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on the intralATA routes at issue in this docket. GTEFL was nnot
ordered to condu.t traffic studies rn the interLATA routes,
because it no longer performs billing for AT&T.

By Order No. PS5C-96-0620-FOF-TL, .issucrd May H, 179+, the
Commission denied the reyuest for EAS from the Haines City
exchange to all exchanges located within Polk County.  The
Commission determined that none of the routes qualified for neon-
optional, flat rate, two-way EAS or an alternative tol! relict
plan. Since the tratfic data onh the intralATA routes did not
indicate a community of interest, the Commissiun voncludea that
additional interLATA traffic information would not change the
result.

On May 28, 1996, the City Commission o©f Hainues City tiled a
protest of Order No. P5C-96-0620-FOF-TL, anwu requested a formal
hearing.

By Order No. P5C-96-1034-FCQ0-TL, issued August R, 1Y%, the
Commission set this matter for hearing to ronsider community of
interest factors other than traffic data.

By Order No. P3C-96-1549-PCO-TL, issued December 19, 199c¢,
the Commission determined the issues to be resolved in this
docket,

By Order No. PS5C-97-0419-PHO-TIL, issued on Apr:l 14, 1397,
the Commission established the procedures governing the handling
ot confidential i formation, prefiled testimony and cxhilb.ts,
the order of witnesses, and post hearing matters,

On April 22, 1597, the rommission held a public and
technical hearing in Haines City, Florida.
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DISCUSSION OF I8SUES

ISSUE 1: Is there a sufficiert comaunity of interest to 1 tity
implementing EAS, as currently defined in the Tommission rules,
or implementing Extended Calling Service {(ECZ;, ut an albernative
toll p:ioposal on any of the folluwing routes:

Hailnes City/Lakeland**
Haines Clty/Polk City
Haines City/Bartow*
Haines City/Mulberry
Haines City/Frostproof
Haines City/Indian Lakes
Haines City/Fort Meade

County seat cof Polk County
b State and Federal offices serving the arca

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: No. Based on rthe evidence presentd o

this docket, staff does not believe that a sufficlent community
of interest exists to Jjustify a survey of Haines City residenls
to implement non-optional EAS to all exchanges within Pnlk
County. With the exception of the Haines City/Lakeland roule and
Haines City/Polk City route, staff dces not believe that a
sufficient community of interest exists to warrant an alternative
toll relief plan on any of the remaining routes. Staff notes the
Haines City to Folk City route warrants toll re!.¢f to avoid
leapfrogging. Specifically, staff recommends that the Commissian
order GTEFL to implement ECS on the Haines City/Lakeland i1oute
and Haines City/Pc : City route. Hesidential customers should
pay 5.25 per call regardless of duratior, ard business calls
should be rated at 5.10 for the first minute and $.0U6 for each
additional minute. Pay telephone providers should charge end
users $.25 per message and pay the standard measured
interconnection usage charge. IXCs may continite to rarry the
same type of traffic on those routes that they are now author.zed
to carry. ECS should be implemented on these route:r as roof dS
possible but not to exceed six months from Lhe issuance ol an
order resulting from this recommendation., (WIGGLNS)
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POSITION OF PARTIES

BAINES CITY: There is a sufficilent community nf interest to
warrant a vote on EAS for each of the routes. If the vote fails,
ECS should be implemented on each of the routes.

QpPC: There is a sufficlient community of 1nterest to warrant o
vote on EAS for each of the routes. If the vete fails, ECS
should be implemented nn each of the routes,

GTEFL: No. The Commission has already found that trattic 1s tuoo
low to indicate a community of interest sutficient to justify EAS
or even EC5 on any of these routes., There are no new facts Lo
warrant reversing this finding, which is based on Commissi .n
rules and precedent.

SPRINT-FILORIDA: ‘lo. According to Ms. Harrell's exhibit, traffic
on the Haines City/Fort Meade route, which is the only routc
involving a Sprint exchange, does not meet the messages por
access line per month (M/A/M} or distribution requirement
thresholds in Commission Rule 25-4.060 (3}, Florida
Administrative Code.

STAFEF ANALYSIS: Haines City contended that there is a sufficirent
community of interest on the routes at issue to warrant balloting
for non-optional EAS to all exchange: within Polk County. Of the
51 citizens that testified at the public hearing concerning
community of interest factors, all of them supported the regu-st
for non-optional EAL or some alternmative form of tnll reli.t.

(TR 12-156, 334-394} Several residents i1ndicated Lhat they
support ERS wlth the full knowledge that it would require a rate
increase. {Tucker TR 30; McGlashon TR 32; Carefoot TR 9i; Touey-
Deal TR 149-151} Additicnally, numercus public witnesses
assested that they depend on the Lakeland and Bartow exchahyues
for their medical services, business services, governmental
services, and personal needs. (Carefoot TR 83; Brentley TR 71-
17; Saag TR 109-118)

Haines Cilty argued that the tratfic studies provided hy
GTEFL were incomplete and failed te reflect the true volume of
traffic being generated between Haines City and the cther 1ntra-
county points at 1lssue in this docket. (Taney-Deal TR 159-1u7)
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Also, several public witnesses testified that they by-pass
GTEFL’s toll serv.ces by us.ng other means Lo complete 1ntia-
county toll calls. (Carefoot TR 83-93; Hannon TR 537 -5t Toney-
Deal TR 124-156; Fortin TR 350-352) For inctance, wlitness Fie
indicated that she and Mr. Fie let toll calls that they need to
make stock pile until Mr. Fie goes to Winter Haven, and then they
make the necessary calls. (TR 380) Another witness stdated that
he avoids toll charges by driving to a pay telephone located 1in
the Winter Haven exchange about 1 mile from his home, which has
toll-free cal.ing to Lakeland and Bartow. He also asserted that
he uses his cellular ph»2ne on the weeked and late night to avoid
making teoll calls, (McCall TR 385-386) Witness Brown staled
that she makes calls from her job located in Winter Haven to
avoid incurring toll charges at home in Haines City. (TR 3R”7-
388) Additicnally, a number of witniusses indicated that they
dial around to other long distance carriers when making 1ntra-
county tell calls. (Hannon TR 55; Poe TR 776-378; Toney-Doeul TR
157-159) Consegquently, Haines City argued that the traffic
studies are not a true measure of the volume of traffic on the
routes at issue. Haines City asserted that mure emphasis should
be placed on other community of interest factors, including the
fact that the Haines City area is the fastest growing area 1n
Polk County. (BR p. 4)

Several witnesses asserted that they use doctors and
the major regicnal medical center located in Lakeland (Lakeland
Regional Medical Center). (Snyder TR 349-35%1; Toney-bDedal TR 1L5-
156; Fortune TR 26; Reilly TR 25} Witness Toney-Deal stated that
Haines City does ' tve 1ts own medical facilities, hospital, an
doctors. However, the witness 1ndicated that some of the :octoars
have dual practices in which they practice 1n Lakeland a creriain
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 special
medical treatments, such as kidney dialysis and open heart
surgery. {Toney-Deal TR 155) Witness Snyder contunded that mauy
of Haines City residents’ health care providers are based in
Lakeland at Watson Clinic or Lakeland Regional Medical Center.
The witness stated that as a pharmacist he calls doctors tot
approval of prescriptions or any health care recleted matters fol
patients. These calls are long distance. He noted that he does
not want to pass the extra charge on to his customers. Snyder
TR 349-350) Witness Brantley cocntended that a large number of
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retired Haines City residents make toll calls to physicians and
clinics in Lakeland, which can be costly when living on a fixed
income. (TR 72)

Numerous public witnesses asserted that 1t is very
costly and time consuming to conduct business i1n the Haines Cily
area because of long distance calling. (Burchfield TR 20-2.;
Savant TR 35-37; Carter TR €3-66; Poe TR 37€6-274] Witness
Burchfield, the owner of an engineering firm, contended that his
firm incurred long distance ~harges of $71.52 for the month nf
March. He stated that this is an additional cost of doing
business in the Haines City area. (TR 21} Another witness noted
that Ytong Florida, a 32 million dollar manufacturing business
located in Haines City, spends an extra $150 per month on toll
ca.ls within Polk County. {Savant TR 35-3€) Also, WilLness
Mengeling indicated that his funeral business made 443 t~ll calls
within Polk County in March of 19%7, which cost acproximately
$448. (TR 342-343) Frrthermore, many of the witnesses stated
that the Lakeland area is a major distributicn center for Folk
County. They argued that businesses in Haines City depend on
these companies for services and supplies, Currently, if these
businesses want to contact their distributors, they are forced Lo
make a long distance call. (Toney-Deal TR 13€-137; Saag TR 109;
Carefoot TR B87) Thus, Witness DeGennaro ccuntended that loung
distance charges impede Haines City’s economic development and
create a competitive disadvantage for businesses in the
community. (TR 95)

To further support Haines City's position, several
local government officia... agreed that there should be tell-free
calling from Haines City to all exchanges with.n Polk County.
{Toney-Deal TR 135; Storm TR 120-121; Wheeler TR 128-132)

Witness Wheeler, who is the Chief of Police for Haines City,
contended that communication between law enforcement agencies
within Polk is a necessity. He asserted that relaying
intelligence information from agency to agency sometimes requires
lengthy conversations between investlgators; not having EAS ofton
hampers the communication of pertinent infocrmalion., For
thstance, 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 contacting them. (TR 1128-1731)

W_ tness Toney~Deal stated that various county and government
agencies, such as the Sheriff’s main office, the County
Courthouse, the County Administration Building, and the County




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

School Board Offices are located in Bartow, the county seat of
Polk County The witness argued Lhat Hailnes €1ty residentrs
cannot call Bartow toll-free, which isclates the Haines Cilty arca

from .he governmental nucleus of Polk County, (TR 12 .-14%
However, various witnesses indicated that there are 800 numbets
available to call snme government adencies toll-free. [(Toncy-

Deal TR 145; Saag TR 114; Lasseigne TR 367-368) HNcverthelessg,
witness Toney-Deal contended that the majurity of the time these
800 numbers are busy. (TR 145) Additionally, witness Torfune
stated that oftcn, when ¢itizens call the county offices they are
put on hold for as long as 30 minutes. (TR 2¢&)

In its brief, Office of Publi: Counsel {(QOPC) arnuced
that the traffic studies submitted by GTEFL dc not provide an
accurate or reliable data base for the Commission to use in
determining if a sufficient community nf interes* exists Lo
justify EAS on the routes at issue in this docket, OPC countended
that GTEFL maintains the traffic dats does not warrant either a
ballot for flat rate EAS or consideration of an alternative plan.
OPC noted that there was sufficient public testimony at the
hearing to suggest that the treffic studies are insufficient auna
fail to capture the relevant traffic informaLion, (BR p.2)

QPC’'s witness Poucher argued that within the past 12
months AT&T has taken back its billing from GTEFL. The witness
pointed out that AT&T's billing for traffic f{rom Haines City to
other locations within Polk County would nobt show up on GTE’s
billing records. He stated that there are several ways in which
the studier submitted by GTEFL may be incomplete. (TR 21&-220})
For example, throughout the course of the hearing, numercu.
public witnesses indicated specific methods they use to avold
going through GTEFL’s switching system that would be a source for
the traffic studies. (Hannon TR 55-58; Fie TR 380; McCall TR
385-386) Witness Poucher also asserted that the studies omit
traffic frow alternative access vendors, FX lines, 300 callinsg,
and private or data lines. (TR 21.-218;, To collaborate witiecss
Poucher’s argument, GTEFL’s witness Robinsoun indicated thalt Lne
studies may not be accurate because there is calling which GIEFL
no longer captures. He asserted that GTEFL dues not have 100s of
the marketplace anymore. {Robinson TR 295) Conseguently,
witness Poucher stated, the traffic volume:, alung with the
community of interest testimony presented iy Haines City
residents, are sufficient to warrant some form of “oll relief.
{TR 190-194}
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OPC’s witness Poucher contended that the Lraffic
volumes and aistribution of messages ¢n the routes het.'cen Halnes
City and its sister cities in Polk County 15 1nsufficient, per
se, to justify flat rate EAS balloting from Halners City to all
exchanges in Polk County. However, witness Poucher asscerted that
in the past the Commission has ordered toll reliet 1n other case:
where The traffic volume was consistent with the traffic from
Haines City to the other exchanges 1n Polk County. As an example,
witness Poucher explained that the Commissiun ordered ballating
for flat rate EAS for all routes in Franklin County in January ot
1991, when the traffic volumes on the routes at issue ranged f{rom
.02 to 2.12 and the distribution fell shoit of the reguired
standard. The witness stated that ultimately, the ballct failed,
and the Commission ordered the $.25 plan for all routes in the
county. Furthermore, in November of 1997, the Commission ordered
the $.25 calling plan between Chiefland and Cedar Key and Cedar
Key and Bronson in view of the fact *hat the calling volumes on
these routes failed to meet the threshold specified by the rule.
Commission made note of the fact that this decision “is
consistent wlth our actions in similar EAS dockets with rural
areas where we have ordered the §.25 pian.” (TR 180-183, 225-
235) Witness Poucher noted that there is a good correlation
between the Commission’s philosophy in those specitic casces and
the situation in Haines City. (TR 241}

Sprint’s witness Harrell contended that the traffic
study results on the Ft. Meade to Haines City route reflect
calling rates that are not sufficient to meet the M/A/M or
frequency dist bution requirements to quality for flat rate,
non-optional EAS or to justify implementation of any form of tall
relief. (TR 167) Sprint in its brief arqued that the testimony
at the hearing did not show a sufficilent community of intere -t
between Haines C.ty and Ft. Meade to justify any alternative Loll
relief. (BR pp.1-2)

GTEFL noted in its brief that under thr Commission’s
EAS rules, community of interest is measured through calliny
data, specifically M/A/M and call:iny distribution. The company
contended that the calling data allows the Commission Lo make
objective and unlform decisions in EAS cases. GTEFL asserted
that in accordance with Rules 25-4.057 and 25-4.060, Florida
Administrative Code, the Commission has already found that the
traffic studies on the routes at 1ssue demonstrabte noe communl!y
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explained that the Commission cannct ignore¢ the fact that the
local market is now open to competition. He argued that zhanged
market conditions cast doubt on the need feor any mandatory
extended calling plans. (TR 3i1-316} Furtherrore, GitL
asserted that mandatory regrouping with an additive, which
effectively increases existing local rates, will give GTEFL’ s
competitors further room to undercut the Company and take its
customers. Also, the Company noted that 1t will 1nsc :ts
existing toll revenues. {(Robinson TR 312-314}

Fur-hermore, witness Robinscoh contended, GTEFL does ne!
believe that there has been an extraordinary showing of non-
numerical community of interest factors to justify waiving
Commission rules or past policies 1n considering extended calliing
requests. The witness asserted that the Commlssion shnuld reject
OPC’s witness Poucher’s 1invitation te expand the leogic from a
handful of unique cases to grant mandatory toll relief in this
case, He argued that nothing has changed from the :issuance of
the Commisslon’s order on May 8th, 1996, to warrant a reversal ol
the conclusion. Witness Robinson stated that the Commisciun
should affirm its previous finding that no EAS or ECS 1s
justified in this case. (TR Z&65-26H, 311-31¢€)

GTEFL's witness Robinson stated that nevertheless,
Haines City residents participating in this case remain convinced
that some kind of expanded local c¢alling should be offered. In
response to the residents needs, Lhe witness explained that GTEFL
is willing to offer fully optional local calli: j plans (LUF}.
The witness indicated that GTEFL's opticnal plan could be
implemented without regard to the Commissicn-eSlablished
community of interest factors. He stated that with GTEFL's LCP
ne customer is fo _ed to pay an extra monthly fee as all
customers would under ERS, Witness Robinson noted tnhat LCF has
four options, and there is an opticn for the customer to always
stay exactly as they are today. (TR 254-266)

Staff agrees with GTEFL and Sprint that there 15 nct a
sufficient community of interest to warrant balloting Haines ity
residents for non-optional EAS from Haines City te all oxXchanages
within Polk County. Staff acknowledge:s thdat public withesse;
presented valid arguments that the trafific studies submitted by
GTEFL were incomplete and failed to measure the true volume and
distribution of trafflc generated on the routes at i1ssuc 11 thisg
docket. (Toney-Deal TR 159-162) However, staff dees nol believe

- 10 -
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that the arguments expressed by the public witnesses voncerning
the shortcomings of the traffic data were sufficient t» confirm
that a significant level of community of interest exi1str tebwoen
Haines City and its sister exchanyes. This was evident by the
testimony of Witness Toney-Deal, the City Manager of Haines City,
who stated that Haines City has its own medical clinic, hospital,
schools, and professional services. (TR 135-155) Furthermore,
numerous witnesses indi-ated that several government offices,
located in Bartow the county seat, have A00 {toll-free) numbers
available for Haines City residents to contact these local
agencies. {Toney-Deal TR 135-15%5; saag TR 114: Lasseique TH 3t7-
368) Additionally, koth GTEFL and Sprint presented evidence thet
the calling volume and distribution from Haires City to the
exchanges at issue do not come close to mectling the Commission’s
criteria for non-optional ERS. (EXH 2, 7&8)

The public witnesses did express valid arguments
concerning the scope of GTEFL's traffic sturies. The witnesses
testified that they used several means to by-pass GTEFL's tnll
services when making local toll calls. (Carefoot TR HKi-93;
Hannon TR 55-58; Fortin TR 350-352) Furthermore, QOPC witness
Poucher reinforced Halnes City’'s argumenl Ly asserting that the
traffic studies are unreliable because within the past 12 months
ATET has taken back its billing from GTEFL. Witness Poucher,
also noted that the studies omit traffic from alternative access
vendors, FX lines, 800 calling, and private or data lines. TR
216-220) While staff believes that the witnesses’ arguments
present some uncertalnties regarding the actual volume of traffic
on the routes at issue, we do not bel'ev: the uncaptured traffic
is sufficient to alter the conclusion regarding non-opticna! EAS.

Several wit. :5s5es tLestified Lhat they depend on medical
facilities and the regicnal medical center located in the
Lakeland area for their health care needs. {Reilly TR 25;
Fortune TR 26; Snyder TR 349-30501) Haines (ity's witness Hrantley
indicated that numerous retired residents make toll calls ro
physicians in Lakeland, which is expensive when living cu a f[ixed
lnceme, | TR 72) However, staff would note that Halnes City has
its own medical facilities, physicians and hospital. W®While statf
understands the importance of the residents being able to call
their chosen medical facilitles and physicians, we do not believe
this is sufficient cause to order a countywide reductiocn in toli
rates.
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Many witnessers asscerted that long distance calls are an
expensive additional cost to conduct business in Haines City.
{Burchfield TR 20-21; Savant TR 35-37; Carter TR wl-uw; bFoe TR
376-378) One witness contended that leng distance charges
impedes Haines City’s economic development and Jdisadvantages the
business commuaity. {DeGennaro TR 95) Whiie staft notes that
long distance charges may be an additional cost four many Haines
business owners, as expressed in their testimony, staff docs not
believe it is the Commission’s responsibility to lower the custs
of private industry in the Haines City area.

Withesses testifying on behalf of the local aqovernments
expressed a need for toll-free calling from Haines City to other
exchanges located in Polk County. (Toney-Deal TR 135; Storm TK
120-121; Wheeler TR 128-132) Witness Tohey-Deal contended that
local government agencies and offices are located in Bartow, the
county seat, and Haines City residents cannat reach them toll-
free. {Toney-Deal TR 135-155) However, staff believes that the
County should assume the burden of providing toll~free acoess to
county agencies and offices for Haines City residents., We
contend that the Commission should nsL shift the financial burden
to the local exchange companies unless there is a strong showing
that a significant community of interest ex:ists from Haines Caty
to the other exchanges at issue in this dncket,

Based on the evidence, staff does not believe that a
sufficient community of interest exists to ballot Haines City
residents for non-optional LAS from Haines City to every other
exchange located within Polk County. %f the 51 public wilnesscr
that testified at the hearing, over 75+ of them expressed
concerns about calling only to Bartow and Lakeland. However,
staff believes that the evidence provided by the witnesscs uanl
the traffic studies pre.ented by GTEFL and Sprint do support! same
type of toll relief on the Haines City/Lakeland aud Haines
City/Polk City routes. Staff contends that only the Haines
City/Lakeland route satisfied the M/A/M criteria for toll reliet
with a significant distributional factor. Staff 1ncluded the
Haines City/Polk City to avoid leapfrogging. We believe that
only thece routes should receive some type of toll relief,.
Theretfore, staff recommends that the Commission order GTEFL to
implement ECS between the Halnes City/Lakeland and the Haines
City/Polk City exchanges. Residential customers should pay §..°
per call regardless of duration, and business calls shovbid be
rated at $.10 for the first minute and $.¢t for each additional

- }iZ2 -
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minute. Pay telephone providers should charge end users $.25 per
message and the pay the standard measured interconnect:ion usange
charge. IXCs may continue to carry the same type of trall.c on
those routes that they are now authourized to carry. ECS5 should
be implemented on these routes as soon as possible, but not to
exceed six months from the issuance of an crder resulting from
this recommendation. Staff does not believe the vvideace
presented by any of the parties supports toll relief on the ather
routes at issue in this docket.
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IBBUE 2: What other community of interest factors should bhe
considered in determining if ~ither EAS, ECS, or an alterna*ive
toll plan should be implemented?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Other community of interest factors may

include location of schools fire and police departments, nmidical
and emergency facilities, access to local guvernment, lora'ion of
workplace, and access t¢ goods and services, such as shopping

centers and locaticn of social activities (theater, sportr, etcr.

(WIGGINS)

POSITION OF PARTIES

HAINES CITY: Yes, there are other community of interest facturs
which include, but are not limited to, .11 Governmental Services,
(2) Medical Services, (3) Professional Services, (4} Commerce,
(5) Employment, (6) Transportation, (7} Socia'’ Interaction, ({8}
Schools, {9) County wide Calling, and (10) Natural Barriers,.

GTEFL: The Commission's Rules and precedent o not contemp]ate
reliance solely on non-pnumerical oriterla to determine communaty
0! interest. Only 1f traffic data are adequate may -he Ccmmiss.on
consider, in addition, factors such as location of schools,
shopping areas, medical facilities, and the like.

QPC: Yes, there are other community cof interest tactors.
Exhibit REP-1 set forth ten specific community of i1nterest
factors: (1} Governmental Services, {4} Medical Services, (3]
Professional Services (4) Commerce, (%} Employment, (6)
Transportation, (7} Social Interactiun, (H} Schools, (%)
Countywide Calling, and (10) Natural Barriers.

SPRINT-FLORIDA: Additional community o! 1nterest factors ottan
considered are the location of schools, tirre/police departmen' s,
medical/emergency facilities and county governments., When theue
factors are considered, the community of interest between Halnes
City and Ft. Meade is not strong enough to warrant any
alternative form of toll relief.







DOCKET NO. 950699-TL
DATE: July 2, 1897

Witness Harrell contended that the Furt Meade excliange
currently has EAS tc Bartow, which is the County scal, and
Lakeland, where the state and federal coffices serving this area
are located. She asserted that schools and medical facilitlies
are also located within the Fort Meade exchaunuge; therefoure, Lhe
traditional community of inverest factors dc not support
alternative toll rellef for this route, (TR 167-16H)

GTEFL asserted that other community of interest factors
may include, for instance, logation of schoel district
boundaries, major shopping areas, medical services, large plants
or offices, and natural neighborhood boundaries not coilncident
with exchange boundaries. (Robinscn TR 255}

GTEFL's witness Robinscon inditated that numerical
calling statistics are the critical part of the EAS or EC3
inguiry. The witness contended that GTEFL believes Lhe
Commission rules cuntemplate consideration of these anecdotal and
unmeasurable elements only in conjunction with traffic data, nct
as a stand alonhe reason for pursulng an EAS or ECS request. He
argued that the Company is not aware nof any instances where the
Commission used solely subjective community of interest evidence
te grant toll relief. (TR 254-256)

Based on the argquments, staff bhelieves that other
community of 1lnterest factors may include location of schools,
fire and police departments, medical and emergenc'- facilities,
access to local government, location of workplace, and access to
goods and services, =such as shopping centers and social
activities {(theater, sports, etc).
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IBSUE 3: If a sufficient community of interest is found > any
of these routes, what is the economic impact of each plan on the
costumer and the company (summarized in chart form and discuss in
detail}?

A} EAS with 25/25 plan and regrouping
B} Aliernative toll plan
C} ECS5; and
D} Other (specify)
STAFE RECOMMENDATION:

A} If the Commission denies staff’s recommendation 1n
Issue 1 and determines that EAS is warranted, the 25/25 pian with
regrouping is calculated by adding twenty-five percent {25%) of
the rate group scheidule for the number of access lines to be
newly included in the exchange’s calling scope. The reqroupiny
additive is the difference in rates between the exchange’s
original rate group and the new rate group into which the
exchange will fall with its expanded calling scope.

B} The evidence presented does not support dn
alternative toll plan.

C) Under ECS, residential customers sho ld pay 5.25%
per call regardless of duration, and husinrss calls should he
rated at $.10 for the first minute and $.0t for each additiocnal

minute.
D) The evidence presented does n.t support any otner
toll relief plans.

Staff notes Lhat the revenue impact data for (A) and
were provided under confidential cover. (WIGGINE)

POSITION OF PARTIES

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

GTEFL: It is impossible to determine the ecouaomic 1mpact of any
mandatory plan. GTEFL no longer has a local exchange monopoly.

- 17
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Although EAS and ECS calls will be lgccal, they won't foreclose
competition. Since GTE does not know how many cilstomers it will
retain, it cannot calculate revenu. impact.

OPC: Existing toll rates inhibit economic develupment aloung hie
routes. BEAS or ECS will have a positive ecohomic impact on the
community.

SPRINT-FLORIDA:

a) If flat-rate, non-optional EAS is orrered, Lhe Fort
Meade Exchange would be regrouped from Rate Group 3 to Rate
Group 4, thus incurring an increase 1n their basic local service
rate.

bl There would be a loss of access revenue and an ilncrease
in local service revenues, resulting in an estimated annu..l
revenue in local service revenue, reculting in an estimated
annual revenue gain of $133,000, which does not reflecl the
additisnal costs incurred for facilities that will need to be
installed or leased from an 1XC, or other adminisirative costs,

c) Based on the monthly calling volume reflected in the
traffic studies, the estimated annual revenue impact to the
Company would be a loss of $5,400, which does not reflect the
additional costs incurred for facilities that will pneed to b
installed or leased from an IXC, or other administrative costs,

STAFF ANALYBIE: In its brief, Haines City contended tnat Lhe

economic impact would be more favorable to GTEFL to receive
regrouping income from the Haines City arca customers, rather
than to invite competition from cellular phaones, e-mai1l, and
other long distance providers. Haines City asserts that it may
be years, if not decades, before there will be another local
franchised provider. Haines City stated that countywide calling
would benefit GTEFL by giving it the lion’s share of calls within
the county, with payment being made monthly for that countywide
access. (Haines City BR pp.6-7)

OPC stated, in its brief, that flat rate EAS or ECS would
help alleviate the hardships created by the existing tull routes.
{OPC BR p.36)

Sprint’s witness Harrell stated that hasod on Lhe monthly
calling velume reflected in the traffic study, the estimated

...13_
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annual revenue impact of ECS to the Company wonld ne a loss of
approximately $5,460, if there is no stimulation on the route.
The witness contended a 50% stimulation, which 1s consistent with
the factor used by Southern Bell in Docket No. 9202€0-TL, would
result in a revenue loss of approximately $3,855, Slo asserted
that these amouhts do not reflect the additional costs {or
facilities that would be required to carry the traffic, or other
administrative costs assoclated with the implementation of the
toll alternative. {(Harrell TR 1€68-169, EXH 3}

GTEFL's witness Robinscn stated that the company believers
the Commission’s rules do not contemplate orduring A5 or an
alternative plan without some grounding of community of intere:st
in the traffic data. The withess asserted that the responses to
options a and c assume that the Commission can develop an
acceptable way of reliably measuring community of interest in the
absence of any numerical showing of community of interest, {TR
258)

S5taff notes that the economic impact informaticn for options
a and ¢ was flled by GTEFL under confidential cover. The
economic impact infermation concerning opticn d is expressed
below,

Witness Robinson contended that under GTEFL’s lacal calling
plan {LCP}, option d, no customer is forced to pay an extra
monthly [ee 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 255-
275) The options are as follows:

BASIC CALLING: The customer pays a reduced local access line
rate and all local calls, including calls to their home exchange
{(Haines City), as well as those to their «~urrent and expanded
local calling area, are billed at optional local measurcd usam
rates on a per minute basis. The Rl rate ftor this coptich 1
estimated to be between $7.00 and $7.50, while the Bl rate would
be between $18.00 and $19.00. (TR 258-2&0)

COMMNITY CALLING: The customer pays a slightly reduced local
access line rate and has flat rate calling to his home exchange
only. All other local calls within the current and expanded
local calling area are billed at local measured usage rates. The
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with regrouping as proposed by Sprint and GTEFL, 1t the
Commission denies staff’s recommendation in Issue 1.

If the Commissicn determines that ECS 1= approj- ate, staft
believes that residential custoumers should pay 5.25 per message
regardless of duration, and business cail should be rated at 5.1u
for the first minute and §.06 for each additivnal minute.

Staff does not support the aiternative plan {option D}
offered by GTEFL called LCP. PBased on the ceviderce presented by
the Company, staff is unable tc determine 'he economic impact of
option D.
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additive is the difference in rates between the exchange’s
original rate group and the new rate grcup lhio whichi Lhe
exchange will fall with 1ts expinded calling scope. Marrel TR
169, GTE BR pp.20-23) Haines City states in 1ts brie! that the
additive should last no more thah 4 yerars. (Haines City Bk pp. /-
8) sStaff asserts that the 25/25 plan should remain 1o effect tor
no more than 4 years, after which time the additive should be
removed. We contend that 4 years 15 sufficient for Sprint and
GTEFL tc recover their lost toll revenues without uverly
burdening the customers. Staff believes thit 4 years 15 adequa’s
time for the companies to find other avenues to recover lost
revenues,

- 23 -
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IggUE S: if a sufficient community »f interest 15 tound, whoat
are the appropriate rates and charges for the plan tc be
implemented on these rou-es or route?

RECOMMENDATION: If EAS is dertermined tn be appropriace, staft
recommends the rates be determined under the 25/25 plan with
regrouping. However, if the Commission determines thal ECS
should be implemented, staff believes that residential custumers
should pay $.25 per message regardless of duratien, and business
calls should be rated at $.10 for the first ninute and $.0¢ {or
each additional minute. Pay telephone providers should char je
end users $.25 per message and pay the standard interconnection
usage charge., (WIGGINE)

POSITION OF DPARTIES

BAINEE CITY: The 25/25 plan for EAS can be calculated from
existing rates. ECS would not change local rates,

GTEFL: Rates for EAS or ECS must bt calculated to asisure that
GTEFL will not lose revenue under a.ay such mandatory plan.
GTEFL's LCP does not require the Zommission Lo order any specific
rates. GTEFL will set rates based on revenue ncutrality,.

2APC: For flat rate EAS, there should be reyrouping, 1f
necessary, a mot« st additional surcharge to replace a portion of
lost toll revenues should last no more than 4 years. GTE's
proposal is inappropriate.

SPRINT-FILORIDA: TIf the Commission finds that a4 sufflcieht

community of interest exists, Extended Calling Service shoula be
ordered.

BTAFF ANALYEIB: The appropriateness of an odidit rve was dincunsed
extensively by all parties in lIssue 3, Staff contends if Lhe
Commission determines that Haines City subscribers should be
balloted for EAS, staff believes that the subscribers should hbe
balloted for EAS under the 25,25 plan as propesed by Lhe
companies. GTEFL asserled the appropriate rales and charges
should be determined under the 25/25 plan. (GTEFL BR [ ./ 3)
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However, Sprint contended that :{ the Commission determines thal
a sutficient community of interest exists, ECS should be
implemented. {Sprint BR p.5) Haines City stated in 1'.» wbrief
that ECS would not change its local rates. (Haines City BR p.¥)
If the Commission determines that ETS should be implemented,
staff Lelieves that residential customers should pay .24 per
message regardiess of duration, and businens fall:r

should be
rated at $.10 for the first minute and $.0t tor each additional

minute. Pay telephone providers should charge end "isers 5.25° poey
message and pay the standard interconnection usage charge. The
appropriate rates are as follows:
TABLE A
HAINES CITY | FREEENT 25/2% REGROUPINU | TOTAL NEW RATE
{RG-3) FATE ADDITIVE ADDITIVE
R-1 $10.96 $2.72 5.50 53.22 514.08
B-1 527.45% 56,86 51.2% 58.11 53, .6
PBX $49.60 512.40 $1.25% 513.65 563.25
TABLE B
HAIMNES CITT | FARSENT 28/25 REGROUFPING | TOTAL HEW RATE
{FOINC 427) | RATE ADDITIVE ADDITIVE
{RO-2)
R-1 51u.41 52.72 5.95 53.67 214, 0n
B-1 526.45 56.86 32.45% 30,11 535,70
PEX 548.40 $12.40 52.45 514.85 5€3.0°

25
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ISSUE 6: Should this docket be closed?

ETAFE RECOMMEWDATION: (f the Ccmmission determine:s that the
Haines City subscribers should be balloted for EAS, then this
docket should remain open pending the outcume of the ballot. It
the Commission determines that ECS is appropriate, then this
docket should be closed. In addition, if the Commiscsion denies
staff’'s recommendation in Issue 1 and further determines that no
toll relief should be granted, this docket should be closed.
{CULPEPPER)

BIAFYF ANALYBIS: If *he Commission determines that the Haine.
City subscribers should be balloted for EAs, then this docket
should remain open pending the outcome of the ballot. I. the
Commission determines that ECS 1s appropriate, then this docket
should be closed. 1r addition, if the Cormission denies staff’s
recommendation in Issue 1 and further determines that no toll
relief should be granted, this docket should be closed.

- 26 =
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