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BEFORE THE FLORIOA PUBLIC SERV I CE C0~1JSSION 

In re: REQUEST BY AT&T C011MUN ICATIONS 
OF THE SOUTHERN STATES FOR APPROVAl, OF' 
ITS REQUEST TO REMOVE TH~ $70 PE~ LINE 
MINIMUM 110 NTHLY CHARGE ON loJATS 

DOCKET NO . 890634-TI 
ORDER NO . 21628 
I SSUt::D: 7-28-89 

The foll owing Commi ssioners participated 
d i spos ition o f t hi s matter : 

MICHAEL MCK. WI LSON, Chai r man 
BETTY EASL EY 

GERALD L . GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

ORDER APPROVING AT&T " S REQUEST TO RE1·10 VE 
THE lo\lNIMU/1 MONTHLY W.A.T.S LINE CHARGE 

AND 

NOTICE OF' PROPOSED AGENCY ACT ION 

ORDER EL!MlNAT JNC. THE REQUIRED MINI11UM ~IATS 
CHARGE FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE CQI·IPAN I ES 

BY THE CONHISS!ON: 

i n the 

Notice i s hereby g1ven b y Lhe Flori da Publ i c Servi ce Commissi c. n t h at the acLi o n discus sed in SecLion II of t hi s Ordc.r i s preliminary in nature and will become fi na l unless a perso n whose in terest s a t e s ubs La n t i a l ty affeclud fi l es a petition f o r f o t ma l proce ed i ng pursu anL to Rule 25-22.029, Florida AdministraLive Code. 

SECTION Order 
M i n i mum t1o nth 1 y WATS~~~..::=..:;=.!..;~ 

AT&T· S Requ~~ t g Remove t he 

On May 1. 1989 ATT-C Ci led a tacif( requesti ng to make mino r tex tual changes Lo iL s WATS LariCf a nd to r emove the $70 m1nimum u s age c harge o rdc r~d b y Llus Comm i ss i o n in 198 5 whe n 
ATT-C and the Local E:<chang~ Comp <Jnics i nlt v duced their ... t.!parlt;t! \ IATS tariff o tt,.- nr.q;. . In Ordu t No . 14 62 1 •.o~e i mpose I 

""1)'.':-!tl r l."r r~-n ".lf. ~ .J\• • -· 

o7 GO 1 JilL 2a tS~3 
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a $100 minimum usage charge o n WATS , w i th $ 70 on ATT-C ' s WATS service and $30 on the LEC's WATS-like service. As we stated in that Order: 

A purpose of the minimum usage charge was to 
prevent uneconomic u se o f the OUTWATS dedicated 
access li ne by deterring l ow v o l ume users from 
migrating from 11TS to OUTWATS . r n addition , it 
appears t hat there are certain costs associated 
with OUTWATS such as r ecording a nd b i I ling cos t s 
which are incu r red and which a r e not r ecov e r ed b y 
the existing $38 r ecurring monthl y c h a r ge for 
dedicated access line charge , a nd wh ich ma y not 
be recove r ed through l ow volume u sage . The 
elimination of the minimum resu lts in an under 
pricing of OUTWATS s ervices that makes OUTWATS 
mo re attractive to low v o l ume u sers , e ncoura')CS 
migrat i on f r om 14TS t o OUTWATS , and e ncourages an 
economically inefficient proli feration o f 
dedicated access lines to l ow v olume users . 
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11any o f the characteristics of the t o ll market have changed since 1985 whe n this min imum c harge was implemen ted . Fo r example , the disparity between o ne minu te of MTS a nd o ne mi nu te of WATS has na r rowed dramatically and the t e arc now 
WATS-like services offe ed by ATT-C and its competitors marketed to sma ll toll users, and these services do not h av e mininum usoge charges. ATT-C states that since 198<1 it h as experienced d decline in its WATS market. In contrast , ATT-C ' s foiTS minutes of use h as conL i n ue d t o grow s i nee 198<1 despite ATT-C ' s loss in market sha r e . 

Over the past few years ATT-C has reduced i ts t4TS rates such that the disparity between MTS and WATS i s decreasi ng, resulting in less i ncentive for customers to move from MTS to viATS . Fo r example , in 1985 the WATS rate f o r the 0-10 hour b l ock (which is the relevant block f o r low usage c u stomers ) wa s $ . 3325 per mi nute for daytime use, while the average t4TS ra t e pe r minute was $ . <1533 for daytime uze . a difference o f $.1208. Cur rently, the ftrst taper in WATS is $. 2350 a mi nute compared with the 14TS average r a t~ pet mi nute of $. 2866 , a d i fferen ce of Jnly $. 0516. 
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I n order for a customer to purch ase I~ATS (rom ATT -C t h a t customer must first ac qui r e a dedicated WATS access li ne f r om t h e LECs . The charae f o r this l i ne is $38 per month ; t hus , t he WATS custome r h as a month l y up f r ont c h a r ge that MTS c u stome r s do not . T he $ 38 WATS access line charge is separate from t he $ 70 minimum u sage c h arge . Thus . if a WATS customer on ly u sed o ne hour of WATS , h is bill f o r that mon t h would be $ 38 p l us $ 70 or $ 108 . That $38 charge alone represents o ver two ( 2 ) ho urs o f MTS serv i ce i n the h ighest r a te band . 

In addi tion, the difference between t he MTS r ates f o r e ach mileage band is decreasi ng : in 1985 t he r e was a $ . 43 d if f e r ence i n i n 1tia l rates from t he f i rst to t he l ast mileage band of HTS, and a $. 3'1 di f ference i n add i tiona l per i o d s . Now, the differences i n the i niti a l pe ri od rates from the fi r st t o the last band is $ . 19 and the additional peri ods differ by o nly $ .17 . Thus . even t he l o nger distance ca l lers would not r eceive as great an advantage by migrating to WATS . 

Finally, ATT-C pro vided suppo rt d o cumentation showi ng t hat a ll costs will be covered wi t h as litt l e as one hour of WATS 
u sage , if the minimum usage c h arge i s removed . 

Based on the foreg o ing. we fi nd t hat AT&T ' s request to drop t h is minimum line charge should be gran ted . 

SECT I ON II E l imi n at10n of the Req u ired l1in i mum WATS Line Ch a r ge for Loca l Excrange Compan ies 

I 

I 

LF:Cs do not have the same compet i t i ve incentive to remove tile WATS mi n imum usage charge t hat ATT -C does . since the LECs h ave a monopo ly on the p rovision of in traEAF.A to ll serv ice . The o n ly type o f competition the LFCs face f o r WATS is r eso ld 
WATS . It appeared in the respo nses f r om thP. LECs ' data request I t h at the majority did not need the min imum usage cha r ge to cover costs, however. the y we re no t anxio u s t o l o s e this source of revenue. 

Eliminating the mi ni mum usage charqe wi 11 have Litt l e rev enue impac t o n t he LFCs . Fo r .'!x ample t he !<.!Venue impact o n Southe rn Bell a nd Unl t<.!d ~oul d be a n annual l oss o f revenu e o f $133, 641 and $54, 000 , teS po:!C ' i v e ly . Thi s .:~mount s t o les s than 
on e bas i s po i nt ( . J l) • -J lll 'Y· Addi ti o n a lly, ·.-~ith t he 
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removal of the minimum usage charge, the LECs , other t h an Southern Be ll, only stand t o lose $13. 50 a month per c ustomer {that pays the minimum usage cha rge). 

Ne i n itia ted this charge t o insure t h at the LECs we re recovering recording, billing and col lection costs . The two LECs that expressed a c o ncern t h at t he WATS rates may not cove r costs , Indiantown and No r theast , cited high loop costs and little to no u sage revenue contr ibut ion as thei r r easons. We do not believe that this minimum usage charge shou ld remain in place statewide because two small LECs with few WATS customers have high loop costs. The majori ty of ~~ATS customers are i n SBT, GTEFL, Centel, and Unite d ' s territories and those that responded indicated t hat they were covering costs. 

We, t herefo re fi nd that the required mtnunurn WATS line charge for Local Exchange Companies should be eliminated. 

Based o n the f o regoing, it is hereby 

ORDERED that ATT-C's fili ng t o mak e 
eliminate its mi n imum monthly WATS usage 
It is furthe r 

tex tua l 
charge 

c h 1nges and 
i s approved . 

ORDERED that the r equired $30 LEC mi n imum usage charge is eliminated e ffective upon the passi ng oC the period allowed for protest of this proposed acti o n . 

By ORDER of the 
this 28t h day of 

{ S E A L ) 

JSR 

FLorida 
JULY 

Public Service 
1989 

Commi ss ion 

STEVE TRIBBLE , Director 
Divis i o n of Records a nd Repo rting 

by;_· _....,/~~':-::~~~-.. Chllt, Bureau of Records 
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NOTiCE OF FURTIIER PROCEEDI ~S OR JUDI C IAL REVIEW 

T he Flo r ida Public Serv i ce Co~n i ssion is requ ired by 
Section 120.59(4). Florida Statutes , to notify pa rti es o f any 
administrative hearing o r judicial review of Conun i.ssion orders 
that is available unde r Sections 120 . 57 o r 120.68 , Florida 
Statutes. as well as t he procedures a nd time limits that 
apply. This notice s houl d not be construed to mean a ll 
requests for an administrative hea ring or judicial r eview wi 11 
be g r a nted o r resul t in t he relief sought . 

The action pro posed in Section I I of t hi s Order is 
preliminary i n n ature and wi 11 no t become effect ive or fina l. 
except as provided by Rule 25-22 .029, F l orida Admi n istrative 
Code . Any perso n whose substantial i nte rests arc affected by 
t he action proposud by th i s order may f ile a petition fo r a 
fo r mal proceeding, as provided by Rul e 25-22 .029 (4), Florida 
Admini st r ative Code , in the form prov ided by Rule 
25-22.036(7) ( a) and ( f ), Fl orida Administrative Code. T h is 
petition must be received by the Director , Division of Records 
and Reporting at his office at 101 East Ga ines St r eet, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of bus iness o n 
August 18, 1989 . In the absence o f s uch a petition , t hi s order 
s hall become effective August 21, 1989 . as p r ovided by Rul e 
25 - 22 .029(6) , Flo rida Adnin i >lrat i ve Code , and as reflected in 
a su bsequ ent order. 

Any objection or pro t es t Ci l ed i n t hi s docket before t he 
issuance date of this order is cons ide red abandoned unless i t 
satisfies the forego;ng conditions and is r enewed within the 
specified protest peri od . 

If this o rder becomes Cinal a nd effective o n August 2 1. 
1989 , any party advetsel y affected ma y r equest judicia l rev i ew 

I 

I 

by the flor ida Supreme CoutL i n the case of a n e l ectric , g as or I 
te l ephone utility o r by the firs t Distr i ct Cou r t of Appeal in 
the case ot a water o r sewer utility by fil ing a notice of 
appeal wi th the Direc tor, Division of Reco r ds and Report ing and 
f il ing a copy o f the no tice of appeal and the (ili nq fee with 
the appropnate cou rt. Thts trlrng must be completed within 
thirty (30) days o t thl' ettecl1ve date of Lh1 s o rde r, pursuant 
t o Rule 9 . 110, fl o t ida Rul0s o f Appellate P rocedur~. The 
notice oc appeal :r.u.i t !),~ 1n the Corm specified in Rule 
9 . 900(a), Fl o r ida Rules H ,;pp·'ll..llu Pr ocedure. 
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