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DER GRANTIN ON TO STRIKE RESP E
E NG R F L ARGUMEN AND

DENYING MOTIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

BY THE COMMISSION:
I.  BACKGROUND

Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes, requires this
Commission to determine and report to the Legislature the total
forward-looking cost of providing basic local telecommunications
services on a geographic basis no larger than a wire center, using
a cost proxy model to be selected by us after notice and
opportunity for hearing. As stated in the law, the purpose of this
study is to assist the Legislature in establishing a permanent
universal service mechanism. For small local exchange companies
that serve fewer than 100,000 access lines, Section 364.025(4) (c),
Florida Statutes, permits us to select a different proxy model or
a fully distributed embedded cost allocation.

From October 12 through October 16, 1998, we conducted a
formal administrative hearing according to the provisions of
Chapter 120, Florida Statutes. Twenty parties intervened and
participated in the proceeding. There were many issues addressed
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at the hearing, including the fundamental issue of defining “basic
local service” for the purpose of establishing a permanent
universal service mechanism. The principal point of contention
between the parties was which cost proxy model should we select for
the three major incumbent 1local exchange companies (LECs):
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth), GTE Florida, Inc.
(GTEFL), and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (Sprint). BellSouth,
GTEFL, and Sprint either sponsored or supported the BCPM 3.1 cost
Proxy model. AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc.
(AT&T) and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) sponsored the
HAI 5.0a cost proxy model. Both models contain highly complex
algorithms and require thousands of discrete input values.
Proponents of both models argued that while neither model was
perfect, their model was superior and best met the requirements of
Section 364.025(a), Florida Statutes.

On January 7, 1999, we issued Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP in
which we selected the BCPM 3.1 cost proxy model with modifications
as the better model of the two proposed and also approved the many
input values that are required to populate the model. This model
is to be used for determining the «cost of basic local
telecommunications service for the three large LZCs: BellSouth,
GTEFL, and Sprint. For the small LECs, we approved the proposed

embedded cost methodology with several modifications and the
necessary input values.

On January 22, 1999, Sprint filed a Motion for Reconsideration
of Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP. Sprint’s Motion addressed the
limited issue of our decision to substitute a $4,350 Loop Cost
Investment Cap for the $10,000 cap submitted as a default input in
the BCPM 3.1. In conjunction with this filing, Sprint submitted a
Request for Oral Argument on its Motion for Reconsideration. Also
on that date, GTEFL filed its Petition for Reconsideration of Order
No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP. GTEFL’s Petition was limited to our
approved model inputs for depreciation and cost of capital.

On February 2, 1999, AT&T, e.spire Communications, Inc.
(e.spire), the Florida Competitive Carriers Association (FCCA), the
Florida Cable Telecommunications Association (FCTA), MCI, and
Worldcom Technologies, Inc. (Worldcom) (collectively, “Joint
Respondents”) filed their Joint Response to the Sprint and GTEFL

Requests for Reconsideration, requesting that the Requests for
Reconsideration be denied.
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On February 3, 1999, GTEFL filed its Response in Support of
Sprint-Florida’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-
0068-FOF-TP. GTEFL supports Sprint in requesting that we
reconsider our decision to apply a $4,350 loop investment cap to
all carriers in Florida. GTEFL urges adoption of the $10,000 cap
supported by Sprint and GTEFL during this proceeding.

On February 15, 1999, the Joint Respondents filed a Joint
Response to GTEFL’s Response in Support of Sprint’s Motion for
Reconsideration, requesting that we disregard GTEFL’s response, or
in the alternative, consider the response of the Joint Respondents
as a substantive reply to GTEFL’s response. On February 22, 1999,
GTEFL filed a Motion to Strike the Joint Petitioners’ Joint

Response to GTEFL’s Response in Support of Sprint’s Motion for
Reconsideration.

Set forth below are our decisions on Sprint and GTEFL’s
requests for reconsideration, Sprint’s request for oral argument on
its motion for reconsideration, and GTEFL’s motion to strike the

joint response to GTEFL’s response in support of Sprint’s motion
for reconsideration.

II. T N P TED’S MOTION T TRIKE

As stated above, on February 3, 1999, GTEFL filed its Response
in Support of Sprint-Florida’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order
No. PSC-99-0068~-FOF-TP. GTEFL filed its response in support of
Sprint in requesting that the Commission reconsider its decision to
apply a $4,350 loop investment cap to all carriers in Florida.
GTEFL urges adoption of the $10,000 cap supported by Sprint and
GTEFL during this proceeding.

On February 15, 1999, the Joint Respondents filed a Joint
Response to GTEFL’s Response in Support of Sprint’s Motion for
Reconsideration. The Joint Respondents contend that GTEFL’s
Response is a Second Petition for Reconsideration and not a
response as would be proper under the Commission’s rules. The
Joint Respondents contend that GTEFL’s filing contains an excessive
amount of arguments and therefore moves beyond what is properly
contained in a response. In the alternative, should the Commission
consider GTEFL’s response valid, the Joint Respondents ask that the

Commission treat their response as a substantive reply to GTEFL’s
filing.
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Finally, on February 22, 1999, GTEFL filed a Motion to Strike
the Joint Respondents’ Joint Response to GTEFL’s Response in
Support of Sprint’s Motion for Reconsideration. GTEFL argues that
the Joint Response is improper under the Commission’s rules as a
response to a response to a motion for reconsideration.

Upon review, we find that the parties have created their own
procedural quagmire, which deserves little time and consideration.
The parties are both walking on the edge of what is permissible
motion and response practice under our procedural rules. GTEFL
appears to have legitimately filed a response in support of
Sprint’s Motion for Reconsideration. The Joint Petitioners’

argument that the response is too long to be a response is without
merit.

There is question, however, whether GTEFL is truly responding
or instead filing a second petition for reconsideration. Sprint’s
Motion for Reconsideration does ask that the $4,350 loop cost
investment cap be applied to BellSouth, and not GTEFL and Sprint.
Therefore, any party to the proceeding, such as GTEFL, has a
procedural right to respond in opposition or support of the motion.
It simply happens that in this case, Sprint’s motion for
reconsideration, if granted, may benefit GTEFL. Accordingly, we
shall not disregard GTEFL’s response in support of Sprint’s motion.

Based on that analysis, we will grant GTEFL’s motion to strike
the Joint Response to GTEFL’s response to Sprint’s Motion for
Reconsideration. A response to a response to a motion for
reconsideration is not contemplated by Commission Rule 25-22.060,
Florida Administrative Code. This rule allows parties to file a
response to a motion for reconsideration. GTEFL’s response does
“push the line” with respect to what is procedurally proper as a
response but does not cross it in this case. The Joint
Respondent’s response to a response clearly crosses the line.
Accordingly, we hereby grant GTEFL’s Motion to Strike.

III. SPRINT-FLORIDA, INC.’S REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

Consistent with Rule 25-22.060(1) (f), Florida Administrative
Code, Sprint requests that the Commission permit a brief
opportunity for the company to present oral argument in support of
its motion for reconsideration. Sprint believes that oral argument
is necessary for several reasons. First, Sprint was unaware that
the loop investment cap was a disputed issue, or that the
Commission might intend to apply the BellSouth study proposed value
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to Sprint. Second, Sprint believes that the Commission may have
been unaware of the material effect that this decision would have
on the company due to the lack of notice and the late nature of the
issue being raised. Finally, Sprint believes that the complexity
of the issue and the limitations of written exXplanation necessitate

discussion of the matter. No party responded to Sprint’s request
for oral argument.

Upon ' consideration, we believe that Sprint’s Motion for
Reconsideration and the resulting pleadings from other parties
provide sufficient and clear information upon which we can make ouxr
decision on the motion for reconsideration. Accordingly, we hereby
deny Sprint’s request for oral argument.

IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The proper standard of review for a motion for reconsideration
is whether the motion identifies some point of fact or law which
was overlooked or which the Commission failed to consider in
rendering its order. See Diamond Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889

(Fla. 1962); Pingree v. Quaintance, 394 So. 2d 161 (Fla. 1st DCA
1981).

N SPRINT-FLORIDA INCORPORATED’S MOTION FOR RECONSTIDERATION

A. SPRINT’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

As indicated in the Background section of this Order, on
January 22, 1999, Sprint filed its Motion for Reconsideration.
Sprint specifically requested reconsideration of the Commission’s
decision to adopt the loop investment cap value proposed by
BellSouth for all carriers required to use the BCPM 3.1 cost pProxy
model. BellSouth proposed a cap of $4,350. Sprint contends that
the Commission should have adopted the BCPM 3.1 default input value
of $10,000. Sprint contends that the issue was not in dispute, and
Sprint had no opportunity to present evidence on the matter.
Sprint notes that all parties, with the exception of BellSouth,
supported the default value. Sprint also contends that MCI/AT&T
witness Wells testified that the $10,000 default value had been
accepted in many proceedings, and that BellSouth provided no
explanation or supporting dccumentation for the $4,350 cap.

Therefore, Sprint believes that the issue was essentially
stipulated.
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Sprint believes that the Commission misapprehended the nature
of the evidence offered on this issue. Sprint claims that the
Commission based its decision on testimony from a BellSouth witness
pertaining to a survey that presumably gathered information from
BellSouth’s own territory. Sprint argues that there is no basis to
support the notion that the geography of Sprint’s service territory
is sufficiently similar to BellSouth’s service territory.
Furthermore, Sprint believes that there is no basis for the
Commission’s conclusion that BellSouth’s cap value is Florida-
specific. These points are important when one looks at BellSouth’s
reasoning for its $4,350 cap value. BellSouth used this wvalue
because its own survey, which was not provided as a part of the
record, indicated that $4,350 was a wireless crossover point
whereby it would be more cost-effective to deploy wireless
technology rather than wireline facilities when the loop investment
would exceed this level. Sprint contends that the $4,350 cap is
not economically achievable in its territory. In conclusion,
Sprint argues that the $4,350 cap value should only be applied to
BellSouth and not the other carriers, Sprint and GTEFL.

Finally, Sprint contends that the Commission may have been
under the false impression that the number of affected lines was
minimal for all LECs. Sprint bases this contention on the
Commission’s discussion at the Agenda Conference when the cap value
issue was discussed. At one point, the Commission was advised by
staff’s revised recommendation on December 17, 1998, that Sprint
had no 1lines above the $10,000 default cap value. Sprint’s
subsequent compliance value indicated 8,987 lines above the $10,000
cap value. More importantly, over 56,000 lines exceeded the $4,350
cap. Sprint provides this information to show the material effect
on the company. Sprint believes that the Commission could have
been understandably confused about whether the existing $10,000 cap
was, in fact, actually capping loop cost investment at all.

B. JOINT RESPONSE

The Joint Respondents request that the Commission deny
Sprint’s motion for reconsideration. The Joint Respondents contend
that Sprint’s motion does not meet the standard of review for
reconsideration. The Joint Respondents assert that Sprint fails to
bring to our attention matters overlooked or not considered and
simply attempts to reargue issues that we decided differently than
advocated by Sprint. The Joint Respondents note that Sprint did
not dispute the fact that BellSouth provided record evidence in
support of an investment of a $4,350 loop cost cap. The Joint
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Respondents contend that Sprint, not the Commission, therefore
misapprehended the evidence and the purpose of this proceeding.

First, the Joint Respondents state that Sprint’s motion relies
on outside the record discussion about wireless service in an
effort to argue that the $4,350 per line cap is not an economically
achievable alternative for Sprint. This information cannot be
considered record information that we overlooked. Second, the
Joint Respondents contend that it was appropriate for this
Commission to rely on witness Caldwell’s testimony even though it
may not be Florida-specific or Sprint-territory specific. The
purpose of this case is modeling and not rate setting; therefore,

for modeling purposes, the BellSouth data/survey is more precise
and localized than the national default.

Next, the Joint Respondents disagree about Sprint’s contention
that some Commissioners may have misapprehended the materiality of
the cap value. The Joint Respondents note that we speak through
our orders and not our conversation at our agenda conferences. See
Section 120.52(7), Florida Statutes. Sprint cannot question how

each Commissioner weighed the evidence so long as there is a proper
evidentiary basis for our decision.

Finally, the Joint Respondents argue that the parties in no
way stipulated this issue of the loop cost investment cap. No
party has accepted or proffered any stipulation on this subject.
Sprint’s entire argument seems to indicate that an extraordinary
evidentiary burden must be overcome in order to deviate from the
$10,000 default value. This is simply not the case, as Sprint and
every other party must put on witnesses and evidence for issues
that are in dispute. Sprint did not put on its case, and its
arguments do not meet the requirements for reconsideration.

c. CONCLUSION

Upon review, we find several of the arguments of Sprint to be
compelling. Most importantly, we believe that there was no
evidence in the record to support that: 1) BellSouth’s study was
Florida-specific; and 2) the study was reasonably applicable to the
territories of any carrier other than BellSouth. Arguably, the
BellSouth study results as presented by BellSouth witness Caldwell
may be more Florida-specific than the national default values. The
record is not completely clear on that issue. However, there is no
record evidence to support our previous conclusion that the $4,350
cap value is appropriate for modeling the cost of basic local
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telecommunications service in either Sprint or GTEFL’s respective
territories/service areas. We agree with Sprint that the evidence
can only reasonably support the use of the $4, 350 cap for modeling
BellSouth’s territory. Therefore, we hereby grant Sprint’s Motion
for Reconsideration. Accordingly, the $4,350 loop investment cap
shall only be applied in modeling the cost of service in
BellSouth’s territory. The revised model calculations implementing
this reconsideration decision are attached to this Order as
Attachment A and incorporated herein.

VI. GTEFL’S P TION FOR CONSIDERATION

As indicated in the Background, on January 22, 1999, GTEFL
filed a Petition for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-
TP. Specifically, GTEFL seeks reconsideration of our decisions on
cost model inputs for depreciation and cost of capital.

A. DEPRECIATION
1. GTEFL

Essentially, GTEFL believes that the Commission’s decision on
depreciation issues is arbitrary and lacking in evidentiary
support. First, GTEFL contends that the decision arbitrarily
departs from the depreciation lives GTEFL uses for financial
reporting and that the Commission approved in the past. GTEFL
argues that the Commission’s departure from GTEFL’Ss depreciation
lives used for financial purposes and also lives inherent in the
Commission’s 1992 GTEFL depreciation prescription was impermissibly
arbitrary. Further, according to GTEFL, the Commission overlooked
and failed to consider GTEFL’s evidence that many of the rates it

proposed in this proceeding were the same as those reflected in the
1992 prescription.

Second, GTEFL argues that the Commission never explains in its
Order why devising depreciation inputs for a cost mecdel is
different from setting depreciation rates to be factored into
retail rates, or what effect this difference had. Further, GTEFL
argues that the Order never discusses any considerations in the
proxy model context that might be distinct from those used for the
purposes of financial reporting or even depreciation prescription.

Next, GTEFL argues that the Commission’s assumption that the
FCC prescriptions are forward-looking is arbitrary and simply a
supposition. It does not reflect the “considered response to the
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evidence” that is a fundamental requisite of administrative

rulings. It is therefore not a sufficient basis for decision-
making.

In addition, GTEFL argues that the Commission’s depreciation
ruling violates the requirements and intent of the 1995 revisions
to Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. In return for opening the local
exchange market to competition, .the Legislature eliminated
depreciation prescriptions and other remnants of rate base
regulation for price cap carriers. The Florida Legislature
therefore cannot have intended for the Commission to revert to
depreciation prescriptions in selected contexts.

Finally, GTEFL argues that the Commission has not adequately
justified its depreciation inputs. In comparison to the 1992
prescription, the Commission’s decision in this current proceeding
is backward-looking. The Commission has offered no basis for
ordering depreciation parameters that depart from those the

Legislature permits the company to use for financial reporting
purposes.

2 JOINT RESPONDENTS

The Joint Respondents contend that GTEFL’s petition for
reconsideration is mere reargument of the position it took in the
hearing in this proceeding. First, the Joint Respondents note that
AT&T/MCI witness Majoros provided testimony which rebus GTEFL’s
contention that the Commission arbitrarily failed to utilize the
depreciation lives GTEFL uses for financial reporting or which the
Commission had approved in past proceedings. Second, the
Commission’s Order in this case specifically discusses the FCC’s
Universal Service Order and how the FCC’s Order lays the
“"groundwork” for the Commission’s actions in this proceeding. Most
importantly, GTEFL’s Petition demonstrates GTEFL’s fundamental
misunderstanding of the purpose of this proceeding, which was to
follow a specific, one-time 1998 legislative directive to model, on
a forward-looking basis, the cost of basic local telecommunications
services. See Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes.
Furthermore, the 1995 revisions to Chapter 364 do not bind the
Commission given this subsequent, specific legislative directive.

[
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3. DISCUSSION

First, we will address GTEFL’s argument regarding our decision
to use depreciation lives other than those used for financial
reporting purposes. As discussed in the Order at issue, AT&T/MCI
witness Majoros testified that lives used for financial accounting
are governed by Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and
the conservatism principle would hold. For example, when
alternativé expense amounts are acceptable, the alternative having
the least favorable effect on net income should be used. He also
pointed out that GTEFL itself argued te the FCC in 1993 that
conservatism may not always serve the interest of ratepayers.
Therefore, our use of depreciation lives other than those used for
financial reporting purposes is not necessarily inappropriate. We
believe the approved depreciation lives are appropriate values for
a cost model designed to determine the forward-looking cost of
providing basic local telecommunications services. Accordingly,
our decision to use depreciation lives different from those used
for financial purposes is not impermissibly arbitrary.

Next, we turn to GTEFL’s argument regarding our 1992
depreciation prescription. Although not specifically addressed in
the Order, an exhibit proffered at the hearing in this proceeding
shows a comparison of the 1lives we approved in GTEFL’s 1992
prescription and those GTEFL recommended in this proceeding. The
comparison addresses only eight of GTEFL’s thirty-one accounts.
According to GTEFL witness Sovereign, GTEFL addressed only the
lives for the eight technology-sensitive accounts because these
accounts were considered the most significant.

In its Petition for Reconsideration (Petition), GTEFL fails to
point out that its 1992 depreciation prescription was the result of
a stipulation between GTEFL, the Office of Public Counsel, and the
Florida Cable Television Association (Stipulation). Further, the
Stipulation addresses depreciation rates, not lives and salvage
values. Additionally, the Stipulation states: “This Stipulation is
based on the unique factual circumstances of this case and shall
have no precedential value in subsequent proceedings.”

As pointed out in the Order in this proceeding, the issue is
the appropriate life and salvage parameters to use in a cost proxy
model to determine the cost of basic local telecocmmunications
service for establishing a permanent high cost funding mechanism as
required by the Legislature. AT&T/MCI’s witness Majoros and
GTEFL’s witness Sovereign both agreed that, for purposes of this
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proceeding, the same depreciation parameters could be assumed for
each of the large LECs. Finally, pages 71-86 of the Order clearly
show that we considered the evidence presented by each party in
support of its recommended depreciation parameters.

Based on the above, we did not overlook or fail to consider
GTEFL’s 1992 depreciation rate prescription. The 1992 Stipulation
need have no precedential value in this proceeding. Our approved
depreciation life and salvage inputs for the cost proxy model are
based on the evidence presented by each party.

Furthermore, the depreciation parameters (lives and salvage
values) approved in this proceeding are for a universal service
provider. As discussed on pages 70 and 71 of the Order, there is
record evidence to support the use of the same depreciation
parameters for each of the large LECs. Additionally, in
determining the reasonableness of each party’s depreciation
recommendations, pages 72-81 of the Order are replete with evidence

and rationale as to why GTEFL’s recommendations are not considered
appropriate.

Next, we will address GTEFL’s contention that our use of a
forward-looking model was arbitrary. We took official recognition
at the hearing of the FCC’s May 7, 1997, Universal Service Order.
Our Order at issue discusses the Universal Service Order and how
the FCC’'s requirements can provide insight and general gquidance in
selecting a forward-looking economic cost model. The FCC’s
criteria number five requires that “economic lives and net salvage
percentages used in the model to compute depreciation expense must
be within the FCC-authorized range.” Therefore, with respect to
depreciation parameters used in a cost proxy model for the purpose
of determining a high cost funding mechanism, the FCC depreciation
ranges can be characterized as “forward-looking.” Thus, our
reliance on the FCC Universal Service Order was not arbitrary.

Our Order also addresses BellSouth’s retirement rates that
indicate that reliance on only history would yield lives for
metallic cables similar to those prescribed in the 1970's before
the advent of fiber technology. The Order also points out that
while similar data was not available from GTEFL or Sprint, there

was no reason for us to believe that these companies would not
exhibit similar indications.

The issue is which “forward-looking” lives and salvage values
are appropriate to use in this proceeding. The Order clearly shows
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the Commission considered the evidence provided by each company in
support of its recommended depreciation parameters. Additionally,
page 70 of the Order reflects that GTEFL was unable to clearly
indicate how competitive factors should be considered in the
determination of 1lives and salvage values. Although not
specifically addressed in the Order, a hearing exhibit containing
the transcript of witness Sovereign’s deposition indicates that the
proper weighting of competitive factors was more a matter of
GTEFL’s reliance on opinions from industry, such as a study
performed by Technology Futures, Inc. (TFI). As clearly indicated
in the Order, we found the results of the substitution model used
in the TFI studies not to be reasonable.

Finally, we will address GTEFL's argument that our
depreciation ruling violates Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. We
believe this argument has no bearing on this proceeding. The Order
is very clear that the purpose of this proceeding is not to
prescribe depreciation rates for BellSouth, GTEFL, or Sprint, but
rather to determine the reasonableness of the depreciation life and
salvage inputs to be included in the cost proxy model for
establishing a permanent high cost funding mechanism as required by
the Legislature. Furthermore, the record evidence shows that, for
purposes of this proceeding, the same set of life and salvage

values could be used for each of the large 1local exchange
companies.

4. CONCLUSION

Upon consideration, we find that GTEFL’s argument that we have
not adequately justified our depreciation inputs is without merit.
As discussed, GTEFL was unable to clearly indicate how the various
sources it used as benchmark comparisons entered into the
development of its recommended life and salvage values.
Additionally, the Order is replete with discussions regarding our

review and analysis of each party’s recommended life and salvage
value for each depreciable account.

GTEFL’s argument that our decision in this proceeding is
backward-looking compared to GTEFL’s 1992 depreciation prescription
is unfounded. As discussed above, the 1992 Stipulation was based
on unique facts and circumstances and has no precedential value.
Similarly, our decision in this proceeding is based on a review and

analysis of the evidence presented by the parties to address a
legislative directive.
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According to GTEFL’s witness Sovereign, the recommended lives
were developed using an industry analysis performed by TFI and
professional opinions from GTE and the Regional Bell Operating
Companies (RBOCs). The Order clearly addresses our concerns with
the substitution model used in TFI’s studies and also addresses why
the results were considered unreasonable. Accordingly, we hereby

deny GTEFL’s Petition for Reconsideration with regard to
depreciation issues.

B. COST OF CAPITAL

i GTEFL

GTEFL argues that the Commission’s capital structure ruling
must be reconsidered because it overlooks GTEFL’s evidence in favor
of information outside the record of this proceeding and draws

conclusions .that are not justified by the evidence the Commission
cited in its Order.

First, GTEFL contends that the Commission cannot rely on
mostly unnamed orders from other states while ignoring information
in the Commission’s own record. GTEFL supports his recommended
capital structure with a Massachusetts decision. Second, GTEFL
argues that the Commission supported its rejection of GTEFL’s
proposed capital structure based on a source outside of the record
in this proceeding. Third, because AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer’s
analysis is not grounded in the “statutory directive,” the
Commission’s reliance upon his testimony and conclusions is ill-
founded. Fourth, the Commission’s cost of capital analysis
overlooks or misconstrues risk evidence. " Because witness
Hirshleifer’s testimony did not pertain to local service, the
Commission’s conclusions based on that evidence are unjustified.
Moreover, GTEFL arqgues that the Commission overlooked GTEFL’s
Florida-specific evidence of risk. Finally, according to GTEFL,
the Commission’s decision was skewed by its misapprehension of and
failure to consider key points of fact.

2. JOINT RESPONDENTS

The Joint Respondents state that GTEFL’s primary argument with
regard to the Commission’s decision on cost of capital is that the
decision lacks evidentiary support. The Joint Respondents note
that the Commission specifically relied upon the testimonv of
AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer in rejecting GTEFL’s cost of capital
proposals. The Joint Respondents stress that, on the question of
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business risk, GTEFL’s own Petition for Reconsideration makes clear
that GTEFL’s complaint with the Order is the weight and
interpretation given to the GTEFL testimony. The Joint Respondents
argue that the Commission clearly weighed the evidence and rejected
GTEFL witness Vander Weide’s testimony in favor of the testimony of
AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer, which is the Commission’s
prerogative. See Gulf_Power Co. v. FPSC, 453 So.2d 799 (Fla.
1984); United Telephone Co. v. Mayo, 345 So.2d 648 (Fla. 1977). 1In
conclusion, the Joint Respondents contend that GTEFL’s petition is

simply reargument, and reconsideration therefore is improper and
should be denied.

3 DISCUSSION

GTEFL’s claim that our capital structure decision lacks
evidentiary support is unfounded. Our decision to adopt a capital
structure of 60% equity and 40% debt is clearly supported by the
record. Appearing on behalf of Sprint, witness Billingsley relied
upon a capital structure of 59.6% equity and 40.4% debt to estimate
Sprint’s weighted average cost of capital. Appearing on behalf of
BellSouth, witness Billingsley relied upon a capital structure of
60% equity and 40% debt to estimate BellSouth’s weighted average
cost of capital. Finally, witness Hirshleifer, appearing on behalf
of AT&T/MCI, relied upon an average capital structure of 61.5%
equity and 38.5% debt for estimating the weighted average cost of
capital for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL. Therefore, contrary to

GTEFL’s claim, our capital structure ruling is supported by
evidence in the record.

As noted above, we clearly relied upon evidence in the record
in rendering our capital structure decision. Our Order’s reference
to orders from other state regulatory commissions was made as a
point of comparison, not as a basis for the decision as GTEFL
alleges. It is well within our prerogative to consider decisions
regarding similar issues rendered in other jurisdictions. The
Order referenced only the Hawaii and Alaska decisions by name
because these decisions represented the range of equity ratios
approved for GTE-affiliated companies in other states since the
passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 1In response to our
staff’s discovery request for copies of all state commission orders
issued since January 1, 1996, involving the GTE parent company
(GTOC) or any of its affiliated companies in which cost of capital
was decided, GTEFL provided eight orders. These orders were
entered into the record as part of a composite exhibit. In
response to our staff’s discovery request regarding every state in
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which witness Vander Weide testified on behalf of GTE since
January 1, 1996, GTEFL responded that he appeared on behalf of GTE
in 13 states. However, GTEFL relies upon a Massachusetts case that
was not referenced in either response and therefore was not a part
of the composite exhibit referenced above. It is evidence that is
not in the record. Most importantly, we based our decision upon
evidence in the record, i.e., the testimonies of witnesses
Billingsley and Hirshleifer, and not the fact that all the other
state regulatory commissions witness Vander Weide appeared before
on behalf of GTE also rejected his recommended capital structure,
as shown in the orders which were in the composite exhibit.

GTEFL alleges that we supported our rejection of GTEFL’s
proposed capital structure based on other information not in the
record of this proceeding. GTEFL’s allegation is incorrect on two
counts. First, the Duff & Phelps Credit Rating Company press
release cited by GTEFL in its petition is in the record. This
document was provided by GTEFL in response to a staff discovery
request and was entered into the record as part of an exhibit. It
is puzzling why GTEFL would now argue that it does not know what
the press release says. The reference to the Duff & Phelps press
release and how GTE planned to finance the failed acquisition of

MCI was only provided to illustrate what the document says on its
face.

Next, we believe that GTEFL’s argument regarding our failure
to follow the statutory directive is without merit. We note that
this is a proceeding to select a cost proxy model that estimates
the total forward-looking cost of providing basic local
telecommunications service in Florida. The ultimate purpose of
selecting such a model is to assist the Legislature in establishing
a permanent universal service fund that will preserve and advance
universal service, as required by Section 254 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) and Section 364.025, Florida
Statutes. 1In its Post-Hearing Statement and Brief, GTEFL appears
to recognize that the purpose of this proceeding is to determine
and report to the Legislature the cost of basic liocal
telecommunications service appropriate for establishing a permanent
universal service mechanism and that our selection of a cost model
should be predicated on this underlying purpose.

Apparently, GTEFL has completely overlooked the fact that
witness Hirshleifer’s testimony discusses at length the business of
providing universal service. In our Order, we state that we relied
upon AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer’s testimony regarding the
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provision of universal service, which GTEFL accurately points out
in its brief is the ™“underlying purpose” of this proceeding.
Moreover, GTEFL witness Vander Weide admitted that, in the context
of a study to look into the possibility of a universal service
fund, many people would use universal service and basic local
telecommunications service as synonyms.

Next, GTEFL argues that we misconstrued the risk evidence. It
is GTEFL, not this Commission, that has misconstrued the risk
evidence in the record. As noted in the Order and as GTEFL readily
admits in its Petition for Reconsideration, the financial markets
continuously absorb and incorporate information about competition
and technological and regulatory change. Witness Hirshleifer
testified that, when assessing the cost of capital of any publicly-
traded company, the market accounts for all known risks existing
currently and the possibility of risks that could develop or
increase in the future. He further noted that the market
continuously evaluates real-world information regarding all
relevant risks, including those which may arise or increase in the
future, and incorporates the likelihood of those risks occurring
into the current costs of capital of the telephone holding
companies. Witness Vander Weide acknowledged that investors
consider all risks, including industry changes, that a firm might
incur over the future life of the company. Each of the witnesses
in this proceeding relied upon market information in the analyses
supporting their respective cost of capital recommendations. By
relying upon the testimonies of witnesses Vander Weide,
Billingsley, and Hirshleifer in rendering our cost of capital

decision, we have considered the relevant risk evidence in the
record.

Similarly, GTEFL’s claim that we overlooked GTEFL’Ss specific
evidence of risk is unfounded. In our Order, we state that to the
extent the discussion of risk in witnesses Billingsley’s and Vander
Weide’s testimonies addressed the global state of the
telecommunications industry rather than the actual business of
providing universal service in Florida, it was irrelevant to our
determination of the cost of capital in this proceeding. This
conclusion is supported by the testimony of witness Hirshleifer and
other evidence in the record. The Order goes on to state that, to
the extent the market considers the risks referred to by witnesses
Billingsley and Vander Weide relevant to the provision of basic
local service, it has been accounted for in the financial measures
used by the witnesses to estimate the cost of capital of these
companies. This conclusion is similarly supported by evidence in
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the record. Simply because we adopted a cost of capital figure
different from what GTEFL recommended does not mean we did not

consider GTEFL’s Florida-specific evidence of risk as GTEFL alleges
in its petition.

GTEFL also <claims that certain aspects of witness
Hirshleifer’s DCF analysis are arbitrary and depart from market
considerations and therefore, there is no basis for our reliance on
his testimony. We simply disagreed with GTEFL’s opinion on this
point. Witness Hirshleifer testified that the form of the DCF
model he used is well supported in the financial community. In
addition, witness Hirshleifer testified that it was witness Vander
Weide’s analysis that was arbitrary and departed from market
considerations because he did not demonstrate how his index of
companies from such diverse industries, such as automobile
manufacturers, oil companies, producers of food and food
ingredients, publishing and entertainment companies, and
pharmaceutical companies, was cemparable in risk to GTEFL. Witness
Hirshleifer concluded that because witness Vander Weide’s analysis
was based upon the performance of large industrial companies rather
than a group of comparable companies, his results were of no
relevance to the business of providing universal service. Our
decision in this proceeding was not “skewed by its misapprehension
of and failure to consider key points of fact” as GTEFL alleges,

but rather was based upon evidence in the record with which GTEFL
simply disagrees.

Finally, GTEFL incorrectly alleges in its petition that
witness Vander Weide’s testimony regarding the appropriate capital
structure for calculating a firm’s weighted cost of capital was not
rebutted in this proceeding. Not only did witness Hirshleifer
directly rebut witness Vander Weide’s testimony, but as mentioned
earlier, witness Vander Weide’s testimony was de facto rebutted by
the fact that no other state commission has accepted his
recommended capital structure for purposes of determining the
weighted average cost of capital in this type of proceeding.

4. CONCLUSION

In considering the evidence in the record when rendering our
decision on the appropriate capital structure and overall weighted
cost of capital for purposes of this proceeding, we evaluated and
weighed the evidence and testimonies provided by witnesses Vander
Weide, Billingsley, and Hirshleifer. Such an evaluation is clearly
our prerogative. After a careful review of the record in this
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case, it is clear we did not rely upon information outside the
record, draw unwarranted conclusions from information in the
record, or misapprehend evidence in the record, as alleged by
GTEFL. Moreover, GTEFL’s petition did not identify any points of
fact or law which were overlooked or not considered. GTEFL's
arguments regarding our capital structure and cost of capital
decisions are simply reargument of issues that were decided
differently than were advocated by GTEFL. For these reasons, we
hereby deny GTEFL’s Petition for Reconsideration with regard to
cost of capital issues.

G OVERALL CONCLUSION

In summary, we hereby deny GTEFL’s Petition for
Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP in its entirety.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that GTE
Florida Incorporated’s Motion to Strike the Joint Petitioners’
Joint Response to GTE Florida Incorporated’s Response in Support of

Sprint-Florida, Incorporated’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order
No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP is granted. It is further

ORDERED that Sprint-Florida, Incorporated’s Request for Oral
Argument on its Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-
0068-FOF-TP is denied. It is further

OCRDERED that Sprint-Florida, Incorporated’s Motion for

Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP is granted as
specified in this Order. It is further

ORDERED that GTE Florida Incorporated’s Petition for

Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP is denied. It is
further

ORDERED that this docket is closed.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 26th
day of April, 1999,

BLANCA S. BAYO, Directpr

Division of Records and Reporting
(SEAL)

WPC

DISSENT

Commissioner J. Terry Deason dissented on the Commission’s
decision to grant Sprint-Florida, Inc.’s Motion for Reconsideration
of Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP.

T E DICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative

hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or wastewater
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and
the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order,
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The

notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a),
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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ATTACHMENT A

SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf99

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ARCHFLMARS0 $ 4253]|§ 1636 | § 040 [$ 59.29
BCRTFLBTDS0 S 984§ 881§ 040 | $ 19.05
BCRTFLMADS1 $ 1256 |§S 9.18| § 040 |8 22.13
BCRTFLSADSO0 $ 1428|$ 959 | § 040 |$ 2426
BGPIFLMARSO $ 2159]§ 11.71 | § 040§ 3371
BKVLFLIJFDS0 $ 307 |s 1347 | § 040 |§ 4463
BLDWFLMARSO0 $ 2819|S 1326 | § 040 | S 41.85
BLGLFLMADSO0 $ 17078 1070 | § 040 |§ 28.17
BNNLFLMARSO $ 30398 13.70 | § 040 | S 4448
BRSNFLMARS0 $ 4046 (S 1595 | § 040 | $ 56.81
BYBHFLMADS0 $ 14698 951§ 040 |$ 24.60
CCBHFLAFRS0 $ 32405 1349 | § 040 |$ 4630
CCBHFLMADSO $ 1517(s 956 | $ 040 |S 2513
CDKYFLMARSO $ 3215|s 1445 | § 040 (S 47.00
CFLDFLMARS0 $ 4398 (s 16.60 | $ 040§ 60.99
CHPLFLJADSO $§ 3634 S 1476 | $ 040 | $ 51.50
CNTMFLLEDS1 $ 2628]s 1258 | § 040 |5 3926
COCOFLMADS0 $ 1763 (S 1038 | § 040 |S 2842
COCOFLMEDS0 $ 16318$ 10.14 | § 040 |$ 2684
CSCYFLBARSO $ 3186|S$ 1340 | § 040 |§ 4566
DBRYFLDLDS0 $ 1980 |S$ 1099 | § 040 | S 31.19
DBRYFLMARS] $ 1789 (s 1090 | § 040 |$ 29.19
DELDFLMADS0 $ 18338 1068 | § 040 | S 2941
DLBHFLKPRS0 $ 12688 943 | § 040 | § 2251
DLBHFLMARSO0 $ 14558 958 $ 040 |§ 2453
DLSPFLMARSO $ 3388(S$ 1436 | § 040 |$ 48.64
DNLNFLWMRS0 $ 35698 1482 | § 040§ 5091
DRBHFLMADS0 $ 12728 927 | $ 040 |8 2239
DYBHFLFNRS0 S 10458 925 | § 040 |$ 20.09
DYBHFLMADSO0 $ 14358 9.60 | $ 040 |5 2435
DYBHFLOBDS0 $ 1949 $ 10.60 | § 040 | S 3049
DYBHFLOSRS0 $ 1660(S 10.08 | § 040 | S 27.08
DYBHFLPODS0 $ 16348 1001 | § 040 'S 26.76
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - FLus®9 : Capcost - FLusf99
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
EGLLFLBGDSO0 $ 1493 |8 987  § 040 | S 2520
EGLLFLIHDS0 $ 1598|%$ 1007 § 040 |$ 2645
EORNFLMARSO $ 33338 1412 | § 040 | $§ 47.85
FLBHFLMARSO $ 20533 1140 | § 040 | 3233
FRBHFLFPDS0 $ 1902|% 1092 | § 040 | S 3034
FTGRFLMARSO $ 3028 % 1286 | § 040 |$ 4354
FTLDFLCRS6E $ 11718 912 | § 040 |$ 2124
FTLDFLCYDS0 $ 1053|S 88| § 040 |5 1981
FTLDFLJADSO $ 13418 945 | § 040 |$ 2326
FTLDFLMRDS0 $ 1204 |8 912 | § 040 |$ 21.57
FTLDFLOADSO $ 1240 |8 9.19 | § 040 |$ 2199
FTLDFLPLCGO $ 1578 |8 982 | § 040|S 26.00
FTLDFLSGDS0 $ 728§ 844 | § 040 | S 16.12
FTLDFLSU74E $ 12308 926 | § 040 (§ 2197
FTLDFLWNDSO0 $ 9678 887§ 040 |§S 1894
FTPRFLMACGO $ 1973 |§ 10.72 | § 040 (S 30.86
GCSPFLCNDSO $ 3018 |3 1336 | § 040 | § 4393
GCVLFLMARSO0 $ 4531 (S 1700 | § 040 |S 62.71
GENVFLMARSO $ 4012 |$ 1593 | § 040 |§ 56.46
GLBRFLMCDS0 $ 1894 (S 1074 | § 040 |$ 30.09
GSVLFLMADS0 $ 1455 ¢ 970 | § 040 |$ 24.65
GSVLFLNW33E $ 15658 999 | § 040 | S 26.04
HAVNFLMADSO0 $ 34798 1500 | § 040|S 50.18
HBSDFLMADSO0 $ 18128 1069 | § 040 | § 29022
HLNVFLMADS1 $ 2698 |S 1279 | § 040 | $ 40.18
HLWDFLHA4SE $§ 9458 878 | § 040 |$ 18.63
HLWDFLMADSO0 $ 123753 924 | § 040 | S 2201
HLWDFLPEDS0 $ 13485 940 | § 040 | § 2327
HLWDFLWHDS0 $ 15368 968 | § 040 |§ 2544
HMSTFLEARSO $ 6167|8 2053 | $ 040 | $ 8261
HMSTFLHMDSO0 $ 16028 9.72 | § 040 | $ 26.14
HMSTFLNARSO $ 287058 1211 | § 040§ 4121
HTISFLMADSO $ 16198 992 | § 040 | § 26.50
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf99

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
HWTHFLMARSO $ 5219(S 1843 | § 040 | S 71.02
ISLMFLMARSO0 $ 1610(S 1032 | § 040 | S 2682
JAY FLMARSO $ 6170(S 2028 | $ 040 |S 82338
JCBHFLABRS0 $ 1428 | 987 | § 040 | S 2455
JCBHFLMA24E $ 1517 |58 982§ 040 | $ 2539
JCBHFLSPRS0 $ 10718 9.15| § 040 | $ 2026
JCVLFLARDSO0 $ 14028 968 | § 040 | $ 24.09
JCVLFLBWDS0 $ 1657 |8 994 | § 040 $ 2691
JCVLFLCLDSO0 $ 119 (S 915 | § 040 | § 2151
JCVLFLFCDS0 $ 1465 |S 9.79 | § 040 | § 2484
JCVLFLIARSO $ 1027 s 925§ 040 |$ 1992
JCVLFLITRSO $ 6688 834§ 040 |$ 1542
JCVLFLLF76E $ 2025(s 1097 | § 040 | 31.62
JCVLFLNODSO0 S 17678 1051 | § 040 |$ 2858
JCVLFLOWDS0 S 2022 |s 1099 | § 040 | S 31.61
JCVLFLRV38E $ 17188 10.12 | § 040 (S 27.70
JCVLFLSJ73E $ 14588 966 | $ 040 |§ 2464
JCVLFLSMDS0 $ 1191 (s 921 | § 040 | § 2152
JCVLFLWCDS0 $ 16528 1021 | § 040 | § 2713
JPTRFLMA74E $ 1528 (s 997 | § 040 |§ 25.64
KYHGFLMARSO $ 3423 (s 1459 | § 040 | 4922
KYLRFLLSRS0 $ 1823|s 1056 | § 040 |$ 29.19
KYLRFLMARSO $ 1839(S 1042 | § 040 |$ 2921
KYWSFLMADSO0 $ 1235|s 915 | § 040 | § 2190
LKCYFLMADSO $ 28475 1301 | § 040 (|$ 41.88
LKMRFLABRS0 S 1467 |5 1024 | § 040 | S 2531
LKMRFLMADS0 $ 1010(S 9.00 | § 040 | $ 19.50
LYHNFLOHDSO0 $ 2388 (S 1184 | § 040 |$ 36.11
MCNPFLMARSO $ 5498 s 1889 | § 040 | S 7427
MDBGFLPMDS0 $ 2789 |S§ 13.04 | § 040 | S 41.33
MIAMFLAEDS0 $ 1061]S 892§ 040 | § 19.93
MIAMFLALG3E $ 1308(S 943 | § 040 | § 2291
MIAMFLAPDS0 S 889§ 860 § C4 /S 1789
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ATTACHMENT A

SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida
ka:Pnnuﬂng-FLudHD:annn-FLunyy

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
MIAMFLBASSE $ 1018S 889§ 040 | § 1947
MIAMFLBCDS0 $ 1057|s 898 | § 040 | § 1995
MIAMFLBRDS0 $ 853(s 864 | § 040 | $ 1756
MIAMFLCADS0 $ 1395|S 942 | § 040 | $ 23.77
MIAMFLFLDS0 $ 1016($ 888 | § 040 |$ 1944
MIAMFLGRDS0 $ 719($ 832§ 040 |$ 1590
MIAMFLHLDS0 $ 1199|8§ 912§ 040 | S 21.52
MIAMFLICS6E $ 1000(S$ 885 | § 040 |§ 1925
MIAMFLKEDS0 $ 800(S$ 862§ 040 |§ 17.02
MIAMFLMERS0 $ 906|$ 870 | $ 040 |$ 18.16
MIAMFLNMDS0 $ 10023 892 | S 040 | S 19.34
MIAMFLNSDS0 $ 157458 984 | § 040 | § 2597
MIAMFLOLGSE $ 17.19]s 1005 | § 040 |§ 2764
MIAMFLPBSSE $ 126358 932§ 040 ' § 2234
MIAMFLPLDS0 $ 989 880§ 040 |5 19.08
MIAMFLRRDS0 $ 1393(s 956 | $ 040 | $ 23.89
MIAMFLSH75E $ 1469 (S 966 | § 040 |$ 2475
MIAMFLSOS9E $ 1448 (S 955 | § 040 | § 2442
MIAMFLWDDS0 $ 16368 965 | $ 040 |S 2641
MIAMFLWM26E $ 1141(S 908 | § 040 S 20.88
MICCFLBBRS0 $ 13738 966 | $ 040 |S 23.78
MLBRFLMADSO0 $ 179 S 1032 | § 040 | $ 28.68
MLTNFLRADSO $ 2448 s 1206 | § 040 | 36.94
MNDRFLAVDS0 $ 797(s 860 | $ 040 | $ 16.97
MNDRFLLODS0 $ 15245 990 | $ 040 |$ 25.54
MNDRFLLWRS0 $ 1954|8 1123 | § 040 |S 31.17
MNSNFLMARSO0 S 7185|% 2311 | § 040 |$ 95.35
MRTHFLVERS0 $ 18668 1053 | § 040 | § 29.59
MXVLFLMARSO $ 60538 2043 | § 040 |$ 81.36
NDADFLACS4E $ 1198 |s 9.19| § 040 |$ 21.57
NDADFLBR62E $ 152118 981§ 040 | $ 25.42
NDADFLGGDS0 $ 1247 927 | § 040 | § 22.14
NDADFLOL93E $ 859|S$ 867 | § 040 '8 17.66
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf99

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
. Capital | Operating White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
NKLRFLMARSO0 $ 1700|$ 1067 | § 040 |5 2807
NSBHFLMA42E $ 1959|8$ 1077 | § 040 |$ 30.75
NWBYFLMARSO( $ 3743 |8 1501 | § 040 |$ 5284
OKHLFLMARSO $ 293018 1365 | § 040 |$ 4335
OLTWFLLNRSO0 $ 5153(8$ 1857 | § 040 | $ 70.50
ORLDFLAPDS0 $ 15713 984 | § 040 | $ 2595
ORLDFLCLDS0 $ 144158 955 | § 040 | $ 2436
ORLDFLMADS]1 $ 11258 897 | § 040 |8 2062
ORLDFLPCDS0 $ 14568 964 | $ 040 |$ 24.59
ORLDFLPHDS0 $ 15748 989 | § 040 |$ 26.03
ORLDFLSADS0 $ 1464 (S 958 | § 040 | S 2463
ORPKFLMA26E $ 1580 (S 10.09 | § - 040 | $ 26.28
ORPKFLRWDS0 $ 1544 |5 10.04 | § 040 |S 2589
OVIDFLCADSO0 $ 16933 1037 | § 040 |$ 27.70
PACEFLPVRS0 $ 2515 % 1238 | § 040 |§ 37.93
PAHKFLMARSO $ 2460 |$ 1246 | § 040 |$ 3746
PCBHFLNTDS0 $ 2046 |5 1072 | § 040 |§ 31.57
PLCSFLMADSO0 S 1948 |$ 1093 | § 040 | 3082
PLTKFLMADSO0 S 24648 1203 | § 040 | §S 32707
PMBHFLCSDS0 S 1198 (S 920 | § 040 | $ 21.57
PMBHFLFECGO $ 1449 |S 954 | § 040 |S 2443
PMBHFLMADSO0 $ 1324|$ 935| § 040 |$ 2299
PMBHFLTADSO0 $ 1308|$ 939 | § 040 |8 22387
PMPKFLMARSO $ 38.10|$S 1563 | § 040 | $ 54.14
PNCYFLCARSO $ 21228 1135 | § 040 | 3297
PNCYFLMADSO0 $ 1841 S 1044 | § 040 |§ 2925
PNSCFLBLA43E $ 16358 1001 | § 040 |§ 26.76
PNSCFLFPDS0 $ 1605|$ 1001 | § 040 |S 2646
PNSCFLHCRS0 S 1837[s 1099 | § 040 |$ 29.76
PNSCFLPBDS0 $ 1858 |8$ 1071 § 040 | S 29.69
PNSCFLWADSO0 $ 17758 1042 | § 040§ 2858
PNVDFLMADS0 $ 14678 992 | § 0408 2499
PRRNFLMADS0 $ 1722 § 1009 | § 040§ 27.71
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ATTACHMENT A

SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf99

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
PRSNFLFDRS0 $ 46958 1732 | § 040 | § 64.67
PTSLFLMADSO0 S 187218 10.70 | § 040 |§ 29.82
PTSLFLSOCGO $ 15538 10.13 | § 040 |§ 26.06
SBSTFLFERSO $ 3884 S 1540 | § 040 |$ 5464
SBSTFLMADSO0 $ 21028 1121 | § 040 |$ 3263
SGKYFLMARSO0 $ 233358 1194 | § 040 | § 35.67
SNFRFLMADSO0 $ 17268 1036 | § 040§ 2803
STAGFLBSRS0 $ 14738 983 | $ 040 |$ 2497
STAGFLMADS0 $ 16628 1026 | § 040§ 2728
STAGFLSHRS0 $ 27 |s 1159 | § 040 |$§ 34.74
STAGFLWGRS0 $ 10080 | $ 3759 | § 040 | $ 138.80
STRTFLMADS0 $ 1682 |§ 10.14 | § 040 |$ 2736
SYHSFLCCRSO0 $ 62719 2043 | § 040 |§ 8354
TRENFLMARSO0 $ 4005|$S 1560 | $ 040 | § 56.05
TTVLFLMADSO0 $ 1910|% 1075 | § 040 | § 30.25
VERNFLMARSO S 6099|$ 2003 | § 040 |5 8142
VRBHFLBERS( $ 1450 S 983 | § 040 (§ 24.74
VRBHFLMADSO0 $ 1732($ 1038 | § 040 | $ 28.09
WELKFLMARSO0 $ 4280 |S 16.77 | § 040 | 5998
WPBHFLANRSO S 10648 895 | § 040 |S 1999
WPBHFLGADS0 $ 15613 980 § 040 | 2581
WPBHFLGRDSO0 $ 1374 |3 956 | § 040|S 2370
WPBHFLHHDSO0 $§ 1374 |8 943 | § 040 | § 23.57
WPBHFLLERSO $ 1576 |$ 974 | § 040 |$ 2591
WPBHFLRBS4E $ 1484 |8 964 | § 040 |$ 2438
WPBHFLRPDSO0 $ 1823|s 1052 | § 040 |$ 29.15
WWSPFLHIDS0 $ 24023 11,70 | § 040 | S 36.12
WWSPFLSHDS0 $ 21i1|S$ 11.09 | § 040§ 32.60
YNFNFLMARSO0 $ 5263|8 1807 | § 0408 71.11
YNTWFLMARSO $ 4280 |5 1624 | § 040 |§ 5945
YULEFLMARSO0 $ 2648 |S 1289 | § 040 | § 39.76
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CENTRAL TEL CO OF FLORIDA -

Florida

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

CAPPED COST

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital Operating White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ALFRFLXARS0 $ 8059s 2401 | § 040 | $ 104.99
BAKRFLXADS0 $ 7982 s 23.36 | § 040 |$ 103.58
BNFYFLXARSO $ 592458 1952 | § 040 (S 79.16
CFVLFLXADS0 $ 40405 1577 | § 040 | $ 5657
CHLKFLXARS0 $ 10299 (s 28.78 | § 040 | § 132,16
CRVWFLXADSO $ 2107]s 1161 |$ 040 |5 3307
CTDLFLXARSO $ 6059|s 19.66 | § 040 ($ 80.65
DESTFLXADS0 S 887|s 8955 040 |S 1821
DFSPFLXADS0 $ 4341 (s 16.09 | § 040 |§ 3989
ELFDFLXADSO $ 501.72 | s 21876 | § 040 | $ 720.87
FRPTFLXARSO $ 5978 s 1928 | $ 040 (S 7946
FTWBFLXADS0 $ 1158($ 951§ 0408 2149
FTWBFLXBDS0 $ 10743 949 | § 040 | § 2063
FTWBFLXCRS0 $ 1221]s 989 | § 040 |S 2250
GDRGFLXADS0 $ 54178 18.57 | § 040 |8 73.14
GLDLFLXARSO0 $ 10075 | S 2791 | § 040 | $ 129.06
'GNVLFLXARSO S 84223 2427 | § 040 | $ 108.89
GNWDFLXARS0 $ 12013 ($ 32158 040 | $ 152.67
HRFDFLAJRSO $ 19336 § 5734 | 8 040 | $ 251.11
HRFDFLXADS0 $ 554558 24462 | § 040 | $ 799.56
KGLKFLXARS0 S 84405 2475 | § 040 | $ 109.55
LEE FLXARSO $ 10070 | § 2880 | S 040 |§ 12951
LWTYFLXARSO $ 67558 2167 | § 040 |$ 8962
MALNFLXARS0 S 80478 2361 | $ 040 | $ 104.48
MDSNFLXADSO0 $ 25498 1272 | § 040 /S 38.61
MNTIFLXADS0 $ 55638 1845 | § 040 (S 7448
MRNNFLXADS0 $ 3030($ 1324 | $ 040 |S 4394
PANCFLXARS0 $ 6933]§ 2242 | § 0408 9215
PNLNFLXARS0 $ 9786 (S 26.71 | $ 040 | $ 12497
RYHLFLXARS0 $ 7349 (% 2189 | § 040 |8 9577
SGBHFLXARS0 $ 24498 1231 | % 040 |5 3720
SHLMFLXADSO $ 1166|$ 9.80 | § 040 |5 21386
SNDSFLXARS0 $ 47821% -1691 | § 040 | § 65.14
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CENTRAL TEL CO OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Pmeuing-loooo:Clpeou-lmo

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital Operating White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
SNRSFLXARSO $ 2898|$ 1332 | § 040 | S 4270
SPCPFLXADS0 $ 7589 |$ 2333 | 04018 9962
STMKFLXARSO S 6141|S 20.14 | § 040 |S 8195
STRKFLXADS0 $ 35405 1481 | § 040 |8 50.60
TLHSFLXADSO0 $ 785|s 865(8S 040 ($ 16.90
TLHSFLXBDSO0 S 1086($ 943 | § 040 (S 20.70
TLHSFLXCDS0 $ 155 (s 1038 ! § 040 |$ 2637
TLHSFLXDDSO0 $ 1468 |S 10.19 | § 040 | § 2527
TLHSFLXEDSO $ 8118 9.06 | $ 040 |$8 17.57
TLHSFLXFDS0 $ 1880|$ 1101 | § 040 | § 30.21
TLHSFLXGDS0 $ 3063|S$ 1350 | § 040 |$ 4453
TLHSFLXHDSO0 $ 13628 1004 | § 040 | $ 24.05
VLPRFLXADS0 $ 1845|$ 11.03 | § 040 |S 2988
WSTVFLXARSO $ 909|s 9.00|$ 040 ([$ 1849
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ATTACHMENT A

UNITED TELEPHONE OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory Total |
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost

ALSPFLXADS0O $ 1053|S$ 926 | § 040§ 20.19
ALVAFLXARSO $ 3186|S$ 1404 | § 040 | $ 4629
APPKFLXADS1 $ 147458 10.16 | § 040 | S 2530
ARCDFLXADSO0 $ 299418 1331 | § 040 | § 4365
ASTRFLXARSO $ 34648 1506 | § 040 | § 50.11
AVPKFLXADS0 $ 238|S$ 1204 | § 040 |§ 3630
BCGRFLXARS0 S 1222158 10,12 | § 040 |S 2274
BLVWFLXADSO S 24468 1238 | § 0401 § 3724
BNSPFLXADS] $ 13275 978 | § 040 |§ 2344
BSHNFLXADS0 $ 321118 13.74 | § 040 |§ 4625
BVHLFLXADSO0 $ 1991|s 1143 [ § 040 |S 3175
BWLGFLXARSO0 $ 3692(s 1494 | § 040 |§ 5226
CHSWFLXARSO0 $§ 25638 1272 | § 040 |$ 3875
CLMTFLXADS0 $ 20223 11.16 | § 040 |3 31.78
CLTNFLXARSO0 $ 2398 |$ 1212 | § 040 | $ 36.50
CPCRFLXADSO0 $ 12228 9.79 | $ 040 |§ 23.02
CPCRFLXBDSI1 $ 15128 1040 | § 040 |$ 2591
CPHZFLXADSO $ 19798 1138 | § 040 | $ 31.57
CRRVFLXADS0 S 21548 1174 | § 040 |$ 3358
CSLBFLXADSI $ 11.19]S 946 | $ 040 | S 21.05
CYLKFLXADS0 $ 1568|S 989 | § 040 |§ 2598
CYLKFLXBRSO0 $ 13518 9.79 | § 040 ($ 23.71
DDCYFLXADSI1 $ 21338 11.72 | § 040 |$ 3345
ESTSFLXADSO0 $ 14678 1028 | § 040 | $ 2535
EVRGFLXARS0 $ 45858 1472 | § 040 | S 60.97
FTMBFLXADSO0 $ 1028|S$ 930S 040 | S 1999
FTMDFLXARS0 $ 3870|S 1513 | § 040 |§ 5423
FTMYFLXADS0 $ 960(S 924 | § 040 |S 1924
FTMYFLXBDS0 $ 1879 11.05 | $ 040 |S 3024
FTMYFLXCDS2 $ 943(S 9.10|$ 040 |5 1893
GLGCFLXADS0 $ 1602]s 1044 | § 040 | S 26.87
GLRDFLXADS0 $ 1107|S 935§ 040 |5 2082
GVLDFLXARSO $ 3636|$ 1480 | § 040!S 51.56
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ATTACHMENT A

UNITED TELEPHONE OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

‘Monthly Cost per Line per Month
: Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
HMSPFLXARSO $ 232|9§ 12.14 | § 040 |$ 3486
HOWYFLXARSO0 $ 37758 1542 | § 040 | § 53.57
IMKLFLXARSO $ 28118 1289 | § 040 | § 41.39
INVRFLXADSO $ 2253 |§ 1188 | § 040 | $ 34.81
IONAFLXARSO $ 1044 |S 945 | 040 | $ 2029
KNVLFLXARSO $ 52388 2416 | $ 040 | $ 11494
KSSMFLXADS0 $ 15158 1009 | § 040 | § 25.64
KSSMFLXBDS1 $ 143258 993 | § 040 | $ 2465
KSSMFLXDRS0 $ 1106|$ 953 |$ 040 | S 2099
LBLLFLXADSO $ 3581 |S 1409 | § 040 |$ 50.29
LDLKFLXADSO0 $ 1715|8 1069 | § 040 |S$ 2824
LHACFLXADSO0 $ 1881|S 1131 | § 040 | $ 30.52
LKBRFLXADS1 $ 1001|$ 9.17 | $ 040 |5 19.59
LKHLFLXARSO $ 2105|S 1201 | § 040 | S 3346
LKPCFLXARSO $ 2908 |S 13.11 | § 040 |5 4259
LSBGFLXADS1 $ 1630(S$ 1043 | § 040§ 2712
MOISFLXADSO $ 1068 S 939 | § 040|S5 2047
MRDCFLXARSO $ 1054 |S 947 | § 040 | S 2040
MRHNFLXARSO $ 2757 |% 1284 | § 040 |5 4081
MTDRFLXADSO0 $ 21.17|$ 11.56 | $ 040|8§ 33.13
MTLDFLTCRSO0 $ 602|S 879|S 0408 1521
MTLDFLXADS1 $ 498|S 835(S 0408 13.73
MTVRFLXARSO $ 224053 1227 | § 040 | § 3597
NFMYFLXADSO0 $ 1268 |9 983 |$ 040 | § 2291
NFMYFLXBDSO0 $ 1620($ 1051 | § 040§ 27.11
NNPLFLXADS1 $ 1024 |5 915 | S 0405 1979
NPLSFLXCDS0 $ 1684 |S 1045 | § 040 |5 2769
NPLSFLXDDS0 $ 11198 928 | § 040 | S 20.88
OCALFLXADSO $ 1591 S 1043 | § 040 | § 26.74
OCALFLXBDS0 $ 1813|$ 1094 | § 040|S 2947
OCALFLXCRSO0 $§ 1569 |$ 1053 | § 040 |8 26.61
OCALFLXJRSO0 $ 1266 |8 10.10 | § 040 |8 23.15
OCNFFLXARS0 $ 38168 15628 040 |S 54.18
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ATTACHMENT A

UNITED TELEPHONE OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
. Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
OKCBFLXADSO0 $ 3119(S$ 1307 | § 040 | $ 44.66
OKLWFLXADS0 $ 2308(S$ 1208 | $ 040 | § 3557
ORCYFLXADSO0 $ 13328 1001 | § 040 (§ 23.73
ORCYFLXCRSO0 $ 15978 1063 | § 040 | § 27.00
PNGRFLXADS1 $ 2085|S$ 1129 | § 040 |§ 3253
PNISFLXADS0 $ 236558 12.13 | § 040§ 36.18
PTCTFLXADSO $ 154458 1030 | § 040 (S 26.14
SBNGFLXADS1 $ 17098 1064 | § 040 |$ 2813
SCPKFLXARSO0 $ 1465|S 10.16 | § 040 |§ 2520
SLHLFLXARSO $ 33198 13.78 | § 040 |$ 4738
SNANFLXARSO $ 3768 |8 1495 | § 040 | § 53.03
SNISFLXADSO $ 138 (S 996 | $ 040 |§ 2422
SSPRFLXARSO $ 4161 (8 16.06 | $ 040 |$ 5807
STCDFLXADSO0 § 22818 11.79 | § 040 |$ 3499
SVSPFLXARSO $ 241258 1210 | § 040 |$ 36.62
SVSSFLXARSO $ 186758 1124 | § 040 | $ 30.31
TLCHFLXARSO $ 379758 1537 | $ 040 |§ 53.74
TVRSFLXADS0 $ 1595 |$ 1047 | § 040 |S 26.82
UMTLFLXARSO $ 45158 1652 | § 040 | $ 62.07
WCHLFLXADSO $ 3670 |$ 1465 | $ 040 |$ 51.75
WLSTFLXARSO $ 498 |3 1742 | § 040 | $ 67.71
WLWDFLXARSO $ 271658 13.04 | § 040 |§ 4061
WNDRFLXARSO $ 1426 |8 1020 | § 040 |§ 24386
WNGRFLXADS0 $ 17098 10.64 | § 040 ($ 28.13
WNPKFLXADS1 $ 1060 S 925 |% 040 | $ 20.25
ZLSPFLXARSO $ 593219 1882 |§ 040 |S 78.55




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0835-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

PAGE 31 ATTACHMENT A
GTE FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Proming-lm:Capunt-lmo
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ABDLFLXA96H $ 1774 | $ 10.84 ' § 040 |$ 2898
ALFAFLXAS7H $ 17873 1074 | § 040 S 29.01
ALTRFLXARSA $ 39728 1493 | § 040 |$ 55.05
ANMRFLXA77H $ 1242158 .70 | § 040 |S 2252
BARTFLXA53H $ 1695($ 1050 | § 040 |S 27.85
BAYUFLXAS4H $ 1284 (S 9.76 | § 040 |S 23.00
BBPKFLXARSA $ 2851 |§ 1293 | § 040 |S 4184
BHPKFLXA28H $ 719 s 866 S 040 |$ 1625
BRBAFLXA75H $ 13418 986 S 040 |$ 2367
BRJTFLXARSA $ 46881 [$ 1549 [ § 040 |S 6270
BRNDFLXAB8H $ 1399 |$ 9.96 | $ 040 | 2435
BRTNFLXX74H $ 15213 10.18 | $ 040 |8 2579
BYSHFLXA8S4H $ 1368($ 1024 | § 040 ($ 2432
CLWRFLXADS0O $ 1045|$ 024 | § 040 |$ 20.09
CNSDFLXA79H $ 1168 |$ 945§ 040 |$ 21.50
CRWDFLXA96H $ 12828 .70 | § 040 (S 2292
- CYGRFLXA32H $ 16455 10.59 | § 040 | S 2744
DNDNFLXA73H $ 1241 (53 8.70 | $ 040 | $ 2251
DUNDFLXA43H $ 2350($ 1207 | § 040 |$ 3597
ENWDFLXA47H $ 17423 10.72 | § 040 |$ 2853
FHSDFLXARSO $ 11233 943 |§ 040 |S 21.06
FRSTFLXA83H $ 3008 S 1347 | § 040 | S 4484
GNDYFLXAS7H $ 1029 9.28 | $ 040 |$ 1997
HDSNFLXA88H $ 1664 (S 1057 | § 040 | S 27.60
HGLDFLXAB4H $ 14758 1012 | § 040 |$ 2526
HNCYFLXA42H $ 19258 1103 | § 040 |$ 30.68
HNCYFLXN424 $ 1989 (S 1103 | $ 040 | § 31.32
HYPKFLXADSO $ 1072 (s 939 | § 040 | $ 20.51
INLKFLXARSA $ 6131|$ 1883 |5s 040 | S 80.54
INRKFLXX59H $ 1054 S 9.34 |§ 040 | $ 2028
KYSTFLXA92H $ 17.72 | s 10.77 | § 040 |S 2888
LGBKFLXA38H $ 1101($ 924 | § 040 | S 20.65
LKALFLXA95H $ 1808/$ 1080 s 040 |$ 29.28
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GTE FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
LKLDFLXAB8H $ 1340 S 989 |$ 040 |$ 2368
LKLDFLXF68H $ 1631|$ 1035 (8§ 040 |$ 27.06
LKLDFLXN85H $ 1828 |$ 1083 |§ 040 |8 29.52
LKWLFLXAB7H $ 1881 |$ 11.00 | § 040 | § 30.21
LKWLFLXERSA $ 38201/ 1425 |3 040 |5 5285
LLMNFLXADS0 $ 13398 992 |$ 0408 2371
LNLKFLXA99H $ 2408 |$ 1186 (8§ 040 | § 37.24
LRGOFLXAS8H $ 12118 959 |$ 040|S 2210
LUTZFLXAS4H $ 147018 1021 |3 040 'S 2540
MLBYFLXARSA $ 2007 (S 1144 | § 040 | § 3191
MNLKFLXAS5H $ 18158 1086 | § 040 ([ § 2941
MYCYFLXA32H $ 5800($ 1740 | § 040 |$ 7589
NGBHFLXA38H $ 1289 |$ 8.75|$ 040 ($ 23.04
NPRCFLXAB4H $ 14778 1007 | § 040 |$ 2524
NRPTFLXA42H $ 1750 |8 1082 | § 040 | 28.72
NRSDFLXA35H $ 14338 10.00 | § 040 |S 2473
OLDSFLXA8SH $ 1247 |8 953§ 040 (S 2240
OSPRFLXA98H $ 1287 s 982§ 040 |S 23.10
PKCYFLXARSA $ 3237 1338 | § 040 |$ 46.15
PLMTFLXA72H $ 1728 |$ 1080 | § 040 |$ 2828
PLSLFLXA79H $ 1389 S 987 (S 040 |$ 24.16
PNCRFLXA73J $ 2719 (s 1284 | § 040 |§ 4043
PNLSFLXADSO $ 11758 044 | S 040 | $ 21.58
POINFLXARSA $ 34548 1343 | § 040 | § 4837
PRSHFLXARSA $ 4089 S 1631 (S 040 |$ 66.60
PSDNFLXA34H $ 13758 987 |$ 040 | S 24.02
PTCYFLXA75H $ 19333 1112 | § 040 |§ 30385
RSKNFLXAB4H $ 2023 s 1124 | § 040 | S 31.87
SARKFLXARSA $ 815|S 920§ 040 |§ 17.75
SEKYFLXA34H $ 1075|$ 9.31(8$ 040 |S 2046
SGBEFLXA36H $ 10818 932§ 040 |$ 2053
SKWYFLXADS0 $ 1363($ 10.05 | § 040 | $ 24.09
SLSPFLXA93H $ 1318 (S 985 |$ 040 |§ 2343
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ATTACHMENT A

GTE FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
SMNLFLXA23H $ 13509 1009 | § 040 | S 2399
SNSPFLXA37H $ 1292 S 966 | § 0408 2299
SPBGFLXADSO $ 1104 | $ 943 |§ 040 | § 2087
SPBGFLXS86H $ 1205|$ 959 |8§ 040|S§ 2203
SPRGFLXA37H $ 1397 |§ 992 |§ 04085 2430
SRSTFLXADSO $ 991§ 9.18 | § 040 |5 1948
SSDSFLXA92H $ 1326 |$ 984 | § 040($ 23.50
STGRFLXA78H $ 1183 |$ 955 |8§ 040|S 21.78
SWTHFLXADSO $ 11849 9.54 | § 040 | S 21.78
TAMPFLXEDSO $ 14059 991§ 040 |5 2436
TAMPFLXX27H $ 758 |98 834 |9§ 040§ 1631
THNTFLXADSO $ 2138 |$ 1147 | § 040|8§ 3325
TMTRFLXADSO $ 1186|S 965 | § 040 |8 2190
TRSPFLXA93H $ 1488 | S 10.13 | § 040 (S 2541
UNVRFLXAS7TH $ 989|S 9.17 | § 040 | S 1946
VENCFLXA48H $ 1314 |8 989 |§ 040 |8 2343
VENCFLXSDS0 $ 1448 | $ 10.16 | § 040 |$ 2504
WIMMFLXAG3H $ 19718 1085 | § 040 (S 31.06
WLCHFLXAS7TH $ 1588 |$ 1024 | § 040 |8 26.52
WLCRFLXAB3H $ 1256 S 973 |9§ 040 |8 2269
WNHNFLXC29H $ 1490 S 10.14 | § 040 | S 2544
WSSDFLXADSO $ 1058 |$ 927 | § 040|S 2025
YBCTFLXA24H $ 1336 |$ 991§ 040 | § 23.67
ZPHYFLXAT78H $ 17158 1068 | § 040 ($ 2823
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ATTACHMENT A

ALLTEL FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
. Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ALCHFLXARSI $ 3440(S 1382 | § 040 | § 48.61
BORAFLXARS1 $ 128251§S 3187 | § 040 | § 160.52
BRFRFLXARS1 § 4716|§ 16.20 | § 040 |§ 63.76
BRKRFLXADSO0 $ 7813 |§ 29 | $ 040 | § 101.52
CITRFLXADSO § 3234 |8 1455 | § 040 |§ 4729
CLHNFLXADSO0 § 4289 |S 1526 | § 040 | § 58.55
CRCYFLXADSO $ 3288 § 1457 | § 040 |§ 4785
DWPKFLXARSO $ 7297 |8 2158 | § 040 |S 9494
FLRHFLXADSI1 $ 5742|§S 1984 | § 040 | § 77.66
FTWHFLXADS0 $§ 7060 |S 2175 | § 040 |$ 9275
HGSPFLXADS0 $ 493§ 1542 | § 040 | § 57.76
HLRDFLXADS0 $ 6247 |8 19.05 | $ 040 | S 8192
HSNGFLXADSO0 $ 5206|S 17.60 | § 040 |S 70.06
INTRFLXADSO $ 542118 1830 | § 040 (S 7291
JNGSFLXARSI $ 8978|S 2425 | § 040 | § 11442
JSPRFLXARS1 $ 3355|S 1382 | § 040 |S 47.77
LKBTFLXADS0 $ 41635 1520 | § 040 |S 5723
LRVLFLXARSI $ 10423 (S 2764 | § 040 | § 13227
LVOKFLXADS0 $ 25978 1216 | § 040 | § 3853
MAYOFLXARS1 S 8318 |§ 2341 | § 040 | § 11199
MCINFLXADSO $ 47458 1695 | § 040 | S 64830
MLRSFLXADSO $ 25 (S 12.16 | § 040 |8 35.07
ORSPFLXADSO $ 69458 21.19 | § 040|S 91.04
RAFRFLXARS1 $§ 49978 1731 | § 040 |S 67.68
WALDFLXADS0 $ 51878 17.68 | § 040 |$ 6996
WHSPFLXARS1 $ 66238 1884 | § 040 | § 8547
WLBRFLXADS0 $ 10126 (S 2700 | § 040 | § 128.66
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ATTACHMENT A

Florida

FLORALA TEL CO - FL - CAPPED COST

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
LRHLFLXADS0 $ 10927|S 2963 |S 040 | § 139.31
PXTNFLXADSO0 $ 8980|S 24568 040 | $ 114,76
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ATTACHMENT A

FRONTIER COMM OF THE SOUTH INC. - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
MOLNFLXADSO $ 387|S 1523 | § 040 |$ 5439
WLHLFLXADSO $ 8725|s 2353 |$ 040 (3 111.18
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GULF TEL CO - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost

PRRYFLXADSO0 $ 43138 1531 | § 0.40

$ 5884
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INDIANTOWN TEL SYSTEM - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
INTWFLXADSO $ 36728 14.06 | § 040|§ 51.18
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ATTACHMENT A

NORTHEAST FLORIDA TEL CO INC - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
} Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory [ Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
MCLNFLXADSO $ 3020]|$ 1324 | § 040 | S 4393
SNSNFLXARSO $ 10590 |$ 2779 | § 040 | § 134.09
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QUINCY TEL CO - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
3 Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
GNBOFLXARSO0 $ 6928 |$ 20.72 | § 040 | S 9040
GRETFLXARSO0 $ 7792 (5% 23.17 | § 040 |$ 10149
QNCYFLXADSO0 $ 2634 |5% 1234 | § 040 |$ 39.08




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0835-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

PAGE

41

ATTACHMENT A

ST JOSEPH TEL TEL CO - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000
Monthly Cost per Liae per Month
Capital | Operating White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ALTHFLXADSO0 $ 72608 2145 |$ 040 |$ 9445
APLCFLXADS0 $ 2460 (S 1277 | § 040§ 37.78
ARPNFLXARSO $ 6191(% 1886 | § 0408 81.17
BLTWFLXADS0 S 527918 1750 | § 040|$S 70.70
BRSTFLXADSO0 S 6776 | $ 20.00 | § 040 |$ 88.17
CHTHFLXADS0 S 2163($ 11.89 | § 040 |§ 3393
CRBLFLXADS0 $ 3600(S 1447 | § 040 |$ 50.87
ESPNFLXADSO0 $ 40128 1455 | § 040 |$ 5507
HSFRFLXARSO $ 77328 2241 | § 040 | $ 100.13
PTSJFLXADS0 $ 3441 5 1359 | § 040 |$ 4840
TAFBFLXADS0 $ 2790 (s 13.59 | § 040 |3 4189
THBHFLXADS0 $ 145218 1057 | § 040 |83 2548
WWHTFLXADSO $ 53958 1795 | § 0403 72.29
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VISTA-UNITED TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYS - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - 10000 : Capcost - 10000

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense

Total
Cost

LKBNFLXBDS0 $ 7028 8.16 | § 0.40

s

15.58






