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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of CITIZENS OF THE STATE 
OF FLORIDA to investigate SOUTHERN BELL 
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY'S cost 
allocation procedures 

DOCKET NO. 890190-TL 

The following Commissioners 
disposition of this ma t ter: 

THOMAS M. BEARD 
BETTY EASLEY 

JOHN T . HERNDON 
GERALD L. GUNTER 

ORDER NO . 

ISSUED: 

participated 

ORDER GRANTING PETITION AND 
DENYING MOTION TO DISMISS 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

20948 

J-27-89 

in the 

On November 18, 1988, Public Counsel filed a Petition to 
Investigate Southern Bell's Cost Allocation Procedures . On 
Dec ember 8, 1988, Southern Bell Te l e phone and Tel egraph Company 
(Southern Bell) filed a Mot i o n to Dismiss Public Counsel's 
Petition . Public Counsel 's Response to Southern Bell's Motion 
to Dismiss was filed on December 20 , 1988. 

I 

By Order No. 20735, issued February 14, 1989 we 
recognized Southern Be ll's authority to provide customer 
premises equ ipment (CPE) on a nons t r uctural basis without I 
initially obtaining a waiver of Rule 25-4.0345, Florida 
Administrative Code. However, as we e xpressly state d in t ha t 
Order, this recognit i on was no t to be construed as 
unconditional approval of Southern Bell's use of Bell South • s 
Cost Allocation Procedures in its nonstructual provision of CPE. 

Public Counsel's petition asks us to initiate an 
investigation into Southern Be ll's cost allocation procedures 
and to set the matter for a hearing. The petition demonstrates 
strong reservations regarding whether Southern Bell's cost 
allocation procedures adequately guard against 
cross-subsidization of its unregulated ope rations. 

In response and in support of its motio n to d ismiss, 
Southern Be ll argues t hat such an investigation is unwarranted, 
given the scrutiny appl i ed to t he cost allocation manual (CAM) 
in proceedings be fore the Federal Communications Commiss ion 
(FCC). Additio na lly, Southe rn 5ell points to routine Staff 
audits of its own interna l and e x te rnal audits as a further 
means of assurance against cross-subsidizat i on. 

A . We do not find Southern Bell's arguments persuas1ve. 
I nitially, it must be noted, as Southern Bell itse lf concedes, 
the FCC's conditional approval of the BellSouth CAM is in no 
way binding upon this Commission. Additionally, many of the I 
concerns expressed by Publi c Counsel parallel those raised by 
our Staff. Finally, and most importantly, whil e audits can 
assure us that cost al location procedu res are being f o llowed, 
audits will not di sclose the adequacy of the procedures 
themselves in preventing cross-subsidization. The 
investigation requested by Public Counse l' s petition is an 
ideal vehicle for address i ng our concerns over Southern Bell's 
cost allocation methodo l ogy. 
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Based upon the above consideratio ns, we grant Public 
Counsel's Petition to Investigate Southern Bell's Cost 
Allocation Procedures and deny Southern Bell's Motion to 
Dismiss Public Counsel's Petition. This docket shall remain 
o pen pending the results of the investigation. 

Therefore, based on the foregoi ng, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that 
Public Counsel's Petition t o Investigate Southern Bell's Cost 
Allocation Procedures i s hereby granted as set forth in the 
body of this Order. It is f urther 

ORDERED tha t Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph 
Company's Motion to Dismiss Public Counsel's Petition is denied 
as set forth in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that this docke t shall remain open as set forth in 
the body of this Order. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public 
this 27th day of 

Commission, 

( S E A L ) 

ABG 

NOTI CE OF FURTHER PROCEED INGS OR JUDI CIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is require~ by 
Section 120.59(4). Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available ander Sections 12~.57 or 120.68, Florida 
Statutes, as well as the procedu res and time l imits that 
apply . This notice should not be construed to mean all 
requests for an administrative hearing or judicial review will 
be granted o r result in the relief sought. 
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Any party adversel y affected by the Comm ssion' s final 
actio n in this matte r may request : 1) reco nsideration o f the 
decisio n by fil ing a mot ion f or reco ns iderati o n with the 
Directo r, Divisio n of Reco rds and Repo rting within fifteen ( 15 ) I 
days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by 
Rule 25-22.060, Florida Admi ni st rati ve Code ; or 2) judicial 
review by the Flo rida Supreme Court in the case of an elect ric, 
gas o r telepho ne u t i lity or the Firs t Di strict Court of Appeal 
in t he case o f a wate r or sewe r utility by filing a not i ce of 
a ppe al with the Directo r, Divisi o n of Record s and Repor ting and 
fil i ng a c opy o f the notice of a ppea l and t he f iling fee with 
the a ppropriate court. This filing must be comple ted wi t hin 
thirty (30) days after the i ssuance of t h is ord f!r , pursuant to 
Rule 9.110, Flo rida Rules o f Appellate P rocedu r e . The notice 
of appeal must be in t he form spec i f i ed in Rule 9.900(a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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