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CASE BACl<GRQVNP 

This docket w~~ initiated pursuant to Resol ut ion No . G27 
filed by the City L~mmission of Haines City nn May 18, 1995, 
requesting extended area service (.t:ASl from the Haine :,; C:1.ty 
e xchange to all exchanges located within Polk C0unty. GTE 
Florida Incorporated (GTEFL or the Companyl provides :;ervic(> to 
ttle Haines City, Lakeland, Bartow, Polk City, MJlb~rry, and 
Ind.:.an Lakes exchang~s. Sprint-Flonda, Inc. (Spr tnt) scrvC!s Lbc 

Fort Meade exchange. The Hal.nes City, Lakeland, Bartow, Pvlk 
City, Mulbe rry, and Indian Lakes e.l<changes arc located in the 
Tampa LATA, whereas the Fort Meade exchange is located in the 
Fort Myers LATA. The involved parties agreed .that this 
proceedin;J should be governed by Chaptcz: 3G4, t'lnrida Stdtlll.cs , 
as it existed prior to July 1, 1995. Attachment A is a m~p ot 
the involved exchanges. 

By Order No . PSC-95-142 9-PCO-TL, issued Nt;vcmLci 27, I Q95, 
the Commission required GTEFL to perform and !1le tratt1c studies 
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on the 1ntraLATA !"Outes at issue in this docl<et. GTEFL was not 
ordered to condu'-t traffic studies nn the interLATA ruut.rs, 
because it no longer performs billing !or AT&T. 

8)' Order No. PS("'-96-0620-FOF-TL, !SSU"'l t-f<~y H, l'44t, th•• 
Commission denied the re~uest for EAS from the Ha 111~s c i • y 
exchanqe to all exchanges located Wl thln pr,J k 1:,nwt y. T!i1· 
Com."'lission determined that non~ of the routes qual1 tied for :1r.n
optional, flat rate, two-way EAS or an al ternatl ve tol! rel11:! 
plan. Since the trartic data en the intraLA"'A rou1c.s d1d 11ot 
indicate a community o! ir1terest, the C.omm1ss1un conclud(:'1 tb<~t 
additional interLATA traffic information would not r.hange the 
result. 

On Hay 28, 1996, the City Comrni.ss.1.on c.d Hcslncs Clty tiled a 
protest of Order No. PSC-96-0620-FOF-TL, anv requ~sled a formal 
hearing. 

By Order No. PSC-96-1034-f'C0-TL, issu1·d August f.!, l4'h,, t_he 
Commission set this matter for hearing to r.on.sider c::!'Miuliity ('lf 
interest factors other than traffic data. 

8y Order No. PSC-96-1549-PCO-TL, issued fJecernber 1~. 19gi .. 
the Commission determined the issues to be re~olved ill this 
docket. 

By Order No. PSC-97-0419-PHO-TZ., i.ssued or. l\prll 1~, 1997, 
t.he Commission established the prrJcedure:> gov<:>rlilii<J the h"'ndltfl<J 
ot confidential i "ormation, prefilcd testl:r.')n'f ~nd cxl.iL_ts, 
the order of witnesses, and post hearing matters. 

On April 22, 1997, the lotn.r.\ission held a public. <H1d 

technical hearing ln Haines City, Florida. 
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DISCUssiON OF ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: Is there a sufficier.t comn1uni ty of 1nterest to 1·:- t1ty 
implementing EAS, as currently def 1ned in the Comrn1 ss1on rul e s , 
or implementing Extended Call1ng Service ii::CSJ , u t dl• dlt<~rnat iv c 

toll p~oposal on any of the following routes: 

Haines 
Haines 
Haines 
Haines 
Haines 
Haines 
Haines 

• 
•• 

City/La k.el and • • 
City/Polk City 
City/Bartow• 
City/Mulberry 
City/Frostproot 
City/Indian Lakes 
City/Fort Meade 

County seat of Polk rounty 
State and fcd~ral oft.ices scrvliH:I r.tw at<: d 

STAfF RECDtfAjNQATION: No. Based on the ev1dcnce p r~.:sf.• fll ,.,J ;r, 

this doc ket, staff does not believe that a sufti c .lcnt c:urnmw.i L~l 
of interest exists to justify a survey of lia i n<:s C1 ty re:ndr>nls 
to implement non-optional EAS to a 11 exchanges w1th 1 n ~-''>1 k 
County. With the exception of the Hai r,es City/Lakeland r oute co nd 
Haines City/Polk City route, s t aff dces not beli e ve that d 
s uf ficient communit y of interest exists t o wa rrant an alternative 
toll reliof plan on any o f the rema ining r outes . Staff no~es lh~ 

Haines City to rolk City route warrants to ll re : .(~f to avoi d 
leapfrogging. Specifically, staff recornmeuds that t h~.: ('ol1ll!lis::-.J o n 
orde r GTEFL to implement ECS on the H<H ne s Ci Ly/Lakeland 1 'J Ute 
and Haines City/Pc. : Cit:, route. Residential c ustomers .s ho uld 
pay .$.25 per call regardless of durat1or, ard bu.s1ne ::;s call.; 
should be rated at .$.10 for the f1rst minute and s.u6 (or each 
additional minute. Pay telephone provider s should c h ilrge end 
users $.25 per message and pay the standard measured 
interconnection usage charge. IXCs may contin Je t o r.<s rr·y tile 
same type of traffic on those routes that they arc now auUHjr, ::•~d 
to carry. ECS should bP. implemented on thPSP. t \>l lt c:. ••s :·••()II dS 

possible but not to exceed six months from Lhc i HS Udnce u f dn 
order resulting from this recommendation. (WIGGl~S) 

- , -
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PQSITIQN OF PARTIES 

HAIMES CITI: There is a suftic1ent ccmrnun1ty 0f interest to 
warrant a vote on EAS tor each of the routes. If the vole falls, 
ECS should be implemented on each of the routes. 

~: There is a sufficient comrnun1ty of 1nterest t o wax-rant d 

vote on EAS for elch ot the routes. If the vcte fails, f.(.::s 
should be implemented 0n each of the routes. 

GT£fL: No. rhe Conunission has alrea-:Jy foulld that l. t<atllc· 1~ lt•o 

low to indicdte a conununity of !nt~rest s1Jtfic-1ent to Ju:-;t 1 fy ~:!\:; 

or even ECS on any of these rout .... s. There ar4• no llt!w tact!-> trJ 
warrant reversing this finding, which is base<i on r.omrnt~.sa m 
rules and precedent. 

SPRINT-FLQRIQA: 'lo. According to Ms. Harrell's exhibH, trGiffic 
on the Haines City/Fort Meade route, which is the only route 
involving a Sprint exchange 1 does not meet the messages p·~r 

access line per month (H/A/H) or distribution fQquir ament 
thresholds in Commission Rule 25-4.060 (3), Fl or1da 
Administrative Code. 

STAFf ANAI.YSIS: Haines City contended ~hat there i s a suff i nent 
commun i ty of interest on the routes at issue to warrant ba llo ti11q 
tor non-optional EAS to all exchange;. within Polk County. Of the 
51 citizens that testified at the puol1c hearing concerning 
COIIUT''lnity of interest factors, all of them supported the rcqu,.st 
for non-optional EA.!.. or some alternative form of t0ll rrol i • t. 
ITR 12-156, 334-394) Several residents wdJcdled tll a t. they 
support EAS with the full knowledge that it would requ1re a rdtc 
increase. (Tucker TR 30; McGlashan TR 32; Carefoot TR 'h; Tc,llr-y
Deal TR 149-151) AddJ.tionally, numerous puLli.= witJu· ~ st·s 

asse.:-ted that they depend on the La}:eland rtrld Bdrtow f!XCholll}\:~ 

for their medical services, bus1ness servJces, governmental 
services, and personal needs. (Carefoot TR 83; Brdntlcy TR 71-
77; Saag TR 109-118) 

Hainee; City argued that the tratfic studtes prPVJd<·d by 
GTEFL were incomplete and failed to re!lect the t.rue volume n! 
traffic bein9 generated between Haines Clty and the o ther 1111 ra
county points at issue in this dock:P.t. (Toney-Deal TH l~, q-}•:7) 

- 4 
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Also, several public witnesses testified that they by-pa~s 
GT£FL's toll serv~ces by us~ng other means to comp lut~ t nt r~
county toll calls. (Carefoot TR 83-93; Hannon TR ~~~-~~· ; Tl !~~y 

Deal TR 134-156; Fortin TR 350-3521 For in::tance, ....,i tnf?ss ne 
indicated that she and Hr. Fie let toll ca l ls that they nQed to 
make stock pile until Hr. Fie goes to Winter Hc:tven, and ther. t.hP'/ 
make the nec<:!ssary calls. (TR 38()) Another wi.tnl:!:-> 5 ~t .;l.ed th,1t 
he avoids toll charges by driving to a pay telephon~ located lf• 
the Winter Haven exchange about 1 m1le from his home, which has 
toll-free cal~ing to Lakeland and Barto..... He also asserted that 
he uses his cellular ph~ne on the week~.ld and late niqht to aVQld 
making toll calls. (McCall TR 385-386) Witness Brown stalad 
that she makes calls from her job located in W1nter Haven to 
avoid incurring toll charges at home in Haines City. (TR 3Q7-
388) Additionally, a namber of witn~sses indicated that they 
dial around to o".her long distance carrier:; when maklii<J tntra
county toll calls. (Hannon TR SS; Poe TR ·q6-378; Toney-r•eul TJ< 
157-159) Consequently, Ha1nes City arg~ed that th~ trdfflG 
studies are not a true measure of the volum~ of traff1c un L/lQ 

routes at issue. Haines City asserted that mure «!mphasis ~houl•j 
be placed on other conun.unity of interest factors, i nr.ludin<J the 
fact that the Haines City area is the fastest gro....,lng area 1n 
Polk County. (BR p. 4) 

Several witnesses assert~d that they use doctors and 
the major regional medical center located in L~keiand ILakPlan rl 
Regional Medical Center). (Snyder TR 349-3:.1; .·on~ y-IJedl TR 1 ~.·.-
1~6; Fortune TR 26; Reilly TR 25} W1tness Toney-Deal stat~d that 
Haines City does· "ve 1ts own medical facilities, hospital , <.~n·J 

doctors. However, the w1tness 1nd1cated that some <.Jf t.he •10ct<,rs 
have dual practices in which they pracli~e 1n Lakel~nd a c~rta111 

number of days and Haines City a certain number of. days. The 
witness further explained that the doctors make appointments from 
their Lakeland offices. She also asserted that Haines City 
residents depend on Lakeland medical facilities for specidl 
medical treatments, s~ch as kidney dialysis and open hcdrt 
surgery. (Toney-Deal TR 155) Witness Snyder cont~nded th.Jt mauy 
of Haines City residents' health care providers are based in 
Lakeland at Watson Clinic or Lakeland Regional Medi cal Ce:.ter. 
The witness stated that as a pharmacist be call:; dlH;t.or!; f,Jr 
approval of prescript1ons or any health c<~rc reldled matter~ fr>J 

patients. These calls are long distance. He noted that he does 
not want to pass the extra charge on to tis cus~omers. Snyder 
TR 349-350) Witness Brantley contended that a large numuer of 
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ret i red Haines City residents make toll cd J ls to physi clans anrl 
clinics in Lakeland, which can be costly when livi ng on a fixe~ 

income. (TR 72) 

Numerous public witnesses asserte.J that 1t i s very 
costly and t.lme consuming to C<")nduct business 1n the Ha 1n~s Cl'...J 
area because of long distance calling. (Burchfield TR 20-2:; 
Savant TR 35-37; Carter TR 63-66; Poe TR 376-~7A) Wttness 
Burchfield, the owner of an engineering fitm, contended that ~lis 

firm incurred long distance ~harges of S71.52 for the month nf 
March. He stated that this is an additional ~osl of dotng 
business in the Haines City area. (TR 21 l Another witness noterl 
that Ytong Floridd, a 32 million dollar manufac turing bustness 
located in Haines City, spends an extra $150 per month on toll 
ca~ls within ?olk County. (Savant TR 35-3€) Also, Witness 
Mengeling indicated that his funeral business made 443 t0lJ calls 
within Polk County in March of 1997, which cost aoprox1m~tely 
$448. !TR 342-343) r•rthermore, many of the witnesses stated 
that the Lakeland area is a major distribution center for Polk 
County. They argued that businesses in Haines City depend on 
these companies tor services and supplies. Currently, if these 
businesses want to contact their distributors, they are forced Lo 
make a long distance call. (Toney-Deal TR l)f-137; Saag TR lOg; 
Carefoot TR 87) Thus, Witness DeGennaro cotatended that lvr•g 
distance charges impede Haines City's eco:1omic development and 
create a competitive disadvantage for businesses in the 
community. tTR 95) 

To further support Haines City's positlon, several 
local government officia.~ agreed that there should be toll-free 
calling from Haines City to all exchanges with.n Polk County. 
(To~ey-Deal TR 135; Storm TR 120-121; Wheeler TR 128-132) 
Witness Wheeler, who is the Chief of Police for Haines City, 
contendE'd that. communicati~Jn between law enforcement agencie:. 
within Polk is a necessity. He asserted that relaying 
intelligence information !rom agency to agency sometimes t·equires 
lengthy conversations between investigators; not having EAS <>ften 
hampers the communication ot pertinent infr..rmalion. For 
1nstance, if a victim or a witness lives in another part of the 
county, police investigators do not have the capability of 
picking up the telephone and c~ntacting them. (TR ll28-111J 
w.:.tness Toney-Deal sta[.ed that various county and government 
agencies, such as the Sheriff's main offic:e, the L.ounty 
Courthouse, the County AdJninistration BuilJing, and the County 
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School Board Offices are located in Bartow, the county seat of 
Polk County The witness argued that H~ in•!f; <;1 t y rNndl'nt.r. 
cannot call Sartow toll-free, ~h1ch isolates the Ha~ne~ C1ty dr~a 
from ~.he 90vernmental nucleus of Polk County. ITR 2? .- 14r.tl 
However, various witnesses indicated that. therP ;ue 80CJ numbct ~ 
available to call snme 9overnment aaencies toll-free. !Tan~y
Deal TR 145; saa9 TR 114; Lasse.Lgne TR 367-3681 Nc\·erthelr>!'S, 
witness Toney-Deal contended that the major1ty of Lhe time thebe 
800 numbers are busy. {TR 145) Additionally, witness Fortur.e 
stated that often, when citi7.ens call the c-ounty ,,fflces th<>y .srt• 
put on hold for as long as 30 minutes. (TR 2bl 

In its brief, Office of Publi-: Counsel IOt.>CJ ar•,u(.•i 
that the traffic studies submitted by GTEFL do not provide an 
accurate or reliable data base for the Commission to use 1n 
determininq if a sufficient coi"Mit:nity ot interes~ c'Cists to 
justify EASon the routes at issue in this doc-ket. OPC contended 
th~t GTEFL maintains the traffic ~at~ does not warrant eit~er a 
ballot for flat r.e.te EAS or consideration ot an al tern-1tive t~lan. 
OPC noted that there was sufflcient public te~Llmony at the 
hearing to suggest that the trc~ffic studies are insufficienl i.tliCJ 

fail to capture the relevant traffic infotmaLion. <BR p.~'J 

OPC's witness Pouche~ argued that within the p~~t 12 
months AT&7 has tlken back its billing from GTf.FL. The witn~ss 
pointed out that AT&T's billing for traffic from Haines City to 
other locations within Polk County would ~0t ~how up on GTF.'s 
billing records. He stated that there are several ways in whic-h 
the studieF submitted by GTEFL may be incomplete. <TR 21€-220} 
For example, throughout the course of the hearing, nnmervu~ 

public witnesses indicated speci fie methods they LJ'5e ta avol<.l 
going through GTEFL's switching system that would be a source ~Gr 
the traffic studies. (Hannon TR 55-56: F1.e TR 380; McCall TR 
385-386) Witness Poucher also asserted that the studles omit 
traffic frolr' alternative access vendorf", rx lines, goo C:iillinrJ, 
and pnvate or data lines. ITR 2l.-218J To collahorate witt.(:Ss 
Poucher's ar<;Jument, GTEFL' s witness f!obinson indicated thal lt~"" 
studies ~ay not be accurate because there is calling which ~lEFI. 
no lon9er captures. He asserted that GTE fL. d(Je:; not have 1 oo, of 
the marketplace anymore. (Robinson TR 295) ('on:w\.ju~.:ntly, 
witness Poucher stated, the traffic volum4~:;, c~.luwJ wi lh Uw 
community of interest testimony presented l'Y Haines City 
residents, are sufficient to warrar.t some form or ·oll rel1ef. 
(TR 190-194) 

- ., , 
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OPC's witness Poucher contended that the troff ic 
volumes and Qistribution of rnes~ages e n the rour.es bct\',.,en Hal nes 
City and its sister cities in Polk County 1s lnsu! f& Cl ~n~ , ~er 

se, to justify flat rate £AS balloung trorn Ha1ne ~· City t r; all 
exchanges in Polk County. Howevc r, wi tnes;:; P<;uc:hc r r~sser l<.·d thi:l t 
in the past the Commission has orderet.l toll rel1 ~ t &n o ther case ~ 

where the traffic volume was consistent with the' t rdtfir· from 
Haines City to the other exchanges 1n Polk County. A:; an example, 
witness Poucher ex~lained that the Commissiun o rder ed ballot in(J 
for tlat rate EA.s for all routP.s in Franklin Cuunty in .J<muary uf 
1991, when the traffic volumes on the rout:~s .:.t issue rdngecl [rom 
.02 to 2.12 and the distribution fell sho1t of the requir~d 
standard. The witness stated that ultimately, the ball(t ta1led, 
and the Commiss~on ordered the $.25 plan for all r outes 1n ttl~ 

county. Furthermore, in NC'vember o! 199?, the Cor:uni ss lun urdered 
the $.25 calling plan between Chietland anu Cedar Key dnd Cedar 
Key and Bron~on in view of the [act ':hat tla· <:;1ll1ng vn l um(:s on 
these routes failed to meet the threshold ~pecif ied by the rule. 
Commission made note of the fact that this decislon "1s 
consistent with our actions in similar EAS 1ockets Wlth rural 
areas where we have ordered the $.25 plan." <TR 180-183, 225-
235) Witness Poucher noted that the re is a good correlat1on 
between the Commlssion' s ph i losop~y in thos e spP.ci 11r ca ~H·s a•1d 
the situation in Haines City. ITR ? 41 J 

Sprint's witness Harrell contendec that the t raff1c 
study results on the Ft. Meade to Haines Ci ty r out e re f lecl 
calling rates that are not sufflcient to me e t thr M/A / M o r 
frequency dist butio:-~ requ1rements to qud 11 ty fur fla t rat l', 
non-optional EA5 or to justify implernc>ntatjon of any fo rm o f toll 
relief. (TR 167) Spnnt in its brief argued tha~ the tesllmo11y 
at the hear1ng did not show a st:fficlent coJ:unun1ty <J f inlC'te· t 
between Haines C~ty and Ft. Meade to lUStify any ~lternat1ve Lull 
relief. (BR pp.l-2) 

GTEFL noted in its brief that under th r r:ornmi .s.s lon's 
EAS rules, community of interest is measured through c allill•J 
data, specifically M/11./M and callln•J disttll)uti on . Tlw \·.,mp.,ny 
contended that the calling data aJ lows t.he Cumml ::;:-; 11111 1 <• m.d:•· 
objective and uniform declsions in EAS cases. GTEFL. asserted 
that in accordance with Rules 25-4.057 and 25-4.060, fl ~r1da 

Administrative Code, the Commission has already found t~.at t h" 
traffic studies on tho routes at 1 sr;uc• demtonsl r;stcJ nn r CJIMHI11l' y 
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of interest sufiicie~t to order an EAS survey, let alone 
implementation of EAS. The Company argued that u()ne of the 
routes under co&sideration in this docket meet the M/A/M 
requirements to qualify for non-option~!, two-way, flat rate EAS. 
(BR p. 31 

Additionally, GTEfL's witness Robln!:hm Str1ted U1at the 
traffi,c volume on these routes does not satisfy the Comnussion' s 
guidelines for a mandatory alternatiVe toll plan, such as ECS. 
The witness pointed out that the Commission held 1n Order No. 
PSC-96-0620-fOf-TL, issued May 8, 1996, that the calling rates on 
the intraLATA rou t es do not have sufficient callinq VQlum~s or 
distribution to warrant an alterr.at.i ve toll pla11. The Commi ss 1on 
als.J held that the traffic date, on the rr-utes dld not indicate ;; 
community of interest. Witness Robinson asserted that the 
traffic statJstics rule out any form of extended call1ng on thesP 
routes. (TR 252-256) In its brief, GT~FL noted that Lhe 
Co,mm;ission' s ruling confirmed that obJective calling uat3 ls the 
critical factor in evaluating EAS requests under it.<: lung 
standing precedent. (BR p.3) Witness Robinson contended that 
the only reason this matter is agaln before the Comm1ssion is 
because Haines City protested the Co!M'isslon's previously 1.ssu~d 
Order. (TR 252-256) 

GTEfL further argued that the Haines Clty aud OPC would 
have the Commission order expand,ed local cal Ung in this case, 
even though the traffic statistics fall far short of the 
requirements set forth in the Comm.1:-sion's rule5. The Company 
contended that OPC appears to foc.J.s on the last subsection of the 
Commission's rule on community f'lf interest considerations 25-
4.060 ( 5), Flo,r i.da Adr.linistrati ve Code. GTEfT explained that this 
subsection reads "In the event that 1nterexchange traffic 
patterns ove.r any g.i ven route d<"' not meet presubsc r ided <"•)mmun 1 t y 
of interest qualifica tions, the Comm1 ss ion n1ay cousid•"r other 
community of interest factors to warr<Jnt turther proceed1ngs." 
(BR p.4) 

GTEFl' s witness Robinson asserted that tht~ CoiM'l ss 1on' s 
ability to consider non-numerical conununitt of interest !actors 
does not mean the Commission can focus :c;olely on those factors 
and simply ignore the 'traffic statistics. Witness Robinson 
contended t hat the Col'l\JIIission should be extremely cautious in 
departing from its ,rules and customs of relying heavlly •m 
traffic statistics in extended calling cases. 1'h(i' wttness 
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explained that the Commission cannot ignore the fact that the 
local market is now open to competition. He argued that =hangr~ 
ma~ket conditions cast doubt on the need for any mand1tory 
extended calling plans. (TR Jl~-316) Furtherr.,ort~, ~; '! ~i:'L 

asserted that mandatory regrouping with an additive, wh1ch 
effectively increases existing local rates, w1ll givv GTEFL's 
competiton; further room to undercuL the Cumpany and take 1t:; 

cus~omers. Also, the Company not~d th3t 1t will l~sr : ts 
existing toll revenues. (Robinson TR 3l2-J14l 

Fur':hermore, witness Robinson contc:!nded, GTEFL docs w;• 
believe that there !las been an extraordinhl y showing ot non
numerical conununity of interest factors to jus1.l ty waiving 
Commission rules or past policies 1n cons1uer1ng extended ca1.ilng 
requests. The witness asserted that the Comrn1s.sion shr)ulJ reJect. 
OPC's witness Poucher's InVitation tu expand th" l og1c trom & 
handful of unique cases to gront manrtatory toll rel i c f 1n tins 
case. He argued that noth1ng has changed !tom the I Ssuance u1 
the Commission's order on Hay oth, 1996, to warrar.t a r•!V<!rsol of 
the conclusion. Witness Robinson stated that the Cornmis~:i•>ll 
should affirm its previous findir.g that no F.AS or Er.:s 1::. 
jt.stified in this case. {TR 2b5-268, 311-316) 

GTEFL's witness Robinson stated that neverrhclcss, 
Haines City residents participating in this case rC'miiill Cl>IIVltlced 
that some kind of expanded loca 1 ca 111 nq shuu 1 d be of! er~d. In 
response to the resident~ needs, Lhe witness explained thdt GTEFL 
is willing to offer fully optior.al local calli: l plan~ c L1;r). 
The witness indicated that GTEFL' s opt ion a 1 p 1 an could b· ~ 
implemented without regard to the Cornmlssi c,n-esldbll sht.!d 
community of interest factors. He stated that with GTEFl.'s LC:P 
n~ customer is to _ed to pay an extra monthly fee as all 
customers would under E.As. Witness Robinson noted that LCP has 
four options, and there is an option for the customer tu alw~y~ 
stay exactly as they are today. (TR 254-2h6} 

Staff aqrees with GTEFL and Sprint that there 1s r1ot il 

sufficient community o! interest to warrant ballt)t illlJ Haines r·1 t • ., 
residents tor non-optional EAS from Haines C1ty t'' all •·)wiJ,,r~<l•!.s 

within Polk County. Staff: acknowledge!. thdt publl•: wltno.:s:;t·: 
presented valid arquments that the trafflv studies submitted by 
GTEFL were incomplete and failed to measure the true volume and 
distribution of traffic qenerated on the routes at J s~ut• 111 t hi!; 
docket. !Toney-Deal TR 159-167.) H(JWev.~r, ~La fr d u P.s nul l d 1 evt: 
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that the argWhents expressed by th~ publ i c Wit nesses t..'<•nce :-Jllll<J 
t he shortcomings of the traffic data were :;u ffl ..:i en t t·> cun f trm 
that a si9nificant level of community of in terest ex1 st ~ r etw• ·<•ll 
Haines City and its sister exchanyes. This wa s ev i den t by the 
testimony of w.tness Toney-Deal, the City Mbnaqer o t Ha ines C1ty, 
who stated that Haines C1ty has its cwn medi c al c l1n1c, hosplla l, 
schools, and professional services. {1'k 135-1 5') ) Furtt-ermore, 
numerous witnesses indi~ated that several gove rnmen t of fice $, 
located in Bartow the county ~eat, have 900 {toll - fre• ' l numbers 
availablt for Haines City residents to contac t these l ocal 
agencies. {Toney-Deal TR 135-155; Saag TR 114; La:sse i')tle TR 3t,7-

368) Additionally, hoth GTEFL and Sprinl pres ·~ nt ed e vidence th,,t 
the calling \olume and distribution from Haires C1 t y lc, tht• 
exchanges at issue do not come close to meet li\IJ t ho Comnot ~SJ0!1' $ 

critena for non-optional EAS. (EXH 2, 7&8) 

The public witnesses did express valle argument ~ 
concerning the scope of GTEFL's traffic sturiies . Th@. witnesses 
testified that they used several ~eans to by-pass GTEFL's t nll 
services when making local toll calls. (Care f ool Tl~ R i - Q !; 

Hannon TR 55-58; Fortin TR 350-352 1 Furl IH•rmo r e , OPC Wl tnes~ 
Poucher reinforced Haines City's aryument ~y ass e r ting t hat the 
traffic studies are unreliable because within t he past 1 2 months 
AT~;T has t aken back i ts billing from GTEFJ.. Witness Po uc her , 
a l so no t ed t hat the studies omi t traff l~ from a l ter na t ive dCcess 
vendors, FX lines, 800 calling, and pr i vate or da ta li nes . 1TR 
216- 220 ) While staff believes that the witnesses' argume nts 
present some uncer t ainties regarding the ac tua l volume o f t raff i c 
on the routes at is~ue, we do not bel•ev .. the uncaptured traff i c 
is sufficient to alter the conclusion regarding non-opt ioncl l r:As. 

Several wit . ..;sses testifled that they depe nd on med1cal 
facilities and the regional medical center located in the 
Lakeland area for their health care needs. (Rei l ly TR 25; 
Fortune TR 26; Snyder TR 349-351) Haines City' s w it n<.~.:> s l:irant ley 
indicated that .numerous retired residents mak~ toll calls ro 
physicians in Lakeland, which is expensive when living v •l a fixed 
1ncome. ( TR 72) However, staff would note that Haines r1ty has 
its own medical facilities, physicians .:md hospital. Whlle :;ta1f 
understands the importance of the resident s being able to call 
their chosen medical facilities and physiclans, we do not believe 
this is suffic ient cause to order a co•mtywide reduc tion in t ol; 
rat:es. 
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Many w~tnesse.£ asserted that long <hstance cal ls rtrP 1111 

expensive addi t iona1 cost to cvnduct business in II a i n(.•s c 1 t y. 
<Burchfield TR 20-21; Savant TR 35-37; Carter TR t:.3-ut:.; ~ ,.~ Tk 
376-378) One witness contended that lcng rtist.anc<.>. c:hary e:-; 
impt:des Haines City's econonic development ;md disc.dvaJOtages the 
business comnru.1ity. iDeGennaro TR 95) Wh11e staft notP.s that 
long distance charges moy be an ~dd1tional cost fur many Haines 
business owners, as expressed in their testimony, sta ff doc.s rw·. 
believe it is the Commi...;sion' s responsibility to lo~u~r t· h~~ cu!•Ls 
of pr~vate industry in the Haines City are~. 

Witne~ses testifying on behalf of the l oc<ll qC>vernmer1ts 
expressed a need for ~oll-free call~ng from llr.llnes C.: lty to other 
exchanges located in Polk County. fToney-Deal TR 135; Stor~ TR 
120-121; Wheeler TR 128-1321 Witness Toney-DE!al contended that 
local government agencies and offices are located in Bartow, the 
county seat, and Haines City resident~ cannot reach them t~>ll
f.t"ee. (Toney-Deal TR 13">-155) However, st.aff bel i evc~ th.11 1 t1•~ 
County should assume the burden of providintJ t ol l-fr•"· ,w,·l~:;::; ,,_, 

county agencies and offices for Haines City r~.~s1Jcnts . We 
contend that the C"olllll\ission should n•L sill tt th<: financial bunlen 
to the local exchange companies unless there is a ~trong show1nq 
that a significant community ot interest exists from ilrtincs City 
to the other exchanges at issue in th i s d0r.ket. 

Based on the evidence, staff does not believe thdt a 
sufficient co~~unity of interest exlst~ to ballot HAine~ City 
residents for non-optional U\S from Haines City to ~very ~~thet 

exchange located within Pol.lc County. ':.. f the 51 publlc Wllf1essc~· 
that testified at the hearing, over 75~ of them expressed 
concerns about calling only to Bartow and Lakeland. However, 
staff believes that thE> evidel'\ce provided by the wilnes.sc~ ,utol 
the traffic studies pn ........ ented by GTEFL and Sprint do support some 
type of toll relief on the Haines City/Lakeland -111d Ha1nes 
City/Polk City routes. Staff contends that only the Haines 
City/Lakeland route satisfied the M/A/M criteria for toll rel1et 
with a significant distributional factor. Staff 1ncluded the 
Haines City/Polk City to avoid leapfrogging. We believe that 
on~y thete routes should receive some type of toll relief. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission order GTEFL to 
implement ECS between the Haines City/Lakeland and the Ha1n~s 
City/Polk City exchan~es. Residential customers shnuld p.i'/ s.; 
per call regardless of duration, and bus1nr-:.;s ,-alls ::-lw•· ~oi 1.,. 
rated at $.10 for the first minute and s.ut. for e.:n.h addlllunal 
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minute. Pay telephone providers should charge end users $.~5 p~r 
message and the pay the standard measured 1nterconnect1vn usagr 
charge. !XCs may continu~ to carry the ·;arne typ~ <~f tra:r~c .n 
those routes th~t they are now authCJr 1 zed to carry. I::C:; should 
be implemented on these routes as soon a~ po~s!hle, ~ut nat r.o 
exceed siA months from the issuan~e of an otder re ~ ulLin~ from 
this recommendation. !':: ta f f does not. be~ 1. eve the ~.: v :. dc.1ce 
presented by any of the parties supports toll rel1 of on 1 he <•thl:t 
routes at issue in this docket. 
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ISSUE 2: What other community o f I n terest f ac t ors should b P. 
considered i n determining if '~i t h er EAS, ECS , o r ar. dltt: t n d• t ve 
toll p l an should be implemented? 

STAFf BECOHMENPATtQN: Other community of interes t fd c t o rs may 
include location of school~ fire and poli c e departme nts, ~ . dicdl 

and emergenc ~r facilities, access to local quv e rnmen t, l u :·a' l o h l~l 

workplace, and access to goods and services, suc h as s hopp1ny 
centers and locatiun of social activilies (theater, sport :· , ~tel. 

(WIGGINS) 

PQSITIQN OF PARTIES 

HAINES CITY: Yes, there are other community of intere st ractt•rs 
which include, but are not l1mited to, ,11 Government~l s~rv1ces, 

(2) Medical Services, (3) Profess1onal Service~ , !4J Commerc~, 
(5) Employment, t6) Transportat1on, (7) Soc1a 1 Interac llon, (8) 

Schoo ls, (9) Count:}- wide Calling, and (10) Natural Baroers. 

GTE Fl.: The Commission' s Rule~ and p r 0c"Pr.l•~n t d o no t C~> tl t Pm! · 1.11 '· 

rr- I i a nce sole 1 y o n non-nurncr 1 ciJ I •· r 1 t •· t 1 .:~ 1 <J det<•1 n.1 11• .• _.lJIT<l11UJ i l t. y 
o t 1nterest. Only 1f trafflc data are adequa t e mar : he Ccmm 1ss~on 
c onsider, in addi tion, tacto:s s u c h as Joc .lt lon o f s <:hoo ! s , 
shoppi ng areas, medical facilitles, a nd t he l ike . 

Qie: Yes, there are other community o f interes t r ~ ct o r s . 

Exhibit REP-1 set forth ten specific LOmrnunity of 1nt~rest 
factors: (1) Governmental Services, (J.J Medical S~rvices, 1 .1) 
Profe .;sional Service.t I'll ~ommerce, I' •) F:mpl o yrr.C'nt, ( (,J 

Transportation, (7) Social lnteractio!J, (H) .S choo l s , ( 'IJ 

Co untywide Calling, and (101 Natural Barrll.! rs. 

SPBINT-FLOR.IQA: Additional communlty ()! H1ter es t f ;l c t l) r s '111•!!. 

considered are the location of school!i, ~ 1 t•"' /po ll ':' t~ d e partmt•n' ~-. 
medical/emergency facilities and coucty •JOVf'rnment :.; . When the:,!~ 
factors are considered, the community of 1nteres t bctwt>ell lJijliH~$ 

City and Ft. Meade is not strong enough to warrant dny 
alternative form of toll relief. 
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STAFf 1\NALYSIS: In its brief, Haines City contended that 1t was 
clear from the testimony or its residents that there is a 
perception of isolation and unfairness caused mainly by the lack 
of convenient, inexpensiv~ cornmuni ~ation with governmental 
services available to the rest of the County without toll 
charges. (Haines City BR p.S) Ha1nes City argued that, without 
question, all of the prefiled test1mony presented on behdlt of 
its residents and virtua lly all of tne public testlmcny in favor 
of EAS stated reasons that establ ish a suff1c1ent community of 
interest. (TR 12-162, TR 334-392) 

As illustr~ted at length in Issu& 1, Ha!nes LJ.ty 
residents believe there are numerous !actors that have 
demonstrated a significant community of interest between thP 
Haines City exchange and the other exchanges located within the 
County. To name a few: the location or me<iical f<t.: i lille:, 
workplace, goods and services, anc.J commerc''. 

OPC noted in its brief that Rule ~5-4.060( 5 1 , rlor1Ja 
Administrative Cede, states "In the event that interexcbang~ 
traffic patterns over any given route do not m~et presub~cr1ded 
community of interest qualifications, the Commiss i on may consider 
other community of interest factors to warrant further 
proceedings." OPC contended the rules ccntemplate that rhe 
Commiss1on may order a ballot for flat rate EAS either 
automatically, when the thresholds establ1~ht!d 1n 2S-4. <lt. 0 {3 )( d l 
are me~, or when other corr~unity of 1ntcrest factors are 
considered as stated above. fOPC BR pp.l 2-13) 

OPC's witness Poucher asserted that no single factor or 
formula can be identified that would enable regulators to cns1ly 
detet mine when there ~s sufficient community of interest between 
exchanges to justify EAS. The witness contended that edch case 
will have a d i fferent set of facts. He stated that the 
Commission has discretion to implement EAS plans that are 
consistent with the public interest and non-disct imi natory tc all 
users. ITR 179) 

Sprint's witness Harrell argued that then! ar<" :;~,mt· 

factors often mentioned by subscribers des i r 1ng F..AS. Suc h 
factors may include the location of schools, fire/pol ice 
departments, medical emergency facil1t1es, and county government. 
ITR 167-168) 
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Witness Harrell contendC:"c.l th<tl the Furl M•~.:u..lc: exd.a:, w 
currently hds EAS tr Bartow, v.~lich is the county seal, dfHi 

Lakeland, where the state and federal office~ serv1ng thi~ az~~ 
are located. She asserted that schools and med1cal facilltl~s 
are also located within the fort Meade exrt•a11g••; th~refun~, the 
traditional community of in~erest factors de not support 
alternative loll relief for this routP.. (TR 161-J6H) 

GTEFL asserted that other com.munity of interest factors 
may 1nclude, for instanct, location ot school dlslrlct 
boundaries, major shopping areas, med1cal s<:-rv1ces, large f'lnnts 
or offices, and natural neighborhood bot:ndaries not COlllcid"nt 
with exchange boundaries. (Robinson TR 255! 

GTEFL's witness Robinson indir:ated that nume1 1cal 
calling statistics are the critical part 0! thr EAS or ~CS 
inquiry. The witness contended that GTEFL believes Lhe 
Commission rules cvntemplate con~;1deration ot these anecdot<.~l <tr1d 
unmea~urable elements only in conjunction with traffic data, n< t 
as a stand alone reason for pursu1ng an EAS or ECS request. Ht 
argued that the Company is not aware of any lnstances where the 
Commission used solely subjective communit:.y of lnterest. ev1denn! 
t0 grant toll relief. (TR 2S4-256l 

Based on the arguments, st~tf bel1eve~ th~t other 
community of interest factors may 1nclude location of schools, 
tire and police departments, medical and emergenc·· fac1ll ties, 
access to local government, location of wod:place, ar.d acccs..- to 
goods and services, ~uch as shopping c~nters and social 
activities (theater, sports, etc). 
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ISSUE 3: If a sufficient conununi':.y .Jf inter<.st is found )ll i:J:·~· 
of these routPs, what is the economic impact of each plan on u.c 
costumer and the company (summaru:ed in chart iorm ar.d d1scuss in 
detail)? 

A) £AS with 25/25 plan and rf'groupin•} 
Bl Alt..ernative toll plan 
C) ECS; anr:! 
D} Other (specify} 

STAFf UCQ1MENPATION: 

A} If the Commission denies staft's reco!TI.l'lendation 1r1 

Issue l and determines that £AS i:> warranted, t~:e 25/2S pian w1th 
regrouping is calculated by add1ng twenty-live percent 12~~1 of 
the rate group scheiule for the number of access lines to ~e 
newly included in the exchange's calling scope. The z·egroup1uq 
additive is the difference in rates between the exchange's 
original rate qroup and the new rate group into which th~ 
exchange will fall with its expanded calling scope. 

B} The evidence presented does IH•t support <ill 

alternative toll plan. 

C) Under ECS, residential customers sho ld pay 5.2~ 
per call regardless of duration, and t--usinPSS calls sl.ould he 
ratad at $.10 for the first minute and S.Ot-. for edch additional 
minute. 

D) The evidence presented does ~~~t ·;upport any otner 
toll relief plans. 

Staff notes Lhat the revenue impact data fot !A l <~nd 

were provided under confidential cover. (WIGGIN£) 

PQSITIQH OF PARTl£1 

HAINES CITY: Existing toll rates inhibit economic developmen~ 
along the routes. EAS or ECS will have a positive economic 
impact on the community. 

~fl.: It is impossible to determine the ~co.lol!\ic tmpdcl of 1t1'1 

mandatory plan. GTEFL no lonqer has a local exchange monopoJ"j. 
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Although EAS and ECS calls will be local, they won 't foreclose 
competition. Si nee GTE does not lcnow how rn:my customers i L will 
retain, it cannot calculate revenu~ impart. 

Qfe: Existing toll rates inh1bi t econom1c •lt"vel upm•:lll c.tlrJn') L lll~ 
routes. f:AS or ECS will have a pos1tive econom1.:: 1mpact on the 
community. 

SPBINT-FLQRIPA: 
a) If flat-rat.:!, non-opt1onal EAS is orriered, L~1 e Fort 

Meade Exchange would be regrouped from Rat~ Group ) to Rate 
Group 4, thus incurring an increase 1n their bas i c local service 
rate. 

bl There would be a loss of access revenue and an increase 
in local service revenues, resulting in an estimated an~u .. l 
revenue in local service revenue, re~ultinq in an estim~ted 
annual revenue gain o! $133,000, which does not reflect the 
addi ti-:>nal co~ ts incurred for f aci 11 ties that w il 1 need t.o b~ 
installed or leased from an IXC, or other ndminisLrc.ttivC! c;osts. 

c) Based on the monthly calling volume refle cted in the 
traffic studies, the estimated annual revenue impar.t to the 
Company would be a loss ot $5,400, which docs not r eflect the 
additional costs incurred for facilities that .wi 11 need to b"' 
installed or leased from an IXC, or other admini strative cost~. 

STAFf ANALYSIS: In its brief, HainE::S Cli'J <;rJIII f:ndr·d ''"" tht: 
economic impact- would be more favorable to r;TF.FL to n :c••1 vP. 
regrouping income from the Haines City ar~~ customers, r~th~~ 
than to invite competition from cellular phones, e-mail, and 
other long distance providers. Haines City asserts that i L may 
be years, if not decades, before there will be a110thet local 
franchised provider. Haines City stated that countywide ca1ling 
would bene!it GTEFL by giving it the lion's share of calls within 
the county, with payment being made monthly for thDt countywide 
access. (Haines City BR pp.6-7} 

OPC stated, in its brief, that flat r~te ~AS or ECS would 
help alleviate the hardships created by the existing tult rout~s. 
fOPC BR p, 36) 

Sprint's witness Harrell staled thal ba:><:d ''" L)l( mrmtl.l 'I 
calling volume reflected in t~~ traffic study, the est.imated 
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annual revenue impact of E:CS to th£> Company wl)u )d 11P it J u:;~; o r 
approximately S5,460, if there is no stimula tion un the rout•~. 

The witnP.ss ~ontended a 50 ~ stimulat ion, which is c~ns1~tent wttl, 
the factor .Jsed by Southern Be l l in Docket No. 9202(0-TL, wou ld 
result in a revenue loss of appro>nmately ~ 3 , 6.SS. Sl• · as:::ert••d 
that these amounts do not reflect the ad~itional costs fur 
facilities that would be required to carry the trafflc, or other 
administrative cost~ assoc1ated w1th the implementati on of the 
toll alternative. (Harrell TR 168-169, EXH 3) 

GTEFL' s witness Robinson stated that the r.ornl .. -'iny bellevc::
the Comn,ission' s rules do not contempla~e ()!<'h:r 1ng i1\S or dn 

alternative plan ,...ithout some grc.und1ng of c.:nmmuni ty c.f 1nt eH·~;t 

in the traffic data. The witness assP.rted that the resporde~ t u 
options a and c assume that the Commission can develop C~n 

acceptable way of reliably mP.asuring commun1ty o f interest in the 
absence of any numerical showing of commun1ty o f interest. (TR 
256) 

Stat! notes that the economic impact informat i< n for options 
a and c was tiled by GTEFL under confidential r.over. Ttl<:! 
economic impact in!ormat1on con~ern1ng optJon d is e xpressed 
below. 

l'litness Robinson contended that under GTEfl.'s loca l ..;d l ling 
plan (LCPl, option d, no customer is for~ed to r~Y an extra 
monthly tee as all customers would be under EAS. The witness 
explained that the plan has four options, including an option for 
the customer to always stay exactly as they are today. (TR 25S-
275l The options are as follows: 

BASIC CALLING: The customer pays a reduced local drces~ line 
rate and . all local calls, including calls to the1r hume exchanqe 
(Haines City), as well as those to their ~urrent a nd expanded 
local calling .srea, are billed at opt.1onal luc;ll mcaslH<'d II.S<~'I' 

rates on a per minute basis. The Rl rate tor thls o ptHH• J~: 
estimated to be between $7.00 and S,.50, ~hile the Bl rate would 
be between $18.00 and $19.00. ITR 258-260) 

COMMUNITY CALLING: The customer pays a slightly reduc~d local 
access line rate and has flat rate calling to his hom0 exchange 
only. All other local calls within the current and expanded 
local c alling area are billed at local measun?n usagP. rates. 'J'hf~ 
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Rl estimate would be between $10.00 and $10.50. Bl customors 
would not be offered this option. (TR 258-260) 

COMMUNITY PLUS : The custome"" pdys a higher rate fe-r loc~l access 
in compa1ison to his current flat rate serv1ce. He has flat rdte 
call ing to his home exchange and selected nearby exchanges wh1le 
al.i. other local calls in the expanded local call1.11g area are 
billed at local rn~asured usage rates. These selected exchangeJ 
ar~ generally those to which customers currently enjoy fldt-rate 
E:A...J. In the Haines City example, the exchanges would be Haiues 
City, Winter Haven and Lake Wales. The Rl estimate would h~ 
between $33.00 and $36.00. (TR 259-260) 

PREMIUM CALLING: The customer pays a premium flat rate and may 
make an unlimited number of calls, without regard to duratiryn, t0 
all exchanges within the cur~ent and the expande1 local calling 
area. The Rl estimate would be betwee1 $35.00 and $40.00. This 
option would not be available to business customers. !TR 258-
260) 

GTEFL's witness Robinsou contended that the 1-:>ca l measured 
rates for LCP are six cents per minute for all local calls to 
five rate bands, which go out to 40 miles. Tne witness asserted 
that the rates bands currently reflected in GTE's local tariff 
under LCP for the Englewood and North Port exchanges would app ly . 
!TR 259-260) 

In order tor the Commission to consid~~ implementation ot 
option (d), staff points out tna t it would need firm rdtes for 
each of the various options. Staff notes that the rate ranges 
provided by GTEFL are not price specific, which hlndecs the 
Co~~ission's L ~nsideration of the f~asibil1ty of thi~ option. 

If the Commiss1on denies staff's reconwendation 1n Issue l 
and determines that balloting for EAS is appropriate, the 25/25 
plan with regrouping is calculated by addiuq twenty-five percent 
(259.) of the rate qroup schedule for the number of access line~ 
to be newly included 1n the exchange's calling scope. The 
regrouping additive is the difference in rates between the 
exchange's oriqinal rate group and the new rate group into which 
the exchange will fall with its expanded calling scope. However, 
under the 25/25 plan Sprint and GTEFL explain that th~ir rrovc•rlllt':, 
would increase. (EX~ 1,3,7 & 9) Stat! supports tht' 2~/25 pJ.m 
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w1th regrouping as proposed by Sprint an.J <;·~EfL, 1 t the 
Commission denies staff's recommendat1o n in I s sue l . 

It the CollUIIissi<..n determines tl-:at ECS l!' approt · dlf!, ~; t ,d l 
believes that re~idential cust0m~rs should ~dY S. 2S pe r message 
regardless o! duration, and business call should be rated at S.l•J 
for the tirst minute and S.06 far each ~ddit1 onal m1nute. 

Staff does not support the alternatlVP plan (optlnll rJ) 

offered by GTEFL called LCP. Based on the cv j der• r: e pre sented lJy 
the Company, staff is unable t<J determine the econo mic impact (,{ 
option D. 
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ISSUE 4 : Should subscribers be requned to pay an addit1ve a::; a 
prerequisite to implementation of EAs ·. If so, how much of e1 

payment is required and how long should lt lasn 

RECOttiENPATION : Yes. If the Commission denles statf's 
recor.rnendation in Issue 1 anri determ1nes that the Hdines C1ty 
subscribers should be balloted for EAS, the sub~cr1bers should be 
required to pay an additive. Speciflcally, the subscribers should 
be b~lloted under the 25/25 plan w1th regrouping. The 25/25 plan 
should remain in effect for no more than t. years, after which 
time this additive should be removed. 1t ECS is dctcrm1nect to be 
approprillte, no additive 1s needed. (WIGGINS) 

PQSITION OF PABTIES 

HAINES CITY : The COIMllSsion shoulct put ::ountyw1dc flat rote El'~s 
to a vote. Any increase snould last no more than 4 years. 

GIE[L: 'ies. An additive for all subscribers is histor1cal 
prerequisite to EAS implementall.on. There is no eviJence 1n the 
record about how long the addit1ve should ldst. 

~: The Commission should put fla~ rate EAS to a vote. ln 
addition to regrouping, a modest surcharge to replace a portion 
of lost toll revenues should last no more than 4 years. 

SPRINT-FLQBIPA: The Haines City/Fort Meade ruute does not meet 
the Commission requirements for any form of toll relief. 
However, should the Comlnission determ1ne that EAS is apprupr tat<·. 
the 25/25 Plan with Regrouping should be ordered. 

STAFF ANALXSIS: The appropr~ateness of an ddditive was discus!.<!d 
extensively by all parties in Issue 3. sratf bell.eves that all 
of the parties agree that an addt~ive is approprlate fvr LA!'. It 
the Commission den1es staff's recommcndat 1on 1 n I ssu•• 1 <:~nd 

determines that Haines City subs~rlbers should be balloted for 
EAS, stat f agrees with Spri.nt and GTEFL that the subscribers 
should pay on additive under the 25/25 plan with regroupin•J. The 
25/25 additive is calculated by adding twenty-five prrcrnt 1'5ll 
of the rate qroup schedule for the number ot accl!ss l1nes to tJe 
newly included 1n the exchange's call1ng scope. The regro,lprnq 
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additive is th~ difference in rates between the exchanqe's 
original rate group and the new rate gr< up 1n~(> whicil lh~ 
exchange 1-1ill fall wit.!" lts exp-wded <:allirHJ scop('. 1 1hrrel T!' 
169, GTE BR pp. 20-231 Ha1nes Cit'/ statQS i 11 1 t::; br i ''1 that I h .. 
additive should last no more thall 4 yP;,rs. tlldlllt':' C1ty I:H< pp. 1-

8) Staff asserts that the 2~/2!:1 plan should rvma111 1n effH::t tor 
no more than 4 years. after which timn the addltivc should be 
removed. We contend that 4 years 1s sutfiC'lcnt for Spnnt and 
GTEFL tc. recover their lost toll revenues without uverly 
burdening tht. customers. St<1ff believes th"lt 4 years ts ad~quc~·.~~ 
time for the comp~~ies to find other avenues to recovor lost 
revenues. 
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ISSUE 5: lf a sufficient con.mun1ty r,f lntr•ro•:> l IS .tr>tmd, ~.r , Jl 

ar~ th~ appropriate rates and charges for Lhe plan t v I>~ 

implemented on these rou~es or route? 

BECQMMENPAIIQN: If EAs is determined to be approprla ~e , stafl 
recommends the rates be determined under the 2S/2 :0 plan with 
regrouping. However, if the comm1ssion determine s that. ECS 
should be implemented, staff believes that r<!sidential cust.omets 
should pay $.25 per m~ssage regardless of duration, ~nd bu~iness 
calls should be rated at $.10 for the first ninute and S.f)t, {(Jt 

each additional minute. Pay telephone prov1ders should charJe 
end users $.25 per message and pay the standard interconne~tion 
usage charge. tWIGGINS) 

PQSITIQN OF PABTIES 

HAINES CITY: The 25/25 plan for EAS can be r:alc:ulated fr ' Jfr, 
existing rates. ECS would not chanqe loca l r~tes. 

GTEFL: Rates for E.AS or ECS must bl: calcllldl.•!d to <J:; ;; Il r•· t h ;1t 

GTEFL will not lose revenue under a. ty such mandato r} pl iin. 
GTEFL's LCP does not r~quire the ~omrnission to o rder any spec11ir. 
rates. GTEFL will set rates based on revenue ncutrallly. 

~: For flat rate E:AS, there sl.ould be rel}rouping . If 
necessary, a moe st ad~itional surcharge to replace a portion vf 
lost toll revenues should last no more than 4 years. GTE's 
proposal is inappropriate. 

SPRINT-FLORIDA: If the Commission t1nds Usa._ oi sutfl c l•·r•l 
community of interest exists, Extended Calling Servi c e .shoul<J l>•~ 

ordered. 

STAFf ANALYSIS: The eppropriatenes.s <>f an udtllt : v(: ...., ,,:, dr:.•·u::::.->1 
extensively by all parties in Issue 3. Statf contends i.f th<: 
Commission determines that Ha1nes City subscribers should he 
balloted for EAs, staff believes that the subscriba rs ;:;hnuld be 
balloted for EAS unaer the 2St25 plan as ptopo.:>e d by the 
companies. GTEFL asserled tbe <'1ppr0pr i11t e rt~l •::; and ds.r: <J(•:; 

should be determined under th<- 25/2 S pl . .m. ((;n;n. m~ 1 . ~· l J 
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However, Sprint contended that 1f the C:orn.m1sS1on determnws th,ll 

a sutficient ..:ornmunity uf intere<>t exists, f:r:s shvuld be 
implemented. {Sprint BR p.S) Hain~s City stat~d in l' ·' i.Jrief 
that ECS would not chan9e its local rates. (Haines Clty BR p.~l 
If i:he Coml'ftission determines tl.at E·-s shuuld tH~ 1mplemented, 
staff telieves that r~sidential c!lstomers :>h()ulri paj ~ .::.'~· pt:r 
messag~ regardless of duration, aml busine:;s .;,,11::- ~!:ould kJ(• 
rated at $.10 tor the first minute and $.0~ tor each addltLondl 
minute. Pay telephone providers should charge end ·1sers s.2:. p•~' 
message a1.d pay tn~ standard 1nterconnect ion us-'l.ge charge. The
appropriate rates a~e as follows: 

TABLE A 

~~ADC&a ern ftt&llt)ft' 25/25 Q:GJU)Ul>INO 1'0TAL Nr.1f RAft 
{R0-3) I' Aft ADDI~IVI: ADDITIVE 

R-1 $10.86 $2.72 ~.~0 s 3. 2:! ~}4.0~ 

B-1 $27.4!) S6.66 ~}.;!~ $8.11 ~)~1. ,f, 

PBX $49.60 $12.40 s 1 . 2!> $}~.(,!) ~63. :!> 

TABLE B 

IIADIZS CU'I' n&SI:M'I' 25/25 Nt<D\QUl'IlfjJ I 'tOTAL M1:1f JI.Aft 
(I'OINC 4.27) RAft ADDITIVE ADDITIVE 
(M-2) 

-
R-1 Slv.41 $2.72 $.95 $.!.(·1 ..,)'l.Oli 

8-l $26.4!) $6.86 n. 4!i s~·. 31 ~..i't,1~ 

PBX $49.40 $12.40 $2.4~ $14.85 S( 3 . .:'' 

- 25 -



DOCKET NO. 950699-TL 
DATE: July 2, 1997 

ISSUE §: Should th1s docket be closed? 

STAfF BECQtt1ENJ>ATION; .i.f thE> Cc.'MiiSSl'.:>n determine!. Lh"'- the 
Haines City subscribers should be balloted for E.l\S, then thi~ 
docket should remain open pending the outcume cf the ballot. It 
the Commission determines that ECS is approprlaLe, th0n th1s 
docket should be closed. In addllion, if Lhe CommisFlon denie~ 
staff'~ recommendation in I5sue 1 and further determines that no 
toll relief should be granted, this docket should b~ closed. 
(CULPEPPER) 

STAfF MJALXSIS; lt ':.he Comm1ssion determines that the Ha1ne .. 
City subscribers should be halloted for EA~, then thls docket 
should remain open pending the outcome of the ballot. I. the 
Commission determines that ECS 1s appropriate, then th>s docket 
should be closed. Ir. addition, if the C'ormission denies staff'!: 
recommendation in Issue 1 and further determ1nes that no toll 
relief should be granted, this rlocket should be closed. 
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