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Appel  ant, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth"),
pursuant to this Court's Order of Novenber 7, 1997, files this
suppl enent al brief to address the Florida Public Service
Commi ssion's October 22, 1997, order and opinion in In re: Petition
by subscribers of the Goveland exchange for extended area service
(EAas) to the Olando, Wnter Garden, and W ndernere Exchanges,

Fl ori da PSC Docket No. 941281-TL, Order No. PSC 97-1309-FOF- TL
(hereinafter the "Goveland Opinion"). A copy of the G ovel and
Qpinion is attached for purposes of convenience.

I ntroductory Statenent

The Goveland Opinion provides for non-optional extended area
service ("Eas") if a mpjority of the affected rate payers who cast
ballots vote in favor of it. The Goveland Opinion is significant
here Dbecause of its acknow edgenment that rate regrouping would be
appropriate as Goveland's local calling scope is increased.

The Comm ssion takes the position in this appeal that rate
regrouping, to the extent it increases the anount rate payers have
to pay, constitutes a "rate increase" in violation of section
364.051. That statute, however, is absol ute. It makes no
distinction anong the various contexts in which a purported rate
increase mght occur. Therefore, the Goveland Qpinion's
acknow edgenent that rate regrouping is appropriate in the context
of EAS conflicts -- irreconcilably -- wth the Conmm ssion's
position in this appeal, highlighting the fallacy of that position.

Extended Area Service
EAS is sinply an enlargement of the geographic area in which

tel ephone custonmers can make local, flat-rate calls. See Rules 25-

|




4.057-.064, F.AC It has the effect of increasing the nunber of
access lines available for local calling, and thereby increasing
the value of the local service provided. EAS may be inposed where
there is a substantial conmunity of interest between different
| ocal exchange areas. Many people living in Goveland, for
example, are dependent upon Olando for enployment, nedical care
schooling, and the Iike. EAS woul d increase these rate payers'
| ocal calling scope such that calls to Olando can be made on a
local, flat-rate basis. EAS can, however, also increase the nunber
of access lines available for local calling beyond the threshold
for the next higher rate group, just as (in the instant appeal)
demographic growth caused the Wst Palm Beach, Jensen Beach and
Holley-Navarre exchanges to grow beyond their next higher
t hr eshol ds. It is this simlarity in effect, and the manner in
which the Commission deals with it, that is pertinent here
Suppl emental  Argunent

Tel ecommuni cat i ons rates in Florida apply not on an
indi vidualized rate-payer basis, but rather are set according to
the level of service provided in the "local exchange area" in which
rate payers reside. The "level of service" is a function of how
many telephone lines can be accessed within the exchange on a
local, flat-rate basis. See Rul es 25-4.053-.056, F. A C Local
exchange areas are "grouped" according to how nmany |ocal access
lines they have -- e.g. all exchanges in Rate Goup 10 have between

450, 000 and 550,000 local access lines -- and rate payers in all of

these exchanges pay the standard rate applicable to that group.




This ensures that all simlarly-situated rate payers pay the sanme
rate, no matter who they are or where they happen to |ive.

"Rate regrouping" is the long-standing process of reassigning
a local exchange from one standard rate group to another as the
| evel of service being provided there (i.e. the nunber of |ocal
access lines) increases or decreases. This process does not change
the amount charged under any particular rate -- it merely selects
a different standard rate to apply to the new level of service,
according to set criteria. The question on appeal is whether rate
regrouping constitutes a "rate increase" in violation of the rate
cap inposed by section 364.051(2)(a). |If so, then rate regrouping
may be inappropriate, at least in the event that a |ocal exchange
grows larger instead of smaller.

Section 364.051(2) (a) provides that the "rates for basic |ocal

tel ecommuni cations service . . . shall be capped at the rates in
effect on July 1, 1995, and ... shall not be increased prior to
January 1, 2001". The statute is absolute in its nmandate, with no
exceptions. It does not provide that rates shall not be increased

unless the Commssion feels that an increase would be warranted-|
It does not provide that rates shall not be increased unless (as in

the Goveland situation) 51% of the rate payers voting vote for

nmore extensive service. It states that rates for basic |ocal
service "shall not be increased". Therefore, if rate "regrouping"
is the equivalent of a rate "increase" within the meaning of

"There is a vehicle for telephone conpanies to seek increased
rates based on a conpelling showi ng of changed circunstances. See
§364.051(5), Fla. Stat. (199
the Goveland Opinion.

5). That provision was not invoked in




section 364.051, then any regrouping of a |ocal exchange area to a
hi gher rate group should violate section 364.051.

The Comm ssion contends that rate regroupi ng does in fact
constitute a rate increase, and that it is inappropriate under
section 364.051 to regroup an exchange to a higher rate group as
the local calling scope in that exchange increases. In the
G oveland Qpinion, however, the Conmission specifically directs
that if Goveland's local calling scope increases beyond the
threshold for the next higher rate group, the exchange is to be
regrouped so that the higher rate applicable to the new calling
scope applies:

As stated by wtness Harrell, the 25/25 plan is

calculated based on the additional calling scope gained.

There are approximately 370,000 access lines in the

conbi ned exchanges, which would place the Goveland

exchange in rate grouP_ 5 . . In addition, if
enlarging the local calling area causes the requesting
exchange to regroup, the rate for the new rate group wll

al so apply. In this case, the addition of the Ol ando

exchange to the G ovel and exchange would result in a
reqrouping of the Goveland exchange to rate group 6.

G ovel and Qpinion at 9 (enphasis added). In other words, if 51% of
those casting ballots in the Goveland Exchange vote in favor of
EAS, then the nunber of |ines accessible on a local, flat-rate
basis will be increased and the exchange (i.e. 100% of Goveland s
rate payers) wll be regrouped into a higher rate group based on

this increase.?

*The Commissions requires no nore than a 40% voter turn-out.
Rule 25-4.063(6), F.A C. Therefore, an affirmative vote of just
20% plus one of the affected rate payers could cause the entire
exchange to be regrouped.




The G ovel and EAS petition is subject to section 364.051.°
The rate cap inposed by that statute is absolute, wthout any
exception for EAS and wthout providing any basis for Conm ssion
discretion. Therefore, the Commission's requirenment of regrouping
in Goveland cannot be reconciled wth its prohibition of
regrouping in the exchanges at issue here. This inconsistency
highlights the flawed logic of the Comm ssion's argunment on appeal.
On the other hand, the Goveland Opinion is perfectly consistent
wWth BellSouth’s argunent that rate regrouping is not an increase
in the anount charged under any rate but rather the selection of an
al ready extant rate -- unchanged fromits July 1995 cap level -- to
apply to the new |l evel of service, according to Conmm ssion-approved
criteria which were thenselves in effect as of July 1995.
BellSouth respectfully subnits that the correct construction of
section 364.051 could not be any nore clear, and asks that the
Order below be reversed.
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SEAS inposed pursuant to a petition filed prior to Mrch 1,
1995, is to be considered a basic |ocal service subject to section
364.051. See § 364.385(2), Fla. Stat. (1995). he petition at
issue in the Goveland Qpinion was filed Novermber 11, 1994.
G ovel and Opinion at 1.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COW SSION

In re: Petition by eubecribere CRET NO. 941281-TL

of the Groveland exchange for RDER NO PsC-97-1309-FOF-TL
ext ended area service (EAS)toO | SSUED: October 22, 1997

t he orlando, Wnter Garden, and

Windermere exchanges.

The fol |l owi ng Commiasioners partici patedi nthe di epoeition of
thie mtter:

JULIA L. JCHENSON, Cha:..rman

SUSAN F. CLARK
DIANE K. KIESLING

R=g4X%

BY THE.COMMISSION: C e

We opened this docket in respcnse to a petition filed on
Novenber 11, 1994, by the eubecrl bere of the Groveland exchange
requeating ext ended area gervice (EAS) to the Orlande exchange. W
included the Wnter Garden and Windermere exchanges in our
investigation in order to prevent |eapfrogging. The Goveland,
W nder nere, and Wnter Garden exchanges are served by Uni t ed
Tel ephone Conpany of Florida (United),, while the Orlando exchange
is served by BellSouth Tel ecommunications, Inc. (BellScuth). The
G ovel and exchange ig | ocated in the Gainesville LATA (l ocal access
and transport area) and the Windermere, Wnter Garde?, and Ol ando
exchanges are located in the orlande LATA.

By Order No. PpSC-95-0875-FOF-TL, issued iN Docket No. 941281-
TL, on July 19, 1995 we aset thie matter for hearing-to censider
comunity of interest criteria other than traffic data.

On April 18, 1996, we held public and technical hearings in
Groveland.

By Order No. PSC-96-1033-PCO-TL, iggued August 8, 1996, in
this docket, we ordered the parties to file briefs regarding the
issue of the feaeibility of inplenenting either extended area
sarvice (EAS) Or extended calling service (ECS) on the @roveland to
Ol ando interIATA route based on Sections 271 and 272 of t he
Tel ecomuni cati ons Act of 1996 Actg 19 Thereafter by Order No.

°PI-7C5- Cop,

- ——— i —— T — — ——— T -a— ——

HQ REGULATORY-AI‘L{“’

PSC-96-1335-FOF-TL, issued Novembﬁr @Wcted Commisgion

FED X
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~=+="""have ‘mét the requirements of gactidn 271 of the Act. Ina 'aegaﬁfé*'—
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etaff to conduct a etaff workehop in order to gather additional
information and to allow the parties in this docket, as well as
rumercus other affected toll relief dockets, an opportunity to
participate. Qur staff conducted the workshop on Novenber 18,
1996, and the participants were asked to file post-workshop
commenta .

By Order No. PSC-97-0620-FOF-TL, we decided to postpone a
poet-hearing decision in thie docket pending our determnation of
whet her one-way interLATA toll relief was feasible. W determned
thatit was appropriate to guspend further action in thie docket
because of the Act’s provisions prohibiting Bell oCperating
Conmpani es (BoCs) fromoriginati ng interlATA traffie until the BOCa

order, Oder No. PSC-37-0622-FOF-TL, i ssued May 30, 199
ordered that the issue of the feasibility of one-way ECS be set for
heari ng.

On July 15, 1997, the ‘FCC issued Order 97-244. That order
addr essed several petitions for nodification of LATA boundaries to
allow Aneritech, Bell Atlantic, BeallScuth, Sout hwestern Bell, and
US West to provide expanded |ocal calling service. Therein, the
FCC determned that the need for ctrtaia expanded |ocal calling
routes out wei ghed any anticompetitive rigka, and therefore, if
approved 23 of the requeete to nodify LATA boundaries. In
approving these requests._ _the FCC enphasized that the LATAa were
being modified solely to 3119W the Bocs to offer non-optional, flat
rate local calling service. Any other types of service off ared
bet ween the identified exchanges would still be considered

interLATA. See FCC Order 97-244 at ! 19. In addition, in Section
V of Order 97-244, £ i . the FCC set
forth specific guidelines to assist BoCs in filing future LATA
modi fication petitions.

In view of the Fce’s apparent willingness to conti nue teo
consi der requeete for modification.of LATA boundaries te al | ow BoCa
to provide expanded local calling, we find it appropriate to
proceed with coneideratiox of the record evidence in this docket.

1. Survey

The subecribers contended that there is a sufficient community
of interest in the Groveland exchange to warrant balloting, for
nonoptional EAS to the Orlande, Wnter Garden, and Wndermere
Exchangea. O the 55 c¢itizens who testified during the public
hearings about the community of interest factors, all but three
supported the request for nonoptional EAS, Witnesses Timmons,

Ak — —— 8 —
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Smith, Fulmer, and Savage stated that EAS waa supported with full.
know edge that it would require a rate inecrease. The guhscribers
further aneerted in their brief that the Groveland exchangedependa
on the Olando, Wnter Garden, and Windermere exchanges for their
medi cal services, business services, and persconal needs.

The subscribers also argued in their brief that, as
denmonstrated during the public hearing, there is a sufficient
community of interest ta grant nonoptional Eas. In their brief;
the Subscribers asserted that witnesses testified about numercus
factors that -reascnably denonstrated a community of intereet
between the Groveland exchange and the Olando, Wnter Garden, and
Windermere exchangea.

W tneasee Hall, Harrell, and W f contended that many of the
Groveland residents use doctors, demtists and hespitals in the
Olando, Wnter Garden, and Windermere exchangee. In addition,
witness Reid noted that many Groveland gubgeribers who work in
~Qrlande are required by their health insurance (EMOs) tO uee
doctors Who are located in the Olando area. Witnesses Anderson
and Kurfise also tcetified regarding the cost and inconvenience
when patients must be put on "hold" while trying to reach their
doctors in Ol ando. Witnesees Ander son andWeeds further contended
that some people in the Groveland exchange see nedi cal specialists
| ocated in Ol ando, either because the specialist was r ecomended
by their famly physician or because the eptcialiete in Olando are
the only ones associated with their EMOs i n Orlande.

The subscrikers argued in their brief that the community of
intereet ig not only from Grovelandto the Ol ando area, but also
from Olando to Groveland. Witness Stephens asserted that many
Olando, Wnter Garden. and Windermere residents work in ‘the
Groveland exchange area. The witnesses stated that these pecple
alsopay toll charges to communicate between the Ol ando area and
the Groveland exchange. In their brief; the:. subscribers also
stated that several Groveland businesses indicated that their
enpl oyees from the Orlande area need to call into the Ol ando,
W nter Garden, and Windermere exchanges on a daily baeie. Witneas
Fulmer Stated in hia testimomy that 34 percent o%l his enpl oyees
reside in the Olando, Wnter Garden, and Wndernere exchange
ar eas. For various reasons ranging from children in school to
nmedi cal emergencies, W tness mer asserted that his enpl oyees
have aneed to call fromwork to those exchanges fromthe Groveland
area. In his testimonry, Wi tnese Peters’'s stated that nine out of
ten of hia enployees live in the Olando, Wnter Garden, and
Windermere exchanges and have simlar calling needs as thoee of
witness Fulmer’s enpl oyees.

R=94% FPSC 10~-22-97 12: 40PM  POO4 H39
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Wtneee Reid, as well as others, al60 testified that he has
nodi fi ed his tel ephone behavior to avoid the toll charges to the
Olando area. Witnesses Reid, Loeey, and McKinneytertified that
they uge cellul ar phones, the public tel ephones in dernont, the
phones of fanmily and friends in the Clarmont exchange, or a form of
call forwarding to avoid toll charges. In their brief, the
subecribers argued that all of these witnesses are, t 0 some degree,
frustrated with the present situation, because their ability to
comunicate with people in the Olando, Wnter @Gardem and
Windermere exchange is necessary for nmany essencial el enent6 of
their |ives. In addition, witneee Ferrell noted that asince it is
a toll call between the Groveland and Ol ando exchanges, he, al ong
Wi th other Groveland subscribers, feel isolated from their friend6

“"and fam |y who work-or live in the Ol ando area.

The subscribers further asserted ix their brief that it is
okvious that businesses in the Groveland exchange have a _regular
and recurring need to maintain contact with businesses, suppliers,

—————arn

—=-—-and - customers- in—the-other-exchanges— Witnegses Fulmer,;  Hayden;

peters, Ti ghe, Wight, VWhitaker, Ham |ton, RKurfiss, and Moore
asserted that large and small businesses need to nmintain regular
contact for the benefit of their customers and businesses. The
owners of various bhusinesases estated that they depend on
profegsicnals and suppliers within the Ol ando, Wnter Garden, and
Windermere exchanges for services and supplies. Witnessa Turner,
speaking for the People'6 State Bank of Groveland, noted in hi6
testimony that the bank' s professicnals, conputer company,

cor respondent and participating banks, |oan c¢ustomers, and
employees |iving in the Groveland area all indicated a strong and
varieg comunity of intereet with the Olando, Wnter Garden, and
W nder mere exchangee. Wt neee Turner also noted, as other
businessas did,. that the bank’s anticipated- expansion would
continue to enlarge the Ccommunity of interest between the
exchangee. Wtneee WIlliamof Sunter Electric. indicated in hie

testimeony that hie conpany makesand- receive6 numerous calls from
developers of new projects between the Orlando, Wnter Carden, and
W nder nere exchanges, demonstrating further contact between the
areas and additional community of. interest that the. Commissiocn
should consider.

Covernment officials from the Groveland exchange, witnegses
Sherbourne, Thompsoen, and Slean, also agreed that there is a
euf f icicnt community of int crest. In addition,. the Board of County
Commissicners for Lake County supported the gubderiber’s petition
for EAS by also passing a reeolution requestlnﬁ EAS from the
Groveland exchange to the Olando exchange. Furthernore, witness
Gadwell, Who is coordinator of Lake County Econemic Development,
stated in his testinony that EAS would greatly assist in bringing
new husinesses to. the Groveland exchange area. The witnees stated

FPSC 10-22-97 { 2: 40PM
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that Lake County markets itself ag part of the Metrc-Orlande
region, He further indicated that granting HAS woul d al |l ow bath
businesses and individuals to havefreer access to services, goods
and marketa in the area cemprising the Ol ando, Wnter Garden, and
Wndermere  exchanges.

In addition, the aubecribere indicated in their brief that
they do not believe an alternative toll plan would be appropriate,
BallSouth witness Stanley also etatedthat an alternative toll plan’
would not be a reasonable option because of federal prohibitions.
Counsel for BellScuth further indicated that specifie criteria had
to be net before BellSouth could conpete in the interLATA market,
mvuo.and it is not clear when BellSouth will meet theee criteria.

Because of the federal requiremente for BellSouth, the Subscribers
argued in their brief that the failure to grant balloting to
determ ne the support of the people in the Groveland exchange would
apparently result in no relief at all.

~ren-=e= - BellSouth hastakenno poeitiom on this issue because the only- S et

route at ioeue in thie docket that involves a BellScuth exchange is
the Groveland to Orlando route (Olando is a BellScuth exchange).
Because the Groveland to Ol ando route is interIATA, BellSouth has
no data regarding traffic over thie route. Witnese Stanley stated
that without traffic data, BellSouth is unable to determine whet her
a eufficient community of interest exists on thie route to justify
nonoptional, flat rate EAS. Accordingly, BellSecuth stated that it
does not take a position regarding whether EAS is appropriate.

. United’s Wi tness Harrell argued that based on Rule 25-
4.060(3), Flori da Administrative Code, the routes in this docket do
not warrant balloting for flat rate HAS. Twe traffic studies wer
conducted on the routes at issue im thies docket, .one in Cctober
1994, and the other in Marck 1595. Witness Harrell atated t hat
both traffic studies reflected eufficient messages per access line
per month (M A/ Me) onthe Groveland to Orl ando  route. However, t he
frequency distributien, or nunber of subascribers making 2 or more
calls per nonth fell short of the minimum requirements. The
witness also asserted that the remaining routes, .Groveland o
Wnter Garden and Windermere, failed to meet either of the mininmm
requirements.

United contended inito brief that the routee' failure to:pass
the gdistribution requirement shows that while a few large users
make multiple calls, the majority of callers do not nake encugh
calls to juetify Bas. Wthnesa Harrell further stated that the
March 1995 traf Tyi c study ehowed that 41% of residential customers
did not meke any calls, and that 52% of. residential customers make
fewer than 2calls per nonth. United argued in its brief that
thege statistice are important, because under nonoptional EAS, all

R- 94% FPSC 10~22-97 12:40PM POQS #39
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customers must pay an additive and regroupi ng charges, even though
less than a mpjarity of the cuastomers actual |y make snough calls tO
eupport a atrong conmmunity of interest. Witness Harrell aeeerted
that the inplenentation of nonoptional EAS allows high volume users
to benefit at the expense of | ow vol une users.

Inite brief, United also pointed out that historiecally the
mat hemat i cal requirements in the rul e have been uased to determ ne.
community of interest standaxds and traffic studies as the basis
for defining whether a community of interest exists. Uni t ed
aeeerted that the advantage of this approach is that it allows the
Conmi ssion to baee ita decision on enpirical evidence and reduces
the riek of incomsistenciesthat can arise when gubjective factors

mem .- AY® consldered. United further asserted in its brief that inpast . _ __..
cases routee that did not pase the nunerical criteria in.the rule
were found to have no community of interest. Thus, United's
witness Harrel|l contended that calling patterns on these routes do
not eupport EAS. Instead, the witness argued that extended calling
=== gervice (ECS) should be inplenented- Witness Harrell stated that
EC8 woul d place the burden of paying for calls on those customere
who are placing the ecalls.

United’'s Witneee Harrell alsc disagreed thatthe Windermere
exchange ehould be included because of |eapfrogging, Witness
Harrell stated that since t he Windermere exchange weuld be i nvol ved
only when ¢alls fromthe southermmest point of the Govel and
exchange were placed to the Olando exchange, the Wndernere
exchange should be excl uded.

Based on the evidence and testimony presented im this docket,
we find that there is a sufficient community of interest between
t he Groveland exchange and the Orlande, Wnter Hayen and Windermere
exchangea to warrant balloting for non-optional EAS. W find
persuasive the testinony of Groveland residents Stephens, Fulmer,
and Petere, Who gtated thatthey depended R the Orl ando, Wnter
Haven and Windermere areasfor enploynent. W alse find inportant

the testinony of residents Hall, WlIlf, Reid, and Woeds regarding
the need for tall fret access to nedical facilities such as
doctors, dentiatr and heoepitals. The testimony of witnesses

Fulmer, Ti ghe, Wi ght, Whitaker, Hamilton, Kurfise, Moore, Hayden,
Turner, and WIlliams regarding the need for area businesses to nake
"reqular® and "recurring” ealls to the oalando, winter Haven,. and
Windermere areas for suppliers, customers, and other aervice
rel ated busineas, and the testinbny presented by witneasses Hayden
and Fulmer that the Ol ando area was the clecaest supplier for many
of the goeds and services required to conduct businesa i n Groveland
dlso agsisted us i n- our decision.

R-94% FPSC 10=22-97 12:40PM POO7 #39
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In addition, the testinmony of wtnesses Reid, McKinney, and
Losey brought into question the accuracy of the traffic data
presented im this docket. The witncesca stated that because of the
toll charges into the Ol ando, Wnter Haven and Windermere
exchanges, they have nodified their calling behavieor. Wtness Reid
etatcd that ohe user her cellular phone irnstead Of calling |ong
di st ance. Witness McKinney stated he gubscribed to call
forwarding, but it wae an expeneive alternative. Wtneee Loee
stated he waited until he went to Clerment (a nearby exchange wt
toll-free calling to oOrlando} so that he could make calls from
friends' homes or from payphones.

W also find it appropriate to include the Windermere exchange

s —meecand -£he. WNter Haven- exchange--ln—order-to avoid leapfrogging - —— —~—o o
Evi dence wae presented that nore than s50% of the area in the
W nder mare exchange would be |eapfrogged if it were omtted, as
illustrated in docunent 2 of wi tness Harrell’s conposite exhibit.

Since we will include the Wnter Haven and W ndernere routes
to avoid leapfrogging, it is appropriate to have only one ballot
including all three exchanges (Olando, Wnter Haven, and
Windermere) .

II. Communitv of Interest Factors

The subscribers stated that there are numerouas factors that
denonstrate a significant comunit of interest between the
Groveland exchange and the Orlando, \X’t’nter Haveh, and Windermere
exchanges, including the location of nedical facilities, workplace,
goods and services.

BellSouth took no position on thieieeue. However-,.  Wtness
Stanley stated in his testimeny that he was: net aware of any ot her
significant = community of interest consideration that would justify
flat rate EAS. ,

United disagreed with the gubscribers. United contended that
the basic community of interest factors such as echool e,
fire/police departments, nedical/energency facilities and county
governments are already accessible toll-free within Lake County.
Therefore, these traditional commumity of interest factors do not
support the inplenentation of flat rate, nonoptional EAS on the
Goveland to Ol ando route.

United noted in its brief that witnesses Wl f, Hodges,' and
Schm dt exprseecdoppositionto the HAS plan. United argued that,
-a8 noted by Wtnesses WIf and Schmdt, there is alarge retiree
popul ation that neither needs nor wants noncpticnal EAS, and that
businesses t hat relocated to Groveland did not have EAS when they —

R-94% FPSC 10-22-97 12:40PM PQO0OG #39
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deci ded to nove to Groveland. United stated that 800 numbers and
other calling plans are available for thecse Wh0 chocgse t0 take

advantage of them

United also argued in its brief that the experience of the
Carrol | Fulmer G oup, Inc., which received a QClexment nunber in
error, should not be used as evidence in favor of a nonoptional
plan. While M. Fulmermay have been given erroneous information
about his phone nunmber and local calling ecope, United’s withesse
Harrell argued that the information Mr. Fulmer was apparently given
was not given to him by an enployee of United, but by an enployee
of a long distance conpany. Wil e the experience of the Fulmer
Conpany war unfortunate, 'United argued in its brief, it is not
relevant to the issues in this case. _

Upon  consideration, we agree that the l|ocation of schools,
fire and police departnments, medical and emergencyfacilities, and
access to local governnent are not the only community of interest
factors that should be ccnsidered. wMany Wi t neaeea indicated that
their place of enploynent, and doctors, dentiete and hospitals were
located in the Olando, Wnter Haven, and Wndertnere areas.
Witneases Fulmer, Tighe, Wight, Witaker, Hamlton, Kurfiss,
More, Hayden, Turner, and WIlliams also testified they need to
have reqular accegs t0 these areas to contact suppliers, ¢ustomers,
and ot her businesses for goods and servi ces.

We also believe that _the |arge number of custoners that
attended. the public hearing and the nunber of customers that
testified in favor of EA8 (55 in favor/3 against) i s an indication
that the magjority of the custoners are in favor of EAS.

In additien, W art alse concerned about, the incorrect
information that Wtness Fulmer received when purchasing property
in. Groveland for his trucking bueinese. Wile United contended
that thia wae the error of a |ong distance company and not United,
since United assigns all | ocal telephone numbers, such as the 394-
0000, we: find it unusual that a |ong distance conpany would ‘have
provided this tel ephone number without the involvenent of the local
exchange conpany.

Baged on the foregoing, we find that community of interest
factors include location of schcols, fire amd police departments,
medi cal and energency facilities, access to |ocal government,
| ocation of workplace, access to goods and services, guch as
shopping centers, and location of social activities.

EII. Eccnomic Impact
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Inits brief, the subscribers acknow edged that United should
recover the costs of any ordered change. However, United' e W tneee

Harrell hae acknow edged that normally we do not allew full cost
recovery.

BellSouth stated in its brief that each plan would havean
econom ¢ inpact on BellSouth because the company would have to
incur costs to provide facilities to inplenent any given plan.
BellSouth states that it dees not, however, have the data necessary
to quantify these costsa.

United’s W tneee Harrell stated that if we deternmine that a
sufficient ecommunity of interest exists, B¢s would be the beet
. meim e BOlution, Witnesa Harrell. further stated that the. segond ...__.__.- .
alternative woul d be that subscribers should be surveyed for EAS
with the 25/25 plan and regrouping. The witness asserted that
ueing this plan, the residential and business custoners in
Goveland would be charged a total additive (including regrouping)
ey of $3.87- and $9.13, respectively; te their-- basic monthly- rate:- -~ s -2 =
Wt neee Harrell asserted that without etinulation, the estinated
annual revenue inpact to United would be $30, 648, which does not
refl ect the additional ccets incurred by United to inplenent the
plan.

Upon consideration, we find that the Groveland subscribers
ehal | be balloted for nonoptional EAS under the 2§/25 plan with
regroupi ngtothe Olando, Wnter Garden, and Windermere exchanges.
As stated by Wtneee Harrell, the 25/25 plan is cal cul at ed based on
the additional calling scope gained. There are approxi mately
370,000 access lines ix the conbi ned exchanges, Wwhi ch woul d pl ace
the Groveland exchange in rate group 5. The additive for each type
of line is conputed by mul tiplyling 25 percent by the wvariocus access
line rate8 in rate group 5. Thia armount is’ then added to the
exieting Goveland rate. In addition, if enlarging the |ocal
calling area cauaee the requesting exchange to regroup, the rate
for the new rate group will alse apply. fnthie case, the addition
of the Orlando exchange to the Groveland exchange would. result in
a regroupi ng of the Groveland exchange to, rate group 6. In
addition, Wwe note that if the ballot pasties-, the 25/25 additive
ghall remain in effect na |longer than four years after which time
this additive shall be removed. Goveland subscribers shall be
bal loted for EAs at the rates list in Table A, which were
determined under the 25/25 plan wth regrouping,:

TARLE A
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PRESERT 25/28 REGROUPING TOTAL HEW
RATH ADDITIVH ADDITIVR RATH
R-| § 8.37 $ 2.37 $§ 1.50 $ 3.87 512.60
B-1 $20. 47 § 5.57 § 3.56 $ 9.13 $29 .60
DRY s40_98 911.13 $ 7.00 518.21 §59.19

The survey shall be conducted in accordance with Rule 25-4.063,
Florida Administrative Code, and within 45 days of the date
issuance Of thia Order. United shall submit the newspaper

advertisement for Commeeion staff's review prior to publication.
— The -survey lattes art bxllot— shxll" 1oy he submirtad ta Curmizatan

staff for review prior to distribution to United customers. [N
addi tion, United shall Provide commigsion staff with a copy of the
publ i shed newspaper advertisenent.

Based ON the foregoing; it is therefore

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Cemmission that, in
accordance with™ Rule 25-4.063, Florida Admnistrative Code, United

Tel ephone Company of Florida shall survey the subscribers of the
Groveland exchange for extended area service under tfae 25/25 plan
with regrouping to the Olando, Wnter Haven, and Windermere

exchanges with the ternms and conditions eet forth herein wthin 45
daye of the issuance of this Order. It is further

CRDERED that United Telephone Conpany of Florida shall
a copy of the gurvey letter and ballet to Conmission staff
distribution t0 customers. It is further

subm t
prior to

ORDERED t hat United Tel ephone Conpany of:Flerida shall subnit

the newspaper advertisement explaining the survey to Commission
staff for review prior tO pu%llcatlon and” ahall also  provide
fOomﬂ'hssi on etaff with a copy of the published advertisement. Il is
urt her-

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open pending the out cone
of the survey.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commiseiocn this 22nd
day of Cctober, 1337.

/s/ Blanca S ._Bavé
BLANCA S. BAYS, Director _
Di vi si on of Records and Reporting

This is a facsimle copy. A eigned
com/ of the order may be obtained by
calling 1-850-413-6770.

_,(_,.H —ﬁ'—h—)"‘“ e e e m e coms sk bl Y By m—— W o i o W Ny S S i o T TR et PSR i v =

BC

NOTICE OF FURTHER CROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Publie Service Conmission is required by Section
120.569(1), Florida Statutee, to notify parties "of any
admnistrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutee, as
wel | as the procedures and time limts that apply. This notice
shoul d not be construed to nmean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or resultc in the relief
sgught.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter nay request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a mtion for reconsideration with the Director, Diviaion of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Cak Boul evard, Tallahassee,
Fl ori da 32399-0850, Wthin fifteen (15) days of the J4issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Fl orida
?2&m nistrative Code: or 2) judicial review by the Florida Suprene
Court in the case of an eleectric, gas or tel ephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/er
wastewater uUtility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director
Di vision of Records andreporting and f£iling-a copy Of the notice
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This
filing nmust be conpleted within thirty (30} days after the issyance
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appeklate
Procedure. The notice of appeal muat be in the form specified in
Rule 9.9a00(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.

-
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