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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERV£CE COMMISSION 

In re: Request for extended area service 
(EAS) throughout Gilchrist county 

DOCKET NO. 870790- TL 
ORDER NO. 2385 6 
ISSUED: 12- 10 - 90 

Tho following Commiss i oners participated in the dispos it i on o f 
this matter: 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 

FRANK S. MESSERSMITH 

NOTI CE OF PROPQSED AGENCY ACTION 
ORDER DENYING REQUEST FQR EXTENDED AREA SERVI CE 

BY THE COMMISSI ON: 

NOTICE is he reby given by the Florida Publ i c Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and will become final unless a person whose interests are 
adversely affected files a petition for a f o rmal proceeding, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22 . 029 , Florida Administrative Code. 

This docket was initiated upon a resolution filed with this 
Commission by the Gilchrist County Board of County Commissioners . 
Thi~ resolution requested that we consider requiring implementation 
of extended area servic e {EAS) throughout Gilchrist County . Four 
exchanges are affected by this request: Branford , High Springs, 
Newberry and Trenton. The Branford and High Springs exchanges are 
served by ALLTEL Florida, Inc. {ALLTEL), while the Newberry and 
Trenton exchanges are s e rved by Southern Bell Tele phone and 
Telegraph Company (Southern Bell). Both companies are subj e ct to 
regulation by this Commiss i on pursuant to Chapter 364, Florida 
Statutes. 

In addition to involving intercompany routes, this request 
als o involves i nterLATA (local access transport area) routes. The 
Branford and High Springs excha nges are located in t he Jacksonville 
LATA, while the Newberry and Trenton exchanges are located in the 
Gainesville LATA. Not one of the four exchanges is located 
exclusively in Gilchri st County. 

By Order No. 17943, issued August 6 , 1987 , we directed ALLTEL 
and Southern Bell to prepare and submit traffic studies on the 
routes affected by this resolution so that we could determine if a 
sufficient community of interest existed pursuant to Rule 25-4.060 , 
Florida Administrative Code. For those studies, we requested that 
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the companies measure the messages per main and equivalent ma i n 
staticn per mo~th (M/M/M) and percenta ge of subscribers making two 
(2) or more calls monthly to the exchanges for which EAS was 
proposed. 

At the time we issued Order No . 17943, Gilchrist County 
consisted of the following non-EAS routes: 

ROUTE 

Branford to High Springs 
Trenton to Newberry 
Branford to Trenton• 
High Springs to Trenton• 
Branford to Newberry• 

•InterLATA routes 

MILEAGE 

22 
1 3 
25 
21 
30 

I 

The High Springs to Newberr y route, an interLATA route, already had I 
flat rate, two-way, nonoptional EAS, which had been implemented 
prior to divestiture. 

Subsequently, both ALLTEL and southern Bell filed their 
respective traffic s tudies in response to Order No. 17943. As part 
of their traffic studies, the companies also submitted demographic 
information as described below. 

The Gilchrist County seat is located in Trenton. The average 
income level in the Trenton exchange ranges from lower to middle 
income . Medical facilities, schools, and some stores are located 
in Trenton. The Newberry exchange is comprised of many retirees 
and second homes. The average income level in the Newberry 
exchange is lower to middle income . The western twenty percent 
( 20t) of the Newberry exchange is located in Gilchrist County, 
while the rest of the exchange lies in J>.lachua County . The 
residents in the western twenty percent (20t) of the county go to 
school, shop, and have post office delivery in Trenton. The 
residents of the middle sixty percent (60t ) o f the Ne wberry 
exchange, located i n Alachua County, are tied to Newberry for 
schools and shopping. For medical tre atment, some r esidents go 
south to Williston, but most go east to Gainesville. The res idents 
of the eastern twonty percent (20t) of the exchange have a 
community of interest with Gainesville. ALLTEL reports that the 
community of interest for the Gilchrist County reside nts in the I 
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Branford, Newberry and High Springs exchanges are the governmental 
offices, banks and other businesses located in Trenton . 

The traffic studies submitted by the companies in response to 
Order No. 17943 revealed the following one-way calling rates on the 
affected routes, including foreign exchange (FX) d a ta: 

ROUTE 

Branford to High Springs 
High Springs to Branford 
Trenton to Newberry 
Newberry to Trenton 
Branford to Trenton* 
Trenton to Branford• 
High Springs to Trenton* 
Trenton to High Springs* 
Bra n ford to Newberry• 
Newberry to Branford 

M/M/Ms 

. 89 

.93 
1.88 
4.09 
1. 78 
nja 

1.15 
nja 
.17 
nta 

t MAKING 2 
OR MORE CALLS 

13.44 \ 
8. 49\ 

22.65 \ 
21.31 \ 
16 . 50 \ 
nfa 
7.76\ 
n/a 
2 . 45\ 
nfa 

*I nterlata routes - ALLTEL filed traffic study results, 
but Southern Bell did not. 

Rule 25-4.060(2) (a) requires a minimum of 3 . 00 M/M/Ms, with at 
least fifty percent (50\) of the exchange subscribers making two 
(2) or more calls per month to indicate a sufficient community of 
i nterest to warrant us. The results of the traffic studies 
indicated that the one-way calling rates on the routes for which we 
had traffic study data fell below this threshold rule requirement 

At our February 2, 1988, Agenda Conference, we heard comments 
from two members of the Gilchrist County Board of County 
Commissioners (the County Commission) requesting a s urvey for 
countywide calling. While we believed the calling r ates were very 
low, ne vertheless, we instructed ALLTEL and Southern Bel l to 
develop a countywide flat rate on which the customers could be 
surveyed . 

Subsequently, the companies filed the requested countywide 
flat rates, along with a corresponding revenue impact statement. 
The matter was scheduled to be taken up again at our October 18, 
1988, Agenda Conference. However , prior to that Age nda Conference, 
the Office of Public counsel requested indefinite deferral of this 
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item o n behalf of the County Commission. The County Commission 
believed that the probab~lity of the survey passing was very l ow 
because all four of the e xchanges i n Gilchrist County also 
partially lie in other counties . 

I 

Following this deferral, our staff c ont i nued to pursue various 
possibilities for providing toll relief to the customers in 
Gilchrist County. The County Commission has s tressed the need for 
those s ubscribers living outside Trenton t o be able to call their 
county seat. One customer sent a letter to our staff i r December 
of 1988, outlining tho calling problems in the county and making 
suggestions for a solution . This customer described the rural 
nature of the county and the problems this causes for those in 
outlying areas, particularly the need of those subscribers whose 
c h ildr e n attend school i n Trenton to be a ble to contact the schools 
and v ice versa, along with the need to contact county offices in 
Trenton. Th is customer noted that while some gove rnment offices 
did have FX lines to other exchanges , he believed a more efficient 
use of access lines could be achieved with EAS. One of his I 
suggestions was to survey only the customers living within the 
Gilchrist County portions of the four exchanges for a flat rate, 
two-way , nonoptional calling plan. His second suggestion was to 
implement a two-way optional p lan , recognizing the need for manual 
implementation t hrough b i lling i n the Branford e xchange because of 
it~ step-by-stop switch. 

As to this customer 's fi r st proposal , while feasible, we have 
been against implementation of flat r ate two-way EAS to pocket 
areas in the past. Among our reasons for this are the scarcity of 
NXX codes and issues of fai rness . Neve rtheless , bec ause of 
assertions of both the c ounty attorney and county residents that 
the portions of the exchanges outside Gilchrist County obscured the 
calling patterns wi thi n Gilchrist Count y, we issued Order No. 20607 
on J anuary 17 , 1989, d irect i ng the companies to p~rform pocket area 
traffic studies . 

In the meantime, in an attempt to provide some relief t o 
customers, our staff filed a recommenda t ion that County Seat 
Calling be implemented in Gilchrist County. This plan basically 
provides for free calling to particular county governme ntal 
agencies, schools , etc. , as d etermined by the most frequently 
called numbers within the county. At our March 21, 1989, Agenda 
Conference where we considered tnis proposal, ALLTEL registered its 
opposition, stating that it had not bee n g i v e n sufficient time t o I 
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study the proposal and did not know t h e costs to the company for 
implementation. Interexchange carriers (IXCs) also had concerns 
with the precedent-setting nature of such a proposal, considering 
the interLATA routes involved. Accordingly, we deferred the matter 
and directed the companies and our staff to gather fur ther 
information on the proposal . 

After the Agenda Conference, our staff received a number of 
letters outlining problems and concerns with County Seat Calling. 
Our staff also had conversations with the county attorney and 
others who stated that County Seat Calling was not a solution 
because calls to businesses and many other necessary places would 
not be included. Our staff then awaited the results of the pocket 
traffic studies. 

Subsequently , both ALLTEL and Southern Bell filed the 
requested traffic studies, along with a request for specified 
confidential treatment o f certain portions of the data. By Orders 
Nos. 21452 and 21453, issued June 27, 1989, we denied these 
requests. on July 11, 1989, both ALLTEL and AT&T Communications of 
the Southern States, Inc. (ATT-C) filed Protests of Order No. 
21452. On July 13, 1989 , Southern Bell filed a Motion for 
Extension of Time in which to respond to Order No. 214 53 . o~ July 
14, 1989, ATT-C filed its Protest of Order No. 21453, along with a 
Motion to Accept Protest Filed Out of Time. On July 26 , 1989 , 
Southern Bell filed its Protest of order No. 21453 . After 
consideration of the arguments advanced i n these protes ts, we 
issued Order No. 23654 on October 23, 1990, and granted specified 
confidential treatment to the traffic data for the interLATA routes 
in this docket. 

On September 7, 1989 , Gilchrist County f iled a Motion 
Requesting Issuance of Proposed Agency Action Orde r (Motion), along 
with a Draft of Proposed Agency Action Order Granting Countywide 
Extended Area Service (Draft Order). This Mot ion, as well as the 
results of the pocket traffic studies, were considered at our 
November 6, 1990, Agenda Conference. 
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Each of the involved exchanges currently has EAS as follows: 

EXCHANGE ACCESS LINES 

Branford 2,582 

High Spring 3,075 

Trenton 2,517 

Newberry 2,797 

EAS CALLING SCOPE 

Dowling 
Sheriff ' s 

Park, Florida 
Boys Ranch, 

Lura ville, Live Oak, 
Mayo, Wellborn 

Alachua, Fort White, 
Gainesville, Newberry 

Chief land 

Alachua , Archer, 
Gainesville, High Springs 

I 

The route with the highest calling rate in both the initial 
traffic study and the second traffic study was the Newberry to I 
Trenton route . In the initial study, t h e calling rate was 4 . 0~ 
M/M/Ms, with 21.3lt of the customers making two or more calls per 
mo,lth. The pocket study revealed calling rates f1om the Gilchrist 
County pocket of the Newberry excha nge to the Trenton exchange of 
5.44 M/M/Ms, with 49.67t of the c ustomers making two or more calls 
per month. Toll relief was recently provided for this ro~te. By 
Order No. 23200, in Docket No . 880069-TL, we ordered Southern Bell 
to implement its Enhanced Optional EAS (EOEAS) plan on this route. 
The company was ordered to implement EOEAS at the following rates 
effective June 20, 1990: 

RESIDENCE OPTIONS 

Premium (Option 2) 
Discount (Option 3) 
Incoming (Option 5) 
Drop-Back (Option 4) 

BUSINESS OPTIONS 

Discount (Option 3) 
Incoming (Option 5) 
Drop-Back (Option 4) 

$ 4.70 
2.20 
4 . 95 
8.40 

$ 4.40 
10.80 
22.90 

I 
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ESSX/PBX TRUNK OPTIONS 

Discoun t (Option J ) 
Incoming (Option 5 ) 

s 8.80 
16 . 20 

The poc ket s tudies s howed calling rat~s from the Gilchrist 
County poc ke t of the Branford exchange to the Trenton exchange that 
met the rule requirement for M/M/Ms, but was far below the 
requirement for percentage of customers making two or more ca lls 
per month . Under some cir c umstances in the pas t, we have ordered 
implementation ot Toll-Pac on s uch routes . In this instance , 
however, we do not believe such action is appropriate because this 
is an i nterLATA route and such routes have been deemed competitive 
since divestiture. The situation on this route is further 
complicated by the existence of a step-by-step switch in the 
Branford xchange ; therefore, any type o f discounted toll plan 
would have to be manually implemented through the billing system . 
It is our understanding that ALLTEL p lans to conve rt th is switch by 
December, 1991. The pocket studies revealed that for the rest of 
the routes, both interLATA and intraLATA, calling rates were ve~y 
low. Accordingly , we announce our intention t o deny further 
consideration of EAS i n this docket. 

In addition , we shall deny the Mot ion filed by Gilchrist 
County. As detailed at length above, none of the non-EAS r outes 
meet t he threshold of Rule 25-4.060. Accordingly , there is no 
factual or legal basis f or granti ng the relief r equested in the 
Draft Order. 

Based o n the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Publ ic Service Commission that the 
resolution filed by the Gilchrist County Board of County 
Commissioners r e questing extended area service between all 
Gilchrist county exchanges is here by denied f or the reasons set 
forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that the Motion Requesting Issuance of Proposed Agency 
Action Order filed September 7, 1989 , by Gilchrist County is hereby 
denied tor the r easons set forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that the effective da te of our action descr ibed herein 
is the first working da y followi ng the date spec ified below, if no 
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proper protest to this proposed agency action is filed within the 
time fra~e set forth below. It is further 

ORDERED that if no proper protest is filed within the time 
frame set forth below, this docket shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this lOt h 

day of DPCPHCPR t990 

STEVE TRIBBLE , D~rector 

Division of Records and Reporting 

(SEAL) 

by· kJ~~ 
Ctl~ Bureau of Records ABG 

NQTICE OF FUBTHEB PROCEEPINGS OR JUPICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), 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 a nd time limits that apply . This notice 
should not bo const~ued to mean all requests for an administrative 
h earing or judicial review will be granted or result in the r elief 
sought. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and will 
not become effective or final, except as provided by Rule 25-
22.029, Florida Administrative Code . Any person whose substantial 
interests are affected by the action proposed by this order may 
file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-
22 . 029(4), Florida Administrative Code , in the form provided by 
Rule 25-22.0J6(7)(a) and (f), Florida Administrative Code. This 
petition must be received by the Director, Division of Records and 
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Reporting at h is office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on 

December 31, 1990 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoi ng conditions and is renewed with l.n the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above , any party adversely affected may request judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court i n the case of an electric , gas 
or telephone utility or by the First District Court of Appeal in 
tho case of a water or sewer utility by filing a notice of appeal 
with the Director, Di vision of Records and Reporti ng a nd filing a 
copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the 
appropriate court. This filing must be completed wi th i n thirty 
(30) dayw of the effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 
9 . 110 , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal 
must be in the form specified i n Rule 9 . 900(a) , Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure . 
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