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Pur suant to Notice , a Preheari ng Conference was held on 
October 4, 1989 , in Ta llahassee, Flo r i da , befo r e Chairman 
MICHAEL Mc K. WI LSON, as Prehearing Officer. 

APPEARANCES : 

LEE WILLIS , Es qui r e , Ausley, 
Ca rot hers and Proctor , Post 
Tallahassee, Flo rida 32302 , on 
Telephone Company o f Flo r ida. 

McMu l l ~n. ~cr~hee, 

Offl c~ 9 X 39 1, 
be h a 1 i of C en c r a 1 

JOE W. FOSTER, Esqui t e , Assoc i a t e General C1unsel , 
GTE Fl o rida Inco rpo rated , Post Of (ice Box 110 , NC 
7, Tampa , Fl o rida 33601, on behalf o f ..;TE Fl o rid a 
lnco r ota l cd . 

HARRIS R. 
Es qu i r e , 
Pe achtree 
on be half 
Compa ny. 

ANTHONY, Esquire a nd R. DOUGLAS LACKEY , 
4300 Southe rn Be l l Center , 675 ~1 . 

Street . N. E., Atlanta, Geo rgia 30375 , 
of Sou t he rn Bell Te l e phone and Telegraph 

A. N. BERG, Esqu i re , Se n io r Atto rne y , Un1ted 
Telepho ne Company o f Fl o rida , Post Offtce Box 
50 0 0 , A 1 t a mo n t e S p r i n 9 s , F 1 o r ida 3 2 7 1 6- 50 0 0 , on 
behalf o f United Telepho ne Compa ny of Fl o rida. 

DAV ID B. ERWIN, Esquire , Mason, Erwi n b Ho r ton , 
P. A., 1020 Eas t Lafayette Street , Tal l ahassee, 
Florida 32 301, o n behalf o f ALLTEL Fl o rida , Inc . , 
Flora l a Te lephone Compa ny , Inc . , Gulf Telepho ne 
Compa ny , Indian t own Tel e phone System, ___ ~~~ 

No rtheast Flo rida Telephone Company , Inc ., uinc 
Te l e phone Company , Southland Tele phone Company , 
St. Jose ph Telephone and Telegraph Company, and 
Vista-United Telecommunications. 

'' ) CI ''-"r: 'rl ,,. ,,~ : . -'"'!.If. Ul • ,,-,, 

1 0 6 6 8 0 C T 3 0 1St? 

'-'PSC -RE COROS/ REPORTINu 

OQ 3 



004 

ORDER NO. 22101 
DOCKET NO. 880812-TP 
Page 2 

C. EVERETT BOYD, Esquire, Ervin, Varn, Jacovs , 

Odom & Ervin, Post Office Box 1170, Tallahassee, 

Florida 32301, on behalf of Sou hland Systems. 

HICHAEL W. TYE, Esquire, AT&T Com..,..un 1ca t ions of 

the Southern St.stes , Inc., 315 s. Calhoun Street, 

Su1te 505 , Tallahassee, Florida 32301 , o n behalf 

of AT&T Communications of the Southern Sta es, Inc. 

D. BRUCE f1AY, Esquire, LAWRENCE P. STEVENSON, 

Esquire, and f1ARTHA W. BARNETT , Esquire, Holland & 

Knighl, Post Office Drawer 810, Tallahassee, 

F 1 or ida 3 2 3 0 2 , o n be h a lf of Internal ion a l 
Telecharge, Inc. 

RICHARD D. f·1ELSON, Esquire, Post Office Box 6526, 

123 South Calhoun Street, Tallahassee, Florida 

32314, and MICHAEL J . HENRY, MCI 

Telecommunicatio ns Corp., 400 Peri 'ne ec Center 

I 

on behalf of MCI TelPcommunicati o ns Co1pocalion. 
Terrace, N.E., Suite 400, Atlanta, Gef rgia 30346, I 
JOHN R. f1ARKS, III, Esquire, Katz, Kutter, 

Haigler, Alderman, Eaton, Davis and Harks, P.A .• 

Post Office Box 1877, Tallaassee , Florida 

32302-1877, on behalf of Na ional Telephone 

Services, Inc. 

BRUCE W. RENARD, Esquire, Messer , Vickers, 

Caparello, French & Madsen , P . A . , 215 South Monroe 

Street, Suite 701, Poc;t Office Box 187 6 , 

Tallahassee , Flo rida 32302-1876, o n behalf of 

Telus Communications, Inc. 

FLOYD R. SELF , Esquire, Messer, Vickers, 

Caparell o , French & Madsen, Post Office Box 1876, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32302, and RITA A. BARMANN, 

Esquire , 1850 M Street, N.W. , Suite 1110, 

Washington , DC 20036, o n behalf of US SpClnt 

Communications Compan y Limited Partnership. 

JOSEPH A. McGLOTHLIN , Esquire, and VICKI GORDON 

KAUFMAN, Esquire, Lawson, McWhirter, Grandoff & 

Reeves, 522 East Park venue , Suite 200, 

Tallahassee, Flor ida 32301, o n behalf of FIXCA. I 
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PATRICK K. WIGGINS, Esqu1re, Ranso n & 
Post Off tee Box 2165 7, Tallahassee, 
32301, on behalf of Microtel , Tn£.:_ 

~·Jlggins, 

Florida 

CHARLES J. BECK, Esquire, Off ice of Public 
Counsel, c/o the Florida Legislature, 
'adtson S ceet, Room 801 , Tallahassee, 
32399-1400, on behalf of The Cttizens of 
of Florida. 

111 w..-st 
Florida 
t~e State 

TRACY HATCH, Esquire, Florida Public Service 
Comrr issi on, 101 E. Gaines S ree , Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0863, o n behalf of the Commission 
Staff. 

PRENTICE P. PRUITT, 
Service Commissio n, 
Tallahassee, Flo r 1da 
Commissioners 

Esqu1re, 
101 E. 

32399-0863 , 

?REHEARING ORDER 

I . BACKGR'OUND 

Flo rida 
Gaines 
Counsel 

Pub 1 i c 
Stree , 
to the 

By Order No. 11551, 1ssued January 26, 1983, this 
Commission i n itiated its generic access charge proceeding t o 
exp lore and implement an intrastate access charge struc ure 
t hat would compens ate the l oca l e xch..,nge companies (LECs} f o r 
t he use o f their l ocal facilities to originate and terminate 
long distance ( toll } traffic within Florida . By Order No . 
12765, issued December 9 , 1983 , as amended by Order No . 
12765-A, issued December 22 , 1983 , we established intrastate 
acces s c harges, to be effective January 1 , 1984 . 

From the outset, our primary g oa 1 has been to set access 
c harges that would adequately compensate the LECs for the use 
o f the ir local faciltlies f o r or ig i nating and terminating 

nt erexchange carrier (IXC} traffic and to provide incentives 
for competition wh ile ma1ntaining universal service . Our 
access charge s ructut ' seeks to m1n1m1ze di s ruption for 
c ustomers while providing an oppo r tun ity for LECs to maintain 
r easonable earnings levels w1thout increasing l ocal rates. 
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Equal 1ccess unc.ler he :-1od1f1ed Ftnal Judgr.--~n (:'-FJ) 
requires hl " the [Bell] operating compa n ies -u - pr 1v1de 
access services to in erexchange carrters (IXC ) and 
informa ion service providers which a re equal in yp~. qua I ity 
and pnce t- o he access services provided to ATT-C 1nd t s 
affilia es.·· This Commisston · s v1ew o l equal acces, ernbodtes 
t he pcinc1p:..! of techntcal equal access (MFJ equal access) but 
v1ews 1 .. pnmH1ly from t he customer's perspec tve ra het than 
from the IXC's perspective . From he cus omer ' s vtewpoint , 
equal acce'S::» ~eans having he abi 1 i y .> choo~£' among h ·~ IXCs 
doing bustnt"'ss anywhere 1n a given geographic area, thus 
fos ecing compe~ition and lowering prices .md t"'prcv1ng 
services . In Order No . 12765, we st..Jted our view ha a 
primary function of the LECs is o pt ovide acce"'s f o r its 
customers o as many long distance ca tr iers as is economically 
efficien~. To tha end we sough a means by wh1ch to 
accomplish his goal. 

The vehkle cho s•?n by the Commission to tmplement equal 
access in Flo rida was he Equa 1 Access Exchange Area ( EAEA) . 
The t1FJ equal access ...,as vie• ..... ed as defJntng ::>r.ly ~echnical 
equal acce~s for lXCs to reach cus omers r n a .. 
end-office-by-end-ofCice bas t s . The Commisston nev~rtheless 
felt t hat Lhis s rue uc~ contained inh., renl tncent tvcs hat 
would result in compe i ive services i11 high volume and urban 
markets, bul not in he low volume and rural mdckcls . Th is 
result would be contrary to the go al o f statewide competitive 
service. The Commission favored establishing EAEAs within 
which the LEC;:, would be r esponsible f o r provtd ing access f or 
all cus omers to reach IXCs serving anywhere in he area. It 
appeared t hat geographic areas served by each existing toll 
center and its subtending end o ffices would be reasonable. 
Thi s c onfigurat ion became known as the "toll center concept." 
It would provide access points at o r near toll centers, which 
are places of c o ncenLralton f o r all toll traffic in a given 
area. The keystone of the toll center concept is the LEC · s 
obligation to deliver all intraEAEA Loll traffic to the toll 
center at an average transpo rt rate . Th1s allows an IXC to 
se rve an entire EAEA with o ne point of presence (POP) and 
allows all customers equal access to each IXC serving an EAEA. 

By Order No. 13750, issued October 5 , 1984, the Commission 
established Lwenl y - Lwo EAEAs . In conjuncti o n with the c rea tion 
of EAEAs , the Commission al so limited the geograph 1c sco pe of 
transmiss ion competition by also implementing toll tr~nsmission 

I 

I 

I 
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monopoly areas (T·1As) wtthin ·.-~h ich th~ LECs would be rhe sole 

provider of transmtsston fJclli tes . Tr·1As .-~e1e created 

coincident with EAEA boundar1es. Consequently, IXCs were 

prohibited from r.1nspor ing ntraEAEA toll rai'' tc 'Jver the1r 

o wn tnnsmission f Ctllties. Competi ion withtn an EAEA ·.-~as 

limited o the res le of LEC servtces. However, 7!1As •,tere 

inttially e ~ tablished o nly on a trans1t1onal basis unttl 

Septembi.!r l, 1986. The Conunission stated tn Order lo . 13750 

that the issue o toll transmission monopoly areas would be 

revisited prior to September l, 1986, and that parties 

advocating re ention o f toll monopol y areas would have ~he 

burden of demons til inC) hal o ll TMAs should c o ntinue in the 

public intere~t. 

In accordance ·.-~itn the decision in Order No . 11750, ch1s 

Conuntssion revisi ·ed the quest1on whether THAs s hould be 

retained. By Order ~lo. 16343, 1ssued July lL 1986, t-he 

Commission de etmined tha the retenti o n o f Tr-tAs ·-ta s :r. .. he 

public interest. T•1e Comnussion also staled that "Nolhtng .n 

this decision precludes any interes ed party fr rn co•.,ing 

fo rward wilh J showi:HJ o f significantly changed circumstances 

which would wacran he :~bolition of TMAs. " 

On May 2!>, 1988, the Flori da Interexchange 

Association (FIXCA) sen a lelter to this Conunission 

to undertake a tunda ental reexd•ination of ou r 

dealing with 1+ Diallng, EAEAs and T t1As . Docket No. 

was initiated by lhe Commission in June, 1988, to 

FIXCA ' s reques t. 

Carriers 
urging i 

policLes 
880812-TP 
consider 

On July 15 , 1988, GTE Florid~ . Inc. filed a motion to 

close this docket. Most of the LECs filed responses supporttng 

GTEFL ' s motion. FIXCA and the largest IXCs responded in 

o pposition to GTEFL's motion. By Order No . 20843, issued r-1arch 

2 , 1989, GTEFL ' s motion was denied. 

II. TESTIMONY A~D EXH IBITS 

Upon in~ertion of a wi tness ' s testimony, e xh ibits appended 

t hereto ma y be matked tor identification . After oppo r tuni y 

for opposing parties to object and cross-ex amine , the document 

may be moved in o the reco rd. All other exhibits will be 

similarly 1dent1f1~d and entered at the appropriate time during 

he a ring. Exhibits sha 11 be moved into the record by exh i b i 

number at the conclusion o f a witness's testimony . 
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Witnesses are remtnded hat on cross-examination, 
responses to questio ns calling for a yes or no answer shall be 
answered yes or no fHst, after which the wi ness may e xplain 
the answer. 

I I I . ORDER v F vi! TN ESSES 

Witness Appearing For 

Direct & Rebuttal 

Varner so . Be 11 

Gillan FIXCA 

Leisner FIXCA 

Nal l FIXCA 

Sievers SPRINT 

Key SPRINT 

Proc tor ATT-C 

Mayo ATT-C 

Guedel ATT-C 

Wood MCI 

Cornell MCI 

Klugman Tel us 

Whitaker ITI 

Menard GTEFL 

Da e 

11/1/89 

1111 / 89 

11/1169 

ll/l/89 

11/1/89 

11/l/89 

1111/89 

11/1/89 

1111/89 

11/2/89 

11/2/89 

11/2/89 

11/2/89 

11/2/89 

Issues 

Issue 5, specifically 
the financi~l impact of 
eliminating THAs and 
any l+ and 0+ dialing 
restrict t o n;; . 

l - 9, 12 - l •l 

l - 5 

4 (intraFAEA prtva e 
line res r tclio n) , 10 

1 - 5, 10, 13 - 14 

l - 5, 8 - 10, 13 - 14 

1 - a, 10 

1 - 5 

8, 9 , 11, 12 

1 - 10 , 12 - 14 

1 - 2, 5 - 6, 10 

All issues 

1 - 7 

All issues. 

I 

I 

I 
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Wi ness 

Poag 

Kur z 

Denton 

Shctf(ec 

Boykin 

McGinn 

Ca rroll 

Schmidt 

WolCe 

Saunders 

Appear_!n F.Q.£ 

Un1 ed 

Centel 

.>o. Be 11 

ALL TEL 

Fl o rala, Gulf 
St, Joe 

Indiantown 

Northeast 

Qu incy 

Southland 

NTS 

Rebuttal Only 

Emmerson So. Bell 

IIV. BASIC POSITIONS 

_Qate 

ll/2/89 

11/2/89 

ll/3/89 

11/3/89 

1113/89 

ll/3/89 

11/3/89 

1113/89 

11/3/89 

11/6/89 

11/6/89 

Issues 

All Issues 

l - 5 

All issues , excep 
calculatio n o f the 
financtal 1mpact of 
abo li shing the TMAs or 
remov1ng any 1~ or 0+ 
dialin~ res~ric ions , 
is address~d in A. J . 
Varner's est1~ony. 

All issues 

All issues 

All issues 

All issues 

All issues 

All issues 

l- 7, 11 

CENTEL: Centel supports the elimination of toll monopoly ar~as 
(" TMAs " } in Florida's equal access e xchange areas under terms 
and conditions wh ich w1ll enable Centel to effec ively compete 
in the market. 

Cente1 has bet!n an advocate of the elim1nati o n of Tt1As 
since this issue arose in 1984. It is Centel's contention that 
compelilion in 7MAs should foster operating efficiencies at all 

O:J 9 
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levels a nd result 1n din~c S iwings o both res1dential and 
bus iness custome r s . It t-hP Com.nnsston dec1des o eliminate 
TMAs , techn1cal modifica ions iHe requued to achieve separate 
p resubscription for in raEAFA/ in rJLATA and in erLATA traffic . 

Centel belie·1es t.'lt 1~s h1gh qualUy of service and 
least cost engi neering concepts w1ll allow 1t o compete 
effectiv~=>Ly with the 1n·erexchange carriers ( " IXCs " ) in the 
1ntraEAEA and i ntraLATA marke s if t he Commission g1ves the 
Compa ny t he flexibil1 y do so . The most significant action 
required be fore Tl·1.As are eliminated is the lifting o f he 
regu l atory restrict ions of ra .:!s. C"'nte1 sh u ld have the sa ·~ 

to rebea r ance from regula t:~ 'll and he same fle:dbility dS ~ny 

other competitor to change i ·s ra es tn the :i!ce of 
competi ion. Flexibili y in ra emakinq is essential for 
successfu l competition. 

GTEFL: Il 1s GTEFr. · s basic p s1 ion in .. his otoceeding that 
the toll transmission monopol y area (Tr-tA) and equal ~ccess 

I 

excha nge area (EAEA) concep ·."' should bt? retained fot o.:he I 
foreseeable future. The CoiTrnission· .. basic belief ·~1hich led o 
he in1 iation of the focegoing concepts was the desi tt' 

st ructure he i ntroduclion of compel ition in such a ma nrH!r a 
to benefit the end user and not the 1n•erexchange carne:-. 
This posi tion led t o an examination o! the detrimen al effec s 
o f transmission cornpetilion o n th LEC industry includ1ng an 
associated revenue l oss and ine fficien utilizati o n of 
resources. 

The LEC industry and GTEFL in parti cul ar, ha ve taken 
unilateral acti o n i n an attempt to gain the c ompetiti ve tools 
necessary to compete in a c ompetittve environment. In GTEFL's 
case, GTEFL tried to implement an experimental toll discount 
plan called "Suncoast Preferred" wh ich was designed to gain 
e xperience in competitive toll pricing wh ile providing options 
lo certain customers. The filing was hotl y c o nteste d by a 
certain interexchange carrier resulting in the effective 
stoppage of the implementation of the Suncoast Preferred plan. 
In fact , the small experimental portion was delayed f or a 
signif icant period of time by this IXC. As a result. neither 
~TEFL nor any other LEC in he State of Flo rida ha s t he 
required pricing flexibtlity t o re s po nd t o l o ng-di stance 
competitio n. IXCs are free to avail themse lves o f procedural 
avenues to block responses to competition. Th1s pricing 
flexibility pro blem is exacerbated by claims that LECs must I 
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all mileage band and t1me o t day 
not . Unttl pricing fle:<ibilt y ts 
lifti ng of t he THA will resul in 
he LECs because the loca 1 ~xchange 

cover access charges i n 
categotles wntte IXCs do 
resolved , the Commtssion·s 
seve r e re'lenue losses to 
ca rr iers wtll not ha'le 
competition . 

the necessary :ools to resp1nd o 

The CofTlmission should r eta tn t he- TNAs and EAEAs Cot 
t he r easonable period of time i n o rde r to accomr lish he 
necessa ry ac s to allow for effective compe 1 ton . The 
inte r e xchange ca r riers bea r he bu ~den of proof in 
demonstrating th the dictates of Comm1ssion Otder !lo. 163·;3 
a r e no longer appropriac:e and GTEFL s u bmits that this sho-:.Jing 
cannot be ..,ade. This is in larg~ part due to the oppos1 :on 
wh i ch the Company has met from its compe i <"' rs . Thos • 
competitors can now not be heard to complatn tha che LECs h~ve 
had a sufficient 3--un ot tim... o adjus to the :1e·..: 
e nvironment ·..,rhen ~hey Jre in large par responstble t o t ·.h£~ 

de l a y in GTEF~ obtatn.ng the ools to mee c~mpe itors. 

SO BE LL : Thts Co~n t~3ion cont:luded i n 1986 thal the ll 
mo nopol y areas (THAs) snould no be .1bo li shed . The r e ha•1e n ' 
been su f fici e nt changes since hat dec i s i o n to comp~l J 

d iC fe r e n t resu l t in ~ hts docket . Fo r instance , Lhc Local 
Exc hange Compa ni es ( LECs) still poo l pr i vate line r evenue and 
costs a nd, •..,rhi le p rogre!)s has been made , LECs do not have the 
s ame regulato ry fl e x ibi lity a s the intere xc hanqe carr ie t s 
(IXCs ) . 

More o ver , Southern Be ll is s t ill p rohi b ited by the 
Modification of Fina l J udgment (t-iFJ) fro m pro viding interLATA 
serv ice. As long a s thi s pro h ibitio n remains in effec t, 
Southern Bell simply cannot compete o n an even basis with the 
I XCs . Finally, if the TMAs are eliminated, Southern Bell will 
lose nearly $4 5 million i n contribution i n 1990 . The l o ss o f 
1+ and 0+ exclusively wou ld e xacerbate this situation even 
f ur ther , resulting in losses o f appro x imate l y $7 1 mill ion in 
contribution i n 1990 . These l o sses would elimi nate mo n i e s use d 
to kee p residually priced services at their curr nt l ow 
l evels. Co nsequently, it i s clear that the pub l ic interest 
would no t be serve d by o pen i ng the THAs t o facili ties-based 
competi t i o n at t h is time o r by mod ifytng t he current 1+ and 0+ 
dialing res trictio ns . 
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UNITED : United ' s basic position in this proceeding is that lhe 
t o ll monopoly area concep should e'lentuall y be abandn ned. as a 
competitive rna rket cannot be ef feet i ve 1 y regu 1 a t.:ed . HoHe''e r. 
prior to introducing intra~AEA facilities based CJ~pe~itt on. 
local exchange compantes mus be allowed the time : ~ reduce the 
level of non-traffic sensitive costs recov~red fro m oll and 
acce~s seL~lce . !f h1s evolution does no precede :he 
eliminatio n ot TMAs, an uneconom1cal a l l ocation o t resources 
will occur. Such a misallocatio n wou l d deprive customers of 
the full benefits of competition and, therefore, not be in the 
public interest. 

ALLTEL: No position provided . 

FLORALA: Current facts and cucumstances do no .,arrant he 
abolition of Toll Transmission t-tonopoly Areas (Tt4As) . 

As es ablished tn Order No . 163•13, se·:1.HJl e·;ents mus : 

I 

occur before elimtnating Tl·1As . These events include Jel o ading 
non-traff ic sensiti'le costs from access charg~s . bi i.l ing and I 
keep i ng o f LEC t0ll 3nd te test r uc ute and reprtctng ) f 
priva te line and specul access services . To date only bt!l 
and keep of LEC toll has been accomplished, and 1n ocdet o 
accomplish that it wa s necessary to establish a sub.>tdy system 
to prevent significant financial harm to several LECs . 

GULF: Current fact s and circumstances do nol wa r rant l he 
abolition of Toll Transmission r-tonopo ly Areas (TMAs). 

As established in Order No . 16343, several events must 
occur before eliminating TMAs. These events include del o ading 
no n-traffic sensitive costs from access charges , billing and 
keep i ng of LEC toll and the restructure and repr icing of 
private line and special access se rv ices . To date only bi 11 
and keep of LEC t oll ha s been accomplished, and in o rder to 
accomplish that it was necessa ry t o establish a subsidy s y stem 
to prevent significant financi al harm to several LECs. 

I NDIANTOWI-J: TMA ' s should not be eliminated this time , and the 
current 1+ and 0+ dialing should remain as it is . 

NORTHEAST: No position pro vided. 

QUINCY: Quincy Telepho ne Company feels intraEAEA calls should 
be carried only by LECs. r xcs should remain as carriers of I 
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and inters .. Jte. TMI\s should remain as t hey 
It is no t:he public intetest to abel ish Tt\As. 

are 

SOUTHLAND: Toll -:'ransmission Areas Jnd '" he '' bypass 
restricti o ns " should be eliminated. ln'"erexchange =orriers 
should be 3llowed h "'dle all ., f their c~sto:r:t!rs' tr.:;ffic 
includi ng intraLATA 0 • .:tnd 1+ calls . The consur11ng publ~c wlll 
benefit from the eliminat1on o f the cutrent art1ficial ~arriers 
inherent in the current THA/EAEA policies. 

ST . JOE: Current Cac s and circumstances do not warrant the 
aboli tion o f To ll Transmission ~onopoly Areas (T~~s). 

As establp·hed in Order No. 163 4 3, several ~vents ~us:: 
occur before elim1na ing Tit\As. These events inc!Jde deloading 
non-traffic sensltive costs f rom access charges, bill1ng and 
keeping of LEC toll and t he restructure and repricing of 
private line and special access services . To date only bill 
and keep of LEC oll h 1s been accomplished , and in o r der to 
accomplish that i was necessary to establish a subsidy syst~r 
to prevent significan financial harm to severa l LELs . 

VISTA-UNITED: The 1+ and 0+ dialing arr angement sh _uld 
continue to be reserved to t he LEC ' s f or i n traLATA cal l s placed 
by the LEC's customers . 

ATT-C : AT&T' s basic posi tion is that the exis ting Tl•1As shou ld 
be elimi n ated . AT&T h as s teadfastl y taken the position that 
the c urre n t TMAs are no t i n t he public i n terest , and are an 
unnecessary regu la tory constrai n t in an otherwise competitive 
marketplace. AT&T believes t ha t the demands o( the customers 
would best be met by all o wing competition t o flourish witho u t 
such regulatory c onst r aints. Given the changes that have 
occur red since 1986, when the Commissio n decided to ret ian 
TMAs , AT&T is convinced t ha t t he time is no w r ipe to elimina te 
the TMAs. 

In o rder to con ti nue t he transiti o n to a more 
competitive intraLATA marketplace , AT&T believes thal it i s 
nec essary t o modify the existi ng 1+ intraLATA dialing 
arrangemen ts coincident with t he elimination o f t he TMAs. AT&T 
recommends that the LECs be permitted to retain the 1+ and 0 + 
monopoly o n intraLATA t-1TS cal ls . However, the 1 + monopol y o n 
WATS and 800 sho uld be removed, allowing all competitors 
unrestricted use of thi s dialing arrangement. The l i fting of 
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this res ric 1on would o pen ~P a new mar ke tp:ace t o rxc s giving 
customers opt1ons curren ly no ava1lable . This is 3 natural 
extension of he servtces :r.ost IXCs currently oif~r :n meeting 
custo~ers · in ersta~e and i n trasta e 1ntetLAT~ 
telecomwunica Lo ns needs . 

The current bypass restriction ' n rxc~ s h~uLd be 
eliminated. ~h Lle AT&T has never agreed that Lhe bypass 
restocti vn was necessary, it ce rtainly is no lonqer serving 
any use:ul purpo .. e. In fact , the rest ric t1on gives the LECs no 
incenti ve o act as competitive businesses in rr.ee ing 
custo£!1ers· ~ccess needs . The ti·n"' has come to eli ~ina':e '"hts 
piece f ~~tdated regulatory p011cy dhich was ins itut~d in 
December, l083. lo further policy 1s served by LtS ret~nt1on . 

With respect to the access charge issues i n this 
docket, AT&T su bmits that the discoun for less than equal 
access has o utl i ved any usefulness it may have had , and 

I 

therefore should be eliminated. Addi ionally, the c u rrent LSl 
and LS2 price diCferential, 1;1hi ch is not based on an I 
appreciable difference in cost, should be abolished. :·1o reover, 
resellers are indeed IXCs and should pay access charges to the 
same extent and at the same rates, terms and conditions as 
other IXCs . Add1 i o nally, the implementati o n of t:me of day 
terminating access charges would not be approp riate at thi s 
time f o r a variety o f reaso ns explai ned in Mr. Guedel ' s 
test imony. 

ITI: ITI's basic position is that the Commissio n should 
eliminate TMAs and remove the reservation of 0+ and 1+ traffic 
to the Local Exchange Companies (•LEes • ). Such a decisio n 
wou ld advance the Commisiso n's publtc service objectives giving 
the c onsumer the benefits of competition without financial ly 
harming the LECs. Such decision also wo uld be consistent with 
the Federal govermnent's policies o f deregulating competitive 
services and reducing t he potential of cross subs idies by 
monopoly services to competitive services. 

MCI : The Commissio n ~;nould eliminate toll transmissi o n 
monopoly ateas (TTMAs) and t he bypass restrictions in o rder t o 
cont inue the process o f bringing Florida consumers the benefits 
of competit1 o n. Coupled with the elimina tion of t oll 
transmission monopl y areas, the Commission should institute 
pricing rules for all LEC services {described in Dr. Cornell's 
test imony as the "building block" approach) in o rder to prevent I 



I 
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price squeez~s and cross ;:,ubsi llzation. These pric:.no rules 
wt ll ensure ::hat co:npettt:i on ·-nll ., t be ~L i::icial.y 
restrained by ant1compe iltve practices by he LEC provider ""lt 

bot ~ l~neck ~onopo ly se rvices. The butld1ng block appro1ch wi: ! 
.lis prcw1de l ~ecttanism to ensure - hal if uny con ribu::i o :: 
t oward l ocal ser•,tce s neccs!iory 1n o rder lo (lreser·te 
'Jnl 'ler::.al se t·.•ice, hat the c n 1but1on s recovered 
cons 1 tently dnd ta1rl y from lll s tH'IlCe and that the amot:n!; 
or contClbUtlon recovered does not depend o n he i Jent1ty o f 

he carrier nat handles tn nLATA .. 11 tr.Jttic. Tl:e 
Commissio n should also establlsh J U'ttnl e time able by wh1ch 
LECs mu.:> o :: : c~stor-e ~s .. he .. igh~ rt~subsct ~ ' e ~" o a 
ca rr ier o ~hetr cnoice ::o, l · ·nd ') • • n:.raLA:'A calls . 
Sollee h~ly, ·hes~ stt.:ps ·r~ll help f. t -l :onsu:':le!.; r"alize 
the tull bene:~:s ~r: corr.p· ~ :t:.lOrl • .,::;hou:. ;eopa r d i7.:n cJ ·ni·;ersal 
SP.! 'I iCC . 

tiTS: ITS beli ·~·.-cs that. the Florida Publtc Ser·lice Corr.m i ssion 
(the Comnussion) should o pen the int:LaLATA o ~ and h ~ar ket s t o 
compet1ti o n and elimina r e the Equal Access Exchange Area s 
( EAEAs ) and To ll t-1o no pol y Areas (Tr1As ). EAEAs and Tf1As ·.-~ere 

estab l ishcd t o allow _, het LfCs o prepare fo r h~ 'Jns u r 
competition after thP divestiture of the Bell Opera•tng 
Companies (BOCs ) by AT&T. D1vesliture took place five y c>11s 
ago and NTS feels that the LECs have h ad ample time to pt~pa r e 
themselves to become competitive in Ll.e inLraLATA oll ma rk•' 1

• 

NTS also believes that the Commi ss ion should imp l emcn 
time o f day discounts o n both LEC termina t ing and o rtg1na ti ng 
access charges. The imposition of dominant carrier rc1 e caps 
o n operator service pro v iders (OSPs) in Florida manda cs ime 
of day discounts f or OSP ' s ra tes . This f o rces OSPs t o di~count 

peak perio d ra tes and causes access e xpe nses t o be a larger 
p ropo r tion of OSP's revenues relative t o domi nant carrier 
revenues. 

TELUS: Telus seeks the r egulatory authority to compe e o n 
every t o ll call within Fl o rid a , and the s 1ngle most impo r tant 
result of th1s docket are policies th ..s will being Flonda 
consumers the Cull benef1Ls o f such interexchange competi i o n. 
We are now more han five years beyo nd the an titru s 
divestiture o f the Bell System a nd seven years since the fir eo 
inlroduc ion o f int r astate toll c ompetitio n in Florida. 
Standing alone , these time frames ma y not seem signif i cant. 
But in light of the rapid evo lu tion o f te lecommunicati o n s 
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~ecnnologte~ 1nd competitive p oviders o f these goods and 
services (LEC and IXC alike). ;:he Florida in rasra ~ oll 
"•Hketplac~ has evolved and matut ed signtfican ly. The 
-a tketplace ":. oday remains far tee-n perfect , bur '· he char.ges .:tnd 
Jdvances t.,1t have alre.Jdy \)Ccurr"c.l :rake t-his 311 lppropr~1 e 
':une to eli-ina e or :-:od;[y som•? of -:he Commission's Cutrer~ ~ 
operat ing 1CS':t ictions ht:!re 'l:'1der study . Such oC :.on ·n 1! ~·~ad 
to a "lore rooust o;elecorrr.lun l ca::!ons l:!:'l'tltonmen \v1t~ pro•:t"'n 
servtce a nd prici ng benefils foe Florida telephone consumers. 

SPRINT : The THAs ha·te served hetr orig tnal purpose ot 
p r ovidir.g a ".. n>i ion p~riod f r ':! e LEC~ ~"o ri;v: .. 
comoe icion in lonq dis nc., "l"."H~~' s . " inc~ ~iv~s:..it tr~. ·.:~e 
LECs hcwe :1aj ~;,.,.., y .-. rs •.c prepare :"or : n hstance 
competi ton i n Florida . S1gnificJnr: proqress tooards 

rans 1 ·1oni ng o a compe:: it i ·:e •.:!nvu o nren has be~n :--ade . ':'o 

I 

:t1ove tow~rds a more compe itive :narket, lhe Commission sr."~uld 
unmediately el1:"'i nate a t least "~"o of he eleren s of its 
THAs. Firs:... compensat1 o n requirements should be eli:o.inated . 
The evidence indicates that local ratepayers wou ld not be I 
i njured by he intro duction o f facilities-based i ntraEAEA 
compeL1t1o n, so it i s unnecessary Lo require compensati o n above 
access charges . Maintenance of compensation requ lCements w i 11 
only serve o re ard long distance competiti on in Flor ida and 
delay the ultimate phase-out of TMAs . 

In additio n, the bypass res ric ion should be 
eliminated as non-effective. The current restrict ion applies 
only to certificated IXCs and not to end users . As such, the 
use of private network and facilities to engage in facility 
bypass is no t precluded u nder t he by pass restrici ion. 

Since TMAs were established as an interim mechanism to 
allow the LECs to adjust to a more competitive environment, the 
Commission should now establish a wel l -defined schedule for 
phasi ng out the Tt<\As. 

Regarding the appropriate compensation for LECs for 
i n traEAEA calls made on US Sprint ' s specia l access -based 
products , access charges provide adequate compensa ion to he 
LECs for intraEAEA calli ng . Moreover, there is no conclusive 
evidence that LECs would incur any revenue loss due t o 
completion of intraEAEA calls over dedicated access services . 
S imulated toll traffic over these services increase the LECs · 
revenues , both from increased switched access charges for I 
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::etrntnating traffic :1r.o :."rom :r:c : ""aseu sw~tcr.e.: 'lccess charges 
for te r~inat: ng t!atfic ana ~: - rcr~Jsed dedica::ed [ ciliLies 
to handle i ncreased :untie .,ol·mf• . Even if it cou~d be s hot·:n 
that an in nEAEA call pluced , ., ,. h!dic:~ ed facl.::.t.ies would 
ha•1e o thero.-Jise bee:1 !"'c::de n -:,t.! s· .. ntc!'leo ne::~: r~ . ~t is r.o " 
u:mediately nppareno;. ~ha:. •hi s rc. JH·_ tn 3 l oss ':o ht.? LEC. 
Any reduct ion in Lt:C !..ol.: tev~tol lt: us b t.? ·..JeHJn::~?d •Jal nst ::he 
tncr~'•ase L. spectal "ccess te•,enue t o r Jedicat•"d ::Jctlttt• 
tncre.,ses in switched dCCess tevenue and cost savuHJS to t he 
LEC expeoenced by not handling the call ~s a LEC-billed oll 
call. 

Final~y. tt:e current 1ntraEAEA comp~nsation plan 
should no .. be .:.xpanc.!ec · o i ncl~de specia! access :ni nu es .. 
uoie . The su croga e appro·1ed in PSC Order .lo . 2049<1 in Docl'.e!.. 
lo. 8708Q4-T? ·.-1ould be tnappropna e Cor 'IS•:! o t fac or spec:.11 
access ~ tnu es :.nto an in r aEAEA componen . 

FIXCA: Stnce tne beg1nning tages o f compe ~:. u,n, ::ne 
Conunissio n h as based its policy o n he c o nsurr:ers· point o f 
view. Its o bjec i~e ha s be~n o bling o ~he users o f 
telephone s~r~ices hP Cull benafi s o t comp~t1t1 n. To ll 
monopoly areas were created 1s a tempo rary, rar.si 10nal dev: .;e 
to enable local exchange companie .. t o prepa re f o l c?mpetiti o n 
and to respond to the changes d icta Led by dives ti Lu te. The 
structural modifica ions needed o endbla the LECs to respond 
to competition ace now in place, and the constra1nts imposed by 
the TMAs are no longer necessa ry. 

The Conunission's EAEA policy was adopted to provide 
each custo~er with equal access. While it is questionabl e 
whether this policy actually caused the deployment of equa 1 
access facilities, interLATA equal access has now substantially 
occurred, making the EAEA policy unnecessary. 

The EAEA/THA policies should be replaced with a 
package of regulatory measures which FIXCA witness Joe Gillan 
calls Consumer Sovereignty. The propos a 1 is designed to give 
effect to the policy of basing regulat1on on the consumer· s 
point of view. Consumer Sovereignty should be accomplished by 
abolishing TMAs and EAEAs, using access charges to measure and 
achieve contribution by interexchange service t o local costs, 
and reforming dialing patterns limitation so as to provide to 
consumers the greatest convenience and choice. 
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The Commission can e.<ercise flexibi Lrv in he 
implementat ion of these polic!es -o assure o:ha': LECs have the 
a bility t o adjust . The range of av3ila ble op ions includes 
prescribtng a time frame tor irple~enltion; appl ying he 
:"easures to residential and busi ness mar~e s senuentially; and 
fi ne tun ing Lhe process to the selection f c.ar:iets. 

OPC: Current c1rcums ances and condit t ns ~lo ttilllt.: he 
a bol ition o f t oll transm1.ssion monoool y areas 1n he 
territo ries served by he four largest ~oca 1 exchange 
compa nies : Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company o f 
Florida , GTE F:o rida, Inc.. ··r.~ - ·'rl ... ~leph ... ne c --rlr.y ..,: 
Flo r ida , and Centel. Li~ewts •?. •:!e oyp:-tss rl:!s:r:c::. ns s hould 
be elimina eJ in the :errit : ies se!' '!-"d ... y these comp.Jr .• •''i. 

STAFF : 
should 
be 10\4 . 

V. 

5 t a c f · s bas ic po s i t; io n 
be maintained subject 

ISSUES AND POSITIONS · 

is h:~t the curren stJ us quo 
o spec1Cic posit ions set forth 

ISSUE 1: Do current c1rumstances and co nditions warrant the 
abolition o ( the toll transmi ss i o n mo nopo ly ared (THAs ) ? 
(Issue i .ncludes but is not limited to t he o riginal objec ives 
for the TMAs, how those o b jectives have been met, whether those 
obje ctives remain viable for the futur e , any pree x isting 
crite ria governing the elimination o f the Tt-1As , and whe her t he 
preexisting criteria or other facto rs justifies cont inuation or 
elimination of the Tt-1As). 

POSITION OF PARTIES: 

CENTEL: Yes, so l o ng as LECs are given t he same forebearance 
from regulation and the same pricing flexibility as any other 
competitor. All competitors should be treated equally under 
regulation by this Commission . 

GTEFL: The current circumstances and c o nditions do not warran t 
the abolitio n o f the ':oll transmission mono pol y area (TMA) 
concept. In the Commission ' s prio r orders, a driving fac o r 
concerning ho w competiti o n should be implemented was ba sed on 
the Commiss ion's opinion that competition s hould be viewed fr om 
the eyes o f the consumer and no t the interexchange carrier. 
This concern has led the Commission t o examine the revenue 

I 

I 

I 
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::npac to loc:;l exchange carriers it he toll r a nsmiss1..~n 
monopoly is elimina ed ~long wi h th~ compe itive respon~~ 
··sh ich •to•Jld be made by he intere:<change ca r riers . rn Otdet 
:1o . 163.; 3 , the Comnission found t:ha it ·.1as .,a ... •Jral 111 i 
:. nevltJ b le that the I XCs · .... ou 1 j ChOJSe ':> COffii.le e ; !11'{ ')11 ~r.e 
lngh-densily, low cos: .. ,. ll r >u~es t<Jhlch offer :he F~aces · 
potentt3l [f'\t' prcti~abil1ty. The Commiss1.>n uwnd :!':.::.': ~ !.1s 
110ulc r.J" ! det:~.~~:.l:;l u·pac >n exis 1nq loc"l ~:<c:.anqe 
c a rr1er i "'' t~aEAEA can~~ission faciliti e s. 

rn or er to acconodare such concerns , he r~mmission 
fo~.: nd ':!1d qli'" 'cal exch.an')e .: 1r·1ers .:lh dJ '1··e ~.t. 
oopo!t.un:!..: y t- o h Vt ~ne necessary COI"'pe i iv~ " ool:; ,·: :n: 1"~e 
"o :-ee:: :he C"'rrpe ~:.~lve s!tuation. These ~ -o~s .nc ... :-:..; 
nor.pooling of revenues a nd flex 1ble pr~c!no - o -e~~ 
competition. ~~,,~ s1mple fact 1s tha t 1 he locul ~xc:~anue 
CiH r ie r i ndustry, hrough no f ault o f i s own , does no y.~ ... 
posse ss t hese tools . The r efore, t he curre nt c irc ums ances 3r.c 
cond i tions do no '"'arra n t t he abolition o f Tl<tAs . 

Fo r e x cH"ple , GTEFL h as filed a limited o ll d1scou r1l 
c a l ling p l dn n Jdtn e xpe.ience i n t he e stab lishmen or 
c ompetitive o ll ra t:!S . The ne L r esult o f t h i s effo rt has l ~en 
a full f o rce o pposit-ion by a majo r IXC located within GTEFL 
service terr i t o ry resulting in a s ucces sful del a y in t he 
i mplementatio n o f this s e rvice t e rrito ry - wi de . In addi ion , 
this filing has bro ught t o a head lhe appropr i ate pticing o f 
toll rates in relatio ns hip to access cha rges . The positi o n o f 
this interexchange carrier is that GTEFL h a s lo price a l l t o l l 
rates withi n each mileage and ti me of day c a ego ry equal t o or 
above acces s while the interexchange carr i er indust ry does not . 

The pricing of toll r ates and Lhe ability to r es po nd 
to competiti o n are thresho ld issues wh ich must be add res sed 
before the TMA and EAEA concepts are modified. To date, th is 
action has not been successfully accomplished in part due t o 
the dila tory efforts o f certain i n lerexchange car riers . Those 
ca rr iers who bear t he burden of proof in this proceeding canno t 
no w be hea rd t o complain of the frui s o btained by their own 
actions . 

SO BELL: No . Tf1A s were created by he Commissio n in Order No. 
13 7 50 , issued Octo ber 5, 1984. In e xplai ning the need f o r 
Tf1As , the Commi s s i o n clearly stated that TMAs were appro priate 
i n o rder to prov1de al l LECs with the opportun ity o adjust t o 
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competitive circumstances anc :o malntain suop~ r 
exchange company revenue stability . 

ror loc.; l 

A ~e ti:ne THAs ~·;ere cte.a~"=>d , the Commission 
p rorused a cull Jnd cornpL: e re·tie•,o~ cf :'i·:As . .S1c;~ a re•;.et.. \.:as 
conduced by ~"he Comm· ssio n in 1986 a~d '"he results ? f that 
i nvestigation were s et forth in Order :Jo . 163-D , iss .ed July 
14, 1986 . In that o rder l:he Corn-n1ss:.on c:>rrec:l y declHed tnac 
the continued existence of Tt-1As must t:urn o n t he resolutio n o f 
t he question o f ~.Jhether t-heir re enci c n was in the " publlc 
interest." The Commission c o ncluded that- a llo wing intetEAEA 
c ompe i i n · ·ou. d :. rce 1.he price o t t:c:: .,er·1i ce > Jnd c-p.,. 
ser'lice ·owat -l ccs~ ilnd ::~us migh:, ;;:rono other ·h iuos . :: :>c eo: 
t. he ·bd t::lor.l"'e : .~ r ;n:>!"of:::;b l e !"O:J tes H equi=e :~c1: 
rates r- o 1ncre1se. The Corr.miss!o n conc h:ded t'1a: eli:nina::tng 
':he TMA, '"here:o re, .. ,as no i n he publ ic interest . 

AU.ho•:gh some progress ha s been :nade, current 
circumstances still do not \·;arrant the abo lishmen: '>f THAs . 

I 

The LECs sLi 11 do no t have the same regul a o ry flexioi lity as I 
t he r xcs. Additi o nally , no resolution has been .nade te~HJi ng 
t he pooling o f pttvate line revenues and costs . Fur henro t e , 
no provisi o n has been made to recover the l ost revenues 1h1 c n 
•;~ould resul fr om the elimination of the Tf.1As . These revenues 
are curren Lly received fr om So uthern Bell' s in traEAEA t o ll 
traffic and are used o suppor loca l e xchange service. 

finally, one maLte r which is be yo nd the control o f 
this Commissio n and which has no t yet been resolved prevents 
full and fair competition within the State of Florida . That 
is, Southern Bell is still pro hibited by the MFJ fr om providing 
interLATA services . As l o ng a :; that prohibition rema ins in 
place, Southern Bell wi 11 not be able to compete o n an even 
basis with the IXCs. Under these ci rcumstance , par ticu larly 
given this Commissio n's earlier conclusions concerntng t he 
impact of o pening the EAEAs o n the LEC's t ol l and access 
revenues, opening the EAEAs t o facili ties- based competition is 
clearly not warranted . If t he Tt1As are continued, the 
Commiss ion shou ld clarify that I XCs a re not permitted to r esell 
access. 

UNITED: No . rt is critical that LECs be allowed to 
substantially reduce o r eliminate the no n- traffic sensiti ve 
costs r ecovered t hro ugh interstate and intrastate access 
c harges a nd intraLATA toll before implement i ng full facilities I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER !0 . 
DOCKET ~0 . 

Page 19 

22101 
880812-TP 

based i ntca LATA toll t r a ns. ission comptH.iti •1. P:-:·:3::.e r..tne 
a nd Special Access ser v .ce s s ho u ld be rP'"':ruc-:urec and 
repriced . f u rther, LECs must be al l owed pnclnJ t:l->x!bili':y, 
inc ludi n ) deaveraq1ng of in r1LATA toll o e'i . Thes·~ s~eps "re 
nec essary a nd in .. he public i n te res o '!'t !.d unec ;w omica I 
alloca ions of resources . :n raE,;EA competi i •1 ~r: ::!~·.:! :: o r:r1 o: 
resale >f ~<IATS ,nd cce s s~r-.rices is appcopt:at.e 1nd s ho :.Jld be 
cont1 nue d. 

ALLTEL : we believe it is ~Jo ea r l y to aoolish :he 11 
t ra nsmi ss1o n T• nopoly areas (T ·1As ) ~f ALLTEL and many o her 
sma ll compante"' ·no li~~ ;.L~;:·:::-. l . .:ne '11)': ·,er equil~peJ .. re:.r 
e xc hanges wi t equal ;ccess . If a ny t " he !Jcal exch ... nge T:·1.As 
acta abolish.-!, e:i ... . :. :n-: r ... dt·:~J n 11.y Jc1 y , .': !T\a y be 
necessa r y co :-cdiry e~!.ffi!:'ll _.. he :·:ABC P!ar.. The 
e limina t i o n t :he THAs/Enf.,"..s sh iUld no be ordered •,Jit:houc 
fi r st ma king a te~enu~ i~pact study. 

f LORALA : No . ,;s tndic ated i n Ord e r No . 163 3 , se·te r al e·tents 
must occur pr io r to t he LEC ' s ga i n ing t he abili t y to 
e ff ec tLvel y comp~ e . These e ve n ts incl ude deload ing 
no n- tr aff i c sensi tive cos fr om access c harges . bt ll a nd keep 
of LEC to ll a nd the Les t r ucture/ r e p rice o f sp~cial uccess a nd 
private li ne . To d ate , o n ly bill and keep o f LEC oll has ~een 
comple ed . 

I t was e stabli s hed hat Tr1As we r e c1ppro pri a e o n an 
; n terim basis , no t o nly to allow t he LEC ' s t o adjust t o 
c ompe ti t ive c ircumsta nces , bu t to al s o suppo rt t he LEC ' s 
revenue s tabili ty. I t was a l so e v iden t o t h 1s Commissio n t hat 
the abo litio n of TMAs wo u l d inc rease the number o f fi r ms 
provid i ng in t ra EAEA fac ili ties - bas e d l o ng d istance se r v ices and 
t hat these en t r a nt s woul d mos t l1 ke ly choose t o c ompele o n hig h 
volume r o u tes . F i nal ly, the r e are i ndi c a t o rs that l oca l r ates 
would ari s e. 

Ci rcumsta nces have no t change d e no ug h to justify 
elimi na tion o f TMAs ; t he or iginal o b j ectives a r e be ing met. 

GULF : No . As i ndicated i n Orde r No . 1634 3 , sever a l events 
mus t oc c ur prio r to t he LEC ' s ga i n i ng the ability t o 
e ffectivel y compe e . These even ts include delo ading 
no n- traffic sensit i ve c ost fr om access cha rges , b i ll a nd ke e p 
of LEC t o ll and the r estr uctu re/ r e p rice o f s pecia l access a nd 
private line . To d ate, o nly b i ll and keep o f LEC t o l l has be e n 
c ompleted. 
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It was es ilbl1shed ::.hat TMAs w•HC! lrpropriilte vn an 
in erim basis, no only ~o allow he LEC ' s ~o adJUSt to 
compe1 Lttvc Circumstances . bu t ) Jlso suppot he LEC's 
revenue stabi lt y. r was 3lso evtdent to th1s Cornmtssion hJt 
he abolition of Tr1As .J'1uld .. ncrease -he number o r E1r:ns 

providing intraEAEA facilities-based long distance senices Jnd 
hat LhCSt" entrants 10uld "10st l.~o.kely choose to c mpe e o n h t gl. 

volurr.e routes. f1nally, there are tndtcators .. hat local rat.:es 
would a r i:;e. 

Circumstances havP. no 
elimination of T:·1As; • he ooginal 

changed enough o jus 1 y 
b]ec~ives are beina met. 

I NO I ANTOh'N: ~Jo . 

IORTHEAST: 

3. 

b . 

c. 

d. 

e. 

(. 

Jo, tor the follow1ng reaso ns: 

Toll transmission r.1onopoly areas arc appcopria ~ ': r> 
provide a ransition~l peti o duting whicn :ocul 
exchange c:~mpanies could adjus ..> c ompet.i i •t:! 

circumstances. 

Toll monopoly areas 
stability. 

Toll monopoly areas are 
there are efficiencies 
provision of modetr 
equipment. There is 
economies of seale 
swi t c h ing facili ies of 

fos er the LEC's revenue 

desirable to the extent that 
in economies of scale in Lhe 
transmission and switching 
more efficiency in these 

i f t hese t r ansmission and 
the LEC are full y utilized. 

There have been no signi ficantl y changed 
ci rcumsta!lces since Order Nos. 13750 and 16343 were 
issued. 

None of our offices have been equipped for equal 
access at this time . 

It is in the public interest to cont.tnue the EAEA 
toll transm1sS10n monopoly area because of the local 
and toll rate stability it has fostered . 

I 

I 

I 
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g . 

h. 

i. 

7t.e ~cono:-l~S of scale achie·.·ed b y the local 
e xchange conpani~s t'1rouqh the use o f the e x is::ing 
~ransm:.ssion ana swi chinq tacilir-ies would be lost 
if ~he :-:·:r.. · s ·.!tHe e~1m1na ed . 

lor • !lr>3s;. recentl y cu tnto se t·.ric t.. i ~ s ftber tell 
~:-ausmlssion ..-i'IC"llities . 

Reduced revenues in the 
dbo 1: shed ·.o10u ld have ~o be 
access and/or local ra es. 

TMA · s ·,te re 
rhr :uah higher 

event tha 
replaced 

QUINCY: 110. ':J;~ r.:~ not awate ot lOY changes ' 'lr ;..sould 
t.4arrant such ac: .. :~. :'he origin..1l objec:i·,e ~ f~r Jt .1sning 
TMAs stil l ha·1e :-:o: occurred . The objectives certainly are as 
''table today as ~:1ey wete :.n the pas Th.:>ref.J rP T :·\A s should 
be ret a ined. 

SOUTHLAND: Current circumstances do warrant th~ 
o the toll lon.;;mJ;)Si'ln tllonopoly areas. The 
objectives of t he TMA/EAt.A concep have been me • . 

abo 1 i ion of 
tcansi ional 

ST. JOE: ~lo . As 1nd1 ca ed · n Order No . 16343, several even s 
must occur prior" lh• LFC's gaining t-he ablli ly o 
effectively co:-~pete. These even s include dcloading 
non-traff1c sensitive cos fr om access cha[ges, bi l l and kee;> 
of LEC toll and the restructure/reprice of special access and 
private line. To dale, only bill and keep of LEC toll has been 
completed. 

It was established that Tro1As wer e appropriate o n an 
interim basis, not o n l y to allow the LEC ' s to adjust t o 
competitive circumstances , but to also support the LEC ' s 
r evenue stability. It was also evident to this Commission that 
the abolition of TMAs would increase the number o( firms 
providing intraEAEA facilities-based long d istance scrvic~s and 
that these entrants wou ld most likely choose to compete on high 
volume r outes . Finally, there are indicators that local rates 
would rise. 

Circumstances have not changed enough to JUstify 
elimination of TMAs; the origi nal objectives are being met. 
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~ISTA UJIT£0 : No . (For more deta i.ed 
Vtsta · ~ respot.se ::o rnterrocato~ies :I' 
10 , 12 and 13 t;.O S aff ' s First Set 1t 
Local Exchange Co~pany. ) 

:·~si)onse t:O :s .. ue l, .>ee 
3 , ~. ' 3, 4 

·n errog.,!.ori~s :o Each 

ATT-C: Yes. "!'he Commtsswn chose l::o es:..ab!~s:l Eil:.,! Acc~ss 
Exchanqe Are s ~s the "ehicle to impla!"'e· ~. et;;.:<l 1 ccess ~n 
Flor1J1. The <..:orrmiss1on believed ha': .. ·.:s ac · l n ~.:ould 
enhdnce competitive markets by provtding cus nmets w1th he 
abiltty o both presubscribe and select 'l1:e.3ntl·: .... iXCs on a 
call by call .... asis, hopefully lowering ra .. es ana irp ro·::ng 
ser·.rice . Through Order No. 13750 issued ')c~ :•er c, :" : •• ...,11 
'"ransm1s-;ion r-onopoly ilre3s were estJbl: .e-:! ~! ... cJl 
e xcnanqe compan1~s (L~Cs). The t 11 ~~5:.s iss: J r~ po: y 
areas co1ncide wt h the newly establisheJ E;ua! ~ccess Excn3nge 
Areas . Such toll monopoly areas were es aolisr.ed o n an ~n .:>r!r>' 
basis until Sep embPr l, 1986, in order '.o • L •lid~ 1 
competitive circumstance. Other fact o rs •,.,rere he c n :nuati cn 

I 

of support of LFCs' re•1enue stability in the -;nor· ,.~rm and 
economies of scJle in the provi~ion of :..ra:s~ission I 
facilities. The Commission dunng l'J86 revisiL~d th•~ !ssH!S OL 
EAEAs and TMAs to de ermine if they should be r~~ ·~·: •-.L :he 
Conuntssion issued Ordt:H No . 16343 o n JuLy 14, 198 6 , •.-1h1ch 
retained loll monopoly are <~s . In the conclusion por i :>:t o f the 
Order, the Cornmiss ion slaU'd 

"We bel ieved lhat by t h is time NTS costs would have 
been de-loaded from access charges, the LECs wo uld 
have been billing and keeping toll chatges, and 
pri vate line pricing would have been resolved. 
These evenls have not as yel aken pl ace. As Lhe 
industry exists today, it is not in h"' public 
i n t e res t to abo 1 i s h Tr·tA s . " 

Since Order No . 16343 was issued , there have been 
changes within the i ndus ry which warrant the elimination of 
t he interim toll monopoly areas . 

NTS Deloadi1.29 

While NTS costs have not been fully del ~Jaded from 
toll, movement towards Lhe goal ha s occur r ed . The Comm1c;sion, 
th r ough Order No . 18598 ha s given the LECs the au honty r o 
file company specific access rates Lo recover , a porlion o f NTS 
costs from IXCs. If appropria e, complete deloading o f NTS I 
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cost reco very by an indlvidual LEC is now per~issible. To dace 
no LEC has proposed fully deloading NTS cos recovery rrom 
access charges. 

LEC Tolt Bill and Keee 

Order No. 177<3 issued o n June 
LEC toll ~ill and ke~p o n January l, 1Q88 . 

11)87 i:r.pler..enred 

Compan~ Seecific Toll Ra es 

The Commission when pcti~i o r.ed has Hai·h~d t he 
uniform to ll rate rule requirement and 1.n fa c :.. modi fied the 
rule to per~it LEC specific toll rates, :n o rder ~o corrpete . 

IntraLATA Private Line/Special Access Res ructure 

Southern Bell filed its proposed res ructure on 
t·1arch 31 , 1989 . All LECs c o ncur with Bell's interexchange 
private line tariff . All LECs with ~<he exception of United 
concur with Bell's Access Service Tariff for special access, 
however it is our unde .. standing that United has i ndica ed the i r 
intent to mirror the So uthern Bell tariff f or the spe·ial 
access . 

Pricing Flexibility for LECs 

Pricing flexibility ha s been granted to those LECs 
which have filed petitions. 

Pricing flexibilit y in the form of banded rates has 
been approved f o r services s uch 1s L imited Service Offeri ng s , 
Ringmaster, Custom Calling Services, Prestige Single Line 
Service , and CentraNe t 1000. 

Earnings Flexibility 

The Commission has 
Southern Bell , pro viding a n 
operate efficiently. 

IntraLATA Toll Plans 

granted earnings flex ib ility 
additi o nal incentive for it 

to 
to 

In traLATA toll discount p lans to LECs have been 
approved by the Commission. Such plans i nclude GTE· s Suncoas t 
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Preferred and Bell's opuonal extended atea pl3us filed in 
their Rate Stablizatio n Docket. 

AT&T has s eadf'lstly ilken tht~ pos1ti r. ':h:H the 
current toll monopol y areas are not in tiP pub!•c in ' ctes , and 
1re an unnecessary rl!gula'"ory cons tii'lll ir: J:l othennse 
competitive marketplace, nT&T believ~s ha '"IP c~:n~a~s ot he 
customer would best bt et by allowing compe 1 1t:::. o n - o floun~h 
without such regulato ry constraints. G: ven tr:e ch 1nces tha 
have ocurred since 1986 when the CommlSSlOn dec~-ec! :o reta1n 
the toll monopoly areas, AT&T submits that the ~:r~ ::.s now ripe 

o elimina e the toll monopoly areas. (Ptoc- r. ~Jyo) 

I 

ITI: Yes , current circumstances and c c nd::.r.i. c ns oa trant 
abolition of the oll transmission monopoly areas (T:-lAs). 
Pursuant to Florida Public Service Comm1ssion Order ~Ia . 13750 
in Docket No. 820537-TP. Tt~s were created to detine the 
specific areas in which the LECs ~auld be the sole s~ppl::.erc o f 
transm1ssion facilities. TMAs were to have the same oou1dar1es 
as the equal access exchange areas ( EAEAs). Tt1As were I 
established o n a transilional basis to allow time for hearing 
and to allow the LECs til"le to adjust to compet1tive 
conditions. The o bjecL1ves o f Tt-1As have been achieved. The 
LECs have had five years to adjust to compe itive conditions. 
Competition should now be allowed because competition gives 
consumers mo re choices, the opportunity for lower cates, and 
makes available innovative services not offered by the LECs. 
(Wh itaker) 

MCI: Yes, consumers would benefit from allowing intraEAEA 
competition , and curren circumstances warran t the abolition o f 
toll transmission monopoly areas. 

The original objective for TTMAs (in 1984) was to 
protect the LECs ' toll transmission facilities , and the 
revenues from those facilities, during a temporary period of 
transition to full competition. The TTMAs were essentially an 
"add-on" to the EAEA policy which had been designed to 
encourage IXCs to locate their POPs at existi ng toll centers . 
The trans1tional objective to proLcct LEC tran~mission 
facilities ha s been mel Wi h the lac at ion of IXC POPs at the 
LEC toll centers, the LEC toll tram1ssion facili ies with in 
EAEAs wilt continue to be utilized by LECs to originate and 
terminate raffic for the IXCs even if the TTMAs are abolis hed . 

I 
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The revised objecti•1e for TT!11As (in l'Ja6) \·1as to 
protect LEC 1"1 raLATI\ oll !:iervice r•~venues to ·:o!d 1ny 
possible i:np~ct- on universal ser·lice 1n il cer~a1n cl:11nges had 
taken place 1n t-he telephone indus ry. '1os of t!:ose changes 
have :10'"" occu r red or ;.~re 1n he pr Ct:;~..; oi -crtJrr!nr.~. rr. 

0 ay''i en·•uonrren, "he ret:en ion t T"!':iA:> is '1':l' 'lt~CessJ ry -;:
pro t:!Ct 1n1vetsal ser·licr-o. Even it ~"he Jboliti n t T':'i·!r.o.> ·.:ere 
':; result •n so~te con t1bu 1on lo~s to the LECs, :o1.lo no:: 
necess ar1ly be appropr1ate o 4ncre se local r~res . Dr. 
Cornell has suages ed a "bulldtng bloc~ " ~echanis:n .. hrouoh 
which all LEC services can be priced on a consis en basis, and 
any necessary le·;el of contr1bution r1n be reco·J•':ci :>:1 .;n 
equal basis from those services. (Wood. Cotn~ll) 

ITS: lo position pco•,ided. 

TELUS: Yes , the THA.s should be elimina ed eUective 
immediately. The T ·~s were 1rnplemented as a time-limi ed 
device o help the LECs prepate for full toll corrpe L.ion . 
Carriers and customers have had nearly seven years o f 
experience with compe iti o n. Today , all carrier~ (LECs and 
IXCs) are rrore sop'lis icatPd and prepared for Cull tn raEAEA 
compet 1. t ion and cus orne t s are more kno w I edgeab le consumers of 
long distance service. The preco nd1 ions establisred by he 
Commission ha ·e been mel and ' he LECs have undertaken a var1e y 
of regulator y and business aclions and have develo ped new 
services and technologies that make them capab 1 e competitors. 
\-lith the retention of the separale EAEA policies, LEC access 
facilities wi ll continue to b e used for he orig ina tton and 
terminat ion o f intraEAEA toll traffic, which in urn will 
ge nerate significant access revenues for he LECs through 
e x isting and newly stimpulated traf fic . 

SPRINT : The Florida telecommunicatio ns market has evolved 
sufficiently ove r the five-year peri od f ollowing implementation 
of the interim TrilAs to warrant a review of the appropriateness 
of the TMAs at t h is time. US Sprint believes that becau se the 
TMAs were designed to provide a transiti o n mechan ism for the 
i n troduction of competition i nto the inttaFAEA market , the TMAs 
s hould be abolis hed once the criteria tor eCfective comp~titi on 
have been met. US Spr1 nl believes that sign ificant progress in 
meeting these criteria has been madP and that the Commission 
now should establish a definite timelable for achievi ng the 
remainder of these objectives and initiating intraEAEA 
competition. In pa r tcu l ar, steps toward de-loading NTS costs 

027 



028 

OROE~ '10 . 
DOCKET NO . 
Page 26 

2210 1 
88081 2 - TP 

from access c ha rqes have b0en ta ~e n by orne LECs 1 a 
b i 1 l -and-keep s y stem has been ifl'p lemen t ed. a nd p ricing 
flex ibill y has bee n a ta1 n .d by some LECs . A spec i fic 
t1metab l e s hould heref :lu• nc~1 be es t abl ished tc Jchi e v e 
fu r ther de- loading o f 1TJ cos~s ttorn Jcc ess c h arqPs 1nd 
i mplemen pr1 c ing fle:o b•!. •.y ~ ..... LEC -oll se :- ·tices . .. hl' r cby 
allo• .. .nng the abo l i sh- er - :. :-:-:r.s in1Lia ~nu ! n ,. .~AEA 
c ompeti c i or . (S i eve r s . Key) 

F I XCA: Yes . The T l1As ~.;ere cre3tt.?d in 198 ~ J S a tnr.s. t na l 
policy r o help LECs prep J t e fct compe d t ion 1f er d ives -t' He . 
F i•;e y eat s h 3v e n _•N passed s!.:tce :'i·:As ··ere r·s ~" ablish_d lnd : he 
Commi ss i o n has t he bcr.t!:i· f "h•" e:<pt~~i..:: r tce of t:~cs•" p :=.s •. 
year s . '!'h is e x pe dence l:td:cs::..:s l.aL Lht! orig1:~ii! conc~ .. ~ ·l .. 
that Tr1As 'Nere c re a ed to ddress (suc h as n1 h locetl ~~Jt c s and 
unstable ren~nues ) were e x agge ta ti!d . Fu r h'r , 1 hc ' "rnis i Jn 
has i mpleme n ted mos t ac ions wh ich 1t p revi ously . dt:>r. t i t i e d as 
prerequ i sites :.o he ell r 1n at-1 o n t- o THAs . t.ir.a.l y, the 
evolut1 o n o t t he t elepho ne 1ndus t r y 1n the past fi •;e y e:H s has 
provided the LECs with the necessary oo ls t o comp te tn t he 
i ndustry. 

Orde r No. 13 750 i ssued o n August 5 I 1984 created 
Tr1As . The Comm i ssion' s o b jecti v es were : 

l. t o pro vide a tra nsit i onal period during which 
LECs c ould adjus l to c ompet i t i ve circum~ta nces , 

2 . to ac h ieve s ho r t -term LEC revenue st a b i l i ty, and 

3 . t o per h ap s achieve eco nomics o f scale i n the 
pro visi o n oo £ transmis si~n fa c il i ti es . 

Order 13750 at 11. 

In Order No . 16345 i s sue d o n July 14, 1986 , the 
Conunis s ion revi s ited its o r i g i nal Tt-1A Ob Jecti ves and e xpressed 
concern abo u the i mp ac t whi c h the eliminati o n o f TMAs wo uld 
have o n t o ll r a t es . The Commi ssi o n was concerned tha t o pe ning 
TMAs t o c ompe t 1tio n might c au se LEC to ll rates t o become 
deaverage d and pe r ha ps rou e - ~pecific . 

The o b j ec ti ves o t the TMA po li c y no t ed above h a v e 

I 

I 

either been accompl ished o r are no l o nger appt o pria t e 
objec t ives in today ' s t e l ecommun i cations env i r o nment. Ch a nges I 
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which have occurred in the 'ndustry ·.-~h1ch now allo•.-~ LECs : c 
compete and tndica '" that he transi tonal pr ocess is ?'1-e:-
include: access c harges which have been developed ar.c 
implemented; in ercorrpany compensa':t-n 1rrangemen s among LEC'; ; 
deaveraqeJ ::.oll ra ·~ 3 L..Jctutes ,nd r n11 e-spec1t :c pricing ; 1! d 
LEC pricing • nd earntngs fl\;;:cbi lity. fur het, 'Tiany ')f ':!l•: 
LECs ha·Je formed cHfi1 1 ec; whicn s:rovide .nterexc"lan<J•~ 
service. ;. .• 1 o t hese cho nge ., utll , low ne LECs to ::a1r:y 
compet~ .n the market place. 

Devices jesign~d ~o limi compe i ion o protec LEC 
re~enue s abil · y ~01e in ended o be ~e~pora ry and 
~ransitional. lysis presented in he ~cstirony ll F:xc~ 
to~ itness Jose!:!h ~1 .. <HI c!e:r.c n::>.:;tr:ates tha ,..,.,n i nued '1'arke: 
growth and .,ccess cr:a rge revenues will ':tlaint-atn stabillty ~r. 
LECs ' total x:.:.;·cnue Hl hout cont1 nu ing ar trtcial -.:onstrainr-s 
o n competitio n. These conclusions hold true o ver J wide Lange 
of possible marke o utco:-~es and comfor .ably captu.:-e a 11 hose 
resul s which can redsonably be expected . 

The Commission 's objective to e xploit eco nomies o f 
scale in the provision o f transmtssion facilities will be 
achieved without protec ive devices. Ex is ing LEC ne wo r ks a e 
u sed ( o r virtually all k inds of calls. LEC networJts provide 
both access and toll service . Therefore , economies o f scale 
are curren tly be1ng realized and will continue to be realized 
even when the LEC does not directly provide the r e ail toll 
service. 

Finall y, deaveraging of toll 
route-specif ic pricing, which were vi ewed as 
consequences of removing TMAs in Lhe Corruniss1on' s 
order , ha ve si nce been autho rized by the Commission. 

rates and 
undesirable 
second TMA 

In Order No . 16343 , the Commissi o n appeared t o agree 
with LEC witnesses lhat certain events should occur prio r to 
abolition of T~~s. These included: delo ading NTS support from 
access charges, implementation of a bill-and-keep system for 
LEC t o ll charges , priv a t e line and special access rate 
adjustments and regulatory cha nges . Since Order No . 16343 wa s 
entered, most of t hese evenls have oc cu rred . For example, the 
Commiss i o n h as implemen ted the MABC compensati o n s ys tem and 
bill -and-keep among t he LECs. Pricing and earnings fle x ibility 
ha s been granted to So uthern Bel l , the largest LEC . The 
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Commission has conctudeo ha NTS cos s n£>~d no be untformly 
deloaded. 

rr T'·1A::. <ue t:!ll1Tiin3 ~d . • nt.ere:<change carriers wit: 
have more freeoorn to lffer pr)Juc~s o cus ·orets . Thelr 
abt.lity and he elirrinc1ti n :d corn[}~'isa~io r. requ •. ~ en~"s, when 
coupled with the regulatory measures r " Consu~et S vetdt.g~ty", 
will help c~1nq the benefits of compet tti on to customers . LECs 
will b!2 encouraged to become more efficien , reduce '"'Osts , and 
provide higher quJllty service to compete with o ther earner.,. 
(Gillan, Leisnet) 

OPC: Curren• c:rcwnsc:ances 1n0 condit10n!. warran the 
abolltion or .. he oll r~nsrniss1on ;nonoply areas (Ti'1As) in t-he 
ter r t.lories ser•1ed by ~ he tour largest local t:! xchanqe 
companies : Southern B~d Telephone and Telegraph C~Jmpany, GTE 
Florida, Inc. , United Telephone Company o f Florida. and Centel. 

STAFF: No postti on at this time. 

ISSUE 2 : If conti nued o r eli ;nincs Led. •,o~ha pol i cy changes o r 
o ther regulato ry ac ions are appropria e? 

POSITION OF PAPT lES : 

CENTEL: If TMAs are continued, no other policy changes are 
needed . If TMAs are abolished , LECs should be given pr icing 
flex1b i lity and the same freedom from regulatio n as any other 
competitors. 

GTEFL: The continuation of TMAs presents the issue associ a ted 
with the compensation IXCs must pay to local exchange carriers 
for unauthor i zed intraEAEA calls in accordance with Docket No . 
870894 -TP. First, the methodolog y adopted in Order No . 204 84 
sets forth a surrogate methodoogy which presents problems in 
its implementat ion . GTEFL suppports t he current parameters for 
compensation as outline d i n the Orders in Doc ket No . 870984-TP 
for the duration of TMAs as modified by GTEFL's position in 
testimony. Seco nd, if TMAs are extended, the Commiss1.on mu st 
address the appropriate pricing of toll rates due to the 
existing r equirements regarding the imputation o f access 
charges by l ocal exchage carriers. If TMAs are eliminated, the 
requirement for IXCs to pay additional c ompensation should be 
eliminated. The requiremen t of all 1+, 0+ and 0- calls t o be 

I 
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routeJ to the LEC should be connnued. The reqturerrenc f :H 
imputJtion of ~ccess charges mus be addr~sscd . 

so BELL: If '.:he T·\As are c- n 1nued, t:he Cor-:1.-nis:-: n shou!a 
rr.aintatn !:he process or tt:: :no·;ing ~"hose barr:ers ide ·1 .tied in 
response :o !ssue l ·.,·htch pre··en ~he LECs :ro;- ~t:~c-.::"e!;· 

c rnpet1ng ~11 h rhe I XC.,. ThlS is necessary so ::.hat ::':: · !:e 
3ppropClate t!t~e. when t~oo~ll and talC partic :pa,.~ n by :;:! :.Ecs 
o n ~ sta-ewide basis becomes possible , the LECs Hlll be 
postt=oned to do so. If the Tr1As are eU:"11nr1ted, ~~~ 
commiss1on should imrrediately remove all of hose regul ::..,r::• 
barriers ~.,hich are within its control and ::tak,.. pr;'/1 1~r:s 
allow he LECs :o recover the losses '.:hey .·li 11 sut::e~ .. s 1 
result ?f r-he res ricttons which prevent certatn :.Ec~ :r o:" 
:ully competing with the IXCs. 

U!HTED: If THAs are c.:>ntinued , no policy changes or regula .. IJLY 

actions are requ:red . (See Un ited ' s response to Issue 14.} If 
T-\As are elirnln..sted , the regulatory policies established in 
Docket 820537-TP, Orders Nos . 13750, 13912, 163.;3, 16804 , and 
Docket 870660-TP, Order No . 20154, can be eliminated . 

ALLTEL: If he present a r rangewent is allowed to remain 
intact, we don't bel teve any changes are necessary. If the 
present arrangement were to be changed by eltminating some or 
a 11 o f the TMAs , we believe a l ot of changes would have to be 
made to miminize the monetary dislocatio ns tha may occu r. Our 
main concern is what will replace the MABC pl an. Under t hi s 
plan, a 11 loca 1 exchange companies were ordered to establish a 
presence in each exchange ( s} of a 11 the l oca l exchange 
companies involved in the completion o r termination of traffic 
originated by its customers. This arrangement is a 
modification of the ITORP {TntraLATA Tol l Originating 
Responsibility Plan}. Each company bills and keeps the toll 
revenue originated by its customers and must compensate all 
other local exchange carriers that are involved in completing 
t he call at premium access rates . The o riginating access is 
TOO (Time of Day Sensitive) but th~ terminating is not . This 
requ iremen t is much different than what is permitted in the 
Interstate InterLATA environment at present. Many 
interexchange carriers buy access at the tandem l e<~el at a 
discounted rate which is f urther aggrava ted by high level PIUs 
which usually are not company specific or LATA specific but are 
state specific . 

031 



032 

ORDER NO . 
DOCKET :10 . 
Page 30 

22 101 
880812-TP 

The terminat ing revenues the LECs no'./ rcce i ve vi a 
the •\ABC Plan will li ke l y d 1minish dras ically and :Je doub 
. hat thts will be offset b y term1nat1ng access re•:enues from 
the IXCs. As we said ea r lie r, t he e n ire :tABC plan . .,.hich is 
probably t he most equitable urange111ent t">r 111 :.::c .. , ~.: Jld 
have to be modified o r replaced 1-1 ith some " ' her arnr geme:1t . 
The monetat y impact mus be identified for 1ny cr.anoe :-:>':he 
status quo or serious fi nanci a l ha r m may occur. 

FLORALA: If Tl·1As are retained . t he Commiss1on shot.:!d continue 
to we1gh he same " publlc i ntere s t" consid"'rations as 
acknowledged and accepted by "he Florida Supreme Court. ':"he 
CJmmission should continue to look a · hi ngs such 1s he effec 
on local ra es . 

If T·tA<> are "limina ed, he Commission :nay need n 
readdress its policiPs on equal access and de•telop policies on 
stranded invest'l'en , 1 s economies of scale, duplicate 
facil ities and k eep i ng LEC ' s whole. 

GULF : If Tf.1As are re ained, he Commission should cont inue o 
wei gh t he same " public in Prest " constde ra tions os ackn ... wledgeJ 
and ac cep ~d by the Fl rida Supreme Cou rt. The Comm t ss1on 
s hould con ti nue to loo k as t hings such a s Lhe effec on 1 :al 
rates . 

If Tt-1As are e 1 i mina ted, t he Commi ssion may nee d t o 
readdress its po lic i es o n equal access and develop po licies o n 
stranded inves t ment, lost economies o C scale, duplica t e 
facilit i es and k eeping LEC' s whole. 

INDIANTOWN: If continued, no c h ange would be required. I f 
eliminated, it would seem that al a minimum, those allowed t o 
offe r this service would be required to meet high standards o f 
service. 

NORTHEAST: None, if TMA ' s are conti nued. An i ncrease in l oc al 
rates would be required if TMA's were eliminated. 

Q!L!NCY: 
the same 
court has 
l ooking a t 

If con i nued, the Commi ss i o n shou ld con i nue lo we igh 
"public in t eres t" con s iderati on s that the supreme 
acknowledged , i.e. , tha t the Commi ss i o n is right i n 
t hings such a s he e ffec on the l ocal rates . 

I 
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If e 1 imina ed, the CoiTml ss ion may ne"'d ~o t e~od r ess 
its policies l"n equal access, and Jevcl o p polic1es o n Str3nc!eu 
inves t"'ent and lost econom.es o f scale, dupllca e f,cll! tes 
and keeping LECs whole. 

SOUTHLAND: Since Tl1As should be eliminated, all policies ~..:hic!l 
grant ltiOiiopoly status or convey ':llatket oowe r to ;;ny carri er :. n 
the in erexchange .nac ket, should be eli~1nated. :'!1ese poltc~es 
changes should include, but are not limi ed to ~he elim1na 10n 
of ':.he intraEAEA c ompPnsa ion mechanism ~nd the el ir.1i:1a t('n :n' 
" 0+" and "1+: intraLATA monopoli~s. 

ST. JOE : If T:·l.As te re inetl, t he Cou t'>St n ,houlc conr:.inue 
to wetgh rh same "public in •?:::er~ " r~'1:ide~lt:ions os 
acknowledged and accepted by he Flo r. da Supre:"e <.:ou 1 ;:. . The 
Corrumssion shou!d c o n 1nu·~ o look a th1ngs such as :II·, effec:: 
on local rates . 

IC T~As are ellmtnated, the Commission rnay need co 
readdress its policies o n equal access and develo p policies o n 
stranded 1nvestmenl , los eco nomies of scale , duplica e 
facilities and keeping LEC ' s whole. 

VI STA-UNITED: The pc tma ry policy relevant to the issue of 
c ont inuation or elimina ion of TMA's is the supoct of l vcal 
rates t hrough toll revenue con tibutions, and the Corrm ission 
should continue its currenl policy in order t o hold down local 
service ra tes . 

ATT-C: AT&T believes Lhat the rules and policies es ablished 
by the Commission wh ich pro hibit competition with in EAEAs 
s hould be eliminated. However, if the Commission re tai ns to ll 
mono po ly area s , at the v e ry leasl, Rules 25-24. 47 1{4){a), Rule 
25-24.480{3), and Order Nos . 13750, 1391 2 , 13934 , 15882 , 18656 
and 20484 should be modified t o allo w f o r the completion of 
intraEAEA traffic wi thout restricti o ns, over IXCs fac il ities 
made ava1lable through c ompetitive IXC specia l i z ed service 
offerings other than MTS service . The existing requirement o f 
payment to the LECs for the carriage of such traffic by the 
lXCs s hould be elimina ted . Such e limina tion is warranted given 
the f act that 1) access already mo re tha n compensales Lhe LECs 
f o r t he u se of the network for this traffic ; and 2 ) it is 
inco ns1stent to allow a LEC to compete with t he IXCs for this 
traffic without placing the same cosl burden on its scrvtces. 
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a the Comm1ssion eliminates rll :r.onopol y areas. 
Rule 25-2 4. i71(1)(J) 1nd Rule ~5-24. 1'30(3) snoulc.! 3 lso be> 
eliminated. Corr.:--issicn Order Nos . 13750. d912, 139'3.; . .!.5882, 
170!6. 18656 and 2018 ~ should be rnod1fied r o rerno~e :he 
res nco:~on requiring compensation o tlP :.ECs tCH .. he 
comple ion of in raEAEA rarfic over rxc fac1lities . (? t oc~o r) 

'TI: 7he Corr.miss ion should e!. im1nate '!"HAs and Er. EAs . Ho·,:~·1e1. 
even if Tf.\Ao; and EAEAs are continued, the 0+ restric ion should 
be eli';'lina ed s1nce 1 is shown that 0+ 1ntraLATA co:npe it-i n 
~ill not adversely impac the financial p ') is ion o f t. he LECs. 
If the Corr.misstC'n i conrerned ilbou possiblu neg.1tt 'Je :"a rkel 
impacts . ITI recommends rha :he Corr.miss "on elimina e THAs and 
« en 1 1n polic cs on an exper1men~al b. sis. much a s 1 
es abllshed '!"r·1As on a :..rans~t:~onal basis . The decision can 
then be re•:t s tted and Cina~ izt~d aiter ~~o o r thre:e years of 
implemen a i o n. (Whi aker) 

MCI: If TTMAs are eliminated, the Corrn.ssion should adopt ne~·/ 
.. ules for pricing locill exchange company sc tvices in ordet o 
avo id both price squeez1 s and cros s subsidizailon. The~e 
pricing ru les are necessary to ensure hat competiti o n will no 
be art ificiall y r es rained by an 1.competi lve practices by the 
LEC provider of bo tleneck monopoly se r vices . These prici q 
rules can also e nsure that all toll calls ma k e lhe same 
" contributio n " toward t he LECs' revenue requirements, whether 
the call is carried by the LEC o r by an IXC . 

An appropria te se t o f pric ing rules are presented in 
Dr. Cornell ' s testimony regarding the "build ing block" 
approach. Under this approach, a charge would be set at or 
above o roperly defined cost (i ncludi ng any necessary level of 
c ontribution} for each monopoly ~lement used by a LEC in 
providng services. The rates for each LEC tariffed o ffering 
(access , LEC toll, local , etc . ) then would be set equal to sum 
of the c harges for all building block s of which tha t offering 
is composed. The ra es for a LEC service that includes bot h 
monopoly and non-monopo ly building block s (e.g. ESSX} would be 
require d to cover the charges t hat would be made to the LEC · s 
competitors for the monopol y building block elements, plus the 
costs o f any nonbottleneck building blocks . The tmplemen tation 
o f this pric1ng mechan i sm would protect againsl anlicompetitive 
pncing practices and would ensure that the same contribution 
would come from in ttaEAF.A o r intraLATA toll regardless of 
whether th call wa s carried by the LEC or by an IXC. 
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I: TTi1As t~ no eliminat~d. 1-1.\? Co:m:ss~o:1 snol:!d 
clanfy '"'!1a::. t.:1~ o r igina ion and err.-1natt o n o t i:'t!aF;.E;.. ·alls 
over LEC-prov1d~d S\.Jttched o r special access fac: li ... !••s l oes 
not v iola:: the LEC's toll transmiss1 o n on poly an.l shou ld 
e 1 imi n t-c th • requ i r crr:ent t o r co: pens a • n r. •'l'l · :c!". 
1ntraEAEA cnlls . (Wood. Cornell) 

NTS: ~lo ;:lOS lt.lOn p! 0 '11 Ot!d. 

I.ELUS: •• '" h~ T!-~s re not eli~inav•j , the 1:\t CilE;..=:;. 
compensati o n penalty es ablished by Order 'Jo . 1048 .; snoul d be 
terminated. ·o: ._he Cor".m ission retains he THA flOlicy, ':.!l••:-: 
rxcs sr.ou ld :10· b~? p •:nal~ zed ·.vt. ra he cus omer m1kes Uu• c!lotc"! 
o f u illztn . a.t .nat.:·;e cialing sequence t o o b a1n serv.ce 
from the !XC. aec~use or .he EAEA pol1cies, which Telus 
endorses, .. hcse calls are s ill rou ed o vct LEC access 
facilities. Thus, so long iS sorec LEC se r vice (access . 
de<.lical~d, c s· .. ,ti chet!) is usee t-f) nn.:.mit these 1ntraFAEA 
calls, Lhis wlll be :nore than sur fi cien t o assu t c a con 1nued 
contribulton t o universal service. especiall y given rne high 
contribulion level s o f sw1tched access. If he T~~s are 
elimina ed, no furlh•!r regulat o ry Jc ion is apptoptiat:e o =
required. 

SPRINT: Eliminallon oi he TMAs ~o~ould solve lhe maj o r problem 
associated wi th the current Tl1A policy: the requirement f o r 
IXCs to pay compensation to tEC Cor i ncidental i n traEAEA 
traffic carried over IXC services. US Sprinl believes that the 
payment o f compensation above access costs is inappropriate and 
unnecessary . IntraEAEA compensation does not de er I XC 
intraEAEA trafflc, because e nd users mak e these calls, not the 
IXCs. Al so , it appears that the existence o f IXC 1nt 1aEAEA 
traffic has not caused LECs to be unable to meet their 
unauthorized rate of r eturn. Thus , if eliminated, no c hanges 
o r othe r regulatory actions are necessa ry. 

US Spr1 nt believes that even if TMAs are r etaineJ, 
the requ1remen l that compensa tio n above access charges paid t o 
the LECs by rxcs Co r intraEAEA traff ic carried o ver rxc 
services is inappropr1a e and should be elimina ed . IXCs 
having on ly o ne point o f ptesence within an EAEA (including US 
Spcinl ) cHry i n traEAEA lratfic almost enlirel y via LEC access 
facilities. Therefore , if TMAs are r etained, the definition of 
LEC services availabl~ for resale wi hin EAEAs should be 
broadened to i nclude access services. This l argely would 
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eliminate 
i n traEAEA 

the compensation requir~men • 
·. r nsm!ssion compt~ ition ha:. 

;Jht le :--a• ntotntnQ 
( S t ~ ... ~ r..; • :· e y ) 

he 

FIXCA: The Co~~ission h~s always embraced ~~~ n .icy tha: 
cegu .. a or;: meAsures should be :ievtsed ~ o lJdnefl::. ~he c-)nsumer • 
., r the ptovicers o t servtces . T'·1As '-l"'r.-. a · rans:'". r.1l dc·11ce 
'.Jh t ch dc~lycd t:-- t'ull realiz tt n >:..·:~a · potic·:· £ J li:"'i"ed 
rtme nd for 1 limited pllpos~. ~-~c:ws~ '"~·~ r c :s 110 need o 
con inue Ti·1As . their ·~limina ton actu ill·y ac.J·J4Hlces the 
Commission's otiginal, app ropria··~ poli "i'· To fur:her 
implement this poltcy , FIXCA has r~cormendt d ~ packane or 
measures called MCon~~·Lt Sovere!gnty.M 

:c T'l.As ate not elimi:otAd, ':he Co·r-- :sstcn sho1.d 
clartf y its i n en to p r o lubt only ~n nEAEA fac:li 1es-based 
compeHtion. The comple ion )f calls o n LEes· cces~ 
facilt tcs is n u ho rt zed f'J m of resale . ...,hi ch IOl!S no t. 
110late "h.lt policy , becau se no I XC t r an srr:iss1...n factlities are 
involved , and no coMpens ation s hou l d be r equt r ed for such 
c a lls . Addit i onally, he Commi ssion should e x am t ne he THA 
compensation system t o d~temnne 1t t he c ompe nsation rate is 
accura t e . The Commissio n should al so reevalu a t e the geograh ic 
Tf1A/ EAEA boundarie s which were based o n planned 1987 oll 
c en er /access t andem area s which have no t materi alized. The 
boundaries s hould reflect actual 19 89 netwo rk c onf i gurations. 
If Tr.V.s arc retained, their geographi cal boundaries s hould be 
reduced so thal consumers wilt have mo re service optio n s . 

The Commi ssi o n should i nstttute a po licy o f Co n s umer 
Sovereignty. Thi s po llc y r ecogntzes that a c us tome r' s t ol l 
traffic belongs t o the cu s t omer and tha the thrus t o f 
r egulation should be to benefit the consumer. Th i s po licy ha s 
t hree elements. First, the cus omer should be allowed to 
decide to whom (IXC, LEC or both) his l + traffic will be 
r outed. Consistent with the Commission ' s overall po licy , the 
convenience of 1+ dialing should be regarded as a customer 
amenity , not as an ind1vidua l carrier's marketing advantage . 
LECs should be required to route a customer ' s 1+ traffic to the 
c ustomer's carrier o f cho ice. LECs should be required to 
ballo t their customers o educa te them c onc erning thetr right s 
under Con s umer Sovere i gn y and t o deterrr tne their prefer ence. 

Second, the leve l o f contribu ton t o l ocal c o sts 
from interexchange services s hould be quanttCied and determined 
by the Commissi o n bas ed on verifiable dat3 . Toll's 
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contnbution to local rates should not be based on deba able 
allocat1ons or definitions of cos•s . 

Third, access charges should be the vehicle by which 
rxcs contribute o local costs . The prescr1bed level ot 
contribution should be embedded in occess price.:; . This policy 
will contain :he competttive effects o r the Commi ssi o n's 
contribution policy to a narrow market ~>~here '"he LECs enjoy 
almost absolute market power. Competiti on, in o ther :"larkets, 
can proceed ·,11 hout negatively affec ing the suppo" f local 
rates. (G illan, ::.eisner) 

0 PC : The C i ti z e '1 s have non c to i d c n i f y a t t h i s l i me . 

STAFF: No posit1 0 n at this time. 

ISSUE 3: Do current circumstances and conditions ~arrant 
elimination of the equal access exchange areas 
(EAEAs)? (Issue includes but is not limiled o he 
original obj ecti v es for the EAEAs, ho w those 
objectives have been met , whether t hose o bjec iv"s 
r emai n vi able for t he f u rture , and the effec ot 
those objectives o n the c onfigura ion f 
telecommunications networ k s ). 

POSITION OF PARTIES: 

CENTEL: Yes. 

GTEFL : The current circumstances and conditi o ns do not ~arran t 
t he elimindtion of EAEAs. The EAEA c oncept established in 
Order No. 13750 intended there lo be statewide access to 
c ompetitive toll service reg ardless of v olumes o r markets. In 
GTEFL ' s case , t he Tampa t ol l cen te r serves as t he access tandem 
and equal access is provisioned at the e nd office level. The 
av erage trans po rt rate gives IXCs the incentive to serve all 
offices r egardless of whethe r they are high volume, l o w volume , 
urban and rural in nature . Indeed, this concept has been 
successful and most IXCs a r e se rv ing all end offices with e qual 
access capab ility in GTEFL ' s service territor y. 

SO BELL: To the extent that the TMAs are coextensive with the 
EAEAs , t he same reaso ns that compel the continuation of the 
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T'~s also dictaLe that the EAEAs remain in their present 
conflguratto n. 

IJHTED : ~Io. The existing EAEAs are appropria e under a 
-onopoly ar"'a r,cenario and should be :-e ained •,ti 
modilication. 

to 1 
h1 u-

ALLTEL: Nc. The CommisSlOn has Sald ~hat THAs and EAEAs are 
one and thP same ; therefore , 0u r pos1 1 Jn o n his issue is the 
same as our position on Issue # 1 ~nd # 2 . 

FLORALA : ~·lp <He of ::he opin1on hat curren circums ances :lo 
not warr1nt ~he elimination of EAEAs nor does the current EAEA 
struc~cre . rt:!ser,t-ly require .Jny modifica i ns . The TH~s dte 
the transmisston tacilities that inter-·onnect the end off ices 
'-lith the T 11 Cente:- c r Toll Tandem wi hin ~n EAEA, sc hey are 
very detinitely related . In Florida. :he slruc ure of Tf·1As and 
EAEAs •;.~ere established by the Comt:"tssion and ue identical in 
geographical area. 

GULF : vle are o f the opi n ion t.ha cu r rer.t circumstanc~s do not 
warrant the elim1na ion of EAEAs no r does he C\..rtent EAEA 
st ructure presentl y require any mod i fi ca ions. The Tt1As are 
t he transmission facilit i es that inter-connect the end offic .. s 
with the Toll Cen ter or Toll Tandem within an EAEA, s0 they a re 
very definitely related. In Flo rida, the structure of Tl'\As and 
EAEAs were establi s hed by t he Commission and are identical in 
geographical area. 

INDIANTOWN: No . 

NORTHEAST: No . The current EAEA's are structured around the 
toll tandem, wh ich prov ides toll ~c rvice to and from all end 
of f ices in the EAEA. 

QYINCY: No. The object ives for elimination have not been mel , 
those objectives remain v iable for the future. 

SOUTHLAND: The EAEA concept , which encourages tandem level 
interconnect ion , can be reta i ned wi thou ad .. ·e rse impac o n the 
competitive interexchange market if the toll transmission 
monopol y area policies o f compensation and dialing pattern 
monopol ies are eliminated. 
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ST. JOE : \·/e are o r t he o pin1on t ha curren r ctrc•:rnst3nces do 
not nHran _ ~he elim1na ion i EAEAs n r does t.hn c•:rren EAEA 
struc:ute pr••sentl y requite any rr.od ifica o: ns. Th• T·'.As are 
t he ransmiss ic -t facl11 1es .. har i n ~~ r-connect he !,nd o rficcs 
\.Jith .. he Toll C•n ... Pr or Toll Tar.de:n ·,d hin 1n EAEA, •!:e:: H~ 
ver y Jefinitely rel1 ed. In F'l o ddu, ::h t~ s ruc_·,re o r T!-r.s 1nd 
EAEAs •..Jete establ isheti br he Com:ni ss1on :~nd 1ra iden~lca 1 in 
geographical area . 

VISTA-U IITEO: !'lo . 

ATT-C: AT~T belie~es ~ha :he EA~As no 
prupose 1nJ should br> elim!:lo ' cl. 
competition o ~he :.utal ~r,...1s ::.s ~···l! 
occur red becJuse a -n uke in those J reas 
by the numbP-r o f I XC .. and Rest~llers "HhO 
the Florida mar ke . (Proctu r, Guedel ) 

· c ·~.., se ! ·.·~ ny us.~: .1 
7' • 1 :1 rod t. c t 1 o n r 

as '.Lbau 
ex:stecJ Js 
h..,•tt? cho en 

refls h 1S 
.:>·n <Je need 
"0 S CC'/~ 

ITI : In Order No . 13750, the Commissi on ~s abllshed EAE.:..s 
within which t he LECs would be responsible Cor pL oviding access 
to all customers to reach IXCs serving anywhere i n the :Hea . 
It appeared to the Commi ss 10 n tha geog r a ph 1c a rea.-. se r ved by 
each existing t o ll cent~r and 1ts subtending end o ffices ~ould 
be reasonable EAEA boundaries. The Commissio n ' s objec iv1~ as 
to provide equal acces~ wh lle remaini ng faithful t o i s goal o f 
statewide competitive scrv1ce. The EAEA concept ha s mel i s 
original objectives. Competitio~ has come to all area ~ o f 
Florida through the efforts o f competitors . Eliminati o n o f the 
EAEAs would be the next logical step in prov iding more 
competition, and he ref .He more choices , f o r Florida· s 
ratepayers . (Wh1taker) 

MCI: Yes, current circums ances wdrrant elimination of EAEAs. 
The original objectives of EAEAs were t o ensure equal access by 
c ustomers to competitive long distance serv1ces and to avoid 
unecomonic duplication of LEC distribution networ k s by 
encouraging rxc POP location at existing LEC toll centers. 
These ob jecti ves have been met. First , nearly all end-users in 
Florida have the abi llty to access competing I XCs. Second , IXC 
POPs have generally been located at LF.C toll centers. While 
MCI believes that th1s second objective would have been 
realized due to econom1c forces alone , the EAEAs never theless 
se rved as a insurance policy aga i nst undesirable outcomes 
during the first years of the developing long distance 
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1ndustry. EAEAs have now outlived thc:r userullneJs , 
elimin<~tion ~:ou1d no t c11use lny ldvPrse consequencP ; . 

~TS : No position provided. 

nd :!H~:. r 
<~·lood) 

TELUS : The basic EAEA i n terconneC'-lOn pol~Ci' shou~u be 
r eta1ned. The EAEAs wer e o r igtnally escab~ished ~o -3ke 
inte Lexchange compe 1ttor1 a reali y tor all customtH, not. ·us 
those in selec • ttnanc1ally 11 tr~ctive are1 . The 
Commisston·s pollcy PI"Couraged all l XCs to have 1 sinC) le p01nt 
of i nterconnectt~n a he access and~ms . Th1 s netwo rking 
requirerr.en gi·:es \ 1 ' ~uc~ ~ers whose eud o ff~Ct"'S sub end .. he 
tandem cccoss .. o the multiple IXCs in rconnectt;\n ~hrough : he 
s1ngle po1 ::t o i inte rconnection. This pol·cy •.tils r•:r .. t:er 
enha nced by .-Jdoptlon o f 3verage ranspor charges ~dt.:htn che 

I 

EAEA. This pollcy has pro ven a success, trom both a technical 
and a cusLor1er standpo int, although Telus believes these goa!s 
~-~oul d have been met absen t the establishment o f EAEAs out or 
the neecl for ca :.- riers to provide service o all customers and 
the need to effic iently and cost effectively engineer network I 
interconne i o n. 

SPRINT : US Sprint does not ,.,bjec o he continua i o n of the 
EAEAs. The access landem interconnecli o n pr inciple associ<'':ed 
with the EAEA concept is cons is tenl with efficien network 
design objeclives thal have been i mplemen ted elsewhere in t he 
country. t1oreover, abolishment of he Tt1As need no l affect 
EAEAs. The Commissio n could choose to eliminate TM.As while 
r c taini ng the EAEA concept of encouraging the most ef f ic ien t 
interconnectio n between I XCs and end users v ia the LEC 
facili ties . 

FIXCA: Yes. The EAEA policy wa<; implemen ted to promote t he 
availability of competitive IXC services to consumers 
regardl ess of geographical location. To do this, the 
Commission implemented a non-d istance sens it ive r ate for local 
transpor which is uniform throughout Florida i n o rde r t o 
eliminate any disincentive to se rve rural areas . The 
Commission also instituled a discount for no n-equal access that 
reflected the composi le implementation o f equal access in an 
EAEA. Actua l experience demonsttates that these two 
implementation t ools were probabl y unnecessary. Mr . Gillan' s 
analysi s 1ndicates that transport charges would no t likel y 
become highly dislance sensitive , and that the weighting 
formula f o r a non-equal access discount actuall y ;,.~orks against I 
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the objec ive .,f 
BHMOC and isolated 
secondary markets . 
a reas, and the EAEA 

the EAEA policy. vther factors, like lhe 
anderns, havP had more bearing on service to 

Equal access has been deployed in most 
boundar1es are unnecessary. 

The objec ivc of the Co~mtss1on · s E\EA policy was ~ 
pr ovide every consumer w1th equal access ~o rxcs and J 

m1 nimized georgaph1cal oisadvantaqes in serv1nq certa1n ateas . 
To do th,s, the Commission 1lade the f AEA t he basic geographic 
un1t of access se rv ice. 

The CoMm1ssion' s desire to see LnterLATA equil 
1ccess •;,~idely ava i lable has bee n largP!Y accomplished : by the 
end of 1989, over 9 4\ o f access lines will have been 
converted . Wh 1le it is questionable whe her t he requiremen s 
o f the Comrni ss ion's EAEA po 1 icy have caused the move o equa 1 
access , it has occurred nontheless. Thus, the EAEA policy is 
unnec~ssary. 

EAEAs tie regul atory pro ection to a r eas served by 
access tandems. Suc h a policy could provide an economic 
i ncentive to make large a reas dependen upon a st ncle tandem to 
maximize the monopo ly value o f he Commission ' s competitive 
barriers. Th is inc en ive c ould introduce a n unaccept ble 
reliance on a single switch and c ould invi te disastrous 
consequences in the evenl o( a system fa1lure s uch as the fire 
at the Hinsdale tandem. 

As a general pro pos ition, however, i t is unlikely 
that the EAEAs have had a significant impact on networ k 
design. L~rge carriers, such as AT&T, typically connect 
directly a t the end-off ice . Only smaller IXCs rely o n 
tandem-switched access. The r r incipal objective o f the 
EAEAs-- to have I XCs connect with the LECs using access 
tandems--is chosen by small IXCs independently of the EAEA 
policy , and ignored by larger carriers wh ich perfer end-o ffice 
connections . (Gillan, Leisner) 

OPC: The Citizens ha ve no position on this issue at this time. 

STAff: No positi on at this time . 
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:f continued or elul'\ina PC, • .. •hat policy changes. 
EAEA boundary changes. o r o n~r regu 1atory actio ns 
are appropria e? 

?OS ITIOil OF PARTIES: 

CEliTEL : If :AEAs .He ,....;n,.1:1ued, no po l1,..y changes are nee<!ec 
.;st this t.;..:e. The current EAEA sr.ructure nas had nr 
detru'!lental impac o n l'en tel ' s engineering developmen t- where 

he LEC is the ;>rov1~e r of ::ransp( r" ..,nd trat:ic 
conc"n r.a ion. Tn a fu ure c ompeti ti ·:e -na rke plare, ho weve r . 
such concentta ion mny be more economica 1 ly ptovideJ be yond th~ 
EAEA boundary . 

GTEFL: GTEFL hds no reco'Mlended changes regarding EAEA 
bou-ndaries vl regula o ry act:ons . 

I 

SO BELL: lo ne. To the extent that the EAEAs are coextensive 
with the THAs, the same reasons tha c ompel the c ontinuatio n Jf 
the THAs also dictate that the EAEAs remain in their present I 
configuration . Therefore , no changes ace appt oprlate o r 
necessary . If, o n the o ther hand, EAEAs were eli.mtnated, it 
might well be appropriate to eliminate the aver~ge trans po rt 
rates and replacL them with distance sensitive rates. 

UNITED: Except f o r the relationship be ween EAEAs and T~~ 
boundaries and the application of the phase-out of the 
nonpremium discount, the impact of the elimination o f EAEAs 
would not cause any significant problems. However, United sees 
no reason to eliminate the EAEAs at this time. Somewhat like 
the LECs' exchanges, EAEAs provide an adminis t ratively 
efficient method for implementing the Commissi on ' s policies . 

ALLTEL: Please see our position on Issue 1 and 2. 

Ff.ORALA: Circumstances have not changed enough 
elimination of TMAs/EAEAs. No regulatory actions 
modifications should be made. 

to 
or 

war rant 
boundary 

GULF: Circumstances have 
elimination of Tr<1As/EAEAs. 
modifications should be made . 

not changed enough to war rant 
No regulatory actions or bounda ry 

INDiANTOWN: See response to Issue No. 2, above. 

I 
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lORTHEAST : None. See response o Issue 3. 

QUINCY: If continued, no policy chanqes, EAEA bouncary 
changes, o r o her regula ·o ry ac ton changes wtll be needed. 

!£ eliminated, tegulatory ac:..~ons '-"ill 
made concernt nq of( se t inq he NTS cos s wtll 
setvice rates. 

need 
hioher 

SOUTHLAND : EAEA boundaries should 
existtng access tandems and their 
int ially ~rde red by lhe Commtssion. 

be configured 
subtendt ng end 

based upon 
o ffice s as 

ST. JOE: Ctrcumstances have not changed enough 
elimination of Tr-1A .. .IEAEAs . No regulatory actions 
modi ficati ons should be made . 

VISTA-UNITED: None. 

to 
or 

··tar ran 
boundary 

ATT-C : AT&T believes that he EAEAs should be elimina ed 
ralher than modified. (Proctor , Guedel) 

ITI: See response to Issue 2 above . (Whi aker) 

t1Cl: If EAEAs are eliminated , no additiona l regulat-ory actions 
are r equired . For example , local transport can continue t o be 
priced on a nondistance sensitive basis, regardless of rhe 
e xi stence of EAEAs. 

If EAEAs are continued , the Commission should 
subdivide the OJUS EAEA to reflect the fact that there are now 
two to ll centers serving the Dade/Broward County area . This is 
par t icularly impo rtant if t he Commissio n continues to use the 
EAEAs as the geographi cal boundaries f or any continuing toll 
transmission monopolies. {Wood ) 

NTS : No position proJided. 

TELUS: If the TMAs and t he 1+/0+ mo nopolies are eliminated, no 
changes are necessary in the current EAEA po lic y. If t he TMA 
and 1+10+ monopolies are retained , he EAEAs should be modified 
to reflect actual tandem configurations with , in general, the 
EAEAs being des i gned to promote competition. 
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SPRI IT : It is US Sprun ' s und~;:lS Jndu1g that • he EAEAs -,:ete 
deSi"oned ::o inc ri)~'"'ra e r:.he '.:0ll cen,..ers and all -;;bt,~ndlnq e r1J 
offices . as indicat~d Ln the Commisst"ln's C'rder o . 13750 . page 
6. US Sprin:: bel:e•1es '"hat this i"" • tw ::ipprcpria e qe')qraplnr 
det:.:Htlon for E.; EAs . If ~"he '==.;EA He re'"ained. EAEAs '·lhLch 
do net· o;e•.!!: this geographic Jerinltto n should be redefined t o 
meet- '"he oriq1nal Commisston ob)ec~l'J"'S . In part1cular, dr.y 
EAE;s whtch :ncorporate inter -· ~11 cen ter rran sm1sst n 
facili ies should be d iv1ded into separate EAEAs . rf t he EAEA 
a r e c im:nated, no ot her d C ion s are necessa ry. (Siever . Xey) 

FIXCA · E;l.FA:::> should bP e 1 imina e d and should be c e'"'. '\Ced with 
a-ro11cv n Consumer Sov e ri q n ty . See rssuc 18 . 

!f EAEAs a r e retained, their boundartes should 
reflect ac:ual tandem boundaries. no planneJ conr igura i~ns 
'""hich have not occurted . T he discount f :H unequal access 
should be modified and the BHt·tOC should be reduced whenever 
cond itions permit . (Gi l l an) 

The restrictio n o n i ntraEAEA pnvate li ne 
c ompetitton s hou.d b e e limina ted . This policy el~mi nates 
c ompet i ti o n t n he t ntraEAEA market and penalizes c u s omers who 
need cost-ef f ective pr i vate lines. It pro tect s t h~ L ECs from 
c ompet i tion and f rom incen ives to reduce c os t s . Such 
protecti on 1 s unnecessary and sho uld be elimina t ed. (Na ll) 

OPC: The Citi z en s have no ne t o ident ify at this t ime . 

STAFF: No posit ion at this time. 

ISSUE 5 : What are the 
including but 
resu 1 t ing from 
the follow i ng: 

POSITION OF PARTIES: 

potential benef its and detriments , 
no t limi ted t o eco nomic fac to r s , 

intraEAEA transmi s sion c ompe t i tion t o 
IXCs, LECs. and c o nsumers ? 

CENTEL: The quality o f local and LEC pro vided o l l service 
should not be negatively affected by intraEAEA t r an smiss i o n 
c ompeti t ion . Cu s t omer s w1ll be given gre a er freedom o f cho i ce 
and IXCs will have an o ppo rtunity t o compete. A poss ible 
det ri men t i s the po t e nt i a l l oss o f revenue wh1 c h may be 
expe r ienced by LECs . 

I 

I 

I 
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GTEFL : The benefit o f intra£.:,£.:.. tLal"s:r'!Ssion competi .icn ::o 
the i nterexchange carder is ::!.•.? 3bL1ty o t r n ·.~ IXCs t- c 'J sc 
their own transm1ssion Cacilit l •~S ·.-~hlch could resu!L in a 
reduction ln COSt. The IXCe COJ!d Utllt ze heif •,m ~ X ! S ' in-:; 
ransmission facili::Jes J co:"pr>t.~ Lrt'.J"edhtely ·tnd n ~r. :1 ·~ 1e 

1ncremcntal cos:. 

The detri~ent )f 
consumers is tha l:he rxrs in 
the profit able :n LaEAEA t o l:. 
large tol l users o n ·hese 
ratepoyer ~ ~ould nrt teceive 
competition . 

~ransmtss!c n -omp~ t tl n • 
all likelihood t4tll "c rea:r skin " 
rou es pro·nding b~m~C:ts nly 

routes . The remainder o f the 
~he benefits J f ~ransmis si ~n 

The detrt rnent o f transmission compe ition to he 
local exchange carrier is ent1rel y dependen upon how the 
Commission dec-des Lo :~plement t ntraEAEA transmtssion 
competitton . ~lhlle the a~ount o f revenue l oss is dependen 
upon the Commission's dectsion , any decision would result tn 
substantial reductions in toll revenues and could necessitate 
increased local rates to offset the lost s ubsidies to l ocal 
service which are contained in current toll rate.. . The 
majority of GTEFL's local subscribers would not benefit fr om 
such a change since the savi ng s associated wi r their l o w 
volume o f t o ll calling would not o ffs e the increase in their 
loca l bills . 

SO BELL: Southern Bell has conducted an intraLATA l o ll 
contribution study which e stimates the losses whi ch would 
resul t from the elimination of the TMAs as well as t he 1+ a .:d 
0+ dialing res trictions. That study shows that if the 
Commission opens the EAEAs to tra nsmission based competition, 
Southern Bell will lose neatly $4 5 million in contribution in 
1990. If the Commission went even further and eliminated the 
local exchange c ompa nies' 1+ and 0+ dialing exclusivity, 
Southern Bell 's losses wo uld be $71 million in con t ribution in 
1990. 

UNITED: 

a. IXCs - Benefits and detriments need to be addressed 
by the IXCs. 

QL S 
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LECs With the present pr1c1ng subsidtes ~nc 
limi ed pr1cing flex ibillty d'l'\ll ble t ... hl' ~:<.':;. 
the re a re no benef1.ts o in raEAEA transml SSl On 
competition. Det-r:.:-en s ·.1culd be the incre" ~d 
typ~ss porent1al . loss of re~enues 3nd c s:o~e~ 
base, and poten~ial s .. randed ::ac: ~t~~es. 
:-aintaining the Tl·1As •..toultl pr::>vide tt:e :.ECs 
additional t!me to complete r.he 3C::ions .den t~ ~ed 
by the Comm1s!'iion in Order No . 115343 . These 1c icns 
need o Jccomplished befo re clim1na t1nq ':'i·ill.:>. 
Specifically, the order s tated hat Nwe belie~ed 
~hat by ~his ime ~TS costs would have bLen delo~ried 
~ ro::1 ccess charges , the LECs ·~o~o u ld have beer. 
b!llin ,nd ~eeptng oll charges, and prt•Jate- l:ne 
prictnq would have been resolved . These events have 
not 1.5 yP.t- • ~ken place . As he indus r y exists 
l.Jday, 1t 1s no :.n the public 1nter est t-o abolish 
T:tAs". At this poi nt in ':ime, only bill J nd keep o f 
1 n: r a LATA has cccu r red. NTS cos s have not been 
de loaded and private 1 i ne and -;pee i a l access 
set vi ces have not been ces ructurecl J nd tepLiced . 

Consumers selected high volume customets could 
reduce their toll and acc ess costs b) connecting 
directl y to IXCs. Revenue sho rtfalls would need t o 
be recovered from othe r customers . Because of 
prici ng distortions , uneconomic allocations of 
resources would result in higher overall cost to 
customers in the long run. Thus, elimination of 
TMAs without first correcting the existing pricing 
distortions would not be in the public interest. 

ALLTEL: We assume that if competitive entry for facility based 
IXCs (In erexchange Carriers) is permitted wilhin the 
transmissio n monopoly areas, we .;an expect the following to 
occur. As the loca 1 exchange company loses to 11 business to 
the rxcs, the IXCs become mo~:e profitable which may result in 
the IXC lowering its toll rates to the end users which is a 
benefit to the toll users. The down side of t h is is that the 
loca 1 exchange company mus make up the to 11 loss to the IXC 
through an increase in local cates to all ils custome rs . In 
short, it appear s that any benefits the IXCs and t o ll caller s 
share is at the expense of the local exchange c ompanies local 
customers and stockholders. Our customers should be polled to 
determine if they want their local rates increased so thaL 

I 

I 

I 
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theH long dtstance tates can be l..>wered. :•le belleve that such 
1 poll would 3Ccurately reflect ··public in eLes ··. 

FLORALA: The differenttal bet~·een a htghf"" le\·el of re·1enues 
produced oy intraLA'!'A toll retent1on and a lo·.-~er level ')f 
acc~ss charges received from rxcs would have to be recovered in 
l.Jcal rates s 1nce the smaller LECs ha·1e llmited ability o 
recover revenue from their other service offerings. 

~1e also believe that with the advent of in~raEAEA 
competiti v n, he IXCs would choose to compete on the most 
prof.tab!e intraE~.EA · oll routes which again •.-~ould reduce LEC 
toll revenue jnd place upward pressure on local rates . 

GULF : The d1f£erential bet·..,een a higher level of revenues 
produced by 1nttaLATA toll ce ention and a lo•.-~er le•1el of 
access charges recei'led from IXCs would have o be recovPred in 
local rates since the smaller LECs have li'Tlitrd abill y to 
recover revenue trom their other service offetings . 

We also believe that wi h the advent. of intraEAEA 
competition, the IXCs wo uld choose o compete o n the most 
profitable int raEAEA oll routes which agai n would reduce LEC 
toll re venue and place upward pressure o n local rates. 

INDIANTOWN : 

IXC - o n l y benefits, t he y would be able to o ffer a 
se rvice that they are now not al lowed to o ffer . 

LEC - Potentia 1 to l ose a subs tantia 1 and integ ra 1 
source o f revenue t ha t allows a static service charge. 

Co nsumer Some large v olume u sers in larger 
metropolitan areas ma y benefit il compet it i o n is allowed. It 
would seem t hough that if the source of revenue is l ost tc. an 
LEC, then those c o n s umers who make up the majority of 
no n - benef its wo uld be required t o be charged h igher rate s t o 
recover the lost revenues. 

NORTHEAST: 

a. IXC's Increased toll revenues , increased access 
costs which should result i n increased net i ncome. 
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LEC · s Dec .. easLd to 11 revenues, 1ncreased access 
ta:e increase. revenues •.-~h tch would require a locn 1 

Consumers 
loca 1 r 

Toll 
~S '.-IOUld 

Toll rates wo uld 
routes , and '.-l<..uld 
rou es. 

ra es ma y 
inc~ eas·~. 

1ecre3se slightl y 3nd 

decrease J n low-cost, high-volume 
i ncrease o n htgh-cost, l ow- vol ume 

Q_UI:lC~ : ':Je don ' t- know ..... hat effect comoeti':ion \·d:! have 1)n 
D~C · ~. r see I . ..J bt.~nef its to .. he LECs and consumers de r i •;·~d 
f r om compe ition 1n the in raEAEA ju n 5dict ion. I see 
de; riments tot the LEC ' -; con ce rn 'ng stranded tnvestmen .J nd 
1neffi c1en trunk gtoups. Con sumers most llkely ·.-~i ll pay Co t 
these shJr falls 1n he f o r m o f higher local serv1ce rdles . 

I 

SOUTHLAtiO : There are no poten tial detri fT'ents to ~he ci izens I 
o f the State o f Florida whi c h would r~sul from t he 
i mplcmen ation >f 1ntraEAEA ~ransm1ssion compe iti ~n . The 
benefits of unres ricsticd intraEAEA c ompelitio n include 
increased innovat1on, technological efficiency wd mat ke 
performance. 

ST. JOE: The differential between a higher level of revenues 
produced by intraLATA toll retention and a lower level of 
access c h arges received from I XCs would have to be recovered in 
l ocal rates since the smaller LECs have limi t ed ability to 
recover revenue from their other serv ice offerings . 

We also believe that with t he advent of in tr aEAEA 
competition, the IXCs wou ld choose to compete on the most 
profitable intraEAEA toll routes which agai n would reduce LEC 
toll revenue and placp upward pressure on local rates. 

VISTA-UNITED: IntraEAEA transmission competition could 
more difficult for customers to obta in repairs and 
additional facili ies, and it could cause the customer 
to pay more for local service. 

make it 
provide 
to have 

ATT-C: The potential benefits of such c ompetition include: 

I 
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rxcs - The I. cs w1 1 ha·J·:! -.~ 'lOll: ty to respond and 
.:;at1st y tndlvtdual cus:;.omer needs by t:.croduc:.ng ser·nces :·Jhich 
p r ovide cus omers more options in ~ i:-ely manner at 
comp~ itive prices. 

LECs In raEAEA c mpt"!t i Li en '11 11 H f ~rd • he :..ECs 
he o ppor un1ty to become ettec nre cc:r.Pt.!~:tors. :'..., tht! ~xce1.t 

that the LECs are successtul .n this cor:1pe l-ion (by teducing 
costs, pric1ng compet1 ively, 1n roduc i:1q ne•.-t ser·nces . etc . ) 
the1r service outpu • ~nd t1n1nci 1 ',P .l- ~eing ' :i 1! Je 
~nhanced . Nort!ov~r. s imula ion of toll usage !:>rougn ab u - by 
i n raEAEA compet!tion wills l.:nulatc LEC access charg•! re""~es 
which provAde a substan 1a! contribution to s·nporr local 
exchange services. 

C n "'umers - Consurr.ers henef1t from the resut!.s r a 
free and _pe n ·narl<t: ~pl ce. r-:rms compe ing for the:.c ~~u s tn~ss 
strive to de1e! p an<.J in reduce ne·..~ ser•lices ·.·lith trrpro·,ed 
features and func ions :o ~nnance e x 1s ing :echnolony. As 
competition 1ncreases, rates are driven closer o cos>: and 
consume rs a r given mo re c hoices ir"· •..Jh:ch o se.I:!C': . 
(Proc or , tHy.:> ) 

ITI: The po en ial ben('fi s are numerous. The I XCs '-"il! 
receive more competitive advantages , the LECs will collect more 
revenue f or access m1 nutcs, and consumers will enjoy t he 
benefits of more compe t itive pr ices and less confusion in c he 
marketplace. Toll rates and access charges wi 11 become more 
competitively pnced. Compelttlon w1ll increase the 
opportunity to ach1evc stat~ of the a rt technolog y . 
Add itionally, intraEAEA r ansmission compet itio n should result 
in improved loca 1 and to 11 service for the following reasons: 
i ncreased off-peak u sage , as well a s i ncreased usage in 
general; increased call completion ratios; and increased 
efficiency by t he LECs. 

The LECs cla1m that the their prov isio n of in raEAEA 
service prov1des contribu ion to local ra tes . Even if this is 
true, the loss of LEC toll traffic revenues would be more than 
o f fset by inc rea sed access charges. Any l osses no t so of f set 
wou ld be so mi nima l as not to just1fy a conti nued prohibiti o n 
o n intraEAEA competi 1on. (Wh1taker) 
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C·1CI: If the bu lld:r.g !:llock pr:..cing pol'c1es d 1scussPo ~n :::.sue 
2 are adopted, ~.n ~"nEAEA ::ra n isston co:r.p~ it ion ~d 11 produce 
o nly benefits, no~" detriments. Co nsumers ~-~t:l ben..:!tit from 
1ncceased compP~:.. ion . By ob ~i ning any requtred 
"con ribu icn " .,'!IJ.ly fro all ~or.opoly buildtno bloc~s . ~he 
LECs \o~ill be pro ectac -rom ecorr.onic detrimen r. :..dcE::.i onal ly , 
the LECs Hlll ber.ef: tro:n competl~t·;e inc .. •n:.ves o :-educe 
costs and o d~·:ise :!~'"' of ter1ngs d~signed to ::-eet cus omer 
needs. IXCs '..Ji!l beneut by the removal of H ificial 
restricti o ns n ~he s :'liccs ha hey a re all ot.-1ed co offer 
cus omers. (C rnell) 

,lTS: No postti">-: pr "llded . 

I 

TELUS: \·Ji th he re en ion ot t-he EAEA policy, the practical 
e tfect of 1n '"3EAEA ransmiss 11n compe ition is ::o t f'!T' ve th~? 
requirement: hat. IXCs use LEC WATS or 1TS to terminat~ rai:ic 
o r. alternciti•11aly , pay he intraEAEA cor::pensation penalty . For 
the LECs, the re en ion o f he EAEA po l icies :neJns LEC dCCess 
factli ties wlll continue t o be utllized. Gi1e n he celallve I 
cont r i buti o ns fr o m LEC toll a nd IXC access charge.., , 1 1 is not 
c lear that permitting such C"'>rnpet1 1on wlll result .n 
measurable lost LEC revenues . The bo tom line f o r consumers is 
greater c ompetiti o n, new and imp roved services, and l ower ra es . 

SPRINT: Permitting in traEAEA c ompetitt o n will allow I XCs to 
offer a full range of serv ices in the Flori da intrastate toll 
market ; eliminate compensati o n payment requirement s f o r 
intraEAEA traffic carried o ver IXC services ; reduce 
requirements for jurisdictional reporti ng o f t raffic; pro vide 
greater incentives f o r the LECs to offer more innovative toll 
services at lower prices ; and encourage a more rapid 
introduction of ne w services and technologies into the 
intraEAEA market. (Sievers, Key) 

FIXCA: IntraEAEA c ompeti tion will enable consumers to choose 
from a myriad of pro viders and services applicable to long 
distance calling and, if accompanied by changes in allowed 
dialing patterns, to do so with the greatest level of 
convenience. LECs w11l become responsive to customer dema nd 
and will be given a new incen ive to o perate more efficiently. 
If the policy of Consumer Sovere1gnty is ado pted and access 
charges become the vehicle and gauge f o r contri bution of local 
service, Lompctition will no t adversly affect local rates. 
Further, LEC revenue will pro bably not be materially affected I 
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due the growtng te ec~~-unications ~arket and th~ 
time necessary for macket penP rac1on ~Y ~ompe it~ ~ n . 
Leisner) 

.eng h of 
(Gillan , 

OPC : rntrJEAEA transrn ssion c-::moec ti n s nou l d heiuh •"'n ':he 
1 11 etexchanqe 

{j 1 t t n a el y , 3 

should benefit 
l ower prices. 

level of compett Lion be•Heer. ,ncJ ar("lng the 
ca rr iers and t he . ~c3, e xc ha nge co-r ~~~ 5 . 
vtgo rous, etfect1vely co~p~Ltt~ ~e ~ ttKet 
consumers wtth a g rea~ er 'larie~y o i ser~ i -~s 3' 

STAFF : No posttion at tn1s ti~e. 

ISSUE 6 : ~·th at po ll ' .. / c:. :.-::es ::-:or!i :: ~ ca i o ns :o e ~: is '~i:w 
intraLATA 1. Ji~t~r.q Fatterns a te appropriate? 

POSITION OF PARTIES: 

CENTEL: At the present time, Centel's s•.o~itches are g~nericall y 
designed for i n erLATA pres ubscript ion only. Un il such ture 
as Cenle l is able to identify the s wi ching modifications tha .. 
a re necessary to prov1de intraLATA presubscr1ptton sepa t 3 ely, 
dialing prerogarives of 9SOXXXX and lO XXX access mus l be 
utilized. Generic so f ware redesign •.o~tll be requ1 r ed o allo·..., 
presubscripLi on of 1+ and 0+ dialing o f intraL\TA Lraff i c . 
Redes ign i s in the developme'1t stage and ma y not be availab l e 
f o r some time . Significant expense will be required f o r 
additional software which will be required in each end o ff ice . 
Modificalions t o hardware ma y also be required depending on the 
fi nal software design. 

GTEFL: None. The remo val o f LEC 1+ and 0+ i n traLATA dialing 
would , i n effect , inc rease the level o f competition within the 
LATA . This issue is separate and distincl from either t he Tt<\A 
o r EAEA concerns. The requirement f or all 1+, 0+ and 0- calls 
to be rou Led t h rough t he LEC should be continued regardless of 
t he decisio n on the TMA. I n addit ion, t he requ ired software 
generic program to route intraLATA l+ traffic t o a carrier 
other than the LEC is not available . 

SO BELL: None. IntraLATA l + d ial ing s hould no l be made 
in terLATA 

time . If 
available to IXCs. Southern Bell canno t provide 
s ervices such as those provided by IXCs at this 
Sout hern Be ll were required to surrender the 
exclusivity previously gra nted to it by the 

1+ d ial ing 
Corrunissio n, 

051 



052 

ORDER ~10 . 
DOCKET :10 . 
Page so 

22 10 1 
aaoaL.- :? 

Southe r n Bell believes it ~·rould :nean '. he loss r s ubsta n 1ally 
all of Southern Bell ' "i toll trJrtic- . AllO\o~lng ! XCs o nave 
both 1+ intraLATA diallng as well as 1+ !nLerLATA dialing . 
while Sou hern Bell is prohtbi ed Erom providin1 in erLATA 
servtces, would g:~e lh~ tXCs a clear marke ~d~ant aoe . 
Customers would be able o o b un " :>ne- s o p shopping" f or both 
i ntr a LATA and i n e:L.-l.TA • oi l ser•:ices from -he rxcs . \llh1le v r. 
t he surt.jce hi s may ~ppear a uac ive, the consequences H Otll'i 

be devastating o Sou hern Bel! and ultim~ ely to the cus~omer. 

The resul t o f such an action would virtually be "o 
conver:: So u h•H n Bell : ·tto J l oca 1 exchana... H d l -:>c 31 exchance 
access prv;id~r b·•,.. l . S·· i t.Le interLATA proh i b1 1o n pl.lcetl -:>r. 
Sou tiern Be! : . : .~ . r:! St:!!.l could n,. ~r.:ec " ". -~:r ccmpe:e 
wit h these :xes 1n this environment .:~ nd ~~·oul d l o se ; 
subst~nt1al po rt !on f .ts ~ol l traffic. 

I 

UNITED : The e :dst inq in ... raLATA l 1- d1a ling pa:terns are 
a ppropridte and requtre no modificati o n o r change . Uni::ed 
believes that the LEC's eight to carry all 1+ anc1 0+- .. ntraLATA I 
traffic, as specified in Commission Orders No . 13912 and 14621. 
s houlJ be retained . Hithout the c ur renl 1+ and o,. 
restrictions, l oca l exchange companies could no t effec . ively 
compete in the intraLATA market , as most cus omets •,1i ll elecl 
to have the same carrier for both their interLATA and intraLATA 
calling . Because the LEC is the carrier o f last teso rl in the 
intraLATA arena, il should be afforded the exclus ive right to 
all 1+ and 0+ intraLATA traffic. 

ALLTEL: None un i l equal access is equipped at all locations . 

fLORALA: No policy changes or modificat' o ns should be made to 
the existing 1+ and 0+ dialing prerogat ives . The h and 0 + 
calls should go to the LECs as they do now. If the situation 
changes , there would o nly be one source of revenue other than 
o ri ginating toll revenue, i.e., local rates . In addition to 
the imme diate rate impact that wou d occur fr o m the loss of the 
1+ and 0+ dialing prerogative, e nt r y of competitors might 
create stranded investment , duplicate facilities and lost 
economics of scale. These problems could require policy 
decisions from this Commission. 

GULF: No policy changes or modifications should be made to the 
existing 1+ and 0+ dialtng prcrogativc>s. The 1+ and 0+ calls 
should go to the LECs as they do now. If the situati o n I 
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chJnges, here '.·:auld onl~· II•-. sou,ce ot .t::'lt.::nue oc t1ec t.hJn 
o r ig i nat1ng to!! =-~·:•1: u', . , tocJl r .1 t..S . !n acdi ior: o 
t he i nuned1a e ca e !mp c •h 1 wou l d occu r from the loss of the 
1 .... and f)• dialing ,, !v•, •' n r y o f comoe"i-:ors mioh ... 
c r ~ .i t e ':. r .,, n rJ c •1 11 p I 1 c ! • t;) :. il c : - • ~ i e s ; :1 d l s t 
t!Co nomi cs n seal~. ptoblems could t•?lutce policy 
deClSlOns ::-=-om ~his ·o-.m 

~o chonge n 

~IORTHEAST : i·1os 
e xchange have r t 

is impon.Jn · nat 
cost . y ::o con·:e r t 
capaoi 1 i ti' beca•Jse 
::.hi nk tha ! r '.:his 
!oca 1 exchange 

Ot 
be•~n 

~nis 

Th 1 s •.-~ i 11 bring 
don't th t nk ':he 
not bro k en <lnd , 
here. 

ve r:y sev t• 
Cornmission 
i n ou r op t n 

Q!UNCY: Curre ntly 1+ 
Equal Access convers i J n 
policy changes th1 a r e rH• cl• t , 

m l l c r i ndepenc!Pnt cornp;;ni~s · 
o •.qua! iCCP ~: theret:?r~. 

r cmoJ ins as is. ::: ·n ... ..., 
CCt'SS O tf~~e thil' h3V" '!,!
W i 11 ha·1e to be chanc;~d. t·l·" 

ake place . " ~1ill put •!t~ 
he :ntroL;..T.; tol! bu 1r.ess . 
p ressu r e or local r~ es. ~e 
ry o fix some ' h 1 ng n ·::. 1 s 

h is i s wha t is being desctibed 

is c ompleted 
t; ak•~n place . 

f o r AT&T o n l y . 
~le see no o her 

SOUTHLAND : The c o nsum: n9 puh l t ' :.hould be granted the righ t Lo 
determine their prefe • u'd "1+" catrier for intcaLATA traf"i c . 
The current LEC monopo ly :» hould twrcfore be eliminated. 

ST . JOE: No po l i cy chang 11 modif i cations should be made t o 
the e x isting 1+ and O+ dl ling prerogatives. The l + and 0+ 
calls should go to the LFC h y do now. If the s i tua i o n 
changes, there would only h• source of revenue o ther than 
originating toll r evenut!, 1 , 1 local rates . In addttion t o 
t he inunediate rate impact t:h I would occu r from t he l o ss of he 
l+ and 0+ d ialing prc 1 ng lvt , entry of competito rs might 
create stranded i nves m nl, dupl ica e facilities and los 
economics of scale. Th , jHOblcms could require po licy 
decisions from this Conuni ss l o tt . 

VISTA-UNITED : Elimindt ion o t 
would take- the LEC ' s oul o t 
o rder to prevent such an 
dialing patterns should b 

Lt and 0+ 1n t r aLATA mono poly 
long distance busi ne ss. In 

no change s t o he exi sL ing 
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ATT-C: In orde r o contlnue the --r :w.Hti on :o 3 :r.o re 
compet1t1ve in ra LATA marketplace, AT&T b~l~ev~s it is 
necessary to modity the e:nst1 ng 1.- tn~"raLATA dialing 
urangemen~" s coi nc i dent with '"he P !il'!'inati . o t-he t /) 11 
monopoly He 1S . AT&T recorr.rends hat '"ne LECs oe r-~:-:ni ;:ed ::o 
retain the 1+ :Hid 0+ mo nopo y or int-raLA7A :·TS cJl:s . Ho~:e·;er , 
the 1• ~on~ro, y on WATS and 800 sh ul l te r~~oved , a::owino ~11 
compettto rs urHestricced use o t ~"hts luling 1t:."H1ger:1ent . 
{Proc or, Guede l) 

ITI: Jo position at h is ti re; 1lthouq h !TI believ~s t hat many 
~!:l!e reilsons ·or ~he eliminar: ' " "~ f t-!~e o- r~stric:..ion (see 
rss11e 7) 1 ulcJ .dso just.:r· ::r.e elimin.:Jtion of che 1 .
restrict:~r.. 

HCI: It ts ilppr~"'f.riJte to requtre sepa r at'i! 1 .- presubscr:pti o r. 
for ~ntraLATA ~.af:ic , so that custorneLs will be free · ~ choos~ 
t he ca rriers .,hich best meet theH needs . Th1s policy chanje 
needs to be i mplemented o n a definite timetabl e to a•;oid an 
upen ended transition peri od. (Wood, Co rnell) 

NTS: ITS 
be shou ld 

allowed in 

believes t-In 
elimtnated and 
he 1..- marke . 

he cunen 
intraLATA 

EAEA and THA 
c ompeti tion 

s t ruc ure 
should be 

TELUS: By far, the mos impo rtant action the Cornmiss1 o n can 
take in th1s docke t o advance the benefits of competition to 
consumers is to eliminate artificial dialing and transmis~ion 
restr ictions and permit callers full freedom of choice in 
preselecting a long distance carrier for all toll calls on an 
equal access basis. Telus · e xper ience with its customers 
i ndicates that callers toda y are sophisticated enough to demand 
a variety of services and pricing alternatives . The IXCs a nd 
the LECs have become more sophisticated in providing service 
and pricing opt ions to meet these customer needs. A separate 
intraLATA presubscription process would enable the LECs to 
continue to participate in this mar ket . We would expect the 
LECs to ret ai n a significant portion of the mar ket , but the 
poi nt is that customers will have a choice. To the extent the 
LECs lose direct toll business, the net revenue impact to the 
LECs would not be adverse due to the payment of access charges 
by the I XCs and lhe new revenues associated with the 
stimulative effects of intraLATA toll competition . In the 
fi nal analysi s, universal service goals will be better served 

I 

I 

I 
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by tu.1.. int:raLATA cornpet1t1on ra her r;han ::>y condr.• auon o f 
the curren 1 ~ /0• LEC mJ nvpOlles . 

SPRI ~T : US Sprint akes no posit. o n o n his issuP . 

fi XCA: The Comrri.>slo n should give consumets con rol 
dispo s1t1 o n of::_ ,. rcatflc by allot.nng suoscttbets ::o 
a carrier(s) for both t nterLATA and inttaLATA l 
(Gillan) 

'> '' e r !: he 
preselect 
:raffic. 

OPC: Io changes o r moditications s hou ld be made a his i'lle. 

STAFF : :1o policy ch,,nges o r modincations . 

ISSUE 7: What pol1cy changes o r modificat1ons o ex1st1nq 
in ra LATA o~ dialing ~a ~ terns ace aporop ciate? 

POSITION OF PARTIES : 

CENTEL: At the present time, Centel ' s switches ate generically 
designed for interLATA presubscriptio n o nly. Un til s uch tirre 
as Cent.el is abl e to identify the swilch ing mod 1fica i o ns hat 
are necessary o provide intraLATA presubscriptio n separately. 
dialing prerogatives o f 950 XXXX and lOXXX access must be 
utilized . Generic software redesign will be required t o allow 
presubsc ription of 1+ and 0+ dial i ng o f intraLATA traffic. 
Redesign is in the develo pment stage and may no t be avai l.,ole 
for some time . Significant expense will be required f or 
additio nal software which will be required in each end office . 
Modificati ons to hardware ma y al ~o be requi red depending on the 
f i nal software design. 

GTEFL: No ne. Sec r esponse to Issue No . 6. 

SO BELL: None. Any change in the tradi ional 0+ d ialing t o 
access an operator would create unwar r anted c ustome r confusion 
since he current 0+ dialing pattern is wide ly accepted, 
understood and expected. In addition, any such change would 
simply exacerbate t he pro b lems identi Cied in Southern Bell' s 
respo nse to Issue 6 . 

UNITED : No policy changes o r modifications are required. 
Response to Issue 6. 

See 
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ALLTE!.. : e1one until equal access is equ1pped ~~ all loca tio ns . 

FLORALA: No policy ch,nges or mod ifica tions shou. be made to 
i=hP--e>cisting 1 • and o ... dialing preroga bee; . :-!1e and o ... 
CJlls J hould 10 t o the LECs as they do no•.1. I£ .. he 1 ua-tvn 
cha nges, t here would o nly be one sou rce o r: .e·: ·.!nu~ ~"her ... han 
onginal1ng totl re·:enue, i.e ., local ra es. ·:. iJd. i'"'n ,..a 
-he immedia e rate impac~ that would occur t rom ... ,e ss ~f -he 
1 ~ and 0+ dialing p re roga t1ve , entry o f comoe~!: rs ~ 1oht 
c reate stranded tn•;est:ren , duplicate (ac: lit :e~ 1nd .""~s: 
econom1cs o f seale . ThPse problems could :-eq•1 i :e po 1 icy 
dec1sions from t hi s C ~mission. 

I 

GU:.f : lo policy changes o r rr.oditications shoulc be ·- r!e t- :h~ 
exist-i ng 1+ and 0+ ialing prer ogattves . The 1+ a nd Q ,. calls 
she uld go to the LECs as they do now. rf the s: uat11~ 
changes , there would o nly be o ne source o f revenue othe r than 
o riginating toll revenue, i.e., local rates . :n addi ion to 
t he immediate rate 1mpact that would occu r fr om the loss o f the 
l• and 0 + dialing prerogative , en ry o f comp~~ titors mignt I 
create stranded investment , duplica te facili ttes and l ose 
eco nomics of scale . These pro blems could requi t e polt c y 
decisions fro m t hi s Commission. 

INDIANTOWN: No change needed . 

NORTHEAST: Se e response o Issue 6 . 

QUINCY: We see no policy changes or modifications . 

SOUTHLAND: The consuming public should be granted the right to 
determine their prefer red "0+" carrier f o r intraLATA traffic. 
The cu rrent LEC mo nopoly should the refore be eliminated. 

ST. JOE: No policy c hanges or modifications s hould be made to 
the existing 1 + and 0+ dialing prerogatives . The l+ and 0+ 
c alls should go to the LECs as they do now. If t he situation 
changes , there would o nly be one source o f revenue other than 
originati ng toll revenue, i.e., local r ates . In addition to 
the immediate rate impact hat wou ld occur f r om the loss of he 
1+ and 0+ dialing prerogat i ve , entry of competitors might 
create stranded 1nvestment, duplicate Cacilittes and lost 
economics oC scale. These problems could require policy 
decisions from this Commission . 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER :lO. 
:>OCKET :10 . 
Page 55 

22101 
3801312-TP 

1/ISTA-U~IITED: Elirninatto'1 o: ':he 1 + and o- inttaLAr.; : onopoly 
would take the LEC ' s ")Ut o f .. he long dist-~nce business . :n 
o rder to prevent such an occurrence, no changes ~ o he exis ing 
dialin~ patterns should be per~i: ed. 

ATT-C : See AT&T ' s position o n Issue 5 . {?roctor, Gu~J~l) 

ITI: The 0..- restClctton to the LECs :s hould be etirninated Eo r 
the same reas , ns forwarded by the o her pap~~es f o r he 
elt~inati on o f the 1 ~ restrtction. Ope r ator ~erv tces 
competition into intraLATA markets is in the public 1n etes · . 
enhancing »"'d Jser cvnven1ence and choice. ~="ur .. herToce, 0 -
intraL;TA comoe 1t1on is 1n1que i n that it •11L rDt Einanci.'llly 
harm t he LECs and. in ::ac~. may pr,..,•:ide ~"he LECs ~·:!·.:: 

contributio n from access 3nd billing validatlo n services '" h,1t 
wa s prev1 usly Jnreali?:.ed . { ~·Jhitaker) 

MCI: It is appro priate t o require 1-he LECs t o route 0 -+- . rar.fic 
to the customer ' s presubscribed 1+ interLATA and 1ntraLATA 
carriers, respectively, This po licy change needs o be 
implemented on a definite timetable t o avo1d an o pen-ended 
transition period . {Wood) 

NTS : NTS be 1 i eves hat the res riction o n 0+ dialing should 
also be lifted. 

TELUS : The 0+ monopoly should be eliminated f or the sa~e 
reaso ns the 1+ monopoly must be eliminated, as discussed at 
Issue 6 . In addi tion, the Commission mu st underst and that 0+ 
operator services h ave become an integral part of long dis ance 
services that cannot be treated in a vacuum aparl f r om 1 + long 
distance service . Many carriers now provide operator services 
to presubscribed business and res i dence customers o n a 
respo nsible service basis , and c o n sumers should have to access 
these serv ices on an int raLATA basis. 

SPRINT: US Sprint takes no position o n this issue. 

FIXCA: 0+ traffic should be r outed under t he same cond ition s 
as 1+ t r affic. {See FIXCA ' s pos ition on I ssue 6). { Gillan ) 

OPC : No changes o r modifications a r e appropriate at this time . 

STAFF : No policy changes or modif i cations . 
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Should he c u rren t policy regarding the phuse out of 
he discoun t f~r less than equal access be retalned? 

POSITION OF PART~ES: 

CENTEL : Yes. It ts only appropriate for rxcs :..o pay rre;:-iuli' 
rates Cor :Go service. Centel has been 100\ equal Jc~ess since 
December 1988 . 

GTEFL: No response. 

SO BELL : Y~s. the curren policy regarding the philse ou L o f 
the discoun t for less t h an equal acces s should be ret-ined . rn 
Order :Jo . 1~765, issued December 19 , 1983. the Commiss:on 
o r dered that a 35\ d1scou n t be given to all ca r r1ers served by 
Feature Gr oups A or B. This was o r dered o provide an 
i ncc>ntive for LECs to develo p equal acces~ as rapidly as '-'1as 
feasible , and was o be e 1 im1 na ted when equa 1 access became 
availab l e . Later , in Order No . 13858 , the Commission o r dered 

I 

t hat t he d iscoun t for less h an equ a l access be pha~ed out and I 
based t he phaseout on t he number of access li nes with ~n an EAEA 
t hat had been con·1erted to equal access . T here is no val:i.d 
rea son t o change the Commi ssion' s previously s tated o rde r. 

UNITED: Yes. 
int erco nnec t ion 
discount should 
implemented. 

To the exten t tha t infer i or access 

ALLTEL: No. 

FLORALA : We 
discount for 
surely move 
automatically 

is r equired in no nequal acc e ss o ff ices , the 
be r e a ined un t il equal acces s is f u l ly 

are unaware of an e x isting pl nn t o pha se out 
less than equal access. As the LECs s l owly 

to total equal access, the d i scoun t 
eliminated. 

t he 
bu 

i s 

GULF: We are unaware of an exist i119 pla n to phase o u t the 
discount for less than equa 1 access. As the LECs slowly but 
su r ely move t o t otal equal access, the di scount is 
automatically eliminated. 

INDI ANTOWN : Yes . 

NORTHEAST: We a r e no t aware of any p lan t o phase ou t the 
d i sco unt for less than equal access. I 



I 
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QU 1 NCY : ':les . 

SOUTHLAND: The discount f or non-premium access should bd 
re ained and be applicable until feature r.r')up D is resH:!en~. 
and ~perat.: i ·;~ . 7he phase out proces:; should be arr.ended - <... ~~ 
end o tfi ce-l;r ·~nd o rtice mecr.anism li 11.e ::ha : wh1ch is 1n ?l.:;ce 
at '"he ted·~rn l !e·:~ l. 

ST. JOE: We 
d i · c:>i:irl f o r 

ue u naware o f an exi.s ing plan ':o phase ou ':h~ 
~ess than eoual acc~ss . As ::.he LECs sloHly but 

surely move o o al equal acct~ss . he disco unt is 
au:ol"'d ical'y eli min"' .~d . 

V!STA-UHTED : As the LEC ' s mo·.e '";t'llard : o~;, l eqt:ai access , -he 
discount is 3~ o~a 1cally eliminated. 

ATT-C: ' !" . 7ht: discount was imp ewented as l transttional 
mechanism o accommodate particular IXCs unttl " Equal Access" 
became available. By year end 1989 some 94% of the ltnes i n 
fl o rida will ha·1e been converted to equal access with nearly 
96\ cap~ble. 

It is AT&T's posi ti o n that the di s c ount h as now 
outlas ed any usefu 1 ness it may have had and that perpetuati o n 
o f the discount can o nly slow the process of convrsrting the 
remaining lines. (Guedel) 

ITI: No posit ion a t Lhis time . 

MCI : MCI seeks no c ompe 11 i ng reaso n to change the cur ren t 
policy. However, MCl would not object to a mo d 1f ication t hat 
would eliminate the discount for Feature Group B and D access 
in an EAEA once 9S\ of the access lines i n the EAEA had been 
converted to equal access. In EAEAs that are not largely 
converted , a discount is still appropriate to reflect the 
deficiencies of feature Group A a'ld B access , and to avoid 
stifli ng the limited fo r m of c ompetition t h at such arrangements 
can provide. ( Wood) 

NTS: No position provided. 

TELUS: The p hase-out should be continued . The current s y stem 
provides the prope r incentives for bot h the LECs to convert t o 
and the IXCs t o utilize equal access. Thi s transiti o n is a 
rea 1 incentive f o r the LECs to expedite conversi o n to equa 1 
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Jccess , since gross access charge P"''enues will Jutomat1cally 
1ncre'\se as he EAEA i:" c0nver ed. On the o hPr hor1J, s1nce 
the discount is phas•d ou irrespective ot.' he IXCs ' use or 
equ ~ 1 access , ~e e·:entua l equa 11 za t 10n o f r .~ tes eli!'" ina es any 
econonnc incen :·1es for ':he fXC '" O ake tne lower '1ll3 1 i'"y 
'1CCCSS for:ns . 

SPRINT : US Sprint beli~ves thclt rh• •'xistin<.J tormulJ should De 
reta1ned without; chan')e. The d1 ,c un fo r less than equal 
access continues o be approprid'""' tc ~·et!•;c': the inferior 
access arranqer-ents pro•lirled in non-eq·ral .1ccess 1nd offices . 
(Sievers) 

FTXCA: Tbe Commission shou~d ... odify £:s 
reCiect access conditions in each indi·;idual 
should receive discounred dCC~ss ptires 
enrt-offices having unequal access . (Gillan) 

OPC : No posit1on at this time. 

. ~c unt policy ': c 
~nd-off1ce. rxcs 

n!y • :1 

STAFF: The current policy is that transitional rates are 
elimina ed wtthin an EAEA, when all end offic ers within hat 
EAEA have been conver ed t o equal access. This policy should 
be changed such--ha transilional rates are eliminated within 
an EAEA when all end officers with in t h at EAEA become equal 
access capablg. 

ISSUE 9 : Shou ld the LSl and LS2 access differential be 
r el~ined? 

POSITION OF PARTIES : 

CENTEL : The diffe rential for LSl and LS2 el emenl s f o r FGA and 
FGB vs. FGC and FGD access provides a discounted rate s tructure 
for in f erior access . A d iscoun ted structure is onl y 
appropriate in less t han fully c or.verted equal access area s . 
Centel, ho wevef. has been 100\ equal access since December 1988 . 

GTEFL : GTEFL supports the eliminatio n of the differential 
because most IXCs termi nate the vas t majority to t heir traffic 
usi ng Fea tu re Group B facilities even though they utilize 
Feature Group D service for o riginati ng traffic. Since the 
same facilities are used whether the rxc o r de r s Feature Gr oup a 
o r Feature Group D, GTEFL cannot s upport t he cu r rent price 

I 

I 

I 
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d1tferenti.al, especially since :he Company •..Jants to encourage 
IXCs o util1ze Feature Group D. GTEFL recomf'!ends the 
elimi.natton of the LSl discount when an EAEA becomes 100\ equal 
1ccess. 

To avoid c~stl y -odificatt,ns : o h~ billing system, 
GTEFL would propose hat he LS: rate ele~ent no be modtFi~d . 
However, the LSl rate would be cha nged to be he same as the 
LS2 rate. 

SO BELL : Jo. The LSl ar.d LS2 access c hat ge differential 
~hould not be re~ained in t hose EAEAs that are capable o f 
providing equa~ access. It should be noted ~ha all o f 
Sout hern BLll's end otfices provide equal access . 

UNITED : The LSl and LS2 rate differentldl should be reta1ned 
o nly until 100\ equdl access is achieved in each EAEA. Once an 
EAEA has been totally converted to equal access . the 
differential lS no longer warranted. 

i'\LLTEL: No. 

FLORAJ.A: No. Technically there is no difference in LSl and 
LS2; therefore , the use of two rates should be •"liminated . as 
wa s done in the Interstate arena (NFCA Tariff) . 

GULF: No. Technically there is no difference in LSl and LS 2 ; 
t herefore , the use of two ra t es should be e 1 imina ted , as was 
do ne i n the Interstate arena (NECA Tariff). 

I NDIANTOWN: No. 

NORTHEAST: There is no technical difference 1n LSl and LS2 
access c harge rate elements . LS2 is the rate element for 
premium local switching service, and LSl is the rate element 
Eo r non-premi um, discounted loca 1 s witching service. The use 
of two rates should be eliminated , as i n t he interstate arena. 
For ease of administration and und~ rstanding, there should be a 
LS rate with a discount of t he LS rate for non-premium . 

QUINCY : No , the LS2 access rate should be 
replaced with the LSl rate. Techn1cally, 
difference between LSl and LS2. 

abolished 
there 1s 

and 
no 
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SOU'!'HLA:JQ: Y s. 

ST. JOE : No. Technically t!'lere ! S no ditference in LSl and 
LS2; thP.rer o ro, he Jse o f .. wo ra es s hou ld be el '1"ina ed, ls 
tas done 1n the I!'lters a ~ arena ( IEC,\ Tan if). 

VlSTA-UNlTED: No . 

ATT-C : No. r t is AT&T· s pos 1 t 1on that 3ccess charges s h u ld 
be cost- based. Proper pr1cing o t th•?"'e cl~r1e• Ls ~tou!d rcqt.1re 
the LECs to determine he cost o f pro v 'idi nq " l1ne side " access 
s:rn:~hing ar.d ~::run~ sid~" access sw1 tching . If the dif"eu:.nce 
tn cost 1s insiQnifican · ne!'l the rates fot LSl and :..s; .ihculd 
be he sarre. It .. h,~ cos s are sig n ificantly difi'.,.tent-. :hen 
diECeren rttes ~·Jould be appropriate . LSl would reelect t he 
" line s1de" costs applicable to Fea ure Gt oup A and LS~ would 
reflect the " run.< s1d1~ " costs appl icaule ::o Fea ure Groups B, 
C and D. {Guede!} 

ITI: No posit1on at this ime . 

MCI: Access charge differenlials should be based on 
the extent the LSliLS2 differential is cost bJsed, i 
retained. To the ex ent it is not cost based. 1 
phased-out. (Wood) 

NTS: No positio n provided. 

cost . To 
s hould be 

should be 

TELUS: The current differential should be retained. Since 
there is a qualitattve difference between Feature Groups A and 
B access versus Feature Groups C and D, it is only sound 
economic pricing for the LSl element to be charged at a level 
that reflects the technically infeoor form of access 
pro vided. Th1s differential also helps to o ffset the increased 
customer difficulty of dialing up to 30 digits to complete a 
call using Feature Groups A and B. 

SPRINT: The differential should be reta ined and phased out 
consistent with the schedule established at the federal level. 
See 47 C.F.R. Sec. 69.205 . {Sievers) 

FIXCA: Yes. The Commission s hould mov e toward a single rate 
element f o r local switchi ng by July l, 1993 , by reducing LS 2 
while increasing LSl. {Gillan) 

I 
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OPC : No position at t!us t: me . 

§TAFF: The current po .. icy ts ha LSl is c narged for Feature 
Groups A and B (i.e., less .. han eouRl ccess) . This policy 
s.1otllll be cnang ·d :~ el~·:nna ~" e :..s1 r:1tes ''ll trelv . Th1s change 
in policy shot:ld be :1~de 1nde;JPnc.ien::.ly u om any ecisi.o n mad\! 
with respcc o issu~ S. 

ISSUE 10: Should the current ''bypas s·· restrict1on be con !nued 
o r ellminat ion? 

POSITION OF PARTfES: 

CENTEL : The current " bypass" restric~ion should be continu~d . 

GTEFL: The curren b ypa ss re~trtctlon h u!d b~ c~n 1n~ed 
while the TMA remains in effec . \>Jithout a level pl,,ying :·eld 
from the s andpo in o f pnc1ng Cle:db1l:cy and ser· .. ice 
;Jrrangemenls, GTEFL 1s at 1 dt st inc and con 1 '•"raole 
disadvantage U l the provision O t service on a con Pf't i l'le 
basis. In additio n, the Company 1s expertcnct ng t he 
int roduc ion of "al erna ive access vendo rs" (AAVs) who are in 
the process of providing bypass fac1lities on a la rge scope . 
The Commi ss i.on should no adjust the bypass rest ric i o n in any 
method unti 1 this new breed of carr1er is closely examined and 
the applicable ground rules are determined. 

SO BELL : The current "bypass" restriction should be 
continued . In Order No. 12765, issued December 9. 1983, the 
Commission ordered tha IXCs could no construct facilities to 
bypass t he LECs unless it was d monstrated tha the LECs could 
not offer the facilit1es al a competitive price and in a timely 
manner . As long as the LECs continue to offer facilities in a 
time l y fashion at a competilive price, the restriction should 
not be e l iminated. 

The "bypa~s" restriction is one of this Commission ' s 
efforts to prevent IXCs from construcltng their own facilities 
to totall y avoid the use of the facilities of the LFCs for 
carry i ng their traffic. This restriction was first ordered 1n 
December, 1983 (Order No. 12765) and restated in Order No . 
13934 issued on December 21 , 1984 and in t he EAEA Orders No. 
13750 and 13912 issued in October, 1984 and December, 1984 
respectively. Nothing has changed which would ju~ti(y the 
Commi ssion altering its current position. 
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UNITED: The current bypass restrlctton is app ropriate and 
s hould be retained. 

ALl, TEL: It should be conttnued. 

FLORALA : St. Joseph Telephone nnd Telegraph Company , The 
Florafa Telepho ne Company, nc . . and Gull Teleohone Corrpany 
support the present bypass res ric 1on pol1c1es estJbl i shed by 
the Commission . Because of he Cac tha we provtde se rv ice to 
primarily low ·.tolume, low dens1 y rural areas bypass has not 
been a problem. 

GULF: St . Joseoh Telephone lnd 7el•:?gDph Company, n .e F! o rala 
Telephone C.>mpany, r nc . , and Gu 1 C Telephone Company suppo r .. he 
presen t bypass restric ion poltcies established by ~he 

Cor1miss i o n. B"'c1use o i the tact that Wt:! provtde sc tv 1ce o 
pnmarily low volume, l0\-1 denstt y rural areas bypass has n 
been a problem. 

INDIANTO~: Continued. 

NORTHEAST : Yes. 

QUINCY: The current bypass reslriction s hould be continued. 

SOUTHLAND : The restriction should be eliminated. 

ST. JOE: St . Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company , The 
Florala Telephone Company, I nc . , and Gulf Telephone Comp<ny 
support the present bypass restriction policies established by 
t he Commission. Because of the fact that we provide service t o 
pr imarily low volume, low densi y ru r al areas bypass has not 
been a problem . 

VISTA-UNITED : Conlinued. 

ATT-C: The current bypass restriction s hould be eliminated. 
Elimination o f the bypass restric ' 10n would permit end users 
more flexibility tn designing their telecommunicattons 
networ ks. It would allow them i ncreased opportunity in 
acquiring the specific types of service , quality and price that 
they desire . 

I 
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Elimina ton of "-he restriction : ... o,lld also encourage 
'"he LEC.; o oe more cespo n: . .t•n• 1n mee~1ng cust~!"er •v•~.;ds ~.Jith 

tcgara o access arrange~en s . (Proctor , Guedel , ~ayo) 

t7I : Ho position at this tirne . 

:-1cr: The rescric ion should be eliminat~d. Byp;ss :l<JS :10 

proven to be the great t ht eac Lhdt it '"'as petc~~·;ed :> oe in 
1Q84 when the bypass restrict1on was firs enac - PJ . The 
current restriction creates unnecessary ad~t~lnt s-ta 1·.~ hutcJles 

hat dtscourage alternative access arrangemen ts 1:1 cases '"'here 
c::uc h a rrangements are m"'re economical than LEC-p~ ·:i. .. ed 3ccess 
o r are necessa ry to n"Cet a c ustomer ' s piJr icu!.r ~ea·.ndJI!C:! o r 
qualtt y n eds . {Wood , Cornell) 

~ITS: No pos1 i o n provided. 

TELUS: The bypass prohibition s ho uld be el!m:ndte~. ;etus 
does not bel1eve thts policy ha s proven effcc i·,re u. je':et < i ng 
uneconomtc bypass for several reasons . First, th~t~ is no 
e qui volen FCC policy, and, in ou r understandi ng, tf • he cc•:>ss 
facillty 1s "cont.amtnar-ed " with i nterstate ttafftc the : ~nclJ 

rP.str i ctio n is preempted and does not apply. Seco nd, end users 
are permitted lo own heir access fac1lit ies to reach he 
IXCs . Third, as a practical matter , the policy has clearly had 
a retarding effect o n competitive and techno l og1cal growth in 
this area of the business. Fourth, the procedures required by 
t he current e xemption proces::. make obtaining a waiver costly 
and untimely , despite the Commission's attempts to streamline 
the process . Finally, so long as the LECs ha•.e contract 
authority , hey will be able to continue competitive 
coun ter-by pass offerings . In he final analysis, the policy 
o n l y imposes cumbersome roadblocks to mee ting customer needs. 
By allowing the marketplace to work, the Commission can 
effectively deal with the facilities bypass issue. 

SPRINT: The current facilities bypass resttiction should be 
eliminated. Because the rest r ictlon does not apply to bypas s 
facilities constructed o r owned by end users, it canno t 
affectively deter fac i li ies bypass. Moreover, because bypas s 
facilities used f o r interstate traffic ca nno t be prevented by 
the Commission, the restriction is largely unenforceable. The 
economic incentives Cor bypass can be reduced by lowering 
s witched and special access rates. 
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FfXCA: Yes. The bypass les rtc 

LEC revenues irM'ed1ate1y arter divt • 1 

measure to prn•1ent uneconomic bypn•. 
I" • • 
~ o r compe:: 1 1on . However, exper 1 

restriction is unnecessary. Firs . 

..,e::·,es · o limit compe,.lti n .n :.h• 

Co:r.:ni ss ic n has cone lude' th 'l 

LEC costs , and thete is 

ccmpe ition when th LECs' servlCf' 

Consequently, there is no ev tdenct 

problem exi'i s . The by pass 

LEC-provicJed special access from 

reason to do so . (Nal l) 

OPC: The cur ren Mbypass"" restnc ion 

he orri o rtP~ served ~y he 

companies : S u hecn Bell Telephone 

Florida, rn~.-., Uni ed Telephone Cornp 

STAFF: No positi o n a this t i rn~ . 

!§SUE Lh : Should he Commissi o n 
Orde r No . 12765 t o 
charges ins ead o f PBX 

POSITION_QLPARTIES: 

CENTEL: Yes. 

in 

i t , dt C l ~1 0 11 lrl 

1 ~> J'f'A I CC I'fi S 

GTEFL: Yes. GTEFL does not have ny t l fl l I I r n who t 1 :I t I I A1'hT 

WATS in its service ter r itory and thtus, no " St llf•r b lltl bl 1ng 

charged PBX trunk rates instead o f 1·· tlUt Choup A CC"'I'SS 

charges . Therefore, there will be no r<vtnut Imp cl o OTJ-;J L . 

The Commission's decision not to chlltC'J ' I·' Croup A AC'("t> 5!'l 

charges to rescllers was based on lh ht 11 xl tin CHf' o n lht 

WATS rate and the resulting impact on r 111 111 r s . Slncn Ill cap 

has been removed , the commiss 1 on r~houlcJ now lmplt m n i s 

decision. 

SO BELL: Yes . As stated by the Comm 

issued December 9 , 1983, the use madtl 

origi nating calls to a rese ller 1s ht 

ca 1 ls to any rxc with 1 i ne-s ide conrwcl: I o n 

ll 0 r d • t Nr> • J l I 1, ~ , 
IOC tl 111 WO I k t o e 

ht u:H Cor 
; 1111 CCI'.>.> 

I 

I 
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c harges assessed 
Southern Bell con 

to IXCs s hould 
inues to concur in 

be assessed to 
ha': dec1si on. 

reselle r s . 

UNITED: Yes . The ~pplication o f FGA 1ccess charges 1 s 
;cc~.-ss usace Jpntoprlate t o compensa e for ~he acdi~io r.J! 

created by :he u i1ization o r line side :runks . 

ALLTEL: Yes . 

FLORALA: Yes. As sta ~~d in 
under (B.) Resellers, use made 
calls ~" o a reseller 1s the sa~e 
wtth line s1de connec~1 ons. 

FPSC Order .lo . 12765 , page 18, 
o f local necwork fo r o ng1nating 
"'S .. he use Eo ... calls '" c any IXC 

GULF : Yes . As sated !n FPSC Or1er No . 
~ Resellers , u:c made o f local ne~":JO tl( 
to a reseller 1s he sa:ne as ':he .. se f .::>r 
line side connec ions . 

[NDIANTOWN: Yes. 

NORTHEAST : Yes . 

• 2765 , page 18 , under 
~or orioinactng calls 
cal l f to any rxc ·,ti~h 

QUINCY : Quincy Telephone Company curren l y charges FG A access 
charges to resellers . 

SOUTHLAND: No position. 

ST. JOE: Yes . As sta ed in FPSC Order No. 12765 , page l u , 
under {B.) Resellers , use made of l ocal netwo rk f o r otiginating 
calls to a rese ller is the s ame as the use for calls to any IXC 
with line side connections . 

VISTA-UNITED: Yes. 

ATT-C : Yes. Resellers should pay access charges to t he same 
extent and at the same rates, terms and conditi o ns as other 
IXCs because resellers are IXCs and as I XCs , they impose like 
costs on the local exchange for the access they require. 
(Guedel) 

ITI: No position at this time . 

l4CI: No position. 
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NTS: No position provided . 

TELUS: Full Fea ure Group ~ access charges should not be 
assessed to ~JATS resell~rs . Telus. lS •o~tth O'"her resel lers. 
pa y s access cnarqP.s tod dy. Only " ::wre " Lescl~ers " ;w o td " 
access charges. ~r.d o ':'elus' kno·.·Lt'dae ':nere ~reno ;:.ucn 
" pure " resellers in busincs.; in Fl o nda od.:, y . Fo r " 1\i xed " 
resellers, like Telus , tne o nly re:evan t. tssues ts he ~·IATS 
prorate credit that prevents double charging o t access charges 
on res o ld WATS, wh1ch already has access buil i n o its rates . 
No thing has changed t o alter the val i dity ot this prorate 
credi for reso ld WATS usej in conjunc:i o n WLth FeatJre Group A 
access , and Lhe policy should cJntinue. 

SPRINT: US Sptin takes no positton on hi s 1ssue. 

FIXCA : No position . 

OPC: No posit i on at this time . 

STAFF : The Commissio n should now ful l y implement 1ts decis ion 
1n Order No. 12765 to charge Feature Group A access charges to 
rese llers . 

ISSUE 12: Should the Commission now i mplement its dec isio n in 
Order No . 15481 t o implement time o f day discounts 
to LEC terminating access charges in those EAEA's 
fully (all end offices wi t hin the EAEA) c onve rted to 
equal access? 

POSITION OF PARTIES: 

CENTEL: No. The technologi c al constrain s in determining the 
jurisdiction of termtnating traffic prohibits an equitable 
method of applying TOO discounts to terminating traffic. 

GTEFL: GTEFL plans to implement time of day discounts of 
Feature Group D terminating traffic effective January 1 , 1990. 
These time of day discounts will allow GTEFL the o ppo r uni ty to 
match its price s ructure to that of our largest customers -
the IXCs. Time of day disco unts present the opportunity of 
network usage stimulation in nonpeak periods if the discount is 

I 

I 

passed through to the t he end users . Fu c he rmo re, time of day 
discounts can have the effect of de l e ading certain c.ustomer I 
sets of arbi Lrary subsidy burdens. 



I 

I 

I 
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SO BEL~: 
discoun s 
!.ncent 1 '! 

Y~s. but: n FGD 
o n fGD r:>nly, 

tJ -ove ~o eq 1a! 

nly . 
rxc.s 

By imple~entating ~1me o ( day 
1nd resellers will have the 

.,ccess service . 

UliTED: 'lo. Jni:ed does net sec cs ny significan • bene:i::s irc::1 
t he a lrlica ti n oc '"lme o :: day rliscoun·., on tcr;illi,.::.g lccess 
chatge, :r dc:H~1ona! ~ur~ o t :.Jay discoun s He rt~e:re<j 
.lppc vpna e, \Jnaed proposes ::.hat they l:l11 of =ereu on 
o rigniattng access charges. 

ALLTEL: This is a policy dec1sion for the Commission t:o make. 
'tJe do however. f~el lhat ·..te should advise he Corr.miss1on tha~ 
e•;en hough an end "> r f ice nay be prov id 1 ng equa. ncccss ::or 11 ~ 
o tiginntir., '-t at:f~c. may s~"ill depend upon the to!l - r:de:--
o tflce to pr ·lide i ;.~it-h the ~-erminating records needed for 
access usage. cnrner iden 1Eicatin n and ti:ne of day recor·s. 
:'his detail cannot be pto•lided at. the end ofEtce h .. ca!.i ~ 
unless each carrie r has dedicated trunk groups terminating at 
that location . We can do ·his but it is not as cost effic~~no: 
as the present combined trunk group arrangement . In th:s 
i 'lstance, iL would appear Lhat we arc going to have Lo spend 
more to enable us to charge less for te rminattng access . 

FLORALA. Neither s-. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company, 
The Flo rala Telephone Company , Inc. or Gulf Telephone Compony 
has converted Lo equal access . 

GULF: Neither St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Compan y , The 
F l orala Telepho ne Company, Inc. or Gulf Tele phone Company has 
converted to equal access. 

I NDIANTOviN: No . 

NORTHEAST : No. The selection of the time o f day is de t ermi ned 
by the originator of the call . 

QUINCY: Quincy Telepho ne Company currently doe s not have a way 
to measure terminating traffic, T/0 r atio ' s are utilized . 

SOUTHLAND: No posit t o n. 

ST. JOE : Nei t her St. Joseph Telephone and Telegraph Company, 
The Flo rala Telephone Company, Inc. o r Gulf Te lepho ne Compan y 
h as converted to equal access . 
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VISTA-UNITED : No . 

ATT- C: No . 
support the 
chilrges. 

Thet.:e ts no sucr~ctenc 
imple1"'encation of t.:.M~ ') ( 

cost justific3tion to 
JJy diSC:)Un':S On 1CCI2SS 

firs, .ITS access cha es (: . e. CCLC) )re J,•S. Jil,J 
to recoveL costs wh1cn aro: ny oe:.lnttL.)n inuepcndl!nt ~ t .:s..sJt'.! 
patter ns . 

Second , applica ion <'l ime o f da y disc, un s to 
raffic sensittve ccess chilrqe~ <:"ould co·rrltc1te :Ht!.·'r 

!'HlCtng 1nd could no ·•t.:fec~i':ely "ltlqnte LEC cos .s so 1 no )S 
he ~ECs conti nue ':o tric~ ':h~ 113)ori-:y oi '"!:eir s •.li · - 1~ec 

mtnutes of use o n a ila ra e, unlimited usage basis . (Gu~del) 

ITI : lo position at this ti~e . 

I 

HCI: Time of day discounts should be a ppliea to any building 

1 blocks (e.g. local switching) whose properly defined costs are 
shown to vary based on time of day. This wou l d resu lt in 
consistent c ha rges for these butlding blocks regardless of 
whether they were used to provide switched access to IXCs, were 
used by LECs as pa rt o f their own tariffed toll offer ings, o r 
were used to provide local service . The impl ementation of time 
o f day discounts on terminating access charges should therefore 
be held in abeyance f or the mi nimum amount of time required for 
the LEC ' s to perform the cost studies to suppo rt building block 
pricing and for the Commission to determine whether time of ddy 
discounts a r e cost justified for one o r more building block 
elements. (Wood ) 

NTS: NTS believes that not only 
implement Order No . 15481 but should 
discounts for all LEC access charges. 

should the Commission 
implement time of d ay 

TELUS : Time of day (TOO) discounts should be implemented for 
terminating access. For consumers, and the l ong distance rates 
they pay, TOO prtcing is mosl important. Decades of TOO 
pt ici ng for long di stance services have buill for consumers a 
great sensitivity t o TOO discounts so that such pricing is 
expected and affects calling patterns. Intense competition for 
business and res idence customers is forcing day rates ever 
lower, and thus closer t o cost. This leaves litlle margin for 
averaging the be low cost evening and n; ght/weekend ra es with I 



I 

I 

I 
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the day rates :n order :> co·:er o·:erall costs . In addition :o 
the c.ustomer :mpac .. , TOO prici~g 1lso ser·:es tundamental 
network •"tficiency goals OL ~reat ben~fit to -:,1! rr.tcpayers . 
TOD prict nq for i~terconnection ser~es ~s an 1ncen i~c to sh1f~ 
traffic r f-= i)e~k 3r.d cecuce !12::tOrl'. in>.'t:S::~ent . ,.;ccordt n!1ly, 
th1s c an substan u:lly r~d,:ce ·•••t1l: n~:.·:otk cos::.. 11: 
users ) t 1 '1e •.tork. 7t..: basts :. r ~s · ablishinq he l:scoun· 
periods shou1J relate :o ':!'lt:: ·: cerlytny TOD distt .t...ut! n c 
traffic on he local networks. Traffic distribu 1on data 
submit ed in o her Co~~ission dockets general!y appears : o 
support a hree-':ier breakout so ..... e•.Nhat compara ble '::o the day. 
eventng , 3nd r:ioht/·o~et?~cnd p • rt ds no\o~ 'J i lized. tnouoh :nore 
spec1f1c da a from '"he LECs :nay enaole a bet:..er sttuc:. rrir~g f 
such p.>ttods . 

SPRI~T: US Sprint akes no posi ion ; n ~-his issue . 

FIXCA: No. Revenue reduct ions that '..JOU ld be caused by 
applying the TOD discounts to term:na ing access should firs~" 

be di .. ecled at lowering the BHHOC charge. TOD discouncs .,h.)uld 
also apply to termina ing FGB access un il he LSl/LS2 rae 
disparily has been imple::-ented and r xcs have migrat~d s~rvices 
to FGD . (G illan) 

OPC : Yes . Implementation of time of clay discounls for LEC 
terminaLing access charges will provide an incenLive to 
interexchange carriers to offer more varied, and perhaps 
greater, discounts f or off-peak calling. This greater choice 
will benefit consumers who wish to minimize their toll rates by 
making calls during off-peak peri ods. 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

ISSUE 13: What tariff filings , rule amendments, 
and other procedures are appropriate 
the decisions reached in this docket? 

POSITION OF PARTIES: 

time frames , 
to implement 

CENTEL : If the status quo is maintained, there are no Lariff 
filings, rule amendmenLs , time frames, o r other procedures 
required to implement the decisions reached . If, however, TMAs 
are abolished , the Commission s hould allow a conversio n per1 od 
of not less than twenty-four months to provide for generic 
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software redesign and o accompllsh tntraEAEA presubscrip ton 
balloting . A Jecision o requHe TOO discounts for origtnati.tg 
o r terr tnating intraE EA access would present pat•;icular 
difficul ies . Technological cons rJtn s in determtning t-he 
jurisdiction f ~erm na 1ng :ra·~1c prohibirs an ~qu!table 
m~thod of applytng TOO discour. s ~o L~tm1naL1ng trJft~~-

GTEFL : Based o n GTEFL's position in this dvc.<et., the 
Commission must address the intraEAEA compensatton marter, oll 
pricing flexibility 1nd he issue of whe her LEC "oll ra es 
must cover access charges in all ins ances. These pro ble""S 
should be addressed by r-he r "'mission in a :i:-:eli· "' n!~tH .:;o 
that he LECs can gain ~.!xper1ence before ::he T·1A is ellm:.na ed . 

SO BEIL: The tariff filings, 
o ther procedures that will 
dectsions made in this docket 
in this docket. 

rule 
be 

'..li! l 

amendments, time frames and 
requirEd to tmplement ~he 
U.epencl on the orders issued 

I 

UNITED: Un1ted canno identify specific tariff , rule or I 
procedure changes, or appropria e im~ Crarrec:; for implementing 
such cha nges until he specific ch nges ate known. 

ALLTEL : We identified wha we think are he maJ r problems in 
our respo n se to issue nos . 1, 2 , 3 and 12 . I f we were ordered 
to eliminate some or all of the TMA/E,EAs, we thi nk i will 
take approximately 18 mon ths to two year s to implemert. 

FLORALA: No position. 

GULP: No pos i ion. 

INDIANTOWN: 

NORTHEAST : 
implemented 
Tt1A · s. The 
toll rates. 

No position. 

A new to ll private line tariff needs to be 
if it is t he decisio n o f the Commission t o leave 
elimination o f TMA's would require route by route 

QUINCY : If the Commiss1on decides to retain Tt1As no changes 
would be needed . In the event Tt1As would be abolished , LECs 
would need to file an intraLATA access ta riff. this would ta~e 
a minimum o f 6 months . 

I 
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SOU7HLAUD: .n traEAEA compensa 1 n, the bypass pro:ubi'"lOns, 
and ~he LEC oll transm1sS10n ~onopoltes C3n be ~!trr.ina ed 
i~mediately. Imple~~n ation of end uset se.ec·.Q~ o : pr~t~rred 

'' i+ " and " 0 .... intraLATA carriers should or?C"'"'d ·:.c r n ::irne 
~t;rr.e estao!ished by th~ Commission. 

~ ._._ OE : Ho position . 

1/ISTA-U I ITED : No position . 

ATT-C: t.-lhile it is difficul to se fort!'l spt!cific 
i:"lpP en.:a::ion guidelines, AT&':' believes t.ha "'""isston 
.::e er:::ines h<t~" the toll monopoly areas ace no ir. che 
ptolic in erest .,nd shou . d be abolished, impler:-en-. -- 11 OL this 
jecision snould be i~rediate. 

Tariff tevtsions, 
should be f1led as otdered 
dccordingly. (Proc or) 

rTr : No position a his i me . 

r tle 
by the 

changes, anri procedu 1 es 
Commission and approved 

MCI: The appropriHe time frames , rule arendments and 
procedures obviously dep~nd o n the specif1c decisi:>ns resched 
in lhis dockel. MCI believes that he TTMA s and the bypcsss 
reslricti o n s hould be eliminated effec ive Janua r y l, 1990 (a 
least in the Southern Bell, General, United and Cenlel 
ter rito ries whe re mosl end offices have been converted Lo equal 
access or are o n a de finite time t able f or convers1on) and that 
necessa ry tariff changes to eliminale inLraEAEA c ompensa 1on 
should become ef fective on that same date. If deemed neces ~a ry 

by the Commission, elimination of TTMAs in the sma ller LEC 
serv ice terotories could be delay ed unt il the p articula r EAEA 
was largely (e.g. 90\} converted t o oqua 1 access or unt i 1 an 
IXC had made bona fide requests for such conversions . The 
Commissi o n should establish a s hort timelable f o r the LECs to 
perform and submil t he cost studies necessary t o suppo rt 
bu1lding bl ock pri c ing, and should impl ement that pric1ng no 
later than January 1 , 1991. The Commiss1on should establish a 
defintte imelable ~hat calls for the LECs to implewenL 1+ and 
0+ presubscript1o n no late L than January L 199 1 . Conforming 
amendments ma y be required to some Commission rul es (e. g. rules 
relati ng to cost suppor t for LEC ariff filings and ru les 
relating to lho bypa ss or TT~~ restrictions} . (Wood) 
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HTS: lo position prov1ded. 

rELUS: Mr. Klugman's Dicect Tes rnimony at pages 34 to 37 
provides ex ensive recommenda ions on the required ac 10ns that 
nll need to be undertaken o i:rplerr:ent any dec1sion~ re.,ched 
tn hi3 docke 

The Commissi1n should estJblish a well-dertned 
for elim1nat1on of the THAs a nd ~"he 1n1tiation o f 
cornpetttion. The LECs should be put o n l"Ot'lce ha 

necessary steps to prepare for competi ion nus be 
comple~"ed ~ith1n h1s ime fr1me. (Sievers, Key) 

fiXCA : The Coi"'Ul\i ssion should aboli 1. THAs and EAEAs. The 
Comm1 ss 10n should rea f f i em the use o r Jccess charges to recover 
contribut1on for local service. The Comrni"'sl r. should ocdtH 
:-.ransfer of con rol over 1+ dialing from the ~ECs ~ o 

subscribers. 

I 

To accomplish transfer of con trol of 1• dai ling, all I 
lhe LECs should ~e required to file es ima es of neces sat y cos 

nd design changes by December 31, 1990 . A ta!ik t o rce .• h uld 
be formed to ;tddress the techn ica l cequ1remen ts of dialing 
pa tern reform . All he LEC s should be requiCed t:o fil e a 
schedule for i n tcaLATA pcesubscriptio n. The schedules s hou ld 
implement this capabil1t y f o r SO\ o r the carrier's access lines 
by December 30, 1991, f oe 75\ by June 3 0, 1992, and t he 
rer:lai nde r of the lines by December 31, 199 2. ( Gi llan) 

OPC: The Citizens have no ne to iden t ify at thts time . 

STAFF: No position at this time . 

TSSUU 4: Shou ld the rxcs be required t o pay compe'lsa t ion o n 
all intraEAEA traffic carried over othe r than 
authorized LEC faciliti es as l o ng as TMAs rema i n? 

POSITION OF PARTIES; 

CENTEL: 'fe!.. 

GTEFL : Yes. Compensation should be required whe n IXCs rese 11 
any facilit1es other than LEC MTS or WATS serv1ces. See 
response to Issue 2. I 
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so BELL: So long as ;:ne r:1As -re c nt.~:tued. ::.he :xes should be 
required to pav comoensa t e n o n al! .n':t(jEAEA nnnc c;;rried 
over ot!ter !t.an au::honz ·~c !.EC t.ac11lr1es. This •.:ould !ncludt.! 
rxc carrtag~ o f in .. r EAEA : :.:l:.:~ c on r xc ::ac~~i ies 35 ·..-~~11 ilS 

rLsale o f 1r.y :..Ec - ·l:·nc•~ no• , ~uortz•!c.i -.or re:Dl~ , i :tc. •: Ji nC1 
,,ccess . r:: he ':'hAs "'"ru b u ·h·~ cc-npe:.sa ion 
require:nt:!n :~t:le t o co:·nle e ·.li:r. 
vir':uol t =npunir..y 1n· raEr.E . .; ..:ol's o thet than autt.otl~cd :..F.c 
faci lit1es in con ravent:::. o n )t • he Com:nission ' s pollcy. I f the 
THAs :tnd he compensat!O r~ requi rement are continued, speci.f~c 
provision should be made to allow the LECs o receive ccp i es o i 
al! compensation reports :ile by 1 he IXCs . 

UliTED: ::1 Orde! :Jo. 13750. 
820537 -TP, he F !or ida Puolic 
10 and 11 th 

lssued October 5 , l'HI.i. in Docket 
St.!rvice Commission s:ared 3~ page 

Generally, resellers and IXCs may co~pe e '" i h 
LECs fot the provi sion of c0ll service Lo 
cus omers within the EAEA onl y through the use 
o f LEC-prov ided WATS and 1TS. HoweYe t, an 
exc ption wtll be granted if an !XC d c~ not 
h ave facilities with technology in plac~ for 
screen ing a nd blocking unalho ri zed calls. ln 
such a case ·h e IXC may cacry tcaffic wer ils 
o wn facilities and pay he e:dsitng :01TS rates 
to the LEC. 

Pursuant o his language, any intraEAEA traffic ne t 
carried over LEC HTS o r WATS facil it ies is unathorized, a 1d 
compensat i o n should be pa1d by the IXC carrying such ~raffic to 
the LEC at t~e LEC's MTS rates . United sees no reaso n to 
change this decisio n by the FPSC whi 1~ the TMAs are sti 11 in 
existence. 

ALLTEL: No positio n at this time. 

FLORALA: No positio n at this t ime. 

GULF: No pOSl tlOn at thlS t1me. 

lo pos ition at this time. 

NORTHEAST: No positi o n al t h is time. 
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QUINCY: ~o posit i o n at hi> 1me. 

SCUTH AND: Inte tt''XC'ha nqe ca rrier s should no be sub)<?c o 
1ntraEAEt\ compensdti:>n a nd the tol l trasmission mo no pc- ly areas 
!ihnul i be elin-i:1a ed in h~: r • ntlfl! y. rn the even~ khlt Tt-\As 
c1 r e re J i ned. no co: .. pe:lsa 1on bov., access c'1a rges is 
appro p nate t r he •Jse :H :.EC t ;cill ies Cor tntraEAEA call 
compl~tton . 

ST. JOE : No position a~ ':.h.s ime. 

VISTA-IJ:IITE'): ~lo posit:ior. u .. !ns :::me . 

ATT-C: ilo. 

IT!: lo pos1t . n dt this time . 

C·1CI: The ans•.o~ec t o th1s questt o n depends ~hat deuni i o n is 
adopted for " au hotized LEC facilittes. " 

As noted in response to Issue l, the t oll 
transmtssion monopol y concept was in ended to limit competition 
for transmissi o n of toll calls within the EAEA and thereby 
avoid the duplication of LEC transmission facilities. Where an 
I XC has only one POP in an EAEA, the IXC cannot, by definition, 
transm1t toll calls. Il is lheteCore consistent with the toll 
transmission monopoly concept to treat LEC-provid d switched 
access and special access as "author i zed LEC facilities" thal 
can be used by IXCs to complete intraEAEA toll calls . 

If "autho nzed LEC facilitiesM are defined to 
include LEC-provided switched access and special access 
facilities, then compensable minutes would exist only in EAEA s 
in wh ich an IXC had two or more POPs, and might use its own 
transmission facilities in the handling o f an intraEAEA toli 
call. Given the incidental nature of such traffic, any 
compensation would be m1nimal and it would not bP 
cost-effcct1ve to requ 1re the paymf'n of compensation o n such 
calls. 

If "autho rized LEC facilities " are defined t o 
exc lude LEC-provided switched and special access facilities, 

I 

I 

then some compensation mighl be appropriate, provided that the 
compensation rules and policies are clarified or modified as I 
follows: 



I 

I 

I 

) ROER ~0. 

'"'~OCKET :10 . 
Page 75 

221.01 
58081:?-T? 

(1) The current formula cor de erm 1n:.ng the number 
of compensable swi ched access :n1nut:es is a reasonable proxy. 
However , ':he compensatton rate applied :.:o cornpensa c le switched 
access mtnutes should be revi sed t.o recogn:ze t-'1• -os:: s vings 
to the LEC; ha is. th~ rate should be bJsec :on~dt;u •_· .... n 
loss rather than revenue loss . 

( 2 ) No compensat1on she l::l ce requ1ted ::.ot (:alis 
that originate o ver LEC-provided specia l access £acilit1es . 
First , there are severe practical difE:.culties :.n ~easudng the 
number o f compensable special access :--tnu:es. or in special 
access cus omer is t yp icall y a high 'lo:u:rt:! c tS'" O"':"er t!~a ··:OU ld 
be using J !'..EC-provided ~vATS product, rather '"ha;l :..EC-rrovtded 
!'·'ITS, for its intraEAEA ca.ls . On a conttict ·.ion loss b::~s1s , 
compared t o LEC-pro·11ded '-'IATS . the LECs .;urfer no loss frorr 
intraEAEA traffic handled by I XCs hat -:> rq1na es o·1er special 
access facili ties . TherefJre the appr~prla e rate for any 
c ompensable minutes would be zero . 

NTS : No pos i i o r • . 

TELUS : No. 

SPR I NT : No . US Sprint believes tha the payment of 
compensa ion above access costs is i nappropriate and 
unnecessary. TntraEAEA compensation does not deter I XC 
i ntraEAEA traffic , because end users ma ke these c alls , not t he 
I XCs. A l so , it appea r s that the e x is t ence o f I XC int raEAEA 
t r aff ic h as not c aused LECs to be unable to mee t their 
unau t ho r i z ed rate o f r eturn . F i nally, IXCs h av ing on l y on e 
point o f p resenc e wi t h in an EAEA (including US Sprint) car r y 
i n traEAEA t raffi c a l mos t en t irely v i a LEC acc ess f aci li t i es . 
Therefo re , if TMAs are r et a i ned , the definition o f LEC services 
ava ilable f o r res a l e wi t hin EAEAs should be b roaden ed to 
inc l ude access serv ices . Th is would el imi na te t he compe ns a tion 
requ ireme n t wh ile ma i n tai n1ng the in t r aEAEA transmission 
compe t i t ion ban . 

FIXCA: No . The Conunission has p rPviou s ly e xempted cel l u l a r 
carr iers f r om comp ensa t ion fo r in t r aEAEA c al ls o v e r no n -LEC 
facili t i es becau se such calls did not con tribute to L EC 
revenues a t t he time TMAs were i nst itu t ed . S i milarl y , new I XC 
t raf f ic and serv ices int r oduced si nce the TMA po l icy was 
es tab l ished s hould be e xempled . 
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OPC : No position. 

STAFF: Yes. The IXCs should be required to pay c ompensatio n 
on all lntraEAEA traffic- carried over non-LEC facilit.ies as 
l o ng a s the '!'HAs remaln . 

VI. 

vii tness 

Varner 

Whitaker 

EXHIBIT LIST 

Preferring 
Party 

So Bell 

ITI 

Ext. No . 

AJV- l 

AJV-2 

SW-l 

SW-2 

SW-3 

SW-4 

SW-5 

Title 

Flo rida I ~ taLATA To ll 
C-.. nt ri but i o n Study Loss 
o f Contribu tio n 
(4i1lions) Summary 

Florida IntraLATA To ll 
Contribution Study Harket 
Shar~ Loss by Segment 

Resume of Stuart Whltake r 

Comparison , acL o s s 
mileage bands . be ·,~~~en 
interEAEA MTS service by 
ATT and inlraEAEA MTS 
service offered by 
Southern Bell for 4 
minute call 

MTS Ta riffs: Price for 
In itial Minute 

Southern Bell ' s 
1987 Embedded 
Analysis 

Florida 
Direct 

Southern Bell ' s Revenue, 
Cost a nd Co ntribution 
from Access 

I 

I 

I 
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Proternng 
\oJi tness _ Parll_ Exh. 

Whitaker ITI S'tl- 6 

s~~-7 

S~l-8 

S~l-9 

I SW-10 

SW-ll 

S\'l-12 

SW-13 

SW-14 

I 

No. Title 

Southern 
rvn ribut i on 
c ""pet1 l''e 
Ser·1ices 

Be 11 · s 
from 

Operato r 

Sou~hern Bell's 
Co n ribution from 
~onopoly Operator Services 

Co1.1pa ri son I') ( Compet1t1ve 
Operator Servtces and 
Monopoly Operator Servtces 

uesrion 
Southern 
Survey 

N . 
9e 11 · s 

Summa!y of states 
allow f ac i l i i es 
intraLATA 
contribution 

Analysis of 
r evenues per minute 

o: 
t-1arket 

which 
based 
toll 

ALL TEL 

Southern Bell's Mar ket 
Survey Resul ts (Questi ons 
5 and 7) 

Analysis o f responses t o 
Question 7 of Southern 
Bell ' s Ma r ket Survey 

Market Surve y Results : 
Number who require 
ce rtain di scoun ts among 
business and residen ial 
respondents 
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\.<li tness 

\.<lhi take , 

Cornell 

~2.:.01 
~sos1~-:-:-

Prote rr ing 
Part y 

I T! 

.. 

l'-1CI 

Klugman Tel us 

Exh . :1o . 

St-1- 15 

s·:l-15 

5~·1- i 7 

SW-18 

SW-19 

NWC-1 

NWC-2 

NK-1 

NK-2 

Title 

Mac ke· Su rvey Res u l s : 
PP.rccnt •-:ho n~qu1r~ 

cet ~ai r. discounts ::monq 
:msi t.~ss lr.d residen .. i3l 
tespo ncent.s 

~arkct Su r vey Resu l s : 
tlui"be r who requi r e 
certain disc ounts who 
···:auld/would not " d1;:~l 

access code 

Mdr~et Survey Resu l s: 
Pe Lce nt who r equire 
ce tt a ln d 1s count s who 
"~oul d/would no t " d1 al 
access codP 

t-tarket Survey Resul s : 
Percent who require 

among certain di s c ounts 
all respondent s 

Southern Bell Study 
(Confidential Treatment 
Requested) 

Resume of Ni na w. Cornell 

Example of How to Use the 
Bu ildi ng Block Approach 
to Pricing Using 
HypotheLical Costs and 
Prices . 

Ef feet of Competition of 
IntraLATA Toll Prices 

Revenue 
Increases 
Utilities 
Present 

Reductions and 
for Certain 

from 1960 t o 

I 

I 
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Witness 

Whitak r 

S1evers 

Key 

Lei sner 

Nall 

Gillan 

Proterring 
Part ------

ITI 

SPR I JT 

SPRI NT 

FIXCA 

FIXC'A 

FIXCA 

Exh. ' IQ..:_ 

'IK- ~ 

:·\PS- 1 

NPS-2 

MPS- 3 

THK-1 

THK-2 

SWL- 1 

DWN-1 

0\-IN-2 

JPG-1 

Title 

LOC'll ResiJenti 1 
Comp1rison 

Rate 

"Status o f :~LraLATA 
Comp~~it1on by State" 

"Sou hern 
rntraLATA and 

Be 11 • s 
Intra EAEA 

;nnual 
Florida ," 
Be 11 • s 
£ nl r CJEAEA 
FlC'nda " 

Revenues in 
and "Southern 

IntraLATA anc 
Traffic in 

"Sources of Local Service 
Cortribution ," and 
"Di sposition of Access 
and Toll Revenues " 

"In raEAEA Call Routing " 

"Access 
f or 
Routing 
Access " 

Charge Elements 
IntraEAEA Call 

Via Dedicated 

Resume o f Susan w. Leisner 

Vita o f Daryl w. Nall 

Monthly Rate Compar1sons 
for T-1 Interoffice 
Mileages 

Qualif ica ti ons , 
Publications 
Testimony--Joseph 
G i 11 an 

& 
Pau 1 
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VII. STIPULATIONS : 

No ma t ters have been s ipulated at this time . 

VIII . PE 10 r i!G :.lO':"IONS: 

The r e a re no substantive motions pendi ng at this c1me . 

IX . RUL I NGS : 

1 . Microtel ' s req~es to withdraw from further 
par tici pation 1n hts prr1 ceeding is g r anted ! . 

2 . · f correc ions iHe necessary to a part y ' s p r e fil ed 
test:.nony , t hat party shall provide repl ac emen t pclges of t he 
correct ed pr e fi 1 ecl testimony to t he o the r parties , the court 
repo rters and the Co~missioners . 

3 . The mot ions f i led by var i o us pa r ties to fil e 
s upplemen ta l rebuttal testimony are gr an t ed . 

X. PROCEDURE FOR HANDLING CONFIDENTIAL INFOR ~T ION : 

In t he evenl i t becomes nec essary t o handle confi den t i a l 
information, t he following p r ocedure wi l l be f o llowed : 

1. The Party u t i l izi ng t he confidential material du n ng 
c r os s e xaminat i on s hall prov ide copies t o t he 
Commissione rs and t he Cou rt Re porter i n envelopes 
cle a r ly mar ke d wi t h the na t ure o f t he contents . Any 
pa r t y wish i ng to e xamine t he confidential mate r ia l 
sha l l be p rovided a copy i n t he same fas h ion as 
prov ided t o the Commissione r s subject to execut i on of 
a ny appropri a t e p rotecti ve agreement wi t h t he owner 
of t he material. 

2 . Co unsel and wit ne s s es should state whe n a ques tio n o r 
answer contai ns c onf identi al info rmati on . 

I 

I 

I 
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3. Counsel 1nd t.-~1 tness~s shoul d ma k~ a reas-n.,ble 

at ~mp: o ovo1d verbali~1nq confiden 1al 1nformar1o n 

one. 1f posstble. sho ld make only ind1!"ect tefert=>, "'e 

:.o :he con£1d~ntia l i n forma t :>n. 

1. C.)·.fic!en · :al intor:natior: s hou ld be prcsente !Jy 

·1r.:~e:. ·~xhlb:t when reasonabl y con•1ernent: t:o do so. 

5 . AL ~h~ conclusi~n of t hat portion of h he1r1nq tha 

in·:c!·:es confiden 1al i nformation , 1ll • pt~s of 

confiden;:'! 1 e xhibi s s ha ll be r e tur nP.d to tht! OHner 

~he in£ t ... ation . If a nt tt1en 1 tl ·•xl:tbi~ h s 

boen .d·rl · '.ed 1nto evidence, tht" copy p:0 '/1 •d •o •.!1~ 

Co.:r" Rep:>rter s hal l be re ained i:'l ~11.--. CorM-niss~on 

C!e:k ' s con:ldent!al files. 

If i' is necessory v d1:scuss contidenti a: lntormat.ion 

during the hearing he fol l owtnq procedure sha l l be utili~ed. 

Af te r a ru ling has been made ssigning conCi l en' :<Jl s a us 

o ma teri al to be used o r admi ted i nto evi lencL. i:: is 

suggested that he pn=-,idutg CJmr 1ssioner read in o 1 ht.. tccotd 

a statement such as the followtng : 

The tes timony and ev1dence we are abou to r eceive is 
.~ . 

proprte ary conftden ial businc~, i nfo r mali on and shall be 

kept confidential pur suant to Sect1on 364 . 093 , Flo rtda 

Statutes. The testimo ny and ev idence s hall be r ec~ived by 

the Comm t ssioners 1n execut1ve sess i o n wi h only the 

foll o wing persons present : 

a) The Commiss i oners 
b) The Counsel f o r the Commissioners 

c) The Public Service Commission staf f and staff 

counsel 
d) Represen atives fr om the ofC1c of publtc 

counsel and the court reporter 

e) Counsel f o r the parties 
C) The neces s ary witnesses foe the part ies 

g) Counsel f o r all intervenors and all necessat y 

wttne~ses for the i nLervenors. 
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All o her persons must lea•1e t he hear i ng room at 
this time . r \o~i 11 be cutting o ff he telephone ies to 
the testimony presented 1n this r oom . The doors to this 
chamber are to be locked o he ou side . Jo o ne is .. -:l 
•n er or leave this room .,....iLhout he c onsen '" Jf ::I!~ 
chairman . 

Th~ ranscr1pt o r this poroon of the hearing an1 
the discussion related thereto shall be prepa red and 
filed under seaL to be opened o nly by order o f his 
Commission. The ~ranscnpt is and shatl be non-publtc 
record f>:<errpt: from Sect:ion 11Q . 07(l), Florida Statues . 
Only the n:.orneys for the partLcipati ng parties. Publlc 
Counsel, he Co~~1ssion scaif and he Commissioners 
s hal l recetve J co~ y o f the sealed transcript. 

i!:>FTER THE ROOl·l HAS BEEN rLOSED) 

Evecy ... ne remu1ning in thi s r oom is instructed that 

I 

t he testimony and e•tidence t hat is abo ut to be received I 
is pro pnetaLy confidential business information, which 
shall be kepl confiden i a l. No o ne is t o reveal the · 
conLents or subs tance o f this testimony or evidence o 
anyone not prese nt i n this r o om at this time. The c o urt 
reporte r shall now recotd the names and affiliati o ns of 
all persons present in the hearing room at this time . 

It is therefore , 

ORDERED by 
Officer , that t h is 
these proceedings 
Commission . 

Chairman Michae 1 McK. Wil son , as Prehea ring 
Prehearing Order s hall govern the conduc of 
as set forth above unless modified by Lhe 

I 
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ORDEk NO. 22101 
DOCKET 10. 880812-TP 
P.Jge 83 

By ORDER of Chairman Michael McK. Wilson, as Prehearing 
Of f'icer, th lS ___J.Qth __ day of OCTOBER__ 1989 __ 

( S E A L ) 

TH 

f\~,~ {~'-----
\_;Michael McK . t-Jilson, Cha1r:na n 

and Prehear1ng Officer 
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