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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERV I CE COI~IISSION 

In re: Request of SOUTHERN BELL 
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY to 
reduce its direct-in-dialing ( DID) 
trunk termination charge i n its 
direct-in-dialing shared tenant and 
mobile interconnection tariffs 

DOCKET llO. 890648-TL 

ORDER NO. 21563 

ISSUED: 7-17-89 

The following Commissioners participated disposition of this matter: 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

ORDER APPROVING TARIFF 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

I. BACKGROUND 

in the 

I 

I 

By Order No. 20162 in Docket No. 880069, thP. Petiti o n o f Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company Cor Rate Stabilization and Imp l ementat i o n Orders and Other Rel ief , this Commission ordered, among other thin~s. that Southe rn Bell restructure its Direct-In-Dialing (DID) rates for PBX DID customers. With this we hoped to accompli s h two things - - to bring PBX c u stomer DID rates in line with those o f other DID customets such as s h a red tenant services and radio c o mmon car r iers and to h ave oro rates t ef lect the same cost savings as ESSX r ates , taking into account the differences in t echnology. We did this because ESSX rates h ave been revised over time to r eflect the newer, less expensive technology, wheteas oro rates have not. At t he time the Order was i ssued Southern Bell had I stated that the restructure would result in an annual revenue decrease of $521,917. The rest ructured rates too k effect October 15, 1988 pursuant to Or der No . 20162. Accordi ng to Southern Bell, a detailed individual customer analysis subsequently revea led that mo re DID trunk terminations were in servi ce than had been o riginally est imated; and that the restructure resulted 1n a revenue increase o ( approximately $7 91,000 instead of a decrease . 
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Southern Bell has discovered, in addition, that abo u t 40\ of its DID c ustomers have r eceived ra te increases , 54 of them tn the range of $1,000 o r more a month, as a result o f t he rest ructure . As a r esu l t , Southern Be ll h as now filed a 
rev t s t o n to o ne e l ement of its DID calc st ructure , the DID t runk te rmi nat i o n c harge , t o reduce i L s a nnu a I r evenues by app roximate ly $1. 3 milli o n dollars. 

11. DID TRUNK TERMINAT ION RATE REDUCTI ONS 

161 

Southern Bell has pro po sed revisi o n, to the 010 trunk te rmination rate clement in t hree ol its offer ings wh i ch incorporate DID Service. The r evisions reflect a decrease of $ 5 . 25, from $40 Lo $ 34.75 , in t he DID trunk termi nati o n rate of the PBX, Shared Tenant, a nd Mobil e Interconnection tariffs. 

Acco rdi ng to Southern Bel l. the purpose o( the filing is to ach ieve the reducti o n in revenues that t he Company o riginally intended from the r estructure of the PBX DI D tariff in Docket No . 880069 : S i nee the Company, by its own customer an a lysis , will actually experience an increase of about $79 1.000 annually, i t proposes to dec rease reve nue s by approx ima t ely $ 1.3 million annua lly in o rder to achieve the approxima te $ 522 ,000 reduct ion o rigi nal ly proposed. 

According t o Sou thern Bell , Lhe er ror in its projected revenue impact was caused by t oo l ow a n est i mate in the nuwbe r of DID trunk termi n ation unit s . The Company has revi sed the number of units Lo about 2 1,000 per month. Howeve r. we no te that the revised number o f un i ts includes not o n I y the PBX DID trunk termi nation units, bul a l so those for Sh ared Te n an t and 
Mobile Carriers . When quest i oned whether t he proposed mon t hly rate dec r ease wou l d have been 1 a rge r had it not been spread o v e r more units, Sou the rn Bel l r espo nded t hat t he PBX DID trunk terminations constituted the vast majortty oC Lhe ones in place, and t he rate wo u l d not dec rea se s ignificantly if the other two tariffs were exc luded. l-Ie do not disagree . I n addition , it is approprtate to k eep the DID trunk termi nat i o n rate uniform across the three tariffs since the servi ce i s provideu the same way . 

Southern Bell subm itted cost data f o • DID Service with its Ei ling and has requested confidential treatmen t of those c o sts o n the bas1, tha he costs consti t u t e a trade sec ret and that 
revealtng the cosls would impai1 Its ab1lily lo c or. pele •..Jith 
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PBX attendants and key 
specified confiden tial 
subsequent Or der . 

s y stems . Sou the rn 
treatment will 

Be ll ' s request 
be addressed 

fo r 
by 

I 

We must point ~ut t hat we are concerned with t he appa r e n t 
severe customer impact that h as occu rred with t ho res truct u re 
of Southern Bell ' s PBX DID rates . The Ad Hoc 
relecommunica t i o ns Users Committee h as i ndicated t hat some of 
its clients have e xperie nced increases of up to $ 5 000 mo n t h l y. 
A summa r y of t he c us tome r impact ex~erienced by Southern Be ll' s I 
DID subscribers shows r ough ly 23 percent e xperienced inc reases 
of $200 o r more a mon t h, wi t h 40 pe r cen t exponenci ng ~ 
increase . Th i s impact was not intended . However, it s hould be 
no ted that the degree o f this i mpact was di fficu l t to project 
s i nce the effect o f the restructure d epend s o n the DID 
number-to-trunk r atio of each individua l subscr i ber . We 
further no te that Southe rn Bell has allowe d its DI D subsc r ibers 
to treat the increase as a billing di s pu te pendi ng the 
Commissi o n ' s dec i sion on t hi s fili ng. UnCo rt ttn a tcl y , many of 
those subscribers with thP. l argest increases wi 1 1 n o t get much 
relief from the r educti o n pro posed by Southern Be ll he r , since 
t hey have large numbe r s o f trunk terminati o n s . 

Upo n con s iderat i on , we find it appro priate to appro ve 
Southern Bell's request to decrease the trunk termination 
charges effective June 6 . 1989. Howeve r, tho redu c tion for the 
PBX DID s u bscr ibers s hall be effect ive fr orn October l S , 1988, 
t he date the res tructured DID tariffs took effec t. Th is wil l 
effectuate our i n itial deci s i o n to reduce r e v e nues i n 
con junc tion with the resl ructurr o f POX DID rates. 

We w i l l also add that we hav e s ome concern about Southern 
Bell ' s PBX and DID ra tes . This subject i s cur r ently being 
i nvest igated in Docket No . 8Bl257- TL i n r e lation to t h e 
Company ' s ESSX rates. Bec aus e oC t he re l e vance of Lhc cost I data a nd other i n formati o n submitte d in t hi s docke t to o u r 
1nvestiga ti o n in the ESSX docket. this informati o n shall be 
retained fo r conside r ation tn r-oc ket No . 881 257- TL. T h i s 
info r ma ti o n will ass i s t us in dete r mining whe the r further 
reducti ons to PBX a nd D ID rates are warranted . 

Based on the f oregoi ng, 1t is 

ORDERED by the Flor1uJ 
Southern Be 11 Telephone and 

Pub! ic Service Comm i 5sion t ha t 
r.~legrclph Company· ~ tari£t tili ng 
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to reduce its direct -in-dia ling trunk lermination rates is approved as set forth in the body of Lhis Order . It is furt her 

ORDERED that the DI D rates shall be effective as set fort h in the body of t his OrdLr. It is further 

ORDERED that the information submitted in this docket shall be retained and considered in Docket No. 881 257- TL as set fo r th in the bod y of thi s Order. It i s further 

ORDERED that th i s doc ket be closed . 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this ~hday of J uly 1989 

( S E A L) 

TH 

STEVE TR I BBLE, Di rccLc;r­
Division of Records and Repor ti ng 

by:-· ~f6..-y_=--~1_r__~~-­
·ChiC(sureau of Records 

NOT ICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Flo rida Public Service Commizs i o n i s required by Section !.20 . 59 ( 4). Florida S t atutes . to no ti(y pa r t i es of any administrative hearing o r judicial rev iew of Cormnission o rders that is available under Sections 120 . 57 o r 120. 68, Florida Statutes , as well as the procedures and t i me limits that apply. Th1s notice s hould no t be cons Lrued lo moan all requests for an adminisltativu heJring or judicial review ·.o~ill be granted or result in the r••lrei sought . 
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Any party adversely affected by the Comndssion's final action in this matter may request: 1) reco nsiderati o n of the decision by filing a motion for reconsiderati o n with the Director, Division of Reco rds a nd Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance o f this o rder in the form presc ribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida Administrative Code; or 2 ) judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas ~r telephone utility o r the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a wate r or sewer utility by filing a notice of 

I 

appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reporting and I filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. Thi s fili ng must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this o rder, pu rsuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form spec ified in Rul e 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appe llate Procedure. 

. . 

I 
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