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STAll »e"!IISa Purauant to Section• 364.33, 366.335, Florida 
Statute&, and Rule 25-4.005, Florida Adminiatrative Code, The 
Florala Telephone Colapany, Inc. , Gulf Telephone Company and St. 
Joaeph Telephone • Telegraph Company, Inc. jointly petition the 
Commiesion for approval to consolidate The Florala Telephone 
Company, Inc. and OUlf Telephone <Company into St. Joseph Telephone 
" Telegraph Colapany, Inc. and change the name of St. Joaeph 
Telephone • Telegraph Colapany, Inc. to GTC, Inc. 

The conaolidation will ia~prove cuatocner aervice, operating 
efficiency and atreamline adainiatrative activitiea to conaumera of 
these companies. Inatead of three aeparate operating companies, 
there will be a aingle operating local exchange company. Further, 
the conaolidation and aaaociated tranafer of certificate& will be 
a corporate restructuring with no financial exchanges taking place. 

As explained in the application, St. Joseph Telephone ' 
Telegraph Company doea not propoae aa part of the consolidation any 
changes in the rates or acope of aervice currently being provided. 
Since each of the companiea have opted for price cap regulation the 
exiating rates will serve, under the exiating atatutes, as a price 
ceiling. 

It ia anticipated that within 30 daya of the approval of the 
conaolidation, St. Joaeph Telephone and Telegraph Company will tile 
labelB to be placed· on the exiating tariff& of THB FLORALA 
TELEPHONE COMPANY, DIC. , GULP TBLBPHONE COMPANY, and ST. JOSEPH 
TELEPHONE " TELBQRAPH COMPANY, INC. reflecting the new name GTC, 
Inc. to facilitate the applica.tion of Rule 25-9.044, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

Because of the improved operating and administrative 
efficiencies cauaed by thia co.naolidation, ata!f recommends 
approval of the consolidation and name change. 

ISSVJ aa Should the Companiea be permitted to combine their atudy 
areas into one for purpoaee of juriadictional separation&? 

81CONH3¥PATIQNa Yea. The FPSC should adviae the FCC that it does 
not object to the combinatio.n of the three atudy areas of the 
Companies into one. However, due. to the apparent barrier to entry 
that woul d be created, the PPSC should expreaa a preference that 
the service areaa remain aeparat<e for the purpoae of deeignating 
Eligible Telecommunication• Carriere (BTCal . ( .. ~ab) 
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S'I'Alf 'D'·DIIt The Compani .. have petitioned the FCC to allow 
them to combine the atudy areaa of the three Companies into one, 
Study area• have been frozen aince 1984, aa aet forth in 47 CPR 
Sec. 36.741. According to the FCC's procedure on study area 
waivers, •(o)ne of the criteria that the (FCC) has established to 
evaluate petitions for waiver of the frozen study area boundary 
rule is the requirement that the state authority does not oppose 
the proposed modification. • (FCC Public Notice DA 95·1344, released 
June 21, 1995) 

Al though the study area is used for purpose• of jurisdictional 
separations, under the federal universal se~ice program it has 
been given add.itional significance for BTCa in rural areas, as 
discussed below. 

A state-approved BTC may receive universal eervice funding for 
provision of supported aervicea in a given aervice area. One of 
the requirements for approval aa an ETC ia that the carrier provide 
service throughout the designated service area . Under Section 
214(e) (5), of the federal Telecommunication& Act of 1996, a 
•service area• for purposes of deaignating BTCs is defined as 
follow&: 

In the caae of an area served by a rural telephone 
company, •service area• means such company• a • atucly area • 
unless and until the Commisaion and the States, after 
taking i nto account rec~.ndationa of a Federal-State 
Joint Board inatituted under section no (c), eatablish a 
different definition of service area for auch company, 

The Joint Board recommended, and the FCC adopted, the atudy 
area of a rural company aa its service area. The FCC Report and 
Order on Universal Service allows a atate commission to propoae to 
define the service area served by a rural telephone company as 
something other than the studr area , but the FCC must approve any 
such change. In accordance w th 47 CFR Sec. 54.207(c) Ill, either 
the state commission or the party seeking to redefine the service 
area muat petition the FCC. 

In ita diacuaaion of the i ssue, the FCC addreaaed the impact 
of requiring BTCs to serve noncontiguous areaa in a rural telephone 
company•a aervice area. The FCC noted that 

universal service policy objectives may be beat served i! 
a state defines rural aervi·ce areas to consist only of 
the contiguous portion of a rural study area, We 
conclude t hat requiring a carrier to aerve a non­
contiguoua service area aa a prerequisite to eligibility 
might impose a s e rious barrier to entry, particularly for 
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wireless carriere. . . . We encourage states to determine 
whether rural service areas should consist of only the 
contiguous portions of an ILBC' s study area, and to 
submit such a determination to the (FCC) . • .. • (CC Docket 
No. 96-45, FCC Order 97-157, Released May 8, 1997, 1 190) 

Presently, rural carrier• in Florida, with tho exception of 
ALLTEL, serve largely contiguous areas. Because the three subject 
study areas have two or more counties separating each of them, the 
combined area would be the most extreme example of a non- contiguous 
service area for a rural telecoaaunicatione company in this state. 
The FPSC has not had an opportunity to evaluate or address the 
issue of service areas for rural companiest nevertheless, it 
appears that the consolidation of these three Companies into one 
service area could create a substantial barrier to entry for 
provision of residenti'al service• by alternative providers in the 
high cost areas served by the Companies. Accordingly, we believe 
the service areas, for purposes of universal service support, 
should remain as they are until such time as this Commission 
determines that a different service area is in the public interest. 

Staff recommends that the FPSC advise the FCC that it does not 
object to the combination of the three study areas of the Companies 
into one . However, due to the apparent barrier to entry that would 
be created, the FPSC should express a preference that the service 
areas remain separate for the purpose of designating ETC& . 

ISSVJ 3t Should this docket be closed? 

UCO'f"PPPATXOit If no person whose substantial interests ar.: 
affected files a protest within 21 days of the issuance date of the 
Order, the Order will become final and the docket should be closed . 
(Pellegrilli) 

STAll npr.xsiSt If the Con~~~isdon adopts staff' a recommendation i n 
Issue 1 and 2, and no parson whose substantial i nterests are 
affected files a protest within 21 days of the issuanc e date o f t he 
Order, the Order will become final and the docket shoutd be closed . 
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wireleaa carriere . . . . We encourage a tatea to determine 
whether rural aervice areaa ahould conaht of only the 
contiguoua portion• of an ILBC' a study area, and to 
submit auch a determination to the (FCC] .... • (CC Docket 
No. 96-45, FCC Order 97 -157, Releaaed Hay 8, 1997, , 1901 

Preaently, rural c arriers in Florida, with the exception of 
ALLTEL, aerve largely conti guous areas. Becauae the three subject 
study areaa have two or more countiea separating each of them, the 
combined area would be the moat extreme example of a non-contiguous 
service a rea for a rural telecomn~unicationa company in thia state . 
The FPSC haa not had an opportu.nity to evaluate or address the 
issue of aervice areaa for rural companiea; nevertheless, it 
appeara that the conaolidation o·f theae three Compan iea into one 
service area could create a aubatantial ~rrier to entry for 
provision of residential aervices by alternative providers in the 
high coat areaa aerved by the Companies . Accordingly, we believe 
the aervice areaa, for purpoaes of univereal service support , 
should remain aa they are until aucb time as this Commiss ion 
determines that a different aervice area ia in the public intereat. 

Staff recommend& that the FPSC adviae the FCC that it does not 
object to the combination of the three atudy areas of the Companies 
into one. However, due to the apparent ~rrier to entry that would 
be created, the FPSC ahould expreaa a preference that the service 
areas remain aeparate for the purpose of deaignating ETCs. 

ISSUJ l a Should this docket be closed? 

UCW"""J'WATIOHt If no person whose subata.ntial interests are 
affected files a proteat within 21 days of the i asua.nce date of the 
Order, the Order will bec0111e final and the docket should be closed . 
(Pellegrini) 

STAff •vatJIIIs If the Comm.iuion adopt s staff' a recommendation in 
Issue 1 and 2, and no peraon ·whose aubetantial interests are 
affected files a protest within 21 days of the iaeua.nce date of the 
Order, the Order will become final and the docket s hould be closed . 
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