FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Fletcher Building

101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

MEMORANDUM
June 15, 1989

10 . DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING

FROM  :  DIVISION OF COMUNICATIONS DuATLiomPM %
DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES [HATCH) -~/

RE . DOCKET NO. - 820537-TP ACCESS CHARGES

AGENDA : JUNE 27, 1989 - FINAL AGENCY ACTION - _LONTROVERSIAL - PARTIES
MAY NOT PARTICIPATE

PANEL - FULL COMMISSION

CRITICAL DATES - NONE

SPECIAL INSTRUC IONS: NONE

ISSUE AND RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

1SSUE 1. Whether the Commission's treatment of Gulf Telephone Company by
itself, comports with the industry-wide nature of the solution embodied in
Order No. 14452 (Docket No. 820537-TP, issued June 10, 1985).

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission's treatment of Gulf Telephone Company is
consistent with the industry-wide nature of the solution embodied in Order No.

14452.
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DOCKET NO. 820537-TP
JUNE 15, 1989

ISSUE 2: Whether the Commission's decision to single out Gulf Telephone
Company is arbitrary and discriminatory.
RECOMMENDATION: No. The Commission's decision regarding Gulf Telephone

Company is not arbitrary and discriminatory.

ISSUE 3: Whether the Commission's decision not to allow Gulf Telephone Company
and i1ts customers to receive the intralATA access charges subsidy pool
payments is inconsistent with Order No. 15327 (Docket No. 820537-TP, issued
November 4, 1985, wherein United Telephone Company was allowed to receive
subsidy payments while at the same time the company was overearning and being
investigated for such). SEE Order No. 15327 at page 5.

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission's decision not to allow Gulf to receive the
intralATA access charge subsidy pool payments is consistent with Order No.
15327 (Attachment 2). No determination has been made by the Commission that
United Telephone Company has overearned during the time the subsidy pool has
been in effect. United Telephone has been a net contributor and not a net

recipient of the interLATA subsidy pool.

ISSUE 4: Whether the Commission's decision not to allow Gulf Telephone
Comp:.ny and its customers to receive the interLATA access charge pool payment
is incorsistent with Order No. 19677 (Docket No. 860984-TP, issued July 15,
1968) .

RECOMMENDATION: The Commission's decision not to allow Gulif to receive the

interLATA subsidy is not inconsistent with Order No. 19677 (Attachment 5).




DOCKET NO. B820537-TP

JUNE 15, 1989

ISSUE 5: Should Gulf Telephone be ordered to forego the net subsidy of
$188,000 per year which it received from the interLATA access subsidy pool,

effective July 1, 19897

RECOMMENDATION: VYes, effective July 1, 1989, Gulf Telephone Company should be

ordered to forego the net subsidy which it receives from the interLATA access
subsidy pool for the loss it sustained from going to a bill and keep
environment for access charges. To forego the net subsidy means that Gulf
will contribute and receive equal amounts to and from the pool. HWe also

recommend that the subsidy received until June 30, 1989 be treated as part of

Guif's earnings.

ISSUE 6: Should the subsidy payments and receipts for the other LECs in the
subsidy pool be adjusted to reflect the Commission's decision in Issue 5?
RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the subsidy payments and receipts for the other LECs
should be adjusted to the amounts shown in Attachment 6.
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(St 7. whether the Commission's decision to singie out Guif Telephone

1nAlY sriitrary ang discriminatory.
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CIAFE ANALYSIS: Citizens contend that the Commigsion has sing

an arbitrary and dlscriminatory manner. ATT-C disagrees with

Citizens position seems to be that the Commisston has bean arbitrary’

towards Gulf by removing its substdy and not that of all the other subsidy

reciplents. Public Counsel argues that the subsidy tssue should be addressed
in & generic proceeding and that its failure to do so s arbitrary and
discriminatory. The Commission 1§ not required to act in an industry wide

generic fashion, As discussed greviously in Issue !, the subsidy was a

3

keep-whole me-hanism that would appey Unttl the Cosmission acted to addrass

Tre Commission had good cause to remove Guif from the subsidy pool

cause 1t was and has been overearning. The issue of removing a company from

tre idy pool was discussed in Issue 1. The Citizens also state that even
1F the Commisslon wishes to corsider earnings, “!986 earnings miy no ¥ ne
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