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UTF has proposed a reduction in switched
access service rates however, the company
has proposed no rate changes for message
toll service. UTF has proposed the
following switched access rate changes:

I

a) To reduce BHMOC rates from $3.95 to
$1.98.

b) To reduce MABC BHMOC rates from $3.95
to $1.98.

c) To change time of day discount amounts
which will increase originating access
revenues by $2.846 million.

d) To reduce cellular mobile interconnection rates
as a result of the proposed reduction of BHMOC
charges.

Should UTF's proposed changes be approved?

Should there be any other changes in

switched access, toll or cellular mobile
interconnection services?

[BROWN] 13
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ISSUE 31: UTF has proposed a reducktion in switched
access service rates however, the company
has proposed no rate changes for message
toll service. UTF has proposed the
following switched access rate changes:

a) To reduce BHMOC rates from $3.95 to
$1.98.

b) To reduce MABC BHMOC rates from $3.95
to $1.98.

c) To change time of day discount amounts
which will increase originating access
revenues by $2.846 million.

d) To reduce cellular mobile interconnection rates
as a result of the proposed reduction of BHMOC
charges=.

Should UTF's proposed changes be approved?
Should there be any other changes in
switched access, toll or cellular mobile
interconnection services?

[BR ,'.ﬂf!"‘]
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UTF proposed to increase Optional Extended

Local Calling (OELC) plans by the same

percentage amount as that proposed for

local residential rates, is this

appropriate?

[SHELFER] 17

Should the Clermont to Orlando EAS
additive be reduced or removed?
[SHELFER] 19

[BUTLER]

Should existing Toll-Pac plans be
converted to the $.25 plan?
[SHELFER] 23

Should EAS to Bonita Springs be

implemented in the context of this

rate case? If so, at what rate?

[SHELFER] 28

[BUTLER]

Are there any routes in UTF's

territory that are currently facing

EAS pressures and should the

Commission take any action at this

time to address these pressures?

[SHELFER, SIMMONS] 32

[BUTLER]
What changes, if any, should be made
regarding EAS in the UTF territory?

[SHELFER] 36
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ling F r Signal Ring/Express Touch

ISSUE 33: Should the Company's proposal to change
rates for Custom Calling Features as
outlined in the table below be approved?

RESIDENCE BUSINESS
PRESENT PROPOSED PRESENT PROFOSED
First Feature Access $1.40 $0.00 $1.65 $0.00
Call PForwarding $1.65 ; $2.50 $2.75 $4.50
Call Foxward _

Don't answer $1.65 $1.00 $2.75 $1.00
Call Forward - Busy $1.65 $1.00 $2.75 $1.00
3-Way Calling : $1.65 $2.00 $2.75 $3.00
Call Waiting $1.65 $3.50 $2.75 $4.00

RESIDENCE BUSINESS
PRESENT - PROPOSED PRESENT  PROPOSED

Cancel Call Waiting $0.75 $1.00 $1.25 $1.25
Speed Calling $1.65 ‘ $2.00 $2.75 $3.00
Call Porward

Remote Activation SIS $1.75 $2.35 $2.50
Personal Alert Line $1.65 $1.65 SZES $2.7%
SignalRing 1 2. 40/ 08 $3.00 $3.40 $6.00
SignalRing 2 $4 .05 $5.00 $6.65 $8.00

H
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ISSUE 33a:

ISSUE 34b:

UTF has proposed to eliminate rates
for secondary service order charges
for subscribers adding Custom Calling
Features, SignalRing and
ExpressTouch. Should this be
approved?

[YATES]

Residential /Business/PBX/AEC

UTF has proposed to increase basic
local exchange access line revenues
(R-1 and B-1) by $59.7 million or 37%
increase over current revenues.

UTF has proposed to continue the
restructure of Direct-Inward-Dial
(DID) service.

United has propoged changes in its
Advanced Business Connection (ABC)

gervice rates.

United proposes to implement a
Subscriber Line Charge (SLC) credit for
ARC service.Subscriber Line Charge

Credit for ARC Service.

[BEROWN]

”ow should the Commission tariff local
rvice for telephones installed in

;_avators?

BROWN l
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IS8UR 353

ISSVUE 26:

PAGE
Catch All
Should United be required to itemize its
bills on a monthly basis?
[SHELFER] ) : 63

The following services have not been
addressed in other issues and no changes
have been proposed:

T I L by tarlff section

A2, General Regulations.
A4, Service Charges (other than
secondary service connection charge).
A5, Charges Applicable Under Special Conditions.
A6, Directory Listings.
A7, Coin Telephone Sexrvice.
A8, Telephone Answering Service.
AS, Foreign Exchange Service.
B13, Miscellaneousg Service Arrangements (other than
Custom Calling, SignalRing, and ExpressTouch).
Al4, Auxiliary Equipment.
Al5, Connection with Certain Facilities and/or
Equipment of Others.
Al1%, Wide Area Telecommunications Service.
A20, Private Line Service and Channels.
A24, Emergency Reporting Services.
A2%9, Data Transport Service.
A108-Al124, Obsolete Tariff Offerings.
B2, General Regulations.
E7, Special Access Services,
Billing and Collection Services.
.ccess Service for Local Exchange Companies'
f IntralLATA-Intercompany Long Distance
calls (other than the MABC BHMOC flow

n o
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Non-Tariffed Ttems

Directory Advertising.

Rent Revenues (Pole attachments, IXC

floor space, etc.).

Migcellaneous Other Operating Revenues

(UrLD royalty, COBRA, etec.).

Non-Access Revenues (IXC contracts for
Operator Services).

E-911 Contracts and Private Line Settlements
with Southern Bell, GTEFL, and Vista-United.
InterLATA Private Line Terminal Equipment.
Intrastate InterLATA FG A EAS Contract.
MessageLine.

Is this appropriate?

[SHELFER]
Tarilf ffectiv Cugtomer Notification

ISSDER 37: What should be the effective date of any

rate changes?

[BROWN]
ISSUE 37a: When should customers be notified of

any rate changes?

[BROWN]
ISSUE 317b: What should be contained in the bill

ATTACHMENTS :

stuffer to UTF customers announcing any
rate changes?
[BROWN]
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ATET AT&T Communications of the Southern States
B&C Billing and Collection

BHMOC Busy hour minute of capacity

BR Brief

CCF Custom Callin§ Features

CPE : Customer premises equipment

DID . Direct In Dialing

EAS ‘Extended Area Service

EXH Exhibit

FCTA Florida Cable Television Association
PGH Feature groups: A, B, C, D

FPSC Florida Public Service Commission
FPTA Florida Pay Telephone Association
TR Florida Telephone Association

GTEB GTE Florida Incorporated

IXC Interexchange carrier
TS Long Distance Telecommunications Service
Local exchange company

Line Information Data Base
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MARBRC
MFR#m

TOLL~-PAC

TR

Modified Access Based Compensation
Minimum £iling requirements
Minutes of use '

Optional Extended Area Services

Office of Public Counsel

Pay Telephone Service

Southern Bell Telephone
Telephone Answering Service
Toll Monopoly Area

Toll Personalized Area Calling
Transcript

United States Telephone Association

United Telephone Company of Florida
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SASE BACKGROUND

On November 15, 1991, United Telephone Company of Florida
(United or the Company) filed its MFRs in this rate case. United's
proposal would have produced an increase in revenues of
approximately $54,308,000 annually.

In United's last rate case which was completed in January of
1991 the Commission granted it an overall revenue increase of
94,540,000, Most of United's rates were changed in the last rate
cage, A few of the larger changes were a reduction in BHMOC from
$6.39 to $4.33, a reduction in MTS rates including the rating of
the first mileage band at $.25 per message, an increase in
Directory Assistance charges, and an increase in local rates of
$15.98 million. United stated, in its November petitiomn, that
after the last rate case decision, subsequent actions taken by the
Florida Commission reduced its revenues by $2,883,245 annually
chrougn reductions in operator services rates, parent debt
adiustment and zone charges.

Intervenors in this case include the Office of Public Counsel
(OPC), the Florida Pay Telephone Association (FPTA), Inc., AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T), the Florida
Cable Television Association (FCTA), and the Florida Ad Hoc
Telecommuaications User's Committee (Ad Hoc).

Customer hearings were held in this matter on March 11, 1992,
in Fort Myers, and on March 16, 1992 in Altamonte Springs. An
informal prehearing conference was held on March 20, 1992. The
final prehearing conference was held on April 6, 1992. The main
rat ase hearing was held April 15, 16 and 20, 1992, in

iiallassee.

CORRESPONDING ISSUE
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Those issues in Categories 1 through 5 were decided at a
Special Agenda on June 12, 1992. The Commission determined that
United's earnings should be reset and revenues should be reduced by
$1.065 million. This recommendation addresses United's request to
make rate and tariff changes that were identified in Category 6 and
proposes alternative rate design reductions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As a result of the June 12, 1992 Special Agenda held in the
United Rate Case, the Commission's decision resulted in a reduction
in United Telephone Company's revenue requirement of $1.065
million. The following recommendation proposes what rate changes
staff believes should occur within the context of this rate case.

Staff recommends that the Clermont and Bonita Springs EAS
additives be removed reducing United's revenues by $ 1,123,181, and
the Trilacoochee EAS request should be implemented without an
additive. Staff also recommends that intralATA routes with over
4MMMs be converted to the $.25 per message plan. This will be
accomplished via seven digit dialing wherever possible. These EAS
changes will absorb the reduction in United's revenue requirement.

United has proposed to reprice several of its Custom Calling
Features and staff recommends approval of the changes. These
changes will result in an increase in United's annual revenues of
$1,677,606. Staff also recommends removing the secondary service
crder charge as proposed by the Company in order to stimulate use
of Custom Calling Features. This will result in an annual revenue
logs of $224,640.

In addition, United has proposed to make several rate changes
to its business services for which staff has recommended approval.
They include a decrease to its ABC rates resulting in an annual
revenue decrease of $238,675 and changes to its PBX DID rate
resulting in an annual decrease of $131,220.

Finally staff recommends approving United's proposal to
decrease its access time-of-day discounts, which will result in an
increase in revenues of $ 2.466 million, and staff proposes to

of fset that access increase with a comparable BHMOC access rate

rease

nments identified ag Executive Summary A thru G, provide
rpact information. Attachments A thru D, outline by
‘ the Company's and staff's pvoposals for revenue
Atctachments E thru G are prov1de in case the
prove gtaff alternatives in Issue's 32b and
{ne alternatives are approved the
ther reduce BHMOC rates.
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Accegg/Toll/Interconnection

188U _31l: UTF has proposed a reduction in switched access service
rates however; the company has proposed no rate changes for message

toll pervice. UTF has proposed the following switched access rate
changes:

a) To reduce BHMOC rates from $3.95 to $1.98.
b) To reduce MABC BHMOC rates from $3.95 to $1.98.

¢) To change time-of-day discount amounts which will
increase access revenues by $2.632 million.

d) To reduce cellular mobile interconnection rates as a
result of the proposed reduction of BHMOC charges.

Should UTF's proposed changes be approved? Should there
be any other changes in switched access, toll or cellular
mobile interconnection services? :

RECOMMENDATION: The Company's proposal to reduce Busy Hour Minute
of Capacity (BHMOC), Modified Access Based Compensation (MABC)
BHMOC and mobile interconnection rates by $8.46 million should be
denied. However, the Commission should approve United's proposal
to decrease time-of-day discount amounts which will increase access
revenues by $2.632 million. In conjunction with the increase in
rime-of-day discounts, the Commission should reduce BHMOC revenues
in the same amount. United made no other propecsals and staff
believes that the rate changes made in Docket No. 891239-TL,
(United's last earnings review) were sufficient, and no other
‘hanges in switched access, toll or mobile interconnection rates
should be made. [BROWN]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

A= a result of recert Commission actions and tariff
~tain changes in revenues and expenses, United has
posal to reduce switched access rates. United now
' BHMOC rate and the MABC BHMCC rates be reduced
rather than to $1.98. (Tr. 1426-1427, 1479
reduction is significant even at its reduced

= S

. BHMOC rate is a further step
smpetitive environment and
No. 890183-TL, finding AAVs

880812-TL, eliminating
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the intraEAEA facilities based competition restriction on January
1, 1991. The reduction will also mitigate uneconomic bypass
potential and reduce interstate and intrastate toll rate disparity.

b) The MABC BHMOC rate should be the same level as the rate
charged IXCs for BHMOC. If the rates are different, IXCs and LECs
would pay different rates for essentially the same service.

c) United has requested a change to the switched access time
of day discount to provide consistency in the discount between IXCs
and United's IntralATA message toll service. If significant
differences in the discounts exist, competitive imbalances between
IXC provided intraLATA traffic and LEC provided intralATA traffic
may result.

d) United is following the requirements of Order No. 20475
and requesting a reduction in the cellular interconnection usage
rate to correspond to its requested reduction in the BHMOC rate.
The reduction is in accord with Order No. 20475 and should be
approved.

With the exception that the Company's proposed rate levels for
the BHMOC and cellular interconnection should be adjusted to
reflect any revenue requirement changes, the Company's proposals to
change the rates for these services should be approved. No changes
should be made to the rates for switched access, toll, or cellular
interconnection services other than those resulting from any
revenue requirement changes.

AT&T: a) AT&T supports United's proposal to reduce BHMOC rates
from $3.95 to $1.98 in this proceeding. While AT&T continuee to
advocate the elimination of all charges associated with the BHMOC
element, AT&T recognizes United's proposed reduction as an
important step towards that end.

b) AT&T has no position on this igsue.

c) While the proposed change in time of day discounts will
result in an increase in originating access revenues, AT&T does not
oppose the proposed change as long as such action is taken in
c13uncL;ov with the BHMOC reduction proposed by United in this
ocke 1he net effect of the proposed BHMOC reduction and the

wanges in time of day discounts would be an overall
cd approximately $7.9 million in annual switched access
which ig a positive step towards driving access rates

sition on this issue.
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FCTA and FPTA: No position.

OPC: 1In United's last case, which ultimately resulted in a revenue
reduction, the Commission raised local rates significantly while
reducing access charges. The Commission should not again reduce
access charges in this case.

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Busy Hour Minute of Capacity (BHMOC) is a
fixed monthly rate per busy hour minute of switched access capacity
ordered by IXCs. The BHMOC charge is calculated and assessed for
each IXC connection to a LEC switch. The BHMOC rate is unique to
Florida and there is no BHMOC charge for interstate access.

In United's last rate case and with subsequent rate changes
United's BHMOC rate was reduced from $6.39 to $3.95. United has
proposed to reduce its BHMOC rate in this case to $2.40 for an $8
million reduction. With the flow through effect of reducing :he
BHMOC, revenue would be reduced $8.46 million. (EXH 14, MFR SCH E-
la) Mobile interconnection rates use the current BHMOC rate to
determine the appropriate rates for interconnection. 1In addition,
MABC BHMOC rates should algo be adjusted with any change in BHMOC
rates since these are the access rates that Unlted charges other
local exchange companies.

United has also proposed a change to the switched access time-
of-day discount to provide consistency in the discount between IXCs
and United's IntralATA message toll service. This proposal moves
gwitched access time of day discounts to the same level as the
Company's IntralLATA MTS time-of-day discounts. The proposed change
would increase revenues by $2.353 million.

United proposed no other changes, thus, the total proposed
revenue impacts of the rates proposed by United would be a $5.83
million reduction in revenues.

As noted in its last rate case, United believes that the
proposed reduction will mitigate uneconomic bypass potential and
reduce interstate and intrastate toll rate disparity (EHX 72, FPB
2, pp 102). As a result of the Company's proposal, all IXCs would
receive reduced access costs. Furthermore, other LECs would
benefit by having to compensate United a lesser amount for
intercompany intralATA calls.

The Commission hag clearly indicated that it is encouraging
reduction and future elimination of the BHMOC charge. Southern
L1 hag removed the charge entirely and Centel's and United's
jes were reduced substantially in their last rate cases.
sal ia conglgtent with this Commission directive.
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AT&T gtated in its brief that it supports United's proposal to

reduce BHMOC rates and revise the time-of-day discounts for

gwltched access services. AT&T states that the decrease of rates

asgsociated with the BHMOC reduction more than offsets any increase

due to discount revisions.

AT&T supports these changes as long as

they occur at the game time, but would not support a change in the
discount rates without a BHMOC reduction.

OPC does not support any reduction in access charges and

believes that the Commission should not reduce access charges in

this docket.

OPC stated in its brief that BHMOC rates should not

be adjusted since they were reduced and local rates increased in

United's

last rate case.

Staff agrees with OPC that the Commission did increase local
rates by $15.9 million in the last rate case and lowered BHMOC, and
as a result gtaff does not believe that local rates should again be.

raised in this proceeding (see Issue 34a) in order to have a

greater BHMOC reduction.

The Company's prdposal to reduce BHMOC, MABC BHMOC and mobile
However, the Commission
should approve United's proposal to change time-of-day discount

interconnection rates should be denied.

amounts which will increase access revenues by $2.632 million.
corjunction with the increase in time-of-day discounts, the
Commission should reduce BHMOC revenues in the same amount.

In

This

will result in a decrease in the BHMOC rate of $.45 to a rate of

$3.50 premium and $2.275 non premium.

This recommendation would provide some reduction in BHMOC

rates while moving United's time-of-day discounts for access
to the same schedule as United's own intralATA MTS
There is no compelling argument for or against the
of United's time-of-day discount schedule, however,
that it may reduce some confusion to only have one

services
service.
changing
believes
discount

schedule.

staff

United made no other proposals and staff believes that the
rate changes made in Docket No.

review)

16

€91239-TL

(United's last earnings
were sufficient, and no other changesg in switched access,
toll or mokile interconnection rates should be made.
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EAS

ISSUE 32: UTF proposed to increase Optional Extended Local Calling
(OELC) plans by the same percentage amount as that proposed for
local residential rates, is this appropriate?

RECOMMENDATION: Yea, if United is granted an increase for local
residential rates, then Optional Extended Local Calling (OELC)
Plang should be increased by the same percentage amount. If
United's local residential rates are decreased, then OELC should be
decreased by the same percentage amount. Revenue impact will be
dependent on the local rate change approved in this case. [SHELFER]

POSITION OF PARTIES

UNITED: A procedure for developing rates for OELC plans was
developed in Docket 850139-TL, and is described in FPSC Order No.
14771. The procedure is based on basic local service rates for a
subscriber's home exchange and first and second tier exchanges.

The proposed increases in OELC rates in this case are based on
the procedure contained in FPSC Order No. 14771 in that the
proposed increases in OELC rates maintain the same relationship
with the proposed basic local service rates as exists between
current local rates and OELC rates.

The OELC plan rate increases proposed by United are in accord
with the procedure established in Order No. 14471 and are
appropriate.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.
OPC: Rates should be reduced.

STAFF ANALY¥SIS: In Docket No. 850139-TL, Order No. 14771, this
Commigsion approved a procedure for developing rates for OELC
plans. The procedure is based on basic local service rates for a
subscriber's home exchange and first and second tier exchanges. If
basic local service ratesg change, the price of OELC under this
dure should alsce change to maintain the same relationship
tween basic local service rates and OELC rates.

rees in concept with OPC's position that OELC rates
educed but only if local residential rates are also
t same percentage.

ess Poayg explains that the proposed increase in
=d on the procedure contained in Order No. 14771.

17
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He further argues that the proposed increase in OELC rates
maintains the same relationship with the proposed basic local
service rates as exists between current local rates and OELC rates.
(TR 1437) : |

0f the OELC routes listed in United's General Subscriber's
tariff Section A3.I.3, only Ocala to Williston and Williston to
Ocala will remain once Bonita Springs HAS is implemented to Fort
Myers, Fort Myers Beach, and Naples on June 28, 1992.

Staff agrees with United's position based on the evidence
presented in Docket No. 850139-Tl and Order No. 14771. No evidence
has been presented in this docket to change the procedure that was
developed and ordered in Order No. 14771.

Staff believes the relationship between basic local service
rates and OELC are directly related, therefore any change in rates
For basic local service, whether an increase or decrease, should be
applied by that same percentage to OELC.

=
(as]
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ISSUE 32a: Should the Clermont to Orlando EAS additive be reduced
or removed?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The 25/25 additive of $2.36 should be
removed. The $1.50 regrouping additive is incorporated in the
basic rate for rate group 5 and will not change. The annual

revenue impact of removing the 25/25 additive is $434,381.
[SHELFER]

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: No, the 25/25 additive has only been
in place since December 1, 1991. It should remain in place at
leagt two years from the time of implementation or until United's
next earnings review, whichever comes later. [BUTLER]

POSITION OF PARTIES

UNITED: The Clermont EAS additive for R-1 service includes two
components--a 25\25 plan additive of $2.36 and a regrouping

component of $1.50--for a total additive of $3.86. (See Order No.
24144, p. 4).

The Order does not indicate that either component of the ;
additive is temporary until the Company's next rate case, whereupon
the additive would be removed.

United sees no justification for removal or reduction of the
regrouping component.

United has stated that it would have no objection to freezing

the 25/25 plan component of the additive as opposed to increasing
it. , ;

If the Commission does decide to remove or reduce the 25/25
plan component of the additive in this rate case, the annual
revenue reduction of $434,381 for elimination of the additive (Ex.
72, p. 91) or some portion thereof if the additive is reduced,
should be included in the financial analysis of the case.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

OPC: Yes, the combined increase from the recent EAS additive and
the proposal by United in this case to apply another full
rcentage increase is excessive. If the Commission raises local
rates in this case, either no increase or a smaller percentage
increase should apply to Clermont.

BE

71 )
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STAFF ANALYSIS: In Docket No. 891339-TL, Order No. 24144, EAS waa
granted between Clermont and the Lake Buena Vista, Orlando, Reedy
Creek, Windermere; and Winter Garden exchanges. EAS was

implemented on December 15, 1991, under the 25/25 plan with
regrouping.

Staff agrees with OPC's position that the increase f£rom the
recent EAS additive combined with the proposal by United in this
cage to apply another increase would be excessive. However, staff
is not recommending an increase in basic local exchange rates in
this case, so perhaps this argument is mitigated somewhat.

Staff agrees with United that Order No. 24144 does not state
that the additive was temporary until the Company's next rate case,
where the additive would be removed. However, we would argue that
the Order does not stop the Commission from removing the additive
when it has a chance to, in a rate proceeding such as this. This
Commission has removed EAS additives in several dockets not
explicitly associated with the EAS implementation. Staff believes

_the removal of the 25/25 addltlve after a reasonable time frame is
fair.

There appears to be agreement not to remove or reduce the
regrouping component. In its Brief, United states that regrouping
places the exchange in question in the rate group that corresponds
to the local calling sccpe available to that exchange. Failing to
include the regrouping component creates an exception to the rate
group structure, and places the exchange in question in a rate
group but does not charge the customers the appropriate rates for
that rate group. Staff has not proposed nor do we support removal
of the regrouping additive. As outlined by United, regrouping

places exchanges in the rate group that is equivalent to its
calling scope.

Staff agrees in concept with United's assertions in its Brief
that the 25/25 additive component is designed to partially offset
the expense and loss of toll revenue associated with 1mplement1ng
EAS If the 25/25 plan component is reduced or removed in a rate
there will be additional revenues needed elsewhere or fewer
tions elsewhere. The Company asserts that if this is the
the effect will spread the cost of implementing EAS for a
ticular exchange to the general body of ratepayers. In its

, United stated it "...does not favor such a result;
rly since the rate case was filed such a short period
ive went into effect. If a longer period was
11 BAS additives were eliminated at once with the
I PY tthe result would not so clearly
at the expense of the general body of

)

1 o
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ratepayers." Staff agrees that the average Clermont residential
cugtomer averaged $6.81 per month in toll charges to the exchanges
included in the EAS offering and now, with EAS, comparing that
average to the 17% reducticn in MTS rates since the time of the
traffic study in October of 1989, the average residence customer is
8till saving $1.79 per month. Staff believes the 25/25 additive
was designed for local exchange companies to recover some of the
lost toll revenues and increased costs associated with implementing
EAS. However, it is also an entry fee for customers to make a
statement that EAS is so important to them they are willing to pay
extra for it. This does not need to continue on indefinitely. 1In
general, where possible, after a reasonable period of time, staff
will recommend removing EAS additives in rate cases. This gives
customers with similar calling scopes similar rates.

Staff agrees that if the Commission does decide to remove or
reduce the 25/25 component of the additive in this rate case, the
annual revenue reduction of $434,381 for elimination of the

additive or some portion thereof if the additive is reduced, should
be congidered in this case.

In conclusion, staff recommends that the 25/25 additive of
$2.36 for Clermont should be eliminated. This will make Clermont's
rates the same as other exchanges in rate group 5. Staff also
recommernids that the reduction in revenue $434,381 as a result of

the elimination of the 25/25 additive should be considered in this
case.

ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALYSIS: Part of the rationale for the 25/25
additive is that the customers who benefit from the additional
calling will pay at least some part of the added costs/lost
revenues for a period of time. Although the Commigsion does not
nave a firm policy on this, that period of time has certainly been
longer than six months. In Havana to Tallahassee it was 3 1/2
years. In Milton to Pensacola it was 4 1/2 years. In Century to
Pensacola it has been nearly 2 years.  1In Yulee to Jacksonville it
"as been nearly 2 1/2 years. 1In Callahan to Jacksonville it has

5 years. Other routes have had similar durations on the
jitives.

of the above dockets the customers had to do three

‘hey had to petition the Commission for extended area
they had to affirmatively vote to approve paying an EAS
in addition to whatever regrouping charge might apply;

to pay the additional local rate for a period of time
years.
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From a local exchange company's perspective, EAS has two basic
areas which affect the company's bottom line: the lost revenues
{(with associated offsets) from having toll convert to local
calling, and the added costs associated with the additional
facilities associated with the additional calling. The Commission
has for many years waived the portions of its rules regarding the
recovery of costs, recognizing that recovery of all costs, while
providing customers the needed additional calling at reasonable
rates, is virtually impossible. However, the Commigsion has agreed
that the beneficiaries of the EAS should cover some of the
company's costs/lost revenues, at least for some period of time.

In the case of the Clermont exchange, customers gained flat rate
local calling to the Lake Buena Vista, Orlando, Reedy Creek,
Windermere, and Winter Garden exchanges, an increase in local
calling scope from 91,047 to 412,488 access lines, over a 300%
increase. Rather than making a blanket policy that all EAS with
other than the flat rate regrouping additive will be eliminated in
rate cases, staff recommends that customers keep the additive at
least two years, or until the next rate case. The two years is
arbitrary, but at least represents a good faith effort by the
customers to partially fund the additional costs relating to EAS.
In the case of United, the Company will be filing modified minimum
filing requirements in no later than four years. We do not believe
this is an unreasonable time in which customers pay the additive.
Therefore, staff recommends in the alternative, that the EAS
additive for Clermont customers not be eliminated at thisg time.
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ISSUE 32b: Should existing Toll-Pac plans be converted to the §.25
plan? . ‘
' RECOMMENDATION: (Proposed Agency Action on Williaton to

Gainesville due to inter-company route) The following routes
should be converted to the $.25 calling plan: Cape Haze to Port
Charlotte, Moore Haven to Clewiston, and Williston to Gainesville.
These routes should be converted to the $.25 calling plan becauss
of their high calling rates (greater than 4 MMMsg). Toll-PAC should
be deleted on these routes. The revenue loss of this conversion,
excluding stimulation, is expected to be $688,830. However, the
staff expects that stimulation will reduce the revenue leoss. Using
a conservative estimate of stimulation (31.8%), the revenue loss
would be reduced to $545,323. Staff recommends that the Commission
include this conservative estimate of stimulation for computing
rates. Staff also recommends that United be ordered to keep track
of this stimulation and also true-up the reverse calling volumes
for six months after the plans are put in place. Then the
additional revenues will be used to implement other interLATA EAS

routes which show strong communities of interest. [Shelfer,
Simmons]

POSITION OF PARTIES

QNITED:‘ Toll-PAC is a optional calling plan which offers customers
a 30% d'scount to direct-dial time of day rates after payment of a

buy-in amount. Toll-PAC applies only to those customers who
subscribe to the Plan. '

The'$.25 plan is a non-optional plan which bills $.25 for each
call placed on a route where the plan is in place. The $.25 plan

affects all subscribers who make calls on a route where the plan is
in place.

No evidence in the record supports the wholesale conversion of
the existing Toll-PAC plan to the $.25 plan. In fact, such a
conversion could adversely affect some customers.

Customer benefits and preferences should be taken into account
poricr £o a wholesale conversion of Toll-PAC routes to the $.25

T&T, FCTA, FPTA, and OPC: No position.

Toll-Personalized Area Calling (Toll-PAC) is an
1ly intraLATA calling plan which is available to
d business customers; it is not available to
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gemipublic, PATS or FX services. Toll-PAC is a route-specific plan
which allows a subscriber to place toll calls to specific nearby
communities with a discount of 30% applied to the applicable direct
dial rate after payment of a minimum monthly amount. Toll-PAC
applies only to those customers who subgcribe to the Plan.

Toll-PAC used to be implemented in areas that exhibited a need
for toll relief but did not qualify for traditional two-way flat
rate EAS. The Commission used to put in Toll-PAC where either
there was a strong enough community of interest for a survey, but
the survey did not pass, or there was not a strong enough community
of interest to warrant a survey, but there was some community of
interest expressed. These are the types of situations today where
generally the staff would recommend the $.25 plan. United
currently has twenty (20) Toll-PAC routes, but four will be
eliminated when the Bonita Springs/Ft. Myers/Naples EAS go in on
June 28. The remaining 16 Toll-PAC routes, their calling rates,
and their take rates, are listed below:

ROUTE .CALLING RATE (MMMs) TAKE RATE (%)

Cape Haze/Port Charlotte 4.15 2.47
Clewiston/Moore Haven < 2 0
Ft. Meade/Lakeland* 5.74 0

Groveland/Bushnell < 2 0.74

Inverness/Brookgville* <2 0.23

Inverness/Dunellon* < 2 0.17

Inverness/Yankeetown* = < 2 0.01

Kenansville /Oxrlando* 2.06 0.02
Leesburg/Wildwood < 2 0

|| Moore Haven/Clewiston 6.56 0.11

é Oklawaha/Leesburg <32 0.18

%ﬁaklawaha/Eustis < 2 0.09

! < 2 0.12

2.28 0.20

<13 0.632

8.85 9.68

er than United.
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Source: EXH 72,

EXH 72,

FBP-6, p 2 and
FBP-2 (Supplemental), pages 222-33

According to United's General Subscriber Tariff, Section A3,
pages 30-31 and 31.1, the minimum montnly rate for Toll PAC ranges
for residential customers from $3.25 - $5.30 depending on the route
digtance and for business customers from $5.85 - $9.40 depending on
the route digtance. Thig minimum applies whether the customer
makes any long distance calls on that route during the month or
not. If there are calls on the Toll-PAC route, then they are
discounted at 30%. The chart below details the number of $.25 plan

calls that could be made for the price of the monthly minimum for
Toll-PAC routes.

RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

RATE STEP

ROUTE
DISTANCE

TOLL-PAC
MINIMUM

UNDER $.25 PLAN

2

Q515122

SEm20

13 Calls

3

283555

5.30

2902

BUSINESS CUSTOMERS

RATE STEP

ROUTE
DISTANCE

TOLL-PAC
MINIMUM

UNDER $.25 PLAN

2

T1=22

$5.85

23.4 Calls

3

23-55

9.40

37.6

As outlined in the charts above, a residential customer in
Rate Step 2 could make 13 calls for what he pays for just the
minimum. If a customer subscribed to Toll-PAC and did not make any
1ls that month, it costs him/her $3.25. Staff believes it is
is minimum that makes Toll-PAC unattractive to subscribers who
iesire toll relief but may not want to commit $3.25 every month to
Thetseos

.

ca
n
&

=
the rossibility that they might want to make calls.
1ling plan is designed to give relief to all who need it, not
tbf frequent

callers.

PAC subscription rate on all 20 Toll-PAC routes
egs lines eligible. Of these 20 routes, only
51) gubscriber interest, and they are Cape
‘FESldentlal only) at 2.47% and
= (residential and business) 9.69%.

l e

(EXH 72,
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The $.25 calling plan is a non-optional plan which bills $.25
for each call placed on a route where the plan is in place. Thie
plan includes seven digit dialing, where possible, and is availlable
to residential, business, semipublic and PATS services. The plan
applies in both directions of the specified route. The $.25
calling plan affects all subscribers who make calls on thease
gpecific routes.

United argues in its Brief that no evidence was submitted in
the record to support the wholesale conversion of the existing
Toll-PAC plan to the $.25 calling plan. United's witness Poag
contends that such a conversion could adversely affect some of the
customers by increasing their costs for those customers who have a
large number of calls or calls with short holding times, in off-
peak periods. (TR 1487)

In its Brief United concludes that the customer's benefits and
preferences should be taken into account prior to converting Toll-
PAC to the $.25 calling plan. Specifically, it states "...
conversions should be made on a route by route basis only after an
examination of each route and the effect of the conversion on
customers on that route. Such an examination was not called for
nor made in this rate case." :

Staff agrees that there is little evidence to support a
wholesale conversion of the Toll-PAC Plan to the $.25 calling plan
in the record. However, based on the traffic information provided
in Exhibit 72 (FBP-2, Supplemental) there appear to be four routes
which have very high calling rates (above 4 MMMs), which should be
addressed in this case. These routes are Cape Haze to Port
Charlotte (3.63 MMMs without Toll-PAC, 4.15 MMMs with Toll-PAC),
Moore Haven to Clewiston (6.53 MMMs without Toll-PAC, 6.56 MMMs
with Toll-PAC), and Williston to Gainesgville (6.61 MMMs without
Toll-PAC, 8.85 MMMs with Toll-PAC). Ft. Meade to Lakeland is an
interLATA Toll-PAC route (5.74 MMMs), for which the staff does not
have adeguate data to calculate the revenue impact of replacing
Toll-PAC with the $.25 plan. Staff discusses a scenario for .

handling this and 8ix other high volume interLATA routes in Issue
324. :
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Staff agrees that it is important to look at the effect on
customers of converting Toll-PAC to the $.25 plan prior to making
any decision. In the case of the four routes being discussed for
conversion, the existing average revenue per message for toll, not
including Toll-PAC, is listed below:

Cape Haze/Port Charlotte $.55
Ft. Meade/Lakeland not available {(inteYxLATA)
Moore Have/Clewiston .64
Williston/Gainesville ' .62

Even with a 30% reduction in toll rates available from Toll-
PAC, the average revenue per message on the routes for which data
are available would be higher tha:x the $.25 per message
recommended. For example, Cape Haze to Port Charlotte, with $.55
average revenue per message today, goes to $.385 per message with
all toll converted to Toll-PAC. We recognize that for some
customers who make short calls late at night, the conversion to the
$.25 plan may not be directly beneficial to them on those calls.
(Poag, TR 1487) However, we believe that with the high calling
rates, and low take rates on Toll-PAC on those routes, the
conversion to the $.25 plan will more adequately serve the general
cugtomers in those areas. Customers who currently make few or no
calls on these Toll-PAC routes due to the usage sensitive toll
rates could benefit from a $.25 calling plan where there is no time
restriction on the call.

Using the 1992 end of year access line forecast (MFR F-2),
average messages per line and average revenue per message (EXH 72,
FBP-2 Supplemental, pages 23-26), staff calculated the revenue
effect of converting these three routes to the $.25 calling plan.
Because staff only had one-way traffic volumes, we assumed, based
on the information filed on Bonita Springs, that the return calling
volume was 84% of the calls over. This generates an annual revenue
losg of $688,830 without stimulation. Including a conservative
stimulation of 31.8%, the revenue loss would be reduced to $545,323
(See Attachment Issue 32b a).

Staff recommends that the Cape Haze to Port Charlotte, Moore
Haven to Clewiston, and Williston to Gainesville routes be
converted from Toll-PAC to the $.25 calling plan, and that Toll-PAC
be retained on the remaining routes. In addition staff recommends
chat United be ordered to keep track of this stimulation for six
Te zfter the plans are put in place, and also true-up the

calling volumes. To the extent that the revenue loss is
n jected, staff would recommend implementing other EAS
show s2trong communities of interest.
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ISSUE 32¢c: Should EAS to Bonita Springs be isplémented in the
context of this rate case? If so, at what rate?

RECOMMENDATION: No. EAS Lo Bonita Springs was ordesed in Docast
No. 910027-TL, Order No. PSC-92-0322-FOF-TL and will be isplemssied
on June 28, 1992. The regrouping additive of 23 .24 should remain;
however, the 25/25 additive of $2.20 should be removed. 1In

addition, the revenue impact of $688,800 should Le included in the
test year. [SHELFER]

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: EAS to Bonita Springs has alrcady bees
ordered, but not yet implemented, with lus a 25/32%
additive. Both the regrouping and the 25?25 tive should stay

in place for two years after implementation or until United's fnext
earnings review, whichever comes later. [BUTLER]

POSITION OF PARTIE

UNITED: Bonita Springs EAS was ordered implemented by the
Commission at the April 7, 1992 Agenda Conference. 5o
implementation of EAS to Bonita Springs has already been ocfdered by

the Commission. The revenue impact should be included ia the
determination of the test year revenues.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

OPC: EAS should be approved if a majority of those voring wote to
approve EAS. : :

STAFF ANALYSIS: Flat-rate, two-way, nconoptional EAS for toll free
calling on the Bonita Springs-Fort Myers, Bonita Springs-Ffort Myers
Beach and Bonita Springs-Naples routes with a $4.45 additive (§2.2¢
for regrouping plus $2.20 for the 25/25 additive) was approved by
the Commission at the April 7, 1992, agenda. Order No. PSC-92-
0322-FOF-TL, in Docket No. 910027-TL ordered implementation of this
EAS within twelve (12) months of the date of this order, which was

May 11, 1992. United has scheduled implementation for June 28,
1992, g

The Bonita Springs customers were surveyed for BAS from Bonita
Springs to Naples, Fort Myers and Fort Myers Beach with an additive
£ 54.45 £ residents, Under Rule 25-4.063(5}) the survey failed.
onita Springs customers convincingly expresged thelr

Regidents of Bonita Springs have tried three times
rate EAS to Naples and Fort Myers. There
iatures gathered on the initial petitions which wers

: ket In addition, 4,459 subscribers

=17 PR ORI - ERCASE e |
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presently self-impose a minimum additive oL $6.60 per month foF
flat rate calling to either Fort Myers or Napiee, while anothet
4,700 non-OELC subscribers voted to pay the minimum additive.

The rates for residents of Bonita Springs will increased fice
$7.20 to $11.65 when EAS is implemented on June 28, 18%3. This
increase was partly based on Bonita Springs being moved from fate
group 2 into rate group 5 due to the expansion of the ¢alling
scope. Their calling scope increased from 41,171 access linee to
221,385, resulting in a residential rate increase of £2.25. Ia
addition, the additive of $2.20 was applied. The additive was
based on the 25/25 plan, which is derived first caleulacing the
number of additional access lines which would be included g a
subgcriber's calling scope. This number of access lines is applied
to a company's rate group schedule and the additive is found by
taking 25% of the rate for that rate group. Regrouping cosbined
with the 25/25 additive was $4.45 for residential customere.

United stated in its Brief that EAS has been ordered
implemented by the Commission and does not aneed to be ordered in
this rate case. The Company did not address the rate issue in its
brief, but did suggest that the revenue impact be included in the
determination of the test year revenues. Witnegs Poag stated that
the impact on the Company for implementing two-way, flat-rate
nonoptional EAS from Bonita Springs to Naplas, Fort Myers and Fort
Myers Beach would be a revenue reduction of $675,000 with
regrouping and the 25/25 additive iacluded in the Bonita Springs
customers' rates; and without regrouping or the 25/25 additive, the
impact would be $1,472,000. (TR 1428) Therefore, the worth of the
25/25 additive per the Company is $797,000.

In his deposition, witness Poag offered his position rega:ding
pricing local service, The witness indicated that there needs to
be some additional charge associated with expanded local calling.
He explained his rationale was based on customer percepticn that
they should not have to pay any more than regrouping to have toll

e calling to an extended area. He contends that as long ag EAS
‘s approved only on a regrouping basis, the Commissgion continues Lo
lead customers to believe that it is free and it does not cost any
2 Witnezss Poag argues that instead of removing the additive
existing routes that we go back to all of the other routes and
S additive, therefore eliminating the perception of the
Witness Poag also asserts that EAS has a value, and
rs have demonstrated the willingness to pay for that
price should be associated with it. (EXH 72, PBP-4, p

=
{
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Staff agrees that EAS to Bonita Springs need not be ordered in
‘this rate case, since the Commission ordered two-way, flat-rate
nonoptional EAS from Bonita Springs to Naples, Fort Myers, and Fort
Myers Beach in Order No. PSC-92-0322-FOF-TL. Staff alsoc agrees
that EAS on these routes should be implemented as soon as possible
and agrees with the expedited June 28, 1992, effective date. Staff
also agrees that the revenue impact for EAS to Bonita Springs
should be included in the determination of the test year revenues.

While staff agrees with United's philosophy that there is a
cost associated with EAS, we disagree with its suggestion of
including both the additive of regrouping and the 25/25 plan. (EXH
72, FBP-4, p 63) Staff contends that the value of EAS (what the
customer is willing to pay) is also an indication of the need for
the service. In the case of Bonita Springs, the survey vote was
extremely close in favor of EAS even with a proposed rate increase
to their local rates of $4.45. This additive is comparatively high
due to the jump from rate group 2 to rate group 5. We believe
Bonita Springs residents have made an adequate indication that they
are serious about wanting EAS. That having been done, we see no
reason for the 25/25 additive.

While we agree with witness Poag's suggestion that customers
be treated similar for EAS purposes, we disagree with his idea that
the way to accomplish this is by adding an EAS additive to the
existing EAS. Exchange boundaries and the sizes of exchanges have
little to do with customers' community of interest or political
boundaries, but are based on historical decisions and growth
patterns. Customers have a very difficult time understanding why

they are paying more than people in similar situations to them for
iocal calling.

Staff disagrees with United's revenue impact of $797,000 if
the 25/25 additive is removed. Based on the access line forecast
for Bonita Springs contained in MFR Schedule F-2, and the rate-
group 2 class of gervice distribution in MFR Schedule E-l1-a, staff
has calculated that the annual revenue impact should be $688,800.

is staff's belief that the Commission should remove the
iditive of $2.20 for Bonita Springs. Bonita Springs has
ced an earnest desire for EAS and should be granted EAS with
nable cost associated with the service. Staff contends that
; in local rates (includes regrouping and the
Ls 1ot reasonable. The elimination of the 25/25
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ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALYSIS: The arguments that were embodied in
staff's alternative recommendation to Issue 32a (Clermont), are
even stronger here, The Bonita Springs EAS routes have not even
been implemented yet, and will not be until June 28. This means
that customers have not yet paid one penny of the additional costs
required to implement EAS from Bonita Springs to Naples, Ft. Myers
and Ft. Myers Beach. What is proposed in the primary statf
recommendation is to take away an additive that has not yet been
paid. If this becomes the Commission's policy, we force a rash of
EAS requests the year before MMFR reviews, as communities attempt

to put in EAS with a premium for a very short time, to have it
removed in the rate case. :
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ISSUE 32d: Are there any routes in UTF's territory that are
currently facing EAS pressures and should the Commission take any
action at this time to address these pressures?

RECOMMENDATION: (Proposed Agency Action on Trilacoochee to
Brooksville route - due to inter-company route) Yes. The
Everglades to Naples, Immokalee to Naples, and Immokalee to Ft.
Myers routes are all intralLATA routes with greater than a 4MMM
calling rate. The $.25 plan should be ordered on these routes, and
the Commission should include the conservative estimate of
stimulation contained in the staff analysis for computing rates.

On the Trilacoochee to Brooksville route, which has been recently
surveyed for the 25/25 plan, flat rate two-way nonoptional EAS with
regrouping only should be implemented. In addition, there are
seven interLATA routes with a greater than 4MMM calling rate (Ft.
Meade to Lakeland, Boca Grande to Englewood, Clewiston to Belle
Glade, Groveland to Orlando, Astor to Pierson, Dade City to Tampa,
and San Antonio to Tampa). The Commission should address these
interLATA routes, according to an MMM priority basis, after the
effects are known of stimulation, and the true-up from reverse
calling resulting from the conversion of the three Toll-PAC routes
and the three routes listed above. [SHELFER, SIMMONS]

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Yes, same recommendation as the
primary staff recommendation, except that the vote on the
Trilacoochee route does not pass under the current EAS rules.
Instead of flat rate EAS with regrouping, the $.25 plan should be
ordered, including the conservative estimate of stimulation
contained in the staff analysis. The stimulation on this route
should be measured after six months, and the money used to
implement additional high volume interLATA toll routes listed in
the recommendation. OEAS Option I should remain and OEAS Option II
should be deleted on this route.

[BUTLER]

POSITION OF PARTIES

UNITED: Some routes in United's service territory are facing EAS
pressures. The Commission should not take action at this time to
e or other routes. Any request for EAS should be
I evaluated on the basis of the Commission's EAS rules.
ihould be made in United's territory at this time
‘hanges proceeding under the established EAS rules
and r es rate and apart from this rate case.
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AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

OPC: The Commission should address and expand the calling scope
for the Cape Haze and Bonita Shores areas.

STAFF ANALYSIS: Although United believes the Commission should not
take action on EAS problem areas in this rate case, staff

disagrees. A situation where the Company's overall earnings and
rates are being reviewed is a good time to look at EAS needs.
Indeed, we are a little surprised that the Company would object to
taking care of these high volume routes at a time when the revenue
losses can be taken into account. Granted, there is the chance
that the routes in question might never be the subject of EAS
requests. However, particularly on the higher volume routesg, we
believe it is only a matter of time before these routes must be

addressed. A general rate review is a good opportunity to address
these routes. '

According to United's witness Poag, some of the areas that are
designated as needing toll relief, such as Highlands and Pasco
counties, are currently being reviewed by this Commission. Other
routes, such as Bonita Springs (25/25 Plan), and Osceola exchange
to Orlando ($.25 calling plan) have been ordered but are pending
implementation. (TR 1427-1428) Staff agrees, and itself has not
recommended changes in Highland County routes (Docket No. $20150-
TL) because the request has been only recently received and isg in
such a preliminary stage. However, other areas should be addressed
here.

The Office of Public Counsel, on the basis of the testimony of
public witnesses, believes that the calling scope of the Cape Haze
and Bonita Shores areas should be addressed in this case. Because
Bonita Shores is part of the Bonita Springs exchange, the
additional calling scope has been addressed in Docket No. 910027-
TL, and the issue of the 25/25 additive is the subject of another
isgue in this case (Issue 32c). The Cape Haze exchange is one of
those exchanges with Toll-PAC, which is addressed in Issue 32b.

In interrogatories staff requested traffic information on
' outes of less than 50 miles with a 2 or more MMM count.
routes currently have OEAS, and unless a current case
ore the Commission (such as Trilacoochee to Brooksville),
iz not proposing to change them, believing that OEAS is a

: Toll-PAC plans with high (above 4 MMMs) calling rates
i 32hb. In the instant issue the staff
intralLATA routes with a greater than 4 MMM

) se the data was not available to

i zage on the interLATA routes,

alls
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they are not recommended for change at this time. Instead, once
the results of stimulation and the true up for the reverse calling
estimate are known and we are able to obtain average revenue data,
gtaff recommends that these interLATA routes be addressed according
to which has the highest MMMs. These would be in order:

San Antonio/Tampa* 9.21 MMMs
Dade City/Tampa¥* 6.35
Ft. Meade/Lakelandx* 5.74
Clewiston/Belle Glade 4.59
Boca Grande/Englewood = 4.29
Astor/Pierson 4.22
Groveland/Orlando 4.18

Source: EXH 72, FBP-2, pages 52-85

In addition to the three Toll-PAC routes listed in Issue 32b,
there are three other intralATA routes (that have no optional
calling plan) which have calling rates higher than 4MMMs. These
are Everglades to Naples (7.45 MMMs) Immokalee to Naples (5.00
MMMs) , and Immokalee to Ft. Myers (4.92 MMMs). In order to address
these EAS hot spots while there is an opportunity to, staff
recommends that the $.25 plan be put in place on these three
routes. The revenue impact, without stimulation, £for the
conversion of these three routes 1is $617,739. We believe that
there will be stimulation and that it will be greater than the
31.8% that United experienced when it decreased the rate on its 0-
10 mileage band routes to $.25 per message. This is because in
that case the average revenue per message only went from $.261 to’
$.25. In these cases, the average revenue varies from $.77 to $.85
per message. A decrease to $.25 per message should cause
significant stimulation. However, as a conservative estimate, we
will use the same stimulation number here for revenue purposes.
With stimulation the revenue impact is $539,084 (See Attachment
Issue 324 A). Because the staff only had one-way calling
‘1Formaticn we assumed that the return calling volume (e.g.,

Naples to “valglades) was 84% of the one-way calling volume, based
i o i fw:matlon received on the Bonita Springs EAS routes.
requires a truing-up. Staff also recognizes that
1 on these routes is probably understated.
> omménd that United monitor the results of
ing up the return calling volume for six months
on of these routes, and the extra dollars
in implementing the $.25 plan on the interLATA
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Finally, the staff just recently compiled the results from the
Trilacoochee to Brooksville route (Docket No. 910529-TL)
Trilacoochee, which was ordered to be surveyed on the 25/25 plan.
On this route, 747 customers voted in favor of the plan, and 715
customers voted against (47 were either late or invalid). 1,494
customers needed to vote in favor of the plan in order to pass
under the existing EAS rules. While the vote is not sufficient for
passage under the current rates, staff believes this is a
sufficient showing to indicate support for this EAS. On that
basgsis, and to be consgistent with the staff's recommendations on
Clermont EAS and Bonita Springs EAS, staff recommends that the
Commission implement flat rate two-way nonoptional EAS with
regrouping only on the Trilacoochee to Brooksville route. In doing
so, the OEAS plans on this route should be deleted. The annual
revenue loss of implementing this with regrouping only is $47,568.

ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALYSIS: Staff takes exception with the
recommendation to implement any flat rate two-way nonoptional EAS
on the Trilacoochee to Brooksville route, either with or without
the 25/25 additive. Trilacoochee customers did not vote to incur
the additional rate for the additional calling, according to the
current EAS rules. The vote did not even come close to pasgsing.

We recognize that the Trilacoochee customers have a legitimate need
for tell relief, but do not believe that this need, as expressed by
the customers' vote, warrants putting in flat rate EAS at this
time. Instead, the Commission should order the implementation of
the $.25 plan. We might note that the Trilacoochee to Brooksville
route currently has OEAS options 1 (flat rate outward-residence)
and 2 (50% toll discount with minimum). If the $.25 plan is
implemented, Option 2 should be eliminated, but Option 1 should be
retained. The revenue impact of converting this route to the $.25
calling plan is $34,632, without stimulation. Of course, we expect
stimulation will occur, and a conservative estimate of 31.8% would
yvield a revenue loss of $27,420. United should monitor this for a
period of six months, and the extra revenues should be used to
implement additional interLATA EAS, as listed above.
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I 2e: What changés, if any, should be made regarding EAS in
the UTF territory?

RECQO] ATION: No further change in EAS is warranted at this
time. [Shelfer] '

POSITION OF PARTIES

UNITED: No changes are appropriate at this time. The Commission
has an EAS rule docket pending. The Commission has also recently
held a workshop to address county-wide EAS. Until the results of
the rule hearing, workshop and subsequent proceedings are
evaluated, the Commission should defer any EAS activities unless
they are proceeding under the Commission's EAS rules.

AT&T, FCTA, FPTA, and OPC: No position.

STAFF ANALYSIS: No changes in EAS i1s warranted at this time. The
current EAS rules are being examined in Docket No. 880073-TL and
county-wide EAS in under review in Docket No. 911065-TL.

Staff reflects the same position as outlined in United's brief
" ..Action on EAS should not be taken until the rule docket is
concluded and any results of the workshops and any subsequent
proceedings are evaluated."

No action should be taken at this time regarding EAS. Any EAS
changes should take place in Docket Nos. 880073-TL (EAS rules) and
911065-TL (County-wide EAS) . ’
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Custom Calling Features/Sigral Ring/Express Touch

ISSUE 33: Should the Company's proposal to change rates for Custom
~Calling Features as outlined in the table below be approved?

First Feature Access
Call_ForWarding

Call Forward
Don't answer

Call Forwardv— Busy
3-Way Calling
Call Waiting
Cancei Call Waiting
Speed Calling

Call Forward
Remote Activation

Personal Alert Line
SignalRing 1

SignalRing 2

RESTIDENCE

PRESENT
$1.40

$1.65

$1.65
S18.65
$1.65
$1.65
$0.75

$1.65

$1.75
$1.65
$2.10

$4.05

BUSINESS
PROPOSED PRESENT  PROPOSED
$0.00 $1.65 $0.00
$2.50 $2.75 $4.50
$1.00 $2.75 $1.00
$1.00 $2.75 $1.00
$2.00 $2.75 $3.00
$3.50 $2.75 $4.00
$1.00 $1.25 $1.25
$2.00 CoRT $3.00
$1.75 $2.35 $2.50
$1.65 $2.75 $2.75
$2.00 $3.40 $6.00
$5.00 $6.65 $8.00

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The proposed rate changes are appropriate. The

revenue impact of this change is $1,677,606.

UTF has also filed

separate tariff filings on the SignalRing (T-92-220 filed 3-24-92)

—

and Special Identity

and staff

Approval of

entral offic

recommends :

Number Arrangement

(T-92-222 filed 3-24-92)

tariff filing T-92-220 (See Attachment Issue

ermit United to expand SignalRing into fifteen of its

gerving areas where it was previously not
ive date should coincide with the approval

s in the rate case issues.
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2) Denial of tariff filing T-92-222 to allow United to
increase the recurring rate of $0.75 to $2.00 for the Special
Identity Number Arrangemernt - (SINA) "grandfathered" subscribers.
Instead, we recommend that the SINA tariffed rate increase be
limited to the equivalent 43 % increase that is being requested on
the SignalRing 1 service. The new rate for SINA will be $1.10 for a
total annual revenue increase of $7,132. The effective date should

coincide with the approval date for rate changes in the rate case.
[YATES]

POSITION OF THE PARTIES:

UNITED: The proposed rates for custom calling services are based
on the relative demand for the features and are reflective of the

relative market value of the individual services and should be
approved.

Proposed prices for the various Custom Calling Features are
also based on analysis of the rates of other local exchange
companies for these features. 1In conjunction with the proposed
rate changes for each individual feature, the charge for First
Feature Access will be eliminated. This will align rates with the
perceived value for the individual features.

ATST, FCTA, FPTA & OPC: No position.

STAFPF ANALYSIS: UTF has proposed rate changes for Custom Calling
Features (CCF) in both residential and business services.
Residential Call Waiting and Business Call Forwarding are proposed

to increase the most as these features have the highest demand. (TR
1434)

UTF's CCF consists of optional central office features which
are intended tc provide subscribers with a greater efficiency of
use of their telephone service. The features are limited to those
areas served by electronically controlled central offices equipped
for custom calling features, and are offered on an as-available

basis.

'he Company's CCF provides for a series of call forwarding
two types of call waiting, 3-way calling and a personal
line service. Specific features are:

"i# “all-Forwarding feature that provides for transferring
» oming to another local number by dialing a code
iy %k i £he desired number.

T

n't Angwer feature that automatically

ot o IEEEEE T S e S R g
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transfers an incoming call to another local number when
the called telephone number remains unanswered for a
predetermined number of rings.

A Call Forward-Busy feature that transfers incoming calls
to a predetermined local number when the customer's line
is busy.

A Call Forward-Remote Activation feature that allows
customers who subscribe to Call-Forward to access,
activate, or deactivate Call-Forward from a remote
location through use of a touch-tone phone.

A Call-Waiting feature that provides a tone signal to
alert a customer's busy line that another call is
waiting. :

A Cancel Call-Waiting feature that permits the subscriber
to suspend call waiting gignals during a call.

A Three-Way Calling feature that allows for an existing
call to be held while a third party is dialed into the
conversation.

A Personal Alert Line feature that provides a signaling
arrangement whereby another predetermined telephone
number will be automatically called when the subscriber's
telephone goes off hook and no digits are dialed within a
set number of seconds.

UTF takes the position that its proposgsed rates reflect those

"... features with the highest demand, for example, Residential
Call Waiting and Business Call Forwarding, are proposed to increase
the most since current demand reflects higher customer value within
the regidential-business markets for these features versus other
CCF." (Poag TR 1434) Residential Call Waiting is proposed to
increase from $1.65 to $3.50, and Business Call Forwarding will

cre from $2.75 to $4.50. By contrast, UTF advocates lowering
ez for Call Forward-Don't Answer and Call Forward-Busy where
= low. (TR 1468) Residential and business rates for both of
ittures are proposed to decrease from $1.65 to $1.00 and

i 5! }, respectively.

1anges in CCF are projected to result in
of $1,533,9805 for residential services
= market. (EXH 14, page 86) The combined
211 CCF rate changes is $1,535,667.

SRR T 4 "\ ;i‘_.»{l?"’:‘
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Staff believes that it is appropriate to require increases in
these services before placing any increases on local rates. CCF are
discretionary services and provide significant contribution as
previously indicated in the recap of the period of 1989-1991. The
most significant proposed increase is Residential Call Waiting from
$1.65 to $3.50 with an annual revenue gain of $4,462,799. (EXH 14,
page 86)

UTF also proposes to eliminate the First Feature Access rates
of $1.40 (residential) and $1.65 (businessg). The Company believes
that it is the only company that requires this charge, and the
first feature rate plus the specific CCF rate may be a detriment in
selling the service. (EXH 72, FBP-5, page 43) Elimination of the
First Feature Access results in annual reverue decreases of
$3,651,950 (residence) and $764,240 (business) for a total of
$4,416,190. (EXH 14, page 86) However, the Company expects to
recover these revenues in the higher rates proposed for the
features, most notably Call Forwarding and Call Waiting. (EXH 72,
FBP-2, pages 543, 545)

UTF has also requested rate increases in its SignalRing
services. This offering enables a subscriber to have up to three
telephone numbers associated with a single access line. A
digtinctive ringing pattern is provided for the additional
number (g8), and is offered as SignalRing 1 (one additional number)
or SignalRing II (two additional numbers). SignalRing subscribers
are entitled to one listing with each SignalRing number at no
additional charge. (TR 1471-1472)

The SignalRing 1 rates are proposed to increase from $2.10 to
$3.00 (43%) for residential, and from $3.40 to $6.00 (76%) for
business customers. SignalRing II rates would increase from $4.05
to $5.00 (23%) and $6.65 to $8.00 (20%) for the respective groups.
These changes will increase revenues from $324,353 to $466,292 or a
total increase of $141,939. (EXH 14, page 87) Staff recommends
approval of this proposal.

UTF has also made two tariff filings that relate to services
identified in this issue. In tariff filing T-92-220 (Attachment 1),
the Company desires to expand SignalRing into fifteen of its 1210
central office serving areas where it was previously not available.
Tariff filing T-92-222 (EXH 74, FBP-9, pages 1-3) requests approval
to 1ncr"4se th@ recurring rate from $O 75 to $2.00 for the SINA

: fathered" subscribers.

ff recommends approval of T-92-220 to expand SignalRing
teen of UTF's Alcatel DSS-1210 central offices. Heretofore,
1y was restricted to the areas served by the DMS-100 and

40 .
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5ESS central offices due to the 1210 offices not having the
necessary software package to provide the service. The Alcatel
manufacturer now offers the software to support SignalRing, thus
the gservice can be expanded to include fifteen 1210 offices.

However, SignalRing will not be universally available as UTF has an
additional eight 1210 offices and ten analog offices that are not
designed to provide SignalRing.

Staff recommends denial of T-92-222 to increase the SINA rate
from $0.75 to $2.00. SINA, or Special Identity Number Arrangement,
is a service almost identical to SignalRing 1. SINA provides for a
residence single line subscriber to obtain an additional telephone
number for the existing access line, and receive calls
differentiated by different ringing signals. The subscriber must
pay for an additional listing if the number is to be listed in
directory. SINA became an obsolete service in June 1990 because (1)
UTF implemented SignalRing and the DMS-100 and 5ESS switches did
not have the line-card capability to provide SINA, and (2) UTF had
not expected the Alcatel 1210 switch manufacturer to provide the
software for SignalRing. (EXH 74, FBP-9, page 1)

UTF's request to increase the SIN” rate from $0.75 to $2.00
will increase revenues from $15,282 to $40,752 for a total increase
of $25,470.(MFR E-la, page 154) The Company believes that the
coexistence of SINA at $0.75 per month and residential SignalRing 1
at $2.10 per month will create a rate disparity for what appears to
be "like" services. (EXH 74, FBP-9, page 1) Staff agrees that a
rate disparity currently exists, however, increasing the SINA rate
to $2.00 will not alleviate the disparity as UTF is also requesting
a rate increase in SignalRing 1 from $2.10 to $3.00. Testimony
reiterated that the services are very closely related but that SINA
does not provide an additional listing for the second number. (Poag
TR 1471) UTF agrees that it is encouraging migration from SINA to
SignalRing, and while restricting the SINA rate increase to the
same percentage as SignalRingl may be more reasonable to the SINA
subscriber, the Company believes the pricing and value of service
are comparable to the SignalRing service. (TR 1472-1473)

Staff does not believe that UTF has justified a 200% increase
in the th& rate from $0.75 to $2.00. The services are very
=k ar > unlike the SignalRing subscriber, the SINA
does receive an additional listing, and we do not
» that any additional value has been identified that would
g ' c entage of increase for SINA. We believe that
i1 incentive for the SINA subscribers to
_ 7, bthus the rate increase should be limited to
I te of 81.10 on a rounded basis. This rate will

815,282 to 822,414 for a total increase of

R
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$7,132, assuming the same demand as projected by UTF. (EXH 14, page
154)

In summation, staff recommends approval of the proposed rates
with the exception of the revised rate increase to $1.10 for the
SINA subscribers.
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ISSUE 33a: UTF has proposed to eliminate rates for secondary
service order charges for subscribers adding Custom Calling
Features, SignalRing and ExpressTouch. Should this be approved?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, removal of the secondary service order charge
should stimulate revenues over the long term, and eliminate the
need for future tariff filings requesting a waiver of the charge.
The revenue effect of this removal 1is $224,640. [Yates]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

UNITED: The elimination of the secondary service order charge
should be approved to allow customers to subscribe to these
services without incurring an up-front charge. This will give
customers greater flexibility in the use of the features.

Experience has shown that waiver of the secondary service
order charge during a special promotion has consistently resulted
in a revenue gain for United. Additionally, removal of the
secondary service order charge for these services will eliminate
the need for future tariff filings requesting a waiver of this
charge.

ATET, FCTA, FPTA & OPC: No position.

STAFF ANALY¥SIS: UTF proposes elimination of the secondary service
order charge (SSOC) for subscribers adding Custom Calling Features,
SignalRing and ExpressTouch. (EXH 14, page 38) The Company
believes that "Since Custom Calling Features have high contribution
margins, removing the application of the Secondary Service Order
Charge should stimulate revenues over the long term. " {(Poag TR 1435)
UTF also indicates that revenues have consistently increased on
previous occasions where special promotiongs were conducted with a
wailver of the SSOC. (EXH 72, FBP-2, page 27)

Elimination of the SSOC during the test year results in an
annual revenue loss of $224,640 for both residential ($101,584) and
business ($123,055) services. The individual rates are $9.50 and
$16.00, respectively. (EXH 14, page 38)

Staff's discovery attempted to determine how the elimination
of the SS80OC would affect demand for additional service, however,
UTF indicated that the S80C applicable to each feature is not
k m, since more than one feature can be added on any one order.
2, FBP-5, page 31) UTF reiterated that the removal of the
d elimina the need for applying for waivers on an

= bhagi and ag there is a high level of contribution
should be eliminated. (EXH 72, FBP-5, page 33-
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34)

BElimination of the SSOC also benefits customers by allowing
them greater flexibility in their utilization of the features. For
example, some customers may only need a feature for two or three
months at a time, thus the customer benefits by not incurring the
SSOC. (EXH 72, FBP-2, page 27)

Staff agrees with the Company's proposal. Although a precise
impact on demand cannot be quantified, (EXH 72, FBP-5, page 35) we
believe dtiwilldncrease revenuesifor ‘thetatfectedigervices.

{4
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Regidential/Business/PBX/ABC

ISSUE 34a: UTF has proposed to increase basic local exchange

access line revenues (R-1 and B-1) by $59.7 million or 37% increase
over current revenues.

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should deny United's request for a
$59.7 million increase in local exchange access line revenues. The
Commigsion should make no changes in local rates other than those
outlined in Issue 32 (EAS). The Commission should not change the
rate relationships for business services due to lack of subsgtantive
discussion of the concept prior to the hearing, thus not allowing

the parties to adequately address all concerns with such a revision
of rate relationships. [BROWN]

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should implement the
revigsion of rate relationships for business services. The proposed
changes would not affect total revenues, but would change the
relationships between business service classes. The Commission
should adopt the phase-in approach and only implement the rates at
25% of the proposed final rates at this time. The Commission
should not change residential rates. [BROWNI]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

UNITED: a) United's proposed residential local service rates
average only $11.77 as compared to $14.87 for the average of six
southeastern states. The proposed bugsiness local service rates
average only $24.20 compared to $39.41 for the average of six other
southeastern states. When compared to the two largest telephone
companies in Florida, United's proposed rates are within 10 percent
nf the current charges. The changes proposed by the Company in
this rate proceeding should be made.

AT&ET, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

Local rates should be decreased in this case to offset the
 granted by the Commission in United's last case.

United has proposed to increase local exchange
their current levels to produce a revenue increase
. Witness Poag in his testimony explained that:

Le United's local rates were increased in the
rabe case, they are sgtill lower that Southern
's and GTE's local service rates in

=1 at the proposed rates, United's

-
)
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regidential one-party local service rates would
average $11.77 compared to $14.87 for the average of.
8ix southeastern states. . (TR 1433)

United only propo3ed minor changes to other service rates in
the Company's filing. Witness Poag stated that this was due to the
fact that the Commission had just completed an intensive review and
rate adjustments in United's most recent rate -case Docket No.
891239-TL (TR 1432-1433). The Company stated that the only other
service for which major rate adjustments were considered was
intral.ATA toll (EHX 72, FBP-2, pp. 96). United has proposed no
other changes to local exchange rates.

OPC believes that United is overearning and that local service
rates should be reduced in this case to offset increases granted in
the last rate case. OPC's witness Poucher did not provide
testimony on this igsue. AT&T, FCTA and FPTA have no position on
this igsue. FPTA did note in its brief that there is no basis upon
which to adopt witness Cimerman's proposed restructuring and
repricing of business services.

With respect to residential rates staff would recommend that
there be no changes in rates or rate relationships. The Commission
completely restructured United's local rates in its last case,
including reducing the amount of rate groups from nine (8) to six
(6) . The Commission also granted increases of $15.9 million in
local rates in the last rate case. The customer impact varied due
to the restructure of rate groups. Although we do believe that the
rates in United's lower rate groups are low relative to other
companies with similar calling scopes, we do not believe it is
reasconable to raise these rates in the face of on overall revenue
requirements decrease. Staff believes that no further changes in
residential rates or rate relationship are warranted at this time.

Buginess Services Rate Relationships

Staff witness Richard Cimerman supported proposed changes in
rel ionships for business services. Witness Cimerman
1iat the Commission revise its approach tc pricing
‘es. While this issue was entered into this docket
t=, it is a subject that the Commission has been

r some period of time. In Commission Order No.

December 13, 1990, following the Commission's

rit pricing of Southern Bell's PBX trunks and
igssion stated:
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We believe that the issue of potentially inconsistent
pricing of similar competitive business services is worth
examining in depth. However, we do not believe it is
appropriate to reprice PBX, DID and centrex-type
offerings or other competitive, functionally equivalent
offerings in isolation. Where monopoly service offerings
are provided identically and functionally equivalent, and
they are provided as part of offerings that have
competitive alternatives, they should be offered at the
same prices as when offered separately. We will consider
this as an issue when Southern Bell files its modified
minimum f£iling requirements in March, 1991.

Specifically, we plan to determine whether the local
loop, performance of that loop, network usage and
touchtone for ESSX, PBX trunks, B-1 lines and other
business services should be priced on a similar basis.

Staff believes that this is a clear direction that the
Commission intends to review this subject and its merit. Witness
Cimerman proposed the initial stage of the repricing of business
services. His proposal would involve staff establishing the rates
for these services on three underlying cost characterigtics. These
elements are interconnection to the network (the loop), network
usage and various additional functionalities (e.g., signaling,
conditioning). The rates would reflect any underlying cost
differences in these three elements (TR 1358).

The basis of this change in rate relationships, explains

witness Cimerman, is that "...these relationships have historically
been established on a relative usage basis and on a concept called
"value of service." While this approach may have worked before

competition existed, I believe problems may arise if we continue
the application of this approach in today's competitive
environment. These problems include the potential for uneconomic

arbitrage and the inefficient use of network resources." (TR 1363-
1364)

Witness Cimerman stated that the Commission should expect the

following impact if it implemented a revision of business service
rate relationships:

of whether the revenue requirements change, I

this plan would cause one-party business line

crease, PBX trunk rates to decrease, centrex ~
tion line and NAR rates to increase relative to each other.




DOCKET NUMBER 910980-TL
JUNE 18, 1992

In cross examination by United, witness Cimerman clarified the
iggue of whether he was proposing usage rates or a flat rate based
upon these characteristics. Witness Cimerman stated that he was
proposing a flat rate, based upon where we are starting today and
that he believes the important factor is that usage differs more
between different service classes and between rate groups than
individual customers. (TR 1371)

No other party provided testimony on this issue. OPC has only
stated that local rates must be reduced. Ad Hoc Large User Group
stated at the hearing that it supported witness Cimerman's
proposal. United stated that the Company does recognize the
competitive pressures of these services (EXH 72, FBP 2, pp 106).
The Company further stated that any move in this direction be done
in phases to give customers the opportunity to make adjustments
(EXH 72, FBP 5, pp 93).

Conclusion and Recommendgtion for Primary

The Commission should make no changes to United's local rates.
While staff supports the concept of changing the rate relationships
for business services, we do not believe a negative revenue
requirement supports an increase in any basic local exchange rates
at this time. In addition the Commission ordered a restructure and
repricing of local service rates in United's last rate case that
increased local rates $15.9 million. (With this recommendation),
Therefore, there will be no revenue impact to local service rates
other than those noted in Issue 32 (EAS).

ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALVYSIS:

‘Staff has reviewed cost and usage information provided by
United and has developed proposed changes in rate relationships
based upon this information. Staff derived the following rates, if
these services were restructured as proposed by witness Cimerman.

S
[wal




Uz

DOCKET NUMBER 910980-TL

I‘k & o4

JUNE 18, 1892
Service Rate Rate Rate Rate
Group 1 Group 1 ¥ Group 6 Group 6 ]
Rates Rates Change Rates Rates Change
Current Reviged Current Reviged
B-1 $15.15 $17.65 16% $23.95 $29.75 24%
B-1
Rotaxy $23.20 $19 .65 <155% $36.70 $32.80 <115%
- PBX. ‘$30.30 $23.35 <23>% $47.90 $38.30 <20>%
ABC $15.15 $17.65 16% $23.95 $29.75 24%

(Based upon cost information provided in EXH 72, FBP 2, pp 437-534 and
usage data from EXH 14, MFR SCH E-9)

The table reflects the range of effects, with the most
gignificant impact in rate group 6. As noted earlier this proposal
is based upon revenue neutrality; total revenues currently received
from these services would not change, but only the rate
relationships between service categories.

There is some need to discuss how staff determined the new
relationships. Review of United's cost data indicated, for these
services, that loop costs amounted to approximately 80% of the
total cost. Current revenues were then split, treating 80% percent
as loop related and 20% as usage related. The loop costs suggest
that the cost for all loops is the same. Based on usage
information (EXH 14, MFR SCH E-9), we developed factors reflecting
the underlying usage relationships between these services.
Weightings were developed to distribute loop and usage related
revenues. The current rate relationship of Bl to PBX is 1 to 2
(the current PBX rate is twice the amount of a Bl), while under the
revised rates it would be 1 to 1.3 (the proposed PBX rate would be

only 1.3 times the Bl). This is a dramatic shift in rate
relationsghip.

s noted above the difference between the current and revised
rate relationships for B-1 to PBX is .7. Staff believes that with
such a dramatic change in the rate relationships, witness Poag's

ion of a phase-in approach (EXH 72, FBP 5, pp 93) may be
priate. To lessen the rate shock, staff would recommend
that the Commission only move the business rate
» 25% toward rates based on cost and usage
ca. This would result in a change in the rate
etween a Bl and PBX of 1 to 1.82, or .18.




With this modification, staff would recommend the following
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rates:
Service | Rate Rate Rate Rate
Group 1 | Group 1 % Group 6 | Group 6 %
Rates Rates Change | Rates Rates Change
Current | Propose Current | Propose
d d
B-1 $15.15 $15.70 3.63% $23.95 S85525 5.43%
B-1
Rotary $23.20 $22.45 <3.23> | $36.70 $35.80 <2.45>
% ; %
‘ E
PBX $30.30 $28.75 <5.12> | $47.90 $45.90 <4.18>
ABC SA5EIS $15.70 3.63% | $23.95 D2biees 5.43%

(Based upon cost information provided in EXH 72, FBP 2, pp 437-534
and usage data from EXH 14, MFR SCH E-9)

This is a start in the direction that the Commission has
stated that it would like to see business’ rates move towards.
Staff believes that the phase-in approach is appropriate and would
provide minimal impact to customers if implemented. As noted
gearlier, there would be no overall revenue impact with the proposed
changes, only interrelationship changes between business services
rates. There are other rate elements that are related to the Bl
rate (ABC NARs, ABC Station Hunting, and EAS additive charges), and
staff would propose that these rates be revised on the same basis
as noted above. Staff believes that these services should be
included so that the overall change will remain reverue neutral.
Consequently, the rates shown in the above table will need to be
modified slightly. In addition, residential rates and revenues
would not change under the proposal.

Staff believes that the Commission should implement the

sion of rate relationships for business services. The proposed
= would not effect total revenues, but would change the

between business service classes. The Commission

phase-in approach and only implement the rates at
5 The Commission

final rates at this time.

é { oposed
: ge residential rates,
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ISSUE 34b: UTF has proposed to continue the restructure of Direct-
Inward-Dial (DID) service.

RECOMMENDATION: The restructure in DID services should continue.
Staff believes that it is appropriate to continue the restructure
and repricing of DID services. The Commission started the
restructure in United's last rate case and this is an appropriate
point to continue. The restructure will provide a decrease in
revenues of $131,220. [BROWN]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

URITED: b) 1In United's last rate case, DID rates were adjusted as
a first phase to move the rates more in line with the rates
approved by the Commission in Docket No. 870675-TL for cellular
interconnection. The proposed change is a continuation of the
phased approach to establish uniformity in the rates for PBX DID
service and cellular interconnection DID service. This phased
approach will mitigate customer impact. Maximum impacts are less
than 50% with approximately 75% of DID customers having impacts

less than 25%. The changes proposed by the Company in this rate
proceeding should be made.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

(o]

PC: Local rates should be decreased in this case to offset the
increases granted by the Commission in United's last case.

STAFF ANALYSIS: United has proposed to continue the restructure
for Direct-in-Dialing (DID). 1In the Company's last rate case
(Docket No. 891239-TL), United initiated the first step of a
restructure of DID rates. DID service provides a customer the
ability to route incoming calls directly to a called party instead
of having to go through a live operator or receptionist. DID
service also allows the. called party (who may share a trunk) to
appear as if he has a direct line used only by him. DID requires
central office switching equipment that will complete calls from
the LEC network directly to stations located on the customer
premises without intervention by a PBX attendant.
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United's current and proposed DID rates are as follows:

DID Monthly rates for: Current Proposed
Block of 20 numbers $ 25.00 $ 12.50
Block of 100 numbers $100.00 $ 50.00
DID Trunk Termination $ 20.00 $ 30.00
per trunk

In United's last rate case the rates for DID service were
completely restructured to its current structure in an effort to
make the application of DID rates for different services more
consistent. (Poag, TR 1435) The Company maintains that with the
continued restructure that 75% of DID customers will have impacts
of less than 20%. (EXH 72, FBP 2, pp 170)

DID Customer Impact Example

Typical Trunks &
Customer Blocks of Current Proposed Percent:
Examples Numbers Total Total Change
Average 10 Trunks
Customer 2 Blocks of $400.00 $400.00 0%
100 Numbers'
Large 21 Trunks
Cugstomer 4 Blocks of .$820.00 $830.00 1.2%
100 Numbers
Small 3 Trunks
i Customer 1 Block of $160.00 $140.00 (12.5)%
100 Numbers

(EXH 72, FBP 2, pp 104)

The other parties have taken no specific position on this
OPC's pogsition for all of Igssue 34 is that local
= decreased.

rith United's proposal to continue the

. The previous case implemented the same
erviceg that was contained in the mobile
ariff. The impact of the proposed changes will
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result in a decrease in annual revenues. The Company's revenues
for DID service in the test year are $1,500,375 which is a decrease
of $131,220 over the current test year annual revenues of

Si5,63 15,5958 (EXH 14, MFR SCH E-1la)

Staff believes that the continued restructure of DID services
is appropriate and should be approved. This is a logical step in
the phase-in approach to restructure DID services. The Commission
has approved the restructure of PBX DID rates to make the
application of DID rates for different services more consistent.
This is not the final step however, mobile interconnection rates
are gtill at different levels that DID service rates. The current
mobile interconnection tariff has a DID numbers rate at $.40 and a
termination rate of $38.00. ’

There will need to be a couple of additional steps to the
phase-in of these rates and these steps need to occur in future
rate cases or as excess revenue is identified that may need to be
offset. Therefore, staff recommends the proposed changes in DID
services which will result in a revenue decrease of $131,220.

+ - y
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ISSUE 34c: United has proposed changes in its Advanced Businesa
Connection (ABC) service rates.

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should deny the increase in
Advanced Business Connection (ABC) service rates if it denies the
request to increase local exchange rates. The amount of revenue
requested on those ABC services that are tied to the local rates is
$642,648. The Company's proposal also requests rate changes in
certain ABC Custom Calling Feature rates, and staZf recommends
approval in the revenue decrease of $147,163.[YATBS]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

UNITED: c¢) UTF is proposing increases in the ABC service rates
which are expressed in the tariff as a percentage of the Bl or PBX
trunk rate. Because ABC service competes with Bl and PBX services,
it is appropriate that a rate increase in Bl and PBX trunk rates be
accompanied by a comparable increase in ABC service rates.
Increasing the ABC rates in proportion to the Bl and PBX trunk
rates should maintain the relative competitive positions of the
services. The changes proposed by the Company in this rate
proceeding should be made.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

OPC: Local rates should be decreased in this case to offset the
increasgses granted by the Commission in United's last case.

STAFF ANALYSIS: UTF is also proposing rate increases in several

other services as a result of these services' rate elements being
tied to local service rates. These services include the Advanced

Business Connection (ABC) network access register and ABC hunting
rates. These rates are proposed to increase consistent with their
existing relationship to local service rates. (TR 1437)

ABC is a central office communications system package provided
in association with individual line exchange and resident services
furnished from a digital central office Company location. All
features are available to Touch-tone signalling that will
accommodate up to 25 lines. An Enhanced ABC service is available in
systems with 26-75 lines or 76-150 lines.

The ABC basic system standard featuresg include call hold, call

., ring again, station-to-station calling and three-way
nce/transfer/consultation hold. Optional features include
‘d-don't answer, call forward-busy, call forwarding, call
ss-olf-service restrictions, station controlled
meat-me conference, speed call-station; speed call-
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group, automatic line, call park, station hunting, off-premises
extension station, ABC 800 gervice, ABC OUTWATS, ABC
OUTWATS/callback queue, multiple appearance directory number, auto
answer back, fictitious directory number and music-on-hold.

The Enhanced ABC service is also provided from digital central
offices with basic service features of Direct Inward and Qutward
Dialing (DID,DOD), Intercommunication calls, Identified Outward
Dialing (IOD), intercept and station line hunting. Optional
gervices include an array of features in excess of those on the
basic ABC system. The number of exchange and long distance calls in
the Enhanced ABC system is limited by the number of Network Access
Registers (NAR) subscribed to by the customer.

ABC is offered as Basic and Enhanced. The Basic offering im
designed for the smaller customer configurations which would
normally be served by business one-party and business rotary
servicesg terminated in key telephone systems. The recurring rate
for Bagic ABC service is an addition to the business basic service
rates. Enhanced ABC is an alternative to PBX service with trunks.

The Enhanced ABC network access registers (NARs) are tied to the
PBX trunk rate.

Staff has recommended that an increase in local rates is not
appropriate, therefore, we recommend that the Commission alsc deny
UTF's request to increase those ABC rates that are tied to local
rates. Staff's recommendation would disallow the proposed revenue
increase for ABC Basic Access Lines in the amount of $587,806 (MFR
E-l1a, page 64); the $17,935 increase for ABC Station Hunt rates
(MFR E-la, page 65) and the $36,907 revenue increase in ABC Network

Access Register rates. (MFR E-la, page 66) The total revenues that
should be disallowed is $642,648.

The effect of denying UTF's proposed rate increages on the ABC
ates in the amount of $642,648 will reduce the Company's proposed
venue change of $403,973 (MFR E-1la, page 84) to a net decrease of
38,675, This reduction will reduce the annual present revenue of
300,208 (MFR E-la, page 84) to $3,061,533.

I M
w N m

s recommendation to deny those ABC rates that are tied

res does not include the denial of the Company's

change rateg for certain Custom- Calling Features (CCF)

ABC in Section Al2 of the General Exchange Tariff to
© the CCF offered to other subscribers in Section

il X viff. (TR 1437) These changes will result in a

BE Iy .se of §147,163. (MFR E-la, p. 64-65)
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ISSUE 34d: United proposes to implement a Subscriber Line Charge

(SLC) credit for ABC service.Subscriber Line Charge Credit for AR
Service.

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should approve UTF'es proposal to
implement a Subscriber Line Charge (SLC) credit for ABC subscribers
which will result in a revenue decrease of $91,512. [YATES]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

 UNITED: d) Currently an inequity exists in the Subscriber Line

Charge (SLC) assessment for United's PBX and ABC subscribers. PBX
subscribers pay the SLC per trunk while ABC subscribera pay the BLC
per each access line. In an effort to make ABC pricing more _
comparable to the pricing of PBX service, United proposes charging
the SLC to end users based on the number of Network Access
Registers (NARs) rather than the number of linee. Due to Federal
regulatory requirements this charge will be implemented by the use
of SLC credits. This change will make ABC service more comparable
in price with PBX service with which it competes.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

OPC: Local rates should be decreased in this case to offset the
increases granted by the Commission in United's last case.

STAFF ANALYSTIS: UTF'sS request for an increase in ASC rates also
includes a proposal to establish a Subscriber Line Charge (SLCI
credit similar to the plans which have been approved for Centel,
GTE-Florida and Southern Bell. (TR 1438) The Company believes an
inequity exists in the SLC assessment for its PBX and ABC
subscribers. PBX subscribers pay the SLC per trunk while ASC
subscribers pay the SLC per each access line. In an effort to make
ABC pricing more comparable to the pricing of PBX service, United
proposes charging the SLC to end users based on the number of
Network Access Registers (NARs) rather than the number of lines.
Due to federal regulatory requirements, this charge will be
implemented by the use of SLC credits. (UTF Brief, page 308)

In an Enhanced ABC gsystem, network access is limited by the
number of NARs. The NAR limits the number of simultanequs outside
calls to and from an ABC system and provides a mechanism for
g for use of the switched network. The equivalent to a HAR

= ce is the local network usages accounted for in the PBX
In the case of a -PBX, network access is limited by the
'y In an Enhanced ABC gystem, network access is
» number of NARs. 1he NAR is, in effect, trunk
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The concept of trunk equivalency aliows United to base the SLC
collected from the customer on a trunk equivalency basis rather

than a per station basis,

~thus reducing the cost to the customar.

SLCs are an FCC requirement based on volume of service or $6.00 per

trunk. With UTF's SLC credit,

ABC customers would pay SLCs

equivalent to those paid by PBX customers. The ABC customars'
charges would equate to $6.00 per network access register. This is
comparable to the $6.00 SLC a PBX customer is charged for each

trunk. (TR 1438)

UTF's proposed SLC credit is the same as Centel's methodology

of charging a SLC per each equivalent trunk.

561)
its ABC tariff,

Although UTF has not included a trunk egquivalency chart in
it compares its method with Centel's chart on Sheet

6, Section 12 of Centel's General Customer Services Tariff. If a
centrex customer equips their system based on the recommendations
in the trunk equivalency chart, then they pay SLC charges f«r the
number of equivalent trunks shown in the chart. If the custcmner
requires a greater number of trunks than those shown in the vhart,
then the regular SLC applies to each additional trunk equivalsnt.

(EXH 72, FBP-2, page 561)

An excerpt of Centel's Trunk Equiva.sncy

Table illustrates how,

for example,

a customer with 6 lines would

pay $36.00 (6 lines at $6.00 per line)

under the current SLC per-

station. However, under the proposed SLC per-NAR or trunk
equivalency, the customer would pay the SLC Equivalent Monthly Rate

of $12.00

$24.00 over the current method.

NO OF LINES

JTE

o
5

R ofss91 512

EQUIVALENT NO
TRUNKS

1
2
3

24

(2 trunks at $6.00 per trunk), thus deriving a credit of

SLC EQUIVALENT
MONTHLY RATE

$6.00
$12.00
$18.00

$144.00

's application of the SLC on a NAR basis instead of an
ine basis will result in a decrease of annual revenues, or
(MFR E-la, page 66 and Exhibit No. 72,

FBP-

To the extent additional contributions from ABC are

yould otherwise be the case.

25 [or other services will be maintained at lower

(EXH 72, FBP-2, page 564)
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Staff recommends denial of the requested changes in the ABC
service rates that are tied to the local rates if the Commission
decides that it is not appropriate to increase local exchange -
rates. However, we do recommend approval of UTF's request to revise.
the ABC Custom Calling Feature rates. We also recommend approval of
the SLC credit as it will make ABC pricing more comparable with PBX
service, and is consistent with the Commission's prior approval of
similar plans for Centel, GTE-Florida and Southern Bell.

mn
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"ISSUE 34e: How should the Commission tariff local service for

telephones installed in elevators?

RECOMMENDATION: Under the current United tariff the elevator
telephones at issue should be charged business ratea. This i8
appropriate at the present time, but may not be coneistent with
Commission policy with respect to electric service provided to
common areas of condominiums, boarding houses and apartments. In
DN 7697-EU, Order No. 4150 (issued March 2, 1967), the Commission
required electric utilities to amend their tariffs to provide for
the application of residential rates for energy used in commonly-
owned facilities in condominium and cooperative apartment buildings
subject to certain criteria. The Commission may wish to revise ite
policy regarding telephone service provided to

common areas of condominiums, boarding houses and apartmentas. If
the Commission wisheg to revise its policy, and because thie is a
generic matter that effects all LECs, the Commission should
initiate a generic proceeding to determine how both telephones
installed in elevators and telephones in common areas of

condominiumg, boarding houses and apartments should be tariffed.
[BROWN]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

UNITED: This is the subject of a pending complaint against United
by the agent of several condominiums. Under United's existing
tariff, telephones in elevators in condominiums are charged at the
business rate. The agent wants to apply the residence rate.

Whether residence or business service rates apply is
determined, in part, by who the customer is. For elevator
telephones in condominiums the customer is the condominium

association, a business entity, rather than any person who lives in
the condominium.

The existence of telephones in elevators is not for domestic
residence service but rather to meet the condominium association's
legal liability for maintaining its premises in a safe condition.

No basis exists for applying any rate other than the business

'&T, FCTA and FPTA: No position.

nstalled in areas serving residences, such as phones
condominium elevators, this service should receive

rates
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STAFF ANALYSIS: On February 19, 1992, Clipper Bay Condominium
Association, Inc., and several other condominium associations
(Clipper Bay) filed complaints against United Telephone Company of
Florida (United). The complaints are substantively identical and
allege that United has, for a number of years, been inappropriately
charging business rates for elevator telephones in the various
condominiums. Clipper Bay asserts that it is the policy of the
State of Florida that condominiums are residential. Clipper Bay
further alleges that United's tariffs provide that residential

rates should apply. These complaints were addressed in Docket No.
920464-TL.

- It is United's position that the subscribers of the telephones
at issue are the respective condominium associations; that the
purpose of the telephones are primarily business; and that under
United's tariffs the elevator telephones are properly billed as
buginess. The Commission heard this complaint at the June 18, 1992
agenda and decided to move forward with the complaint and discuss
the matter in the context of the rate case.

Section A2 C.5 of United's tariff sets forth the criteria for

determining whether business or residential rates should apply.

* Subpart a. requires that determining the appropriate rate

depends on the character of the use to be made of the service.
In this case. the primary use would be to call for help in the
event of an emergency. The actual users of the service would
normally be the residents of the condominiums. The character

of use from this point of view would not be considered
business.

* Subpart b. (6), however, states that business rates shall be
charged where the subscriber's use of the sexrvice is for
business purposes. In this case, the subscriber is the
condominium association and its use of the service is to
provide for the safety and well-being of the condominium
residents and other users of the elevators. The character of
use would therefore be considered business from the
subscriber's point of view.

None of the Florida intrastate tariffs of the four largest
s specifically identify the type of service applicable to
vator telephones or to other common areas of condominiums.
rding houses (except in the private apartments), and the

ices of apartment houses are specifically identified as
cguiring buginess rates.
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* The four largest LECs currently charge business rates for
telephone service in condominium elevators, i.e., single line
(B1), private limne (ring down circuit), or as part of a PBX or
centrex system. Centel offers Hot Line Service, as an add-on
to business rates, for use in elevators.

Based on current language in its tariffs, staff believes
United has interpreted its tariff correctly in charging business
rates to condominium associations for elevator telephone service.

There continues to exist an inconsistency in Commiesion
policy. Under electric service tariffs, the common areas of
condominiums, apartment houses and boarding houses are billed aa
regidential. §

* In DN 7697-EU, Order No. 4150 (issued March 2, 1967}
(Attachment 2), the Commission required electric utilities to
amend their tariffs to provide for the applicatlion of :
residential rates for energy used in commonly-owned facilities

in condominium and cooperative apartment buildings subject to
the following criteria:

1k 100% of the energy is used exclusively for the co-
owners' benefit;

None of the energy is used in any endeavor which
gells or rents a commodity or provides service for a
fee;

Each point of delivery will be separately metered
and billed;

A responsible legal entity is established as the
customer to whom the company can render its bills
for said service.

In DN 790847-EU, (Order No. 10104 issued June 25, 1981), the
Commigsion expanded this requirement to include commonly owned
facilities of homeowners, in a case involving a complaint by

certain homeowners' associations against Florida Power and Light
and the Commission. :

Staff now believes that the
should go forth with a generic proceeding. This is
sevaral reasonsg, first, since this issue was added late
-s8 (the issue was added at the prehearing conference) ,
covery of the issue was allowed. Secondly, we believe
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that this is an area that revenue impact information is vital, with
the limited discovery period, no revenue information was cbtained.

Finally, this is more of a generic question and should ba addressed
by all LECs. ; '

Staff believes that the generic proceeding will result in
rulemaking, thus the financial implications will be addressed with
the Economic¢ Impact Statement (EIS). Ideally, this is a case where
you would to address the policy for all companies at one time, then
implement that policy in rate cases. Staff believes that while the
Commission could have addressed this issue separately in each of
the following rate cases, that the recommendation in each case
would be essentially the same. Therefore, staff recommends the
Commission should initiate a generic proceeding to determine how
both telephones installed in elevators and telephones in common

areas of condominiums, boarding houses and apartments should be
tariffed.
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Catch All

ISSUE 35: Should United be required to itemize its bille on a
monthly basis?

RECOMMENDATION: No. United is in compliance with the Rule 25-
©4.110(1) (a) (b) which requires that the telephone companies itemize
bills upon customer request, with the first bill rendered after
service is initiated or service order activity has resulited in a
change in the bill, and at least once a year. Further gtaff does
not recommend that the Commission commend rulemaking on this issue.

We do not have evidence that this is a significant problem.
[Shelfer]

POSITION OF PARTIES

UNITED: No. Rule 25-4.110 provides that telephone companies eshall
itemize bills upon customer request, with the first bill rendered
after service is initiated or service order activity has resulted

in a change in the bill, and at least once a year. United ig in
full compliance with the rule.

United estimates that it would cost $500,000 a year to itemize
bills monthly. No provision has been made for recovery of that
expense in this proceeding.

AT&T, FCTA, and FPTA: No position.

OPC: At a minimum the Commission should require United to submit a

proposal to itemize bills on a monthly basis. See generally
Poucher, Tr. 649-650;

STAFF ANALYSIS: Rule 25-4.110 (Customer Billing) requires that the
telephone companies issue bills monthly and that each bill show the
delinquent date, provide a clear listing of all charges due and
payable and contain the following statement: "Written itemization
of local billing available upon request." In addition, itemized
bills will be provided with the first bill rendered after service
im initiated or changed, and at least once a year. The annual
icemized bill will contain an explanation of the itemization and

to the customer to verify the items and charges on the
ized bill.

01L¢1ng and being charged for additcional items not

)-650) In addition, he contends there is customer
reting the bill. (TR 664-665) He further

one companiesg are actively merchandising vertical

“‘ Witness Poucher's states that two primary consumers complaints
3 g iccurat
t‘(
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gervices, such as custom calling and Expresstouch, and receive
bonuses based on sales of such services. Witness Pouchar assercs
that thig practice creates a strong possibility that consumera are
not fairly treated. (Poucher, TR 649-650)

Staff recognizes that billing problems exists as expressed by
witnegs Poucher, however, staff would argue that those customera
experiencing difficulty with their bill can call the Company for
agsistance and/or request an itemized bill at any time. It's gcaff
belief that the monthly bill sufficiently discloses any change(s)
made to a customers service by itemizing that change on the next
months bill. This provides the customer with an oppoxrxtunity to
determine if the change in his bill is accurate.

United contends it should not be required to itemize its bill
on a monthly basis. United asserts it is in full compliance with
Rule 25-4.110 (Customer Billing), which requires periodic itemized
billing. The Company estimates it would cost $500,000 annually to
itemize bills monthly. Witness McRae argues that Public Counsel's
proposal to itemize bills monthly has not included any mechanism
for the recovery of costs associated with this change or evidence
of the need for it. He further contends ",..any customer may
request a detailed bill at any time or call a service
representative to have a bill explained in detail, it is
inappropriate to require the Company to unnecessgarily incur an
additional $500,000 annually in increased costs in order to meet a
need which we do not believe exists." (TR 785)

Staff agrees with United's witness McRae's position that the
United is in compliance with the Rule 25-4.110. Staff does not
believe that monthly itemized billing should be required. As
stated by United, the Company is in compliance with Rule 25-4.110,
which requires that the telephone companies itemize bills upon
customer request, with the first bill rendered after service is
initiated or service order activity has resulted in a change in the

11, and at least once a year. There was no evidence to support a
i or desire by customers to warrant the additional estimated
of 5500,000 annually to provide the monthly itemized bilil.
L believes Rule 25-4.110(1) (a) (b) is adequate and recommends
United not be required to itemize its bill on a monthly basis.
lieves it would be improper to require United to meet
pilling regquirements than what is required by all other
. United is complying with the Rules. If the Commission
in requiring all LECS to provide monthly itemized
ld be necessary to initiate a rule making
r, staff does not recommend that at this time.
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ISSUE 36: The following services have not been addressed in other
issues and no changes have been proposed:

Tariffed Ttems (Listed by tariff secgtion)

- A2, General Regulations.

- A4, Service Charges (other than secondary service
connection charge).

- A5, Charges Applicable Under Special Conditions.

- A6, Directory Listings.

- A7, Coin Telephone Service.

- A8, Telephone Answering Service.

- A9, Foreign Exchange Service.

- Al13, Miscellaneous Service Arrangements {(other than
Custom Calling, SignalRing, and ExpressTouch) .

- Al4, Auxiliary Equipment.

- Al5, Connection with Certain Facilities and/or
Equipment of Others.

- Al19, Wide Area Telecommunications Service.

- A20, Private Line Service and Channels.

- A24, Emergency Reporting Services.

- A29, Data Transport Service.

- A108-A124, Obsolete Tariff Offerings.

- E2, General Regulations.

= E7, Special Access Services.

- E8, Billing and Collection Serv1ces.

= E16, Access Service for Local Exchange Companies'
completlon of IntraLATA-Intercompany Long Distance

MTS and WATS calls (other than the MABC BHMOC flow
through) .

Non-Tariffed Items

= Directory Advertising.

= Rent Revenues (Pole attachments, IXC floor space,
etec.) . ;

Miscellaneous Other Operating Revenues (UTLD royalty,

COBRA, etc.).

Non-Access Revenues (IXC contracts for Operator

Services) .

- E-911 Contracts and Private Line Settlements with
Southern Bell, GTEFL, and Vista-United.
InterLATA Private Line Terminal Equipment.
Tnth:tatp InterLATA FG A EAS Contract.

Maaas

his appropriate?
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ATION: Yes, with the exception of private line and
special access services, which are being addressed in separate
dockets and secondary service connection charge, Custom Calling,
SignalRing, ExpressTouch, and MABC BHMOC flow through, which are
being addressed in Issues 31, 33, and 33a iu this docket. [Shelfer]

POSITION OF PARTIES

UNITED: It is appropriate not to change the rates of the listed
services. With the exception of private line services and special:
access gervices, which are being addressed in separate dockets, the
rates for most of these services were adjusted in 1991.

ATET, FCTA, FPTA, and OPC: No position.

STAFF ANALYSIS: The rates for virtually all of United's services
were reviewed and modified during or in conjunction with United's
last rate case, There are a reduced number of rate changes
requested in this rate case as a result of having completed a

comprehensive rate evaluation less than two years ago. (EXH 72, p
392)

Staff agrees with United's position that it is appropriate to
exclude these services from the rate case, (with the exception to
private line and special access, secondary service connection
charge, Custom Calling, SignalRing, ExpressTouch, and MABC BEMOC
flow through), since these services were evaluated in United's last
rate case. (EXH 72, p 392) :

Staff believes it is appropriate that these services not be
addressed in this rate case with exception of private line and
special access gervices, which are being addressed in separate
dockets and secondary service connection charge, Custom Calling,
SignalRing, ExpressTouch, and MABC BHMOC flow through, which are
baing addressed in Issues 31, 33, and 33a in this docket.
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Tariff Effective D

ISSUE 37: What should be the effective date of any rate changes?

RECOMMENDATION: The effective date should be five days after a
complete set of tariffs has been filed. Revised tariffs ahould be
filed five days after the final vote. New rates should apply to
all service received on or after the effective date even if it is
not actually billed until the following month. Any customer
requesting discontinuance of service prior to the due date of the
first bill should receive a credit for the increase amount back to
the effective date of the increased amount. In addition, if the
Commission should order United to implement EAS changes noted in
Issue 32, United should monitor revenue changes and file revenue
impact data in six monthg. If additional revenues exist, it should
be used to implement interLATA EAS. [BROWN]

POSITION OF PARTIES:

UNITED: The new rates should become effective within five daye
after correct tariffs have been filed.

ATSET, FCTA and FPTA: No position.

OPC: The Commission should order a rate decrease effective July 1,
1992. If the Commission nonetheless decides to order a rate
increase, the increase should not go into effect before July 1,
1992. The forecasted test year used in this case does not start
until July 1, 1992, and the company's current earnings are already
way too high. The company's most recent surveillance report filed
with this Commission reports that United earned a return on equity
of 13.64% for the twelve month period ended January 31, 1992.
Exhibit 65. It would be entirely inappropriate to grant an early

rate increase when the company is already charging its customers
too much.

TAFF ANALYSIS: The effective date should be five days after a
C ete set of tariffs has been filed. Revised tariffs should be
i five days after the final vote. BRefore the tariffs become
tive, enough time is required in order for the staff to review
ariffs to determine their compliance with the Commission's
der. The staff should have a period of 5 days to review
ffs in their final proposed form in order to insure that
1 28 filed comply with the Commission's vote. Billing
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should apply to all service received on or after the effective date
even if it is not actually billed until the following month. Ay
customer requesting discontinuance of service prior to the due date
of the first bill should receive a credit pack to the effective

date of the increased amount.

68

ot i
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ISSUE 37a: When should customers be notified of any rate changes?

RECOMMENDATION: United should notify its customers by a bill
stuffer reflecting any rate changes in the first billing cycle
following the rate changes. [BROWN]

PARTIES POSITION:

UNITED: Customers should be notified of the rate changes by a bill

insert explaining the rate changes mailed with the customer's bill
which reflects the new rates.

AT&T, FCTA and FPPTA: No position.

QPC: Customers should be notified about rate changes as quickly as
possible.

¥S8TIS: United should notify its customers of any rate
change associated with this rate case as soon as possible. Staff
believes that United should notify its customers by a bill stuffer
reflecting any rate changes in the first billing cycle following
the rate changes. This not inconsistent with positions taken by
the Company or OPC.

Issue 37b, addresses the contents of the notification. Staff
believes that the Commission's expectations of timely notification
should be clearly defined for the Company. United should notify
its customers by a bill stuffer reflecting any rate changes in the
first pilling cycle following the rate changes.
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ISSUE 37b: What should be contained in the bill stuffer to UTF
cugtomers announcing any rate changes?

RECOMMENDATION The bill stuffer to United's customers should
contain the following: '

1) An overview of the case and a summary of the final order;

2) Summary of services for which rates have been adjusted
(Current rates and approved rates listed side by side);

3) A statement that information on new rates is available

from each of the Company's business offices and service
centers; and,

4) Explanation of the credit for discontinuance or
modification of service and how it may be obtained.

The bill stuffer should be submitted to staff for review
within 5 days of the Commission's vote. [BROWN]

PART ITION:

UNITED: The bill insert should contain the approved new rates for
service.

AT&T, FCTA and FPTA: No position.

0PC: The Commission should provide customers a plain,
understandable description of each rate change.

AFP¥ ANALYSIS: The bill stuffer that is mailed after the decision
in this case should contain certain basic information about the
case itself and the results of the Commission's final decision.
Although the bill stuffer cannot explain every increase that may
affect a particular customer, it should contain information that is
common to a large majority of the customers, that is basic local
rates by exchange, directory assistance charges, etc.

chough the customer body has generally been noticed
United's proposed rate case, most customers are unaware
:ctive date of the increase or specifically how or when
fect thelr bills. Therefore, it is an appropriate

e Commission that the customers get adequate notice of

summary of services for which rates have been
- in the bill stuffer. It should also contain
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a summary of selected services which are used by large numbers of
customers for which rates have been adjusted, showing & side

gide comparison of the current and approved rates. It should also
contain a statement that the information on the new rates ia

available from each of the Company's business offices and service
centers.

The bill stuffer should contain notification to the customer
that requests for discontinuation or modification of service, if
made before the due date of the bill, will enable the cuatomer to
receive credit for the rate increase portion of the charge for that
item back to the effective date of the increase. Finally, the bill
stuffer should be submitted to staff for review within five (5}
days after the Commisgsion vote.
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Servica Connection Charges
Nonrecurring v
PBXDID
Recurring
Nonrecuriing
CO Non-—Transport Services
Nonrecuriing
Misc. Service Arrangements
Recurring

TouchTone

Otrer
Nonrecurring

Inerconnection of
Mabile Services

Recurring

Nonrecuning

Obsokete Services: ;
Miscetlaneous Service Arrang.
Recurring

Nonrecusting

Carrier Common Line
Recurring

BHMOC

Switched Access Serdee
Pecurring

Nonecuming

Il ATA

MTS and WATS Calis
(LEC toll Dl & leep)
Rocuring

REVENUE EFTECT OF CHANGES

CTHER INTRASTATE

FEVENLE
Loral Revenue Chargs in Test Year

TOTAL INTRASTATE

FEVENUE
TOTAL INTERSTATE PEVEMLES

TOTAL REVEMUE

$164,023,081
4820375
5,734,000
323092

127,154
20837
$179,427,160
2217519

1,608,120
23475

3,300,208
166,323

11,001,384
20,513,144
182,069

3,617,082
01,434

30,083
1815
45,853,984
20,655,140

45,251,560
143,201

785,85
$362,220,700
$130,804 956

1.200,632)

381,468,437
3167 s Ao

Unked Tolsphons Company of Florida Page 1 of 1
Dociet Na. 910880~TL  Test Year 1982 — 83
Reverws Distribution Comparison
COMPANY PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDED
Revenue
192 -3 Etect:
Peverie PFevenues:  Revenue Effect . Saffv.
Proposed Amount Percent Recommended Amcunt Percent Company
82275743 558,724,361 B5% $164,033,061 £58,724,351)
4 B0 375 4,820,375
5,734,000 5,734,000
3,230,932 3230932
434,381)
683,830)
683,800)
555,307)
1514,128 $457,243 433% 1,056,886 £457,243)
124,835 124,835
127,154 127,154
299837 239,837
$238,608,754 $59,181,554 0% $176,949,842 $2477318) ~1.4% $61,658,912)
21,992,879 §24640) ~-10% 21992879 $224640) -1.0%
1,470,780 $137,340) -85% 1,470,780 $137,340) -8.5%
29,595 $6,120 28.1% 29,58% $6,120 6.1%
3704181  S40973 122% 3,061,533 62BEE)  -72% (642,648)
166,323 166,323
111,001,384 11,001,384
2,190,750  $1,677,806 82% 2,190,750 $1,677,606 82%
182,069 182069
3561334 £5,158) -15% 3,601,464 515628 -04% $39,50
301,434 201,434
55,563 $25470 84.6% 55,563 525470 B a%
1615 1,815
47080056  $1235072 7% 47,089,056 $1.206,072 2T
12581450 @8,073680) -3B.1% 182,023 fR565.117) ~114%
46646,150  $1367.573 1% 40,640,150 $1.07 579 1%
143201 143,201
7621606  (A6XC] 4% 7000 2 Ga? Ts
SUTIBIEIE 58,1002 15.2% S O v £ aum
$150,6804 260 11000 0
{1.0800, M) [+ e
00,50, /(X WA LR 2
S R 08 2187 g ven
rm Pty x el w ’ T
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T TR Doctat No. SXEE0-TL Test Year 1902 - 3
Rowerus Olstrtution
COMPANY PROPCEED STAFF RECOMVENDED
Fevenis
Tont Vour 132 - Efiect:
ot Denem T2 -0 P Faens FRewnes. Feveun Safv.
L2 P lasorosen Sorwe Proposed Amout  Farcent Recommendad Amount Percant Company |
Tu-awese A LocwPess fecerg =2
Aoxmm Lres $WAO08 RRITAR  WATMIBI  BL% 5184033081 $58,724,351)
Ulessncn “am P AB03S ARNTS 480375
Swrre 5724000 5734000 5,734,000
Loow Opersey asetecs 3202 AR
I Clomord £A8 A0 #34.381)
k- To¥-PacE/S B4533
X Bordia Spriags EAS AdaBe ;
xd CEAS st Tiscooches Adpustonets i £88,652)
EAS Ogsons 106585 1514,129 S457243 433% 1,066,885 £457,243)
Tol-Pec 124 B35 12488 124835
CEAS N 127,154 127,154 127,154
QEAS Option 1 2087 p.: =) <14 299837
Todl $179427,160 $238008,754 $50,161,504 3o% $177,172,004 £2255156) -1.3% $61,436,750)
Tmandd M Senios Comection Cranges ;
Nonecuring 2217519  2A9RF8  B2460) -10% 21,922,579 8246400 -10%
M0 A1y PEXDID Sl
. Recuning 1,808,120 1,470,780 §137340) -85% 1,470,780 B137340) -85% L i
Nonmcuring 23475 2585 $6,120 6.1% 29,585 $6,120 26.1%
34cand 34d A12  CO Non-Transport Services
Recurring 3,300,208 3,704,181 $40B973  122% 3,061,533 §208675) -72% (5642,648)
Nonmcuring 166,323 166,323 166,323 : ;
= A3 Misc. Servics ATangoments '
=y :
w TouchTona 11,001,384 11,001,384 11,001,384
Otrer 20,513,144 2,190,750 $1,677,606 82% 2,190,750 $1,677,608 82%
Nonmecuring 182,089 182,069 182,089
31d A2 Imeroonnection of :
Mobiie Services :
Recurring 361702 3,561,934 £55,158) -15% 3,601,464 615628 -04% $3,50
Nonrecuning 01,434 01,434 301,434 Y g ‘
Rand36 A3 Obsobie Services: |
Miscelianeous Service Amrang.
Recurring 30,03 55,563 $25,470 84.6% 55,563 $25,470 B846%
Nonrecuring 1815 1815 1815
31ic E3  Carrier Common Lire
Recumng 45,853,984 47,089,056 $1,235,072 27% 47088056  $125072 27%
31a E4  BHMOC 20655140 12,581,450 @8,073680) -30.1% 3 18,302,023 #2353, 117) -114% $5,720,563
3ic E6  Switched Access Servic
Recurring 45,251,580 46,648,159 $1,397,579 31% 46,645,159 $1,397,578 1%
Nenrcurting 143,201 143201 143,201
3band 3B E16  IntralATA Imercompany
MTS and WATS Calls
(LEC tolf bill & keep)
Recurming 7,856,959 7621639 £335,320) -42% 7,866,230 gorTe) -12% £297 551
REVENUE EFFECT OF CHANGES SH2 250,700  $417,351976 555101276 152% $361,270,262 £o90439)  -03% B850,001,714)
* OTHER INTRASTATE REVENUE $150,804,358  $150,884,3%8 $150,884,359
200 and 200.1 Local Revenue Change In Test Year (1,639,632 {1,639,6%2) {1,630,6%2)
TOTAL INTRASTATE REVENUE 511496427 5566,596,703 510,514,968 8660.438)
TOTAL INTERSTATE REVENUES $197,925658  $197,325,663 $187,925,668

TOTAL REVENUE $709,421,085 $7T6452371 $55,101.278 78% $708,440 657 S0, 40| 0.1% [ S LNAL
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Tar®
3L Secion
28 ]
32a-9 and 34a A2
328
32
a2c
32d
33aand 36 Ad
36 A5
36 AB
36 A7
36 AB
36 A9
34b At1
34c and 34d A12
33 A13
8 Ald

Unlied Telephone Company of Florida
Dockst No. 910080-TL Test Year 1992 — 93
o iatetbiatons O -

COMPANY PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENDED
> : Revenue
Tex Yeal 1992 - 93 3 Effect:
Servics 1992 - 93 Rev. Revenve Effect Revenues:  Revenue Effect Staff v.
Oescrighon Current Proposed Amourt Percent Recommended Amourt Percent Company
Returr: Check Charge $372,905 $372,905 $372,905
Local Rases: Recurming
Access Lines 5164,033,081 $222,757,432  §58,724,351 358% $164,033,081 (558,724,351)
Message Rale Plan 4820375 4820375 - 4,820,375
Direciory Assistance 5,734,000 5,734,000 5,734,000
Local Operalor Assistance 3,230,992 3,230,892 3,230,992
Clermont EAS Additive (434,381)
Toll-Pac EAS Adjustments (688,830)
Bonkta Springs EAS Additive (688,800)
OEAS and Trilacoochee Adjustments (665,307)
EAS Optional 1,056,886 1,514,129 $457,243 43.3% 1,056,886 (5457,243)
Toll-Pac 124,835 124,835 124,835
CEAS I 127,154 127,154 ] 127,154
OEAS Option 1 299,837 299,837 299,837
Total $179,427,160 $233508,754 $59,181,554 33.0% $176,949,842 ($2,477,318) —1.4% ($61,658,912)
Service Connectlon Charges
Nonrecurring 22,217,518 21,992,879 ($224,640) -1.0% 21,992,879 ($224,640) -1.0%
Charges Appl. Under Special Cand.
Recurring 2,119,852 2,119,852 2.119.552
Directory Listings
Recurring 3,958,161 3,958,161 3,958,161
Nonrecurring 74,051 74,051 74,051
Coin Telephone .
Recurring 7,773,488 7,773,488 7,173,488
Nonrecurring 0 [t} 0
TAS
Recurring 80,756 \ 90,756 90,756
Foreign CO Service !
Recurring 275,855 275,855 275,855
PBX DID ) i
Recurring 1,608,120 1,470,780 ($137,340) ~8.5% . 1,470,760 (§137,340) ~8.5%
Nonrecurring 23,475 29,585 $6,120 26.1% 29,595 $6,120 1%
€O Non-Transport Services
Recurring 3,300,208 3,704,181 $403,973 12.2% 3,061,533 {$238.87%)
Nonrecurring 166,323 166,323 184,320
Misc. Service Arrangemerts
Recurring
TouchTone 11,001,384 11,001,384 11,001,304
Cther 20,513,144 22,190,750 $1,877 606 8.2% 22,100,730 IO
Nonrecuring 182,068 182,080 162 065
Auxiiary Equipment
Recurring 98,257 98,251 W g
Nonrecurring 210 270 -
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33and 38

36

3ic

31a

Ave

A108
A113
Al14
A124

E2

E3

E4

Obsolete Services:
Miscellaneous Service Arrang.
Recurring

Nonrecurring

Obesolete Services:
Auxillary Equipment
Recurring

Obsolets Services:
ES11 — Recurring

l:traEAEA Compensation
Recurring

Late Payment Charges
Nonrecurring

Carrier Common Line
Recurring.

BHMOC

Lrmadd 1 agrtemy Oomnpery of | 1or g
Deched o, #1000-T). Tesl Your 1082 - 03
Hupiv [Scelion Compatean
COMRANY PROPORED STAFF AECOMMENDED
fast Vo 1992 - §3
*PEZ - KD Few Reywrie Efect RAavenues, Revanus Eftect
Covrarg Peopoaed Amourt PFaoert Recommancod Amour Porcant
20 X0 52,0 432,380
- 0 0
45 041,700 85,041,780 55,041,780
1909724 1980724 1,889,724
3,540,180 3,340,180 3,540,180
12,88¢243 12,884,243 12,884,243
24,880 24,880 24,680
1,684,040 1,884,040 1,664,040
228,133 228,133 228,133
3,617,092 3,561,934 ($55,158) —1.5% - 3,601,464 ($15628) -0.4% £38,530
301,434 301,434 301.434
73813 79,913 79913
2,150 2,150 2,150
2,937 2937 2,037
30,083 55,563 $25,470 54.6% 55,563 $25,470 84.6%
1815 1,815 ¢ | 1,815
631 631 631
181,450 181,450 191,450
.0 0 0
78,258 78,253 78,258
45,853,984 47,088,056  $1.235,072 27% 47,086,055 sr2mnre 7%
125814650 (38,073,660 -30.1% 18,302,023 (32,359,117 AN

20,655,140
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31b and 36

20b and 20b.1
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E9

E11

E12

E13

E15

E16

e
Smnorsrton

-

Swnes ALy Saraos
ARG
NOTRTG

Spmcel Acces Semnoe
Recurting
NOECUTIG

Biteg ang Cotiection
Servoes
Recuning

Dwectory Assistance Service
Recumng

Spacial Facliiies Aouting
of Access Services

Spaclalized Services or
Amngomonu

Addtional Englneering, Additional
Labor and Miscelianeous
Charges

Nonrecurring

Inward Operator Services
Recurriing

IntraLATA In®ercompany
MTS and WATS Calls
(LEC toli bill & keep)
Recurring

New services to be

tariffed:
Misc. nontaritfed

Intrastate revenues:
Test Year Revenue Change
TOTAL INTRASTATE REVENUES
Interstate revenues

TOTAL REVENUES

Revenud
Ettect
Staff v
Percent Company
3.1%

897,728y  ~129

Uning Telephune of Plonda
Dockst Ne. $70900 -7 Tout Yoar 1987 -9
Hiuveeree Dreremon Comperison
OO ANY PROPOSED STAFF RECOMMENOED
Tt Yout 1992 - 93
TRy 40 Paw Fwranue Ehect Revenuas: Revenue Effect
Curmrd Peopomd Ampun Racommended Amount
45,251 500 45049,1%  $1.W7.57 1% 46,649,159 $1,307 572
143,201 143201 143,201
083,502 6083 302 6,063,502
380,179 266178 386,179
3,837 812 3,837 812 3,837,612
0 (\ (]
0 0 0
9 0 0
0 0 0
58,977 58,977 58,977
7,956,959 7,521,639 ($335,320)  -42% 7,858,230
213312 213,312 213,312
49,400,749 49,400,748 49,400,748
{1,639,632) (1,639,632) (1,639,632)
$511,495,427  $565,596,703  $55,101,276 10.8% $510,292 027 [
107,925,668  187.825.668 197,625,668
§709,421,095 $764,522,371  $55,101,276 7.8% $700,218 498




LL

T T LR O
faw
Lo Tantliot
»w Fa

33aand 38

36

34b

34c and 34d

A7

A8

Al
A12

A13

A4

Teral

Service Connection Charges
Nonrecurting

Charges Appl. Under Special Cond.
Recurring

Directory Ligtings
Recurring
Nonrecurring

Coln Telephone
Recurring
Nonrecuering

TAS
Recurring

Forelgn CO Service
Recurring

PBXDID
Recurring
Nonrecurring

CO Non-Transport Services
Recurring
Nonrecurring

Misc. Service Arrangements
Recurring

TouchTone

Other
Nonrecurring

Auxiliary Equipment
Recurring
Nonrecurning

Tudt Yew
12 - 4 Py
Curmn

.

$ar2309
$104 0020817
s 82037%
27052

124 833
127,184
209,931

$179.427,180
2217519
2,118,852

3,958,181
74,051

7,773,488
0

90,756
275,855

1,808,120
23,475

3,300,208
166,323

11,001,384
20,513,144
182,068

88,251
270

mmmar’-&'
Dipotal Sn, I0DED - TL  Tes Your 1962 - 83
e DIADKIDR Compantatn

COMPANY PROPOSED

Propowd

P

sar2s0s

S22 757 A2
4820373
3,734 000
3220982

1.594,529
124,835
127,154
200837

$238,608,754

21,992,878

Bpvenie St
Amoun Paoent

- -

553724 3 ne%

$457243 433%

$59,181,594 33.0%

($224 640) -1.0%

2,119,852

3,958,181
74,051

7,773,488
0

80,756
275,855

1,470,780
29,585

3,704,181
166,323

11,001,384
22,190,750
182,669

98,251
270

-8.5%
26.1%

($137,340)
$6,120

$403,973 122%

§1,677,606 8.2%

STAFF RECOMMENDED

982~
Revenues. Revenue Effect
Recommended Amourt

$372,905

$184,033,081
48202375
5,734,000
3,230,892
(434,381)
(545,323)
(888,800)
(5868,852)
1,058,888
124,835
127,154
299,837

$177,172,004 ($2,255,156)

21,992,879 ($224,640)

2,119,852

3,958,161
74,051

7,773,488
0

90,756

275,855

1,470,780
25,595

($137,340)
$6,120

3,061,533 (5238,67%)
168,323

11,001,284
22,199,750 $1 6770
182,068

80251
210

Petcent

-1.3%

-1.0%

Ravenua
Effeat:
Staffv.

Company

($58,724,351)

(§457,243)

($561,43
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™ A2 et T
Sy ® £ ]
- A W
Saring 95 De1 THD R UREAR ] ’ LR
»m A WeORaRS i
arting g,-n- | R ; 1,900,722
w &b P U
Pairing
Lo 2040100 2540100 3,540,150
(s ST LE P 17.85¢ 143 12.084 240
DTG 2400 a0 24,50
" A3 By
Aaguring Y 884080 1,804 080 - 1,664,040
Nomeouring 228,123 8,3 ; 228133
3 EYr] AZS  itacoommection of '
w VAGT i s
Recuring 31517092 358193 (855,158) -~15% 3,601,454 ($15628)  -04%
Nomrecurring 01,434 301,434 301,434
» A29  Data Trampod Servios '
Racuriing 79913 813 79,913
Nonecurting 2,150 2150 12,150
® A108  Obsolete Services
TAS Fachides
Recurring 2,837 2,937 2,937
33and 38 A113  Obsolete Services:
Miscellaneous Service Arrang. ;
Recurring 30,093 55,563 $25470 . B4.6% 55,563 $25,470 846%
Nonrecurring - 1,815 1,815 ; 1,815
38 A114  Obsolets Services:
Auxillary Equipment
Recurring 631 631 631
36 A124  Obsolete Sarvices:
Eg11 - Recurring 191,450 191,450 181,450
36 E2 IntraEAEA Compensation
-+ Recurring 0 0 0
Late Payment Charges
Nonrecurring 78,258 78,258 78,258
31c E3 Carrier Common Ling
g Recurring 45,853,984 47,089,056 51,235,072 27% 47,082,056
31a E4 BHMOC 20,655,140 12,581,460 (88,073,680 -38.1% 18,302,023 07
=t
- ALY —




Wnted Teinghons Company of Floda
Dockel Ne. #3050 ~ T Towl Year 1862 - @3
Comgmanon

Favenue Diribution
COMPANY PROPORED STAFF RECOMMENDED
. Revenus
T we! Yuer 1992 - 83 Effect
T Dwwm Y R Fev P o Eliect ' Rewenues: Revonua ENect
St Jeuurgnion Dutwerg Prpows Amopm Porcent Recommended Amount Percent
e 18 Sencoes Aroee Setvice
Rayrhng «5.291 580 48,649,159 $1.297 379 1% 48,649,159 $1,397,579 3%
b ] 143204 143,201 ' 143,201
» E7  Towcel Actess Servios
Facarnng 4,083 502 8,083 502 + 8,063,502
Seorre oty 208,179 88,478 366,179
» £3  Bilinganc Colipction
Serviy
Recuring 3837 812 3.837 812 3,837,612
» Ep  Dimcwory Assismnce Service
Recumng 0 0 0
36 Et1  Speci Facitas Aouting ~
of Acoass Services 0 0 0
3 E12  Spechlized Services or
Armngements 0 0 0
~ 38 E13  Addional Engineering, Additional
o Laborand Miscelaneous
Charges
Nonrecurring o] 0 0
36 E15 Inward Operator Services / !
Recurring 58977 58,877 58,877
31b and 36 E16  IntaLATA Inlercompany
MTS and WATS Calls
(LEC tol! blil & keep)
Recurring 7,956,859 7,621,633 ($335,320) -42% 7,858,230 ($97.729) -1.2
New services to be .
tariffed: 213,312 213,312 213,312
Misc. nontariffed x
intrastate revenues: 49,400,749 49,400,749 48,400,749
20b and 20b.1 Test Year Revenus Change (1.839,632) (1,639,632) {1,639.632)
TOTAL INTRASTATE REVENUES $511,495,427  $566,596,703  $55,101,276 10.8% $510,514 943 (8380
Interstate revenues 197,925,668 197,925,668 197,825,668
UTF2.WK TCTAL REVENUES $709,421,095  $764,522,371  $55,101.276 T8% £700,440 657




United Telephone Company

Docket No. 910980~ TL

Executive Sumsary

Attachment E

BHMOC
| Current Current
L . .Rate Revenue
Premium 367,166 $3.95 $17,403,668
Non Premium 105,533 $2.5675 $3,251,472
Total ' $20,655,140
Company BHMOC Proposal
; ==
| |. Proposed Revenue
L | . Revenus Reduction
|
| Premium 367,166 $2.4060 $10,600,817 $8,802,852
| Non Premium 105,533 $1.5640 $1,980,643 $1,270,828
Totai $12,581,460 $8,073,680
BHMOC Options
Billing New Revenue
Urits. ‘Revenue Reduction
367,166 $0.10 $3.8500 $16,963,069 $440,599
105,533 $2.4675 124,832 $126,640
Total $20,087,901 _ $587,239
367,166 $0.25 *$3.7000 $16,302,170 $1,101,498
105,533 $2.3175 2,934,873 $316,599
ZEEd Total $19,237,043 $1,418,097
| .
367,166 l $0.45 $3.5000 $15,420,972 $1,982,696
105,533 $2.1175 $2,681,594 $569,878
o Total $18,102,566 $2,652,575
T T [
$0.70 $3.2500° $14,319,474 $3,084,194
$1.8675 2,364,995 $886,477
_ Total $16,684,469 $3,970,672 |
— 1 -
S $3.0000 l $13,217,976 $4,185,692
$1.6175 $2,048,396 $1,203,076
| Total $15,266,872|  $5,388,769
e e e
2 $12,997,676 $4,405,992
$1,985,076 $1,266,39€
514,982,752 | _ $5,672,388 |
otion Rates will alse be reduced.




Executive Susmary
Attachment F

United Teilephone Company
Docket No. 910980—-TL

Service — Touchtone

- $1.00

$11,001,384

" Billing . New Revenue
Units __ Revenue _Reduction
916,782| $0.10 $0.90 $9,901,246|  $1,100,138
916,782 $0.25 $0.75 $8,251,038|  $2,750,346
016,782| $0.50 $0.5U $5,500,692|  $5,500,692
916,782  $0.60 $0.40 $4,400,554|  $6,600,830
916,782 $0.75 $0.25 $2,750,346|  $8,251,038
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O 910580 - TL intral ATA Toll -Pac Routes Graater Than 4 MMMs

sy 32 : . Attachment
Page 10f 2
Exciuding Smutiation
la) &) i) {d) le) U} {9 (h) -0 @ ) U]
Average
| Bpee) : Operator :
Originating Terminating T_Fpe of Access Lines Old Avg. ChargePer New 12/91 Average  Average TY Revenue
Exchange - Exchange rafic Y-E 1991 Y-£1992 Rev/Msg MISMsg rate/Msg. Msgs/Line TY Msgs. Old New Difference
Moorehaven  Clewiston MTS 1,931 1,204 $0.082 6.53 7,862 $645 $0 ($645)
Al ' 1931 1204  $0.64 $0.25 656 7898 505 $1,975  (3.080)
Cape Haze Port Charlotte MTS » 7,802 8,456 $0.082 - 3.63 30,695 2,517 4] (2,517)
All 7,802 8,456 $0.54 $0.25 4.15 35,092 18,950 8,773 (10,177)
S .
Williston Gainesville MTS 4,207 4,380 $0.082 6.6 28,952 2,374 0 (2,374)
Al 4,207 4,380 $0.57 $0.25 885 38763 22,095 9691 (12,404}
Total, One Way
Per Month (5
Annual (3
(868

Total, Both Directions
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DN 510880-TL intral ATA Toll—Pac Routes Greater Than 4 MMMs

Issue 32D : Attachment

Page2of2
Inciuding Simulation
@ o) © @ © U] @ )] ) () (k) U) (m)
Average
Operator
Orignaing  Terminating 1"¥pe of Access Lines OldAvg. ChargePer New 12/91  Average Average TY Revenue ,
Exchange Exchange rafic Y-E 1991 Y-E1992 Rev/Msg MISMsg rate/Msg. Msgs/Line TY Msgs. Old New (1 Difference
Moorehaven  Clewiston MTS 1,931 1,204 $0.082 6.53 7,862 $645 $0 {$645)
Al 1,931 1,204 $0.64 $0.25 6.56 7,898 5,055 2602 (2452
Cape Haze Port Charlotte MTS 7,802 8,456 $0.082 363 30,695 2,517 ¢ (2,517)
Al 7,802 8,456 $0.54 $0.25 415 35002 18950 11,563 (7.3
Williston Gainesville MTS 4,207 4,380 $0.082 6.61 28,952 2,374 0 (2,37
All 4,207 4,380 $0.57 : $0.25 8.85 38,763 22,095 12,772
‘ Total, One Way
Per Month ($24.6
Annual (52
(1) Including stimulation of 31.8%. Totai, Both Directions ‘

utfleasi.wk3



Other Intral ATA Toll Routes Greater Than 4 MMMs

tssue 32d ' Attachment
Page 1 0f2
Exchuding Stmuiation
(a) ) © @ (e { @ () 0] 0 (k) ) {m)

Average
Cperator

Originating Terminating 'I?peof Access Lines OldAvg. ChargePer = New 12/91  Average Average TY Revenue
Exchange Exchange afic Y-E 1991 Y-E1992 Rev/Msg MTSMsq. rale/Msg. Msgs/Line TY Msgs. Old New Difference

Everglades  Naples MTS B /4 1,092 $0.082 7.64 8,343 $684 $0 ($684) ;
Al 1127 1092  $0.78 - $0.25 764 8343 6507 $2086  (4422) 4
immokalee  Fort Myers MTS 5,048 3,676 $0.082 492 18,086 1,483 0
‘ Al 5048 3676  $0.77 $0.25 492 18086 13926 4,521
00
U mmokalee  Naples MTS - 5,048 3,676 $0.082 5.00 18,380 1,507 0
Al 5,048 3,676 $0.82 . $0.25 5.00 18,380 15,072 4,595
| Total, One Way
Per Month
Annual

Total, Both Directions




Other Intral ATA Toll Routes Greater Than 4 MMMs

Issue 32d Attachment
; Page 2 of 2
including Stimuiation
@ ®) © @ (e} U} @ (h) @ 0 (k) )
Average
Operator
Originating Terminating Type of Access Lines OldAvg. ChargePer New 12/91  Average Average TY Revenue :
f : Exchange Exchange Traffic Y-E 1991 Y-E 1992 Rev/Msg MISMsqg. rate/Msg. Msgs/line TY Msgs. Old New (1)  Difference
Everglades  Naples MTS 1,127 1,092 — $0.082 ; 7.64 8,343 $684 $0 (%684)
Al 127 1,092 $0.78 $0.25 7.64 8,343 6,507 2,749 (3,758)
Immokalee  Fort Myers MTS 5,048 3,676 $0.082 4,92 18,086 1,483 0 {1,483)
All 5,048 3,676 $0.77 $0.25 4.92 18,086 13,926 5,959 (7,967)
% - - | ‘
Immokalee Naples MTS . 5,048 3,676 $0.082 5.00 18,380 1,507 0 (1,507}
All 5,048 3,676 $0.82 . $0.25 5.00 18,380 15,072 6,056 (9,015)
Total, One Way
Per Month
~ Annual
(1) Including stimulation of 31.8%. : Total, Both Directions

utfleas2.wk3
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Igsue 33
Attachmont A

B United - Eage A 952
Telepho ' ‘ = =
 Teiaphone | T-92-220

United Telephone Compariy of Florida Bruce N, Reynoids
Box 5000 © Altemonte Springs, Florida 32716-5000 ¢ (407) 889-6007 Vice President - Admunastration & Maretiyg

March 264, 1992

Mr. Walter D°Haeseleer 3 Il
Director, Division of Communications RE CEIV [ U
Florida Public Service Commission

101 East Galnes Street ,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0865 MAR 2 4 1952

‘Dear Mr. D'Haeseleer: SIVISION OF COMtAUNIZATIC. . .

Enclosed are four copies of the following United Telephone
company of Florida General Exchange Tariff sheet:

Section A13

Miscellaneous Service Arrangements Fourth Rev. Sheet 11

United is filing this tariff to revise the regulations
associated with United SignalRing 5™ gervice.

Paragraph F.2.a. of the enclosed tariff restricts the
SignalRing offering to areas served by DMS-100 and 5ESS central
office switches. When SignalRing was tariffed in December of
1590; only those switches contained the software necessary to
provide SignalRing. The Alcatel DSS-1210 switches did not,

and were not expected to, have the capabllity to provide
SignalRing.

Recently, however; the 1210 switch manufacturer, Alcatel,
developed and began offering the 6SM-303 software that supports
United's SignalRing product. This tariff will, upon approval,
permit United to expand SignalRing into fifteen of its 1210
central office serving areas where it wes previously not
avaeilable.

onduncition with this tariff revision, United proposes to
2in the "grandfathered” status of customers in the
o fie 210 switch serving areas who currently subscribe to
- SE 1 Tdentity Number Arrangement). SINA service was
) i 1990 in anticipation of the approval of
100 and BESS switches. The enclosed
i5, 1990 explains United's plan to make

AR 3 : continuipng to support SINA on a




Attachment A
Page ¢ of 2

T-92-2

Mr. Haltaﬁ D'Haeseleer
March 24, 1992

As stated in the correspondence, SINA is technically not
available in the DMS-100 and 5ESS switches.
case in the 1210 switches,
line card; can co-exist with SignalRing which is a software
option. Therefore, customers in the fifteen 1210 switch
service areas could have what appears to be "like"™ services st
disparate rates.
migration to SignalRing, United proposes to increase the S8INA
monthly recurring rate to $2 in a separate filing.
proposed for residential SignalRing in United's rate cases is 03

par month,

such is not the
SINA, provisionad by a

To amend this disparity and encourage

There are currently 2,574 remaining SINA

subscribers compared to the 5,219 in existence in May 1990.

Acknowledgement, date of receipt, and authority number of this

¥iling are requested.
attached for this purpose.

A duplicate letter of transmittal is

Commission consideration and approval of the enclosed sheet is
respeactfully reaquested.

Sincerely,

B. H.
SAH/ab

Enclosure

Reynolds
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