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CUB BACIQBoutm 

On May 5, 1997, the Commission opened Docket No. 970526-TP to 
investigate the incumbent local exchange company (ILEC) business 
office practices and tariff provisions in the implementation of 
intraLATA preaubscription. On June 13, 1997, .the Commission issued 
Proposed Agency Action (PAA) Order No . PSC-97-0709-FOF-TP, placing 
specific reatrictions on ILECS ' busineaa office practices and 
tariff proviaions involving intraLATA preaubacription. On July 7 , 
1997, GTB Plorida Incorporated (GTEFL) and Sprint-Florida, 
Incorporated (Sprint-Florida or Sprint) filed protests of the PAA 
Order. Subaequently, the matter was set for hearing on February 
23, 1998. At the February 9, 1998 , Prehearing Conference, the 
parties stipulated that the February 23, 1998, hearing would only 
address the iaaue of whether the Commission should require OTEFL 
and the small ILBC. to provide a two- for-one Primary Interexchange 
Carrier (PIC) change charge to existing customers . 

On February 23, 1998, the Commission conducted an evidentiary 
hearing in thia proceeding. At the hearing, the Commission 
approved the following stipulations . 
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STIPQL&TIQIS 

The partie• have agreed to several stipulations which were 
approved by the Commiaaion at the February 23, 1998, evidentiary 
hearing. (See Attachment A) Theae atipulations resolve issues 1, 
2, 3b, 3c, and 4 for all partiea. 

Issue Ja is reaolved for all partie• except Sprint. The 
parties filed brief• on this iaeue with reapect to whether Sprint's 
inclusion of the atat..ant •in addition to ua• prior to reading the 
list of carriere in ita acript compliea with thia restriction on 
the ILECs' ability to market their services to existing customers 
changing their intraLATA carriers. 

Issue 3d ia reaolved for all partie• e"cept GTEFL. The 
parties have filed brief• on thia issue with reapect to whether the 
Commission ahould reatrict the ILECs' (GTBPL's) ability to market 
their intraLATA services to e~iating customers when they call for 
reasons other than soliciting intraLATA carriers . 

Issue 5 waa reaolved by atipulation as it relates to Sprint . 
This issue waa addreaaed at the hearing as it relates to all other 
LECs . Issue 5 ia whether the Commission should require GTEFL and 
the small ILBCs to provide two-for-one PICa to existing customers . 
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DISCQSSI<II Ol ISSQIS; 

Issue la addreaaes whether Sprint'• customer contact protocol• 
are competitively neutral and conaiatent with Order No PSC-96-1569-
FOF-TP. Staff recommenda that the Coanission should prohibit 
Sprint from uaing the phrase •in addition to us• in its customer 
contact acript. 

Iaaue 3d addre• .. • whether the Commiaaion should require GTEFL 
to refrain from marketing its intraLATA toll services to existing 
customer• who call for reasons unrelated to intraLATA toll . Staff 
recommends that the Commiaeion should require GTEFL to refrain from 
marketing ita intraLATA aervice to customers who call for reasons 
unrelated to intraLATA service for a ti~ ~ certain until August 15, 
1998. This time certain should start from the date the Commission 
issues the order in this proceeding. 

Isaue 5 addresses whether GTEFL and the small ILECs (ILECs) 
should provide a two-for-one PIC for a aimult ~-~ouc intraLATA and 
interLATA PIC to a aingle carrier in a single transaction, for a 
aingle PIC change charge with a 30~ rate additive. Staff 
recommends that pending the availability of a current and fully 
substantiated coat study, the Commission should require GTEFL and 
the small ILECs to provide the two-for-one PIC change at the rate 
of one PIC plus a JOt rate additive consistent with Order No . PSC-
96-1569-POF-TP. This rate should apply once the one free PIC has 
been provided per the Stipulation in Issue 4. 
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ISSQB 3: Should the commission require GTBFL, Sprint-Florida, and 
the small ILBCa (ILICs) to put in place competitively­
neutral customer contract protocols? 

~ ILBCa' ability to market their services to existing 
customers changing their intraLATA carriers. 

~ : ~· .. · ·" "1 . .. . 
ma.nca; Yea. The Commission should require Sprint to 

revise its customer contact protocols to remove the phrase "in 
addition to us• in order to be competitively neutral and consistent 
with Order No. PSC-96-1569-FOF-TP . (ADDU) 

PQSITIOR or PARTIA: 

~= This issue was stipulated by the parties and approved by the 
Commission at hearing with the exception of its application to 
Sprint . The Commission should direct Sprint to remove the words 
"in addition to us• from its customer-contact script in order to 
render it competitively neutral. 

GTIFL: See stipulation. 

6kl: Yes. Most of the relevant items were stipulated. Sprint's 
practice of using the phrase "in addition to us• prior to reading 
the list of interLATA carriers to new customers was not stipulated . 
It is not a competitively neutral customer contact protocol and 
should not be permitted. 

NIFTC: See stipulation. 

AJJ.TJL: See stipulation. 

VI8TA-QIITIQ: See stipulation. 

SfRIIiT: Sprint-Florida is in compliance with the Commission's 
decision in the BellSouth Order . Sprint-Flt:>rida' s use of the 
phrase "in addition to us• does not violate the letter or spirit of 
the BellSouth order, nor does it provide an undue advantage to 
Sprint-Florida. Instead the phrase is a fair statement of fact 
that the local exchange company is one of the carriers for 
intraLATA long distance and is sufficiently neutral and does not 
"market" Sprint-Florida's services in any way. This issue is 
briefed. 

- 4 -



•' 

DOCKBT 80. 970526-TP 
DATB: ~L 16, 1998 

STAPP ADLDIS: 

In ita brief, Sprint argues that the restrictions in the Order 
No. PSC-96-1569-POP-TP should not apply to it. Sprint argues that 
the circumstances in this proceeding are vastly different from 
those in the complaint against BellSouth, sine: no complaint has 
been lodged against Sprint. Sprint contends that there are no 
marketing efforts built into ita disclosure of intraLATA carrier 
options since the Sprint name is not mentioned in the contact . 
(Sprint Brief, 3) 

Further, Sprint argues that ita customer contact script meets 
the principle underlying the restrictions in Order No. PSC-96-1569-
FOF-TP. Sprint ~tenda that the underlying principle is to ensure 
that cuato.era have •an opportunity to make an informed decision 
regarding the available intraLATA toll ser~ice providers.• Sprint 
argues that its script strikes an appropriate balance between 
maintaining neutrality and informing, and argues that because 
Sprint affiliates provide both interLATA and intraLATA toll 
services, the omission of the disputed phrase could lead a customer 
to believe that Sprint-LBC is not an intraLATA toll provider. 
Hence, Sprint concludes that this restriction will create 
confusion. (Sprint Brief, 3) 

Alternatively, Sprint argues that a careful examination of 
changes in the intraLATA market and information regarding the level 
of customer knowledge, education and sophistication will allow the 
commission to truly decide if these restrictions should be 
maintained in Florida. Sprint contends that the pending BellSouth 
petition (Docket 9701399-TL) will show that •[T]he intraLATA 
marketplace is sufficiently robust and that any continuing 
restrictions will be unnecessary.• (Sprint Brief, 4) 

However, AT~T argues in ita brief that Sprint's use of the 
phrase •in addition to us• effectively segregates Sprint from other 
intraLATA carriers, and therefore, provides Sprint with a 
competitive advantage. (AT'T Brief, 4) Further, AT'T argues that 
this phrasing violates Order No. PSC-96-1569-POP-TP, which stated 
that there must not be a bias for the incumbent aervices 
established prior to the customer having an opportunity to consider 
other choices. AT~T contends that as subtle as the phrase may be, 
it is still anti-competitive and creates a bias in favor of Sprint 
while effectively segregating other intraLATA toll providers. AT'T 
conclude& that Sprint's script, as it is, is inconsistent with the 
spirit and intent of Order No. PSC-96-1569-FOF-TP . (AT'T Brief, 4) 

Similarly, MCI argues in ita brief that the phrase •in 
addition to ua• in Sprint's script gives Sprint a great advantage 
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over its intraLATA toll competitors. (MCI Brief, 2) MCI asserts 
that Sprint is still a monopoly provider of local service and all 
new customers muat come through Sprint. Hence, MCI argues that as 
a gatekeeper for intraLATA service, Sprint' • initial customer 
contact .a.t be neutral. MCI further argues that Sprint should use 
the same competitively neutral practices it has used regarding 
interLATA choice when talking with customers about intraLATA 
choice. MCI contends that Sprint's attempt to abandon ita 
longstanding neutral interLATA approach is a move to use its 
gatekeeper statu. to leverage its intraLATA services. MCI asserts 
that such a practice is not acceptable in the interLATA market and 
should, therefox~, not be acceptable in the intraLATA marketplace . 
(MCI Brief, 3) 

MCI further argues that Sprint's pr~ctice of mentioning its 
services first then combining all its competitors into a random 
list allows Sprint to influence the customer to choose Sprint. MCI 
asserts that this practice is possible solely because Sprint is the 
exclusive gateway for a majority of ita customers to obta:i n 
intraLA~ .. rvice. (MCI Brief, 5) MCI argues that since Sprint is 
uniquely positioned as the gatekeeper for intraLATA service, 
Sprint's initial customer contact must be neutral and must not 
steer the customer toward Sprint's service . (MCI Brief, 6) 

Staff agrees with Sprint that the circumstances in this 
proceeding are vastly different from those in the complaint against 
BellSouth since there are no complaints against any of the ILECs in 
this proceeding. However, staff notes that the issues that were 
addressed in the complaint against BellSouth were not unique to 
BellSouth. Instead, these issues were determined to have industry­
wide effects. Hence, the Commission initiated a generic proceeding 
to address these issues as they pertained to all ILECs. Staff 
notes that while there were no complaints lodged against Sprint on 
the same issues addressed in the complaint against BellSouth, this 
proceeding baa demonstrated the need for neutral customer contact 
protocols. 

Staff disagrees with Sprint that there are no marketing 
efforts that are built into the phrase •in addition to us.• Sprint 
does not need another marketing effort, because the required 
marketing effort is the phrase •in addition to us . • Staff agrees 
with AT•T and MCI that in using the phrase •in addition to us,• 
Sprint effectively segregates itself from other intraLATA carriers, 
hence providing itself a competitive advantage over ita intraLATA 
toll competitors. Staff contends that the phrase •in addition to 
us• has the effect of placing Sprint first on the list of available 
carriers, which is not competitively neutral. 
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Staff disagrees with Sprint that ita contact script meeta the 
underlying principle of the reatriction8: to inaure that cuatomers 
have an opportunity to make informed deciaiona regarding the choice 
of intraLATA toll providera. Staff agrees with AT~T and MCI's 
assertion that the script seeks effectively to influence the 
customers before they have a chance to consider other intraLATA 
toll choicea. Staff agrees with AT~T that the phrase ia anti­
competitive and creates a biaa in favor of Sprint, regardless of 
how subtle it may appear . Staff agree• with MCI's asaertion that 
Sprint's effort to abandon ita longatanding competitively neutral 
interLATA practice• in place of ita current script is a move to 
leverage ita intraLATA aervices. 

Staff agreea with Sprint that an evaluation of the changes in 
market abare and total number of cuatomera making PIC changes, 
combined with infor.ation regarding th~ level of customer 
knowledge, education, and aophiatication will enable the Commission 
to accurately decide if theae reatrictiona should remain in 
Florida. Staff agrees with Sprint that changes in the intraLATA 
market along with increaaed cuatomer awareness are possible grounds 
for the Commiasion to reconaider its initial conclusions in the 
complaint againat BellSouth. However, ~taff observes that Sprint 
has failed to provide data to demonstrate such market changes in 
ita aervice territory. Inatead, Sprint has referenced the 
BellSouth Petition that ia scheduled for hearing in Docket No . 
971399-TL, which addreaaea BellSouth'a Petition to Lift the 
Marketing Reatriction in Order No. PSC-96-1569-FOP-TP. Staff notes 
that while BellSouth'a Petition may demonatrate some market 
changea, theae changea could be limited to BellSouth' s market 
territory and may not be applicable to other LECs' territories. In 
addition, the Commiaaion haa yet to make a final determination. 
Staff agreea with MCI that Sprint is still the monopoly provider of 
local service, and it ia, therefore, uniquely positioned as the 
gatekeeper for intraLATA aervices. 

Baaed on the foregoing arguments, ataff believes that there is 
a marketing effort inherent in the phrase •in addition to us• as it 
is currently utilized by Sprint in its customer contact script . 
Staff believe• that Sprint's ability to utilize this language in 
this manner ia atrictly due to its status as the incumbent local 
exchange aervice provider. Further, staff contends that thia 
deviation ia inconaiatent with the neutral customer contact 
protocols that thia Commission imposed upon BellSouth in Order No . 
PSC-96-1569-POP-TP. Hence, staff recommends that the Commiasion 
should prohibit Sprint from using the phrase •in addition to us• in 
its customer contact script. 
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IIIUO 3d: ILBCa' ability to market their intraLATA services 
to exiating customers when they call for reasons 
other than aelecting intraLATA carriers? If so, 
for what period of time ahould any 1uch 
requirement• be impo1ed? 

RBQQN!BPPITJQI: The eo.miasion should require GTEFL to refrain from 
marketing ita intraLATA toll services to existing customers who 
call for reaiODI unrelated to intraLATA toll service from the date 
the COIIIIliaaion iaauea an order from thi1 recommendation until 
August 15, 1998. (ADDU) 

PQSITIOII Of PM%111: 

Atfa: Thia iaaue waa atipulated by the 1-Jartiea and approved at 
hearing with reapect to all parties except GTEFL. As to GTEFL, 
AT•T state• that the Commisaion should restrict GTEFL from 
marketing ita intraLATA s ervices to exiating customer• when those 
customer• call for reaeona other than changing their intraLATA 
carrier. 

GTIFL: No. OTBFL baa lost 41.8t of ita coll PIC-able lines, and 
67.6t of new cuetomere chooee carriers other than GTEFL. GTEFL's 
competitor• can joint .arket their services, and they clearly need 
no artificial regulatory advantages over GTEFL. In any case, GTEFL 
believes it already complies with the proposed restriction. 

~: Yes. This issue wae stipulated for Sprint and the small 
LECs. For GTBFL, the Commiesion should impose these marketing 
restriction• for a period of eighteen months. 

NBPTC: Thie iaeue hae been resolved by the Commissio~'s approval of 
the stipulation in thie docket. 

AIJ.TIL: This iseue bas been resolved by the Commission's approval 
of the etipulation in thie docket. 

VISTA,-DBITBD: Thie issue has been resolved by the Commission's 
approval of the etipulation in this docket. 

SPRDI'J': Sprint-Florida ia in compliance with the Commission's 
decision in the BellSouth Order. Sprint-Florida believes that this 
issue will be reeolved through 1tipulation. 
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STAFf AQLXSIS: 

GTBPL argues that while it is not its general practice, it 
occasionally markets its intraLATA toll service to its customers 
who call for reasons unrelated to intraLATA toll. GTEFL states 
that it addresses the customer's needs, and afterward, asks the 
customer, •(I)f be is interested in hearing about toll offerings.• 
GTEFL contends that this practice is not anticompetitive; instead, 
the practice is •pro-consumer.• (GTEFL Brief, 4) 

GTEFL notes t hat no complaints about anticompetitive conduct 
have been filed against GTBPL because GTEPL is not engaging in the 
same conduct that was aa .. rted in the complaint against BellSouth. 
Thus, GTBPL asserts that no remedial measures are necessary. (GTEFL 
Brief, 5) GTBPL further argues that imposing this restriction will 
harm consumers and competition, because this restriction •[W)ill 
deny GTBFL's customers information they would otherwise have chosen 
to hear and which might well be useful to them in terms of saving 
money or meeting other needs.• GTEFL contends that this 
restriction will not allow GTEFL to market its services to 
customers PIC' d to GTEPL; hence, a cust.omer that is unaware of 
GTEFL's toll discount plans cannot be informed of such discount 
plans. (GTBPL Brief, 6) 

Furthermore, GTEFL argues that there is no reason to sanction 
these •anti-consumer• effects, because BellSouth' s restrictions 
were predicated on the fact that the intraLATA market was in its 
infancy; therefore, these restrictions were needed to increase 
customers' awareness and allow the IXCs time to establish their 
presence in the intraLATA toll market . (GTEFL Brief, 6) GTEFL 
argues that standing alone, this practice would seemingly give 
GTEFL an unfair advantage. However, GTEFL asserts that its market 
share data does not show such adverse effects on the IXCs. (GTEFL 
Brief 9) Aa of February 1998, GTEFL states that it has •lost almost 
42t of its toll PIC-able linea• and that •67t of customers chose 
intraLATA carriers other than GTEFL• for the sample month of 
December 1997. Similar BellSouth data shows that the company has 
•lost 26t of toll PIC-able lines and that 34t of new residential 
customers chose an intraLATA carrier other than BellSouth.• (GTEFL 
Brief, 7) GTEPL argues that there is no evidence that it has 
hindered the exercise of competitive choice, and the IXCs who have 
traditionally been identified with long-distance service will be 
given a marketing advantage if this restriction is imposed on 
GTEPL. GTBPL contends that the intraLATA toll environment has 
little need for this marketing restriction because efficient 
competition will never develop if some market participants remain 
subject to regulatory restrictions while others do not . (GTEFL 
Brief, 10) OTIPL concludes that restricting it from communicating 
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this information to customers who may otherwise consent to this 
exchange of information will be a disservice to the customers. 
(GTEFL Brief, 10) 

In ita Brief, AT~T notes GTEFL'a acknowledgment that GTEFL 
occasionally markets its intraLATA services to its existing 
customers and that such a practice is not anti-competitive or 
inappropriate . However, AT&T argues that GTEFL' s acknowledgment is 
at odds with the Commission's findings in Order No. PSC-96-1569-
FOF-TP. AT&T further argues that nothing has changed to make 
ILECs' marketing their intraLATA toll services in this manner an 
acceptable competitive practice . AT&T contends that ILECs such as 
BellSouth and ~ have a marketing advantage by their very nature 
as ILECs. (AT&T Brief, 5) AT&T further argues that GTBFL still 
remains the incumbent provider of local service and, thus, has a 
marketing advantage over non-ILEC incraLATA carriers. AT&T 
concludes that the Commission needs to prohibit GTEFL from engaging 
in the same conduct, aa was prohibited for BellSouth, for a period 
of one year from the daLe of the Commission's order. (AT&T Brief, 
6) 

MCI echoes the same sentiments as AT&T that GTEFL is still the 
monopoly provider of local service. MCI contends that these 
customers are not calling GTEFL regarding intraLATA services, 
instead they are calling GTEFL because it is the local monopoly. 
(MCI Brief, 7) MCI argues that GTEFL's customers are enti~led to 
the same awareness period as was prescribed in the BellSouth 
Complaint; MCI thus recommends that the Commission impose a similar 
restriction aa that which was placed on BellSouth in Order No. PSC-
96-1569-POF-TP. (MCI Brief, 8) 

Staff agrees with AT&T that GTEFL's practice of occasionally 
marketing ita intraLATA services to its customers calling for 
reasons unrelated to intraLATA toll is at odds with this 
Commission's findings in Order No. PSC-96-1569-FOF-TP. Staff 
agrees with AT&T that GTEFL'a practice ia the same practice that 
the Commission addressed in the complaint against BellSouth. 

GTEFL alleges that this practice of •occasionally" marketing 
its intraLATA services to customers who call for reasons unrelated 
to intraLATA toll ia •pro-consumer." Staff cannot, however, 
confirm or refute GTEFL's argument that imposing this restriction 
on GTEFL will harm consumers . Staff acknowledges that it is 
possible that this restriction might prevent GTEFL from providing 
its customers with information that might be useful in helping 
these customers. GTEFL is not prohibited, however, from marketing 
to its customer• in the same manner ita competitors are marketing 
to these customers. Staff further contends that GTEFL's competitors 

- 10 -



DOCmT m. 970526-TP 
DATB: APRIL 16, 1998 

have toll discount plana that customers are unaware of and will 
only learn of v~a marketing efforts other than the unique 
opportunity afforded to GTEFL when customers call in for reasons 
unrelated to intraLATA toll . 

Staff agrees with GTEFL that ita market share does not 
indicate any negative effects on the IXCa, since there is no 
evidence that •this practice• has hindered the exercise of 
competitive choice. Since this issue is briefed, there is no 
evidence to corroborate GTBFL' • claim in the record . It is, 
therefore, ialpO&&ible for staff to ascertain the validity of 
GTEFL'a claim. 

Staff believes that the underlying rationale for GTEFL' s 
•occasional• practice is customer retention; thus, staff disagrees 
with GTBPL that this practice is pro-consumer . Without proper 
support, staff is not convinced that this restriction will harm 
customers. Staff agrees that restricting this practice will limit 
GTEFL from marketing ita intraLATA service (even its toll discount 
plans) to i ta cuatomara; however, this restriction does not 
prohibit OTBPL fro. marketing its intraLATA service in the same 
manner ita competitors are using to market their intraLATA services 
to these same customers today. Due to che briefing approach taken 
on this issue, staff is in the awkward position of not having 
corroborative evidence to support GTEPL'a market share loss 
figures. Staff would note , however, that GTBFL' a market position 
with respect to intraLATA PIC-able linea appears to have 
deteriorated more quickly than BellSouth'a market position. 
BellSouth'a restriction will expire on June 23, 1998 . GTEFL argues 
that if the Commission concludes, counter to the Company's 
position, that a restriction should be imposed, the restriction 
should last no longer than the same restriction imposed on 
BellSouth. (GTBPL Brief, 10) On the other hand, staff would note 
that there is a Commission approved stipulation with respect to 
Sprint, which imposes a restriction until August 15, 1998 . The 
Sprint stipulation was not predicated on any market share data. 
Thus, staff believes an argument can be made to impose either 
BellSouth'a expiration date or Sprint ' s expiration date on GTEFL. 
Staff believes it is appropriate to recommend the later expiration 
date, in the absence of corroborative evidence to support GTEFL ' s 
market share erosion. 

Baaed on the above argument a, staff recommends that the 
Commission should require GTEFL to refrain from ita practice of 
marketing ita intraLATA service to customers who call for reasons 
unrelated to intraLATA service for a time certain . This 
restriction should start from the time this Commission issues the 
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order in this proceeding and should run until August 15, 1998, 
consistent with Sprint's approved stipulation on this issue. 
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ISSQI 5: Should the Commiasion require GTEFL and the amall ILECs 
(ILBCa) to provide Two-For-One PIC to existing customers? 

~ : ... • .. • . " _.I :'~~~ . I &TJQI: Yea. The Commission should require that, pending 
the availability of a current and fully substantiated cost study, 
GTEFL and the small ILECs should charge a aingle PIC change plus 
the 30\' rate additive when a cuatomer changes interLATA and 
intraLATA carrier• at the same time to a single carrier. This rate 
should apply once the one free PIC has been provided per the 
Stipulation in Iaaue 4 . (ADDU) 

POSITIOB or PMTIU: 

&Iii : This issue was atipulated by the parties and approved by the 
Commission at hearing with respect to ::print . With respect to 
GTEFL and the other amall-LECs, the Commission should order those 
parties to provide a two-for-one PIC to exiating customers for a 
time certain. Thereafter the coats of any PIC change should be 
limited to $0.49 or 30\' of the ILEC's current PIC change. 

GTIFL: No . GTEFL ahould be permitted to retain its separate 
tariffed interLkTA and intraLATA PIC change charges when customers 
change both PICa. No party haa submitted cost information nor have 
they analyzed GTBFL'a work processes to support their claims of 
lower coata. 

~: Yea. Due to the overlap in work processes and activities, 
there is a significant costa savings when both the interLATA and 
intraLATA carriers are changed at the same time to the same 
carrier. Tbe Oommiaaion ahould approve a rate additive of two-for­
one PIC of no more than 30\'. 

IBtfC: Northeast is not opposed to a two-for-one PIC, but believes 
that small LECs like Northeast should get whatever GTEFL gets if 
the Commiaaion order• a leas than two-for-one PIC as proposed by 
GTEFL. 

ATJ.TBL: ALLTEL is not opposed to a two-for-one PIC, but believes 
that the Commiaaion ahould approve for small LECs whatever it 
approves for GTEFL if the Commission orders a less than two-for-one 
PIC as propoaed by GTBFL. 

VISTA-IJIITIQ: Vista ia not opposed to a two- for-one PIC, but 
believes that small LBCs like Vista should get whatever OTEFL gets 
if the Commiasion orders a less t han two- for-one PIC as proposed by 
GTEFL. 
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SPRIIT: Sprint-Florida is in compliance with the Commission's 
decision in the BellSouth Order. Sprint-Florida believes that this 
issue will be resolved through stipulation. 

STAPP IQLXSIS: 

The question that must be addressed in order to get to the 
heart of this is.ue is not whether the ILECs should be required to 
provide tbe two-for-one PIC; instead, the question is at what rate 
should the two-for-one PIC be provided to customers after the 
initial 90-day window has expired. GTEFL witness Munsell does 
argue that OTB~L's existing policy of one-free-PIC for the initial 
choice of intr&LATA carrier since GTEFL' s switch conversion, 
regardless of when tbe customer exercises this choice, essentially 
achieves the same result as the two-for -one PIC . (TR 2S~ 

GTBPL witness MUnaell testifies that GTEFL currently assesses 
an intraLATA PIC change charge at a rate identical to the 
interLATA PIC cbange charge. The witness argues that GTEl-'L' s 
procedures and associated costs to process an intraLATA change are 
identical to those of an interLATA PIC chang~ charge; hence, the 
rates are the same for both intraLATA and interLATA changes. (TR 
22, 23-24) Witness MUnsell testifies that GTEFL made a conscious 
decision to follow the existing interLATA processes and procedures 
as closely u possible. (BXH, p. 7) GTEPL argues that to do anything 

• different for intraLATA equal access would have resulted in 
customer and employee confusion and possibly allegations of anti­
competitive behavior . Thus, GTEFL decided to utilize the same 
process for intraLATA equal access as existed for interLATA equal 
access. (EXH, p.8) 

GTEPL witness MUnsell testifies that there are only two 
methods utilized to execute PIC changes: one, the end-user is in 
contact with the interexchange carrier (IXC), and the IXC sends an 
•able• intraLATA ( an •A•) CUstomer Account Record Exchange (CARE) 
transaction to GTEPL. The •A• CARE transaction is a mechanized 
transaction that is initiated by the IXC. (EXH, p.13) Under the 
second method, the customer initiates this change by directly 
calling the ILBC's business office. In this instance, the customer 
will provide the business office representative with information 
such as name, address, telephone number, and the intraLATA toll 
provider of choice. (EXH, p.lS) For a simultaneous PIC change (a 
Ms• for both) request to the same carrier, GTEFL splits this •s• 
transaction into •A• and •£• (for interLATA) CARE or business 
office transactions. GTEPL testifies that this single order will 
henceforth be split into •A• and •£• transactions and processed as 
though individually ordered. (BXH, p.l6) GTEFL further argues that 
although PIC changes may be ordered in a single transaction, its 
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system is designed to handle these PIC changes individually. GTEFL 
concedes that it consciously made the decision to split the •s• 
transactions into •A• and •£• transactions in order to h&ndle the 
event whereby one of these fields was frozen by the customer, thus 
resulting in a reject of half of that transaction. (TR 25; EXH, 
p.l7) 

GTEFL witness Munsell contends that splitting the •s• 
transaction was a design decision because the switch has no field 
for recognizing combined transactions in the presubscription 
database. This decision was also necessary in order to enable 
GTEFL to provide a positive date/time stamp confirmation of the 
completion of the requested •s• PIC change with the switch update 
information. (BXH, pp.l7, 24) Witness Munsell argues that it was 
conceivable that the switch could proce~s one of those fields 
before the other, thua providing two different date/time stamps of 
completion. Thus, OTBPL could not guarantee the switch would take 
both PIC changes at exactly the same time . Hence, GTEFL opted for 
splitting any •s• transaction into •A• and •E• transactions, 
thereby enabling GTBPL to provide accurate confirmation back to the 
IXCs with precise date/time of completion of either of the •A• or 
•£• transactions. (BXH, pp.17, 25) 

GTEFL witness Munsell argues that assessing the two PIC change 
charges is necessary since there are very minimal efficiencies 
realized when both intraLATA and interLATA PIC changes to a single 
carrier are executed simultaneously. GTEFL contends that some 
efficiency is derived when an end user changes both PICs to the 
same carrier on the same order. Witness Munsell argues that this 
efficiency is on the service-taking side where the business office 
representative does not have to take the customer's information 
twice. Witness Munsell asserts that besides this savings, •[W]e're 
processing two distinct PIC changes.• (TR 24; EXH, p.l2) GTEFL 
estimates the time savings from the customer representative 
handling a two-for-one order, as opposed to two different orders, 
is two minutes. Witness Munsell asserts that the estimated two 
minute savings is the time the customer representative spends in 
validating information such as name and address. (TR 24) GTEFL 
argues that this savings is minimal, since it estimates that only 
about 14t of its PIC changes are the result of an end user calling 
into the business office. The remaining 86t of PIC changes are 
completed via the mechanized CARE system . (TR 25) Witness Munsell 
asserts that the 14t/86t breakdown of end user/CARE system 
transactions was a snapshot of GTEFL's nationwide activity for one 
month, June, 1996. (BXH, p.21) Witness Munsell concedes that he did 
not have a similar breakdown for 1989, to match the vintage of the 
cost study described below. (TR 38) 
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In support of its proposed two PIC charges for the two-for-one 
PIC, GTEFL has proffered a cost study that is basically a time and 
motion study of what costs are associated with changing an 
interLATA PIC. GTBPL witness Munsell asserts that this study was 
conducted and filed on October 4, 1989, with the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) . Witness Munsell concedes that 
this study was for intraLATA and interLATA processes, and no 
subsequent modifications or updates have been made to this study . 
(TR 29-30; BXH, p.10) The GTEFL witness conceded that GTEFL has 

more automation in its services today than it did in 1989 . (TR 39) 
The GTEFL witnes9 further concedes that it is likely that in 1989 
the percent of PIC changes processed through the CARE system was 
much less than depicted in June, 1996. (TR 58) Further, witness 
Munsell contends that the Service Activities Assignment is more 
automated today than at the time of th~ study, and argues that 
•[G]iven that the .. jority of our lines are non-CENTREX, I would 
conjecture that .est of it is automated . • (TR 48) Witness Munsell 
asserts that these systeu~ have been upgraded, thereby increasing 
efficiency. At the same time, labor rates have gone up and these 
new systems have likewise increased overall costs. Witness Munsell 
states that the amount of labor involv~d in both service order 
taking and .witch translation activities would be lower today than 
in 1989, and that mechanized system expense would be higher today 
than it was in 1989 . (BXH, p.10 ; TR 58-59) 

AT~T's witness Guedel asserts that if GTEFL's intraLATA and 
interLATA procedures are identical, then it follows that the costs 
would be identical. (TR 133) However, witness Guedel argues that 
the question is not about identical procedures and the resulting 
efficiencies; instead the issue is how many efficiencies and how 
these efficiencies impact the cost of a PIC change. Witness Guedel 
contends that the efficiencies are probably significant relative to 
the costs of the PIC change process, especially when you combine 
the mechanized and the labor intensive pieces . Witness Guedel 
further argues that GTBFL has not tendered a cost study that 
outlines these efficiencies . (TR 115, 135) 

AT~T's witness Guedel argues that GTEFL should be allowed to 
recover the incremental costs associated with any PIC change . 
However, witness Guedel states that GTBFL is not justified in 
charging two PICa for the two-for-one PIC change because there is 
no cost study to support OTEFL's $4 . 14 PIC change charge . (TR 133) 
Witness Guedel contends that GTEFL has not proffered a cost study 
in this proceeding. Witness Guedel states that GTEFL had the 
opportunity to perform a cost study, but instead, GTEFL decided to 
offer the interLATA PIC change charge for its intraLATA PIC change 
charge . Witness Guedel contends that GTEFL' s assertion with 
respect to the costs associated with PIC changes is not factually 
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supported. (TR 115, 119) The AT~T witness further contends that 
GTBFL has not submitted the 1989 study; instead, G'!·BFL has 
submitted .ame selected pages from the 1989 study. Witness Guedel 
argues that the selected pages have no relevance in this proceeding 
since these pages do not constitute a complete cost study. Witness 
Guedel asserts that while these pages purport to be a cost study, 
they simply do not offer any backup or other information to justify 
what the selected pages say. (TR 1l7-1l8) Witness Guedel asserts 
that since OTBPL has not proffered a cost study, the Commission has 
a precedent it ought to follow . This precedent, witness Guedel 
states, is the Ca.tission' s decision in the complaint against 
BellSouth, whereby tbe Commission determined that BellSouth did not 
have a cost study to support its rates but accepted the lOt rate 
additive pending any supporting demonstration by BellSouth. (TR 
118-119, 127) Witness Guedel takes issue with GTEFL's methodology 
for calculating the effect of the so-called efficiencies, and 
argues that to ensure fairness and accuracy, one has to subtract 
incremental costs from i~cremental costs, not subtract incremental 
costs from fully distributed costs. (TR 18) 

AT~T's witness Guedel disagrees with GTEFL's assertion that 
its policy of a standing first time one-free-PIC is essentially the 
same as the Commission's two-for-one PIC policy and argues that 
GTEFL's policy is essentially for a first time change situation. 
Witness OUedel argues that GTEFL's proposal does not accomplish the 
same thing as the C~ssion' s decision regarding the lOt rate 
additive on a going-forward basis. (TR 1l5-1l6) Witness Guedel 
further argues that, as is, GTEFL's proposal will become a barrier 
to competition because the PIC change charge is price elastic. (TR 
129-llO, 1l6) 

MCI's witness Hyde agrees that GTEFL1 s intraLATA and interLATA 
procedures are identical and asserts that for stand-alone PIC 
changes these costs will be identical. However, witlisss Hyde 
argues that multiple PIC changes should have different costa. 
Witness Hyde further argues that charging two PIC charges for the 
two- for-one PIC change is inappropriate. MCI 1 s witness 
acknowledges that there are incremental coats associated with the 
PIC change charge for the additional PIC change, but does not 
believe doubling the existing PIC change charge is appropriate. (TR 
83-84) 

MCI 1 s witness Hyde argues that the two- for-one PIC change 
certainly results in some efficiencies because the multiple PICa 
mean marking a different data field. Witness Hyde argues that the 
two-for-one PIC to the same carrier requires far less data 
transferred and contends that there would be time savings 
associated with the mechanical as well as manual processes. (TR 93) 
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Witness Hyde argue• that there are costa savings that result from 
both the mechanized and manual two- for-one PIC changes, and 
contends that a verifiable current coat study would show these 
savings. (TR 93) The MCI witneaa argue• th:~ aeparating a multiple 
PIC order into individual orders is no juatification for charging 
two full PIC chargee, eapecially given that these processes are 
mechanized and comprise a majority of GTEFL's transactions. (TR 
101) 

MCI' • witneaa Hyde argues that GTBFL has not provided a 
verifiable coat study that abowa the purported overlaps in the case 
of a multiple PIC situation, nor one that allows verification of 
the flow-through prooaaa. (TR 80) Witne•• Hyde argue• that the coat 
listing or eatl .. te QTIPL haa preaented doe• not allow for any kind 
of verification of any poaaible overlap nor doea it preaent a 
substantiation of the numbers provided. The MCI witness contends 
that the presented atudy appears to be a manual study, and a study 
that only fo~ed an the ~nd user calling into the business office . 
Witness Hyde arguea tbat a atudy that embodiea both mechanized and 
manual time flows baa aome back-up data, and explanation of flow­
through ia necessary. (TR 94-95) The MCI witness contend• that the 
study preaented by OTBPL ia not appropriate aupport for this 
proceeding. Witneaa Hyde argues that both the vintage of the study 
and the fact that the atudy was baaed on a atand-alone PIC change 
renders thia atudy inapplicable to this proceeding. (TR 87-88) 
Witness Hyde aaaerta that a new cost study would better reflect 
today'& situation. Witneaa Hyde contends that a new cost study 
would show that the PIC change is a lower cost and thereby, a lower 
coat asaociated with flowing through the multiple PICa . (TR 88) 

MCI'a witnesa Hyde argues that the Commission should not allow 
GTEFL to charge two PIC. for the two-for-one PIC because this will 
provide GTEPL with an over-recovery. Witness Hyde further argues 
that until GTEPL can furnish a current, verifiable cost study, it 
is reaaonable for the Commiaaion to cap the second PIC at the JOt 
rate additive eatabliahed in the complaint against BellSouth. (TR 
81' 98) 

GTBFL atates that it consciously decided to utilize its 
existing interLATA proceaaes and procedures as closely as possible 
in the intraLATA market. GTEFL concludes that by utilizing ita 
interLATA legacy ayatema for intraLATA PIC changea, it is logical 
that the ratea for both intraLATA and interLATA PIC changes are the 
same. Hence, OTBPL ahould be allowed to aasess two PIC charges for 
a two-for-one PIC change request. Staff agrees with AT~T and MCI 
that by uaing ita legacy ayatema for both intraLATA and interLATA 
PIC change, GTBPL'a aaaociated costa are identical for a stand­
alone PIC change. Staff alao agrees with AT~T that the question is 
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not whether the procedures are identical, but what realizable 
efficienciea exiat i n a two-for-one PIC change . Staff further 
agree• with AT~T'• aseertion that it is possible there are 
significant efficienciee in the combined PIC transaction, 
especially when one cOIIbinea the mechanized and manual pieces 
together. Staff agree• with MCI that multiple PIC changes should 
have different coate, and that it ie inappropriate for GTEFL to 
charge for two PICa in a two-for-one PIC change order. 

Staff diaagreee with GTEFL that ite standing policy of one­
free-PIC eaeentially accompliehee the goal of the two-for-one PIC. 
Both AT'T and MCI argue that the one-free-PIC policy is not the 
same ae the two-for-one PIC . Staff agrees with AT~T and MCI that 
the two- for-one PIC option is ongoing. Hence, abeent euch an 
option, staff notea AT~T'e argument that GTEFL·s existing one-free­
PIC option could become a barrier to c~~ition. (TR 89, 91) Staff 
contends that the two-for-one PIC ie not designed solely for the 
purpose of tbe cuetoaer'• initial choice of intraLATA carrier, but 
rather other aubaequent choicee. 

GTEFL atatea that there are three poeeible waye to order PIC 
change•. Theae are: an •able• intraLATA transaction (an •A• 
transaction), an interLATA transaction (an •s• transaction), and a 
simultaneoua PIC transaction (a •a• transaction) . All of these 
different waya of ordering PIC changes can either be executed via 
the CARE ey8tem or through the company's business office. However, 
staff notea GTBFL haa not atated any technical conatraintA that 
neceaaitate the aplit of a •a• traneaction. Instead, GTEFL 
designed ita ayatem with only •A• and •£• fields and none for a •a• 
traneaction. Thue, etaff dieagrees with GTEFL that the •s• 
transaction muat be aplit into •A• and •£• traneactione in order to 
ensure flow-though in the down stream syeteme. Staff observes that 
GTEFL conceded that it conecioualy decided to split the •s• 
traneaction into •A• and •£• transactions. Staff therefore, 
disagrees with GTEFL that the switch cannot recognize combined 
transactions (i.e . , •a• traneactions). 

Staff agrees with GTEFL that it is conceivable in a •s• 
transaction that the ewitch will process one field before the 
other; therefore, GTBFL might not be able to guarantee that the 
switch will execute both PIC change requeete at the eame time. 
Thus, to provide the IXC. with an accurate poeitive date/time stamp 
confirmation, it might be neceeeary to eplit the combined 
traneaction. However, ataff ie not convinced since GTEFL did not 
actually run the •a• traneaction on ita downstream systems to 
arrive at ite conclueion . Staff notes AT~T and MCI'a assertion 
that the IXCs will accept a sequential positive date/time stamp 
confirmation that ia within reaeon. (TR 92, 139) 
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Staff agrees with AT&T that it is possible there are 
significant efficiencies associated with the two-for-one PIC 
considering the .. chanized and labor intensive pieces of the PIC 
change proceaaea. Staff also agrees with MCI that a verifiable 
current cost study would show the presence of time savings 
associated with the two-for-one PIC. Staff notes MCI's assertion 
that the two-for-one PIC simply means marking another field in the 
switch. Staff is not convinced by GTBFL' • assertion that there are 
minimal efficiencies realized in the two-for-one PIC and that these 
efficiencies result only from end user orders at the business 
office. Hence, staff disagrees with GTBFL's conclusion that absent 
this saving, •[w)e're processing two distinct PIC changes.• Thus, 
staff believes that there are time savings associated with the 
mechanized, aa -•11 as the manual, components of the PIC change 
process. 

Staff notes OTBPL's assertion that its subject matter experts 
estimate the derived efficiency is two minutes. When factored into 
the two metboda of executing PIC changes using the 14t/86t 
breakdown for end-uaer/CARB initiated transactions, this efficiency 
results in approxi .. tely $0.08 savings . (TR 26) Staff disagrees 
with GTBFL'a conclusion because GTIFL is ualng a 1996 end-user/CARE 
transaction distribution with a 1989 coat study to arrive at the 
proposed efficiency savings. Staff agrees with MCI that both the 
vintage and the fact that this study was conducted for a stand­
alone PIC change render this study inappropriate support in this 
proceeding. GTBFL has conceded that its systems are more automated 
today than they were in 1989. Staff further disagrees with GTEFL's 
use of a 1996 single month, non-Florida PIC change distribution . 

Staff notes that the Commission has a precedent in this 
regard; namely, the 30t rate additive that it had determined 
appropriate in the complaint against BellSouth . GTEFL is in the 
same posture as BellSouth, in that neither LEC had a current cost 
study to support ita proposed rates. 

Based on the above arguments, staff believes that GTEFL 
designed its PIC change .ystem without providing for a combined PIC 
transaction field. Staff disagrees with GTEFL that there are very 
minimal efficiencies associated with the two-for-one PIC change 
order ($0.08 net cost savings), since this conclusion is derived 
using portions of both a 1989 cost study and a 1996 one month 
nationwide PIC change sampling. Staff believes that a current and 
fully substantiated cost study would outline all the possible 
overlaps that are or could be avoided with the two- for-one PIC 
change. Absent such a study, staff is unable to conclusively make 
a determination with respect to the degree of efficiencies and how 
these efficiencies affect the proposed PIC change charge. Hence, 
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staff recommend• that pending the availability of such a study, the 
Commiaaion ahould require GTBPL and small ILECa to provide the two­
for-one PIC change at the rate of one PIC plus a 30' rate additive 
consistent with Order No. PSC-96-1569-POF-TP . This rate should 
apply once the one free PIC has been provided per the Stipulation 
in Issue 4. 
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ISSQB 6: Should this docket be cloaed? 

STAPF AALXSIS; 

closed upon issuance of 

The order iaaued on this recommendation will be final, and 
there are no further matters for the Commiaaion to address in this 
docket. Therefore, thia docket ahould be closed upon issuance of 
the Pinal Order in thia proceeding. 
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