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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Comprehensive Review of the )} Docket No.
Revenue Requirements and Rate )
Stabilization Plan of Southern Bell )

)

Telephone and Telegraph Company

Filed: 1/25/93

COX NEWSPAPERS'
PREHEARING STATEMENT

Pursuant to Order No. PSC-92-0459-PCO-WS, issued June 5, 1992,
the Cox Newspapers, a division of Cox Enterprlses Inc. (Cox) files
its prehearing statement as follows:

A. All Known Witnesses
None.
B. All Known Exhibits

None.

C. Cox’s Statement of Basic Position

Cox takes no position with respect to whether Southern Bell is
entitled to rate relief. Cox’s principal interest in this
proceeding remains to ensure that the regulatory treatment of
Southern Bell’s monopoly and competitive services does not inhibit
competition in the market place by creating for Southern Bell both

ACY =__the incentive and opportunity to engage in discriminatory,

P :5 anticompetitive  behavior (such as cross-subsidization of
o competitive services with revenues from basic services). Thus, Cox
A . — epposes any pricing flexibility plan - including Southern Bell’s
CAF . ___proposal in this case - that does not protect the competitive
;”‘) - process in telecommunications. For example, Southern Bell’s

'h*/"mm—proposed pr1c1ng plan would grant it almost complete flexibility to
' __raise prices to monopoly customers to fund rate reductions for

" competitive services. Moreover, 1t allows Southern Bell to
—--—ncrease the prices which its competitors must to pay to Southern
ém_ Bell for monopoly services. This will have the effect of

é: decrea51ng competition and is not in the public interest.
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D-T Issues & Cox’s Respective Positions

e —_— The positions taken herein are preliminary and Cox reserves
[ _the right pending completion of discovery among the parties to

change them.
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Issue 1 through 14: No position.

Issue 1l4a: Are all of the revenues from significant tariff
revisions or planned tariff filings appropriately reflected in the
test year?

Cox: Cox has no position at this time on the total revenues
which will result from the Commission’s final decision in this
docket, nor with the portion which will ultimately be paid by
business users. Cox submits however, that the total amount of
revenue paid by business users should be collected based on a
relatively equal contribution from all business service
provided by Southern Bell. This would require a recalculation
of all such services using the same cost and rate methodology.

Issue 14b through 26b: No position.

Issue 27: Southern Bell proposes to change its current form of
regulation. The proposed plan includes the following components
listed below. On the basis of these components, what are the pros
and cons of this plan?

Cox: The Southern Bell proposal should not be approved. The
PRP gives Southern Bell unbridled discretion to change prices,
The PRP eliminates cost as a criterion for judging individual
prices and eliminates profit as a standard to evaluate overall
rate levels. It allows Southern Bell to increase the prices
which Southern Bell’s competitors must pay to Southern Bell
for services they can receive only from Southern Bell. This
will have the effect of decreasing competition and is not in
the public interest.

Issue 27(1) (Additional Legal Issue): No position.

Issue 28: Does SBT’s proposed Price Regulation Plan meet the
requirements of S. 364.036(2)(a)-(g) F.S. as follows:

A) 1Is the Price Regulation Plan (PRP) consistent with
the public interest?

Cox: No.
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B) Does the PRP jeopardize the availability of
reasonably affordable and reliable telecommunications
services?

Cox: Yes.

C) Does the PRP provide identifiable benefits to
consumers that are not otherwise available under
existing requlatory procedures?

Cox: No.
D) Does the PRP provide effective safeguards to

consumers of telecommunications services including
consumers of local exchange services?

Cox: No.
E) Does the PRP assure that rates for moncpoly services

are just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory and
do not yield excessive compensation?

Cox: No.

F} Does the PRP include adequate safequards to assure
that the rates for monopoly services do not subsidize
competitive services?

Cox: No.

G) Does the PRP jeopardize the ability of Southern
Bell to provide gquality, affordable telecommunications

service?
Cox: No.
Issue 29: Should the Commission approve an incentive regulation

plan for SBT? If so, what is the appropriate plan? If not, what
is the appropriate form of regulation for SBT? How does the
appropriate form of regulation meet the requirements of Chap.

364.036(a)-(g) F.S.?

Cox: Yes, but not the plan proposed by Southern Bell.
The existing incentive plan is adequate as a basis for
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going forward. However, it is imperative that the
Commission protect the competitive process by
effectively prohibiting subsidization of competitive
telecommunications services by monopoly services.

Issue 30a: Should Southern Bell be permitted to cross-subsidize
their competitive or effectively competitive services?

Cox: No.

Issue 30b: Should Socuthern Bell’s basic telephone service rates be
based on the most cost effective means of providing basic telephone
service?

Cox: No position.

Issue 30c: Should Southern Bell segregate its intrastate
investments and expenses 1in accordance with an allocation
methodology as prescribed by the Commission to ensure that
competitive telecommunications services are not subsidized by
monopoly telecommunications services?

Cox: Yes.
Issue 30d: Has the Commission prescribed an allocation methodology
to ensure that competitive telecommunications services are not
subsidized by monopoly telecommunications services? If so, has
Southern Bell followed that prescribed allocation methodology?

Cox: No.

Issue 30e: Has the replacement of copper with fiber since the last
depreciation study been accomplished in a cost effective manner for
adequate basic telephone service?

CoxX: No position.
Issues 3la through 35a: No position.

Issue 35b: The Company has made no proposal to change its current
Touchtone charges. 1Is this appropriate?
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Cox: No. The touchtone rate should be eliminated.
Issues 35c through d: No position.

Issue 36: Should Southern Bell be required to provide billing and
collection services for others on the same terms and conditions it
provides those services to itself or to its affiliated companies?

cCox: Yes.

Issue 37 through 45c (including Additional Legal Issues): No
position.
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PATRICK K. WIGGINi@f
WIGGINS & VILLACORTA, P.A.
501 East Tennessee Street
Suite B
Post COffice Drawer 1657

Tallahassee, Florida 32302
(904) 222-1534

Attorneys for Cox Newspapers




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Docket No.
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been

furnished by United States Mail this 25th day of January, 1993, to:

Robin Norton

Division of Communications
Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0866
Angela Green

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0863
Joseph A. McGlothlin

Vicki Gordon Kaufman

McWhirter, Grandoff & Reeves
716 - 315 S. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Sidney J. White, Jr.
Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company

Suite 400
150 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Joseph Gillan

J. P. Gillan and Associates
Post Office Box 541038
Orlando, Florida 32854-1038

Floyd Self

Messy, Vickers, Caparello,
Madsen, Lewis & Metz, PA

Post Qffice Box 1876

Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Charles J. Beck

Deputy Pubkblic Counsel

Office of the Public Counsel
Room 812, 111 W. Madison Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400

Michael J. Henry

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
MCI Center

Three Ravinia Drive

Atlanta, Georgia 30346-2102

Richard D. Melson
Hopping Boyd Green & Sams
Post Office Box 6526

Tallahassee, Florida 32314

Rick Wright

Regulatory Analyst

Division of Audit and Finance
Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0865

Peter M. Dunbar
Haben, Culpepper,
& French, P.A.
Post Office Box 10095
Tallahassee, Florida

Dunbar

32301

Chanthina R. Bryant
Sprint

3065 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, Georgia 30339

Michael W, Tye

AT&T Communications of the
Southern States, Inc.

Suite 1410

106 East College Avenue

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dan B. Hendrickson
Post Office Box 1201

Tallahassee, Florida 32302



Benjamin H. Dickens, Jr.

Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson,
& Dickens

2120 L Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20037

Monte Belote

Florida Consumer Action Network
4100 W. Kennedy Blvd. #128
Tampa, Florida 33609

Cecil 0. Simpson

Peter Q. Nyce, Jr.

Regulatory Law Office
Department of the Army

901 North Stuart Street
aArlington, Virginia 22203-1837

Michael B. Twomey
Assistant Attorney General
Department of Legal Affairs
Room 1603, The Capitol
Tallahassee, Florida

Florida Pay Telephone
Association, Inc.
c/o0 Mr. Lance C. Norris

202 - 8130 Baymeadows Circle West

Jacksonville, Florida 32256

32399-1050

Bill L. Bryant, Jr.

Fcley & Lardner

Suite 450

215 South Monrce Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0508

Douglas S, Metcalf
Communications Consultants, Inc.
1600 E. Amelia Street

Orlando, Florida 32803

Thomas F. Woods

Gatlin, Woods, Carlson, and
Cowdery

10709-D Mahan Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32308
C. Everett Boyd, Jr.
Ervin, Varn, Jacobs, Odom &

Ervin
305 South Gadsen Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32302
Laura L. Wilson
Messer, Vickers, Caparello,

Madsen, Lewis & Metz, PA
Post Office Box 1876

Tallahassee, Florida 32302
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