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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBL I C SERVICE COt't!-H SS I ON 

In re: PETITION OF GTEFL I NCORPORAT ED 
REQUESTING A REDUCT I ON TO THE BH~10C RATE 
ELEMENT PURSUANT TO THE CRITERIA 
ESTABLISHED IN DOCKET NO . 8 60984-TP 

The following Commissioners 
disposition of this mat ter: 

DOCKET NO . 881344-TL 

ORDER NO . 
I SSUED: 

parli cipaled 

21520 
7-7-89 

in the 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chai rman 
THOtotAS M. BEARD 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

ORDER APPROVING TAR I FF F I LI NG 

BY T HE COMMISSION: 

On October 14, 1988 Gn~FL filed a petiti o n as k ing t h is 
Commission t o allow GTEFL to v o lun t arily reduce its BHMOC rate 
by 25\ and t o increase ils operator ass i sted c~lls and 
verifi c ation and emergency in ter rupt service . These changes 
were expec ted to r esul t in a $9,885,500 annua l r educ lion in 
access cha rges , and a $1,300,000 annual increase in ope r ator 
ass i s tance charges , for an o v e r al l annual reduc lio n of 
$ 8 , 585,500 . By Order No . 19671, we grante d GTEFL' s petition. 

The Off i ce of Public Counse l ( Publi c Counsel) filed a 
mo t ion asking u s to r econsider our decision to no t i nclude 
stimula t ion in the BHMOC reduction and t o a l low GTEFL to 
inc rease its l oca l operator assistance surcharge r ates and 
verification and emergenc y interrupt c h arges . Oral argumen t o n 
Public Counsel' s motion for r econsiderat i o n was held April 26 , 
1989 . 

When we consi d ered the petiti o n at our agenda conference 
o n December 6 , 1988, the Off i ce of Public Counse l s lill had 
outstanding a motion to compe l GT EF'L to provide info r mati o n 
relevant t o the pet i tion . We app r o ved t he petition as proposed 
in o r der to pass on the requesLed access cha rge r eduction to 
consumers as soon as possib l e . Public Counsel had r equested 
informat i o n from GTEFL o n iLs earnings and GTEF'I protes ted. 
S ince then Public Counsel ha s received t he info r mation. At 
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oral a rgume n t Publi c Counsel con firmed thal i t h ad received a l l the information reques ted. Du ring the oral argument Publi c Counse l also asked for a n in forn.al hearing to a l low it to present evidence why GTEFL s hou I d not have been a !lowed to increase its l ocal opera t o r assis t a nce surcha r ges and verif icat i o n and emergenc y tnterrupt cha t ges withou t a correspond ing rate offsel somewhere else . 
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Public Counsel ' s bas i c pos 1t1o n is t hat we s hould not allow any revenue offsets (increases ) unless a company i s earning below its authori zed range. Thi s view i s incons i stent with our cu r ren t practi ce of a llowing some increas~s as l o ng as a Company is withi n its authorized range. We note t ha t Public Counsel raises no questi o~ as to t he propriety o f the i ncreased opera tor ass i.stance c harges . It d oes no t argue .ha t these increased charges a r e un just , unreasonab l e or o therwi se inappropriate. Mo re si gni f i cantly, becau se OL the BHf-10C r eduction, GTEFL e xper ienced a net overall revenu e r educt ion. The revenue increase fr om ope r a t o r ser vices was mo r e than of f se t b y the BHt-10C revenue reduct i o n s. As a resu lt , Pub li c Counsel cannot justify any ear nings ba sed c o nce r ns r egard ing 
the opera t o r servi ces r ale i ncreases . Since Public Counse l has raised no other concerns r ega rdi ng t hese increases, we affirm ou r previous posi lion as set forth in Orde r No . 19677 and deny Publ i c Counsel ' s Mot i o n for Recon s ideration o n thi s po int. 

With respect to the inclus ion o f st i mula tion in t he BHMOC reduct i on, Public Counsel argues that Orde r No . 19677, which approved v o luntary BHNOC red uct i o ns by the LECs , stat~.:s that stimulation be included unless lhe company could s ho w good cause why i t should not be. We be I i eve Pub I i c Counse 1 mischaracteri zes t he Orde r. The Order s lates : 

Upon consideration, we be li e v e i l appropriate to 
r equire t he LECs t o c onsider st i mu l at i o n in access 
reducti o ns . However , we a l so recog nize the 
difficu l t y involved in determining Lhe precise amount 
of stimulat i on and ackno wledge that in some cases no 
s t imula tion resul ts. Accotd ing ly, we find it 
app r opriate t o requir e each LEC lo i nc lude in i ts 
petition for an access reduction a stimulat i o n 
estimate or a statement as to why one is not 
provided . We will more ·close ly cons ider sc imu l at i o n 
in the conte x t of each LEC ' s request for an access 
r eduction ." (Order No . 19677 page 2 1). 
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GTEFL did not prov i de a stimulat i o n est imate a nd stated in its petition that it could no t be determined. At ora l a rgument GTEFL 's explained that GTEFL was unable to determine stimulation for t wo r easons . Fi rst , GTEFL h ad no way to dete r mine ho w ATT-C woul d reduce its rates in response to the BHMOC reduction or if the othe r IXCs would respond a t all. Second , at the time we approved GTEFL's reducLion, ATT-C hart just made a large rate r educt i o n in r esponse to Sou the rn Be ll' s BHI·10C reduction. Further, several o ther r ate reductions 

I 

occu rred simu ltaneous with Lhc GTEFL Bllt-10C reduction. Thus, I GTEFL h ad no way to isolate any sLimu l aL i o n Lhat would occur only due to GTEFL ' s BHMOC reduction . 

I n t he case of GTEF'L's petition , its BHMOC reductio n wa s vol untary, a nd , as we noted in Order No. 19677, GTEfL wa s ea rning within its approved return on equity range. The order qui t e c l earl y states that 1f the company is abl~ to provide st i mu I at ion estimates i t should . llo•.,.ever, t he order does not say we must or wil l include s timulati on in each LF.C's BHMOC reduction . Inclusion of stimu l ation l S to be based o n the particular facts before us . Even with its discovery r equests completed Public Counsel advances no ear nings based arguments for 1ncluding stimulati o n, neither docs it present any other reason that justifies inclusion of stimulation. On the f ac t s of thi s case , we declined to include s timu l clt i o n i n GTEfL' s BIIHOC r eduction. Publi c Counsel has ra i sed no matter t ha t we overlooked or failed to consider in reaching o u r decision. 
Accordingl y, Public Counsel i s denied. 

Based on the foregoing , it is 

ORDERED that Public- Counsel ' s Motion for Reco n s iderat ion of Order NO. 19677 is denied as set forth in t he body of t hi s Orde r. It i s furthe r 

ORDERED t hat this dock cL is closed . 

By ORDER of the 
this 7th day of 

(SEAL) 

TH / JSR 

Flo rida 
JULY 

Public SC ! VICC 
1989 

Commission , 

~· ?:~{/;L 
Division of ~~and Report ing 

I 
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NOTICE OF ~UDICIAL REVIEW 
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The Florida Public Service Commission i s r equi red by Section 120.59(4 ). Flo rida Statutes , t o notify parties of a ny administ rati ve hearing o r judiciil l revi e w o f Commi ~s ion o rders that is available u nder S~ctions 120. 57 or 120 .68, F lorida Statutes . as well as the procedures and Lime limits that appl y . Th is notice should no l be construed to mean al l requests fo r a n ad mini st rative hear ing or judici a l review wil l be granted o r r esult i n the relic( sought. 

Any party adve r sely a ffec ted by the Corrunission ' s final action i n this matte r may request judicial rev i ew by Lhe Flo r ida Supreme Court in the case of an elect ri c , ga~ or telephone u tility or the First District Court of Appeal 1n t he case of a water o r sewer utility b y filing a notice ot appe al wit h the Director, Division of Reco rd s and Reporti ng a nd fili ng a copy of the not ice of appeal and the fil ing Cce wi t h t he appropriate c o urt . This filing must be complcLed within thi rty (30 ) days after the iss uance o f this order , pursuanL to Ru l e 9.110, Florida Rules of Appcllale Procedu r e . The noL i ce of appeal must be in the Co rm specified in Rule 9 . 900(a ) , Florida Rules of Appellate P r ocedure . 
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