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

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 
ADMMISTRATIVE SERVICES 
BLANCA S .  BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850)413-6770 (CLERK) 
(850) 413-6330 (ADMIN) 

August 29,2003 

Nancy B. White, General Counsel - Florida 
Bel I South Telecom m u n ica t ions , I nc. 
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) 41 3-6248 
or FAX (850) 41 3-71 80. 

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

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Actiodqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 
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.?"\ This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 
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rJtu... ()C( k E.T or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning ______ 
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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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Florida Cable Telecommunicarions Associarim 

Steve Wilkerson President 

VIA FACS~MILE 

August 29,2003 

Ms. Blanca 3. Bayo, Director 
Division of rhe Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 
Florida Public S m i c e  Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

I am writing to request that rhz Florida Cable Telecommunicarions Associalion, Inc. ("FCTA") be 
Dlaced on the mailing list of persons interested in monitoring the above-referenced docket. Please 
;end all mailings to the following 

Michael A. Gross 
Vice President, Regulatory Affairs & Regulatory Counsel 
Florida Cable Telecommunicarions Association, Inc. 
246 E. 6m Avenue, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
850/68 1-1 990 Tel. 

E-Mail Address: mgross,@fcra.com. 
850/68 1-9676 F a  

$? 
Q 
u7 

Thank you for your assistance in this maner. Please contact me with any qu-sti 

Michael A. Gross 
Vice President, Regulatory Affairs 
& Regularory Counsel 

MAG:mj 

n I. 

246 East: 6th A7enue Tallahassee, Florida 32303 (850) 661-1990 FAX (850) 681-9676 uww.fim.com 
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CCA Official Filing 
9/3/03************** 10:59 AM************* Matilda Sanders********l 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Jackie Schindler :;:L-
Sent: Wednesday, September 03,200310:59 AM 
To: CCA - Orders I Notices; Beth Keating; Felicia Banks; Patty Christensen; Lee Fordham; 

Andrea Cowart -
Subject: Order I Notice Submitted 

Date and Time: 9/3/03 10:55:00 AM 
Docket Number: 030867. 868 & 869-tl 
Filename I Path: See below 

The following three Orders Acknowledging Intervention have been moved to GC Orders for issuance today: 

030867 -030868-030869\867opc.ord 
\868opc.ord 

'fr \8690pc.ord 

Thanks! 

js 

\ 

1 

._--------------­



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Beth Keating - 
Thursday, September 04,2003 537  PM 
Hong Wang 
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 Christensen 
Subject: FW: 030868 , 

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 

Y e s .  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 

Fax 577-3311 
577-9090 

. 

1 

---. . 



State of Florida ORIGINAL 

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

DATE: September 9,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

Commission Clerk and A trative Services 
c -. 

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

Attachment 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



THE FLORIDA SENATE 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 100 

SENATOR JIM SEBESTA 
Majority Whip 

16th District 

St. Petersburg Tampa Pinellas Park 
Clearwater Oldsmar Safety Harbor 

Children and Families 
Education 

E 
Home Defense, Public Security, and Ports 
Regulated Industries 
ADDroDriations - Subcommittee on Transaortation ksEp 0 4 2003 

- -r-  - - 
. - ‘and Economic OeveloDment 

~ m(rJS:O!l 
r-lzridz pub\lc Service ‘On SELECTCOMMTTTEE: ’ 

Automobile Insuran&PlP Reform and Constitutional c H A! 4 M fib! ’ 
Amendment Implementation 

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 you 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. As 
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 

Good luck! 

just that. 

JS/cne 
cc:  PSC Members 

REPLY TO: 
0 9887 4th St. N, Suite 319, St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 (727) 563-0377; Hillsborough County (813) 221-eO44 
0 322 Senate Office Building, 404 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 100 (850) 487-5075 

Senate‘s Website: http:/w.flsenate.gv 

JAMES E. “JIM” KING, JR. 
President 

ALEX D I M  de la PORTILLA 
President Pro Tempore 



EVEREST CONNECTIONS @loo2 09/05/2003 14:46 FAX 6366255855 

September 5,2003 **Via FACSIMILE** 

Bureau of Records 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 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 

Below is the contact information for the Company: 

John D. Feehan 
Knology, Inc. 
1241 O.G. Skinner Drive 
West Point, GA 3 1833 

Phone: 636-625-573 1 
Fax: 63 6-625-5 766 
Email: j olm. k h a n  @gl ai. corn 

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) 625-573 1. 

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



0 9 / 0 5 / 2 0 0 3  1 4 : 4 6  FAX 6 3 6 6 2 5 5 8 5 5  EVEREST CONNECTIONS 

Date: 

To: 

Fax: 

@ l o o 1  

5555 Winghaven Blvd 
O'Fallon, MO 63366 ; ,- 
Phone: 636-625-5200 g 
Fax: 636-625-57&$ -TI n,.. I 

t-5: cn m -- mu; XE 2 
E r  -. 
6- 

6 
N 

SeDtember 5,2003 # of pages: 2 (including cover) 

Bureau of Records - FL PSC From: John D. Feehan 
Director - Corporate Development 

850-413-71 18 (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. I f  you have 
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by telephone and return the message 
to us a t  the above address via the United States Postal Service. 



ORIGIN. ,L 
State of Florida 

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

0 w C?7 
DATE: September 10,2003 mz - ./= 

r: TO: Blanco Bayo, Director L& - '1 

33w p c.2 
Commission Clerk an 3;E P= 2 ,  

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 
CQM 
CTR 
EGR 
GCL 
ope 
MMS 
SEC 
O f H  



Ruth Nettles ************ Official Filing 

Ruth Nettles 

To: Nekey Garcia 
Cc : 
Subject: 

Beth Keating; Patty Christensen ; Felicia Banks; Ruth McHargue 
FW: Other 

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

-----Original Message-- - --
From: contact@psc . state . f1 . us [mailto : contact@psc . state . f1 . usj 
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 : clniehus@aol . com 

Comments : 

9/23/2003 8:33 AM 

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 lon g 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 viol ating rules about imp l ementing the increase . 

Please stop this outright money grab by the phone compa n y . 

Yes , I wish to be contacted 

For PSC Webmaster Use On ly : 
Mozi11a/4 . 0 (compatible ; MSI E 6 . 0 ; Wi ndows NT 5 . 1 ; FunWe b Products ; . NET CLR 1 . 0 . 3705) 
http : //www. psc . state . fl . us/con tact/contactform.cfm 
www . psc . state . fl . us 

1 



Ruth Nettles ************ Official Filing 9/16/2003 9:40 AM 

Ruth Nettles 

To: Nekey Garcia 

Cc: 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 


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@juno.com 

1 

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


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

Ruth Nettles 

To : Nekey Garcia 
Cc: Felicia Banks; Ruth McHargue 
Subject: FW: General CommentiQuestion 

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 Legislaturei 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. 	 Ramire z 

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 

1 

http:www.floridapsc.com
mailto:mailto:contact@psc.state
mailto:contact@psc.state.fl
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August 28,2003 

The Honorable Lila Jaber, Chair 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

THE FLORIDA SENATE 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 100 

SENATOR MIKE FASANO 
11 th District 

COMMllTEES: 
Military and Veterans’ Affairs, Base Protection, 

and Soacemrts. Chair 
Appropriations - S’ubcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Criminal Justice 
Ethics and Elections 
Governmental Oversight and Productivity 
Health, Aging, and Long-TennCare 

F!orida Public Service Commission 
CHAIRMAN JA5ER 

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 this bill precisely because I 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 T 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: 
~7 821 7 Massachusetts Avenue, New Pori Richey, Florida 34653-31 1 1 (727) 848-5885 
L: 310 Senate Office Building, 404 South Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 100 (850) 487-5062 

Senate’s Website: w.flsenate.gov 

JAMES E. “JIM” KING, JR. 
President 

ALEX DlAZ DE LA PORTILLA 
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. 

State Senator, District 11 

Cc: Honored Members of the Florida Public Service Commission 



THE FLORIDA SENATE 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 100 

COMMITTEES : 
Ethics and Elections 

Chair 
Appropriations - Subcommittee on Education 
Communication and Public Utilities 
Education 
Governmental Oversight and Productivity 
Natural Resources 
Rules and Calendar 

SELECT CQMMITTEE: 
Constitutional Amendment Implementation 

SENATOR ANNA P. COWIN 
20th District 

September 5,2003 

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

, _ , . - a  Public Service im;,il~.~,,,n 

CHAIRMAN i P S F R 

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 stare, and then weigh that iestiniony 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 (l), "the commission shall consider 
whether granting the petition will: . 

REPLY TO 
3 716 West Magnolia Street Leesburg. Florida 34748 (352) 315-9335 
- 1155 CR 4139, Bldg 4 Suite 130, DeLand Florida 32724 (386) 228-1 112 
Z 416 Senate Office Building, 404 South Monroe Street Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 100 (850) 487-5014 

Senate's Website: www. f/senate.gov 

JAMES E. "JIM" KING, JR. 
President 

ALEX DlAZ DE LA PORTILLA 
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 Iimited 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, A 

C / A n n a  P. cowir, 
Senator, District 20 

APC/j ak 

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 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 

Subject: 

091 203prl.wpd 

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 Bradley; 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 a t t ached  p r e - r e l e a s e  w a s  s en t  t o  t h e  F lo r ida  d a i l y  newspapers this morning, 
9 / 1 2 / 0 3 .  

1 



State of Florida 

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

ITEMS OF INTEREST AT UPCOMING AGENDACONFERENCE 
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 I N  
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 I N  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 I N  A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER 
THROUGH DECREASES I N  INTRASTATE SWITCHED ACCESS CHARGES WITH OFFSElTING 
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 I N  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. 

# # #  

Website - http://www.floridapsc.com 
Kevin Bloom, Director, Office of Public Information 

Additional Press Contacts: Thelma Crump; Tarik Noriega 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
LILA A. JABER. CMRMAN 

BRAULJO L. BAEZ 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
J .  TERRY DEASON 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

September 15,2003 

Ms. Rosalie Cobb 
Broward County Governmental Center 
1 15 S .  Andrews Avenue 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301 

Re: Docket No 
rebalancing ra 
charges with offsetting rate adjustments for basic services, by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
(Rate Rebalancing). 

- Petition for implementation of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, by 
nue-neutral manner through decreases in intrastate switched accds 

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:OO p.m. The hearing should end by 10:OO 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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

A n  Affirmative Ar t ionaqua1  Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http://H.H'~~.noridapsc.rom Internet E-mail: conlart@psr.state.fl.us 



State of Florida 

September 23,2003 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd., Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

e-mail: smoses@psc.stste.fl.us 
Telephone: (850) 413-6728 Fax: (850) 413-6729 

Ms. Rosalie Cobb 
Broward County Governmental Center 
115 S. Andrews Avenue 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301 

Re: FPSC’s 1 OW03 reservation of Commission Chambers 

Rosalie, 

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

Sorry for the inconvenience. 

Sandy Moses 



---:,,--~--,-,-,,,,,-__ 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 
ADMrNlSTRA TIVE SERVICES 1. TERRY DEASON 
BLANCAS. BAYO 

BRAULIO 1. BAEZ 
DIRECTOR

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
(850) 413-6770 (CLERK) 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN) 

JIuhlir~£r&ir£ QIommission 

TO: 

FROM: 
\\ 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

DATE: Cj 1/21 C~J 
\, 

___\_._~__'\_'_,\_,_I_'-t{...,\,--___, Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Service~J 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

-

This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

----,-,-_ or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning _______ 

___I·_i~\.....\ ---:'\.....:...1\~_\)_~~').::....:::~_-_\_________" and 

filed on behalf of__"---,-,=..J--,---,\:......:\...;::::::..\---,-,~---'---\_.~_____________,. 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 01103) 

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

An Aftinnative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: bttp:llwww.norldapsc.colU Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.ft.us 


mailto:contact@psc.state.ft.us


STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES J. TERRY DEASON 
BLANCA S. BAYO

BRAULIO L. BAEZ 
DIRECTOR

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
(850) 413-6770 (CLERK) 

CHARLESM. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN) 

JIuhlir~:er&ir:e Olnmmizzinn 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

DATE: C] /(" ('3 

TO: 

FROM: 	 _..;..1_,_t....;1k~l...J).:.J!l4~______----', Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administra~ Services 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

QClOd./-()3 
This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No, 

J.,.....:;~'-~-l>--'----=-- or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning _______ 

~\~~'~d~\+(~{~f~I~~)~I~~~t---~r~t~(~r~~II~I·~t~--H~J~L-·.-'~1~)--)C~·-I)--~-'-.'-3~,~·7~r~I~,~i{~·)~1~I_r+l~,and 

filed on behalf of __/P_2,--"'--'-_I,--I=t_···..:..J_~_i_}_J_/_t'v----'-;I-,,-,~(,--,,[+1';:::..,)________, The 
I 

J 
document will be maintained in locked storage. 

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

PSCfCCAO 19-C (Rev 0] 103) 

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

An Aftlnnative ActionlEquaJ Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: http://\lww.t1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.o.us 


mailto:contact@psc.state.o.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK &LILA A. JABER, CHAIR.V1AN 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

1. TERRY DEASON 
BLANCA S. BAYO 

BRAUL!O 1. BAEZ 
DIRECTOR 

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY (850) 413-6770 (CLERK) 
CHA.RLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN) 

JIuhlir~~rhir~ QInmmissinn 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

DATE: C1. '2'%· C0 

TO: 


, Division of the Commission Clerk andFROM: "_-"_"-..!..r_r!-·..z.:··......"".:....r...!..l.:....t~_______ 

Services 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

OCiOg I ~ OJ 
This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

C~"-9.=:.:,c..=):...c'r_)~G,,,,-(_C\...:....-_IL.:....I.:....-._·__ or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning ______ 

_1)~r_S~r~~r_r_Jt_~_'_:_C_!h~i~~~t~;\~I~~~t~1~"~t__L~f~J_tll~._I_lt_'~II_~-=~~1(_11~p~:c~[~i._rl_:)___,and 

filed on behalf of +::;,,- WGd I, / i' I0 ~f . The 

document will be maintained in locked storage. 

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

PSC/CCAO 19-C (Rev 01/03) 

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

An Affirmative ActionJEqual Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: htlp://www.ftoridllpsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.tl.us 


mailto:contact@psc.state.tl.us
http:htlp://www.ftoridllpsc.com
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 

1. TERRY DEASON 
BLANCAS.BAYO

BRAULIO L. BAEZ 
DIRECTOR

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
(850) 413·6770 (CLERK)

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413·6330 (ADMIN) 

'uhlic~£rhic£ QInmmissinn 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

DATE: 

TO: \). \ \ \ 

FROM: _-_'__I_\-,\.___~______,Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Services 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

..::,....-=--=-_..:.:.-_1. 

OCJ~g/-()3 
This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

( - '\ 
, \ I 
__~I__ or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning _______ 

_ \.:c...:' __'\~~\_"_~."...::...\\~\~..::::.:\:....:..' \~.,--' \...:..\\)oL---\)-l,-\---"\-L-)h_f')~~,---~~·~",,-\_1________, and 

filed on behalf Of_\_~_\_·~;;;.;\~_\...),;r):.-·------------------,. 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 01103) 

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

An Affinnative Action/EquaI Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: bttp:/""ww.t1oridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.R.us 


mailto:contact@psc.state.R.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 

DIVISION OF THE CoMMISSION CLERK &; 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

LILA A..JABER. CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 

. BLANCA S. BAYO
BRAULIO L. BAEZ 

DIRECTOR
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

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

,uhlir~.er&ir.e <llommizzinn 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

DATE: ?j3t)~3 
TO: 1I~13JI$d;ti 
FROM: If: ~ ,Division of the Commission Clerk and 

Administrative Services 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

09l11'1-03 
This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

6 '30 8fQY ...'I'L or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning ___-:.__ 

----=:.3--=C~()__'__s_---'~~.,..../'"'L-'-~~--"l:_--I-t_1f..--<-&.-...;:tJ"---'-'AJ;....;;;..a-.tf~/___,and". 

filed on behalf of_-'~""""-'J.l:,L..?;:;.;;...;=-~...,...;;~..;;;..;;...__________________,. The. 

document will be maintained in locked storage. 

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

PSC/CCA019-C (Rev 01103) 

CMITAL CiRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

An Affinnadve ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: Itlfp:/m,,,,,...norlda)'lSc.coJU Intemet E-mail: contact@psc.state.ft.us 


mailto:contact@psc.state.ft.us


STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 

DIVISION OF THE CoMMISSION CLERK &:LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICI!S 

1. TERRY DEASON 
BLANCA S. BAYO

BRAUUO L. BAEZ 
DIRECTOR

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY (8S0) 413-6770 (CLSRK) 
CHARLESM. DAVIDSON (8S0) 413-6330 (ADMIN) 

,uhlir~£r&ic£ <!lommission 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

DATE: t( /30 t 3 

TO: WJHlrE /36.4 £~ 
7 

FROM: /Id. 5t1Woc-es ,Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Senrices 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

09L//2-03 
This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

() 3c>??6 9 -7i or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning _,....-:-_---.;.. __ 

~b1ts)-.c:IRtM~7~'5@~---<I~!:..LI.lI::e"':::;;...::c.-:::...Lr_:7#~;....;..~...::-~.:..;;.~~fI)-=-¥-''&....:::.L.I6=III...lI{;.~//,..;..;::.d--'W'---__'· ____~, and 

filed on behalf Of __ __ The.~=,_(...::;~~=C.)...£rtt~,--_______________-.:. 

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 01103) 

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

An Aftinnati¥e Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: btlp:II\"',\IW.fiorida))!!S.cOIII Internet E-maJJ: contact@pse.state.ft.us 


mailto:contact@pse.state.ft.us
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

Ms. Denise Mealor 
Duval County School Board 
170 1 Prudential Drive 
Jacksonville, FL 32207-8 182 

OB63-3WL - 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. Mealor: 

This will confirm the Florida Public Service Commission's reservation of the Duval County School 
Board's lSt 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 1O:OO 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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

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



STATE RISK MANAGEMENT 

TRUST FUND 

CERTIFICATE OF COVERAGE 

Policy Number: GL-03-2700 GENERALLIABILITY 

Name Insured: PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

General Liability Coverage provided pursuant to Chapter 284, Part II, Section 768.28, Florida 
Statutes, and any rules promulgated thereunder. 

Coverage Limits: 

General Liability: . S l Q L - e a c h  person 

S2CII).Cll)O.nL.each occurrence 

Inception Date: 7/1/03 

Expiration Date: 71 1 /04 

xw 
Chief Financial Of e 

D14-863 
(REV. 3/01) 



Sep 10 03 12: 13p 
Facilities Support Serv 9043902499 P - 2  

General 
REVISED 

Store room 
1 /1 /84  

THE DWAL CO.IJHTY SCHOOL BOARD 
AUTHORIZATION AND INVOICE FOR BUILDING UTTLIZATION 

Request for Authorization 

m: - CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 3001 (School Name & Number) 
FROM: ~ 1 8 a j D a  2 s L  IC CrRrrc B k M m ~ s ~ i o n )  (FPSC) (Group requesting faci l i ty)  

ZS'b S A ~ A R  D n 4 e  (Group's mailing address) 
c 

7 z u Q M S S  E€ ,  H- 
This fs to request use of the (facility to be used, f.e., 
gym, auditorium, etc.) on WFDNWAY (day of week, EX.: Monday), the 1ST date) 
day of 
and 10: OOP .M.%. 
ledges the following School Board Policy, Section 3-4, (5): 

(month), 19 2003 , between the hour-: s 0 P * M =  
I understand that by signing this request, our organization acknow- 

"Any i n d i v h 2  or group granted peMlission $o utiZi2e schooZ buildings or 
graozds who destroys m damages schoot proper% and/or who faiZs t o  leave 
the prstrises i n  a state of cteanZiness consistent w i t h  conditions at the 
i n i t i u t im  of the meetingievent, shZZ make h e d i u t e  restitution undep 
penaZty of being dmied further use of schooZ buildings or gr~mds.'~ 

The F P S  C (name of group) specifically releases, discharges, and 

responsibi ity or damages whatsoever f o r  any death or injury and other actions arising 
out of or in any way pertaining t o  the use and occupancy of the premises requested by 

ess the Duval County School Board, a body corporate, of and from any and all 

(name of group) pursuant to this agreement. FPS c 

APPROVED : i r  
Signature of Principal Date 

School Board Employee on Duty Approval Ofticer-School Board Administration 

Date of Invoice 

(Group's mailing address)  
To: (Group requesting facility) 

FROM: (School name and Number) 
Assignment 0-f School Board staff: 

A. Employee(s) designated 

3. Rate of Charge: 
(Name S t i t l e )  

= $  
hours @ $ = $  

= $  
= $  

Custodian I & 11 $ per hour hours @ $ 
Custodian I11 61 IV $ 
Other $ per hour hours @ $ 

Cafeteria Manager $ per hour hours @ $ 

per hour 

TOTAL AMOUNT INVOICED......... ... $ 
Payment is due in the Principal's Office NOT LATER THAN 3 WORKING DAYS after date of t h i s  
invoice. 

Principal's signature 
Reference: School Board Policy 3-4 - Use of School Property 

1 - Original to  group using fac i l i ry  
2 - Principal 
3 - Approval Officer-School Board 
DISTRIBUTION OF COPIES: 

4 - School Board, Comptroller's Office 
w i t h  check payable to "The Duval 
County School Board" 

Admini st ra t ion  5 - M g n * J o n -  r C  e..--- * e  - - 



PUBLIC SERVICE COM 

t 

JACKSONVILLE FL 32207-8182 

Vendor (Not Transferable) 

DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD 

DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD 

1701 PRUDENTIAL D W E  

ATTN TREASURY, 4TH FLOOR 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD 
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-0850 I 

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

Purchase Order # 

S6100015321 

Issue Date Terms FOB 
SEPTEMBER 29,2003 DESTINATION 

I Ship To: 

Freight 
FRT INCLUDED IN PRICE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
190 GUNTER BLDG 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD 
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-0850 

P.O. 
Line 

Invoice To: 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
FISCAL SERVICES. RM 125 GUNTER 

Quantity Unit Extended 
Commodity Code /Description And unit Price Total 

I I F596000589001 I A I  I 
I 1 

ATTN: CAROLHARRELL 
TEL: (904) 858-6103 

STATE SALES TAX EXEMPT 

1 991 380 000 0000 
SECURITY FOR CUSTOMER SERVICE HEARING 
TO BE HELD IN JACKSONVILLE ON 
OCTOBER 1, 2003 IN DOCKETS NOS. 
030867-TL, 030868-TL, AND 030869-TL. 
NOTE: 3 HOURS MINIMUM Q $17.50/HOUR 
DIVISION: CCA/GSS 

DELIVeR ON OR BEFORE: 10/01/2003 
PURCHASE CODE: Q DISCRETIONARY PURCHASE 

1 
EACH 

$52.500 
0.000% DISC TAKEN 

TOTAL 

$52.50 

$52.50 

I EO I VR I OBJECT I ENCUMBRANCE I AMOUNT 1 PIA NAME I 
MARIAN B ELLIS 
850-413-6291 

ORG. CODE ’ 61 10 04 07 001 05 01 132203 $0.00 

R E C E ~ E D  BY b 

AS A G E N ~ ~ O R  ABOVE NAMED GOVERNMENT ENTITY 
RECEIVING- 

- DATE RECEIVED 



Sep Zt i  U 3  10:lSa D U V f l L  CO SCHOOL POLICE 9048586122 

John C. Fryer. Jr. 
Supetlnmndenl of School6 

MISSION 

The Duval County PuMk 
Schod system 
is committed fo 

providing h@h qvdily 
educational oppotiuniiies 

that will inspire all studenfs 
to a q u h  and us8 

the knowledge and skills 
neodsd to soaxed 

in a culturally dverse 
and teabnologicEItly 
sophisticated world. 
--Adcpted Febrwy3. iopB 

Duval County Public Schools - 
September 26,2003 

TO: FISCAL SERVICES SECTION 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

INVOICE FOR SERVICES 

DATE: October 1, 2003 

TIME: 7:OO p.m. - 1O:OO p.m. 

LOCATION: Duval County School 1’‘ Floor Board Room 

SUBJECT: 
Hearing 

Florida Public Service Commission Customer Service 

Officer William Ryan, SS# 324-28-7837, will provide services at 
S17.50hour for minimum of3  hours. 

Please call 904-858-61 03 if you need additional information. Thank you 
for your assistance. 

‘cab 

1701 Prudential Drive Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8182 (904) 390-2008 
World Wide Web: http://www.educationcentraI.org TDDz(904) 390-2898 



89/24/2883 12: 51 

SPECIAL DETAIL mQUEST FORM 

Tracking Number 

LOCATION OF SPECIAL DETAIL 

EVENTTYPE 
U 

DEPUTY’S RESPONSIBILITY 

ALCOHOL YES &) 

DATES NEEDED HOURS NEEDED 

/2:30 - Y : 9 p  * 
NO. OF DEPUTIES 

oab 

OTHER COMMENTS 

APPROVED BY DATE 
(MCSO ID #) 

MCSO Form #PAT-1 13 



b 
’A- 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS : 

J. TERRY DEASON 
~ R A U U O  L. B w  
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAMDSON 

LILA A. Jmnr, CHAIRMAN CAPITAL CIRCLE m c E  CENTER 
2540 SHuMARD OAKBOWARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

September 15,2003 

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:OO p.m., but Commission staffwill need access to the room by5:OO. 
The hearing should end by 10:OO p.m., and we expect approximately 100 - I SO 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). 

3 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. 

S i n c y p ,  

Sandy M& 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

An Aflirmativc ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC We bsite: hnp:/hr.ww.floridamr.com Internet E-mail:ront~ct~psc.statc.fl.us 



PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE 
FACILITY USE FORM 

Date SeDtember 12.2003 

PJC SponSorlEmployee Phone 

Organization Florida Public Senice Commission 

Daws- 12.7f-m Tirne(s) 

Purpose of Request 
ContactPerson Phone <QsW ~ 7 3 1 1  F A Y  W Q A U  4'm 

Address 2540 Sbumard Oak Blvd. 

Position &Department 

Al-eaorROU?D- # 0fPeOple ll-n+ 

5 . n r ) p .  - '  lOQQnm 

Ri- o n 0  
. .  

Tallahassee. FL 32399 
Charges (See policy for appropriate charger) 

Facility's Rent s 

of w e )  and (61 mcs (2 at each table on stae el  

Equipment 
Podjum/Mic fDodjF down on floor at h t  s s 

PersonneYSem'ces (Must attach approprisk request form.) 
Set udSreakdownflJIaintenance 
custodial 
PJC PoIidSecm'tv 

TeChniCian 
Teleconference 0" tor 
Lifeeuard 
Buildine Monitor 

Total Facility Charger 

s s s 
s s 
s s s s 

S NC 

Insurance Charges (Must attach Liability Coverage Form.) 
Grand Total (MUST BE PAID BY 4 so 

s COI 

ALL PHYSICAL ARRANGEMENTS (SET UP OF TABLES, CHAIRS, STAGE, HEATING, AIR 
CONDITIONING, EQUIPMENT, ETC. MUST BE REQUESTED AT LEAST TWO WEEKS BEFORE THE 

LOCATION. SMOKING IS PROHIBITED IN PJC BUILDINGS. ALCOHOLIC BEYERAGES ARE 
PROHIBITED ON CAMPUS. SALE OF PRODUCTS ON CAMPUS Is NOT ALLOWED UNLESS 
EVENT. FURNTTURE MOVED BY T€k ORGANIZATION MUST BE RETURh'ED TO ffs ORIGMAL 

PREAPPROVAL BY THE PJC DlSTRlCT BOARD OF TRUSTEES. 

1 AGREE TO THE ABOVE CHARGES AND 
CONDITIONS AND ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS 

I, AS THE PJC SPONSOR, AGREE TO BE 
PRESENT FOR THE ENTlRE EVENT OR 
PROVIDE THE NAMES OF THOSE WHO WlLL 
BE PRESENT AND RESPOIVSI[BLE DURING MY 
ABSENCE. 

Signature ofPJCSj" 

APPROVED BY: 

empw Provost or Deslgnee 
Custodial Supenisor, Department, lusti@onal 
, Blanche BosweU, Ca" Can, G e g  Smpson, Lori Hahn, 

(Revised. 01197) 



+ m. 
IUlii! PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE Pensacola Campus 
w ! ! !  Vocational Education 850-484-1 764 

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. 
b. 

C. Tables should be skirted 

Podium with mic on floor level at fiont of stage 
(6) tables set on stage with side tables angled for better view from the 

audience 

You also asked about a tape recorder being plugged into the mic. Our AV staffperson is 
out of the ofice 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 
Senior Administrative Secretary 

Enclosure 

Pensarola Campus loo0 College Boulevard Pensacola, Florida 32504-8998 m 850.4&4-1000 

Warrington Campus W 5555 West Highway 38 Pensamla, Florida 32507-1097 I 850-484-2200 
Milton Campus 5988 Highway 90 Milton, Fhrida 32533-1793 B 850-484-4400 



From: Denise Karnes 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, September 16,2003 12:lO PM 
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; Thelma Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington 
PSC Announces Public Hearings to Gather Information Regarding Phone Industry, Serving 
Florida 

Subject: 

091603rlsdate 
s.wpd 

The a t t a c h e d  news r e l e a s e  w a s  s e n t  t o  t h e  d a i l y  newspapers t h i s  morning, 
9/16/03. 
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State of Florida 

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 
Infiastructure 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 J. Amel Conference Center 

1 '' Floor Board Room 

1701 Prudential Drive 
Jacksonville, Florida 
6:30 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
400 S. Orange Avenue 
Orlando, Florida 
6:30 p.m. 

10/8/03 - Broward County Governmental 10/9/03 - Charlotte County 10/13/03 

Center Commission Chambers 
Commission Chambers - Rm. 422 

1 15 S. Andrews Avenue 

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 6:30 p.m. 
6:30 p.m. 

18500 Murdock Circle 

Port Charlotte, Florida 

26h Floor 
Hillsborough County Center 

601 E. Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa, Florida 
1 :00 p.m. 

- Hagler Auditorium (Room 252) 

Pensacola Jr. College 
1000 College Blvd. 

Pensacola, Florida 
6:OO p.m. (Central Time) 

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 - proposing to rebalance their local telephone rates and switched access rates as a 
result of the new Act, which was just enacted in May 2003. 

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. 

Also, in today's vote, the Commission required Verizon, Sprint and BellSouth to place quarter page advertisements in the 

# # #  

Website - httD:/hYww.floridaDsc.com 
Kevin Bloom, Director, Office of Public Information 

Additional Press Contacts: Thelma Crump; Tarik Noriega 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kay Flynn 
Wednesday, September 17, 2003 7:30 AM 
Beth Keating; Jackie Schindler 
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. 

----- 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? 
> 
>-----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; 
>MA". RICK 
>Cc: Mark Cooper; Lyn Bodiford; Mike Twomey 
>Subject: Requested change in overnight address and confidentiality agreement 
> 
> 
>Ladies and Gentlemen, 
> 
>I'd request that each of you substitute Dr. Mark Cooper, AARP'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 

1 



>confidentiality agreements be forward to Dr. Cooper (you i wish 
>to copy him on the email) S L  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 
> 
>markcooper@aol.com 
>tel 301-384-2204 
>fax 301-236-0519 
> 
> 
> 
> 

2 



State of Florida 
, I 
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DATE: September 18,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

LLLKn 

Commission Clerk 

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 e_ 
CTR __ 
ECR ___ 
GCL I__ 

OPC ___ 



STATE o 
T r r  A A T A R C R  CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 

F FLORIDA 
Y A Y -  1 .. .,I L Y Y I .  

P r r  A i n n 8  A xi 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevwd 

September 18,2003 

L m I N V I t L J Y  

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6044 

The Honorable Natacha Seijas 
Miami-Dade County Commission 
Stephen P. Clark Center 
11 1 NW First Street 
Miami, FL 33128-1963 

Dear Commissioner Seij as: 

I am in receipt of your fax enclasing 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 1 6'h 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. 

Chairmanw 

cc: PSC Commissioners 
Miami-Dade County Commissioners 

An Affirmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: ht . t~: / i , \ :~'~~.t l tr idupsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

LILA A. JABER 
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 33 186 

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. 

I 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. 

cc: Governor Jeb Bush The Honorable Jeff Atwater 
The Honorable Ray Sansom 
The Honorable Rene Garcia 
Charlie Beck, Interim Public Counsel 
Miami-Dade County Board of Commissioners 

PSC Commissioners 
The Honorable Johnnie Byrd 
The Honorable Alex Diaz de la Portilla 
The Honorable Manuel Prieguez 
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation 

An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h rtp:A w\v. R o r i d r ~ s r . c o r i i  Internet E-mail: contact@psc.stnte.f.us 



.Distri$i Office: 

Mia:ni, FL 33186 

(305) 273-3290 (fax) 

Tallahassee Office: 
303 House Office Building 
402 south Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 
(850) 488-9550 

*, 13550 SW 88" Street, Suite 150 

(3Fi5) 273-3288 

Legislative Committees: 

Education Appropriations 
Joint Legislative Auditing Committee 

Public Safety & Crime Prevention 
Corrections 

Business Regulation 
Trades, Professions & Regulated Business 

Florida House of Representatives 
Representative Juan C. Zapata 

District 119 

September 17,2003 

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

Dear Chairwoman Jaber, 

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 staffs 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 M i d - D a d e  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 concemed 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 afler 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. I look forward to working with you in the future. 

Best regards, 

Juan C. Zapata 
State Representative 
House District 1 19 

Email: zapata.juan@myflorida house.com 



$Dist&t Office: 

Miami, FL 33186 
(305) 273-3288 
(305) 273-3290 (fax) 

Tallahassee Office: 
303 House Office Building 
402 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

e13550 .. SW 88th Street, Suite 150 

(850) 488-9550 

Legislative Committees: 

Education Appropriations 
Joint Legislative Auditing Committee 

Public Safety & Crime Prevention 
Corrections 

Business Regulation 
Trades, Professions & Regulated Business 

Florida House of Representatives 
Representative Juan C. Zapata 

District 119 

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

Email: zapata.juan@my floridahouse.com 



State of Florida 

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

DATE: September 23,2003 

FROM: Kay Posey, Commissioner Davidson’s Office 
RE: 

TO: Blanca Bayo, Director, Commission Clerk an Services 

Docket Nos. 030867-TLY 030868-TL, 

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

Thank you. 

Attachment 

\ 

, -  
L’- 



LILA A. JABER 
CHAIRMAN 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 4 13-6044 

September 23,2003 

The Honorable Marcel0 Llorente 
Florida House of Representatives 
13701 SW 88" Street 
Suite 201 
Miami, FL 33 186 

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. 

cc: PSC Commissioners 
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation 

An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h t t 1 t : i h  n w.1loridupsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.strte.fl.us 



SUBCOMMITTEES C O R R E C T I O ~ S  Florida House of Repr 
TRANSPORT.ITION & 

Ecoso+rrc DEVELOPMEST 

VICE-CHAIR: 

.APPROPRIATIONS 

IXSURANCE REGGLATION 

ntatii 
Rep res en t a tive Marcel0 Llore n t e 

l l 6 T H  District 

September 17, 2003 

REPLY TO: 
a 13701 S.W. 88TH STREET 

SUITE 201 
MIAMI, FL 33186 

FAX (305) 273-3202 

0 2 1 4  HOUSE OFFICE BUILDISG 
402 SOUTH MONROE STREET 

(305) 273-3200 

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399 
(850) 488-5047 

Honorable Lila Jaber 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 99 

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 respel;ifiliJ submii that holding a public hearing within tine iargest ana 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, 

c 

Marcel0 Llorente 
State Representative 
District 116 

CC: Members of the Public Service Commission 
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation 



State of Florida 

DATE: September 23,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Dir 

FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chai 
RE: Docket Nos. 0308 -TL, 030869-TL 

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

Commission Cle rative Services 
I/ 

v 

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 

CTR - 
ECX I- 
GCL - 
OPC - 



1,ila A. Jaber. Chairman 
Florida P:iblic Sen ice Commission 
2540 S h u n "  Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 23 2 99-0 8 5 0 
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Re: Public Hearings and Motions to Dismiss in Dockets 030867. 030868 an 

Dear Chairman Jaber: 

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

AAKP appreciates the seven public hearings announced last ruesdaq and tlie additional 
three scheduled the end of last Meek. While those ten are welcome. they are still not adequate to 
- crii e substantiallj more telephone customers the opportunity of protcsting the huge rate increases 
sought. as well as testifjing to the lack of demonstrable benefits to flow to them by the 
Commission granting these increases. AAKP still supports Public Counsel's requested total of 
14 hearings and belie\ es recent events should provide you with more time to schedule the 
remaining hearings. 

AiUY todaq filed a motion joining Public Counsel's motions to dismiss all three 
petitions because the). fail to compli with the most fuiidainental requirement of the lau.  namelj 
that parit) be reached "oi'er 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 j List 12 months later on January 1 2005 are less than 2 years and, thus, 
violate [he lau . AARP also fidly agrees with your s taffs  September 18. 2003 recommendation 
that i o u  shodd 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." 

c 

AARP is hopeful you M ill follo~v your staff recommendation and grant Public Counsel's motions 
to dismiss ivith 1eai.e to amend and restart the 90-day statutory clock. 

LVhile l e ~ a 1 1 ~  the correct action to take, granting the motions to dismiss and resetting tlie 
clock Iiill also alloiL more lime for a myriad of critical activities. not the least of which is the 



liolciiiig of the additional ~ L - J C  hearings. The number and timing 01 Lne single hearing in tlie 
Tampa Bay area illustrates thc larger problcni. 

- _  1 he Tampa Ray area. as represented by the Tampa - St. F'etersbury - Clearwater 
Metropolitan Statistical Area has in excess of 2.5 million residents. I t  ilra~:s people from the 
four-county area of Iiernando. Hillsborough. Pasco and Pinellas Coumtics and is the 2 1 jt largest 
population center in the nation. For this area the Coinmission has scheduled a single hearing in 
Tampa on October 3 and at 1 :00 p.m. %-bile this area might look compact on a map. the 
distances froni Clearwater and S t. Petersburg to Tampa are substantial and commute times are 
very lengthy, especially at rush hour. 

AARP o d d  urge the Coinmission to reschedule the Tampa hearing until a reasonable - 
time after the close of business (at 6 or 6:;O 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. 

Lastl!.. AARP \kould note that the Commission's o\\n \\,ebsite includes a -'press release" 
that giLes the public hearing locations. dates and times. but that fails to inform coiisuiners of the 
le\ el of rate increases sought. which amounts are 1;nown to tlie perm). This release fails to 
inform consumers of the detriments the) face and AARP \~ould  urge the Commission to modify 
its press releases and subsequent notices to include the le\ el of monthlj rate increases being 
soughl. Commission staff. at the urging of AARP. recentll. required that the companies include 
the le\ el of increases being sought in their quarter-page neuspaper ads. The text of the 
newspaper ads. which AARP recomniends be used in Commission notices and future press 
releases. iiicluding those no\a residing on 4 our home page. is on the attached page. 

AARP looks forward to addressing the Commission nest Tuesda: and will appreciate the 
scheduling of additional public hearings. 

cc: Coiniiiissioiiers 
Tampa Bay Area Legislators 
Parties of record 



NOTICE OF PUBLlC HE.4RING 

COMPANY NAME 

V E R1 Z 0 N 

SPRINT 

BELLSOUTH 

The Florida Public Sen  ice Conmission will  conduct a public hearing to receive customer 
testiinonc r eg"hg  the petitions Gled by Verizon. Sprint. and BellSouth pursuant to section 
264.104. f lorida Statutes. referred to as the Tele-Competition Innovation and Infrastructure 
Eiiiianccmznt Act. -411 customers of these companies are iiil ited to attend the hearing at the 
foIloL\ing time and location: 

TOTAL PROPOSED 2-YEAR 
RESIDENTIAL BASIC LOCAL YEAR SINGLE-LINE 

TOTAL PROPOSED 2- 

SERVICE INCREASE BUSIKESS Ilc'CREASE 
$4.6 1 per month 

$6.S6 per month (est.) 

range from $1.65 to $7.53 per 
month 
range from $4.04 to $10.55 
per month 

range from 5.52 to $4.45 per $3.50 or $3.86 per month, depending 
upon approval of caIcuIatioii month 

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 con1panies' networks. 
Consistent with State la&,, the reduction to !ong-distance providers will result in a reduction of 
in-state. long-distance charges to residence and business customers. including the elimination of 
up to 5 i .99 per month for %-state connection charges" on most customers' bills by July 1. 
2006. The companies propose to implement these changes in two iiistallnients 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 ( I )  remove current support for basic local service to create a more attractive 
conipetitiL e local exchange market for the benefit of the companies' residential customers in 
Florida: (2) induce enlianced 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 Ordcr on these petitions 
bj7 November 25, 2003. 

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

BeilSouth proposes to protect Lifeline participants froin increases for four years, Sprint for three 
years. and Verizoii for two years. 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
LILA A. JAEIER, CHAIRMAN CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE C W R  
J. TERRY DEASON 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 
BRAULJO L. BAU TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

September 23,2003 

Ms. Diana Delvecchio 
Sarasota County Administration Center 
1660 Ringling Boulevard 
Sarasota, FL 34236 

,- c 
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Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and@30869~'XL +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 c o n f m  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:OO a.m., but Commission staff will need access to 
the room by 9:00 a.m. The hearing should end by 2:OO 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. 

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

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

- - I  
I :  

An Afirmative ActionEqual OpportuniIy Employer 
PSC Website: http:NwwH'.floridapsc.com 1 nternet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS' 
LILA A JABER, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. D A W S O N  

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

September 23,2003 

Ms. KarIeen Koch 
Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport 
950 NW LeJeune Road 
Miami, FL 33 126 

J 

C! '/L 
a c L 

J 
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 (850) 
4 13-6728 if you have questions regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

w 
Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosures (3) 

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: htt~://www.llorida~sr.com internet E-mail: contrctiaipsc.state.fl.us 
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COMPANY; 
FAX NUMBER: 

FROM 
PHONE NUMnER 

Miami International Airport 

Florida Public Service Commission 
850-413-6729 

IGuIeen P. Koch 
850-4 i 3-6728 

FACSlMILE ’I”SMI’rTM 

I DATE: 1 9/24/03 

Crownc Meeting Director 
(305) 929-0101 (Direct) 
(305) 447-1189 (Fa) 
b l l e . $ p e r o u n .  cam 

Hi Sandy 
I am faxing you your contract for your Public Hearing on Local Telephone Rates Meeting for 
Octobcr 30,2003. PIcase review, make necessary changes, sign all pages and fax back by 
10/1/03 to  305-447-1 189. 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 wonderfit1 day! 

Best regards, 

Karleen e9+ P. Koch 

Crowne Meeting Director 
Crowne Plaza Miami International Airport 
“The Place To Meet“ 

CROWNE PLAZA MIAMI I”RNAT1ONAL AIRPORT 
950 NW LeJeune Road, Miami Florida 33126 * 305-446-9000 * FAX 30547-1  189 



SEP-24-2003 1 1  :25AM FROM- - _- 

moD AN 

T-623 F CCt/033 F-088 

Catering X Salt3 

BANQUET EVENT ORDER 

**GROUP Ts TAX = E M F *  
TAX EXEMPT NUMBER 

630 PM - 10:30 PM Meeting 

M S E r U P  

Regisbation - W FOYm r 6 h  Skirted Banquet Table with (2) Chain and a Wastebasket - ~LW 

(1) U-Shape In the Front of the Room Faclng the Theaae style 
Chain - Set for 10 people 
Pads & Pens - on u-Shape 
Ice Water & Glasses - on OShape 
Min#tandy - M U-Shape 

Theatre Styie Seating in Rear OF W m  - for 150 
(1) Break'fable - In Rear of Room - for Watof Statlon 

AUDIO 
(1) podlum/Mhphme - Complimenlary 
(6) Tablelop Mlmmphones @ l l77.W (IndU$ive of 

18% Service Charge - O-dc AM ($=.SO each, indusiue) 
(1) 8 Channel Mixer @ $64.99 (Induslve of 18% Service h r g e  - 

Outside AM 
N O T E  GROUP 15 TAX EXEMPT 

SPECIAL J N S I R U m O  NS 

Post As: 
FIorlda Public Seervice Commiss;lan - Public Hearing on Local 

Telephone &Utes: 

RQOM. 
(1) MeeUng Room Rental @ 55W.00 
NOTE: GROUP IS TAX WEMm 

BILLING . Rnal amrantees 72 hours wlor to the event. 

**GROUP IS TAX E X E M F  * 
TAX MEMPT NUMBER' 

, &&t = purchase otder 
NOTE: GROUP ZS TAX EXEMPT 
All f& and bwersgc plirrS are SUDjeCS to 20% swvlce charge and 
9% sale tax. 
Audibvisuaal pnces are subject to 18% service charge and 7% sale 
mx. 
Rqem Rental Ls subject fo 7% sale tax 
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r- 

I CONTRACT TERMS 5 .  

1. A final gwmnke of the attendance of any fundon must be received three (3) workjng days In advance. Guarantees for a Monday or Tuesday 
fuvnction must be reeked by the Preceding Thursday. I f  no guarantee is received, the hotel wlll prepare and charge for the n u m k  of 
persons estlmated from the event order. 

2 All banquet checks must be signed by the person in charge or a dozignated representatlve at the completion of each function. Any dixrepandes 
in counts or charges should be identlfied and resolved at that time. 

3. All functions are subject to servlci? charges and applicable state and l o s l  taxes. 

4, A deposit is required for all funCtlOW unlezs prior credit/payment arrangements have been established with the hotel. 

5. Should the event be cancelled or mwed outside 30 d q s  prior to the event the Organization agrees to pay the hotel, as liquidated damages, an 
amount of 50% of total estimated revenue as wtllned in the event agreement. If the event cancels or is moved within 30 days of me event, 
the amount OF liquidated damages Will be figured based on 80Y0 of total revenue, 

6. If a change from the origlnal set-up is requested on the day of the event, a $100 labor charge will be added to the banquet ch& 

7. A final menu selection should be Nbmltted two weeks prlw to the event to ensure the availability' of the deslred items. A Bartender Fee of $55.00 
will be charged for the first hour and $25.00 for each additlonal hour for any hosted or cash bar. 

8, No outslde food O r  beverage will be permitted Eo be brought into any banquet/meeting rooms; by guests without the prior, Wltten approval Of the 
general manager 

9. Fundon guests will be admitted to the meeting room and expected to depart at the times stated on h e  Contract. 

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

11. The dls"Cr b responsible for the "s and all expews af shipping materials, merchandise, exhlbits or any other items to and from 
the hotel. The hotd must be notified in advance of shipping arrangements to ensure proper acceptance of these items upon amrival at the hotel. 

12. The hotel is not responsible for damage to or loss of any Items left in rhe hotel prior to or following any functions. The hotel makes no warranties 
or rept'Senbtjon$ t0 the CUsbmet Other than what is printed hereon, 

13. The hotel reserves the rightto move functions b other meeting/banquet rooms other than those appearing on the event order, without Prior 
notifiadon. 

14. The customer is respandble and will relmburse the Hotel for any damage, loss or liabillty incurred by the hotel by any of the custot" guests or 
any person or wganlzatlons contracted by the customer to provide any Service before, durlng or after the function. Any items to be put on any 
meetlng room or lobby walk or any directional signs must be approved by the hotel. 

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

16, The hotel shall not be liable for nO~-p@rfOmCe I f  thls contract when such non-performance is attributed to labor troubles, disputes or strikes, 
acddent, govmmenr (Federal, State or Municipal) regulations of, or restrktjon upon mvel or hamportation, non-availability of food, bevenge, 
or supplies, dots national emergendes, acts of God and other causes whether enumerated within or not, which are beyond a e  reasonable Coned 
of the hml, preventing or interfering with the Hotel's performance. In  such event, the hotel shall not be liable to the customer for any damage 
whether achral or consequential, which may result from such non-performance. 

17. Notwithstdndlng any other provlslon of this agreement, owner and/or manager of this hotel shall be relieved from all requirements hereof and thk 
agreement shall terminate IF owner shall mnsfer, sell or otherwlse convey its Interest in thls crowne Plaza Hotel, pmvlded owner has given at 
least 30 days notlce of the bansfer and its interest In the hotel and termination of thk agreement. I n  the event of any SuCtrteminatiOn, Owner 
shall retum all advance payments or deposits whereupon the pames shall have no furtjier obligatlons t o  each other, provided that if the hob1 h a i  
be continued In operation as a hotel aRer such a transfer by owner then owner may assign all of It's rights and obligations under the new 
agreement to the new Owner who shall be Solely re!ponsible for performance thereunder, and owner shall be relieved of all obligations and 

#zsponsibllltles under this agreement upon " f e r  of all advance payments and deposits received by owner tot he new owner. 

I Blanca S .  Bayo' Hoeel Contact: Karieen Koch, Crowne Meeting Di tmor  



COMMISSIONERS: 
* LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 

J. TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
CAPlTAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

September 24,2003 

Ms. Peggy Kidd 
Marion County Governmental Complex 
601 SE 25* Avenue 
Ocala, FL 34471 

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, an 
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates 
Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing). 

Petitions for implementation of Section 
Sprint-Florida and BellSouth 

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 1200 noon. The hearing should end by 5:OO 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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h ttn://www.floridarm.com Jnternet E-mail: contncl@psc.state.fl.us 



C O V E R  

FAX 
To: Peggy Kidd, Facilities Management 

Subject: 
Date: September 18,2003 
Pages: 

Fax #: 352-620-3825 
Reservation of Marion County Commission Auditorium 

2 pages (including this cover sheet) 

COMMENTS: 

Attached is the signed facilities use form for our reservation of the auditorium on 1011 0/03. 
Thank you for y o y  help! 

FROM THE DESK OF: 
Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Servioes 
Telephone: 850-413-6728 
F a :  850-4 13-6729 
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FACILITIES RENTAL AGREEMENI 
MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

TAX EXEMPT NO.: 

ORGANIZATION: F h i  DA 2 , ~  IC she Y I P  E & -* IS5 lad DATE: 9/  ,403 
r 

CONTACT PERSON: %n)b\l 0 5 C S  TELEPHONE NUMBER: $50- 413- bl28 ' (Representative of Organization) 

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

IT IS UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED that the above named organization assumes all personal liability and responsibilityfor 
any damage incurred to  !he Countyfacility andlor furnishings resulting from our use. We further agree to pay the charges 
listed below, and the check(s) are submitted herewith: 

DATE (S) I O  116 10-3 TIME: FROM: 12200 h d  TO: 5.'- '9.m. 

FACILITIES MAY BE RESERVED FOR MAXIMUM OF THREE (3) CONSECUTWE MONTHS PER APPLICATION 

NO. PARTICIPANTS: 1% FACILITY REQUESTED: . .  
PURPOSE: q A f l T  L I P€f3 La --2m lad 

The undersigned further agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the Board of County Commissioners. Marion County, Florida, its officen, 
agents and employees from any and all clalms, damages, costs or expenses arising out of, or Incidental to, the above proposed use of 
Marion Countyfacilities. There shall be no alcoholic beveraaes on the Dremises of anv Countv- 
owned buildina or facilitv. 

When the reserved facility wlll 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 doing 
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 - 5300,000. Such certificate shall name the Board of County Commissioners. Marion 
County, Florida as an additional named insured and possession and use of the faciliUes will not be Demitted until such certificate has been filed. 

hours or on the weekend, or the meeting extends past working hours, I take 
ed before the meeting and locked afterwards. SIH 

Initial here . .  I 
T i e :  - ~ l n ~ : c T a ~  . L w  1 5 S , b r 3 P , ~ ~  7 

A a w r v ~ & ~ ;  U ~ ~ W C E S  B l * * t s i o  A 
U 

Name of Signer: %L A\h)C* 5. RfW6' 
(PLEASE PRINT) ' 

RENTAt FEES - (For evew 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: $A $ $ -  

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTATION is SUBMITTED: 
I. Completed and signed agreement. 
2. Copy of tax-exempt certificate If lessee is tax-exempt organization. 
3. Check@) made payable t o  MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. 
THE MARION'COUNTY COMMISSION RESERVES THE RIGHTTO CANCEL USE OF ANY COUNM FAClLlTY AT ANY TIME SHOULD A 
FACILITY BE NEEDED BY THE COMMISSION OR ANY OTHER COUNTY BOARD, COMMITEE OR COMMISSION. 

for  office use only: 

APPROVED NOTAPPROVED DATE SIGNED 

POSTED BY: DATE: 

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN TO FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 
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RENTAL OF FACILITIES POL -Y 

SPACUFACILITY RENTAL 

P *  4 

Reservations made by clubs. organizations or individuals for rental of space or a faciliry shall be made by filling out 
the appropriate form at the Marion Counry FaciIities Management Depamenr office at 2602 S.E. 8* Street. Ocala. 

Reservation requests fur use of space during regular hours made after the annual calendar are subjectto the 
availability of the desired space. date and time. 

Counry employees are not required to file !ease space appiicztions for county activities. but should fax or e-mail a 
memo to the Facilities office. For activities h a t  are not counry-related, they will be required to file lease space 
applications. 

-h .* . ' . *  -- 

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

A11 requests will be taken on a first come, frs served basis. 

The fee for rental of Councy facilities for private organbtions which are not county-related and are not non-profit 
wiil be as follows: 

a. BCC Auditorium private organitation 
8:OO A.M. to 5:OO P.M. weekdays only S50.OOlup to four hours 

b. Green Clover Hall private organization $25.OO/up 10 four hours 

E. Conference moms private organization 
8:OO A.M. to 500 P.M. weekdays only 615.00iup to four hours 

All meetines are subiect to beinn 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 govement 
facility will be required to provide proof of insurance at any event with more than 250 people. 

It is specifically understood and agreed thatthe undersigned wil ,  no less than k e  (3) days prior to the proposed 
use of the facilities, provide a Certificate ofhsurance to Facilities Management in accordance with Marion County 
Risk Management Procedure k'B2, 'Standard Insurance Requirements - Use of Counry Facilities'. 

' 

Non-profit groups must provide their tax ID. numbers. 

Insurance requirements Will not be waived if the meeting involves some special risk; i.e, dancing, food, etc. 

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

Groups wilI be permitted to use a County facility for a maximum of three (3) consecutive months E] M aodication 
during any calendar year. 

* .  

Completed forms should be returned to: 
Facilities Management Deparment 
2602 S.E. 8"' Street 
Ocaia Florida 34471-2600 

. Phone (352) 620-3388 (Suncom 667-3388) 
F a  (352) 620-3825 

Adopted 6/1 S I 9  1 ; revised 5f I 1/99 
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I 

Time: //:30 Am 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES (Including 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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W O N  COUNTY 
RISK W A G E M E N T  

PRQCEDURE #I32 --.. -- 

STANDARD mSbWCE REQUnUEMENTS - USE OF COUNTY FACILITIES 
REVISED 1/1/99 

APPROVED - COUNTY ADMIMSTRATO DATE ,]-7-”i”i- 

1. PURPOSE 

1.1. To protect the County agaimt li&iliti~ whicfi can occurthrough activities of others 
p b n e d  in or on government kiiitjw. The Coumy can expect to be included in 
atmost any suit for damages o c b g  in or on its p p e q  - whder or not it has 
been negligent. The Coumy is self-insured (for the fint $100,000) and mLlsf pay 
cIaims I@ expenses with tax payer money. This procedure is directed t~ward 
:-gthisslposure. 

2. 

3. I. 
- 

As ~ u t h x i  above, the pernn‘ned mer of a government M t y  win be required to 
provide proof of insurance as specified under Section 4. ”IllSLLtaflce Specificatiom” for 

ofthe foUowing t ~ p e  of evem or any other evem which is deemed to constitute a 
hazard of sirrrilar expome 
3. I. 1. ’ Any went with more than 250 peopfe - con-mated unless the facility is 

Sp~%Calty designed for the expected number of peopie ana type of event 
being held. May be based on past anendance, event holder estimate, or CoUnrY 
estimare 

Marion County RMP-BZ. pg. I of 3 
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3. I .2 Any event involving expfosives, e.g. fireworks, etc 
3.1.3 Any even1 imo~ving vehicies e.g. rracror pults, etc 
3.1.4 Any evem invofving streef dosure 
3.1 .S Any evem invdving 
3.1.6 Camivds/Circuses/Fain 
3.1.7 Biock Parries 

.- -. .. . .- 
4. INSURANCE SPECIFICATIONS 

5. CO-SPONSOREDISPONSOREI) EVENTS 

5.1. 

5.2. 

Evens co-sponsored by the County and/or where fees are waived, sban not be rdkved 
of these insurance requirements. 
The C O W S  seif-insurance md excess liability insurance will apply to deparr"- 
approved events conducted by the depanmeat's own personntl. 

7. RISKMANAGEMENT 

8.1. These requirements SW not relieve or Emir the iiability of tfie special event. holder in 
any way, nor does the County in any way warrant that the insurance described herein 
is adequate to serve the special evens organization's needs. 
Insmince provided under these requiremems shall be considered primar): and aY 
inm-a" or self insurance canied by the County as excess. 

8.2. 

Marion Counry RMP-32, pg. 2 of 3 



P , 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: 
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

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

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

September 24,2003 

Ms. Lou Hervey 
Marion County Sheriffs Office 
Special Detail Division 
P. 0. Box 1987 
Ocala, FL 34475 

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rate 
Telecommunications, Inc. 

- Petitions for implementation of Section 
Sprint-Florida and BellSouth 

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, 60 1 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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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Fax 
From: Lucille Hervey To: Att: Sandy 

Special Details Coordinator Florida Public Commissoner 

Ftuc 850-413-6729 Ph#n: 3524648844 

Pan- 2 F u O  352-368-3550 

b: SpeclalDetails h t m  9-24-03 

8 Comments 

Thank You 

Lu 

P.0, Box 1987, Ocala, FL 34478 
Phone (352) 732-8181 

Clvll(352) 620-3606 Emergency Management (352) 622-3205 Jall(352) 351-8077 



-LORIDA PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMMISSION 

IIVISION I OFFICE: 

C[.,!.ay* GS5 c/Q 

3RGANIZATION CODE: 

";J+ ..t)Z ,,+f>?- 04-07-0i31 P4p * 

See Instruction! 

OBJECT 
CODE 

l:4r!2i13 

n Reverse Side 

QUANTWY 

Special Order Requisition 

APPROPRIATION CATEGORY .. 
OPS: 030000 OCO 060000 

Temporary ............ Bmks. Hardbound w 
.......... 0 Contractual .... 

Furniture & Oflice Equip. 
EXPENS Data Processing Equi .... 0 

Less than tl.000 ............... 0 More than $1.000 .............. 0 

Data Center Services .................. U 
Other ........................................... 0 

DPS 210014 

DP Related Expenses" 

(1) Requires review by Librarian (2) Requires review by Chief of Information Proqssing 

ITEM DESCRIPTION ESTIMATED 
COST 

$ 75.i)iJ 

UNIT 
PRICE 

$ 

AMOUNT 

6 

PO 
NUMBER 

DATE 

Date 
PSC Purchasing Agent 

Date: 
Supertisor, Fiscal Sewices Section 

PSClCCA 7-A (Rev 07/02) 



C O V E R -  

FAX 
S H E E T  

To: 

Subject: Special Detail - 10/10/03 
Date: September 24,2003 
Pages: 

Lou Hervey, Marion County Sheriffs Office 
Fax #: 352-368-3550 

pages (including this cover sheet) 

COMMENTS : 

Attached is signed special detail request form, 

Thanks for your help Lou. 

r 1 

FROM THE DESK OF: 
Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services 
Telephone: 850-4 13-6728 
Fax: 850-4 13-6729 



COMMISSIONERS : 

LtLA A. JABER, CHAJRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BRAUUO L. BAEZ 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

CHARLES M . DAVIDSON 

(' R i ~LORIDA 

October 9, 2003 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

MARY ANDREWS BANE 
(850) 41 J.6055 

.-The Honorable Bob Graham 
United States Senator '--' ~ . 

• 2252 Killearn Center Boulevard, Suite 300 
Tallahassee, Florida 32309·3573 '" .. 

c: n . - .\ 
-< '>3: " r-· I 

~ 
l'T1~ "" Attn: Ms. Becky Liner ::o<n "l -. 
""~ 

". 

"" CO> 
'2 :z Re: PSC Inquiry No. 560218C 
&" 0 ' 

Dear Senator Graham: U1 -, , 
The following infonnation is being provided in response to your September 29, 2003, correspondence 

regarding Ms. Rose Weinstock's concerns with Be llSouth 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 loca l connections (intrastate switched network access rate) with a co llateral increase in 
local monthly telephone charges in what the pet itions 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 
decis ion, the FPSC must consider specific criteria that are outlined in the Florida Statutes. The Commission, 
the Office of Public Counsel, as well as all othe r interested parties wi ll be eva luating the petitions as they 
relate to all the criteria outlined in the Florida Statutes. In an effort to provide te lephone consumers an 
opportUnity to express their views, the Commission is conducting public hearings in 14 Florida cities in 
October, November and December. The anached Special Report, prepared by FPSC staff, provides a greater 
level of detai l on the petitions filed and the public hearings. Under the current schedule, a final order on this 
maner should be issued in late December 2003 . 

Ms. Weinstock's comments are appreciated and will be placed in the docket files (~l.W9s 
030869..;:]"1..; 030868·TL; 030869·TL) as correspondence which will be avai lable for review by all interested 
parties . 

If yo u have any questions. please contact ou r Public Infonnation Office at 41 3-6482. 

MABlkb 
Attachment 
cc: Commission Clerk - CCA 

Sincerely. '.? 

!4Mt;:4&1<b' 
Mary A~~:~S Bane 
Exec utive Director 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFfICE C[;o.'T[R · 2540 SHl]MARD OAK BOI.1LEVARO· T ALLAHASSU:, FL 32399-0850 
An Amrmll;\·t Ar lion/ Equl1 Opporlun il}' [mplo)'tr 

hllrrntl [ ·mlll: conllrl$psc.SIlU.n. U~ 

, 



COMMISSIONERS: 

J. TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 S- OAK BOULEVARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

September 24,2003 

Ms. Denise Mangus 
School Board of Lee County 
Dr. James A. Adams Public Education Center 
2055 Central Avenue 
Ft. Myers, FL 33901 

65 L 1. 

w 
c n c l  

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, a 
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing). 

869-3% - Petitions for implementation of Section 

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:OO p.m. The hearing should end by 1O:OO 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. 

hearing go beyond 1O:OO p.m., there will be a charge for custodial staf f  A copy of our insurance 
certificate is enclosed. 

As previously discussed, there is no charge for use of the room. I understand, however, should the 

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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

An Aifirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h tto://www.floridaasc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: 
DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 

J . TERRY DEASON 
BLANCA S. BAYOBRAULIO L. BAEZ 
DIRECTORRUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
(850) 413-6770 (CLERK)

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON (850) 413-6330 (ADMIN) 

Juhlic~.er&i:c.e <llommizzion 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

10 . ::2 I ·03DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: ---I-+(-t-1 t-:!!\ ,Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administ~e Services 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

I0338-D3 
This will acknowledge receipt ofa CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

-""O?~-_D_&o.;....;;.._9...1.-·_lL or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning ______...;.I..:;;;.__ 

~[)~I-~)C~)____t~_+_~_)~h~~~~~.~.~'~\·-.~J!r·L~y-.~r~~/'~.u_-_~~4~1__________________,and 

~ r I ~;~(+~ / "--1 c~, Thfil d on b h aIf 0 f ___==-_-t....:...;..-=~=-=- ____ _________ eI e e ___':.....L =+-tI- . 

document will be maintained in locked storage. 

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

PSC/CCAO I 9·C (Rev 01103) 

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

An Affirmative ActionJEqual Opportunity Employer 


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


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


COMMISSIONERS : 
LILA A. JABER, CltAIIWAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
BRAULlO L. BAEZ 
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

TJ K rl IY L 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

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

September 25,2003 

Ms. Ingrid Farrow 
Accurate Interpreting Services, Inc. 
1904 West Colonial Drive 
Orlando, FL 32804 

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030g69-TL - Petitions for implementation of 
Section 364.1 64, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing). 

Dear Ms. Farrow: 

1 

,i, 

This will confirm cancellation of my request for a Spanish/English translator 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. 

I apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused for the firm, and I certainly 
appreciate your understanding and assistance. If you have any questions, please call m e  at 
(850) 41 3-6728. 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h ttp://rvww.floridaDsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



COMMISSIONERS: 
L l M  A. JIwER, CllAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEMON 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE C ~ T E R  
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

Ms.  Jessy Castillo 
Accurate interpreting Services, Inc. 
1904 West Colonial Drive 
Orlando, FL 32804 

September 25,2003 

pf"' 

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL - Petitions for implementation of Section 
364.1 64, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing). 

Dear Ms. Castillo: 

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:OO p.m. To help familiarize the 
translator with the subject matter, I am enclosing a copy of the Commission's order on issues for hearing. 

I 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 m e  at (850) 
413-6729. Enclosed is a copy of the Commission's tax exemption certificate, and the purchase order will 
be forwarded shortly. 

413-6728. 

This will confirm my request for a Spanish/English consecutive translator at a Commission hearing 

I appreciate your assistance in this matter, and if you have any questions, please call m e  at (850) 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosures 

An Affirmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Websire: httn://www.floridaosc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



. STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONER~: 
LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
C W  M. DAVIDSON 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

BkiLlLIO L. BAEZ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

September 25,2003 

Ms. Debbie Durieux 
Insurange and Benefits Management 
School District of Lee County 
2055 Central Avenue 
Ft. Myers, FL 33901 

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing 
Telecommunications, Inc. (Rate Rebalancing). 

- Petitions for implementation of Section 
&on, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth 

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 1O:OO p.m., there will be a $22.00 per hour charge for custodial 
staff. 

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

Sincerely, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosures 

An Affrrmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h ttp://www.floridamc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.statc.fl.us 



The School District of Lee County 

FACILITY RENTAL AGREEMENT 
RENTER: F l o r i d a  Pub l ic  SOrvice 

ADDRESS: T a l  1 ahs.ssee. FI 373 PHONE#: (850) 413 6735 

i S 6 i OKONTACT PERSON: ,- 

(Organization) 

- 2540 Shumard Osk Boulevard 

SCHOOL: Dr. James A. Adams P u b l i c  FACILITY: Board Room 
tducation Cente r  (See reverse for schedule) 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY P u b 1 i c H e  a r i n q 

DATE(S): 10/ 1 6 / 0 3  TIMES: 6:30 - 1O:OO P H  
(BcginningEnding) (BeginningIEnding) 

TOTALHOURS: 3.5 hrs .FEEPER H o u R : i J a i v e d  RENTALCHARGE: Waived 
(3-hour minimum) 

CUSTODIAL CHARGE: o*  SPECIAL EVENTS INSURANCE: N / A  TOTAL CHARGE: o* 

Liability insrirance IS avoilnbie through the District's Special Events Policy at $45 per evenvday. 
a n  has t o  s t a y  p a s t  1O:OO PM, t hen  c h a r g e  will $22 per hr *;isEur8Pdd .PM. 

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 maifKate 
of insurance, clearly identifying the School District of Lee County as the additional insured, with minimum 
limits of liability insurance of $lOO,OOO for any one person and $20Q.O00 for any one occurrence. 

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

Zq tenber  25, 2002 
Signature3 Renter Date 

Signature of Principal Date 

Signature of Superintendent/Designee Date 

- 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

Amount 
PAYMENT RECEIVED IN COUNTY OFFICE: $ 

Date 

B Y  Receipt No. 

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

Final Copy Distribution: ORIGINAL - Renter CANARY - Finance PINK -School 
MIS 350 (5/01 1 



School District of Lee County 

FACILITY RENTAL FEES 
Rental 

AUDITORIUM 
(500 capacity or less) 

AUDITORIUM 
(Capacity over 500)  

CAFETORIUM 

CLASSROOMS 

GYMNASIUM 

- Fee 

$SO/hour 

$75/hour 

$45/hour' 
(without kitchen) 

$65/hour 
(with kitchen) 

$1 Orhour 

$25/hour 
(rrgulx classmcrm) 

(special purpcxe classroom) 

$5O/hour 

STADIUM 
With floodlights $150/hour - 
Without floodlights $1 1S/hour 

With floodlights $50/hour 
Without floodlights $20/hour 

ATHLETIC FIELDS 

CUSTODIAL FEES $2 2/h our 

ALLRENTALS REQUIREA THREE (3) HOUR h!lINIMUM CHARGE, WITH 
ADDITIONAL HOURS CHARGED AT THE SPECIFIED HOURLY RATE. 



The  School District of Lee County 

ASSUMPTION O F  LIABILITY AGREEMENT 

The undersigned, i n  consideration for renting andlor using certain space owned 
by THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY. FLORIDA, which rental 

and/or use of space shall be on October 1 6 ,  2003 , at the 
following location B o a r d  Room, Dr. James A .  Adams PUbliCd,, hereby 

t a u c d c i o n  Lenter 
agsee t o  assume liability for the negligent acts of its officers, employees, and 
agents duiing 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 D1STR;ICT'S 
property. The undersigned assumes no liability beyond that allowed by 5768.28, 
Florida Statutes. 

" l e  of 
Agency: F l o r i d a  Public Service Commission 

(Please Print) - 
By: Blanca S. Bay0 

(Please Print) 

Sign a tu re: 

Date: SeDtember 35. 7003 



. 

MEMO FROM 
DEBBIE DURIEUX 

w Insurance & Benefits 

Phone: (941) 337-8317 
email: DebbieD3@lee.kl2.fl.us 

Fax: (941) 335-1506 

September 22,2003 

TO: Sandy Moses 
Div. of Commission Clerk 8~ Adm. Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540‘Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

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

- C’ 
i I 

N 
E 

a 
X 

‘u - -- 



COMMISSIONERS: 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

LILA A. JAEIER, C w w  
J. TERRY DEASON 
BRAUUO L. BAEZ 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

CAPlTAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 S" OAK BOULEVARD 
TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

September 25,2003 

Ms. Kendra Goebel 
Sarasota County Sheriffs Office 
Special Operations Bureau 
P. 0. Box 41 15 
Sarasota, FL 34230-4 1 15 

Re: Dockets Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, aa@ 
364.164, Florida Statutes, by rebalancing rates by Verizon, Sprint-Florida and BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. 

- Petitions for implementation of Section 

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 
1O:OO a.m. Please ensure that the officer arrives by 9:30 a.m. 

I 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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

An Aflirmative AetionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: httn://www.floridamc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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Sarasota County Sheriffs Office PERMIT# 
P.O. Box 41 15 

Sarasota, R 3423041 15 
Phone; 941-480-3340 Fax: 941-480-3341 
Speclal Detail Services Application for Permit 

L -  To Be Completed bf Applicant. Event Information - .  .I 

- 

Total Vehicle Hours & @ $ N h o u r  a ,A- 
F YOU RE#IRE MORE DATES "4 LWES PROMDEbi 
PLEASE A'TTACH SCHEPVLE ON COMPANY L E l E R H U D .  e total 5 90 .OD 

Check # TotalPrepald $ 90.60 

I, x 
Hereby acknowledge that I have rdad and understand the "Conditions of P e d ' ,  hidl I have signed and dated. I further agree to abide by, and be 
subject to, these conditions m all respects, U a permit k issued as a resull of this application. In addition, d FPS G- . 
Ulrough its authorized represenfahe, hereby agrees to hold harmless and indemnify the County of Sarasota, the Sheriffs OfTiCa and their respective 
representaiives and employees from any and 811 dairns or liabnity which adsea, or might arise, from the partiupation of h e  Sheriffs Office or its 
employees in servicea rendered pursuant to any per" issud as a result of this application, including claims caused or suffered by third parties, I 
further agree that, as he employer of a Deputy Sheriff for security senrim, FPSf ~ . . 
responsible for the acts or omissions of the Deputy Sherat while helshe is performing senices for !h8t employer while off duty from the Sheriff's 
Ofice, induding workers' compensation benefits, However, for workers' compensation purposes, a Deputy Sheriff so employed while off duty, and 
who sustains an injwy &ile enforcing criminal, tramc, or penal laws of the State of Florida shall be regarded as working on duty for the Sheriff's 

3LS/L'CR s. 534 (/a1 as authorized representative ofg F/a. 2 ~ u  

, shall be 

Authwized Signature Date 
9 /2%3 

The above application for permit is hereby granted and the above application togelher with the attached 'Condifions of Permit' 8re hereby adopted, 
by reference, and are made a part of and constitute the terms of this penit. 

Date 



Sep-25-03 07:14A SCSl? ' 0  941-4 ---I 3341 P.03 

I Conditions of Permit -... 1 
FEE SCHEDULE 

The charges for Special Detail (3-hour minimum) Services shall be in accordance with the 
following fee schedule: 

The above fee schedule is subject to change. Following such a change, the Sherrffs Office 
shall give notice to the permit holder within 14 days. 

Deputy Fee $30.00 per hour (3 hour minimum) 
Vehicle fee $10.00 per hour (3 hour minimum) 

Make checks Dayable to: The Sarasota County Sheriffs Office 

Note: A sergeant ($35.001hour) 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. 

I 
.- 

Perm it Cancellation I 
The Sarasota County Sheriffs 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:OOam to 4:OOpm). No cancellation will be accepted on weekends, holidays, or after 4:OOpm 
daily. If the pennit holder fails to make proper and timety notice, the permit holder shall 
compensate the Sheriffs Office at a rate of 3 hours pay for each scheduled individual. 

I Status of Deputies Performing Permit Services I 
Special detail assignments may be terminated at any time in the interest of the Sheriffs 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. 

-~ 1. ..... 
I Staffing Provisions I 
The bureau commander or his designee shall review all permit assignment applications prior to 
approval. In review, staffing 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. 

I General Information 1 
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 detail 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 
I have read and understand the conditions of permit 

Sig n atufifiAut horized Represqtat ive: Date: 

9/25/03 

Rcviscd V9fV3 J-229 
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William F. Balkwill, Sheriff 
Sarasota County Sheriff's Office 

P.O. Box 41 15 
Sarasota, FL 34230-41 15 

Telephone: (941 ] 861 -5800 

SPECIAL OPERATIONS 

I 

TO: Sandy Moses 
Florida Public Service Commission 

REF: Special Detail 

FROM: 

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-l2:3Opm on Friday lO/l7/03. Cost for 3 hours @ 
$3O/hour = $90.00. Payment and completed contract are due by 
10/07/03. 

If you have any further questions, please contact me at 

Kendta Goebel, Spectal Detail Coordinator 

(941)480-3340, fax 480-3341, or email kaoebel@scaov.net 
Thanks, Kendra 

Confidential i ty  N o t e :  
The documents accompanying this fax trariemisaion colicah inrormatlon tCom the S l r d S O t a  
Courily SlwrJ f f ' a  Office; which is sanfidsntirl and/or legally privileqed. The information 
is intended only for thc UBC: of thu i i idividual or cntiLy n&" un L t i i r j  transmi~siori ahcc t ,  
If you axe not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any t i I S C 1 0 8 U r C 1  
copylnq, Q16tribiit.lon or taking any ac t ion  in reliance 011 lhc coiitcnto of this faxed 
information is strictly prohibited, and the document should be returned ta this aqency 
immediately. In this regard, if you have received this fax in error, plea?)e nOLiSy uLi by 
tClOphUne immediately so that we can arrange for Let.urn or the or iq lna l  docmcnts to us a t  
no cost to you or your department. 



State of Florida 

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

DATE: September 25,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

Commission Clerk and 

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

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



MICHAEL B. TWOMEY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

POST OFFICE BOX 5256 

Tel. (850) 421-9530 Fax. (850) 421-8543 
e-mail: miketwomey@talstar.com 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32314-5256 

September 23.2003 

Lila A. Jaber, Chairman R EIV 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 23299-0850 

:SEP 2 3 3003 
F!orida Public Service Commission 

1 ARER 
Re: Public Hearings and Motions to Dismiss in Dockets 030867, O%%!’%% 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 s taffs  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 



0 

‘I 

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 Heinando, Hillsborough, Pasco and Pinellas Counties and is the 2 1 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. 

hkichael B. Twomey 
Attorney for AARP 

cc: Commissioners 
Tampa Bay Area Legislators 
Parties of record 



f 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

COMPANY NAME TOTAL PROPOSED 2-YEAR 
RESIDENTIAL BASIC LOCAL 
SERVICE INCREASE 

VERIZON $4.61 per month 

SPRINT $6.86 per month (est.) 

BELLSOUTH $3.50 or $3.86 per month, depending 
upon approval of calculation 

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: 

TOTAL PROPOSED 2- 
YEAR SINGLE-LINE 
BUSINESS INCREASE 
range from $1.65 to $7.53 per 
month 
range from $4.04 to $10.55 
per month 

range from $.52 to $4.45 per 
month 

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 J a n u w  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: 

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



Sep 18 03 ll:35a FACILITIES M G M T  

- -- 

9. LEASES 

3526203825 P. 7 

hsurance requiremenrs comained in lezses supersede those in this procedure. 

.. 
.- 

Marion Counry RMP-B2, pg. 3 of 3' 



State of Florida 

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

DATE: September 25,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

Commission Clerk 
FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chai 

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 
@OM 
CTR 
ECR 
GCL 
OPC 
h4MS 
SEC 
OTH 



CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

LILA A. JABER 
CHAIRMAN 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 4 13-6044 

September 24,2003 

The Honorable Manuel Prieguez 
Florida House of Representatives 
304 SW 12'h Avenue 
Miami, FL 33 130 

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 ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: hft{x//w H w.11oridupw.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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.!orldz pUbiiL Service iommiss!on Florida House of Representatives 

CHAIRMAN IARFR 
Representative Prieguez 

Distnct 113 
Reply to: 

> 304 SW 12h Avenue 
Miami, FL 33130 
(305) 643-7336 

> 402 South Monroe Street 
300 House Office Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1300 
(850) 488-4202 

Committees: 

Business Regulation (Chair) 
Health Care 

Health Services 
Commerce and Local Affairs Appropriations 

Appropriations 

September 19,2003 

Honorable Lila Jaber 
Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

Dear Chairwoman 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. 

c 
A 

Cordially, 

State Representative, District 113 
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DATE: September 25,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

Commission Clerk and 

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

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



LILA A..JABER 
CHAIRMAN 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

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

September 24,2003 

The Honorable Juan C. Zapata 
Florida House of Representatives 
13550 SW 8Sth Street 
Suite 150 
Miami, FL 33 186 

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 
cclenc: Governor Jeb Bush 

Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation 

An Affirmrtive Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: 11 Itp::!n \tw.floridrpsr.rom Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fi.us 
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Telecommunications Access Charges Service Hearings 

Wednesday 1011103 6:30 p.m. DS, BD, DV 
Duval County School Board 
1 '' Floor Board Room 
170 1 Prudential Drive 
Jacksonville 

Wednesday 10/8/03 6:30 p.m. BZ,DV 
BrOward County Governmental Center 
~bmmission Chambers - Room 422 
1 15 S. Ahdrews Avenue 
Pt. Lauderdale 

Thursday 10/16/03 6:30 p.m. DS,DV 
School Board of Lee County 
br.  James A. Adams Public Education Center 
2055 Central Avenue 
Ft. Myers 

Tuesday 1 1 /4/03 9:30 a.m. ALL 
Betty Easley Cohference Center 
b o r n  148 
4075 Esplanade Way 
l'alla hassee 

Thursday 10/2/03 6:30 p.m. JB, DS, BD 
Orlando City Council Chambers - 2"d Floor 
City Hall 
400 S. Orange Avenue 
Orlando 

Friday 10/10/03 1:00 p.m JB,DV 
Marion County Commission Auditorium 
County Governmental Complex 
601 S.E. 25" Avenue 
Ocala 

Friday 10/17/03 1O:OO a.m. DS, DV 
Sarasota County Administration Center 
Commission Chambers, 1" Floor 
1660 Ringling Blvd. 
Sarasota 

~ 

Friday 10/3/03 1:00 p.m. JB, DS, BD 
Robert J. Arena1 Conference Center - 26Ih Floor 
Hillsborough County Center 
601 E. Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa 

Monday 10/13/03 6:OO p.m. (CT) JB, BL 
Hagler Auditorium (Room 252) 
Pensacola Jr. College 
1000 College Blvd. 
Pensacola 

~ ~ ~ 

Thursday 10/30/03 6:30 p.m. BZ, BD 
Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami Intemational Airport 
950 NW LeJeune Road 
Miami 
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Nicki Garcia 
--_I_ 

From: BLAKE.DANIELLE [BLAKE.DANIELLE@myfloridahouse.com] 

Sent: 
To: BLAKE.DANIELLE; Ijaber@psc.state.fl.us 

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

Wednesday, September 24,2003 11:22 AM 

rbradley@psc.state.fl.us; ZAPATA. JUAN; ACOSTA.CHASTITY; ALEMAN.FRANCISCA.S40; 
AMOR.GLORIANNE; AUG ANDRE.KAREN.S33; ARZA.RALPH; BARREIRO.GUSTAV0; 
BENNETT.NAOMI; BLAKEYDANIELLE; BLUESTONE.MARISA.S35; BOVO.VIVIANA; 
BRUTUS.PHILLIP; BUIE.VERONICA; BULLARD.EDWARD; BULLARD.LARCENIA.S39; 
CANINO.MAYTE.S34; CANTENS.GASTON; CARD.JIMMY; CASTILLO.ANABEL.S36; 
CHAM B E R LA1 N . S H E I LA. S 3 9 ; C 0 N C E P C I 0 N . D AVI D ; D AR B 0 N NE. REG I N AL D ; 
DEN IS.VERONICA; DOMl NGU EZ.ALEJAN DRO; FABl ETTI.CHIARA.S40; FAUST. B RENDA; 
FISHMAN.JULIE.SS9; GARCIA.ALINA; GARCIA.ANA; GARCIA.RENE; GARCIA.RUDY.S40; 
GARCIA.VICKY.S38; GELBER.DAN; GLICKMAN.JOAN.S33; GONZALEZ.GWNNE.S35; 
GUERRA.OSVALD0; GUILLEN.JULIO.S36; HOLLOWAY.TEE; JOHNSON.TRINECA; 
KNOPP.JUDITH.SS4; LANE.ANGELA; LARA.ROIAND0; LEDESMA.NORMA.S38; 
LEON.SUHEID; LIGHTFOOT.PATRICIA.S33; LLORENTE.MARCEL0; LOPES.JULIA.S34; 
LORENZO.MICHELLE; MARGOLIS.GWEN.S35; MARGRON.CAROL; MARTIN.SUSIE.S40; 
MCCLOUD.RALPH.S39; MESA.BETSY; MINDINGALL.DOROTHY; MIRO.CLAUDIA; 
MORTON. RU BY; NORMAN. JOH N ; NUN EZ. JEAN E T E  .S36; GRI SSElT. MI RI AM ; 
PINEIRO.MICHAEL; PLANAS.JC; PORTlLLA.ALEX.S36; PREBAL.MAR1T.W; 
PRIEGUEZ.MANUEL; RANDALL.JOYCE; RIVERA.DAVID; ROBAINA.JULI0; ROBERSON.YOLLY; 
RUBIO.MARC0; SANCHEZ.ROBERT0; SCHULTZ.DEBBIE.S34; SCHWARTZ.DEBRA; 
SIMON.KAREN.S35; SORENSEN.KEN; SPARKS.PATTY; SUAREZ.CAROLINA; 
SULLIVAN.TIANDRA; TODD.LAURA; VALLADARES.BELEN; VILLALOBOS.AtEXS38; 
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: 
13550 SW 88'h Street, Suite 150 
Miami, FL 33186 
(305) 273-3288 
(305) 273-3290 (fax) 

Tallahassee Office: 
303 House Office Building 

Legislative Committees: 

Education Appropriations 
Joint Legislative Auditing Committee 

Public Safety & Crime Prevention 
Corrections 

Business Regulation 
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 fkee 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 1 19 

Cc: Governor Jeb Bush 
Public Service Commissioners 
Miami-Dade Legislative Delegation 

Email: zapata.juan@myfloridahouse.com 
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Kay Flynn 0308104 
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; Thelma 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/ 

1 



September 26,2003 - Items of Jnterest at Upcoming Agenda Conference Q/30/03 Page 1 of 2 

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 

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- 

DOCKET NO. 030869-TL - PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 364.164, FLORIDA 
STATUTES, BY REBALANCING RATES IN A REVENUE-NEUTRAL MANNER THROUGH 

NEUTRAL MANNER PURSUANT TO SECTION 364.1 64(1), FLORIDA STATUTES. 

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 .sta&.fl .us/general/news/092603. html 9/26/2003 



September 26,2003 - Items of Interest at Upcoming Agenda Conference. Q/30/03 Page 2 of 2 

ITEM 15 - DOCKET NO. 030884-EU - OBJECTIONS TO FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANYS 
2003 REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FILED AUGUST 25,2003, BY FLORIDA PARTNERSHIP FOR 

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. 

AFFORDABLE COMPETITIVE ENERGY (PACE) AND SOME INDIVIDUAL MEMBER COMPANIES. 

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. 

# # #  

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

To : Nekey Garcia 

Cc: 

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

J 
I will print for Dockets 030867, 030868. and 030869. 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ron Melton [mailto:info@BelizeTravel.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 1O:ll PM 
To: CAF Internet Mail 
Subject: 

I oppose the requested rate increase. Ron Melton 

. .. 

1/22/2004 



ORIGINAL 
State of Florida 

, *f-&;;.li\ss\ OH 
CLERK 

DATE: September 30,2003 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

Commission Clerk an 

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

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



LILA A. JABER 
CHAIRMAN 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

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

September 30,2003 

The Honorable Rene Garcia 
Florida House of Representatives 
11 1 NW First Street 
Suite 655 
Miami, FL 33 128 

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 fiom 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. 

Chairman 

Enclosure 

cc: Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation 

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: httn:!inw w.lloridapsc.rom Internet E-mail: contac@psc.state.fl.us 



Telecommunications Access Charges Service Hearings 

Wednesday 1011 103 6:30 p.m. DS, BD, DV 
Duval County School Board 
1 Floor Board Room 
1701 Prudential Drive 
Jacksonville 

Wednesday 10/8/03 6:30 p.m. BZ,DV 
Broward County Governmental Center 
Commission Chambers - Room 422 
I15 S. Andrews Avenue 
Ft. Lauderdale 

Thursday 10/16/03 6:30 p.m. DS,DV 
School Board of Lee County 
Dr. James A. Adams Public Education Center 
2055 Central Avenue 
Ft. Myers 

Tuesday 1 1/4/03 9:30 a.m. ALL 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
Room 148 
4075 Esplahade Way 
Tallahassee 

~ ~ ~~~~ 

Thursday 10/2/03 6:30 p.m. JB, DS, BD 
Orlando City Council Chambers - 2"d Floor 
City Hall 
400 S. Orange Avenue 
Orlando 

Friday 10/10/03 1:OO p.m JB,DV 
Marion County Commission Auditorium 
County Governmental Complex 
601 S.E. 25'h Avenue 
Ocala 

~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

Friday 10/17/03 1O:OO a.m. DS, DV 
Sarasota County Administration Center 
Commission Chambers, In Floor 
1660 Ringling Blvd. 
Sarasota 

Friday 10/3/03 1:00 p.m. JB, DS, BL 
Robert J. Arena1 Conference Center - 261h Floor 
Hillsborough County Center 
601 E. Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa 

Monday 10/13/03 6:OO p.m. (CT) JB, .A 
Hagler Auditorium (Room 252) 
Pensacola Jr. College 
1000 College Blvd. 
Pensacola 

Thursday 10/30/03 6:30 p.m. BZ, BI 
Crowne Plaza Hotel - Miami International Airport 
950 NW LeJeune Road 
Miami 



HEALTH CARE COMM PAGE ai 

Rep. Rene Garcia 
chalr 

Sen. Frsderlco WHSOn 
Vice-Chair 

STATE SENATORS 
Debbie Wassman Schultz 
Alex Dim de la Portillcr 
Frederica Wilson 
Alex Villalobos 
Gwen Margolis 
Rodolfo ”Rudy” Garcia 
Lorcenia Bullord 

y pr 
“Working Together for Miami-Dade ” 

STATE REPRESENTATIVES 
Rafael A m  
Wilbert T. Holloway 
Yolly Roberson 
Dan Gelber 
Gustavo A. Barreiro 
Phillip Bnrtus 
Juan C. Zapata 
Dorothy Bendross-Mindingal\ 
Rene Garcia 
Marc0 Rubia 
Manuel Ptieguer 
Gaston Contens 
J. C. PlOfiUS 
David Rivera 
Julio Robaina 
Edward Butlard 
Mdrcelo Llorente 
Ken Sorensen 

Debra D. Owens 
Executive Director 

Mtftha Floret 
Executtve Assistant 

September 26, 2003 

Ms. Lila A. Jaber 
Chairperson 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

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 
BellSouth, Sprint and Veriton 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 largest in the State, was eliminated after staff recommended reducing the 
public hearing schedule from fourteen to seven was utterly amazing in  light our 
population. Our constituents represent a significant percentage of those affected by 
the proposed changes being considered by the PSC and deserve an opportunity not 
only to be heard but also have the majority o f  the Commission members present at the 
hearing. 

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

Sincere1 77 Representative Rene Garcia 

Chairman 
Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation 

CC: Members of the Miami-Dade County Legislative Delegation 

Stephen P. Qark Govemmcnt Ccntcr * 111 N.W. 1st Street. Suite 655 Miami. 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 trative Services 

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

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



LILA A. JABER 
CHAIRMAN 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6044 

October 2,2003 

The Honorable Tom Anderson 
Florida House of Representatives 
2435 U.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). As you know, 
we have scheduled a hearing in Tampa for 1:OO 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, 

g$&%$klL=- Lila . Jaber 

Chairman 

cc: PSC Commissioners 
Lyn Bodiford, AARP 

An Affirmative ActiodEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: h ttp:i!\s\~vv.flol.idrpsc.forrl Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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2435 U.S. 19, Suite160 
Holiday, FL 34691 
(727) 9434760 

1€02 The Capitol 
402 South Monroe Stree,t 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1 300 
(850) 488-8528 

Florida House of Representatives fz $* j j j y ;  p< r 
Representative Tom Anderson ib* &s 5, 2 L, &J 

District 45 

October 1,2003 

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

Dear Commissioner Jaber: 

I am writing about the public hearings being held by the Public Service Commission 
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 3d, is inconvenient for many of 
my constituents. 

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

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Anderson 
Reprmenta ti vc 
District 45 

Cc: Lyn Bodiford, AARP 



From the sligh,, disheveled desk of: 
9/3o/p F 6- G BJ I$j zp-: - F. wh 

k - %&+2 s-- 
Robert L. Bomar Jr. "et.) 
623 Pelican Drive 
Fort Walton Beach, F1. 32548-6004 OCf 0 2 3nm 

(850) 664-0595 

To: Chmn. Lila A. Jaber- F1. Public Service Commission 

Re: Propose rate increase in basic phone service- Opposition 

Dear Chmn. Jaber, 

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. 

I hope you and the other PSC Commissioner will see fit to 

Respectfully, A 
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. 
Sandy Moses 

From: Lee Fulcher 

Sent: 
To: Sandy Moses; Lee Fulcher 

Subject: Nv: Overtime estimate 

Thursday, October 02,2003 4:43 PM 

-----Original Message----- 
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 estima?e of four hours is for the time 
that chambers will be in use, and then the time premises, and shout the 
building down. I would also like to inform you t Public Hearing takes 
place. You may make the check out to The City nvelope to me(Danielle 
Coffman). Our mailing address is City Clerks 0 
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: 892-51 02 
danielle.coffman@stpete.org 

burg FI. 33731-2842. 
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- 7  TO: Blanca Bayo, Director 

Commission Clerk 
zz 5 -- 

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

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



CHAIRMAN 
-, . . ‘ -...--- V.  . .u... - - I .  8 L L .  

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
“allahassee, FL 32399-0850 

(850) 413-6044 

October 3,2003 

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

Dear Dr. Bomar: 
4 

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, 

C h a k “  

An Aflirmative ActiodEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http:/ iv  H tr.tloridniv,c.rom Internet E-mail: contart@psc.state.fl.us 
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CHAIRMAN 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

'allahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6044 

October 3,2003 

Josy F. Wiener 
1622 SW 1 7'h 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, 

Chairman 

'I 
, 

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: httli:!/v H w.lloridnr,sc.rom Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



1622  S . ' J .  1 7 t h  Te r .  
Boynton  a e a c h , F l .  33426 

Gentlemen: 
This  i s  i n  r e g a r d s  t o  t h e  r e q u e s t  o f  t h e  t e l e p h o n e  companies raising 

(or wanting t o  r a i s e ) t h e i r  r a t e s .  
I a m  a 75 p l u s  s e n i o r  c i t i z e n  n i t h  an incoxe  o f  o n l y  socisl se (xx i -  

t y  and modest savings from which I have t o  pay  m y  t a x e s  and insurances and Be- 
d u c t i b l e s . d m  s u r e , t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  thousands  of peop le  i n  my p o s i t i o n .  

County  and now i n  Palm Beach County.Here now i t  i s  more of  a l i f e  l i n e  w i t h  
f r i e n d s  i n  3ade and o u t s i d e  t h e  s t a t e  of F1. A s  t o  my c e l l  phone , I  f e l t  t h e  ne( 
t o  ge t  o n e , a s  I was s t r a n d e d  on  1-95 3 y e a r s  ago at  night w i t h  no one s t o p p i n g  
t o  t r y  t o  h e l p  and no FHP i n  s i g h t . F o r t u n a t e l y  I was a b l e  t o  start my c a r  and 
get home unsca thed .1  on ly  u s e  t h e  c e l l  phone,when I go more than 20-20 m i l e s  
away f r o n  home and t h e r e f o r e  do n o t  even use the  100 m i n u t e s ( f r e e )  , that  I con- 
t r a c t e d  for.!Jy monthly combined t e l e p h o n e  b i l l s  shou ld  be $52,- w i t h o u t  t a x e s .  
I u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  need  f o r  911 c h a r g e  and am f o r  i t .However my monthly b i l l  i s  
never under $70 plus D o l l a r s d u e  t o  t h e  v a r i o u s  t a x e s  and dreamed up  charges 
t h e  phone companies can th ink  o f  .The r e q u e s t e d  i n c r e a s e  i n  t e fephone  c h a r g e s  
adding o f  l@ o r  more t o  my and o t h e r s  b i l 1 , a l s o  means , tha t  the taxes  w i l l  
also r i s e .  

I g u e s a , I  w i l l  have t o  assess my p r i o r i t i e s  and g ive  u s someth ing ,  
U n f o r t u n a t e l y  I s i g n e d  a n o t h e r  2 y e a r  c o n t r a c t  o n  my c e l l  phone. 

Ever s i n c e  AT&T was broken  u p , t h e  t e l e p h o n e  s e r v i c e  has increased i t '  
r a t e s  and g e t t i n g  g reed ie r .So  how about breaking up the  Baby B e l l s  and l e t  t h e  
c e l l  phone f i g h t  it o u t .  

Mot enough wi th  a l l  that ,we may have t o  f a c e  t h e  same th ing  w i t h  FP&I 
Just remember what happened i n  C a l i f o r n i s , I t  c a n  snd w i l l  happen here .1  s u r e  
h o p e , I  w o n ' t  l i v e  t o  s e e  i t .  

PLEASE do v o t e  the  r a t e  i n c r e a s e  down and keep  p o l i t i c s  o u t  o f  t h e s e  
i s s u e s , i t  o n l y  brings o u r  c o u n t r y  down. 

R e s p e c t f u l l y  

I have en joyed  my phone s e r v i c e  f o r  many y e a r s , w h i l e  l i v ing  i n  Dade 
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DATE: October 6,2003 

Commission C1 
TO: Blanca Bayo, D a 

RE: Docket Nos. 0308 0 

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

c 
i* FROM: Lila A. Jaber, Chai 9 5 c.. 

Ln y; 
v 

Attachments 
cc: Commissioner Deason 

Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Bradley 
Commissioner Davidson 
Beth Keating 



T, 

State of Florida 

Wednesday 10/29/03 1 :30 p.m. BZ, BD 
City Commission Chambers 
City Hall 
200 2"d Street 
West Palm Beach 
Contact: Ms. Florence Warren 561-659-8020 

" ,- # m= 

0 

' XJm .. . 

a c; 
CD c :  

-_ F';n DATE: October 6,2003 
TO: Chairman Lila A. Jaber 

Commissioner J. Terry Deason z g -  
Commissioner Braulio L. Baez 
Commissioner Rudolph "Rudy" Bradley 

FROM: Sandy Moses, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services 
RE: Customer Service Hearings in Dockets Nos. 030867-TLI 030868-TLI and 030869-TL 

- Commissioner Charles M. Davidson 

Tuesday 11/4/03 6:OO p.m. (CT) JB, DS 
Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration 
3"' Floor Board Room 
1804 Lewis Tumer Boulevard 
Ft. Walton Beach 
Contact: Ms. Patsy Robbins 850-651-7172 

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. 

Thursday 10/23/03 6:OO p.m. BZ, BD 
City Council Chambers 
City Hall, 2"6 Floor 
175 5& Street North 
St. Petersburg 
Contact: Ms. Danielle Coffman 727-893-7484 

Monday 10127103 6:OO p.m. JB, DV 
City Commission Chambers 
City Hall 
301 S. Ridgewood Avenue 
Daytona Beach 
Contact: Ms. Ronette Williams 386-671-80207 

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

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
C- M. DAMDSON 

BRAUL~O L. BAU. 

GENERALCOUNSEL 
HAROLD A. M W  
(850) 4 13-6248 
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Ms. Danielle Coffman s C - t  
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October 6,2003 
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City of St. Petersburg 
Post Office Box 2842 
St. Petersburg, FL 3373 1 

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

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 Thusday, 
October 23,2003, in the above-referenced matter. The hearing will begin at 6:OO p.m. and 
should end by 9:00 p.m. Commission staff will need access to the room by 5:OO p.m. 

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

I 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 Fukher, at 
(850) 413-6640, if you have any questions regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Mok 
Senior Management Analyst I 

lkf 
Enc 1 osure 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 8 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmalive ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Websitc: hIcp://n.wa,.floridrpsr.com Internet E-mail: concart@psc.statc.fl.us 



COMMISSIONERS: 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

LlLA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN GENERAL COUNSEL 
J. TERRY DEASON HAROLD A. MCLEAN 
BRAULIO L. B m  (850) 4 I 3-6248 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. D A D S O N  

October 6,2003 

Patsy Robbins, Executive Assistant 
Okaloosa County Water & Sewer Administration 
1804 Lewis Turner Boulevard 
Fort Walton Beach, FL 32547 

. .~  - 
, 
i .- 
I ! '  -. 

.. . 

-- 

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 3rd 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:OO p.m. (CT) and should end by 8:OO p.m. Commission staff will need access to 
the room by 5:OO 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, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

lkf 
Enclosure 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMAHD O A K  BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An A"tr?ive ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 

pSC Website: hrtp:liwH.,~.lloridaclsr.rom Internet E-mail: contart~psr.state.f.us 



COMMISSIONERS: 
LEA A. JABER, CHAlRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ 

CHAWS M. DAVIDSON 
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 

GENERAL CO~MSEL 
HAROLD A. MCLEAN 
(850) 413-6248 

October 6,2003 

Florence Warren 
City of West Palm Beach 
200 znd 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 

DearMs. 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 staffwill need access to the room by 1230 p.m. 

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

Senior Management Analyst I 

lkf 
Enclosure 

.- 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0550 
An Affirmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: h ttp://www.floridapsr.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



Della Fordham 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Della Fordham 
Wednesday, October 08,2003 9: 17 AM 
Leroy Rasberry 
Beth Salak; Bob Trapp; Sally Simmons; Paul Lowery 
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. 

1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sally Simmons 
Wednesday, October 08, 2003 9:02 AM 
Della Fordham 
RE: Dkt. Numbers 

The d o c k e t  numbers a r e  030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL. The CATS number i s  560230T. 
Thanks .  

__--- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: D e l l a  Fordham 
S e n t :  Wednesday, October  08, 2003 8 :51  AM 
To: S a l l y  Simmons 
Sub j e c t  : D k t  . Numbers 

J u s t  t o  make s u r e  I have c o r r e c t ,  what a r e  t h e  d o c k e t  numbers? 

1 



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

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ 

EXECUTIVE DIRKTOR 
MARY ANDREWS BANE 
(850) 413-6055 

October 9,2003 

The Honorable Bob Graham 
United States Senator 
2252 Killearn Center Boulevard, Suite 300 
Tallahassee, Florida 32309-3573 

Attn: Ms. Becky Liner 

Re: PSC Inquiry No. 5602 1 8C 

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 Oflice 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. 
as correspondence which will be available for review by all interested 030867-TL; 030868- 

parties. 

If you have any questions, please contact our Public Information Office at 41 3-6482. 

Sincerely, A9 

‘Mary Mdrews Bane 
Executive Director 

MABkb 
Attachment 
cc: Commission Clerk - CCA 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunie Employer 

psc Website: l,ttp:!h* M \t .lloridrpsr.ro1t1 lnlcrnet E-mail: rontart~psr.state.fl.us 



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

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

BRAULIO L. BAU 

GENERAL COUNSEL 
HAROLD A. MCLEAN 
(850) 413-6248 

October 10,2003 

f 0 - r : o .  
oz r v  rx w - 

22 73 U’ 

0 -  -- z u  

West Palm Beach Police Department c -4 r - -  

West Palm Beach, FL 3340 1 Xcn - __ 

A”N: S g t .  Key 
600 Banyan Street m- 

Re: Security for Florida Public Service Commission customer service hearing on m e s s  7-2 
charge petitions by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Verizon Florida, Inc .snd ‘ 
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. 

lkf 
cc: Sandy Moses, Senior Management Analyst I 

Lee Fulcher, Deputy Commission Clerk I 

Sincerely, 

Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau of Records and Hearing Services 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action/Equrl Opportunity Employer 

pSC Website: htto://wn.w,florillapsc.com Internet E-mail: contrct@psc.strte.fl.us 
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FAX TRANSMISSION 
CITY OF WEST PALM REACH POLICE DEPARTMEh'i' 

%QClat C N g w  A. Key 

SPECIAI, EVENTS OYYICE 
600 RANYAN BOULEVARD 

WEST PALM BEACH, FLA. 33402 
56 1-653-354 I 

FAX 5614533624 

TU: KAY FLY" 

Far # : 850-413-6641 1850-413-71 18 

M e :  OCTORER 14Tn, 2003 

THE FOLLOWING OFFICER WILI, WORK TtlE DETAIL. THE CHECK IS TO BE WRITTEN 
DIRECTLY TO THE OFFICER ASSIGNED TO T H E  IIETAIL. PLE(SESENI) THE CifECK TU THE 

OFFICER (IN THE N TE OF ZIIE DETAIL THE PA YROLL W R M  WILL SERVE AS AN INVOICl3 FOR 
YOUR C.*OMPANY OR BUSINESS 

ABOVE IJSI'ED ADDRESS TO BE MARKED A7TEW"UNStX KEY OR PRHENT THE (:HECK TO TlIE 



Oct-14-03 1 0 : 1 3 A  

SUPERVISOR! SOT. KEY (59-aoooJos)FED taw t DATE: OCTOBER 2B. 2063 
r- 

NAME ID# SIGNATURE START END TOTAL RATEOF AMOUh 

MARK ALEXANDER 632 08844-7463 1330 1630 $3.00 530.00 $9O.W 

TIME TME HOURS PAYMR OWED 

1 
I 

I 
I 

I 
1 
I 

I 

WEST PALM BEACH POLICE 
EXTRA b U l Y  DETAIL 

PAYROLL FORM 

P.02 

. 

DETAIL: PUBLIC SERVICE COMMlSSKlN LOCA": 200 2RD STREET 



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

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

DIVISION OFTHE COMMISSIOI*I C L E R K  &L 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 (CLERK) 
(850)413-6330 ( A D M I N )  

- 
S g t .  Ken Christmas 
Okaloosa County SherifFs 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’d Floor Board Room, 1804 Lewis Turner Blvd., Ft. Walton Beach, beginning at 6:OO 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. 

please call me at (850) 413-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at (850) 413-6640. 
Thank you for your assistance in this matter, and if you need additional information 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

_. -. i ,  

CAPITAL CIRCLE O F F I C E  CENTER 2540 SHUhlARD O A K  BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
A n  Affirmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 

pSC Website: http://www.floridrllsr.rnm lnternct E-mail: contactqpsc.state.fl.us 



To : kchristmas@sheriff-okaloosa.org 
cc: Sandy Moses; Kay Flynn 
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 Okaloosa County Sheriff's Department to provide security for the hearing. 

The hearing is scheduled to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 2003, from 6 : O O  p.m. to 
8:OO 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:OO 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 
name , 

6640, 

the hearing has been held. 
we will need the officer's social security number. 

If you have an3 questions or require more information, please call me at (850) 413- 
or Sandy Moses at (850)413-6728, or contact me by return e-mail. 

Thank you for your kind assistance. 

Before we process payment, along with the officer's 
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COMMISSIONERS: 

J.  TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

LILA A. JABER, CHAIRMAN 

BRAULIO L. B m  

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 
ADM~NISTRATIVE SERVICES 
BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 4 13-6770 (CLERK) 
(850) 413-6330 (ADMM) 

Officer Sherry Siracusa 
Daytona Beach Police Department 
990 Orange Avenue 
Daytona Beach, FL 32 1 14 

-. 
L” 
c. 

Q 
or) 

‘h.. 

--.. , 

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:OO 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) 4 13-6728, or my assistant, Lee Fulcher, at (850) 4 13-6640. 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Moses - - 
Senior Management Analyst I 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Aflirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: tittrd/www.tlaridnPsr.com Internet E-mail: contrct@,psc.state.fl.us 



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

RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

BRAULlO L.  BAEZ TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

October 15,2003 

Ms. Ronette Williams 
City Hall 
30 1 S. Ridgewood Avenue 
Daytona Beach, FL 32 1 14 

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:OO p.m. and should 
end by 8:OO 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, 

%--- 
Sandy Moses 
Senior Management Analyst I 

Enclosure 

An Affirmative ActionIEquai Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: Iittp:i/www.floridapsc.com Internet E-niail: contactt@psc.state.fl.us 



Phone: ( 8 5 0 )  413-6728, or ( 8 5 0 )  413-6640 

Repmentadve: 

NomC: Ms. Sandra K. Moses 
Title: Senior Management Analvst. Hearing Services Section 

Add-: 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Phone: ( 8 5 0 )  413-6728 

Meeting Representative .ttclsdtng meeting to be trained on use of equipment in Chambtrr: 

Nune: Ms. , S&a M w  

Addraj. See Above 

Phone: 

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION ABOUT THE SCHEDULED MEETING: 

I t  I f  

Porposeofmcrting: A usixxwr sprvira hesr inD t n  v i v e  f n r i r m  tn nrrhlir 
d " 

regarding access charge wtitions bv BellSouth Telecommunications. .Inc., 
Verizon Florida, Inc., and Sprint Florida, Incorporated. 

Haa the meeting been edvvtLed or will it be: Yes x No - 
How advertised (if yes) 

Number of OrgrnisntiodAgeng repruentatiocs oflIdating at meeting: 

Nmnbv of a t l m d m  from the public upcctcd to "cnd: P n n i h l v  Inn  n r  m n r a  

TrJning needed fo= Llgbting - PA Sptcm 

Technid cxpcrttc of Video Aastt.at ndcd:  Y a  NO 

Rccordlng Equipment x Ete  Nune 

Sccority /crowd control need& Ycs - X No - - 
We agree to abide by the gujdcliner u pmvidcd to us and to d e  p d o m  for tT.ripin& s d f f ,  crowd 
conlrol covenge and other meeting n u 4  PI required. We .rr aware of the fad &at Mnrc to abide by any of 
the rrquirrmcnb for use of the Conrmbrioa Chunbem may d t  in our not bclag 8blc to w e  the Clty Hall 
I d t i -  (Co"don Ch") for h i m  mectinga. 



CCA Official Document. . . 11/4/2003 9:47 AM 

Kay Flynn 0 3 Dglp 'i - 7c- 
From: 
Sent: 
To : 

Subject: 

Denise Karnes 
Friday, October 31, 2003 4:44 PM 
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; Thelma Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington 
Amended News Release: Items of Interest at Upcoming Agenda, 11/03/03 

A n  amended news r e l e a s e  w a s  f a x e d  t o  t h e  d a i l y  newspapers  e a r l y  t h i s  a f t e r n o o n ,  a n a  i s  now 
a v a i l a b l e  on t h e  web s i t e :  

1 



Clctober .I I .  L U U ~  - Amended News Kelease: ltems ot lnterest at Up ~ d a  Conf. .. Page 1 of 2 

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 

NEWS RELEASE 

October 31, 2003 Contact: 85041 3-6482 

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. 

NETWORK ACCESS AND BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS RATES IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
SECTION 364.1 64, FLORIDA STATUTES. 

ITEM 4A - DOCKET NO. 030867-TL - PETITION BY VERIZON FLORIDA INC. TO REFORM INTRASTATE 

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 364.1 64(1), FLORIDA STATUTES. 
DOCKET NO. 030869-TL - PETITION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 364.1 64, 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 364.1 63(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/ 1 03 1 03. html 11/4/2003 



U m b e r  3 I ,  L u u j  - Amenaea news Kelease: items or interest at Upcoming Agenaa Lon1 ... rage L 01 i 

ITEM 8 - DOCKET NO. 030872-TI - INVESTIGATION AND DETERMINATION OF 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-EI- 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-EI- PETITION OF PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA, INC. FOR APPROVAL 
OFNEW 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. 

# # #  

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/generaI/news/lO3 1 03.htmI 11/4/2003 
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AARP MOTION TO DISMISS PETITIONS OF BELLSOUTH, 
L'ERIZON AND SPRINT FOR FAILURE TO JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTIES 

"BESEFIT OF RESIDEYTIAL CONSUMERS" TEST DEMANDS INTRASTATE 
TOLL RATES RESULTING FROM ACCESS REDUCTIONS BE KNOWN 

Section 364.164( I ) about as clear as mud. except on point that residential consumers must 
benefit. 

(2) Rem01 e 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 conipan! cases that residential customers would have to be sh0u.n 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 
Mayfield said the follow-ing: 

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. I t  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 Representati1.e 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 
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to ha\ e til! mother and father l i \  iiig i n  ni) district. The! knoi\ \\here and \\lien to 
reach me an! da!. an!' hour. an! time. If I thoucrht that this bill \\ould raise in\ 
parents' local rates. I \touldn't be supportincr i t  here toda). This bill does not do 
that. nhich is 1\11> I'm able to gil e i t  my f d l  support toda!.. 

Importantlj.. Rep. Ritter. although she confused the interstate for intrastate rates. stated an 
argument made constantly b!, the legislation's proponents: 

And as for those of us uho  l i i  e in  South Florida and have elderly Constituents. 
first of all. might I suggest that man) of our constituents ha\re coniputers. and they 
are e-mailing us on many things. including prepaid tuition, And might I also 
suggest that many of our elder]! constituents have families mho live out of state. 
and our constituents make nunierous long distance phone calls to those people 
mho live in the Northeast predominantly. and those constituents will see a direct 
reduction in their phone bills as a result of this piece of lepislation. 

On the next day when the House \.oted out the Senate bill. Representative Ma\+ield said the 
following in  response to a question from Representative Clarke: 

Represeiitati1.e 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 pro\.isions 
which will require the Public Seri.ice 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 comDetition 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 \$.e 
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: 



SENATOR SIPLIN: Thank J O U .  Senator from the 26th. will >.our bill impose an 
automatic increase on our customers. on our citizens in the State of Florida? 

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: That's a 1.er-q' good question. Absolutelv not. As I 
th ink  -- I k n o ~ c  J O U  Lvorked on the bill cvith me. This is very clear that the Public 
Senrice Commission has absolute control over costs and prices. And again. to 
make it clear to the members. the only waq' that a rate increase could take place is 
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 conipetition 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. \i-ho. she says of: .*It's ob\.ious. it 
seems to me. that their local rates will go up. And I don't know where that competition \vi11 
come from. Senator Haridopolos responds. saying: 

SENATOR HARIDOPOLOS: Senator Cowin. I think you bring up a very 
legitimate issue and an issue of concern to a lot of persons. I think what gi\ es me 
comfort as I read through the bill. especially in Section 15. 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 the\ can adjust these rates. That's the comfort lei.el that I 
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. j o u  have a provision which was not in the previous bill of having the carrier 
of last resort. That's expanded all the waj. now to 2009. and I think that \\-ill 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 PO 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 I guess I'm 
hearing ~ ~ o u  say that in a rural communitj.. 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 
conipetition for those people that don't have anv long distance. or are you looking 
at it as a total picture and saying overall. there will be parity. because o\.erall 



the long distance rates --- \\here is the eeolrraphic reeion for competition for rural 
communities? Is that a separate entit! '? 

SEhATOR I-IARIDOPOLOS: I belie\ e. Senator Couin. as the bill clearl\ states. 
that nhat jou're going to ha\e here is simpl). as the PSC loohs at each -- as the 
compan! asks in a particular jurisdiction to raise rates. thej're going to look at the 
parameters of the area they're looking at specificallq. and the\'re roinc to ask 
those two basic questions. will i t  benefit customers. and is there true competition. 
And I think that's uhat we want to hand to the professionals at the PSC. this bery 
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 abo1.e the Lifeline eligibility level that might 
"suffer'- as a result of the large rate increases. Senator Sebesta asked: 

SENATOR SEBESTA: Thank ).ou. 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 fellou. Senators have been saying. I guess I have two 
questions for you. 

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 they 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 Coinmission to decide the rates one wav or the other. 
without question. 

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 20 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. 
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Companies' Petitions and Testimon\, 

Sprint's petition. at Page 1 1.  states the following: 

19. 
is not the onljr benefit the Sprint-s residential local service users \vi11 
experience from granting Sprint's Petition. Sprint's residential local 
service customers who subscribe to a major interexchange carrier (IXC) 
for their toll senices will see a significant benefit from granting Sprint's 
Petition. Felz Direct Testimony at 24-25: Staihr Direct Testimonj? at 14. 
As required bjr the 2003 Act. each IXC that experiences expense savings 
from the reduction of intrastate switched network access rates must pass 
all of those saviiies on to their customers in the form of: a.) eliminating 
any "instate connection fee" by January [sic] 1. 2006: and b.) reducina 
intrastate toll rates. Section 364.164(2). Florida Statutes. 

Making the residential local market more attractive to competitors 

20. 
month. is collected by several. major IXCs 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. 

The "instate connection fee," which amounts to about $1.90 per 

As indicated in its petition. Sprint witness Brian Staihr. at page 14. line 9 of his prefiled 

direct testimony said the following: 

Q. 
possibly increase more in Sprint's territory than in other regions'? 

But doesn't that mean that residential local service rates Jvould 

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 of 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. inanv 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 inany cases the effects will offset each other. 



Similarlq,. Sprint itness John Felz. at page 24-25. beginning at line 24 of his 
prefilled direct testinionq said the foIlo\\ing: 

Q. Are there other consumer benefits provided by legislation? 

A. Yes. The intereschan.2e 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 i n  the rates for long distance calling will serve to offset the 
increases the\ \ \ i l l  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 flowiix-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 monthl: 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. 
and long distance usage. and therefore. make residential customers more 
attractive to Competition? 

Will I'erizon's Pricing Reform Plan encourage increases in toll 

A. 
providers to flow through access reductions. toll and long distance prices 
will fall. which in turn would stimulate toll and long: distance usage. 

Yes. because the newly enacted legislation requires long distance 

This reaction \{.ill 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. 
reform plan'? 

Are there any other benefits associated with Verizon's pricing 

A. 
its toll process. Such reductions will not be offset with increases under 
3 364.164 and \\-ill therefore serve as an additional customer benefit. 

Yes. Competitive pressures will likely force Verizon to reduce 

Q. Is there a particular class of residential customer that benefits the 
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most from \reriion's plan? 

'4. Yes. Verizon's plan will benefit existing Lifeline customers and 
additional customers \tho will qualify for Lifeline under the expanded 
pro\iisions ofF.S.361.164. Lifeline subscribers \ t i l l  see the price the pay 
for basic local ser\.ice preserved at its current lei.el. while at the same time 
enioLing the benefits of reduced prices for lone distance calling created bv 
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 testinion!.. he said the following: 

Q. 
should customers benefit in the way of reduced long distance rates? 

Although BellSouth proposes increasing certain local exchange rates. 

A. Yes. A41though BellSouth's proposal includes increases in certain local 
exchange ser\.ices 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 
adiustments in intrastate switched access must decrease their Ion2 distance 
revenues bv passing along such reductions to both residential and business 
customers. Therefore. to the extent that customers are using long distance 
service pro\.ided bv telecommunications companies that pav 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. 
not result in rate shock. 

Please explain why you believe that the companies' plans will 

A. 
in a customer's basic local price. In addition. as I stated earlier. these 
price increases nil1 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. 

The companies' plans will result in relatively minor increases 

In addition. Ivith 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 paiT from increased stimulation from lower long distance 

7 



charges that repi-esent real ,cains to consumers because thev are now able 
to make more calls at the ne\\ loner prices. 

8 



CCA Official Document.. . 11/4/2003 10:04 AM 

Kay Flynn 0 3 086 4’- 7-r 
From: 
Sent: 
To : 

Subject: 

Denise Karnes 
Tuesday, November 04, 2003 8:02 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; Thelma Crump; Tim Devlin; Veronica Washington 
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: 

1 



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@,i),psc.state.fl.us or 
call (850) 41 3-6770. There may be a charge for the copy. 

State of Florida 

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 underyay 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 lXCs 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. 

# # #  

http://www. psc. state. fl .us/general/news/ 1 1 03 03. html 11/4/2003 
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TO : 

M E M O R A N D U M  

November 6, 2003 

.-. c ;,? y i s 5 014 ,GI  I 1  

CLERK 
DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES 

FROM : OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL (P. CHRISTEN SEN)^ Av 
RE : 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. 

DOCKET NO. 030961-TI - FLOW-THROUGH OF LEC SWITCHED 
ACCESS REDUCTIONS BY IXCS, PURSUANT TO SECTION 
364.163(2), FLORIDA STATUTES. 

.* 

Please file the attached letter from Dr. Osvaldo Freiva in the 
correspondence section of the above referenced dockets. 

PAC/lg 
Attachment 



on behalf of The and I - a- My name is 
Association of Former Cuban Political Prisoners. 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Tallahassee, Florida. 

Dear Commissioners, 

c 

.& L - L l L . + c ; 5  A b~SirJbs3 fi/\by\l has 
today as'local beskassjxzrp#c who M f o u g h t  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 e, to 
pursue happiness. w-& 

:t 
That is why% 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, 



LAW OFFICES 

Nesser, Caparello B Self 
~~ 

A ProLsional  Association 

Post Office Box 1876 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1816 

Internet: m.law€la.com 

November 18,2003 

To: Allparties 
Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, and 030869-TL 

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. 

W a m b  
Enclosures 
cc: Ms. Blanca Bay6 

DOWNTOWN OFFICE, 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 701 
NORTHEAST OFFICE, 3116 Capital Circle, NE, Suite 5 

Tallahassee, F132301 * Phone (850) 222-0720 * Fax (850) 224-4359 
Phone (850) 668-5246 * Fax (850) 668-5613 Tallahassee, F132308 
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State of Florida 1Jl1/ DEC - 4 2003 I~ 

JlubIir~.erfrice «[.~H,4't,;A'afiif&__ - .J 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U~1a- --"~"''''O~wIUI'{ 

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 

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:) 

~ 7:,,­
_, ...""J 

Susan Howard c C:J 
r"rlC

Della Fordham ("')3: c-),
r-~Zoryana Ring r1''l_ .t­
::'0<1:)Catherine Beard ::&;'C/) 2:100:zSallie Hallmark -0 -'.,.--,. 

;z: \.0Margie Edmondson .. -Cl 
N Ct)

Brenda Merritt 0 

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 QG . 

M~5\' nt\ 



State of Florida 

~uhltt~~ ar. 

-rYl-~-rYl-()-It-j\-~-D­ rYI F.p.s.c. 

- - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

DATE: December 4, 2003 i1\ 

TO: 	 Mary Andrews Bane, Executive Direc1Ph 
FROM: 	 Beth Salak, Director, CMP 1;!:0r! v 


RE: 	 Request to Copy Confidentiallntfgmnation for Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 
030869-TL, and 030961-TL, Petl\ions 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. 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. 

'-. DN 08885-03 


<;DN 09021-03'~Notcop;ed 

lDN 09052-03-S 


""DN 09366-03 

~ DN 09449-03 
 ~~q~cs s~d


, < } Q.-c . 0t. Rpr ~ 

"v DN 09829-03 
'-..:JDN 10128-03 

~ DN 10142-03 


DN 10288-03 

~DN 10632-03 


DN 10697-03 

,,""'- DN 11531-03 


'\vDN 11533-03 

\. DN 11728-03 

~DN 11783-03 

"-., DN 11794-03 

~DN 11885-03 

"'"DN 11928-03 

\. DN 11932-03 

~DN 12053-03 

"­ ..DN 12155-03 
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OFFIC- OF THE ATTORNEY '-ENE<RAL 

THE CAPITOL 
Rep13 to: 

Office of the At:orney General 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1 050 

CHARLIE CRIST 
Attormy Gmernf 
State of Florida 

December 8,2003 

Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director 
Commission Clerk and Acininistrative Services 
Room 1 10, Eastey Building 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shim" Oak Bhd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868- 

Civil Division 
(850)414-3303; SunCom 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

The Attorney General recognizes and acknowledges its obligation under Section 364.1 83, 
F.S., to protect the proprietaq' and confidential information deemed exempt froin Section 
119.07(1), F.S., under Section 364.183, F.S. 

The Attorney General recognizes that their obligation ex tends to documents and 
information received from the Public Service Commission and other parties. 

Senior General Counsel 

JSimkc 

AN AFFIRhlATIVE ACTIONCQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



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

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

December 8,2003 
Jack Shreve, Esq. 
Office of the Attorney General 
PL -0 1 , The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 

Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-T-, 030961-TI 

Dear Mr. Shreve: 

Accompanying this letter are copies of the following documents filed by parties as 
confidential in the keferenced dockets: 

08008-03 
0801 1-03,08022-03 
08043-03 (CD) 
08044-03 (CD) 
08045-03 (CD) 
08671-03 
08885-03 
09366-03 
0 9 4 4 9 - 0 3 
10 128-03 
10632-03 
10697-03 

1 1728-03 
094 12-03 
094 14-03 (CD) 
09489-03 
09499-03 (CD) 
09527-03 
09829-03 
10 142-03 
10288-03 
1153 1-03 
11533-03 
12155-03 

11885-03 12053-03 
1 1794-03 1 1890-03 
10846-03 12023-03 
11654-03 12083-03 
1 1662-03 
11683-03 
1 1684-03 
11685-03 
11688-03 
11691-03 
1 1694-03 
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, 

Kay ‘%W F l y  

Chief of Records and Hearing Services 
Enclosure 
cc: Blanca S. Bay6 

Richard Melson, Esq. 
Beth Keating, Esq. 
Beth Salak 
Parties of Record 

An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: 11 ttp://wwv;floridnpsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



Letter to Jack Shreve, Esq. (In re: Dockets 030867-TL, et al.) 
December 8,2003 
Page 2 

Your signature below indicates you are taking possession of the confidential documents listed on 
the previous page: 



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 

i 3460  
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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, 
(MCFLTLH00107)P.O. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214 
On behalf of SDrint-Florida, IncorDorated. 

CHARLES REHWINKEL, Esquire, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, 
(MCFLTLH00107)P.O. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214 
On behalf of SDrint Communications Companv 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 Lona Distance, Inc. 

GEORGE MEROS, Esquire, Gray, Harris & Robinson, P.O. Box 
11189, Tallahassee, Florida, 32302 
On behalf of Knoloav 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. MA", 
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 Suaarmill 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 

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. 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 judgmenttt1 
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 11). 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 local exchange service. In 1995, the 
Florida Legislature amended Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, to allow 

United States v. American Telephone and TelearaDh Co., 552 F. Supp 131 
(D.D.C. 1982) aff'd sub nom, Maryland 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 local 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 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, 4 7  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) . &g 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 levels, 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 l ong  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). 



ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL 
DOCKETS NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI 
PAGE 8 

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 jurisdiction in this matter arises from the above 
statutory provisions. 

11. 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. 0308.67-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-T1, 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. 

111. 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 askedthat 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 J o i n t  
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. Kinq, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 
1962); and Pinaree v. Ouaintance, 394 So. 2d 162 (Fla. lSt 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. 3rd DCA 1959); citing State ex.re1. 
Javtex Realtv Co. v. Green, 105 So.  2d 817 (Fla. lSt 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-E1, 
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 

L 
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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-F0F-TLf at 
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pages 11 and 12, is amended and 
following type and strike version: 

030869-TL, 030961-TI 

clarified as reflected in the 

In reaching this conclusion, we refer to the 
language of Section 364.164, Florida Statutes. 
Contrary to AARP's assertions, none of the 
four mandatorv criteria set forth for our 
consideration in addressing the petitions 
mandates necessitates participation by the 

tzhe first factor set forth in Section 
364.164 (1) , Florida Statutes, for our 
consideration does not mandate that d+reet the 
Commission tb consider how the ILECs' 
proposals will affect the toll market "for the 
benefit of residential consumers." Instead, 

IXCS. * p k i n l y  Aa-L-d by &G LGyi- 

the plain language states that 
should be given to whether 
petitions will: 

(a) Remove current support 
local telecommunications 
that prevents the creation 

consideration 
granting 

for basic 
services 
of a more 

the 

attractive local  exchange market for 
the benefit of residential 
consumers. [Emphasis added] . 

c- 
LUL use-lir 

VI1 L l l e  
> I -  

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 ~~~~~ determination 
of the Petitions. In reachina this conclusion, 
we do not find that we are precluded from such 
consideration, rather we conclude only that we 
are not reauired to do so. 
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d u ) .  That said, we nevertheless acknowledge 
AARP's contention that the Legislature 
considered the impacts on customers' toll 
bills in passing the new legislation.4 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 

4At foo tnote  1 of t h e  Motion, AARP s t a t e s  t h a t  it i s  i n  t h e  process o f  having 
t h e  re levant  i n d u s t r y  and l e g i s l a t o r  comments recorded  and t r a n s c r i b e d  f o r  
f i l i n g  a t  a l a t e r  d a t e .  
f i n a l  hear ings i n  t h e s e  proceedings.  

This m a t e r i a l  was o f f i c i a l l y  recognized dur ing  t h e  
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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 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. a, Trawick's Florida Practice and 
Procedure, S25-5, 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 Citv Utilitv Services, 
Inc., 760 So. 1123 (5th 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. In 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. . . . 
Hollv v. Auld, 450 So. 2d 217 (Fla. 1984), citing A.R. Doualass 
Inc. v. McRainev, 102 Fla. 1141 (1931). If the meaning is clear, 
there is 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 

/I 
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obvious implications. I lo l lv ,  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] hether 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 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 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 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 Petitions 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. 
market entry into the local exchange market. 

The elimination of such support will induce enhanced 

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. 

9. 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 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 €or 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 long 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 basic 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 fromthe 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 Banerj ee. 
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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 

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. 

not subsidized by access service or any other service. OPC 

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 
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 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, 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 local 
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 local 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 



* 

ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL 
DOCKETS NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI 
PAGE 25 

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 €or 
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 f o r  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 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. 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 long 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, 
and Cooper provided testimony on this point for OPC 
respectively. 

Commission staff's witness Shafer testified that 
proposals will likely result in benefits for residential 
such as increased value and choice in products. 

Drs. Gabel 
and AARP, 

the ILECs' 
customers, 

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 attractive, 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 overpriced, then there 
will be less calling and that constitutes a 
l o s s  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 local 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 I X C s  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 spirit 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 
in the t t h e  __ 
A 1 1  b A * "  
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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 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. 
eligible customers by approximately 119,000 when compared to the 125% standard 
required by Section 364.10. 

This increases the pool of Lifeline 
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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. ATCT 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 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, ATCT 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 



ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL 
DOCKETS NOS.  030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI 
PAGE 39 

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 period 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. 
ATCT 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 use 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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r e b a l a n c i n g  means t h a t  Verizon has  f a i l e d  t o  comply w i t h  t h e  
p r o v i s i o n s  of  t h e  A c t  r e q u i r i n g  p a r i t y  and r evenue  n e u t r a l i t y .  
They a s s e r t  t h a t  Ver i zon ' s  p e t i t i o n  shou ld  be denied on t h e s e  
grounds.  

S p r i n t  asser ts  t h a t  i t s  p r o p o s a l  w i l l  r e d u c e  i n t r a s t a t e  
swi t ched  network a c c e s s  r a t e s  t o  i n t e r s t a t e  p a r i t y  over a p e r i o d  of 
n o t  less t h a n  two y e a r s  o r  more t h a n  f o u r .  S p r i n t  contends  t h a t  
i t s  p e t i t i o n ,  t e s t imony ,  and e x h i b i t s  demons t r a t e  t h a t  r e b a l a n c i n g  
prices over  a two-year p e r i o d  ( t h r e e  a n n u a l  i nc remen t s )  w i l l  
p r o v i d e  t h e  marke tp l ace  w i t h  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  competitive s i g n a l s  
and  w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  consumer r a t e  shock .  S p r i n t ' s  i n i t i a l  
p r o p o s a l  was t o  r educe  i t s  access r a t e  by $62,319,890 t h e  f i r s t  
y e a r ,  $56,211,862 t h e  second yea r ,  and $23 ,541,711 t h e  t h i r d  y e a r .  
S p r i n t ' s  t o t a l  p roposed  r e d u c t i o n  i s  $125.2 m i l l i o n .  However, 
d u r i n g  c l o s i n g  arguments  S p r i n t  ag reed  t o  spread i t s  r e d u c t i o n  and 
co r re spond ing  i n c r e a s e  i n  f o u r  s t e p s  o v e r  a period of t h r e e  y e a r s ,  
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  p o s i t i o n  advocated by Commission s t a f f  w i t n e s s  
S h a f e r .  Under S p r i n t ' s  r e v i s e d  p r o p o s a l ,  t h e  basic l o c a l  
te lecommunica t ions  services i n c r e a s e s  w i l l  be $2.25 t h e  f irst  y e a r ,  
$2.25 t h e  second y e a r ,  $ 1 . 5 0  t h e  t h i r d  y e a r ,  and  $0.86 t h e  f o u r t h  
y e a r .  

Bel lSouth  con tends  t h a t  i t s  p r o p o s a l  w i l l  reduce i n t r a s t a t e  
swi t ched  network a c c e s s  r a t e s  t o  i n t e r s t a t e  p a r i t y  o v e r  a p e r i o d  of 
n o t  less t h a n  t w o  y e a r s  or more t h a n  f o u r .  B e l l S o u t h  asserts t h a t  
i t s  proposed i n c r e a s e s  w i l l  o c c u r  o v e r  t h r e e  i n s t a l l m e n t s ,  lSt  
q u a r t e r  2004, lSt q u a r t e r  2005, and lSt q u a r t e r  2006. Bel lSouth  
p r e s e n t s  two a l t e r n a t i v e  methodologies  by  which p a r i t y  can be 
ach ieved :  "mir ror ing"  and t h e  " t y p i c a l  network.  It Witness R u s c i l l i  
t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  B e l l S o u t h ' s  p roposed  r e d u c t i o n s  under e i t h e r  
methodology w i l l  be 4 0 %  i n  t h e  lSt q u a r t e r  of 2004, 35% i n  t h e  lSt 
q u a r t e r  of 2005, and  25% i n  t h e  lSt q u a r t e r  o f  2006. Witness  
R u s c i l l i  f u r t h e r  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  B e l l S o u t h ' s  proposal r eaches  p a r i t y  
i n  24 months, c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  i n  S e c t i o n  
364.164 (1) ( c ) ,  F l o r i d a  S t a t u t e s ,  t h a t  p a r i t y  be reached  i n  n o t  less 
t h a n  2 y e a r s  and n o t  more t h a n  4 y e a r s .  

AT&T and MCI asser t  t h a t  B e l l S o u t h ' s  'mirror ing" p r o p o s a l  
appears t o  c o r r e c t l y  r educe  i t s  s w i t c h e d  access rates to  in t e r s t a t e  
p a r i t y ,  b u t  t h e y  con tend  t h a t  Be l lSou th '  s " t y p i c a l  network" 
p r o p o s a l  does n o t .  Wi tness  F o n t e i x  e x p l a i n s  t h a t  Be l lSou th ' s  
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"mirroring"methodo1ogy 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 testifiedthat 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 line, 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.6 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 
oriainally 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 

7BellSouth 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 local exchange 
telecommunications company is authorized to immediately implement 
a revenue category mechanism consisting of basic local 
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. 



ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL 
DOCKETS N O S .  030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 030961-TI 
PAGE 49 

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 

ATCT 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 4 4  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 s o ,  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 
€low-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- 
recurring charges so 
that the.single line 
residential rates 
would be lowered by 
approximately 36 
cents. 

Increase Lifeline 
eligibility to 135% 
of the federal 
poverty level. 

Increases to basic 
residential 
recurring and non- 
recurring rates 
would be in four 
steps spread over 
three years. 

~~ 

Increase Lifeline 
eligibility to 135% 
of the federal 
poverty level. 

Lifeline rates would 
not be increased for 
four 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. 

Lifeline rates would 
not be increased for 
four years. 
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Will work with PSC Will work with PSC 
to review ECS in a to review ECS in a 
Commission workshop. Commission workshop. 

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-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. 

V 
BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of the Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 

( S E A L )  

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. 
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DATE: December 16, 2003 
TO: Mary Andrews Bane, Executive Directorr 

,/;FROM: Beth Salak, Director, CMP 
RE: Third Request to Copy Confidential Info ion for Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 

030869-TL, and 030961-TL, Petitions 0 erizon, 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 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 I 3 }9 Y- 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 
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Vfp " LARKETfNG 
BELL-SOUTH 
P.O.BOX 1857 
ALPHARETTA GA 
30023 -1857 DEC.22-2003 DEctmVE DIRECTOR 

BELL SOUTHP.O.BOX 126 
CHARLOTTE, N.C 
28201-1262 

ACCOUNT #[407]322-1862 
650-3144** 

BELL-SOUTHP.O.BOX 432 1 
ATLANTA, GA 

IIKUJIII 

30336-321 

CIC HON.CHARLIE CRIST 
FLORIDA ATTORNEY GENERAL 
T ALLAHHASSEE. FL 32399 

CIC FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
STATE OF FLA. 
T ALLASHASSEE, FL 32399" 
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ON 11118/03 WE TALKED TO ' MlSS [RVJN' ABOUT BEING CHARGED FOR 
ITEMS OR SERVICES WE NEVERORDERED .. SHE SAID THIS WOULD BE 
CORRECTED OR FIXED. 

ON 10/10103 WE ASKED FOR A [PRINT-OUT] OF ALL SERVICES AND 
MONTHLY FEES 
1028/03 INVOICE WAS PAIDED $57.62 DUE 11104/2003 

'--
:~ 
;.:.:: , 
<J1 

:0' 

-.. 
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YOU ALSO CUT OFF OUR SERVICE WITH[ !.D.T.] WITHOUT OUR APPROVAL .. 

BELL SOUTH BASIC MONTH!, Y COST 24.95 PLUS TAXES ~ $30.00 PER MONT 
ALL WE EVER NEEDEDIS BASIC SERVICE $30.00 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 

~, 

, . . 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS : 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIR~MAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 SNMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

LILA A. JABER 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

January 12,2004 

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 and 030961-TI) 

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 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, 

Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau of Records and H 

Enclosure 
cc: David Smith, Esq., Office of the General Counsel 

Harold McLean, Esq., Office of the Public Counsel 
Parties of Record 

ri g Semi 
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An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
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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. 

Docket No. 030867-TL 

~ -~ 

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. 

0 

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 the LEC switched access 
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section 
364.163(2), Florida Statutes. 

I 

Docket No. 030868 - TL 

Docket No. 030869-TL 

Docket No. 030961-TI 

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF HAROLD MCLEAN, 
PUBLIC COUN SEL. STATE OF FLORIDA, 

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 switched access reductions by IXCs in the manner set forth in their petitions. 



. %  - 

I 

DATED this 7th day of January, 2004. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HAROLD MCLEAN 
PUBLIC COUNSEL 

Y * HAROLD MCLEAN 

Florida Bar No. 0193591 
1 1 1 West Madison Street, Room 8 12 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
Tel: (850) 488-9330 
Fax: (850) 488-4491 



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. 0 30 8 67 -TL 

DOCKET NO. 

DOCKET NO. 

030 8 68-TL 

0 30 8 6 9-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 
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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, 
(MCFLTLH00107)P.O. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214 
On behalf of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated. 

CHARLES REHWINKEL, Esquire, Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, 
(MCFLTLH00107)P.O. Box 2214, Tallahassee, Florida 32316-2214 
On behalf of SDrint Communications Companv 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 Lona Distance. Inc. 

GEORGE MEROS, Esquire, Gray, Harris & Robinson, P.O. Box 
11189, Tallahassee, Florida, 32302 
On behalf of Knoloav 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 Attornev General. 

HAROLD McLEAN, Esquire, CHARLES BECK, Esquire, and H.F. MA", 
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 Suaarmill 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. 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. 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 judgmentrt1 
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 11). 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 local exchange service. In 1995, the 
Florida Legislature amended Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, to allow 

United States v. American Telephone and Telearaph Co., 552 F. Supp 131 
(D.D.C. 1982) aff'd sub nom, Marvland 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 local 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 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. §§ e t .  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 levels, 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 jurisdiction in this matter arises from the above 
statutory provisions. 

11. 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. 0308.67-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 ( O X )  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-T1, 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. 

111. MOTIONS 

Three motions remained outstanding at the start of our hearing 
in this matter -- two motions €or reconsideration of prior orders 
and one motion f o r  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 askedthat 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. Kinq, 146 So.  2d 889 (Fla. 
1962); and Pinaree v. Ouaintance, 394 So. 2d 162 (Fla. lSt 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. 3rd DCA 1959); citing State ex.re1. 
Javtex Realtv Co. v. Green, 105 So. 2d 817 (Fla. lSt 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-E1, 
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 N o .  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 mandatorv criteria set forth for our 
consideration in addressing the petitions 
mandates rrecessitistteS participation by the 

tzhe first factor set forth in Section 
364.164 (1) , Florida Statutes, for our 
consideration does not mandate that &keet the 
Commission ta consider how the ILECs' 
proposals will affect the t o l l  market "for the 
benefit of residential consumers. " Instead, 
the plain language states that consideration 
should be given to whether granting the 
petitions will: 

IXCS. A% plai11ly DLa-tEd Ly- L:lc Lqk l&are ; -  

(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] . 

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 determination 
of the Petitions. In reachinu this conclusion, 
we do not find that we are precluded from such 
consideration, rather we conclude onlv that we 
are not reauired to do so. 
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2;.  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. 

r,L . 1 . , . 
1 - 1  n-  h 1 1 t 2 7 7  - 

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, ATCT/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 

4At footnote  1 of  t h e  Motion, AARP s ta tes  t h a t  it i s  i n  t h e  process of having 
t h e  re levant  i n d u s t r y  and l e g i s l a t o r  comments recorded and t r a n s c r i b e d  for 
f i l i n g  a t  a l a t e r  d a t e .  
f i n a l  hear inqs  i n  t h e s e  proceedings.  

This  m a t e r i a l  was o f f i c i a l l y  recognized du r ing  t h e  
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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 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. a, Trawick's Florida Practice and 
Procedure, S25-5, 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 TransDortation, Inc., 626 So. 2d 974 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1993) (citing Wills v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 351 S o .  
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 Citv Utility Services, 
Inc., 760 So. 1123 (5th 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. In 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. . . . 
Hollv v. Auld, 450 So. 2d 217 (Fla. 1984), citing A.R. Doualass 
Inc. v. McRainev, 102 Fla. 1141 (1931). If the meaning is clear, 
there is 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 

It 
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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 language 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 could be 
interpreted. We note that the lack of clarifying language or 
punctuation in the provisions at issue contributes to the differing 
interpretations. A s  such, having considered the arguments and the 
language of the statute itself, we find that the language of 
Section 364.164, Florida Statutes, is 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 Petitions 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. 
market entry into the local exchange market. 

The elimination of such support will induce enhanced 

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. 

9. 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 a l so  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 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 long 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 basic 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 Banerj ee . 
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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 

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. 

not subsidized by access service or any other service. OPC 

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 
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 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, 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 local 
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 ATCT 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 local 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 ". . . 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. In addition, Verizon's 
_rai-tnesses Danner a nd 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 long 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&Tr 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 attractive, because companies will 
increase their profit margin. 

Again, as argued by ATtT'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 
l o s s  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 s o m e  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 



c 
ORDER NO. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL 
DOCKETS NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL' 030961-TI 
PAGE 30 

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 local 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 I X C s  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 spirit 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 
t t- t h e  
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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 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 €or 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. ATCT 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 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 period 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. 
ATcT 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 use 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 $ 6 2 , 3 1 9 , 8 9 0  the first 
year, $ 5 6 , 2 1 1 , 8 6 2  the second year, and $ 2 3 , 5 4 1 , 7 1 1  the third year. 
Sprint's total proposed reduction is $ 1 2 5 . 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 local 
telecommunications services increases will be $ 2 . 2 5  the first year, 
$ 2 . 2 5  the second year, $1.50 the third year, and $ 0 . 8 6  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, lSt 
quarter 2004,  lSt quarter 2005,  and lSt 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 lSt quarter of 2004,  35% in the lSt 
quarter of 2005 ,  and 2 5 %  in the lSt quarter of 2006 .  Witness 
Ruscilli further testified that BellSouth's proposal reaches parity 
in 24 months, consistent with the requirement in Section 
3 6 4 . 1 6 4  (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 line, 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 

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. 

to the consumer. Thus, we conclude that Verizon's explanation for 'I 

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 qevised 
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.6 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 
oriqinally 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 

7BellSouth 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 local exchange 
telecommunications company is authorized to immediately implement 
a revenue category mechanism consisting of basic local 
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 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. A s  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 ATGT 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 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 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 N o s .  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 f o r t h  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. 

Increase Lifeline 
eligibility to 135% 
of the federal 
poverty level. 

1 

Increases to basic 
residential 
recurring and non- 
recurring rates 
would be in four 
steps spread over 
three years. 

Increase Lifeline 
eligibility to 135% 
of the federal 
poverty level. 

Lifeline rates would 
not be increased for 
four 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. 

Lifeline rates would 
not be increased for 
four years. 
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Will work with PSC 
to review ECS in a 
Commission workshop. Commission workshop. Commission workshop. 

Will work with PSC Will work with PSC 
to review ECS in a to review ECS in a 

The tariffs reflecting 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-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 
It is investigate Extended Calling Service, as prescribed herein. 

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. 

v 
BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of the Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 

( S E A L )  

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. 
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In re: Petition by Verizon Florida, Inc. to 
Reform Intrastate Network Access and Basic 
Local Telecommunications Rates in Accordance 
with Section 364.1 64, Florida Statutes. 

Ln 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( l), 
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. 

Docket No. 030867-TL 

Docket No. 030868 - TL 

Docket No. 030869-TL 

~- 

In re: Flow-though of the LEC switched access 
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section 
364.163(2), Florida Statutes, 

Docket No. 030961-TI 

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF CHARLES J. CRIST, JR., 
ATTORNEY GENERAL. STATE OF FLORIDA, 

NOTICE IS GWEN 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, Venzon and BellSouth and allows these companies to raise their basic rates and approved 

the flow-through of LEC switched access reductions by E C s  in the manner set forth in their 

.I;eti.tiOb. 
I ,  
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DATED this 7th day of January, 2004. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CHARLES J. CRIST, JR. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Florida Bar No. 3621 90 
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: 

J. TERRY DEASON 

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN Cmmu CLRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 S” OAK BOULEVARD 

LILA A. JABER TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

C w s  M. DAVLDSON 

January 12,2004 

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, and 030961-TI) 

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-TLY 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, 

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 ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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TO: vKAY FLYNN/CCA ,; Ot'if1ISSION 
CLERKSANDY MOSES/CCA 


MARY DISKERUD/GCL-APP 

WANDA TERRELL/GCL-APP 


FROM: 	 DAVID E. SMITH, ATTORNEY SUPERVISOR, GENERAL 
COUNSEL/APPEALS, RULES & MEDIATION ~~ 

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 

From day of 
filing: 

02/12/04 

02/26/04 

03/07104 

03117/04 

04/01104 

04/06/04 

04/26/04 

Item 

Draft of Index of Record from CCA to Appeals 
Attorney. 

Index of Record served on Parties. 

Copy of Record to Appeals. 

Appellant's Initial Brief Due. 

Draft Commission Answer Brief Due. 

Commission's Answer Brief Due. 

Appellant's Reply Brief Due. 



Ruth Nettles ************ Official Filing 1/22/2004 3:45 PM 

Ruth Nettles 

To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Nekey Garcia 
Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks 
FW: General CommentlQuestion 

J 
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: 
E-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 

1 
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Ruth Nettles 

To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Nekey Garcia 
Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks 
FW: Other 

J 
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 
Sub] ect : Other 

January 12, 2004 

Contact Information: 

Name: Craig sharp 
Company : 
Primary Phone: 850-682-6404 
Secondary Phone: 
E-mail: ridqerat8Gwebtv.net 

Comments : 
you're allowing a rate increase for the phone companies to increase competition? why? to 

see if 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 WebTL7/2.6 (compatible; MSIE 4.0) 
http://www.psc.state.fl.us/contact/contact - form/contactform.cfm 
www.psc.state.fl.us 

1 
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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:: 

understand the Directions to Clerk that you filed on January 20,2004. 
Because of the complexity of the record in these cases, I want to be sure we correctly 

With regard to the general direction to include documents described in Rule 9.200(a)( l), 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): I 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 andor 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 \\‘ebsite: http://~~~~s.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contac@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, 

Bureau of Records 
Commission Clerk & Administrative Services 

cc: Blanca S. Bay6, CCA Director 
Rick Melson, General Counsel 
All parties of record 



FRX NO. : 3217737085 Jan. 27 20B4 03:lBPM PI - ~ ._&, 
FROM : RUS 

e 056861- 7-L 
030868- 7-Z- ._ . 

Braulio Raez, Chairman . 
FPSC 
Fax 1-800 51 1-0809 

Dear sir: 

Re: Senate BiU 654 (TeleCompetition Innovation anc 

. .  . . . . . .  
. .  . . I .  . .  

. . ,  ’ 

.. I 

fiastructure Enhancemer Act)z 

I am appalled that myonc 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 e1dex”ly on k e d  incomes also can barely afford basic service for 
emergencies and. in many cases, is their only E h e  to W y  and to the outside world. 

Even a modest increase would adversely affcct them, but the proposed increase and the 
“aghablle prospect of 20% annual increase (with inflation and cost of fiving increases hoverbg 
at around 3%) could mean having to do without telephones or having to cut down on other 
luxuries such as food. 

Please do all that you can to defeat, modi?$, or at least postpone this bill. 



CCA Official Document.. . 2/10/2004 7 
1 11:30 AM 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Webmaster 
Tuesday, January 27,2004 1:52 PM 
CAF Internet Mail 
FW: Web Site CommentIQuestion 

----- 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 Ciamporceyo 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." 
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. 
so but. no alternative. Can the "new rates" improve service, please show me and I might 
change my mind. Thank you. 

Just this morning I tried calling a 

Good service, I don't think 

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 

c 
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Ruth Nettles ************ Official Filing 2/5/2004 4:17 PM 

Ruth Nettles 

To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Nekey Garcia 
Beth Keating; Patty Christensen; Felicia Banks 
FW: Other 

V'' 
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: 4072988178 
Secondary Phone: 
E-mail: rfprice44@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 reasonable 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 



Official Filing 2/5/2004 4:17 PM Ruth Nettles ************ 
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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65 1 Cypress Lane 
Wilton Manors, FL 33305-3902 
4 February 2004 

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

To Whom It May Concern: 

i -  
I 2 

.- 
.. 
. ~. 

c: - 
I am writing to complain about the cost of phone service in Florida. Bell South isTaising 
rates yet again, and my service has not improved at all, In addition, Florida charges an L 
excess of taxes on phone service. 

; 
;: ; 
i. d~ 

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. 

6hn-Paul Phillipp 

John-Paul Phillipp 
651 Cypress Lane 
Wiiton Manors, FL 333053902 

,us -I 
:kF _p 

:MP i 
:OM -- 



Letter to Jack Shreve, Esq. (In re: Dockets 030867-TLY 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 : 

Date: 
P 



-- .. ~--.~.-..- ..--- ...~.- ~--~---~-~ 

Docket 030869 et. al.: Confidential Documents Used by Staff at Agenda Page 1 of 1 

Kay Flynn 

From: Beth Keating 

Sent: Tuesday, February 17,20043:53 PM 

To: Charles Beck 

Cc: Cecilia Bradley (Cecilia 

Subject: RE: Docket 030869 et. ~I.: Confidential Documents Used by Staff at Ag enda '\. .~ 

O.k., you will want to work directly with Kay on this, but it shouldn't be a problem. Her number is 413-6744. 

-----Original Message----­
From: BECK.CHARLES [mai!~mBECK.CHARLES@leg.state.f1.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 20043:34 PM 
To: Beth Keating (bkeating@psc.stateJI.us) 
Cc: Cecilia Bradley (Cecilia_Bradley@oag.state.f1.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 I work 
directly with Kay Flynn on this? These are the documents indicated on the PSC web 
page for docket 030869: 

~************************* 

~ ~~v<>~ 
f-.~ 

.\ 

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 fe(3 and revenue reductions. [CCA note: Dockets 030867, 
030868,030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 only.] 

****************************** 

Thanks. 

Charlie 

2/1712004 


mailto:Cecilia_Bradley@oag.state.f1.us
mailto:bkeating@psc.stateJI.us
mailto:mai!~mBECK.CHARLES@leg.state.f1




Needed Confldmtial Docwnmte 
For Dackot Nmber  03086? 

00592-04 01 /l4/2OO4 P$C/Staf'f - (CQNFIDBNTM) Nearing Exhibit No. 86. 
[CCA note: Dcdcete 030&6?, 030868,030869, md 0?0961; cotend in 030867 
only. J 

0061 6-04 OULSj2W (CONFIDENTLAL) Exhibit S6 Grom Dtccnihes 2003 
hawing. 

0061744 OI/15/2004 (CONFIDENTIAL) Exhibit 75 fromDecemh 2OQ3 
hearing. 

1012943 lOil6/2003 Verizon (Chapkisj - Redacted vwsjon of smdzdential DN 
10128-03. [CCA note: Provided on CD,] 

12634-03 12/05/2803 BellSouth (Mays) - ( C C " X A L )  R q o m e  'to st&s 
6th intcnogaturies, Item Nos. 103 md 104. [030869,030868,030869,030951; 
entered in 030867 dy.] [See DM 12948-03 f 



1271243 12/10/2003 BellSouth (Mays) (CONFIDEN?ZAL)Rcspbnsc to ~tafTf~ 
3rd set ofintwmgatmks, Ikm "I. 56,64,65, and attachmmt to ltm No, 57. 
[CCA note: Dockets Q30867,030368, C30869, md 030961; entered in 030867 
only.] [x-ref. DN 1 1783-03) 

127i6tO3 1211 0/2003 BtnSouth (Maya) - (CONFiD€NlXAL> Sup@tment&l 
raspmew to OPC's 2ad and 334 BCt of interrogatories, Norp, 2?;,27,39,41,42,43, 
44,46, and 47 [on hard copy]; aud 2nd request f ~ r  PODS, Nos. 26,27, and 211 [m 
CD only], [CCA note: Dockets 030867,03086&,030869, aid 030961; etltered in 
030867 on!y,] 

2 



P . 8 4  

Dockets 630857,030868,G30869, ad 030961 ; entered in 030867 only,') [See IJN 
126%4-03] 

1 3 13 1-03 12/17/2OO3 P$CBtaff - (CBEJPDENTLAL) Hewing Exhibit No. 39. 
[WA Dots: Dockets 030847,030868,030$69, and 030961: entered in 030867 
only. J [CCA note: E d b i t  

1313293 1Y13I2003 PSC/Staff- (CONPIDENTIAL) Hearing ]exhibit No, 41. 
[CCA note: M k t t e  O30867,030868,03R869, snd 030961; erotcred in 030867 
only.] [CCA note Exhibit contairre ?NB 09829-03, 10142-03,10288-03, 

13133403 22/17/2GQJ PSC/SW- (COMFfDENTIAL) Hearing Exhibit No. 40. 
[CCA note: Dwkettrr 030867,030868,030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 
only,] [CCA note: &$bit catairs DNs 11783-03 and 12053-03.1 

1 ~551-03,11533-03,1215543,11885-03, Wd lX794-03,] 

13134-03 12/17/2003 PSCAtafY (CQSNFIDENT~AL) Wearing Exhibit Nol 42. 
(CCA note: Doclceb 030867,030868,030369, and 030961; entered in 030867 
only,] [CCA note: Exhibit cantaim DN 1225843. J 

13135-03 12/17/2QO3 PSCISW-  (CQNPIDENTIAXI) Hearing Exhibit No, 43. 
[CCA note: .Docket8 030867,030868,030869, rsnd 030961; cntcrtd in 030867 
only. J [CCA nota: E~cliiit contains DN 1249%03.] 

13 136-03 12/17/2003 PSClStaff- (COWXT)BN'IAL) H e d n g  Exhibit Mo. 44, 
[CCA iiom: Dockets 030867,030868,030869, and 030961; entered in 030867 
mly. J [CCA note: R s h M  contains DN 1249 1-03.] 

-13 137-03 12/17/2003 V ~ Z O T I  - (CONFIDENTIAL) H d n g  Exhibit NO. 64. 
[CCA note: Dwktta 030867,030868,030869, and 030961 ; entered in 030867 
onlyb J [CCA not@: Hearing BrchMt contains part of DN 08QO8-03 .] 

13 13843 12/1 "l003 Sprint .I (COhTDENTXAL) Hearing Exhinibit No. 66. [CCA 
note: Dockets 030867,039868,030869, and 030961; mtmd in 030867 only,] 
[CCA note; Exhibit oontdns pat of DN 0801 1, ~03,] 

13 13943 12/17/2OO3 Sprint - (CONFIDE") Hearing Exhibit, No. 70. [CCA 

3 



note: Dockets 030867,030868,030869, a d  030961; entered US 030867 only.] 
[CCA note: Exhibit conhim part of DN 080 1 1-03 .J 

1319443 12/19/2003 PSCiStalrfu (CONFIDENTIAL) Inftmmkian from 12/16/03 
ag codorencc: lasue I@), spreadsheets; ~ssw 3, reduction in BcC%ss charges as 
filtd by compwnies; Iwue 4, ",IW included in KEC petitions; hsw 9, U(c6 
split of flaw-t)xaulugh ~ ~ u c ~ . ~ o I u ;  Ifinre 10, in-sute ~omection foe and revenue 
reductions. [CCA note: Qocketa 03081;7,Q30868,030869, wid 030961; enttred in 
030867 only. J 

4 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
LILA A. JABER 
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

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

March 2,2004 
Jack Shreve, Esq. 
Office of the Attorney General 
PL -01, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 050 

Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-TL 

Dear Mr. Shreve: 

Accompanying this letter are copies of the following documents filed by parties as 
confidential in the referenced dockets: 

08993-03 
08994-03 
09301-03 
10 129-03 (CD) 
10823-03 
12634-03 
12680-03 
12697-03 
12700-03 
12703-03 
12706-03 

1271 2-03 13139-03 
127 16-03 13 194-03 
12948-03 00592-04 
13 13 1-03 0061 6-04 
13 132-03 006 17-04 
13 133-03 
13 134-03 
13135-03 
13 136-03 
13 137-03 
13 138-03 

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 -+?e F l y  

Chief of Records 
Enclosure 
cc: Blanca S. Bay6 

Richard Melson, Esq. 
Beth Keating, Esq. 
Beth Salak 
Parties of Record 

An Afilrmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http://ww.floridaosc.com Internet E-mail: contact@pscstatefl.us 



•FFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL 
Image Not 

THE CAPITOLAvailable 
Reply to: 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1050 Office of the Attorney General 
PL 01, The Capitol 

CHRISTOPHER M. KISE TaUahassee, Florida 32399-1050 
Solicitor General (850)414-3681; SunCom994-3681 

email: Lynn_Hearn@oag.state.l1.usState ofFlorida 

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. 

As I mentioned 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 ofthe 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: 


v6s063-03 	 Citizens' Motion to Expedite Discovery 

~04-03 	 Memo dated 9/3103 from Chairman Jaber to Clerk Bayo forwarding 
correspondence from Attorney General Charles J. Crist, Jr. 

~6-03 	 9/3/03 letter to BellSouth advising FPSC will conduct audit to verifY billing 
units 

~57-03 	 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 

v6s'993-03 	 9/19/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index ofaudit for Verizon's 
petition 

~94-03 Volume 2 of2, audit work papers ofVerizon's petition 

aj~: 

b ;;J.. ;;. D B-f) 	If 
Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General 

State of Florida, Department of Legal Affairs i)~J /S-DY
AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION I EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

mailto:Lynn_Hearn@oag.state.l1.us


Mr. Richard D. Melson 
March 2, 2004 
Page 2 

vo8995-03 

~96-03 
~-03 

~-03 
~1-03 

9119/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index of audit for Sprint's 
petition 

Volume 2 of 2, audit work papers of Sprint's petition 

9/18/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review of billing 
units 

9118103 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review of billing 
units 

Information contained in workpapers prepared by Commission during billing 
units audit 

~75-03 Request for change to agenda conference, with attached materials. 

~51-03 

k2-03 
47~J 

11124103 memo to CMP forwarding final audit to BellSouth on verification 
of pricing units 

11/24/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential document index for 
BellSouth audit 

12/3/03 letter from BellSouth submitting comments to final audit report 

J2958-03 12/12/03 memo to CMP regarding review of revised billing unit testimony 
ofFulp 

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 ofthe 
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 ofthe appeaL 
If you have any questions regarding this letter or would like to discuss any of these items further, 
please call. 

Very Truly Yours, 



JBl~U~D lOlP!IOS ,{lnd~a 
WBdH ";:)uukl 



CHRISTOPHER M. KISE 

Solicitor General 

State ofFlorida 


(}i;bc..: K~J~/CC/f
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOt{ GE~ERAL 

THE CAPITOL 

Reply to:
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399·1050 Office of the Attorney General 

PL 01, The Capitol 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 


(850)414-3681; SunCom 994-3681 

email: Lynn_Hearn@oag.state.O.us 


15) E C IE nw~Irm 
Via e-mail and first class mail 

lfUl • ~41lO4 IlW 
March 2, 2004 

fLORIDA PUBLIC SSMCE COMMISSION 
GENERAl COONSE' S8fFtCE 

:..:...;,;;.~-....... 

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 c~ilo. 8&04-9::', 
As I mentioned during our telephone call yesterday, we found it difficult to cross-ref~ th~ndeX~:l 
with the docket listing due to the fact that the draft index omits the document numbea~haqyou. 
for providing a copy ofthe draft index hand-notated with document numbers; this ha?b8n hf($>fuL 
We urge you to consider including the document numbers in the final index filed with tire couth or, 
at a minimum, listing the filing date in the left margin so it is easier to locate particular items-:-J 

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 	 9119/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index ofaudit for Verizon's 
petition 

08994-03 	 Volume 2 of2, audit work papers ofVerizon's petition 

Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General 

State of Florida, Department of Legal Affairs 


AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION I EQUAl OPPORTUNITY'EMPWYER 

mailto:Lynn_Hearn@oag.state.O.us


Mr. Richard D. Melson 
March 2, 2004 
Page 2 

08995-03 9/19/03 memo to CCA forwarding confidential index of audit for Sprint's 
petition 

08996-03 Volume 2 of audit work papers of Sprint's petition 

09001-03 9118/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review ofbilling units 

09002-03 9/18/03 memo to CMP with attached memo addressing review ofbilling 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 	 11124/03 memo to CMP forwarding final audit to BellSouth on verification 
ofpricing units 

11952-03 	 11124/03 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 
ofFulp 

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 ofthe 
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 ofthe appeal. 
If you have any questions regarding this letter or would Jike to discuss any of these items further, 
please call. 

Very Truly Yours, 

~.-~ C 1j,~ 

Lynn C. Hearn 
Deputy So1icitor General 



CCA Official Filing 
3/8/2004************** 11:24 AM************* Matilda Sanders*****l 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Andrea Cowart 

Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11 :24 AM 

To: CCA - Orders I Notices 

Cc: Felicia Banks 

Subject: ORDERS 


030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL and 

:ibellsouthconfident iality1 . frb. doc - PSC-04-0256-CFO-TL 
bellsouthconfidentiality2.frb.doc PSC-04-0257-CFO-TL 
bellsouthconfidentiality3.frb.doc PSC-04-0258-CFO-TL 
bellsouthconfidentiality4.frb.doc PSC-04 0259-CFO-TL 

N 

signed/hand-delivery W 

Andrea N. Cowart 

Executive Secretary 

Florida Public Service Commission 

Office of the General Counsel 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 413 6214 phone 
(850) 413-7180 facsimile 
acowart@psc.state.fl.us 
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CCA Official Filing 
3/8/2004************** 11:24 AM************* Matilda Sanders*****1 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Andrea Cowart 

Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11 :24 AM 

To: CCA - Orders I Notices 

Cc: Felicia Banks 

Subject: ORDERS 


030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL and 030961-TI - All Confidentiality Order~2 

, ~ ( A.:-A §~_;)
bellsouthconfidentiality1.frb.doc - PSC-04-0256-CFO-TL ~~ ~ ::W# 

h~ellsouthconfidentiality2.frb.doc - PSC-04-0257-CFO-TL 0 
bellsouthconfidentiality3.frb.doc PSC-04 0258-CFO-TL 
bellsouthconfidentiality4.frb.doc - PSC-04-0259-CFO-TL 

signed/hand-delivery 

Andrea N. Cowart 
Executive Secretary 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Office of the General Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6214 phone 
(850) 413-7180 facsimile 
acowart@psc.state.fl.us 

1 
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CCA Official Filing 
3/8/2004************** 11:24 AM************* Matilda Sanders* * * * * 1 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Andrea Cowart 
Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11 :24 AM 
To: CCA - Orders I Notices 
Cc: Felicia Banks 
Subject: ORDERS 

030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL and 030961-TI - All Confidentiality Order(?; 

I 
0:>

bellsouthconfidentiality1.frb.doc - PSC-04 0256-CFO-TL '1 __ LL/~
bellsouthconfidentiality2.frb.doc - PSC-04-0257-CFO-TL ~·o:~ "'"0 

:xbellsouthconfidentiality3.frb.doc - PSC-04-0258-CFO-~ ~ 
Nbellsouthconfidentiality4.frb.doc - PSC-04-0259-CFO-TL 
w 

signed/hand-delivery 

Andrea N. Cowart 
Executive Secretary 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Office of the General Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6214 phone ~qD ~l~d 
(850) 413 7180 facsimile 
acowart@psc.state.fl.us Ie-A w;+h~ 

fJsc- 04-D~5("D;l57, 

1 
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CCA Official Filing 
3/8/2004************** 11:24 AM************* Matilda Sanders*****l 

Matilda Sanders 

From: Andrea Cowart ,0Sent: Monday, March 08, 2004 11 :24 AM 
To: CCA - Orders I Notices 
Cc: Felicia Banks 
Subject: ORDERS 

ii, 

030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL and 030961-TI - All Confidentiality Orders~ 
(')S;? 

# 
r:i 

,bellsouthconfidentiality1.frb.doc PSC-04 0256-CFO-TL ~ rrl-.·
::tic./)

bellsouthconfidentialitY2.frb.doc - PSC-04-0257-CFO-TL 
bellsouthconfidentiality3.frb.doc - PSC-04-0258-CFO-TL ~ ~~ 

,,~ bellsouthconfidentiality4. frb.doc - PSC-04-02S9-CFO-TL ~ N 
w 

signed/hand-delivery 

Andrea N. Cowart 
Executive Secretary Co q0 (Y1 a.:ledFlorida Public Service Commission 

Office of the General Counsel 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, FL 32399 0850 

(850) 413-6214 phone 
(850) 413-7180 facsimile 

acowart@psc.state.fl.us 


1 

mailto:acowart@psc.state.fl.us


To: Florida Public Service Commi$&n 
Re: Telephone Rate Increase 
Date: April 4, 2004 

03096$7-'JL ; 
~~~~~~~~~ 1 Dear Sirs: 

I do not agree with the recent rate increase on local and long'distance service.Thave not 
--I___ 

made a long distance call from this telephone in more than'2 years. 'I had 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 justi@ 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. 

Mrs. Newton H Youn 
237 Del Monte Rd 
Sebastian, F132958 

Mrs. N. H. Young 
772-589-9490 237 Del Monte Rd. 

Sebastian, FL 329584580 
CC: Bell South 

AT&T 

c 
u3 



, ,-~}~ 

---=­
The Capitol Solicitor General 

CHAJU.J!:S J, CRIST. Jr. (850)414-3681 SIIIlCom 994-3681 
Anornoy C.ntral Fax (850)410·2672, SunCom 990·2672 
S!al~ of Florida Tallahassee. FL 32399-1050 

To: Kay Flynn Date: April 23, 2004 


Fax#: 413-7118 Pages: 2, including this cover sheet. 


E2c1tFrom: Lynn Heam


Subject: Confidential Documents 


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! 

"c;~l \, ~.'~~'~Afj!1'¥f·iliOJ:'1~,~'!J' %\<' ,:~,;;,"~ ,~'" ", ,:IC"'" 

t:' -,,>,,~:~ P\I:r~,j,(,~!ttitf~~':~~~~~f~t~_JteTeP 
, - '\- '•. ; ,'-, '!-' " < 
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CHARLIE CRIST 
Atrornty GI!II~ral 


State of Floridit 


:E OF THE ATTORL~E.iL GENERAL 

THE CAPITOL 

Reply to: 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1050 

Office of {he ActornQY GQn~r:l1 
Civil Division 

(850)414-3300: SIl nCom 994-3300 

December 8, 2003 

:to-­
-f)

c:':; :;:;0 

Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director 	 n3~ N 
13,: enCommission Clerk and Administrative Services 	 rr\­
::oWRoom 110, Easley Building . 	 >::x~ :x:Florida Public Service Commission 	 0 

Z2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
-J 

Tallahassee, FL 32399·0850 c.n 

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 exempt from Section 
119.07(1), F.S., Wlder 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. 

.JS/mkc 

Jack Shreve 
l}: Senior General Counsel 

.. -...--.~_::!hiS__._.~-... &aro.fh£d___L0:_"'"~'£4¥ .. ' 

~ ~'-"-~~~-~"'----,..--.~--""" -~-'~--'''''--''"~~'-'-
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AN AFF1~MATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUMITV EIAPLOVER 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEAsON 

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 
2540 S H U W  OAK BOULEVARD 

LILA A. JABER 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

April 26,2004 

Jack Shreve, Esq. 
Office of the Attomey General 
Attention: Lynn Hearn 
PL -0 1 , The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 

Re: Dockets 030867-TL, 030868-T ,030961-TI 

Dear Ms. Heam: 

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, 

KayFlynn 
Chief of Records 

Enclosure 
cc: Blanca S. Bay6 

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 : h 

Date: 4 

An Afirmative ActiodEqual Opportunity Employer 
Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us PSC Website: http://mw.’floridapsc.com 





STATE OF FLORIDA COMMISSIONERS: 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
LILA 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: Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida, 
vs. Lila A. Jaber, Chairman, et al. (Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 
030868-TL, 0308S9-TLi, and 030961-TI) 

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, 

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 ActioWEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http://~~ww.floridnpsc.cotii Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION - 1 PPI 4: 45 
-1 1 

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( l), 
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 the LEC switched access 
reductions by IXCs, pursuant to Section 
364.163(2), Florida Statutes. 

I 

Docket No. 030868-TL 

Docket No. 030869-TL 

Docket No. 03096 1 -TI 

AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL OF CHARLES J. CFUST, 
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 

1 u 
Chief Bdfeau of W fdS 



f 
reductions by IXCs in the manner set forth in the petitions. The Attomey 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 day of June, 2004. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CHARLES J. CRIST, JR. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

CHRISTOPHER M. U S E  
Solicitor General 
Florida Bar No. 0855545 

LY&N C. HEARN 
Deputy Solicitor General 
Florida Bar No. 0123633 

Office of the Attomey General 
PL-01, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 
Tel: (850) 414-3300 
Fax: (850) 410-2672 

2 



. A 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
1 

I CERTIFY that a true and correct copy hereof has been furnished by United States mail to 
the following on this fday of June, 2004: 

Public Counsel 
Harold McLean 
Charles Beck 
H. F. Rick Mann 
Office of Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
11 1 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. 0. Box 5256 
Tallahassee, FL 323 14-5256 
(Counsel for AARP & Sugar Mill Woods) 

Counsel for Sugar Mill Woods 
Michael B. Twomey 
P. 0. Box 5256 
Tallahassee, FL 323 14-5256 
(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. 
3 13 N. Monroe Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Counsel for Florida Cable 
Telecommunications Assn 
Michael A. Gross 
Florida Cable Telecommunications Assn. 
246 East 6'h Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

3 
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Counsel for Knolony 
John Feehan 
Knology of Florida, Inc. 
124 1 O.G. Skinner Drive 
West Point, GA 31833 

George N. Meros, Jr. 
GrayRobinson, P.A. 
P. 0. Bok 11 189 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-3 189 

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. 0. Box 2214 
Tallahassee, FL 323 16-22 14 

Charles Rehwinkel 
Sprint-Florida, Inc. 
13 13 Blairstone Road 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

John P. Fons 
Jennifer L. Heckman 
Ausley & McMullen 
P. 0. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Counsel for Verizon Florida. Inc. 
Richard Chaplus 
Kimberly Caswell 
Verizon Florida, Inc. 
201 North Franklin Street, FLTC07 17 
Tampa, FL 33601 

Elizabeth B. Sanchez 
Verizon Florida, Inc. 
201 North Franklin Street, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33602 

U Attomey 

4 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 

LILA A. JABER 
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 
CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

CAPITAL CWCLE OFFICE CENTER 

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
J. TERRY DEASON 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

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-TL, and 030961-TI) 

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-TLY 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 ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: http://WWW.floridBpsc.cc)in Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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AL 
JAMES E. "JIM" Kmc, JR. 

President 4 

Harold McLean 
Public Counsel 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC COUNSEL 

JOHNNIE BYRD 
Speaker 

C/O THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE 
111 WESTMADISONST. 

ROOM 8U 
TALLAHASSEE, FIQRIDA 32399-1400 

850-488-9330 

H F. Mann 
Associate Public Counsel 

June 1,2004 

Ms. Blanca S .  Bayo, Director 
Division of the Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 
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. SCO4-10 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed for filing this date is an Amended Notice of Appeal directed to Order No. PSC-03- 
1 469-FOF-TLY rendered December 24, 2003 and Order No. PSC-04-0456-F0F-TPy rendered May 4, 
2004, in Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 03O868-TLy 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 9.11O(c), Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. 

Please indicate receipt of this notice by date-stamping the attached duplicate of this letter and 
returning it to this ofice. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

CMP 

cm- 
c-m - 
ECR 
GCL 

- 
MMS 

RCA a d s b  
SCR Enclosure 

Sincerelw 

H F. Rick Mann 
Associate Public Counsel 
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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. 

Docket No. 030867-TL 

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( l), 
Florida Statutes. 

Docket No. 030868-TL 

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. 

Docket No. 030869-TI., 

In re: Flow-through of the LEC switched access 
reductions by IXC’s, pursuant to Section 
364.163(2), Florida Statutes. 

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. 



U 

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 interexchange 

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. 

day of June, 2004. 
s f -  

DATED this / 
Respecthlly submitted, 

HAROLD MCLEAN 

Associate Public Counsel 
Florida Bar No. 763225 
1 1 1 West Madison Street, Room 8 12 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
Tel: (850) 488-9330 
Fax: (850) 488-4491 

2 



Susan S. Masterson 
Sprint-F1 ori da, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2214 
Tallahassee, FL 323 16-22 14 

Floyd R. Self 
Messer Caparello & Self 
P.O. Box 1876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1 876 

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. 
3 13 N. Monroe Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 323 0 1 

Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General 
Lynn C. Hearn 
Jack Shreve 
Office of the Attorney General 
PL-0 1, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Mr. John Feehan 
Knology of Florida, Inc. 
1241 O.G. Skinner Drive 
West Point, GA 3 1833 

Tracy W. Hatch, Esquire 
AT&T Communications of the 
Southern States, LLC 
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. 
20 1 North Franklin Street, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33602 

/ 

H F. Rick Mann 
Associate Public Counsel 

4 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: 
BUULIo L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
LILA A. JABER 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

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

RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY 

June 4,2004 

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, and 030961-TI) 

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, 

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 Actionmqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC Website: iittp://w~~.floridrpsc.c‘o~n Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION , 
ir JL;;.: -3  1);; i.i: 

c 0 j.i ;i.i I 5 5 ; I{ 
CLERK 

In re: Petition of Verizon Florida Inc. to Reform ) 
Its Intrastate Network Access and Basic Local ) Docket No. 030867TL 
Telecommunications rates in Accordance with ) 
Florida Statutes, Section 364.164 ) 
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In re: Petition of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, 
To reduce intrastate switched network ’ ) Docket No. 030868-TL 
Access rates to interstate parity in ) 
Revenue neuiral manner pursuant to 1 
Section 364.164( I ) ,  Florida Statutes ) 

) 
In re: Petition by BellSouth ) 
Telecommunications, Inc., ) 
To Reduce Its Network Access Charges ) 
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Reductions by IXCs, Pursuant to Section 1 
364.1 63(2), Florida Statutes ) 
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Docket No. 030869-TL 

In re: Flow-through of LEC Switched Access ) Docket No. 030961-TO 

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- 

03-1469-FOF-TL, issued December 24, 2003. These Public Service 

Commission approvals allow these companies to raise their basic rates and 



, 

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 3rd day of June, 2004. 

Mkhael B. twomev 
Florida Bar No. 0234354 / 
Post Office Box 5256 
Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256 
(850) 421 -9530 

Attorney for AARP 
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furnished by U.S. Mail to the following parties on this 3rd day of June, 2004. 

Nancy B. White, Esquire 
James Meza, I l l ,  Esquire 
c/o Nancy Sims 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Richard Chapkis, Esquire 
Vice President & General Counsel 
FLTC0717 
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 
11 1 West Madison Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1 400 

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 
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Donna McNulty, Esquire 
MCI WorldCom, Inc. 
1203 Governors Square Blvd. 
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 
FLTH00107 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Floyd Self, Esquire 
Messer, Caparello & Self 
Post Office Box 1876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1 876 

George Meros, Esquire 
Gray Robinson 
Post Office Box 11 189 
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Harris R. Anthony, Esquire 
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Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 

Jack Shreve, Esquire 
Office of the Attorney General 
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BEFORE THE 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( l), 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. PS C-04-0456-FOF-TL 
ISSUED: May 4,2004 

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: 

I. 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( l)(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. 03096 1- 
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. 

II. ORAL ARGUMENTREQUEST 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 i t  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. & City of Hollywood v. Public Employee Relations Commission, 
432 So. 2d 79 (Fla. 4‘h DCA 1983). 

111. 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. & Stewart Bonded Warehouse, Inc. v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315 (Fla. 1974); 
Diamond Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); and m r e e  v. Ouaintance, 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. Shenvood v. State, 11 1 So. 2d 96 (Fla. 3‘d 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.2 BellSouth argues, therefore, that this Commission 
properly considered the benefit to residential customers as contemplated by Section 364.164( l), 
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 

* Citing McKendrv 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 )  meaningle~s.~ 

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. McKendrv 
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 
Cow. 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: 

Citing McKendrv 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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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.) 

[Tlhe record shows that basic local service will continue to remain affordable for the vast 
majority of residential customers. (Order at 18.) 

[Tlhe 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 Attomey 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 camer’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. 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, i t  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, eiren 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 i t  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 
c~nsideration.~ 

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 md-qpww 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 
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. 



ORDER NO. PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL 
DOCKET NOS. 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, 03096 1 -TI 
PAGE 11 

Increase Lifeline eligibility to 
135% of the federal poverty 
level. 

Increase Lifeline eligibility to 
135% of the federal poverty 
level. level. 

Increase Lifeline eligibility to 
135% of the federal poverty 

_ _ _ _ _ ~ ~  ~ 

Lifeline rates would not be 
increased for four years. 1 Lifeline rates would not be 

increased for four years. 

AARP contends that these proposals effectively modified the ILECs’ petitions, and that approval 
of the modified petitions appears contrary to Section 364.164( l), 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. 

-~ 

Will work with PSC to review 
ECS in a Commission 
workshop. 

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. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ ~  

Will work with PSC to review Will work with PSC to review 
ECS in a Commission ECS in a Commission 
workshop. workshop. 

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-TLY and 030869-TL, uu > 

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 

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. 
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particular, emphasizes that “. . . the LEC 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 i t  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.6 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-& 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. 

“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 i t  is within our discretion to do so.” 
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 111 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. It is further 

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TLY 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 Mav, 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- 
71 18, for a copy of the order with signature. 

( S E A L )  

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-I, DDC-2, DDC-4, and SCIS model developed by 

Telcordia, and certain pages from E. Steven Bigelow Exhibits SB-I through SB-4, 

on behalf ofBellSouth, filed August 27, 2003 (DDC-I, 2, and 4 are part of Hearing Exhibit 52) 

(DN 08022-03}-... 

BSTLM loop model (Exhibit DDC-I), on behalf ofBellSouth, filed August 28,2003 (DDC-I is 
part of Hearing Exhibit 52) (DN 08043-03~ 

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit DDC-I, on behalf of BellSouth, filed August 28, 2003 (DDC-I is 
part of Hearing Exhibit 52) (D N 08044-03,.... 

Revised Exhibit DDC-I to Daonne D. Caldwell, on behalf of BellSouth, filed September 12, 
2003 (DDC-I 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 l, 2003 
(DN 09489-03) 'v 

Revision to part of Daonne D. Caldwell's Exhibit DDC-I (Basic Local Study Service), on behalf 
of BellSouth, filed October 2,2003 (DDC-l 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 ofVerizon, filed October 2,2003 (Exhibits ODF-I through 3 
make up Hearing Exhibit 59.) (DNs 080J!,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-I through MNC-7 to direct testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, on behalf of 
AARP, filed October 31, 2003 (Exhibits Ml'JC-l, 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 
ofVerizon 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 ofE. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19,2003 
(DN 11684-03)\J 

Highlighted information on Page Nos. 4 and 9 of direct testimony of Eric W. Kapka 
and in Exhibit No. EWK-l, 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 behalfof AT&T, filed 
November 19, 2003 (DN 11694-03)"\., 

Testimony and proprietary work paper ofOPC's witness Dr. David J. Gabel and Exhibit Nos. 
MNC-l 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-l, on behalf of OPC, filed November 
26,2003 (Exhibit BCO-l is Hearing Exhibit 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 ofE. Steven Bigelow, John A. Ruscilli, and Exhibit 
No. WBS-1 ofW. Bernard Shell rebuttal testimony, on behalf of Bell South, 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), 1 0142-03 (cross-reference 11002-03), 10288-03 
(cross-reference 09578-03), 11531-03 (cross-reference 12514-03), 1153~03, 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 Dxcember 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 
No. 12491-03.] (DN 13136-03)'\, 

Hearing Exhibit No. 64, filed December 17, 2003. (DN 13137-03) "\.. 


Hearing Exhibit No. 66, filed December 17, 2003 [Note: Exhibit contains portions of 

confidential Document No. 08011-03.] (DN 13138-03)", 


Hearing Exhibit No. 70, filed December 17,2003 [Note: Exhibit contains portions of 
confidential Document No. 08011-03.] (DN 13139-03)" 

Hearing Exhibit No. 86, filed January 14,2004 (DN 00592-04) "'" 

Hearing Exhibit No. 56, filed January 15,2004 (DN 00616-04) "­

Hearing Exhibit No. 75, filed January 15, 2004 (DN 00617-04) 'v 

Hearing Exhibit No. 63, filed June 23,2004 (DN 06895-04) .", 

Hearing Exhibit No. 48, filed June 23, 2004 (DN 06927-04) 'v 
CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS NOT ADMITTED IN RECORD 

AT HEARING 

Switching cost information system, on behalf of BellSouth, filed August 28, 2003(DN 08045-03) '\.. 

Volume 2 of2 to audit ~apers for Verizon (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-1),filed September 
19, 2003 (DN 08994-03) 


Volume 2 of2 to audit workpapers for Sprint (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-2), filed September 

19,2003 (DN 08996-03) \.. 
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Information in staffworkpapers prepared during billing units audit (Audit Control No. 03-247­
2-1), on behalf of Verizon, filed September 29, 2003 (DN 09301-03) " 

Exhibits to revised direct testimonR?f E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed 
September 30, 2003 (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 
(DN 09621-03)'\.. 

Response to Citizens' 1st 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 Cit~s' 15t set of interrogatories, 
Item No.6, Attachment 2, on behalf of Bell South (DN 09952-0"cross-reference 09091-03) \. 

Responses to OPC's 3rd request for PODs, No. 39, on behalf of Bell South (DN 10204~3, cross-
reference 09~3) 'V 

Responses to OPC's request for PODs (No. 41, on behalf of BellSouth (DN 10~)3, cross­
reference 0~4-03) 

Supplemental response to Citize:Qs' POD No.6 (Sprint Corporation "Maximus" document), on 
behalf of Sprint (DN 10587-03) "­

Supplemental response to Citizens' 1 st POD No.6 ("edge-out" document), on behalf of Sprint 
(DN 10776-035"'v 

Supplemental responses to staff s 2nd set of interrogatories (Nos. 42 and 45),on behalf ofVerizon 
(DN 10823-03) "'­

Exhibit No. WBS-l to W. Bernard Shell testimony,on behalf of B ell South, filed November 19, 
2003 (DN 11685-03~ 

Supplemental respo~ to Citizens' lSI PODs No.6 (Sprint's edge-out document), on behalf of 
Sprint (DN 11796-03)"'-.., 

Volume 2 of Bell South audit (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-1) on verification of pricing units, 
filed by Commission staff (DN 11953-03) "'-." 

Response to staffs 61h interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104, on behalf ofBellSouth 
(DN 12634-03) \ 

Supplemental responses to staffs 2nd set of interrogatories (Nos. 74-87), on behalf of AT&T 
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filed November 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,451 

(1 0982-03) Order PSC-03- 1240-PCO-TL consolidating dockets for hearing, 
issued November 4,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,453 

(11026-03) Letter dated November 5,2003 from Charles J. Beck, OPC, to 
Commission with attached exhibit offered by Sandra Padron from the 
October 30,2003 hearings held in Miami, filed November 5,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1,457 
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(11037-03) BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.’s (“BellSouth Long Distance”) petition for 
leave to intervene, filed November 5,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . 1,607 

Pages inadvertently left blank . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . 1,611 - 1,640 

VOLUME 9 

(11128-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 23,2003 in St. Petersburg, 
filed November 7,2003 . . . . . . . , , . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,641 

(11188-03) Protective Order PSC-03-1268-PCO-TL governing handling of 
confidential information, issued November 10,2003 . , . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,773 

(11189-03) Second Order PSC-03-1269-PCO-TL modifjcing procedure for 
consolidated dockets to reflect additional docket, associated issues, and 
filing dates, issued November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,778 

(11200-03) Transcript of agenda conference, Item No. 4A, held November 3,2003 
in Tallahassee, filed November 10,2003 . . . . e . . e e . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,785 

VOLUME 10 

(11201-03) Transcript of agenda conference, Item No. 5, held November 3,2003 
in Tallahassee, filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,851 

(11213-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 27,2003 in Daytona Beach, 
filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,926 

(11243-03) AARP’s response and opposition to intervention of Knology, AT&T, 
and MCI, filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,022 

VOLUME 11 

(11276-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 29,2003 in West Palm Beach, 
filedNovember12,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,026 

(1 1376-03) Petition to intervene, on behalf of Sprint Communications Company, 
Limited Partnership d/b/a Sprint (“Sprint LP”), filed November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 2,131 

(11377-03) Order PSC-03-1303-PCO-TL on OPC’s second motions to compel Verizon, 
issued November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,137 

(11378-03) Order PSC-03-1304-PCO-TL on Citizens’ second motion to compel 
responses to interrogatories from Sprint, issued November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,161 
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(11397-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 30,2003 in Miami, filed 
November14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,176 

VOLUME 12 

[Continuation ofl Transcript of service hearing held October 30,2003 in Miami, filed 
November14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,227 

(11449-03) Transcript of service hearing held November 4,2003 in Fort Walton Beach, 
filed November 17,2003 . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,294 

(11480-03) Petition of Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attomey General, State of Florida 
(“Attomey General”), to intervene, filed November 17,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,365 

(11481-03) Attorney General’s motion for summary final order, filed 
November17,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,371 

(11636-03) Petition to intervene of Verizon Select Services Inc. (“Verizon Select”) 
and Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Long Distance (“Verizon Long 
Distance”), filed November 19,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,377 

(11645-03) Order PSC-03-1325-PCO-TL granting intervention to AT&T, MCI, 
and Knology, issued November 19,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,383 

(1 1759-03) Order PSC-03-1326-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential 
classification (Document Nos. 0801 1-03,08944-03,08996-03,09489-03, 09578-03, 

11002-03, and 11532-03, issued November 20,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,392 
09621-03,09829-03, 10142-03, 10288-03, 10587-03, 10776-03,10838-03, 10846-03, 

(11786-03) 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 November 20,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,405 

VOLUME 13 

(11787-03) Request for oral argument, on behalf of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth, 
filed November 20,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,439 

(11816-03) Commission staffs prehearing statement, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . 2,445 

(11818-03) Order PSC-03-133 1-FOF-TL denying AARP’s motion to dismiss, 
issued November 2 1 , 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,454 

(11847-03) Sprint’s prehearing statement, filed November 21 , 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,468 
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(1 1848-03) Citizens’ prehearing statement. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 477 

(1 1869-03) Prehearing statement of the Attorney General. filed 
November21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 489 

(11872-03) Venzon’s prehearing statement. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 496 

(11873-03) Joint prehearing statement of AT&T and MCI. filed 
November21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 509 

(11878-03) Prehearing statement of BellSouth. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 522 

(11879-03) Sprint LP’s initial prehearing statement. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . .  2. 532 

(1 1880-03) Common Cause Florida (“Common Cause”) petition to intervene. 
filed November 2 1 . 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 541 

(11881-03) k A R p ’ s  prehearing statement. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 550 

(1 1882-03) Knology’s prehearing statement. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 561 

(1 1892-03) Prehearing statement of Verizon Long Distance. Verizon Enterprise. 
and Verizon Select. filed November 21. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 567 

(1 1895-03) Sugarmill Woods Civic Association. Inc . ’s (“Sugarmill’y) 
petition to intervene. filed November 24. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 574 

(1 1920-03) BellSouth Long Distance’s prehearing statement. I 
filedNo~ember24~2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 580 

(1 1951-03) Memorandum from AUS to CMP with final audit of BellSouth 
on verification of pricing units (Audit Control No . 03.247.1.1), filed 
November24. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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- 135 1-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No . 09301 -03 
(x.ref . 08994.03), issued November 26. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2, 622 

9 



(12064-03) Order PSC-03-1352-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09366-03, issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,628 

(12065-03) Order PSC-03-1353-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09449-03 , issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,640 

(12067-03) Order PSC-03-2355-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10128-03, issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,646 

(12068-03) Order PSC-03-1356-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10632-03 , issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,652 

(12069-03) Order PSC-03-1357-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10823-03, issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,664 

(12146-03) Verizon’s response to the Attomey General’s motion for summary 
final order, filed December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,667 

(12147-03) Citizens’ joinder with Attorney General’s motion for summary final order, 
filed December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,708 

(12166-03) AARP’s joinder with Attorney General’s motion for summary final order, 
filedDecember1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,718 

(121 72-03) BellSouth’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s motion for 
summary  final order, filed December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,747 

(12269-03) Transcript of prehearing conference held November 24,2003 in 
Tallahassee, filed December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,772 

(12303-03) Prehearing Order PSC-03-1367-PHO-TLY 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, 
issued December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,853 

(12306-03) Amendatory Order PSC-03-1326A-CFO-TLY 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 AARF), 
filed December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 . . . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,930 

(12347-03) Letter submitting comments on final audit report (Audit Control 
No. 03-247-1-l), on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,977 

(12501-03) Citizens’ motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 
PSC-03-133 1-FOF-TL, filed December 5,2003 . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,981 
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(12572-03) Order PSC-03-1384-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,002 

(12610-03) AARP’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 
PSC-03- 133 1 -FOF-TL, or in the alternative to have Order reflect actual 
Commission vote, filed December 8,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,024 

(12635-03) Joint response of Venzon, 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 ......................... 3,049 

VOLUME 16 

(12672-03) Memorandum dated December 9,2003 fiom Commission’s Division of 
Competitive Markets and Enforcement to Commissioners with attached brief summary 
of testimony fiom 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 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 M ’ s  motions for reconsideration of Commission Order No. PSC-03-133 1-FOF-TL 
and to AARP’s alternative motion to have Order reflect actual Commission vote, 
filedDecemberl0,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,132 

(12927-03) Order PSC-03-1401-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified 
confidential classification of Document No. 1 1890-03 (x-reference Document Nos. 
10838-03 and 10846-03), issued December 12,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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. 1 1662-03, 
issued December 12,2003 . . . . . . , , . . . . . . . . . . , . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . 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. 1 1643-03 and 12272-03, 
issued December 17,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 

(13460-03) Order PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL on access charge reduction petitions, 
issued December 24,2003 . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,291 

(0021 1-04) Notice of appeal of Attomey 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,472 

(00363-04) Motion of Attomey General for reconsideration, filed January 8,2004 . . . . . . . 3,475 

13 



(00375-04) AARP’s request for oral argument on reconsideration of 
Commission Order No. PSC-03-1469-FOF-TLY filed January 8,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,510 

(00376-04) AAFW’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 
PSC-03-1469-FOF-TLY filed January 8,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,514 

(00464-04) Motion of Attorney General for oral argument on his motion for 
reconsideration, filed January 12,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,528 

(00517-04) Order PSC-04-0037-PCO-TL extending time for filing responses to 
motions for reconsideration, issued January 13,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,531 

(02203-04) Order PSC-03- 1326B-CFO-TP amended to reflect confidential treatment 
granted to Document No. 11 533-03, issued February 17,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,535 

(031 15-04) 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, 
1153 1-03, 11794-03, and cross-referenced Hearing Exhibits 41 and 43, issued 
March3,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 

(03 170-04) 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. 1 1694-03 and Confidential Hearing 
Exhibit 75, issued March 4,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 0941 2-03), 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 094 12-03), 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, 
filedMarch15,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 
March15,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,696 

(03586-04) Document entitled “Attorney General seeks public access to documents 
in phone rate hke  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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-TLY 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 760 

(04647-04) Attomey General’s notice of supplemental authority. 
filedApril19. 2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 762 

(04838-04) Memorandum fiom GCL and CMP to CCA. 
filedApril26. 2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 791 

(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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 810 

(05058-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0243A-CFO-TL issued May 3. 2004 . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 816 

(051 17-04) Order PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL on motions for reconsideration. 
issuedMay4. 2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 818 

(05147-04) Transcript of special agenda held May 3.2004. filed May 4. 2004 . . . . . . . . . .  3. 836 

VOLUME 20 

(05221-04) Vote sheet from May 3. 2004 Commission conference. filed May 5.  2004 . . . .  3. 890 

(06243-04) Amended notice of appeal of Attorney General. filed June 1. 2004 . . . . . . . . . .  3. 892 

(06244-04) Amended notice of appeal of OPC. filed June 1. 2004 .................... 3. 973 

(06287-04) AARP notice of appeal. filed June 3. 2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 978 

Certificate of Director. Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services . . .  4. 000 
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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 2 19 

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 419 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 1 1 , 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 , 15 1 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 ofhearing 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 

fPanes 1 - 9) 
(DN 0801 1-03) 

Daonne D. Caldwell Exhibit’s DDC-1, DDC-2, DDC-4, and SCIS model developed by 
Telcordia, and certain pages from E. Steven Bigelow Exhbits SB-1 through SB-4, on behalf of 

BellSouth, filed August 27,2003 
(DDC-1 , 2, and 4 are part of Hearing Exhibit 52.) 

fPanes I O  - 470) 
(DN 08022-03) 

BSTLM loop model (Exhibit DOC-1), on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed August 28,2003, on CDS only 

(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.) 
fPaaes 471 - 4721 

(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.) 
(Paae 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.) 
fPages 474 - 501 1 

(DN 08671-03) 

Page 9 of amended direct testimony of John M. Felz, on behalf of Sprint, 
filed October 1,2003 

fPaae 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.) 

fPages 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.) 
fPages 504A-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 3 1 , 2003 

fPaaes 532 - 6331 
(DN 10838-03) 

Exhibits MNC-1 through MNC-7 to direct testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, 
on behalf of AARP, filed October 3 1 , 2003 

(Exhibits MNC-1 , 2, and 6 make up Hearing Exhibit 82.) 
fPaaes 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 11 654-03) 

Certain information contained in direct testimony of John Broten, Page Nos. 5 and 6, 
on behalf of Verizon Long Distance, filed November 19,2003 

fPaaes 664 - 665) 
(DN 11 662-03) 

Rebuttal testimony of John A. Ruscilli, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19,2003 
fPaaes 666 - 688) 

(DN 11 683-03) 

Rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19,2003 
fPaaes 689 - 691) 

(DN 1 1684-03) 

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 

fPaaes 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 2 1 , 2003 
(Appendix 1 from Gabel’s testimony is Hearing Exhibit 78.) 

(Pages 71 7 - 997) 
(DN 11890-03) 

Revised direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, on behalf of MCI, filed November 25,2003 
fPages 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 SO.)  
(Pages I006 - I03 7) 
(DN 12083-03) 

Revised pages 42 and 43 of rebuttal testimony of Carl R. Danner, on behalf of Verizon 
(Panes I038 - I039) 
(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 I040 - I067) 
(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 11932-03.1 

(Pages I068 - 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 1 1002-03), 10288-03 (cross-reference 09578-03), 

11531-03 (cross-reference 12514-03), 11533-03, 12155-03, 
1 1885-03 (cross-reference 12608-03), and 1 1794-03.1 

(Pages I334 - I419) 
(DN 13132-03) 
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Hearing Exhibit No. 40, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 1 1783-03 (cross-reference 127 12-03) and 

12053-03 (cross-reference 12706-03).] 
(Pages 1420 - 14301 
(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. 0801 1-03.] 

(Pages 1463 - 1469) 
(DN 13138-03) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 70, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 0801 1-03.] 

(Paae 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 
(Paae 1503) 
(DN 0061 7-04) 
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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 I51 0 - 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 

(Pare 1521) 
(DN 08045-03) 

Volume 2 of 2 to audit workpapers for Verizon (Audit Control No. 03-247-2-l), 
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 I542 - 1556) 
@N 08996-03) 

Information in staff workpapers prepared during billing units audit 
(Audit Control No. 03-247-2-l), 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 

(Panes 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 
fPage 1660) 

(DN 09621-03) 

Response to Citizens’ lst 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’ lst 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’d 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 2 1,2003 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 St POD No. 6 (“edge-out” document), 
on behalf of Sprint, filed October 30,2003 

{Pages 2065 - 2090) 
(DN 10776-03) 

Supplemental responses to staffs 2nd set of interrogatories (Nos. 42 and 49, 
on behalf of Verizon, filed October 3 1,2003 

fPages - 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 11 685-03) 

Supplemental response to Citizens’ lst 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 - 21 75) 
(DN 11953-03) 

Response to staffs 6’ interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104, 
on behalf of BellSouth , filed December 8,2003 

(Pages 21 76 - 2180) 
(DN 12634-03) 

Supplemental responses to staffs Znd set of interrogatories (Nos. 74-87), 
on behalf of AT&T, filed December 9,2003 

(Pages 21 81 - 21 83) 
(DN 12680-03) 



Response to staffs 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 21 84 - 2210) 

(DN 12703-03) 

Revised Exhibits and SB-2 to direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, 
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10,2003 

fPages 221 I - 223 7) 
(DN 12709-03) 

Supplemental responses to OPC's 2nd and 3rd set of interrogatories, Nos. 25,27,39,41,42,43, 
44,46, and 47 (hard copy), and 2nd request for PODS, Nos. 26,27,28 (on CD), 

on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed December 10,2003 (portions on CD only) 

f- 
(DN 12716-03) 

First supplemental response to staffs 6* set of interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104, 
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 12,2003 

{Pages 2276 - 2280) 
(DN 12948-03) 

Information fiom December 16,2003 agenda conference, 
on behalf of Commission, filed December 19,2003 

(Paaes 2281 - 2287) 
(DN 13194-03) 

ALL CORRESPONDENCE FILED IN 
DOCKETS 030867-TL, 030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TI 

Pages 1 through 617 (Pouch 1 of 3) 
Pages 6 18 through 1,234 (Pouch 2 of 3) 

Pages 1,235 through 1,85 1 (Pouch 3 of 3) 



COMMISSIONERS: 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN DMSION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 
I. TERRY DEASON ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

LILA A. JABER 
RUDOLPH “RUDY” BRADLEY DIRECTOR 
CHARLES M. DAVDSON 

BLANCA S.  BAY^ 

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

August 17,2004 

Charles J. Crist, Jr., Esquire 
Office of the Attorney General 
PL-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. SCO4-9, SCO4-10, and SCO4-946 

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 
Enclosure 

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

An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
PSC -Website: htt~://~vl~.floridapsc.coiii Internet E-mail: contact@pscstate.fl.us 



FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. + Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

8/17/04 Date: 
9754 

4 4 
This number must appear on 

Office of the Attorney General all checks or correspondence 
PL-01, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 Check # 

I J PSC Signature 

ITO: Charles J. Crist, Jr., Esquire I Date Paid 

Amount Paid regarding this invoice. 

0 Check 0 Cash 

I QUANTITY I DESCRIPTION 
10,965 pgi 

18 CDs 

1 

PSC/CCA o(MC Rev. 10101 

Copying and preparation of Dockets 030867-TLY 
030868-TLY 030869-TLY and 030961-TI on appeal to 
Supreme Court, Case No. SCO4-9 

CD s 

Certificate of Director 

PRICE I AMOUNT 

@$2.00 per 

- 

r 

36.00 

4.00 

TOTAL I $588.25 

4 
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Ma!,l Bane 

To: Rick Melson 
Cc: 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 

~~J 

1 

CD 



Mar,auerite 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 08,20043:28 PM 
To: Mary Bane 
Cc: Kay Flynn; Marguerite Lockard 
Subjec(: 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 

(R.lY)elsot.J\~0 

't/~ JOLt.DNs /l£ C.- 'd ~D r-" (4p'~~ 
~S"A« . 
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Friday, September 10, 2004 4:38 PM 
Kimberley Pena 
Marguerite Lockard; 'doxford@radeylaw.com' 
030867, et al. 

Kim, please use DW 0140644 [directions to clerltl to add the Radey law firm to the docket mailing lists for these 
4 dockets. 

Thanks. 
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Thomas D. Hall, Clerk ':.-\ 
Supreme Court ofFlorida ~ Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 ~<~ 
Re: Supreme Court Case Nos. SC04-9, SC04-10, and SC04-946, Charles J. Crist, Jr., v; ~Q.;-
Harold McLean, and AARP, et aI., vs. Florida Public Service Commission, et at. (Docket 0­
Nos. 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030861 .\1\ 

"-./
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 

COMMISSIONERS: 


BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 

J. TERRY DEASON 

LILA A. JABER 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

record. 
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Enclosure 

cc: Parties ofRecord 

Sincerely, 

I~~ 
Kay Flynn, Chief ofRecords 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

BLANCA S. BAy6 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 (CLERK) 
(850) 413-6330 (AD~IN) _....,:.;, 

~'r-: ~ -;,:: 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399~0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.n.us 
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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. SCO4-9, SCO4-10, and SCO4-946, 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, 

Kay Flynn, Chief of Records 
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*** 
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filed Novembef 7,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,641 

(1 1188-03) Protective Order PSC-03-1268-PCO-TL governing handling of 
confidential information, issued November 10,2003 . . . . . . . ., . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . : . . 1,773 

(1 1189-03) Second Order PSC-03-1269-PCO-TL modifying procedure for 
consolidated dockets to reflect additional docket, associated issues, and 
filing dates, issued Noyember 10,2003 , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,778 

(11200-03) Transcript of agenda conference, Item No. 4A, held November 3,2003 
in Tallahassee, filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,785 

VOLUME 10 

(11201-03) Transcript of agenda conference, Item No. 5, held November 3,2003 
in Tallahassee, filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,851 

(11213-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 27,2003 in Daytona Beach, 
filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . 1,926 

(11243-03) A4lU”s response and opposition to intervention of Knology, AT&T, 
and MCI, filed November 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,022 

’ 

VOLUME 11 

(11276-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 29,2003 in West Palm Beach, 
filed November 12,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,026 

(1 1376-03) Petition to intervene, on behalf of Sprint Communications Company, 
Limited Partnership d/b/a Sprint (“Sprint LP”), filed November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,131 

(11377-03) Order PSC-03-1303-PCO-TL on OPC’s second motions to compel Verizon, 
issued November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,137 

(1 1378-03) Order PSC-03-1304-PCO-TL on Citizens’ second motion to compel 
responses to interrogatories from Sprint, issued November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,161 
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(1 1397-03) Transcript of service hearing held October 30,2003 in Miami, filed 
November14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . .  2,176 

’ VOLUME12 

[Continuation ofl Transcript of service hearing held October 30,2003 in Miami, filed a 

November 14,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .I. . . . 2,227 
,’ 

(11449-03) Transcript,of service hearing held November 4,2003 in Fort Walton Beach, 
filed November ‘1 7,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,294 

(1 1480-03),Petition of Charles J. Crist, Jr., Attorney General, State of Florida 
(“Attomey General”), to intervene, filed November 17,2003 . .’. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . 2,365 

(1 1481-03) Attomey General’s motion for summary final order, filed 
November17,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,371 

(1 1636-03) Petition to intervene of Verizon Select Services Inc. (“Verizon Select”) 
and Bell Atlantic Cornniunications, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Long Distance (“Verizon Long 
Distance”), filed November 19,2003 . . . . . . . I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,377 

1 

I 

(1 1645-03) Order PSClO3-1325-PCO-TL granting intervention to AT&T, MCI, 
and Knology, issued November 19,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,383 

(1 1759-03) Order PSCs03-1 326-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential 
classification (Document Nos. 0801 1-03,08944-03,08996-03,09489-03,09578-03, 

1 1002-03, and 1 1532-03, issued November 20,2003 . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. . . . . . . 2,392 
09621-03,09829-03, 10142-03, 10288-03, 10587-03,10776-03, 10838-03, 10846-03, 

(1 1786-03) 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 November 20,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,405 

VOLUME 13 

(1 1787-03) Request for oral argument, on behalf of Verizon, Sprint, and BellSouth, 
filed November 20,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,439 

(11816-03) Commission staffs prehearing statement, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . 2,445 

(1 181 8-03) Order PSC-03-133 1 -FOF-TL denying AARp’s  motion to dismiss, 
issued November 2 1 , 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,454 

(1 1847-03) Sprint’s prehearing statement, filed November 21 , 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,468 
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, 

(1 1848-03) Citizens’ prehearing statement, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,477 

(1 1869-03) Prehearing statement of the Attorney General, filed 
November21,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,489 

I 

(1 1872-03) Verizon’s prehearing statement, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  #2,496 
, 

I 

(1 1873-03) Joint prehearing statement of AT&T and MCI, filed 
November21,2003 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,509 

(1 1878-03) Prehearing statement of BellSouth, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,522 

(11879-03) Sprint LP’s initial prehearing statement, filed November 21, 2003 . . . . . . . . . .  2,532 

(1 1880-03) Common Cause Florida (“Common Cause”) petition to intervene, 
filed November 21,2003 : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,541 

(11881-03) AARp’s  prehearing statement, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,550 

(1 1882-03) Knology’s prehearing statement, filed November 2 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,561 

(1 1892-03) Prehearing statement of Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise, 
and Verizon Select, filed November 21,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,567 

(1 1895-03) Sugarmill, Woods Civic Association, Inc.’s (“Sogarmill”) 
petition to intervene, filed November 24,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,574 

(1 1920-03) BellSouth Long Distance’s prehearing statement, , 
filed November 24,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,580 

(11951-03) Memorandum from AUS to CMP with final audit of BellSouth 
on verification of pricing units (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-l), filed 
November24,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,589 

(11952-03) Memorandum from AUS to CCA forwarding index for confidential 
BellSouth audit (Audit Control No. 03-247-1-l), 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-03-135 1 -CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09301 -03 
(x-ref. 08994-03), issued November 26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  2,622 
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(12064-03) Order PSC-03-1352-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Do,cument No. 09366-03, issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,628 . 
(12065-03) Order PSC-03-1353-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 09449-03 issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  .: . . .  2,634 

I 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,640 

(12067-03) Order PSC-03-1355-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidentiallclassi’fication for Document No. 10128-03, issued 
November26’2003 . 1  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,646 

(12068-03) Order PSC-03-1356-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10632-03, issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  2,652 

(12069-03) Order PSC-03-1357-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 10823-03, issued 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 
November26,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,664 

(12146-03) Verizon’s response to the Attorney General’s motion for summary 
final order, filed December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,667 

(12147-03) Citizens’ joinder with Attomey General’s motion for summary final order, 
filed’December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 Attomey General’s motion for 
summary final order, filed December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,708 

(12166-03) AARP?s joinder with Attomey General’s motion for summary final order, 
filed December 1 , 2063 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,718 

summary final order, filed December 1,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,7214 

I 

(12172-03) BellSouth’s response in opposition to Attomey General’s motion for I 
I 

, I 

(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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ....................... 2,747 

’ 

(12269-03) Transcript ,of prehearing conference held November 24,2003 in 
Tallahassee, filed December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,772 

I 

(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, 
issued December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,853 

(12306-03) Amendatdry Order PSC-03-1326A-CFO-TLY 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  2,930 

(12347-03) Letter submitting comments on final audit report (Audit Control 
No. 03-247-1-l), on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 3,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,977 

(12501-03) Citizens’ motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 
PSC-03-133 1 -FOF-TL, filed December 5,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,981 
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I 

, 

(12572-03) Order PSC-03-1384-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,002 

(12610-03) AARp’s  motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 

Commission vote, filed December 8,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .................... 3,024 . 

I 

# .  

PSC-03-1331-FOF-TLY or in the alternative to havk Order reflect actual 8 

I 

(12635-03)gJoint 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 ......................... 3,049 

VOLUME 16 
I 

(12672-03) Memorandum dated December 9,2003 from Commission’s Division of 
Competitive Markets and Enforcement to Commissioners with attached brief summary 
of testimony ftom 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 fi-om the public hearings, filed December 9,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,062 

(12691-03) Notice of Attorney General of joining Citizens’ motion for reconsideration 
of Commission Order No. PSC-03- 133 1 -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-03-133 1-FOF-TL 
and to AARp’s alternative motion to have Order reflect actual Commission vote, 
filed December 10,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,132 

(12927-03) Order PSC-03-1401-CFO-TL granting BellSouth’s request for specified 
confidential classification of Document No. 1 1 890-03 (x-reference Document Nos. 
10838-03 and 10846-03), issued December 12,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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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, , 

I 

I 

(12937-03) Order PSC-03- 1403-CFO-TL granting Verizon Long Distance’s request for 
specified confidential classification for Document No. 1 1662-03, 

’ 

issued December 12,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,213 
q 

I (12938-03) Order PSC-03-1404-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential 
classification (Documeht Nos. 1 1688-03 and 1 1796-03), issued December 12,2003 ....... 3,219 

, 
I 

(12939-03) Order PSC-03-1405-CFO-TL granting Verizon’s request for specified 
confidential classification for Document No. 1193 1-03, 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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. 1 1643-03 and 12272-03, 
issued December 17,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 

(13460-03) Order PSC-03-1469-FOF-TL on access charge reduction petitions, 
issued December 24,2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 Attomey General, 
with attached certificates of service to be included with notices of appeal by 
Attorney General and OPC, filed January 7,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,472 

(00363-04) Motion of Attomey 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-FOE-TLY filed January 8,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,510 

(00376-04) AARp’s motion for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 
PSC-03-l469-F0F-TLy filed January 8,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,514 

(00464-04) Motion of Attorney General for oral argument on his motion for 
reconsideration, filed January 12,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,528 

(00517-04) Order PSC-04-0037-PCO-TL extending time for filing responses to 
motions for reconsideration, issued January 13,2004 ............................... 3,531 

(02203-04) Order PSC-03-1326B-CFO-TP amended to reflect confidential treatment 

I * <  
I 

! I 

granted to Docum6nt No. 11 533-03, issued February 17,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,535 

(031 15-04) Order PSC-04-0239-CFO-TL granting Sprint’s requests for confidential 
classification of Docdent  Nos. 12155-03, 11499-03, 12608-03, 11885-03, 12514-03, 
11531-03, 11794-03, and cross-referenced Hearing Exhibits 41 and 43, issued 
March3,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,537 

(03 169-04) 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 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. 1 1694-03 and Confidential Hearing , 

Exhibit 75, issued March 4,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,55’6 

(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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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. 1 1783-03), 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,592 

(03492-04) Joint response of AT&T and MCI to AARP and Attorney General 
motions for reconsidekation, 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 

I 

, 

I 

(03504-04) Response of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to A A R p ’ 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 motion for oral argument, filed 
March15,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,696 

(03586-04). Document entitled “Attomey 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 fiom 
Attorney General, filed March 18,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,723 

(03995-04) Verizon’s response in opposition to Attorney General’s amended 
request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,724 

. I  

(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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,737 

(04031-04) Response-of BellSouth and BellSouth Long Distance to Attomey 
General’s amended request for oral argument, filed March 29,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,747 

(04336-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0239A-CFO-TLY 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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. . 3,760 

(04647-04) Attorney General's notice of supplemental authority, 
filed April 19,2004 .I ! . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . . . .'. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . 3,762 

(04838-04) Memorandum from GCL and CMP toCCA, 
filed April 26,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,791 

(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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .'. . . 3,810 

(05058-04) Amendatory Order PSC-04-0243A-CFO-TL issued May 3,2094 . . . . . . . . . . ., 3,816 

I , .., 
1 

4 

I 

(051 17-04) Order PSC-04-0456-FOF-TL on motions for reconsideration, 
issued May 4,2004 . .' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .'. . . . . . . . 3,818 

(05147-04) Transcript of special agenda held May 3,2004, filed May 4,2004 . . . . . . . . . . 3,836 

VOLUME 20 

(05221-04) Vote sheet from May 3,2004 Commission conference, filed May 5,2004 . . . . 3,890 

(06243-04) Amended notice of appeal of Attorney General, filed June 1 , 2004 . . . . . . . . . . 3,892 

(06244-04) Amended notice of appeal of OPC, filed June 1,2004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,973 

(06287-04) AARP notice of appeal, filed June 3,2004 . . . . . . . .'. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,978 

Certificate of Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative Services . . . 4,000 
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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 2 19 

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 41 8 

Transcript of hearing held December 11 , 2003, Volume 5, pages 419 through 589 

I 

i 
i 

, 

Transcript of hearing held December 1 1 , 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 1 1 , 2003, Volume 8, pages 740 through 932 

Transcript of hearing held December 1 1 , 2003, Volume 9, pages 933 through 1 , 150 

Transcript of hearing held December 12,2003, Volume 10, pages 1 , 15 1 through 1,286 

Transcript of hearing held December 12,2003, Volume 1 1 , 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 3 3  1 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 
' 

fPaaes 1 - 9) 
I (DN 0801 1-03) 

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.) 

(Paaes IO - 470) 

' 

(DN 08022-03) 
I 

BSTLM loop model (Exhibit DDC-l), on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed August 28,2003, on CDS only 

(DDC-1 is part of Hearing Exhibit 52.) 
(Paaes 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.) 
fPaae 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.) 
(Paires 474 - 501) 

(DN 08671-03) 

Page 9 of amended direct testimony of John M. Felz, on behalf of Sprint, 
filed October 1,2003 

(Pane 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.) 

[Panes 503 - 504) 
(DN 09499-03) 
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I 

I 

I 

Portions of amended direct testimony of Orville D. Fulp and portions of amended 
Exhibits ODF-l,ODF-2, and ODF-3, on behalf of Verizon, filed October 2,2003 

(Exhibits ODF-1 through 3 make up Hearing Exhibit 59.) 
[Pages 504A-X 505 - 531) I 

, 
(DNs 08008-03 and 09527-03), I 

Portions of direct testimony of Dr. David J. Gabel with Appendices 3 and 4, 
on behalf of OPC, filed October 3 1 , 2003 

(Paaes 532 - 633) 
(DN 10838-03) 

Exhibits W C - 1  through MNC-7 to direct testimony of Dr. Mark N. Cooper, 
on behalf of AARP, filed October 31,2003 

&hibits MNC-1 , 2, and 6 make up Hearing Exhibit 82.) 
fPaaes 634 - 660) 

@N 10846-03) 

Certain information in rebuttal testimony of 
Carl R. Darmer and Evan T. Leo, on behalf of Verizon, filed November 19,2003 

fPaaes 661 - 663) 
(DN 11 654-03) 

Certain information contained in direct testimony of John Broten, Page Nos. 5 and 6, 
on behalf of Verizon Long Distance, filed November 19,2003 

fPaaes 664 - 665) 
@N 11 662-03) 

Rebuttal testimony of John A. Ruscilli, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19,2003 
fPaaes 666 - 688) 

(DN 11 683-03) 

Rebuttal testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19,2003 
(Pages 689 - 691) 

(DN 1 1684-03) 

Highlighted information on Page Nos. 4 and 9 of direct testimony of Eric W. Kapka 
and in Exhibit No. EWK-I, on behalf of Sprint, filed November 19,2003 

fPaaes 692 - 695) 
(DN 11 688-03) 

Certain information in direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, 
on behalf of MCI, filed November 19,2003 

fPaees 696 - 703) 
(DN 1 1691 -03) 

19 



Certain information in direct testimony of Richard T. Guepe, 
on behalf of AT&T, filed November 19,2003 

fPages 704 - 716) 
I (DN 11 694-03) 

Testimony add proprietary work paper of OPC’s witness Dr. David J. Gabel,’ ‘ I 

and Exhibit Nos. MNC-1 and MNC-2 for kARp’s witness Dr. Mark N. Cooper, 
on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 21,2003 

8 (Appendix 1 from Gabel’s testimony is Hearing Exhibit 78.) 
(Paaes 71 7 - 997) 

Revised direct testimony of Joseph Dunbar, on behalf of MCI, filed November 25,2003 
{Pages 998 - 100.5) 

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.) 
fPaaes I006 - 103 7) 

(DN 11890-03) * I  

(DN 12023-03) 

(DN 12083-03) 

Revised pages 42 and 43 of rebuttal testimony of Carl R. Danner, on behalf of Verkon 
{Pages I038 - J 039) 

(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) 

I 

(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, 

fPaaes 1068 - 1333) 
10128-03, 10632-03,10697-03, 11728-03, 11928-03, and 11932-03.1 

(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 1 1002-03), 10288-03 (cross-reference 09578-03), 

11531-03 (cross-reference 12514-03)’ 11533-03, 12155-03, 
11 885-03 (cross-reference 12608-03), and 11794-03.1 

(Pages 1334 - 1419) 
(DN 13132-03) 



Hearing Exhibit No. 40, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document Nos. 1 1783-03 (cross-reference 12712-03) and 

(Pages I420 - 1430) 
I 12053-03 (cross-reference 12706-03).] 

I (DN 13133-03) 
I 

Hearing Exhibit No. 42, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12258-03 (cross-reference 12697-03).] 

(Paaes I431 - 1432) 
(DN 13134-03) 

4 Hearing Exhibit No. 43, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12499-03.1 

(Pages I433 - 1438) 
I (DN 13135-03) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 44, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains confidential Document No. 12491 -03 .] 

(Paaes 1439 - 1443) 
(DN 13136-03) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 64, filed December 17,2003 
(Paaes 1444 - 1462) 
(DN 13137-03) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 66, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 0801 1-03.] 

(Paaes 1463 - 1469) 
@N 13138-03) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 70, filed December 17,2003 
[Note: Exhibit contains portions of confidential Document No. 0801 1-03.] 

(Page 1470) 
(DN 13139-03) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 86, filed January 14, 2004 
(Paaes 1471 - 1474) 
(DN 00592-04) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 56, filed January 15,  2004 
(Paaes I4 75 - 1502) 
(DN 0061 6-04) 

Hearing Exhibit No. 75, filed January 15,2004 
(Page 1503) 

(DN 0061 7-04) 



, 

I 

, 

Hearing Exhibit No. 63, filed June 23,2004 
fPaaes 1504 - 1509) 

(DN 06895-04) 

I Hearing Exhibit No. 48, filed June 23,2004 
(Paaes 151 0 - 1520) I 

I .  I (DN 06927-04) , 
I 

CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS NOT ADMITTED IN RECORD 
8 I AT HEARING 

Switching cost information system, on behalf of BellSouth, 
I /  

filed August 28,2003, on CD only 
(Page 1521) 

(DN 08045-03) 

Volume 2 of 2, to aodit workpapers for Verizon (Audit Control No. 03-2$7-2-1), 
filed September 19,2003 

(Pages 1522 - 15411 
(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 - 15561 
@N 08996-03) 

Information in staff workpapers prepared during billing units audit 
(Audit Control No. 03-247-2-l), on behalf of Verizon, filed September 29,2003 

fPaaes 155 7 - 15.591 
(DN 09301-03) 

Exhibits to revised direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed September 30,2003 

[Paaes 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, 1 1 , and 1 8 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 

(Panes 1661 - 2039) 
(DN 09952-03, cross-reference 09091 -03) 



Responses to OPC’s 3rd request for PODs, No. 39, on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed October 17,2003 
fPakes 2040 - 2048) 

(DN 10204-03, cross-reference 09281-03) 

Responses, to OPC’s request for PODs (No. 41, on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed October 2 1,2003 on CD only 

(‘Panes 2049’- 2051) 

I I 

, 

, 

I (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 

fPaaes 2052 - 2064) I 

(DN 10587-03) 

Supplemental response to Citizens’ 1“ POD No. 6 (“edge-out’’ document), 
on behalf of Sprint, filed October 30,2003 

fPaaes 2065 - 20901 
I 

(DN 10776-03) 

Supplemental responses to staffs 2”d set of interrogatories (Nos. 42 and 4 9 ,  
on behalf of Verizon, filed October 3 1 , 2003 

[Pages 2091 - 2093) 
(DN 10823-03) 

Exhibit No. WBS-1 to W. Bernard Shell testimony, 
on behalf of BellSouth, filed November 19,2003 

(Paae 2094) 
(DN 11685-03) 

Supplemental response to Citizens’ lst PODs No. 6 (Sprint’s edge-out document), 
on behalf of Sprint, filed November 20,2003 

(‘Pages 2095 - 21 19) 
(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 - 21 75) 
(DN 11953-03) 

Response to staffs 6Ih interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104, 

fPaaes 21 76 - 2180) 
on behalf of BellSouth filed December 8,2003 

(DN 12634-03) 

Supplemental responses to staffs 2nd set of interrogatories (Nos. 74-87), 
on behalf of AT&T, filed December 9,2003 

(Pages 21 81 - 21 83) 
(DN 12680-03) 



1 .  

, 
, 

Response to staffs 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 21 84 - 221 0) 

, 

I (DN 12703-03) 
I 

I 1  Revised Exhibits and SB-2 to direct testimony of E. Steven Bigelow, 
on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 10,2003 

(Paaes 221 1 - 223 7) 

, , 

8 I (DN 12709-03) 

Supplemental responses to OPC's 2nd and 3'd set of interrogatories, Nos. 25,27, 39, 4lI, 42,43, 
44,46, and 47 (hard copy), and 2nd request for PODS, vos. 26,27,28 (on CD), 

on behalf of BellSouth, 
filed December 10,2003 (portions on CD only) 

(Paaes 2238 - 2275) 
I (DN 12716-03) 

First supplemental. response to staffs 6Ih set of interrogatories, Item Nos. 103 and 104, 
I on behalf of BellSouth, filed December 12,2003 

fPages 2276 - 2280) 
(DN 12948-03) 

Infoxmation fiom 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-TI 

Pages 1 through 617 (Pouch 1 of 3) 
Pages 61 8 through 1,234 (Pouch 2 of 3) 

Pages 1,235 through 1,851 (Pouch 3 of 3) 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION CLERK & 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
LILA A. JABER 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

(850)413-6770 (CLERK) 
RUDOLPH "RUDY" BRADLEY (850)413-6330 (ADMIN) 

I 

THOMAS D. HALL 
December 6,2004 

DEC 06 Wt 
Thomas D. Hall, Clerk CL 
Supreme Court of Florida 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Supreme Court Case Nos. SCO4-9, SCO4-10, and SCO4-946, 
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 
concfidentiality 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 conceming the contents of this 
record. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Flynn, Chief of Records 

kfimhl 

Enclosure 

cc: Parties of Record 

Date ,P&/ od 
OAK BOULEVARD .(TALLAHASS 
al Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://ww.floridapscom lnternet E-mail: contact@psc.statefl.us 



Timolyn Henry 

Page 1 of 2 

From: Ruth McHargue 

Sent: Monday, July 25, 2005 9:16 AM 
To: Timolyn Henry 

cc: Matilda Sanders; Angie Calhoun 

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 

-,_ - m -,, - , ,,, 

TRACKING NUMBER - 0019001 July 24,2005 

SERVICE ADDRESS 

4ccount Number: 
3usiness Account Name: 
Vame: Thomas Ciulla Jr 
iddress: 750 SE 6th Ave. #325 
3ty: Deerfield Beach 
5p: 33441 

7USTOMER INFORMATION 

dame: Thomas Ciulla Jr 
iddress: 750 SE 6th Ave. #325 
3ty: Deerfield Beach 
Itate: FL 
lip: 33441 
'rimary Phone: 954 426 0155 
:-mail: tomciullajr@excite.com 
lontact By: E-mail Address 

a- 
=- 
OPC 

RCA 

SCR 

SGA 

SEC 
OTH 

!OMPLAINT INFORMATION 



( I ,  Page 2 of 2 

Utility Name: E1802 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: 
Mozilld5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1 ; en-US; rv: 1.6) Gecko/20040206 Firefod0.8 
http ://www.psc. state. fl.us/consumers/complaint/review.cfh 
www.psc.state.fl.us 
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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: 

I 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, I checked on all outstanding RCA Division items. 

Since there was no declassification date for document 11953-03, I 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, I 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 Vo12 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. 

G Y  

Page 2 of 2 
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State of Florida 

:puhltt~mritt cttlllttlltision 
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M­

~PSC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCEDATE: March 2, 2006 
_Admillistrntive__Parties_Consumer 

TO: Kay Flynn DOCUMI~NT NOJ:1..'1 ~E"-OS 
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. 

c: Dale Mailhot 

(C~.D,v j
1319«...(J3 

---:.". 
~:c) :;:t" _.....O·"P 

13: W 
I 

fTl­:::::oU) 
:I> 

~~ ::::ll: 
CJ 

-.J~ 

0) 
on 



State of Florida 

lFIuhltt~~OI_ 
CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 3239StY~P I 9 Pt13,; '3 7 

-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-l\{!nM~1IsSI0H 
CLERK 


DATE: September 19, 2006 

TO: Beth W. Salak, Director, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement 

FROM: Sally A. Simmons, Chief ofTelecom Arbitrations and Tariffs, Division of 0~ 
Competitive Markets & Enforcement FPSC, eLK - CORRESPONDENCE 

. . . . "-..I Admiaistrative Parties Consumer
RE.'· Request to View Certam Confidential Matenals 	 - - I~? @-o; ,

~ee"Mt!U' NO. 
DISTRIBUTION: _____ 

PurSUatlt 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. 


Plea')e contact me if you have any questions. 

CC: Kay B. Flynn, Division of the Commission Clerk & Administrative Services 
Marguerite H. Lockard, Division ofthe Commission Clerk & Administrative Services 

Della E. Fordham, Division of Competitive Markets & Enforcement 

o~ 



(, 

State of Florida 

'uhltt~erfrtte <trnttttttimrinn 

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 ofTelecom Arbitrations and Tariffs, Division of S'~ 
Competitive Markets & Enforcement FPSC. eLK - CORRESPONDENCE 

RE: Re9.uest to View Certain Confidential Materials ~AdmiJaj8trative_Partit;S_CODsumer 
DOCOlV.iEN I NO. [1') to g., as:_ 
DISTRIBlJTION: 

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 Statute,s. 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 ofthe Commission Clerk & Administrative se~ice 
Della E. Fordham, Division ofCompetitive Markets & Enforcement 
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Dorothy Menasco 

Monday, October 30,20062:14 PM 

Kay Flynn 

Cc: Kimberley Pena; Tiffany Williams; Ruth Nettles; Marguerite Lockard 

t SUbject: RE: Moving dockets to 030867, 030868, and 030869 from 050000 and 060000 

~ay, FYI, I have finished moving these documents from 050000 and 060000to 030867, 030868, 030869, and 030961. 

ti m, Tiffany, or Ruth, please be sure the following documents are moved from the undocketed folder to the correct 

~8812-05 
c.l1 

',8814-05 
1];0475-05 
rt0477-05 
'0478-05 
p'479-05 
:0487-05 
r~ . 

3;)9.95 -05 


ll0493-06 

~P.."'.1.95-0G 
PH 47-06 
.. 1379-06 
fl,690-06 
,·2071-06 ~ ,'. k!.· 

'01228-06 
~,. .. 

19713-06 
.~" 

ryIatguerite, 1moved tbe fc) llowing confidential documents over: I . . 
I.&'~ 13-05 
~P476-05 
tir0488-05 
t6996-05 
s ~ 
t< 
00494-06 
~-~ 

fr'; . 

t~. 
[ bank you ladies. If you see that I've missed one or mo ved the wrong thing, please bring it to my attention right away. 
I tried to keep it as straight as possible, but you know how things happen .. . :) 
!i' 

!\>. 

Hom: 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!] (V20()6 

,...~eket fold e r: 
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res on all. You would also want to locate their claim letters (10475, etc.) and move those as well. 
! ,. ,: ­

..,JOr 1048~ an.d 10996, they and their claims, etc. need to be pla~ed in ~11 four dockets. He referenced only 

(;, 
30961 (whlch IS the flow-through docket, yes) but th e order was Issued III all four dockets . ~ ~.~ -j 

13mfusing, I know, but Rick Wright said this is only happening for one more year. Thank goodness. 

;tfPm: Dorothy Menasco 
-~nt: Thursday, October 26, 2006 10:34 AM 
,:b: Kay Flynn 
;~bject: Moving dockets to 030867, 030868, and 030869 from 050000 and 060000 

f\:t ave a question about a couple dockets. Should these be moved from 050000 to 030867,88, and 89? 
"'....... 


r6476-05 
~6:} 77-05 ~ (these next 3 are pretty much the same tiling, so advising me that one document should be moved will tell 
~~ ifthey all should be moved) 

·f) 478c05 
~" ' 

~479-05 
JRbllld these 2 be moved frol11 050000 to 030961 ? 
~!t.-f: " 
{..8~,(~' 

0I3CJt:20()() 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MATTHEW M. CARTER n COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRlNA J. MCMURRlAN (850) 413-6770 

"uhlt.c~£r£rt.c£ (([ummtzZtUn 
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-TI 

Dear Ms. Wightman: 

Commission staffhave 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 ifyou have any questions concerning return ofthis 
material. 

Sincerely, 

~tV 
Ann Cole 
ChiefofRecords 

AC:mh1 
Enclosure 

cc: Sally Simmons, Division ofCompetitive Markets and Enforcement 
Patrick Wiggins, Office ofthe General Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

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

mailto:contact@psc.state.n.us
http:http://www.noridapsc.com


COMMISSIONERS: 


LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN STATE OF FLORIDA 

MA T1HEW M. CARTER II 

K.ATRINA J. MCMfJRRJAN OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 

ANN COLE 
COMMISSION CLERK 

(850) 413-6770 

1fTublir~tt~ <!Innuuissinn 
April 6, 2007 

(CERTlFIED MAIL NO. 7006..0810-0002-3488-0 11) 
COnnie Wightman, Consultant 1
Technologies Management Inc. 
210 North Park Avenue 

Winter Park, Florida 32789 


Re: Rerum of ContldentiaJ Documents In the Sonrce, Docket Nos. 036867_lL,030868.TL, 030869-l'L, and 030961_n 

Dear Ms. Wightman: 


on 

Comnnssi slaffh,ve advised that COnJidentiaJ Document Nos. 08813-05, 10476-05, 
00494-06, and 01038-07, tiled on behalf ofBell Atlantic Communications, Inc. d!b!. Verizo Long
Distance, can be retumed to the source. The documents are enclosed. 


n 

material.
Please do not hesilate to contact me ifyou have any questions CO!lcerning retum offbi. 

SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION r-mMli••~ 
• 	 Complete items 1, 2. and 3. Also complete A.~g~ L 1 17_ __ • 

item 41f Restricted Delivery Is desired. 
• 	 Print your name and address on the reverse 

so that we can return the card to you. 
• 	 Attach this card to the back of the mailplece, 

or on the front If space permits. 
AC:mh1 

1. Article Addl'eSSed ~'o:Ogtg ,3-OS:' 1O'f?foEnclosure C);:) l.{ Cf "1-0~; 0 103,,&- 0 ? 
~-,~~ 

CONNIE WIGHTMAN COlilSULTANT cc: Sally Simmons, Divisiol 
TECHNOLOGIES MANAGfiMENT INC,Patrick Wiggins, Office \ 
210 N PARK AVE 	 ~3.;;::Serv=lce=Type==========i 
WINTER PARK FL 32789 ~edMall [J Expmss Mall 

.~'. [J Registered [J Retum Receipt for Merohandlse I 
[J Insured Mall [J C.O.D. , 

4. Restricted DelIvery? (&tra Fee) [J Yes 

2. Artlcle\Nllmtfer \ j. 70,06 £1810 DOD? 3488 01.1.1.. W IItwvlce I8beQ ' 	 !.. • ,i i' 'j j i t j
(rtansfer Domestic 	 J-----------_,- • ~ __PSFonn 3811 February 2004 . RetumRece Ipt_ 	 10259fi.02·M·1540 ' 

CAPJTALCIRCl.E O,""CE CkNTI;R • 2540 S"""""" OAK BotJu:vARlJ • TAL~ FL3239'48s0PSc Website: http:lAnt-w.aorid,aV5C.com 
An Afflrmlltive A«ion I &'Ulil OPPOrtunity EmplOyer 

lnternet E-R1llH: contact@Psc.state.fJ.us 

mailto:contact@Psc.state.fJ.us
http:http:lAnt-w.aorid,aV5C.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MA1TIIEW M. CARTER II COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. McMURRIAN (850) 413-6770 

'uhli:c~£rfri:c£ OIommizzion 
April 6, 2007 

(CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006-0810-0002-3488-0135) 

Traci Tidmore, Regulatory Manager 
DeltaCom, Inc. and 
Business Telecom, Inc. d/b/a BTl 
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-TI 

Dear Ms. Tidmore: 

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 10113-06, 10340-06, 
01017-07, and 01020-07, filed on behalfofDeltaCom, Inc. and Business Telecom, Inc. dIb/aBTI, can 
be returned to the source. The documents are enclosed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me ifyou have any questions concerning return ofthis 
material. 

Sincerely, 

~W 
Ann Cole 
ChiefofRecords 

AC:mhl 
Enclosure 

cc: Sally Simmons, Division ofCompetitive Markets and Enforcement 
Patrick Wiggins, Office ofthe General Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.Roridapsc.comlnternetE-mail: contact@psc.state.fi.us 

mailto:contact@psc.state.fi.us
http://www.Roridapsc.comlnternet


COMMISSIONERs: 

LISA POLAK EDGAR. CHAIRMAN STATE OF FLORIDA 
MA'TTHEw M. CAR1ER n 
lCATRrNA J. MCMURluAN OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 


ANN COLE 

COMMISSION CLERK 


(850) 413-6770 

1}l:u:hJicd§tt&ic-.e <rrntttmmSimt 

April 6, 2007 

(CER.TIFIED MAIL NO. 700/i.()81 0-0002-3488-(135) 
Traci Tidmore, Regulatory Manager 
DeltaCom, hIc. and 


Business Telecom, hIc. d/b/a BTL 

7037 Old Madison Pike, Suite 400 

Huntsville, Alabama 35806 


Re: Rerum ot COnJidential Documents to t1Je Sonrce, DOcket Nos. OJ08ii7-TL,030868_TL, 030869_TL, and 030961_TI 

Dear Ms. Tidmore: 


COJrunission staff haye advised that COnfidential Document Nos. 10113-06, 10340-06,
010 17-07, and 01020-07, med on behalf ofDeltacom. Inc. and BUsiness Telecom, Inc. d/b/a BTl, canbe returned to the source. The documents are encloSed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me ifyou have any CjUestjo~C<l!l!:-'-
material. ""',7., ,. 


! 	
--.-~~.---

,.{'.'?,-. 

ImrjiiM"""~
• 	 Complete items 1 f 2. and 3. Also complete 

item 4 If Restricted Delivery Is desired. 
• 	 Print your name and address on the reverse 

so that we can return the card to you. 
• 	 Attach this card to the back of the mallpiece, . 

or on the front if space permits. 

1. Article Addressed to: I 0' 1- - - f 

AC:mh1 010/'1-01; 0' 


Enclosure 

cc; Sally S. TRAct TIDMORE REG MNGR 
lllnnOns D' . . DELTACOM INC AND

atrick Wi .' 1VlSIOn OJ BUSINESS TELECOM INC DlBlA BTlP ggms, Office f 7037 OLD MADISONi'IKE STE 400 	 o Express Mall 
o 	 i HUNTSVILLE AL 35806 o Return Racefpt for Merchandise 

DC.O.D. 

14. Restricted Del 
2. Article Number 	 MlI'y. ,_.- .. 

r::elabel) 7006 0810 0002 3488 0135(Transfer from saM 

w.:;elptPS Form 3811. February 2004 Domestic Return fl~' 	 l02595-02·M-l!> 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFl"" CENTER • 2540 S"""""," 0 AI(BotJU:yARD • T AlLARAss... FL 32399-<18so 
An Affirmatfve ActioJl / Equal OPPOrtunity Employer 

PSC W .."'" ~Op"IWww..."".""",.. .."'.~ ....." ""'''''''''''-......... 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850) 4 I 3-6770 

lfIublir~£rfrir£ QIommizzion 
April 6, 2007 

(CERTIFIED MAlL 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 staffhave 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 ifyou have any questions concerning return ofthis 
material. 

Sincerely, 

and{) 
Ann Cole 
ChiefofRecords 

AC:mhl 
Enclosure 

cc: Sally Simmons, Division ofCompetitive Markets and Enforcement 
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel 

CAPITAL CmCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAKBOULEV ARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Action I Equal Opportunity Employer 

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

mailto:rontaet@psc.state.fl.us
http:http://www.floridapsc.com


STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850) 413-6770 

'uhli.c~£r&ic:e Qlommizzion 
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 staffhave 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 ofthis 
material. 

Sincerely, 

A . • CO"""... ...". '. 2, a~d •. "'" -pi""
C.rnhl .... 4 • Rest<IC"'" 00II'IO<"{ ~~ 

Endo • ""'" yoU' name and add- on 'M""­sure '" ,nat'" can ,otUmthO ca«l to you.. .
• ",,"cn th" ca«l to the ""'"of the ",...-. 

0 
CC: S ally S' '" on the .""" • 'P'"''0 """"'~ 

.~r--:;!"'-""-'--Patrick~ons. Div. ,. ""'" """""""'" \ '\ 10 5- 10 I 0\O'Z 

IggmS, Oft 
DOUGLAS C NELSON ES~ 
SpRINT NBXTEL ,,( 
233 PEACHTREE ST NE STlt 2200' 

ATLANTA GA 30303 

CMITAL CrnCLE VI'NU---:: "'umber 1~""Q
NtICI'> ,~ • .rvlce ""'" 

2.. 'trnms1erfrO~2004
PSC Website: http://www.noridapsc.com ~"" Fe\:)ruaf'l 

700b 
. Ip\ 

DomestiC ~eturn1\eCe - ......1:1':1-0850 

Internet E-mail: contact@psc.sflIte.n.us 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK COMMISSIONERS: 

LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN 
MATTHEW M. CARTER I1 
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN 

ANN COLE 
COMMISSION CLERK 

(850) 413-6770 

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 retum of this 
material. 

Sincerely, 

N U  
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 CE~TER 0 2540 SHUMARD OAKBOULEVARD 0 TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Aflirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.flondapsccom Internet E-mail: contact@pscstatefl.us 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 

ANN COLE 
COMMISSION CLERK 

COMMISSIONERS: 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN 
" I T H E W  M. CARTER Il 
KA'ITUNA J. M C M W "  (850) 413-6170 

April 6,2007 

Tracy W. Wh, Esquire. 

101 North Monroe Street 
AT&T - Law a d  G o v m e n t  Atiiirs 

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 
030868-TL, 03086PTL, and 030961-TI 

DearMr. Hatch: 

Commission staE have advised that confidential Document Nos. 1054245, 10060-06, and 
01046-07, filed on behalfof AT&T Communications ofthe Southm States, LLC, 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, 

de/ 
Ann Cole 
Chief of Records 

AC:mhl 
Enclosure 

CC: Sally Simmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement DOCUMENT No- 

j 296g-OS 
Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel 

- c o ~ S S I ( I N  CLERK 

- DATE 7 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 S H U W  OAKBOULEVARD TALW1AsSEb n 32399-0850 
An Afirmative Action / Equal Opparhlnity ~mployer 

PSC Website http:/h.lloridnpsemm Internet E-mail: mnhct@sestpt&us 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK COMMISSIONERS: 

LISA Powc EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
COMMISSION CLERK 

(850) 4 13-6770 
~ T T H E W  M .  CARTER II 
KATRINA J. M C M W  

Mr. David Christian 
Verizon 

April 6,2007 

106 East College Avenue, Suite 710 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7721 

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 
03086&TL, 030869-TL, a d  030961-TI 

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 co"unications, Jnc. d/b/a 
Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Business; Verizon Select Services, Inc.; and MCI Communications 
SenticeS Inc. d/b/a VeriZon Business Services, 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, 

w 
Ann Cole 
Chief of Records 

ACmhl 
Enclosure 

cc: Sally Sknmons, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement DOCUMEMT DAm Patrick Wiggins, Office of the General Counsel 
/ a  w e b s  Y I ~  IO? 
FPSC - COMMISSION CLERK 

. 
RECEIVED -\ h DATE v-?-f l  

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHvnwU, OAK BOULEVARD TALJAHASEF, 32399-0850 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF COMMISSION CERK 

ANN COLE 
COMMISSION CLERK 

COMMISSIONERS: 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN 
MATTHEW M. CARTER I1 
KAl"A J. M C M U i "  (850) 413-6770 

April 20,2007 

Ms. Nancy Sims 
AT&T Florida Wa BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Return of Confidential Document to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 
030868-TLy 03O86PTLy and 030961-TI 

Dear Ms. S k .  

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document No. 10837-06, filed on behalf of 
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., 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. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

ACmhl 
Enclosure 

cc: Frank Trueblood, Division of Competitive Markets and Enforcement 
Office of the General Counsel 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MATIHEW M. CARTER II COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. McMURRlAN (850) 413-6770 
NANCY AROENZIANO 

NATHAN A. SKOP 

,uhlie~:erbir:e QIommtzztnn 
August 3, 2007 

Charles J. Beck, Deputy Public Counsel FPSC, CLK - CORRBSPOl'.'DENCE 
Office ofPublic Counsel ~Admil\i5tTative._Parties-C,unsumer 
clo The Florida Legislature DOCUMENT NO. t~~- oS 
111 West Madison Street, Room 812 DISTRIBUnON: -----' 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL, 

030868-TL, 030869-TL, and 030961-TI 


Dear Mr. Beck: 

Commission staff have advised that confidential Document Nos. 06895-04 and 06927-04, 
filed on behalf ofOPC, 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, 

tl(!/ 
Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:mh1 
Enclosure 

cc: Rick Wright, Division ofCompetitive Markets and Enforcement 
Office ofthe General Counsel 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MATTHEW M. CARTER II COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. MCMURRIAN (850) 413-6770 
NANCY ARGENZIANO 

NATHAN A. SKOP 

Jluhlir~:er&ir:e OImnmizzinn 
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 ofConfidential Document to the Source, Docket Nos. 030867-TL 
030868·TL, 030869-TL, and 030961·TI 

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 concerning return of this 
material. 

Sincerely, 

&/d-i/ 
Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 

AC:mh1 
Enclosure 

cc: Rick Wright, Division ofCompetitive Markets and Enforcement 
Office ofthe General Counsel 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COMMISSIONERS: OFFICE OF COMMISSION CLERK 
LISA POLAK EDGAR, CHAIRMAN ANN COLE 
MATTHEWM. CARTER II COMMISSION CLERK 
KATRINA J. McMuRRIAN (850) 413-6770 
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NATHAN A. SKOP 

W-uhlir~.er£rir.e OIommizzion 
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-TI 

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 concerning return of this 
material. 
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Marguerite Lockard 
_---,,-,--:-_-- ..-c---:. __:___ _-____------_.---------. 

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 ope 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 ?? 


0 6895 -04 - OPC (Beck) - (CONFIDENTIAL) Documents produced by Verizon 

in response to OPC's discovery request [Exhibit 63 to hearing}. 


06 92 7-04 - 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 ? 

731 9 4 -03 - PSC/Staff - (CONFIDENTIAL) Information from 12/16/03 ag 
conference: 
Issue l(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 





