that a sufficient 
degree of community of interest between exchanges, 
suCCicten to warrant further proceedings , will be 
considered to exis whPn the combinPd two-wa y calling 
ra e over each i nter-exchange route under 
conside t alion equals or exceeds two (2} messages per 
main and equivalent main sta ion per month {M/fVM) 
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and fifty ( SO\) percent or more of the subscr i bers in 
the exchang(.!S involved make calls per mon th , excepl 
that: 

(a) On any given route between two exchanges , 
when the petitioning exchange has l ess than half the 
number of main and equivalent main station s as the 
larger exchange, studies or oneway traffic 
originating in the smaller exchange may be u sed , in 
which case the community of interest qualification 
will require a calling rate three ( 3 ) or more t-1/Mtr·l 
w1th at least fifty {50\) percent of the exchanges 
subscribers making two (2) or more Cllls per month. 

Pur -;uanL to th1 s Rul e , it would appear that only two routes, 
Century to Pensacola and Walnut Hill o Pensacola, have calling 
rates m<.;eling the Rule requi remenl. All the other routes in 
EscaMbia County that do not presenLly have EAS have calling 
rates below the Rule requirement. 

Southland and Southern BC!ll do no l believe counl •Jwiclc EAS 
s hould be implemented i n Esc.ambia County since all the rou tes 
do not met the requiremen s o f Rule 25-4.060. In mo s .. case s , 
we would pro bably agree. Ho~.o:cver , here we believe there arc 
mitigati ng facto r s that jusliCy implementation of countywide 
EAS. Century and Walnut Hill , as well as Molino and 
Can tonment, are all d e pendent upon Pensaco la for employment, 
higher educalion, counly o ffices , medical and emergency ( 911) 
services, and cultural and social events. Escambia County and 
the Citizens believe there is a sufficient communit or 
i nteres between all exchanges in Escambia County to war rant 
coun ywide EAS. We agree. We do not believe no nqualify ing 
i ntermediate routes to smaller communities should neg ate the 
request for countywid~ EAS i n a situation like the one here , 
where a 11 the smaller exchanges are dependent upo n the 1 a rge r 
exchange {Pensacola ) for many of their se rvices. we wish t o 
emphasize that o u r policy has been and will continue to b~ not 
to perm1 t "leap-frogging" or skipping o f exchanges in · an EAS 
request . 

We have considered the feasibility of a wide varie t y o f 
difC~renl calling plans in reach1ng o ur decision jn tht s 
docket. I n s o doing, we have attempted t o strike a fate 
balance betwe n both the subscribers· desire for toll rel ief 
and he comp anies · concern with recovery of costs. The cost 
l ems we hd ve considered are swi ching i nvestmen t, trunk 

I_ 

I 
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facili.l "es , annual charges , directory cost , leasing cost, toll 
and Co reign exchange ( FX) revenue reductions, or igi na ti ng and 
terminating access charges , and billing and collection. Wh ile 
the companies understandably favor rates that would provide 
full recovery of thci r costs, we ( i nd that to do so would 
resull 1n unduly pro htbilive rates and would doom the custome r 
survey to failure. Further, we do not believe t hat Southland ' s 
earning of a negative rate of return, or at a level below the 
floor o f its au horized cal<:.. or return, should be a determining 
factor on whe ther EAS should be implemented . Therefo re , we 
will wa ive Rule 25-4 .062(4}, Florida Administrative Code, which 
provi d~.s Cor full recovery of costs Cron. Lhe subscriber~ in the 
petiti o ning exc hang e upon implementation of traditional, 
two-wa y, nonop t i~nal EAS. 

The cou~t y~ide calling plan we are ordeting in this docket 
i s no t Lhe same plan we had proposed in Orcler No. 20605. Ba sed 
upo n th evidence we have received , we do not believe that the 
Pens a co la rates should be applied to a l l the exc hanges in t !1 is 
dock· l. Undrr Order No. 20605, Southland· s re ~ identia1 
subsc riiJ rs in ,.,olino would have recciveJ a $.30 rcduc-L1on in 
basic monthly rates while those in Walnut Hill would na ve had 
their bdsic monthly rates increased by $1.70. Southern Bell's 
residential subs cribers in the Century exchange would h ave 
experienced a $1.05 increase in their basic monthly r~Les. The 
r ates for Southern Bell ' s residential subscribers in both the 
Cantonment and Pensacola exchanges would have remained 
unchanged. Presently both Cantonment and t-1olino have EAS to 
one another, as well as to Pensacola. With the implementation 
or countywide EAS, Lhc Cantonment and Moli no exchanges would 
only gain an addili o nul 2,889 access lines. Thi s is in sharp 
contrast to the Century exchange ' s gain of 11 6,970 acces s lines 
and Walnut Hill's gain of 116,967 access lines. Additionally, 
Pensacola subsc riber s would o.nly gain 2 ,889 access lines from 
the addition of EAS o the Cenlury and Walnut Hill exchanges. 
It is our belief lhat no subscribers should receive a rate 
reduction while increasing their calling scope , especially when 
other subscribers arc recci ving increases . Wh ile we do not 
believe Sou hland and Southern Bel.t should recover their full 
costs to implement EAS, we do bel ieve , to t he exten t possible, 
that costs should be recovered from those subscd bers causing 
Lhe added costs. Further , we disagree with Southland ' s 
proposal that we should requ i re some type of compensation 
agreement between Southland and Southern Bel l to equalize any 
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defic1ency i n recovering costs associated with implemen tati on 
of EAS i n Escambia County. We believe thal each company should 
bear its respecti ve costs in its own te r r itory to implement 
two-way, nonoptiona l EAS. 

The pla n we Cind Lo be most appro ria l e i n Lhis docket is 
countywide, f la t-rate , no nopti o na l EAS be tween all the 
exchanges. This means that uncler our plan, subscribers in the 
Can nmen , Cer.tury, Molino, Pen~aco l a ar J Walnut Hill 
exchdnges will be able to c al l amongst themse lves withou t 
incurring a o l l c h a r ge . The companies arc hereby directed to 
survey all )ub~cri bers in Lhe Century . t-1olino and Wa lnut Hill 
exc hanges at the following ra es: 

CURRE JT RATE MO . INCRI:.ASE NEW RATE 
EXCHA!lGE R 1 B-1 PBX R- 1 B- 1 PBX R- 1 B-1 PBX 

Cen ury 8. 10 ~ 1 . 90 49.39 2 . 53 6.89 15.45 10 . 6.s 28.79 64 . 84 

Molino 9 . 45 23 . 09 38. 85 1.40 3 50 14.00 10.85 76 . 59 52 . 85 

Walnut 
Hill 7 . 45 18 . 25 29.95 3.50 9.00 3 6.00 10. 95 27 . 25 65 . 95 

CanlonmC'nl and Pensaco la subscriber s wi 11 nol have the i r rates 
increased and will no l be tncludcd in lhe s u r vey . 

I_ 

I 

The survey is to be c o nducted o n a con so lid a ted basis, 
with the requi rement that a simple ma jority of all eligible 
subscr ibers i n Lhe three e xchanges vole in favo r of countywide 
EAS. By requiring a simple majority , we are waiving Rule 
25- 4.063( 5 }( a ), Florida Administ r ative Code , which r equires 
fifty -one percent ( 51\J of all subscribe rs in each exchange to 
vote favo r ably. The combined access lines in the three 
exchanges l o be survey cl tot a l 4 , 429. Fifty-one percent ( 51\) 
would require 2 ,259 favorable v o tes whereas a simple majority 
will only require 2 , 2 15 voles, a di ffe rence of 44 voles. 
Cttizens have asked that we only requi r e a simple majority of 
those actually voting for the surve y to pass . we ca nnot 
suppo rt Cit i zens · pro posa l since it could r esult in a minority 
of subscribers causing an increase in rates for a majority who 
had not approved t he i ncrease . All other requ irements of Rule 
25-4.063 should be adh red to . wi h the e"Jtcep ion o f paragraph 
( S)(a). .I 
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RULE WAIVER 

A much debated issue in this docket was whether a nd to 
what extent we can wa ive our EAS rules . Elsewhere in this 
Order we have stated that we are waiving Rules 25 · 4.0 62 (4 ) and 
25-4.063(5)(a), Florida Administrative Code; thus , we believe 
it is appropriate to explicate o ur aulhorily for doing so . 

The EAS rules themselves contemplate the possibility of 
waiver. Rule 25-4. 064, Florida Administrative Code, provides: 

Wheneve r inter-exchange traffic patterns are s uch that 
subscriber necJs ma y be adequately served by alterr tive 
service orr~rings , or requesls ma y not fully meet th0 
requiremcnls of these ru les but higher than avera ge 
i nlcr-cxchang<.! calling may exist , the Commission may give 
con.:.it.lerat ion Lo other alternatives such as one- way 
Op ional Calling Plans, inter-excha nge message ra le 
service , Usage Scns1tive Pricing oplions, disc ounted toll 
ofCcring , etc. 

On firsl reading, it mighl seem that t hi s ru l e docs nu t pl rtain 
to traditional EAS {flat-rate , nonopli onal , two- way calling} 
because of Lhe reference to ·· olher a l ternatives " in the Rule . 
However, o n closer examination, it can be seen that Lhe list of 
"other a llernatives " is not meanl to limit our discretion. 
Rather, lhe list of "o her a llernalives " is p receded by the 
words · such as ," which signi fics that the examples in t he list 
are not meant to be e xclus i ve . This i s further confirmed by 
the fact t ha t the list of "other alterna t ives · ends with the 
wo rd •etc ." Thus , once we have invoked Rul e 25-4 .064, as we 
have done here, we have stepped outs ide t he EAS ru les and are 
free to fa s hio n appropriate situational r emedies ; subject , o f 
course, to the normal confines of policy development through 
case by ca~c adjudicalion. 

Traditionally, when we have invoked Rule 25-4.064 , we have 
still used the exisling EAS rules as a framework . Then, as we 
explain t he underlying tationale of our decision, we announce 
that we are •waiving" certai n rul es i n conjunction with our 
decision. By us ing such a method , we g1ve a r ecogn izable 
st r ucture to our development of policy through adjudication of 
individual cases. But as the above di scussion ma kes clear , 
o nce we announce that we are proceeding under rule 25-4.064, 
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lhe EAS rules have already been waived. 
·waive" any of the EAS rules as we 
proceeding by this method. 

Thus , we are free to 
deem appropriale when 

EFFECT UPON OTHER DOCKETS 

In Docket No. 880069-TL , Order No. 20162 , issued October 
13, 1988, the Commission ordered that $10 mill ion annually of 
Soulhern Bell· s revenues be set aside for implementation of 
Optional Exte nded Area Service {OEAS) along various routes . 
After further analysjs, it appears that tho rates set for those 
routes will not result in use of the entire $10 million. We 
believe it is appropriate to use part of the $10 million f o r 
OPAS or EAS on additional routes as needed in order to furlher 
relieve EAS pressures. Therefore, we will r equire thal 
$136,000.00 of the $10 million set aside in Docket No . 
880069-TI, be used to offset Soulhern Bell ' s costs of 
implementing EAS in Escambia Counly in this docket. 

In Docket No . 820537-TP, Order No . 14~52 implumenled 
access charge bill and keep for local exchange compani~s {LcCs ) 
effective July 1, 1985. To keep each LEC financially who le, at 
least at the beginning, each company experiencing a surplus wa s 
ordered lo dispose of the surplus by recording addilional 
depreciati on expense. Southland was given the additional 
oplion of using its surplus to separate its accountjng records 
between Alabama and Florida. Soulhland used its 1985 winning s 
to separa e its accounting records. It used its 1986 , 1987 and 
1988 winnings to offset increased depreciation expense in its 
last depreciati on represcription. Its surplus thus far in 1989 
has not been applied againsl any specific depreciation reserve 
account. 

If flat - rate , nonoptional, lwo- way EAS is implemented , 
Southland will no longer receive the access charge revenue 
which caused the bill and keep surplus . If Southland no longer 
has an access charge surplus from bi 11 and keep, it should no 
longer be required to record additional depreciation as an 
offset to the surplus. Allowing Southland to forgo record ing 
depreciation expense as an offset to its interLATA winnings 
wlll reduce lhe company's intrastate expenses. This expense 
reduction should be consid ced as an offset to the loss in 
revenue Sou hland w1ll experience (rom il'l'plementing EAS along 
h routes £ n this docket , thus decreasi ng South land · s loss. 

I_ 
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The decrease in access charge revenue is the main cause of th~ 
revenue loss Southland will experience from implementing EAS; 
therefore, it is reasonable to offset the decrease in access 
revenue (w1nnings) with the decrcrtc;P in depreciation exp nse . 
Sou hland s hall h ave no further requirements for the 
dispos1t1on of its interLATA surplus, as required by Order No. 
14452, effective at the time EAS is implemented in this docket. 

III. MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES 

Two additional issues were raisLd by public ~1tnesses 
during the course of he hearing. AlthouC)h these issues were 
not included in the f'rchcaring Order, the Prehearing Officer 
deemed it appropriate to add res~ these issues in the 
disposition of this docket. 

During the hearing, one of the publi c witnesses 
he shut-in service provided by the Hennonile Churcu 

Hi 11 for i s elderly. Thi s wi tncss requested 
Convnission give cons .:.deration Lo allowing 
organizaUons throughout the sta e a special 
church-spon~orcd telephonic services to their shut - in 

d iscussed 
in ~'lal nut 

thal the 
rt.!ligi o us 

Late for 
mctrbc l s. 

Foe many years, some LECs provided telephone service to 
churches and certain qualifying charilable o rganizations at a 
twenty-five percent (25\) discount from the prevailing business 
rate. Clergy received a twenty-five percent (25\) discount off 
t he residence rates. This discount service, known as the 
Eleemosynary Conces ... ion, was ,eliminated by Order No. 6504 in 
Docket No. 740805 -TP , effective February 11, 1975. 

There are several rea sons for not au horizing 
concessionary service. One is the problem of controlllng or 
limi ing its application. Once started , it continues to gro w 
unlt 1 il has a substanli a 1 negative revenue impact . Also, the 
LECs have some difficulty in determining customer eligibility. 
rr we were to authorize a concession, we would be cr~ating a 
si ua ion where the general body or ratepayers wou ld be in 
effec conlributinq to churches and charitable orqaniza ions lo 
whtch they might not wanl to contribu P. Additi onally, direct 
conLribu tons o cha ritable o rganizati o ns are generally 
disallowed in rate proceedings. Therefore , we reaffirm the 
ConvntSSton·s pr vtous decision to disallow Eleemosynary 
Cone sstons. 
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to cons· de:: 
assist l o w 

While we 

Anot:t "r public witness asked the Commission 
the possltJility of creallng a voluntary fund to 
income suLsccibers with their telephone bill ~ . 
commend this concept, we do not believe we are the appropri.:tle 

Al hough we 
it clear that 
of voluntary 

agency o impl ment and monitor such a program . 
will not mandate such a program, we wish to make 
our d clsion docs not preclude establishment 
programs or this nalutc. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by lho rlonda Public Setvjce Comm1ssion that 
Sou hland Telephone Company and Southern Bell Telephone and 
Telegtaph Company shall 1mplcment a nonoptional, flat-rate, 
two-way extended area serv1ce plAn between the Cantonment, 
Century, Mo lino , Pensacola, and Nalnut Hjll exchanCJes which 
compl ie:; w1th the terms and condi tio1.s outlined in the body of 
this Order. It is Cur her 

ORUI:!•En that Sou hland Telephone Company shal l conduct a 
survey of tho•t:' subscnbers in the l'iolino and \laluul Hi ll 
exchangeh It 1s further 

OROERFU that Southern Uell Telephone and Telegraph Company 
shall conduct a survey oC those subscribers in the Century 
exchange. I is further 

ORD~REU thal Southland Telephone Company and Sout ' crn Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company shall submit theit survey 
letters and ballots for our apptoval prior to their 
distribu ion. It 1s further 

ORDERED that Southland Telephone Company and Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company are to begin conducting their 
respective surveys no later than October 20 , 1989. It is 
!urther 

ORDERf::D hat the calling plan described in the body of 
this Order lS to b implemented within twelve {12) months from 
the d.J c• o f h1s Order j( llpproved by he customer survey 1n 
th~ mann~r set torth h rein. It 1s fur her 

ORDF-RF.O tha certain 
wa1ved t or he r asons s 
is fur h r 

rules as described here1n have been 
forth in the body of this Order. It 

I_ 

I 

I 
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ORDERED Lhal $13 6 , 000.00 of t he $10 million annual reven ue 
sel aside for implemenlation of OEAS in Docket No . 880069-TL, 
Order No. 20162 , shall be used to offset Southern Bel l 
Telephone and Telegraph Company's cosls of i mplemenling EAS in 
Lhis Dockel Js se forth herein. IL is furlher 

ORDERED that Southland Telephone Compa ny shall hav~ no 
furlher requirements Cor disposilion of iLs interL/\TA surplus , 
as required by Order No . 14152, in Docket No . 820537-TP. 
effeclive at the lime EAS is implemented in this docket , for 
lhe reasons set for h in the body of Lhis Order. Il is furlher 

ORDERED thal Southern Bell Telepho ne and Telegraph Company 
shall begin the appropriate action necessary to procure a 
wa iver from Judge Greene ' s Modified Final Judgment in order to 
prov1de extended area service as set Corlh i n Lhis Order. it 
is furlher 

ORDERED that t he Commission ' s decision in ~ockcl No . 
740805-TP , Order No . 6504 , to abolish the Ell.'cmosynary 
Concession is affirmed as set forth in the body or Lh• s Order . 
It is Cur lhcr 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Co~n1ssion thal 
while we will nol establish a fund to assist l ow income 
subscribers wilh Lheir telephone bill s , neither will we 
preclude est:tblishmcnt of volunlary programs of Lhis nalure . 
It is further 

ORDERED ti'al his docket s hal l remain open pend1ng the 
results o f the survey. 

By ORDER of Lhe F l orida Public Service Commission 
this __1!:.9..__ day of ___Q_c t ober • 1989. ~ 

"l . J 

ST£"12~~· Division of Re~ords and Reporting 

( 5 E A L ) 

ABG 
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NOTltl: OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVII:.\-l 

Th fl o rtda Public Service Commission is require d by 
Section l/O.'J9(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
admini!, t.:rnt lvt' heartng or judicial review of Commissi o n order s 
that is vnllable under Section ... 120 . 57 or 120 . 68, Florida 
S'alutPs, ~ well as the procedures and lime lim1ts that 
~pply. Tha~ notice should not be construed to mean all 
requests Cor an admin1strative hearinq or judicial review will 
be gran cd 01 result in the relief sought. 

I_ 

Any P• rcy adversely affected by the Commission's final 
acllon in hi s matter may request: l) reconsideration o f the 
dec t s i o n ly filing a motion for reconstderation with the 
Direc t o r, l>iv ls i o n of Record., and Reporting within f ifleen (15) 
day s of h is~. tance of this order in the form prescribed by 
Rule 21) 21.0b0, Florida Admintslralive Code; or 2) judicial 
review by tlw Plorida Supreme Court in the case of a n el e ctric, 
ga s or t 1 phone utility or the First District Cour of Appeal I 
in the coa l o C a water or sewer ulilily by filing a no ice o f 
appeal wil:h lht• Director, Div i sion of Records and Repo rt nJ and 
fillng a COP/ of the noticC' of appeal and the filing f l c with 
the a ppcopt ictlt• court. This filing mu s t be complell d within 
thirty (30) (!,yr. afler the issuanc e of thi s ordet, puL s u a nl t o 
Rule 9.110, !lorida Rules of Appellate Procc c.l u re. The noti ce 
of appeal 111\l"it be in the fotm spec ified 1n R'lle 9.900(a), 
Florida Rult~ of Appellate Procec.lure. 

I 
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