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• Thia docket was deferred from the March 19, 1996, agenda 
conference at ':.he request ot the Office of Public Counsel 
(OPC). OPC requested additional time to work with the parties 
to obtain an aqree.aent. To date no agree .. nt has been filed 
with the CoJllJDission. 

• On September l , 
Corkscrew areas 
requesting to be 
Napl es exchange. 

1995 , residents of North Golden Gate and 
t iled a petition with th• Coaaiaaion 

moved from the Iamokalee exchange into the 

• On October 24, 1995, s taff sent United Telephone company ot 
Florida (United or the Company) a data request. 

• On December 28, 1995 , United responded to statt•a data 
request. 
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• on J anuary 11, 1996, the petitioner tiled a letter in response 
to United's response to statt'• data request. 

• on January 18, 1996, a conference call was conducted between 
s taff, representatives ot United, and a representative tr011 
the Office of Public Counsel to clarity the coat intoraation 
provided by United and to discuss the aapa provided by both 
United and the petitioner. 

• on February s, 1996, United provided additional coat 
intoI'lllation and traffic data. 
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DIICQllIOI 01 IllVll 

Illtll 11 Should the North Golden Gate and Corkscrew area• be aoved 
from the lllJllokalee exchange into the Napl•• exchange a• requeated 
by the petitioner•? 

RIC9Pl'PAU011 Not at this time. The 218 aubacribera of the 
North Golden Gate and Corkacrew area• abould be aurveyed to 
determine if they are in favor of aovinq troa the I-okalee 
excbanqe into the Naple• exchange at th• rate• liated in Table A: 

TABLS A 

DIPPaacs 20DL .... 
unm ADDITift r-cu:•a -ULT 
1-.-1 ... AllD u.n 
llU'l.88 Uftl8 

R-1 s 2.26 $3.35 $5.61 112.oa 
8-1 5.17 3.35 8.52 23.09 

In addition to an increaae in rate• due to aoving from the 
Immokalee exchange to the Naples exchange, residential and business 
customers residing in the•e two areas will pay a aonthly additive 
of $3. 35 over a ten-year period to recover the coat. Any new 
subscriber s served in th i s portion of the exchange during the first 
ten years after the t-0undary change is implemented ahould alao pay 
the monthly additive for the remainder ot the ten-year period. 

The survey should be conducted within 45 days fro• the 
date the order from this recoJ11J1endation becoaea final. The ballot 
should include the amount of the additive, how long the additive 
will be applicable, change in rates, change in tel3phone nuaber, 
and change in calling scope. The survey letter and ballot should 
be submitted to staff for review prior to distribution to United'• 
customers. 

In order for the survey to pas•, at lea•t 60t of the 218 
subscribers balloted must respond and of those re•ponding aore than 
sot must vote in f avor of the boundary change. 

ITA7l AllAJ,XIIl1 On September 1, 1995, a petition waa tiled 
requeating that the North Golden Gate and Corkscrew a.reaa be aoved 
from the 1-okalee exchange i nto the Naplea exchange. The petition 
states that re•identa of these area• have Naples addr•••••, but 
have IDl.lllokalee telephone numbers. The petitioners contend that 
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their jobs, schools, doctor•, churches and other co .. unitiea ot 
interest are in Naples. The petition al•o atate• that th••• 
residents pay long diatance charge• to call Napl••· 

In order to deter11ine the teaaibility ot this requeat, 
staff sent a data request to United. In reaponae to thia requeat, 
United stated that the North Golden Gate and Corkacrev areaa are 
only roughly defined and not specifically identified developed 
areas. The Co•pany stated it could only review the street 
addresses on the petition and locate the custoaera in that aanner. 
united contends that none ot the add.re•••• on the petition are in 
the northern part of the Golden Gate exchange (Map - Attachltent A) • 

The petitioner provided aaps that indicate clear 
boundaries tor both the North Golden Gate and the Corkscrew areaa 
(Map - Attachment B). Based on theae aapa, it appears that theae 
areas are contiguoua col!llluni ti•• ot the Napl- exchanqe. Theae 
maps indicate that the Naples/I .. okalee exchange boundary ia at 
48th Avenue NE. Naples reaidenta with addreaaea ot 49th Avenue NE 
and greater are served from the I11JDokalee exchange. 

In its original response, the Coapany •tated that in 
order to move the boundary it would be necessary to bury 19 .1 ail•• 
of fiber cable froa the Golden Gate central office to the 
intersection ot the exiating facilities serving th••• customer•. 
At this point, the C'!ompany vould need to place a fiber optic 
terminal to convert t 11e fiber which would provide the teed to re
home the existing ta<.:i lities, and subsequently the ::: ::iating field 
electro:tica to the proposed central office (Golden Gate). This re
home would cost approximate!~" $952 , 500. After a conference call 
wi th United, the Company revised its cost estimate tor transferring 
278 lines from the Immokalee exchange to the Naples exchange to 
$111,900 . The reduction in the cost is the result ot using 
exi sting inter-office fiber instead of burying new fiber to serve 
t i. i s area. 

In addition , United stated that calla on the 
Immokalee/Naples route are currently $.25 each, and not toll as 
stated in the petition. If these areas were moved into the Naples 
exchange, the Company estimates an annual revenue loaa of $e,200 if 
r egrouping ia imple.mented , or an annual revenue loaa of $13, 000 
wi thout regrouping. In response, the petitioner clarified its 
original statement that the Immokalee/Naples route ia toll. She 
contends that toll is clearly de fined a• a charge tor a type of 
s ervice , so the $.25 charge is not toll-free as stated by United. 

In i ts response to staff 's data requeat, the Coapany was 
opposed to balloting Immokalee f or EAS using the 25/25 additive 
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with regrouping. Since the conference call, United ha• ottered in 
resolution ot thi• petition to aurvey the 1 .. okal•• exchange, under 
the existing rule•, for EAS to th• Naples exchange with regrouping 
and the 25/25 additive. The petitioner ha• atated thi• is 
unacceptable since the reaident• conaider th .. •elvea to be Naples 
residents and want Naples service. Even if th• reaident• were 
given EAS to Naplea, it would still be a toll call to North Naples 
where schools and other areas of interest are located. 

Typically, boundary changea are uaed a• a vehicle to 
consolidate a subdivision into one exchange, reaolve pocket area 
probl-, and handle EAS issue• that cannot be reaol ved in a 
conventional aanner. Because of the new 199ialation, the 
commission no longer has EAS authority over price requlated local 
exchange coapaniea (LECa). Therefore, aince United ia a price 
regulated L!!C, the only option available to the Comaiaaion in this 
case is a boundary change. Hiatorically, if the coat to aove the 
boundary waa prohibitive, the Coaaiaaion would deny the request. 
However, in Docket No. 930035-TL (Lake Aahby), the Co-iaaion 
determined that an additive was appropriate to recover aoae of the 
cost, and the subscriber• were balloted with an additive. 

Staff believes section 364.15, Florida Statutes allows 
the Co11J11ission to aodify exiating e.xchange boundari•• whenever the 
Commission finds, on it• own aotion or upon complaint, that changes 
in any telecomaunication• facility ahould reaaonably be made to 
secure adequate service or facilities for teleco .. unications 
services. 

It should be noted that boundary change• require the 
customer, in most cases, to experience not only a cbange in their 
exi~ting calling scope but also in their telephone nwaber. These 
types of changes have adverse impact• on the ouatoaers involved in 
the boundary change, since these custoaera are actually losing 
something when the exchange boundary is changed. 

After careful review of the exiating boundariea, growth 
of the areas and the geographic location of thi• area, ataff 
believes the current exchange boundary i• inappropriate. The aapa 
i ndicate that the population ot the Naple• exchange is growing 
northward and will eventually be contiguous to the North Golden 
Gate and Corkscrew areas. Since it appears thi• portion of the 
Immokalee exchange is divided from the ~emainder of the exchange by 
the Corkscrew swamp, staff does not believe Immokal•• will ever 
grow to encompass this area. At one time, it may have been 
feasible to aerve this area from the Immokalee exchange, but not 
now. It s eema reasonable that the North Golden Gate and Corkacrew 
areas should be included in the Naple• exchange. It i• staff's 
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opinion that the petitioner has presented evidence to support that 
the North Golden Gate and Cor>c.crew areas should be balloted to 
determine it subscribers are in favor ot being served fro• the 
Naples exchange. 

The other aain issue that must be addressed is the cost 
recovery mecbani... Section 364.051, Florida Statutes allows the 
pr ice requlated LEC to lncreaae basic local telecomaunications 
services rates to recover any costs or expenses associated with a 
government mandate or project, given a coapelling shovinq by the 
LEC. Staff does not believe election ot price requlation 
eliminates th• Comaisaion' s a.bility to require a price-re(JUlated 
LEC to absorb aoae ot th• costs associated with a specific project; 
however, in this case, only a small group will benefit troa the 
boundary change. It is staff's opinion that the custo .. rs should 
bear the costs of the move. 

If the Co-isaion deterain- that the North Golden Gate 
and Corkscrew areas should be balloted, staff believes a cost 
recovery additive is a.ppropriate. Even though $111,900 i• not an 
excessive amount ($402.52 per customer) for United to absorb, staff 
believes it is reasonable to require the petitioners to absorb all 
the cost. Staff proposes that these customers recover 1oot ot the 
cost, but over a ten-year period. The resulting additive would be 
$3. 35 per line per m'mth for ten years. Any new subscribers served 
in this portion of the exchange during the first ten year• after 
the boundary change is implemented should also pay the monthly 
additive for the remainder of the ten-year period. 

In addition to the additive, th••• subscriber• would pay 
a h i gher rate for local service s i nce they would be located in the 
Naples exchange. It is staff's opinion that such an increase in 
rates is permissible under the statute, since the customer& are 
bei ng moved to an exchange with higher rates due to its c.alling 
scope . 
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Subscribers should be balloted at tbe rat•• listed in 
Table e. 

TABLS 8 

an.a ~11.8 DIHDDC ~ 
am • • AllDl'l'IVll 1 ...... 

(&) Uftl (a-b) 
lb> 

R-1 s 8 .73 I 6.47 12. 26 U.35 15.61 

8-1 20.37 15.20 5.17 3.35 H.12 

It should be noted that ballotin9 tor a boundary chanqe ia 
significantly different than ballotinq for BAS. In a boUndary 
change a cuato•er loses ao•ethinq, vhereaa with EAS a cuat·OMr only 
gains local callinq. Boundary cbanq•• 9enerally require an 
increase in rates, a chan9e in telephone nuaber, and a new calling 
scope. The aubecribera located in th• North Golden Gate and 
corkscrew areas will gain local calling to Marco Ialand, N. Naples 
and Bonita Springs, while losinq $.25 calling to Port Myera. The 
exchange calling scopes are listed in Table c. 

TABLZ C 

&ICIUUIG• ... 1.21 Pl.Ml 

1.-:>k.al .. •one ••Dl••· rort Mv•r• 

••pl•• Marco I•land, •• •apl••• S.er9lade•, 1~1ua1 .. 
Bonita Sorina• 

Historically, the Commission has used the balloting 
requirements of our EAS rules to deter.ine it a ba j,lot passes. The 
EAS rules require that at least 40t of the ballots mailed aust be 
returned, and ot those returned a aajority auat vote in favor of 
EAS . In Docket No. 950246 (Gulf County), the co .. iaaion ordered a 
survey with no ainiaum balloting requirement; a majority vote would 
determine the success ot tbe ballot. Aa stated before, boundary 
ch.ange dockets are different because the subscriber• will lose 
aoaethinq. Because of this, staff believes a aiaple aajority is 
not appropriate. Since customer• ' rates, telephone nuabera and 
calling scope are affected, stoff believes that at least 60t ot 
those balloted must respond and an approval percentage higher than 
sot should be required. 

In Docket No. 930035-TL (Lake Ashby), the boundary survey 
paaaed by a very amall margin. The Coamiaaion was inundated with 
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requests from customer• opposed to th• move pleadin9 with th• 
Co111J11ission to atop the boundary change. Becauae of the 
CoJll.Jlliasion'• experience with Lake Ashby, atatt believe• that it i• 
reasonable to require that 60\ ot tho•• balloted auat respond and 
50\ of thoae responding auat vote favorably before this boundary 
c hange is ordered. 

For the purpose of balloting, staff would note that this 
area has 278 access lines but only 218 cuatom•r• (accounts). Even 
though each access line will pay an additive, ballota vill be baaed 
on a per account baaia. As a result, only 218 ballots v1ll be 
mailed. Staff believes this ia appropriate to prevent aulti-line 
customers from poaaibly driving the outcoae of the ballot. In 
addition, this approach ia consistent with th• balloting method 
used tor EAS. 

staff reco-enda that th• 218 cuato .. ra located in the 
North Golden Gate and Corkscrew areas be surveyed at th• aaounta 
stated in Table A to determine it they are in favor of aoving froa 
the I11J11okalee exchange into the Naples exchange. Any new 
subscribers served in this portion of the exchange during the first 
ten years attar the boundary change ia implemented should also pay 
the monthly additive for the remainder of the ten-year period. The 
survey should be car.ducted within 45 days from the date the order 
from this reco-end1.tion becoaes final. Th• ballot should include 
the aJDount ot the additive, how 101)9 the additive will be 
applicable, chan9e in rates, change in telephone n\Ulber and cha.nge 
in callin9 scope. The survey letter and ballot should be aubaitted 
to staff for review prior to distribution to cuatoaera. In order 
for the survey to pass, at least 60\ of the subscribers balloted 
must respond, and of those responding aore t han 50t auat vote in 
favor of the boundary c hange . 

IllOI 21 Should thia docket be closed? 

RICOYMl'Q\1'IQJl1 No. If Issue l i• approved, this docket should 
remain open pending the outcome ot the subscriber survey. 

ITVl AQLJII81 No. It Issue l ia approved, this docket should 
remain open pending the outcome ot the s ubscriber survey. 
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