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PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 10, 1997, telephone subscribersin the Middle River, Greenbush, Strathcona,
and Gatzke exchangesfiled a petition for School District Extended Area Service (EAS)
between these four exchanges. These exchanges make up the Greenbush-Middle River
School District. The Gatzke exchangeis served by Garden Valley Tdephone Company
(Garden Valley); the other three exchanges ar e served by Wikstrom Telephone Company
(Wikstrom).

On November 16, 1998, the Commission issued its ORDER REQUIRING THE FILING OF
COST STUDIES AND PROPOSED RATES. Among other things, the Order found that the
petition met threshold requirements of adjacency and school district residency.

On May 25, 2001, in itsORDER SETTING EASRATE ADDITIVES AND REQUIRING
POLLING, the Commission accepted and approved the cost studiesfiled by the companies
and ordered polling of subscribersin the pertinent exchanges. Further, the Commission
ordered that the approved rate additives be itemized, in polling materialsand on
subscribers’ bills, to show which portion of the additive will recover facilities costs and
which portion of the additive will recover lost accessrevenues.

On June 13, 2001, the Minnesota I ndependent Coalition (MIC),* filed a petition for
reconsideration of the provision in the May 25, 2001 Order requiring the affected companies
to separately list lost access and facilities costs on customers monthly bills.

Thismatter came before the Commission on June 19, 2001.

! MIC's membersinclude Garden Valley and Wikstrom.
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FINDINGSAND CONCLUSIONS

l. Background

In this Order the Commission addresses, on its own motion, whether to reconsider its
decision to requiresepar ateitemization of the EAS rate components into facilities costs and
lost access revenueson customers' billsand in polling materials. The Commission considers
whether itemization should berequired and, if so, in what materials.

. Commission Action on Reconsider ation

Having heard the arguments of the partiesand in the interests of fairness and consistency
with other EAS docketsraising theitemization issue, the Commission, on its own motion,
will reconsder thisissuein thisdocket. By doing so, the Commission has no need to address
the motion for reconsideration filed by the parties.

1. Positions of Parties on the | ssue of EAS Rate | temization
A. DOC’s Position

The DOC argued that the EAS rate additive should be broken down into the facilities
related component and the lost access component for both balloting and consumer billing. It
argued that by doing so the Commission would be making clear to the consumer the
componentsthat make up the EASrate additive. It argued that thisinformation should be
availableto the consumer.

B. The Position of the Minnesota I ndependent Coalition (M1C)

MIC agreed that tracking of EAS lost access revenues might be helpful, but M1C argued
that such tracking could be accomplished in a different, mor e efficient way than separately
itemizing facilities costs and lost access revenues on customer bills. MIC argued that
itemizing on customer billswould increase administrative costs and cause customer
confusion and that listing lost access and facilities costs as separ ate line items on costumer
billswould just be adding to a voluminous list of taxes and fees which already appear on
customer bills. Doing so would lead to customer confusion without providing useful
information.

MI1C proposed that facilities costs and lost access revenues be listed separately on the EAS
ballot,? thus making the infor mation available to cusomers at the time the customer must
choose either to votefor or against EAS. Further, MIC proposed that therecovery of EAS
facility costs and lost access berecorded separately in different sub-accountsin therecords
of the affected local exchange carriers (LECs). These elementscould also belisted
separatey in the LEC’slocal service tariffs.

2 At oral arguments, MIC clarified that itemization should be in the materials
accompanying the ballot.



C. Office of the Attorney General’s Residential and Small Business Utilities
Division ( OAG-RUD)

I'n oral arguments befor e the Commission the OAG-RUD recommended that itemization be
required in theinformational material with the EAS ballot, wheretheitemized items could
be explained.

The OAG-RUD took the position that on monthly customer bills, unlesstherewas
information explaining the separ ate items, itemization could be confusing.

D. Commission Analysisand Action

The Commission recognizes that ther e are benefitsto customer s being informed of the
componentsthat make up the EASrate additives. However, the Commission also recognizes
that the costs involved and the benefits obtained must be car efully weighed.

The Commission findsthat it isreasonableto require that the EASrate additives be
separated into the faclities based costs and the lost accessrevenuesin the balloting materials
that are sent to customersin the petitioning exchange. First of all, the balloting information
that isdistributed to those eligible to vote should be clear and complete for the votersto
under stand what they are voting on. Further, theinformation provided in theballoting
materials can bedirectly used by the votersto make a decision asto whether to support EAS
or not. Clearly, the benefits from separately itemizing the EAS components on the ballot
materials outweigh any additional time or expenserequired. The Commission will so order.

The Commission acceptsthat size and spacerestrictions on the ballot itself would generally
precludethe separate itemization of the EAS componentson the ballot. Also, thereisthe
possibility of confusion if theballot itsdf isnot clear and precise. For these reasonsthe
Commission will not order that there be separ ate itemization on the ballot.

Asto thequestion of separateitemization of the EAS components on the customer monthly
bills, the Commission has listened to the arguments on both sides of the issue and agreesthat
such itemization would not lead to greater customer control or under standing and may very
well lead to customer confusion by adding to an already extensivelist of other itemson the
customer monthly bills. Thebenefitsfrom separately itemizing the EAS components on the
customer’s billsdo not outweigh the confuson and the added administrative coststo the
affected telephone companies.

Further, the Commission is persuaded that ther e are mor e efficient ways that the
Commission can meet itsgoal of tracking thelost accessrevenue than itemizing on customer
bills. The Commission will order that the customer monthly bills set forth the EAS additive
in asingle EAS number which isto includeboth the facilities component and the lost access
revenues, if the proposed EASisimplemented.

In theinterest of providing that the components of the EASrate additive be accessible to the
public, the Commission will also order that the affected telgphone companiesfile the
breakdown of theEASratesin their respective tariffs, if the proposed EASrouteis
implemented.






The Commission notesthat its analysisand decisionsin thisdocket are consistent with those
madein related EAS dockets on the same date herein.?

ORDER

1. The affected telephone companies shall provide a single EAS number which reflects
both the facilities costs and thelost accessrevenuesin customers monthly bills, if the
proposed EAS routes areimplemented.

2. The balloting materials and (if the proposed EAS routes ar e implemented) the
affected telephone companies’ tariffsshall itemize EASrate additives so asto indicate

the portion of the EASrate additive that recover sfacilities costs and the portion that
recoverslost access revenues.

3. This Order shall become effective immediately.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

Burl W. Haar
Executive Secretary

(SEAL)

Thisdocument can be made availablein alternative formats (i.e., large print or audio tape)
by calling (651) 297-4596 (voice), (651) 297-1200 (TTY), or 1-800-627-3529 (TTY reay
service).

® ORDER ON RECONSIDERATION REQUIRING ITEMIZATION OF EASRATES
ON BALLOT MATERIALS AND IN TARIFFS, Docket No. P407, 522, 405/CP-98-1642;
ORDER ON RECONSIDERATION REQUIRING ITEMIZATION OF EAS RATES ON
BALLOT MATERIALS AND IN TARIFFS, Docket No. P401,551,407,532/CP-99-12.
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