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On July 10, 1997, GTE Florida Incorporated (GTEFL) submitted
a proposed tariff to transfer a portion of the Sarasota exchange
(Lakewood Ranch area) into the Bradenton exchange. (Att. A)

On August 20, 1997, GTEFL mailed a Notice of Intent to Ballot
the affected customers.

By Order No. PSC-97-1029-FOF-TL, issued August 27, 1997, the
Commission denied GTEFL’s tariff proposal, and instead, required
that the 26 business customers and 29 residential customers located
in the Lakewood Ranch area of the Sarasota exchange be surveyed to
determine if they are in favor of moving into the Bradenton
exchange.

By letter filed September 16, 1997, Dr. William J. McGinty of
the Sarasota Eguine Associates (SEA) protested the proposed
boundary change.
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By Order No, PSC-97-1398-PCO-TL, issued November 6, 1997, the
procedural and filing dates for this docket were established.

By Order No. PSC-97-1619-PCO-TL, issued December 30, 1997, the
Commission approved the issues to be addressed at the hearing and
clarified the procedural dates for this docket.

Customer and technical hearings were held on March 27, 1998,
in Sarasota, Florida.
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RISCUSSION OF ISSUES

ISSUE 1: Would transferring a portion of the Sarasota exchange to
the Bradenton exchange create unreasonable expenses for affected
customers?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. Staff believes that transferring a portion of
the Sarasota exchange tc the Bradenton exchange would create
unreasonable expenses for affected customers. (HANKINS)

POSITION OF PARTIES:

GTEFL: GTEFL does not believe so, and would caution the Commission
against accepting Dr. McGinty’s concerns as representative of all
or most of the affected subscribers. The only way to definitely
determine whether expenses would be too unreasonable for affected
customers is to ask them, by the way of a vote, 1f they favor the
proposed transfer. If the vote had not besn delayed by the
protest, the Commission would already have an answer to this
question. In addition, GTEFL has proposed a cross boundary service
arrangement where SEAR is served out of the Sarasota central office
as a viable option.

SEA: Yes, the proposed boundary transfer will create unreasonable
expense; both in increased phone expense and loss of revenue.

STAFF ANALYSI§: GTEFL’s witness Scobie testified that the proposed
boundary transfer is in response to a developer's request to serve
his development, Lakewood Ranch, out »f one exchange. Witness
Scobie states that this development is a master-planned community
consisting of residential, recreational and office park sites.
(Scobie, TR 9) The witness contends that this proposed devclopment
is structured to have the traditional neighborhood design with a
quasi-governmental identity as illustrated in the March issue of
Florida Trend Magazine. (EXH 1) According to witness Scobie, this
project would develop 5,500 acres that overlap parts of both the
northeastern part of the Sarasota exchange and the southeastern
part of the Bradenton exchange. Witness Scobie contends that the
decision to request this transfer was based on engineering,
economics and competitive responsiveness. He argues that this
proposed transfer is the most cost effective method of serving this
area ($1.5 million) and would eliminate the possibility of having
neighbors across the street from one another having different
service rates and local calling scopes. (TR 14; EXH 2)
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GTEFL also determined that in order to offer enhanced service,
such as ISDN, this area would have to be served from Sarasota since
the Bradenton exchange does not have a switch capable of offering
enhanced services, (TR 14) As a result, GTEFL chose to serve
these customers from a remote switch in the Bradenton exchange but
for the purpose of rating and billing, the calls are routed to the
Sarasota exchange. (TR 23)

GTEFL witness Scobie states that the majority of this area is
located in the Bradenton exchange. (TR 9) The witness testifies
that approximately 11 square miles is still undeveloped territory.
(TR 18) The witness asserts that since this area is remote there is
no way to serve these customers from the Bradenton exchange. (TR
20)

Witness Scobie states that as of the first of the year, there
were 73 residential customers and 27 business customers who would
be affected by the boundary transfer. He further states that if
the transfer is approved, residential customers will realize a
reduction of $.45 per month in their basic monthly service ch:rge
and business customers will have a reduction of $1.20 per month in
their basic service charge. Witness Scobie also states that with
the reduction in rates, there will also be a change in the
customers’ calling scope. (TR 10)

GTEFL's witness contends that currently, affected customers
can call Venice toll-free, but with the transfer this will become
a toll call. Customers now have ECS to the Englewood and North
Port exchanges but these w.ll also beccwe toll calls. In addition,
the customers would gain toll-free calling to the Palmetto exchange
instead of ECS. (TR 10)

Witness Scobie testifies that in order to accommodate Dr.
McGinty, GTEFL has proposed to provide local remote call forwarding
to mitigate the impact of the proposed boundary transfer on Dr.
McGinty’'s veterinary practice. GTEFL contends that the use of the
remote call forwarding service would allow Dr. McGinty’s clients to
continue to reach his practice on the same basis as they do now.
For this alternative arrangement, witness Scobie states that Dr.
McGinty would pay $16 per month for the local remote call
forwarding access plus a local usage charge of §$.06 for the first
minute and §.02 for each additional minute during the peak period
of 7:00 a.m, to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and $.03 for the
first minute and $.01 for additional minutes during all other
times. (TR 15) Witness Scobie states that GTEFL has proposed to
provide this service to Dr. McGinty at no charge until the next
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directory publication date for this area, which is scheduled for
September 1998, (TR 12)

Witness Scobie agrees that if Dr. McGinty does not subscribe
to the remote call forwarding service or local remote call
forwarding service, he could lose some of his customers. (TR 30)
He further states, based on records that he reviewed at the end of
last year, that Dr. McGinty was listed in the Englewood, North
Port, Venice and Myakka yellow pages and in the white and yellow
pages in the Sarascta/Bradenton directory. (TR 31) Witness Scobie
further states that if Dr. McGinty wants to be listed in the
Sarasota directory, there would be a charge for the service. (TR
36)

Witness Scobie initially stated that from an engineering
perspective there did not appear to be a way to carve out the Polo
Club, including Dr. McGinty, from the proposed transfer and serve
it from Sarasota. (TR 53) GTEFL did, however, provide as a late
filed exhibit a least cost alternative to serve the Pclo Club from
the Sarasota exchange. GTEFL suggests that one alternative in
providing service from the Sarasota exchange to the Polo Club area
would be to serve them from the Sarasota Springs central office.
A new subscriber line carrier (SLC) is being installed on the
extension of Lorraine Road that runs between University Parkway and
Fruitville Road. The SLC was scheduled to be installed in April
1998. The total cost of serving this area from the new SLC in
Sarasota Springs central office is approximately $20,000 and
consists of installing a crossbox to serve the Polo Club and
cabling to get from the SLC to the crossbox. This service could be
installed 30 to 60 days after being orderea. (EXH 3)

Witness Scobie states that he foresees no 911 problems for
transferring what are mostly Sarasota residents into a
predominately Manatee County exchange. He states that this was
discussed with his 911 coordinator and no problems are expected.
(TR 39)

According to witness Scobie, GTEFL is currently serving the
area running west to east along University Boulevard out of the
Sarasota Northside central office. If the boundary change is
approved, the 907 NXX will have to remain with the Sarasota
exchange, therefore, another number change will be required for
these customers. (TR 23)

In response SEA’s witness, Dr. McGiniy contends that the
proposed boundary transfer will create unreasonable expense and
loss of revenue to him. Witness McGinty argues that most of tie

s
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calls he receives are emergency in nature and are made mostly from
payphones at stables or nearby pastures where horses are kept. The
witness contends that with the proposed boundary transfer, there is
no way to retrieve any lost revenue and by placing SEA in a
Bradenton exchange, he has no idea where his listing will be
located. He states that many calls to his business are for
emergency care of the animals. If these become toll calls, his
clients will think that BEA must be farther away and they will call
other veterinarians they think are closer. (Mctinty, TR 9%) To
support his position, witness McGinty provided a list of 35 people
who signed a petition expressing concern and indicating that they
would not be willing to call long distance if they needed emergency
veterinary service. The witness states that these people would be
more likely to call a local number believing they would obtain a
quicker response. He asserts that his Dusiness needs these calls
from the Venice area and he can not afford to lose them based upon
a misconception that because a toll call is necessary to reach his
office, he is too far away to respond to emergenc; situations. (TR
162)

Witness McGinty states in his brief that SEA has been at its
present location for longer than Lakewood Ranch has existed. He
adds that his practice is an established business in Sarasota and
he pays Sarasota taxes and impact fees. He wants to reémain a
member of the Sarasota business community since there are no horses
in the Lakewood Ranch area. He also argues that when he relocated
to his present location, he attempted to keep his old phone number,
but “that change” caused confusion with his clients, He also
contends that the telephone is an inteyral part of his practice and
he can not afford any changes that may make it more difficult for
clients to contact his office., (BR, p.3)

The witness continues that his business 1s a large animal
practice and its office is situated in Polo Club, not Lakewood
Ranch. He asserts that the majority of his work is out on the
roads, traveling from Ft. Myers almost to Tampa, but in general,
his practice is in Sarasota and Manatee County. Witness McGinty
contends that approximately 1/3 of his clients reside in the Venice
area, 1/3 in Sarasota, and 1/3 in Manatee County. He argues that
if the tranafer is approved, his costs to call his customers in
Venice, North Port and Englewood would increase. (TR 101-102)

In addition, witness McGinty asserts that the boundary
transfer will change his businesa’ calling scope. (TR 101) He
further contends that all of the offers GTEFL has proposed to SEA
would increase the cost of SEA’s telephone service and that SEA
already pays a substantial amount for telephone service. (TR 105)

- 6 =
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Thus, witness McGinty argues in his brief that SEA's calling scope
will be made smaller and more difficult to reach unless SEA spends
more for telephone service. (BR, p.2)

Witness McGinty contends that in addition to the loss of
business, the transfer would harm him because of the financial
expense necessary to change letterhead, office supplies and yellow
page advertising due to the required number change. (TR 10)

Public witness Brad Lindberg, who is Vice President of
Cperations for TBC, Incorporated, opposes the boundary change.
Witness Lindberg states that his company is the second largest
supplier to the cable television industry of products to build
cable television systems around the world. Witness Lindberg
testifies that his company is Sarasota-based and they are planning
to build an office in Lakewood Ranch. He opposes the transfer and
would like to remain in Lakewood Ranch on the Sarasota side. He
states that he would like to maintain his Sarasota address and
telephone numbers. (TR 165) Witness Lindberg contends that as a
Sarasota business with a Manatee County exchange, customers would
not know where to look for his telephone number. He asserts that
his Sarasota address is known throughout this country and the world
as one of the company’s premiere locationsm. He states that his
company pays taxes in Sarasota, operates in Sarasota, and was
charged impact fees to build its facility in Sarasota; therefore he
should receive Sarasota service. He objects to the boundary change
and does not want to be listed as a Manatee company in the phone
beok. He believes he deserves to be served from Sarasota since he
has paid the price for it. (TR 174)

Staff would point out that while GTEFL contends that the
boundary transfer was proposed because a developer wanted to serve
his new development, Lakewood Ranch, out of one exchange, the
developer did not attend or testify at the hearing. GTEFL' s
witness Scobie was the only witness present to testify in favor of
the transfer.

Based upon the evidence and testimony presented, staff
believes the boundary change would adversely impact the custowars.
While the boundary change would reduce monthly rates, it would also
change the local calling scope. Staff agrees with witness
McGinty’s argument that he would face a financial locs because
customers would be less likely to call him long distance, and
therefore he would lose business because he would be listed in the
Bradenton phone book and appear to be too far away to respond to
emergency situations.
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Staff also acknowledges that witness Lindberg purposely
purchased land in Sarasota to build an office for his worldwide
business. Therefore, he may lose potential business because his
company is not listed as a Sarasota number. Witness Lindberg
stated that he was never informed of the proposed boundary change
to Bradenton. He should not, at this late date, be informed that
he may be moved to the Bradenton exchange.

Staff would note that GTEFL initially testified that there was
not an economical way to serve the Polo Club area from an exchange
other than Bradenton. However, in GTEFL’'s late filed exhitit, they
did indicate that they could carve it out and serve it from the
Sarasota exchange. le this is an option, staff does not believe
that any area should be carved out because it is one contiguous
area.

While GTEFL initially offered Dr. McGinty an alternative,
(local remote call forwarding), staff notes that this is in
addition to his present local rate. This a.so involves a per
minute usage rate. Staff agrees with witness McGinty that all of
the options GTEFL offered him were costly and he would have to pay
more.

Staff agrees that GTEFL should be progressive in offering
enhanced services, such a ISDN, to its customers, however, changing
an exchange boundary may not be the proper channel. While this
option does offer a short term solution, it also creates problems
in other areas.'

Staff would also note that the customers’ telephone numbers
were changed three months ago because GTEFL ran out of numbers in
that NXX; and customers were required to change their telephone
numbers to the “907" prefix. If this boundary change is approved,
“907" will still remain with the Sarasota exchange, and the
customers will experience yet another number change to a Bradenton
NXX. (TR 23, 69)

At the Commissioners’ request, GTEFL submitted information on
the expected growth of the Fruitville Road area. Due to the nature
of the land north of Fruitville Road and the use of it as a dirt
quarry, GTEFL states that there are no current plans for

! gtaff notes that five Lakewood Ranch homeowners submitted a signed letter at the
hearing opposing the transfer; This letter was placed In the correspendence flle. This
information (s baing provided pursly for informationsl purposss and should net be used Lo support
any position. The customsrs indicate that they want their number changed to the 07 prelix, »so
they will be served from the Sarasota sxchange instead of Bradenton.
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development of this property. (EXH 4) Staff would observe that
based on the Lakewood Ranch map, it is difficult to determine the
growth of the surrounding areas. (EXH 6)

At the Commisaioners’ direction, staff contacted the Sarasota
County Planning Department (SCPD) to get future planning and growth
information on the development of areas near University Parkway and
Lakewood Ranch. This data is being provided for informational
purposes and should not be used to support any position. Based on
the information received from the SCPD, the area (Lakewood Ranch)
does not appear to be an isolated community as illustrated in EXH
6. In fact, the area around University Parkway is very dense.
When looking at the map provided by SCPD (Att. B), Lakewood Ranch
is only a piece of a large developed area separated only by I-75.
All of this area is currently served out of the Sarasota exchange.
Staff believes a boundary change to move a portion of this
developed area into the Bradenton exchange would create confusion
and possibly give some businesses a disadvantage Lbecause of
different calling scope. It could also make it difficult to locate
businesses that are served out of Bradenton instead of Sarasota,
thereby giving Sarasota businesses an economic advantage.

Therefore, staff concludes that Lakewood Ranch is not an
isolated community. The boundary change would, in fact, place this
area in a different exchange from the area located directly to the
west and northwest. Based on the map provided, the only dividing
point between these developments is I-75. Staff believes this is
a contiguous area in nature and should ot be split into different
exchanges.

Based on the testimony and evidence presented, staff Delieves
that transferring a portion of the Sarasota exchange intoc the
Bradenton exchange would create unreasonable expense for affected
customers and, therefore recommends this boundary transfer request
be denied.
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ISSUE 2: Should affected customers be balloted in order to
determine if they are in favor of the boundary change?

RECOMMENDATION: No. Staff does not believe sufficient evidence was
provided to warrant balloting customers for the boundary change.
(HAWKINS)

POSITION OF PARTIES:

GTEFL: Yes. The only way to determine whether the proposed
transfer is in the best interest of affected customers is to ask
them. The vote should be done as soon as possible.

SEA: No. The area should not be balloted. The area is largely
composed of transient people who do not represent the community’s
interest, It would be indicative of the future development of the
area.

STAFF AHNALYSIS: Staff would point' out that currently the
subscribers located above University Parkway are physically located
in the Bradenton exchange but are being served frorm the Sarasota
exchange. Even if the Commission determines that the affected
customers should not be balloted, GTEFL is still in a situation of
serving customers cross-boundary. Because a petition has been
filed by Lakewood Ranch customers seeking to be served out of the
Sarasota exchange, staff recommends that the cross-boundary issue
be resolved in a separate proceeding.

As discussed in Issue 1, GTEFL presented the only testimony in
favor of the boundary change. GTEFL contends the boundary change
request was at the request of the Lakewuod Ranch developer, yet
staff would note that the developer did not attend the hearing to
support GTEFL’s proposal.

Witness McGinty contends that the area south of University
Parkway is composed of transient people who do not represent the
community. (TR 119) Staff agrees and would add that the area to
be balloted expands above and beyond just the Polo Club. It
includes customers in Manatee County, as well. Therefore, staff
believes the balloting process would not be an accurate reflection
of the true community.

It appears that GTEFL is attempting to appease the developer.

This is evident since they chose to serve Lakewood Ranch customers
cross-boundary out of the Sarasota exchange. Staff believes that

5710
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this plan is burdensome, therefore, the customers should not be
balloted.

ISSUE 3: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMMENDATION: If Issue 2 is approved, this docket should be
closed. If Issue 2 is denied, this docket should remain open
pending the outcome of the ballot. (B. KEATING)

STAFF ANALYS8IS: If Issue 2 is approved, this docket should be

closed. If Issue 2 is denied, this docket should remain open
pending the outcome of the ballot.
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