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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Tariff fil i ng by GTE FLORIDA , INC . 
to introduce toll optional calling service 

In re: Proposed tariff filing to modify 
Suncoast Preferred rate structure by GTE 
FLORIDA INCORPORATED (T-90-2 54 filed 
6/14/90) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO. 

DOCKET NO . 

ORDER NO. 

ISSUED: 

880643-TL 

900560-TL 

231.90 

9-17-90 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
thls matter: 

THOMAS M. BEARD 
BETTY EASLEY 

GERALD L. GUNTER 
FRANK S . MESSERSMITH 

ORDER APPROVING I.XTENSION OF EXPERIMENTAL TARIFF ANQ 
SUSPENDING PERMANENT TARiff fiLING 

BY THE COMMISSION : 

BACXGROUND 

By Order No. 19517 , issued June 20 , 1988, we approved a tariff 
filing by GTE Florida Incorporated <<al(EFL or the Company) to 
introduce its Suncoast Preferred Servic e (SPS) o n a n experimental 
bas is . SPS is an optional toll discount calling plan for customer­
dialed \ ntraLATA toll calls whereby a subscriber pays a minimum 
flat monthly rate to receive a n additional discount over and above 
the time-of-day discounts normally applied u nder the Company's 
tariff. As presently offered, SPS has two options: subscribers 
can pay a monthly flat rate of $1.75 per access line a nd r eceive a 
twenty percent (20\) discount o n i ntraLATA toll calls ; or, 
subscribers can pay a monthly flat rate of $12.00 per account a nd 
receive a ten, twenty, or twenty-five percent (10% , 20% , or 25%) 
discount on intra LATA toll calls , depending upon call volume . 
GTEFL's initial offering of SPS was on a six-month ' xperimental 
market test basis for those customers served by the Clearwater­
Countryside , Lakeland-Main, New Port Riche y-Main, and Tampa-East 
central office areas. 

Telus Communications, Inc. (Telus) (formerly Teltec Saving 
Communications Company (Teltec) and now Advanced Telecommunica­
tions, Inc. (ATC)} appeared at the Agenda Conference at which we 
considered the SPS tariff and requested that the tariff be 
suspended and set for hearing. We considered Teltec ' s argument and 
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GTEFL ' s response dnd decided it was appropriate to approve GTEFL 1 S 

e xperimental tariff and deny Teltec 1 s request for suspension of and 
a hearing on the tariff. See Order No. 19517. Subseque ntly, Telus 
f1led a Petition for Reconsideration of Order No. 19517 and 
Alternative Request for Heari ng. GTEFL time ly responded to Telus • 
p l eading. Telus then filed an Amended Motion for Reconsideration 
of Order No. 19517 ; Complaint and Petition to Change Rates of GTE 
Fl orida, Inc .; and Request for Hearing. GTEFL then filed a Motion 
t o Strike, Motion to Dismiss a nd Response to Telus Commun· c ations, 
Inc . 1 S Amended Pleading. GTEFL also requested that ~he t ariff be 
ext e nded beyond Oc tober 31 , 1988, until January 31 , 198 9 . 

The aforementioned pleadings were disposed of by Order No . 
20325 , i ssued November 17, 1988, as follows: Telus 1 s Mot i on for 
Reconsideration of Order No. 19517 was denied; Telus 1 S Motion to 
Anend i ts Complaint and Petition was granted; GTEFL 1 s Motion to 
d i smiss Telus 1 amended Complaint was d e nie d and GTEFL was given ten 
d a ys to t ilo an answer to Tel us 1 amended complaint. Further , 
GTEFL • s experi"cen al SPS was extended until January 31, 1989 ; 
r e qu i red reports were ordered t o be filed ; and, the docket was held 
open. Subsequently, GTEFL r e quested and was granted an additional 
n i nety day extension until Hay 1 , 1989, by Order No . 20835, issued 
Ma r c h 1 , 1989. 

In approvlng this experimental toll pla n, we were cognizant of 
the issue of pric ing intraLATA HTS (Message Toll Service) cal l s in 
the first two mileage bands below current access charge levels. 
The SPS discounts further lower t he c harges below access c harges . 
The problem hdd been addressed i n Docket No . 830489-TI in connec­
t i on with AT&T Commun ications o f the Southern States , I nc . (ATT-C) 
where we determined that as long as access c harges we re recover ed 
in the aggregate from all toll services, we would not require that 
e ach time , mileage, or service category be priced to fully recover 
a cce s s charges . The data presented by GTEFL showed t hat its MTS 
r e venues covered access charges i n the aggregate . 

We note lhat, i n approving revisions to Southern Bell 
Te lephone and Telegraph Compa ny 1 s HTS rates i n our decision in 
Docket No. 880069-TL (the Southern Bell Docket) , we d i d no t order 
any reductions in the fi r st mileage band (0-10) and ordered a very 
s mall reduction i n the second band (11-22). Our decision was to 
a void further reducing HTS rates below access charges. 
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With the exception of the mileage band 1-10, where no 
reductions were ordered in the Southern Bell Docket, the rates for 
the mileage bands in CTEFL's SPS tariff are equal to or higher than 
Southern Bell ' o MTS rates. In addition , only .34 \ of GTEFL ' s 
intraLATA toll traffic is in t he first mileage block. Further, 
effective January 22, 1989, Tel us, the only intervenor in this 
d ocket, filed a tariff to restructure its comparable rate schedule, 
Super S ver Service, which both increased and r educed its toll 
ratca that wero in effect when it initially protested GTEFL ' s SPS 
f i ling. The re&tructure eliminated the fixed discount amounts and 
p r ovided for t i me-of-day discounts instead. Telus ' restructured 
r a tes arc both higher and lower than CTEFL's SPS rates. 

filiNG FOR PERMANENT TARiff 

By Order Ho. 21545, issued July 14, 1989, we denied a tariff 
! l led by CTEfL to modify the discounts under Plan 2 , to expand the 

I 

scope or SPS to company-wide , and to offer SPS on a permanent 
ba sts. At that tioe, we stated that it would be inappropriate to I 
expand the geographical scope of SPS and to make it permanent while 
it was subject to a pending complaint . Additionally, we believed 
that auspenslon or the tariff would be inappropriate because the 
e tght-month suspension period would expire before the complaint 
could be resolved. At the same time, we belie ved that GTEFL should 
be pcr"::itted to make revisions to the existing tariff offering 
caking tho discount change under Plan 2. We held such action to be 
c onsistent with the experimental nature of the tariff . Additional-
ly, wo found it appropriate to continue the experimental tariff 
unti l April 1, 1990, or until a resolution of the Telus complaint 
1n Docket No . 880812-TP is reached, whichever came first. 

On June 14, 1990, GTEFL filed a tariff (T-90-254 ; Docket No. 
900560-TL) proposing to add a third option to SPS, to offer the 
S rvice company-wide , and to eliminate the xperimen al status of 
SPS . On July 24 , 1990, Telus filed a Mot i on to Suspend or Deny 
I mpleoentation of T-90-254 . GTEFL filed its Response on August 1, 
1990 . For the reasons stated in Order No. 21545 , we still belie ve 
it ia inappropriate to expand the scope of SPS, to add a new 
optio n, or to make it a permanent offering at this time. Accord­
i ngly, we find it appropriate to suspend GTEFL ' s proposed tariff 
until the final order is issued in Docket No . 880812 - TP and ATC's 
{Telua ' ) complaint hao been addressed . 
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EXTENSION OF EXPERIMENT 

On J uly 25, 1990, GTEFL filed a Motion for Extension of Time 

requesting that its SPS experimental offering be extended until the 

permanent tariff is approved or until the final order i s issued in 
Docket No. 880812-TL. Upon consideration, we find it appropriate 

to continuo tho experimental tariff until a resolution of the ATC 

complaint is roached and a final order is issued in Docket No. 

880812-TP . Since tho status of SPS remains experimental, GTEFL 
s hall continue filing quarter ly reports in accordance with our 

previous orders . 

Based o n the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the J:'lor ida Public Service Comm~ftSion t ha t GTE 
Florida, Incorporated ' s suncoast Preferred Service tariff filing 

(T-90-254) is hereby s us pende d as set forth i n the body of this 
Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the Motion to Suspend or Deny Imple mentation of 

T-90-15 4 filed on July 24 , 1990, by Telus Communications, Inc. is 

h e reby granted to the extent outlined herein. It is further 

ORDERED that GTE Florida, Incorporated's Motio n for Extension 

of Time is hereby granted to the extent outlined he rein. It is 

further 

ORDERED t ha t GTE Florida Incorporated s hall continue filing 

reports as sot forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that these doc ke t s shall remain open. 
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 17th 

day of S P.PTEHBER , I 990 

(SEAL} 

ABG 

Commissioner Beard dissented without written comment. 

NOTICE OF FUBTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4}, Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any administra­
tive hoaring or judicial review of Commission orders that is 
available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures nd time limits t hat apply . This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for a n 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 
Rec ords and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22 . 060, Florida 
Administra tive Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in the case of an electric, gas or t elephone utility or the 
First District court of Appeal in the case of a water or sewer 
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utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting and fil i ng a copy of the notice of appeal and 
tho filing fco w~th the appropriate court . This filing must be 
c ompleted with i n thirty (30) days after t he issuance of this order, 
pursuant to Rule 9.110 , Florida Rules of Appellat e Procedure . The 
notico of appeal must be in the form s pecified in Rule 9 . 900 (a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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