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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIO L. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYO
DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6770 (CLERK)
(850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

Public Sertice Commission

August 29, 2003

Nancy B. White, General Counsel - Florida
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Docket No. 030869-TL

Dear Ms. White:

This will acknowledge receipt of a petition for implementation of Section 364.164,
Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates in a revenue-neutral manner through decreases in
intrastate switched access charges with offsetting rate adjustments for basic services, by
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., which was filed in this office on August 27,2003, and
assigned the above-referenced docket number. Appropriate staff members will be advised.

Mediation may be available to resolve any dispute in this docket. If mediation is
conducted, it does not affect a substantially interested person’s right to an administrative
hearing. For more information, contact the Office of General Counsel at (850) 413-6248

or FAX (850) 413-7180.

Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services
Florida Public Service Commission

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAX BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: 7

Lira A. JARER, CHAIRMAN ‘ DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK. &
J. TERRY DEASON 5 ok .o\ ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BrauLIO L. BAEZ BLANCA S.Bayo

RUDOLPH “RUDY”" BRADLEY DIRECTOR

] (850) 413-6770 (CLERK)
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

Public Sertice Cammission :

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

paTE: 3903
TO: NG )\ Py (U hie
FROM: | Y ”'T& , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

cokmpNs OF043-03 1 0B04%-03 ; 0F04S-03

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.
O30569-T L
I\]E,’, « o keT or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
66{"?)(5“32”} - CD e s , and
filed on behalfof €1t /b fe . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCAD19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD » TALLAHASSEE, F1. 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: htip:/Avww.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact(@psc.state.flus
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Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.
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AUG-29-03 04:57PM  FROM-FLORIDA CARLE ASSOC, 850~681-3676 T-569 P.04/06 F-833

... =
Florida Cable Telecommunications Association

Steve Wilkerson, President

V1A FACSIMILE

August 29, 2003

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director T

Division of the Commission Clerk - _f; c;f:) [

and Administrative Services -~ o5 =

Florida Public Service Commission e o O

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. =L =

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 £ w he
o W
o O

RE: FPSC.Docket:No::030869:
Dear Ms. Bayo:

I am writing 10 request that the Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc. ("FCTA") be
placed on the mailing list of persons interested in monitoring the above-referenced docket. Please

send all mailings to the following:

Michael A. Gross

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs & Regulatory Counsel
Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc.

246 E. 6" Avenue, Suite 100

Tallahassee, FL 32303

850/681-1990 Tel.

850/681-9676 Fax

E-Mail Address: mgross@fcra.com.

Thank you for your assistance in this martter. Please contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

Wil A foree

Michael A. Gross

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs ,\
& Regulatory Counsel &l Yp3 )03
MAG:my

246 East 6th Avenue o Tallahassee, Florida 32303 e (850) 681-1990 ¢ FAX (850) 681-9676 e www.fcta.com




& -
N o

CCA Official Filing

9/3/03 ¥ ¥F¥3xA Ak Nk 10:59 AM* ¥ ¥ k% dokk dok ok % Matilda Sanders*****xxx]

Matilda Sanders _ A9 - 1o

From: Jackie Schindier >

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2003 10:59 AM

To: CCA - Orders / Notices; Beth Keating; Felicia Banks; Patty Christensen; Lee Fordham;
Andrea Cowart

Subject: Order / Notice Submitted

Date and Time: 9/3/03 10:55:00 AM

Docket Number: 030867, 868 & 869-1l

Filename / Path: See below

The following three Orders Acknowledging Intervention have been moved to GC Orders for issuance today:
030867-030868-030869\8670pc.ord
\868opc.ord
¥ \869opc.ord
Thanks!

is




Hong Wang

From: - Beth Keating -

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2003 5:37 PM
To: Hong Wang

Subject: RE: 030867, 030868, 030869

0.k

————— Original Message-~----
From: Hong Wang

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2003 5:09 PM
To: Beth Keating

Cc: Kay Flynn; Felicia Banks;
Subject: FW: ZRBEEETA 030868,

atty Christensen

I've added Gray, Harris & Robinson to the mailing lists for those dockets. However, I was
only able to have 2 e-mail addresses listed due to the length of the field in CMS and the
third name is showing as "G. Meros."

————— Original Message-----

From: Kay Flynn

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2003 4:45 PM
To: Beth Keating; Hong Wang

Cc: Felicia Banks; Patty Christensen
Subject: RE: 030867, 030868, 030869

Yes. Hong will add the names.

----- Original Message-----

From: Beth Keating

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2003 4:21 PM
To: Kay Flynn

Cc: Felicia Banks; Patty Christensen
Subject: 030867, 030868, 030869

Hi. Could you please have someone add the following to the interested persons list for
these three dockets?

Karen Jusevitch: kjusevitch@grayharris.com
Carlos Muniz: cmuniz@grayharris.com
George Meros: gmeros@grayharris.com

Gray, Harris & Robinson
P.O. Box 11189

Tallahassee, FL 32302-3189
577-9090

Fax 577-3311

@«wz Plov[03



State of Florida ORIGINAL
Pblic Serbice Comminsion

-M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M-

DATE: September 9, 2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director )
Commission Clerk and Ag

istrative Services

~
]

FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairman .} o
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-TL/0 o &
Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files. m% w
25 2
Attachment S o=
cc: Commissioner Deason - &
Commissioner Baez ~
Commissioner Bradley ‘
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating
CRUS
CAF )
SMP
>OM
>TR
XCR
3CL
JPC
AMS
SEC |



THE FLORIDA SENATE

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100

Children and Families
Education

= E D COMMITTEES:
; C t . Transportation, Chair
2 Lowm

SENATOR JIM SEBESTA Home Defense, Public Security, and Port;
Majority Whi R str Y. anerons
Y 4 P kSEP O A 2003 Agggtlg}'?gi:)n:suftgi%commiﬁee on Transportation

16th District and Economic-Development

o iee COMMISSION
public serx:cg SER SELECT COMMITTEE: o
CHAIRMAN Automobile Insurance/PIP Reform and Constitutional

: Amendment implementation

St. Petersburg ¢ Tampa e Pinellas Park [1arida
Clearwater e Oldsmar e Safety Harbor '

September 2, 2003

Commissioner Lila Jaber
Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Madame Chair:

You may recall my calling vou a couple of months ago to discuss
the new “telephone bill” legislation passed this year.

In our conversation you confirmed that this bill was different
from last year’s as it required a PSC hearing and determination. 2s
you have now received the rate increase request, I wanted to remind
you that the bill passed based on the assumption that there would be a
complete and objective hearing. Whether the rate increase is approved
or disapproved, the hearing must be fair and impartial.

I am sure you and your fellow commissioners are prepared to do

just that.
Good luck!
JS/cne
cc: PSC Members
REPLY TO:
O 9887 4th St. N, Suite 319, St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 (727) 563-0377, Hilisborough County (813) 221-6044
O 322 Senate Office Building, 404 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 {850) 487-5075
Senate's Website: http:/www.fisenate.gov
JAMES E. “JIM” KING, JR. ALEX DIAZ de i1a PORTILLA

President President Pro Tempore



09/05/2003 14:46 FAX 6366255855

EVEREST CONNECTIONS 002

September 5, 2003 **Via FACSIMILE**

Bureau of Records

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
qulahassee, F1. 32399-0850

To Whom It May Concern:

Please let this letter serve as Knology of Florida, Inc’s request to be listed as an
“Interested Party” in the following Dockets:

Docket No. 030867
Docket No. 030868

03

Below is the contact information for the Company:

John D. Feehan
Knology, Inc.

1241 O.G. Skinner Drive
West Point, GA 31833

Phone: 636-625-5731 é },.9

Fax: 636-625-5766
Email: john.fechan@glai.com 9io51p3

Knology of Florida, Inc. reserves its right to file a petition for intervention in these
dockets.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (636) 625-5731.

Sincerely,

1241 O.G. Skinner Drive, West Point, GA 31833



09/05/2003 14:46 FAX 6366255855 EVEREST CONNECTIONS @oo1

5555 Winghaven Blvd

INTEGRATED O'Falion, MO 63366

Phone: 636-625-5700 o>

ORK OLU'HONS LLC Fax: 535-625-576‘5;

™ 3 _

- NETW v L

=S

26 =

g = =

= :—‘

AT

Date: September 5, 2003 # of pages: 2 (including cover)
To: Bureau of Records - FL PSC From: John D. Feehan

Director - Corporate Development

Fax: 850-413-7118 (636) 625-5731

Additional Comments:

Please see attached.

If you do not receive all pages, please call (636) 625-5731

The information contained in this facsimile is privileged and confidential and intended for the use of the
individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the agent
or employee responsible for delivery of the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have

received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone and return the message
to us at the above address via the United States Postal Service.



ORIGIN. .L

State of Florida

Public Berbice Qonumission
-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

oo~

- B

S

DATE: September 10, 2003 | o — =
TO: Blanco Bayo, Director r‘;? -
Commission Clerk and Ali nistrative Services 20 = ':J

FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairmas | g =
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-TL/ 030848-TL; 030869-TL PP 2
v e @

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating



Ruth Nettles ******xx*kxx Official Filing 9/23/2003 8:33 AM
Ruth Nettles

To: Nekey Garcia

Cc: Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks; Ruth McHargue

Subject: FW: Other

o

I'm printing this for Docket 030867, 030868, and 030869.

————— Original Message————-

From: contact@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us]
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2003 10:26 AM

To: CAF Internet Mail

Subject: Other

September 22, 2003
Contact Information:

Name: Connie Owens

Company:

Primary Phone: 305-598-8139
Secondary Phone: 786-596-6534
E-mail: eclniehusBacl.com

Comments:

I wish to protest about the telephone rate hike passed by the state. This is a blatant
rip-off for customers who won't benefit from lower long distance. I don't use long
distance service and feel that I shouldn't subsidize people who do. The vote on this
increase was paid for by lobbyists of the phone company.

BellSouth is also violating rules about implementing the increase.
Please stop this outright meney grab by the phone company.
Yes, I wish to be contacted
For PSC Webmaster Use Only:
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.,1; FunWebProducts; .NET CLR 1.0.3705)

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/contact/contactform.cfm
www.psc.state.fl.us



9/16/2003 9:40 AM

Ruth Nettleg *******axxs Official Filing
Ruth Nettles

- To: Nekey Garcia

- Ce: Felicia Banks; Ruth McHargue
Subject: FW: Rate increase for phone companies

I'm printing this e-mail for Docket 030869.

----- Original Message-—---

From: Aubrey H Owens [mailto:ahowens@juno.com]
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2003 4:40 PM

To: CAF Internet Mail

Subject: Fw: Rate increase for phone companies

--------- Forwarded message ———-——=----
From: Aubrey H Owens <ahowens@juno.com>
To: contact@psc.state.fl.us

Date: Fri, 12 Sep 2003 15:51:26 -0400
Subject: Rate increase for phone companies

0305 &7

I object to the rate increase being considered by BellSouth. One of the

advantages stated for this was a lower long distance rate.

I don't use

BellSouth for my long distance server neither do many others of my family

members and acquaintances. How is this supposed to help us?

My long

‘ distance rate now is only 5 cents per minute with GTC Telecom. I doubt it

would go lower than this with BellSouth.
Virginia C. Owens
ahowens@iuno.com



mailto:ahowens@juno.com
mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us
mailto:ahowens@juno.com
mailto:mailto:ahowens@juno.com

Ruth Nettleg ***** sk Official Filing 9/23/2003 1:17 PM

Ruth Nettles

To: Nekey Garcia
Cc: Felicia Banks; Ruth McHargue
Subject: FW: General Comment/Question

I'm placing this e-mail in Docket 030869.

————— Original Message-----

From: contact@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us]
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2003 12:30 PM

To: CAF Internet Mail

Subject: General Comment/Question

September 22, 2003
Contact Information:

Name: Vicente A. Ramirez
Company:

Primary Phone: 386-677-4604
Secondary Phone: 386-589-9005
E-mail: vargmr@cs.com

Comments:

I am very concern about the raise on basic residential phone rates that BellSouth has
filed with the Florida Public Service Commission. Since our own Legislature laked the
backbone to vote down the bill promoted and sold by the phone company lobbyists during the
past seccion of the Legislature; I am conuting on the Florida Public Service Commission to
protect our interests as consumers.

I also respectfully request that the FPSC conduct pubic hearings on this matter thruout
the state; so that those of us with limited resources can voice our opinions without
having to travel to Tallahassee.

From what I have read and understand of the bad anti-consumer bill that the phone
companies and their lobbyists ramed thru our legislature; the phone companies claim that
the base rate increases to us (the consumers) should be offset by a reductions on the long
distances charges from these same phone companies. This does not make any sence. Most
consumer on fixed or limited income already control their long distance expense by either
not making long distance calls and/or keeping them to the absolute minimum. None of us
can "control" the basic phone charge (if we want to have a phone). Many of us cannot
afford the rumored 40% increased in basic phone service that is being considered. WE NEED
THE FPSC TO PROTECT US!

Thanking you in advance for any attention you may give to this e-mail; and looking
foward to a public hearing close to the Ormond Beach/Daytona Beach area, sincerey, Vicente
A. Ramirez

1205 Sunningdale Lane
Ormond Beach, Florida

32174-2488
E-Mail: vargmr@cs.com

Yes, I wish to be contacted

For PSC Webmaster Use Only:

Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Win98; en-US; rv:0.9.4.2) Gecko/20021112 CS 2000 7.0/7.0
http://www.floridapsc.com/contact/contactform.cfm

www. floridapsc.com



http:www.floridapsc.com
mailto:mailto:contact@psc.state
mailto:contact@psc.state.fl

THE FLORIDA SENATE
COMMITTEES:

Tallahassee, Fiorida 323998-1100 Military and Veterans' Affairs, Base Protection,
and Spaceports, Chair
Appropriations - Subcommittee on Criminal Justice
Criminal Justice
Ethics and Elections
Governmental Oversight and Productivity
Health, Aging, and Long-Term Care

SENATOR MIKE FASANO
11th District

August 28, 2003 RECEIVED

The Honorable Lila Jaber, Chair +SEP 0 5 20.05
i Florid Pl Sarve Conmissir
Tallahassee, FL. 32399 '

Dear Chair Jaber:

It was no great surprise to read in the news media this week that Verizon, Sprint, and Bellsouth"
would like to raise basic residential phone rates by huge percentages. The only surprising thing
was the speed in which those phone companies filed rate increase requests with the Florida
Public Service Commission. As a state senator I and a few of my colleagues voted against the
bill that opened the door for these applications to be filed but it unfortunately passed any way.
The dire warnings we and consumer groups issued about the bill have, sadly and all too quickly,

come true.

I voted against thlS b111 precisely because 1 expected the phone companies to raise rates, which
they are now attempting to do. Contrary to what they promised during legislative committee
meetings the phone service providers intend to do this over the next two years, not the three the
legislature was led to believe. Additionally, instead of expanding the Life Line Program for low-
income individuals as promised, the phone companies merely are “freezing” rates for them. It
seems that the huge amount of money spent on lobbyists by the phone companies to get this bill
passed will be returned many-fold in potential revenues if these increases are ultimately

approved.

The only saving grace in this sad affair is that Commission must approve the rate applications.
Because rates have the potential to increase 40% or more for basic service I am asking that the
Commission hold public hearings in the local communities which will be impacted by these rate
increases, not in Tallahassee where the expense of traveling may be too great for most
individuals. Phone company executives have the deep pockets to pay for such travel, but not the

average phone customer.

Further, I am asking that no limitations be placed on the public’s ability to review documentation
submitted by phone companies to justify their so-called “need” for rate increases. All the facts
that pertain to this case should be open and available to the Office of Public Counsel and any

REPLY TO: .
O 8217 Massachusetts Avenue, New Port Richey, Florida 34653-3111 (727) 848-5885
& 310 Senate Office Building, 404 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 (850) 487-5062

Senate’s Website: www.fisenate.gov

JAMES E. “JIM” KING, JR. ALEX DIAZ DE LA PORTILLA
President President Pro Tempore



Page 2

other interested consumer advocates. As the body charged with reviewing these applications the
Commission has the responsibility of allowing all affected parties access to pertinent materials.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this request.
Yours truly,

/ Mike Fasa;o(w
State Senator, District 11 -

MF/gg

Cc: Honored Members of the Florida Public Service Commission



THE FLORIDA SENATE COMMITTEES:

Ethics and Elections,

i - Chair
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100 Appropriations - Subcommittee on Education

Communication and Public Utilities
Education

Governmental Oversight and Productivity
Natural Resources

Ruies and Calendar

SELECT COMMITTEE:
Constitutional Amendment implementation

SENATOR ANNA P. COWIN
20th District

September S, 2003 IECEIV=
Lila A. Jaber, Chairman SER 98 oz

Florida Public Service Commission ‘

2540 Shumard Oak BIVd .....a Public SEI’Wu. UJ”"iiiRS an

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 CHAIRMAN 1ARFR

Dear Chairman Jaber:

During the 2003 Regular Session, I voted against Senate Bill 654, the Tele-Competition
Innovation and Infrastructure Act (Chapter No. 2003-32).

As a Senator who represents portions of five rural counties in Central Florida, I strongly argued
that this legislation was unnecessary and unfair for Florida’s rural counties, our aging citizens.
and even our young families with limited incomes. The telephone companies promised that SB
654 creates competition. Furthermore, telephone companies offered a reduction in long distance
charges as leverage for approval of this legislation. In reality, regardless of SB 654’s passage.
the telephone companies must reduce their long distance rates to compete with the growing cell
phone market. Furthermore, this legislation actually allows the local exchange
telecommunications carriers (ILEC) to maintain their monopoly on rural markets.

Accordingly, I am writing to request the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC) consider
citizen input at public meetings and complete testimony from the Office of the Public Counsel in
the matter of implementation of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes. The PSC should consider
such testimony through public hearings around the state, and then weigh that testimony with
evidence gathered through sufficient discovery, so that the Commission receives enough
information to fully address the factors identified in Subsection 364.164 (1).

The Legislature clearly established guidelines which the Commission must consider when
reviewing the ILEC’s petitions. Per Subsection 364.164 (1), “the commission shall consider
whether granting the petition will: .

REPLY TO:
= 716 West Magnolia Street, Leesburg, Florida 34748. (352) 315-9335
7 1155 CR 4138, Bldg. 4, Suite 130, Deland, Florida 32724, (386) 228-1112
= 416 Senate Office Building, 404 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1100, (850) 487-5014

Senate's Website: www.flsenate.gov

JAMES E. "JIM" KING, JR. ALEX DIAZ DE LA PORTILLA
President President Pro Tempore



Page 2

(a) Remove current support for basic local telecommunications services that prevents the
creation of a more attractive competitive local exchange market for the benefit of residential

consumers.

(b) Induce enhanced market entry.

(c) Require intrastate switched network access rate reductions to parity over a period of not less
than 2 years or more than 4 years.

(d) Be revenue neutral as defined in subsection (7) within the revenue category defined in
subsection (2).

Unsubstantiated assumptions made during the discovery process are costly and unaffordable to
our constituents. If the telephone companies prove that raising local phone rates is in the best
interest of Floridians, then the companies should be required to provide sufficient information,
and do so in a public forum. Legislators are publicly held accountable for their votes, whether
they opposed or supported this measure. The Public Service Commission should do no less.
When we consider the significant impact of your decisions on limited income Floridians,
especially those who do not utilize long distance services, the telephone companies must be held

to the same standard of public accountability.
Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

7.0

Anna P. Cowin
Senator, District 20

APCljak

Cc:  Commissioner J. Terry Deason
Commissioner Braulio L. Baez .
Commissioner Rudolph “Rudy” Bradley
Commissioner Charles M. “Chuck” Davidson
Charlie Beck, Interim Public Counsel



Kay Flynn

O3085L9

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

091203pri.wpd

9/12/03.

Denise Karnes

Friday, September 12, 2003 9:37 AM

Alina Dieguez; Beth Salak; Betty Ashby; Bev DeMello; Blanca Bayo; Bob Trapp; Braulio Baez;
Breda Platt; Carol Purvis; Cayce Hinton; Charles Davidson; Chuck Hill; Cindy Miller; Dan
Hoppe; Della Fordham; Diane Lee; Dorothy Boone; Harold McLean; Hurd Reeves; J. Terry
Deason; Janet Brunson; Janet Harrison; JoAnn Chase; Jorge Chamizo; Kathleen Stewart;
Katrina Tew; Kay Flynn; Kay Posey; Kevin Bloom; Kevin Neal; Larry Harris; Lila Jaber; Martha
Golden; Mary Bane; Mary Macko; Norma Jenkins; Pat Dunbar; Patsy White; Richard Tudor;
Roberta Bass; Rudy Bradiey; Sharon Allbritton; Susan Howard; Tarik Noriega; Thelma Crump;
Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington; Vic Cordiano

items of Interest at Upcoming Agenda Conference, 9/16/03

The attached pre-release was sent to the Florida daily newspapers this morning,



State of Florida

JHublic Serfrice Qommizsion
NEWS RELEASE

September 12, 2003 Contact: ¢ 850-413-6482

ITEMS OF INTEREST AT UPCOMING AGENDA CONFERENCE
TALLAHASSEE - The following items are among those scheduled for consideration by the Commission

at the September 16, 2003, Agenda Conference.

ITEM 5 - DOCKET NO. 030867-TL- PETITION BY VERIZON FLORIDA INC. TO REFORM
INTRASTATE NETWORK ACCESS AND BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS RATES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030868-TL - PETITION BY SPRINT-FLORIDA, INCORPORATED TO REDUCE
INTRASTATE SWITCHED NETWORK ACCESS RATES TO INTERSTATE PARITY IN REVENUE-
NEUTRAL MANNER PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.164(1), FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030869-TL- PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 364.164,
FLORIDA STATUTES, BY REBALANCING RATES IN A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER
THROUGH DECREASES IN INTRASTATE SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES WITH OFFSETTING
RATE ADJUSTMENTS FOR BASIC SERVICES, BY BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
The Commission will consider a staff recommendation to hold and to expedite scheduling of Public
Hearings associated with the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Enhancement Act.

ITEM 9 - DOCKET NO. 001503-TP~- COST RECOVERY AND ALLOCATION ISSUES FOR
NUMBER POOLING TRIALS IN FLORIDA. The Commission will consider a staff recommendation
on whether to allow BellSouth to recover costs associated with number pooling trials in Florida.

ITEM 24 - DOCKET NO. 030438-EI- PETITION FOR A RATE INCREASE BY FLORIDA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMPANY. The Commission will consider a staff recommendation concerning a
permanent rate increase filed by Florida Public Utilities Company. Florida Public Utilities serves
approximately 27,000 customers in Northeast and Northwest Florida.

ITEM 25 - DOCKET NO. 021249-TP- COMPLAINT OF SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC., AGAINST BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC,, FOR
NON-COMPLIANCE WITH A COMMISSION ORDER. The Commission will consider a staff
recommendation regarding BellSouth's request to dismiss a complaint filed by Supra concerning

FastAccess Internet Service.

#HEH#

Website - http://www floridapsc.com
Kevin Bioom, Director, Office of Public Information
Additional Press Contacts: Thelma Crump; Tarik Noriega
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Fiorida 32399-0850




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIO L. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Pablic Serpice Qommizsion

September 15, 2003

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Ms. Rosalie Cobb

Broward County Governmenta] Center
115 S. Andrews Avenue

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301

Re: Docket No. ;QB]_S 9-TL - Petition for implementation of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, by
rebalancing rafe§ enue-neutral manner through decreases in intrastate switched access
charges with offsetting rate adjustments for basic services, by BellSouth Telecommumcatlons, Inc.

(Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Cobb:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Broward County
Commission Chambers (Room 422) for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 8,
2003, in the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 6:30 p.m., but Commission staff will
need access to the room by 5:00 p.m. The hearing should end by 10:00 p.m., and we expect
approximately 100 - 150 people to attend. Please ensure that a six-foot table is placed outside the
Commission Chambers for registration purposes.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of the our insurance
certificate.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-6728 if
you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
%/ W%@W
Sandy Moses

Senior Management Analyst ]

Enclosure

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: hitp:/rwww.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




State of Florida /Q ué/lfc &wice Comméddion

< \ Sandy Moses
: Senior Management Analyst I
Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd., Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
Telephone: (850) 413-6728 Fax: (850) 413-6729
e-mail: smoses@psc.state.fl.us

September 23, 2003

Ms. Rosalie Cobb

Broward County Governmental Center
115 S. Andrews Avenue

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301

Re: FPSC’s 10/8/03 reservation of Commission Chambers

Rosalie,

I just realized that the Certificate of Insurance I sent you last week has expired. Attached isa
current certificate.

Sorry for the inconvenience.

Sandy Moses



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: i

LiLA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN p g
J. TERRY DEASON (v g
BrauLiOL. Barz

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

DHVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYG

DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6770 (CLERK)

(850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

Public Berpice Qommizsion

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: _) l VALE
~ AN
TO: }3/Q \\ D) ot bl
FROM: \ A , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Ay

Administrative Services-

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

OF61-03

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

(:1) y \ \ T P or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

- . k \

Aoy O - , and
filed on behalfof N\ \ L XK . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCAO19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD *« TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportanity Employer
PSC Website: hitp:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: -

LiLA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN ZTHE Shes, DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
J. TERRY DEASON o AN\ ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
BrauLIOL. BAEZ g¥$§% SR. BaYG

RuDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY

k (850) 413-6770 (CLERK)
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

Public SBerpice Qommission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

DATE: (1 101 (D

TO: NiErecidl, b !{ujti
I ;
FROM: |} Wog VEA , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Administra@ Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

O90K1-03

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

(RC%, ¢l - L or(iffiled in an undocketed matter) concerning

Cibizes IOb get o MO0 T 0D 25,7 41 16 11C], and
filed on behalfof 21| Truth / f\v'iffu}‘) . The
v

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LiLa A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BravLio L. Bagz

DIvISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLaNcA 8. BAYO

w 2 DIRECTOR
RupOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY (850)413-6770 (CLERK)
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 {ADMMN)

Public Serpice Qommizsion

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: |- 2% -C%

TO: Nerecht B lads
FROM: [ f v (A , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Administratifé Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

09091-33

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

CZ2ore Q- L or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

14y Jx e b G H;‘;, K Lf Y F L[ ;:1{ . “m.i # ol 20 , and
2 o / ;

filed on behalfof ___ Tl et /M layy . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, F1.32392-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: hitp:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contacti@psc.state.flus
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COMMISSIONERS:

LiLa A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON
BrAULIOL. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

DivisioN oF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

Branca 8. Bayo
DIRECTOR

(850) 4136770 (CLERK)
(850) 413-6330 (ApMIN)

Paublic Serpice Qommizsion

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
PATE: ' - U5

TO: by v

FROM: — b , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

O9381-03
This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

/\ -

Lo i or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
NG L Xb DUN B , and
fled on behalfof __ \\x D . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCAU19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, F1. 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA

DivisioN OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &

COMMISSIONERS:
L1LA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON ~ ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
BRAULIOL. BAEZ BLANCA S. BAYO
UDO! . ” BRADLEY DIRECTOR
R LPH “RupY” B LEY (850) 4136770 (CLERK)
(8350) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Yublic Bertice Qonmmizsion

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: ?/30/03

TO: //é"‘)/“‘ / 5 M
FROM: /k 5»—&-—» , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

OAY1Y-03

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

630269 -7% or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

2 ;Cﬁﬂs - %ﬂ“ ﬁf(\s _y"‘ éﬂ Ma. 9,/ | ,and
filed on behalf of W . The.

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

|

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03) 4
U278 -a5 |

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 323990850
An Aflirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus

PSC Website: http:/lmww.floridapsc.com
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LiLa A. JABER, CHAIRMAN DiviSiON OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
. ON )
ifsgf:f;: EESSAEZ BLANCA S. BAYO
: “ ,, DIRECTOR
RuUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY {850) 413-6770 (CLERK)
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

Public Serfice Qomumiszsion

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: 9/ %5 /os
TO: Cp17E / B Boret
FROM: M. 5/%4105‘25 , Division of the Commission Clerk and

Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

O9412-03

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

c3056 7’ ﬁ or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

beviseo Dueer Tes7mon¥ 7S 6sn0u (et - , and
filed on behalf of %ﬁg o7+ . The .

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCAD19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: htip:/fwww.floridapsc.com Internet E-mall: contact@psc.state.flus
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
LA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIOL. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

8]
‘!

JHublic Serpice Conmmizston & oo
g 9

September 15, 2003 §§ A i -

g 5 -

o
L

Ms. Denise Mealor ’:;;f;
Duval County School Board -
1701 Prudential Drive

Jacksonville, FL 32207-8182

ResDocketNGH0308694L - Petition for implementation of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, by
rebalancmg rates in a revenue-neutral manner through decreases in intrastate switched access
charges with offsetting rate adjustments for basic services, by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

(Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Mealor:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Duval County School
Board’s 1* Floor Board Room for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 1, 2003,
in the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 6:30 p.m., but Commission staff will need
access to the room by 5:30. The hearing should end by 10:00 p.m., and we expect approximately 100 -
150 people to attend. Please ensure that a six-foot table is placed outside the Board Room for

registration purposes.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room, however cost for security is $17.50
per hour (3-hour minimum) with payment to be made directly to the officer. Please forward the officer’s
name and social security number to me as soon as possible so that a purchase order can be issued and
forwarded to you. Payment to the officer will be made upon completion of the hearing and receipt of an
invoice. To ensure timely payment, please submit your invoice to the Fiscal Services Section, 2540
Shumard Oak Blvd., Tallahassee, FL 32399. A copy of our insurance certificate is enclosed.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-6728 if
you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
W
Sandy Moses

Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosure

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




STATE RISK MANAGEMENT
TRUST FUND

CERTIFICATE OF COVERAGE

Policy Number: GL-03-2700

Name Insured: PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Statutes, and any rules promulgated thereunder.

Coverage Limits:
General Liability:  _$100,000.00 each person
—3200,000.00 each occurrence

7/1/03

Inception Date:
7/1/04

Expiration Date:

< ———
lc\n-\

Chief Financial Ofﬁ@

DI4-863
(REV. 3/01)

GENERAL LIABILITY

General Liability Coverage provided pursuant to Chapter 284, Part I, Section 768.28, Flonda

ey

YILNID NOILNBIYLSID
n4 8 K 02 NP £o02
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- 2

Sep 10 03 12:13p

Fanilities Support Serv 90439024399 P-

General Storeroom
REVISED 1/1/84

THE DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD
AUTHORIZATION AND INVOICE FOR BUILDING UTILIZATION

Request for Authorization

T0: CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 3001 (School Name & Number)

FROM: logs 1c £ mmiSSion ( £PSC (Group requesting facility)
2540 D A LYD. (Group's mailing address)
TArenpnsseE, Fi 32399

This is to request use of the BUARD RUUOM (facility to be used, i.e.,

gym, auditorium, etec.) on WFPNESDAY (day of week, EX,: Monday), the 1sT date)

day of QCTOBER (month), 19 2003 , between the hours of 9:5U P.M.

and 10:00P.M.. I understand that by signing this request, our organization acknow-

ledges the following School Board Policy, Section 3-4, (5):

The

"Any individual or group granted permission to utilize school buildings or
grounds who destroys or dmmages school property and/or who fails to leave
the premises in a state of cleanliness consistent with conditions at the
initiation of the meeting/event, shall make immediate restitution under
penalty of being denied further use of school buildings or grounds.”

FPscC (name of group) specifically releases, discharges, and

holds harm]less the Duval County School Board, a body corporate, of and from any and all

responsibility or damages whatsoever for any death or injury and other actions arising
out of or in any way pertaining to the use and occupancy of the premises requested by
FPSC (name of group) pursuant t¢ this agreement.

APPROVED: |
ﬁw_%_o ol éﬂ—w 510 /a3

Signature of Principal Date Signature of Requesting Gréup Date ¢
School Board Employee on Duty ‘Approval 0fficer-School Board Administration
=STozssnosoEISEECTTE=S sz===z S==szzo=Iss e e e s e T Pt
Invoice
Date of Invoice
TO: {Group requesting facility)
(Group's mailing address)
FROM: {School name and Bumber)

Assignment of Schocl Board staff:

AG

B.

Employee(s) designated
(Name & title)

Rate of Charge:
Custodian I & II

Custodian III & IV
Other

Cafeteria Manager

per hour hours @ §
per hour hours @ §
per hour hours @ $
per hour hours @ $

TOTAL AMOUNT INVOICED.+.2vsrsssane

< LD N

a nonu
LD Ly > A

Payment is dve in the Principal’s Office NOT LATER THAN 3 WORKING DAYS after date of this
invoice.

Principal's signature

Reference: School Board Policy 3-4 - Use of School Property

DISTRIBUTION OF COPIES:

1 - Original te group using facility 4 - School Board, Comptroller's Office
2 - Principal with check payable to "The Duval

3 - Approval Officer-School Board County School Board"

Administration § o Manmomnws ~& Mo-n-



PO NUMBER MUST APPEAR ON ALL -
CORRESPONDENCE, SHIPMENTS, AND '
INVOICES. SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR
ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

Purchase Order #
S 6100 015321
Vendor (Not Transferable) Ship To:
DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
190 GUNTER BLDG
DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD 2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-0850
1701 PRUDENTIAL DRIVE Invoice To:
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
ATTN TREASURY, 4TH FLOOR FISCAL SERVICES, RM 125 GUNTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD
Issue Date Terms FOB Freight
SEPTEMBER 29, 2003 DESTINATION FRT INCLUDED IN PRICE
2 Vendor No. CMBE Bid/Quote/Cont # Contact / Telephone
1 F596000589001 A
[ ro. Quantity Unit Extended
Line Commodity Code / Description And unit Price Total
ATTN: CAROL HARRELL
TEL: (904) 858-6103
STATE SALES TAX EXEMPT
1 991 380 000 0000 1 $52.500 $52.50
SECURITY FOR CUSTOMER SERVICE HEARING EACH 0.000% DISC TAKEN
TO BE HELD IN JACKSONVILLE ON
OCTOBER 1, 2003 IN DOCKETS NOS.
030867-TL, 030868-TL, AND 030869-TL.
NOTE: 3 HOURS MINIMUM @ $17.50/HOUR
DIVISION: CCA/GSS
DELIVER ON OR BEFORE: 10/01/2003
PURCHASE CODE: Q DISCRETIONARY PURCHASE
TOTAL $52.50
ORG. CODE EO | VR{OBJECT ENCUMBRANCE AMOUNT P/A NAME
110 0 7 001 05 01 132 .0 52.50 MARIAN B ELLIS
850-413-6291

RECEIVING .o R&//Qw

DATE RECEIVED AS AGENT FOR ABOVE NAMED GOVERNMENT ENTITY




Sep 26 U3 10:16a

Al

John C. Fryer, Jr.
Superintendent of Schools

MISSION

The Duval County Public
School System
is committed o
providing high quality
educational opportunities
that will inspire all students
to acquire and us@g
the knowledge and skills
needad to succeed
in @ culturally diverse
and tachnologically
sophisticated warld.

— Adopted February 3, 1608

DUVAL CO SCHOOL POLICE 89048586122 p.1

Duval County Public Schools

September 26, 2003

TO: FISCAL SERVICES SECTION
2540 Shumard Qak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FI. 32399

INVOICE FOR SERVICES

DATE: October 1, 2003

TIME: 7:00 p.m. — 10:00 p.m.
LOCATION: Duval County School 1% Floor Board Room

SUBJECT: Florida Public Service Commission Customer Service

Hearing

Officer William Ryan, SS# 324-28-7837, will provide services at
$17.50/hour for minimum of 3 hours.

Please call 904-858-6103 if you need additional information. Thank you
for your assistance.

/cah

(904) 390-2000
TDD:(904) 390-2898

1701 Prudential Drive Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8182
World Wide Web: http://www.educationcentral.org




99/24/2883 12:51 3526873283 MARION CNTY SHERIFF PAGE B2

-

SPECIAL DETAIL REQUEST FORM

Tracking Number

LOCATION OF SPECIAL DETAIL
‘ : “ol SE ASTR Qe . Dt

EVENT TYPE .@L&o MS -~

DEPUTY’S RESPONSIBILITY ___for .., g§ [éﬂu&/ et et

ALCOHOL YES @

DATES NEEDED HOURS NEEDED NO. OF DEPUTIES

/e e [o3 _zé}o_,emAZ} “4:30p CaE

OTHER COMMENTS
REQUESTED BY ! DATE ?7/2yY/e3
PHONENUMBERS _gs,.4/3- 4725 FAX ¥S0-4/3-4729
BILLINGADDRESS 5., (7 ey 4 0, Do ttn Fr 32355
APPROVED BY DATE

MCSO 1D #)

MCSQO Form #PAT-113



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

L1LA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIOL. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Hublic Beroice Qommission

September 15, 2003

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Ms.Carol Bradford
Pensacola Jr. College
1000 College Boulevard
Pensacola, FL 32504

Re: Docket No. 030869-TL - Petition for implementation of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, by

- rebalancing rates in a revenue-neutral manner through decreases in intrastate switched access

charges with offsetting rate adjustments for basic services, by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
(Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Bradford:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Hagler Auditorium
for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 13, 2003, in the above-referenced
matter. The hearing will begin at 6:00 p.m., but Commission staff will need access to the room by 5:00.
The hearing should end by 10:00 p.m., and we expect approximately 100 - 150 people to attend. Please
ensure that a six-foot table is placed outside the auditorium for registration purposes.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. Enclosed is the signed facilities

 use form as well as a copy of our insurance certificate and a room diagram (previously provided via fax).

1 appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-6728 if

you have any questions regarding this matter.
Sinc A

Sandy Moges
Senior Management Analyst ]

Enclosure

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportonity Employer
PSC Website: hitp://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contaci@psc.statefl.us



PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE Date September 12, 2003
FACILITY USE FORM , |

Type of Group: _____Internal Attendees: ______PJC Employees
Cosponsor —._PIC Students
x___ External Group — Community Members
Others {Specify)
PJC Sponsor/Employee Phone
Position & Department
Organization _ Florida Public Service Commission
Area or Room __Room 252 Hagler # of People —— 100+
Date(s)_Qctoher 132003 Time(s) .. S5:00pm = 10:00pm,
Purpose of Request i i : ications Rate Re

Contact Person ___Sandy Moses Phone ——{(850)413-6728 FAX(R50) 4136729
Address 2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Charges (See policy for appropriate charges.)
Facility’s Rent
Equipment

Podium/Mic (podium down on floor at front

of stage) and (6) mics {2 at each table e

&4 &8

Personnel/Services (Must attach a riate request form.
%%t u&@mreakdownﬁ\{aintgnpa;oe% 9 )
st
PIC Po Tce/Security

'ei]fecom %rence Operator
~Building Mormior

59 04 64 04 64 M A A A

Total Facility Charges $_NC
Insurance Charges (Must attach Liability Coverage Form.) $_COl
Grand Tota) (MUST BE PAID BY 2) $_0-

ALL PHYSICAL ARRANGEMENTS (SET UP OF TABLES, CHAIRS, STAGE, HEATING, AIR
CONDITIONING, EQUIPMENT, ETC.) MUST BE REQUESTED AT LEAST TWO WEEKS BEFORE THE
EVENT. FURNITURE MOVED BY ORGANIZATION MUST BE RETURNED TO ITS ORIGINAL
LOCATION. SMOKING IS PROHIBITED IN PJC BUILDINGS. ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES ARE
PROHIBITED ON CAMPUS. SALE OF PRODUCTS ON CAMPUS IS NOT ALLOWED UNLESS
PREAPPROVAL BY THE PJC DISTRICT BOARD OF TRUSTEES.

1 AGREE TO THE ABOVE CHARGES AND 1, AS THE PJC SPONSOR, AGREE TO BE
CONDITIONS AND ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS PRESENT FOR THE ENTIRE EVENT OR
LISTED,IN PJC POLICY 6HX20-1.01S. PROVIDE THE NAMES OF THOSE WHO WILL
i%ggg%m AND RESPONSIBLE DURING MY

Signature of PJC Sponsor
APPROVED BY:

er Campus Provost or Designee
Copies sent to: Risk Manager - Original; as needed to Bursar , Custodial Supervisor, Departinent, Institutional
Advancement, Maintenance, PJC P%llrilqe, Registrar, Requestor, Blanche Boswell, Carmen Carr, Greg Simpson, L.ori Hahn,
Elizabeth Faires, Tom O’Neill and Switchboard. (Revised. 01/97)

ignature o



" {808 PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE

Vocational Education 850-484-1764 Pensacola Campus

September 12, 2003

Ms. Sandy Moses
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Dear Ms. Moses:

Please find enclosed the Facility Use Form for your meeting to be held at Pensacola
Junior College on October 13, 2003. After you have reviewed and approved, please sign
in the appropriate place and return in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope.

Also, it is a requirement of the college that we have proof of liability insurance coverage.
Per our conversation you stated that you would provide a Certificate of Insurance. Please
enclose this documentation when returning the Facility Use Form.

It is my understanding that you have requested the following:

a. Podium with mic on floor level at front of stage
b. (6) tables set on stage with side tables angled for better view from the
audience

C. Tables should be skirted

You also asked about a tape recorder being plugged into the mic. Our AV staff person is
out of the office until next week. When he returns, I will check on this possibility and let
you know.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to give me a call at 850/484-2020.

Sincerely,

Carole Bradford j

Senior Administrative Secretary

Enclosure

Pensacola Campus Il 1000 College Boulevard ll Pensacola, Florida 32504-8998 M 850-484-1000
. Milton Campus #5988 Highway 90 Milton, Florida 32583-1798 88 850-484-4400
Warrington Campus Bl 5555 West Highway 98 M Pensacola, Florida 32507-1097 # 850-484-2200



Kay Flynn

O30FLTG -7 .

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

i

091603risdate
s.wpd

9/16/03.

Denise Karnes

Tuesday, September 16, 2003 12:10 PM

Alina Dieguez; Beth Salak; Betty Ashby; Bev DeMello; Blanca Bayo; Bob Trapp; Braulio Baez;
Breda Piatt; Carol Purvis; Cayce Hinton; Charles Davidson; Chuck Hill; Cindy Miller; Dan
Hoppe,; Della Fordham; Diane Lee; Dorothy Boone; Harold McLean; Hurd Reeves; J. Terry
Deason; Jane Faurot; Janet Brunson; Janet Harrison; JoAnn Chase; Jorge Chamizo;
Kathleen Stewart; Katrina Tew; Kay Flynn; Kay Posey; Kevin Bloom; Kevin Neal; Larry Harris;
Lila Jaber; Martha Golden; Mary Bane; Mary Macko; Norma Jenkins; Pat Dunbar; Patsy
White; Richard Tudor; Roberta Bass; Rudy Bradley; Sharon Allbritton; Susan Howard; Tarik
Noriega; Thelma Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington

PSC Announces Public Hearings to Gather Information Regarding Phone Industry-Serving
Florida

The attached news release was sent to the daily newspapers this morning,



State of Florida

Fablic SBerpice Commizsion
NEWS RELEASE

September 16, 2003 ‘ Contact: ¢ 850-413-6482

PSC ANNOUNCES PuBLIC HEARINGS TO GATHER INFORMATION
REGARDING PHONE INDUSTRY SERVING FLORIDA

TALLAHASSEE — At its regularly scheduled Agenda Conference, the Florida Public Service Commission today voted
unanimously to hold and expedite the scheduling of Public Hearings associated with the Tele-Competition Innovation and
Infrastructure Enhancement Act (the Act).

The hearings are scheduled for the following cities and are set forth below:

10/1/03 - Duval County School Board 10/2/03 - Orlando City Hall 10/3/03 - Robert I. Arnel Conference Center
1% Floor Board Room City Council Chambers 26™ Floor
1701 Prudential Drive 400 S. Orange Avenue Hillsborough County Center
Jacksonville, Florida Orlando, Florida 601 E. Kennedy Blvd.
6:30 p.m. 6:30 p.m. Tampa, Florida
1:00 p.m.
10/8/03 - Broward County Governmental ~ 10/9/03 - Charlotte County 10/13/03 - Hagler Auditorium (Room 252)
Center Commission Chambers Pensacola Jr. College
Commission Chambers - Rm. 422 18500 Murdock Circle 1000 College Blvd.
115 S. Andrews Avenue Port Charlotte, Florida Pensacola, Florida
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 6:30 p.m. 6:00 p.m. (Central Time)
6:30 p.m.

11/4/03 - Florida Public Service Commission, Betty Easley Conference (Room 148), 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard,
Tallahassee, Florida at 9:30 a.m.

The hearings have been scheduled by the Commission in response to a recent request by the Office of Public Counsel to
conduct public hearings throughout Florida based upon petitions filed by three telecommunications companies serving
Florida — Verizon, Sprint and BellSouth — proposmg to rebalance their local telephone rates and switched access rates as a
result of the new Act, which was just enacted in May 2003.

Also, in today’s vote, the Commission required Verizon, Sprint and BellSouth to place quarter page advertisements in the
newspaper of general circulation in the following cities — Miami, Ft. Lauderdale, West Palm Beach, Jacksonville, Panama
City, Pensacola, Orlando, Tallahassee, Ocala, Ft. Myers, Tampa, St. Petersburg, Punta Gorda and Sarasota — at least one
week prior to the actual date of the hearings to inform customers of the hearing in their area.

The Commission encourages any member of the public who may be interested in this important issue to attend the hearings.

HH#H

Website - hitp:/mwww.floridapsc.com
Kevin Bloom, Director, Office of Public Information
Additional Press Contacts: Thelma Crump; Tarik Noriega
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850




Kay Flynn

From: Kay Flynn

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2003 7:30 AM
To: Beth Keating; Jackie Schindler

Subject: RE:

Thanks, Beth.

We'll make the change in the parties mailing lists for 867, 868, and 869. We don't have a
separate overnight mailing list, but we'll switch out Dr. Cooper's name for Ms. Bodiford's

on each docket's general mailing list.

Kay

————— Original Message-----

From: Beth Keating

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2003 5:26 PM
To: Kay Flynn; Jackie Schindler

Subject: FW:

Kay, FYI
Jackie, could you modify the Order on Intervention as reflected below? Thanks.

————— Original Message-----
From: Mike Twomey [mailto:miketwomey@talstar.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2003 4:43 PM

To: Beth Keating
Cc: Mike Twomey; Mark Cooper; Lyn Bodiford

Subject: Re:

Beth,

Yes, please.

Mike

Beth Keating wrote:

>Mike, are you wanting the change referenced below to be reflected in the
>Commission database and also in the Order on Intervention?

>m——— Original Message-----

>From: Mike Twomey [mailto:miketwomey@talstar.com]

>Sent: Monday, September 15, 2003 3:48 PM

>To: JOHN FONS; Nancy White; Richard Chapkis; Beth Keating; BECK.CHARLES;
>MANN.RICK

>Cc: Mark Cooper; Lyn Bodiford; Mike Twomey

>Subject: Reguested change in overnight address and confidentiality agreement

>

>
>Ladies and Gentlemen,

>

>I'd reguest that each of you substitute Dr. Mark Cooper, ARRP's intended
>witness in this case, on your overnight service list for Lyn Bodiford. Dr.

>Cooper's
>street address and telephone number for this purpose are below.

>
>Additionally, I have spoken with Nancy White and John Fons and left a voice

>mail
>for Richard Chapkis asking that I be provided with an email copy of your

>respective

Lo~z dIntos



>confidentiality agreements be forward to Dr. Cooper (you 7 wish

>to copy him on the email) sc¢ that he can execute and then be .upplied the
>unredacted copies of your testimony, exhibits and discovery. John Fons as
>already

>provided the agreement for Sprint and I would greatly appreciate the others
>at your

>earliest convenience, especially in light of the tight time constraints of
>these cases.

>

>Thank you very much,

>

>Mike Twomey

>850-421-9530

>

>Mark Cooper

>504 Highgate Terrace

>Silver Spring, MD 20904

>

>markcooperfaol.com

>tel 301-384-2204

>fax 301-236-0519

>

VvV Vv
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State of Florida
d7) JHublic Serfrice @
-M-E-M-0O-R-A-N-D-U:Mgtp 19 AAI10: 36

SOMMISSION
vieh

DATE: September 18,2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director

Commission Clerk and Adfpinistrative Services
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairm )
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-TIY/ 030868-TL 4 ‘

v

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments
cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating
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STATE OF FLORIDA
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

LiLA A. JABER
CHAIRMAN

JHublic Berfrice Commiszion

September 18, 2003

The Honorable Natacha Seijas
Miami-Dade County Commission
Stephen P. Clark Center

111 NW First Street

Miami, FL 33128-1963

Dear Commissioner Seijas:

I am in receipt of your fax enclosing your statement issued yesterday asking the Public Service
Commission (PSC) to conduct a public hearing in Miami-Dade County on the recent filings made
by BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint seeking rate adjustments pursuant to the Tele-Competition
Innovation and Infrastructure Act (the Act). Please be advised that the staff recommendation voted
on by the PSC Commissioners at the September 16" agenda conference only included sites where
dates of hearings had already been identified, notice had been given and locations found. There will
be a public hearing in Miami to be held on October 30, 2003. Formal notice will be given shortly.

I appreciate your feedback on this issue. Please be assured that the PSC will conduct a
thorough hearing on these petitions and will carefully analyze whether the requests will achieve the

goals of the Act.

cc: PSC Commissioners
Miami-Dade County Commissioners

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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The attacrqak statement conta;ps some of the concerns that | have and that were shardd |

with the re's';' of the Miami-Dade County community at a press conference held today, § |

[ look forwé ti to seeing the Public Service Commission In Miami-Pade County to hearl
first hand t ; residents’ concelins regarding the telephone rate hikes. i

Let me kn vl' if | can be of helpa
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The (5} ,ive-mernber Commission is appointed by the Governor.
|

of the Commissionis to “ensure that the regulatory process resuits in fair and
erates...”

Dependinig on which phone company they use, Miami-Dade County residents could see
i shone bills increase by as much as $6.86 per month.

: ;

Allthe :q:;lhmpanics have requested to eventually phase out the $13.50-a-month subsidy for !

low-income residents. Depending on the company, it could be in two years or four years. -

The Oﬂ':qjc of Public Counsellhas requested that the Public Service Commission conduct |
public hearings around the State before acting on the rate increase petitions filed by
Bellsouft, Verizon and Sprinﬂ.

W

the dramatic increases that are being requested, I want to thank the Office of
Public q nsel for recognizing the need for public input before the PSC takes action on
these pefitions.

|

nber 16 the PSC isimcd a notice of the State Hearings; They are visiting .

imty, Charlotte County, Broward County, Hillsborough County, Orange County
big County. !

checked, Miami-Dade County with 8 population of over 2.3 million people, is ‘
bughly 14% of the pppulation of Florida, Ibelieve the Public Service '
on is denying the opportunity for public input to a major portion of the state by |
a meeting in Miamj-Dade. '

|
| )
As for opg meeting in Broward County to cover the South Florida region, it should be |
noted thiit is almost impossible due to traffic congestion to get from anywhere in |
Mjami{i!%de to downtown Fort Lauderdale by 6:30 pm.

b

[

Iam ask} g the Chairperson Lila Jaber of the PSC to immediately add another meeting in
Miami-Dade to allow for our public to give input into thig major decision,

|
|
|

|
|

X 0
i
W
I
!

')

i
|

h

|

i

l

h
L
b
i|
|

|

.

]

I

1

t




STATE OF FLORIDA
LiLA A. JABER 7 CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

CHAIRMAN 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

September 18, 2003

The Honorable Juan Carlos Zapata
Florida House of Representatives
13550 SW 88™ Street

Suite 150

Miami, FL 33186

Dear Representative Zapata:

Thank you for your letter regarding the recent filings made by BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint seeking
rate adjustments pursuant to the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Act (the Act). With regard
to your first concern that the PSC hold a service hearing in Miami-Dade County, the staff recommendation
only included sites where dates were already identified, notice had already been given and locations found.
There will be a public hearing in Miami to be held on October 30, 2003. Formal notice will be given shortly.

In your letter you also suggest that the PSC not consider the filings until a permanent Public Counsel
is appointed. Pursuant to Section 364.164(1) of the Act, the PSC is required to issue its final order granting
or denying the petitions within 90 days of the filings. Therefore, we must schedule our decision in this case
to conform with this statutory deadline. However, even though Mr. Shreve has retired as Public Counsel, let
me assure you that Charlie Beck, the Interim Public Counsel appointed by the Joint Legislative Auditing
Committee, has been actively involved in these proceedings. In addition, AARP is represented in these cases
by Michael Twomey, and we have been advised by Attorney General Charlie Crist that his office will be
monitoring our proceedings. I am confident that our citizens will be ably represented by these counsel.

1 appreciate your feedback on these important proceedings. Please be assured that the PSC will conduct
a thorough hearing on these three petitions and will carefully analyze whether the requests will achieve the

goals of the Act.

Chairman
cc: Governor Jeb Bush The Honorable Jeff Atwater
PSC Commissioners The Honorable Ray Sansom
The Honorable Johnnie Byrd The Honorable Rene Garcia
The Honorable Alex Diaz de la Portilla Charlie Beck, Interim Public Counsel
The Honorable Manuel Prieguez Miami-Dade County Board of Commissioners

Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Distrit Office: Legislative Committees:

< 13550 SW 88t Street, Suite 150
Education Appropriations

Miamni, FL 33186 ' _ Ed 1 £ i

(305) 273-3288 Joint Leglslatxve Audt{mg Commlt}ee

(305) 273-3290 (fax) Public Safety & Crime Prevention

Corrections

. Business Regulation

;3311;};15:: eo%f:;cg{,ﬂdmg Trades, Professions & Regulated Business

402 South Monroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399

(850) 488-9550

Florida House of Representatives

Representative Juan C. Zapata
District 119

September 17, 2003

Ms. Lila A. Jaber | RECE!VED

Chairman, Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. SEP 1 7 9003
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 i

Florida Pubiic Servicigggmission
i 1ABE
Dear Chairwoman Jaber, CHAIRMAN

On November 25, 2003, the Public Service Commission (PSC) will be considering a
telecommunication rate increase. I have two major concerns that pertain to this proposal, which
I strongly believe need to be addressed.

On staff’s recommendation, the PSC recently decided to reduce the number of public hearings
from fourteen (14) to seven (7) statewide. In doing so, the public hearing in Miami-Dade County
was eliminated. As the largest county in Florida, Miami-Dade County should be an obvious
location for a public hearing. There are tens of thousands of individuals who will be directly
affected and should have the opportunity to voice their concerns locally. I respectfully request
that you and the commissioners reinstate the Miami-Dade public hearing.

In addition, I am concemned that the citizens will not have established counsel representing their
views. In June, our previous Public Counsel, Mr. Jack Shreve retired. Pursuant to section
350.061, F.S., the Legislative Auditing Committee is responsible for the appointment of
Florida’s Public Counsel. Since the Public Counsel is charged with representing the citizens’
rights on this proposed rate increase, I would feel more comfortable if the proposal were
considered after we have appointed a permanent Public Counsel.

I hope that you will give these two requests great consideration. Thank you for your assistance
in advance. Ilook forward to working with you in the future.

Best regards,

Juan C. Zapata
State Representative
House District 119

Email: zapata.juan@myfloridahouse.com



Legislative Committees:

Distri¢t Office:
»13550 SW 88th Street, Suite 150
" "Miami, FL 33186 , . ~ Education Appropriations
(305) 273-3288 Joint Legxslatlve Audlt_mg Commxt.tee
(305) 273-3290 (fax) Public Safety & Crime Prevention
. Corrections
. ‘ Business Regulation
;‘;;l;l::ls:: ggifcfécgililding Trades, Professions & Regulated Business
402 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399
{(850) 488-9550

~ Florida House of Representatives

Representative Juan C. Zapata
District 119 |

Cc:  Governor Jeb Bush
Public Service Commissioners
House Speaker Johnnie Byrd
Senator Alex Diaz de la Portilla
Representative Manuel Prieguez
Miami Dade Delegation
Senator Jeff Atwater
Representative Ray Sansom

Email: zapata.juan@myfloridahouse.com
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DATE: September 23, 2003

TO: Blanca Bayo, Director, Commission Clerk an:

: , Administrative Services
FROM: Kay Posey, Commissioner Davidson’s Office
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.
Thank you.

Attachment
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STATE OF FLORIDA
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

LILA A. JABER
CHAIRMAN

September 23, 2003

The Honorable Marcelo Llorente
Florida House of Representatives
13701 SW 88™ Street

Suite 201

Miami, FL 33186

Dear Representative Llorente:

I am in receipt of your letter dated September 17, 2003 expressing your view that the PSC
should hold a public hearing in Miami on the recent filings by the three largest local exchange
companies pursuant to the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Act (the Act). Please be
advised that Miami has not been excluded as a venue for public hearings on these filings. The staff
recommendation voted on by the PSC on September 16" only included sites where dates of hearings
had already been identified, notice had been given and locations found. We do plan to conduct a
hearing in Miami on October 30, 2003 at the Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport.

Formal notice will be given shortly.

I appreciate your feedback on this issue and apologize for any confusion in the scheduling of
these hearings. Please be assured that the PSC will conduct a thorough hearing on these petitions
and will carefully analyze whether the requests will achieve the goals of the Act.

Sincerely,

(!
Lila &. Jaber
Chairman

cc: PSC Commissioners
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http:/Awww.iloridapse.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




REPLY TO:
& 13701 S.W. 887+ STREET
SUITE 201

COMMITTEES:
FINANCE & TaX

i
FAX (305) 273-3202
SUgngsgggif& Florida House Of Representatives 0214 House OFFICE BUILDING
AN Representative Marcelo Llorente 40%5&‘?&2@22 Fotird
APPROPRIATIONS 116TH District (850) 488-5047

VICE-CHAIR: FAVO) 41@29
o RECE!

INSURANCE REGULATION
September 17, 2003 {SEP 2 2 3

f1C Service uommlssmn
Florida Pub e € e

Honorable Lila Jaber

Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Dear Chairwoman Jaber:

I am writing to express my concern regarding the Public Service Commission’s recent
decision to exclude Miami-Dade County as a site for the upcoming public hearings
concerning the statewide telephone rate hike proposal. As a representative of a large
sector of constituents, I feel compelled to inform you that the decision to omit Miami-
Dade County as a venue for the hearings is perplexing and troublesome given the potential
lack of input afforded to Miami-Dade County citizens.

I respectfully submii that holding a public hearing within the iargest and most populous
county in the state is only logical and, furthermore, necessary to offer Miami-Dade
residents the opportunity to attend and voice their concerns over the proposed rate
increase. The exclusion of Miami-Dade County will result in a serious inconvenience to
numerous residents of this county wishing to participate in the public dialogue.

As officials with statewide mandates and duties, it is our obligation to ensure that all
Floridians are presented equal access to the democratic process and that their voices are
duly represented. Thus, the omission of Miami-Dade County as a site for a public hearing
violates this fundamental principle of democratic representation and essentially prevents a
disproportionately large sector of our state’s population from providing feedback.



Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter. It is my hope we can find a
resolution to this predicament in order to afford Miami-Dade citizens an equal opportunity
to engage in the public discourse revolving this controversial issue.

Respectfully Submitted,

Marcelo Llorente
State Representative
District 116

CC: Members of the Public Service Commission
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation
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DATE: September 23, 2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director

Commission Clerk an inistrative Services
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairm

RE: Docket Nos. 030867{FPL, 030868-TL, 030869‘{;L
v

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson

Beth Keating o
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MICHAEL B. TWOMEY

ATTORNEY AT LAW
POST OFFICE BOX 5256

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32314-5256 ‘c;; K

Tel. (850) 421-9530 Fax. (850) 421-8543 - ™M P
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I.ila A. Jaber, Chairman o, ‘
Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 23299-0850

Re: Public Hearings and Motions to Dismiss in Dockets 030867, 030868 an

Dear Chairman Jaber:

AARP requests that the Commission hold more public service hearings than now

scheduled in connection with the delay that hopefully will result from the granting of Public
Counsel’s Motions to Dismiss the petitions in the above-cited dockets.

AARP appreciates the seven public hearings announced last Tuesday and the additional
three scheduled the end of last week. While those ten are welcome, thev are still not adequate to
give substantially more telephone customers the opportunity of protesting the huge rate increases
sought, as well as testifying to the lack of demonstrable benefits to flow to them by the
Commission granting these increases. AARP still supports Public Counsel’s requested total of
14 hearings and believes recent events should provide you with more time to schedule the

remaining hearings.

AARP today filed a motion joining Public Counsel’s motions to dismiss all three
petitions because they fail to comply with the most fundamental requirement of the law. namely
that parity be reached “over a period of not less than 2 years or more than 4 years.” AARP fully
agrees with Public Counsel that initial rate increases starting January 1, 2004, followed by the
second and last increase just 12 months later on January 1, 2005 are less than 2 years and, thus,
violate the law. AARP also fully agrees with your staff’s September 18, 2003 recommendation
that you should grant Public Counsel’s motions to dismiss with feave to amend. AARP believes

vour staff has hit the legal nail on the head when they say at page 14 of the recommendation:

The companies engage in a tortured reading of the statute to arrive

at the conclusion that the language “over a period of not less than 2
years” really means “over a period of two annual adjustments.”

*

AARP is hopeful vou will follow your staff recommendation and grant Public Counsel’s motions
to dismiss with leave to amend and restart the 90-day statutory clock.

While legally the correct action to take, granting the motions to dismiss and resetting the
clock will also allow more time for a myriad of critical activities, not the least of which is the



holding of'the additional p«..c hearings. The number and timing o1 the single hearing in the
Tampa Bay area illustrates the larger problem.

The Tampa Bay area. as represented by the Tampa - St. Petersburg - Clearwater
Metropolitan Statistical Area has in excess of 2.5 million residents. It draws people from the
four-county area of Hernando. Hillsborough. Pasco and Pinellas Countics and is the 21° largest
population center in the nation. For this area the Commission has scheduled a single hearing in
Tampa on October 3 and at 1:00 p.m. While this area might look compact on a map, the
distances trom Clearwater and St. Petersburg to Tampa are substantial and commute times are
very lengthy, especially at rush hour.

AARP would urge the Commission to reschedule the Tampa hearing until a reasonable -
time after the close of business (at 6 or 6:30 p.m. like at the other hearing locations) and to
schedule an additional hearing in the St. Petersburg area, again at 6 or 6:30 in the evening.

Lastly. AARP would note that the Commission’s own website includes a “press release”
that gives the public hearing locations, dates and times, but that fails to inform consumers of the
level of rate increases sought, which amounts are known to the penny. This release fails to
inform consumers of the detriments they face and AARP would urge the Commission to modify
its press rcleases and subsequent notices to include the level of monthly rate increases being
sought. Commission staff, at the urging of AARP, recently required that the companies include
the level of increases being sought in their quarter-page newspaper ads. The text of the
newspaper ads, which AARP recommends be used in Commission notices and future press
releases, including those now residing on your home page, is on the attached page.

AARP looks forward to addressing the Commission next Tuesday and will appreciate the
scheduling of additional public hearings.

-

ichael B. Twomey 7 _,,)
Attorney for AARP

cc: Commissioners
Tampa Bay Area Legislators

Parties of record



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Florida Public Service Commission will conduct a public hearing to receive customer
testimony regarding the petitions filed by Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth pursuant to section
364.164. Florida Statutes. referred to as the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure
Enhancement Act.  All customers of these companies are invited to attend the hearing at the
following time and location:

Date:
Time:
Location:

Each company proposes a revenue-neutral plan consisting of increases to connection charges,
basic local residence and single-line business service monthly rates. with an equal amount of
reductions in the rates charged long distance providers for access to the companies’ networks.
Consistent with State law, the reduction to long-distance providers will result in a reduction of
in-state, long-distance charges to residence and business customers. including the elimination of
up to $ 1.99 per month for “in-state connection charges” on most customers’ bills by July 1,
2006. The companies propose to implement these changes in two installments on January 1,

2004 and January 1, 2005.

By law, the Public Service Commission is to consider, along with other factors, whether granting
the petition will (1) remove current support for basic local service to create a more attractive
competitive local exchange market for the benefit of the companies’ residential customers in
Florida: (2) induce enhanced market entry; (3) be revenue neutral; and (4) result in reductions of
intrastate switched network access rates to parity over a period of not less than 2 years or more
than 4 years. The Commission is currently scheduled to render its final Order on these petitions

by November 25, 2003.

Among the specific proposals in the petitions are the following increases to basic local
residential rates and single-line business rates:

COMPANY NAME | TOTAL PROPOSED 2-YEAR TOTAL PROPOSED 2-
RESIDENTIAL BASIC LOCAL YEAR SINGLE-LINE
SERVICE INCREASE BUSINESS INCREASE

VERIZON $4.61 per month range from $1.65 to $7.53 per

' month
SPRINT $6.86 per month (est.) range from $4.04 to $10.55
per month

BELLSOUTH $3.50 or $3.86 per month, depending | range from $.52 to $4.45 per

upon approval of calculation month

BellSouth proposes to protect Lifeline participants from increases for four vears, Sprint for three
years. and Verizon for two years.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Pablic Berfrice Qommizsion

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

€
September 23, 2003 PR ==
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Ms. Diana Delvecchio = _:i
Sarasota County Administration Center S -
1660 Ringling Boulevard o
Sarasota, FL 34236 w

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and030869-T1:-=Petitions for implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Delvecchio

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Sarasota County
Commission Chambers for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 17, 2003, in the
above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 10:00 a.m., but Commission staff will need access to
the room by 9:00 a.m. The hearing should end by 2:00 p.m., and we expect approximately 100 - 150
people to attend. Please ensure that a six-foot table is placed outside the Commission Chambers for
registration purposes.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of our insurance certificate
is enclosed. '

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-6728 if
you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

S

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosure

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA

COMMISSIONERS:

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Jhublic Sererice Qommizssion

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

il

September 23, 2003 o
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=& ==
Ms. Karleen Koch ~= = -
Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport = =
950 NW LeJeune Road S
Miami, FL 33126

y,
‘/,

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL - Petitions for rate rebalancing
by Verizon Florida, Inc., Sprint-Florida Incorporated, and BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.

Dear Ms. Koch:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of meeting space at
the Crowne Plaza Hotel-MIA for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October
30, 2003 in the above-referenced matter. The hearing is scheduled to begin at 6:30 p.m., and we
expect 100 - 150 people to be present. Please arrange the room in accordance with the enclosed
diagram by no later than 5:30 p.m. The diagram demonstrates the number of microphones and
the location for each as well as the location where our court reporter’s cassette recorder must be
plugged into the audio system. Also enclosed are copies of our tax exemption and insurance

certificates.
As previously discussed, the charge for use of two sections of the ballroom is $500.00 and
rental of audio equipment is $241.90, for a total of $741.90. Payment will follow once the

hearing is held and an invoice received. The purchase order will be forwarded shortly. To
ensure timely payment, please submit your invoice to the Fiscal Services Section, 2540 Shumard

Oak Blvd., Tallahassee, FL 32399.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (§50)
413-6728 if you have questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

S

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosures (3)

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Empioyer

PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contacti@psc.state.fl.us




3EP-24-2003 11:25AM FROM- T-823  P.001/003  F-083

CROWNE PLAZA

HOTELS - RESORTS.

Miami International Airport
FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL
DATE: 9/24/03
TOTAL # OF PAGES 3
TO: Ms. Sandy Moses
COMPANY: Florida Public Service Commission
FAX NUMBER: 850-413-6729
PHONE NUMBRBER: 850-413-6728
FROM: Karleen P. Koch
) Crowne Meeting Director
(305) 929-0101 (Direct)
(305) 447-1189 (Fax)
koch(@ic com

Hi Sandy

I am faxing you your ¢ontract for your Public Hearing on Local Telephone Rates Meeting for
October 30, 2003. Please review, make necessary changes, sign all pages and fax back by
10/1/03 10 305-447-1189. I will also need a copy of your tax-exempt certificate. Also, do you
know approximately when I can expect the purchase order? I am looking forward to working
with you in the preliminary planning process. Have a wonderful day!

Best regards,

;@W@A@L\)

Karleed P. Koch

Crowne Meeting Director

Crowne Plaza Miami International Airport

"The Place To Meet"

CROWNE PLAZA MIAMI INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
950 NW LeJeune Road, Miami Florida 33126 * 305-446-9000 * FAX 305-447-1189



EEP-24-2003 11:25AM FROM= T-823 P 002/00% F-088

Catering X Sales
2 S, SORTS: - b
MorELELRESOTT BANQUET EVENT ORDER
Miami-International Airport Event Date: Thursday, 10/30/2003
950 NW Le Joune Rd.
Miami, FL 33126 BEO #: 6388
Phonc (305) 446-2000
Fax (305)447-1189
oo 0 CONTRACT INFORMATION: - .o

“Company: Florida Public Servics Cammission

Mesting Name: Florida Public Servica Commisslon - Public Hearing on Local Telephone Rates

Contach Ms. Sandy Moses Phone; 850-413-6728
On Site: Ms, Sandy Moses Bax: RE0-413-£729
Address: 2540 Shumard Qak Blvd
Tollahassee, FL 32393
. Expected Attendance; 150 .. ooy 0 GTDi
- ET UP ENT FOOD AND BEVERAGE SELECTION
*+GROUP IS TAX EXEMPT** *4GROUP 15 TAX EXEMPT**
TAXEXEMPTNUMBER: =~ TAX EXEMPT NUMBER:
MEETING ROOM
Royal II and Reyal ID

SCHEDULE OF EVENTS
5:;30 PM - 6:30 PM Client Set-Up/Audio Testing
6:30 PM = 10:30 PM Meeting

ROOM SET UP
(1) 6ft Skirted Banquet Table with (2) Chairs and a Wastebasket - for

Registration « I¥ FOYER

(1) UsShapa In the Front of the Room Facing the Theatre Style
Chairs = Set for 10 people

Pads & Pens - on U-Shape

ica Water & Glasses - on U-Shape

Mints/Candy - on U-Shape

Theatre Style Seating in Rear of Room - for 150
(1) Break fable - In Rear of Room - for Water Station

AUDIO VISUAL
(1) Podium/Migophone - Complimentary
(6) Tabla Tap Micophones @ $177.00 (Inclusive of
18% Service Charga - Qutside A/V) ($29.50 each, inclusive)
(1) 8 Channel Mixer @ $64.90 (Indlusive of 18% Service Charge =
Outside ANV)
NOTE: GROUP IS TAX EXEMPT

SPECYAL INSTRUGTIONS

Post As:
Florida Public Service Commission - Public Hearing on Local
Telephone Rates

ROOM RENTAL
(1) Meating Room Rental @ $500.00 _
NOTE: GROUP 1S TAX EXEMPT

BILLING

»  Fnal guarantees 72 hours prior to the event.

¢  Payment = Purchasa Order

. NOTE: GROUP 1S TAX EXEMPT

+ Al food and baverage prices are subject to 20% sarvice charge and
9% sale ax. .

o Audiavisual prices are subject to 18% service change and 7% saik
tax.

. . %m Rentat is subject to 7% sale tax.
Initial:

Blanca S. Bayo’
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- CONTRACT. TERMS

8,

10.

il

12,

13.

14,

15,
16,

17.

A final guarantee of the attendance of any function must be received three (3) working days in advance. Guarantees for 2 Monday or Tuesday
function must be recelved by the preceding Thursday. If no guarantee is received, the hotel will prepare and charge for the number of
persons estimated from the event order.

All banguet chacks must be signed by the person in charge or a designated representative at the completion of each function. Any discrepancies
in counts or charges should be identified and resolved at that ime,

All functions are subject to service chargas ard applicable state and local taxes.
A deposit is required for ali functlons unless prior credit/payment arrangements have been established with the hotel.

Should the event be cancelled or moved cutside 30 days prior to the event the Qrganization agrees to pay the hotel, 2s liquidated damages, an
amount of 50% of total estimated revenue as outlined in the event agreement. If the event cancels or is moved within 30 days of the event,
the amount of liquidated damages will be figured based on 80% of total revenwe.

If a change from the original set-up is requested o the day of the event, a $100 labor charge will be added to the banquet check.

A final menu selection should be submitted two weeks prior to the event to ensure the availability of the desired items. A Bartender Fee of $55.00
will be charged for the first hour and $25.00 for each additional hour for any hosted or cash bar.

No outside food or beverage will be permitted to be brought into any banquet/meeting rooms by guests without the priar, written approval of the
general manager

Function guests will be admitted to the meeting room and expected to depart at the times stated on the contract.

The hotel may request that the customer obtain and pay for bonded security personnel when valuable merchandise or exhibits are displayed, or
held overnight in the hotel.

The customer is responsible for the arrangements and !l expensas of shipping materials, merchandise, exhibits or any other items to and from
the hotel. The hotel must be notified in advance of shipping arrangements to ensure proper acceptance of these items ypen arrival at the hatel,

The hotel is not responsible for damage to or less of any items left in the hotel prior to or following any functions. The hotel makes no warranties
or representations to the customer other than what is printed hereon.

The hotel reserves the right to mave functions to other meeting/banquet rooms other than those appearing on the event order, without prior
notification.

The customer is responsible and will reimburse the Hotel for any damage, loss or liabillty incurred by the hotel by any of the customers’ quests or
any person or arganizations contracted by the customer to provide any service before, during or after the function. Any itams to be put on any
meeting room or lobby walls or any directional signs must be approved by the hotel.

All prices are subject to change (with notification when possible).

The hotel shall net be iiable for non-perforrance If this contract when such non-performance is attributed to labor troubles, disputes or strikes,
accdent, govemnment (Federa, State or Municipal) regulations of, or restriction upon travel or transportation, non-availability of food, beverage,
or suppiies, Hots national emergendes, acts of God and ather causes whether enumerated within or not, which are beyond the reasonabie controf
of the hotel, preventing or interfering with the Hotel's performance. In such event, the hotel shall not be liable to the customer for any damage
whethar acmal or consequential, which may result from such non-performance,

Notwithstanding any other provision of this agreement, owner and/or manager of this hotel shall be relieved from all requirements hereof and this
agreement shall terminate If owner shall transfer, sell or otherwise convey its Interest in this Crowne Plaza Hotel, provided owner has given at
Jeast 30 days notice of the transfer and its interest in the hotel and termination of this agreement. In the event of any suct termination, Owner
shall return all advance payments or deposits whereupon the parties shall have no further obligations to each other, provided that if the hotal shall
be continued In operation as a hotel after such a transfer by owner then owner may assign all of it's rights and obligations under the new
agreement t0 the new owner who shall be solely responsible for performance thereunder, and owner shall be relleved of all ebligations and
ponsibliities under this agreement upon nansfer of all advance payments and deposits recelved by owner tot he new owner.

é,é%«’

Blanca S. Bayo' 4 Hotel Contact: Karieen Koch, Crowne Meeting Director




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Hublic Serpice Commission

September 24, 2003

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Ms. Peggy Kidd

Marion County Governmental Complex
601 SE 25™ Avenue

Ocala, FL. 34471

Petitions for implementation of Section

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, andf{} 1
n, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth

364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by \
Telecommunicatians, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Kidd:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Marion County
Commission Auditorium for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 10, 2003, in
the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 1:00 p.m., but Commission staff will need access
to the room by 12:00 noon. The hearing should end by 5:00 p.m., and we expect approximately 100 - 150
people to attend. Please ensure that a six-foot table is placed outside the auditorium for registration

purposes.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of our insurance certificate
is enclosed.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-6728 if
you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

s

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosure

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com

Internet E-mail: contacti@psc.state.fl.us
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To: Peggy Kidd, Facilities Management

Fax #: 352-620-3825

Subject:  Reservation of Marion County Commission Auditorium
Date: September 18, 2003

Pages: 2 pages (including this cover sheet)

COMMENTS:

Attached is the signed facilities uée form for our reservation of the auditorium on 10/10/03.
Thank you for your help!

FROM THE DESK OF:
Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst 1
Florida Public Service Commission
Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services
Telephone: 850-413-6728
Fax: 850-413-6729
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FACILITIES RENTAL AGREEMEN1
MARICON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

TAX EXEMPT NO.:

ORGANIZATION:__Floripa ’E&uc Seevice Gamw\l‘sswn\) DATE: 7//3/03

CONTACT PERSON:_ Sanpy  Wlesgs TELEPHONE NUMBER:__¥50- 413~ 1,128
" (Representative of QOrganization)

ADDRESS: 2540 Spumaen Oaw Rivp., pewnnnsses, FL 22399
(Street) {City/State) (Zip)

THE USE OF YOUR FACILITY IS HEREBY REQUESTED AND THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS SUBMITTED:

IT 1S UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED that the above named organization assumes all personal fiability and responsibllity for
any damage incurred to the County facility and/or furnishings resulting from our use. We further agree to pay the charges
listed below, and the check(s) are submitted herewith:

DATE(S) 10 1o Jox TIME: FROMi___ 1100 Noow) TO:_ S:00 3.m.
FACILITIES MAY BE RESERVED FOR MAXIMUM OF THREE {3) CONSECUTIVE MONTHS PER APPL!PAHON

NO. PARTICIPANTS:___1S0 FACILITY REQUESTED: m ' ‘

PURPOSE: 3 ; N Ben ) Keena BTiTion

The undersigned further Qgrees to indemnify and hold harmless the Board of County Commissioners, Marion County, Florida, its officers,
agents and employees from any and all claims, damages, costs or expenses arising out of, or incidental to, the above proposed use of

Marion County facilities. There shall be no alcoholic beverages on the premises of any County-

owned building or facility.

When the reserved facility will involve a group of 250 or more occupants, it is further specifically understood and agreed that the undersigned will,
no less than three (3) days prior to the proposed use of the facilities, provide a Certificate of Insurance issued by an insurance company deing
business in the State of Florida, evidencing Special Events coverage for the above proposed use of the premises, including General Liability and
Products Liability coverages in minimum limits of $100,000 - $300,000. Such certificate shall name the Board of County Commissioners, Marion
County, Florida as an additional named insured and possession and use of the facilities will not be permitted until such certificate has been filed.
if the facility re A ed is in the administrative complex after hours or on the weeksend, or the meeting extends past working hours, | take
responsibility 1 re that the front ADA rs are opened before the meeting and jocked afterwards.

Initial here

- .o 1
» Title: DiIRECTDR ,%nm nss:oMOJLERK f
AbminiSTRATIUESERVICES DiViSio R

Name of Signer: _‘BLAN () S. Rave'
. (PLEASE PRINT)

b

RENTAL FEES - (For every four (4) hours or increment thereof):
(Payable to Marion County Board of County Commissioners) .

AUDITORIUM - $50.00 GREEN CLOVER HALL - $25.00 CONFERENCE ROOMS - $15.00

NO. OF HOURS: 5
COST: $ NA $ [

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTATION IS SUBMITTED:

1. Completed and signed agreement.

2. Copy of tax-exempt certificate If lessee is tax-exempt organization.

3. Check(s) made payable to MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS.

THE MARION 'COUNTY COMMISSION RESERVES THE RIGHT TO CANCEL USE OF ANY COUNTY FACILITY AT ANY TIME SHOULD A
FACILITY BE NEEDED BY THE COMMISSION OR ANY OTHER COUNTY BOARD, COMMITTEE OR COMMISSION.

For office use only:

APPROVED NOT APPROVED DATE SIGNED

POSTED BY: DATE:
PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN TO FACILITIES MANAGEMENT
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RENTAL OF FACILITIES POL .Y

SPACE/FACILITY RENTAL ‘ | .

Reservan‘on.s made by clubs. organizations or individuals for rental of space or a facility shall be made by filling out
the appropriate form at the Marion County Facilities Management Deparment office at 2602 S.E. 8* Street. Ocala.

Reservation requests for use of space during regular hours made after the annual calendar are subject to the
availability of the desired space. date and time. :

- .

Counry employees are not required to file lease space applications for county activities. but should fax or e-mail 2
memo to the Facilities office. For activities that are not county-related, they will be required to file lease space
applications. :

Members of the volunteer fire departments are not required to file lease space applications for the fire building at
which they reside.

All requests will be taken on a first come, first served basis.

The fee for rental of County facilities for private organizations which are not county-related and are not non-profit
will be as follows:

a. BCC Auditorium private organization

8:00 A.M. 10 5:00 P.M. weekdays only $50.00/up to four hours
b. Green Clover Hall private organization $25.00/up to four hours
c. Conference rooms private organization

8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. weekdays only $15.00/up to four hours

All meetings are subject 10 being relocated or cancelled by the Board of County Commissioners should the need for

use of the facility or space become necessary for governmental purposes.

In accordance with Marion County Risk Management procedure (see attached), any permitted user of a government
facility will be required to provide proof of insurance at any event with more than 250 people. )

It is specifically understood and agreed that the undersigned will, no less than three (3) days prior to the Pmposed
use of the facilities, provide a Certificate of Insurance to Facilities Management in accordance with Marion County

Risk Management Procedure #B2, ‘Standard Insurance Requirements - Use of County Facilities’.
Non-profit groups must provide their tax LD, numbers.
Insurance requirements will not be waived if the meeting involves sorae special risk; i.c., dancing, food, etc.

There will be no alccholic beverages permitted on the premises of any County-owned building or facility.

Groups will be permitted to use a County facility for a maximurn of three (3} consecutive er applicati

during any calendar year.

Completed forms should be returned to:
Facilities Management Department
2602 S.E. 8" Street
Ocala, Florida 34471-2600

Phone (352) 620-3388  (Suncom 667-3388)

Fax (352) 620-3825
Adopted 6/18/91; revised 5/11/99
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Maéor @atm{y
Loard of @oafdy Corrrrrésstoners

Gacilities MHanagemernt
2602 & & 8th Stroct, Ceals, Rorida $#427-260
(352) 620-3588—Funcons 667-3388—Fax (352). 620-3825

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION INFORMATION COVER SHEE'I;

Date: 9'/2*@37
Time: .//,'3(7 A7

SEND TO: w /D?DW
COMPANY: 2:(«0—)\4-424\.) @«L&‘o #l/p—pg‘_e,u Cﬂ‘WA(;-M

FAX NUMBER: (850 ) #/3 (0749 (—/’Le&@m)

PROJECT: (AuditFrirs ~ (AB. ;07

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES (Inciuding Cover Sheet): ,7

FROM: PEGGY KIDD

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES LISTED:

PLEASE CALL SENDER: PEGGY KIDD

PHONE NUMBER: (352) 620-3388

—

'MESSA;@: YOU CAN FAX COMPLETED FORM BACK TO ME AT NUMBER ABOVE.
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MARION COUNTY
RISK MANAGEMENT
PROCEDURE #B2 - -

STANDARD NSUMCE REQUIREMENTS - USE OF COUNTY FACILITIES

REVISED 1/1/99

APPROVED - COUNTY wmsmro%%)‘%_ DATE )-7-99

1.

-/

PURPOSE

1.1

To protect the County against liabilities which can occur through activities of others
permitted in or on government facilities. The County can expect to be included in
aimost any suit for damages occurring in or on its property - whether or not it has
been negligent. The County is self-insured (for the first $100,000) and must pay
claims and legal expenses with tax payer money. This procedure is directed toward

minimizing this exposure.

POLICY

2.1

It is recognized thar most uses of government facilities are indeed the business of
govemnment, with some risk attached. - The risk of someone slipping and falling while
in the County Courthouse, or being injured while walking through a park are risks
Wh“-‘-.h government must accept, and it would be ludicrous to require citizens to
prowde.msmance on those occasions. Therefore the policy is to require that insurance
be provided ONLY where there is an unusual or inordinate risk presented by the

specific requested use of our facilities.

INSURANCE REQUIRED

3.1

As outlined abov?, the permitted user of a government facility will be required to
provide proof of insurance as specified under Section 4. "Insurance Specifications” for
any of the following type of events or any other event which is deemed to constitute a

hazard of similar exposure
3.L1. Any event with more than 250 people - congregated uniess the facility is

Sp?ciﬁcally designed for the expected number of people and type of event
being held. May be based on past artendance, event holder estimate, or County

estimate

Marion County RMP-B2, pg. 1 of 3




Sep 18 03 11:352

4.

FACILITIES MGMT 3528203825

Any event involving explosives, e.g. fireworks, etc
Any event involving vehicles e.g. tractor pulls, etc
Any event involving street closure

Any event involving animals
Camivals/Circuses/Fairs

Block Pardes

WWWwLw
s e
[N IV N XY

INSURANCE SPECIFICATIONS

4.1.

When insurance is required, it must be a general liability policy, wrmen by an msux; er
authorized to do business in Florida, naming the Coumty as an "Additional Insurt?d
and including coverage for premises, operations, products and completed operattons;

. contractual liability and broad form properry damage, and personal injury, with per

occurrence combined single limits of at Jeast $200,000. A Certiﬁcgte of Insurance
attesting to this must be provided to and maintained in the responsible department.

CO-SPONSORED/SPONSORED EVENTS

Events co-sponsored by the County and/or where fees are waived, shall not be relieved

5.1
of these insurance requirements. -

5.2.  The County's seif-insurance and excess liability insurance will apply to department-
approved events conducted by the deparrment's own personnel.

AUTHORITY

6.1.  The County shail designate the empioyee(s) who have the authority to grant use.of the
facility(s) under their control, and who are responsible for mpiemennng this policy.
Where there is a question on this policy or its specific application, the County
Administrator shail have the final decision.

RISK MANAGEMENT

7.1.  While not a part of the routine process under this procedure, Risk Management_ may
be consuited regarding the need for insurance, or to review the Certificate provided by
the user. Similarly, consultation may be obtained regarding appropriate precautions 10
be taken.

RELIEF OF LIABILITY

8.1.  These requirements shall not relieve or limir the Hiability of the special event holder in
any way, nor does the County in any way warrant that the insurance described herein
is adeguate to serve the special events organization's needs.

8.2. Insurance provided under these requirements shall be considered primary, and any

insurance or self insurance carried by the Counry as excess.

Marion County RMP-B2, pg. 2 of 3



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
LILAA. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIO L. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

JHublic Serfice Qommizsion

September 24, 2003

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Ms. Lou Hervey

Marion County Sheriff’s Office
Special Detail Division

P. O. Box 1987

Ocala, FL 34475

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 03 - Petitions for implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates'by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc.

Dear Ms. Hervey:

This will confirm my request for a uniformed officer to provide security at a Commission hearing
to be held in the above-referenced matter on Friday, October 10, 2003. The hearing will be held at the
Marion County Commission Auditorium, 601 SE 25® Avenue, beginning at 1:00 p.m. Please ensure that
the officer arrives by 12:30 p.m.

I understand the charge for this service is $25.00 per hour with a 3-hour minimum. At the
conclusion of the hearing, please forward your invoice to the Florida Public Service Commission, Fiscal
Services Section, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, FL 32399, or fax directly to me at (850)

413-6729.
If you need additional information regarding this request, please call me at (850) 413-6728.

Sincerely,

M

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Marion County

09/24/2803 12:51 3526873203

To: Att; Sandy From: Luclle Hervey

Florida Public Commissoner Special Details Coordinator
Faxc 8504136729 Phone: 352.360-6844
Pages: 2 Faxa  352-368-3550
Re: Special Details Date:  9-24-03

¢ Comments:

Thank You

Lu

P.O, Box 1987, Ocala, FL 34478
Phone (352) 732-8181
Civil {352) 620-36086 Emergency Management (352) 622.3205  Jall (352) 351-8077



Special Order Requisition

FLORIDA PUBLIC
SERVICE COMMISSION

APPROPRIATION CATEGORY

HpetE0d- 04-07-001 QA\Q

See Instructions on Reverse Side

OPS: 030000 0CO 060000
TeMPOrary......c....covmvnvenroreiiie. 0 Books, Mardbound ™
DIVISION / OFFICE: Contractual...............cccinniee %) More than $250.................. [m]
R c EXPENSE: 040000 Data Processing Equip.?............ O
(A sl GSS (‘/P Furmiture & Office Equip. Furniture & Office Equip.
N Less than $1,000............... m] More than $1,000............ O
Library Material @.......... .. a DPS 210014
ORGANIZATION CODE: Office Supplies/Other. .0 Data Center Services................. 0
DP Related Expenses®........... (O Other.......ccioue..... ]

(1) Requires review by Librarian  (2) Requires review by Chief of information Processing

1

held in Scala in

2-hour minimum

lNockets Hos., 030367, 030368,
and 030269-TL on October 10, 2003.

$25.00 per hour;

Harion County Sheriff's (ffice

P, tis Box 1487

Ucata, VL 34475

Contact: Louise Hervey 3h2-369-6{44

FEID Bo.o H96000729001

OBJECT : ESTIMATED UNIT PO
CODE QUANTITY ITEM DESCRIPTION coST' PRICE AMOUNT NUMBER - DATE
132263 Security for customer service hearing to be $ 7500 $ $

FOR REQUESTING DIVISION / OFFICE USE ONLY

Requested By:

Date:

Approved By:

Title: CCA Director

Date:

OTHER REVIEWERS ' FOR CCA ADMINISTRATIVE USE ONLY
ADM - Bureau Chief Date )
Apptoved By: - - " Date:
BIP - Bureau Chief Date PSC Purchasing Agent
: Reviewed By: o
S - Section Supv. Date i it - ~
GSS - Section Sup ‘ il Lo s Supervisor, Fiscal Services Section
HR Staff or Supv. Date PSC Librarian Date

Date:

PECICCA 7-A (Rev 07102)

White Copv - Purchasing Office

Canarv Coov - Reauestina Division / Office

Pink Conv . Purchasina’s Pandina Canv

Rlna Cnnvy - Rawvawar'e Manse

Crann M A
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To: Lou Hervey, Marion County Sheriff’s Office
Fax #: 352-368-3550

Subject:  Special Detail - 10/10/03

Date: September 24, 2003

Pages: pages (including this cover sheet)

COMMENTS:

Attached is signed special detail request form.

Thanks for your help Lou.

o

FROM THE DESK OF:
Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst ]
Florida Public Service Commission
Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services
Telephone: 850-413-6728
Fax: 850-413-6729




COMMISSIONERS:
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
MARY ANDREWS BANE
(850)413-6055

JHublic Berbice Commission

October 9, 2003

The Honorable Bob Graham .
United States Senator s :
2252 Killearn Center Boulevard, Suite 300 < =, i
Tallahassee, Florida 32309-3573 o3 N
=g 3 -

; m= v

Attn: Ms. Becky Liner §§-} = i
Re: PSC Inquiry No. 560218C £ 8. 2
& | O

T

Dear Senator Graham:

The following information is being provided in response to your September 29, 2003, correspondence
regarding Ms, Rose Weinstock’s concerns with BellSouth increasing local telephone rates.

As contemplated in Section 364.164., Florida Statutes, titled “Competitive Market Enhancement,”
the three largest incumbent local exchange companies (ILECs), including BellSouth, filed petitions with the
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC). The petitions seek a reduction in the rates Jong distance
companies pay for local connections (intrastate switched network access rate) with a collateral increase in
local monthly telephone charges in what the petitions allege is a revenue-neutral manner. The FPSC is
required to issue its final order granting or denying the petitions within 90 days of filing. In reaching its
decision, the FPSC must consider specific criteria that are outlined in the Florida Statutes. The Commission,
the Office of Public Counsel, as well as all other interested parties will be evaluating the petitions as they
relate to all the criteria outlined in the Florida Statutes. In an effort to provide telephone consumers an
opportunity to express their views, the Commission is conducting public hearings in 14 Florida cities in
October, November and December. The attached Special Report, prepared by FPSC staff, provides a greater
level of detail on the petitions filed and the public hearings. Under the current schedule, a final order on this

matter should be issued in late December 2003.

Ms. Weinstock’s comments are appreciated and will be placed in the docket files (DacketNos,
“030867-Ti; 030868-TL; 030869-TL) as correspondence which will be available for review by all interested

parties.

If you have any questions, please contact our Public Information Office at 413-6482.
Sincerely, ~

Mas

Executive Director

MAB/kb

Attachment
cc! Commission Clerk - CCA

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PEC Wahsite: hnnsAvwaw. loridupse.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIO L. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Pablic Berfrice Commission

September 24, 2003 S =

fa) XK

o —~

S S m

. 2z =

Ms. Denise Mangus gc—’; R
School Board of Lee County 0 2OV
Dr. James A. Adams Public Education Center g — =
2055 Central Avenue oy O
v O

Ft. Myers, FL 33901

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and#)30869-T1: - Petitions for implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Ms. Mangus:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Lee County School
Board Meeting Room for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 16, 2003, in the
above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 6:30 p.m., but Commission staff will need access to
the room by 5:00 p.m. The hearing should end by 10:00 p.m., and we expect approximately 100 - 150
people to attend. Please ensure that a six-foot table is placed outside the Commission Chambers for

registration purposes.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. I understand, however, should the
hearing go beyond 10:00 p.m., there will be a charge for custodial staff. A copy of our insurance

certificate is enclosed.
I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-6728 if
you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

7

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosure

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com

Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LiLA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Duvision oF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA 8. BAYO

DIRECTOR

(850) 4136770 (CLERK)
(850) 4136330 (ADMIN)

Hublic Serorice Qommission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: 'O <1 O
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FROM: [ ‘f w , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

103383

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.
O%O%q 1L or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
P s Yee gk b Pﬁ:v PCL ¢4 , and
filed on behalf of j:f%/“ D wkf\ / A w’z? . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.
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Ms. Ingrid Farrow ;2}) =
Accurate Interpreting Services, Inc. = -
1904 West Colonial Drive =
[pond
(W)

A’\./‘/
Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL - Petitions for implementation of

Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing).

N\
\

Dear Ms. Farrow:

This will confirm cancellation of my request for a Spanish/English transiator at a
Commission hearing to be held in the above-referenced matter on Thursday, October 2, 2003 at
the Orlando City Council Chambers. It has been determined that translator services will not be

required for this particular hearing. However, we do still require a translator for the October 30,
2003 hearing at the Crown Plaza Hotel in Miami.

| apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused for the firm, and | certainly

appreciate your understanding and assistance. If you have any questions, please call me at
(850) 413-6728.

Sincerely,

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst |

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsec.com

Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Ms. Jessy Castillo ¢ =
Accurate Interpreting Services, Inc. "‘5 ;
1904 West Colonial Drive = T
Orlando, FL 32804 _ g

s

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL - Petitions for implementation of Section

364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Castillo:

This will confirm my request for a Spanish/English consecutive translator at a Commission hearing
to be held in the above-referenced matter on Thursday, October 30, 2003. The hearing will be held at the
Crown Plaza Hotel, 950 NW LeJeune Road, Miami, beginning at 6:30 p.m. Please provide the name and
cell phone number of the translator and ensure that arrival is by 6:00 p.m. To help familiarize the
translator with the subject matter, | am enclosing a copy of the Commission’s order on issues for hearing.

| understand the charge for this service is $75.00 per hour with a 2-hour minimum. At the
conclusion of the hearing, please forward your invoice to the Florida Public Service Commission, Fiscal
Services Section, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, FL 32399, or fax directly to me at (850)

413-6729. Enclosed is a copy of the Commission’s tax exemption certificate, and the purchase order will
be forwarded shortly.

| appreciate your assistance in this matter, and if you have any questions, please call me at (850)
413-6728.

Sincerely,

S

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst |

Enclosures

; An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Ms. Debbie Durieux L o 5
Insurange and Benefits Management I = .
School District of Lee County s EF
2055 Central Avenue > - —
w ¢
w >

Ft. Myers, FL 33901

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 2 R69:TL - Petitions for implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing).

Dear Ms. Durieux:

Enclosed are the signed facility rental and assumption of liability agreements, as well as a copy of
the Commission’s certificate of insurance for our use of the Lee County School Board Meeting Room for
the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on October 16, 2003, in the above-referenced matter.

As previously discussed, the usual charge for use of the room has been waived. I understand,
however, should the hearing go beyond 10:00 p.m., there will be a $22.00 per hour charge for custodial
staff.

1 appreciate your assistance in this matter, and if you have any questions, please call me at (850)
413-6728.

Sincerely,

S

Sandy Moses .
Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosures

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: htup://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




The School District of Lee County

FACILITY RENTAL AGREEMENT

RENTER: __Florida Public Service CommissionCONTACT PERSON: _imd_LMQ_sgL_

(Organization)

2540 Shumard Qak Bou]evard
ADDRESS Tallahassee, FL 3 PHONE #: __(350) 413-6728

SCHOOL: Dr. James A. Adams Public FACILITY: Board Room
tducation (enter (See reverse for schedule)

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY: Public Hearing

DATE(S): 10/16/03 TIMES: 6:30 - 10:00 PH
(Beginning/Ending) (Beginning/Ending)

TOTAL HOURS: _3.5 hrs.FEEPER HOUR:Waived RENTAL CHARGE: _Waived

(3-hour minimum)

CUSTODIAL CHARGE: _0* SPECIAL EVENTS INSURANCE: _N/A TOTAL CHARGE: __0*

*If cu%oS&an has to stay past 10:00 PM, then charge will $22 per hr

past
L:abzl:ty insurance is avazlable through the District's Speczal Events Policy at $45 per event/day.

* Make check payable to: SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA

The undersigned renter must: (1) sign an Indemnification and Hold Harmless Agreement or Assumption of
Liability Agreement (Governmental entities subject to 768.28, Florida Statutes) and (2) attach a ceniflcéte
of insurance, clearly identifying the School District of Lee County as the additional insured, with minimum
limits of liability insurance of $100,000 for any one person and $200,000 for any one occurrence.

The undersigned renter is financially responsible for missing items and/or damage to equnpment and

facilities regulting from the above rgntal. o : ‘
/
%_’M Septenmber 25, 2002

Signature of Renter , Date
Signature of Principal Date
Signature of Superintendent/Designee Date
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
PAYMENT RECEIVED IN COUNTY OFFICE: $
Date Amount
BY: Receipt No.

SUBMIT ALL COPIES OF THIS AGREEMENT TO: DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE & BENEFIT MGMT.

Final Copy Distribution: ORIGINAL - Renter CANARY - Finance PINK - School
) MIS 350 (5/01)



School District of Lee County

FACILITY RENTAL FEES
Rental Fee
AUDITORIUM $50/hour
{500 capacity or less)
AUDITORIUM! $75/hour
(Capacity over 500) .
 CAFETORIUM $45/hour
’ (without kitchen)
$65/hour
(with kitchen)
CLASSROOMS $10/hour
(regular classroom)
$25/hour
{special purpose classroom)
GYMNASIUM $50/hour
STADIUM :
With floodlights $150/hour -
Without floodlights $115/hour
ATHLETIC FIELDS
With floodlights $50/hour
Without floodlights $20/hour
CUSTODIAL FEES | $22/hour

ALLRENTALS REQUIRE A THREE (3) HOUR MINIMUM CHARGE, WITH
ADDITIONAL HOURS CHARGED AT THE SPECIFIED HOURLY RATE.



The School District of Lee County

ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY AGREEMENT

The undersigned, in consideration for renting and/or using certain space owned
by THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, which rental

and/or use of space shall be on October 16, 2003 , at the
following location Board Room, Dr. James A. Adams Publicgqg,es hereby
tducation Center .

agree to assume liability for the negligent acts of its officers, émployees‘,. and
agents during rental and/or use of said property, and will defend all claims,
causes of action, damages, suits, or other actions which any person may pursue
based on the negligent acts of its officers, employees, or agents alleged to have
occurred during the said rental and/or use of the SCHOOL DISTRICT'S
property. The undersigned assumes no liability beyond that allowed by §768.28,

Florida Statutes.

Name of

Agency: Florida Public Service Commission
(Please Print)

By: Blanca S. Bayo

(Please Print)

Title: Commission Clerk & Administrative Services Director

(Please Print)

Signature:

Date: September 25. 2003




MEMO FROM ...

DEBBIE DURIEUX
Insurance & Benefits

Phone: (941) 337-8317  Fax: (941) 335-1506
email: DebbieD3@lee.k12.fl.us

September 22, 2003

TO: Sandy Moses
Div. of Commission Clerk & Adm. Services

Florida Public Service Commission
2540'Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Rental of Board Room in the Dr. James A. Adams Public Education Center

SUBJECT:
2055 Central Avenue, Fort Myers, FL 33901

Per our telephone conversation of today, I am enclosing two forms you will need to complete & sign
(see yellow highlights). Return both forms, along with your Certificate of Insurance, to me at the

following address:

Debbie Durieux
Insurance & Benefits Management

School District of Lee County
2055 Central Avenue
Fort Myers, FL. 33901

If you have any questions, please contact me at (239) 337-8687.

Thanks!
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LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
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Ms. Kendra Goebel

September 25, 2003

Sarasota County Sheriff’s Office

Special Operations Bureau
P.0.Box 4115
Sarasota, FL 34230-4115
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Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and#30869-Tds - Petitions for implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc.

Dear Ms. Goebel:

This will confirm my request for a uniformed officer to provide security at a Commission hearing
to be held in the above-referenced matter on Friday, October 17, 2003. The hearing will be held at the
Sarasota County Administration Center, Commission Chambers, 1660 Ringling Boulevard, beginning at
10:00 a.m. Please ensure that the officer arrives by 9:30 a.m.

1 understand the charge for this service is $30.00 per hour with a 3-hour minimum, that
prepayment is required by October 7, 2003, and if the hearing lasts longer than three hours, you will
reinvoice the Commission for the additional time.

If you need additional information regarding this request, please call me at (850) 413-6728.

Sincerely,

S

Sandy Moses

Senior Management Analyst I

PSC Website: hitp://www.floridapsc.com

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Sarasota County Sheriff's Office PERMIT#
P.O, Box 4115
Sarasota, FL 34230-4115

Phone: 941-480-3340  Fax: 941-480-3341
Special Dstail Services « Application for Parmit

B To Be Completed by Applicant .

Permittes: _& )01,4/&‘44/ »ﬁm ),(,QU Mﬁd Telephone: _9S0-4(3-L728
Street Address; L&m_a.@{_&égé&/oﬂ Oty  avtoliovace Zp 32399 |

Blling Address alzre City: L Zp:

Authorized Agent: Biling Contact Nm:jméé_zzz&%__.
Work Phone: 85.0-#/3-4T72 8. Home: e Fax £S0-4/3-4724G = Celi o

L To Be Completed by Applicant- Event Informatlon _ ' |
Deseription of Evenr _ﬁzg&g&_w__ﬁmg_

Locatlon. /d///_ /.4(11 Z /é o, ‘_‘,4‘,_ BYIB  Y ,7‘_

Nature of Duties:

Anticipated Problgms: ___ et 2 .
Report To: Telephone: So- ’

DATE(s) | _ ARRIVALTIME_ END TIME #OFDEPUTIES | #OF HOURS | VEHICLE REQUIRED? |
0 ze-03 _9:30 MIPM] j2:2¢) AM/PM / 3 Yﬁsﬂ
(7 K/ PM AMTTM . YES /NO
AMTPM AM/PM - YES/NO
AMTPM AMPM . YES/NO
AMTPM AMTPM YES/NO

Total Employee Hours ___3 @ $_2a/mours _F90: 00

Total Vehicle Hours __— @ $_10 thours __——
F YOU REQUIRE MORE DATES THAN LINES PROVIDED,
PLEASE ATTACH SCHEDULE ON COMPANY LETTERHEAD.

Total §_Fo.00
Check # TotalPrepald $__S90.00
I, X Beanca S Ba uo , 8 authorized representative of : [ = < P o (Frsc

Hereby acknowledge that | have read and understand the "Conditions of Permit", which | have signed and daled. | further agree to abide by, and be
subject to, these conditions in all respecls, if a permit is issued as a resull of this spplication. In addition, (P

through its authorized representative, hereby agrees to hold harmless and indemnify the County of Sarasota, the Sheriff's Office and their respechve
representatives and employees from any and all claims or liability which arises, or might arise, from the participation of the Sheriffs Office or its
employees in services rendered pursuant to any permif issued as a result of this application, including clsims caused or suffered by third parties. |
further agrese that, as the employer of a Deputy Sheriff for security services, X_F£PSC. , Sheli be
responsible for the acts or omissions of the Deputy Sheriff while helshe is performing services for that empioyer while off duty from the Sheriffs
Dffice, including workers' compensation benefits, However, for workers’ compensation purposes, a Deputy Sheriff so employed while off duty, and
who sustains an inj lle enforcing criminal, Yraffic, or penal laws of the State of Florida shall be regarded as working on duty for the Sheriff's

— ' 9 [25/03

Authorized Signature " Date

T T T " " S —————— e S
The above application for permit is hereby granted and the above appiication together with the attached *Condifions of Permit® are hereby adopted,
by reference, and are made a part of and constitute the ferms of this permit.

Sheriff's Office Authorized Signature Date
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[ ' Conditions of Permit |

EEE SCHEDULE
The charges for Special Detail (3-hour minimum) Services shall be in accordance with the
following fee schedule: '
Deputy Fee $30.00 per hour (3 hour minimum)
Vehicle fee  $10.00 per hour (3 hour minimum)
The above fee schedule is subject to change. Following such a change, the Sheriff's Office
shall give notice to the permit holder within 14 days.

Make checks payable to: The Sarasota County Sheriff's Office

Note: A sergeant ($35.00/hour) will be required when five but less than nine employees are
hired, additional sergeants will be required for each squad of five thereafter.
A lieutenant ($38.00/hour) will be required where two or more sergeants are needed.
There is a 3-hour minimum charge per assignment. '

l Permit Cancellation |
The Sarasota County Sheriff's Office reserves the right to cancel a permit at any time with or
without cause. The permit holder may cancel or postpone an assignment by contacting the
Sheriffs Office at least 24 hours in advance, during normal business hours (Monday-Friday,
8:00am to 4:00pm). No cancellation will be accepted on weekends, holidays, or after 4:00pm
daily. If the permit holder fails to make proper and timely notice, the permit holder shall
compensate the Sheriff's Office at a rate of 3 hours pay for each scheduled individual.

Status of Deputies Performing Permit Services B
Special detail assignments may be terminated at any time in the interest of the Sheriff's Office
and the general public. The permit holder is restricted to the general assignment of duties only.
The permit holder will not dictate specific law enforcement functions to the employee. -

r Staffing Provisions |
The bureau commander or his designee shall review all permit assignment applications prior to
approval. In review, stafling needs will be evaluated and, if deficient, the supervisor in charge
shall use discretionary judgment to authorize minimum staffing to ensure proper security and
safety of employees and the community,

| General Information |
Applications from public, private, or commercial organizations for assignment shall be made at
least 7 days, (excluding weekends and holidays), prior to the beginning of the detall for
investigation and processing. Permits involving the patrol of parking lots or grounds of certain
establishments or events wherein food and alcoholic beverages are sold or consumed shall be
subject to review. Deputies are subject to call in at any time for emergencies, special -
assignments or overtime duty.

| DETAILS MUST BE PRE-PAID 7 WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO SERVICE |

I have read and understand the conditions of permit.
Signatus ZAuthorized Rg:res tative: Date:
'd
v 4 < /gﬂw - 7/25/03
7 e

Reviscd 09/03 J-22%
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William F. Balkwill, Sheriff
Sarasota County Sheriff's Office
P.O.Box 4115

Sarasota, FL 34230-4115
Telephone: (941) 861-5800

SPECIAL OPERATIONS

TO: Sandy Moses
Florida Public Service Commission

 ® o

civansas

REF: Special Detall

.
.o

FROM: Kendra Goebel, Speclal Detail Coordinator

DATE: 9/25/03

Per our conversation, you are requesting 1 deputy for
security at Sarasota County Commission Chambers, 1660 Ringling
Blvd from 9:30am-12:30pm on Friday 10/17/03. Cost for 3 hours @
$30/hour = §90.00. Payment and completed contract are due by
10/07/03.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at
[941)480-3340, fax 480-3341, or email kgoebel@scqov.net
Thanks, Kendra

Confidentiality Note:

The documents accompanying this fax transmission contaln intormation trom the Sarasota
Counly Sherjtfes Qffice, which is ronfidential and/or legally privileged. The infoxmation
iz intended only for the use of the individual or entily named on this transmission sheet.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure,
copying, distribution or taking any action in reliance on Lhe contents of this faxed
informaticn is strictly prohibited, and the document should be returned to this agenay
immediately. In this regard, if you have received this fax in errpr, please notily us by
telephone immediately so that we can arrange for rerurn of the original documents to us at
no cost to you ox your department.
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State of Florida

DATE: September 25, 2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director
Commission Clerk and A/d i

FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairman’

RE: Docket Nos. 030867-T

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments
cc: Commissioner Deason

Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson

Beth Keating
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MICHAEL B. TWOMEY

ATTORNEY AT LAW
POST OFFICE BOX 5256
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32314-5256
Tel. (850) 421-9530 Fax. (850) 421-8543
e-mail: miketwomey@talstar.com

September 23, 2003

Lila A. Jaber, Chairman R E C E g v E D

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. +SEP 2 3 2003
Tallahassee, Florida 23299-0850

Florida Public Service Commission
. . . S IRMAN JJABER
Re: Public Hearings and Motions to Dismiss in Dockets 030867, 050868"0d 030869

Dear Chairman Jaber:

AARP requests that the Commission hold more public service hearings than now
scheduled in connection with the delay that hopefully will result from the granting of Public
Counsel’s Motions to Dismiss the petitions in the above-cited dockets.

AARP appreciates the seven public hearings announced last Tuesday and the additional
three scheduled the end of last week. While those ten are welcome, they are still not adequate to
give substantially more telephone customers the opportunity of protesting the huge rate increases
sought, as well as testifying to the lack of demonstrable benefits to flow to them by the
Commission granting these increases. AARP still supports Public Counsel’s requested total of
14 hearings and believes recent events should provide you with more time to schedule the

remaining hearings.

AARP today filed a motion joining Public Counsel’s motions to dismiss all three
petitions because they fail to comply with the most fundamental requirement of the law, namely
that parity be reached “over a period of not less than 2 years or more than 4 years.” AARP fully
agrees with Public Counsel that initial rate increases starting January 1, 2004, followed by the
second and last increase just 12 months later on January 1, 2005 are less than 2 years and, thus,
violate the law. AARP also fully agrees with your staff’s September 18, 2003 recommendation
that you should grant Public Counsel’s motions to dismiss with leave to amend. AARP believes
your staff has hit the legal nail on the head when they say at page 14 of the recommendation:

The companies engage in a tortured reading of the statute to arrive
at the conclusion that the language “over a period of not less than 2
years” really means “over a period of two annual adjustments.”

AARP is hopeful you will follow your staff recommendation and grant Public Counsel’s motions
to dismiss with leave to amend and restart the 90-day statutory clock.

While legally the correct action to take, granting the motions to dismiss and resetting the
clock will also allow more time for a myriad of critical activities, not the least of which is the



holding of the additional public hearings. The number and timing of the single hearing in the
Tampa Bay area illustrates the larger problem.

The Tampa Bay area, as represented by the Tampa - St. Petersburg - Clearwater
Metropolitan Statistical Area has in excess of 2.5 million residents. It draws people from the
four-county area of Hernando, Hillsborough, Pasco and Pinellas Counties and is the 21° largest
population center in the nation. For this area the Commission has scheduled a single hearing in
Tampa on October 3 and at 1:00 p.m. While this area might look compact on a map, the
distances from Clearwater and St. Petersburg to Tampa are substantial and commute times are
very lengthy, especially at rush hour.

AARP would urge the Commission to reschedule the Tampa hearing until a reasonable
time after the close of business (at 6 or 6:30 p.m. like at the other hearing locations) and to
schedule an additional hearing in the St. Petersburg area, again at 6 or 6:30 in the evening.

Lastly, AARP would note that the Commission’s own website includes a “press release”
that gives the public hearing locations, dates and times, but that fails to inform consumers of the
level of rate increases sought, which amounts are known to the penny. This release fails to
inform consumers of the detriments they face and AARP would urge the Commission to modify
its press releases and subsequent notices to include the level of monthly rate increases being
sought. Commission staff, at the urging of AARP, recently required that the companies include
the level of increases being sought in their quarter-page newspaper ads. The text of the
newspaper ads, which AARP recommends be used in Commission notices and future press
releases, including those now residing on your home page, is on the attached page.

AARP looks forward to addressing the Commission next Tuesday and will appreciate the

scheduling of additional public hearings.
lw@ 3

ichael B. Twomey
Attorney for AARP

cc: Commissioners
Tampa Bay Area Legislators
Parties of record



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Florida Public Service Commission will conduct a public hearing to receive customer
testimony regarding the petitions filed by Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth pursuant to section
364.164, Florida Statutes, referred to as the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure
Enhancement Act. All customers of these companies are invited to attend the hearing at the

following time and location:

Date:
Time:
Location:

Each company proposes a revenue-neutral plan consisting of increases to connection charges,
basic local residence and single-line business service monthly rates, with an equal amount of
reductions in the rates charged long distance providers for access to the companies’ networks.
Consistent with State law, the reduction to long-distance providers will result in a reduction of
in-state, long-distance charges to residence and business customers, including the elimination of
up to $ 1.99 per month for “in-state connection charges” on most customers’ bills by July 1,
2006. The companies propose to implement these changes in two installments on January 1,

2004 and January 1, 2005.

By law, the Public Service Commission is to consider, along with other factors, whether granting
the petition will (1) remove current support for basic local service to create a more attractive
competitive local exchange market for the benefit of the companies’ residential customers in
Florida; (2) induce enhanced market entry; (3) be revenue neutral; and (4) result in reductions of
intrastate switched network access rates to parity over a period of not less than 2 years or more
than 4 years. The Commission is currently scheduled to render its final Order on these petitions

by November 25, 2003.

Among the specific proposals in the petitions are the following increases to basic local
residential rates and single-line business rates:

COMPANY NAME | TOTAL PROPOSED 2-YEAR TOTAL PROPOSED 2-
RESIDENTIAL BASIC LOCAL YEAR SINGLE-LINE
SERVICE INCREASE BUSINESS INCREASE
VERIZON $4.61 per month range from $1.65 to $7.53 per
month
SPRINT $6.86 per month (est.) range from $4.04 to $10.55
per month
BELLSOUTH $3.50 or $3.86 per month, depending | range from $.52 to $4.45 per
upon approval of calculation month

BellSouth proposes to protect Lifeline participants from increases for four years, Sprint for three
years, and Verizon for two years.
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. 9. LEASES

Insurance requirements contained in leases supersede those in this procedure.

Marion County RMP-B2, pg. 3 of 3
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DATE: September 25,2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director
Commission Clerk and éd
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairman
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-T

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating
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STATE OF FLORIDA
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850)413-6044

LILA A.JABER
CHAIRMAN

JPahlic

September 24, 2003

The Honorable Manue] Prieguez
Florida House of Representatives
304 SW 12" Avenue

Miami, FL 33130

Dear Representative Prieguez:

I am in receipt of your letter dated September 19, 2003 expressing your view that the PSC
should hold a public hearing in Miami on the recent filings by the three largest local exchange
companies pursuant to the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Act (the Act). Please be
advised that Miami has not been excluded as a venue for public hearings on these filings. The staff
recommendation voted on by the PSC on September 16™ only included sites where dates of hearings
had already been identified, notice had been given and locations found. We do plan to conduct a
hearing in Miami on October 30, 2003 at the Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport.

Formal notice will be given shortly.

I appreciate your feedback on this issue and apologize for any confusion in the scheduling of
these hearings. Please be assured that the PSC will conduct a thorough hearing on these petitions
and will carefully analyze whether the requests will achieve the goals of the Act.

cc: PSC Commissioners
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: hitp://www {loridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




RECEIVED
'SEP 2 4 2003

Florida House of Representativesrriss pusiic Service commissior
Representative Prieguez

District 113
Reply to: Committees:
> 304 SW 12" Avenue
Miami, FL 33130 Business Regulation (Chair)
(305) 643-7336 Health Care

Health Services

Commerce and Local Affairs Appropriations

> 402 South Monroe Street 1ath
Appropriations

300 House Office Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1300
(850) 488-4202

September 19, 2003

Honorable Lila Jaber

Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Dear Chairwofnan Jaber:

Through this letter, I would like to express my dismay for having excluded Miami-Dade County
as a site for the upcoming public hearings that the PSC has arranged, regarding the statewide

telephone rate hike proposal.

Because Miami-Dade County is the most populated in the State of Florida and my district
encompasses sectors from this county, especially, the City of Miami, which is recognized as the
5" poorest city in the U.S, these resident’s opinions are crucial to this issue. For that reason, I
will strongly encourage your office to hold one of these meetings in the Miami-Dade area, as it

was originally scheduled.

As it is mentioned in the press release, the PSC requires for the telecommunication companies to
place ads in the local newspapers one week prior to the date of the hearing. Although, there will
be no inconvenience for those residents that live on the north side of the state, for residents in the
southern areas, mainly the ones that I represent, will not have the resources to cover for the
required expenses to travel to the sites of these meetings.



Chairwoman, I feel confident that you will grant the Miami-Dade residents with the
opportunity to express their opinions on this complex issue.

I would like to thank you for taking the time into this matter and I look forward for your -
response.

Cordially, - o

Gz

State Representative, District 113
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DATE: September 25, 2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director
Commission Clerk and Ady
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairman <A
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-T '

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating

AUS
CAF

CMP
COM
CTR
ECR
GCL
GRC
IMS
SEC

OTH | v caci. dacteX”

]



STATE OF FLORIDA
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

LiLA A.JABER
CHAIRMAN

September 24, 2003

The Honorable Juan C. Zapata
Florida House of Representatives
13550 SW 88™ Street

Suite 150

Miami, FL 33186

Dear Representative Zapata:

Thank you for your letter dated September 23, 2003 regarding the Miami-Dade public hearing
on the recent filings made by BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint pursuant to the Tele-Competition
Innovation and Infrastructure Act. For your convenience I have enclosed a chart that indicates the
date, time and location of each public hearing that has been scheduled thus far along with a notation
of which commissioners will be attending. As you can see by looking at the chart, for administrative
efficiency and for scheduling purposes, we have divided up the ten hearings among the five
commissioners so that at least two commissioners will be present at each hearing.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me.

cc: PSC Commissioners
cc/enc: Governor Jeb Bush
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fi.us




Telecommunications Access Charges Service Hearings

Wednesday 10/1/03 6:30 p.m. DS, BD, DV | Thursday 10/2/03 6:30 p.m.  JB, DS, BD | Friday 10/3/03 1:00 p.m. JB, DS, BD
Duval County School Board Orlando City Council Chambers - 2" Floor Robert J. Arenal Conference Center - 26" Floor

1* Floor Board Room City Hall Hillsborough County Center

1701 Prudential Drive 400 S. Orange Avenue 601 E. Kennedy Blvd.

Jacksonville Orlando Tampa

Wednesday 10/8/03 6:30 p.m. BZ,DV | Friday 10/10/03 1:00 p.m JB,DV | Monday 10/13/03 6:00 p.m. (CT) JB, Bz
Broward County Governmental Center Marion County Commission Auditorium Hagler Auditorium (Room 252)

Commission Chainbers - Room 422 County Governmental Complex Pensacola Jr. College

115 S. Andrews Avenue 601 S.E. 25" Avenue 1000 College Blvd.

Ft. Lauderdale Ocala Pensacola

Thursday 10/16/03 6:30 p.m. DS,DV | Friday 10/17/03 10:00 a.m. DS, DV | Thursday 10/30/03 6:30 p.m. BZ, BD
School Board of Lee County Sarasota County Administration Center Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport

Dr. James A. Adatns Public Education Center Commmission Chambers, 1* Floor 950 NW LelJeune Road

2055 Central Avenue 1660 Ringling Blvd. Miami

Ft. Myers Sarasota

Tuesday 11/4/03 9:30 a.m. ALL

Betty Easley Conference Center

Roorm 148

4075 Esplanade Way

Tallahassee
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I\Eessage
Nicki Garcia
From: BLAKE.DANIELLE [BLAKE.DANIELLE@myfloridahouse.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2003 11:22 AM
To: BLAKE.DANIELLE; ljaber@psc.state.fl.us
Cc:

jeb@jeb.org; bbaez@psc.state.fl.us; Davidson@psc.state.fl.us; tdeason@psc.state.fl.us;

rbradley@psc.state.fl.us; ZAPATA.JUAN; ACOSTA.CHASTITY; ALEMAN.FRANCISCA.S40;
AMOR.GLORIANNE; AUG_ANDRE.KAREN.S33; ARZA RALPH; BARREIRO.GUSTAVO;

BENNETT.NAOMI; BLAKE.DANIELLE; BLUESTONE.MARISA.S35; BOVO.VIVIANA;
BRUTUS.PHILLIP; BUIE.VERONICA; BULLARD.EDWARD; BULLARD.LARCENIA.S39;
CANINO.MAYTE.S34; CANTENS.GASTON; CARD.JIMMY; CASTILLO.ANABEL.S36;
CHAMBERLAIN.SHEILA.S39; CONCEPCION.DAVID; DARBONNE.REGINALD,;

DENIS.VERONICA; DOMINGUEZ ALEJANDRO; FABIETTI.CHIARA.S40; FAUST. BRENDA,
FISHMAN.JULIE.S39; GARCIA.ALINA; GARCIA.ANA; GARCIA.RENE; GARCIA.RUDY.S40;
GARCIA.VICKY.S38; GELBER.DAN; GLICKMAN.JOAN.S33; GONZALEZ.GWYNNE.S35;

GUERRA.OSVALDO; GUILLEN.JULIO.SBG; HOLLOWAY.TEE; JOHNSON.TRINECA,;
KNOPP.JUDITH.S34; LANE.ANGELA; LARA.ROLANDO; LEDESMA.NORMA.S38;

LEON.SUHEID; LIGHTFOOT.PATRICIA.S33; LLORENTE.MARCELO; LOPES.JULIA.S34;
LORENZO.MICHELLE; MARGOLIS.GWEN.S35; MARGRON.CAROL; MARTIN.SUSIE.S40;

MCCLOUD.RALPH.S39; MESA.BETSY; MINDINGALL.DOROTHY; MIRO.CLAUDIA,
MORTON.RUBY; NORMAN.JOHN; NUNEZ.JEANETTE.S36; GRISSETT.MIRIAM;
PINEIRO.MICHAEL; PLANAS.JC; PORTILLA.ALEX.S36; PREBAL.MARITZA;

PRIEGUEZ MANUEL; RANDALL.JOYCE; RIVERA.DAVID; ROBAINA.JULIO; ROBERSON.YOLLY;

RUBIO.MARCO; SANCHEZ.ROBERTO; SCHULTZ.DEBBIE.S34; SCHWARTZ.DEBRA,;
SIMON.KAREN.S35; SORENSEN.KEN; SPARKS.PATTY; SUAREZ.CAROLINA;
SULLIVAN.TIANDRA; TODD.LAURA; VALLADARES.BELEN; VILLALOBOS.ALEX.S38;
VILLARREAL . MARIBEL; WILSON.FREDERICA.S33

Subject: RE: Telecommunication Rate Increase Public Hearings

Attached is the thank you letter to Chairwoman Lila Jaber of the Public Service Commission. The PSC

public hearing for Miami-Dade County is schedule for:

Thursday, October 30, 2003
Crowne Plaza Hotel

Miami International Airport
950 NW LeJeune Road
Miami, Florida

6:30 pm

Danielle Blake Bellido

Legislative Assistant

Florida Representative Juan C. Zapata
13550 SW 88th Street, Suite 150
Miami, Florida 33186

(305) 273-3288

SC 491-3288

Fax; (305) 273-3290

9/24/2003



-
-

¥District Office: Legislative Committees:

13550 SW 88th Street, Suite 150
Miami, FL 33186 Education Appropriations
(305) 273-3288 Joint Legislative Auditing Committee
(305) 273-3290 (fax) Public Safety & Crime Prevention
Corrections
teer Business Regulation
;I‘()a;l:ll:;sss ee f)gifcféc;;lﬂ ding Trades, Professions & Regulated Business
402 South Monroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399
(850) 488-9550

Florida House of Representatives

Representative Juan C. Zapata
District 119

September 23, 2003

Ms. Lila A. Jaber

Chairman, Public Service Comission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Chairwoman Jaber,

Thank you for taking my request into consideration and providing more public hearings for
Floridians and more specifically, the residents of Miami-Dade County.

I have been informed that the public hearing for Miami-Dade County will take place on October
30, 2003, at the Crowne Plaza Hotel, located at 950 NW LeJeune Road in Miami, Florida.
Please notify my office of which commissioners will be attending.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or my staff. On behalf of our
community, I am grateful that the Public Service Commission has an established process which
offers an opportunity for the people to voice their opinions.

Best regards,

Juan C. Zapata
State Representative
House District 119

Cc: Governor Jeb Bush

Public Service Commissioners
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation

Email: zapata.juan@myfloridahouse.com
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Kay Flynn

H308LT

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Denise Karnes

Friday, September 26, 2003 10:16 AM

Alina Dieguez; Beth Salak; Betty Ashby; Bev DeMello; Blanca Bayo; Bob Trapp, Braulio Baez;
Breda Platt; Carol Purvis; Cayce Hinton; Charles Davidson; Chuck Hill; Cindy Miller; Dan
Hoppe; Della Fordham; Diane Lee; Dorothy Boone; Harold McLean,; Hurd Reeves; J. Terry
Deason; Jane Faurot; Janet Brunson; Janet Harrison; JoAnn Chase; Jorge Chamizo;
Kathleen Stewart; Katrina Tew; Kay Flynn; Kay Posey; Kevin Bloom; Kevin Neal; Larry Harris;
Lila Jaber; Martha Golden; Mary Bane; Mary Macko; Norma Jenkins; Pat Dunbar; Patsy
White; Richard Tudor; Roberta Bass; Rudy Bradley; Sharon Allbritton; Susan Howard; Tarik
Noriega; Theima Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington

Items of Interest at Upcoming Agenda Conference, 9/30/03

A news release was faxed to the daily newspapers this morning, 9/26/03, and may be viewed
by clicking the link below:

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/
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WARNING:

Changes in appearance and in display of formulas, tables, and text may have occurred during translation
of this document into an electronic medium. This HTML document may not be an accurate version of
the official document and should not be relied on.

For an official paper copy, contact the Florida Public Service Commission at contact@psc.state.fl.us or
call (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy.

State of Florida

Jaublic Serfrice Qommizsion

NEWS RELEASE

September 26, 2003 Contact: 850-413-6482

Items of Interest at Upcoming Agenda Conference, 9/30/03

TALLAHASSEE -- The following items are among those scheduled for consideration by the
Commission at the September 30, 2003, Agenda Conference.

ITEM 5 - DOCKET NO. 030867-TL - PETITION BY VERIZON FLORIDA INC. TO REFORM
INTRASTATE NETWORK ACCESS AND BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS RATES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030868-TL - PETITION BY SPRINT-FLORIDA, INCORPORATED TO REDUCE
INTRASTATE SWITCHED NETWORK ACCESS RATES TO INTERSTATE PARITY IN REVENUE-
NEUTRAL MANNER PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.164(1), FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030869-TL - PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA
STATUTES, BY REBALANCING RATES IN A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER THROUGH
DECREASES IN INTRASTATE SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES WITH OFFSETTING RATE
ADJUSTMENTS FOR BASIC SERVICES, BY BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. The
Commission will consider a staff recommendation addressing the Office of Public Counsel's Motions to
Dismiss the Petitions associated with the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Enhancement

Act.

ITEM 8 - DOCKET NO. 010503-WU - APPLICATION FOR INCREASE IN WATER RATES FOR
SEVEN SPRINGS SYSTEM IN PASCO COUNTY BY ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. The Commission will
evaluate a staff recommendation addressing Aloha's Motion for Extension of Time to Comply with the
PSC's Final Order in Aloha's last water rate case.

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/092603 .html 9/26/2003
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ITEM 15 - DOCKET NO. 030884-EU - OBJECTIONS TO FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY'S
2003 REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FILED AUGUST 25, 2003, BY FLORIDA PARTNERSHIP FOR
AFFORDABLE COMPETITIVE ENERGY (PACE) AND SOME INDIVIDUAL MEMBER COMPANIES.
The Commission will review a staff recommendation regarding Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL)
Motion to Exclude PACE from the Bid Rule Objection Process, and will consider whether PACE's
Objections to FPL's Request for Proposals indicate a violation of any portion of Rule 25-22.082, Florida

Administrative Code.

ITEM 20 - DOCKET NO. 021249-TP - COMPLAINT OF SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC. AGAINST BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR
NON-COMPLIANCE WITH COMMISSION ORDER PSC-02-0878-FOF-TP. The Commission will
address a staff recommendation regarding BellSouth, Inc.'s request to dismiss the FastAccess
complaint filed by Supra.

E##

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/092603.html 9/26/2003
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Ruth Nettles

To: Nekey Garcia

Cc: Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks
Subject: FW: /

{ will print for Dockets 030867, 030868, and 030868.
----- Qriginal Message-----

From: Ron Melton [mailto:info@BelizeTravel.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 10:11 PM

To: CAF Internet Mail

Subject:

| oppose the requested rate increase. Ron Meiton

1/22/2004
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DATE: September 30, 2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director
Commission Clerk and
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairmg
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-

strative Services

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating



STATE OF FLORIDA
) CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

LILA A. JABER
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard

CHAIRMAN
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044
50D WE
<> > L d <>
Jablic Serfice Qommission

September 30, 2003

The Honorable Rene Garcia
Florida House of Representatives
111 NW First Street

Suite 655

Miami, FL 33128

Dear Representative Garcia:

I .am in receipt of your letter dated September 26, 2003 regarding the public hearing scheduled in Miami
on the recent filings by the three largest local exchange companies pursuant to the Tele-Competition
Innovation and Infrastructure Act (the Act). Let me clarify that the PSC had not excluded Miami as a site
for one of the public hearings on these important petitions. The staff recommendation voted on by the PSC
on September 16 only included seven sites where dates of hearings had already been identified, notice had
been given and locations found. You are correct that the Miami public hearing has been scheduled for
October 30. For your convenience, I have enclosed a chart that indicates the date, time and location of each
public hearing that has been scheduled thus far.

As far as attendance at these public hearings, unfortunately, because of the current calendar, all five
commissioners are unable to attend each public hearing. For administrative efficiency and to accommodate
as many hearings as possible, we have divided up the hearings among the five commissioners so that at least
two commissioners will be present at each hearing. On the enclosed chart, I have indicated which
commissioners will be present at each hearing. Let me also add that there will be a written transcript of each
hearing available for all of the commissioners to read. We believe this process will allow us to maximize the

input from consumers around the state.

I appreciate your feedback on this issue. Please be assured that the PSC will conduct a thorough
hearing on these petitions and will carefully analyze whether the requests will achieve the goals of the Act.

Sincere}y g
e } P 4

;'!‘/ . ‘/ ] N :
i~ 7 Lila{A<Jaber
Chairman
Enclosure
cc: Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: hitp://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




Telecommunications Access Charges Service Hearings

Wednesday 10/1/03 6:30 p.m.

DS, BD, DV

Thursday 10/2/03

6:30 p.m.  JB, DS, BD | Friday 10/3/03 1:00 p.m. JB,DS,BD
Duval County School Board Orlando City Council Chambers - 2™ Floor Robert J. Arenal Conference Center - 26" Floor
1" Floor Board Room City Hall Hillsborough County Center
1701 Prudential Drive 400 S. Orange Avenue 601 E. Kennedy Blvd.
Jacksonville Orlando Tampa
Wednesday 10/8/03 6:30 p.m. BZ,DV | Friday 10/10/03 1:00 p.m JB,DV | Monday 10/13/03 6:00 p.m. (CT) JB, .ZL
Broward County Governmental Center Marion County Commission Auditorium Hagler Auditorium (Room 252)
Commission Chambers - Room 422 County Governmental Complex Pensacola Jr. College
115 S. Andrews Avenue 601 S.E. 25" Avenue 1000 College Blvd.
Ft. Lauderdale Ocala Pensacola
Thursday 10/16/03 6:30 p.m. DS,DV | Friday 10/17/03 10:00 a.m. DS, DV | Thursday 10/30/03 6:30 p.m. BZ, BD
School Board of Lee County Sarasota County Administration Center Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport
Dr. James A. Adams Public Education Center Commission Chambers, 1* Floor 950 NW LeJeune Road
2055 Central Avenue 1660 Ringling Blvd. Miami
Ft. Myers Sarasota
Tuesday 11/4/03 9:30 a.m. ALL
Betty Easley Conference Center
Room 148

4075 Esplahade Way
Tallahassee
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Rap. Rene Garcla
Chalir

Sen. Frederica Wiison
Vice-Chair

STATE SENATORS

Debbie Wasserman Schultz
Alex Diaz ge la Porilla
Frederica Wilson

Alex Villalobos

Gwen Margolis

Rodolio "Rudy" Gaorcia
Larcenia Buliard

STATE REPRESENTATIVES
Rafael Arza

Wilbert T. Holloway
Yolly Roberson

Dan Gelber

Gustavo A, Bareiro
Phillip Brutus

Juan C. Zopata
Dorothy Bendross-Mindingall
Rene Garcig

Marco Rubio

Manusel Prieguez
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Julio Robaina

Edward Bullard
Marcelo Liorente

Ken Sorensen

Debra D, Owens
executive Director

Mirtha Flores
Executive Assistant
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION

“Working Together for Miami-Dade”

September 26, 2003

RECEIVED

Ms, Lila A. Jaber

Chairperson |
Florida Public Service Commission SEP 2 9 o3

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard Flarida Public Service Commioe:
Tallahassee, FL. 32399 CH:'«!RMm'%i é’é‘gmlcsmn

Dear Chairperson Jaber:;

On behalf of the 25 members of the Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation, we
thank you for reinstating the public hearing in Miami to your Public Service
Commission schedule. It is our understanding that plans are to limit the Miami
hearing to one (1) PSC member which will hear public comment on proposals by
Be]]South, Sprint and Verizon to reduce intra-state switched access charges and
increase monthly local service charges scheduled on October 30, 2003.

As the state’s largest delegation, we feel strongly that our constituents have the
opportunity to voice their support or opposition to these proposals. The fact that our
county, the Jargest in the State, was eliminated after staff recommended reducing the
public hearing schedule from fourteen to seven was utterly amazing in light our
population. Qur constituents represent a significant percentage of those affected by
the proposed changes being considered by the PSC and deserve an opportunity not
;nly‘to be heard but also have the majority of the Commission members present at the
earing.

We urge your consideration in this very sensitive matter and would be pleased to
meet with you to further discuss.

Sincerel

)

Representative Rene Garcia
Chairman
Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation

c¢: Members of the Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation

Stephen P. Clark Government Center « 111 N.W. 1st Street, Suite 655 = Miami, FL 33128

Phone: (305) 375-4088 =Fax; (305) 375-4151 = Suncom: 445-4088/445.4151
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DATE: October 2,2003
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director

Commission Clerk and nistrative Services
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairm
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-TIL; (7§6\8-TL L3869’

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason
Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating



STATE OF FLORIDA
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

LiLA A.JABER
CHAIRMAN

Jublic Serice Qommizsion
October 2, 2003

The Honorable Tom Anderson
Florida House of Representatives
2435U.S. 19

Suite 160

Holiday, FL 34691

Dear Representative Anderson:

Thank you for your letter dated October 1, 2003 requesting that the Commission hold an
evening public hearing in the Tampa Bay area on the petitions filed by BellSouth, Verizon and
Sprint pursuant to the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Act (the Act). Asyouknow,
we have scheduled a hearing in Tampa for 1:00 p.m. this Friday, October 3. The Commission
normally conducts Friday public hearings in the morning or afternoon for the convenience of
consumers. However, I hope you will be pleased to know that we are scheduling a hearing in St.
Petersburg on the evening of October 23. Formal notice will be given shortly.

Please be assured that the PSC will conduct a thorough hearing on these three petitions and
will carefully analyze whether the requests will achieve the goals of the Act.

Sincerely,

A/ g
Lila“A. Jaber
Chairman

cc: PSC Commissioners
Lyn Bodiford, AARP

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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2435 U.S. 19, Suite160
Holiday, FL 34691

1102 The Capitol
402 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1300

(727) 9434760
(850) 488-8528
Florida House of Representatives RESS N o
Representative Tom Anderson oL EIVED
District 45 L
UCT 0 2 2003
October 1, 2003 Flerida Pubiic seivice Commission

CHAIRMAM 12PFR

Lila A. Jaber, Chairman

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Qak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Commissioner Jaber:

I am writing about the public hearings being held by the Public Service Commjssion
regarding the local telephone service rate increases.

There is a real need in the Tampa Bay area for a second public hearing to be scheduled
for 6 or 6:30 p.m., to allow the working customers to attend. The downtown Tampa
meeting which is scheduled for 1 p.m. on Friday, October 3™, is inconvenient for many of

my constituents.

Please reconsider the locations and times of the future public hearings. The 2.5 million
telephone users in the Tampa Bay arca deserve the opportunity to be heard at a
conveniently scheduled time.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

j&ﬂ Q«W

Tom Anderson
Representative
District 45

TA/tc

Cc: Lyn Bodiford, AARP




From the sligh. , disheveled desk of: |
Robert L. Bomar Jr. MD(Ret.) 9B =\ ED

623 Pelican Drive
Fort Walton Beach, Fl. 32548-6004 OCT 0 2 2003
(850) 664-0595 Florida Public Service Lummission

CHAIRMAM 'ARFR

To: Chmn. Lila A. Jaber- Fl. Public Service Commission
Re: Propose rate increase in basic phone service- Opposition

Dear Chmn. Jaber,

I'hope you and the other PSC Commissioner will see fit to
reject the proposed rate increase for basic telephone service which
appears exorbitant and disadvantageous to local phone users. The
increase is supposed to make up for revenue loss for provision of
service lines for long distance companies. The companies who
request and need the service should bear the cost of purchasing the
service, not the local phone service users. It is hoped that
competition will eventually reduce costs, however this seems to
rarely occur.

Please share this request with your fellow Commissioners
and see if you cannot find reasons to bring the interests of the
local phone users to the fore.

Respectfully,

J A2 e o
CC = Tif Fomromirs, -5 W%”%%
//g/_ g Sord (| ot
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Sandy Moses

From: Lee Fulcher

Sent:  Thursday, October 02, 2003 4:43 PM
To: Sandy Moses; Lee Fulcher

Subject: FW: Overtime estimate

From: Danielle Coffman [mailto:Danielle.Coffman@stpete.org]
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2003 4:23 PM

To: LFuicher@psc.state.fl.us

Subject: Fwd: Overtime estimate

Lee,
This is the estimate that the Chief of Security, Ron Whitaker gave me. The estimate of four hours is for the time

that chambers will be in use, and then the time for the two security officers to secure the premises, and shout the
building down. | would also like to inform you that the amount of 263.20 is Hue before the Public Hearing takes

place. You may make the check out to The City Of St. St. Peters ;. Just/address the envelope to me(Danielle
St. Petersburg FI. 33731-2842.

Coffman). Our mailing address is City Clerks Office P.O. Box 28
Thank you again for your patience!
Danielle

Danielle Coffman, Ofc. Systems Spec.
City Clerks Office

City of St. Petersburg

PO BOX 2842

St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Phone: 893-7484

Fax: 892-5102
danielle.coffman@stpete.org

- 10/6/2003
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DATE: October 6, 2003 2Z
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director o8& -

Commission Clerk an istrative Services xg =
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairm = £
RE: Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL., 030869-TL & o

v

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments
cc: Commissioner Deason

Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley
Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating

Wt
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2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
"allahassee, FL 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

CHAIRMAN

October 3, 2003

Dr. Robert L. Bomar, Jr.
623 Pelican Drive
Fort Walton Beach, FL 32548-6004

Dear Dr. Bomar:

3

Thank you for your letter regarding the petitions filed by BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint to
amend their local rates pursuant to the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Act.
According to the petitions, the companies are seeking to reduce the rates that long distance
companies pay for local connections and increase rates for local service. In reaching our decision
on these petitions, the FPSC must consider specific criteria as outlined in the new law. Let me
assure you that the Commission, the Office of Public Counsel on behalf of Florida’s citizens, as well
as all other interested parties will be evaluating these petitions very carefully to see whether they
meet the criteria outlined in the statute.

Your comments are appreciated and will be placed in the docket files as correspondence
which will be available for review by all interested parties. I can tell you that the Commission in
every case considers citizen input to the fullest extent possible. Please be assured that the
Commission will conduct a thorough hearing on these three petitions and will carefully analyze
whether the requests will achieve the goals of the Act. '

Sincerely,

-~

Lila /A Jaber
Chairman

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: hitp:/iwww floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




CANLIAL WIRVLLD UITIVE VEINLERK
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard

“allahassee, FL. 32399-0850
(850) 413-6044

CHAIRMAN

October 3, 2003

Josy F. Wiener
1622 SW 17" Terrace
Boynton Beach, FL 33426

Dear Josy Wiener:

Thank you for your letter regarding the petitions filed by BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint to
amend their local rates pursuant to the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Act.
According to the petitions, the companies are seeking to reduce the rates that long distance
companies pay for local connections and increase rates for local service. According to the new law,
in reaching our decision on these petitions, the FPSC must consider specific criteria as outlined in
the Florida Statutes. Let me assure you that the Commission, the Office of Public Counsel on
behalf of Florida’s citizens, as well as all other interested parties will be evaluating these petitions
very carefully to see whether they meet the criteria outlined in the statute.

Your comments are appreciated and will be placed in the docket files as correspondence
which will be available for review by all interested parties. I can tell you that the Commission in
every case considers citizen input to the fullest extent possible. Please be assured that the
Commission will conduct a thorough hearing on these three petitions and will carefully analyze
whether the requests will achieve the goals of the Act.

Sincerely,

Lila A.[JAber
Chairman

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http:/www.{loridapse.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Boynton Beach,Fl., 33426 ~ o

Florida Pubiic Service Commission

CHA\RMANé‘éR;f%. 30th,2003

Gentlemen: _
This is in regards to the request of the telephone companies raisirlg

(or wanting to raise)their rates.

I am a 75 plus senior citizen with an income of only social securi-
ty and modest savings from which I have to pay my taxes and insurances and de-
ductibles.Am sure,that there are thousands of people in my position.

I have enjoyed my phone service for many years,while living in Dade
County and now in Palm Beach County.Here now it is more of a life line with
friends in Dade and outside the state of Fl. As to my cell phone,I felt the nec
to get one,as I was stranded on I-95 3 years ago at night with no one stopping
to try to help and no THP in sight.Fortunately I was able to start my car and
get home unscathed.I only use the cell phone,when I go more than 20-20 miles
away from home and therefore do not even use the 100 minutes(free),that I con-
tracted for.lly monthly combined telephone bills should be $52.- without taxes.
I understand the need for 911 charge and am for it.However my monthly bill is
never under 370 plus Dollarsdue to the various taxes and dreamed up charges
the phone companies can think of.The requested increase in telephone charges
adding of 10% or more to my and others bill,also means,that the taxes will
also rise.

I guess,] will have to assess my priorities gnd give u s something,
Unfortunately I signed another 2 year contract on my cell phone,

Ever since AT&T was broken up,the telephone service has increased it
rates and getting greedier.So how about breaking up the Baby Bells and let the
cell phone fight it out.

Not enough with all that,we may have to face the same thing with FP&I
Just remember what happened in Californiaz,.It can and will happen here.I sure
hope,I won't live to see it.

PLEASE do vote the rate increase down and keep politics out of these
issues,it only brings our country down.

Respectfully
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DATE: October 6, 2003 Q= g

TO: Blanca Bayo, Director ‘;?,g -

Commission Clerk an injstrative Services 7:-5 f.

FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chairm e = =

RE: Docket Nos. 030867-T1, 030868-TL;030869-TL ™ R
/

Please place the attached correspondence in the above-referenced docket files.

Attachments

cc: Commissioner Deason

Commissioner Baez
Commissioner Bradley

Commissioner Davidson
Beth Keating
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DATE: October 6, 2003 :Ug;’ . -
TO: Chairman Lila A. Jaber == =
Commissioner J. Terry Deason = @ =
Commissioner Braulio L. Baez 2 g“
Commissioner Rudolph “Rudy” Bradley i
. Commissioner Charles M. Davidson
FROM: Sandy Moses, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services
RE: Customer Service Hearings in Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL

The locations listed below have been reserved for the purpose of holding customer service
hearings on the dates and at the times indicated. Maps and directions are attached for your

convenience.

City Hall, 2™ Floor
175 5% Street North
St. Petersburg

Thursday 10/23/03 6:00 p.m. BZ, BD | Monday 10/27/03 6:00 p.m. JB, DV
City Council Chambers City Commission Chambers
City Hall

301 S. Ridgewood Avenue
Daytona Beach
Contact: Ms. Ronette Williams 386-671-80207

West Paim Beach
Contact: Ms. Florence Warren 561-659-8020

Contact: Ms. Danielle Coffman 727-893-7484
Wednesday 10/29/03 1:30 p.m. BZ, BD | Tuesday 11/4/03 6:00 p.m. {CT) JB, DS
City Commission Chambers Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration

City Hall 3" Floor Board Room

200 2™ Street 1804 Lewis Tumner Boulevard

Ft. Walton Beach
Contact: Ms. Patsy Robbins 850-651-7172

For details regarding the hearings, please refer to the Commission’s official notice. If you
have questions regarding the hearing locations, contact me at 413-6728.

cc: Office of the General Counsel (B. Keating, Banks, Christensen)
Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement (Salak, Banks, Simmons)

Bureau of Consumer Information (Hicks, DeMello)

Office of Public Information (Bloom)

Office of Hearing Reporter Services (Faurot)
Division of Commission Clerk & Administrative Services (Bayo, Flynn, Purvis)
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Ms. Danielle Coffman o
City of St. Petersburg &

Post Office Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: Florida Public Service Commission customer service hearing on access charge petitions

by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Verizon Florida Inc., and Spnnt-Flonda,
Incorporated

Dear Ms. Coffman:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the St.
Petersburg City Council Chambers for the purpose of holding a customer hearing on Thursday,
October 23, 2003, in the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 6:00 p.m. and
should end by 9:00 p.m. Commission staff will need access to the room by 5:00 p.m.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of our insurance
certificate is enclosed.

1 appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing, and thank you for the

assistance you have provided. Please call me at (850) 413-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at
(850) 413-6640, if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
4){4 V2%
Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I
1kf
Enclosure

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD» TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com

Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Patsy Robbins, Executive Assistant =L = =

Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration g = E
1804 Lewis Turner Boulevard = o

Fort Walton Beach, FL 32547

Re: Florida Public Service Commission customer service hearing on access charge
petitions by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Verizon Florida Inc., and Sprint-Florida,
Incorporated

Dear Ms. Robbins:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the 3™ Floor
Board Room of the Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration for the purpose of holding
a customer hearing on Tuesday, November 4, 2003, in the above-referenced matter. The hearing
will begin at 6:00 p.m. (CT) and should end by 8:00 p.m. Commission staff will need access to

the room by 5:00 p.m.
As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of our insurance
certificate is enclosed.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing, and thank you for your
assistance. Please call me at (850) 413-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at (850) 413-6640, if

you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely, )

vy

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst |

1kf
Enclosure

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ¢ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
' Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com
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GENERAL COUNSEL
HAROLD A. MCLEAN
(850)413-6248
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Florence Warren zo =
City of West Palm Beach S 3
200 2™ Street ©

West Palm Beach, FL 33401

Re: Florida Public Service Commission customer service hearing on access charge
petitions by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Verizon Florida Inc., and Sprint-Florida,
Incorporated

Dear Ms. Warren:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the West Palm
Beach City Commission Chambers for the purpose of holding a customer hearing on
Wednesday, October 29, 2003, in the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 1:30
p.m. and should end by 3:30 p.m. Commission staff will need access to the room by 12:30 p.m.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of our insurance
certificate is enclosed.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing, and thank you for your
assistance. Please call me at (850) 413-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at (850) 413-6640, if
you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
Arw% Toaes -
Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I
Ikf
Enclosure

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ¢ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



Della Fordham

From: Della Fordham

Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2003 9:17 AM

To: Leroy Rasberry

Cc: Beth Salak; Bob Trapp; Sally Simmons; Paul Lowery
Subject: CATS# 560230T

This was input by mistake and needs to be deleted completely from the CATS program. It is
associated with the rebalancing dockets. Will appreciate your authorizing deletion from
CATS. Please let me know if you need anything else to accomplish.

Thanks, Della.



Della Fordham

From: Sally Simmons

Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2003 9:.02 AM
To: Della Fordham

Subject: RE: Dkt. Numbers

The docket numbers are 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL. The CATS number is 560230T.
Thanks.

————— Original Message-----

From: Della Fordham

Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2003 8:51 AM
To: Sally Simmons

Subject: Dkt. Numbers

Just to make sure I have correct, what are the docket numbers?
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BRAULIO L. BAEZ
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October 9, 2003

The Honorable Bob Graham .
United States Senator o
2252 Killearn Center Boulevard, Suite 300 o g i
Tallahassee, Florida 32309-3573 - E 3 3
. m= O 5

Attn: Ms. Becky Liner oo o
x E.’B % [

Re: PSC Inquiry No. 560218C £ 5 =
R

o O

Dear Senator Graham:

The following information is being provided in response to your September 29, 2003, correspondence
regarding Ms. Rose Weinstock’s concerns with BellSouth increasing local telephone rates.

As contemplated in Section 364.164., Florida Statutes, titled “Competitive Market Enhancement,”
the three largest incumbent local exchange companies (ILECs), including BellSouth, filed petitions with the
Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC). The petitions seek a reduction in the rates long distance
companies pay for local connections (intrastate switched network access rate) with a collateral increase in
local monthly telephone charges in what the petitions allege is a revenue-neutral manner. The FPSC is
required to issue its final order granting or denying the petitions within 90 days of filing. In reaching its
decision, the FPSC must consider specific criteria that are outlined in the Florida Statutes. The Commission,
the Office of Public Counsel, as well as all other interested parties will be evaluating the petitions as they
relate to all the criteria outlined in the Florida Statutes. In an effort to provide telephone consumers an
opportunity to express their views, the Commission is conducting public hearings in 14 Florida cities in
October, November and December. The attached Special Report, prepared by FPSC staff, provides a greater
level of detail on the petitions filed and the public hearings. Under the current schedule, a final order on this

matter should be issued in late December 2003.

Ms. Weinstock’s comments are appreciated and will be placed in the docket files (Docket Nos.
030867-TL; 030868-TL3 @) as correspondence which will be available for review by all interested

parties.
If you have any questions, please contact our Public Information Office at 413-6482.

Sincerely,
// iz /// P
Mary A;Z:lrews Bane
Executive Director
MAB/kb
Attachment

cc: Commissioh Clerk - CCA

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ® 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ¢ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
Internet E-mail: contact@gpsc.state.fl.us

PSC Website: hitp:/Awww.floridapsc.com
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J. TERRY DEASON
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STATE OF REoR A L

GENERAL COUNSEL
HAROLD A. MCLEAN
(850) 413-6248

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

October 10, 2003

_ g =
West Palm Beach Police Department S 9=
ATTN: Sgt. Key 2= N
600 Banyan Street m=
e e
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 =wv =
g s -
Re:  Security for Florida Public Service Commission customer service hearmg on aceess - i

charge petitions by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Verizon Florida, Inc. CLand
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated.

Dear Sgt. Key:

This letter will confirm details discussed with you regarding the FPSC’s request to the West
Palm Beach Police Department to provide security for a customer service hearing to be held in the
West Palm Beach City Commission Chambers on Wednesday, October 29, 2003. A copy of this
letter will be sent by facsimile and the original by U. S. Mail.

The hearing will begin at 1:30 p.m. and should end by 3:30 p.m. Sandy Moses, of the
FPSC’s Hearing Services Section, will arrive at the hearing site by 12:30 p.m.

Reiterating the terms for security provided by the West Palm Beach Police Department, the
charge is $30.00 per hour for a minimum of three hours, for a total of $90.00. We will need the
name and social security number of the officer assigned. We will also need the federal identification
number of the West Palm Beach Police Department.

Thank you for your assistance to the Florida Public Service Commission in this matter.

Sincerely,

f Y

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records and Hearing Services

kf

cc: Sandy Moses, Senior Management Analyst I

Lee Fulcher, Deputy Commission Clerk I

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Empioyer

PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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FAX TRANSMISSION

CITY OF WEST PALM REACH POLICE DEPARTMENT
Sergeant Gregory A. Key

SPECIAL EVENTS OFFICE
600 BANYAN BOULEVARD
WEST PALM BEACH , FLA. 33402
561-653-3541
FAX: 561-653-3624

To: KAY FLYNN Date: OCTORFR 14™, 2003

Fax #: 850-413-6641/850-413-7118

THF. FOLLOWING OFFICER WELI. WORK THE DETAIL . THE CHECK IS TO BE. WRITTEN
DIRECTLY TO THF, OFFICER ASSIGNED TO THE DETAIL. PLEASE SEND THE CHECK TO THE
ABUOVE LISTED ADDRESS TO BE MARKED ATTENTION SGT. KEY (OR PRESENT THE CHECK TO THE
OFFICER ON THE DATE OF 11 DETAIL. THE PAYROLL FURM WILL SERVE AS AN INVOICE FOR

YOUR COMPANY OR BUSINESS.
THANKY OU
Sb D My
SGT. KEY



Oct~-14-03 10:13A

WEST PALM BEACH POLICE

.02

EXTRA DUTY DETAIL
PAYROLL FORM
DETAIL:  PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION LOCATION: 200 2RD STREET
SUPERVISOR: SGT. KEY (59-6000448)FED tax#  DATE: ___OCTOBER 29, 2003
NAME 1D# SIGNATURE START END TOTAL RATE OF AMOUN
TIME TIME HOURS PAYMR OWED
MARK ALEXANDER 632 08844-7463 | 1330 {1630 | $3.00 [$30.00 | $90.0¢
SUPERwsoR:bq-\.z& io: 4% DATE: ;o/:y[q

WEST PALM BEACH PO
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DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6770 (CLERK)
(850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)
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October 15, 2003 o =
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Sgt. Ken Christmas S S

Okaloosa County Sheriff’s Office =
1250 N. Eglin Parkway

Shalimar, FL 32579

Re: Petitions by Verizon Florida Inc., Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, and BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. regarding access charges

Dear Sgt. Christmas:

This will confirm the Commission’s request for a uniformed officer to provide security at
a Commission hearing to be held in the above-referenced matter on Tuesday, November 4, 2003.
The hearing will be held at the Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration Building,

3" Floor Board Room, 1804 Lewis Turner Blvd., Ft. Walton Beach, beginning at 6:00 p.m.
Please ensure that the officer arrives by 5:30 p.m.

I understand the charge for this service is $20.00 per hour with a 2-hour minimum. The
purchase order and advance payment will be forwarded shortly.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter, and if you need additional information
please call me at (850) 413-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at (850) 413-6640.

Sincerely,

S

Sandy Moses
Senior Management Analyst I

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

: An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Emplover
PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com

Internct E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



Lee Fulcher

To: kchristmas@sheriff-okaloosa.org
Cc: Sandy Moses; Kay Fiynn
Subject: FPSC Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL - Customer Service Hearing

Sgt. Christmas:

The Florida Public Service Commission is holding a customer service hearing in the
dockets noted above.

This e-mail will confirm details discussed with you regarding the FPSC's request to
the Okalcosa County Sheriff's Department to provide security for the hearing.

The hearing is scheduled to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 2003, from 6:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m. (CT), at the Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration Building located at
1804 Lewis Turner Boulevard in Fort Walton Beach. Mrs. Sandy Moses will arrive at the

hearing location before 5:00 p.m.

As we discussed, the hourly rate is $20.00 per hour with the minimum charge of 2
hours, or $40.00. The payment will go directly to the officer assigned and can be paid
after the hearing has been held. Before we process payment, along with the officer's
name, we will need the officer's social security number.

If you have any questions or require more information, please call me at (850) 413-
6640, or Sandy Moses at (850)413-6728, or contact me by return e-mail.

Thank you for your kind assistance.
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Officer Sherry Siracusa S =
Daytona Beach Police Department = = o
o O

990 Orange Avenue
Daytona Beach, FL 32114

Re: Petitions by Verizon Florida Inc., Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, and BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. regarding access charges

Dear Officer Siracusa:

This will confirm the Commission’s request for a uniformed officer to provide security at
a Commission hearing to be held in the above-referenced matter on Monday, October 27, 2003.
The hearing will be held at the Daytona Beach City Commission Chambers, 301 S. Ridgewood
Avenue, beginning at 6:00 p.m. Please ensure that the officer arrives by 5:30 p.m.

I understand the charge for this service is $30.00 per hour with a 3-hour minimum. The
purchase order and advance payment will be forwarded shortly.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter, and if you need additional information
please call me at (850) 413-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at (850) 413-6640.

Sincerely,

S—

Sandy Moses -
Senior Management Analyst I

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER *2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ® TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

. An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.tloridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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s
Ms. Ronette Williams = =
City Hall - 5
301 S. Ridgewood Avenue <
Daytona Beach, FL 32114

Re: Petitions by Verizon Florida Inc., Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, and BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. regarding access charges

Dear Ms. Williams:

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission’s reservation of the Daytona Beach
City Commission Chambers for the purpose of holding a customer service hearing on Monday,
October 27, 2003, in the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 6:00 p.m. and should
end by 8:00 p.m., however, Commission staff will need access to the room by 4:45 p.m.

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. A copy of our insurance
certificate is enclosed.

I appreciate the opportunity to use this facility for our hearing. Please call me at (850) 413-
6728 if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

SHN—

Sandy Moses -
Senior Management Analyst I

Enclosure

) An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Empioyer
PSC Website: hitp:/www.floridapsc.com :

Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us

2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD



COMMISSION CHAMBERS USE FORM

Organization or Agency requesting use:
Name: The Florida Public Service Commission

Address: 2540 Shumard Qak Ronlevard, Tallohascee  FI, 32399
Phone: (850) 413-6728, or (850) 413-6640

Representative:

Name: Ms Sandra K. Moses
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From: Denise Karnes
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2003 4:44 PM
To: Alina Dieguez; Beth Salak; Betty Ashby: Bev DeMello; Blanca Bayo; Bob Trapp; Braulio Baez;

Breda Platt; Carol Purvis; Cayce Hinton; Charles Davidson; Chuck Hill; Cindy Miller; Dan
Hoppe; Della Fordham; Diane Lee; Dorothy Boone; Harold McLean; Hurd Reeves: J. Terry
Deason; Jane Faurot; Janet Brunson; Janet Harrison; JoAnn Chase; Jorge Chamizo;
Kathleen Stewart; Katrina Tew; Kay Flynn; Kay Posey; Kevin Bloom; Kevin Neal: Larry Harris;
Lila Jaber; Martha Golden; Mary Bane; Mary Macko; Norma Jenkins; Pat Dunbar; Patsy
White; Richard Tudor; Roberta Bass; Rudy Bradley; Sharon Allbritton; Susan Howard; Tarik
Noriega; Theima Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington

Amended News Release: ltems of Interest at Upcoming Agenda, 11/03/03

Subject:

An amended news release was faxed to the daily newspapers early this afternoon, and is now

available on the web site:

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/103103.html
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WARNING:

Changes in appearance and in display of formulas, tables, and text may have occurred during translation
of this document into an electronic medium. This HTML document may not be an accurate version of
the official document and should not be relied on.

For an official paper copy, contact the Florida Public Service Commission at contact@psc.state.fl.us or
call (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy.

State of Florida

JHublic Serpice Commission

NEWS RELEASE

October 31, 2003 Contact: 850-413-6482

Amended News Release: Items of Interest at Upcoming
Agenda Conference, 11/03/03

TALLAHASSEE -- The following items are among those scheduled for consideration by the Commission at the
November 3, 2003, Agenda Conference.

ITEM 4A - DOCKET NO. 030867-TL - PETITION BY VERIZON FLORIDA INC. TO REFORM INTRASTATE
NETWORK ACCESS AND BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS RATES IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030868-TL - PETITION BY SPRINT-FLORIDA, INCORPORATED TO REDUCE INTRASTATE
SWITCHED NETWORK ACCESS RATES TO INTERSTATE PARITY IN REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER
PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.164(1), FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030869-TL - PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES,
BY REBALANCING RATES IN A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER THROUGH DECREASES IN INTRASTATE
SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES WITH OFFSETTING RATE ADJUSTMENTS FOR BASIC SERVICES, BY
BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. The Commission will consider a staff recommendation regarding
the AARP's Motion to Dismiss petitions filed by BellSouth, Verizon, and Sprint-Florida in association with the Tele-
Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Enhancement Act.

ITEM 5 - DOCKET NO. 030961-TI - FLOW-THROUGH OF LEC SWITCHED ACCESS REDUCTIONS BY IXCS,
PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.163(2), FLORIDA STATUTES. The Commission will address which
interexchange companies (IXCs) should be required to file tariffs if BellSouth's, Verizon's and Sprint-Florida's
switched access reduction petitions associated with the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure
Enhancement Act are approved. In addition, the Commission will address what should be included in the tariffs

and when the IXC's tariffs should be filed.

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/103103.html 11/4/2003
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ITEM 8 - DOCKET NO. 030872-Tl - INVESTIGATION AND DETERMINATION UF APPROPRIATE METHOD
FOR REFUNDING OVERCHARGES ASSESSED ON INTRASTATE CALLS MADE USING ONE PLUS AND
CALLING CARD SERVICES PROVIDED BY FLORIDA DIGITAL NETWORK, INC. D/B/A FDN
COMMUNICATIONS. The Commission will review a staff recommendation regarding Florida Digital Network,
Inc.'s proposal to refund and refund calculation for overcharges on intrastate calls made using one plus service

and calling card service from May 1, 2001 through February 28, 2003.

ITEM 14A - DOCKET NO. 030001-El - FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER COST RECOVERY CLAUSE WITH
GENERATING PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE FACTOR. The Commission will address a staff recommendation
concerning Tampa Electric Company's coal ‘transportation arrangements.

**ITEM 15 - DOCKET NO. 030711-El - PETITION OF PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA, INC. FOR APPROVAL
OF NEW ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS FOR COST RECOVERY THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL COST
RECOVERY CLAUSE. The Commission will consider a staff recommendation regarding Progress Energy Florida,
Inc.'s petition to seek cost recovery for two new environmental programs through the environmental cost recovery
clause. **PLEASE NOTE: This item has been withdrawn for consideration by the Commission.

HH#EH#

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/103103.html 11/4/2003
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AARP MOTION TO DISMISS PETITIONS OF BELLSOUTH,
VERIZON AND SPRINT FOR FAILURE TO JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTIES

“BENEFIT OF RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS” TEST DEMANDS INTRASTATE
TOLL RATES RESULTING FROM ACCESS REDUCTIONS BE KNOWN

Section 364.164(1) about as clear as mud. except on point that residential consumers must
benefit.

(2) Remove current support for basic local telecommunications
services that prevents the creation of a more attractive competitive
local exchange market for the benefit of residential consumers.

Unclear language compels examination of legislative intent. Consistent and recurring theme
in legislature and company cases that residential customers would have to be shown to ““benefit”
and might have the opportunity of “breaking even™ or even “coming out ahead™ on their total
monthly phone bills from savings on intrastate toll calls at the lower rates flowed through as a
result of the access fee reductions.

Legislative Floor Debate and Comments

In his introduction of the House bill to the full House on April 30, 2003, Representative
Maytield said the following:

Now. members, let me tell you what the bill does not do, does not do. It
does not raise rates. It does not contain any mandatory language that requires rate
increases. It does not require the PSC to grant any petition from any company
unless the Commission is completely satisfied that two conditions are met:
Competition has to be created. and residential customers have to benefit. The
PSC is going to be responsible for sitting in judgment and making sure that those
two things take place before it will grant any petition.

Representative Ritter. co-sponsor of the House bill, said the following the same day:

This bill is better than last year's bill. And I was fortunate to work on that one
as well. but this is a better piece of legislation, more consumer friendly, more
competitive. will bring competition in, will lower our rates.

And Representative Mayfield did a fabulous job of explaining it, so I just want
to say this. My parents live on a fixed income. They are basic single-service
residential customers. They are also my most vocal constituents. I am fortunate



to have my mother and father living in my district. They know where and when to
reach me any day. any hour. any time. [f I thought that this bill would raise my
parents' local rates. I wouldn't be supporting it here today. This bill does not do
that. which is why I'm able to give it my full support today.

Importantly. Rep. Ritter. although she contused the interstate tor intrastate rates. stated an
argument made constantly by the legislation’s proponents:

And as for those of us who live in South Florida and have elderly constituents.
first of all. might I suggest that many of our constituents have computers. and they
are e-mailing us on many things. including prepaid tuition. And might [ also
suggest that many of our elderly constituents have tamilies who live out of state.
and our constituents make numerous long distance phone calls to those people
who live in the Northeast predominantly, and those constituents will see a direct
reduction in their phone bills as a result of this piece of legislation.

On the next day when the House voted out the Senate bill. Representative Mayfield said the
following in respanse to a question from Representative Clarke:

Representative Clarke. that's exactly what it does. It moves the political process
one step away from rate changes or possible rate changes. It sets forth provisions
which will require the Public Service Commission to sit in judgment and to
determine two factors: One. will the petition to change rates create competition in
the local marketplace: and two. will it be beneficial to residential customers.
Before any changes can take place, that has to be determined by the PSC.

Senator Haridopolos. the legislation’s Senate sponsor said the following seeking to
reassure Senator Campbell that “the Public Service Commission [would] have the authority to
deny or condition a rate rebalancing requested by the companies™ saying:

Yes. Senator from the 32nd. They have this very strict language in Section 15 of
the bill which says that the -- the language as outlined making sure that it must be
in the best interests of residential customers and bring local competition to the
market before they would look at the rates.

SENATOR CAMPBELL: Are there any other criteria for the petition?
SENATOR KING: Senator Haridopolos to respond.

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: Throughout Section 15 they outline. specifically in
Sections 1 through 9, each of the criteria. But the main criterion I thought we
were looking at most closely would be again for the PSC to decide is there
increased competition and will this benefit local customers.

Later. with Senator Siplin:

t



SENATOR SIPLIN: Thank vou. Senator from the 26th. will your bill impose an
automatic increase on our customers. on our citizens in the State of Florida?

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: That's a very good question. Absolutely not. As
think -- [ know you worked on the bill with me. This is very clear that the Public
Service Commission_has absolute control over costs and prices. And again. to
make it clear to the members. the only way that a rate increase could take place 1s
only if the mandates or conditions are met. and that is that it must be in the best
interests of residential customers and must bring local competition before they can
look at rates.

Later. Senator Haridopolos attempts to reassure Senator Cowin. who is concerned about
how granting these petitions will affect her rural constituents. who. she says of: “It’s obvious. it
seems to me. that their local rates will go up. And I don’t know where that competition will
come from. Senator Haridopolos responds. saying:

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: Senator Cowin, [ think you bring up a very
legitimate issue and an issue of concern to a lot of persons. I think what gives me
comfort as [ read through the bill. especially in Section 13, it clearly delineates. it
clearly mandates that -- it says to the areas we're hoping to open up to competition
that there must be a benefit to residential customers and there must be competition
in the market before thev can adjust these rates. That's the comfort level that |
have in the bill. If there is no competition, if it's not in the best interests of the
customer. their rates cannot be increased. And again. we're giving that discretion
to the Public Service Commission. and we're going to have persons from the
background of Jack Shreve and others defend before the Public Service
Commission saying that this is not the right thing to do. raise rates in this area.
Also. you have a provision which was not in the previous bill of having the carrier
of last resort. That's expanded all the way now to 2009. and I think that will also
benefit the rural areas which have legitimate concerns about this bill.

But I think those two key points. saying there must be competition and it
must benefit the local customer. is really the key provision. And I think you might
see -- it might take longer for competition. but that also means that the rates will
not go up in these noncompetitive areas.

Seeking to tie Senator Haridopolos to the specifics of the bill regarding the
necessity of finding both actual competition and residential benefits. Senator Cowin puts
this question to him:

SENATOR COWIN: A follow-up and then another question. So [ guess I'm
hearing you say that in a rural community. that if the telephone rates don't have
competition or the rates don't go -- and the rates won't go up if there isn't
competition for those people that don't have anyv long distance. or are you looking
at it as a total picture and saying  overall. there will be parity, because overall

|8



the long distance rates -- where is the geographic region for competition for rural
communities? [s that a separate entity”

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: T believe. Senator Cowin. as the bill clearlv states.
that what vou're going to have here is simply. as the PSC looks at each -- as the
company asks in a particular jurisdiction to raise rates. thev're going to look at the
parameters of the area they're looking at specifically. and thev're going to ask
those two basic questions. will it benefit customers. and is there true competition.
And [ think that's what we want to hand to the professionals at the PSC. this very

type of question.

Later in the debate. Senator Haridopolos addresses Senator Sebesta’s concerns about
the extent of the Commission’s authority and discretion to approve or reject requested local rate
increases. as well as the fate of families earning above the Lifeline eligibility level that might
“suffer™ as a result of the large rate increases. Senator Sebesta asked:

SENATOR SEBESTA: Thank vou. Mr. President. Senator. I voted no on this bill
last year and was. as you know. leaning no this year. I've been listening very
intently to what you and our fellow Senators have been saying. 1 guess [ have two

questions for vou.

One. can you tell me beyond a shadow of a doubt that whether these rates will go
up or down is subject to the Public Service Commission and how thev decide?

SENATOR KING: Senator Haridopolos to respond.

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: I can sav without a doubt it will be the complete
job of the Public Service Commission to decide the rates one way or the other.

without guestion.

SENATOR SEBESTA: One last follow-up. Mr. President?
SENATOR KING: You're recognized.

SENATOR SEBESTA: Thank you. sir. So as you said a minute ago. rates will
not be allowed to go up unless there is new competition in the area? ’

SENATOR KING: Senator Haridopolos to respond.

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: That is correct. There must be competition. and it
must be in the benefit of residential customers.

SENATOR SEBESTA: I think you just sold me.

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: Thank you, sir.



Companies” Petitions and Testimonv

Sprint’s petition. at Page 11. states the following:

19. Making the residential local market more attractive to competitors
is not the only benefit the Sprint’s residential local service users will
experience from granting Sprint’s Petition. Sprint’s residential local
service customers who subscribe to a major interexchange carrier (IXC)
for their toll services will see a significant benefit from granting Sprint’s
Petition. Felz Direct Testimony at 24-25: Staihr Direct Testimony at 14.
As required by the 2003 Act. each IXC that experiences expense savings
trom the reduction of intrastate switched network access rates must pass
all of those savings on to their customers in the form of: a.) eliminating
any “instate connection fee” by January [sic] 1. 2006: and b.) reducing
intrastate toll rates. Section 364.164(2). Florida Statutes.

20.  The “instate connection fee.” which amounts to about $1.90 per
month. is collected by several, major [XCs from many of their toll
customers. regardless of the customers” level of toll usage. Thus. every
residential toll customer paying the “instate connection fee™ will see a
reduction and eventual elimination of that $1.90 fee, regardless of how
many or how few toll calls the residential consumer makes each month.

Felz Direct Testimony at 24-25; Staihr Direct Testimony at 14. Thereafter.
the IXCs™ per minute toll rates must be reduced to flow-through anv residual
intrastate switched network access rate reduction amounts.

As indicated in its petition. Sprint witness Brian Staihr. at page 14. line 9 of his prefiled

direct testimony said the following:

Q. But doesn’t that mean that residential local service rates would
possibly increase more in Sprint’s territory than in other regions?

A. Yes. but there are counter-balancing factors that must be
considered. First, it is important to keep in mind that inter-exchange
carriers (IXCs) are required to flow through the access charge reductions
that accompany the rate rebalancing. This includes elimination ot the

“in state connection fee.” As a result. toll customers currently paying
such a fee to an IXC - regardless of their level of usage - will benefit

as this charge is eliminated. Also. because per-minute access charges

will be reduced. many customers’ total bills (for all telecom services) will.
on average. decline as well. So although basic rates will rise. toll rates
will fall and in many cases the effects will offset each other.




Similarly. Sprint witmess John Felz. at page 24-25. beginning at line 24 ot his
pretiled direct testimony said the following:

Q.  Are there other consumer benetits provided by legislation?

A. Yes. The interexchange carriers ("IXCs™) are required to return to
their residential and business customers the benefits of access reductions
they realize from the ILEC rate reductions. The reductions that customers
experience in the rates for long distance calling will serve to offset the
increases thev will experience for basic local services. This offset will
consist of eliminating. by January 1. 2006, any “instate connection fee”™
which for the ~big three” IXCs is currently approximately $1.90 per month.
and flowing-through anv residual switched network access charge reduction
amount in the form of lower toll rates. Thus IXC's residential customers
currently being charged an instate connection fee will see a direct reduction in
their monthly toll bill of about $1.90. regardless of the amount of their toll
calling volume. Thereafter. long distance users will receive the benefits of
additional IXC flow-through toll price reductions.

Verizon’s witness Carl Danner promoted the same vision of residential customers being
able to offset the large local rate increases through utilizing reduced instate toll rates. At page
10. line 5 of his prefiled direct testimony he said the following:

Q.  WIill Verizon’s Pricing Reform Plan encourage increases in toll
and long distance usage. and therefore, make residential customers more
attractive to competition?

A. Yes. because the newly enacted legislation requires long distance
providers to tlow through access reductions. toll and long distance prices
will fall. which in turn would stimulate toll and long distance usage.

This reaction will increase the size of the market opportunity for competitors,
and therefore also promote competition for residential customers.

Verizon’s witness Danner, also at page 10. said the following:

Q.  Are there any other benefits associated with Verizon's pricing
reform plan?

A. Yes. Competitive pressures will likely force Verizon to reduce
its toll process. Such reductions will not be offset with increases under
§ 364.164 and will therefore serve as an additional customer benefit.

Q. Is there a particular class of residential customer that benefits the



most trom Verizon's plan?

A. Yes. Verizon's plan will benefit existing Lifeline customers and
additional customers who will qualify for Lifeline under the expanded
provisions of F.S.364.164. Lifeline subscribers will see the price the pay
tor basic local service preserved at its current level. while at the same time
enjoving the benetits of reduced prices for long distance calling created by
the pass through of access charge reductions.

BellSouth's witness John Ruscilli’s testimony similarly touted the ability of residential
customers to save or “benefit” through reductions in instate toll rates. At page 10. beginning at
line 1 of his prefiled testimony. he said the following:

Q.  Although BellSouth proposes increasing certain local exchange rates.
should customers benefit in the way of reduced long distance rates?

A..  Yes. Although BellSouth’s proposal includes increases in certain local
exchange services rates, Section 364.163(2) provides that these same
customers can be recipients of lower long distance rates. Section 364.163(2)
requires that telecommunication companies whose rates are reduced due to
adjustments in intrastate switched access must decrease their long distance
revenues bv passing along such reductions to both residential and business
customers. Therefore. to the extent that customers are using long distance
service provided by telecommunications companies that pay Bellsouth
switched access charges, Bellsouth’s proposal will result in lower long
distance rates for these customers.

The “cleanup™ witness sponsored jointly by BellSouth. Verizon and Sprint. Kenneth
Gordon. said the following at page 16 of his prefiled direct testimony:

Q.  Please explain why you believe that the companies™ plans will
not result in rate shock.

A.  The companies” plans will result in relatively minor increases
in a customer’s basic local price. In addition. as I stated earlier. these
price increases will not even apply to current Lifeline consumers and
new Lifeline consumers who have become eligible as a result of the
Tele-Competition Act raising the income threshold to 125% of the
poverty level.

In addition, with the reduction and elimination of the in-state connection
fees. many customers might not even experience a significant change in
their total bill. If there is an increase in the customer’s bill. it will likelv
result in large part from increased stimulation from lower Jong distance




charges that represent real gains to consumers because thev are now able
to make more calls at the new lower prices.
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From: Denise Karnes

Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2003 8:02 AM

To: Alina Dieguez; Beth Salak; Betty Ashby; Bev DeMello; Blanca Bayo; Bob Trapp; Braulic Baez;
Breda Platt; Carol Purvis; Cayce Hinton; Charles Davidson; Chuck Hill; Cindy Miller; Dan
Hoppe,; Della Fordham, Diane Lee; Dorothy Boone; Harold McLean; Hurd Reeves; J. Terry
Deason; Jane Faurot; Janet Brunson; Janet Harrison; JoAnn Chase; Jorge Chamizo;
Kathleen Stewart, Katrina Tew; Kay Flynn; Kay Posey; Kevin Bloom; Kevin Neal; Larry Harris;
Lila Jaber; Martha Golden; Mary Bane; Mary Macko; Norma Jenkins; Pat Dunbar; Patsy
White; Richard Tudor; Roberta Bass; Rudy Bradley; Sharon Allbritton; Susan Howard; Tarik
Noriega; Theima Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington

Subject: PSC Announces Two Decisions Regarding Phone Rate Petitions

A news release was faxed to the daily newspapers late yesterday afternoon, and is
available for viewing here:

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/110303.html
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WARNING:

Changes in appearance and in display of formulas, tables, and text may have occurred during translation
of this document into an electronic medium. This HTML document may not be an accurate version of
the official document and should not be relied on.

For an official paper copy, contact the Florida Public Service Commission at contact@psc.state.fl.us or
call (850) 413-6770. There may be a charge for the copy.

State of Florida

Jublic Serrice Conunission

NEWS RELEASE

November 3, 2003 Contact: 850-413-6482

PSC Announces Two Decisions Regarding Phone Rate
Petitions

TALLAHASSEE -- Earlier today, the Florida Public Service Commission voted that additional
information from interexchange companies (IXCs) should be filed and considered with the
BellSouth, Sprint, and Verizon petitions associated with the Tele-Competition Innovation and
Infrastructure Enhancement Act (the Act).

This Commission decision expands the scope of the proceedings currently underway and will
require the parties in these proceedings to submit additional testimony later this month. Also,
the dates set aside for the Tallahassee evidentiary hearing (December 10-12, 2003) will

remain unchanged.

In addition, the American Association of Retired Persons' (AARP) request to dismiss the
petitions based on a lack of information from the IXCs was denied by the Commission in a

separate action.

The Commission decision on these petitions is required by the Act and is expected to take
place later this year.

#HEH

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/general/news/110303.html 11/4/2003
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SOMMISSION
CLERK

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK AND ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL (P. CHRISTENSEN)%%L/

DOCKET NO. 030867-TL ~ PETITION BY VERIZON FLORIDA INC.
TO REFORM INTRASTATE NETWORK ACCESS AND BASIC LOCAL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS RATES 1IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030868-TL - PETITION BY SPRINT-FLORIDA,
INCORPORATED TO REDUCE INTRASTATE SWITCHED NETWORK ACCESS
RATES TO INTERSTATE PARITY IN REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER
PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.164 (1), FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET . NQ. 030869-TL - PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF
SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES, BY REBALANCING RATES
IN A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER THROUGH DECREASES 1IN
INTRASTATE SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES WITH OFFSETTING RATE
ADJUSTMENTS FOR BASIC SERVICES, BY BELLSOUTH
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

DOCKET NO. 030961-TI - FLOW-THROUGH OF LEC SWITCHED
ACCESS REDUCTIONS BY IXCS, PURSUANT TO  SECTION
364.163(2), FLORIDA STATUTES.

Pleas

.

e file the attached letter from Dr. Osvaldo Freiva in the

correspondence section of the above referenced dockets.

PAC/1lg
Attachment
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My name is and [ wemdikke-te-road=madatter on behalf of The

Association of Former Cuban Political Prisoners.

Florida Public Service Commission
Tallahassee, Florida.

Dear Commissioners,

e e A bysinesd mon has

Wemare=nmmting today as'local businrass peepe who have fought and suffered for the
principal of freedom of choice. We have experienced the tyranny of those who would
restrict our freedom to think, to speak, to act and as the American constitution s&&S, to

pursue happiness. Strtes

it
That is why"is surprising that, in a country that holds these principles so dear, you have
rules that inhibit a free marketplace and hinder companies from setting their own prices

and pursuing success.

Allow the telephone companies to freely establish their own prices. You will see that
customers in the market will soon make their whishes heard. And the market will have to
respond. The entrepreneurial spirit in this country will give rise to more competition and
more choices for everyone.

We know firsthand that there is only freedom where there is choice.

The Association of Former Cuban Political Prisoners supports this petition to foster more
choices and competition in telephone services for consumers.

Sincerely,

W R e



LAW OFFICES '°\/‘/g/&/
Messer, Caparello & Self ' % .,
A Professional Association /0// <-) ’ ‘{,C,;/»
Post Office Box 1876 0 4/}/
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1876 & 2
Internet: www.lawfla.com L"‘9
November 18, 2003
g o8 =
me -
To:  All Parties ‘ 2o o= -
Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL. S o
i

Please remove De O’Roark, Esq. of MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc. from your
service list in the above referenced dockets and save a few trees. Please continue to serve Donna
McNulty, Esq. and Floyd Self, Esq. for MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.

NHH/amb
Enclosures
cc: Ms. Blanca Bayé

B Ww[>o|v3

DOWNTOWN OFFICE, 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 701 + Tallshassee, Fl 32301 « Phone (850) 222-0720 - Fax (850) 224-4359
NORTHEAST OFFICE, 3116 Capital Circle, NE, Suite 5 « Tallahassee, F1 32308 + Phone (850) 668-5246 - Fax (850) 668-5613
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State of Florida

AR TN JBublic Serfrice Qonx 4 —
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DATE:  Tuesday, December 02, 2003

TO: Mary Andrews Bane, Executive Director
FROM: Beth W. Salak, Director, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement
RE: Copying of Confidential Documents

_ \X\)

I am requesting authorization for the following individuals to assist in copying confidential
documents in Docket Nos. 030867, 030868 and 030869-TL (documents list attached:)

Susan Howard < ;13 P
o Lo

Della Fordham o ‘? o
Zoryana Ring S =
Catherine Beard 2B =
Sallie Hallmark S X

Margie Edmondson £ W o

Brenda Merritt o &3

These documents are being copied for the hearing being held on December 10-12, 2003. Help in
copying these documents is needed because of the volume needed to be copied and also because

they can not be sent to the print shop for reproduction.

BWS:sh
cc: Bob Trapp
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DATE: December 4, 2003

o

TO: Mary Andrews Bane, Executive pirw@t";
FROM: Beth Salak, Director, CMP :
RE: Request to Copy Confidential flil"fg)rmation for Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL,

030869-TL, and 030961-TL, Petitions of Verizon, et al. to reform Intrastate Network

Access and Basic Local Rates

LYY

]

This is to request permission to make ten (10) copies of each of the confidential documents listed
below. The copies will be used for cross-examination purposes at hearing beginning December 10,
2003. Because discovery will not be completed until December 5,2003, additional documents may
be required. If so, we will submit an additional list prior to the hearing. If you have any questions
regarding this request, please call Anne Marsh at 413-6554.
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Reply to:

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32398-1050

Office of the Attorney General

CHARLIE CRIST Civil Divition
Attorney General (850)414-3303; SunCom 994-3300
State of Florida

S

R

s F;w‘ {0

- () =

December §, 2003 oF L
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Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director = W %
Commission Clerk and Administrative Services g ﬁ

Room 110, Easley Building

Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 P

Re: Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL., 030869-TL

Dear Ms. Bayo:

The Attorney General recognizes and acknowledges its obligation under Section 364.183,

F.S., to protect the proprietary and confidential information deemed exémpt from Section
119.07(1), F.S., under Section 364.183, F.S.

The Attorney General recognizes that their obligation extends to documents and
information received from the Public Service Commission and other parties.

Sincerely,

/ Jack Shreve
Senior General Counsel

JS/mke

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: _

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIC L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

JHublic Serfice Qommizsion

December 8, 2003

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Jack Shreve, Esq.

Office of the Attorney General
PL -01, The Capitol
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

=)
Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-T{, 030869-PL, 030961-TI

Dear Mr. Shreve:

Accompanying this letter are copies of the following documents filed by parties as
confidential in the referenced dockets:

08008-03 11728-03 11885-03 12053-03
08011-03, 08022-03 09412-03 11794-03 11890-03
08043-03 (CD) 09414-03 (CD) 10846-03 12023-03
08044-03 (CD) 09489-03 11654-03 12083-03
08045-03 (CD) 09499-03 (CD) 11662-03
08671-03 09527-03 11683-03
08885-03 09829-03 11684-03
09366-03 10142-03 11685-03
09449-03 10288-03 11688-03
10128-03 11531-03 11691-03
10632-03 11533-03 11694-03
10697-03 12155-03 11783-03

These documents are labeled “confidential” and must be maintained as confidential during
the upcoming hearing, and returned to my office when the hearing concludes.

Sincerely,

(e ey )

Kay Flynn
Chief of Records and Hearing Services
Enclosure
cc: Blanca S. Bayo
Richard Melson, Esq.
Beth Keating, Esq.
Beth Salak
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Your signature below indicates you are taking possession of the confidential documents listed on
the previous page:

Signature: & &MV‘A

Date: // ! ”/‘/;/9'3
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Verizon DOCKET NO. 030867-TL
Florida Inc. to reform
intrastate network access and
basic local telecommunications
rates in accordance with Section
364.164, Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition by Sprint- DOCKET NO. 030868-TL
Florida, Incorporated to reduce
intrastate switched network
access rates to interstate
parity in revenue-neutral manner
pursuant to Section 364.164(1),
Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition for DOCKET NO. 03086S9-TL
implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by
rebalancing rates in a revenue-
neutral manner through decreases
in intrastate switched access
charges with offsetting rate
adjustments for basic services,
by BellSouth Telecommunications,

Inc.

In re: Flow-through of LEC DOCKET NO. 030961-TI
switched access reductions by ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL
IXCs, pursuant to Section ISSUED: December 24, 2003

364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

LILA A. JABER, Chairman
J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

DOCUMENRT HIMELR-DA T
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APPEARANCES:

RICHARD CHAPKIS, Esquire, Verizon Florida, Inc., 201 North
Franklin Street, FLTC00007, Tampa, Florida 33602

On behalf of Verizon Florida, Inc.

JOHN FONS, Esquire, and MAJOR HARDING, Esquire, -Ausley Law
Firm, P.O. Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302; and SUSAN
MASTERTON, Esquire, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated,
(MCFLTLHO00107)P.0. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214

On behalf of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated.

CHARLES REHWINKEL, Esquire, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated,
(MCFLTLHO00107)P.0. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214

On behalf of Sprint Communications Company ILimited
Partnership.

NANCY WHITE, Esquire, R. DOUGLAS LACKEY, Esquire, and MEREDITH
E. MAYS, Esquire, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., c/o Ms.
Nancy Sims, 150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400, Tallahassee,
Florida 32301-1556 '

On behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

HARRIS ANTHONY, BellSouth Long Distande, Inc., 400 Perimeter
Center Terrace, #350, Atlanta, Georgia 30346-1231

On behalf of BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.

GEORGE MEROS, Esquire, GraY/ Harris & Robinson, P.O. Box
11189, Tallahassee, Florida, 32302

On _behalf of Knology of Florida, Inc.

TRACY HATCH, Esquire, 101 North Monroe Street, Suite 700,
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1549
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern States.

DONNA C. McNULTY, Esquire, 1203 Governors Square Boulevard,
Suite 201, Tallahassee, Florida 32301-2960
On behalf of MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.
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FLOYD SELF, Esquire, and GARY EARLY, Esquire, Messer Law Firm,
P.O. Box 1876, Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1876 _
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern States and

MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.

ATTORNEY GENERAL CHARLIE CRIST, Esquire, and JACK SHREVE,
Esquire, Office of the Attorney General, PL-01, The Capitol,
Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-1050

On behalf of the Office of the Attorney General.

HAROLD McLEAN, Esquire, CHARLES BECK, Esquire, and H.F. MANN,
Esquire, Office of ©Public Counsel, c/o The Florida
Legislature, 111, West Madison Street, Room 812, Tallahassee,

Florida 32399-1400
On behalf of Office of Public Counsel (OPC).

MICHAEL B. TWOMEY, Esquire, P.O. Box 5256, Tallahassee,
Florida 32314-5256

On behalf of AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmili Woods

Civic Association.

PATRICIA CHRISTENSEN, Esquire, BETH KEATING, Esquire, LEE-
FORDHAM, Esquire, and FELICIA BANKS, Esquire, FPSC Office of
the General Counsel, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,

Florida 32399-0850
On behalf of the Commission.

ORDER ON ACCESS CHARGE REDUCTION PETITIONS

I. INTRODUCTTION AND HISTORY

The telecommunications industry is in transition from an
industry characterized by regional monopolies to one characterized
by national competition. For most of its history, telephone
service was furnished on a monopoly basis by a single provider. In
exchange for a statutory monopoly, the telephone company was
subject to economic regulation that gave it the opportunity to earn
a fair rate of return on its investment. In this monopoly regime,
prices for long distance and other premium services were set
substantially above cost based on value of service principles. At
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the same time, local telephone service was priced residually to
advance the social policy goal of providing universal service.

Effective January 1, 1984, this monopoly regime was radically
changed nationwide by the entry of the “modified final judgment”!
which reorganized AT&T and divested it of its local telephone
companies, restricted the operating areas of the local telephone
companies, and provided for competitive interstate long distance
service. See, Microtel, Inc. v. Florida Public Service Commission,
483 So.2d 415, 416 (Fla. 1986) (Microtel 1II). In apparent
anticipation of the forthcoming consent judgment in the AT&T case,
and motivated by a desire to promote competitive long distance
telephone service within Florida, the Legislature in 1982 amended
Florida law to allow the Commission to issue certificates for
competitive intrastate long distance service. Id. at 417-418. As
the Florida Supreme Court recognized in Microtel Inc. v. Florida
Public Service Commission, 464 So.2d 1189, 1191 (Fla.
1985) (Microtel I), the 1982 Legislature made the “‘fundamental and
primary policy decision’ that there be competition in long distance
telephone services” in Florida.

As long distance competitors entered the market, state and
federal regulators instituted a system of intercarrier compensation
under which long distance companies paid “access charges” to the
local exchange telephone companies for the use of the 1local
networks to originate and terminate long distance calls. As the
record reflects, these access charges were initially set to take
the place of the revenue that had been provided by long distance
service under the monopoly regime.

A decade after the introduction of long distance competition,
the landscape in the telecommunications industry changed again with
the elimination, first in Florida and then nationwide, of the
statutory monopoly for local exchange service. In 1995, the
Florida Legislature amended Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, to allow

! United States v. American Telephone and Telegraph Co., 552 F. Supp 131
(D.D.C. 1982) aff’d sub nom, Marviand v. United States, 460 U.S. 1001 (1983),
as subsequently modified by United States v. Western Electric Co., 569 F.

Supp. 990 (D.D.C. 1983) and United States v. Western Electric Co., 569 F.
Supp. 1057 (D.D.C.), aff’d sub nom, California v. United States, 464 U.S. 1013

(1983) .
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for competition in the provision of local service. The Legislature
found that “the competitive provision of telecommunications
services, including 1local exchange service, 1is in the public
interest and will provide customers with freedom of choice,
encourage the introduction of new telecommunications service,
encourage technological innovation, and encourage investment in
telecommunications infrastructure.” Section  364.01(3), Florida
Statutes. In conjunction with the opening of the local exchange
market to competition, the incumbent local exchange companies
(ILECs) were permitted to elect to substitute price regulation for
the former rate base, rate of return regulation. Section 364.051,

Florida Statutes.

The opening of the Florida local market to competition was
followed the next year by the enactment of the federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). Pub. L. No. 104-104,
104th Congress 1996, 110 Stat. 56, 47 U.S.C. §§ et. seqg. This act
established a national framework to enable competitive 1local
exchange carriers (CLECs) to enter the local telecommunications
market and to allow the former Bell Operating Companies to reenter
the interLATA long distance market. The purpose of the 1996 Act
was to bring the benefits of competition to all telecommunications
markets by creating a pro-competitive, de-regulatory national
policy framework. Senate Rpt. 104-023, entitled
“Telecommunications Competition” (March 30, 1995).

Over the 19 years since the introduction of long distance
competition, both interstate access charges and intrastate access
charges have been reduced. Despite these reductions, the record
shows that intrastate access charge rates in Florida are among the
highest in the nation and are substantially above interstate access
charge rates. The record also shows, as further analyzed in
Section VI(B) of this Order, that intrastate long distance rates in
Florida (through which an IXC must recover, among other things, its
intrastate access charge costs) are likewise among the highest in
the nation, and are substantially above interstate long distance
rates. Local service rates in Florida, however, are the lowest in

the Southeast.

While the long distance market is now vigorously competitive,
local wireline competition has progressed more slowly, particularly
in the residential market. At the same time, wireline companies
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are facing increased competition from providers using alternative
technologies such as wireless, cable, and voice over internet
protocol (VoIP). See FPSC Annual Report on Competition (June 30,

2003).

Against this backdrop, the Florida Legislature, during the
2003 Regular Session, enacted the Tele-Competition Innovation and
Infrastructure Enhancement Act (2003 Act), which became effective
on May 23, 2003. In broad terms, the 2003 Act allows the
Commission to consider whether allowing the ILECs to reduce their
intrastate access charges to interstate 1levels, and to make
offsetting increases in local service rates, will further the
Legislature’s goal of increasing competition in the local telephone
market. By returning some regulation of intrastate access charges
to the Commission, the Legislature has given us the tools to
address the question of whether access charges in fact support
artificially low local service rates that may be impairing the
implementation of competition in the local telephone market.

A key provision in the 2003 Act, Section 364.164, Florida
Statutes, provides a process by which ILECs may petition this
Commission to reduce their intrastate switched network access rates
in a revenue-neutral manner. We are required by law to issue our
final order granting or denying any such petition within 90 days of
the filing. In reaching our decision, Section 364.164 (1), Florida
Statutes, sets forth four mandatory criteria we must consider.
Those criteria are:

[Wlhether granting the petition will:

(a) Remove current support for basic local tele-
communications services that prevents the creation
of a more attractive competitive local exchange
market for the benefit of residential consumers.

(b) Induce enhanced market entry.
(c) Require intrastate switched network access rate

reductions to parity over a period of not less than
2 years or more than 4 years.
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(d) Be revenue neutral as defined in subsection (7),
within the revenue category defined in subsection
(2).

In laymen’s terms, subsection (1) (d) means that any ILEC that is
permitted to reduce its intrastate switched network access rates
may offset those reductions through simultaneous increases in the

local rates charged to its flat-rate residential and single-line

business customers.

In addition, Section 364.163(2), Florida Statutes, provides a
mechanism to ensure that any IXC that receives the benefits of
access charge rate reductions will flow those benefits through to
both residential and business customers in the form of lower
intrastate long distance rates:

Any intrastate interexchange telecommunications company
whose intrastate switched access rate is reduced as a
result of the rate adjustments made by a local exchange
telecommunications company in accordance with s. 364.164
shall decrease its intrastate long distance revenues by
the amount necessary to return the benefits of such
reduction to both its residential and business customers.
The intrastate interexchange telecommunications company
may determine the specific intrastate rates to be
decreased, provided that residential and business
customers benefit from the rate decreases. Any in-state
connection fee or similarly named fee shall be eliminated
by July 1, 2006, provided that the timetable determined
pursuant to s. 364.164 (1) reduces intrastate switched
network access rates in an amount that results in the
elimination of such fee in a revenue-neutral manner. The
tariff changes, if any, made by the intrastate
interexchange telecommunications company to carry out the
requirements of this subsection shall be presumed valid
and shall become effective on 1 day’s notice.

Section 364.163(3) gives this Commission continuing regulatory
oversight regarding the access charge reduction flow-throughs
described in subsection (2).
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Finally, the 2003 Act amended Section 364.10 to provide
increased protection to economically disadvantaged customers. This
section requires any ILEC that reduces its access charges (and
increases its local rates) pursuant to Section 364.164 to make its
Lifeline Assistance Plan available to customers with incomes at or
below 125% of the federal poverty level, up from 100% or less under
the prior law.

Our jurisdictibn in this matter arises from the above
statutory provisions. :

II. CASE BACKGROUND

On August 27, 2003, Verizon Florida Inc. (Verizon), Sprint-
Florida, Incorporated (Sprint), and BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc. (BellSouth), each filed petitions pursuant to Section 364.164,
Florida Statutes. Dockets Nos. 030867-TL (Verizon), 030868-TL
(Sprint), and 030869-TL (BellSouth) were opened to address these
petitions in the time frame provided by Section 364.164, Florida
Statutes. On September 4, 2003, the Order Establishing Procedure
and Consolidating Dockets for Hearing, Order No. PSC-03-0994-PCO-
TL, was issued. At the September 15, 2003, Agenda Conference, the
Commission decided to hold public hearlngs in the above referenced
dockets.

On September 3, 2003, the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) filed
Motions to Dismiss the Petitions in each of these dockets on the
grounds that the Petitions proposed to make rate changes over one
year, rather than the two year minimum required by Section
364.164 (1) (c). On September 10, 2003, Verizon filed its Response
to OPC’s Motion to Dismiss. Also on September 10, 2003, Sprint and
BellSouth filed their Joint Response to OPC’s Motion to Dismiss.
At the September 30, 2003, Agenda Conference, we voted to dismiss
Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth’s Petitions with leave to amend
within 48 hours to address the Commission’s determination regarding
the application of the two-year time frame in Section
364.164 (1) (c), Florida Statutes. On September 30, October 1, and
October 2, 2003, respectively, BellSouth, Sprint, and Verizon filed
their amended petitions.

By Order No. PSC-03-1240-PCO-TL, we consolidated Docket No.
030961-TI, which was opened to address questions regarding the
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IXCs’ flow-through to customers of any access charge reductions,
into this proceeding for hearing. By Order No. PSC-03-1269-PCO-TL,
the procedure in these consolidated Dockets was amended to include
additional testimony filing dates and issues to reflect the
consolidation of Docket No. 030961-TI. A hearing on this matter
was held on December 10-12, 2003.

In this matter, we received the testimony of 26 witnesses on
behalf of the ILECs, intervenors, the consumer advocates, and our
own Commission staff. We also received testimony from customers at
14 customer service hearings conducted throughout the state, as
well as written comments from customers submitted to the docket
files associated with this case. In addition, we received into
evidence 86 exhibits. We have carefully considered the evidence
received in its entirety, as well as the arguments of counsel.
Based thereon, we hereby render our decision on the issues

presented.
III. MOTIONS

Three motions remained outstanding at the start of our hearing
in this matter -- two motions for reconsideration of prior orders
and one motion for entry of a summary final order. - As a
preliminary matter, we addressed the motions as follows:

A. Joint Petitioners Motion for Reconsideration of Order No.
PSC-03-1269-PCO-TL, issued Nov. 10, 2003 - Second Order
Modifying Procedure for Consolidated Dockets to Reflect
Additional Docket, Associated Issues, and Filing Dates

This motion asked that the Commission reconsider the inclusion
of Issues 6-10 in the Second Order Modifying Procedure. . The motion
argued that the inclusion of those issues, which relate to the
IXCs’ flow-through of any access charge reductions they receive,
inappropriately imposed additional <criteria on the Joint
Petitioners’ Petitions for switched network access rate reductions
that go beyond the four mandatory criteria enumerated in Section
364.164(1). The Office of Public Counsel filed a response to this
Motion on behalf of the Citizens. Upon consideration, we granted
the Petitioners’ request for oral argument on this Motion at the

outset of the hearing.
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The standard of review for a motion for reconsideration is
whether the motion identifies a point of fact or law which was
overlooked or which the Commission failed to consider in rendering

its Order. See, Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc. v. Bevis, 294 So.
2d 315 (Fla. 1974);Diamond Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla.

1962); and Pingree v. Quaintance, 394 So. 2d 162 (Fla. 1°° DCa

1981). In a motion for reconsideration, it is not appropriate to
reargue matters that have already been considered. Sherwood wv.

State, 111 So. 2d 96 (Fla. 3™ DCA 1959); citing State ex.rel.
Jaytex Realty Co. v. Green, 105 So. 2d-817 (Fla. 1° DCA 1958).
Furthermore, a motion for reconsideration should not be granted
“based upon an arbitrary feeling that a mistake may have been made,
but should be based upon specific factual matters set forth in the
record and susceptible to review.” Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc.
v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315, 317 (Fla. 1974). This standard is
equally applicable to reconsideration by the Commission of a
Prehearing Officer’s order. See, Order No. PSC-96-0133-FOF-EI,
issued January 29, 1996, in Docket No. 950110-EI.

Throughout this proceeding, one hotly contested issue has been
whether, in making its determination to grant or deny the
Petitions, the Commission can consider only the four mandatory
criteria enumerated in Section 364.164(1) or whether it is also
required or permitted to consider the extent to which residential
customers whose local rates would be increased if the Petitions are
granted are likely to benefit from offsetting long distance rate
decreases. This is ultimately an issue of statutory construction
which we indicated on several occasions would be considered at the
conclusion of the evidentiary hearing. :

The thrust of the Petitioners’ motion for reconsideration is
that the inclusion of Issues 6 through 10 in the Second Order
Modifying Procedure improperly introduced consideration of this
long distance rate impact into the proceedings on their Petitions.
OPC, on the other hand, argues that these Issues were properly
included, since the Commission must consider the combined impact on
residential customers of any local rate increases and any long
distance rate decreases.

Upon consideration,. we conclude that the Motion for
Reconsideration does not identify a mistake of fact or law made by
the Prehearing Officer in rendering his decision. The determination
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about which the Joint Petitioners express concern is not one made
by the Prehearing Officer in his Order. The Prehearing Officer did
not impose additional requirements on the ILECs’ Petitions to
reduce access charges; instead, he included additional issues for
consideration in this proceeding based upon our decision to
consolidate Docket No. 030961-TI with Dockets Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, and 030869-TL for hearing. His Order clearly set forth
that this is the basis upon which he modified the schedule and the

issues list for the proceeding. As such, his decision is not only
‘correct, but needs no clarification. The decision to consolidate
Docket No. 030961-TI was made by this Commission in Order No. PSC-
03-1240-PCO-TP, issued November 4, 2003. Reconsideration of -that -
decision was not requested. The Prehearing Officer’s Order merely
implements that decision by amending the schedule and including
issues to reflect the consolidation. As for the legal issue raised
by the Joint Petitioners, that being whether we should consider
impacts on the toll market in making our decision on the ILECs’
Petitions, that issue was not addressed by the Prehearing Officer
and remains for decision by this Commission at the conclusion of
the hearing. For these reasons, the Joint Motion For
Reconsideration is denied. ‘

B. OPC’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-03-
1331-FOF-TL (filed Dec. 5, 2003) / AARP's Motion for
Reconsideration of Same Order (filed Dec. 8, 2003) (The
Attorney General Joined in the Motions on December 9)

These motions asked that we reconsider certain language in our
Order denying AARP’s Motion to Dismiss these cases for failure to
join the IXCs as indispensable parties. OPC and AARP argue that
the language contained in the order did not accurately capture the
rationale for the Commission’s decision as expressed during the
Commission’s deliberations on that motion. A response in
opposition was filed by the Joint Petitioners on December 9, 2003.
We received additional argument on this Motion at the outset of the

hearing.

While we do not believe that reconsideration is appropriate in
this instance, upon consideration of the arguments and review of
the Order itself, we do believe that some clarification is in
order. It is clear that certain language included in the Order
could be misconstrued. Therefore, Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, at
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pages 11 and 12, is amended and clarified as reflected in the
following type and strike version:

In reaching this conclusion, we refer to the
language of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.
Contrary to AARP’s assertions, none of the
four mandatory criteria set forth for our
consideration in addressing the petitions
mandates mecessttates participation by the
IXCs. As—prtainty—stated by the—Fegistature,
+The first factor set forth in Section
364.164 (1), Florida Statutes, for our
consideration does not mandate that direct the
Commission +4o <consider how the ILECs’
proposals will affect the toll market “for the
benefit of residential consumers.” 1Instead,
the plain language states that consideration
should be given to whether granting the
petitions will:

(a) Remove current support for basic
local telecommunications services
that prevents the creation of a more
attractive local exchange market for
the benefit of residential
consumers. [Emphasis added].

As—such—thre—retevanrt—market—for—use—in
" ] o] rert \ . 1

Petitionrs—is—thetocat—exchangemarkets Thus,
we find that, for purposes of Section 364.164,

Florida Statutes, consideration of the impact
on the toll market (and resulting impact on
toll <customers) 1is not required for the
Commission’s fuli—anmd—complete determination
of the Petitions.® In reaching this conclusion,
we do not find that we are precluded from such
consideration, rather we conclude only that we
are not required to do so.

35 .1. ll. 3 . - i El i i a l iE i
i st - ; e 3 3 : 3 } .
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3956+— That said, we nevertheless acknowledge
AARP’s contention that the Legislature
considered the impacts on customers’ toll
bills in passing the new legislation.® We
emphasize, though, that the Legislature did
address the impact on the toll market if the
Petitions are granted, but it did so through a
separate section of the statutes, Section
364.163, wherein intrastate toll providers are
required to pass the benefits of the access
charge reductions on to their residential and
business customers. This Commission is
charged under that section with ensuring that
reductions are, in fact, flowed through. '

Based on the foregoing, Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TP is
clarified as set forth above. :

C. Attorney General’s Motion for Summary Final Order,
filed Nov. 17 (AARP and OPC Joined in the Motion)

The Attorney General moved for a summary final order on the
grounds that the record raises no genuine issue of fact regarding
whether granting the Petitions will benefit residential consumers.
Verizon, AT&T/MCI, BellSouth, and Sprint timely filed responses to
the Motion. We received argument on this Motion at the hearing.

As became clear from the oral argument on this motion, the
underlying contention by the Attorney General, OPC, and AARP is
that Section 364.164 requires the Petitioners to demonstrate that
residential consumers will benefit from long distance rate

‘At footnote 1 of the Motion, ARRP states that it is in the process of having
the relevant industry and legislator comments recorded and transcribed for
filing at a later date. This material was officially recognized ‘during the

final hearings in these proceedings.
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reductions, and that the prefiled testimony and exhibits showed
that such benefits are not sufficient to offset the impact of the
proposed local rate increases. The opponents of the motion
contended that no such showing is required, and that the prefiled
testimony establishes that residential customers will benefit from
increased competition if the Petitions are granted.

Rule 28-106.204(4), Florida Administrative Code, provides:

Any party may move for summary final order
whenever there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact. The motion may be accompanied
by supporting affidavits. All other parties
may, within seven days of service, file a
response in opposition, with or without
supporting affidavits. A party moving for
summary final order later than twelve days
before the final hearing waives any objection
to the continuance of the final hearing.

The standard for granting a summary final order is very high.
The purpose of summary judgment, or in this instance summary final
order, is to avoid the expense and delay of trial when no dispute
- exists concerning the material facts. The record is reviewed in
the light most favorable to the party against whom the summary
judgment is to be entered. When the movant presents a showing that
no material fact on any issue is disputed, the burden shifts to his
opponent to demonstrate the falsity of the showing. If the
opponent does not do so, summary judgment is proper and should be
affirmed. The question for determination on a motion for summary
judgment is the existence or nonexistence of a material factual
issue. There are two requisites for granting summary Jjudgment:
first, there must be no genuine issue of material fact, and second,
one of the parties must be entitled to judgment as a matter of law
on the undisputed facts. See, Trawick’s Florida Practice and
Procedure, §25-5, Summary Judgment Generally, Henry P. Trawick, Jr.

(1999).

In summary, under Florida law, “the party moving for summary
judgment is required to conclusively demonstrate the nonexistence
of an issue of material fact, and . . . every possible inference
must be drawn in favor of the party against whom a summary judgment
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is sought.” Green v. CSX Transportation, Inc., 626 So. 2d 974
(Fla. 1st DCA 1993) (citing Wills v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 351 So.
2d 29 (Fla. 1977)). Furthermore, “A summary judgment should not be
granted unless the facts are so crystallized that nothing remains
but questions of law.” Moore v. Morris, 475 So. 2d 666 (Fla.
1985); Citv of Clermont, Florida v. Lake City Utility Services,
Inc., 760 So. 1123 (5% DCA 2000). ' '

The parties disagree on the proper interpretation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes. We find, based on the pleadings, the
arguments, and the prefiled testimony, there are genuine issues of
- material fact in dispute, regardless of whose statutory
interpretation is ultimately determined to be correct. Since the
motion must be viewed in the light most favorable to the parties
against whom the motion is sought, the Motion must be denied in
this case. 1In reaching this conclusion, we make no determination
on the legal or factual issues to be addressed through the hearing.
Rather, we conclude only that the high standard for granting a
summary final order has not been met.

IV. STATUTORY INTERPRETATION

The question of the proper interpretation of Section 364.164
is one that has been raised time and again in this case in various
motions, testimony, and in this Commission’s own comments. We
carefully withheld ruling on the question of whether Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, is ambiguous until after conclusion of
the evidentiary hearing and the closing arguments of counsel. It
is important to address this question before reaching the other
issues in the case, because our decision will determine whether we
can consider arguments and evidence presented in the case regarding
the Legislative history and intent of the statute.

The law on this aspect of statutory interpretation is clear.
When interpreting statutory provisions, one first should look to
the provision at issue to determine whether the “language is clear
and unambiguous and conveys a clear and definite meaning. ”

Holly v. Auld, 450 So. 2d 217 (Fla. 1984), citing A.R. Douglass
Inc. v. McRaineV, 102 Fla. 1141 (1931). If the meaning is clear,

there 1is no need to resort to statutory ' interpretation.
Furthermore, an unambiguous statutory provision cannot be construed
to extend, modify, or limit its express terms or its reasonable and
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obvious implications. Holly, at 219. However, a statute should
not be given its literal reading if such reading would lead to an
unreasonable conclusion. Id.

Section 364.164 sets forth the criteria we must consider in
determining whether to grant the ILECs’ petitions. Those criteria
are as follows: :

[Wlhether granting the petition will:

(a) Remove current support for basic local telecommunications
services that prevents the creation of a more attractive
competitive local exchange market for the benefit of
residential consumers.

(b) Induce enhanced market entry.

(c) Require intrastate switched network access rate
reductions to parity over a period of not less than 2
years or more than 4 years.

(d) Be revenue neutral as defined in subsection (7) within
the revenue category defined in subsection (2).

The ILECs argue that this 1language clearly expresses the
Legislature’s intent and, thus, is not subject to interpretation.
The OPC, the Attorney General, and AARP present -a vastly differing
interpretation of the statute, and have offered into evidence and
in their arguments the Legislative history of the bill. Each side
offers tenable arguments regarding how the statute gcould be
interpreted. We note that the lack of clarifying language or
punctuation in the provisions at issue contributes to the differing
interpretations. As such, having considered the arguments and the
language of the statute itself, we find that the language of
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, is not clear on its face and,
thus, is subject to statutory interpretation. Having reached this
conclusion, our decisions as set forth below reflect our
interpretation of the Legislature’s intent as gleaned from the
Legislative history, including consideration of the potential
impacts of granting the Petltlons on the toll rates paid by
residential customers.
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V. SUMMARY OF DECISION

As discussed in more detail later in this order, we find and
conclude, based on the record, that:

1. Intrastate access rates currently provide support
for basic local telecommunications services that would be
reduced by bringing such rates to parity with interstate
access rates.

2. The existence of such support prevents the creation
of a more attractive competitive local exchange market by
keeping local rates at artificially low levels, thereby
raising an artificial barrier to entry into the market by
efficient competitors. '

3. The elimination of such support will induce enhanced
market entry into the local exchange market.

4. Enhanced market entry will result in the creation of
a more competitive local exchange market that will
benefit residential consumers through:

a. increased choice of service providers;

b. new and innovative service offerings,
including bundles of local and long distance
service, and bundles that may include cable TV -
service and high speed internet access

service;

c. technological advances;

d. increased quality of service; and

e. over the long run, reductions in prices

for local service.

5. The ILECs’ proposals will reduce intrastate switched
network access rates to parity over a period of not less
than two years or more than four years.

6. The ILECs’ proposals will be revenue neutral within
the meaning of the statute, which permits access charge
reductions to be offset, dollar for dollar, by increases
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in basic local service rates for flat-rate residential
and single-line business customers.

7. Because of the mandatory flow-through provisions of
Section 364.163, approval of the plans will be
financially neutral to the IXCs, who are required to
reduce their intrastate toll rates and charges to
consumers to offset the benefit of any access charge
reductions the IXCs receive. '

8. Contrary to the position taken by the Attorney
General in these proceedings, the statute does not
require that implementation of the proposals be “bill
neutral” to any particular customer or class of
customers. : '

S. We are not mandated by Section 364.164 to consider
the impact of the proposals on toll rates paid by
residential consumers. However, consistent with the
legislative history of the 2003 Act, we conclude that we
are permitted to do so. In this regard, we find that
many residential customers will benefit directly from the
elimination of in-state connection fees and reductions in
per-minute intrastate toll rates. We also find that
residential customers as a whole will enjoy prices for
toll services that are closer to economic. costs and,
therefore, will have less of a repressive effect on long
distance usage. We also find that under the 1long
distance rate reduction plans offered by the IXCs,
residential customers as a whole will get a proportionate
share of any toll rate reductions based on their share of
total access minutes of use.

10. Experience from other states that have rebalanced
local and toll rates shows that approval of the ILECs’
proposals will have little, if any, negative impact on
the availability of universal service. While no customer
likes to see a rate increase, the record shows that basic
local service will continue to remain affordable for the
vast majority of residential customers.
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11. Although we find that it is not a benefit that we
should weigh in the balance in considering whether or not
to grant the Petitions, the amended Lifeline provisions
in Section 364.10 will help to protect economically
disadvantaged consumers from the effect of local rate
increases. This protection is enhanced by the ILECs’
agreement to further increase the eligibility criteria
for Lifeline assistance from 125% to 135% of the federal
poverty level, increasing the number of customers
eligible for the program by approximately 119,000, and to
protect Lifeline recipients against basic local service
rate increases for four years. Although we cannot
predict the future with. certainty, economic theory
suggests, and we are encouraged to believe, that the
establishment of a more competitive local market will put
downward pressure on local exchange prices that will
eventually reduce the need for targeted assistance
programs such as Lifeline.

The following sections set forth a detailed analysis of our
decisions on the points outlined above.

VI. REMOVAL OF CURRENT SUPPORT

In this section, we address whether the ILECs’ proposals meet
the requirements of Section 364.164 (1) (a), Florida Statutes. For
clarity of analysis, we have considered these requirements in three
parts: (A) what is a reasonable estimate of the level of support
for basic service provided by access charges; (B) does that support
prevent the creation of a more attractive local exchange market;
and (C) would the creation of a more attractive local exchange
market benefit residential consumers.

A. REASONABLE ESTIMATE OF SUPPORT
1. Arguments

Verizon contends that its basic local services receive support
from its network access charges, and that its plan removes this
support by bringing the prices of those services more in line with
costs. Verizon asserts that removing support for basic local
services will promote local exchange competition for the benefit of
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residential customers. Verizon contends that it will make
residential customers more attractive to competitors and thus
induce enhanced market entry, encourage innovation, and promote
increased freedom of choice. Verizon asserts that the plan will
also reduce intrastate access rates, thereby allowing residential
customers to make more 1long distance calls at lower prices.
Verizon, along with BellSouth and Sprint, sponsored the testimony
of Dr. Kenneth Gordon addressing this issue. Verizon’s witnesses
Fulp and Danner also offered testimony in this regard.

Verizon states that for purposes of this proceeding, it seeks
to remove $76.2 million of support from  Dbasic local
telecommunication services. Verizon contends that this amount is
necessary to bring its intrastate switched network access rate to
parity with its interstate switched network access rate.

Likewise, Sprint argues that the level of support provided for
basic local services by intrastate switched network access rates in
excess of parity in Sprint’s service areas is $142,073,492 per
year, based upon current access minutes of use. Sprint offered the
testimony of witnesses Dickerson, Felz, and Staihr on this issue.

BellSouth emphasizes that this Commission has already found
that BellSouth’s residential rates receive support from access
charges, which is further buttressed by the detailed testimony of
BellSouth’s witness Bernard Shell, particularly the information in
witness Shell’s exhibit WBS-1 (Hearing Exhibit 53). This support
from above-parity intrastate access charges ranges from $125.2
million to $136.4 million per year, depending on the method used to
perform the calculation. BellSouth maintains that its proposal
will remove current support for basic local telecommunications
services, and will bring the rates for basic local exchange service
to a level that encourages competitive entry in the local exchange
market. BellSouth argues that this is evidenced, in part, by the
testimony of AT&T and Knology in this proceeding. BellSouth adds
that residential customers will benefit from having new choices of
providers and services that additional competition will bring and
will also benefit from the pass-through of access charge reductions
in the form of reduced toll rates. To address this aspect of its
petition, BellSouth submitted the testimony of its witnesses Shell
and Banerjee. '
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Knology asserts that granting these petitions will materially
diminish the current support for basic local telecommunications
services. Knology contends that this support prevents creation of
a more competitive market. Knology asserts that diminution of the
support will spur additional competition. Knology states that its
experience in its existing markets provides examples of how the
entry of a facilities-based competitor for telephone service
expands the products available to consumers, increases the customer
service levels, and promotes product and pricing competition.

AT&T and MCI agree that the ILEC proposals will remove current
support for  basic local telecommunications services by
simultaneously reducing intrastate switched access rates that have
been established at economically inefficient levels through the
residential rate setting process and adjusting local exchange rates
upward on a revenue neutral basis. They assert that through the
process of residual ratemaking, intrastate switched access charges
have been historically elevated well above their relevant economic
cost and the surplus has served as residual support for basic local
telecommunications services. Dr. John Mayo testified on AT&T and
MCI’s behalf on this point.

OPC asserts that residential basic local telephone service is
not subsidized by access service or any other service. OPC
contends that the ILECs’ petitions, therefore, do not remove
current support, because there is none. OPC further asserts that
Basic Local Telecommunication Services (BLTS) are not supported by
the rates for intrastate access, because the existing BLTS rates
exceed their incremental costs. AARP, Common Cause, and Sugarmill
Woods agree to a large extent, although they further argue that
there is no support, because the loop itself is a common cost that
should be fully allocated among all services that use the loop.
Dr. David Gabel provided testimony on behalf of OPC addressing this
issue, while Dr. Mark Cooper testified on behalf of AARP.

2. Findings and Decision

We find that the ILECs’ access charge rates provide support to
local exchange service. 1In making this determination, we accept
the economic testimony of the ILECs’ and IXCs’ witnesses, which
treat the cost of the local loop as a cost of basic local service.
In particular, the testimony shows there is no economic principle
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requiring that the cost of that loop be allocated across other
ancillary services that are provided over the loop.

We are not persuaded by the testimony of AARP and OPC’s
witnesses that all or some of the cost of the local loop should be-
shared, such that any costs shared by more than one service would
be excluded from the ILECs’ Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost
(TSLRIC) calculations. This would be inconsistent with our past
decisions, perhaps most notably in our 1998 Report on Fair and
Reasonable Rates to the Legislature, that the costs associated with
the local loop should not be allocated. The arguments raised by
OPC and AARP have been considered and rejected in the past, and we
find no new persuasive basis upon which to deviate from our
consistent policy on this issue.

We note that the record raises some concern about the cost
information provided in the proceeding by the ILECs. For instance,
BellSouth’s use of model inputs is inconsistent . with past
Commission decisions in the Docket No. 990649-TP, ‘in which we
established rates for unbundled network elements (UNEs). Also, we
find that Verizon’s use of interstate minutes to calculate
switching and transport costs is problematic, and that Sprint and
BellSouth’s use of retail costs appears to be excessive,
particularly since they do not differentiate between costs that
apply to basic local service and costs that apply to all other
services. Nevertheless, after weighing all the evidence, we find
that the correction of these deficiencies would not alter our
conclusion that local exchange rates are supported by intrastate
access charge rates; that the ILECs have, in fact, provided a
reasonable estimate of the level of support for basic local
telecommunications service; and that their proposals appropriately
remove that support as required by the statute. In reaching this
decision, we do not in any way indicate agreement with the ILECs’
costs, inputs, or methodologies considered herein for any purpose
beyond this proceeding.

In addition, we note that AT&T/MCI witness Mayo emphasized
that the statute does not require removal of a pure economic
subsidy, but rather “support” for basic local service. Thus, he
disputes witnesses Gabel and Cooper’s arguments that there is no
subsidy to be removed.  We also find this argument persuasive in
view of the plain language of the statute.
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B. SUPPORT PREVENTS THE CREATION OF A MORE ATTRACTIVE
COMPETITIVE LOCAL EXCHANGE MARKET

1. Arguments

Verizon contends that its current residential basic monthly
rates are well below incremental cost, and therefore impair
competition for residential customers. Verizon asserts that the
availability of local service at supported prices limits the prices
that competitive local providers can charge. Verizon contends that
to the extent that competitive providers’ costs are similar to
- Verizon’s, the existing supported prices make it economically
infeasible for those providers to compete. Dr. Gordon spoke to
. this issue on behalf of the three ILECs. In addition, Verizon
offered the testimony of witness Danner in this regard.

Sprint contends that the presence of heavily supported
residential basic local service acts as an obstacle to the creation
of widespread residential local competition. The removal of this
obstacle, according to Sprint, is the goal of the 2003 Act.
Sprint’s witness Staihr spoke to this issue.

BellSouth again contends that we have already determined that
its residential rates are supported. BellSouth emphasizes that the
testimony of its witness Shell 1lends further support to the
argument that removal of the support for basic local service will
bring rates to a level that encourages competition, leading to new
choices for consumers, as well as reduced toll rates. BellSouth’s
witnesses Ruscilli and Banerjee offered additional testimony on

this point.

Knology maintains that granting these petitions ‘will
materially diminish the current support for basic 1local
telecommunications services. Knology asserts that this support
prevents creation of a more competitive market and that diminution
of the support will spur additional competition.

AT&T and MCI assert that the currently excessive intrastate
switched access charge rate levels make it difficult for a
telecommunications company to enter the local exchange market and
compete against incumbent providers whose local rates are supported
by access charges; the support allows incumbent providers to
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subject their competitors to an anticompetitive price squeeze.
AT&T and MCI contend that excessive access charges further depress
competition by limiting competitors’ ability to compete across the
full range of service categories. Dr. Mayo addressed this aspect
of the ILEC Petitions on behalf of AT&T and MCI.

Although their analysis differs somewhat, OPC, AARP, Common
Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods each contend there is no support
for basic local service; therefore, raising current prices will not
create a more attractive competitive local exchange market for the
benefit of residential consumers. They contend that the existing
levels of basic 1local telecommunications service rates have
minimal, if any, impact on making the local exchange market more
attractive to competitors. Drs. Gabel and Cooper also provided
testimony in this regard on behalf of OPC and AARP, respectively.

The Commission staff offered the testimony of witness Ollila
for purposes of providing additional perspective on this issue by
way of the Commission’s 2002 Report on Competition in
Telecommunications Markets in Florida. In addition, the 2003
Report was received into the record as a stipulated exhibit.

2. Findings and Decision

Upon consideration, we agree with witness Gordon that the
current level of support has allowed residential rates to remain
lower than they would be in an undistorted competitive market, and
that they are, in fact, lower than in other states in our region.
We can find no basis in economics for the underpricing of basic
service which is demand-inelastic relative to usage. Except for a
limited range of residential customers, it is not economically
feasible for a CLEC to price complementary products and packages in
a manner that would allow it to make up for lack of profitability
in the provision of basic service. As a result, there is little
opportunity or ability to bundle products and services for
consumers, and a very limited range of customers can truly be
served on a profitable basis.

As recognized by both witness Mayo and witness Gordon, the
state law, as well as the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996,
shifts the utility commission’s role away from historically
protecting monopolists from competitors’ entry and protecting
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consumers from the monopolist, to a role of encouraging
competition. Under the old regime, utility commissions set rates
for non-basic services, such as long distance, carrier switched
access, and vertical features, above cost in order to hold down the
price for basic local exchange service. This was in furtherance of

universal service.

As witness Mayo emphasized, even as we moved toward price cap
regulation, the pricing structure did not really change; thus, the
prices for non-basic services continued to support basic service.
Specifically, access charges were created after divestiture of AT&T
"to provide a source of revenue that would enable the local exchange
companies to continue to keep prices low. Witness Mayo added that
at the federal level, access charges have been reduced dramatically
over the past 19 years, and this process has taken place for
intrastate access charges in other states as well. Nevertheless,
the witness emphasized that intrastate access rate levels in
Florida are still in excess of their incremental cost, serving as
continued support for low local service rates. As such, according
to witnesses Mayo and Gordon, approving the ILECs’ petitions to
reduce intrastate access charges in a revenue neutral manner will,
in fact, remove some of the support for local service, which will:
in turn make local service market entry more attractive for
prospective entrants. This testimony was very compelling.

Witness Gordon further testified that the effect of having
rates that are below cost is to discourage entry, as well as
investment, by both new entrants and incumbents. Thus, not only is
there less likelihood of competition, but of innovation as well.
He emphasized that there is empirical evidence on this point, as
referenced in the Ros-McDermott study he mentions in his pre-filed
testimony. He also testified that in states that have implemented
rebalancing, namely California, Illinois, Ohio, Massachusetts, and
Maine, there was little noticeable impact on subscribership levels
in spite of residential local service rate increases comparable to
the increases proposed in the ILECs’ petitions. In addition, he
noted that, in the states that have implemented rebalancing, toll

rates were lowered.

Our 2003 Competition Report shows that CLEC residential market
share is only 9% in Florida, while CLEC’s serve 29% of the business
market. Similarly, Verizon’s competition study for its territory
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shows that there is a 100 to 1 ratio of business versus residential
customers being served by facilities-based CLECs. This drops to 10
to 1 if UNE-P and resale are taken into account. Together, these
studies persuade us that competition for residential customers is
currently suffering as a result of barriers to entry.

In addition, Knology’s witness Boccucci specifically stated
~ that, “. . .under current rates for local services in Florida,
Knology has not been able to generate rates of return sufficient to
attract the capital necessary to expand in adjacent areas to Panama
City or elsewhere in Florida. If rate rebalancing is implemented,
Knology has every intention to expand and compete further in
Florida.” He emphasized that because of Florida’s low local rates,
that Y. . . from our investors’ perspective, in the competition for
the valuable CAPX or the capital expenditures, it was tough to make
a business case to expand into the panhandle when we could expand
into Georgia, Tennessee, Alabama and North Carolina [where local
rates are higher] and be more assured that we could meet the
returns that our investors expected in the marketplace.”

Based on the foregoing, we find that current support provided
by access charges does, in fact, impede competition in the
residential local exchange markets.

C. BENEFIT TO RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS AS CONTEMPLATED BY
SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES ‘

1. Arguments

Verizon asserts that by moving basic local residential rates
toward cost, its rate rebalancing plan will promote competition for
the benefit of residential customers, which is the benefit
contemplated by Section 364.164, Florida Statutes. Verizon
contends that implementation of its rebalancing proposal will make
these residential customers more attractive to competitors and thus
induce enhanced market entry, encourage innovation, and promote
increased freedom of choice. Verizon asserts that, in addition,
its rebalancing plan will lower intrastate access rates and,
ultimately, allow residential customers to make more long distance
calls at lower prices. Again, Dr. Gordon provided testimonial
support for the three ILECs on this point. 1In addition, Verizon’s
witnesses Danner and Fulp addressed this issue.
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Similarly, Sprint contends that the creation of a more
attractive competitive local exchange market will benefit
residential consumers by giving them choices in providers,
services, technologies, and pricing options. Sprint maintains that
this is what consumers are demanding, and that this range of choice
will only be made available through a competitive market. Sprint
offered the testimonies of witnesses Staihr and Felz on this point.

BellSouth again argues that its residential rates are
supported. BellSouth emphasizes that the testimony of its witness
Shell lends further support to the argument that removal of the
- support for basic local service will bring rates to a level that
encourages competition, leading to new choices for consumers, which
is the benefit contemplated by the 2003 Act, as well as reduced
toll rates. BellSouth’s witnesses Banerjee and Ruscilli provided
testimony on this issue.

Knology states that its experience in its existing markets
provides examples of how the entry of a facilities-based competitor
for telephone service expands the products available to consumers,
increases the customer service levels, and promotes product and
pricing competition. Knology’s witness Boccucci emphasizes that
telecommunications services are converging, such that a wireless
consumer does not really think of his or her service in terms of

local versus 1long distance service. He envisions that with
increased competition in the wireline market, the same will hold
true for wireline customers. Likewise, he argues that the value

for consumers in a competitive market is a converged bill with
multiple telecommunications services, upgraded service quality, as
well as price competition. He also added that a higher local rate
will enable Knology to provide bundled packages at prices
economical to seniors on fixed incomes, so that they can receive
more economic and better quality service than they do today.

AT&T and MCI agree that the ILECs’ proposals will benefit
residential consumers as contemplated by Section 364.164, Florida
Statutes. They contend that the ILECs’ proposals will reduce
current deterrents to local market entry and create a more level
playing field, which will ultimately induce increased market entry.
The result will be to provide consumers, residential and business
alike, with a wider choice of providers’ offerings and prices.
They contend that residential consumers will further benefit from
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toll rate reductions and the elimination of any in-state connection
fee. Dr. Mayo provided testimony addressing this point on behalf
of AT&T and MCI, while witness Fonteix provided additional
information on behalf of AT&T. :

OPC, AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods contend
that the ILECs’ rebalancing petitions will not benefit residential
consumers as contemplated by Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.
They assert that the ILECs have not made a showing that the
proposed rebalancing of basic local telecommunications service
rates would create a more attractive competitive local exchange
market for the benefit of residential customers, nor that market
entry will be enhanced, because the ILECs’ analyses are based on a
model that no entrant would ever use. They argue that, moreover,
any claims of benefits to consumers based on the removal or
reduction of support for residential basic local telecommunications
service are moot, since no such support exists. Again, Drs. Gabel
and Cooper provided testimony on this point for OPC and AARP,

respectively.

Commission staff’s witness Shafer testified that the ILECs’
proposals will likely result in benefits for residential customers,
such as increased value and choice in products.

2. Findings and Decision

Upon consideration of the evidence presented, as well as the
Legislature’s clear policy to enhance competition in Florida’s
telecommunications market, we find that the ILECs’ proposals will
ultimately benefit residential consumers as contemplated by Section
364.164, Florida Statutes. As evidenced by the results in other
states that have engaged in rate rebalancing, the ILECs’ proposals
will make the residential market more economically attractive for
CLECs, which should lead to an increase in choice of providers.
This will be accomplished by increasing in the short term the rate
at which residential service can be offered by competitors, leading
to ‘increased profit margins for CLECs serving residential
customers. Witness Fonteix specifically stated that AT&T’s
decision to enter BellSouth’s territory was “. . . predicated upon
an assumption after the passage of the Act that it would be
implemented.” Furthermore, the witness testified that in AT&T’s
experience in Michigan and Georgia, where rates have already been
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rebalanced, although basic local service rates initially went up,
in the long run, competition drove the price back down.

Companies providing bundled offerings that include both local
and long distance service will benefit not only from the increased
rate at which residential service can be offered on a competitive
basis, but also from the decreased terminating access rate. These
changes will make providing bundled 'packages to residential:
customers more economically attractlve, because companies will
increase their profit margin.

Again, as argued by AT&T’s witness Fonteix, because the Bell
incumbents are now able to enter the long distance market, it is
better to proceed with access charge reform, which has been
underway at the federal level for some time now. The witness
emphasized that waiting will only further harm the long distance
market. This testimony was consistent with that of witness Gordon,
who maintained that long distance service is overpriced, because of
the support provided by access charges to local service. He
asserted that as prices come down for long distance service, people
will respond by making more long distance calls, which he contends.
is a benefit to society. He concluded that:

If the toll prices are overprlced then there
will be less calling and that constitutes a
loss to society. And there’s no reason to
have it. It’s a very expensive way to achieve
the goal in Crandall’s and Waverman’s point.
If you really want to have universal service
and you think it’s a problem, you know, a
policy problem that should be addressed,
better that the payments should be made
directly in some fashion than by distorting
the entire price structure, which is the
mechanism we’ve used to date. '

While it is uncontested that some customers will not receive
a direct benefit as a result of the implementation of the ILECs’
proposals, we find that Florida consumers as a whole will reap the
benefits of increased competition and, ultimately, competition will
serve to regulate the 1level of prices consumers will pay.
Increased competition will lead not only to a wider choice of
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providers, but also to technological innovation, new service
offerings, and increased quality of service to the customer. The
evidence in this case shows that Knology will continue its plans to
enter Florida markets if the Petitions are granted, and will
consider broadening the number of Florida markets it enters, as
demonstrated through the testimony of witness Boccucci.  AT&T
witness Fonteix has also indicated that AT&T’s entry into
BellSouth’s territory has been largely influenced by the 2003
Legislation and the hope that with the granting of these Petitions, -
the raising of 1local rates will make Florida markets more
profitable for competitors. Furthermore, witness Gordon explained
that less regulation in the wireless market has not only produced
lower prices, but also a beneficial impact on consumer welfare,
because the use of the technology has become so prevalent.

While Section 364.164 does not mandate that we consider the
degree of benefit to residential customers from long distahce rate
reductions, our review of the legislative history convinces us that
it is within our discretion to do so. Thus, we have considered
witness Ostrander’s argument that the Petitioners have been unable
to quantify the impact of competition, and therefore have been
unable to show the benefit to customers. We reject that argument,
and find that the preponderance of the evidence in the proceeding
shows that the benefits to residential customers as a whole
generated by the resulting decreases in long distance rates and
elimination of the in-state connection fee will outweigh the
increases in local rates. This benefit should be a continuing one,
since the IXCs have indicated that they will flow through the
reductions on a pro-rata basis according to minutes of access, and
the record indicates that market forces should exert enough
pressure to ensure that rates are kept low. Furthermore, as in the
wireless industry, whose ability to offer bundled packages has been
facilitated by the fact that they do not pay the high level of
access fees that the wireline carriers do, we anticipate that the
reduction in access fees will result in an increase in bundled
offerings by wireline carriers and a decrease in the distinction
between wireline local and long distance service.

We acknowledge, as OPC, the Attorney General and AARP have
argued, that not every residential customer will get a long
distance rate reduction, and those who do receive reductions will
not necessarily receive reductions that totally offset the increase
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in their rate for local service. Such “bill neutrality” is not
required by the statute and, in fact, would be inconsistent with
its plain language. First, there could never be “bill neutrality”
unless every residential customer made exactly the same number of
long distance calls and could therefore share per capita in any
long distance rate decreases. Second, Section 364.164 achieves
revenue neutrality to the ILEC by permitting it to increase rates
for flat-rate residential and single-line business service.
Section 364.163, Florida Statutes, in contrast, gives the IXCs
discretion in where to flow through their 1long distance rate
decreases so long as some portion of the benefit goes to
residential and business customers. As discussed in Section X (D),
we find that the IXCs’ proposals to flow through these reductions
between business and residential customers in proportion to their
access minutes of use complies with both the language and Splrlt of

the statute.

Also on this issue, we acknowledge that the testimony from the
public hearings was mixed. Many customers did not believe that the
ILEC proposals would benefit them, but others were hopeful that
they would see competition in their area. Generally, the written’
comments we received tended to be unfavorable. = However, when
considered with the economic testimony received through our
technical hearing, we find that customers as a whole will benefit
as contemplated by the statute. As noted by witness Boccucci,
customers will get better quality service for the products they
choose, as well as a wider variety of products and providers. The
evidence also shows that even those customers that use calling
cards or dial-around service will receive benefits from increased
competition, as will older citizens that use 1+ calling.

We also acknowledge the customer testimony critical of
extended calling service (ECS) rates. In recognition of the
concerns raised, we direct our staff to organize a Commission
workshop to discuss the history of ECS, the current state of the
law on ECS, and what role, if any, ECS has in today’s market. The
Petitioners have all agreed to participate fully in this workshop.
In addition, it is notable that Sprint’s petition includes a five-
free-call allowance for ECS. -

Although we find that it is not a benefit that we should weigh

—————3in—the balance—in—considering whether or not to grant the
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Petitions, we observe that the amended Lifeline provisions in
Section 364.10 will help to protect economically disadvantaged
consumers from the effect of local rate increases. The use of
targeted assistance, rather than implicit rate subsidies, to
address this social issue will result in more efficient pricing,
which will benefit the competitive market, spur innovations and new
product offerings. This is the benefit contemplated by the
Legislature when it enacted this legislation and is further
" supported by the testimony of AT&T/MCI’s witness Mayo. As noted by
the witness, the ability to target assistance is far more effective
at promoting wuniversal service objectives. The witness also
testified that targeted assistance is more economically efficient
than continuation of implicit support from access charge prices.
We agree, and expect that, over time, competition should take care
of those protected by Lifeline, in spite of the current limited
duration that these customers are protected from the local
increases at issue here. The evidence shows that even with the
proposed local rate increases, there will not be a significant
number of customers that drop off the network. While the need for
continued targeted assistance for some customers may foster its own
social welfare concerns, those concerns must be balanced with the
Legislature’s clear intent to move Florida’s telecommunications
markets towards increased competition.

Furthermore, Dr. Cooper acknowledged that Exhibit 85 indicates
that many seniors on fixed incomes take -a number of additional
services, such as cellular service, cable service, and Internet
service. This indicates not only a likelihood that the increases
proposed are within the zone of affordability for this segment of
consumers, but also, as indicated by witness Boccucci, demonstrates
that this segment in particular may see increased benefits as a
result of bundled competitive offerings. Similarly, the evidence
shows that 53% to 72% of Lifeline customers served by the
Petitioners purchase one or more ancillary services.

'As argued by witness Mayo, in approaching this task we must
balance “hard-headed” economic principles with “soft-hearted”
social welfare goals. It is the application of sound economic
principles that will bring efficiencies, and as a result,
competition to the telecommunications market, while the statute
itself provides for targeted assistance that will assist those
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unable to afford the proposed increases.® At the end of the day,
capitalism and the free market will maximize benefits to consumers
in a way that regulation cannot. That is not, however, to say that
the companies should not be encouraged to consider their social
welfare obligations in targeting assistance to customers and coming
up with new ideas to address the needs of the economically

disadvantaged.

In the end, we find that the ILECs’ proposals meet the
statutory requirement set forth in Section 364.164(1) (a), Florida
Statutes, providing required benefit of a more attractive
- competitive telecommunications market for Florida consumers.

VII. INDUCE ENHANCED MARKET ENTRY

In this section, we address whether the ILECs’ proposals will
induce enhanced market entry as required by Section 364.164 (1) (b),
Florida Statutes.

A. Arguments

BellSouth states that by removing implicit support from basic
local exchange rates, competitors will have increased business
opportunities to attract new customers and offer new products,
services, and bundles. BellSouth contends that competitors base
their entry decisions on whether or not they can at least match the
rates charged by ILECs. BellSouth argues that if these rates are
lowered artificially by subsidies, but the incremental costs do not
change, then competitors are likely to be deterred from entering
the market. BellSouth concludes that this situation limits
competition. BellSouth witness Banerjee offered testimony in this

regard.

BellSouth further explains that there will never be
competitive alternatives for customers who are receiving service at
a price below the relevant cost of providing that service. As the

5 It is noteworthy that the ILECs have also agreed to the increase the number
of customers to whom Lifeline is available to those whose income is 135% or
less of the federal poverty level. This increases the pool of Lifeline
eligible customers by approximately 119,000 when compared to the 125% standard

required by Section 364.10.
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price of service is raised to, and above, its relevant costs, such
customers become more attractive to competitors, according to
BellSouth witness Ruscilli.

_ Witness Gordon contends that when the price of services
increases, a cash flow analysis would show that the investment
project becomes more profitable (or less of a loss) and, thus, more
attractive for new market entrants. Dr. Gordon adds that
technology is changing so rapidly that competitive markets will do
a much better job than a monopoly would of discovering which
technologies can or cannot succeed in the long run. Dr. Gordon
further opines that in order for the lowest <cost mix of
technologies to remain in the market, price and the signals it
sends must not be distorted and must reflect the underlying cost of
providing service. : '

BellSouth emphasizes that lowering intrastate access rates to
parity with interstate rates eliminates an artificial discrepancy
between two nearly identical services. Lower intrastate access
rates make long distance calling more attractive for customers and
competitors who wish to bundle long distance service with local
service. BellSouth witness Banerjee testifies that the unevenness
of the business market versus the residential market entry is
attributable in large part to the relationship between end-user
rates for basic local telephone service and UNE/UNE-P rates. Dr.
Banerjee explains that generally the margins are far more
substantial for business service. Unconstrained by public policy
or regulation, the CLECs have gravitated naturally to business
markets. As indicated by Dr. Gordon, the problem of an
unattractive residential market may be worse in Florida than in
other states because these other states have higher residential
rates, indicating a greater need to rebalance the rates in Florida.

Verizon states that its rate rebalancing plan will bring the
prices of its basic local services more in line with costs.
Verizon asserts that prices that more closely reflect underlying
costs, such as those proposed in its rate rebalancing plan, will
increase the likelihood that competitive providers can offer
services at a price equal to or lower than that offered by Verizon,
and still remain profitable. Verizon contends that as a result,
the reformed prices proposed in Verizon’s rate rebalancing plan
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will make the local exchange market more attractive to competitors
and induce enhanced market entry.

Verizon further contends that by removing implicit support
from basic local exchange rates, competitors will be enticed into
the market. Verizon contends that Knology’s testimony that it
decided to enter the Florida market following the passage of the
access reduction legislation demonstrates that Verizon’s
rebalancing proposal will -encourage competitive entry. Also,
'Verizon cites to Dr. Gordon’s testimony, which includes statistical
studies demonstrating that rebalancing will have a positive effect

on competitive entry.

Sprint concurs with BellSouth and Verizon, stating that CLECs
will benefit from the higher residential basic prices, without
being required to reduce their own intrastate access prices.
Sprint contends that rebalancing reduces risk for CLECs, improving
the cash flow equation for serving residential customers. Sprint
witness Staihr testifies that rebalancing rates for basic local
service will create a situation where competitors will find that,
on average, a larger percentage of the residential market will be
financially attractive to serve. Witness Staihr states further
that the current artificially low prices are unsustainable in the
face of competition, and they come at a cost: (1) fewer options
among services; (2) less innovation; and (3) in large portions of
Sprint’s territory, no competitive choices. Sprint concludes that
rebalancing will induce enhanced market entry, thereby providing
customers with the benefits of more choices, enhanced service
offerings and greater innovation.

Knology states that the ILEC petitions should be granted
because that decision will help to implement the policy underlying
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, and it will enhance the
competitive choice available to Florida citizens. Knology
identifies itself as a prime example of how granting the ILECs’
Petitions will induce enhanced competition. As stated previously,
Knology is a facilities-based intermodal competitor offering voice,
video and data services over hybrid fiber coax (HFC) and fiber to
the curb (FTTC) network in Panama City, with plans to expand in
Pinellas County, Florida. Knology has been  providing
telecommunications services in Florida since 1997 and is currently
providing its services to over 275,000 residential and business
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customers in Florida. Knology’s witness Boccucci testified,
however, that Knology’s decisions on whether to further expand
service in other Florida markets will be greatly influenced by
whether or not the ILECs’ Petitions are granted.

Knology witness Boccucci testified that the 2003 Act creates
the regulatory environment necessary to attract capital investment
to expand telephone competition in Florida. Knology contends that
granting the ILEC petitions will allow it to attract and deploy new
capital investment in Florida, thereby offering consumers a choice
in facilities-based providers for new and advanced high-tech
services. Knology asserts, however, that if the petitions are not
granted, it will be forced to deploy capital in states with more
favorable market conditions as it has done in the past.

AT&T and MCI state that economic theory demonstrates that a
decrease in overpriced access charges together with an increase in
the retail price of residential service will encourage market
entry. AT&T and MCI contend that prices are a key signal to
prospective entrants regarding the desirability of a particular
‘market. Higher prices relative to cost provide greater inducements
for entry. AT&T and MCI contend further that bundled offerings are
undermined by excessive access charges, because the lower bound to
which competitors can drive prices is defined by the artificially
high level of access charges. The presence of excessive access
charges will limit the ability of competitors to enter the market.
AT&T/MCI witness Mayo offered testimony in this regard. Dr. Mayo
opines that the reduction of existing access support will also make
the market more attractive for traditional long distance companies
to enter the telecommunications market.

Witnesses Mayo and Fonteix testified that the reduction and
eventual elimination of the access support is «critical to
sustainable competition as it will allow CLECs to compete on a more
equal footing. Witness Mayo explains that the anemic CLEC market
share for residential customers provides prima facie evidence that
low residential prices are inhibiting competitive entry.

AT&T states further that reducing intrastate access charges to
parity will significantly reduce the ILECs’ advantage of receiving
large access charge subsidies, thereby moving ILECs and competitors
closer to an equal footing and enhancing competition.
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OPC responds that competition will not be enhanced to the
residential consumer’s benefit, although the ILECs’ revenue from
inelastic basic local service will be enhanced and the respective
ILEC’s market share will increase using revenues as a basis of
measurement, according to OPC witness Ostrander. Witness Ostrander
further contends that there will be no new or unique service
introductions and no uniquely associated benefits - of capital
investment. OPC witness Gabel states that entry decisions are made
on the basis of the expected total revenues and costs of all
services an entrant can offer, not just one service. If total
revenues cover total costs, it is completely irrelevant to a firm's
decision to enter a market if one of the components of the offering
(e.g. basic local service) may produce a. loss according to some
measure. Therefore, OPC surmises that a rise in total revenue from
current levels may not be sufficient to allow entrants to overcome
existing competitive barriers. :

AARP concurs with OPC in its basic position that granting the
ILECs’ petitions will not induce enhanced market entry or increase
competition. AARP witness Cooper argues that the Legislature
intended that the ILECs be required to demonstrate that competition
would, in fact, occur, as opposed to simply being more likely to
occur, if the Petitions are approved. Witness Cooper further
argues that none of the companies have provided such proof for any
of their geographic areas. AARP contends that competition for
bundled service is where the focus 1is in telecommunications.
Therefore, AARP concludes that the shifting of costs from intraLATA
long distance to basic service will have little, if any, impact on
this competition since both are in the bundle.

However, Commission Staff witness Shafer testified that the
likelihood of increased market entry is improved by granting the
rebalancing petitions, particularly in those markets where
profitability is marginal. Witness Shafer states that there
appears to be a relationship between the subsidy and market entry,
indicating that the removal of the subsidy will also increase
market entry. Witness Shafer concludes that one can reasonably
expect the ILECs’ petitions will create additional market entry,
particularly in markets that, to date, have been only marginally
profitable or slightly unprofitable.
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B. Findings and Decision

Upon consideration, we are persuaded that granting the ILEC
petitions will induce enhanced market entry.

There are two types of evidence that the parties have
presented in this case: empirical, which is based on real-life
scenarios, and economic theory. We believe that the ILECs have
offered strong theoretical and empirical evidence that the proposed
changes to intrastate access charges and basic local service rates
will improve the level of competition in many markets. The ILECs’
witness Gordon testified that when the price of services increases,
a cash flow analysis would show that investment in the market
becomes more profitable and, thus, more attractive for market
entry. BellSouth explains that if these rates are lowered
artificially by subsidies but the incremental costs do not change,
then competitors ineligible to receive the subsidy are likely to be
deterred from entering the market. In addition, AT&T and MCI
indicate that the reduction and eventual elimination of the access
support is critical to sustainable competition as it will allow
CLECs to compete on equal footing with the ILECs. We find that
these arguments compelling. We conclude from the evidence
presented that entry into the local telephone market is deterred if
the ILECs’ local service prices are below cost and that rate
rebalancing is critical to actually promoting competition.

While OPC and AARP have expressed doubt about the effect that
a reduction in access charges will have on competition, they have
failed to convince us that these rate reductions will not induce
enhanced market entry. To the contrary, Knology presents a model
case on the impact that these reductions have had and will have on
market entry by CLECs. Witness Boccucci testified that the
granting of the ILEC petitions will allow Knology to attract and
deploy new capital in Florida, thereby offering consumers a choice
in facilities-based providers for new and advanced high-tech
services. In addition, AT&T indicated that it has entered the
BellSouth territory as a result of the 2003 Act.

We are persuaded that companies like Knology and AT&T provide
the empirical evidence of how the ILECs’ proposals will increase
competition. We note that poor profitability, or limited
profitability, is the main deterrent to market entry. We conclude
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that the evidence presented by the ILECs demonstrates that granting
the petitions will induce enhanced market entry, thereby promoting
competition, as required by Section 364.164(1)(b), Florida

Statutes.

For almost 20 years, the telecommunications industry has been
in transition from a monopolistic regime to a competitive one.
While changes to Florida law and enactment of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 have made great strides in promoting
‘competition, there is still a lack of widespread competition in the
residential local exchange market. Implementation of the access
reductions and offsetting rate increases permitted by the 2003 Act
should serve to enhance competition in this important market.

Based on the foregoing, we find that the existing rate
structure impairs competition for residential customers. Granting
the ILECs’ petitions will result in more attractive pricing for
basic local telephone service, providing market entry opportunities
for competitors that have been constrained by inefficient pricing
in the past. Thus, we find that the petitions filed by BellSouth,
Verizon and Sprint to reduce intrastate switched network access
charges will induce enhanced market entry.

VIII. PARITY

In this section, we address the requirement of Section
364.164 (1) (c) that any plan provide for intrastate access rates to
be reduced to parity with interstate rates over a perlod of not
less than two years or more than four years.

A. Arguments

Verizon contends that its proposal will reduce intrastate
switched network access rates to interstate parity over a period of
not less than two years or more than four years. Specifically,
_ Verizon proposes to reduce its composite intrastate access total

average revenue per minute (ARPM) from $.0485441 to $.0117043 in
three increments over two years. The total Verizon reduction would

be $76.2 million.

There was conflicting testimony in the record regarding
whether Verizon’s inclusion of its non-traffic sensitive interstate
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presubscribed interexchange carrier charge (PICC) in the
calculation of its switched access charge reduction was
appropriate. Verizon’s witness Fulp testified that the PICC was
included because its interstate access rates include both traffic
sensitive and non-traffic sensitive charges. Witness Fulp asserts
that the 2003 Act permits the inclusion of the PICC, since the 2003
Act defines the term “intrastate switched access rate” to include
the carrier common line charge and the PICC is a federal common
line charge. He asserts that because the Act includes common line
charges in Verizon’s intrastate access rates, the analogous PICC
federal common line charge must be included in Verizon’s
calculation of the interstate ARPM for a consistent comparison.

Verizon’s witness Fulp asserts that if the PICC is excluded
from its calculation, Verizon would have to reduce its composite
intrastate access rate by a greater amount than originally
proposed. As such, to preserve revenue neutrality,. Verizon’s basic
local rates would have to increase more than its original proposal.
Specifically, the witness explained that if Verizon were to exclude
the PICC from the parity calculation, Verizon would have to reduce
its access revenues by $12,679,052 more than originally proposed,
and, consequently, Verizon would have to increase its basic local
revenues by a corresponding amount. The result would be an
increase to Verizon’s basic local rates of $0.86 more than Verizon
originally proposed.

AT&T and MCI assert that Verizon’s proposal does not correctly
reduce its intrastate switched access rates to interstate parity.
AT&T witness Fonteix contends that Verizon’s inclusion of the PICC
is inappropriate for two reasons. He contends that the PICC is not
part of the intrastate rate elements. Witness Fonteix asserts that
even if the PICC was appropriate for inclusion in the calculation,
Verizon should have used the interstate minutes of wuse in
calculating the ARPM rather than the intrastate minutes of use.
Finally, Witness Fonteix argues that the PICC should have been-
excluded because the PICC charge applies to multiline business
customers and the access charge reductions allow Verizon to collect
business line revenue from all Florida residents.

AARP, Common Cause Florida, -and Sugarmill Woods also contend
that Verizon’s inclusion of the interstate PICC end-user charge in
its calculation of intrastate access charges for the purpose of
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rebalancing means that Verizon has failed to comply with the
provisions of the Act requiring parity and revenue neutrality.
They assert that Verizon’s petition should be denied on these

grounds.

Sprint asserts that its proposal will reduce intrastate
switched network access rates to interstate parity over a period of
not less than two years or more than four. Sprint contends that
its petition, testimony, and exhibits demonstrate that rebalancing
prices over a two-year period - (three annual increments) will
provide the marketplace with the appropriate competitive signals
and will not result in consumer rate shock. Sprint’s initial
proposal was to reduce its access rate by $62,319,890 the first
year, $56,211,862 the second year, and $23,541,711 the third year.
Sprint’s total proposed reduction is $125.2 million. However,
during closing arguments Sprint agreed to spread its reduction and
corresponding increase in four steps over a period of three years,
consistent with the position advocated by Commission staff witness
Shafer. Under Sprint’s revised proposal, the basic 1local
telecommunications services increases will be $2.25 the first year,
$2.25 the second year, $1.50 the third year, and $0.86 the fourth

year.

BellSouth contends that its proposal will reduce intrastate
switched network access rates to interstate parity over a period of
not less than two years or more than four. BellSouth asserts that
its proposed increases will occur over three installments, 1%t
gquarter 2004, 1%t guarter 2005, and 1°* quarter 2006. BellSouth
presents two alternative methodologies by which parity can be
achieved: “mirroring” and the “typical network.” Witness Ruscilli
testified that BellSouth’s proposed reductions under either
methodology will be 40% in the 1%° gquarter of 2004, 35% in the 1°t
quarter of 2005, and 25% in the 1°* gquarter of 2006. Witness
Ruscilli further testified that BellSouth’s proposal reaches parity
in 24 months, <consistent with the requirement in Section
364.164 (1) (c), Florida Statutes, that parity be reached in not less
‘than 2 years and not more than 4 years.

AT&T and MCI assert that BellSouth’s “mirroring” proposal
appears to correctly reduce its switched access rates to interstate
parity, but they contend that BellSouth’s ™“typical network”
proposal does not. Witness Fonteix explains that BellSouth’s
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“mirroring” methodology appropriately quantifies the revenue impact
of the intrastate rate reductions necessary to achieve parity by
multiplying the demand times the difference between its intrastate
and interstate tariffed rates. However, witness Fonteix asserts
that BellSouth’s “typical network” methodology is inappropriate
.because it targets only a select set of rate elements to equal
interstate rate levels, and thus fails to address all of the rate
elements in the statutory definition of intrastate switched network

access rate.

Witness Shafer ' contends that Sprint should extend its
implementation of access reductions and increases to basic local
service rates by 12 months in order to mitigate rate shock to
consumers. Witness Shafer testified that while the statute did not
directly address or define rate shock, the statute does provide for
a transition period for the access charge and basic local service
rate adjustments of not less than 2 .years and not more than 4
years. He asserts that due to this range it is reasonable to infer
that the Legislature recognized the concept of rate shock or rate
reasonableness. Witness Shafer asserts that it would be
‘appropriate for Sprint to implement an additional incremental rate
adjustment 36 months after the initial adjustment in order to
complete its transition to parity. He argues that this would put
Sprint’s residential customers more on par with those of BellSouth
and Verizon in terms of the amount of the increase they receive at

any one time.
B. Findings and Decision

Section 364.164(1) (c), Florida Statutes, requires that we
consider whether the Petitions will require intrastate switched
network access rate reductions to parity over a period of not less
than 2 years or more than 4 years. We find that each of the three
amended Petitions meets the requirement of 364.164(1) (c), Florida
Statutes.

As noted above, there was testimony regarding whether it was
appropriate for Verizon to include the PICC in its access charge
reduction calculation. Section 364.164(6), Florida Statutes,
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defines the term “intrastate switched network access rate” as:

the composite of the originating and terminating
network access rate for carrier common 1line, 1local
channel/entrance facility, switched common transport,
access tandem switching, interconnection  charge,
signaling, information surcharge, and local switching.
(Emphasis added.)

‘Based on the definition in the statute, as well as the testimony of
witness Fulp, we are persuaded that the PICC can be included in the
calculation of the interstate rate target, since it was developed
to recover nontraffic sensitive charges that were originally in the
traffic sensitive carrier common line charge. In construing the
statute in this manner, we are mindful that the interpretation
advocated by other parties would result in a higher overall charge
to the consumer. Thus, we conclude that Verizon’s explanation for-
inclusion of the PICC is not inconsistent with the statute and find
that Verizon’s methodology for calculating its switched access
charge reduction complies with Section 364.164(1) (c), Florida
Statutes. ‘

We note that witness Shafer testified that it would be
appropriate for Sprint to implement an additional incremental rate
adjustment 36 months after the initial adjustment in order to
complete its transition to parity. However, we find that Sprint’s
original proposal met the criteria set forth in Section
364.164 (1) (c), Florida Statutes. We also note that Sprint
subsequently agreed to spread its reduction and corresponding
increase over a period of three years and that this revised
proposal also meets the statutory criteria.

Finally, we address which of BellSouth’s methodologies,
“mirroring” or “typical network,” is the appropriate method to be
applied in the next section. However, we find that either method
meets the “parity” criteria set forth in Section 364.164(1) (c),
Florida Statutes.
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IX. REVENUE NEUTRALITY

In this section, we address whether the ILECs’ proposals will
achieve revenue neutrality as required by Section 364.164(1) (d),
Florida Statutes.

A. Arguments

Verizon contends that its rate rebalancing plan is revenue
neutral, as defined in the statute. Verizon asserts the plan will
reduce Verizon’s intrastate switched network access rates by $76.2
million and offset that reduction with a corresponding increase in
basic local rates. Verizon proposes incremental residential local
service rate increases of $1.58 in its first increment, $1.58 in
its second increment, and $1.57 in its third increment.® Verizon
asserts that single-line business recurring rates will be raised to
$32.00 per month. Verizon proposes to raise its network
establishment charge and central office connection charges by $5.00
over three increments. Verizon proposes to raise its non-recurring
single line business network establishment charges by $0.10.

Sprint asserts that, as demonstrated by the testimony and
exhibits it filed, rebalancing will be accomplished in a revenue
neutral manner. Sprint testified that it will be reducing its
switched network access charges by a total of $142.1 million.
Sprint initially proposed basic residential rate increases of $2.95
for increment one, $2.75 for increment two, and $1.16 for increment
three for a total of $6.86. However, as noted previously, Sprint
agreed in its closing argument to four incremental increases of
$2.25 in 2004, $2.25 in 2005, $1.36 in 2006, and $1.00 in 2007.
Sprint also proposes to increase its single-line business rates by
$2.70 in the first increment, $2.40 in the second increment, and
$0.90 in the third increment. '

BellSouth argues that its proposal, using either methodology,
reflects a reduction in intrastate access that will be rebalanced
through increases in basic local exchange rates. Witness Hendrix

® We note that Verizon in its closing argument agreed to increase the
amount it recoups through non-recurring revenues from $1.2 million to $2.4
million, so that basic local rates will be raised by $1.2 million less than
originally requested.
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explains that the ™“mirroring” methodology actually mirrors the
recurring rate elements listed in Section 364.164(6), namely the
carrier common line, local channel/entrance facility, switched
common transport, access tandem switching, interconnection charge,

signaling, information surcharge, and local switching. He
testified that the revenue impact of reducing these elements to
interstate parity is $136.4 million. Under the “mirroring”

methodology, BellSouth would raise residential recurring rates a
$1.39 in the first increase, $1.38 in the second increase, and
'$1.09 in the third increase, for a total of $3.86 per month.
BellSouth proposes to raise single line business to $25 (rate
- groups 1-3), $28 (rate groups 4-6), and $30.20 (rate groups 7-11,
X2, X4) in two equal installments. BellSouth also proposes to
raise its non-recurring charges in three installments.

Witness Hendrix also explained that BellSouth’s “typical
network” methodology achieves parity by comparison of the “typical
network” composite rate for interstate switched access with the
composite rate for intrastate switched network access utilizing the
rate elements in BellSouth’s annual filing with this Commission,
the Florida Access and Toll Report, Tables 1 and 2. He further
testified that the revenue reduction resulting from the achievement
of parity using the “typical network” methodology is $125.2
million. Under the “typical network” methodology, BellSouth would
raise residential recurring rates a total of $3.50; $1.25 for the
first increase, $1.25 for the second increase; and $1.00 for the
third increase.’ BellSouth’s proposal to raise single line
business rates remains the same as set forth under the “mirroring”
methodology, as does its proposed increase in ~non-recurring

charges.

Witness Hendrix asserts that the difference in the revenue
impact between these two methodologies stems from the number of
rate elements utilized in each methodology. He contends that both
methodologies use the most recent 12-months” demand to determine
the intrastate switched network access revenue reduction. He
asserts that the “mirroring” methodology uses all of the recurring
switched network access rate elements, whereas the “typical
network” methodology uses the limited, specific rate elements that

"BellSouth agreed to increase its non-recurring charge so that the single
line residential rates would be lowered by approximately $0.36.
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are considered to be representative of averages for BellSouth’s
network. Witness Hendrix testified that use of composites from a
typical network is consistent with the Commission’s past practice
for determination of switched access revenue reductions.

AT&T and MCI contend that the ILECs’ rebalancing proposals
appear to be revenue neutral notwithstanding any failures. to
correctly reach interstate parity. Under the parity section, AT&T
and MCI argued that BellSouth’s “mirroring” methodology, but not
the “typical network” methodology, meets the criteria for parity.
As noted previously, witness Fonteix claims that BellSouth’s
“typical network” methodology targets only a select set of rate
elements to equal interstate rate levels, and thus fails to address
all of the rate elements in the statutory definition of intrastate
switched network access rate. - '

AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods assert that
the ILECs have not substantiated that their respective intrastate
long distance rate reductions for residential customers will equal
their corresponding basic long distance telecommunications service
increases. They further assert that Verizon’s inclusion of the
interstate PICC end-user charge in its calculation of intrastate
access charges for the purpose of rebalancing results in Verizon’s
failure to comply with the provisions of the Act requiring both
parity and revenue neutrality. They conclude that Verizon’s
petition should be denied on these grounds.

The Attorney General argues that the ILECs have not
substantiated that their respective intrastate long distance rate
reductions for residential customers will equal their corresponding
basic local telecommunications services increase. He argues that
the ILECs have failed to demonstrate that the increase is revenue

neutral.
B. Findings and Decision

AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods, articulate
their specific position that because the PICC should not have been
included in Verizon’s switched network access charge reduction,
Verizon’s petition is not revenue neutral. For the reasons noted
in the previous section, we find that it is appropriate for Verizon
to include the PICC in its switched network access charge reduction
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calculation. Given that the PICC is appropriately included, we
find that Verizon’s proposed revenue reduction and basic rate

increases are revenue neutral. Thus, we find that Verizon’s
proposal meets the criteria set forth in Section 364.164(1) (d),
Florida Statutes. We also find that Sprint’s proposed revenue

reduction and basic rate increases are revenue neutral.

BellSouth has proposed two methodologies, ™“mirroring” and
“typical network,” which could be used to achieve revenue

neutrality. We find that both the “mirroring” and “typical
network” methodologies meet the statutory requirements for revenue
neutrality. We note that the ™“typical network” methodology

provides for less of an increase in basic local residential rates.
.Thus, we find it appropriate to approve the “typical network”
methodology as the methodology which has a lesser impact on the
local rates. In addition, we find that BellSouth’s proposal meets
the criteria set forth in Section 364.164 (1) (d), Florida Statutes.

‘Section 364.164 (1) (d), Florida Statutes, requires that we-
consider whether approving the ILECs’ proposals will be revenue
neutral as defined in subsection (7) within the revenue category
defined in subsection (2). Subsection (7) states that “revenue
neutrality” means that the total revenue within the revenue
category established by the statute remains the same before and
after the local exchange telecommunications company implements any
rate adjustments under this section. Subsection (2) states that
once the ILEC petitions are granted, the 1local exchange
telecommunications company is authorized to immediately implement
a revenue category mechanism consisting of basic 1local
telecommunications service revenues and intrastate switched network
access revenues to achieve revenue neutrality. We find that each
of the three amended Petitions meet the revenue neutrality
requirement of 364.164 (1) (d), Florida Statutes.

Furthermore, contrary to the position taken by the Attorney
General in these proceedings as further elucidated in Section VI (C)
of this Order, we find the statute does not .require that
implementation of the proposals be “bill neutral” to any particular
customer or class of customers.
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X. FLOW-THROUGH CONSIDERATIONS

In this section, we consider the proper application of Section
364.163, Florida Statutes. We note that for each of the flow-
through issues, Common Cause Florida and Sugarmill Woods adopted
the position of AARP.

A, Applicability and Content of Flow-Through Tariffs.

This section addresses which IXCs should be required to file
flow-through tarlffs and what 1nformatlon should accompany those

filings.
1. Argument

AT&T and MCI argue that all IXCs should be required to flow
through the switched access reductions they receive in order to
keep long distance carriers on a level playing field. For
competitive neutrality, any flow-through conditions imposed must be
applied to all IXCs. However, AT&T and MCI would not be opposed to
a de minimus threshold established by this Commission for those
IXCs for which the flow-through would have no meaningful impact.
Such threshold, however, should be set sufficiently low to allow
only those IXCs with very low volume of access use to qualify.

BellSouth Long Distance notes that Section 364.163, Florida
Statutes, requires that all IXCs who benefit from the access
reductions must flow through the benefits. Also, a company’s
tariff filings should specify the rates to be reduced and contain
a statement of the particular company’s correspondlng anticipated
revenue reduction.

Sprint Communications Company’s conditional position is that
any IXC paying more than $1 million in access charges should be
required to demonstrate that the required flow-through has
occurred. It is not clear that the demonstration of flow-through
should occur in the tariff filings. The demonstration of
compliance with the statutory requirements should be up to each
company and should insure that confidentiality is maintained where
needed. Tariffs should reflect rates and charges that flow through
benefits of reduced access charge prices.
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Verizon Long Distance argues that any IXC that receives the
benefit of intrastate switched access rate reductions must file
intrastate tariffs (if tariff filings are required) flowing through
such reductions. An IXC reseller should not be required to reduce
prices to its customers unless it receives a reduction in the
prices it is charged by its facilities-based supplier. IXCs should
have the discretion to determine how to flow through the access
charge reductions by lowering the in-state per minute rates, or
monthly recurring plan charges, or both. If this Commission should
‘decide to deregulate long distance services and eliminate long
distance. tariffing obligations, Verizon contends the reductions
should be passed through to end users under end user service

agreements.

OPC and AARP urge that all IXCs in Florida should be required
to file tariffs and flow through the impacts of access rate
reductions, except for those IXCs whose intrastate access expense
reduction is $100 or less, per month. Those IXCs which are not
required to flow through the reductions should attest to such, via
a letter filed with this Commission. These flow-through reductions
should be directed to residential customers in the same proportion
as the basic local telephone service revenue increases proposed by
the ILECs. Included in these tariff filings should be the
information delineated in the testimony of witness Ostrander.

The Attorney General argues that all IXCs in Florida should be
required to file tariffs and flow through the impacts of access
rate reductions, except for those IXCs whose intrastate access
expense reduction is $100 or less, per month. Those IXCs which are
not required to flow through the reductions should attest to such,
via a letter filed with this Commission.

2. Findings and Decision

There appears to be little disagreement among the parties as
to the fact that the savings must be flowed through. There is
disagreement, however, as to the type of documentation that should
be required to demonstrate that this requirement has been met.

Upon consideration, all IXCs that paid $1 million or more in
intrastate switched access charges within the most recent 12 month
period shall include in their tariff filings: (1) a calculation of
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the dollar benefit associated with the LEC’s intrastate access rate
reductions; (2) separate demonstrations that residential and
business long distance rates have been reduced and the estimated
annualized revenue effect, residential and business, including how
those estimates were made; and (3) a demonstration that all rate
reductions have been flowed through.

Further, IXCs that paid less than $1 million in intrastate
switched access charges within' the most recent 12-month period
shall include in their tariff filings a letter certifying that they
paid less than $1 million in intrastate switched access charges
within the most recent 12 month period, and that they have complied
with each of the flow-through requirements as specified in Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes. Any IXC whose intrastate switched
access expense reduction is $100 or less per month shall not be
obligated to flow through its reduction, but must attest to such
through a letter filed with this Commission.

Finally, we direct our staff to work with the parties on an
appropriate reporting format with consideration given to the
formats used to demonstrate the 1998 access charge reduction flow
throughs. In addition, our staff shall be diligent in assuring
.compliance with the requirements of this Order.

B. Timing

This section of our Order addresses the appropriate timing for
filing of the IXC flow-through tariffs required by this Order.

1. Argument

AT&T and MCI state that it is unnecessary to set the exact
same filing dates for both the ILECs and IXCs. They maintain the
statute clearly requires the IXC’s revenues to be reduced by the
amount of access reductions it receives, but does not specify a
time frame for making the reduction. They believe IXCs need a
sufficient amount of time to both calculate the savings they will
receive and to prepare tariffs for filing. As such, they argue
that IXCs should be allowed 60 days from the date the ILEC files
its access tariff revisions to file any IXC tariff revisions for
flow-through. If this Commission chooses to mandate the ILEC and
IXC tariffs be effective simultaneously, the ILEC access tariff
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revisions should be filed 60 days in advance of the effective date
so that IXCs have the time necessary to conduct their analysis and
file their tariffs, according to AT&T and MCI.

BellSouth Long Distance notes that affected IXCs should file
their tariffs to flow through the access reductions within 15 days
of the effective date of the last of the three LECs’ filings. This
would allow the carriers to avoid unnecessary multiple filings.

Sprint Communications Company’s position is that IXCs should
be allowed to have up to 60 days from the time that ILECs access
" reductions are effective in order to implement the tariff, billing
and other administrative changes necessary to flow through the
price adjustments. '

Verizon Long Distance argues that facilities-based IXCs that
benefit from reductions in the price of access should be required
to pass through rate reductions via their intrastate tariffs (if
.tariffs are required), as soon as possible after the approved ILEC
access rate reductions. Non-facilities-based IXCs should be
required to flow through access charge reductions when they are
received from the underlying facilities-based carrier. Since the
flow-through of the access charges will require facilities-based
carriers as well as IXC resellers, to make modifications to, for
example, billing systems, rate tables, marketing and fulfillment
materials, carriers should by given a reasonable amount of time to
implement necessary plan and system changes before " they are
required to pass through access rate reductions. ‘

On cross-examination, most of the IXC witnesses conceded that
tariffs could be filed within 44 days after an ILEC’s access charge
tariff filing.

OPC, AARP and the AG all simply state that IXCs should be
required to flow through the benefits of any rate reductions, via
the tariffs, simultaneously with the approved ILEC access rate
reductions.
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2. Findings and Decision

Based on past experience with the 1998 access charge reduction
flow-through, IXCs have not had difficulty complying with filing
requirements as short as 21 and 30 days. We have heard no-
compelling testimony as to why, for the present dockets, 44 days
from the filing of the LEC tariffs is not a reasonable time frame
for filing of the IXC tariffs. The ILECs are required by Section
364.164(2), Florida Statutes, to give 45 days notice before tariffs
go into effect, but IXCs need give only one day’s notice. The goal
of this requirement would be to have the ILEC and IXC tariffs
become effective simultaneously. -Accordingly, the IXC tariffs
shall be required within 44 days after the filing of the ILECs
tariffs, and the ILEC and IXC tariffs shall become effective
simultaneously. - ' '

C. Duration of Revenue Reductions

Here, we address the appropriate duration of the IXC revenue
reductions necessary to fully flow through the benefits of the
access charge reductions to customers.

1. Argument

AT&T and MCI state that the highly competitive long distance
market should and will decide this issue. They urge that specific
restrictions have been unnecessary in the past, and could have
negative consequences. In a highly competitive market, imposing
any restrictions on the length of time a revenue reduction is in
place could place the IXCs at a disadvantage in that it could
prevent an IXC from implementing a pricing strategy that maximizes
its competitive position. AT&T and MCI state that, should this
Commission mandate the time period over which the reductions should
be maintained, it would be the first time such a mandate has been
imposed. " In the earlier flow-throughs identified in these
proceedings, this Commission did not impose a period of time that
the rate reductions must be in place.

BellSouth Long Distance argues that, given the completely and
irrevocably competitive nature of the intrastate interexchange long
distance market in Florida, market forces will ensure that any long
distance revenue reductions resulting from the flow-through of
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access charges will remain in place. There is significant and
considerable competition among traditional long distance carriers
as well as competition from other providers, such as voice over
internet protocol providers and wireless carriers. According to
BellSouth Long Distance, this competition will cause carriers to
move their prices toward cost and prevent them from raising rates.
Intrastate interexchange carriers should have the flexibility to
change rates to meet market conditions, as long as they reduce
their revenues 1in an amount equal to. their access charge

‘reductions.

Sprint Communications Company’s conditional position is that
market forces will insure that the revenue benefits of access
reductions will be effective in maintaining the revenue benefits of
the access reductions. Nevertheless, each provider required to
make a flow-through filing should reduce average prices by an
amount at least equivalent to the access reduction on a per minute
basis and should maintain those average price reductions for all
three years of the access reductions plus at least one additional

year.

Verizon Long Distance urges that the long distance market is
highly competitive in that the traditional wireline long distance
carriers compete against each other as well as with wireless
carriers, cable companies and IP telephony providers. Competition
will ensure that IXCs flow through access reductions without any
need for Commission intervention. Nevertheless, to remove any
doubt about whether customers will actually receive the benefit of
the access reductions, Verizon Long Distance (and its affiliates)
agree to flow through the reductions for three years. After that
time, Verizon Long Distance argue IXCs should be free to change
their long distance rates in accordance with the demands of the

marketplace.

OPC, AARP and the AG argue that the IXCs should be required to
cap and maintain their long distance rate reductions for a period
of three years after parity is achieved, as required by Section
364.163, Florida Statutes, and as further described by witness

Ostrander.
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2. Findings and Decision

We find that, in order to implement the intent of the
statutory requirements, there needs be a period of rate certainty
after parity is achieved. We are not, however, persuaded by the
arguments that we should mandate that the reductions remain in
effect for a period of three years after parity is achieved. This
is contrary to the fact that the long distance market is highly
competitive, and as noted by witness Kapka, market forces will
likely prove effective in keeping long distance rates low over the
long term. Accordingly, we find that rate reductions shall remain
in effect for no less than one year subsequent to parity being
accomplished.

D. Allocation of the Flow-Through Benefits between
Residential and Business Customers.

Here, we address the proper method: for allocating the flow-
through benefits between residential and business customers.

1. Argument

AT&T and MCI argue that the 2003 Act simply requires the IXCs
to return the benefits of access reductions to both residential and
business customers. However, it does not micro-manage the IXC
market by mandating a methodology or specific allocation between
the customer classes. In doing so, the Act recognizes the
competitive market will determine the specifics of the access flow-
through. They argue the 2003 Act specifically has given IXCs the
maximum flexibility to determine how best to make reductions that
meet the needs of the market place. As long as both residential
and business customers benefit, each IXC should be left to
accomplish its flow-through consistent with its market needs,
according to the companies. In addition, each IXC must eliminate
any in-state connection fee by July 1, 2006. :

BellSouth Long Distance urges that both residential and
business customers must receive benefits from the reduction in
access charges, but emphasizes that Section 364.163, Florida
Statutes, does not require any specific allocation. Nonetheless,
under current market conditions, and so long as the other carriers
agree to do so, BellSouth Long Distance will allocate the revenue
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reductions in an approximately pro rata manner between residential
and business customers based upon access minutes of use.

- Sprint Communications Company states that the methodology
contained in witness Kapka’s direct testimony should be a guide for
flow-through. ' In his testimony, witness Kapka explained 'his
methodology as follows: : : '

For services which are substantially used by residential
subscribed customers, Sprint would determine the average
revenue per minute for these services in the aggregate.
With each reduction in access charges, Sprint would
adjust the average revenue per minute for this base of
customers such that the average revenue per minute would
be reduced by an amount at least equal to the reduction
in access charges per minute. . . . This general
approach will ensure that the residential subscriber base
will experience a reduction in long distance prices at a
level at least as much as the reduction in access costs
associated with long distance minutes that customer
segment consumes.

Verizon Long Distance (and the Verizon affiliates) plan to
flow through the benefits realized from access reductions to both
residential and business customers based on the relative proportion
of access minutes associated with those classes of customers. The
amount of intrastate switched access that Verizon Select Services
uses 1is significantly less than the amount that Verizon Long

Distance uses.

The position of OPC, AARP and the AG is that the IXCs should
allocate rate reductions between residential and business customers
in the same proportion as the respective percent revenue increases
for those two classes of customers that have been proposed by the

ILECs.
2. Findings and Decision

Each of the IXCs has agreed that the allocation of rate
reductions between the residential and business customer classes
should be in proportion to the respective access minutes of use.
While we have considered the argument that the reductions should be
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allocated in accordance with the increases on the local exchange
side, we are not persuaded that this is feasible, economically
appropriate, or even contemplated by the statute. Accordingly, we
acknowledge the reasonableness of the IXC proposals that the
allocation of the rate reductions being flowed through to
residential and business customers on a pro-rata basis according to
access minutes of use is reasonable. :

XI. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, we hereby grant the Petitions of
Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth as filed in Dockets Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, and 030869-TL, as amended by commitments made on the
record at the final hearing. In doing so, we find that these
Petitions meet the statutory criteria set forth in Section 364.164,
Florida Statutes, and that granting the Petitions furthers the
Legislature’s stated policy of furthering competition in the local
exchange market and promoting new offerings and innovations in the
telecommunications market for Florida consumers.

We hereby accept and approve the additional proposals offered

by the companies as listed below:

Increase non-
recurring charges so
that the single line
residential rates
would be lowered by
approximately 36
cents.

Increases to basic
residential
recurring and non-
recurring rates
would be in four
steps spread over
three years.

Increase non-
recurring revenues
from $1.2 million to
$2.4 million so that
basic local rates
can be raised by
$1.2 million less
than requested.

Increase Lifeline
eligibility to 135%
of the federal
poverty level.

Increase Lifeline
eligibility to 135%
of the federal
poverty level.

Increase Lifeline
eligibility to 135%
of the federal
poverty level.

Lifeline rates would
not be increased for
four years.

Lifeline rates would
not be increased for
four years.
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Will work with PSC Will work with PSC Will work with PSC
to review ECS in a to review ECS in a to review ECS in a
Commission workshop. | Commission workshop. | Commission workshop.

The tariffs refiecting the ILECs’ agreement to increase Lifeline
eligibility to 135% of the federal poverty level shall be effective
concurrently with the ILECs’ 45-day tariff filings.

In addition, the IXCs shall flow through the benefits
resulting from the granting of the ILECs’ Petitions in accordance
with the specific requirements set forth in Section X of this

Order.

Finally, Commission staff is hereby authorized to
administratively review and approve the tariff flllngs received
1mplement1ng these proposals.

It is therefore

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the
Petitions filed by Verizon Florida, Inc., Sprint-Florida,
Incorporated, and BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., in respective
Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL are hereby
approved as set forth in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that the modifications proposed by these companies are
also accepted and approved as set forth herein. It is further

ORDERED that the tariffs implementing the increased Lifeline
eligibility criteria shall be effective concurrently with the
Petitioners’ 45-day tariff filings. It is further

ORDERED that the flow through of the access charge reductions
by the interexchange carriers shall proceed in accordance with the
provisions set forth herein and within the timeframes specified.

It is further

ORDERED that a Commission workshop shall be conducted to
investigate Extended Calling Service, as prescribed herein. It is

further
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ORDERED that Commission staff is hereby authorized to
administratively review and approve the tariffs implementing these
decisions. ' It is further

ORDERED that these Dockets shall be closed after the time for
filing an appeal has run.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 24th

day of December, 2003.
<1§2;-/94~.é5 jéabbuf
{ : ' J

BLANCA S. BAY®, Director
Division of the Commission Clerk
and Administrative Services

(SEAL)

RDM/BK/FRB/PAC/CLF
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify ©parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
‘should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief

© sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services, 2540 Shumard Oak
Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15)
days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule
25-22.060, Florida Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by
the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or
telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case
of a water and/or wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal
with the Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services and filing a copy of the notice of appeal
and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order,
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a),

Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.




State of Florida |

! . ol
RN :-]ﬁuhltnﬁzrfm:e (!Inmémrﬁ

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-UM- ¥, "o
L :

e T
[ B e ©
; —s
DATE: December 9, 2003
TO: Mary Andrews Bane, Executive Directo
FROM: Beth Salak, Director, CMP 1
RE: Second Request to Copy Confidential Inf\o' ation for Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-

TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TL, Petitions of Verizon, et al. to reform Intrastate Network
Access and Basic Local Rates

This is to request permission to make ten (10) copies of each of the confidential documents listed
below. The copies will be used for cross-examination purposes at hearing beginning December 10,
2003. If you have any questions regarding this request, please call Anne Marsh at 413-6554.

DN 09952-03 — /" Y3FCop ed
DN 1225803
DN 12491-03 ?828'43/3/» ECEIVE
DN 12499-03 ;
Cr .
o DEC -9 2003
EPS.C.
mem A




L STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

DivisionN OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYO
DIRECTOR

(850) 4136770 (CLERK)
(850) 4136330 (ADMIN)

Hublic Seroice Qommission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: /2 //0/03

TO: E /g&t—gwﬂ

FROM: M. §A~ DELS , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

1271 6-03

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

Qo 3@?&? 7e ’IZ‘: or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
é:’»ﬂawsfa OPC* .4—/*?7{_4/‘/{9‘2 4 /%7, ,and
filed on behalf of (L. SvTH . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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CCA Official Filing

12/2/2003%**xkk*kkk% 4:03 PMFFEERRIKkKkk Timolyn Henry*¥*¥**1
Timolyn Henry [3Lb-Pco

From: Andrea Cowart ~

Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2003 3:59 PM A5

To: CCA - Orders / Notices

Cc: Felicia Banks

Subject: Order

ORDER ON OPC’S§ SECOND AND THIRD MOTIONS TO COMPEL INTERROGATORIES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS FROM BELLSOUTH

030867, 030868, 030869, 030961-TI - bellsouth2&3compel.wpd

SR
[
3l

Signed/Hand~Delivered : - o PN
S

I

= SRS

Andrea N. Cowart pes S - i
Executive Secretary X< = L
Florida Public Service Commission < .~
Office of the General Counsel - - ch
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard P @

Tallahassee, FL 32395-0850
(85Q0) 413-6214 phone

{850) 413-7180 facsimile
acowart@psc.state.fl.us

703 molled
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TO:

FROM:

RE:

MEMORANTDTUM

December 11, 2003

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK AND ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL (BANKS)

DOCKET NO. 030867-TL - PETITION BY VERIZON FLORIDA INC.
TO REFORM INTRASTATE NETWORK ACCESS AND BASIC LOCAL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS RATES 1IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030868-TL - PETITION BY SPRINT-FLORIDA,
INCORPORATED TO REDUCE INTRASTATE SWITCHED NETWORK ACCESS
RATES TO INTERSTATE PARITY IN REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER
PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.164 (1), FLORIDA STATUTES.

DOCKET NO. 030869-TL - PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF
SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES, BY REBALANCING RATES
IN A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER THROUGH DECREASES 1IN
INTRASTATE SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES WITH OFFSETTING RATE
ADJUSTMENTS FOR BASIC SERVICES, BY BELLSOUTH
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

DOCKET NO. 030961-TI - FLOW-THROUGH OF LEC SWITCHED
ACCESS REDUCTIONS BY IXCS, PURSUANT TO  SECTION
364.163(2), FLORIDA STATUTES.

Attached 1is an ORDER GRANTING BELLSQUTH’S REQUEST FOR

SPECIFIED CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENT NO. 11890-03 (X-

REFERENCE DOCUMENT NOS. 10838-~03 AND 10846~03), with attachments,

to be issued in the above-referenced docket. (Number of pages in

order -

DATE ORDER SENT ELECTRONICALLY TO CCA

FRB/anc

11/12/05.

Attachment
I:BSConfidentiality2.£frb
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o STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIGNERS:

LiLA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

DiviSioN OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S, BAYO

DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6770 (CLERK}
(850} 413-6330 (ADMIN)

Pasblic Berpice Commission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: _/2 //a Jos

TO: Mays | Bew Sovrr

FROM: /ﬁ  OANODEELS , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

121 2-0 3

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

03¢ 8171 e or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
. s

’ééfm% 5:2/‘»#5 3 .Sj,ma/w‘?) , and

filed on behalf of ?ﬁl L S;)U 7H . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER *2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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. STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LI1LA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Division OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA 8. BAYO

DIRECTOR

(850) 4136770 (CLERK)

(850) 4136330 (ADMIN)

PHublic Sertice Qonmission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

DATE: _/ 3/ /a?/a 3
TO: /47/? ¥S f/ﬁéaiwﬂ?‘

FROM: . 5/9' LMOERS , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

|2N09-0 3

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.
020567~ 72 ﬂl or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
Bietros bevise Hch sB-1 v Sp-= ,and

filed on behalf of . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCAOD19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER *2540 SHUMARD OAX BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Lo STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

.

D1vISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYO
DIRECTOR

(850) 4136770 (CLERK)
{850) 4136330 (ADMIN)

Public Serpice Qommission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: /2/%/& 3

TO: M/—'}\Ils / “Béug)of;*

FROM: M . A DELS , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

|20 -03
This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

QSO}?éi‘ﬂ Jj" or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

}QA}D&M A/% 347/ jn?fe/\,uj 7/ ;‘ X5 9¢ , and
- - C '
filed on behalf of 57/ SouT? . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER #2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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- STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: 7

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN G TE SP Division oF THE COMMISSION CLERK &

J. TERRY DEASON ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
BRAULIO L. BAEZ BLANCA S. BAYO

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY DIRECTOR
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850)413-6770 (CLERK)
’ ; (850) 4136330 (ADMIN)

%

Public Berfice Commission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: IQ/J()}O3
TO: Mf\"*{ > /E’fu%aum

{
FROM: N . SA N PEALS , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

| 269n.0 3

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

06308 L49-TL A or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

QW g‘;’z«,&lé L"‘}: 5M »and

-
filed on behalf of = [S€ LugDOm . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850)413-6770.

PSC/CCAD19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER #2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: hitp:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

I. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARILES M. DAVIDSON

DivisiON O THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYO
DIRECTOR

{850) 4136770 (CLERK)
{850) 413-6330 (ADMI)

Hublic Seroice Qommission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: }2/%0/0%

TO: MAAYS /7§ZLL£;;Q;7%

' !
FROM: M ! gﬁ NO E‘% S , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

|RN00-07

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.

0303 b 7’ 71 /’éc' or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning
bbb oy, 0056 - ]
filed on behalf of Bﬁ % i)c) 7 . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER *2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus
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a : STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

D1vISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYO

DIRECTOR

{850) 4136770 (CLERK)
{850)4136330 (ApMm)

Public Serpice Qommission

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
DATE: /2/)0 /03
TO: M/'}Y5 /Bé’zaguﬂ'f

FROM: M 5/-4 ANO ﬁﬁj , Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing

[ 270803

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No.
03036 6’72’ Jﬂt& or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning

pW M L-F Géﬁf? E/&zféaé) , and

filed on behalf of ’54& Le % v ﬂ[ . The

document will be maintained in locked storage.

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6770.

PSC/CCAO19-C (Rev 01/03)

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER * 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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DATE: December 16, 2003

TO: Mary Andrews Bane, Executive Directoy

FROM: Beth Salak, Director, CMP A

RE: Third Request to Copy Confidential Infort
030869-TL, and 030961-TL, Petitions o
Access and Basic Local Rates

1on for DocketNos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL,
erizon, et al. to reform Intrastate Network

This is to request permission to make ten (10) copies of each of the confidential documents listed
below. The copies will be used for the Agenda Conference in the above dockets on December 16,
2003. If you have any questions regarding this request, please call Anne Marsh at 413-6554.

1. Issue 1(a) - Support Calculations l 3 ) 9 L’j -0 3

2. Issue 3 - Reductions in Access Charges as Filed by the Companies

3. Issue 3 - Staff Estimate of the Change in Verizon Residential Rates if the PICC ARPM is
Calculated Using Interstate Minutes of Use.

4. Issue 4 - Amounts Included in the ILEC’s Petitions

5. Issues 6 through 10 - Chart - IXC Split of Flow-Through Reductions Between Residential and
Business Service and In-State Connection Fee Reductions and Reductions Revenue



. & 030869~ T
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CA5C%eE -7 L-
V/P MIARKETING
BELL-SOUTH DEC 29, 558
P O.BOX 1857

ALPHARETTA. GA TN
30023-1857 DEC .22-2003 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ACCOUNT #[407]322-1862 A
650-3144** s

BELL SOUTHP.O.BOX 126 3
CHARLOTTE.N.C . -

28201-1262
LR
BELL-SOUTHP.0.BOX 4321 OEC 2

ATLANTA, GA
30336-321

C/C HON.CHARLIE CRIST
FLORIDA ATTORNEY GENERAL
TALLAHHASSEE. FL. 32399

W4310
HOISSIWLOT

C/C FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
STATE OF FLA.
TALLASHASSEE, FL 32399**

65 11 G- Rl

ON 11/18/03 WE TALKED TO ‘MISS IRVIN’ ABOUT BEING CHARGED FOR
ITEMS OR SERVICES WE NEVERORDERED .. SHE SAID THIS WOULD BE
CORRECTED OR FIXED,
ON 10/10/03 WE ASKED FOR A [PRINT-OUT ] OF ALL SERVICES AND
MONTHLY FEES
1028/03 INVOICE WAS PAIDED $57.62 DUE 11/04/2003
YOU ALSO CUT OFF OUR SERVICE WITH[ 1D.T.] WITHOUT OUR APPROVAL ..
BELL SOUTH BASIC MONTHLY COST 24.95 PLUS TAXES = $30.00 PER MONT
ALL WE EVER NEEDEDIS BASIC SERVICE $50.00 PER MONTH

NOPLANFOR INTERNET SERVICE

NO 3 WAY -CALLING

NODELUXE CALL- WAITING

IT SEEMS ALL OUR PERSONAL CALLS, LETTERS, ETC FALL ON DEFT EARS
AT BELL SOUTH

ALL OF THIS WAS COVERED ON SEPT. 13/2003

COLEG0



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

LILA A. JABER

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Jublic Serpice Commission

January 12, 2004

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida
Supreme Court Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Harold McLean, Public Counsel, vs. Lila A. Jaber, Chairman, et al.
(Docket Nos. 030867-TL., 030868- TL,§03086» 4, and 030961-TT)

Dear Mr. Hall:

Enclosed is a certified copy of a Notice of Appeal, filed in this office on January 7, 2004,
on behalf of Harold McLean, Public Counsel. Also enclosed is a copy of Order No. PSC-03-1469-
FOF-TL, the order on appeal.

It 1s our understanding the index of record is due to be served on the parties to this
proceeding on or before February 26, 2004.

Sincerely,

feoig g

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records and Hearing Services

Enclosure

cc: David Smith, Esq., Office of the General Counsel
Harold McLean, Esq., Office of the Public Counsel
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



IN THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Verizon Florida, Inc. to Docket No. 030867-TL
Reform Intrastate Network Access and Basic

Local Telecommunications Rates in Accordance

with Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.

Inre: Petition by Sprint-Florida, Incorporated to Docket No. 030868 - TL
Reduce Intrastate Switched Network Access

Rates to Interstate Parity in Revenue - Neutral

Manner Pursuant to Section 364.164(1),

Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition for Implementation of Section Docket No. 030869-TL
364.164, Florida Statutes, by Rebalancing Rates

in a Revenue - Neutral Manner Through Decreases

In Intrastate Switched Access Charges With

Offsetting Rate Adjustments for Basic Services,

By BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

In re: Flow-through of the LEC switched access Docket No. 030961-TI
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF HAROLD MCLEAN,
PUBL SEL. STATE QF F1L.O

NOTICE IS GIVEN that Harold McLean, Public Counsel, State of Florida, Appellant,
appeals to the Florida Supreme Court, the order of this Public Service Commission, rendered on
December 24, 2003. A copy of this order is attached. The nature of the order is a Final Order of
this Commission which approved the Access Charge Reduction Petitions of Sprint, Verizon and
BellSouth and allows these companies to raise their basic rates and approved the flow-through of

LEC sﬁgched access reductions by IXCs in the manner set forth in their petitions.

L9

NECLME N EIMEL AT
‘ é"‘T’ES’fRUEc 2 00212 JAH-78
N - '_,;‘ - - ATT
. g Senie cords and FPSC'COHHESSIOH CLERK

Hearing Services



DATED this 7th day of January, 2004.

Respectfully submitted,

HAROLD MCLEAN
PUBLIC COUNSEL

HAROLD MCLEAN

Florida Bar No. 0193591

111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Tel: (850) 488-9330

Fax: (850) 488-4491
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Verizon
Florida Inc. to reform
intrastate network access and
basic local telecommunications
rates in accordance with Section
364.164, Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition by Sprint-
Florida, Incorporated to reduce
intrastate switched network
access rates to interstate
parity in revenue-neutral manner
pursuant to Section 364.164 (1),
Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition for
implementation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, by
rebalancing rates in a revenue-
neutral manner through decreases
in intrastate switched access
charges with offsetting rate
adjustments for basic services,
by BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc.

In re: Flow-through of LEC
switched access reductions by
IXCs, pursuant to Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

DOCKET NO. 030867-TL

DOCKET NO. 030868-TL

DOCKET NO. 030869-TL

DOCKET NO. 030961-TI

ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL
ISSUED: December 24, 2003

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of

this matter:

LILA A. JABER,

Chairman

J. TERRY DEASON
BRAULIO L. BAEZ
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

13460

[ 2 Toda)

Uteo

24

Lo

03
<«

N

DOCUMENT WUMBER -]
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ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL
DOCKETS NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI

PAGE 2

APPEARANCES:

RICHARD CHAPKIS, Esquire, Verizon Florida, Inc., 201 North
Franklin Street, FLTC00007, Tampa, Florida 33602

On behalf of Verizon Florida, Inc.

JOHN FONS, Esquire, and MAJOR HARDING, Esquire, Ausley Law
Firm, P.O. Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302; and SUSAN
MASTERTON, Esquire, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated,
(MCFLTLHOO0107)P.0O. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214

On behalf of Sprint-Florida,'Incorporated;

CHARLES 'REHWINKEL, Esquire, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated,
(MCFLTLHOQ0107)P.0O. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214

On behalf of Sprint Communications Company Limited
Partnership.

NANCY WHITE, Esquire, R. DOUGLAS LACKEY, Esquire, and MEREDITH
E. MAYS, Esquire, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., c/o Ms.
Nancy Sims, 150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400, Tallahassee,
Florida 32301-1556 ‘

On behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

HARRIS ANTHONY, BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., 400 Perimeter
Center Terrace, #350, Atlanta, Georgia 30346-1231

On behalf of BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.

GEORGE MEROS, Esquire, GraY{ Harris & Robinson, P.0O. Box
11189, Tallahassee, Florida, 32302

On behalf of Knology of Florida, Inc.

TRACY HATCH, Esquire, 101 North Monroe Street, Suite 700,

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1549
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern States.

DONNA C. McNULTY, Esquire, 1203 Governors Square Boulevard,
- Suite 201, Tallahassee, Florida 32301-2960

On behalf of MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.
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FLOYD SELF, Esquire, and GARY EARLY, Esquire, Messer Law Firm,
P.O. Box 1876, Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1876
On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern States and

MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.

ATTORNEY GENERAL CHARLIE CRIST, Esquire, and JACK SHREVE,
Esquire, Office of the Attorney General, PL-01, The Capitol,
Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-1050

On behalf of the Office of the Attorney General.

HAROLD McLEAN, Esquire, CHARLES BECK, Esquire, and H.F. MANN,
Esquire, Office of Public Counsel, <c/o The Florida
Legislature, 111, West Madison Street, Room 812, Tallahassee,

Florida 32399-1400

On behalf of Office of Public Counsel (OPC) .

MICHAEL B. TWOMEY, Esquire, P.0O. Box 5256, Tallahassee,
Florida 32314-5256

On behalf of AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Suga:mili Woods

Civic Association.

PATRICIA CHRISTENSEN, Esgquire, BETH KEATING, Esquire, LEE:
FORDHAM, Esquire, and FELICIA BANKS, Esquire, FPSC Office of
the General Counsel, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,

Florida 32399-0850
On behalf of the Commission.

ORDER ON ACCESS CHARGE REDUCTION PETITIONS

I. INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY

The telecommunications industry is in transition £from an
industry characterized by regional monopolies to one characterized
by national competition. For most of its history, telephone
service was furnished on a monopoly basis by a single provider. In
exchange for a statutory monopoly, the telephone company was
subject to economic regulation that gave it the opportunity to earn
a fair rate of return on its investment. 1In this monopoly regime,
prices for long distance and other premium services were set
substantially above cost based on value of service principles. At
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the same time, local telephone service was priced residually to
advance the social policy goal of providing universal service.

Effective January 1, 1984, this monopoly regime was radically
changed nationwide by the entry of the “modified final judgment”!
which reorganized AT&T and divested it of its local telephone
companies, restricted the operating areas of the local telephone
companies, and provided for competitive interstate long distance
service. See, Microtel, Inc. v. Florida Public Service Commission,
483 So.2d 415, 416 (Fla. 1986) (Microtel II).  In apparent
anticipation of the forthcoming consent judgment in the AT&T case,
and motivated by a desire to promote competitive long distance
telephone service within Florida, the Legislature in 1982 amended
Florida law to allow the Commission to issue certificates for
competitive intrastate long distance service. Id. at 417-418. As
the Florida Supreme Court recognized in Microtel Inc. v. Florida
Public  Service Commission, 464 So.2d 1189, 1191 (Fla.
1985) (Microtel I), the 1982 Legislature made the “‘fundamental and
primary policy decision’ that there be competition in long distance
telephone services” in Florida.

As long distance competitors entered the market, state and
federal regulators instituted a system of intercarrier compensation
under which long distance companies paid “access charges” to the
local exchange telephone companies for the use of the local
networks to originate and terminate long distance calls. As the
record reflects, these access charges were initially set to take
the place of the revenue that had been provided by long distance
service under the monopoly regime.

A decade after the introduction of long distance competition,
the landscape in the telecommunications industry changed again with
the elimination, first in Florida and then nationwide, of the
statutory monopoly for 1local exchange service. In 1995, the
Florida Legislature amended Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, to allow

! United States v. American Telephone and Telegraph Co., 552 F. Supp 131
(D.D.C. 1982) aff’'d sub nom, Marvland v. United States, 460 U.S. 1001 (1883),
as subsequently modified by United States v. Western Electric Co., 569 F.
Supp. 990 (D.D.C. 1983) and United States v. Western Electric Co., 569 F.
Supp. 1057 (D.D.C.), aff’d sub nom, California v. United States, 464 U.S. 1013

(1983).
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for competition in the provision of local service. The Legislature
found that “the competitive provision of telecommunications
services, including 1local exchange service, is in the public
interest and will provide customers with freedom of choice,
encourage the introduction of new telecommunications service,
encourage technological innovation, and encourage investment in
telecommunications infrastructure.” Section  364.01(3), Florida
Statutes. In conjunction with the opening of the local exchange
market to competition, the incumbent 1local exchange companies
(ILECs) were permitted to elect to substitute price regulation for
the former rate base, rate of return regulation. Section 364.051,
Florida Statutes.

The opening of the Florida local market to competition was
followed the next year by the enactment of the federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). Pub. L. No. 104-104,
104th Congress 1996, 110 Stat. 56, 47 U.S.C. §§ et. seq. This act
established a national framework to enable competitive local
exchange carriers (CLECs) to enter the local telecommunications
market and to allow the former Bell Operating Companies to reenter
the interLATA long distance market. The purpose of the 1996 Act
was to bring the benefits of competition to all telecommunications
markets by creating a pro-competitive, de-regulatory national
policy framework. Senate Rpt. 104-023, ' entitled
“Telecommunications Competition” (March 30, 1995).

Over the 19 years since the introduction of long distance
competition, both interstate access charges and intrastate access
charges have been reduced. Despite these reductions, the record
shows that intrastate access charge rates in Florida are among the
highest in the nation and are substantially above interstate access
charge rates. The record also shows, as further analyzed in
Section VI(B) of this Order, that intrastate long distance rates in
Florida (through which an IXC must recover, among other things, its
intrastate access charge costs) are likewise among the highest in
the nation, and are substantially above interstate long distance
rates. Local service rates in Florida, however, are the lowest in

the Southeast.

While the long distance market is now vigorously competitive,
local wireline competition has progressed more slowly, particularly
in the residential market. At the same time, wireline companies
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are facing increased competition from providers using alternative
technologies such as wireless, cable, and voice over internet
protocol (VoIP). See FPSC Annual Report on Competition (June 30,

2003).

Against this backdrop, the Florida Legislature, during the
2003 Regular Session, enacted the Tele-Competition Innovation and
Infrastructure Enhancement Act (2003 Act), which became effective
on May 23, 2003. In broad terms, the 2003 Act allows the
Commission to consider whether allowing the ILECs to reduce their
intrastate access charges to interstate 1levels, and to make
offsetting increases in local service rates, will further the
Legislature’s goal of increasing competition in the local telephone
market. By returning some regulation of intrastate access charges
to the Commission, the Legislature has given us the tools to
address the question of whether access charges in fact support
artificially low local service rates that may be impairing the
implementation of competition in the local telephone market.

A key provision in the 2003 Act, Section 364.164, Florida
Statutes, provides a process by which ILECs may petition this
Commission to reduce their intrastate switched network access rates
in a revenue-neutral manner. We are required by law to issue our
final order granting or denying any such petition within 90 days of
the filing. In reaching our decision, Section 364.164 (1), Florida
Statutes, sets forth four mandatory criteria we must consider.
Those criteria are: ‘

[Wlhether granting the petition will:

(a) Remove current support for basic local tele-
communications services that prevents the creation
of a more attractive competitive local exchange
market for the benefit of residential consumers.

(b) Induce enhanced market entry.

(c) Require intrastate switched network access rate
reductions to parity over a period of not less than
2 years or more than 4 years.
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(d) Be revenue neutral as defined in subsection (7),
within the revenue category defined in subsection
(2). '

In laymen’s terms, subsection (1) (d) means that any ILEC that is
permitted to reduce its intrastate switched network access rates
may offset those reductions through simultaneous increases in the
local rates charged to its flat-rate residential and single-line
‘business customers. ’

In addition, Section 364.163(2), Florida Statutes, provides a
- mechanism to ensure that any IXC that receives the benefits of
access charge rate reductions will flow those benefits through to
both residential and business customers in the form of lower
intrastate long distance rates:

Any intrastate interexchange telecommunications company

whose intrastate switched access rate is reduced as. a

result of the rate adjustments made by a local exchange

telecommunications company in accordance with s. 364.164

shall decrease its intrastate long distance revenues by

the amount necessary to return the benefits of such

reduction to both its residential and business customers.

The intrastate interexchange telecommunications company

may determine the specific intrastate rates to be

decreased, provided that residential and business

customers benefit from the rate decreases. Any in-state

connection fee or similarly named fee shall be eliminated
by July 1, 2006, provided that the timetable determined
pursuant to s. 364.164 (1) reduces intrastate switched.
network access rates in an amount that results in the

elimination of such fee in a revenue-neutral manner. The

tariff changes, if any, made by the intrastate

interexchange telecommunications company to carry out the

requirements of this subsection shall be presumed valid
and shall become effective on 1 day’s notice.

Section 364.163(3) gives this Commission continuihg regulatory
oversight regarding the access charge reduction flow-throughs
described in subsection (2).
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Finally, the 2003 Act amended Section 364.10 to provide
increased protection to economically disadvantaged customers. This
section requires any ILEC that reduces its access charges (and
increases its local rates) pursuant to Section 364.164 to make its
Lifeline Assistance Plan available to customers with incomes at or
below 125% of the federal poverty level, up from 100% or less under
the prior law. ’

Our jurisdictibn in this matter arises from the above
statutory provisions.

II. CASE BACKGROUND

On August 27, 2003, Verizon Florida Inc. (Verizon), Sprint-—
Florida, Incorporated (Sprint), and BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc. (BellSouth), each filed petitions pursuant to Section 364.164,
Florida Statutes. Dockets Nos. 030867-TL (Verizon), 030868-TL
(Sprint), and 030869-TL (BellSouth) were opened to address these
petitions in the time frame provided by Section 364.164, Florida
Statutes. On September 4, 2003, the Order Establishing Procedure
and Consolidating Dockets for Hearing, Order No. PSC-03-0994-PCO-
TL, was issued. At the September 15, 2003, Agenda Conference, the
Commission decided to hold public hearings in the above referenced

dockets. :

On September 3, 2003, the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) filed
Motions to Dismiss the Petitions in each of these dockets on the
grounds that the Petitions proposed to make rate changes over one
year, rather than the two year minimum required by Section
364.164 (1) (c). On September 10, 2003, Verizon filed its Response
to OPC’s Motion to Dismiss. Also on September 10, 2003, Sprint and
BellSouth filed their Joint Response to OPC’s Motion to Dismiss.
At the September 30, 2003, Agenda Conference, we voted to dismiss
Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth’s Petitions with leave to amend
within 48 hours to address the Commission’s determination regarding
the application of the two-year time frame - in Section
364.164 (1) (c), Florida Statutes. On September 30, October 1, and
October 2, 2003, respectively, BellSouth, Sprint, and Verizon filed
their amended petitions.

By Order No. PSC-03-1240-PCO-TL, we consolidated Docket No.
030961-TI, which was opened to address questions regarding the
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IXCs’ flow-through to customers of any access charge reductions,
into this proceeding for hearing. By Order No. PSC-03-1269-PCO-TL,
the procedure in these consolidated Dockets was amended to include
additional testimony filing dates and issues to reflect the
consolidation of Docket No. 030961-TI. A hearing on this matter
was held on December 10-12, 2003.

In this matter, we received the testimony of 26 witnesses on
behalf of the ILECs, intervenors, the consumer advocates, and our
own Commission staff. We also received testimony from customers at
14 customer service hearings conducted throughout the state, as
well as written comments from customers submitted to the docket
files associated with this case. In addition, we received into
evidence 86 exhibits. We have carefully considered the evidence
received in its entirety, as well as the arguments of counsel.
Based thereon, we hereby render our decision on the issues

presented.
IITI. MOTIONS

Three motions remained outstanding at the start of our hearing
in this matter -- two motions for reconsideration of prior orders
and one motion for entry of a summary final order. ' As a
preliminary matter, we addressed the motions as follows:

A. Joint Petitioners Motion for Reconsideration of Order No.
PSC-03-1269~PCO-T1, issued Nov. 10, 2003 - Second Order
Modifying Procedure for Consolidated Dockets to Reflect
Additional Docket, Associated Issues, and Filing Dates

This motion asked that the Commission reconsider the inclusion
of Issues 6-10 in the Second Order Modifying Procedure. The motion
argued that the inclusion of those issues, which relate to the
IXCs’ flow-through of any access charge reductions they receive,
inappropriately imposed additional <criteria on the Joint
Petitioners’ Petitions for switched network access rate reductions
that go beyond the four mandatory criteria enumerated in Section
364.164(1). The Office of Public Counsel filed a response to this
Motion on behalf of the Citizens. Upon consideration, we granted
the Petitioners’ request for oral argument on this Motion at the

outset of the hearing.
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The standard of review for a motion for reconsideration is
whether the motion identifies a point of fact .or law which was
overlooked or which the Commission failed to consider in rendering
its Order. See, Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc, v. Bevis, 294 So.

2d 315 (Fla. 1974);Diamond Cab Co. . King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla.
1962); and Pindgree v. Quaintance, 394 So. 2d 162 (Fla. 1%t DpCA

1981). In a motion for reconsideration, it is not appropriate to
reargue matters that have already been considered. Sherwood v.
State, 111 So. 2d 96 (Fla. 3™ DCA 1959); citing State ex.rel.
Jaytex Realty Co. v. Green, 105 So. 2d-817 (Fla. 1%t DCA 1958).
Furthermore, a motion for reconsideration should not be granted
“based upon an arbitrary feeling that a mistake may have been made,
but should be based upon specific factual matters set forth in the
record and susceptible to review.” Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc.
v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315, 317 (Fla. 1974). This standard is
equally applicable to reconsideration by the Commission of a
Prehearing Officer’s order. See, Order No. PSC-96-0133-FOF-EI,
issued January 29, 1996, in Docket No. 950110-EI.

Throughout this proceeding, one hotly contested issue has been
whether, in making its determination to grant or deny the
Petitions, the Commission can consider only the four mandatory
criteria enumerated in Section 364.164 (1) or whether it is also
required or permitted to consider the extent to which residential
customers whose local rates would be increased if the Petitions are
granted are likely to benefit from offsetting long distance rate
decreases. This is ultimately an issue of statutory construction
which we indicated on several occasions would be considered at the
conclusion of the evidentiary hearing. ‘

The thrust of the Petitioners’ motion for reconsideration is
that the inclusion of Issues 6 through 10 in the Second Order
Modifying Procedure improperly introduced consideration of this
long distance rate impact into the proceedings on their Petitions.
OPC, on the other hand, argues that these Issues were properly
included, since the Commission must consider the combined impact on
residential customers of any local rate increases and any long
distance rate decreases.

_ Upon consideration, we —conclude that the Motion for
Reconsideration does not identify a mistake of fact or law made by
the Prehearing Officer in rendering his decision. The determination
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about which the Joint Petitioners express concern is not one made
by the Prehearing Officer in his Order. The Prehearing Officer did
not impose additional requirements on the ILECs’ Petitions to
reduce access charges; instead, he included additional issues for
consideration in this proceeding based upon our decision to
consolidate Docket No. 030961-TI with Dockets Nos. 030867-TL,
030868~TL, and 030869-TL for hearing. His Order clearly set forth
that this is the basis upon which he modified the schedule and the
issues list for the proceeding. As such, his decision is not only
‘correct, but needs no clarification. The decision to consolidate
Docket No. 030961-TI was made by this Commission in Order No. PSC-
03-1240-PCO-TP, issued November 4, 2003. Reconsideration of -that -
decision was not requested. The Prehearing Officer’s Order merely
implements that decision by amending the schedule and including
issues to reflect the consolidation. As for the legal issue raised
by the Joint Petitioners, that being whether we should consider
impacts on the toll market in making our decision on the ILECs’
Petitions, that issue was not addressed by the Prehearing Officer
and remains for decision by this Commission at the conclusion of
the hearing. For these reasons, the Joint Motion For
Reconsideration is denied. '

B. OPC’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-03-
1331-FOF-TL (filed Dec. 5, 2003) / AARP’s Motion for
Reconsideration of Same Order (filed Dec. 8, 2003) (The
Attorney General Joined in the Motions on December 9)

These motions asked that we reconsider certain language in our
Order denying AARP’s Motion to Dismiss these cases for failure to
join the IXCs as indispensable parties. OPC and AARP argue that
the language contained in the order did not accurately capture the
rationale for the Commission’s decision as expressed during the
Commission’s deliberations on that motion. A response in
opposition was filed by the Joint Petitioners on December 9, 2003.
We received additional argument on this Motion at the outset of the

hearing.

While we do not believe that reconsideration is appropriate in
this instance, upon consideration of the arguments and review of
the Order itself, we do believe that some clarification is in
order. It is clear that certain language included in the Order
could be misconstrued. Therefore, Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, at
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pages 11 and 12, is amended and clarified as reflected in the
following type and strike version:

In reaching this conclusion, we refer to the
language of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.
Contrary to AARP’s assertions, none of the
four mandatory criteria set forth for our
consideration in addressing the petitions
mandates mecessitates participation by the
IXCs. #&splraimty——steted—ty—the—tegisiatures
+The first factor set forth in Section
364.164 (1), Florida Statutes, for our
consideration does not mandate that direct the
Commission +¢o© consider how the ILECs’
proposals will affect the toll market “for the
benefit of residential consumers.” Instead,
the plain language states that consideration
should be given to whether granting the
petitions will:

(a) Remove current support for basic
local telecommunications services
that prevents the creation of a more
attractive local exchange market for
the benefit of residential
consumers. [Emphasis added].

[4
L C . bl S g, iy
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Fetrttons—rs—the—icca&—exchange—market— Thus,
we find that, for purposes of Section 364.164,
Florida Statutes, consideration of the impact
on the toll market (and resulting impact on
toll customers) is not required for the
Commission’s fuiit—anmd—comptete determination
of the Petitions.® In reaching this conclusion,
we do not find that we are precluded from such
consideration, rather we conclude only that we
are not required to do so.
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+956—— That said, we nevertheless acknowledge

AARP’s contention that the Legislature
considered the impacts on customers’ toll
bills in passing the new legislation.‘® We
emphasize, though, that the Legislature did
address the impact on the toll market if the
Petitions are granted, but it did so through a
separate section of the statutes, Section
364.163, wherein intrastate toll providers are
required to pass the benefits of the access
charge reductions on to their residential and
business customers. This Commission is
charged under that section with ensuring that
reductions are, in fact, flowed through. '

Based on the foregoing, Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TP is
clarified as set forth above. '

C. Attorney General’s Motion for Summary Final Order,
filed Nov. 17 (AARP and OPC Joined in the Motion)

The Attorney General moved for a summary final order on the
grounds that the record raises no genuine issue of fact regarding
whether granting the Petitions will benefit residential consumers.
Verizon, AT&T/MCI, BellSouth, and Sprint timely filed responses to .
the Motion. We received argument on this Motion at the hearing.

As became clear from the oral argument on this motion, the
underlying contention by the Attorney General, OPC, and AARP is
that Section 364.164 requires the Petitioners to demonstrate that
residential consumers will benefit from long distance rate

‘at footnote 1 of the Motion, AARP states that it is in the process of having
the relevant industry and legislator comments recorded and transcribed for
filing at a later date. This material was officially recognized during the

final hearings in these proceedings.




ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL
DOCKETS NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-~TL, 030961-TI

PAGE 14

reductions, and that the prefiled testimony and exhibits showed
that such benefits are not sufficient to offset the impact of the
proposed local rate increases. The opponents of the motion
contended that no such showing is required, and that the prefiled
testimony establishes that residential customers will benefit from
increased competition if the Petitions are granted.

Rule 28-106.204(4), Florida Administrative Code, provides}

Any party may move for summary final order
whenever there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact. The motion may be accompanied
by supporting affidavits. All other parties
may, within seven days of service, file a
response in opposition, with  or without
supporting affidavits. A party moving for
summary final order later than twelve days
before the final hearing waives any objection
to the continuance of the final hearing.

The standard for granting a summary final order is very high.
The purpose of summary judgment, or in this instance summary final
order, is to avoid the expense and delay of trial when no dispute
- exists concerning the material facts. The record is reviewed in
the light most favorable to the party against whom the summary
judgment is to be entered. When the movant presents a showing that
no material fact on any issue is disputed, the burden shifts to his
opponent to demonstrate the falsity of the showing. If the
opponent does not do so, summary Jjudgment is proper and should be
affirmed. The question for determination on a motion for summary
judgment is the existence or nonexistence of a material factual
issue. There are two requisites for granting summary judgment:
first, there must be no genuine issue of material fact, and second,
one of the parties must be entitled to judgment as a matter of law
on the undisputed facts. See, Trawick’s Florida Practice and
Procedure, §25-5, Summary Judgment Generally, Henry P. Trawick, Jr.

(1999). '

In summary, under Florida law, “the party moving for summary
judgment is required to conclusively demonstrate the nonexistence
of an issue of material fact, and . . . every possible inference
must be drawn in favor of the party against whom a summary judgment
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is sought.” Green v. CSX Transportation, Inc., 626 So. 2d 974
(Fla. 1st DCA 1993) (citing Wills v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 351 So.
2d 29 (Fla. 1977)). Furthermore, “A summary judgment should not be
granted unless the facts are so crystallized that nothing remains
but questions of law.” Moore v. Morris, 475 So. 2d 666 (Fla.
1985); City of Clermont, Florida v. Lake City Utility Services,
Inc., 760 So. 1123 (5% DCA 2000).

The parties disagree on the proper interpretation of Section
364.164, Florida Statutes. We find, based on the pleadings, the
arguments, and the prefiled testimony, there are genuine issues of
- material fact in dispute, regardless of whose statutory
interpretation is ultimately determined to be correct. Since the
motion must be viewed in the light most favorable to the parties
against whom the motion is sought, the Motion must be denied in
this case. 1In reaching this conclusion, we make no determination
on the legal or factual issues to be addressed through the hearing.
Rather, we conclude only that the high standard for granting a
summary final order has not been met.

IV. STATUTORY INTERPRETATION

The question of the proper interpretation of Section 364.164
is one that has been raised time and again in this case in various
motions, testimony, and in this Commission’s own comments. We
carefully withheld ruling on the question of whether Section
364.164, Florida Statutes, is ambiguous until after conclusion of
the evidentiary hearing and the closing arguments of counsel. It
is important to address this question before reaching the other
issues in the case, because our decision will determine whether we
can consider arguments and evidence presented in the case regarding
the Legislative history and intent of the statute.

The law on this aspect of statutory interpretation is clear.
When interpreting statutory provisions, one first should look to
the provision at issue to determine whether the “language is clear
and unambiguous and conveys a clear and definite meaning. . . .”
Holly v. Auld, 450 So. 2d 217 (Fla. 1984), citing A.R. Douglass
Inc. v. McRainey, 102 Fla. 1141 (1931). If the meaning is clear,
there 1is no need to resort to statutory interpretation.
Furthermore, an unambiguous statutory provision cannot be construed
to extend, modify, or limit its express terms or its reasonable and
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obvious implications. Holly, at 219. However, a statute should
not be given its literal reading if such reading would lead to an
unreasonable conclusion. Id.

Section 364.164 sets forth the criteria we must consider in
determining whether to grant the ILECs’ petitions. Those criteria
are as follows: :

[W]lhether granting the petition will:

(a) Remove current support for basic local telecommunications
services that prevents the creation of a more attractive
competitive local exchange market for the benefit of
residential consumers.

(b) Induce enhanced market entry.

(c) Require intrastate switched network access rate
reductions to parity over a period of not less than 2
years or more than 4 years.

(d) Be revenue neutral as defined in subsection (7) within
the revenue category defined in subsection (2).

The ILECs argue that this language clearly expresses the
Legislature’s intent and, thus, is not subject to interpretation.
The OPC, the Attorney General, and AARP presenta vastly differing
interpretation of the statute, and have offered into evidence and
in their arguments the Legislative history of the bill. Each side
offers tenable arguments regarding how the statute could be
interpreted. We note that the lack of clarifying language or
punctuation in the provisions at issue contributes to the differing
interpretations. As such, having considered the arguments and the
language of the statute itself, we find that the language of
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, is not clear on its face and,
thus, is subject to statutory interpretation. Having reached this
conclusion, our decisions as set forth below reflect our
interpretation of the Legislature’s intent as gleaned from the
Legislative history, including consideration of the potential
impacts of granting the Petltlons on the toll rates paid by
residential customers.
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V. SUMMARY OF DECISION

As discussed in more detail later in this order, we find and
conclude, based on the record, that:

1. Intrastate access rates currently provide support
for basic local telecommunications services that would be
reduced by bringing such rates to parity with interstate
access rates.

2. The existence of such support prevents the creation
of a more attractive competitive local exchange market by
keeping local rates at artificially low levels, thereby
raising an artificial barrier to entry into the market by
efficient competitors.

3. The elimination of such support will induce enhanced
market entry into the local exchange market.

4, Enhanced market entry will result in the creation of
a more competitive local exchange market that will
benefit residential consumers through:

a. increased choice of service providers;

b. new and innovative service offerings,
including bundles of local and long distance
service, and bundles that may include cable TV
service and high speed internet access

service;

c. technological advances;

d. increased quality of service; and

e. over the long run, reductions in prices

for local service.

5. The ILECs’ proposals will reduce intrastate switched
network access rates to parity over a period of not less
than two years or more than four years.

6. The ILECs’ proposals will be revenue neutral within
the meaning of the statute, which permits access charge
reductions to be offset, dollar for dollar, by increases
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in basic local service rates for flat-rate residential
and single-line business customers.

7. Because of the mandatory flow-through provisions of
Section 364.163, approval of the plans will be
financially neutral to the IXCs, who are required to
reduce their intrastate toll rates and charges to
consumers to offset the benefit of any access charge
reductions the IXCs receive. '

8. Contrary to the position taken by the Attorney
General in these proceedings, the statute does not
require that implementation of the proposals be “bill
neutral” to any particular customer or class of
customers. : '

S. We are not mandated by Section 364.164 to consider
the impact of the proposals on toll rates paid by
residential consumers. However, consistent with the
legislative history of the 2003 Act, we conclude that we
are permitted to do so. In this regard, we find that
many residential customers will benefit directly from the
elimination of in-state connection fees and reductions in
per-minute intrastate toll rates. We also find that
residential customers as a whole will enjoy prices for
toll services that are closer to economic costs and,
therefore, will have less of a repressive effect on long
distance usage. We also find that under the long
distance rate reduction plans offered by the IXCs,
residential customers as a whole will get a proportionate
share of any toll rate reductions based on their share of
total access minutes of use.

10. Experience from other states that have rebalanced
local and toll rates shows that approval of the ILECs’
proposals will have little, if any, negative impact on
the availability of universal service. While no customer
likes to see a rate increase, the record shows that basic
local service will continue to remain affordable for the
vast majority of residential customers.
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11. Although we find that it is not a benefit that we
should weigh in the balance in considering whether or not
to grant the Petitions, the amended Lifeline provisions
in Section 364.10 will help to protect economically
disadvantaged consumers from the effect of local rate
increases. This protection is enhanced by the ILECs’
agreement to further increase the eligibility criteria
for Lifeline assistance from 125% to 135% of the federal
poverty 1level, increasing the number of customers
eligible for the program by approximately 119,000, and to
protect Lifeline recipients against basic local service
rate increases for four  years. Although we cannot
predict the future with certainty, economic theory
suggests, and we are encouraged to believe, that the
establishment of a more competitive local market will put
downward pressure on local exchange prices that will
eventually reduce the need for targeted assistance
programs such as Lifeline.

The following sections set forth a detailed analeis of our
decisions on the points outlined above.

VI. REMOVAL OF CURRENT SUPPORT

In this section, we address whether the ILECs’ proposals meet
the requirements of Section 364.164 (1) (a), Florida Statutes. For
clarity of analysis, we have considered these requirements in three
parts: (A) what is a reasonable estimate of the level of support
for basic service provided by access charges; (B) does that support
prevent the creation of a more attractive local exchange market;
and (C) would the creation of a more attractive local exchange
market benefit residential consumers.

A. REASONABLE ESTIMATE OF SUPPORT

1. Arguments

Verizon contends that its basic local services receive support
from its network access charges, and that its plan removes this
support by bringing the prices of those services more in line with
costs. Verizon asserts that removing support for basic 1local
services will promote local exchange competition for the benefit of
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residential customers. Verizon contends that it will make
residential customers more attractive to competitors and thus
induce enhanced market entry, encourage innovation, and promote
increased freedom of choice. Verizon asserts that the plan will
also reduce intrastate access rates, thereby allowing residential
customers to make more long distance calls at 1lower prices.
Verizon, along with BellSouth and Sprint, sponsored the testimony
of Dr. Kenneth Gordon addressing this issue. Verizon’s witnesses
Fulp and Danner also offered testimony in this regard.

Verizon states that for purposes of this proceeding, it seeks
to remove $76.2 million of support from  Dbasic local
telecommunication services. Verizon contends that this amount is
necessary to bring its intrastate switched network access rate to
parity with its interstate switched network access rate.

Likewise, Sprint argues that the level of support provided for
basic local services by intrastate switched network access rates in
excess of parity in Sprint’s service areas is $142,073,492 per
year, based upon current access minutes of use. Sprint offered the
testimony of witnesses Dickerson, Felz, and Staihr on this issue.

BellSouth emphasizes that this Commission has already found
that BellSouth’s residential rates receive support from access
charges, which is further buttressed by the detailed testimony of
BellSouth’s witness Bernard Shell, particularly the information in
witness Shell’s exhibit WBS-1 (Hearing Exhibit 53). This support
from above-parity intrastate access charges ranges from $125.2
million to $136.4 million per year, depending on the method used to
perform the calculation. BellSouth maintains that its proposal
will remove current support for basic local telecommunications
services, and will bring the rates for basic local exchange service
to a level that encourages competitive entry in the local exchange
market. BellSouth argues that this is evidenced, in part, by the
testimony of AT&T and Knology in this proceeding. BellSouth adds
that residential customers will benefit from having new choices of
providers and services that additional competition will bring and
will also benefit from the pass-through of access charge reductions
in the form of reduced toll rates. To address this aspect of its
petition, BellSouth submitted the testimony of its witnesses Shell
and Banerjee. '
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Knology asserts that granting these petitions will materially
diminish the current support for basic local telecommunications
services. Knology contends that this support prevents creation of
a more competitive market. Knology asserts that diminution of the
support will spur additional competition. Knology states that its
experience in its existing markets provides examples of how the
entry of a facilities-based competitor for telephone service
expands the products available to consumers, increases the customer
service levels, and promotes product and pricing competition.

AT&T and MCI agree that the ILEC proposals will remove current
support for basic local telecommunications services by
simultaneously reducing intrastate switched access rates that have
been established at economically inefficient 1levels through the
residential rate setting process and adjusting local exchange rates
upward on a revenue neutral basis. They assert that through the
process of residual ratemaking, intrastate switched access charges
have been historically elevated well above their relevant economic
cost and the surplus has served as residual support for basic local
telecommunications services. Dr. John Mayo testified on AT&T and

MCI’s behalf on this point.

OPC asserts that residential basic local telephone service is
not subsidized by access service or any other service. OPC
contends that the ILECs’ petitions, therefore, do not remove
current support, because there is none. OPC further asserts that
Basic Local Telecommunication Services (BLTS) are not supported by
the rates for intrastate access, because the existing BLTS rates
exceed their incremental costs. AARP, Common Cause, and Sugarmill
Woods agree to a large extent, although they further argue that
there is no support, because the loop itself is a common cost that
should be fully allocated among all services that use the loop.
Dr. David Gabel provided testimony on behalf of OPC addressing this
issue, while Dr. Mark Cooper testified on behalf of AARP.

2. Findings and Decision

We find that the ILECs’ access charge rates provide support to
local exchange service. In making this determination, we accept
the economic testimony of the ILECs’ and IXCs’ witnesses, which
treat the cost of the local loop as a cost of basic local service.
In particular, the testimony shows there is no economic principle
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requiring that the cost of that loop be allocated across other
ancillary services that are provided over the loop.

We are not persuaded by the testimony of AARP and OPC’s
witnesses that all or some of the cost of the local loop should be-
shared, such that any costs shared by more than one service would
be excluded from the ILECs’ Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost
(TSLRIC) calculations. This would be inconsistent with our past
decisions, perhaps most notably in our 1998 Report on Fair and
Reasonable Rates to the Legislature, that the costs associated with
the local loop should not be allocated. - The arguments raised by
OPC and AARP have been considered and rejected in the past, and we
find no new persuasive basis upon which to deviate from our
con51stent policy on this issue.

We note that the record raises some concern about the cost
information provided in the proceeding by the ILECs. For instance,
BellSouth’s use of model inputs 1is inconsistent . with past
Commission decisions in the Docket No. 990649~TP, in which we
established rates for unbundled network elements (UNEs). Also, we
find that Verizon’s use of interstate minutes to calculate
switching and transport costs is problematic, and that Sprint and
BellSouth’s use of retail costs appears to be excessive,
particularly since they do not differentiate between costs that
apply to basic local service and costs that apply to all other
services. Nevertheless, after weighing all the evidence, we find
that the correction of these deficiencies would not alter our
conclusion that local exchange rates are supported by intrastate
access charge rates; that the ILECs have, in fact, provided a
reasonable estimate of the level of support for basic 1local
telecommunications service; and that their proposals appropriately
remove that support as required by the statute. In reaching this
decision, we do not in any way indicate agreement with the ILECs’
costs, inputs, or methodologies considered herein for any purpose
beyond this proceeding.

In addition, we note that AT&T/MCI witness Mayo emphasized
that the statute does not require removal of a pure economic
subsidy, but rather “support” for basic local service. Thus, he
disputes witnesses Gabel and Cooper’s arguments that there is no
subsidy to be removed. We also find this argument persuasive in
view of the plain language of the statute.
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B. SUPPORT PREVENTS THE CREATION OF A MORE ATTRACTIVE
COMPETITIVE LOCAL EXCHANGE MARKET

1. Arguments

Verizon contends that its current residential basic monthly
rates are well below incremental cost, and therefore 'impair
competition for residential customers. Verizon asserts that the
~availability of local service at supported prices limits the prices
that competitive local providers can charge. Verizon contends that
to the extent that competitive providers’ costs are similar to
Verizon’s, the existing supported prices make it economically
infeasible for those providers to compete. Dr. Gordon spoke to
. this issue on behalf of the three ILECs. In addition, Verizon
offered the testimony of witness Danner in this regard.

Sprint contends that the presence of heavily supported
residential basic local service acts as an obstacle to the creation
of widespread residential local competition. The removal of this
obstacle, according to Sprint, is the goal of the 2003 Act.
Sprint’s witness Staihr spoke to this issue.

BellSouth again contends that we have already determined that
its residential rates are supported. BellSouth emphasizes that the
testimony of its witness Shell 1lends further support to the
argument that removal of the support for basic local service will
bring rates to a level that encourages competition, leading to new
choices for consumers, as well as reduced toll rates. BellSouth’s
witnesses Ruscilli and Banerjee offered additional testimony on

this point.

Knology maintains that granting these petitions will
materially diminish the current support for basic 1local
telecommunications services. Knology asserts that this support
prevents creation of a more competitive market and that diminution
of the support will spur additional competition.

AT&T and MCI assert that the currently excessive intrastate
switched access charge rate levels make it difficult for a
telecommunications company to enter the local exchange market and
compete against incumbent providers whose local rates are supported
by access charges; the support allows incumbent providers to
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subject their competitors to an anticompetitive price squeeze.
AT&T and MCI contend that excessive access charges further depress
competition by limiting competitors’ ability to compete across the
full range of service categories. Dr. Mayo addressed this aspect
of the ILEC Petitions on behalf of AT&T and MCI.

Although their analysis differs somewhat, OPC, AARP, Common
Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods each contend there is no support
for basic local service; therefore, raising current prices will not
create a more attractive competitive local exchange market for the
benefit of residential consumers. They contend that the existing
levels of basic 1local telecommunications service rates have
minimal, if any, impact on making the local exchange market more
attractive to competitors. Drs. Gabel and Cooper also provided
testimony in this regard on behalf of OPC and AARP, respectively.

The Commission staff offered the testimony of witness Ollila
for purposes of providing additional perspective on this issue by
way of the Commission’s 2002 Report on Competition in
Telecommunications Markets in Florida. In addition, the 2003
Report was received into the record as a stipulated exhibit.

2. Findings and Decision

Upon consideration, we agree with witness Gordon that the
current level of support has allowed residential rates to remain
lower than they would be in an undistorted competitive market, and
that they are, in fact, lower than in other states in our region.
We can find no basis in economics for the underpricing of basic
service which is demand-inelastic relative to usage. Except for a
limited range of residential customers, it is not economically
feasible for a CLEC to price complementary products and packages in
a manner that would allow it to make up for lack of profitability
in the provision of basic service. As a result, there is 1little
opportunity or ability to bundle products and services for
consumers, and a very limited range of customers can truly be
served on a profitable basis.

As recognized by both witness Mayo and witness Gordon, the
state law, as well as the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996,
shifts the utility commission’s role away from historically
protecting monopolists from competitors’ entry and protecting
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consumers from the monopolist, to a role of encouraging
competition. Under the old regime, utility commissions set rates
for non-basic services, such as long distance, carrier switched
access, and vertical features, above cost in order to hold down the
price for basic local exchange service. This was in furtherance of
universal service.

As witness Mayo emphasized, even as we moved toward price cap
regulation, the pricing structure did not really change; thus, the
prices for non-basic services continued to support basic service.
Specifically, access charges were created after divestiture of AT&T
"to provide a source of revenue that would enable the local exchange
companies to continue to keep prices low. Witness Mayo added that
at the federal level, access charges have been reduced dramatically
over the past 19 years, and this process has taken place for
intrastate access charges in other states as well. Nevertheless,
the witness emphasized that intrastate access rate 1levels in
Florida are still in excess of their incremental cost, serving as
continued support for low local service rates. As such, according
to witnesses Mayo and Gordon, approving the ILECs’ petitions to
reduce intrastate access charges in a revenue neutral manner will,
in fact, remove some of the support for local service, which will
in turn make local service market entry more attractive for
prospective entrants. This testimony was very compelling.

Witness Gordon further testified that the effect of having
rates that are below cost is to discourage entry, as well as
investment, by both new entrants and incumbents. Thus, not only is
there less likelihood of competition, but of innovation as well.
He emphasized that there is empirical evidence on this point, as
referenced in the Ros-McDermott study he mentions in his pre-filed
testimony. He also testified that in states that have implemented
rebalancing, namely California, Illinois, Ohio, Massachusetts, and
Maine, there was little noticeable impact on subscribership levels
in spite of residential local service rate increases comparable to
the increases proposed in the ILECs’ petitions. 1In addition, he
noted that, in the states that have implemented rebalancing, toll
rates were lowered.

Our 2003 Competition Report shows that CLEC residential market
share is only 9% in Florida, while CLEC’s serve 29% of the business
market. Similarly, Verizon’s competition study for its territory
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shows that there is a 100 to 1 ratio of business versus residential
customers being served by facilities-based CLECs. This drops to 10
to 1 if UNE-P and resale are taken into account. Together, these
studies persuade us that competition for residential customers is
currently suffering as a result of barriers to entry.

In addition, Knology’s witness Boccucci specifically stated
that, “. . .under current rates for local services in Florida,
Knology has not been able to generate rates of return sufficient to
attract the capital necessary to expand in adjacent areas to Panama
City or elsewhere in Florida. If rate rebalancing is implemented,
Knology has every intention to expand and compete further in
Florida.” He emphasized that because of Florida’s low local rates,
that “. . . from our investors’ perspective, in the competition for
the valuable CAPX or the capital expenditures, it was tough to make
a business case to expand into the panhandle when we could expand
into Georgia, Tennessee, Alabama and North Carolina [where local
rates are higher] and be more assured that we could meet the

returns that our investors expected in the marketplace.”

Based on the foregoing; we find that current support provided
by access charges does, in fact, impede competition in the
residential local exchange markets. :

C. BENEFIT TO RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS AS 'CONTEMPLATED BY
SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA STATUTES '

1. Arguments

Verizon asserts that by moving basic local residential rates
toward cost, its rate rebalancing plan will promote competition for
the benefit of residential customers, which 1is the benefit
contemplated by Section 364.164, Florida Statutes. Verizon
contends that implementation of its rebalancing proposal will make
these residential customers more attractive to competitors and thus
induce enhanced market entry, encourage innovation, and promote
increased freedom of choice. Verizon asserts that, in addition,
its rebalancing plan will lower intrastate access rates and,
ultimately, allow residential customers to make more long distance
calls at lower prices. Again, Dr. Gordon provided testimonial
support for the three ILECs on this point. In addition, Verizon’s
witnesses Danner and Fulp addressed this issue.
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Similarly, Sprint contends that the creation of a more
attractive competitive local exchange market will benefit
residential consumers by giving them choices in providers,
services, technologies, and pricing options. Sprint maintains that
this is what consumers are demanding, and that this range of choice
will only be made available through a competitive market. Sprint
offered the testimonies of witnesses Staihr and Felz on this point.

BellSouth again argues that its residential rates are
supported. BellSouth emphasizes that the testimony of its witness
Shell lends further support to the argument that removal of the
support for basic local service will bring rates to a level that
encourages competition, leading to new choices for consumers, which
is the benefit contemplated by the 2003 Act, as well as reduced
toll rates. BellSouth’s witnesses Banerjee and Ruscilli provided

testimony on this issue.

Knology states that its experience in its existing markets
provides examples of how the entry of a facilities-based competitor
for telephone service expands the products available to consumers,
increases the customer service levels, and promotes product and
pricing competition. Knology’s witness Boccucci emphasizes that-
telecommunications services are converging, such that a wireless
consumer does not really think of his or her service in terms of
local versus 1long distance service. He envisions that with
increased competition in the wireline market, the same will hold
true for wireline customers. Likewise, he argues that the value
for consumers in a competitive market is a converged bill with
multiple telecommunications services, upgraded service quality, as
well as price competition. He also added that a higher local rate
will enable Knology to provide bundled packages at prices
economical to seniors on fixed incomes, so that they can receive
more economic and better quality service than they do today.

AT&T and MCI agree that the ILECs’ proposals will benefit
residential consumers as contemplated by Section 364.164, Florida
Statutes. They contend that the ILECs’ proposals will reduce
current deterrents to local market entry and create a more level
playing field, which will ultimately induce increased market entry.
The result will be to provide consumers, residential and business
alike, with a wider choice of providers’ offerings and prices.
They contend that residential consumers will further benefit from
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toll rate reductions and the elimination of any in-state connection
fee. Dr. Mayo provided testimony addressing this point on behalf
of AT&T and MCI, while witness Fonteix provided additional
information on behalf of AT&T. :

OPC, AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods contend
that the ILECs’ rebalancing petitions will not benefit residential
consumers as contemplated by Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.
They assert that the ILECs have not made a showing that the
proposed rebalancing of basic local telecommunications service
rates would create a more attractive competitive local exchange
market for the benefit of residential customers, nor that market
entry will be enhanced, because the ILECs’ analyses are based on a
model that no entrant would ever use. They argue that, moreover,
any claims of benefits to consumers based on the removal or
reduction of support for residential basic local telecommunications
service are moot, since no such support exists. Again, Drs. Gabel
and Cooper provided testimony on this point for OPC and AARP,
respectively.

Commission staff’s witness Shafer testified that the ILECs’
proposals will likely result in benefits for residential customers,
such as increased value and choice in products.

2.  Findings and Decision

Upon consideration of the evidence presented, as well as the
Legislature’s clear policy to enhance competition in Florida’s
telecommunications market, we find that the ILECs’ proposals will
ultimately benefit residential consumers as contemplated by Section
364.164, Florida Statutes. As evidenced by the results in other
states that have engaged in rate rebalancing, the ILECs’ proposals
will make the residential market more economically attractive for
CLECs, which should lead to an increase in choice of providers.
This will be accomplished by increasing in the short term the rate
at which residential service can be offered by competitors, leading
to increased profit margins for CLECs serving residential
customers. Witness Fonteix specifically stated that AT&T’s
decision to enter BellSouth’s territory was “. . . predicated upon
an assumption after the passage of the Act that it would be
implemented.” Furthermore, the witness testified that in AT&T’s
experience in Michigan and Georgia, where rates have already been
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rebalanced, although basic local service rates initially went up,
in the long run, competition drove the price back down.

Companies providing bundled offerings that include both local
and long distance service will benefit not only from the increased
rate at which residential service can be offered on a competitive
basis, but also from the decreased terminating access rate. These
changes will make providing bundled packages to residential
customers more economically attractlve, because companies will
increase their proflt margin.

Again, as argued_by AT&T’s witness Fonteix, because the Bell
incumbents are now able to enter the long distance market, it is
better to proceed with access charge reform, which has been
underway at the federal level for some time now. The witness
emphasized that waiting will only further harm the long distance
market. This testimony was consistent with that of witness Gordon,
who maintained that long distance service is overpriced, because of
the support provided by access charges to local service. He
asserted that as prices come down for long distance service, people
will respond by making more long distance calls, which he contends
is a benefit to society. He concluded that:

If the toll prices are overpriced, then there
will be less calling and that constitutes a
loss to society. And there’s no reason to
have it. It’s a very expensive way to achieve
the goal in Crandall’s and Waverman’s point:
If you really want to have universal service
and you think it’s a problem, you know, a
policy problem that should be addressed,
better that the payments should be made
directly in some fashion than by distorting
the entire price structure, which is the
mechanism we’ve used to date. '

While it is uncontested that some customers will not receive
a direct benefit as a result of the implementation of the ILECs'’
proposals, we find that Florida consumers as a whole will reap the
benefits of increased competition and, ultimately, competition will
serve to regulate the level of prices consumers will pay.
Increased competition will lead ‘not only to a wider choice of
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providers, but also to technological innovation, new service
offerings, and increased quality of service to the customer. The
evidence in this case shows that Knology will continue its plans to
enter Florida markets if the Petitions are granted, and will
consider broadening the number of Florida markets it enters, as
demonstrated through the testimony of witness Boccucci.  AT&T
witness Fonteix has also indicated that AT&T’s entry into
BellSouth’s territory has been largely influenced by the 2003
Legislation and the hope that with the granting of these Petitions,
the raising of 1local rates will make Florida markets more
profitable for competitors. Furthermore, witness Gordon explained
that less regulation in the wireless market has not only produced
lower prices, but also a beneficial impact on consumer welfare,
because the use of the technology has become so prevalent.

While Section 364.164 does not mandate that we consider the
degree of benefit to residential customers from long distance rate
reductions, our review of the legislative history convinces us that
it is within_Our discretion to do so. Thus, we have considered
witness Ostrander’s argument that the Petitioners have been unable
to quantify the impact of competition, and therefore have been
unable to show the benefit to customers. We reject that argument,
and find that the preponderance of the evidence in the proceeding
shows that the benefits to residential customers as a whole
generated by the resulting decreases in long distance rates and
elimination of the in-state connection fee will outweigh the
increases in local rates. This benefit should be a continuing one,
since the IXCs have indicated that they will flow through the
reductions on a pro-rata basis according to minutes of access, and
the record indicates that market forces should exert enough
pressure to ensure that rates are kept low. Furthermore, as in the
wireless industry, whose ability to offer bundled packages has been
facilitated by the fact that they do not pay the high level of
access fees that the wireline carriers do, we anticipate that the
reduction in access fees will result in an increase in bundled
offerings by wireline carriers and a decrease in the distinction
between wireline local and long distance service.

We acknowledge, as OPC, the Attorney General and AARP have
argued, that not every residential customer will get a long
distance rate reduction, and those who do receive reductions will
not necessarily receive reductions that totally offset the increase
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in their rate for local service. Such “bill neutrality” is not
required by the statute and, in fact, would be inconsistent with
its plain language. First, there could never be “bill neutrality”
unless every residential customer made exactly the -same number of
long distance calls and could therefore share per capita in any
long distance rate decreases. Second, Section 364.164 achieves
revenue neutrality to the ILEC by permitting it to increase rates
for flat-rate residential and single-line business service.
Section 364.163, Florida Statutes, in contrast, gives the IXCs
discretion in where to flow through their long distance rate
decreases so long as some portion of the benefit goes to
residential and business customers. As discussed in Section X (D),
we find that the IXCs’ proposals to flow through these reductions
between business and residential customers in proportion to their
access minutes of use complies with both the language and Splrlt of -
the statute.

Also on this issue, we acknowledge that the testimony from the
public hearings was mixed. Many customers did not believe that the
ILEC proposals would benefit them, but others were hopeful that
they would see competition in their area. Generally, the written
comments we received tended to be unfavorable. = However, when
considered with the economic testimony received through our
technical hearing, we find that customers as a whole will benefit
as contemplated by the statute. As noted by witness Boccucci,
customers will get better gquality service for the products they
choose, as well as a wider variety of products and providers. The
evidence also shows that even those customers that use calling
cards or dial-around service will receive benefits from increased
competition, as will older citizens that use 1+ calling.

We also acknowledge the customer testimony critical of
extended calling service (ECS) rates. In recognition of the
concerns raised, we direct our staff to organize a Commission
workshop to discuss the history of ECS, the current state of the
law on ECS, and what role, if any, ECS has in today’s market. The
Petitioners have all agreed to participate fully in this workshop.
In addition, it is notable that Sprint’s petition includes a five-
free-call allowance for ECS.

Although we find that it is not a benefit that we should weigh
— _in the balance—in —considering whether or not to grant the ==
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Petitions, we observe that the amended Lifeline provisions in
Section 364.10 will help to protect economically disadvantaged
consumers from the effect of local rate increases. The use of
targeted assistance, rather than implicit rate subsidies, to
address this social issue will result in more efficient pricing,
which will benefit the competitive market, spur innovations and new
product offerings. This is the benefit contemplated by the
Legislature when it enacted this legislation and is further
supported by the testimony of AT&T/MCI’'s witness Mayo. As noted by
the witness, the ability to target assistance is far more effective
at promoting universal service objectives. The witness also
testified that targeted assistance is more economically efficient
than continuation of implicit support from access charge prices.
We agree, and expect that, over time, competition should take care
of those protected by Lifeline, in spite of the current limited
duration that these customers are protected from the local
increases at issue here. The evidence shows that even with the
proposed local rate increases, there will not be a significant
number of customers that drop off the network. While the need for
continued targeted assistance for some customers may foster its own
social welfare concerns, those concerns must be balanced with the
Legislature’s clear intent to move Florida’s telecommunications
markets towards increased competition.

Furthermore, Dr. Cooper acknowledged that Exhibit 85 indicates
that many seniors on fixed irnicomes take a number of additional
services, such as cellular service, cable service, and Internet
service. This indicates not only a likelihood that the increases
proposed are within the zone of affordability for this segment of
consumers, but also, as indicated by witness Boccucci, demonstrates
that this segment in particular may see increased benefits as a
result of bundled competitive offerings. Similarly, the evidence
shows that 53% to 72% of Lifeline customers served by the
Petitioners purchase one or more ancillary services.

‘As argued by witness Mayo, in approaching this task we must
balance “hard-headed” economic principles with "“soft-hearted”
social welfare goals. It is the application of sound economic
principles that will bring efficiencies, and as a result,
competition to the telecommunications market, while the statute
itself provides for targeted assistance that will assist those
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unable to afford the proposed increases.® At the end of the day,
capitalism and the free market will maximize benefits to consumers
in a way that regulation cannot. That is not, however, to say that
the companies should not be encouraged to consider their social
welfare obligations in targeting assistance to customers and coming
up with new ideas to address the needs of the economically

disadvantaged.

In the end, we find that the 1ILECs’ proposals meet the
statutory requirement set forth in Section 364.164 (1) (a), Florida
Statutes, providing required benefit of a more attractive
“competitive telecommunications market for Florida consumers.

VII. INDUCE ENHANCED MARKET ENTRY

In this section, we address whether the ILECs’ proposals will
induce enhanced market entry as required by Section 364.164 (1) (b),
Florida Statutes.

A. Arguments

BellSouth states that by removing implicit support from basic
local exchange rates, competitors will have increased business
opportunities to attract new customers and offer new products,
services, and bundles. BellSouth contends that competitors base
their entry decisions on whether or not they can at least match the
rates charged by ILECs. BellSouth argues that if these rates are
lowered artificially by subsidies, but the incremental costs do not
change, then competitors are likely to be deterred from entering
the market. BellSouth concludes that this situation limits
competition. BellSouth witness Banerjee offered testimony in this

regard.

BellSouth further explains that there will never be
competitive alternatives for customers who are receiving service at
a price below the relevant cost of providing that service. As the

5 It is noteworthy that the ILECs have also agreed to the increase the number
of customers to whom Lifeline is available to those whose income is 135% or
less of the federal poverty level. This increases the pool of Lifeline
eligible customers by approximately 119,000 when compared to the 125% standard
required by Section 364.10.
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price of service is raised to, and above, its relevant costs, such
customers become more attractive to competitors, according to
BellSouth witness Ruscilli.

Witness Gordon contends that when the price of services
increases, a cash flow analysis would show that the investment
project becomes more profitable (or less of a loss) and, thus, more
attractive for new market entrants. Dr. Gordon adds that
technology is changing so rapidly that competitive markets will do
a much better job than a monopoly would of discovering which
technologies can or cannot succeed in the long run. Dr. Gordon
further opines that in order for the lowest cost mix of
technologies to remain in the market, price and the signals it
sends must not be distorted and must reflect the underlying cost of
providing service. - '

BellSouth emphasizes that lowering intrastate access rates to
parity with interstate rates eliminates an artificial discrepancy
between two nearly identical services. Lower intrastate access
rates make long distance calling more attractive for customers and
competitors who wish to bundle long distance service with local
service. BellSouth witness Banerjee testifies that the unevenness
of the business market versus the residential market entry is
attributable in large part to the relationship between end-user
rates for basic local telephone service and UNE/UNE-P rates. Dr.
Banerjee explains that generally the margins are far more
substantial for business service. Unconstrained by public policy
or regulation, the CLECs have gravitated naturally to business
markets. As indicated by Dr. Gordon, the problem of an
unattractive residential market may be worse in Florida than in
other states because these other states have higher residential
rates, indicating a greater need to rebalance the rates in Florida.

Verizon states that its rate rebalancing plan will bring the
prices of its basic local services more in line with costs.
Verizon asserts that prices that more closely reflect underlying
costs, such as those proposed in its rate rebalancing plan, will
increase the likelihood that competitive providers can offer
services at a price equal to or lower than that offered by Verizon,
and still remain profitable. Verizon contends that as a result,
the reformed prices proposed in Verizon’s rate rebalancing plan
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will make the local exchange market more attractive to competitors
and induce enhanced market entry.

Verizon further contends that by removing implicit support
from basic local exchange rates, competitors will be enticed into
the market. Verizon contends that Knology’s testimony that it
decided to enter the Florida market following the passage of the
access reduction legislation demonstrates that Verizon’s
rebalancing proposal will encourage competitive entry. Also,
‘Verizon cites to Dr. Gordon’s testimony, which includes statistical
studies demonstrating that rebalancing will have a positive effect
on competitive entry. :

Sprint concurs with BellSouth and Verizon, stating that CLECs
will benefit from the higher residential basic prices, without
being required to reduce their own intrastate access prices.
Sprint contends that rebalancing reduces risk for CLECs, improving
the cash flow equation for serving residential customers. Sprint
witness Staihr testifies that rebalancing rates for basic local
service will create a situation where competitors will find that,
on average, a larger percentage of the residential market will be
financially attractive to serve. Witness Staihr states further
that the current artificially low prices are unsustainable in the
face of competition, and they come at a cost: (1) fewer options
among services; (2) less innovation; and (3) in large portions of
Sprint’s territory, no competitive choices. Sprint concludes that
rebalancing will induce enhanced market entry, thereby providing
customers with the benefits of more choices, enhanced service
offerings and greater innovation.

Knology states that the ILEC petitions should be granted
because that decision will help to implement the policy underlying
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, and it will enhance the
competitive choice available to Florida citizens. Knology
identifies itself as a prime example of how granting the ILECs’
Petitions will induce enhanced competition. As stated previously,
Knology is a facilities-based intermodal competitor offering voice,
video and data services over hybrid fiber coax (HFC) and fiber to
the curb (FTTC) network in Panama City, with plans to expand in
Pinellas County, Florida. Knology  has been providing
telecommunications services in Florida since 1997 and is currently
providing its services to over 275,000 residential and business
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customers in Florida. Knology’s witness Boccucci testified,
however, that Knology’s decisions on whether to further expand
service in other Florida markets will be greatly influenced by
whether or not the ILECs’ Petitions are granted.

Knology witness Boccucci testified that the 2003 Act creates
the regulatory environment necessary to attract capital investment
to expand telephone competition in Florida. Knology contends that
granting the ILEC petitions will allow it to attract and deploy new
capital investment in Florida, thereby offering consumers a choice
in facilities-based providers for new and advanced high-tech
services. Knology asserts, however, that if the petitions are not
granted, it will be forced to deploy capital in states with more
favorable market conditions as it has done in the past.

AT&T and MCI state that economic theory demonstrates that a
decrease in overpriced access charges together with an increase in
the retail price of residential service will encourage market
entry. AT&T and MCI contend that prices are a key signal to
prospective entrants regarding the desirability of a particular
‘market. Higher prices relative to cost provide greater inducements
for entry. AT&T and MCI contend further that bundled offerings are
undermined by excessive access charges, because the lower bound to
which competitors can drive prices is defined by the artificially
high level of access charges. The presence of excessive access
charges will limit the ability of competitors to enter the market.
AT&T/MCI witness Mayo offered testimony in this regard. Dr. Mayo
opines that the reduction of existing access support will also make
the market more attractive for traditional long distance companies
to enter the telecommunications market.

Witnesses Mayo and Fonteix testified that the reduction and
eventual elimination of the access support is critical to
sustainable competition as it will allow CLECs to compete on a more
equal footing. Witness Mayo explains that the anemic CLEC market
share for residential customers provides prima facie evidence that
low residential prices are inhibiting competitive entry.

AT&T states further that reducing intrastate access charges to
parity will significantly reduce the ILECs’ advantage of receiving
large access charge subsidies, thereby moving ILECs and competitors
closer to an equal footing and enhancing competition.
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OPC responds that competition will not be enhanced to the
residential consumer’s benefit, although the ILECs’ revenue from
inelastic basic local service will be enhanced and the respective
ILEC’s market share will increase using revenues as a basis of
measurement, according to OPC witness Ostrander. Witness Ostrander
further contends that there will be no new or unique service
introductions and no uniquely associated benefits - of capital
investment. OPC witness Gabel states that entry decisions are made
on the basis of the expected total revenues and costs of all
services an entrant can offer, not just one service. If total
revenues cover total costs, it is completely irrelevant to a firm’'s
decision to enter a market if one of the components of the offering
(e.g. basic local service) may produce a loss according to some
measure. Therefore, OPC surmises that a rise in total revenue from
current levels may not be sufficient to allow entrants to overcome
existing competitive barriers.

AARP concurs with OPC in its basic position that granting the
ILECs’ petitions will not induce enhanced market entry or increase
competition. AARP witness Cooper argues that the Legislature
intended that the ILECs be required to demonstrate that competition:
would, in fact, occur, as opposed to simply being more likely to
occur, if the Petitions are approved. Witness Cooper further
argues that none of the companies have provided such proof for any
of their geographic areas. AARP contends that competition for
bundled service is where the focus is in telecommunications.
Therefore, AARP concludes that the shifting of costs from intralATA
long distance to basic service will have little, if any, impact on
this competition since both are in the bundle.

However, Commission Staff witness Shafer testified that the
likelihood of increased market entry is improved by granting the
rebalancing petitions, particularly in those markets where
profitability is marginal. Witness Shafer states that there
appears to be a relationship between the subsidy and market entry,
indicating that the removal of the subsidy will also increase
market entry. Witness Shafer concludes that one can reasonably
expect the ILECs’ petitions will create additional market entry,
particularly in markets that, to date, have been only marginally
profitable or slightly unprofitable.
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B. Findings and Decision

Upon consideration, we are persuaded that granting the ILEC
petitions will induce enhanced market entry.

There are two types of evidence that the parties have
presented in this case: empirical, which is based on real-life
scenarios, and economic theory. We believe that the ILECs have
offered strong theoretical and empirical evidence that the proposed
changes to intrastate access charges and basic local service rates
will improve the level of competition in many markets. The ILECs’
witness Gordon testified that when the price of services increases,
a cash flow analysis would show that investment in the market
becomes more profitable and, thus, more attractive for market
entry. BellSouth explains that if these rates are 1lowered
artificially by subsidies but the incremental costs do not change,
then competitors ineligible to receive the subsidy are likely to be
deterred from entering the market. In addition, AT&T and MCI
indicate that the reduction and eventual elimination of the access
support is critical to sustainable competition as it will allow
CLECs to compete on equal footing with the ILECs. We find that
these arguments compelling. We conclude from the evidence
presented that entry into the local telephone market is deterred if
the ILECs’ 1local service prices are below cost and that rate
rebalancing is critical to actually promoting competition.

While OPC and AARP have expressed doubt about the effect that
a reduction in access charges will have on competition, they have
failed to convince us that these rate reductions will not induce
enhanced market entry. To the contrary, Knology presents a model
case on the impact that these reductions have had and will have on
market entry by CLECs. Witness Boccucci testified that the
granting of the ILEC petitions will allow Knology to attract and
deploy new capital in Florida, thereby offering consumers a choice
in facilities-based providers for new and advanced high-tech
services. In addition, AT&T indicated that it has entered the
BellSouth territory as a result of the 2003 Act.

We are persuaded that companies like Knology and AT&T provide
the empirical evidence of how the ILECs’ proposals will increase
competition. We note that poor profitability, or 1limited
profitability, is the main deterrent to market entry. We conclude
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that the evidence presented by the ILECs demonstrates that granting
the petitions will induce enhanced market entry, thereby promoting
competition, as —required by Section 364.164(1) (b), Florida

Statutes.

For almost 20 years, the telecommunications industry has been
in transition from a monopolistic regime to a competitive one.
While changes to Florida law and enactment of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 have made great strides in promoting
competition, there is still a lack of widespread competition in the
residential local exchange market. Implementation of the access
reductions and offsetting rate increases permitted by the 2003 Act
should serve to enhance competition in this important market.

Based on the foregoing, we find that the existing rate
structure impairs competition for residential customers. Granting
the ILECs’ petitions will result in more attractive pricing for
basic local telephone service, providing market entry opportunities
for competitors that have been constrained by inefficient pricing
in the past. Thus, we find that the petitions filed by BellSouth,
Verizon and Sprint to reduce intrastate switched network access
charges will induce enhanced market entry. :

VIII. PARITY

In this section, we address the requirement of Section
364.164 (1) (c) that any plan provide for intrastate access rates to
be reduced to parity with interstate rates over a perlod of not
less than two years or more than four years.

A. Arguments

Verizon contends that its proposal will reduce intrastate
switched network access rates to interstate parity over a period of
not less than two years or more than four years. Specifically,
~Verizon proposes to reduce its composite intrastate access total

average revenue per minute (ARPM) from $.0485441 to $.0117043 in
three increments over two years. The total Verizon reduction would
be $76.2 million.

There was conflicting testimbny in the record regarding
whether Verizon’s inclusion of its non-traffic sensitive interstate
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presubscribed interexchange carrier charge (PICC) in the
calculation of 1its switched access <charge reduction was
appropriate. Verizon’s witness Fulp testified that the PICC was
included because its interstate access rates include both traffic
sensitive and non-traffic sensitive charges. Witness Fulp asserts
that the 2003 Act permits the inclusion of the PICC, since the 2003
Act defines the term “intrastate switched access rate” to include
the carrier common line charge and the PICC is a federal common
line charge. He asserts that because the Act includes common line
charges in Verizon’s intrastate access rates, the analogous PICC
federal common line charge must be included in Verizon’s
calculation of the interstate ARPM for a consistent comparison.

Verizon’s witness Fulp asserts that if the PICC is excluded
from its calculation, Verizon would have to reduce its composite
. intrastate access rate by a greater amount than originally
proposed. As such, to preserve revenue neutrality,. Verizon’s basic
local rates would have to increase more than its original proposal.
Specifically, the witness explained that if Verizon were to exclude
the PICC from the parity calculation, Verizon would have to reduce
its access revenues by $12,679,052 more than originally proposed,
and, consequently, Verizon would have to increase its basic local
revenues by a corresponding amount. The result would be an
increase to Verizon’s basic local rates of $0.86 more than Verizon
originally proposed.

AT&T and MCI assert that Verizon’s proposal does not correctly
reduce its intrastate switched access rates to interstate parity.
AT&T witness Fonteix contends that Verizon’s inclusion of the PICC
is inappropriate for two reasons. He contends that the PICC is not
part of the intrastate rate elements. Witness Fonteix asserts that
even if the PICC was appropriate for inclusion in the calculation,
Verizon should have used the interstate minutes of wuse in
calculating the ARPM rather than the intrastate minutes of use.
Finally, Witness Fonteix argues that the PICC should have been
excluded because the PICC charge applies to multiline business
customers and the access charge reductions allow Verizon to collect
business line revenue from all Florida residents.

AARP, Common Cause Florida, -and Sugarmill Woods also contend
that Verizon’s inclusion of the interstate PICC end-user charge in
its calculation of intrastate access charges for the purpose of
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rebalancing means that Verizon has failed to comply with the
provisions of the Act requiring parity and revenue neutrality.
They assert that Verizon’s petition should be denied on these

grounds.

Sprint asserts that its proposal will reduce intrastate
switched network access rates to interstate parity over a period of
not less than two years or more than four. Sprint contends that
its petition, testimony, and exhibits demonstrate that rebalancing
prices over a two-year period - (three annual increments) will
provide the marketplace with the appropriate competitive signals
and will not result in consumer rate shock. Sprint’s initial
proposal was to reduce its access rate by $62,319,890 the first
year, $56,211,862 the second year, and $23,541,711 the third year.
Sprint’s total proposed reduction is $125.2 million. However,
during closing arguments Sprint agreed to spread its reduction and
corresponding increase in four steps over a period of three years,
consistent with the position advocated by Commission staff witness
Shafer. Under Sprint’s revised proposal, the basic 1local
telecommunications services increases will be $2.25 the first year,
$2.25 the second year, $1.50 the third year, and $0.86 the fourth

year.

BellSouth contends that its proposal will reduce intrastate
switched network access rates to interstate parity over a period of
not less than two years or more than four. BellSouth asserts that
its proposed increases will occur over three installments, 1°°
quarter 2004, 1°%* quarter 2005, and 1°° quarter 2006. BellSouth
presents two alternative methodologies by which parity can be
achieved: “mirroring” and the “typical network.” Witness Ruscilli
testified that BellSouth’s proposed reductions under either
methodology will be 40% in the 1%% quarter of 2004, 35% in the 1°
gquarter of 2005, and 25% in the 1°° quarter of 2006. Witness
Ruscilli further testified that BellSouth’s proposal reaches parity
in 24 months, consistent with the requirement in Section
364.164 (1) (¢), Florida Statutes, that parity be reached in not less
‘than 2 years and not more than 4 years. v

AT&T and MCI assert that BellSouth’s “mirroring” proposal
appears to correctly reduce its switched access rates to interstate
parity, but they contend that BellSouth’s ™“typical network”
proposal does not. Witness Fonteix explains that BellSouth’s
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“mirroring” methodology appropriately quantifies the revenue impact
of the intrastate rate reductions necessary to achieve parity by
multiplying the demand times the difference between its intrastate
and interstate tariffed rates. However, witness Fonteix asserts
that BellSouth’s “typical network” methodology is inappropriate
.because it targets only‘a select set of rate elements to equal
interstate rate levels, and thus fails to address all of the rate
elements in the statutory definition of intrastate switched network

access rate. i

Witness Shafer contends that Sprint should extend its
implementation of access reductions and increases to basic local
service rates by 12 months in order to mitigate rate shock to
consumers. Witness Shafer testified that while the statute did not
directly address or define rate shock, the statute does provide for
a transition period for the access charge and basic local service
rate adjustments of not less than 2 years and not more than 4
years. He asserts that due to this range it is reasonable to infer
that the Legislature recognized the concept of rate shock or rate
reasonableness. Witness Shafer asserts that it would be
appropriate for Sprint to implement an additional incremental rate
adjustment 36 months after the initial adjustment in order to
complete its transition to parity. He argues that this would put
Sprint’s residential customers more on par with those of BellSouth
and Verizon in terms of the amount of the increase they receive at

any one time.
B. Findings and Decision

Section 364.164 (1) (c), Florida Statutes, requires that we
consider whether the Petitions will require intrastate switched
network access rate reductions to parity over a period of not less
than 2 years or more than 4 years. We find that each of the three
amended Petitions meets the requirement of 364.164(1) (c), Florida
Statutes. '

As noted above, there was testimony regarding whether it was
appropriate for Verizon to include the PICC in its access charge
reduction calculation. Section 364.164(6), Florida Statutes,
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defines the term “intrastate switched network access rate” as:

. . the composite of the originating and terminating
network access rate for carrier common Jline, local
channel/entrance facility, switched common transport,
access tandem switching, interconnection charge,
signaling, information surcharge, and local switching.
(Emphasis added.)

Based on the definition in the statute, as well as the testimony of
witness Fulp, we are persuaded that the PICC can be included in the
calculation of the interstate rate target, since it was developed
to recover nontraffic sensitive charges that were originally in the
traffic sensitive carrier common line charge. In construing the
statute in this manner, we are mindful that the interpretation
advocated by other parties would result in a higher overall charge
to the consumer. Thus, we conclude that Verizon’s explanation for-
inclusion of the PICC is not inconsistent with the statute and find
that Verizon’s methodology for calculating its switched access
charge reduction complies with Section 364.164(1) (c), Florida
Statutes. '

We note that witness Shafer testified that it would be
appropriate for Sprint to implement an additional incremental rate
adjustment 36 months after the initial adjustment in order to
complete its transition to parity. However, we find that Sprint’s
original proposal met the criteria set forth in Section
364.164(1) (c), Florida Statutes. We also note that Sprint
subsequently agreed to spread its reduction and corresponding
increase over a period of three years and that this revised
proposal also meets the statutory criteria.

Finally, we address which of BellSouth’s methodologies,
“mirroring” or “typical network,” is the appropriate method to be
applied in the next section. However, we find that either method
meets the “parity” criteria set forth in Section 364.164(1) (c),
Florida Statutes.
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IX. REVENUE NEUTRALITY

In this section, we address whether the ILECs’ proposals will
achieve revenue neutrality as required by Section 364.164 (1) (d),
Florida Statutes.

A. Arguments

Verizon contends that its rate rebalancing plan is revenue
neutral, as defined in the statute. Verizon asserts the plan will
reduce Verizon’s intrastate switched network access rates by $76.2
million and offset that reduction with a corresponding increase in
basic local rates. Verizon proposes incremental residential local
service rate increases of $1.58 in its first increment, $1.58 in
its second increment, and $1.57 in its third increment.® Verizon
asserts that single-line business recurring rates will be raised to
$32.00 per month. Verizon proposes to raise its network
establishment charge and central office connection charges by $5.00
over three increments. Verizon proposes to raise its non-recurring
single line business network establishment charges by $0.10.

Sprint asserts that, as demonstrated by the testimony and
exhibits it filed, rebalancing will be accomplished in a revenue
neutral manner. Sprint testified that it will be reducing its
switched network access charges by a total of $142.1 million.
Sprint initially proposed basic residential rate increases of $2.95
for increment one, $2.75 for increment two, and $1.16 for increment
three for a total of $6.86. However, as noted previously, Sprint
agreed in its closing argument to four incremental increases of
$2.25 in 2004, $2.25 in 2005, $1.36 in 2006, and $1.00 in 2007.
Sprint also proposes to increase its single-line business rates by
$2.70 in the first increment, $2.40 in the second increment, and
$0.90 in the third increment. ’

BellSouth argues that its proposal, using either methodology,
reflects a reduction in intrastate access that will be rebalanced
through increases in basic local exchange rates. Witness Hendrix

5 We note that Verizon in its closing argument agreed to increase the
amount it recoups through non-recurring revenues from $1.2 million to $2.4
million, so that basic local rates will be raised by $1.2 million less than
originally requested.
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explains that the "“mirroring” methodology actually mirrors the
recurring rate elements listed in Section 364.164(6), namely the
carrier common line, local channel/entrance facility, switched
common transport, access tandem switching, interconnection charge,

signaling, information surcharge, and local switching. He
testified that the revenue impact of reducing these elements to
interstate parity is $136.4 million. Under the  “mirroring”

methodology, BellSouth would raise residential recurring rates a
$1.39 in the first increase, $1.38 in the second increase, and
'$1.09 in the third increase, for a total of $3.86 per month.
BellSouth proposes to raise single line business to $25 (rate
~ groups 1-3), $28 (rate groups 4-6), and $30.20 (rate groups 7-11,
X2, X4) in two equal installments. BellSouth also proposes to
raise its non-recurring charges in three installments.

Witness Hendrix also explained that BellSouth’s ™“typical
network” methodology achieves parity by comparison of the “typical
network” composite rate for interstate switched access with the
composite rate for intrastate switched network access utilizing the
rate elements in BellSouth’s annual filing with this Commission,
the Florida Access and Toll Report, Tables 1 and 2. He further
testified that the revenue reduction resulting from the achievement:
of parity using the “typical network” methodology is $125.2
million. Under the “typical network” methodology, BellSouth would
raise residential recurring rates a total of $3.50; $1.25 for the
first increase, $1.25 for the second increase; and $1.00 for the
third increase.’ BellSouth’s proposal to raise single line
business rates remains the same as set forth under the “mirroring”
methodology, as does its proposed increase in non-recurring

charges.

Witness Hendrix asserts that the difference in the revenue
impact between these two methodologies stems from the number of
rate elements utilized in each methodology. He contends that both
methodologies use the most recent 12-months’” demand to determine
the intrastate switched network access revenue reduction. He
asserts that the “mirroring” methodology uses all of the recurring
switched network access rate elements, whereas the “typical
network” methodology uses the limited, specific rate elements that

"BellSouth agreed to increase its non-recurring charge so that the single
line residential rates would be lowered by approximately $0.36.




- D 9

ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL
DOCKETS NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI

PAGE 46

are considered to be representative of averages for BellSouth’s
network. Witness Hendrix testified that use of composites from a
typical network is consistent with the Commission’s past practice
for determination of switched access revenue reductions.

AT&T and MCI contend that the ILECs’ rebalancing proposals
appear to be revenue neutral notwithstanding any failures to
correctly reach interstate parity. Under the parity section, AT&T
and MCI argued that BellSouth’s “mirroring” methodology, but not
the “typical network” methodology, meets the criteria for parity.
As noted previously, witness Fonteix claims that BellSouth’s
“typical network” methodology targets only a select set of rate
elements to equal interstate rate levels, and thus fails to address
all of the rate elements in the statutory definition of intrastate
switched network access rate.

AARP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods assert that
the ILECs have not substantiated that their respective intrastate
long distance rate reductions for residential customers will equal
their corresponding basic long distance telecommunications service
increases. They further assert that Verizon’s inclusion of the
interstate PICC end-user charge in its calculation of intrastate
access charges for the purpose of rebalancing results in Verizon’s
failure to comply with the provisions of the Act requiring both
parity and revenue neutrality. They conclude that Verizon’s
petition should be denied on these grounds.

The Attorney General argues that the ILECs have not
substantiated that their respective intrastate long distance rate
reductions for residential customers will equal their corresponding
basic local telecommunications services increase. He argues that
the ILECs have failed to demonstrate that the increase is revenue

neutral.
B. Findings and Decision

" ARRP, Common Cause Florida, and Sugarmill Woods, articulate
their specific position that because the PICC should not have been
included in Verizon’s switched network access charge reduction,
Verizon’s petition is not revenue neutral. For the reasons noted
in the previous section, we find that it is appropriate for Verizon
to include the PICC in its switched network access charge reduction
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calculation. Given that the PICC is appropriately included, we
find that Verizon’s proposed revenue reduction and basic rate
increases are revenue neutral. Thus, we find that Verizon’s
proposal meets the criteria set forth in Section 364.164(1) (d),
Florida Statutes. We also find that Sprint’s proposed revenue
reduction and basic rate increases are revenue neutral.

BellSouth has proposed two methodologies, “mirroring” and
“typical network,” which could be used to achieve revenue

neutrality. We find that both the “mirroring” and “typical
network” methodologies meet the statutory requirements for revenue
" neutrality. We note that the ™“typical network” methodology

provides for less of an increase in basic local residential rates.
.Thus, we find it appropriate to approve the “typical network”
methodology as the methodology which has a lesser impact on the
local rates. In addition, we find that BellSouth’s proposal meets
the criteria set forth in Section 364.164 (1) (d), Florida Statutes.

Section 364.164(1) (d), Florida Statutes, requires that we"
consider whether approving the ILECs’ proposals will be revenue
neutral as defined in subsection (7) within the revenue category
defined in subsection (2). Subsection (7) states that “revenue
neutrality” means that the total revenue within the revenue
category established by the statute remains the same before and
after the local exchange telecommunications company implements any
rate adjustments under this section. Subsection (2) states that
once the ILEC petitions are granted, the 1local exchange
telecommunications company is authorized to immediately implement
a revenue category mechanism consisting of  basic 1local
telecommunications service revenues and intrastate switched network
access revenues to achieve revenue neutrality. We find that each
of the three amended Petitions meet the revenue neutrality
requirement of 364.164 (1) (d), Florida Statutes.

Furthermore, contrary to the position taken by the Attorney
General in these proceedings as further elucidated in Section VI (C)
of this Order, we find the statute does not .require that
implementation of the proposals be “bill neutral” to any particular
customer or class of customers.
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X. FLOW-THROUGH CONSIDERATIONS

In this section, we consider the proper application of Section
364.163, Florida Statutes. We note that for each of the flow-
through issues, Common Cause Florida and Sugarmill Woods adopted

the position of AARP.

A. Applicability and Content of Flow-Through Tariffs.

This section addresses which IXCs should be required to file
flow-through tariffs and what information should accompany those

filings.
1. Argument

AT&T and MCI argue that all IXCs should be required to flow
through the switched access reductions they receive in order to
keep long distance carriers on a level playing field. For
competitive neutrality, any flow-through conditions imposed must be
applied to all IXCs. However, AT&T and MCI would not be opposed to
a de minimus threshold established by this Commission for those
IXCs for which the flow-through would have no meaningful impact.
Such threshold, however, should be set sufficiently low to allow
only those IXCs with very low volume of access use to qualify.

BellSouth Long Distance notes that Section 364.163, Florida
Statutes, requires that all IXCs who benefit from the access
reductions must flow through the benefits. Also, a company’s
tariff filings should specify the rates to be reduced and contain
a statement of the particular company’s corresponding anticipated
revenue reduction.

Sprint Communications Company’s conditional position is that
any IXC paying more than $1 million in access charges should be
required to demonstrate that the required flow-through has
occurred. It is not clear that the demonstration of flow-through
should occur in the tariff filings. The demonstration of
compliance with the statutory requirements should be up to each
company and should insure that confidentiality is maintained where
needed. Tariffs should reflect rates and charges that flow through
benefits of reduced access charge prices.
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Verizon Long Distance argues that any IXC that receives the
benefit of intrastate switched access rate reductions must file
intrastate tariffs (if tariff filings are required) flowing through
such reductions. An IXC reseller should not be required to reduce
prices to its customers unless it receives a reduction in the
prices it is charged by its facilities-based supplier. IXCs should
have the discretion to determine how to flow through the access
charge reductions by lowering the in-state per minute rates, or
monthly recurring plan charges, or both. If this Commission should
decide to deregulate long distance services and eliminate long
distance tariffing obligations, Verizon contends the reductions
should be passed through to end users under end user service
agreements. : '

OPC and AARP urge that all IXCs in Florida should be required
to file tariffs and flow through the impacts of access rate
reductions, except for those IXCs whose intrastate access expense
reduction is $100 or less, per month. Those IXCs which are not
required to flow through the reductions should attest to such, via
a letter filed with this Commission. These flow-through reductions
should be directed to residential customers in the same proportion
as the basic local telephone service revenue increases proposed by
the ILECs. Included in these tariff filings should be the
information delinéated in the testimony of witness Ostrander.

The Attorney General argues that all IXCs in Florida should be
required to file tariffs and flow through the impacts of access
rate reductions, except for those IXCs whose intrastate access
expense reduction is $100 or less, per month. Those IXCs which are
not required to flow through the reductions should attest to such,
via a letter filed with this Commission.

2. Findings and Decision

There appears to be little disagreement among the parties as
to the fact that the savings must be flowed through. There is
disagreement, however, as to the type of documentation that should
be required to demonstrate that this requirement has been met.

Upon consideration, all IXCs that paid $1 million or more in
intrastate switched access charges within the most recent 12 month
period shall include in their tariff filings: (1) a calculation of
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the dollar benefit associated with the LEC’s intrastate access rate
reductions; (2) separate demonstrations that residential and
business long distance rates have been reduced and the estimated
annualized revenue effect, residential and business, including how
those estimates were made; and (3) a demonstration that all rate
reductions have been flowed through.

Further, IXCs that paid less than $1 million in intrastate
switched access charges within the most recent 12-month period
shall include in their tariff filings a letter certifying that they
paid less than $1 million in intrastate switched access charges
within the most recent 12 month period, and that they have complied
with each of the flow-through requirements as specified in Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes. Any IXC whose intrastate switched
access expense reduction is $100 or less per month shall not be
obligated to flow through its reduction, but must attest to such
through a letter filed with this Commission.

Finally, we direct our staff to work with the parties on an
appropriate reporting format with consideration given to the
formats used to demonstrate the 1998 access charge reduction flow
throughs. In addition, our staff shall be diligent in assuring
.compliance with the requirements of this Order.

B. Timing

This section of our Order addresses the appropriate timing for
filing of the IXC flow-through tariffs required by this Order.

1. Argument

AT&T and MCI state that it is unnecessary to set the exact
same filing dates for both the ILECs and IXCs. They maintain the
statute clearly requires the IXC’s revenues to be reduced by the
amount of access reductions it receives, but does not specify a
time frame for making the reduction. They believe IXCs need a
sufficient amount of time to both calculate the savings they will
receive and to prepare tariffs for filing. As such, they argue
that IXCs should be allowed 60 days from the date the ILEC files
its access tariff revisions to file any IXC tariff revisions for
flow-through. If this Commission chooses to mandate the ILEC and
IXC tariffs be effective simultaneously, the ILEC access tariff
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revisions should be filed 60 days in advance of the effective date
so that IXCs have the time necessary to conduct their analysis and
file their tariffs, according to AT&T and MCI.

BellSouth Long Distance notes that affected IXCs should file
their tariffs to flow through the access reductions within 15 days
of the effective date of the last of the three LECs’ filings. This
would allow the carriers to avoid unnecessary multiple filings.

Sprint Communications Company’s position is that IXCs should
be allowed to have up to 60 days from the time that ILECs access
reductions are effective in order to implement the tariff, billing
and other administrative changes necessary to flow through the
price adjustments. ' ‘

Verizon Long Distance argues that facilities-based IXCs that
benefit from reductions in the price of access should be required
to pass through rate reductions via their intrastate tariffs (if
.tariffs are required), as soon as possible after the approved ILEC
access rate reductions. Non-facilities-based IXCs should be
required to flow through access charge reductions when they are
received from the underlying facilities-based carrier. Since the
flow-through of the access charges will require facilities-based
carriers as well as IXC resellers, to make modifications to, for
example, billing systems, rate tables, marketing and fulfillment
materials, carriers should by given a reasonable amount of time to
implement necessary plan and system changes before ' they are
required to pass through access rate reductions. :

On cross-examination, most of the IXC witnesses'conceded-that
tariffs could be filed within 44 days after an ILEC’s access charge
tariff filing.

OPC, AARP and the AG all simply state that IXCs should be
required to flow through the benefits of any rate reductions, via
the tariffs, simultaneously with the approved ILEC access rate
reductions.
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2. Findings and Decision

Based on past experience with the 1998 access charge reduction
flow-through, IXCs have not had difficulty complying with filing
requirements as short as 21 and 30 days. We have heard no-
compelling testimony as to why, for the present dockets, 44 days
from the filing of the LEC tariffs is not a reasonable time frame
for filing of the IXC tariffs. The ILECs are required by Section
364.164(2), Florida Statutes, to give 45 days notice before tariffs
go into effect, but IXCs need give only one day’s notice. The goal
of this requirement would be to have the ILEC and IXC tariffs
become effective simultaneously. -Accordingly, the IXC tariffs
shall be required within 44 days after the filing of the ILECs
tariffs, and the ILEC and IXC tariffs shall become effective
simultaneously. . '

C. Duration of Revenue Reductions

Here, we address the appropriate duration of the IXC revenue
reductions necessary to fully flow through the benefits of the
access charge reductions to customers.

1. Argument

AT&T and MCI state that the highly competitive long distance
market should and will decide this issue. They urge that specific
restrictions have been unnecessary in the past, and could have
negative consequences. In a highly competitive market, imposing
any restrictions on the length of time a revenue reduction is in
place could place the IXCs at a disadvantage in that it could
prevent an IXC from implementing a pricing strategy that maximizes
its competitive position. AT&T and MCI state that, should this
Commission mandate the time period over which the reductions should
be maintained, it would be the first time such a mandate has been
imposed. In the earlier flow-throughs identified in these
proceedings, this Commission did not impose a period of time that
the rate reductions must be in place.

BellSouth Long Distance argues that, given the completely and
irrevocably competitive nature of the intrastate interexchange long
distance market in Florida, market forces will ensure that any long
distance revenue reductions resulting from the flow-through of
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access charges will remain in place. There is significant and
considerable competition among traditional long distance carriers
as well as competition from other providers, such as voice over
internet protocol providers and wireless carriers. According to
BellSouth Long Distance, this competition will cause carriers to
move their prices toward cost and prevent them from raising rates.
Intrastate interexchange carriers should have the flexibility to
change rates to meet market conditions, as long as they reduce
their revenues in an amount equal to their access charge

‘reductions.

Sprint Communications Company’s conditional position is that
market forces will insure that the revenue benefits of access
reductions will be effective in maintaining the revenue benefits of
the access reductions. Nevertheless, each provider required to
make a flow-through filing should reduce average prices by an
amount at least equivalent to the-access reduction on a per minute
basis and should maintain those average price reductions for all
three years of the access reductions plus at least one additional

year.

Verizon Long Distance urges that the long distance market is
highly competitive in that the traditional wireline long distance
carriers compete against each other as well as with wireless
carriers, cable companies and IP telephony providers. Competition
will ensure that IXCs flow through access reductions without any
need for Commission intervention. Nevertheless, to remove any
doubt about whether customers will actually receive the benefit of
the access reductions, Verizon Long Distance (and its affiliates)
agree to flow through the reductions for three years. After that
time, Verizon Long Distance argue IXCs should be free to change
their long distance rates in accordance with the demands of the

marketplace.

OPC, AARP and the AG argue that the IXCs should be required to
cap and maintain their long distance rate reductions for a period
of three years after parity is achieved, as required by Section
364.163, Florida Statutes, and as further described by witness

Ostrander.
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2. Findings and Decision

We find that, in order to implement the intent of the
statutory requirements, there needs be a period of rate certainty
after parity is achieved. We are not, however, persuaded by the
arguments that we should mandate that the reductions remain in
effect for a period of three years after parity is achieved. This
is contrary to the fact that the long distance market is highly
competitive, and as noted by witness Kapka, market forces will
likely prove effective in keeping long distance rates low over the
long term. Accordingly, we find that rate reductions shall remain
in effect for no less than one year subsequent to parity being
accomplished.

D. Allocation of the Flow-Through Benefits between
Residential and Business Customers.

Here, we address the proper method for allocating the flow-
through benefits between residential and business customers.

1. Argument

AT&T and MCI argue that the 2003 Act simply requires the IXCs
to return the benefits of access reductions to both residential and

business customers. However, it does not micro-manage the IXC
market by mandating a methodology or specific allocation between
the customer classes. In doing so, the Act recognizes the

competitive market will determine the specifics of the access flow-
through. They argue the 2003 Act specifically has given IXCs the
maximum flexibility to determine how best to make reductions that
meet the needs of the market place. As long as both residential
and business customers benefit, each IXC should be 1left to
accomplish its flow-through consistent with its market needs,
according to the companies. 1In addition, each IXC must eliminate
any in-state connection fee by July 1, 2006. :

BellSouth Long Distance urges that both residential and
business customers must receive benefits from the reduction in
access charges, but emphasizes that Section 364.163, Florida
Statutes, does not require any specific allocation. Nonetheless,
under current market conditions, and so long as the other carriers
agree to do so, BellSouth Long Distance will allocate the revenue
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reductions in an approximately pro rata manner between residential
and business customers based upon access minutes of use.

- Sprint Communications Company states that the methodology
contained in witness Kapka’s direct testimony should be a guide for
flow-through. =~ In his testimony, witness Kapka -explained his
methodology as follows: ‘

For services which are substantially used by residential
subscribed customers, Sprint would determine the average
revenue per minute for these services in the aggregate.
With each reduction in access charges, Sprint would
adjust the average revenue per minute for this base of
customers such that the average revenue per minute would
be reduced by an amount at least equal to the reduction
in access charges per minute. . . . This general
approach will ensure that the residential subscriber base
will experience a reduction in long distance prices at a
level at least as much as the reduction in access costs
associated with long distance minutes that customer
segment consumes.

Verizon Long Distance (and the Verizon affiliates) plan to
flow through the benefits realized from access reductions to both
residential and business customers based on the relative proportion
of access minutes associated with those classes of customers. The
amount of intrastate switched access that Verizon Select Services
uses is significantly less than the amount that Verizon Long

Distance uses.

The position of OPC, AARP and the AG is that the IXCs should
allocate rate reductions between residential and business customers
in the same proportion as the respective percent revenue increases
for those two classes of customers that have been proposed by the

ILECs.
2. Findings and Decision

Each of the IXCs has agreed that the allocation of rate
reductions between the residential and business customer classes
should be in proportion to the respective access minutes of use.
While we have considered the argument that the reductions should be
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allocated in accordance with the increases on the local exchange
side, we are not persuaded that this is feasible, economically
appropriate, or even contemplated by the statute. Accordingly, we
acknowledge the reasonableness of the IXC proposals that the
allocation of the rate reductions being flowed through to
residential and business customers on a pro-rata basis according to
access minutes of use is reasonable. :

XI. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, we hereby grant the Petitions of
Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth as filed in Dockets Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, and 030869-TL, as amended by commitments made on the
record at the final hearing. In doing so, we find that these
Petitions meet the statutory criteria set forth in Section 364.164,
Florida Statutes, and that granting the Petitions furthers the
Legislature’s stated policy of furthering competition in the local
exchange market and promoting new offerings and innovations in the
telecommunications market for Florida consumers.

We hereby accept and approve the additional proposals offered
by the companies as listed below:

Increase non- Increases to basic Increase non-
recurring charges so | residential recurring revenues
that the.single line | recurring and non- from $1.2 million to
residential rates recurring rates $2.4 million so that
would be lowered by |would be in four basic local rates
approximately 36 steps spread over can be raised by
cents. three years. _ $1.2 million less

‘ than requested.
Increase Lifeline Increase Lifeline | Increase Lifeline
eligibility to 135% eligibility to 135% |eligibility to 135%
of the federal of the federal of the federal
poverty level. poverty level. poverty level.

Lifeline rates would |Lifeline rates would
not be increased for | not be increased for
four years. four years.
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Will work with PSC  [Will work with PSC |Will work with PSC
to review ECS in a to review ECS in a to review ECS in a
Commission workshop. | Commission workshop. | Commission workshop.

The tariffs refiecting the ILECs’ agreement to increase Lifeline
eligibility to 135% of the federal poverty level shall be effective
concurrently with the ILECs’ 45-day tariff filings.

In addition, the IXCs shall flow through the benefits
resulting from the granting of the ILECs’ Petitions in accordance
with the specific requirements set forth in Section X of this
Order.

Finally, Commission staff is hereby authorized to
administratively review and approve the tariff filings received
implementing these proposals.

It is therefore

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the
Petitions filed by Verizon Florida, Inc., Sprint-Florida,
Incorporated, and BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., in respective
Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TI, are hereby
approved as set forth in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that the modifications proposed by these companies are
also accepted and approved as set forth herein. It . is further

ORDERED that the tariffs implementing the increased Lifeline
eligibility criteria shall be effective concurrently with the
Petitioners’ 45-day tariff filings. It is further

ORDERED that the flow through of the access charge reductions
by the interexchange carriers shall proceed in accordance with the
provisions set forth herein and within the timeframes specified.

It is further

ORDERED that a Commission‘workshop shall be conducted to
investigate Extended Calling Service, as prescribed herein. It is
further
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ORDERED that Commission staff is hereby authorized to
admlnlstratlvely review and approve the tariffs implementing these
decisions. ' It is further

ORDERED that these Dockets shall be closed after the time for
filing an appeal has run.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 24th

day of December, 2003.

BLANCA S. BAYO, Dlrector
Division of the Commission Clerk
and Administrative Services

(S EAL)

RDM/BK/FRB/PAC/CLF
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NOTICE OF FURTHFER PROCEEDINGS ORVJUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
‘should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief

sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services, 2540 Shumard Oak
Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15)
days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule
25-22.060, Florida Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by
the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or
telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case
of a water and/or wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal
with the Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and
Administrative Services and filing a copy of the notice of appeal
and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order,
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a),
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.




IN THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Verizon Florida, Inc. to Docket No. 030867-TL
Reform Intrastate Network Access and Basic

Local Telecommunications Rates in Accordance

with Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition by Sprint-Florida, Incorporated to Docket No. 030868 - TL
Reduce Intrastate Switched Network Access

Rates to Interstate Parity in Revenue - Neutral

Manner Pursuant to Section 364.164(1),

Florida Statutes.

Inre: Petition for Implementation of Section Docket No. 030869-TL
364.164, Florida Statutes, by Rebalancing Rates

in 2 Revenue - Neutral Manner Through Decreases

In Intrastate Switched Access Charges With

Offsetting Rate Adjustments for Basic Services,

By BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

Inre: Flow-through of the LEC switched access Docket No. 030961-TI
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF CHARLES J. CRIST, JR.,

ATTORNEY GENERAL, STATE OF FLORIDA,

NOTICE IS GIVEN that Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida,
Appellant, appeals to the Florida Supreme Court, the order of this Public Service Commission,
rendered on December 24, 2003. A copy of this order is attached. The nature of the order is a
Final Order of this Commission which approved the Access Charge Reduction Petitions of
Sprint, Verizon and BellSouth and allows these companies to raise their basic rates and approved

the flow-through of LEC switched access reductions by IXCs in the manner set forth in their

' petitions.
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DATED this 7th day of January, 2004.

Respectfully submitted,

CHARLES J. CRIST, JR.
ATTORNEY GENERAL

CHARLES J. CRIST, JR.

Florida Bar No. 362190

JACK SHREVE

Florida Bar No. 73622

Senior Special Counsel for Consumer Affairs
Office of the Attorney General

PL-01, The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

Tel: (850) 414-3300, Ext 4681

Fax: (850) 410-2672




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: e

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

LiLA A.JABER

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Jublic Beroire Qommizsion

January 12, 2004

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida
Supreme Court Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re:  Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida,
vs. Lila A. Jaber, Chairman, et al. (Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-T1

Dear Mr. Hall:

Enclosed is a certified copy of a Notice of Appeal, filed in this office on January 7, 2004,
on behalf of Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida. Also enclosed is a copy of
Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, the order on appeal.

It is our understanding the index of record is due to be served on the parties to this
proceeding on or before February 26, 2004.

Sincerely,

Koy Hoop

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records and Hearing Services

Enclosure

cc: David Smith, Esq., Office of the General Counsel
Charles J. Crist, Jr., Esq., Attorney General, State of Florida
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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January 14, 2004 S JAR I PH iy
TO: vKAY FLYNN/CCA v Cfé'?fﬂSSION
SANDY MOSES/CCA LERK

MARY DISKERUD/GCL-APP
WANDA TERRELL/GCL-APP

FROM: DAVID E. SMITH, ATTORNEY SUPERVISOR, GENERAL
COUNSEL/APPEALS, RULES & MEDIATION w I
RE: CHARLES J. CRIST, JR., ATTORNEY GENERAL, STATE OF FLORIDA,

AND HAROLD MCLEAN, PUBLIC COUNSEL v. LILA A. JABER,
CHAIRMAN, et al.; DOCKET NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-
TL, AND 030961-TI); FLORIDA SUPREME COURT.

Please note that Rick Melson is handling the above appeal. The Notice of
Administrative Appeal was filed on January 7,2004. The case schedule is as follows:

Date Item

From day of

filing:

02/12/04 Draft of Index of Record from CCA to Appeals
Attorney.

02/26/04 Index of Record served on Parties.

03/07/04 Copy of Record to Appeals.

03/17/04 Appellant's Initial Brief Due.

04/01/04 Draft Commission Answer Brief Due.

04/06/04 Commission's Answer Brief Due.

04/26/04 Appellant's Reply Brief Due.



Ruth Nettleg ***x*#xxsx® Official Filing 1/22/2004 3:45 PM

Ruth Nettles

To: Nekey Garcia
Cc: Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks
Subject: FW: General Comment/Question

v

I will print for Dockets 030867, 030868, and 030869.

————— Original Message-—---
From: contact@psc.state.fl.us {[mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us]

Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2004 7:27 PM
To: CAF Internet Mail
Subject: General Comment/Question

January 13, 2004
Contact Information:

Name: James Luck

Company: American

Primary Phone: 717 322-2538
Secondary Phone:

FE-mail: Jjr471@aol.com

Comments:
My neighbors and I are very disturb about your approval of of phone rate increase. We

also do not think it was appropriate for the utilities company to pay your phone bill at
your last meeting. And of course we do not believe the reasons you gave about cheaper

rates in the future.

Yes, I wish to be contacted

For PSC Webmaster Use Only: ,
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; AOL 9.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 1.1.4322)

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/contact/contact_ form/submit.cfm
www.psc.state.fl.us



Ruth Nettles *****xssxxsx Official Filing 1/22/2004 3:48 PM

Ruth Nettles

To: Nekey Garcia
Cc: Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks
Subject: FW: Other

I will print for Dockets 030867, 030868, and 030869.

————— Original Message-----
From: contact@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us]

Sent: Monday, January 12, 2004 9:09 PM
To: CAF Internet Mail
Subject: Other

January 12, 2004
Contact Information:

Name: craig sharp

Company:

Primary Phone: 850-682-6404
Secondary Phone:

E-mail: ridgerat8@webtv.net

Comments:
you're allowing a rate increase for the phone companies to increase competition? why? to

see i1f they can catch up with the government in stealing my money. my service costs me
$18.50 a month. the taxes are $21.50 a month. see anything wrong here? there will be NO
increase in competition. if there was money to be made the companies would've already done
it. that's why they're in business, to make money. with you people(snicker) in charge they
don't have to do things like improve service or cut costs. they just whine to you and you
leechs just hand them more of my money. did it ever occur to you that maybe some people
are getting tired of getting reamed by the government?

Yes, I wish to be contacted

For PSC Webmaster Use Only:
Mozilla/4.0 WebTV/2.6 (compatible; MSIE 4.0)
http://www.psc.state.fl.us/contact/contact form/contactform.cfm

www.psc.state.fl.us



STATE OF FLORIDA
P ] CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER

COMMISSIONERS: . AR
Brat Lo L. BAEZ. CHHAIRMAN L s 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
J. TERRY DEASON TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
Lita AL JABER £
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY B
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON <,—

£0p we 1

PHublic Serfrice Commission

January 22, 2004

Cecilia Bradley, Esq.

Office of the Attorney General
PL-01. The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TI on appeal -
Directions to Clerk

Dear Ms. Bradley::

Because of the complexity of the record in these cases, I want to be sure we correctly
understand the Directions to Clerk that you filed on January 20, 2004.

With regard to the general direction to include documents described in Rule 9.200(a)(1), and
based on a conversation between you and our General Counsel, we understand that you do not intend

for us to include:

(a) the original filed copy of “prefiled testimony” if that testimony was subsequently inserted
into the record and included in the transcript of the final hearing; or

(b) notices of service of discovery and notices of service of discovery responses.

With regard to the direction to include various discovery requests and responses (Items 2, 3,
and 4), [ want to point out that these documents are not on file with the Commission —and therefore
will not be included in the record — except to the extent that they were admitted into the record at the
final hearing and/or were subject to a claim of confidentiality.

With regard to the direction to include Item 1 (all correspondence), we intend to include these
documents in a separate pouch or pouches that will be de’scribed in the index to the record as a single
item. e.g., “Pouches Containing Customer Correspondence.”

An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http:/Avww.floridapsc.com Internet E-maii: contact@psc.state.fl.us



Cecilia Bradley, Esq.
Page 2
Thursday, January 22, 2004

Please let me know as soon as possible if you believe any of the above is inconsistent with

your directions.

Sincerely,

Kay Flynn, Chie

Bureau of Records
Commission Clerk & Administrative Services

cc: Blanca S. Bayd, CCA Director
Rick Melson, General Counsel
All parties of record

=



FROM : RUS FAX NO. @ 3217737885 Jan. 27 2004 B3:18PM P1

gﬁ‘;gﬁg :LL ORIGINAL

R

Braulio Baez, Chairman » c...
Fax 1-800 511-0809 L JAN 27 0 X oo T
; m= * O
Dear Sir: 2SOz -
e 2 v -
Re: Senate Bill 654 (Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure Enhancement Act) n r
—t L

I am appalled that anyone would consider raising basic telephone bills to the extent proposed.
This would adversely impact the most vulnerable of our citizens: the poor and the elderly.

Many poor people sacrifice to have a basic telephone so that they can look for work opportunities
and use for emergency use. The eldexly on fixed incomes also can barely afford basic service for
emergencies and. in many cases, is their only lifeline to family and to the outside world.

Even a modest increase would adversely affect them, but the proposed increase and the
unimaginable prospect of 20% annual increase (with inflation and cost of living increases hovering
at around 3%) could mean having to do without telephones or having to cut down on other
tuxuries such as food.

Please do all that you can to defeat, modify, or at least postpone this bill

Sincerely

Dorothy Russell O

Ggifer Russell

AUS .

CMP _ 1.
coM ____
crg

£C

GCL _ 2.
OPC ____

MMS ____
SEC ____
OTH ___



CCA Official Document . . . 2/10/2004 11:30 AM

Kay Flynn

From: Webmaster

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2004 1:52 PM
To: CAF Internet Mail

Subject: FW: Web Site Comment/Question

————— Original Message-----
From: contact@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us]

Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2004 11:44 AM
To: webmaster@psc.state.fl.us
Subject: Web Site Comment/Question

January 27, 2004
Contact Information:

Name: Joseph Toner

Company: Retired

Primary Phone: 352-382-0551
Secondary Phone: none

E-mail: jtonerl@tampabay.rr.com

Comments:
In today's St. Pete Times, a "gentleman" named Alan Ciamporcero of Verizon in Tampa

voicedthe opinion that the "new telephone" rates promoted competition. Not here in Citrus
County, we have nothing but Sprint and it "stinks." Just this morning I tried calling a
neighbor and got the recording advising me "to use a 1 and the area code when calling this
number" I tried again without it and my call was completed. Good service, I don't think
so but. no alternative. Can the "new rates" improve service, please show me and I might

change my mind. Thank you.

Yes, I wish to be contacted

For PSC Webmaster Use Only:
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; AOL 9.0; Windows NT 5.1)
http://www.psc.state.fl.us/contact/contact_form/contactform.cfm

www.psc.state.fl.us

&
]



Ruth Nettleg **x*¥ sk Official Filing 2/5/2004 4:17 PM

Ruth Nettles

To: Nekey Garcia

Cc: Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks
Subject: FW: Other

I will print for all three Dockets, 030867, 030868,

————— Original Message-----

From: contact@psc.state.fl.us [mailto:contact@psc.state.fl.us]
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2004 5:50 PM

To: CAF Internet Mail

Subject: Other

January 30, 2004
Contact Information:

Name: Ronald Price

Company:

Primary Phone: 40725988178
Secondary Phone:

E-mail: rfpriced44@hotmail.com

Comments:
You have recently approved a substantial rate increase for the phone companies, which I

know is not justified in the current business climate.

I have been a manager in the telecommunications industry for the last twenty hears and
have seen many of the abuses that have contributed to the current economic conditions in
Phone and Data Communications. I have watched as telecommunications companies, such as
AT&T and BellSouth, continued to bloat its upper management positions, while squandering
resources by over paying for acquisitions and then selling them at heavy losses in order
to service ballooning debt. At the same time these companies are experiencing increased
competition in non-monopoly areas from companies who are well managed and are making use
of new technologies that decreases their expenses and enables them to offer services at

lower costs.

The communication companies have lobbied long and hard for these higher rates, I know
because I had been involved in the effort. These new rate increases downplay the fees and
focus on supposed competition; however, these rate increases only fatten company's profits
while doing little or nothing to promote competition. In fact they work just the
opposite, as the case with Bell South where they are proposing to reduce competition by
purchasing AT&T Wireless with the profits from these higher rates.

There isn't a problem with a company making a reascnable profit if it is by sound
management but that is not the current situation. In most cases these companies have been
mismanaged to a great extent and are bloated with management overhead. CEO's and
executive management are getting compensation in the tens of millions of dollars for this
poor management. At the same time they are shipping American jobs out of the country
while requiring customers under their monopoly control to pay more. Now in view of all
these problems, that have been created by this mismanagement, the PSC has approved fat
rate increases that will increase profits not through good management or enhanced services
and products but by forcing higher payments from consumers, for the same or lesser service

under the guise of competition.

Allowing these rate hikes only increases consumer costs for basic services and does
nothing but promote poor management, provide for bloated compensation for those who are
responsible for this problem. Increases in corporate profits should be from services and
products where consumers are willing to pay higher rates for services they want or need.

1



Ruth Nettles *******xxxxx Official Filing 2/5/2004 4:17 PM

This is a request that you repeal this rate increase; the legal suit that the Attorney
General has filed should not be necessary to stop this act of piracy by the Communciation

Companies.

Yes, I wish to be contacted

For PSC Webmaster Use Only:
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows 98)
http://www.floridapsc.com/contact/contact_form/contactform.cfm

www.floridapsc.com
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Florida Public Service Commission TR L&
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To Whom It May Concern: ggi = =

~ ——

I am writing to complain about the cost of phone service in Florida. Bell South is{?éisin—g_

rates yet again, and my service has not improved at all. In addition, Florida charges an &o = <
excess of taxes on phone service.

It would be nice if the folks in Tallahassee would consider the consumer. I am glad to
have a job, but working in the airline industry, I was forced to accept a 30% cut in pay
and benefits last year. It is hard to make ends meet. Nevertheless, in spite of the
recession, everything continues to go up in price. My cable is going up, phone service,
insurance costs are skyrocketing, property taxes jump every year along with every other
tax. And what do we have to show for it? Florida has about the worst schools in the
country now. Health and Human services are taking cuts as well.

Where is all the consumer’s and taxpayer’s money going? If you look at my monthly
phone bill, it runs about $20 or so. Then you add the taxes, and it jumps to about $32!
That’s ridiculous.

Please address these outrageous taxes and rate hikes. As far as I can tell, all this money is
not providing any better service from Bell South or the state of Florida.

Sincerel/y, , ) .

/,
}ghn-Paul Phillipp

John-Paul Phillipp
651 Cypress Lane
Wilton Manors, FL 33305-3902



Letter to Jack Shreve, Esq. (In re: Dockets 030867-TL, et al.)
March 2, 2004
Page 2

Your signature below indicates you are taking possession of the confidential documents listed on
the previous page:

Signature: X

Date: &\%/75 @/0/9/




Docket 030869 et. al.: Confidential Documents Used by Staff at Agenda Page 1 of 1

Kay Flynn

From: Beth Keating

Sent:  Tuesday, February 17, 2004 3:53 PM

To: Charles Beck qj y

Cc: Cecilia Bradley (Cecilia_Bradiey@oag.state.fl.us); MANN.RICK; Kay Flynn oD
Subject: RE: Docket 030869 et. al.: Confidential Documents Used by Staff at Ag enda C)}

O.k., you will want to work directly with Kay on this, but it shouldn't be a problem. Her number is 413-6744.

From: BECK.CHARLES [mallto ‘BECK. CHARLES@leg.state.fl.us]

Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2004 3:34 PM

To: Beth Keating (bkeating@psc.state.fl.us)

Cc: Cecilia Bradley (Cecilia_Bradley@oag.state.fl.us); MANN. RICK

Subject: Docket 030869 et. al.: Confidential Documents Used by Staff at Ag enda

Beth -- I'd like to get a copy of, or at least take a look at, the confidential documents used
by staff during the agenda conference in dockets 030869-TP et. al. Should | work
directly with Kay Flynn on this? These are the documents indicated on the PSC web
page for docket 030869:

(002

-
hdkekhkhhkkdhhhkkhdhhhdhhhrirr X s
"

1319403 | << Lor !

PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Information from 12/16/03 ag conference: Issue 1(a),
spreadsheets; Issue 3, reduction in access charges as filed by companies; Issue 4,
amounts included in ILEC petitions; Issue 9, IXCs split of flow-through reductions; Issue
10, in-state connection fee and revenue reductions. [CCA note: Dockets 030867,
030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 only.]

dede ek ek e o e e e e e e e ek e e

Thanks.

Charlie

2/17/2004
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"JACK SHREVE
SENIOR GENERAL COUNSEL
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Needed Confidential Documents
For Docket Number 030867

00592-04 01/14/2004 PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 86.
(CCA note: Dockets 020867, 030868, 030869, and 030961, entered in 030867
only.]

00616-04 01/ 18/2004 (CONFIDENTIAL) Exhibit 56 from December 2003
hearing.

00617-04 01/15/2004 (CONFIDENTIAL) Exhibit 75 from December 2001
hearing.

08993-03 09/19/2003 AUIS/Vandiver - Memo dated 9/19/03 to CCA/Lockard
forwarding confidential index of audit for Verizon's peution, per Section 364.164,
F.S. (Audit Control No, 03-247-2-1),

08994-03 09/19/2003 AUS/Vandiver - (CONFIDENTIAL) Volurme 2 of 2, of -
sudit work papers of Verizon's petition per Section 364 164, F.S. (Audit Congrol
No. 03-247-2-1). [x-ref. DN 09301-03]

09301-03 09/29/2003 Verizon (Chapkis) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Certain
informetion contained in workpapom [Summaries 3/5, 4/, and 5/5) prepared by
Commission during billing units audit (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-1). [x-ref DN

08994.03]

10129-03 10/16/2003 Verizon (Chapkis) - Redacted version of confidential DN
10128.03. [CCA note: Provided on CD.]

10823-03 10/31/2003 Verizon {Chapkis) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Supplementel
responsss to staff's 2nd set of interrogatories (Nos. 42 and 435).

12634-03 12/08/2003 BellSouth (Mays) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Response to staffs
6th interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104. [030867, 030868, 030869, 0306961,
entered in 030867 only.) [See DN 12948.03)

12680-03 12/09/2003 AT&T {Hatch) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Supplemental

: /2037,03/ 13131-03v

/00593 -04 V'
Voo lello-0 ¥
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responses 1o staffs 2nd set of interrogatories (Nos. 74-§7). [CCA note: Dockets
030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 omly.]

12697-03 12/10/2003 RellSouth (Mays) - (CONFIDENT@.@L) Response to staif's
late-filed deposition request made during 11/25/03 deposition of W, Bema;d
Shell. [CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961, entered in

030867 anly.} [x-ref. DN 12258-03]

12700-02 12/10/2003 BellSouth (Mays) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Information
contained in rebuttal testimony of Steve Bigelow, John A. Ruseilli, and Exhibit.
WBS-1 of Bernard Shell rebuttal testimony. [CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868,
030869, and 030961; entered ir 030867 only.} [x-ref. DNs 11683-03 (Ruscilli);
11684-03 (Bigelow); and 11685-03 (Shell)]

12703-03 12/10/2003 BellSouth (Mays) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Response to staffs
late-filed deposition request (Documentation and work papers provided in
regponse to billing units veriSeation audit). [CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868,
030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 only.] [See DNs 0802203 and 09412.03]

12706-03 12/10/2003 BeliSouth (Mays) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Responses to staff’s
4th set of interrogasories, Item No, 81 and attachment to Item No. 83, [CCA note:
Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030951 ; entered in 030867 only.] [x-ref.
DN 12053-03)

12712-03 12/10/2003 BellSouth (Mays) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Response to staff's
3rd set of interrogatorics, ltem Nos, 56, 64, 65, and attachment to Item No, 37.
[CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, (30869, and 030961 ; entered in 030867
only.] [x-ref. DN 11783-03] |

1271603 12/10/2003 Bell3outh (Mays) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Supplemental
responses t6 OPC's 2nd and 314 set of intesrogatories, Nos, 25, 27, 39, 41, 42, 43,
44, 46, and 47 [on hard copyl; and 2nd request for PODs, Nos. 26, 27, and 28 [on
CD only]. [CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; eatered in
030867 only.)

[2648-03 12/12/2003 BellSouth (White) - (CONFIDENTIAL) 1st supplemental
response to staff's 6th set of interrogatories, [tem Nos. 103 and 104, [CCA note:

2
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Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961 ; entered in 030867 only. ] [See DN
12634-03]

13131-03 12/17/2003 PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 39.
[CCA pote: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867
only.] [CCA note: Exhibit

13132-03 12/17/2003 PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Bxhibit No. 41.
[CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867
only.} [CCA note: Exhibit contains DNs 09829 03, 10142-03, 10288-03,
11531-03, 11533-03, 12155-03, 11885-03, and 11794.03.]

13133-03 12/17/2003 PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 40.
[CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030859, and 030961 ; entered in 030867
only,] [CCA note: Exhibit contains DNs 11783-03 and 12053-03.]

13134.03 12/17/2003 PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No, 42.
[CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867
only.] [CCA note: Exhibit contains DN 12258-03.]

13135-03 12/17/2003 PSC/Staft - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 43.
[CCA nate: Dociets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867
only.] [CCA note: Exhibit contains DN 12499-03.]

13136-03 12/17/2003 PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 44.
[CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867
only.] [CCA note: Exhibit containg DN 12491-03.] |

"13137-03 12/17/2003 Verizon - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 64,
[CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867
ofily.] [CCA notc: Hearing Exhibit contains part of DN 08008-03.)

13138-03 12/17/2003 Sprint « (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 66. [CCA.
note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 only.)
[CCA note:; Exhibit containg part of DN 08011.03.] :

13139-03 12/17/2003 Sprint - (CONFIDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 70. [CCA

3
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note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 only.]
[CCA note: Exhibit contains part of DN 08011-03.]

13194-03 12/19/2003 PSC/StafY - (CONFIDENTIAL) Information from 12/16/03
ag conference: Issue 1(z), spreadsheets; Issue 3, reduction in access chatges as
filed by companies; Issue 4, amounts included in ILEC petitions; Issue 9, IXCs
split of flow-through reductions; Issue 10, in-state connection fee and revenue
reductions. [CCA note: Dockets 030867, 030868, 030869, end 030961, entered in
030867 only.]
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

LILA A. JABER
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

Jahlic Serfrice Qommission

March 2, 2004

Jack Shreve, Esq.
Office of the Attorney General ‘ -
PL -01, The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-TL 69-TL D30961-TI

Dear Mr. Shreve:

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Accompanying this letter are copies of the following documents filed by parties as
confidential in the referenced dockets:

08993-03 12712-03 13139-03
08994-03 12716-03 13194-03
09301-03 12948-03 00592-04 ~
10129-03 (CD) 13131-03 00616-04
10823-03 13132-03 00617-04
12634-03 13133-03

12680-03 13134-03

12697-03 13135-03

12700-03 13136-03

12703-03 13137-03

12706-03 13138-03

These documents are labeled “confidential” and must be maintained as confidential during
the pendency of the cases on appeal, and returned to my office when the appeal concludes.

Sincerely,
Kay Flynn
Chief of Records
Enclosure
cc: Blanca S. Bayé
Richard Melson, Esq.
Beth Keating, Esq.
Beth Salak
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



j BROFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL
Image Not
Available THE CAPITOL

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1050 Office of the Atsorney General

PL 01, The Capitol

CHRISTOPHER M. KISE Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1850
Solicitor General (850)414-3681; SunCom 994-3681
State of Florida email: Lynn_Hearn@oag.state.fl.us

Via e-mail and first class mail
March 2, 2004

Richard D. Melson, General Counsel
Public Service Commission

Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oa Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Mr. Melson:

We have received and reviewed the draft index to the record on appeal in Case No. SC04-9.
AsImentioned during our telephone call yesterday, we found it difficult to cross-reference the index
with the docket listing due to the fact that the draft index omits the document numbers. Thank you
for providing a copy of the draft index hand-notated with document numbers; this has been helpful.
We urge you to consider including the document numbers in the final index filed with the court, or,
at a minimum, listing the filing date in the left margin so it is easier to locate particular items.

As we discussed, we have identified several documents that were omitted from the index
which we believe should be included. These documents are:

V@OéS -03 Citizens’ Motion to Expedite Discovery

8204-03 Memo dated 9/3/03 from Chairman Jaber to Clerk Bayo forwarding
correspondence from Attorney General Charles J. Crist, Jr.

8256-03 9/3/03 letter to BellSouth advising FPSC will conduct audit to verify billing
units

V€é57-03 9/3/03 letter to Verizon advising FPSC will conduct audit to verify billing
units

\‘&58—03 9/3/03 letter to Sprint advising FPSC will conduct audit to verify billing units

\4993-03 9/19/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index of audit for Verizon’s
petition

/8994—03 Volume 2 of 2, audit work papers of Verizon’s petition
alseo:

IA2A03-0Y
Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General
State of Florida, Department of Legal Affairs 03115-0Y4

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION / EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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\/(@95—03 9/19/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index of audit for Sprint’s
petition

Vﬂé%-O?; Volume 2 of 2, audit work papers of Sprint’s petition

9001-03 9/18/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review of billing

units
w@m 9/18/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review of billing
units

]/094 1-03 Information contained in workpapers prepared by Commission during billing
units audit

’/( 75-03 Request for change to agenda conference, with attached materials.

6
\/@51-03 11/24/03 memo to CMP forwarding final audit to BellSouth on verification

of pricing units
\/452-03 11/24/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential document index for

/ BellSouth audit

\/?47-03 12/3/03 letter from BellSouth submitting comments to final audit report
2

958-03 12/12/03 memo to CMP regarding review of revised billing unit testimony
of Fulp

Additionally, as we discussed yesterday, it is necessary that the category “All non-
confidential exhibits admitted in record at December 2003 hearing” be expanded to individually list
each of these exhibits. It will be impossible to provide the court meaningful citations to these
exhibits unless they are individually identified in the record.

You also confirmed yesterday that the correspondence referred to on the last page of the
index will be individually paginated.

Finally, it appears that document 12840 should be moved to be included with the rest of the
transcripts.

Please advise when you expect to have the index ready for filing with the Florida Supreme
Court. Obviously, the index to the record lays the foundation for all subsequent stages of the appeal.

If you have any questions regarding this letter or would like to discuss any of these items further,
please call.

Very Truly Yours,



. Lynn C. Hearn
Deputy Solicitor General
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OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL

THE CAPITOL

Reply to:
TALLAHASSEE, FLOR!DA 32399-1050 Office of the Attorney General
PL 01, The Capitol
CHRISTOPHER M. KISE Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050
Solicitor General : {850)414-3681; SunCom 994-3681
State of Florida email: Lynn_Hearn@oag.state.{l.us

EGEIVE
e =4 20

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMLUSSION
GENERAL COUNSE!'S UFFICE

Via e-mail and first class mail

March 2, 2004

Richard D. Melson, General Counsel
Public Service Commission

Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oa Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Dear Mr. Melson: -

aow S
o r .

O o) L
We have received and reviewed the draft index to the record on appeal in Cacsg?_ﬂo. SE04-9:
As Imentioned during our telephone call yesterday, we found it difficult to cross-reféfgage the index-
with the docket listing due to the fact that the draft index omits the document numbcm%[‘ ha#k you.. .
for providing a copy of the draft index hand-notated with document numbers; this hastggn helpful.
We urge you to consider including the document numbers in the final index filed with tH€ cougt, or, C
at a minimum, listing the filing date in the left margin so it is easier to locate particular items— e

As we discussed, we have identified several documents that were omitted from the index
which we believe should be included. These documents are:

08063-03 Citizens’ Motion to Expedite Discovery

08204-03 Memo dated 9/3/03 from Chairman Jaber to Clerk Bayo forwarding
correspondence from Attorney General Charles J. Crist, Jr.

08256-03 9/3/03 letter to BellSouth advising FPSC will conduct audit to verify billing
units

08257-03 9/3/03 letter to Verizon advising FPSC will conduct audit to verify billing
units

08258-03 9/3/03 letter to Sprint advising FPSC will conduct audit to verify billing units

08993-03 9/19/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index of audit for Verizon’s
petition

08994-03 Volume 2 of 2, audit work papers of Verizon’s petition

Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General

State of Florida, Department of Legal Affairs
AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION / EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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08995-03 9/19/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index of audit for Sprint’s
petition

08996-03 Volume 2 of 2, audit work papers of Sprint’s petition
09001-03 9/18/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review of billing units
09002-03 9/18/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review onilling units

09301-03 Information contained in workpapers prepared by Commission during billing
units audit

10675-03 Request for change to agenda conference, with attached materials.

11951-03 11/24/03 memo to CMP forwarding final audit to BellSouth on verification
of pricing units

11952-03 11/24/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential document index for
BellSouth audit

12347-03 12/3/03 letter from BellSouth submitting comments to final audit report

12958-03 12/12/03 memo to CMP regarding review of revised billing unit testimony
of Fulp

Additionally, as we discussed yesterday, it is necessary that the category “All non-
confidential exhibits admitted in record at December 2003 hearing” be expanded to individually list
each of these exhibits. It will be impossible to provide the court meaningful citations to these
exhibits unless they are individually identified in the record.

You also confirmed yesterday that the correspondence referred to on the last page of the
index will be individually paginated.

Finally, it appears that document 12840 should be moved to be included with the rest of the
transcripts.

Please advise when you expect to have the index ready for filing with the Florida Supreme
Court. Obviously, the index to the record lays the foundation for all subsequent stages of the appeal.
If you have any questions regarding this letter or would like to discuss any of these items further,
please call.

Very Truly Yours,

@am O VYoane

Lynn C. Hearn
Deputy Solicitor General
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Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11:24 AM ¥
To: CCA - Orders / Notices

Cc: Felicia Banks

Subject: ORDERS
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Andrea N. Cowart

Executive Secretary

Florida Public Service Commission
Office of the General Counsel
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Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11:24 AM (

To: CCA - Orders / Notices

Cc: Felicia Banks

Subject: ORDERS

030867-TL, 030868-TL,

o
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Executive Secretary
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Office of the General Counsel

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
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Executive Secretary
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Office of the General Counsel
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From: Andrea Cowart

Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11:24 AM |0
To: CCA - Orders / Notices

Cc: Felicia Banks

Subject: ORDERS

030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL and

bellsouthconfidentialityl.frb.doc
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Andrea N. Cowart

Executive Secretary

Florida Public Service Commigsion
Office of the General Counsel
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
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(850) 413-7180 facsimile
acowart@psc.state.fl.us
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To: Florida Public Service Comm1ss10n A \E ,{ ! il D’ CvEely =
Re: Telephone Rate Increase S U’“\(
Date: April 4, 2004 (UL APR -8 2004

| 03026772
Dear Sirs: | CONSUMER Am

I do not agree with the recent rate increase on local and long distance service. Thave not
made a long distance call from this telephone in more than?2 years. T liad the service
blocked as I could not see paying taxes on something I do not use. My telephone bill went
from $38 to $50 in two months. I would register this complaint using the telephone but I
find it difficult to talk to the push buttons. I do not believe there is a real person working
for these companies, so who is getting all the money to justify the increase? It certainly is

not going for manpower.

As this increase was passed by your office I would like to ask you to rethink this bill.
Florida is made up primarily of retirees living on a fixed income and cannot with stand
increases monthly on car insurance, house insurance, gas, and especially prescription
drugs to name a few. It may sound like pennies to you but we can only absorb so much. If
this continues it will not be long before Florida becomes a welfare state.

This is not a threat to Bell South or AT&T but if the rates continue to increase alternative
ways will have to be looked at as the telephone at this point in my life really is a luxury.

e o -
¥

Thank you. o B
Mrs. Newton H Youn rQ:"‘w )

237 Del Monte Rd g% *®

Sebastian, F1 32958 =o
f:f,;,:/ Mrs. N. H. Young g w

772-589-9490  [RSlG el 237 Del Monte Rd. it

o

G Scbastian, FL 32958-4580

CC: Bell South
AT&T
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The Capxtol T Solicitor Genera!
CRARLES ! a1 “ (850)414-3681 SunCorm 9943681
“State of Florida Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 Fax (850)410-2672, SunCom 990-2672
To: Kay Flynn Date: April 23, 2004
Fax #: 413-7118 Pages: 2, including this cover sheet.

+*

Subject: Confidential Documents

From: Lynn Hearnl ¢

COMMENTS:

Please see attached letter from Jack Shreve dated December 8, 2003 regarding treatment of
confidential documents.

I will plan to pick up a copy of Exhibit #80 on Monday morning unless I hear from you otherwise.
Thank you for your assistance!

A T SN B PPN OVER
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OFF E OF THE ATTORNE . GENERAL

THE CAPITOL

Reply to:

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1050

Office of the Atorney General
Civil Division

CHARLIE CRIST

Artorney General (8507414-3300: SunCom 994-3300
State of Florida

December 8, 2003

S
Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director QM !“H
Commission Clerk and Adminjstrative Services m= @
Room 110, Easley Building gg =
Florida Public Service Commission s -, T
2540 Shumard Qak Blvd. x =
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 A

Re:  Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030865-TL

Dear Ms. Bayo:

The Attomey General recognizes and acknowledges its obligation under Section 364.183,

F.S., to protect the proprietary and confidential information deemed exempt from Section
119.07(1), F.S., under Section 364.183, F.S.

The Attorney General recognizes that their obligation extends to documents and
information received from the Public Service Commission and other parties.

Sincerely,

'/ /Tack Shreve
’ §enior General Counsel

JS/mke

Kepo B
e TS Uhas. \&?LPQ”\MQAMLQ@‘W'K%

M

<€)

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/ECUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
LILA A. JABER
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

JHublic Bertice Qonunission

April 26, 2004

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Jack Shreve, Esq.

Office of the Attorney General
Attention: Lynn Hearn

PL -01, The Capitol
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI
Dear Ms. Hearn:

Accompanying this letter is a copy of confidential Hearing Exhibit No. 80 from Document
No. 12083-03, provided pursuant to your request of April 23, 2004. ‘

This document is labeled “confidential” and must be maintained as confidential during the
pendency of the cases on appeal, and returned to my office when the appeal concludes.

Sincerely,
/ %7)“‘7%/
Kay Flynn
Chief of Records
Enclosure
cc: Blanca S. Bayo
Richard Melson, Esq.
Beth Keating, Esq.
Beth Salak
Parties of Record

Your signature below indicates you are taking possession of Document No. 12083-03:

Signature: Bmo\ @ wundg
Date: % ’26—0{/

) An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: —

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

LiLA A. JABER

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

PHublic Berfrice Commission

June 2, 2004

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL. 32399-0850

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida
Supreme Court Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re:  Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida,
vs. Lila A. Jaber, Chairman, et al. (Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL; and 030961-TT)

Dear Mr. Hall:

Enclosed is a certified copy of an Amended Notice of Appeal, filed in this office on
June 1, 2004, on behalf of Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida. Also enclosed
are copies of Order Nos. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL and PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL, the orders on appeal.

Sincerely,

Jeay He—

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records

Enclosure

cc: David Smith, Esq., Office of the General Counsel
Charles J. Crist, Jr., Esq., Attorney General, State of Florida
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION LS
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SC Case No. SC04-9 . .,
COMMISSION
In re: Petition by Verizon Florida, Inc. to Docket No. 030867+
Reform Intrastate Network Access and Basic
Local Telecommunications Rates in Accordance
with Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.

Inre: Petition by Sprint-Florida, Incorporated to Docket No. 030868-TL
Reduce Intrastate Switched Network Access

Rates to Interstate Parity in Revenue - Neutral

Manner Pursuant to Section 364.164(1),

Florida Statutes.

Inre: Petition for Implementation of Section Docket No. 030869-TL
364.164, Florida Statutes, by Rebalancing Rates

in a Revenue - Neutral Manner Through Decreases

In Intrastate Switched Access Charges With

Offsetting Rate Adjustments for Basic Services,

By BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

In re: Flow-through of the LEC switched access Docket No. 030961-T1
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL OF CHARLES J. CRIST,
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

NOTICE IS GIVEN that Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General of the State of Florida,
Appellant, appeals to the Florida Supreme Court the orders of this Commission rendered December
23,2003 and May 4, 2004.

The nature of the December 24, 2003, order is a final order of this Commission which
approves the Access Charge Reduction Petitions of Sprint, Verizon, and BellSouth and allows these

_ companies to raise their basic rates and approves the flow-through of LEC switched access

A TRUE COPY : DOCUMENT KUMBER-CATE
ATTEST
Chief Bureau of rds 062143 JUN-1 2

FPSC-COMMISSION CLERH



reductions by IXCs in the manner set forth in the petitions. The Attorney General timely appealed

this order on January 7, 2004.

The nature of the May 4, 2004 order is a final Order on Motions for Reconsideration.
~ Conformed copies of these orders are attached.
DATED this 1= day of June, 2004.
Respectfully submitted,

CHARLES J. CRIST, JR.
ATTORNEY GENERAL

CHRISTOPHER M. KISE
Solicitor General
Florida Bar No. 0855545

Qo O Mo

LY&NN C. HEARN
Deputy Solicitor General
Florida Bar No. 0123633

Office of the Attorney General
PL-01, The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050
Tel: (850) 414-3300

Fax: (850) 410-2672



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I CERTIFY that a true and correct copy hereof has been furnished by United States mail to

the following on this f day of June, 2004:

Public Counsel

Harold McLean

Charles Beck

H. F. Rick Mann

Office of Public Counsel

c/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street, Rm. 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Counsel for Public Service Commission
Beth Keating

Richard Melson

David E. Smith

Division of Legal Services, Room 370
Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Counsel for AARP

Mark Cooper

AARP

504 Highgate Terrace
Silver Spring, MD 20904

Michael B. Twomey

P. O. Box 5256

Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256

(Counsel for AARP & Sugar Mill Woods)

Counsel for Sugar Mill Woods
Michael B. Twomey

P. O. Box 5256
Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256
(Counsel for AARP & Sugar Mill Woods)

Counsel for AT&T

Tracy W. Hatch

AT&T Communications of the
Southern States, LLC

101 N. Monroe Street, Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Lisa Sapper

AT&T

1200 Peachtree Street, NE, Suite 8100
Atlanta, GA 32309

Floyd R. Self

Messer Caparello & Self, P.A.
215 S. Monroe St., Ste. 701
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876
(Counsel for AT&T & MCI)

Counsel for BellSouth Telecommunications
Inc.

Nancy White

c/o Ms. Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1556

Susan F. Clark

Donna E. Blanton

Radey Thomas Yon & Clark, P.A.
313 N. Monroe Street, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Counsel for Florida Cable
Telecommunications Assn

Michael A. Gross

Florida Cable Telecommunications Assn.
246 East 6™ Avenue

Tallahassee, FL 32303




Counsel for Knology
John Feehan

Knology of Florida, Inc.
1241 O.G. Skinner Drive
West Point, GA 31833

George N. Meros, Jr.
GrayRobinson, P.A.
P.O.Bokx 11189
Tallahassee, FL 32302-3189

Counsel for MCI

Donna McNulty

MCI World Com Communications, Inc.
1203 Governors Square Blvd., Suite 201
Tallahassee, FL 32301-2960

De O’Roark

MCI World Com Communications
6 Concourse Parkway

Suite 3200

Atlanta, GA 30328

Floyd R. Self

Messer Caparello & Self
215 S. Monroe St., Ste. 701
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876
(Counsel for AT&T & MCI)

Counsel for Sprint-Florida, Inc

Susan S. Masterson
Sprint-Florida, Inc
P.O.Box 2214

Tallahassee, FL. 32316-2214

Charles Rehwinkel
Sprint-Florida, Inc.
1313 Blairstone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301

John P. Fons

Jennifer L. Heckman
Ausley & McMullen
P. O. Box 391
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Counsel for Verizon Florida, Inc.
Richard Chapkis

Kimberly Caswell

Verizon Florida, Inc.

201 North Franklin Street, FLTC0717
Tampa, FL 33601

Elizabeth B. Sanchez

Verizon Florida, Inc.

201 North Franklin Street, FLTC0007
Tampa, FL 33602

L0 Y

J Attorney



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON
LA A. JABER

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

June 2, 2004

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida
Supreme Court Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re:  Harold McLean, Public Counsel, vs. Lila A. Jaber, Chairman, et al.
(Docket Nos. 030867-TL., 030868-TL, 030869—’;;.,, and 030961-TT)

Dear Mr. Hall:

Enclosed is a certified copy of an Amended Notice of Appeal, filed in this office on
June 1, 2004, on behalf of Harold McLean, Public Counsel. Also enclosed are copies of Order Nos.
PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL and PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL, the orders on appeal.

Sincerely, -

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records

Enclosure

cc: David Smith, Esq., Office of the General Counsel
Harold McLean, Esq., Public Counsel
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Presiden
' STATE OF FLORIDA
OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL

¢/o THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE
111 WEST MADISON ST.
ROOM 812
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1400
850-488.9330

Harold McLean
Public Counsel

H F. Mann

C

June 1, 2004 o E m

o2 1 =

e L O

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director =L =

Division of the Commission Clerk g <« R

and Administrative Services = 5
Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0870

RE: Harold McLean, Public Counsel v. Lila A. Jaber, etc., et al
Florida Supreme Court Case No. SC04-10

Dear Ms. Bayé:

Enclosed for filing this date is an Amended Notice of Appeal directed to Order No. PSC-03-
1469-FOF-TL, rendered December 24, 2003 and Order No. PSC-04-0456-FOF-TP, rendered May 4,
2004, in Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL and 030961-TI. A copy of the notice is being

filed with the Clerk of the Supreme Court of Florida pursuant to Rule 9.110(c), Florida Rules of
Appellate Procedure.

Please indicate receipt of this notice by date-stamping the attached duplicate of this letter and
CMP returning it to this office. Thank you for your attention to this matter
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ORIGINAL

IN THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Verizon Florida, Inc. to
Reform Intrastate Network Access and Basic
Local Telecommunications Rates in Accordance
With Section 364.164. Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition by Sprint-Florida, Incorporated to
Reduce Intrastate Switched Newtwork Access
Rates to Interstate Parity in Revenue - Neutral
Manner Pursuant to Section 364.164(1),
Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition for Implementation of
Section364.164, Florida Statutes, by Rebalancing
Rates in a Revenue - Neutral Manner Through
Decreases In Intrastate Switched Access Charges
With Offsetting Rate Adjustments for Basic

Services, By BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

In re: Flow-through of the LEC switched access
reductions by IXC’s, pursuant to Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

Docket No. 030867-TL

Docket No. 030868-TL

Docket No. 030869-TL

Docket No. 030961-TI

FLORIDA SUPREME
COURT CASE NO.
SC04-10

AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL OF HAROLD MCLEAN,
PUBLIC COUNSEL, STATE OF FLORIDA

NOTICE IS GIVEN that Harold McLean, Public Counsel, State of Florida,

Appellant, appeals to the Florida Supreme Court, the two orders of the Florida Public

Service Commission (“Commission”), rendered on December 24, 2003, and on May

4,2004.
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The nature of Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, rendered on December 24,
2003, is a Final Order of the Commission, which approved the Access Charge
Reduction Petitions of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, Verizon Florida, Inc. and
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (together, “ILECs”), and allows these ILECs
to raise their basic local telephone service rates and approves the flow-through of
ILEC intrastate switched network access charge reductions by the interéxchange
telecommunications companies (“IXCs”). The Public Counsel timely appealed this
order on January 7, 2004. The nature of Order No. PSC-04-0456-FOF-TP, rendered
on May 4, 2004, is a final Order on Motions for Reconsideration.

Conformed copies of these orders are attached.

S

DATED this / day of June, 2004.
Respectfully submitted,
HAROLD MCLEAN
PUBLIC SEL
/s
H F. RICK MANN
Associate Public Counsel
Florida Bar No. 763225
111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Tel: (850) 488-9330
Fax: (850)488-4491
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Susan S. Masterson
Sprint-Florida, Inc.
P.O.Box 2214

Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214

Floyd R. Self

Messer Caparello & Self
P.O.Box 1876

Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876

De O’Roark

MCI World Com Communications
6 Concourse Parkway

Suite 3200

Atlanta, GA 30328

Susan F. Clark

Donna E. Blanton

Radey Thomas Yon & Clark, P.A.
313 N. Monroe Street, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General

Lynn C. Hearn

Jack Shreve

Office of the Attorney General
PL-01, The Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Mr. John Feehan
Knology of Florida, Inc.
1241 O.G. Skinner Drive
West Point, GA 31833

Tracy W. Hatch, Esquire

AT&T Communications of the
Southern States, LL.C

101 N. Monroe Street, Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Donna McNulty

MCI World Com Communications, Inc.
1203 Governors Square Blvd.,

Suite 201

Tallahassee, FL. 32301-2960

Elizabeth B. Sanchez

Verizon Florida, Inc.

201 North Franklin Street, FLTC0007
Tampa, FL 33602

A7 P

H F. Rick Mann
Associate Public Counsel



COMMISSIONERS:
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

LILA A. JABER -
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLE
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

]ﬁuhlitagzrﬁiw Commission

June 4, 2004

STATE OF FLORIDA

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER .
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida
Supreme Court Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: AARP vs. Lila A. Jaber, Chairman, et al. (Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-T1; and 030961-TT)

Dear Mr. Hall:

Enclosed is a certified copy of a Notice of Appeal, filed in this office on June 3, 2004, on
behalf of AARP. Also enclosed is a copy of Order No. PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL, the order on appeal.

Sincerely,

[Cocp it

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records

Enclosure
cc: David Smith, Esquire, Office of the General Counsel

Michael B. Twomey, Esquire
Parties of Record

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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In re: Petition of Verizon Florida Inc. to Reform ) COMMISSION
Its Intrastate Network Access and Basic Local ) Docket No. 030867TL CLERK
Telecommunications rates in Accordance with ) ,

Florida Statutes, Section 364.164

In re: Petition of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated,
To reduce intrastate switched network
Access rates to interstate parity in

Revenue neutral manner pursuant to
Section 364.164(1), Florida Statutes

Docket No. 030868-TL

In re: Petition by BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc.,

To Reduce Its Network Access Charges
Applicable To Intrastate Long Distance In
A Revenue-Neutral Manner

Docket No. 030869-TL

In re: Flow-through of LEC Switched Access Docket No. 030961-TO

Reductions by IXCs, Pursuant to Section
364.163(2), Florida Statutes
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AARP NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS GIVEN that AARP, through its undersigned counsel, appeals
to the Florida Supreme Court, the order of this Public Service Commission
rendered on May 4, 2004. A copy of this order is attached. The nature of the
order is an Order On Motions For Reconsideration which considered, and
confirmed, the Access Charge Reduction Petitions of Sprint, Verizon and
BellSouth earlier approved by the Public Service Commission in Order No. PSC-
~ O3-1469-FOF-TL, issued December 24, 2003. These Public Service

Commission approvals allow these companies to raise their basic rates and
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approved the flow-through of local exchange company switched access

reductions by inter-exchange companies in the manner set forth in their petitions.

DATED this 3™ day of June, 2004.

Respectfully supmi ted

Michael B. Twomey "
Florida Bar No. 0234354 '

Post Office Box 5256
Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256
(850) 421-9530

Attorney for AARP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing document has been

furnished by U.S. Mail to the following parties on this 3™ day of June, 2004.

Nancy B. White, Esquire

James Meza, lll, Esquire

¢/o Nancy Sims

150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Richard Chapkis, Esquire

Vice President & General Counsel
FLTCO717

201 North Franklin Street

Tampa, Florida 33602

Beth Keating, Esquire

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Charlie Beck, Esquire

Office of the Public Counsel

c/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400

John P. Fons, Esquire
Ausley & McMullen

Post Office Box 391
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Tracy Hatch, Esquire

AT&T

101 North Monroe, Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL 32301



Donna McNulty, Esquire

MCI WorldCom, Inc.

1203 Governors Square Bivd.
Suite 201

Tallahassee, FL 32301-2960

Susan Masterton, Esquire
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated
P.O. Box 2214
Tallahassee, FL 32316

Charles Rehwinkel, Esquire
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated
1313 Blair Stone Road
FLTHOO107

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Floyd Self, Esquire

Messer, Caparello & Self
Post Office Box 1876
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876

George Meros, Esquire

Gray Robinson

Post Office Box 11189
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-3189

Harris R. Anthony, Esquire
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.
400 Perimeter Center Terrace
Suite 350

Atlanta, Georgia 30346

Jack Shreve, Esquire
Office of the Attorney General

PL-01 The Capltol
H rld 32399-1050

—Dw
Attbrney " !




BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Verizon Florida Inc. to | DOCKET NO. 030867-TL
reform intrastate network access and basic
local telecommunications rates in accordance
with Section 364.164, Florida Statutes.

In re: Petition by Sprint-Florida, Incorporated | DOCKET NO. 030868-TL
to reduce intrastate switched network access
rates to interstate parity in revenue-neutral
manner pursuant to Section 364.164(1), Florida
Statutes.

In re: Petition for implementation of Section | DOCKET NO. 030869-TL
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates
in a revenue-neutral manner through decreases
in intrastate switched access charges with
offsetting rate adjustments for basic services,

by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
DOCKET NO. 030961-TI

In re: Flow-through of LEC switched access | ORDER NO. PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section || ISSUED: May 4, 2004
364.163(2), Florida Statutes.

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter:

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, Chairman
J. TERRY DEASON
LILA A.JABER
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON

ORDER ON MOTIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

BY THE COMMISSION:
L CASE BACKGROUND
On August 27, 2003, Verizon Florida Inc. (Verizon), Sprint-Florida, Incorporated

(Sprint), and BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth), each filed petitions pursuant to
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes. Dockets Nos. 030867-TL (Verizon), 030868-TL (Sprint), and
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030869-TL (BellSouth) were opened to address these petitions in the time frame provided by
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes. On September 10, 2003, this Commission dismissed the
initial petitions, because they each failed to make the proposed rate changes over at least the
required two-year minimum set forth in Section 364.164(1)(c), Florida Statutes. The companies
were allowed to refile, and did so on September 30 (BellSouth), October 1 (Sprint) and October

2 (Verizon).

By Order No. PSC-03-1240-PCO-TL, this Commission consolidated Docket No. 030961-
TI, which was opened to address questions regarding the IXCs’ flow-through to customers of
any access charge reductions, into this proceeding for hearing. A hearing on this matter was held
on December 10-12, 2003. Our final order, Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, was issued on
December 24, 2003.

On January 7, 2004, Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida (AG) filed his
Notice of Appeal. On the same day, the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) filed its Notice of

Appeal.

On January 8, 2004, the AG filed his Motion for Reconsideration of the final order. In
his Motion for Reconsideration, the AG asserts that we should reconsider our decision because:
(1) we did not properly consider the impacts on the public health, safety, and welfare, as required
by Section 364.01, Florida Statutes; (2) the rate increase proposed by BellSouth is
anticompetitive because there will be no rate increase for bundled service packages; and (3) we
failed to consider the impact of the rate increases on senior and low-income consumers. On
January 12, 2004, the AG filed a Request for Oral Argument, and on March 17, 2004, he filed an
Amended Request for Oral Argument.

On January 8, 2004, AARP filed its Motion for Reconsideration of the final order, as well
as a Request for Oral Argument. AARP seeks reconsideration of our decision on five points in
the Order: (1) our delegation to staff of the authority to review and approve the 45-day tariffs
that would be filed as a result of approval of the ILECs’ petitions; (2) our approval of the ILECs’
additional concessions; (3) our decision that the costs of the local loop are properly borne by
basic local service; (4) our decisions that basic local service is artificially supported and that
removal of support will induce enhanced market entry; and (5) our decision that residential
customers will benefit from approval and implementation of the ILECs’ petitions as

contemplated by the statute.

On March 3, 2004, the Florida Supreme Court relinquished jurisdiction to this
Commission for the limited purpose of ruling on the AG and AARP motions for reconsideration.
The Court set a deadline of May 3, 2004 for us to make our ruling.

On March 15, 2004, Verizon, Sprint, BellSouth/BellSouth Long Distance (BellSouth),
and AT&T/MCI (“respondents”) filed their Responses to the AG’s Motion for Reconsideration
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and to AARP’s Motion for Reconsideration and to the initial Requests for Oral Argument.'
Thereafter, on March 29, 2004, Verizon, BellSouth/BellSouth Long Distance, AT&T/MCI, and
Sprint filed responses to the AG’s Amended Motion for Oral Argument. On April 20, 2004, the
AG filed a Notice of Supplemental Authority, referring us to the decision in United States
Telecom Ass’n v. Federal Communications Commission, 359 F.3d 554 (D.C. Cir. 2004), decided

March 2, 2004.

This Order addresses the Motions for Reconsideration, Responses, and Requests for Oral
Argument. By this decision, we comply with the Supreme Court’s direction in its March 3

Order.

IL. ORAL ARGUMENT/REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF CONFIDENTIAL
MATERIAL

We received oral argument on the motions addressed in this Order, as requested by
AARP and the Attorney General. However, the Attorney General’s request for oral argument
also contained a request that we release confidential material. We find that that request cannot
be granted, as it is untimely and not proper within the context of a Motion for Oral Argument.
We are concerned by the fact that the Attorney General has not specified what material he would
like released. Moreover, the prehearing officer has already issued Orders addressing all pending
Requests for Confidential Classification. Thus, to the extent that material is currently being
treated as confidential, it has been accorded that treatment by an Order issued in this proceeding.

The most recent Orders addressing Requests for Confidentiality were issued on March 8§,
2004. The time for seeking reconsideration of those Orders ran on March 18, 2004. No party
responded in opposition to any of the requests for confidential classification, and no party sought
reconsideration of any of the Orders granting confidentiality. Florida case law is clear that we
are without authority to extend the time for seeking reconsideration of an Order, even if it were
otherwise inclined to do so. See City of Hollywood v. Public Employee Relations Commission,

432 So. 2d 79 (Fla. 4" DCA 1983).

III.  MOTIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

A. Standard of Review

The standard of review for a motion for reconsideration is whether the motion identifies a
point of fact or law which was overlooked or which this Commission failed to consider in
rendering its Order. See Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc. v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315 (Fla. 1974);

Diamond Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); and Pingree v. Quaintance, 394 So. 2d

! By Order No. PSC-04-0037-PCO-TL, issued January 13, 2004, the prehearing officer extended the time for filing
responses until such time as the Supreme Court relinquished jurisdiction to allow us to consider the outstanding

motions.
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162 (Fla. 1 DCA 1981). In a motion for reconsideration, it is not appropriate to reargue matters
that have already been considered. Sherwood v. State, 111 So. 2d 96 (Fla. 3™ DCA 1959), citing
State ex.rel. Jaytex Realty Co. v. Green, 105 So. 2d 817 (Fla. 1* DCA 1958). Furthermore, a
motion for reconsideration should not be granted “based upon an arbitrary feeling that a mistake
may have been made, but should be based upon specific factual matters set forth in the record
and susceptible to review.” Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc., 294 So. 2d at 317.

B. Attorney General’s Motion

1. Consideration of Section 364.01(4)

a. Arguments

The Attorney General contends that we erred by failing to consider our legislative
mandate, as set forth in Section 364.01(4)(a), Florida Statutes, to protect the health, safety and
welfare of all consumers by ensuring they have access to basic local service at reasonable and
affordable rates. Referring to the testimony of Verizon witness Danner, the Attorney General
argues that the proposed increase in basic rates will be five times greater for seniors aged 76 and
over, compared to the increase for consumers aged 26 to 35 years of age. The Attorney General
adds that those who can least afford the increase in the basic rates will not enjoy any of the
alleged benefits arising from the theoretical competition that might be seen in the future.
Consequently, the Attorney General contends that we must have . . . overlooked the requirement
to ensure reasonable and affordable basic rates for all consumers.” Motion at p. 5.

The respondents universally reject the Attorney General’s contention on this point.
Specifically, BellSouth contends that the Order contradicts this assertion, as it is replete with
analysis of evidence concerning how granting the petitions of the incumbent local exchange
companies (ILECs) will benefit the residential telecommunications consumers in Florida,
including those who desire only basic local service.

The respondents also contend that we did not err in our application of the appropriate
statutory considerations. Of note, BellSouth argues that Section 364.164 is the latest expression
of legislative intent concerning basic local telecommunications services and the impact of rates
on Florida consumers, and that this specific statutory provision takes precedence over a prior,
general expression of legislative intent.> BellSouth argues, therefore, that this Commission
properly considered the benefit to residential customers as contemplated by Section 364.164(1),

Florida Statutes.

Similarly, Sprint states that it is a well-settled rule of statutory construction that a special
statute covering a particular subject matter is controlling over a more general statutory provision
covering the same and other subjects. The more specific statute is considered to be an exception

2 Citing McKendry v. State, 641 So. 2d 45, 46 (Fla. 1994).
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to the general terms of the more comprehensive statute. Under this rule, Sprint asserts, the
specific provisions of Section 364.164 (1) prevail over Section 364.01(4)(a), which provides the
general manner in which the Commission should exercise its authority to protect the public
health, safety, and welfare. To arrive at another conclusion, Sprint states, would render the
specific language of Section 364.164(1) meaningless.’

AT&T and MCI join Verizon in arguing that we did consider Section 364.01. AT&T and
MCI state that although the Commission’s Order does not specifically cite to Section 364.01(4),
the Commission fulfilled the legislative purpose embodied in Section 364.01(4) by implementing
Section 364.164. They emphasize that the legislative intent of Section 364.01(4) is addressed
throughout the Order.

b. Decision

Upon consideration, we find that the Attorney General has not demonstrated that in
acting on the petitions we overlooked or failed to consider our obligations under Section
364.01(4)(a). A primary rule of statutory interpretation is to harmonize related statutes so that
each is given effect. Butler v. State, 838 So. 2d 554, 555 (Fla. 2003). It is also a well-established
rule of statutory construction that a special statute covering a particular subject matter is
controlling over a general statutory provision covering the same and other subjects. McKendry
v. State, 641 So. 2d 45, 46. Furthermore, statutes should be read together to give each provision
the maximum force and effect, but when there is unavoidable conflict, the more recent, specific
expression of the Legislature’s intent is the controlling provision. Id., citing Sharer v. Hotel
Corp. of America, 144 So. 2d 813 (Fla. 1962). Thus, while Sections 364.01(4) and 364.164 must
be read together, Section 364.164 is the controlling provision to the extent there is any conflict
between the two. To arrive at any other conclusion would render the specific language of
Section 364.164(1) without meaning. See Saunders vs. Saunders, 796 So. 2d 1253 (Fla. 1 DCA

2001).

In this case, however, there is no conflict between Sections 364.164 and 364.01(4)(a).
The former section required us to consider, among other things, the impact of proposed rate
changes on the creation of a more attractive competitive local exchange market for the benefit of
residential consumers. The Order is replete with discussion of our findings and conclusions on
this issue. The latter section required us to consider whether our actions ensure that basic local
telecommunications services are available to all consumers in the state at reasonable and
affordable prices. Although the Order did not make specific reference to Section 364.01(4)(a),
the Order demonstrates that we did consider the impact of its action on reasonable and affordable
prices for basic telecommunications services. For example, we found that:

3 Citing McKendry v. State, 641 So. 2d 45, 46 (Fla. 1994); Floyd v. Bentley, 496 So. 2d 862, 864 (Fla. 2d DCA
1986); and Saunders v. Saunders, 796 So. 2d 1253 (Fla. 1¥ DCA 2001).
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o Experience from other states shows that approval of the ILECs’ proposals will have little,
if any, negative impact on the availability of universal service. (Order at 18.)

e [T]he record shows that basic local service will continue to remain affordable for the vast
majority of residential customers. (Order at 18.)

e [T]he amended Lifeline provisions in Section 364.10 will help to protect economically
disadvantaged customers from the effect of local rate increases. (Order at 19.)

In making these findings, we afforded the testimony of Verizon witness Danner the
proper weight. That testimony addressed the difference in net impact on consumers in various
age groups and indicated that consumers in all age groups will receive benefits from long
distance rate reductions that will offset, to varying degrees, the impact of the increase in basic
local service rates. When combined with other evidence, we conclude that the net impact of
granting the petitions is consistent with the requirement to ensure that basic local service is
available at reasonable and affordable prices. Thus, we reject the Attorney General’s Motion on

this point.

To avoid any misinterpretation, we shall, nevertheless, clarify the Order by adding a
sentence at the end of the first paragraph under the heading “Conclusion” on page 56 to state
that;

In granting the Petitions, we have also considered the provisions of
Section 364.01(4)(a) and concluded that our action will preserve
reasonable and affordable prices for basic local service.

2. BellSouth’s Increases Do Not Apply to Bundled Packages

a. Arguments

The premise of the Attorney General’s second argument for reconsideration is that
BellSouth’s proposed rate increase is anticompetitive. The Attorney General contends that
BellSouth’s proposed increases to basic rates exempt bundled services from increases; thus, the
approval of BellSouth’s petition encourages customers to purchase bundled services in order to
obtain some benefit or exemption from the rate increase. The Attorney General maintains that
this emphasis on bundled services has an anticompetitive impact on consumers. The Attorney
General states that under Section 364.164, we are required to consider whether a petition will
induce enhanced market entry. The Attorney General believes that BellSouth’s rate increase will
encourage use of bundled services and will not induce enhanced market entry, but instead

discourage competition.
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In response, BellSouth cites to testimony of AT&T and MCI witness Mayo where he
maintains that the ILEC proposals are consistent with Section 364.164. He asserts that the
proposals are anticipated to spur competition in telephony and result in more competitive
markets. BellSouth also argues that it has applied the basic rate increases in accordance with
Section 364.164(2). Further, BellSouth argues that the Attorney General attempts to raise a new
argument, which is inappropriate in a motion for reconsideration. BellSouth also contends that
the record shows that market entry will be enhanced by removing the access charge support for
local services because the CLECs will be able to compete in providing basic and bundled

services.

The other respondents offer similar arguments. AT&T and MCI further indicate that the
Attorney General fails to cite to any record evidence to support his claim that mere preexisting
market share and the ability to bundle services constitute anticompetitive conduct. AT&T and
MCI argue to the contrary that, as explained by Knology’s witness Boccucci, any carrier’s best
opportunity to compete is through providing bundled services at competitive prices.

b. Decision

Upon consideration, we conclude that the Attorney General’s claim that BellSouth’s
proposal is anti-competitive must fail. The evidence clearly demonstrates that each of the ILECs’
proposals will result in a more competitive market. We find the evidence establishes that the
best opportunities to compete in telecommunications exist through a carrier’s ability to bundle
services. Order at pp. 27 and 38. Furthermore, we have already considered this issue as
demonstrated by the discussion set forth at pages 5 and 6 of the Attorney General’s Motion.
Thus, the Attorney General has not identified a mistake of fact or law in our decision. As such,

the Motion on this point is denied.

3. Benefit to Residential Customers

a. Arguments

The Attorney General asserts that Florida citizens will be irrevocably injured by granting
the ILECs’ petitions, because the drastic increases in the basic phone rates are neither reasonable
or affordable for senior and low-income consumers. Thus, the Attorney General contends that
we must have failed to properly consider the testimony of the detriment to customers that will
result if the ILECs’ proposals are implemented.

The respondents generally reject this notion as well. They argue that we considered
customer impacts, but found competing testimony regarding ultimate benefits to customers more
persuasive. Thus, they believe that the Attorney General’s arguments on this point are a rehash
of arguments this Commission has already considered and rejected. Further, BellSouth states
that this Commission thoroughly considered the impact on seniors by finding that many seniors
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on fixed incomes take a number of additional services such as cellular service, cable service and
internet services. On that basis, BellSouth concludes that the rate increases are “within the zone
of affordability” for this segment of consumers. BellSouth notes that we determined in our
Order that 53% to 72% of even Lifeline customers served by the ILECs buy one or more
ancillary services. Order at p. 32. AT&T and MCI also note that Knology witness Boccucci
asserted that the ability to provide bundled services allows Knology to provide more economical

prices to seniors.

b. Decision

Regarding the Attorney General’s third point, we find that this issue was thoroughly
considered and addressed. See Order at pp. 26 - 33. We concluded that . . . Florida consumers
as a whole will reap the benefits of competition, and, ultimately, competition will serve to
regulate the level of prices consumers will pay.” Order at p. 29. We also found that “. . . even
those customers that use calling cards or dial-around service will receive benefits from increased
competition, as will older citizens that use 1+ calling.” Order at p. 31. Furthermore, we noted
that, while outside the scope of our consideration of the Petitions, the ILECs’ concessions
regarding Lifeline will provide additional protection for the economically disadvantaged, while
the statute itself provides targeted assistance for those unable to afford the increases. Order at p.

32. We found that

The evidence shows that even with the proposed local rate increases, there will
not be a significant number of customers that drop off the network. While the
need for continued targeted assistance for some customers may foster its own
social welfare concerns, those concerns must be balanced with the Legislature’s
clear intent to move Florida’s telecommunications markets towards increased

competition.

Order at p. 32. The Attorney General has not identified an error in this conclusion. Rather, he
re-argues matters we have already addressed.

As for the Supplemental Authority offered by the Attorney General, we conclude that the
D.C. Circuit’s decision in United States Telecom Ass’n v. Federal Communications Commission
does not rise to the level that would necessitate that we reconsider our decision. While the
decision does muddy the waters as to the future of certain UNEs, it does not, by itself,
automatically remove any UNEs from the national list. Furthermore, the D.C. Circuit’s decision
is currently stayed, and further appeals are possible. While we are concerned about the uncertain
state of the FCC’s unbundling rules, even if the D.C. Circuit’s decision remains in place, and
UNEs are removed from the list as a result, that process will likely take place over an extended
period of time. Furthermore, even if the D.C. Circuit’s decision remains in place, carriers that
compete using their own facilities would not be directly affected. For all these reasons, we
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conclude that the D.C. Circuit’s decision does not require a change to our conclusions in this
case.

For all the foregoing reasons, we hereby deny the Attorney General’s Motion on this
point as well.

C. AARP’S Motion

1. Approval of 45-day Rate Adjustment Filings

a. Arguments

AARP argues that, in our Order, we have improperly allowed our staff to
administratively review and approve the tariffs filed implementing this Commission’s decision
approving the ILECs’ Petitions. AARP contends that this is directly contrary to the language of
the statute, which requires:

. .. The commission shall, within 45 days after the rate adjustment filing, issue a
final order confirming compliance with this section, and such an order shall be

final for all purposes.

Section 364.164(2), Florida Statutes. AARP contends that we should modify our Order to reflect
that the Commission staff is not authorized to administratively review and approve the tariffs,
and that the rate increases contained in such tariff filings will only become effective after we
have issued an order approving them.

Generally, those parties responding to AARP’s motion believe that AARP has not
identified an error on this point, but note that should we see fit, clarification may be in order.

AT&T and MCI note that the authority delegated to our staff to conduct the essentially
ministerial task of reviewing and approving the tariffs implementing the ILECs’ Petitions is not
unlike that delegation of authority to review a tariff which was upheld by the Court in Citizens of
the State of Florida v. Wilson, 567 So. 2d 889, 892 (Fla. 1990). In that case, the Court upheld
our delegation to staff of authority to review a supplemental tariff rider to ensure that it met
certain conditions, and if it did, to then approve the tariff. AT&T and MCI argue that the
situation here is very similar in that this Commission has already approved the ILECs’ Petitions,
which specify the conditions the tariffs must meet, and has only delegated to staff the
administrative and ministerial task of ensuring that the tariffs meet the conditions of the
approved Petitions. AT&T and MCI also add that it is clear that if the tariffs filed in this case do
not conform to our Order, our staff will bring the non-compliant tariffs before us for our

. . 4
consideration.

4 Citing U.S. Sprint v. Nichols, 534 So. 2d 698 (Fla. 1998).
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b. Decision

Upon consideration, we conclude that AARP has identified a point that requires
clarification due to a scrivener’s error. We find error in our Order to the extent that the Order, as
issued, does not fully and accurately reflect our actual vote, which was to provide administrative
authority to our staff to review the 45-day rate adjustment filings and issue an administrative
final order based upon that review. The Order does not reflect the issuance of an administrative
final order. Therefore, the next to last ordering paragraph is amended to read:

ORDERED that Commission staff is hereby authorized to

administratively review and—appreve the tariffs implementing these
decisions and to issue administrative final orders approving tariffs that

conform to these decisions. It is further

With this correction, the Order accurately reflects our decision. Furthermore, we find that, as
corrected, our Order complies with the statute. We find that our delegation of authority to
Commission staff is allowable, and is, in fact, not uncommon for the review of similar filings.
See Citizens of the State of Florida v. Wilson, supra, (finding delegation to staff to review and
approve tariff not improper when conditions for approval clearly set forth by Commission). In
this case, review of the tariffs will be limited to ensuring that they conform to the conditions in
the approved Petitions. If any tariff does not conform, it will be brought before us as quickly as
possible. We further note that the 45-day requirement in the statute is generally not conducive to
bringing a recommendation for our consideration at an Agenda Conference, further supporting,
as a practical matter, our decision to delegate authority to our staff to approve conforming tariffs.

(Transcript, Vol. 16, p. 2060).

2. Approval of ILEC Commitments

a. Arguments

AARP asserts that we erred when we approved the ILEC’s additional concessions as set
forth in the following chart:

Increase non-recurring Increases to basic residential | Increase non-recurring

charges so that the single line | recurring and non-recurring revenues from $1.2 million to

residential rates would be rates would be in four steps $2.4 million so that basic

lowered by approximately 36 | spread over three years. local rates can be raised by

cents. $1.2 million less than
requested.
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Increase Lifeline eligibility to
135% of the federal poverty
level.

Increase Lifeline eligibility to
135% of the federal poverty
level.

Increase Lifeline eligibility to
135% of the federal poverty
level.

Lifeline rates would not be
increased for four years.

Lifeline rates would not be
increased for four years.

Will work with PSC to review
ECS in a Commission

Will work with PSC to review
ECS in a Commission

Will work with PSC to review
ECS in a Commission

workshop.

workshop. workshop.

AARP contends that these proposals effectively modified the ILECs’ petitions, and that approval
of the modified petitions appears contrary to Section 364.164(1), Florida Statutes, which
specifically provides that this Commission shall issue an order “granting or denying” any
petition. AARP contends that we were authorized only to approve or deny the petitions, not to
modify them. AARP adds that the only proper way for this Commission to grant the petitions
with the offered amendments would have been to deny the petitions, but with specific directions
that amended petitions incorporating the above concessions would be considered on an expedited
basis. AARP also notes that these proposals were offered late in the proceeding, and that,
consequently, AARP and the other consumer representatives had no opportunity to conduct
discovery or cross-examination regarding the proposals.

The respondents maintain that AARP has not identified a mistake of fact or law on this
point. They argue not only that the statute should not be read to preclude amendments to the
petitions, but also that even if the statute is read as suggested by AARP, we considered and
approved the proposals as a matter separate and apart from our consideration of the petitions.
Thus, no violation occurred even under AARP’s reading of the statute.

In addition, AT&T and MCI emphasize that the ILECs’ additional proposals are beyond
the scope of their specific requests to reduce access charges in a revenue neutral manner; thus,
their approval does not result in any violation of Section 364.164(1), Florida Statutes. Sprint
adds that its proposal to spread the proposed increases in four steps over three years was made in
response to the testimony of Commission staff witness Shafer, and that all parties had the
opportunity to cross-examine Mr. Shafer. Furthermore, Sprint notes that AARP did cross-
examine Sprint’s witnesses regarding Mr. Shafer’s proposal.

b. Decision

The Hearing Transcript clearly reflects that the additional commitments of the ILECs
were addressed and approved after the ILECs’ petitions had been approved, which demonstrates
that the Commission did not consider the additional commitments to constitute amendments to
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the petitions. See Transcript Vol. 16 at pp. 2057-2060. Thus, to the extent the Order at p. 56
gives the impression that we considered the additional proposals to constitute amendments to the
petitions, the Order is in error. Because we accepted and approved the additional ILEC
commitments as a matter separate and apart from our approval of the ILEC Petitions under the
criteria outlined in Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, we hereby amend our Order such that the
first sentence under the heading “Conclusion” on page 56 of the Order shall now read:

Based on the foregoing, we hereby grant the Petitions of Verizon,
Sprint, and BellSouth as filed in Dockets Nos. 030867-TL,

030868-TL, and 030869-TL;—as—amended-bycommitients—made

Otherwise, AARP’s motion on this point is denied, because we are not persuaded that our
approval of the additional commitments constituted modification of the Petitions or approval of
modifications to the Petitions.’

3. Assignment of the Cost of the Local Loop

a. Arguments

AARP argues that we erred by assigning the entire cost of the local loop to basic local
service. Had we done otherwise, AARP contends that this Commission could not have
concluded that intrastate access charges provide support for basic local telecommunications
rates. AARP emphasizes that our only past decision on this point was the 1998 Report on Fair
and Reasonable Rates to the Legislature, which AARP maintains: (1) is not legally binding; (2)
is not economically and logically sound; and (3) “fl[ies] in the face of the financial facts
governing the operation of the ILECs.” AARP contends that the testimony in the case reflects
that there are other services that could not exist without the local loop; therefore, if only basic
local service bears the cost of the loop, other services get a “free ride.” While AARP seems to
acknowledge that there is no economic principle requiring that the costs of the local loop be
spread across other ancillary services, AARP contends that “fundamental fairness and basic
common sense” require that the costs be spread.

The respondents maintain, as a general matter, that AARP’s assertions on this point are
pure reargument and that the Commission has already addressed and rejected these contentions.
They further argue that the record supports this Commission’s conclusion, referencing in
particular the testimony of witnesses Caldwell (as adopted by witness Shell), Banerjee, and
Dickerson. Citing the Hearing Transcript Vol. 8 at pages 928 through 929, Verizon, in

3 In reaching this conclusion, we do not determine whether AARP’s interpretation of the statute on this point is
correct. Rather, we simply do not reach that point, because we considered the Petitions and additional commitments

separately.



ORDER NO. PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL
DOCKET NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-T1
PAGE 13

particular, emphasizes that “. . . the ILEC witnesses went to great lengths to explain that local
loop costs cannot be fairly apportioned to services other than basic service.”

b. Decision

AARP has not identified any mistake in our conclusion regarding the assignment of the
loop costs, but merely argues against the weight we gave to the evidence presented, which does
not identify a mistake of fact or law in our decision. Furthermore, we did not rely solely upon
the Fair and Reasonable Rate Report as the basis for our conclusion that the costs of the local
loop should not be allocated beyond basic local service. In fact, the second sentence of the
section of the Order containing our findings on this point states that, “In making this finding, we
accept the economic testimony of the ILECs’ and IXCs’ witnesses, which treat the cost of the
local loop as a cost of basic local service.” Order at p. 21. While we did place some weight on
the fact that this issue had been considered previously in the context of the Fair and Reasonable
Rates Report, the Order clearly reflects that this Commission did not find our earlier decision to
be binding precedent. Instead, we simply found that neither AARP nor OPC had provided any
“new persuasive basis” to deviate from that earlier conclusion, which was supported on the
current record by testimony of the ILEC and IXC witnesses. Order at p. 22. AARP’s motion on
this point is, therefore, denied.

4, Support Is Barrier to Competition/Removal Will Induce Enhanced Market
Entry

a. Arguments

Based upon its assertion that our conclusion that the costs of the loop should not be
allocated is erroneous, AARP next argues that we erred by concluding that the existence of
support serves as a barrier to competitive entry and that removal of that barrier will induce
enhanced market entry. AARP further contends that even if there is some amount of support for
local service derived from access fees, the record does not show that the existence of such
support serves as a barrier to entry by efficient competitors. Instead, AARP argues, the record
shows that competition for the residential customer has increased in recent years without
increases in the rates charged by the ILECs for local service.

AARP also contends that the record does not show that increasing local rates will induce
enhanced market entry, specifically disputing the testimony offered by Knology and AT&T.
AARP maintains that the testimony offered by these companies regarding their entry into Florida
markets is just as easily attributed to other factors unrelated to the ILECs’ Petitions in this case.
Thus, AARP argues that our decision on this point is not based upon competent, substantial
evidence and should be reconsidered.
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The responding parties argue that the record does, in fact, support this Commission’s
conclusions that support for basic local service provided by access charges does impede
competition and that removal of that support will induce enhanced market entry. They maintain
that AARP is improperly re-arguing its case and only disputes the weight that we gave to the
evidence in the record. Therefore, they argue that the Motion on this point should be denied.

b. Decision

As demonstrated by the discussion at pages 24 - 26 and 38 - 39 of our Order, we gave
careful, thoughtful consideration to the record on these points. We considered testimony from
experts on economic theory, as well as empirical evidence. Based on that evidence, we reached
the well-reasoned conclusions that: (1) the current level of support for basic local service rates
provided by access charges makes it economically infeasible for CLECs “ . to price
complementary products and packages in a manner that would allow [the CLEC] to make up for
lack of profitability in the provision of basic service”; (2) CLECs, as a result, are unable to
effectively bundle products and services for consumers, limiting their ability to serve customers,
and particularly residential customers, on a profitable basis; (3) poor profitability, or limited
profitability, is the main deterrent to entry; and (4) granting the petitions will remove an obstacle
to market entry, providing opportunities for competitors to not only enter new markets, but also
to offer new products and services beyond those that they would otherwise be able to offer were
the market to remain constrained by the pricing vestiges of the former regulatory regime. Order
at pp. 24, 38, 39. We found the testimony of witnesses Gordon, Mayo, and Boccucci particularly
persuasive on these points, as well as evidence from our own Competition Report.

Furthermore, we specifically addressed and rejected AARP’s and OPC’s concerns about
the effect access charge reductions would have on competition in view of testimony from
Knology’s witness Boccucci that granting the ILEC petitions would allow his company to attract
and deploy new capital in Florida, thereby offering Florida consumers a choice of providers in
the residential and business local exchange markets, as well as a choice of new services. Order
at pp. 26, 28, and 38. AARP’s attempt to dismiss the example provided by Knology as . .. a
cable TV operation that sells telephone service as an ancillary operation” is not well-taken,
because we recognized that Knology, regardless of how characterized, offers consumers a
competitive choice in telecommunications providers and services. AARP Motion at p. 7; Order

at pp. 29-30.

In sum, AARP has not identified any error in our decision on these points, nor anything
we overlooked. AARP simply re-argues its case and disputes the weight given by this
Commission to certain witnesses’ testimony. As such, AARP’s Motion on this aspect of the
Order is denied.
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5. Benefit to Residential Consumers

a. Arguments

AARP argues that we erred by concluding that residential customers will benefit as a
result of granting the ILECs’ petitions. AARP notes, in particular, that it believes we erred in
our consideration of the impact of the flow-through of the access charge reductions by the IXCs.
Specifically, AARP contends that in rejecting arguments made by OPC’s witness Ostrander that
the Petitioners were unable to quantify the benefits to customers, we erroneously stated that:

We reject that argument, and find that the preponderance of the evidence in the
proceeding shows that the benefits to residential customers as a whole generated
by the resulting decreases in long distance rates and elimination of the in-state
connection fee will outweigh the increases in local rates.

Order at p. 30. AARP contends this statement is false. AARP argues that the evidence reflects
that 90% of the increases will be borne by residential customers, while the IXCs intend to flow
through the access charge reductions to all of their customers, including their multi-line business
customers. AARP adds that the record shows that more than half of the access charge reductions
will be flowed through to IXCs’ large customers.

AARP also contends that there was no demonstration that technological advances would
occur, or that there would be any increased quality of service. AARP adds that comments in our
Order regarding long term reductions in local service rates are similarly unsubstantiated.

In response, AT&T and MCI simply contend that, “AARP’s final point of factual mistake
is ... argumentative about the conclusions drawn from the evidence and not a complaint about
the evidence itself.” Response at p. 17. By and large, the other responses on this point are
similar. The respondents further maintain that AARP raises arguments that are not relevant to
the inquiry regarding the ILECs’ Petitions, because this Commission was not required to
consider the degree of benefit that residential customers would receive from the long distance
rate reductions. Regardless, each cites to numerous portions of the record that they believe

support our conclusions.
b. Decision

Upon consideration, we find that we carefully weighed the evidence presented on this
issue, and even considered evidence on benefits derived from long distance rate reductions that
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we concluded we were not required to consider.® We received and considered testimony that
residential customers will benefit as a result of increased competition from having choices
regarding providers, services, technologies and pricing. We also heard testimony that customers
would benefit from upgraded quality and increased calling volumes as a result of competition
and reduced long distance rates. Order at pp. 26-28. In addition, we considered the arguments
offered by OPC, AARP, Common Cause, and Sugarmill Woods that no benefit had been shown
and that the market would not be enhanced as claimed by the ILECs, because the ILECs’
testimony was based on a flawed model. Id. In the end, we weighed the evidence presented
and concluded that residential consumers would ultimately experience an overall benefit from
the increased competition that will result from the implementation of the ILECs’ petitions.
AARP has not identified an error in this conclusion, but, again, simply re-argues its case and
asks us to re-weigh the evidence. As such, we find it appropriate to reject this aspect of AARP’s
Motion as well.

We acknowledge, nevertheless, that clarification to a limited degree may be warranted
with regard to the sentence in our Order describing our finding that *. . .the benefits to residential
customers as a whole generated by the resulting decreases in long distance rates and elimination
of the in-state connection fee will outweigh the increases in local rates.” The referenced
sentence was not intended to indicate that we found that the long distance rate reductions would
result in a “dollar for dollar” offset of the local rate increases for residential customers. Rather,
as the rest of the Order more clearly explains, we found that many customers would receive the
benefit of reduced long distance rates, as well as the elimination of the in-state connection fee,
and that even those who did not receive a rate reduction would receive a qualitative benefit from
increased availability of bundled offerings, more competitive options for service, and stimulated
long distance usage. Ultimately, the sentence criticized by AARP was intended to reflect that the
cumulative benefits resulting from granting the ILECs’ petitions, including long distance rate
reductions, would offset the impact of the local rate increases. Thus, the specific sentence on
page 30 of the Order that AARP has referenced is hereby clarified to read as follows:

We reject that argument, and find that the preponderance of evidence in
the proceeding shows that the qualitative and quantitative benefits to
residential customers as a whole generated by the resulting decreases in
long distance rates, and elimination of the in-state connection fee,
increased availability of bundled offerings, more competitive options for
service, and stimulated long distance usage will outweigh the increase in
local rates.

8 “While Section 364.164 does not mandate that we consider the degree of benefit to residential customers from long
distance rate reductions, our review of the legislative history convinces us that it is within our discretion to do s0.”

Order at p. 30.
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IV. CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Motions for Reconsideration are denied. Neither
motion identifies a mistake of fact or law in this Commission’s decision. However, we hereby
clarify or amend our Order in certain respects, as set forth more specifically in the Section III of
this Order. In brief, we clarify or amend our Order by: (1) adding language to confirm that we
considered the impact of Section 364.01(4)(a) in reaching our decision; (2) amending the Order
to clarify that we delegated to our staff the authority to review the required tariff filings and to
issue administrative final orders approving those tariffs; (3) amending the Order to clarify that
our approval of certain ILEC commitments was not a precondition to the approval of the ILECs’
petitions; and (4) clarifying that in analyzing the benefits to residential consumers of long
distance rate reductions, we considered qualitative as well as quantitative benefits. With these
amendments and clarifications, we find that we have fully performed our duty and rendered our
decision in this consolidated proceeding in accordance with the applicable provisions of Chapter
364, Florida Statutes.

It is therefore

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the Motions for
Reconsideration filed by the AARP and the Attorney General of the State of Florida are hereby
denied. Itis further

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, issued December 24, 2003, is hereby
amended and clarified as set forth in the body of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL is otherwise reaffirmed in all other
respects. It is further

ORDERED that these Dockets shall remain open pending conclusion of the appellate
process.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 4th day of May, 2004.

BLANCA S.BAYO, Director
Division of the Commission Clerk
and Administrative Services

By: /s/ Kay Flynn
Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records

This is a facsimile copy. Go to the Commission’s Web site,
http://www.floridapsc.com or fax a request to 1-850-413-
7118, for a copy of the order with signature.

(SEAL)

BK

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1), Florida
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and
time limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request:
judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or
the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or wastewater utility by filing a
notice of appeal with the Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative
Services and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court.
This filing must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to
Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form
specified in Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS ADMITTED AT HEARING

Portions of direct testimony of John M. Felz and Exhibit JMF-4 and portions of Kent W.
Dickerson Exhibit KWD-2, on behalf of Sprint, filed August 27, 2003 (DN 08011-03)\

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit’s DDC-1, DDC-2, DDC-4, and SCIS model developed by
Telcordia, and certain pages from E. Steven Bigelow Exhibits SB-1 through SB-4,

on behalf of BellSouth, filed August 27, 2003 (DDC-1, 2, and 4 are part of Hearing Exhibit 52)
(DN 08022-03)~

BSTLM loop model (Exhibit DDC-1), on behalf of BellSouth, filed August 28, 2003 (DDC-1 is
part of Hearing Exhibit 52) (DN 08043-03)

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit DDC-1, on behalf of BellSouth, filed August 28, 2003 (DDC-1 is
part of Hearing Exhibit 52) (DN 08044-03)

Revised Exhibit DDC-1 to Daonne D. Caldwell, on behalf of BellSouth, filed September 12,
2003 (DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52) (DN 08671-03)

Page 9 of amended direct testimony of John M. Felz, on behalf of Sprint, filed October 1, 2003
(DN 09489-03) \,

Revision to part of Daonne D. Caldwell’s Exhibit DDC-1 (Basic Local Study Service), on behalf
of BellSouth, filed October 2, 2003 (DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52) (DN 09499-03)~\_

Portions of amended direct testimony of Orville D. Fulp and portions of amended Exhibits ODF-
1, ODF-2, and ODF-3, on behalf of Verizon, filed October 2, 2003 (Exhibits ODF-1 through 3
make up Hearing Exhzbzt 59.) (DNs 080\‘8 -03 and 09&7-03)

Portions of direct testimony of Dr. David J. Gabel with Appendices 3 and 4, on behalf of OPC,
filed October 31, 2003 (DN 10838-03)~.

Exhibits MNC-1 through MNC-7 to direct testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on behalf of
AARRP, filed October 31, 2003 (Exhibits MNC-1, 2, and 6 make up Hearing Exhibit 82.)
(DN 10846-03)~

Certain information in rebuttal testimony of Carl R. Danner and Evan T. Leo, on behalf of
Verizon, filed November 19, 2003 (DN 11654- 03\

Certain information contained in direct testimony of John Broten, Page Nos. 5 and 6, on behalf
of Verizon Long Distance, filed November 19, 2003 (DN 11662-03)™\
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Rebuttal testimony of John A. Ruscilli, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003
(DN 11683-03)

Rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003
(DN 11684-03)\,

Highlighted information on Page Nos. 4 and 9 of direct testimony of Eric W. Kapka
and in Exhibit No. EWK-1, on behalf of Sprint, filed November 19, 2003 (DN 11688-03) \,

Certain information in direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, on behalf of MCI], filed November
19,2003 (DN 11691-03)\,

Certain information in direct testimony of Richard T. Guepe, on behalf of AT&T, filed
November 19, 2003 (DN 11694-03)\,

Testimony and proprietary work paper of OPC’s witness Dr. David J. Gabel and Exhibit Nos.
MNC-1 and MNC-2 for AARP’s witness Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on behalf of BellSouth, filed
November 21, 2003 (Appendix 1 from Gabel’s testimony is Hearing Exhibit 78.) (DN 11890-03) .

Revised direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, on behalf of MCI, filed November 25, 2003
(DN 12023-03)\.

Rebuttal testimony of Bion C. Ostrander with Exhibit BCO-1, on behalf of OPC, filed November
26, 2003 (Exhibit BCO-1 is Hearing Fxhibit 80.) (DN 12083-03)™,

Revised pages 42 and 43 of rebuttal testimony of Carl R. Danner, on behalf of Verizon (DN
12272-03) ~

Information contained in rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, John A. Ruscilli, and Exhibit
No. WBS-1 of W. Bernard Shell rebuttal testimony, on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10,
2003 (DN 12700-03) \\

Hearing Exhibit No. 39, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document
Nos. 08885-03, 09366-03, 09449-03, 10128-03, 10632-03, 10697-03, 11728-03, 11928-03, and
11932-03.] (DN 13131-03) \,

Hearing Exhibit No. 41, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document
Nos. 09829-03 (cross-reference 08944-03), 10142-03 (cross-reference 11002-03), 10288-03
(cross-reference 09578-03), 11531-03 (cross-reference 12514-03), 1153k03, 12155-03,
11885-03 (cross-reference 12608-03), and 11794-03.] (DN 13132-03)
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Hearing Exhibit No. 40, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains confidential
Document Nos. 11783-03 (cross-reference 12712-03) and 12053-03 (cross-reference 12706-03).]
(DN 13133-03) ™

Hearing Exhibit No. 42, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document
No. 12258-03 (cross-reference 12697-03).] (DN 13134-03) \,

Hearing Exhibit No. 43, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document
No. 12499-03.] (DN 13135-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 44, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document
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(12065-03) Order PSC-03-1353-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09449-03, issued
November 26, 2003 ... .t e e 2,634

VOLUME 14

(12066-03) Order PSC-03-1354-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09527-03
(x-ref. 08008-03), issued November 26,2003 . ...... ... .. ... ... i, 2,640

(12067-03) Order PSC-03-1355-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10128-03, issued
November 26, 2003 ... .. e e e 2,646

(12068-03) Order PSC-03-1356-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10632-03, issued
November 26, 2003 .. ... e e e e 2,652

(12069-03) Order PSC-03-1357-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10823-03, issued
November 26, 2003 .. .. . i e e e e e 2,658

(12082-03) Cover letter dated November 26, 2003 from Charles J. Beck, OPC,

to Commission advising of the filing of rebuttal testimony of Bion C. Ostrander,

containing information claimed confidential by four different companies, filed

November 26, 2003 .. ... e e e 2,664

(12146-03) Verizon’s response to the Attorney General’s motion for summary
final order, filed December 1, 2003 .. ... . ... . . e e 2,667

(12147-03) Citizens’ joinder with Attorney General’s motion for summary final order,
filed December 1, 2003 ... e e e e 2,679

(12149-03) Citizens’ response to joint motion of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth for
reconsideration or clarification of the prehearing officer’s second order modifying

procedure for consolidated dockets to reflect additional docket, associated issues,

and filing dates, filed December 1,2003 .. ... ... ... . .. . . . 2,685

(12150-03) Sprint’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s motion for
summary final order, filed December 1,2003 . ... ... ... ... . . ... . i 2,700
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(12159-03) Response in opposition to motion for summary final order, on behalf of
AT&T and MCI], filed December 1,2003 ... ... ... .. it 2,708

(12166-03) AARP’s joinder with Attorney General’s motion for summary final order,
filed December 1, 2003 ... . 2,718

(12172-03) BellSouth’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s motion for
summary final order, filed December 1,2003 ........ ... .. .. .. .. . i i 2,721

(12253-03) Order PSC-03-1366-PCO-TL on OPC’s second and third motions to
compel interrogatories and production of documents from BellSouth,

issued December 2, 2003 . ..ottt 2,747

(12269-03) Transcript of prehearing conference held November 24, 2003 in

Tallahassee, filed December 3, 2003 ... ... i e e e e 2,772

(12303-03) Prehearing Order PSC-03-1367-PHO-TL, issued December 3,2003 ........ 2,800
VOLUME 15

(12304-03) Order PSC-03-1368-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10697-03,

1ssued December 3, 2003 . ...t e e 2,853
(12306-03) Amendatory Order PSC-03-1326A-CFO-TL, issued December 3, 2003 ...... 2,860
(12341-03) Request for official notice, on behalf of AARP, filed December 3, 2003 ... .. 2,862

(12342-03) Transcript of floor debate on House Bill 1903 before the
Florida House of Representatives held April 30, 2003 in Tallahassee,
on behalf of AARP, filed December 3, 2003 . ........ . i i 2,866

(12343-03) Transcript of floor debate on Committee Substitute for Senate Bill 654
before the Florida Senate held April 30, 2003 in Tallahassee, on behalf of AARP,

filed December 3, 2003 . .. ... e e 2,885

(12344-03) Transcript of floor debate on House Bill 1903 and Senate Bill 654
before the Florida House of Representatives held May 1, 2003 in Tallahassee,
on behalf of AARP, filed December 3, 2003 .. ... ...t e 2,930

(12347-03) Letter submitting comments on final audit report (Audit Control
No. 03-247-1-1), on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 3,2003 .................... 2,977

(12501-03) Citizens’ motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No.
PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, filed December 5,2003 .. ....... ... ... iiiiiiinnann. 2,981



(12572-03) Order PSC-03-1384-CFO-TL granting BeliSouth’s requests for

specified confidential classification (Document Nos. 08022-03, 08043-03, 08044-03,

08045-03, 08671-03, 09412-03, 09952-03, 10204-03, and 10338-03),

issued December 8, 2003 .. .o ittt e e e e 3,002

(12610-03) AARP’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No.
PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, or in the alternative to have Order reflect actual

Commission vote, filed December 8, 2003 . ... ... ... ittt e 3,024

(12635-03) Joint response of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth in opposition to

AARP’s request for official notice, filed December §,2003 ........ . ... ... .. ... 3,038

(12636-03) Joint motion of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth to strike portions of

witness Cooper’s direct testimony, filed December 8,2003 ....... ... ... ... ... . ..., 3,049
VOLUME 16

(12672-03) Memorandum dated December 9, 2003 from Commission’s Division of
Competitive Markets and Enforcement to Commissioners with attached brief summary
of testimony from the public hearings, filed December 9,2003 ...................... 3,057

(12682-03) Memorandum dated December 9, 2003 from CMP to Commissioners
with attached brief summaries of testimony compiled for each BellSouth, Verizon,
and Sprint from the public hearings, filed December 9,2003 ............... ... ..... 3,062

(12691-03) Notice of Attorney General of joining Citizens’ motion for reconsideration
of Commussion Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, filed December 9,2003 ............. 3,108

(12693-03) Joint response of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth in opposition to Citizens’

and AARP’s motions for reconsideration of Commission Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL

and to AARP’s alternative motion to have Order reflect actual Commission vote,

filed December 10, 2003 . . ... . i e et 3,112

(12720-03) Order PSC-03-1386-PCO-TL on OPC’s motion to compel against AT&T;
motion to require AT&T to respond by Monday, December 8, 2003; and request for
ruling of prehearing officer by Tuesday, December 9, 2003, issued December 10, 2003 ... 3,123

(12840-03) Transcript of service hearing held December 10, 2003 in Tallahassee,
filed December 11, 2003 .. . i e e e 3,132

(12927-03) Order PSC-03-1401-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 11890-03 (x-reference Document Nos.
10838-03 and 10846-03), issued December 12,2003 .. ... ... ... ..o iiiinennen.. 3,200

(12928-03) Order PSC-03-1402-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 11928-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,207
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(12937-03) Order PSC-03-1403-CFO-TL granting Verizon Long Distance’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 11662-03,

issued December 12, 2003 ... ottt e e e e e 3,213
(12938-03) Order PSC-03-1404-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential

classification (Document Nos. 11688-03 and 11796-03), issued December 12,2003 ..... 3,219
(12939-03) Order PSC-03-1405-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified

confidential classification for Document No. 11931-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,228
(12940-03) Order PSC-03-1406-CFO-TL granting Knology’s request for specified

confidential classification for Document No. 12491-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,234
(12956-03) Order PSC-03-1408-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified

confidential classification for Document No. 11728-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,241
(12958-03) Memorandum from AUS to CMP in re Fulp’s revised billing unit

testimony, filed December 12,2003 ....... ... . e 3,247
(13041-03) Amendatory Order PSC-03-1405A-CFO-TL, issued December 16, 2003 ... .. 3,249

(13123-03) Order PSC-03-1432-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document Nos. 11643-03 and 12272-03,

issued December 17, 2003 .. oottt e e e e e e 3,251
VOLUME 17

(13164-03) Memorandum dated December 17, 2003 from GCL to CCA with

attached PowerPoint presentations, filed December 18,2003 . ....................... 3,257

1 3460-03) Order PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL on access charge reduction petitions,

1ssued December 24, 2003 . .. e e e e 3,291

(00211-04) Notice of appeal of Attorney General, filed January 7,2004 ............... 3,350

(00212-04) Notice of appeal of Harold McLean, OPC, filed January 7,2004 ........... 3,411
VOLUME 18

(00229-04, 00230-04) Letter from Cecilia Bradley, Office of the Attorney General,
with attached certificates of service to be included with notices of appeal by
Attorney General and OPC, filed January 7,2004 ... ...... ... ... .. . it 3,472

(00363-04) Motion of Attorney General for reconsideration, filed January 8,2004 . ... ... 3,475
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(00375-04) AARP’s request for oral argument on reconsideration of
Commission Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, filed January 8,2004 ................. 3,510

(00376-04) AARP’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No.
PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, filed January 8,2004 .. ......... ..t iniiinirnennann 3,514

(00464-04) Motion of Attorney General for oral argument on his motion for
reconsideration, filed January 12,2004 .. ... .. .. e 3,528

(00517-04) Order PSC-04-0037-PCO-TL extending time for filing responses to
motions for reconsideration, issued January 13,2004 . ...... ... ... ... . il 3,531

(02203-04) Order PSC-03-1326B-CFO-TP amended to reflect confidential treatment
granted to Document No. 11533-03, issued February 17,2004  .................. 3,535

(03115-04) Order PSC-04-0239-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential
classification of Document Nos. 12155-03, 11499-03, 12608-03, 11885-03, 12514-03,
11531-03, 11794-03, and cross-referenced Hearing Exhibits 41 and 43, issued

March 3, 2004 . ... e e e e 3,537

(03169-04) Order PSC-04-0242-CFO-TL granting AT&T’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 12680-03, issued March 4,2004 .......... 3,546

(03170-04) Order PSC-04-0243-CFO-TL granting MCTI’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 12023-03, issued March 4,2004 .......... 3,551

(03171-04) Order PSC-04-0244-CFO-TL granting AT&T’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 11694-03 and Confidential Hearing
Exhibit 75, issued March 4, 2004 . . ... . e e e 3,556

(03254-04) Order PSC-04-0256-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 12716-03, issued March 8,2004 ........... 3,561

(03255-04) Order PSC-04-0257-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 12697-03 (cross-reference Document No.
12258-03), issued March 8, 2004 ... ... ... e 3,569

(03256-04) Order PSC-04-0258-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified

confidential classification of Document No. 12709-03 (cross-reference Document Nos.

08022-03 and 09412-03), and Document No. 12700-03 (cross-reference Document Nos.
11683-03, 11684-03, and 11685-03), issued March 8,2004 .. ....................... 3,574

(03257-04) Order No. PSC-04-0259-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s requests for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 12703-03 (cross-reference Document Nos.

08022-03 and 09412-03), Document No. 12706-03 (cross-reference Document No.

12053-03), Document No. 12712-03 (cross-reference Document No. 11783-03), and

Document No. 12634-03, issued March 8,2004 ... ...... .. ... .. . . . . i, 3,582



(03490-04) Verizon’s response in opposition to ARP’s motion for reconsideration,

filed March 15, 2004 . ... . i e 3,592
(03492-04) Joint response of AT&T and MCI to AARP and Attorney General

motions for reconsideration, filed March 15,2004 ...... ... ... .. 3,623
(03493-04) Sprint’s response in opposition to motion for reconsideration and

request for oral argument of Attorney General, filed March 15,2004 ................. 3,645
(03494-04) Sprint’s response in opposition to motion for reconsideration and

request for oral argument of AARP, filed March 15,2004 ............... ... .. ..... 3,661

VOLUME 19

(03504-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to AARP’s
motion for reconsideration and request for oral argument, filed March 15,2004 ......... 3,679

(03505-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to Attorney
General’s motion for reconsideration and motion for oral argument, filed
March 15, 2004 . .. .. e 3,696

(03586-04) Document entitled “Attorney General seeks public access to documents
in phone rate hike case”, attached amended request for oral argument, and copies of
letters dated March 17, 2004 to MCI, Verizon, Sprint, BellSouth, and AT&T,

on behalf of Attorney General, filed March 17,2004 ....... ... ... ... . . ... 3,712
(03665-04) Letter dated March 17, 2004 to Commission’s General Counsel from

Attorney General, filed March 18,2004 . ... ... .. .. .. e 3,723
(03995-04) Verizon’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s amended

request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 .......... .. .. .. . il 3,724
(03999-04) Sprint’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s amended

request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 ... ... ... .. ... .. ... . L 3,731
(04018-04) Joint response to AT&T and MCI to the Attorney General’s amended

request for oral argument, filed March29,2004 ........... ... .. ... . i 3,737
(04031-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to Attorney

General’s amended request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 .................. 3,747
(04336-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0239A-CFO-TL, issued April 7,2004 ......... 3,756

(04361-04) Notice of Commission conference for publication in April 16, 2004
Florida Administrative Weekly, filed April 7,2004 . ...... ... ... . i, 3,758
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(04534-04) Notice of rescheduling of Commission conference for publication

in April 23, 2004 Florida Administrative Weekly, filed April 14,2004 ...............

(04647-04) Attorney General’s notice of supplemental authority,

filed Aril 19,2004 . oot e

(04838-04) Memorandum from GCL and CMP to CCA,

filed ALl 26, 2004 ..\ .ot e

(04898-04) Memorandum from GCL to CCA with attached documents
distributed to Commissioners by staff during final consideration of issues

on December 16, 2003, filed April 27,2004 . ... ... ... i e

(05058-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0243A-CFO-TL issued May 3,2004 ..........

(05117-04) Order PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL on motions for reconsideration,

issued May 4, 2004 . . ... e e

(05147-04) Transcript of special agenda held May 3, 2004, filed May 4,2004 .........

VOLUME 20

(05221-04) Vote sheet from May 3, 2004 Commission conference, filed May 5, 2004 . ..
(06243-04) Amended notice of appeal of Attorney General, filed June 1,2004 .........
(06244-04) Amended notice of appeal of OPC, filed June 1,2004 ... ................
(06287-04) AARP notice of appeal, filed June 3,2004 .. ....... ... .. ... ...

Certificate of Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services .
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HEARING TRANSCRIPTS

Transcript of hearing held December 10, 2003, Volume 1, pages 1 through 48 (reference court
reporter’s original page numbers in this and all succeeding volumes)

Transcript of hearing held December 10, 2003, Volume 2, pages 49 through 219
Transcript of hearing held December 10, 2003, Volume 3, pages 220 through 345
Transcript of hearing held December 10, 2003, Volume 4, pages 346 through 418
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 5, pages 41.9 through 589
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 6, pages 590 through 670
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 7, pages 671 through 739
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 8, pages 740 through 932
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 9, pages 933 through 1,150
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 10, pages 1,151 through 1,286
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 11, pages 1,287 through 1,408
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 12, pages 1,409 through 1,530
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 13, pages 1,531 through 1,670
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 14, pages 1,671 through 1,863
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 15, pages 1,864 through 1,945
Transcript of hearing held December 16, 2003, Volume 16, pages 1,946 through 2,064

NON-CONFIDENTIAL HEARING EXHIBITS
(See hearing transcript for full description.)

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11,12, 13,14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29,

30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 45, 46, 47, (49 not admitted), 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58, 60, 61,
62, 65, 67, 68, 69,71, 72,73,74,76, 77,79, 81, 83, 84, and 85
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CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS ADMITTED IN RECORD
AT HEARING

Portions of direct testimony of John M. Felz and Exhibit JMF-4 and portions of
Kent W. Dickerson Exhibit KWD-2, on behalf of Sprint, filed August 27, 2003

(Pages I - 9)
(DN 08011-03)

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit’s DDC-1, DDC-2, DDC-4, and SCIS model developed by
Telcordia, and certain pages from E. Steven Bigelow Exhibits SB-1 through SB-4, on behalf of
BellSouth, filed August 27, 2003
(DDC-1, 2, and 4 are part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 10 - 470)
(DN 08022-03)

BSTLM loop model (Exhibit DDC-1), on behalf of BellSouth,
filed August 28, 2003, on CDS only
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 471 - 472)
(DN 08043-03)

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit DDC-1, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed August 28, 2003, on CDS only
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)

(Page 473)
(DN 08044-03)

Revised Exhibit DDC-1 to Daonne D. Caldwell, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed September 12, 2003
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 474 - 501)
(DN 08671-03)

Page 9 of amended direct testimony of John M. Felz, on behalf of Sprint,
filed October 1, 2003

(Page 502)
(DN 09489-03)

Revision to part of Daonne D. Caldwell’s Exhibit DDC-1 (Basic Local Study Service),
on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 2, 2003, on CDS only
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 503 - 504)
(DN 09499-03)
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Portions of amended direct testimony of Orville D. Fulp and portions of amended
Exhibits ODF-1, ODF-2, and ODF-3, on behalf of Verizon, filed October 2, 2003
(Exhibits ODF-1 through 3 make up Hearing Exhibit 59.)

(Pages 504A4-X, 505 - 531)

(DNs 08008-03 and 09527-03)

Portions of direct testimony of Dr. David J. Gabel with Appendices 3 and 4,
on behalf of OPC, filed October 31, 2003

(Pages 532 - 633)
(DN 10838-03)

Exhibits MNC-1 through MNC-7 to direct testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper,
on behalf of AARP, filed October 31, 2003
(Exhibits MNC-1, 2, and 6 make up Hearing Exhibit 82.)

(Pages 634 - 660)
(DN 10846-03)

Certain information in rebuttal testimony of
Carl R. Danner and Evan T. Leo, on behalf of Verizon, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 661 - 663)
(DN 11654-03)

Certain information contained in direct testimony of John Broten, Page Nos. 5 and 6,
on behalf of Verizon Long Distance, filed November 19, 2003

(Pages 664 - 663)
(DN 11662-03)

Rebuttal testimony of John A. Ruscilli, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 666 - 688)
(DN 11683-03)

Rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003

(Pages 689 - 691)
(DN 11684-03)

Highlighted information on Page Nos. 4 and 9 of direct testimony of Eric W. Kapka
and in Exhibit No. EWK-1, on behalf of Sprint, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 692 - 695)

(DN 11688-03)

Certain information in direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar,
on behalf of MCI, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 696 - 703)

(DN 11691-03)
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Certain information in direct testimony of Richard T. Guepe,
on behalf of AT&T, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 704 - 716)

(DN 11694-03)

Testimony and proprietary work paper of OPC’s witness Dr. David J. Gabel
and Exhibit Nos. MNC-1 and MNC-2 for AARP’s witness Dr. Mark N. Cooper,
on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 21, 2003
(Appendix 1 from Gabel’s testimony is Hearing Exhibit 78.)

(Pages 717 - 997)

(DN 11890-03)

Revised direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, on behalf of MCI, filed November 25, 2003

(Pages 998 - 1005)
(DN 12023-03)

Rebuttal testimony of Bion C. Ostrander with Exhibit BCO-1, on behalf of OPC,
filed November 26, 2003
(Exhibit BCO-1 is Hearing Exhibit 80.)
(Pages 1006 - 1037)
(DN 12083-03)

Revised pages 42 and 43 of rebuttal testimony of Carl R. Danner, on behalf of Verizon
(Pages 1038 - 1039)
(DN 12272-03)

Information contained in rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, John A. Ruscilli,
and Exhibit No. WBS-1 of W. Bernard Shell rebuttal testimony,
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10, 2003
Pages 1040 - 1067)
(DN 12700-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 39, filed December 17, 2003,
portions on CD
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 08885-03, 09366-03, 09449-03,
10128-03, 10632-03, 10697-03, 11728-03, 11928-03, and 11932-03.]

‘Pages 1068 - 1333
(DN 13131-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 41, filed December 17, 2003,
portions on CD
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 09829-03 (cross-reference 08944-03),
10142-03 (cross-reference 11002-03), 10288-03 (cross-reference 09578-03),
11531-03 (cross-reference 12514-03), 11533-03, 12155-03,
11885-03 (cross-reference 12608-03), and 11794-03.]
(Pages 1334 - 1419)
(DN 13132-03)
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Hearing Exhibit No. 40, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 11783-03 (cross-reference 12712-03) and
12053-03 (cross-reference 12706-03).]
(Pages 1420 - 1430)
(DN 13133-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 42, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12258-03 (cross-reference 12697-03).]

(Pages 1431 - 1432)
(DN 13134-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 43, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12499-03.]
(Pages 1433 - 1438)
(DN 13135-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 44, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12491-03.]

(Pages 1439 - 1443)
(DN 13136-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 64, filed December 17, 2003
(Pages 1444 - 1462)
(DN 13137-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 66, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 08011-03.]

(Pages 1463 - 1469)
(DN 13138-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 70, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 08011-03.]

(Page 1470)
(DN 13139-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 86, filed January 14, 2004
(Pages 1471 - 1474)
(DN 00592-04)

Hearing Exhibit No. 56, filed January 15, 2004
(Pages 1475 - 1502)
(DN 00616-04)

Hearing Exhibit No. 75, filed January 15, 2004

‘Page 1503
(DN 00617-04)
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Hearing Exhibit No. 63, filed June 23, 2004
(Pages 1504 - 1509)
(DN 06895-04)

Hearing Exhibit No. 48, filed June 23, 2004
(Pages 1510 - 1520)
(DN 06927-04)

CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS NOT ADMITTED IN RECORD
AT HEARING

Switching cost information system, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed August 28, 2003, on CD only

(Page 1521)
(DN 08045-03)

Volume 2 of 2 to audit workpapers for Verizon (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-1),
filed September 19, 2003
(Pages 1522 - 1541)
(DN 08994-03)

Volume 2 of 2 to audit workpapers for Sprint (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-2),
filed September 19, 2003
(Pages 1542 - 1556)
(DN 08996-03)

Information in staff workpapers prepared during billing units audit
(Audit Control No. 03-247-2-1), on behalf of Verizon, filed September 29, 2003
(Pages 1557 - 1559)

(DN 09301-03)

Exhibits to revised direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed September 30, 2003
(Pages 1560 - 1659)
(DN 09412-03)

Highlighted portions of schedule entitled “Business Weighted Average Increase,” included with
audit workpapers, Audit Control No. 03-247-2-2,
on behalf of Sprint, filed October 3, 2003

(Page 1660)
(DN 09621-03)

Response to Citizens’ 1% set of interrogatories, No. 20; response to PODs Nos. 2-5, 7, 11, 15, and
18 (2-5, 11, and 18 on CD); and supplemental response to Citizens’ 1 set of interrogatories,
Item No. 6, Attachment 2, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 10, 2003, portions on CD
(Pages 1661 - 2039)

(DN 09952-03, cross-reference 09091-03)
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Responses to OPC’s 3 request for PODs, No. 39, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 17, 2003

(Pages 2040 - 2048)
(DN 10204-03, cross-reference 09281-03)

Responses to OPC’s request for PODs (No. 41, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 21, 2003 on CD only
(Pages 2049 - 2051)
(DN 10338-03, cross-reference 09414-03)

Supplemental response to Citizens’ POD No. 6 (Sprint Corporation “Maximus” document), on
behalf of Sprint, filed October 27, 2003
(Pages 2052 - 2064)
(DN 10587-03)

Supplemental response to Citizens’ 1% POD No. 6 (“edge-out” document),
on behalf of Sprint, filed October 30, 2003

(Pages 2065 - 2090)
(DN 10776-03)

Supplemental responses to staff’s 2™ set of interrogatories (Nos. 42 and 45),
on behalf of Verizon, filed October 31, 2003
(Pages 2091 - 2093)
(DN 10823-03)

Exhibit No. WBS-1 to W. Bemard Shell testimony,
on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003

(Page 2094)
(DN 11685-03)

Supplemental response to Citizens’ 1 PODs No. 6 (Sprint’s edge-out document),
on behalf of Sprint, filed November 20, 2003

(Pages 2095 - 2119)
(DN 11796-03)

Volume 2 of BellSouth audit (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-1) on verification of
pricing units, filed by Commission staff on November 24, 2003
(Pages 2120 -2175)
(DN 11953-03)

Response to staff’s 6™ interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104,
on behalf of BellSouth , filed December 8, 2003

(Pages 2176 - 2180)
(DN 12634-03)

Supplemental responses to staff’s 2™ set of interrogatories (Nos. 74-87),
on behalf of AT&T, filed December 9, 2003
(Pages 2181 - 2183)
(DN 12680-03)




Response to staff’s late-filed deposition request (documentation and work papers
provided in response to billing units verification audit), on behalf of BellSouth,
filed December 10, 2003
(Pages 2184 - 2210)

(DN 12703-03)

Revised Exhibits and SB-2 to direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow,
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10, 2003
(Pages 2211 - 2237)
(DN 12709-03)

Supplemental responses to OPC’s 2™ and 3" set of interrogatories, Nos. 25, 27, 39, 41, 42, 43,
44, 46, and 47 (hard copy), and 2™ request for PODs, Nos. 26, 27, 28 (on CD),
on behalf of BellSouth,
filed December 10, 2003 (portions on CD only)
(Pages 2238 - 2275)
(DN 12716-03)

First supplemental response to staff’s 6® set of interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104,
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 12, 2003
(Pages 2276 - 2280)
(DN 12948-03)

Information from December 16, 2003 agenda conference,
on behalf of Commission, filed December 19, 2003
(Pages 2281 - 2287)

(DN 13194-03)

ALL CORRESPONDENCE FILED IN
DOCKETS 030867-T1., 030868-TL., 030869-TL.. and 030961-T1

Pages 1 through 617 (Pouch 1 of 3)
Pages 618 through 1,234 (Pouch 2 of 3)
Pages 1,235 through 1,851 (Pouch 3 of 3)



STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: 7

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

]. TERRY DEASON

LILA A. JABER BLANCA S. BAYO
o » | DIRECTOR

%UDOLPHMR(]J)DY BRADLEY % (850) 4156970 (CLERK)

HARLES M. DAVIDSON A S A (850) 4136330 (ADMDY)

JFublic Serpice Commizsion
August 17, 2004

Charles J. Crist, Jr., Esquire
Office of the Attorney General
FL-01, The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050

Re: Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TI - Charles J.
Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida; Harold McLean, Public Counsel,
State of Florida; AARP vs. Florida Public Service Commission, Supreme Court
Case Nos. SC04-9, SC04-10, and SC04-946

Dear Mr. Crist:

I have enclosed an invoice reflecting charges for preparation of the above-referenced record.
Please forward a check in the amount indicated, made payable to the Florida Public Service
Commission, at your earliest convenience.

Do not hesitate to call if you have any questions concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records

KF':mhl

En closure

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER © 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD * TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC "Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E~-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. & Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Dates 8/17/04 b
4 4
iT_O: Charles J. Crist, Jr., Esquire—l Date Paid This number must appear on
Office of the Attorney General . all checks or correspondence
PL-0l, The Capitol Amount Paid regarding this invoice.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 Check #
J Check [J Cash
L _l PSC Signature

| Please make checks payable to: FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
QUANTITY DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT

10,965 pgs Copying and preparation of Dockets 030867-TL, @.05¢ per pg $548.25
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TI on appeal to
Supreme Court, Case No. SC04-9

18 CDs CDs @$2.00 per 36.00

1 Certificate of Director - 4.00

PSC/CCA 008-C Rev, 10/01

TOTAL $588.25




Mary Bane

To: Rick Melson
Ce: Kay Flynn; Marguerite Lockard
Subject: RE: Confidential Document Copy Request

Approved. 9/8/04

~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: Rick Melson

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2004 3:28 PM
To: Mary Bane

Cc: Kay Flynn; Marguerite Lockard

Subject: Confidential Document Copy Request

Mary:

Please approve CCA to make a copy for me of the confidential exhibits from
the access charge reduction dockets (Docket Nos. 030867-TP et al.). I need
ready access to a working copy as we prepare an Answer Brief in the Supreme
Court Appeal.

Thanks,
Rick




Marguerite Lockard

From: Mary Bane

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2004 5:17 PM
To: Rick Melson

Cc: Kay Flynn; Marguerite Lockard; Betty Ashby
Subject: RE: Confidential Document Copy Request

Approved. 9/8/04

————— Original Message-----

From: Rick Melson

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2004 3:28 PM
To: Mary Bane

Cc: Kay Flynn; Marguerite Lockard

Subject: Confidential Document Copy Request

Mary:

Please approve CCA to make a copy for me of the confidential exhibits from the access charge reduction dockets (Docket Nos.
030867-TP et al.). [ need ready access to a working copy as we prepare an Answer Brief in the Supreme Court Appeal.

Thanks,
Rick

(R. melsoM\GCJ)
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** CCA OFFICIAL DOLUMENT...**

Kimberley Pena O30 K7
From: Kay Fiynn

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2004 4:38 PM

To: Kimberley Pena

Cc: Marguerite Lockard; 'doxford@radeylaw.com'

Subject: 030867, et al.

Kim, piease use DN 01206-04 (directions to clerk] to add the Radey law firm to the docket mailing lists for these
4 dockets.

Thanks.

Kay
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December 6, 2004

Thomas D. Hall, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida
Supreme Court Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Supreme Court Case Nos. SC04-9, SC04-10, and SC04-946, Charles J. Crist, Jr.,
Harold McLean, and AARP, et al., vs. Florida Public Service Commission, et al. (Docket
Nos. 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030861

Dear Mr. Hall:

The record in the above-referenced consolidated cases, consisting of 20 bound volumes, eight
pouches containing transcripts and hearing exhibits, three pouches of correspondence, and four
pouches (separately boxed and stamped ‘“confidential™), is forwarded for filing in the Court. A
copy of the final index is enclosed for your use. Please initial and date the copy of this letter to
indicate receipt. Parties are advised by copy of this letter that, in order to maintain

confidentiality of their clients’ documents while at the Court, they must request confidential
treatment by the Court.

Do not hesitate to call me at 413-6744 if you have any questions concerning the contents of this
record.

Sincerely,

/% W

Kay Flynn, Chief of Records
kf:mhl

Enclosure

cc: Parties of Record

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD # TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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Harold McLean, and AARP, et al., vs. Florida Public Service Commission, et al. (Docket
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Dear Mr. Hall:

The record in the above-referenced consolidated cases, consisting of 20 bound volumes, eight
pouches containing transcripts and hearing exhibits, three pouches of correspondence, and four
pouches (separately boxed and stamped “confidential”), is forwarded for filing in the Court. A
copy of the final index is enclosed for your use. Please initial and date the copy of this letter to
indicate receipt. Parties are advised by copy of this letter that, in order to maintain
confidentiality of their clients’ documents while at the Court, they must request confidential
treatment by the Court. '

Do not hesitate to call me at 413-6744 if you have any questions concerning the contents of this
record.

Sincerely,

Kay Flynn, Chief of Records
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(11951-03) Memorandum from AUS to CMP with final audit of BellSouth
on verification of pricing units (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-1), filed
November 24, 2003 ....... e e e e e e e e e e 2,589

(11952-03) Memorandum from AUS to CCA forwarding index for confidential
BellSouth audit (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-1), filed November 24,2003 ............. 2,608

(12061-03) Order PSC-03-1349-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified |
confidential classification for Document No. 08008-03, issued November 26,2003 ..... . 2,610

(12062-03) Order PSC-03-1350-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 08885-03, issued November 26,2003 ... ... 2,616

(12063-03) Order PSC-03-1351-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09301-03
(x-ref. 08994-03), issued November 26,2003 ... ... ... ... ... . ... . i 2,622



(12064-03) Order PSC-03-1352-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09366-03, issued ;
November 26,2003 ... ... e

(12065-03) Order PS(C-03-1353-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No 09449-03, issued .
November 26, 2003 ........................................................

. VOLUME 14

(12066-03) Order PSC-03-1354-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09527- 03
(x-ref. 08008-03), 1ssued November 26,2003 . .. e

(12067-03) Order PSC-03-1355-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10128-03, issued
November 26, 2003 ... ... it e

(12068-03) Order PSC-O3-1356~CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10632-03, issued
November 26, 2003 ... . i e e e R

(12069-03) Order PSC-03-1357-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10823-03, issued
November 26,2003 . ... ...t . e i

(12082-03) Cover letter dated November 26, 2003 from Charles J. Beck, OPC,

to Commission advising of the filing of rebuttal testimony of Bion C. Ostrander,
containing information claimed confidential by four different companies, filed

November 20, 2003 ...t i e e e e e e R

(12146-03) Verizon’s response to the Attorney General’s motion for summary
final order, filed December 1,2003 ....... ... ... ... ..

(12147-03) Citizens’ joinder with Attorney General’s motion for summary final order,
filed December 1, 2003 ... .. i e e e

(12149-03) Citizens’ response to joint motion of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth for
reconsideration or clarification of the prehearing officer’s second order modifying
procedure for consolidated dockets to reflect additional docket, associated issues,

and filing dates, filed December 1,2003 .. ...... ... ... .. . . . i

(12150-03) Sprint’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s motion for ‘
summary final order, filed December 1,2003 ... ... ... ... . ... . i i
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(12159-03) Response in opposition to motion for summary final order, on behalf of
AT&T and MC], filed December 1,2003 ... ... ... .. oo L. 2,708

(12166-03) AARP’s joinder with Attorney General’s motion for summary final order,
filed December 1, 2003 ............... T .. 2,718

(12172-03) BellSouth’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s motion for )
summary final order, filed December 1,2003 . ....... ... ... i 2,721

(12253-03) Order PSC-03-1366-PCO-TL on OPC’s second and third motions to
compel interrogatories and production of documents from BellSouth,

issued December2,2003 . ...... .. ... ... S .. 2,747

(12269-03) Trans.cript of prehearing conference held November 24, 2003 in ‘

Tallahassee, filed Depgemb;r 3,2003 .. e 2,772

(12303-03) Preheariné Order PSC-03-1367-PHO-TL, issued December 3, 2003 DT 2,800
| VOLUME 15

(12304-03) Order PSC-03-1368-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10697-03,

issued December 3,2003 .. ... .. . i e e ... 2,853
(12306-03) Amendatory Order PSC-03-1326 A-CFO-TL, issued December 3,2003 ... ... 2,860
(12341-03) Request for official notice, on behalf of AARP, filed December 3, 2003 ..... 2,862

(12342-03) Transcript of floor debate on House Bill 1903 before the
Florida House of Representatives held April 30, 2003 in Tallahassee,
on behalf of AARP, filed December 3,2003 . ... ... it i i ... 2,866

(12343-03) Transcript of floor debate on Committee Substitute for Senate Bill 654
before the Florida Senate held April 30, 2003 in Tallahassee, on behalf of AARP,
filed December 3, 2003 ... ... i e e 2,885

(12344-03) Transcript of floor debate on House Bill 1903 and Senate Bill 654
before the Florida House of Representatives held May 1, 2003 in Tallahassee,
on behalf of AARP, filed December 3,2003 . . ... ... i e 2,930

(12347-03) Letter submitting comments on final audit report (Audit Contro}
No. 03-247-1-1), on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 3,2003 .................... 2,977

(12501-03) Citizens’ motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No.
PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, filed December 5,2003 . ... ... . i 2,981



(12572-03) Order PSC-03-1384-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s requests for

specified confidential classification (Document Nos. 08022-03, G8043-03, 08044- 03

08045-03, 08671-03, 09412-03, 09952-03, 10204-03, and 10338-03),

issued December 8,2003 ........ PR P 3,002

(12610-03) AARP’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No.
PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, or in the alternative to have Order reflect actual

Commission vote, filed December 8,2003 .................. B 3,024

(12635-03) Joint response of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth in opposition to

AARP’s request for official notice, filed December 8,2003 ...................... ..-3,038

(12636-03) Joint motion of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth to strike portions of

witness Cooper’s direct testimony, filed December 8,2003 ............. ...l 3,049
VOLUME 16

(12672-03) Memorandum dated December 9, 2003 from Commission’s Division of
Competitive Markets and Enforcement to Commissioners with attached brief summary
of testimony from the public hearings, filed December 9,2003 ...................... 3,057

(12682-03) Memorandum dated December 9, 2003 from CMP to Commissioners
with attached brief summaries of testimony compiled for each BellSouth, Verizon,
and Sprint from the public hearings, filed December 9,2003 ....................... 3,062

(12691-03) Notice of Attorney General of joiﬁing Citizens’ motion for reconsideration
of Commission Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL, filed December 9,2003 ............. 3,108

(12693-03) Joint response of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth in opposition to Citizens’

and AARP’s motions for reconsideration of Commission Order No. PSC-03-1331-FOF-TL

and to AARP’s alternative motion to have Order reflect actual Commission vote,

filed December 10, 2003 . ... it e e 3,112

(12720-03) Order PSC-03-1386-PCO-TL on OPC’s motion to compel against AT&T;
motion to require AT&T to respond by Monday, December 8, 2003; and request for
ruling of prehearing officer by Tuesday, December 9, 2003, issued December 10, 2003 ... 3,123

(12840-03) Transcript of service hearing held December 10, 2003 in Tallahassee,
filed December 11, 2003 . .. .. it 3,132

(12927-03) Order PSC-03-1401-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 11890-03 (x-reference Document Nos.
10838-03 and 10846-03), issued December 12,2003 . ....... ... ... . i, 3,200

(12928-03) Order PSC-03-1402-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 11928-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,207
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(12937-03) Order PSC-03-1403-CFO-TL granting Verizon Long Distance’s request for
specified confidential classification for Document No. 11662-03, L

issued December 12, 2003 . ... it e 3,213
(12938-03) Order PSC-03-1404-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s réquests for confidential -
classification (Document Nos. 11688-03 and 11796-03), issued December 12,2003 ... ...3,219
(12939-03) Order PSC-03-1405-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s reqﬁest for specified :
confidential classification for Document No. 11931-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,228
(12940-03) Order PSC-03-1406-CFO-TL granting Knology’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 12491-03, issued December 12,2003 . ... .. 3,234
(12956-03) Order IPSC.-03-'1408—CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified :
confidential classification for Document No. 11728-03, issued December 12,2003 ...... 3,241
(12958-03) Memorandum from AUS to CMP in re Fulp’s revised billing unit

testimony, filed December 12,2003 . ...... ... ittt e .. 3,247
(13041-03) Amendatory Order PSC-03-1405A-CFO-TL, issued December 16,2003 .. . .. 3,249

(13123-03) Order PSC-03-1432-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document Nos. 11643-03 and 12272-03,

issued December 17, 2003 . .. .. e e e 3,251

| VOLUME 17
(13164-03) Memorandum dated December 17, 2003 from GCL to CCA with
attached PowerPoint presentations, filed December 18,2003 ... ............... e 3,257
(13460-03) Order PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL on access charge reduction petitions, '
issued December 24, 2003 ... . e 3,291
(00211-04) Notice of appeal o‘f Attorney General, filed January 7,2004 ............... 3,350
(00212-04) Notice of appeal of Harold McLean, OPC, filed January 7,2004 ........... 3,411 |

VOLUME 18

(00229-04, 00230-04) Letter from Cecilia Bradley, Office of the Attorney General,
with attached certificates of service to be included with notices of appeal by
Attorney General and OPC, filed January 7,2004 . ... ... ... .. ... .. . i, 3,472

(00363-04) Motion of Attorney General for reconsideration, filed January 8,2004 .. ... .. 3,475



(00375-04) AARP’s request for oral argument on reconsideration of ‘
Commission Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, filed January 8,2004 ................. 3,510

(00376—04j AARP’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No.

PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL, filed January 8,2004 ............ e ... 3,514
(00464-04) Motion of Attorney General for oral argument on his motion for
reconsideration, filed January 12,2004 ..................... A 3,528

(00517-04) Order PSC-04-0037-PCO-TL extending time for filing responses to
motions for reconsideration, issued January 13,2004 . ......... .. ... il .. 3,531

(02203-04) Order PSC-03-1326B-CFO-TP amended to reflect confidential treatment
granted to Document No. 11533-03, issued February 17,2004  ..... e e 3,535

(03115-04) Order PSC-04-0239-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential
classification of Document Nos. 12155-03, 11499-03, 12608-03, 11885-03, 12514-03,

11531-03, 11794-03, and cross-referenced Hearing Exhibits 41 and 43, issued

March 3,2004 ..... e e e e e 3,537

(03169-04) Order PSC-04-0242-CFO-TL granting AT&T’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 12680-03, issued March 4, 2004 .. ... e 3,546

(03170-04) Order PSC-04-0243-CFO-TL granting MCI’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 12023-03, issued March 4,2004 .......... 3,551

(03171-04) Order PSC-04-0244-CFO-TL granting AT&T’s request for specified
confidential classification for Document No. 11694-03 and Confidential Hearing .
Exhibit 75, 1ssued March 4,2004 . ....... ... ... . . . . .. e 3,556

(03254-04) Order PSC-04-0256-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified ‘
confidential classification of Document No. 12716-03, issued March 8,2004 ........... 3,561

(03255-04) Order PSC-04-0257-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 12697-03 (cross-reference Document No.
12258-03), issued March 8, 2004 ... .. ... .. . .. 3,569

(03256-04) Order PSC-04-0258-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified

confidential classification of Document No. 12709-03 (cross-reference Document Nos.

08022-03 and 09412-03), and Document No. 12700-03 (cross-reference Document Nos.
11683-03, 11684-03, and 11685-03), issued March 8,2004 .......... ... ....cou... 3,574

(03257-04) Order No. PSC-04-0259-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s requests for specified
confidential classification of Document No. 12703-03 (cross-reference Document Nos.

08022-03 and 09412-03), Document No. 12706-03 (cross-reference Document No.

12053-03), Document No. 12712-03 (cross-reference Document No. 11783-03), and

Document No. 12634-03, issued March 8, 2004 .. ... ... ... .. .. .. . . 3,582
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(03490-04) Verizon’s response in opposition to ARP’s motion for reconsideration, '
filed March 15,2004 .. ... .. e ceeah. 3,592

(03492-04) Joint response of AT&T and MCI to AARP and Attorney General

motions for reconsideration, filed March 15,2004 ........... ... ... ... ... ... .... 3,623

(03493-04) Sprint’s response in opposition to motion for reconSJderatlon and )

request for oral argument of Attorney General, filed March 15, 2004 ................. 3,645

(03494-04) Sprmt s response in opposition to motion for reconsideration and o

request for oral argument of AARP, filed March 15,2004 ....................... ... 3,661
VOLUME 19

(03504-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to AARP’s .
motion for reconsidetation and request for oral argument, filed March 15, 2004 ......... 3,679

(03505-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to Attorney
General’s motion for reconsideration and motlon for oral argument filed
March 15, 2004 . ... i e e 3,696

(03586-04) Document entitled “Attorney General seeks public access to documents -
in phone rate hike case”, attached amended request for oral argument, and copies of
letters dated March 17, 2004 to MCI, Verizon, Sprint, BellSouth, and AT&T,

on behalf of Attorney General, filed March 17, 2004 .. ... SR 3,712
(03665-04) Letter dated March 17, 2004 to Commission’s General Counsel from

Attorney General, filed March 18,2004 ............... e e 3,723
(03995-04) Verizon’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s amended‘

request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 ............. ... ... ... ... ..... ... 3,724
(03999-04) Sprint’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s amended

request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 ...... .. ... ... .. ... . ... .. .. ... 3,731
(04018-04) Joint response to AT&T and MCI to the Attorney General’s amended

request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 ...... .. ... .. .. .. ... ... ... .. 0.0, 3,737
(04031-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to Attormey

General’s amended request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 .. ................ 3,747
(04336-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0239A-CFO-TL, issued April 7,2004 ......... 3,756

(04361-04) Notice of Commission conference for publication in April 16, 2004
Florida Administrative Weekly, filed April 7,2004 . ....... ... ... ... ... .. .. .ccu... 3,758
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(04534-04) Notice of rescheduling of Commission conference for publication

in April 23, 2004 Florida Administrative Weekly, filed April 14,2004 . ..............

(04647-04) Attorney General’s notice of supplemental authority,

filed April 19,2004 4. ... ..o, e .

(04838-04) Memorandum from GCL and CMP to'CCA, | :

filed April 26,2004 ... ... ... ..o FUTRR

(04898-04) Merﬁorandum from GCL to CCA with attached documents
distributed to Commissioners by staff during final consideration of issues

on December 16, 2003, filed April 27,2004 ... ... ... oiiiiitiit . .

(05058-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0243 A-CFO-TL issued May 3,2004 ..........

(05117-04) Order PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL on motions for reconsideration,

issued May 4,2004 .!.............. T e

(05147-04) Transcript of special agenda held May 3, 2004, filed May 4, 2004 .........

VOLUME 20

(05221-04) Vote sheet from May 3, 2004 Commission conference, filed May 5, 2004 . . .
(06243-04) Amended notice of appeal of Attorney General, filed June 1,2004 .........
(06244-04) Amended notice of appeal of OPC, filed June 1,2004 ..................
(06287-04) AARP notice of appeal, filed June 3,2004 .. ...... P o

Certificate of Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services . . .

16



HEARING TRANSCRIPTS

Transcript of hearing held December 10, 2003, Volume 1, pages 1 through 48 (reference court
reporter’s original page numbers in this and all succeeding volumes) ‘

Transcript of hearing ﬁe]d December 10, 2003, Volume 2, pages 49 through 219 .
Transcript of heaﬁﬂg held December 10, 2003, Volume 3, pages 220 through 345
Transcript of hearing held December 10, 2003, Volume 4, pages 346 through 418
Tral.nscript‘o'f hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 5, pagés 419 through 589
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 6, pages 590 through 670
Transcript of hearing held December 1 1, 2003, Volume 7, pages 671 through 739
Transcript of hearing .Held December 11, 2003, Volume 8, pages 740 through 932
Transcript of hearing held December 11, 2003, Volume 9, pages 933 through 1,150
Transcript 6f hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 10, pages 1,151 fhrough 1,286
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 11, pages 1,287 through 1,408
Transcript of hearing he.ld December 12, 2003, Volume 12, pages 1,409 through 1,530
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 13, pagés 1,531 through 1,670
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 14, pages 1,671 through 1,863
Transcript of hearing held December 12, 2003, Volume 15, pages 1,864 through 1,945
Transcript of hearing held December 16, 2003, Volume 16, pages 1,946 through 2,064

NON-CONFIDENTIAL HEARING EXHIBITS
(See hearing transcript for full description.)

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11, 12,13, 14,15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29,

30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 45, 46, 47, (49 not admitted), 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58, 60, 61,
62, 65, 67, 68, 69, 71,72, 73,74, 76,77, 79, 81, 83, 84, and 85
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CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS ADMITTED IN RECORD
AT HEARING
Portions of direct testimony of John M. Felz and Exhibit IMF-4 and poﬂions' of:
Kent W. chkerson Exhibit KWD-2, on behalf of Spnnt filed August 27, 2003

(Pages 1 - 9)
. (DN 08011-03)

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit’s DDC-1, DDC-2, DDC-4, and SCIS model developed by
Telcordia, and certain pages from E. Steven Bigelow Exhibits SB-1 through SB-4, on behalf of
BellSouth, filed August 27, 2003
(DDC 1, 2, and 4 are part of Hearing Exhibit 52.) .

(Pages 10 - 470)
(DN 08022-03)

BSTLM loop model (Exhibit DDC-1), on behalf of BellSouth,
' filed August 28, 2003, on CDS only
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 471 - 472)
(DN 08043-03)

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit DDC-1, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed August 28, 2003, on CDS only
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)

(Page 473)
(DN 08044-03)

Revised Exhibit DDC-1 to Daonne D. Caldwell, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed September 12, 2003 ‘
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 474 - 501)
(DN 08671-03)

Page 9 of amended direct testimony of John M. Felz, on behalf of Sprint,
filed October 1, 2003

(Page 502)
(DN 09489-03)

Revision to part of Daonne D. Caldwell’s Exhibit DDC-1 (Basic Local Study Service),
on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 2, 2003, on CDS only
(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.)
(Pages 503 - 504)
(DN 09499-03)
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Portions of amended direct testimony of Orville D. Fulp and portions of amended
Exhibits ODF 1, ODF-2, and ODF-3, on behalf of Verizon, filed October 2, 2003
(Exhlblts ODF-1 through 3 make up Hearing Exhibit 59.)

(Pages 5044-X. 505 - 531) .
(DNs 08008-03 and 09527-03) . ~

Portlons of direct testimony of Dr. David J. Gabel w1th Appendices 3 and 4
on behalf of OPC, filed October 31, 2003

| (Pages 532 - 633)
(DN 10838-03)

Exhlblts MNC-1 through MNC-7 to direct testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper
on behalf of AARP, filed October 31, 2003 .
(Exhibits MNC-1, 2, and 6 make up Hearing Exhibit 82.)
(Pages 634 - 660)
(DN 10846-03)

Certain information in rebuttal testimony of
Carl R. Danner and Evan T. Leo, on behalf of Verizon, filed November 19, 2003

(Pages 661 - 663)
(DN 11654-03)

Certain information contained in direct testimony of John Broten, Page Nos. 5 and 6,
on behalf of Verizon Long Distance, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 664 - 665)
(DN 11662-03)

Rebuttal testlmony of John A. Ruscilli, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19 2003

(Pages 666 - 688)
(DN 11683-03)

Rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 689 - 691) ‘
(DN 11684-03)

Highlighted information on Page Nos. 4 and 9 of direct testimony of Eric W. Kapka
and in Exhibit No. EWK-1, on behalf of Sprint, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 692 - 695)

(DN 11688-03)

Certain information in direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar,
on behalf of MCI, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 696 - 703)

(DN 11691-03)
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Certain information in direct testimony of Richard T. Guepe,
on behalf of AT&T, filed November 19, 2003
(Pages 704 - 716)
(DN 11694-03)

t

Testimony and proprietary work paper of OPC’s witness Dr. David J. Gabel ™ .
and Exhibit Nos. MNC-1 and MNC-2 for AARP’s witness Dr. Mark N. Cooper
on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 21, 2003
+ (Appendix 1 from Gabel’s testimony is Hearing Exhibit 78.)
(Pages 717 - 997) :
(DN 11890-03)

Revised direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, on behalf of MCI filed November 25, 2003

(Pages 998 - 1005)
(DN 12023-03)

Rebuttal testirﬁony of Bion C. Ostrander with Exhibit BCO-1, on behalf of OPC,
filed November 26, 2003
(Exhibit BCO-1 is Hearing Exhibit 80.)

(Pages 1006 - 1037)
(DN 12083-03)

Revised pages 42 and 43 of rebuttal testimony of Carl R. Danner, on behalf of Verizon

(Pages 1038 - 1039)
(DN 12272-03)

Information contained in rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, John A. Ruscilli,
and Exhibit No. WBS-1 of W. Bernard Shell rebuttal testimony, -
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10, 2003
Pages 1040 - 1067)
(DN 12700-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 39, filed December 17, 2003,
portions on CD
.[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 08885-03, 09366-03, 09449-03,
10128-03, 10632-03, 10697-03, 11728-03, 11928-03, and 11932-03.]
(Pages 1068 - 1333)
(DN 13131-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 41, filed December 17, 2003,
portions on CD
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 09829-03 (cross-reference 08944-03),
10142-03 (cross-reference 11002-03), 10288-03 (cross-reference 09578-03),
11531-03 (cross-reference 12514-03), 11533-03, 12155-03,
11885-03 (cross-reference 12608-03), and 11794-03.]
(Pages 1334 - 1419)
(DN 13132-03)




Hearing Exhibit No. 40, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 11783-03 (cross-reference 12712-03) and
' 12053-03 (cross-reference 12706-03).]
(Pages 1420 - 1430)
(DN 13133-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 42, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12258-03 (cross-reference 12697-03).]

(Pages 1431 - 1432)
(DN 13134-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 43, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12499-03.]
‘ : (Pages 1433 - 1438)
_— (DN 13135-03)

' Hearing Exhibit No. 44, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12491-03.]
(Pages 1439 - 1443)

(DN 13136-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 64, filed December 17, 2003
(Pages 1444 - 1462)
(DN 13137-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 66, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 08011-03.]
(Pages 1463 - 1469)
(DN 13138-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 70, filed December 17, 2003
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 08011-03.}

(Page 1470)
(DN 13139-03)

Hearing Exhibit No. 86, filed January 14, 2004
(Pages 1471 - 1474)
(DN 00592-04)

Hearing Exhibit No. 56, filed January 15, 2004
(Pages 1475 - 1502)
(DN 00616-04)

Hearing Exhibit No. 75, filed January 15, 2004

(Page 1503)
(DN 00617-04)



t

HearzngExhzbtho 63, filed June 23, 2004

‘Pages 1504 - 1509
(DN 06895-04)

Hearing Exhibit No. 48, filed June 23, 2004
(Pages 1510 - 1520) ‘ |
! (DN 06927-04) ‘ B

CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS NOT ADMITTED IN RECORD
' AT HEARING

Switching cost information system, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed August 28, 2003, on CD only

(Page 1521)
(DN 08045-03)

Volume 2 of 2 to audit workpapers for Verizon (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-1),
filed September 19, 2003
(Pages 1522 - 1541)
(DN 08994-03)

Volume 2 of 2 to audit workpapers for Sprint (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-2),
filed September 19, 2003

Pages 1542 - 1556,
(DN 08996-03)

Information in staff workpapers prepared during billing units audit
(Audit Control No. 03-247-2-1), on behalf of Verizon, filed September 29, 2003

(Pages 1557 - 1559)
(DN 09301-03)

Exhibits to revised direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed September 30, 2003

(Pages 1560 - 1659)
(DN 09412-03)

Highlighted portions of schedule entitled “Business Weighted Average Increase,” included with
audit workpapers, Audit Control No. 03-247-2-2,
on behalf of Sprint, filed October 3, 2003

Page 1660
(DN 09621-03)

Response to Citizens’ 1* set of interrogatories, No. 20; response to PODs Nos. 2-5, 7, 11, 15, and
18 (2-5, 11, and 18 on CD); and supplemental response to Citizens’ 1* set of interrogatories,
Item No. 6, Attachment 2, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 10, 2003, portions on CD
(Pages 1661 - 2039)

(DN 09952-03, cross-reference 09091-03)




Responses to OPC’s 3™ request for PODs, No. 39, on behalf of BellSouth,
filed October 17, 2003

(Pages 2040 - 2048)
(DN 10204-03, cross-reference 09281-03)

Responség to OPC’s request for PODs (No. 41, on behalf of BellSouth, .
filed October 21, 2003 on CD only -

(Pages 2049'- 2051)
(DN 10338-03, cross-reference 09414-03)

Supplemental response to Citizens’ POD No. 6 (Sprint Corporation “Maximus” document), on
behalf of Sprint, filed October 27, 2003 ' "’

(Pages 2052 - 2064)
(DN 10587-03)

Supplemental response to Citizens’ 1* POD No. 6 (“edge-out” document),
' on behalf of Sprint, filed October 30, 2003 '

(Pages 2065 - 2090)
(DN 10776-03)

Supplemental responses to staff’s 2™ set of intenoéatories (Nos. 42 and 45),
on behalf of Verizon, filed October 31, 2003

(Pages 2091 - 2093)
(DN 10823-03)

‘Exhibit No. WBS-1 to W. Bernard Shell testimony,
on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19, 2003

(Page 2094)
(DN 11685-03)

Suppleméntal response to Citizens’ 1% PODs No. 6 (Sprint’s edge-out document),
on behalf of Sprint, filed November 20, 2003

(Pages 2095 - 2119)
(DN 11796-03)

~ Volume 2 of BellSouth audit (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-1) on verification of
' pricing units, filed by Commission staff on November 24, 2003

(Pages 2120 - 2175)
(DN 11953-03)

Response to staff’s 6" interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104,
on behalf of BellSouth , filed December 8, 2003
(Pages 2176 - 2180)

(DN 12634-03)

Supplemental responses to staff’s 2™ set of interrogatories (Nos. 74-87),
on behalf of AT&T, filed December 9, 2003
(Pages 2181 - 2183)
(DN 12680-03)
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Response to staff’s late-filed deposition request (documentation and work papers
provided in response to billing units verification audit), on behalf of BellSouth,
filed December 10, 2003 .
(Pages 2184 - 2210)
(DN 12703-03)

Revised Exhibits and SB-2 to direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, )
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10, 2003

(Pages 2211 - 2237)
' ‘ (DN 12709-03)

Supplemental responses to OPC’s 2™ and 3™ set of interrogatories, Nos. 25, 27, 39, 41, 42, 43,
44, 46, and 47 (hard copy), and 2™ request for PODs, Nos. 26, 27, 28 (on CD),
. on behalf of BellSouth,
~ filed December 10, 2003 (portions on CD only)

(Pages 2238 - 2275)
(DN 12716-03)

First supplemental response to staff’s 6™ set of interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104,
. on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 12, 2003

(Pages 2276 - 2280)
(DN 12948-03)

Information from December 16, 2003 agenda conference,
on behalf of Commission, filed December 19, 2003

(Pages 2281 - 2287)
(DN 13194-03)

ALL CORRESPONDENCE FILED IN '
DOCKETS 030867-TL., 030868-TL., 030869-TL., and 030961-T1

Pages 1 through 617 (Pouch 1 of 3)
Pages 618 through 1,234 (Pouch 2 of 3)
Pages 1,235 through 1,851 (Pouch 3 of 3)



STATE OF FLORIDA

DiviIsSiON OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

BLANCA S. BAYO
DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6770 (CLERK)
(850) 413-6330 (ADMIN)

COMMISSIONERS:
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN
J. TERRY DEASON

LILA A. JABER

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY
CHARLES M, DAVIDSON

ﬁuhltn(;%zrhtw Commizsion,

THOMAS D. HALL
December 6, 2004 ‘
DEC 06 2054
Thomas D. Hall, Clerk CLER PREME COURT
Supreme Court of Florida B
Supreme Court Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Supreme Court Case Nos. SC04-9, SC04-10, and SC04-946, Charles J. Crist, Jr.,
Harold McLean, andlAARP, et al., vs. Florida Public Service Commission, et al. (Docket
Nos. 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030861

Dear Mr. Hall:

The record in the above-referenced consolidated cases, consisting of 20 bound volumes, eight
pouches containing transcripts and hearing exhibits, three pouches of correspondence, and four
pouches (separately boxed and stamped “confidential”), is forwarded for filing in the Court. A
copy of the final index is enclosed for your use. Please initial and date the copy of this letter to
indicate receipt. Parties are advised by copy of this letter that, in order to maintain
confidentiality of their clients’ documents while at the Court, they must request confidential

treatment by the Court.

Do not hesitate to call me at 413-6744 if you have any questions concerning the contents of this
record.

Sincerely,

/Cﬁ/(ﬂ ‘)’é"#yﬁ'~f’
Kay Flynn, Chief of Records
kf:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Parties of Record

Received by %/W&: M Date____ /2 / A /0(_Z

CAPITAL Cu{?_r: OFFICE CENTER ® 2540 S}ﬁJMARD OAK BOULEVARD o/TALLAHAssyﬁ FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http:/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



ORIGINAL

Timolyn Henry

Page 1 of Z

From: Ruth McHargue

Sent:  Monday, July 25, 2005 9:16 AM

To: Timolyn Henry

Cc: Matilda Sanders; Angie Cathoun
Subject: FW: E-Form Other Complaints - 19001

Please add to docket file 050045 for FPL and 030869-TL for Bellsouth.

Thanks

From: Consumer Contact

Sent: Monday, July 25, 2005 8:58 AM

To: Ruth McHargue

Subject: FW: E-Form Other Complaints - 19001

Please advise.

From: Consumer Contact

Sent: Sunday, July 24, 2005 1:41 PM

To: Consumer Contact

Subject: E-Form Other Complaints - 19001

TRACKING NUMBER - 0019001 July 24, 2005
SERVICE ADDRESS

Account Number:

3usiness Account Name:
Name: Thomas Ciulla Jr
Address: 750 SE 6th Ave. #325
City: Deerfield Beach

Zip: 33441

"USTOMER INFORMATION

" Jame: Thomas Ciulla Jr
\ddress: 750 SE 6th Ave. #325
sity: Deerfield Beach
tate: FL
Jdp: 33441
‘rimary Phone: 954 426 0155
~mail: tomciullajr@excite.com
‘ontact By: E-mail Address

'OMPLAINT INFORMATION

/25/2005



Page 2 of 2

Utility Name: EI802 Florida Power & Light Company
Did customer previously contact the utility?:
Did customer previously contact the PSC?:

PROBLEM INFORMATION

Problem Type: Other Complaints ‘
Complaint Detail: I would like to know what regulations the Public Service Commission adheres to in overseeing

Florida Power & Light and Bellsouth? Bellsouth is on the top fifty?s list of the most profitable companies in the USA.
FP&L most recently reported profits for the first quarter of $130 million dollars. The previous year showed a stellar
performance of $887 million in profit. How can you possibly support the position for validating further increases in the
cost of these services? Most of the residents that reside in our complex, and in Deerfield Beach for that matter are on
fixed incomes. We have no means of keeping parody with these constant increases when the Public Service
Commission keeps agreeing to these unwarranted and abusive rate hikes. We can cut spending on food and clothing,
but the basic electric and phone services are indispensable. I don?t know who?s interests your suppose to be serving,

obviously it not the people who live here. Sincerely, Thomas Ciulla Jr.

For PSC Webmaster Use Only:
Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.6) Gecko/20040206 Firefox/0.8

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/consumers/complaint/review.cfm
www.psc.state.fl.us

'/25/2005
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FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
__Adminlstratlve___Parﬂes__ﬂConsumer
DOGUMENT NO.JAN[pE -0
DISTRIBUTION: _—

Yes, thanks. Marguerite told me after I'd sent the e-mail that you had been by to talk with her earlier
today.

I'm going through the quarterly report drafts now and trying to square some of the "limboish" ones away.

thanks again.
Kay

From: Bob Freeman

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2005 11:31 AM

To: Kay Flynn; Denise Vandiver

Subject: RE: Comments regarding DN 11953-03 in Docket 030869 (rate rebalancing)

Good Morning Kay:

| staff filed document 11953-03 on November 24, 2003. This filing consisted of sensitive documents and information obtained
by the staff auditors from BellSouth in Audit No. 03-247-1-1 and claimed as confidential by Bell at the audit exit conference.

Bell filed a follow-up letter claim on December 2, 2003, document 12347-03. In their letter Bell refers to confidential working
papers associated with this audit; therefore, we recognized document 11953-03 as claimed confidential in our RCA division
records.

In preparing for the quarterly report as of September 30, 2005, 1 checked on all outstanding RCA Division items.

Since there was no declassification date for document 11953-03, | reviewed the electronic files and noted the docket was
closed, apparently on August 19, 2005 by docuemnt 08097-05. Since the five-year-declassification-clock starts for "claimed
audit working papers" seemed to start, | discussed establishing a declassification date with Marguerite. Our recommendation
for this material is that it should be destroyed 5 years after the docket closed in accordance with the Divisions records
retention for audit materials dealing with telecommunications audits.

I hope this infromation will help you process this matter.

If you need additional information please let me know.

Bob Freeman

From: Kay Flynn

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2005 10:27 AM

To: Bob Freeman

Cc: Marguerite Lockard

Subject: Confidential DN 11953-03 in Docket 030869 (rate rebalancing)

Bob, this is Vol 2 of BellSouth audit (audit control No. 03-247-1-1) on verification of pricing units.

We have "confidential claim" as its status. Is that the correct status? BellSouth says in a response to the
audit (DN 12347-03) that they filed at least two RCCs covering some of the material in the audit. If that is

10/6/2005
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the case, I believe the conf. material filed with those RCCs has been declassified.
Any assistance you can provide will be welcome!
Thanks.

Kay

10/6/2005



State of Florida

- - - -»
Public Berpice Qommission
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ® 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

DATE:  March 2, 2006 “\UPSC; CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
¥ Administrative_ Parties__Consumer

To: Kay Flymn DOCUMENT NOIQ1 LR -GS

FROM: Beth Salak DISTRIBUTION:

RE: Docket No. 030869-TL, Request to View Confidential Documents

Please allow Dale Mailhot access to the confidential documents in the above referenced
docket. Thank you for your assistance.

4
S
QC:L WY -yl o

c: Dale Mailhot

oX
(can. ov m=
1319403 =392



State f Florida

JHublic Serfrice @ «
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER & 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA3239€{9§9P 9 PH K '27
-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-Mp 4 55101

. CLERK
DATE: September 19, 2006
TO: Beth W. Salak, Director, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement
FROM: Sally A. Simmons, Chief of Telecom Arbitrations and Tariffs, Division of SHS
: Competitive Markets & Enforcement FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE

“\J Administrative___ F’aﬁm Ccmsumer

RE: Reﬂuest to View Certain Confidential Materials 2.9 B-oz

SISTRIBUHON:

Pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Manual, Section 11.04, I request that Jeff Bates,
Research Assistant, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement, be granted access to Local
Exchange Carriers’ (LECs’) confidential proprietary unit and revenue information associated
with tariff filings implementing the Commission’s decisions in Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, and 030869-TL.

The use of these documents will be to determine revenue neutrality, as required by Section
364.164, Florida Statutes. Any confidential information reviewed will be treated in accordance
with the Administrative Procedures Manual, section 11.04.C.

Please contact me if you have any questions.
CC: Kay B. Flynn, Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services

Marguerite H. Lockard, Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services
Della E. Fordham, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement

OK
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S!at of Florida

Hublic Serfrice @
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M-

DATE: September 19, 2006

TO: Beth W. Salak, Director, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement
FROM: Sally A. Simmons, Chief of Telecom Arbitrations and Tariffs, Division of SHES”
Competitive Markets & Enforcement FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE

. . . . \.‘ PRI S - > r

RE: Request to View Certain Confidential Materials ~_Administrative_ Partics_ Consuiner
DISTRIBUTION:

Pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Manual, Section 11.04, I request that Jeff Bates,

Research Assistant, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement, be granted access to Local

‘Exchange Carriers’ (LECs”) confidential proprietary unit and revenue information associated

with tariff filings implementing the Commission’s decisions in Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, and 030869-TL.

The use of these documents will be to determine revenue neutrality, as required by Section
364.164, Florida Statutes. Any confidential information reviewed will be treated in accordance
with the Administrative Procedures Manual, section 11.04.C.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

CC: Kay B. Flynn, Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services
Marguerite H. Lockard, Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services
Della E. Fordham, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement

ok
iz
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S
iMargL .rite Lockard

i From: Dorothy Menasco
%}:Sent: Monday, October 30, 2006 2:14 PM
To: Kay Flynn

. Cc: Kimberley Pena; Tiffany Williams; Ruth Nettles; Marguerite Lockard
‘ff.ﬁSubject: RE: Moving dockets to 030867, 030868, and 030869 from 050000 and 060000

?.ay, FYI, I have finished moving these documents from 050000 and 060000 to 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961.

m Tiffany, or Ruth, please be sure the following documents are moved from the undocketed folder to the correct
t ocl\et folder:

g Gl

00493-06
00495-06
D1147-06
1379-06
§16)0 06
2071-06

2228-06
99713 -06

Marguerite, I moved the following confidential documents over:

)2813-05
10476-05

10996 05

90494—06

Ef{‘hank you ladies. If you see that I've missed one or moved the wrong thing, please bring it to my attention right away.
{ tried to keep 1t as straight as possible, but you know how things happen... :)

From: Kay Flynn

Sent: Friday, October 27, 2006 9:03 AM
To: Dorothy Menasco

Cc: Marguerite Lockard; Kimberley Pena
Subject: RE: Moving dockets to 030867, 030868, and 030869 from 050000 and 060000

10/307200



Ei}es on au. You would also want to locate their claim letters (10475, etc.) and move those as well.

A

5 for 10488 and 10996, they and their claims, etc. need to be placed in all four dockets. He referenced only
_,30961 (which is the flow-through docket, yes) but the order was issued in all four dockets.

Confusing, [ know, but Rick Wright said this is only happening for one more year. Thank goodness.

Ei’om Dorothy Menasco
snt Thursday, October 26, 2006 10:34 AM
To: Kay Flynn '

AT R

IR

073020006



STATE OF ORIDA

A, TEmbi

COMMISSIONERS:

L1sA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN
MATTHEW M. CARTER II
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
ANN COLE
COMMISSION CLERK
(8504136770

. Eop we® /
Parblic SBerpice Qommizsion
April 6, 2007
(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0111)

Connie Wightman, Consultant
Technologies Management Inc.
210 North Park Avenue
Winter Park, Florida 32789

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-T1

Dear Ms. Wightman:
Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 08813-05, 10476-05,
00494-06, and 01038-07, filed on behalf of Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Long

Distance, can be returned to the source. The documents are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this
material.

Sincerely,

Ann Cole

Chief of Records
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ® TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: =~

G iuE , OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
Lisa PoLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN 4 ANN COLE
MATTHEW M. CARTER 11 CoMMISSION CLERK

KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850) 413-6770

Pauhlic Serpice Qommission

April 6, 2007

(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0135)

Traci Tidmore, Regulatory Manager
DeltaCom, Inc. and

Business Telecom, Inc. d/b/a BTI
7037 Old Madison Pike, Suite 400
Huntsville, Alabama 35806

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-T1 ‘

Dear Ms. Tidmore:

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 10113-06, 10340-06,
01017-07, and 01020-07, filed on behalf of DeltaCom, Inc. and Business Telecom, Inc. d/b/a BTI, can
be returned to the source. The documents are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions conceming return of this
material.

Sincerely,

Ann Cole

Chief of Records
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER # 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD o TALLAHASSEE, F1. 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: T OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN - 4 ANN COLE
MATTHEW M. CARTER II /- COMMISSION CLERK
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850)413-6770

i
Flublic Serpice Qommizsion
April 6, 2007

(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0128)

Douglas C. Nelson, Esquire

Sprint Nextel

233 Peachtree Street, Northeast, Suite 2200
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TI

Dear Mr. Nelson:
Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 10465-06 and 01084-07, filed
on behalf of Sprint Communications Company L.P., can be returned to the source. The documents

are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concemning return of this
material.

Sincerely, %
Ann Cole
Chief of Records
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD » TALLAHASSEE, FL. 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Oppertunity Employer
PSC Website: http://svww.floridapsc.com Internet E-mnail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
FHE S, OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
BNy Ann COLE
CoMMISSION CLERK
(850)413-6770

COMMISSIONERS:

LisA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN
MATTHEW M. CARTERII
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN

Jhublic Serpice Qommizsion

April 6, 2007

(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0128)

Douglas C. Nelson, Esquire

Sprint Nextel

233 Peachtree Street, Northeast, Suite 2200
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: Return of Confidential Docunients to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-T1L., and 030961-TI

Dear Mr. Nelson:

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 10465-06 and 01084-07, filed

on behalf of Sprint Communications Company L.P., can be returned to the source. The documents
are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this
material. ~

Sincerely,

m an
¢ name
AC:mhl w P e can {
nis CA&
Enclosure u Attach yhs

cc: Sally Simmons, Div; 1.

Patrick Wiggins, Oft
. ecelpt
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE e ““mtf}e;efrvi@ jabel) Domestic Return —wu379-0850
. fromt
PSC Website: hitp://www.floridapsc.oom ('1'7?3"’5"3'r e Feb\"uaw 2004 Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: 7 .

LisA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN
MATTHEW M. CARTER II
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
ANN COLE
COMMISSION CLERK
(850)413-6770

ﬂﬁuhltny%erﬁtze @nmmtzztnn

April 6, 2007

J. Jeffry Wahlen, Esquire
Ausley & McMullen

Post Office Box 391
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL., and 030961-TI

Dear Mr. Wahlen:
Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 10488-05, 10996-05,
09957-06, and 01002-07, filed on behalf of Sprint Communications Company L.P., can be returned to

the source. The documents are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this
material.

Sincerely,

Ann Cole

Chief of Records
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel

RECEIVED _(_/ub‘\— C Cone DATE C "7 - D7~ O
DN 12163-0s

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ¢ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us




STATE OF FLORIDA

COMMISSIONERS: _ OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
Lisa PQLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE
MATTHEW M. CARTER [T CoMMISSION CLERK
KATRINA J, MCMURRIAN (83501 413-6770

Apl6, 2007 FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
) Administretive ] Parties {1 Consumer
DOCUMENT NO.J 2768 - oS

Tracy W. Hatc uire N )
ATgT—mW a};;f(s}qovemmentAﬁ'airs DiSTRIBUTION: P &CL-
101 North Monroe Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-T1 :

Dear Mr. Hatch:

Commission staff’ have advised that confidential Document Nos. 10542-05, 10060-06, and
(1046-07, filed on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southem States, LLC, can be returned to
the source. The documents are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if yon have any questions concerning return of this
material,

Sincerely,

Ann Cole

Chtef of Records
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement DOCUMENT NOC. DATE
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel /2168-0S _411310 ¢

FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK

RECENED@ /(V£ DATE | {?//3 / N

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ® 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ® TALLAHASSEE, F1. 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer '
PSC Website: http://www.lloridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.statedLus




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: »

L1sA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN
MATTHEW M. CARTER II
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
ANN COLE
CoMMISSION CLERK
(850)413-6770

JFaublic Berorice Commission

April 6, 2007 FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
Administrative [} Parties [} Consumer
s DOCUMENT NOJQN6R-0S
Veizon DISTRIBUTION: P (GC.L
Verizon | .

106 East College Avenue, Suite 710
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7721

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL., 030869-TL, and 030961-T1

Dear Mr. Christian:

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 09993-06, 09995-06,
09996-06, 09997-06, and 01031-07, filed on behalf of Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. d/b/a
Verizon Long Distance; Verizon Business; Verizon Select Services, Inc.; and MCI Communications

Services Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services, can be retumed to the source. The documents are
enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concemning return of this
material.

Sincerely,

Ann Cole

Chief of Records
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement

UME C. DATE
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel DoC NI N

[A208-05 Y19197
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK

RECEIVED| N) grniiy S W ﬁfﬁf DATE__ 4-9~()

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER @ 2540 SHUMARD QOAK BOULEVARD ® TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us



COMMISSIONERS:
Lisa POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN 7
MATTHEW M. CARTER IT
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN

STATE OF FLORIDA

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK

ANN COLE
COMMISSION CLERK
(850)413-6770

Jarblic Berfice Qommission

April 20, 2007

FPSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE
T3] Administrative 7 Pasties [ Consumer
DOCUMENT NOJQ168-0S

Ms. Nancy Sims

- o DISTRIBUTION: C .
AT&T Florida f/k/a BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

¢

150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 D+

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Return of Confidential Document to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-T1

Dear Ms. Sims:

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document No. 10837-06, filed on behalf of
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., can be r_etumed to the source. The document is enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this
material.

Sincerely,
Ann Cole
Commission Clerk
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Frank Trueblood, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement

Office of the General Counsel
DOCUMENT NO. DATE
[ 206805 S/3/99
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK
RECEIVED

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER @ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD & TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http./faww floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us

030869 -7




STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS: > OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
LiSA POLAK EDGAR, CHATRMAN 9 3 A ANN COLE
MATTHEW M. CARTER II /N =¥ COMMISSION CLERK
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850)413-6770
NANCY ARGENZIANO
NATHAN A. SKOP

Puhlic Serfrice Qommizsion

August 3, 2007
T
Charles J. Beck, Deputy Public Counsel FPSC, CLK - CORRE§?01E’B§1;§§
Office of Public Counsel ~ Adminisirative_ Parties__LOR S
¢/o The Florida Legislature DOCUMENT NO. 12968 =92

111 West Madison Street, Room 812

BUTION: | e
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 DISTRI

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL,
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-T1

Dear Mr. Beck:

Commiission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 06895-04 and 06927-04,
filed on behalf of OPC, can be returned to the source. The documents are enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions conceming return of this
material.

Sincerely,
Amn Cole
Commission Clerk
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Rick Wright, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement
Office of the General Counsel

RECEIVED r): M DATE 8/[@/@7
7T Tt

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ® 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD ® TALLAHASSEE, F1. 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.flus
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STATE OF FLORIDA
Gt OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
ANNCOLE
COMMISSION CLERK
(850) 413-6770

COMMISSIONERS:

LisA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN
MATTHEW M. CARTER II
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN
NANCY ARGENZIANO

NATHAN A. SKoP

Public SBerpice Qommizsion

August 3, 2007

(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0319)

William P. Cox, Esquire

Abel Band

Post Office Box 49948
Sarasota, Florida 34230-6948

Re: Return of Confidential Document to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL
030868-TL, 030869-TL., and 030961-T1

Dear Mr. Cox:

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document No. 10427-06, filed on behalf of
Qwest Communications Corporation, can be returned to the source. The document is enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concemning return of this
material.

Sincerely,
e [
Ann Cole
Commission Clerk
AC:mhl
Enclosure

cc: Rick Wright, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement
Office of the General Counsel

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER ¢ 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD @ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http:/fwww.floridapse.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COMMISSIONERS:
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN
MATTHEW M. CARTER II
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN
NANCY ARGENZIANO
NATHAN A. SKOpP

OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK
ANN COLE
COMMISSION CLERK
(850) 413-6770

Fablic Serpice Qomumizsion

August 3, 2007

(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0319)
William P. Cox, Esquire
Abel Band
Post Office Box 49948
Sarasota, Florida 34230-6948

Re: Return of Confidential Document to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL
030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-T1

Dear Mr. Cox:

Commussion staff have advised that confidential Document No. 10427-06, filed on behalf of
Qwest Communications Corporation, can be returned to the source. The document is enclosed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning return of this
material.
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Marguerite Lockard

From: Marguerite Lockard

Sent: Friday, August 03, 2007 10:48 AM

To: Rick Wright

Subject: RE: Return of Confidential Documents - 030867-TL et al.

ok, will do..... thanks.....

From: Rick Wright

Sent: Friday, August 03, 2007 10:21 AM

To: Marguerite Lockard

Subject: RE: Return of Confidential Documents - 030867-TL et al.

You can return the OPC documents to them and destroy 13194-03.

From: Marguerite Lockard

Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2007 1:09 PM

To: Rick Wright

Subject: Return of Confidential Documents - 030867-TL et al.

Rick,

3 confidential documents were marked to be returned on the 2nd
quarterly confidential report.

Should the 2 below be returned to OPC (who filed them) or back to
BellSouth/AT&T Florida and Verizon 2?7

06895-04 - OPC (Beck) — (CONFIDENTIAL) Documents produced by Verizon
in response to OPC's discovery request [Exhibit 63 to hearing].

0p927-04 - OPC (Beck) — (CONFIDENTIAL) BellSouth's Florida access-—
basic

rebalancing legislation dated 7/10/03 [Exhibit 48 of hearing].

Should 13194-03 be destroyed or returned to BellSouth/AT&T ?

[3194-03 - PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Information from 12/16/03 ag
conference:

Issue 1(a), spreadsheets; Issue 3, reduction in access charges as
filed by companies,;, Issue 4, amounts included in ILEC petitions;
Issue

9, IXCs split of flow-through reductions; Issue 10, in-state
connection fee and revenue reductions. [CCA note: Entered in Dockets

8/3/2007
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030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961; placed in 030867 only.]

8/3/2007





