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Dear Ms Bayo:

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are the original and fifteen (15) copins of Northeast
Florida Telephone Company’s Posthearing Statement.

Also enclosed is a dickette containing the above Posthearing Statement originally typed in
Word 97 format which has been saved in Rich Text format for use with Word Perfect

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping the duplicate copy of this
letter and returning the same to this writer

Thank you for your assistance in this matter
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EEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Determmation of the Cost of
Local Telecomruumecations Service,
pursuant to Sect’on 364.025, Flonda
Statules

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
FILED: 11/02/98

Northeast Florida Telephone Company ("Northeast” or the “Company™), pursuant to Order No.

PSC-98-0813-PCO-TP, submits the following Posthearing Statement:
I
Introduction

Pursuant to Chapter 98-277, Laws of Florida, which became law on May 28, 1998, the
Legislature directed the Commission to conduct various studics 1o be submitted to the Lepslature by
February 15, 1999. One study requires the Commission to determine the cost of providing basic local
telecommunications services for the incumbent local exchange companies ("LECS™) operating in
Flonda. This proceeding was established for that purpose.

Northeast 1s a incumbent local exchange company with fewer than 100,000 access lines and
yuahfies as a “small LEC™ within the meaning of Section 364.052, Florida Statutes (1997), More
specifically, Northeast serves approximately 8,400 access lines in Baker Coumnt y, Flonda, and has two
exchanges.  [Tr. 432] Northeast has not elected price regulation and is regulated under the

Commission's traditional form of rate base, rate of return regulation, [1d.)
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Northeast prepared an embedded cost study as provided in Section 364.025(4)c), Flonda
Statutes (1998), and submitted the direct testimony of Lynne G. Brewer, who addressed issues 1, Sa and
6. The prepared direct testimony of witness Brewer was stipulated into the record without cross-
examination at T. 431, Witness Brewer's composite extubit (LGB-1) included the Company’s
embedded cost siudy, was identified as Exhibit 8 and was admitted into the record without objection.
[Tr. 431] The StafT of the Commission prepared exhibits consisting of Northeast's discovery responses
and deposition transcripts, which were identified as Exhibits 38 and 22, and in the ahsence of objections
were admitted into the record at Tr, 492 and 484, respectively.
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Basic Position

For Nonheast, the cost of basic local telecommunications service appropriate for a permanent
state universal service fund should be computed using the embedded cost model proposed by the small
LECs. That cost was $64.91 per access line based on revised 1997 data

1.
Lssues and Positions

The Company’s positions on the issues for publication in the Staff Recommendation are set

forth below and marked with an asterisk (*). Where the Company has taken a posilion, the

Company’s analysis in support of its position is set forth as “discussion” under each issue.

Issue 1; What is the definition of the basic local telecommunications service referred to
in Section 364.025(4)(b), Florida Statutes?

FPosition: * The definition of basic local tclecommunications service in Section
364.025(4)(b), Florida Statutes, is as set forth in Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes.



Discussion: Section 364.025(4)b), Flonda Statutes, was added to Chapter 364, Flonda
Statutes, by Chapter 98277, Laws of Flonda. Section 364 02, Florida Statutes, defines certain terms
used in Chapter 364, Florda Statutes, including the term “basic local telecommunications service.”
S, Fla. Stat. § 364,02{2).

Since the term “basic local telecommunications service” i Section 364.025(4)(b) is defined
in Section 364.02(2), the Commission has no discretion to expand or modify the definition
spectfically provided by the Legislature for use in Chapter 364. See Ervin v, Capital Weekly Post,
Ing.. 97 So.2d 464, 469 (Fla. 1957)"A stattory definition of a word is controlling and will be
followed by the Courts.”), Yocelle v, Knight Bros, Paper Co., 118 So. 2d 664 (Fla, 1st DCA 1960)
(*When a statute contains a definition of a word or phrase that meaning must be ascribed to the word
or phrase whenever repeated in the same statute unless a contrary intent clearly appears,” emphasis
in onginal). There is no indication in Section 364.025 that a definition other than the one in Section
364.02(2) should apply. Consequently, the Commission should resist all efforts to use a definition
other than the one prescribed in Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes.

Issue 2: For purposes of determining the cost of basic local telecommunications service
appropnate for establishing a permanent universal service mechanism, what is the approprate proxy
model to determine the total forward-looking cost of providing hasic local telecommunications
service pursuant to Section 364.025(4)(b), Florida Statutes?

Position: * Consistent with the Company’s positions on Issucs Sa and 6, the Company
has no position on this issue.

Issue 3; For purposcs of determining the cost of basic local telecommunications service
appropriate for establishing a permanent universal service mechanism, should the total forward-
looking cost of basic local telecommunications scrvice pursuant to Section 364.025(4)(h), Florida

Statutes, be determined by a cost proxy model on a basis smaller than a wire center? If so0, on what
basis should it be determined?

Position: * Consistent with the Company's positions on Issues Sa and 6, the Company
has no position on this issue.



Issue 4; For purposes of determining the cost of basic local telecommunications service
appropriate for establishing a permanent universal service mechanism, for cach of the following
categories what input values 1o the cost proxy model identified in Issue 2 are apy ropriate for cach
Flonda LEC?

(a) Depreciation rates

(b) Cost of moncy

{c) Tax rates

(d) Supporting structures

(e) Structure sharing factors

(N Fill factors

() Manholes

{h) Fiber cable costs

(1) Copper cable costs

()} Drops

(k) Network interface devices

{1} Ouiside plant mix

(m)Digital loop carmier costs

{n) Terminal costs

(o) Swiltching costs and associaled vanables

{p) TrafTic data

(q) Signaling system costs

{r} Transport system costs and associated vaniables

(s) Expenses

(1) Other inpuls




Position: * Consistent with the Company's positions on Issues Sa and 6, this issue docs
not appiy to the Company; therefore, the Company has no position on this issue.

Issue S (z);  For purposes of determining the cost of basic local telecommunications service
appropriate for esiablishing a permanent universal service mechanism, for which Florida local
exchange companies rmust the cost of basic local telecommunications service be determined using the
cost proxy maode! wdentified in Issue 27

Position; * The LECs with more than 100,000 access lines.
Discussion: Section | of Chapter 98-277, Laws of Florida, amended Section 164 025,
Flonda Statutes, to include new subsection 364.025(4)(b), (c) and (d). Subsections (b} and (c) of

Section 364.025(4), state:

(b)  To assist the Legislalure in establishing a permanent
universal service mechanism, the commission, by February 15, 1999,
shall determine and repon to the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives the total forward-looking cost,
based upon the most recent commercially available technology and
equipment and generally accepted design and placement principles, of
providing basic local telecommunications service on a basis no greater
than a wire center basis using a cost proxy model to be selected by the
commission after notice and opportunity for heaning.

() In determining the cost of providing basic local
teleccommunications  service  for  small  local  exchange
telecommunications companies, which serve less than 100,000 access
lines, the commission shall not be required 1o use the cosl proxy model
selected pursuant to paragraph (b) until a mechanism is implemented
by the Federal Government for small companies, but no sooner than
January 1, 2001. The commission shall calculate a small local
exchange telecommunications company's cost of providing basic local
telecommunications services based on one of the following options:

1. A different proxy model; or

2. A fully distributed allocation of embedded costs,
identifying high-cost areas within the local exchange area the company
serves and including all embedded investments and expenses incurred
by the company in the provision of universal service. Such calculations
may be made using fully distributed costs consistent with 47 C.F.R. ss.




32, 36, and 64. The geographic basis for the calculations shall be no
smaller than a census block group.

Under th= plain language of this statute, the Commission is only required 1o use a proxy
model for local exchange companies with over 100,000 access lines, ie., the large LECs. The
reasons the Commission should not use a proxy model and should use an embedded cost model for

the small LECs are explained under Issue 6{a), below.

Issue S(b);  For each of the LECs id: atified in (a), what cost results from using the input
values identified in Issue 5 in the cost proxy model identified in lssue 27

Position: * Consistent with the Company's positions on Issues 5a and 6, this issue does
not apply to the Company; therefore, the Company has no position on this issue.

Issue 6{a);  For purposes of determining the cost of basic local telecommunications service
appropnate for establishing a permanent universal service mechanism, should the cost of basic local
teleccommunications service for each of the LECs that served fewer than 100,000 access lines be
computed using the cost proxy model identified in Issue 2 with the input values identified in Issue 47

Position; * No. Small LECs like the Company should be allowed to use an embedded
cost methodology.

Discussion; For the following legal and factual reasons, the Commission should not

determine the cost of basic local telecommunications service for the small LECs using either of the

proxy models presented in this proceeding.

Legal Reasons
As noted under Issue 5(a), Section 364.025(4), Florida Statutes, contains specific language
addressing the determination of the cost of basic local telecommunications service for small LECs.
That language is:

(c) In determining the cost of providing basic local
telecommumcations  service  for  small  local exchange
telecommunications companies, which serve less than 100,000 access
lines, the commission shall not be required to use the cost proxy model
sclected pursuant to paragraph (b) until a mechanism is implemented




by the Federal Government for small companies, but no sooner than
January 1, 2001. The commission shall calculate a small local
exchange ‘elecommunications company's cost of providing basic local
teiecommunications services based on one of the following options:

1. A different proxy model; or

2 A fully distributed allocation of embedded costs,
wentifying high-cost areas within the local exchange area the company
serves and including all embedded investments and expenses incurred
by the company in the provision of universal service. Such calculations
may be made using fully distnbuted costs consistent with 47 C F.R, ss.

32, 36, and 64. The geographic basis for the calculations shall be no
smaller than a census block group.

Fla. Stat. § 364.025(4)(c).

The words in this subsection clearly express the intent of the Flonda legislature that small
LECs be allowed to use an embedded cost methodology in this procceding.  As cxplained by
Mr. Curry, each of the small LECs, including the Company, have prepared and submutted an
embedded, fully distributed cost study using the principles in FCC section 47 C.F.R., Sections 32, 36,
04 and 65. [Tr. 2980} Section 364.025(4)(c)2, Florida Statutes, clearly contemplates the use of this
type of model in this proceeding. Because the stutute allows the use of embedded cost studies for
small LECs and the small LECs have submitted embedded cost studics, the Commission should use
them to determine the cost of basic local telecommunications service,

Doing so is consistent with the approach currently being used by the FCC. As noted by
Mr. Curry in his testimony, and as shown in the FCC's Universal Service Order, the FCC has ruled
that the available proxy models are not appropriate for use by small rural local exchange camers at
this ime. [Tr. 2980] Seg Report and Order, In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
acrvice, CC Docket No. 96-45) (May 8, 1997), 12 F.C.C.R 8776 Y291, Seealso id aty 294 ("We

adopt the Joint Board's recommendation 10 allow rural carriers 1o continue (o receive suppon hased




on emhedded costs for at least three years™)emphasis added). Secction 364.025(4)(c), Florida
Statutes, was adopted afler the FCC's Universal Service Order was issued and recognizes what the
FCC had already de ermined about the available proxy models, 1.¢., they should not be apphied to
small LECs at thiz timne.

Importantly, there 1s not a single party in this case that filed testimony or took the posilion
that either of the two proxy models should be applied to the small LECs at this time. In the
Preheanng Order, AT&T and MCI clearly state their position that the small LECs should not be
required to use the proxy modcls at this time. See Order No. 98-1303-PHO-TP at 34 and 35, In his
tesimony, AT&T's witness, Richard Guepe, highlighted the FCC's determination that small LECs
not be required to use the available proxy models and agreed that it might not be appropnate (or the
small LECs to use the proxy modeis. [Tr. 689, Ins 18-24]. The FCCA, FCTA, e spire. Time Warmer,
Worldcom, OPC and the AG did not file testimony or take a position in the Prehearing Order on this
issue. In the absence of any record evidence promoting the use of the proxy models by the small
LECs, the Commission is legally foreclosed from applying the proxy models 1o the small LECs at

this time.

Eactual Reasons
Even if the Commission is not obligated to use the embedded cost approach advocated by the
small LECs, the record in this proceeding supponts the FCC’s conclusion that the available proxy
models do not wark well in the rural areas served by the small LECs in Florida. This point was made
in the record so many times, it would be impossible to list them all.
For example, during Mr. Curry's deposition, he generally explained that the available proxy

models have real problems recreating the network in a way that locates the actual locations of the




customers in rural areas, [Ex. 97, Tr. Page 8] Mr. Wood, who was promoting the Hatfield model,
provided great detm! about the customer location problem in rural areas. He explained that Hatfield
attempts in preprocessing 10 locate customers using geocoding and that only 70% of the residences in
Flonda can be geacoded  [Tr, 547] He also explained that Hatfield does not locate customers in
rural arcas who do not have a street address, because they cannot geocode in rural aeas where rural
route and post office boxes are used in lieu of a street address. [Tr. 549] On cross-examination, he
conceded that the geocoding success rate in rural areas like Boca Grande, Lee (served by ALLTEL),
and Panacea was zero. [Tr. 828 - 831] Dr. Duffy-eno, who testified for BellSouth, analyzed the
Hatfield model and found that the “rate of successful geocading is extremely low in the rural, low
density areas of Flonda™ [Tr. 927], and presented an exhibit showing the extremely low success rates
in rurul areas like Dixic and Levy Counties, which are in ALLTEL's territory. [Tr. 929, Ex 47)
Dr. Staihr testified that Hatfield does not build to actual customer location. [Tr. 1487

The record is also clear that the proxy models generally result in cost estimales that arc higher
than the results computed by the small LECs usine their embedded cost methodology. See Ex. 97,
Tr. 13, and LF Depo. Ex. 1; and Tr. 3000-3002. Consequently, the embedded cost methodology
used by the small LECs can be considered conservative relative to the proxy models.

Conclusion

The embedded cost models presented by the small LECs are based on actual data and result in
conservative cost estimates.  The record in this proceeding supports the FOCC's conclusion that the
avatlable proxy models should not be applied to small, rural LECs at this time. Section
34 025(4)c), Flonda Statutes, reflects the wisdom of the FCC in this arca and supports the

conclusion that small LECs should be allowed to use an embedded cost methodology.  For these




reasons, the Commission should determine the cost of basic local service for the small LECs using
the embedded cost methodology proposed by the small LECs in the testimony of Dennis Curry.

Issue 6(b);  If yes, for cach of the LECs that serve fewer than 100,000 access lines, what

cost resulls fom using the input values identified in Issue 4 in the cost proxy model identified n
Issue 27

Position: * Not applicable.

Issue 6(c): I not, for cach of the Florida LECs that serve fewer than 100,000 access liens.
what approach should be employed to determine the cost of basic local telccommunications service
and what 1s the resulting cost?

Position: * The small LECs should be allowed to use the embedded cost methodology

descnbed in the testimony of Dennis Curry.  Under this approach, the Company's revised cost per
access line is $64.91.

Discussion: As discussed under Issue 6(a), above, the small LECs should be allowed 10 use
the embedded cost methodology explained by Mr. Curry in his direct testimony. That methodology and
the inputs used in the model for the Company are explained here. The Company notes that the record
does not contain any testimony from any party challenging the small LEC embedded cost model
Likewise, there is no testimony in the record proposing any adjustments 1o any of the inputs used in the

model by the small LECs. This is in stark contrast to the state of the record as it relates to the two proxy

models and the inputs used therein,
Methodology
General, As cxplained by Mr. Cunry, the embedded cost model used by the small companics
assigned all embedded non-traffic sensitive plant investments and their associated costs along with
the local portion of the embedded traffic sensitive plant investments and their associated costs to the
cost of basic local 1elecommunications service. [Tr. 2979] All non-plant related cxpenses currently

allocated to local service through the separations process were also assigned to the cost of basic local




telecommunications service. [Id.] This is consistent with the approach used in the two proxy models
presented in this proceeding. | Tr. 2997-2998]

Period and Returi, All of the small LECs used 1997 costs and an 11.25% retum on
mvestment for their emucdded studies. [Tr.2980] While the FCC has opened a docket to review the
return for rural LECs [Tr. 3010}, 1t has taken no action 1o either lower or raise that return level 22 this
tme. None of the parties proposed an adjustment to the return as used by the small LECs.

NTS and Loop Plant, For purposes of this docket, non-traffic sensitive plant was assigned
100% to the state junsdiction "local service bucket” in the cost study. [Tr. 2981] These costs
included all loop related plant, line port equipment, and COE transmission equipment utilized for
providing local dial tone to customers. [Id.] All non-traffic sensitive local switching equipment was
identified and allocated in the same manner as loop investment, [1d.] Loop investment was assigned
to the state jurisdiction using a Gross Allocator Factor of 100%, resulting in all loop related plant
being allocuied to the local service bucket. [Tr. 2981-2982] This was done in order to capture all
loop costs for the purpose of this universal service study utilizing Part 36 costin g methodologres. [Tr.
2982] None of the parties challenged this approach in their testimony.

Local Switching, Each company analyzed their continuing property records to determine the
non-traffic sensitive investment in line related equipment, common equipment and power equipment.
[Tr. 2082] The non-traffic sensitive local switching investment was then subtracied from the total
local switching investment to determine the local switching traflic sensitive investment. [Id.] Power
and common investment was spread 1o traffic sensitive and non-traffic sensitive switching based on
the relative investment in each. [Id.] A "local dial office factor” was then developed by multiplying

the percent of non-traffic sensitive local switching investment times 100% and adding the product of
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the percent traffic sensitive investment times the "local” unweighted dial equipment minutes "DEM”
Factor. [Id.] The dial office factor was then substituted for the DEM Factor in the universal service
cost studv. [Id ] None of the parties challenged this approach in their testimony.

Other Non-Part 36 Adjustments. The small LEC methodology also included three other
peneral modifications to & pure Part 36 approach. First, for those companies that could not scparate
local private line costs from switched service costs, the small LEC approacn moved local private line
loap counts, local private line termination counts, local private line circuit mile counts, local private
line exchange trunk circuit equipment investment and local private line exchange trunk cable and
wire investment to the interstate jurisdiction for the study. [Tr, 2983) Moving these costs lo
mterstate provided a way for the small LEC to identify their embedded universal service costs, which
would exclude private line costs from the embedded costs as requested by the Commission Staff
[1d.]

Second, the small LEC methodology adjusted the Part 36 study to cxclude costs for local
privete line billing and collection functions from the embedded universal service costs. [Id.] This
was done by reassigning local private line allocation factors to the interstate jurisdiction. [1d.] Factor
changes included: contacts, billing, and user allocations, [I1d.] These local private line factors were
assigned to the interstate jurisdiction in Part 36 to ensure that local private line billing and collection
costs were excluded from the embedded costs of universal service as requested by this Commission
[Tr. 2983-2984)

Third, all expenses, investments and reserves associated with pay telephones were removed

from the study. [Tr. 2984)

None of the parties challenged these adjustments in their leslimony.
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Inputs

Mortheat’s cost study was prepared by Lynne Brewer using the methodology described
above. [Tr, 435] The Company used 1997 financial information for the regulated operations of
Northeast Flonda Telephone Company. [Tr. 433] Thirteen-month averages ior the peniod from
December 31, 1996 through December 31, 1997 were used for investments, reserves, and deferred
income taxes. [Id.] For expenses and other taxes, the Company used 1997 calendar year data. (1d.]
Depreciation reserve and the associated expense balances were stated in accordance with the last
approved depreciation rates prescribed by the Commission in Docket No. 950640-TL., [Id.] The
data that supponts the embedded cost study is the same as that reflected in the Annual Repornt
(PSC/AFA 18) and the Telephone Eamings Surveillance Report (PSC/AFA 15), which are filed with
the Commission, and the underlying data used to calculated the National Exchange Camer
Association (NECA) Pant 36 cost study. [Id.] However, the Company made an adjustment to
exclude all paystation-related costs, since these costs were included in the 1997 interstate cost study
submitted 10 NECA. [Tr. 434] On April 15, 1997, these costs were reclassified as non-regulated
consistent with the FCC's Paystation Order in CC Docket 96-128. [1d.]

Northeast follows the FCC mandated accounting rules as codified in 47 CFR Parts 32, 36, 64
and 69, [Tr.434] Consequently, non-regulated activities were removed from the regulated accounts
through the application of FCC Part 64 rules. [Id] Doing so is consistent with the procedures
Northeast follows in the development of its interstate cost study that is submitted 1o NECA. [1d.]

The average number of access lines in the study was computed by taking the average loop

count information provided to NECA in the annual Umiversal Service Fund (USF) data submissions

for the 1997 and 1998 filings. [Tr. 435)




Result
Based on the methodology and inputs explained above, the Company’s total embedded costs
as originally submitied was 56.332,511 or $65.87 per access line. [Tr. 435, Fx. 9) Using the revised
mformation submitted (o the C ommission on October 5, 1998, and included in Exhibit 38, the revised
total cost is caleulated to be 56,060,903, and the per line cost is $64.91.

Respectfully submutted this 2nd day of November, 1998,

Post Office Box 39|
Tallahassee, Flonda 323072
(850) 224-9115

ATTORNEYS FOR NORTHEAST FLORIDA
TELEPHONE COMPANY
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| HEPEBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been fumished by U. S. Mail or hand

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

delivery (*) this 2nd day of November, 1998, to the following:

William P, Cox *

Division of Legal Seivices
Flonda Public Service Comm.
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

Edward Paschall

AARP

1923 Atapha Nene
Tallahassee, FI. 32301

Roben Beany/Nancy White
c/o Nancy H. Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications
1508, Monroe St., Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

David B. Erwin
127 Riversink Road
Crawfordville, FL 32327

Benjamin Ochshom
Flonida Legal Services, Inc.
2121 Delta Bivd
Tallahassee, F1L. 32303

Susan Langston

FTIA

P.O. Box 1776
Tallahassee, FL 32302

GTC, Inc.

c/o 5t Joe Communications
P. 0. Box 220

Pont 81. Joe, FL. 32456
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Edward Paschall
AARP

1923 Atapha Nene
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Tracy Hatch

AT&T

101 N. Monroe St., Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL. 32301
Everett E wd

Ervin Law Firm

P. O. Drawer 1170
Tallahassee, FI. 32302

Laura Gallagher
FCTA

310 N. Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL. 3230]

Angela Green

FPTA

125 5. Gadsden St., #200
Tallahassee, FI. 32301

Kelly Goodmight

Frontier Communications
180 5. Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

Kimberiy Caswell

GTE Flonda

P. O. Box 100, FLTCO007
Tampa, FL 33601



Patncia Greene

Holland L aw Firm

315 8. Calhoun St Suite 600
Taliahassec, FL. 32301

Charlie MurphySooter Imhof

House Comomittee on Utilities
and Communications

428 House Office Building

Tallahassee, FL 32199-1300

Steven Brown

Intermedia Communications
3625 Queen Palm Drive
Tampa, FL 33619

Thomas K. Bond

MCI Telecommunications Corp.

780 Johnson Ferry Road
Sunte Tix)

Atlanta, GA 30342
Floyd Sclf

Messer Law Firm

P. 0. Box 1876
Tallahassee, FL. 32302

Michael Gross

Office of Attomey General
Department of Legal Affairs
The Capitol, PL-01
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-1050

Carolyn Marek

Time Wamer Communications
P. 0. Box 210706

Nashville, TN 37221

Julie §. Myers

Smuth, Bryan & Myers
311 E. Park Avenue
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Richard Melson
Hopping Law Firm

P. 0. Box 6526
Tallahassee, FL 32314

Dawvid Daniel

House Democratic Office
316, The Capitol

402 S. Monroe St.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-1104)

Jim MeGinn

ITS Telecommunications
P. 0. Box 277
Indiantown, FL. 34956

Joseph McGlothlin
McWhirter Law Firm
117 8. Gadsden Strect
Tallahassee, FL. 323!

Office of Public Counsel

¢/o The Florida Legislature
111 W, Madison St., #812
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-1400

Peter M. Dunbar
Barbara D. Auger
Pennington Law Firm
P. O. Box 10095
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

John Guthne/Susan Masterion
Senate Committee on Reg. Ind,
418 Senate Office Building
Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Richard L. Spears
Community Assoc. Institute
9132 Radge Pine Tral
Orlando, FL. 32819
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Thomas M. McCahe

TDS Telecom/Quincy Telephone
P. 0. Box 189

Quiney, FLL 32353

Patrick Wiggins/Donna Canzano
Wiggins Law Firm

I* 0. Drawer 1657

Tallahassee, FL. 32302

Hamet Eudy
ALLTEL Flonda, Inc.
P. O. Box 550

Live Oak, FL. 32060

Charles Rehwinkel
Spnnt-Flonda, Ine.

P. 0. Box 2214
Talluhassee, FL. 32316

dusdey Bew I ool | elaes' grw e dibagbef dig

Michael Twomey
8903 Crawfordville Road
Tallahassee, FL. 312310

Brian Sulmonetti

WorldCom Technologies

1515 5. Federal Hwy., Suite 400
Boca Raton, FL. 33432

Bill Huttenhower

Vista-United Telecommunications
P. 0. Box 10180

Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830

John P. Fons

Ausley & McMullen
P. 0. Box 19]
Tallahassee, FL 32302

8 (N (k/

ATTORNEY H
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