AUSLEY & MCMULILEN

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW

E27 S8OUTH CALHOUN BTREET
P.O. BOX 39 (ZI1P 3p302)
TALLAHASSLE. FLORIDA 320!
1904 224-81 18 FAX DO Z22- 7880

May 28, 1936

BY HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Cak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: Petition by subscribers of the Groveland
exchange for extended area service (EAS)
to the Orlando, Winter Garden, and
Wi - . 4 -

Dear Ms. Bayo:

Enclosed for filing in the above-styled docket are the
original and fifteen (15) copies of Brief and Posthearing Statement
of Issues and Positions of United Telephone Company of Florida.

We are also submitting the Brief on a 3.5" high-density
diskette generated on a DOS computer in WordPerfect 5.1 format.
I Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping
AcK\::Jﬂ==ihe duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to this
AFA _ .. -writer,
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Ao Thank you for your assistance in this matter.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 941281-TL
Filed: 5/28/96

In re: Petition by subscribers )
of the Groveland exchange for )
extended area service (EAS) to )
the Orlando, Winter Garden, and )
Windermere exchanges }

)

BRIEF ANL POSTHEARING STATEMENT
OF IESUES AND POSITIONS CF
UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA
United Telephone Company of Florida ("Sprint-United" or the

"Company") files this Brief and Posthearing Statement of lunuern and

Positions.

I.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this docket is for the Florida Public Service
Commission ("FPSC" or "Commission") to address the petition of
certain subscribers in the Groveland Exchange for extended area
service ("EAS") to the Orlando, Winter Garden and Windermere
exchanges. Two public hearings and the technical hearing were held
in Groveland on April 18, 1996. During the technical hearing,
Sprint-United sponscred cne witness, Sharon Harrell. Her prefiled
testimony was inserted into the record at Tr. 160. Ms. Harrell
sponsured exhibits 5, 6, 7 and 8. Exhibit number 8 was a late-

filed exhibit and was filed on April 29, 1996.

ONCUMENT NUMBER -DATE
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II.
BASIC POSITION
* The calling patterns on the routes in this docket do not meet
the existing Commission requirements to qualify for balloting for
flat-rate, non-optional EAS, but do support the implementation of

an Extended Calling Service ("ECS") Plan.

III.

I88VES AND POSITIONS
ISSUE 1: 1Is there a sufficient community of interest from the
Groveland exchange to the Orlandc, Winter Garden, and
Windermere exchanges to justify surveying for nonoptional
extended area service as currently defined in the
Commiselion rules, or implementing an alternative
interLATA toll plan?
Pogition:* Traffic on the Groveland to Orlando route satisfied the
M/A/M criteria, but fell short of the distribution requirement in
Commigsion Rule 25-4.060(2); therefore, there is an insufficient
interest under the rule.
Discussion; United’s position on this issue is supported on the
record at Tr. 164, and in Exhibits 7 and 8, which are the two
traffic studies performed by United on the routes at issue in this
case, and is explained below.

The Commission has histeorically wused the mathematical
regquirements in the rule to determine community of interest
standards and traffic studies as the basis for defining whether a
community of interests exists. The advantage of this approach is

that it allows the Commission to base its decision on empirical

evidence and reduces the rigk of inconsistencies that can arise



when subjective factors are considered. In many previous
Commission proceedings, the failure of routes to pass the numerical
criteria in the rule resulted in a finding that no community of
interest exists.

In this case, the failure of the routes at issue to pass the
distribution requirement shows that there are a few large users
that make multiple calls, but that there is a majority *that does
not make enocugh calls to justify EAS. Indeed, the March, 199%
traffic studies showed that:

> 41% of residence customers did not
make any calls.

> 52% of residential customers made
less than 2 calls per month.

These statistics are important, because under a non-optional
EAS plan, all customers must pay an additive and regrouping charge,
even though less than a majority of the customers actually make
enough calls to support a atrong community of interest in support
of the plan.

Both of the two separate traffic studies completed on these
routes support a conclusion that a community of interest does not
exist under the numerical criteria in the rule. The original
traffic study was conducted in October 1994 (Exhibit 7), and a
second study was conducted in March 1995 (Exhibit B8). Indeed, the
results of both studies reflected sufficient messages per access
line per month ("M/A/Ms") on the Groveland to Orlando route.

However, the frequency distribution, or number of subscribers



making 2 or more calls per month fell short of the minimum
requirements of the existing FPSC Rules to qualify for balloting
for flat rate, non-optional Extended Area Service ("EAS") between
Groveland and Orlando. Rather, the calling patterns on this route
support the implementation of an Extended Calling Service ("ECS")
Plan.

The traffic studies also reflected that the Groveland to
Winter Garden and Groveland to Windermere routes failed to meet
either minimum requirement as set forth in the existing FPSC Rules
to qualify for balloting for flat rate, non-opticnal EAS.

When interpreting the traffic studies and the statistics
contained therein, the Commission should note that the
implementation of non-optional plans allows high volume users to
benefit at the expense of low volume users. In addition, under a
non-opticnal plan, business customers generally benefit at the
expense of residential customers. Implementing an ECS Plan would
place the burden of paying for the calls on those customers who are
placing the «calls. For these reasons United supports the

implementation of ECS rather than a non-optional plan.

ISSUE 2: What other community of interest factors should be
considered in determining if either an optional or
nonoptional toll alternative should be implemented on
these routes?

Position:* Schools, fire/police departments, medical/emergency

facilities and county government are located in Lake County and can

be accessed toll free. Therefore, these traditional factors are



not applicable for the implementation of flat-rate, non-optional
EAS on the Groveland to Orlando route.

Discugsiogn: United’s position on this issue is supported on the
record at Tr. 164-166, and is explained below.

In addition to the numerical factors contained in the
Commission’s rules, there are other factors sometimes mentioned by
subscribers desiring EAS. These factors may include the location
of schools, fire/police departments, medical/emergency facilities,
and county government.

In this case, all of the schools, emergency services and
governmental agencies for the Groveland ekchange are located in
Lake County and can be accessed toll free. Therefore, these
traditicnal commun.ty of interest factors do not support the
implementaticn of flat rate, ncon-optional EAS on the Groveland to
Orlando route.

In addition to the above factors, there is the issue regarding
the Windermere and Winter Garden exchanges and the need to
incorporate them in this EAS issue. The traffic study results do
not support including these routes. However due to the issue of
leapfrogging, we would agree that only the Winter Garden exchange
should be included with any offering of flzt rate non-opticnal EAS
with the 25/25 plan and regrouping.

Since the Windermere exchange would be involved only when
calls from the southern most point of the Groveland exchange were
placed to the Orlando exchange, United does not believe the

Windermere exchange should be included. A map showing the



locations of these exchanges may be found in document 2 of my
composite exhibit.

While a large number of customers attended the public
hearings, the presence of a large number of customers, by itself,
should not be a determining factor. Several of the witnesses
expressed opposition to the EAS plan (Wolf, Tr. 23; Hodges, Tr. 31-
32; Schmidt, Tr. 55). As noted by Mr. Wolf and Mrs. Schmidt, there
is a large retiree population that neitner needs nor wants non-
optional EAS, and that businesses that relocated to Groveland did
not have EAS when they decided to move to Groveland. [Tr. 55] The
existence of 800 numbers and other calling plans are available for
those who choose to take advantage of them. ([Tr. 23]

The experience of the Carroll Fulmer Group, Inc. should also
not be used as evidence in favor of a non-optional plan. While
Mr. Fulmer may have been given erroneous information about his
phone number and local c¢alling scope, - Me. Harrell’'s cross-
examination testimony was correct. The information Mr. Fulmer was
apparently given was not given to him by an employee of United
Telephone Company of Florida, but, as indicted in Exhibit No. 9, by
an employee of a long distance company While the experience of
the Carroll Fulmer Group, Inc. is unfortunate, it is not relevant

to the issues in this case.



ISSUE 3: If a sufficient community of interest ias found on any of
these routes, what is the economic impact of each plan on
the customer and the company (summarisze in chart form and
discuss in detail)?

a. BEAS with 25/25 plan and regrouping
b. InterLATA toll alternative plan; and
c. Other (specify)

Pogition:*

a. Residential and business customers in Groveland would be
charged a total additive (including regrouping) of %3.87 and
$9.13, respectively, to their basic monthly rate. Without
stimulation, the estimated annual revenue impact to United
would be $30,648, which does not reflect the additional costs
incurred by United to implement the plan.

b. The implementation of ECS impacts only those customers making
the calls. Without stimulation, the estimated annual revenue
impact to United would be a loss of 585,000, which does not
reflect the additional costs for facilities or <cther

administrative costs.

Discussion: United’a position on this issue is supported on the
record at Tr. 166-168, and in Exhibit &. Information o©n

stimulation is included in Exhibit No. 6.

ISSUE 4: Should subscribers be regquired to pay an additive as a
prerequisite to surveying for extended area service or an
alternative interLATA toll plan? If so, how much of a
payment is required and how long should it last?

Pogition:* Yes. If the Commission orders non-optional flat-rate

EAS, it should order the 25/25 plan with regrouping. Residential



and bueiness customers in Groveland would be charged a total
additive {(including regrouping} of $3.87 and $9..3, respectively.
Discuggion: United’s position on this issue is supported on the

record at Tr. 166-168, and in Exhibit No. 5.

ISSUE 5: If a sufficient community of interest is found, what are
the appropriate rates and charges for the plan to be
implemented on these routes?

Pogition:* The appropriate rates would be the 25/25 plan with

regrouping. Residential and business customers in Groveland would

be charged a total additive (including regrouping) of $3.87 and
$9.13, respectively, for total monthly rates of $12.60 and $29.60,
respectively,

Discussgion: United’s position on this issue is supported on the

record at Tr. 169, and in Exhibit No. 5.

ISSUE 6: If extended area service or an alternative interLATA toll
plan is determined to be appropriate, should the
customers be surveyed?

Pogition:* Yes. If a non-opticnal plan is determined to be

appropriate, the subscribers should be surveyed. All subscribers

should have a voice in the implementation of such a plan since all
subscribers will pay for the plan if implemented.

Digcussion: United’s basic position on this issue is supported on

the record at Tr. 169.



DATED this 28th day of May,

1996,
\ QDQ/V

LEE L and
J. JERF LEN
Macfarlane (A ey Ferguson

& McMulle
P. O. Box 391
Tallahassee, Florida 32302
(904) 224-9115

ATTORNEYS FOR UNITED TELEPHONE
COMPANY OF rLORIDA

CERTIFICATE OF JERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

has been furnished by U. S. Mail

of May, 1996, to the following:
Bob Pierson *

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Comm.
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Carroll Fulmer

Carroll Fulmer & Co., Inc.
P. O. Box 5000
Groveland, FL 34736-5000

utd 941281 brf

or hand delivery (*) this 28th day

Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications
150 8. Monroe St., Suite 400C
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Richard Wagner

304 East Colonial Drive
Orlando, FL 32801
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