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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISS I ON 

In re: Petit ion f or re v iew of rates ) 
) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO 
ORDER NO. 
ISSUED: 

860723 - TP 
23273 
7-31-90 

and charges paid by PATS pro vide rs to 
LECs 

Purs uan t to Notice , a Prehear ing Confere nce was held 
on July 9 , 1990, i n Tallahassee , Flor ida , befo r e Commissi o ner 
THOMAS M. BEARD , as Prehearing Offi cer. 

APPEARANCES: 

NORMAN H. HORTON, Jr., & DAVID B . ERWI N, Esqu ires, 
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I nd ian town Telephone _ Sy s tem, Inc . t- No r heasl 
Flo rida Telephone Compa ny, Inc. , St . Joseph 
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Company , Vi st_;_a-United Telecommu nic~io~ & Quinc y 
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MICHAEL w. 7"'!E, Esquire, 315 South C1lhoun St reet. I 
Su ite 860, T::l lahassee , Florida 32301, o n behalf 
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BRUCE W. ~::lARD, FLOYU R. SELF , & BARRY E . 
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Fre nch, Madsen & Lewis , P .A . , Post Off i ce Bo x 
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of Flori d a Pay Tele hone Associa~ion, Inc. 

TH0 t1AS R. PARKER, Esquire, 
Incorpo r ated, Post Office Box 1 10, 
Florida 33601 , o n be half of 
Incorporated . 

GTt Flonda 
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GTE __ F l ortda 

JUDITH ST. LEDGER-ROTY, Esquire , Reed, Smi th, Show 
& McClay, 1200 18 h Street , N.W. , Was h ingto n, 
D.C. 20036 , and LEE RAU, Esqu1re , Reed , Smith , 
Shaw & McCl ay , 820 1 Greensboro Dri ve , Suite 8LO, 
McLean , Virginia 22102 , o n behalf of I n tell icall!.. 
I nc . 

ALAN N. BERG, Esquire, Post Office 
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of United Telephone Com an of Flo rida. 
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HARRIS R. ANTHONY & E. BARLOW KEENER, Esquires, 
c/o Marshall M. Criser , Ill, 150 So. Monroe 
Street, Suite 400, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, 
and J . LLOYD NAULT, II & MARY JO PEED, Esquires, 
4300 Soulhern Bell Cenler , 675 w. Peach ree 
Street , NE, Atlanta, Georgia 30375, on behalf of 
Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Co~. 

LEE L . WILLIS, Esquire, Ausley, McMullen, McGehee, 
Carothers & Proctor, Pos Office Box 391, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302, on behalf of Central 
Telephone Company of Florid~. 

ANGELA B. GREEN , Esquire, Florida Publtc Service 
Commission, 101 E . Gaines Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0863, o n behalf of the Commis~ 
s aff . 

PRENTICE P. PRUITT, 
Service Co~misr,ion, 
Tallahassee, Florida 
COrll!flissioncrs. 

Esquire, Flor1do Publtc 
101 E. Gaines Street, 

32399-0867., on beha 1 C of the 

PREHEARING ORDER 

I. BACKGROUND 

On August 26 , 1988, the following parties ente•ed into a 
Stipulation to resolve the issues in thi s docke : F"lorida Pay 
Telephone Association, Inc. (FPTA), Souther n Bell Telepnone and 
Telegraph Company (So uthern B~ll), Central Telephone Company ot 
Florida (Cen el) , GTE Florida, Inc. ( GTEFL), United Telephone 
Company of Florida (United), and AT&T Communications of the 
&outhern Slates , Inc. (ATT-C). Upon rev1ew o f th1 s 
Stipulation , we voted to defer ou r consideration o( the 1ssues 
'addressed in the Stipulation until the Sepl mber 6, 1988, 
Agenda Conference. 

During the September 6 , 1988, Agenda Conference, we voted 
to re ject the Stipulation and con tinue with the hearing 
scheduled for September 8 and 9, 1988. However , at that 
hearing, upon further review of the Stipulation and the issues 
set forth in the Prehearing Order, we reco nsidered our decisio n 
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to reject the Stipu la Lion . Upon reconsider a ion, we voted to 

adopt all portions of the Stipulalion as resoluli o n of a ll 

pending issues except as to those issues identified in 

paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Stipulation. Accordi ngly, on October 

6, 1988, we issued Order No. 20129 accepting certa1n portions 

of the Stipulalion. The Order established that lhe terms of 

the Stipulation shall remain in effect for a period of wo 

years from September 8 , 1988, o r until September 8, 1990. As 

to those issues identified in paragraphs 3 and 4 o t the 

Stipulation, we received evidence and testimony upon which we 

made a final determi nation, as retlected in Order No. 20610, 

issued January J 7, 1989. 

Amo ng other thinqs , Order No. 20610 continued the nonLEC 

PATS rate cap at the ATT-C direct-distance-dialed (ODD) daytime 

rate , plus appJ icable operator/cal ling card cha r ges, plus tht: 

up to $1.00 PATS surcharge . Additionally, this Order 

teiterated our pollcy lhat all 0- and Oi inlraLA"IA Lraff1c be 

routed to the LEC from nonLEC pay telephones, con!.istent with 

o u r p ri o r deci s ions i n Docket No . 871394 - TP. 

On February 1, 1989 , FPTA filed a Motion for 

Clarificatio n and/or Reconsideration ot Ord r No. 20610. 

Timely responses to FPTA's motion wer e filed by GTEH., Southern 

Bell and Un1ted. FPTA's motion ask:.d us o t\!c:onsidc l OL 

clarify the following port1ons of Order No. 20610: {l) the 

h i s to ci c a 1 bas i s o f the $1. 0 0 s u r c h a 1 g c ; "1HJ ( 2 ) t he 

requirement that all 0- and 0 + intraLATA raffic b~ routed o 

the applicabl'' LFC from nonl.FC pay elcphones . All lh 11•e 

responses to FPTA's mol1on urged that it be den1ed. 

By Order No . 21614, issued July 27 , 1989 , we denied 

FTPA ' s motion. An additional por tion of Order No. 21614 wa s a 

Notice of Proposed Agency Action (PAA) whereby we would : (1) 

require all LECs to bill, collect, and rem1t to nonLEC PATS 

pro v ide r s the up to $ 1 . 0 0 s u r c h a r g e on 0- and 0 + i n t r a LA r A 

LEC-handled cal l s placed from nonLEC pa y telephones, to be done 

as soon as possible, but no later than Januar y 1, 1990; and (2) 

change the rate cap for intraLATA calls placed at nonLEC pay 

telephones from the ATT-C day imc rate , p lus applicable 

o perator/calling card c ha rges , plus $1. 00, to the applicable 

LEC time-of-day rate, plus applicable operator/calling card 

c harges, plus $ 1.00 . No protest was tiled to our proposa l, so 
Order No . 21614 became fiual o n August 18, 1989, as reflected 

i n Order No. 21761, issued August 21, l98q. 

I 
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By Order No . 22022 , issueo October 9 , 1989 , we den ied a 
Mot ion t o Reconsider, Cla rify, or Stay Porttons of Order No. 
2 1 6 14 filed by FPTA. 

On November 1, 1989 , the LECs began Ci ling t a r iff 
proposa ls in response to Order No 21 614. By Orde r No. 22385 , 
issued January 9 , 1990, as amended by Order No . 22385-A , issued 
January 19, 1990, we approved t he LECs ' tariff proposa l s but 
o rdered that all no nrecurring charges imposed for i n itia tion of 
the service be held sub ject to refund by the LECS, pendi ng our 
f ur ther investigation into the matter of the nonrecurr 1ng 
c h a r ges . 

By Order No . 22514, issu ed Februdry 8, 1990, we gran ted a 
Motio n for Extension of T ime to compl y with Orde r No . 21614 
filed by V1sta-United Telecommunications (Vista-United} . 
Vis ta-United wa s granted an e xte nsion until March 1 , 1990, to 
complete a ll 0f t he actions necessa ry to comply ~ith Order No . 
21614 . By Order No. 22764 , issued April 3, 1990, t h is deadline 
wa s subsequentl y extended Lo June 1, 1 990. 

On March 12 , 1990, t he Preheating Officer issued Orde r 
No . 22669 by which ce r tai n parties would be dropped from Lhe 
docket un less, w ithin twenty day s following t he issua nce oC t he 
Orde r, the person o r enlily wi shing to retain party status 
filed a motion to renew its in tPrvention in this docket . 
Subsequently , the n ine small LECs ( sec Note in Section I V 
below} sought to renew their party status 1n t hi s docket. All 
nine were gran ted inlerventton by separate orders issued on 
April 4, 1990. 

Order No. 22824 was issued on April 13, 199 0 , 
delineates the pre hea ring procedures to be followed in 
proceeding, includ ing a list of the issues o be addressed . 

and 
this 

By Order No . .22 874, issued April 30 , 1990, we approved 
Southern Bell's tariff proposal to implement inc rementa l 
billing of additional mi nutes o ( u sage to no nLEC PATS 
providers, retroactive to January 1 , 1990, with i n terest. 
Additionally, we voted on o ur own motion to extend t he teems of 
t he Stipulation, due to expire Sep tember 8, 1990, until a new 
o rder is irsued from t he upcomi ng hear1ng Lo be held August 1 
thr ough 3 , 1990 . 
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By Order No . 23 075 , issued June 14, 1990, we denied the 
Motions for Reco nsi de ralion o f Order No . 22824 filed by 
Southern Bell, GTEFL, and Cenlel. 

In Orde r No. 23046, issucri June 7, 1990, we c l arified 
Order No. 21614 to s late that the PATS s urcharge docs no app ly 
to loca l calls originating at nonLEC pay telephones. we noLed, 
however, that t he issue of compensa li o n for non-sent-pa1d l ocal 
call s would be add ressed in the upcoming hea ring. 

Finally, in Order No . 23076, i ssued J une 14, 1990 , we 
den ied the Motions Lo Wi Lhdraw f rom th is dockel fllcd by seven 
of the small LECs and by Centel . 

I 

Upon insertion of a wi tness ' s tcslimony, exhibits 
appended t hcrclo ma y be mar ked Cor identification. After 
oppo rtuni t y for opposi ng parties to objccl and cross-exa:r::te , 
the documenl may be moved i nlo the r ecord . All o lher exh := its I 
will be similarly identified and e n tered al Lhe appropr .lte 
ti me during heari ng . Exhibils shall be moved inlo the rec-rd 
by e xh ibit number at the conclusion of a witness ' s leslimony. 

Witnesses are r emi nded thal o n cross-cxamina ~_on , 

r esponses to ques ti ons calling for a yes or no ~n~~e r sha.l be 
answered yes or no first . after wh ich the wilne!..S may explain 
the answer . 

III. ORDER OF WITNESSES 

Wi tness Appea r i ng For Issues 

Presson I n tellicall 1 -4 and 7-14 

Abrams PCSI Issue 8 

Fedor FPTA Issue 8 

Hanft FPTA A 1 l 1ssues 

Cornell FPTA All issues e xcept 8 

I 
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Witness ~pea ring For 

Dick So. Bell 

Sims So. Bell 

Scobie G1EFL 

James GTEFL 

Reynolds United 

Eudy ALL TEL 

Huttenhower Vista-United 

Carroll Northeast 

Thomas Gulf 

Rebuttal 

Pres son Intellicall 

Fedor FPTA 

Hanft FPTA 

Cornell FPTA 

Sims So. Bell 

I ssues 

9, 10 

1-8, 11-15 

S-7, 10-12' and 14 

l-4, 8-9, 13 and 15 

All non-legal issues 

1, 2 , 3' 4 and 11 

1' 2, 3, 4 and 11 

1, 2, 3' 4 and 11 

1 , 2, 3' 4 and 11 

As shown above 

Issues 
direct 
FPTA's 
Hanfl & 

raised in the 
testimony of 

w1tnesses, 
Cornell 

NOTE : Witnesses wil l be called in the 
beginning with all direct testimony 
rebuttal testimony . 

orde r lisled 
and followed 

above, 
by all 
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IV. BASIC POSITIONS 

SMALL LECS' BASIC POSITION: 

NOTE: ALLTEL, Florala, Gulf , Indianlown, Northeast, 
Quincy, St. Joe, Southland, and Vi sld-Uniled shall be referred 
to jointly in the balance of this Order as the ·· small LECs" 
where they are acting jointly. 

The basic position of the above-named LECs is that the 
Commission s hould adopL charging schemes for the provision of 
pay telepho ne service that tend to place the cost on t he cosl 
causers and also adopt operational requiremenls tha t are 
workable and manageable for smaller LECs and adapatable to 
their particular circumstances. 

AT&T'S BASIC POSITION: 

I 

AT&T objects to the contention of some of the parties I 
that dial-around compensation f o r intrastate inLerLATA dial 
around should be u sed as a substitute f o r so-called 
surcharges . AT&T objecls to compensation f o r dial-around 
traffic for several reasons whi c h are expla i ned fully tn AT&T' s 
position o n Issue 3. 

AT&T further subm i s tha L Lhe LECs should be r c QL' Hed l o 
provide operator call screening and bloc king to no nLEC PATS 
providers in o rder to protect againsl fraud. The types oC 
screening and blocking which AT&T submits sho uld be required 
are explained full y in AT&T'S posiLion on Issue 7. 

FPTA'S BASIC POSITION: 

FPTA supports a regulatory environment in which all end 
user surcharges can be eliminated for callers at nonLEC pay 
telephone ( " NPATS") instruments. Rate and i nLerco nnection 
policies s hould promote the widest distribution of high 
quality , full service pay telephones throughout Flo rida. The 
resulting regulatory envirnoment should allow all pay telephone 
providers, LEC and nonLEC alike, to effective l y operate and 
compete for customers and locations. Several Commissio n 
actions are necessary to meet these public interest goals: {1) 
authorize use of "store and forward" technology for intraLATA 

elects not to use such technology, require the LECs to 
toll and local 0+ call completion, or where t he NPATS provider I 
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compensate the NPATS provider for traffic rout~d to he LECs' 
ope r ators; (2} wilh t he authorization for store and forward 
processing o r direct LEC compensation to NPATS provide r s fo r 
intraLATA and loca 1 operator-assi sled calls, reduce the 
intraLATA t o ll and local no n-sent-paid rate cap to the 
applicable LEC tranmission tate and operator-assist charge ; (3) 
upo n a u thorization of store and forward processing fo r l ocal 
and intraLATA 0+ calls and establishment of a compensa ion 
mechani sm for end use r dialed access calls routed to 
alternative interexchange carriers (IXCs), reduce the c ur renl 
rate cap for i nterLATA ca 11 s o the dayli me AT&T rate plus 
applicable operator-assist charges; (11) establish a fla l rate 
interconnection charge for NPATS prov1 Jl.!rs at he B-1 level; 
(5) r equire the LECs to make avallable all necess ary screeni ng 
and blocking services, with all such services priced al a level 
that more closely tracks costs; (6) tequire the LECs lo place 
their pay telephone operatio ns in a separale subsidiaty or, at 
a minimum, institute the necessary cost accounling and 
allocation requiremenls t o protect the pub l ic inte t est; (7) 
permit NPATS and LEC pay telepho n . ("LPATS ") providers to 
subscribe to extended local service and alterndlive toll 
service plans offered by Lhe LECs, with end user rates set at a 
level to reflect the specific discounls made availab le; ( 8) 
adopt generic rules for service to penal instilutions and 
mental hospitals in order to end the curren t case- by-case 
waiver process now required; and (9) iniliate a r u lemaking 
proceeding lo address public interest pay lel e phone s ervice and 
to establish cri eria and serv1ce respo ns 1bilitie..- Cor such 
locations. 

GTEFL'S BASIC POSITION: 

It i s GTEFL's general posilion in this dockel Lhat the 
existing level and struclure of LEC nonLEC PATS inlerc o nncction 
rates and associated services are appropriate and have allowed 
for o pen entry in o market. The appropriate structure for 
networ k interconneclion is to establish a flat monlhly charge 
to cover t he cost of providing access to the network plus 
measured usage charges to cove r the traffic sensitive cosls fo r 
use of the public switched nl.! wo rk. The existing rate 
structure incorporates this approach and has allowed a 
substantial ra te of e n try in GTEFL's service Lerritory since 
late 1986 with compet1tive nonLEC PATS expanding from 201 
phones in 1986 to 3 , 920 in 1989. 

!l 73 
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GTEFL believes thal the pnmary purpose of th1s docket is 
to examine the end user ra es of nonr.EC PATS prov1ders and such 
prov1ders ' cost of service . GTEfL understands that LEC cos s 
and corresponding rates are only relevant lo the ex enL that 
they indicate that e xi sllng rates Lo nonLEC PATS provtders arc 
too h igh in relation to cosL . In u~yard Lo he foregoing , it 
is GTEFL ' s opinion LhaL the nonLEC PATS surcharge for Loll 
cJlls is appropriate. 

In regard to LEC costs . GTLFL 1s of the opinton hal he 
existing rates are appropr1ate given t he rate of entry into he 
market. Therefore , a further examination of LEC costs ts not 
appropriate at this time. 

In regard to the LEC payphon' operations , the Commtsst o n 
has not established a cost melhodoll)gy wh1ch 1s a necessary 
predicate before any exam1nalion of LEC profitability can be 

I 

made . In addition, exis ing LEC PATS end user rates were 
established before compeL1 ton in this stale wa s authO'lzcd by I 
the Commission and the Company has not done the neces3ary cosl 
studies in order for this type of analysis Lo be done. GTEFl, 
ha s managed its business by comparing local rever._e with 
controllable expenses under Lhc responsiblily of the Public 
Communications Department. This analysis shows th 2 ' Tf.H,'s 
PATS operations arc covering controllable expen~es ~nd is 
making a conltibulion Lo common costs and overheads . 

In light of the pending legislation wh ich substan ially 
modifies the existing Chapter 364, GTEFL suggest s thal any 
examination of LEC profiLabili y is premature at this k ; me. 

INTELLICALL'S BASIC POSITION: 

Intellicall ' s b.Jstc posttion 1n this proceeding is that 
nonLEC (sometimes referred Lo s " private") pay telephone 
providers should be authorized o uL1lize store and forwatd 
technology for intraLATA calls placed from t heir pay 
telephones , just as they are presently permiltied to provide 
"1+" intraLATA cash calls from their pay telephones. 
Intellicall believes authorizat1on o f this type of competition 
preserves the private pay telephone providers· ability Lo 
compete, and is necessa ry: (1) in o rder to continue Lo spur 
towards i nno v ation which this type of cumpelition provides; and 
( 2) provide pay telephone providers a revenue source for 
non-sent paid intraLATA calls - a need wh ich has been critical I 
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and whose absence is exacerbated by the (act that consumers arc 
relying on the convenience of non-sent paid bi lltng mechanisms 
as an alternative to paying cash. 

UNITED ' S BASIC POSITION: 

United's basic position is as follows : the existing rate 
sttucture and rate levels are appropriate ana compensate the 
LEC for its costs to provide local service. Addill onally. end 
user surcharges and LEC subsidies to nonLEC PATS p r o v tders are 
inappropriate . 

SOUTHERN BELL ' S BASIC POSITION: 

Southern Bell takes the posi t1on that no changes in the 
present rates and rate structure for payment by nonLEC PATS 
providers to the LECs for local scrv1cc arc necessary . The 
current rate structute and rates wh1ch were previously 
stipulated to by various parties in Lhi s docke: have 
established an appropriate cost sensitive tariff slruc:'.lre for 
the LECs . The contribution d~rived trom these rates i nsures 
that the average ratepayer is not burdened by the pro~-~ion of 
service to the nonLEC PATS providers. AL the same :i-e, the 
number of nonLEC PATS providers dnd lines in the 5t~ te of 
Florida has increased significantly demonsLratinJ :::Jt the 
rates do not in any way hamper o r imp "de cor tJ dtion. 
Similarly, many non-LEC PATS provider s h ave appalt..ntl y been 
profitable . All 0+ and 0- calls should continue to be routed 
to the LEC for complet1on . 

Finally, no act ion should be taken o n the part o f the 
Commission as l o the manner in wh ich pay telephone service 1s 
provided b y t he LECs. The LECs cutrenlly provide quality pay 
telephone service in the public interest. 

CENTEL ' S BASIC POSITTON: 

Cen tral Telephone Company of Florida agrees with the 
basic position of Southern Bell . 

PCSI ' S BASIC POSITION : 

Pho ne Control Security , Inc. has uecome a party i n this 
docket solely because of t he Commission · s ruling in Order No . 
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23151 , i ssued July 5 , 1990, in Docket No. 891168-TC. PCSI has 
no position on any of the issues in this proceedi ng other than 
Iss ue 8 . 

STAFF ' S BASIC POSITION: 

None pending discovery. 

V. ISSUES AND POSITIONS: 

ISSUE 1 : Should there be a cap on end user charges f o r 
intraLATA 1+ , 0+ and 0- toll calls placed from 
nonLEC pay 'elephones? If so , what should the cap 
be? 

SMALL LECS' POSITION: No . A cap implies flexibility 
small LECs can not handle administratively . The 
surcharge systPm that has evolved is acceptable , 
surch arg e is uniform o n a sta ew1de b as is . 

AT&T ' S POSIT ION: 
time. 

AT&T h c1s no pos1 ion on this i ssue 

that the 
present 
if the 

at this 

FPTA ' S POSITION: Theoretically, rale caps shruld be 
unnecessary, at least for Loll calls , given the r 111~rement f o t 
access t o all available . xes . Nevertheless, FPTA s hares thC' 
Commission ' s public interest concerns in this area and suppo rt s 
reasonJble and compensatory end user rate caps for intraLATA 
1+, 0+, and 0- toll calls. FPTA members have never wanted t o 
charge higher rates than t he LECs for t he same service, bul up 
t o now business economics , combined with certain regula o ry 
restrictions , h ave precluded elimination of these surcharges. 
FPTA · s fundamental p r emise is the need f o r the NPATS provider 
to be compe nsated for all revenue-generating calls origi nat 1ng 
a the pay telephone, whi le supporti ng rate caps i n o rder to 
adequately protect the pub 11 c. As s uc h, the r e are two rna in 
consideratio ns f or the setting of an appropriate r ate cap o n 
intraLATA 1+, 0+, and 0- toll calls : (1) authorize use of 
store and forward for i n traLATA toll call comp letion o r, where 
the NPATS pro vider elects to not use s uch echnology, requue 
t he LECs to compensate t he NPATS providrr for t r affic routed to 
t he LEC s ' o perato rs; and ( 2 ) with t he authorizatio n of store 
and fo rward processing or di reeL LEC comp~nsation to NPATS f o t 

I 

I 
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intraLATA 0+ ca ll completi o n, reduce the inttesLATA t o ll rate 
cap to the applicable LEC transmission rate and o perato r -assi st 

cha rge. 

GTEFL ' S POSITION: In a truly competitive ma rnctplace, end user 
prices shou l d be determi ned by market forces. Today , 
competition in t he pay telephone business is f ocused squarely 
on the location owner and not o n Lh~ end u s c r. If this were a 
truly competitive marketplace, end use r knowledge of rate 
levels i n advance through proper signage would be all that 
would be needed to protect the end user from excess i"e pr1ces. 
Unfortunately , end users do not price shop to place a pho ne 
call as Lhey do for automobiles. The current cap on end use r 
charges has ser•1cd the ratepayers well and should be retained 
in order to protect those end use rs who do not have the time o 
shop for pay telepho ne service. 

The level of the c apped surc h a rge should protect e nd 
users from excess ive c~arges f o r the use o f pay te lepho ne 
service and al the same :ime fairly remunerate the nonLEC PATS 
provider for use of the ~ nstrument by the end user . A large 
number of Commission c .-p laint s could indicate the current 
surcharge is too high. A te<luc.tion in the number of nonLFC 
PATS locations could in - ·c~ te the need Cot a higher cap. 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: Inte llical l believes tha t rates 
charged to end users for i ntraLATA " 1+", " 0+" at.d " 0-" toll 
calls from no nLEC pay telephones should both be r easo table and 
permit p riva te providers to recover the1r co~ ~ . including 
opportunity cost of !lCOvid ing service. A ratl• cap wh1 c h 
accomp 1 ishes both goals is o ne mean s o assure tht... Commission 
that end users are not being ovetcharged fo r service , assuming 
the Commissio~ be lieves that marketplace forces ha ven' t o r 
won 't work adequately to provide t hat same protec ti o n . 
Intellicall t akes no position at th is t1me on what the cap 
should be. 

SO. BELL ' S POSITION: So\Jthern Bell currenll y takes no positio n 
on this issue other than to state that the Commi ssion s hould 
satisfy itself that any rates charged by nonLEC PATS providers 
are fair, just and reasonable. 

UNITED ' S POSITION: Yes, the ca p for end user charges on 
i ntraLATA 1+ , 0+ and 0- toll calls from no nLEC payphones s hould 
be the LEC tariff rates . 

77 
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CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at this time 

PCSI ' S POSITION: No position. 

STAFF 'S POSJTIQN : No posit ion at this time. 

ISSUE 2 : Should there be a cap on 0+ and 0- local calls from 
nonLEC pay telephones? If so, what should the cap 
be? 

SMALL LECS' POSITION: No. A cap implies flexibility that the 
small LECs can not handle administratively. The present 
surcharge s y stem that has evolved is acceptable, if the 
s urcharge is uniform on a statewide basis. 

AT&T'S POSITION: 
time . 

AT&T has no position on this issue at this 

FPTA'S POSITI ON : Sharing the Commission ' s public interesl 
concerns , FPTA supports reasonable and compensatory e nd user 
rate caps for 0+ and 0- local calls fr om NPATS instruments. 
While local 0+ a nd 0- calls currently must be routed to the 
LECs with no compensation to the NPATS provider, FPTA has 
speciCica lly rejected a surcharge on 0+ and 0- l ocal calls , due 
to its concern over the impact of the calling public. Thus, 
absent an additional end user surcharge, store Jnd forward 
processing, or the payment of a commission by the LEC out of 
its transmission a nd ope rator revenues, there can be no cost 
recovery of providing the instrument to end users to r local 
ope rator- assisted call, much less fa1r competition with the 
commissions patd by the LECs to premise owners . The da a 
p resently available from FPTA members indica les that near 1 y 50 
percent of all intraLATA toll and local operator-assisted calls 
are local calls. In fact, Southern Bell's own data shows that 
ove r 50 percent of all intraLATA operator-assisted calls ovet 
i ts network are local in nature. For sound regulatory and 
economic reaso ns, o ne type o f call should not subsjdize another 
call . In general, each call s hould pay for itself. and a 
surcha rge on ce rta i n calls should not be implemented to 
compe nsate for 0+ and/or 0-loca 1 ca 11 access. Therefore, FPTA 
believes the Commission s hould authorize use of store and 
forward for 0+ call completion or, where the NPATS provider 
elects not to use such technology, require the LECs to 
compensate the NPATS provider for the local trafftc routed to 

I 

I 

I 
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t he LECs ' ope r ators . With t he au tho rizat ion for store and 

fotward o r direct LEC compensation to NPATS fo r l oca l 

operato r - assisted calls , local non -sent-paid ra tes can be 

capped at the app l icable LEC transmission rate and 

operator-assist c harge. 

GTEFL ' S POSITION : A capped surcharge may be in orde r to 

reimbu r se the nonLEC PATS provider for • he use of Lhe 

i n strument by t he end user . Based o n end u st!r expcc ations o f 

reasonable prici ng and t he u nderlying charges f o r a n operator 

handled local call as well as the shorter holding times 

generally associated with loca l calls , t he level o f capped 

surcha r ge i n tuitively should be less than that used for Loll 

calls . 

I NTELLICAL L ' S POSITION: See An swer Lo Questi o n No . 1 . 

SO . BELL ' S POSITION : Southern Bell currently Lakes no position 

o n t h is i ssue other than to stale t hat t he Corrunission should 

sat i sfy itselE t hat any r ates charged b y nonLEC PATS pt ovider s 

are fair , j ust and reasonable . 

UNITED ' S POSITION : Yes , the cap for end user charges o n 0+ and 

0- l ocal calls from no nLEC p ay phones s hou I d be Lhe LEC tar if C 

rates. 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No posi 10n at hi s time . 

PCSI ' S POSI T lON: No positi on. 

STAFF ' S POSITION : No pos iti o n at t hi s time . 

ISSUE 3 : Sho u ld thPre be a cap o n end user charges for 

i n terLATA intrastate 1+ , 0 + and 0- toll ca lls placed 
from no n LEC pa y e lephoncs? If so, wha l should lhe 

cap be? 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION: No positio n . 

AT&T ' S POSITI ON: The Corrunissi o n i s currentl y e xamining the 

c urrent r ate caps for PATS pro viders i n o r der to deLerm1 ne if 

t h ese methods benefit Lhe e nd u ser , while fosteri ng a 

competitve e nv ironmen t. Insofar as dete r mining t h at 

dial-a r ound compensation for intras tate t n terLATA dial around 
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should be used as a s ubstitute Co r so-called ::.urcharges (more 
prec isely , the rate cap applica b le to PATS payphones o f AT&T 
daytime operator assisted r ates plus $ 1 foe an intrastate, 
interLATA call), AT&T objects to compensa ion for d1a1-around 
traffic fot several reasons . 

Dial-a r ound compensation would be logical l y 1mpossible in 
today ' s competitive environment. Since PATS provider s are pa1d 
compensation on the basis of contractual agreements, only the 
I XC which has a contract with a particular PATS provider has 
t he information required for such payments, e . g. orig i natinq 
line number, location , etc. Such informat1 o n is proprietary 
because of competitive/marketi ng considerati ons, and would be 
unava i !able to other IXCs . Both the set up and payment of 
dial-around compensat1on would be cos ly to the IXCs and such 
costs would ultimately flow through to all ratepayer ::; . As such 
t he cosl produce r (the end user at the payphone) is not the 
cost pa yer (the general base of cus omers for 1n rastate 
interLATA traffic ) . 

The PATS provider cutren l y has the abiltty to make a 
business decisi o n based on the competitive torces and 
conditions in the marketplace . Speci fica1 ly, the PATS provider 
has the ability to choose the long distance carrier which will 
prove to y i c 1 d the mo s t p r o f i t t o the i n v e s o t • The pub 11 c 
pa y phone market pres•nts a un1que twist t o the concept of 
competition in that it is the PATS prov1d r (owner of the 
i nstrument o r his/he r agent) who makes the dec is ion on the 
default (0+) 1ntetexchange carrier while the end u ... er pays for 
s uch service . As both the Florida Publi c Service Commisston 
and the Feder 1 Communications Commissio n have sla ed , t h is end 
user has the right to choose the carrier to carry his/her 
i n terLATA call. Surely this consumer should not: be charged 
extra for the ability to make such a choice, s1nce this would 
be counterproductive to competition itself . 

Similarl y , t he PATS provider has the ability to r eceive a 
fair return on h is / her investment t h rough commissions for long 
distance service , which are the results of a contract be ween a 
PATS provider and an IXC. I n a competitive marketplace , there 
is no r eason to compensate t he PATS provider f o r traff1c 
carried by an I XC o t her than t he I XC undur contract with the 
PATS provider. If the PATS provider 1s nol receiving adequate 
compensation in the fo r m of commission payments, due to t h e 
rate of dial-around , he/she has the option to choose another 
rxc. 

I 

I 

I 
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The payment of compensation tor dial-around traffic 

discourages the positive economic results of competition. PATS 

providers are not encouraged to make the best poss1ble business 

decision when choosing an IXC, since the owner 1s compensated 

regardless of which IXC is chosen. While the Commission has 

ruled that he private payphone service made avai I able by PATS 

providers is in the public inleres in lhal it brings to 

consumers the benefits of competition, this Commission ha s not 

found any reason why any PATS provider s hould be guarantceed a 

profit solely by vir ue of his/her participation in the 

marketplace. 

FPTA ' S POSITION: FPTA supports end user rate caps on inLerLATA 

1+ , 0+ and 0- toll calls if reasonable and comp"nsatory. 

Because there is no transmission or o perator monopol y for 

interLATA calls, many NPATS providers have deployed sto re and 

Corward technology for inlerLATA putposes . In some instances 

this has resulted in a decreased inlerLATA sutcharqe . However, 

because of the complete absence of compensalton on 

local-operator assisted Cdlls and 800 , 950, and lOXXX c1lls , il 

has not been possible to fully reduce or elim1naLe the up Lo 

$1.00 surcharge on interLATA calls. While recetpl o f proper 

compensation on inlraLATA toll and local operator assis ted 

calls will help , wilhou compcns Lion o n tht' c1lls wh1ch end 

users route directly Lo thei r carrier o f ptetercncr, FPTA 

members still have a large volume of revcnu -g~nctallng calls 

routed Lo long distance carriers Cot wh1ch lhf'rc crnttins no 

compensation. NPATS providers should b allowcu to provi tlc 

service in a manner whereby rates on any call .. li 11 not be 

higher than AT&T rates. Thus, FPTA supports he IXC's directly 

compensati ng NPATS providers for th se access cod~ ca ls dialed 

t hrough 800, J50, of lOXXX methods because they arc Lhe on es 

receivi ng the bulk of the revenue derived from these calls 

t hrough transmi ss ion charges . As such, a mtnimum level of 25 

cen ts per access code ca ll placed from a NPATS instrument 

should be approved by Lhi s Commission to Catrly compensate for 

the revenue-generat1ng opportunit y affo tded. Overall , the 

Commission should redure lhe current cap for interLATA 1+, 0+, 

a n d 0- to 1 1 c a 11 s to the day Lime AT & T r a L c p 1 us a p p 1 1 c a b 1 e 

operato r -assist cha rges upo n authorization of sto Le and forward 

usage to process local and inlr.JLATA Loll 0+ calls and t~c 

establishment of a compensation mechan1sm for end user dialed 

access to altetnative IXCs . 

8_ 
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GTEFL ' S POSIT ION : Yes. GTEFL be 1 ieves a capped surcharge 1 s 
thr proper method for end user compensation of the nonLEC PATS 
provider for the use of the pay telephone in compeleling 
interLATA intrastate 1+, 0 + and 0- toll calls . The c1p also 
affords protection Lo the end user. 

The capped surcharge should be set at the same leve 1 as 
that determined appropriate by this Commission Cor inLraLATA 
1+, 0+ and 0- toll calls placed from nonLEC pay telephones. 

INTELLI~ALL ' S POSITION : See Answer o Question No. 1. 

SO. BELL ' S POSITION: Southern Bell currently lakes no position 
on th1s issue other than to stale th1 Lhe Commissi c n should 
satisfy itselC that any rat~s charg"d by nonLEC PATS prov1ders 
are fair, jusl and reasonable. 

!:JNITF.D ' S POSITION : Yes, the cap for end user charqes on 1+, 0+ 
and 0- inLerLATA calls from nonLEC pay telephones s hould be the 
dom 1nate carrier tariff rates . 

CENTEL'S POS TTION : No position aL this Lime. 

PCSI'S POSITION : No position. 

STAFF ' S POSITION: No posi ion at this time. 

ISSUF 4 : If the Comnussion clelermlnL·s Lhe PATS 5urcharge 1s 
noL apptopriate for 1+, 0+ and 0- inLrdLATA local 
and to 11 ca 11 s placed from nonLEC pay t \. lephones, 
should t~e LECs be required to compensate he nonLEC 
pay telephone provider for hese calls? If yes , 
what should be he appropriate level of compensaL1on? 

SMALl .. LECS ' POSIT ION: No . 

AT&T ' S POSITION: 
time. 

AT&T has no positlon on this issue at this 

I 

I 

FPTA · S POSIT ION: FPTA has con i nua 11 y advocated tha L d i reel 
compensation ~om the LECs for the delivery of local and 
intraLATA traffic generated from NPATS instruments is much I 
preferred over the applicdtion o f an end user surcharge on 
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t hese calls. However , due to the signtfican segment o t 
t r affic involved wilh local and i ntraLATA calling, e nd user 
su r charges , s uch as the current $.75 addition to all 0- and 0 + 
i ntraLATA toll calls, have been necessary 1n order for NPATS 
providers to receive a fair return o n the1r 1nves m nt for 
equipmen t , matnlenance , and other costs associated with Lhe 
provision of pay telephone se rv ic~ to t he public . Even so, 
currently for operato r -asststed local calls, the NPATS provtder 
recei ves nothing from the LECs for furntshing the entry point 
to the LEC network and generating LEC revenues. A teasonable 
and equitable solution to this problem , consistent wi th the 
principle of fair compensation for tevenue-gene raltng traffic, 
is to allow NPATS providers the o ption of either using store 
and forward technology to process these calls or recetving 
compensation from the carrier fo r delivering t hi s traffic. 
Mos t impo rtantly, by applying ei ther of the two options, NPATS 
providers can c h arge end users the same or lo\o1er rates for 
these ca ll s , wi t h no additi onal surcharge, while receiv1ng fair 
compe nsation for the traffic generated . For these commission 
payments, FPTA would r ecommend tha L tne Commission o rdc r the 
LECs to pay , at a minimum, compensalion to NPATS prov rd,rs at 
t he same level paid toddy Lo their own premise owne r s for 
equiva l ent traffic vol umes at similar locatio ns wtlh LPATS 
instruments. 

GTEFL ' S POSITION : No. Compensation f r om a LEC Lo a nonLFC 
PATS provider would be inappropriate and could leJc to the 
establishment of a dangerous precedent for olrcr customer 
groups. A ca 11 delivered to the LEC from a nonLEC PATS pay 
phone is no di fferent t han a call delivered Lo the LlC from any 
o ther customer. LEC local and toll rates are not dts 1gned to 
r ecover the invest~ent and e xpenses incurred by nonLEC PATS 
providers. A requirement to ma k e a payment o a nonLEC PATS 
prov i der would represent a direct subsidy from the general body 
o f rate p ayer s to a pr1vate profit-oriented business. 

I NTELLICALL' S POSITION: LECs s hould be required to compensa Le 
private pay telephone providers for calls whtch are routed to 
the LECs for call handling and completion. In the absence of 
an s wers to interrogatories propounded o n Southern Bell and GTE, 
I ntel licall has no position o n the level of commission 
appropriate. 

SO . BELL ' S POSITION: T he curren t requirement that all 0+ and 
0- traffic be r oute d to t he LECs s ho uld be retained. The 
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su rcharge wa s adopted in order for tl&e nonl.EC PATS providers to 
recei ve r evenue for these non-sen t pa 1 rJ (cashless) i n t raLATA 
c al ls . The actual effect of the su rcharg~ , wh ich became 
effective January l , 1990, has not yel been determined and 
s ho uld therefore , remain in place. 

UNITED ' S POSITION: No , sub::.1dies from 
inappropriate. 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at this Lime. 

PCSI ' S POSITION: No position. 

STAFF ·s POSITION : No pos1Lion at t h i~ time. 

the LEC are 

ISSUE 5: Currentl y the stipulated ral c structure and lev~l 

fo r interconnection of nonLFC p ay telephones to the 
l ocal e xchange telephone network arc as follows : 

A . Flal r ate line charge of 80\ of the 
applicable b -1 rate . 

B. An o n - peak measured rae e lement for local 
calls of $.04 for the first minute of u sc and 
$.02 t o r each addition al minute of use. 

C . For Souther n Bell , an off-peak mecs .. ured rate 
element for locJl calls of $. 02 for the first 
mi nu te of use and $ . 01 for each adrlitional 
minute of use; and for the rest of tht LECs , 
an off-peak rate elemen t Cor local calls of 
$.03 fo r the first mi nu te of use and $ . 01 for 
each addi Lion a l minute of usc. or f -peak 
discount periods are the same as Lhc c urrent 
tariffs for non -LEC pay telephone 
interconnection. 

D . A monthly minimum c h a rg e of $ 30.00 per line 
including both flat rate and usage charges . 

What is the appropriate rate structure and level for 
interconnectio n ? 

I 

I 
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SMALL LECS ' POSITION: The curren rate structure and level are 
appropriate. 

AT&T ' S POSITION: 
time. 

AT&T has no position on this issue at thi s 

FPTA'S POSITION: In general, FPTA want s rate and 
interconnec tion policies that will promote the widest 
distribu tion of h igh quality, full service pay telephones 
t h roughou t Florida. Thu s , the interconnection rates paid by 
NPATS providers should be restructured and priced lower to get 
them in line with comparable services and the costs imposed on 
the network . FPTA is recommending t h at the Conunission 
establish a single flat rate charge ro c a ll NPATS t hat would 
replace the current flat rate element (80 percen of the B-1 
r ate) and the measured rate element for LECs with measurement 
capability and t he $65.00 rate for LECs without measurement 
capability. Based upon industry knowledge and experience, 
there is et . ectively no difference between pay telephone line 
ser~: ce and B- 1 service, and this shou ld be the rate that 
appl :.:s to LEC pay telehpone ope rat ions and NPATS providers. 
If a 'lleasured rate struc ture is to be cor.ttnued , r eductions 
shoulc occur 1n both the flaL rate element to 60 percent of the 
B-1 rate , and i n t he usage rate el •ments st nce , even accepting 
the LECs ' own data , only the peak hours initial mi nu te charge 
appears to relate to cost, necessitating a reduction in the 
other usage charges. Thus, should measured servi ce rates 
continue to be required , FPTA advocates rates no g Leatcr t h an 
$0. 04 for t he first minute and $0.01 for each addit1onal minute 
and $0.01 for all offpeak minu es. However, establishing a 
flat rate i n terconnection charge for NPATS providers a~ the B-1 
1 eve 1 and e 1 i m i n a t i n g 1 o c a 1 me as u red s e r v i c e i s t he o pt i m a 1 
solution to these problems . 

GTEFL'S POSITION: Tl.e c urrent rate structure and levels arc 
appropriate and s hould be maintained. The structure properly 
r ecogn izes the need for a flat monthly charge to cover the 
LCC"s cost of providing access to the switched network, plus 
measured rate charges to cover the traffic sensitive costs for 
u se of t he switched netwo rk. The current level of rates 
reflects the LEC ' s costs of providing service and is low enough 
to allow entry i n to the market by no nLEC PATS . 
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INTELLICALL'S POSITION: In thC' absence of -3nswers to its 
interrogatories propounded on Southern Bell an<.l GTE, Intellical 
has no position o n the appropriate rate level at this tiiT'e. 
However, as a policy matter, it believes that t he rates charged 
no nLEC pay telephone providers should be cos L based . It notes 
however, that both LEC and nonLEC pay telephone ope rati o ns must 
be charged t he same rates Cor equ1valen se rvices ; thus, if Lhe 
LECs are permi t ted to charge themse 1 ves less for access than 
t hei r own costs, eithet t he charges to themselves must be 
increased, or the charges to the nonLEC PATS providers 
decreased to assure no ndi scriminatory treatment. Intellicall 
does not presently believe t hat the LECs c harge themselves and 
private provides in the same manner. 

SO . BELL ' S POSITION: The currentl y approved ralt' slructu r ... and 
rate levels are appropriate. The usage based caLc structure 
covers Southern Bell ' s costs , ha s pe tmitled the vigorous growth 
of nonLEC PATS providers, and is i n line with thi s Commission ' s 
previous decis1ons applying usage based rates to rese' 'ers o f 
loca 1 exchange service, such as shared tt!nan t and .. e 11 u 1 a 1 

providers, as well as to resellers oC toll service . 

Such a rate strurlure also properly imposes =~tes to 
cover costs on the cost causer . Since noni,EC pay ~-lephone 

providers continue to rescl 1 LEC set vices, thetc she, . ..: be no 
change in Lhe usage based ptLcing slruc ure. 

UNITED'S POSITION: Wilh Lhe exception o r directory assistance 
service, the current rate structure and rate levels are 
appropriate at this time. The rates and charges fair l y r eflect 
the functions and costs of the services provideJ by the 
telephone companies to he nonLEC pay telephone providers. In 
some instances, the rates are lower than similar se rv ice 
provided by United to o ur other customers. Additi onally, 
nonLEC PATS providers should pay for directory assistance 
service as do interexchange carriers, cellulat car ri ets and STS 
provider s . 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at this Lime. 

PCSI'S POSITION: No position. 

STAFF ' S POSITION: No position at this time. 

I 

I 
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ISSUE 6 : Currently the flat rate in areas where l ocal 
measuring and billing arc no t available is $ 65 .00. 
What is the a ppropriate rate level? 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION : The c urrent rate struc ure a nd lev~l are 
appropriate. - --

AT&T'S POSITION: 
time . 

AT&T has no posi ti o n on this issue at this 

FPTA ' S POSITION: FPTA is recomme nd i ng that the Commission 
establish a si ngl e flat rate charge for all NPATS that would 
replace the current flat rate element (80 percent of the B-1 
rate) and the measu r ed rate element for LECs with measurement 
capability and the $65 .00 rate for Lc.Cs without mea:,u rement 
capability . At a minimum , a flat rate s truc ture fo r all NPATS 
and LPATS interconnections wo uld ccttainly be simpler and l ess 
costly t o admini ster . FPTA Lhus advocates the establishcmcnt 
of a flat rate inlerconnection charge for NPATS 1 rov:.ders al 
the B-1 level at all location s withou applying c..:!::li ti onal 
usage ra tes for l ocal cal l s . 

GTEFL ' S POSITION: The current rat e of $ 65.00 appe~:s t;o be 
appropriate . However , GT~FL is able to measure loc1 ·:s age in 
e very central office in 1ts se r vice area. 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: See Answer to Questio n No . 5. 

SO . BELL ' S POS ITION: 
billing in all areas. 
o n t hi s issue. 

South e rn Bell prov1des me s c r1ng and 
Therefo r e , Southern Bell h as nc posit i o n 

UNITED ' S POSITION: The $ 65 .00 current fl at-rate c harge s hould 
be maintai ned . Thi s charge was established and agreed to by 
t he PATS prov iders in the stipul ation o f Docket No. 860723-TP, 
Order No . 201 29 . Un1ted sees no reason to r educe the rae at 
this time a nd did not propose any changes in its rate case, 
Docket No. 891 239 . 

CENTEL'S POSITI ON: No posit1on at this time . 

PCSI 'S POSITION: No position. 

STAFF'S POSITION: No pos iti o n at t h is t i me . 
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088 

ORDER NO. 23273 
DOCKET NO . 860723-TP 
PAGE 23 

ISSUE 7 : Should the LECs be requ1red lo provtde operator call 
screening and blocking lo nonLEC PATS prov1ders? If 
so, what particular screening and blocking should 
apply and under what rates , terms and conditions? 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION: Yes. 
service , it is already being 
technically feasible, opera tor 
s hould continue to be provided 
terms , conditions a nd rales. 

Wh~re LECs can provide the 
done under tariff. Where 

call screening and blocking 
o n a LEC spec1fic basts as to 

AT&T'S POSITION: The LECs should be required to provide 
opecator ca 11 screening and blocking to nonLEC PATS prov 1.ders 
in order to protecl against fcaud. The Lypes of screera1ng and 
blocking available should , at a minimum, include the following: 

Billed Number Screening: Inward sc t eening which prohibits 
bill-to-third and collecl calls to the lin~. 

Selective Class of Call Screening: Oulward call 
screening to protect against fraud o n {l1ve oc aulomaled) 
ope rator assisled calls . This screening consisls of the 
information digits (ii) 07 and is olso known as ANI 07. The 
ANI 07 informat1on digils alert the operdlor thal the call i s 
orig inating from a public payphone, and al a minimum, no sent 
paid calling is allowed. This info rmalton should ~c made 
available to IXCs as parl of access. 

Blocki ng of lOXXX 1+ and lOXXX 011+ calls : This featur e 
would block lOXXX 1+ and lOXXX 011+ dialed calls a t the LEC 
central office while allowing 1+ and 011+, 0+, 01+, l OXXX 0+ 
and lOXXX 01+ calls. 

Bl ocking of direcl dialed inlernaLi onal calls : 
feature would block any ditectly dialed inlernational 
{011 or 10XXX 011) a Lhe LEC central office . 

This 
calls 

10XXX 
Such 
fraud 

Blocking of 1+: This feature would block any 1+, 011+, 
1+, o c lOXXX 011+ dialed calls at the cenlral office . 

blocking would be especially useful to pcotecl against 
fcom non-coin. 

Rates should be similar to tho~e now 
s imila r y f caud protection f ea tu res, based o n 
a nd cate of return. 

in effect for 
reasonable cost 

I 

I 

I 
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FPTA'S POSITION: NPATS provider ... should have access to all 
necessary screeni ng and blocking services that wlll enable the 
provision of payphone service without undue exposure to 
fraudulent calls . While such screen ing and blocking functions 
may be " o pt ional " for many LEC c ustomers , this service is vital 
to t he prolection of the NPATS providers as well as for the 
general body of ratepa yers , the LECs, and any IXCs o riginating 
call s at pay telephones. 

At the present time , certai n screening and blocking 
services offered t o NPATS providers do not always work 
properly. In addition, some of the necessary services are 
either not available at individual exchanqe offices o r else not 
avaiable at all . If the service 13 not availabl~ in a n 
e xchange, at a mi n imum, some alternative means of access to 
sc r een ing and blocking must be provided, either through an FX 
l i ne or some othe r arrangement . On l he othe r hand, given the 
absence of or failure of screening services, it 1ppears t hat 
the o r l y way these vital services can be prov1ded in a ma nner 
t hat consistenll y works i s by the LECs mak1ng the some ·· coin 
acces s line" avai l able to NPATS pro viders , on an unbunbled 
basis, 3S is cur r e n tly used by LPATS providers. 

vlith regard to the proper rates , terms, and condilions 
for these screening and bl ocking services, the c • .Hrenlly 
tar iffed services are significantly priced above cost a~d merit 
reductions. In a similar vein , NPATS providers m••st subscribe 
to touc h tone services also priced significantly above cost so 
that the payphones can properly function, since there is no 
access to LEC co in line service. vlh ile in general it may be 
appropria te to price optional services for ma ximum 
contribution , certa in screeni ng, blocking, and touchtone 
services are not optional foe NPATS providers. Since everyone 
who can be served by a n NPATS instrument benefits Crom such 
me as u r es , a n d s uch s e r v ices a r e bas i c to the p r o v i s ion o f the 
pay telephone se rvice, t he NPATS pro vider should not be subjec 
to prices so extremely in e xcess of their costs. 

GTEFL ' S POSITION: The 
bloc king and screening 
fraud. GTEFL o ffers a 
accommodate the needs 
locations. The cur rent 
screening service alo ne 

LEC ' s should be required to o ffer 
services in a n effort to min1mize 

number of blocking options that wi 11 
of different nonLEC instruments and 
rates appear to be appropriate with 

available at $1.00 per mo nth , screeni ng 



090 

ORDER NO . 23273 
DOCKET NO. 860723-TP 
PAGE 25 

service with international blocking available at 
month and screening and " 1+ " blocking available at 
month. 

$2.00 
$3.00 

per 
per 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: The LECs s hou ld be required to provide 
operator call screening and blocking to nonLEC PATS providers. 
The sc reen ing provided should be ... uch that in no instance can 
non-revenue producing local or toll calls be fraudulently 
charged back to t he pay telephone line. This screening should 
be available and accurate for both domestic and i nternati onal 
calling, and should approximate the screening provided by the 
LECs to t hei r own pay telephone operations . The same is true 
of ca 11 bl oc king. I nte llica 11 has no posit ion at this time 
with respect to the appropriate rates o ue charged, Pxcept as 
set forth in response to Issue 5 . 

SO. BELL ' S POSITION: Southern Bell currently offers adequate 
screening and blocking serv1ces to the nonLF.C PATS providers. 
Appropriate screening and blocking opticns arc made avai lablc 
to the nonLEC PATS providets in or~~r to assi ~ t them in 
preventing improperly billed calls a~ ~ fraudulent dialing. 
These options include ope r ator scr~en1 ~~ that pre vents sent 
paid, third number and collect call s : rom being btlled to 
inappropriate numbers, 1ncluding pay ~c lephones and centtal 
office blocking Cor such services as internati onal calls 
(011+) , 800, 900 and 976. Southern Be ll currenlly offers 
adequate and proper screening and blocking service . to he 
nonLEC PATS providers . These setvices are curreut1y included 
in A7 . 4 of Southern Bell's Genetal Subscriber Servi~e Tariff at 
reasonable rdtes , terms and conditi ons . 

UNITED ' S POSITION: United has provided the screening and 
bloc king functions requested by the nonLEC pay telephone 
providers where it is technically and economically Ceas1ble. 
It is not in the best interest of United ' s general body of rate 
payers to expend the capita 1 dollars necessary to make centra 1 
office replacements JUSt to provide those services . rn 
aodition, Foreign Exchange service arrangements to extend 
scre~ni ng and blocking from one exchange to another could 
result in end user confusion when making calls from the nonLEC 
pay telephones served by these out-of-exchange central 
offices. For example, there could be a long distance charge to 
place a "local" call from the nonLEC pay telephone to a 
telep~one in an adjoining building. 

I 

I 

I 
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CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at this time. 

PCSI'S POSITION: No position . 

STAFF'S POSITION: No positi o n at this time. 

ISSUE 8 : Should a different rate cap and operational terms 
and conditions other than those gE:nera 11 y ava i 1 able 
be permitted for penal and/or mental inst itutions? 

SMALL LECS' POSITION: No. 

AT&T'S POSITION: 
time . 

AT&T has no position o n this issue at this 

FPTA'S POSITION: The Commission must modify certain current 
paypho n e operational rules so service can be tailo red to meet 
the needs of prisons , mental hospitals , and othe r special 
service locations. Pay telephone service at pri sons is an 
important segment of thi s o verall industry--due both to t he 
rapid populatio n growth i n t his state, the rap id growth in 
pri son popul.Jtions, and tl.e service options made available 
through instrument implemented technologies which can better 
meet a prison administrator ' s legal obligations to prov ide Lhis 
service while also controlling payphone use. 

Thus, at a minimum, the following special ope ratio nal 
terms and conditions sho uld appl y to confinement facilities and 
the Commission should determine that no rule waive r need be 
sought to provide paypho ne service in confinement f'\ci lit ies 
under the following conditio ns: (1) 0+ collect-only calling 
using store and forward technology, o r alternatively, fair 
compensation furnished to the NPATS provider; {2) time 
limitations and autom~tic termination of local and toll calls; 
{3) allowing access only to a single IXC and block i ng of 
services {976, 900, 700), as well as 800, 950 , and lOXXX 
access; {4) blocking of directory assistance and 911 ; a nd {5) 
any o ther specia 1 operation a 1 conditio ns that the Commission 
determines to be appropriate as a result o f t hi s proceeding. 
Whatever changes are adopted must ensure that NPATS providers 
are fairly compensated for all calls in a confinement facility 
context; othe rwise , NPATS providers are foreclosed from 
competi ng in this important market segmen t. 

09 1 
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GTEFL ' S POSITION: No . The identity oC the party should not be 
a factor in establishing the rate cap. The 1nmates/paticnts 
have little if any choice or market power in this env1ronment 
and the telephone is their primary link with the outside world. 

Different operational t erms and condi iorls ace ncccssat y 
in order to limit f raud. The administration oC each 
i nstitution should have a great deal of leeway in the 
determination of the terms and conditions for providing 
telepho ne service to the inmate/patient popula ion. 

INTELLICALL ' S POSITION: Intellicall believes Lhat penal and/or 
mental instilulionspresent the pay telephone providers wilh 
unique problems which require specialized operational rul es 
under which pay telephone providers mcsy opLrate . For example, 
Intellicall believes that pay telephone providers should be 
permitted to offer only automated collect calling serv1ces 
Blocking of access codes should be permitted, and penal and/o r 
mental institutions s hould be given a significant degree of 
discretion in determining appropr:ate call length. 

SO . BELL ' S POSITION : Outward only . collect o nly pay elephone 
service with blocking to 4ll, 911, ~00 , 976, 950, 700, 800, and 
lOXXX codes should be avail a.:!e to penal and/or mental 
institutions at the request of cne adminis raters o f those 
facilities. These institutions may also require certa1n 
optional features such as a limitation on the duratton of an 
inmate ' s call and other blocking capabllit1es , •h ~ h features 
should also be offered to he adm1ni~trato r ; of these 
institutions at their reques t. The rate cap f '> r services 
offered from these institutions s hould not diffet from that 
currently in place. Further , as is a lready required for nonLEC 
PATS , all 0+ and 0- local and 1ntraLATA traffic should be 
routed to the appropriate LEC. 

UNITED ' S POSITlON: No, except for the current provisions. 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at this lime. 

PSCI ' S POSITION: Yes. Our debit card calling s ystem offers 
adva ntages to inmates and correctional facilities that are not 
cu r r e n t l y available to t hem. At present, inmates cannot rna ke 
local calls at the $. 25 rate cap but are restricted to co llect 

I 

I 

system can provide a local call for $1. 00, yielding a 20\ 
local calls at a minimum cost of $1 25 per loca l call. Our I 
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s av i ngs over present rates. At t he same t1me, we el im1nace 
fraud a nd contribute funds to the prison welfare fund. 

STAFF ' S POSITION: No position at this Lime. 

ISSUE 9 : What are t h e costs a nd revenues 
provision of LEC pa y telephone 
are h igher t h a n revenues , what 
Commission take? 

associated with the 
serv ice? If costs 
action s hould the 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION: Costs and revenues arc maintained 
purs u a n t to the Un i f o r m System of Accounts and reported in each 
LEC' s An n ual Report to t he FPSC . Rates are uniform and '""ere 
set fo r each LEC by t he FPSC . ReLvaluation o f such rates 
s ho uld o n l y be do ne i n a revenue requirements docket . 

AT&T ' S POSITION: 
time . 

AT&T has no position on thi s i ssu' al this 

FPTA' S POSITION : FPTA members need a fair comp~ i tive 
environment where NPATS and LPATS can equally compete for 
l ocations and services. Today, the LECs have imposed a price 
s queeze that precludes e1en the most efficient NPATS pro viders 
from having a fair opportunity to obtain locations. The 
i n terconnectio n rate refo rm addressed under Issues 5 and 6 will 
somewhat help to remedy t h is problem , but the co~pelitive 
rna r ketpl ace wi 11 not be able to function p r oper 1 y unless he 
LECs are required to place their pay t lephone op rations i n a 
separate affiliate structure or, if t h is is not poss ible , until 
the y a r e made subject to strict accounting , cost d llocati o n, 
and business separation of mo nopoly versus compet1 ive pay 
t e l ephone fuuctio .1 s . I n addition to the fundamental 
dif ficu lties i n iden li fyi ng t he costs a nd revenues associated 
with t he provisioning of LPATS service, the Commission must 
also factor i n a n ticompetilive practices t hat arise from the 
LECs p rov i d i ng both compe itive and monopol y serv1ces under a 
s ingle r oof. However , given the basic structural 
problem--i n tegration of competitive and monopol y o perations 
with i n o ne company--it will be difficult, if not impossible, 
for t he Commission to properly address t hese problems . I n t he 
f inal a n a lysis, un til t he LECs are requ i r ed to place t heir pay 
te lepho ne o perations i n a separate s u bs1d i nry, the Commission 
wi ll be unable to establish o r r egulate a trul y fair a nd 
competitive mar ketplace. IC a separate subsidiary cannot yet 
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be required , then the Commission must act to ensure an accurate 
determination and allocation of costs and rev nues and require 
that LPATS operations be set up to deal w1th the monopol y on an 
arms-length basis, just as NPATS providers must do today . 

GTEFL ' S POSlTION: GTEFL 
operations by comparing 
expenses wh ich arc under 
Communications Department. 

currently monitors its pay phone 
local revenue with controllable 
the rcsponsiblity of the Public 

Along with local revenue, the Public 
Department is responsible for ins allation, 
collect ion, commission, dep rccia t ion, sales , and 
expenses. On the basis of our a nal ysis , 
Communications is covering controllable expenses 
a contribution to common costs and overheads. 

Communicati o ns 
maintenance, 

admi nistrative 
GTEFL Public 
and is making 

Historically, high revenue paypho nes have subs1dized 
public i nterest locct ions . Today, many of these high revenu e 
locatio ns have bee:-. acquired by nonLEC PATS, leaving a smaller 
base of profitable ~ay phones to offset the l assos o n public 
interest pay phones. 

If these pay telephones do not cover cost and a re deemed 
necessary from a public interest standpo1nt, two o ptions would 
appear to be available. The first private o ption would be for 
the Commission to allow geographic daverag1ng of the prices to 
be charged from public pay pho nes in high rPv Pn ue and low 
revenue locations . I( Cor public policy reasons t h is is deemed 
inappropridte, then a public funding mechanism may be warranted. 

INTELLICALL ' S POSITION: Intel licall has 
answers to lnter.ogatorics from Southern 
position on this issue at lhis time. 

not yt; L 

Be 11, and 
rece1ved 
has no 

SO . BELL'S POSITION: Considering all appropriate sources of 
revenue associated wilh Southern Bell's pay telephone service 
i n Florida , i.e. , local, toll, operator services and access 
revenues , the total revenues exceed lhe total costs. No action 
should be taken on the part of the Commission 1s to t he manner 
in which pay telephone service is provided by the LECs. Even 
if relevant costs were greater t han relevant revenues, the 
Commissio n should not take any acl1on at this lime. The PATS 
i ndustry is in a ltan:.llional peflod, during which cuuent 

I 
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costs and revenues ma y not accurately reflect the long term 
contributions that can be derived from their operations. 

UNI TED' S POSITION: United has pe rfo rmed 
of combi ned public a nd semi -public pay 
Listed below are t he results of the 
Procedu res for Service Accounting) S tudy: 

a n embedded cost s t udy 
telephone o perations. 

1988 APSA (Allocati o n 

COI N TELEPHONE 

Revenues 
Aver age Net Investment 

Expenses : 
Pl a nt Specific 
Pl ant No n-Specific 

(Excl Depr & Amort ) 
Customer Oper - Ma t kct i ng 
Custome r Oper - Services 
C_:po rate Operations 

Total Opera:: ng Expenses 
(Excl C?p rec & Amott) 

Total Dep:-c:ation and Amorti z at1on 
Total Expe:1st.s 

Taxes: 
State and Local Taxes 

Ot he r Taxes 

Total Other Taxes 
Total Expenses & Olher TaxPs 
Net Opera ing Income - Pre-Tax 

Fixed Charges 

Taxi\ble I ncome 

Boo ked Income Tax 

Net Ope rating Income 
Costs are not h ighe r in his study. 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No posi tio n at this time. 

$ 7 , 787 , 756 
10 , 167,134 

2 , 591,840 
293 , 673 

284,237 
1,609 ,710 

4,760 

4,784,220 

2 , 256 , 542 
7 , 040,762 

(3,83 4} 
261 ,668 

257,834 
7,29£..,596 

489,160 

342,422 

14 6 ,738 

(11, 194) 

500 , 354 
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PCSI'S POSITION: No position. 

STAFF'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

ISSUE 10: Wha t are the costs and revenues associated wi Lh the 
provision of nonLEC pay telephone service? 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION: No posit i on. 

AT&T ' S POSIT ION: 
time . 

AT&T has no position on this issue at this 

FPTA'S POSITION: The costs and revenues associated wi th NPATS 
service ultima tely address whether a NPATS provider is subject 
to a price squeeze by the LECs. However, the Commi ss ion also 
has a statutory obligation to ensure that all telephone 
companies have an oppo r tunity to earn a reasonable r ate of 
return. FPTA is not suggesting that NPATS providers be 
subjected to rate base regulation, only that the ove r a l: regime 
of interconnection rates, rate caps , and other as s:cia~ed 

issues be set fairly, reasonaoly, and in full considera ::.on of 
the costs a nd revenues invo lved. These elements must be viewed 
in connection with store and forwa rd Lechnolog::· Jsagc , 
interconnection requirements , and LPATS service . 

GTEFL'S POSITION: GTEFL does not have knowledge of the tolal 
costs and revenues of nonLEC pay telephone proviuLtS. 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: 
issue at t his time. 

Intellicall takes no posttion on this 

SO. BELL ' S POS l TION: Southern Bell ha s been provided 
insufficient data from the nonLEC PATS providers tn order to 
dete rmine what are t he costs and reve nues associated wi th the 
prov1s1on of nonLEC pay telephone service. Sou hern Bell' s 
cost studies demonstrate that t he revenues generated through 
the provision of the local exchange access line , Lo\Jchtone, 
operator screening and local usage, exceed the costs to 
Southern Bell for t hese services and provide an app ropriate 
level of contribu tion. The vigorous growth of nonLEC PATS 
providers indicates nonLEC PATS profitability o r expectation of 
prof itabili t y under the current rate structure thereby 
demonstrating that their rates are fair and reasonable. 

I 

I 

I 
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UNITED'S POSITION: United has not performed a study wh ich 
identifies the costs to provide no nLEC pay telephone service . 

Revenues from nonLEC pa y telephone service since 1986 are 
listed below 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 

$ 109 , 681 
202 ,04 7 
649,769 

1,299,215 

CENTEL'S POSITION: No position al lhis time . 

PCSI'S POSITION: No position . 

STAFF'S POSITIO~ : No posi ion a t this lim•. 

ISSUE 11: Should nonLEC PATS providers be allowed to 
participa e in LEC EAS , 0£AS , EOEAS, and toll 
discount plans offered by the LECs for the pu rpose 
of resale? It so , what rates , terms , and condit ions 
should govern a noni.EC PATS provider's offe ring of 
~uch services to e nd users? 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION: Yes ( as lo non -opt i o nal 
plans . } No (as to tol l discount plan. ) 

EAS calling 

AT&T ' S POSITION: 
time. 

AT&T has no pos1t i o n o n this i ~ _,uc at this 

FPTA' S POSrTION : All pay telepho ne providers ~ hould have 
access to alternative l ocal and to ll se rv ice plans so they ca n 
offer custome r s i uno vative and lower cost service options. As 
FTPA understands these services , payphonc providers receive 
basic EAS to the e x ent it represents an e x tension of the local 
calling area. However . a ny f ur ther opti onal calling area 
exte ns ions o r toll discount plans are not available from the 
LECs . It is FPTA' s desire to have t hese plans available so 
that they can be offe red to end users at payphones at a r a te 
lower t han t he toll rate that otherwi se might be applicable. 
Agai n , the o pportunity to use store and f o rw a rd technology f or 
intraLATA 0+ cal l i ng may make oflering s uc h discounted plans to 
NPATS e nd use r s especially appropriate and fea s ible . G1 ven t he 
areJ o r route-s pecific rates t hat apply to such services, the 

ns 
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payphone provider should be able to charge end users that rate 
plus the appropriate operator-assist charge that would apply in 
any other toll call siLua ion . The resul would be a reduced 
transmission charge that would be directly passed along to end 
users . Access to such se rvi ces should help further the 
universal service goals LhaL compel such special plans i n the 
first place. 

GTEFL'S POSITION: NonLEC PATS providers should be allowed to 
participate in LEC toll discount plans under the same terms and 
conditions as other customers if the question of proper 
certification can be resolved. OEAS and EOEAS plans are 
designed to provide options and relief for end-users who live 
in a specific area and have a community of interesl to an 
adj oi ni ng a rea. They were not intended to be resold lo the 
occas ional user . 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: ln tel licall believes lhal nonLEC PATS 
providers should be allowed to participate in s uch plans 
available to other LEC subscribers. The market s-. :::>Uld 
determine the extent to wh ich cost savings from parlicipc :ion 
in these plans are pa ssed on to end users. 

SO . BELL'S POSITION: No nLEC PATS pro viders c ur"en: ly 
participate in EAS plans in t ha t the local service a rea or t he 
nonLEC PATS provider is lhe same as that of lhe LEC. No nLEC 
PATS providers are also allowed to subscribe lo LEr toll 
discount plans , and the discoun ted rates apply to any ~ent-paid 
intraLATA toll calls origi nating al nonl.EC PATS pay s l alions. 
The nonLEC PATS providers • participation in a toll di ~count 

plan siqnificantly increases their margin for profit, o r in the 
alternative, makes posstble a decrease in the charges o the 
end user for lhe nonuEC PATS providers· serv1ce. On t he other 
ha nd , nonLEC PATS providers do not and should noL participate 
in OEAS and EOEAS plans which are designed as oplions for end 
users and are not in ended for re s a 1 e. They are designed o 
give rel ief to end user~ who live 1n specific areas and have a 
community of intetest which speci fy other areas. They are not 
designed to address the transient publ1c o r the occasional 
user . Furthermore, Southern Bell ' s pay telephones do not 
participate i n OEAS and EOEAS plans. 

UNITED ' S POSITION : Fo r EAS, y es , Cor all others , no . These 

I 

I 

plans have been developed and implemented in response to I 
customers ' requests for reduced long distance charges for their 
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personal or bus i. ness calling from the iL premises to 
e xcha nges . These plans should not be used for resc;~ le 
from pay telephones prov1ding long distance service to 
and often transient end users. 

CENTEL'S POS ITION: No position at this time. 

PCSI ' S POSITION: No position . 

STAFF'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

near by 
purposes 
multiple 

ISSUE 12 : If measured local service is retained 
providers, should all LECs bill in at 
second increments or in the smallest 
technically feasible? 

for PATS 
least six 
increments 

SMALL LECS' _ POSITION: NonLEC PATS providers should be billed 
i n the s ame manner (including billing increments) as o her 
c ustomers are billed Cor toll services. 

AT&T'S POSITION: 
time . 

AT&T ha s no position on this issue at :-ls 

FPTA ' S POSITION: Yes. Utilization of actual connect tim~, i n 
the smallest available recordtng 1ncremen s , is )uslifiec for 
two basic reasons . First, such billing increment3 be tf'L match 
price to the costs incurred by the LFC, and s~~ond, they 
contribute to an NPATS provider ' s ability o offer l owe r prices 
to end users . 

GTEFL'S POSITION: LEC ' s should be required to record US..tge 1n 
the smallest increments techni call y feasible tor billing. 
GTEFL captures local usage o n the basis of Lhe actual number of 
seconds of conversation time. Th1s usage is aggregated o n a 
time-of-day billing period basis and t he total is rounded to 
t he nearest m1nu e once a bill preparation time prior to 
rating . This methodology is fair Ln bi llinq and nonLEC PATS 
provider only for the actual network usdge i nc urred. 

I NTELLICALL'S POSITION: In order t~at services provided to the 
nonLEC PATS providers are cost based, all LECs should b1 11 1 n 
the smallest increments technically feasible. 

099 
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SO . BELL'S POSITION: Southern Bell presP.ntly bills no nLEC PATS 
providers in six second increments. Thi s is an appropriate 
billi ng increme nt. 

UNITED ' S POSITION: United i s in the proces s of introducing si x 
second billing with end of billing period rounding in 
accordance with the Stipulation approved 1n Florida Public 
Service Commission Order No. 20129 in this Docket . 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at this time. 

PCSI ' S POSITION : No posit1on. 

STAFF ' S POSITION: No position at this time. 

"SSUE 13: Shou ld a no nLEC PATS provider be allowed to hand le 
1 o c a 1 and i n t r a LATA zero p l us c a 1 1 s vi a s to r e and 
forwarrl technology? If yes, 1n whal situations and 
pursuant to what rates and terms of service? 

SMALL LECS' POSITION: No . ThC' LECs see no reason o 
disti ngu ish PATS providers from other setvice prov1ders wtth 
regard to the FPSC's recent order in the TMA rlocket . 

AT&T ' S POSITION: 
time . 

AT&T ha s no posi Lion o n his issue aL t hts 

FPTA'S POSITION: Yes. Use of thts te~hnology will enable 
NPATS provider::; to provide end users with equivalent o r better 
services at reduced costs, and these savings can be pas sed 
along to end user s . However, existing regulatory anrl LEC 
policies prevent NPArS providers from fully deploying this 
technology Cor local and intraLATA Loll calls in a manner that 

I 

I 

wi 11 permi end user s to obla in Lhe fu 11 benefits of such 
competition. Through Lhe implementation of store and f o rward 
technology, NPATS providers can incorpora e efficienctes of 
operation to benef1t end users. These eff1ciences are a direct 
result of reducing Lhe need for a live operator and minimiZlng 
overal l handling costs necessary for call completion . The most 
important result is that NPATS providers using store and 
forward t echnology can provide services to end users at or 
below traditional dominant carr1er rates for the same t ypes o f 
cal ls. Even so, the LECs r e ceive s ig ni C; cant revenues when an I 
NPATS provider uses store and f orward technology. The LEC 
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gains c h arges for lransmiss1on of the call , payments for 
validation of the btlling informati o n which i s required on 
e very call, and billing and colleclion revt.;nues, each of whi ch 
provides a healthy contribution. Moreover, the NPATS provider 
benefits by receiving l he applicable operator-ass ist charge for 
providing the necessary automa ed cal 1 orig ina ion and 
completion f unc tions. Receipt o f this operator-assist c harge 
offe r s a re asonable ret u rn to NPATS providers for Lhe h tgh 
volume of operator-assisted local and intraLATA trafftc 
generated at NPATS pay stations . These calls also con~tilule a 
sig nificant portion of all traffic o riginated from NPATS 
instruments. I n addition , a critical component of the 
a u tomated transactions resulting from the use of store and 
forward technology by NPATS providers is the b1lltnq and 
collection of these calls by Lhe LECs. 

Wi th the authorizdtion of local and inlraLATA l o ll store 
and forward , Lhe Commission s hould approve the following: 
First, the current clearinghouse ta r iff musl be amended to 
allc,.; for the billing and collec ion of local and tntcaLATA 
call! from NPATS inslrumen s in addition lo lhe 1n ctLATA calls 
cur re~ ly perm1tted. W1thoul this change, he LEC tariffs 
would effectively block competition, since there 1s no other 
r eas J nable allernative for NPATS providers to have these calls 
bi lled . Seco nd, the required use of a clearingho use agenL 
should not continue to be mandated for NPATS provtders. The 
tanff should allow for the LEC's direcl acceptance of billtng 
information from the payphone provider for these l ypes o f 
calls . Th ird , NPATS providers should con t i nue to us~ LEC loca 1 
a nd intraLATA toll transmission services. Fourlh, the 0-
t ra tfic s hould continue to be rouled to the LEC , with i ntraLATA 
toll calls returned to the pay phonc for processing . Fiflh, 
t here should be posit-ive acceptance Cor all co ll ecl calls. In 
s um, if NPATS providers are authorized to utilize store and 
fo rward tech nology for processtng 1ntraLATA toll nd local 0+ 
c alls a nd olher FPTA r ecomm nd~lions arc approved , NPATS 
s u rcharges can be reduced if nol completely eliminated. 

GTEFL ' S POSITION: GTEFL recognizes lhat he use of sto re and 
fo rward technology will have a negative impact on LEC ope rator 
se rvices revenues , and wt ll prov tde an addi tiona 1 revenue 
source to the no nLEC PATS provide t to fund higher commission 
pa ymen ts . Howe ver , GTEFL ha s no o bjecti o n to the use o f store 
a nd forward technolog y by nonLEC PATS provtders as long as 

1 () 
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certain e nd-user safeguards are implemented and calli ng 
validation is properly utilized and paid for by nonLEC 
providers. 

card 
PATS 

GTEFL believes the e nd-user sa feguard s s ho uld be 
i mplemented to require rate qu o tes upo n e nd- user request , 
opera tor serv1ce branding, 0- call s automa t ica lly routed to t he 
LEC, a ss ist dnce gain i ng access to LEC o perato r o r o ther IXC 
o perators, and a positive response o n t he part of t he called 
party to accep t collect charges . Validati o n of calli ng cards 
should be obtained legally and not i n such a way as to gene:ate 
additional traffic attempts ove r the voice network . 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: Yes. No nLEC PATS p r ov1ders s hou l d be 
allowed to handle both local and inLraLATA .. 0+" call in all 
locations. Il s ho uld be e xplicitly delt.rmlnl"'d thal sto r e and 
forward tech no l o gy i s also available for u se in pena 1 and/or 
men t al and other inst itutio ns whi c h traditionally have allowed 
the completion o f only non-sent pai d c~lls . 

SO. BELL'S POSITION: A no nLEC PATS c:ovider which offers local 
and toll calls using sma r sets anc Lhe " store and f r rward·· 
technology or a mechanica l o pe ra or. essentially operates as an 
altern ative o perato r service ( AOS) provider. NonLEC PATS 
providers offe r automated co l lect calli ng by means o f a 
s ynthesized voice, or " ope ra t or i n a box" . Calls s uch as 
ca ll i ng card and collect ca lls can also be h a ndled by hese 
sets . This nonLEC PATS provider service is very sim1la r to the 
services offered by a n AOS prov ider and might well be tegula ed 
accor1ingly. These providers s ho u ld t hen be r equi r ed to comply 
with all ex is t i ng Commissi o n orders , rules and reguld ions that 
already apply to them as no nLEC PATS or AOS provider.) . These 
o rder s i nclude Commission Orde r Nos . 22243 and 20489 in Docket 
No . 871394 - TP , which define dialing , .. from the view po1nt of 
this e nd user , i rrespective o f the transforma ions performed by 
t he CPE ." The Commission s h o uld conli nue to i nsure that the 
c ustomer ( specifically t h • c ustomer paying the bi ll) is 
provided adequate informaL1o n in o rder to make an informed 
decision concerning t hi s technology. Collect calls s hould be 
aff:irmatively accepted by the c alled party. The orde r s c1ted 
above further require that all o perato r handled 0 + a nd o- local 
a nd 0+ a nd 0- intra LATA calls be r o uted to the LEC . This 
requirement s ho uld be continued. 

I 

I 
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UNITED'S POSITION: No . All 0- and 0+ l ocal and intraLATA 
traffic should continue La be routed La the LEC o pe rato r as 
specified in Order No. 13912 (Docket No . 8 2 0 537-TP), Order No . 
20489 (Docket No. 871394-TP), and Order No . 20610 (Docket Nc . 
86072 3- TP). 

CENTEL'S POSITION: No posi tio n at this ti me. 

PCSI ' S POSITION : No position. 

STAFF'S POSITION : No posi tio n at this time. 

ISSUE 14: Should a regula ed provider of service La LECs have 
limits place d o n the pri ce o C Lh.Jt service i n cases 
where the LEC furnishes that service to a no nLEC pay 
telephone prov1der under poce o r tarif f 
limitati o n s , e.g. DA, call bl ocking, call screening , 
message reco rding? Or, in the alLernaL1ve, should a 
LEC be all owed to charge a no nLEC pay telephone 
provider whatever the LEC is charged for the service 
in quest i on, plus a handling charge and a reasonable 
return? How s hould 1t affect the end user rates 
from no nLEC pay telephones? 

SMALL LECS ' POSITION: Yes . LECs should be able to pass on 
third party charges, e x cep DA, t o PATS providets , just like 
charges would be pa ssed o n to any oth( r customer. DA serv i ce 
benefits the end u ser , and, therefo r e , 1t ma y no t ippropriate 
to pas s DA c h arges o n to the PATS p roviders . I r o rder to 
preclude a subsidy t o PATS providers f t om LEC rotepayers, 
however , other c harges s ho uld be pa seed o n . 

AT&T ' S POSITION: 
time . 

ATOIT has no position o n this issue a t thi s 

FPTA ' S POSITION: As FPTA understands Issue 14, the pro blem is 
some of t he smaller LECs purchase certain se rvi ces from another 
LEC t hat are in turn pro vided to a NPATS provider. Apparently, 
the LEC actually providing the service charges the intermediate 
LEC for the service , bu t this LEC c anne l pa ss a l o ng the NPATS 
prov ider that charge, o r the full charge . In general, there 
needs to be a logic and consistency in c harges among LECs as 
betwee n LECs and NPATS providers. With respect to charges that 
cannot or should no t at all be pa ssed al 0ng to end users , such 
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as local directory assistance, t hese services are provided by 
t he NPATS provider o u t of this Commi~sion · s public interest 
concern. Thi s is not a service from which the NPATS provider 
deri ves an 1ndependent value. Col lecti vely , then, it is 
approp r iate that since t h is free serv ice serves a societdl 
good , the general body of r atepaye r s s hould be res po nsible for 
s uch charges. Indeed , t he o v e rall rates paid by NPATS 
providers indirectly contr i bute to this un1versal serv1ce 
goal . This goal was recently emphasized by the Florida 
Legis lature in rev ising c hapter 364 to requ1re no e nd user 
c ha rges o r c h arges to an NPATS provider for local directory 
assistance or 911 service . 

GTEFL ' S POSITION: Since GTEFL neither recetves services from 
no r provides se r vices to othe r LEC's, it takes no position .J n 
t h is issue. 

INTELLJCALL'S POSITION: Private pay telephone providers shou ld 

I 

not be charged for services for which the y cannot charge . or 

1 wh i ch the LECs d o not c h arge their own pa y te l epho ne 
operation s . In Florida, thi s would include directo ry 
assis t ance . 

SO . BF:I.L'S POSITION : If LEC (A) provides a service , such as 
directory assistance , to LEC (B), iL is usu ally because lhal is 
t he mosl economical way for LEC (B) Lo provide Lhis service to 
its c ustomers. This service is normally provid~d to all 
s ubsc ri bers , nol just nonLEC PATS provlders. LEC (A) sl.ould be 
allowe d to recover its cosls in providing service ~.u LEC (B). 
Likewise, LEC (B) should be allowed to recover i s cosls fr om 
its s ubscri bers. 

UNITED ' S POSITI ON: Altho ugh United is currently nol afCected 
by this issue, it is important to note that nonLEC PATS 
se rvices are duplicative a nd competitive. Therefore, any 
di rect costs caused by them s hould be pa 1 d by them with no 
burden o n any specific body o f LEC subsc rtbers. 

CENTEL' S POSITION: No position at this time . 

PCSI ' S POSITION: No position. 

STAFF ' S POSITION: No position at th1s time. 

I 
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ISSUE 15 : To whaL extent should pay telephone service be made 
available to low volume public interest locations 
and who should be required to provide it? How 
should such locations be identified? How should 
they be divided between nonLEC and LEC pay telephone 
~ervice providers? 

SMALL LECS' POSITION: LEC's aL1de by current FPSC rules . 
However, the LEC's suggest that the current pay station rules 
be changed to remove the requirement that th~ LEC's provide one 
pay station per exchange. The rule should become thal there be 
at least one pay station (LEC or nonLEC PATS) per exchange. 

AT&T'S POSITIO~: 
time. 

AT&T has no position o n this issue at th1s 

FPTA ' S POSITION : Unquesti o nably, there arc low volume , public 
interest locations that should be provided pay telepho ne 
service under special con s1 dcrat1ons. Ho wever , FPTA bel ievcs 
this to be a very sma 11 number. To meu t such needs, the 
Commission should establish clear ctiteria in a rulcma king 
proceeding, wherein the Commission can have lhc benef1t of the 
wides t possible input from the.; public and the Indust ry. It 
cannot be left up to premise owners or pay telephone providers 
to independently identify such locations. Fo r e x ample, thi s 
classification canno t include one or more paypho n ':s within a 
bank of pho nes, payphones within a rea sonab le dis ance o f 
a no the r phone, or pay stat ions wher e commissi o n s arc paid to 
t he premise owner . Further, some LECs claim thL1 have a large 
percentage of such telephones, some of whi ch m1 y simply be 
t e 1 e phones t h a t a r e not pro f i tab 1 e w h i 1 e o t he r s 1 t the sa me 
location may be quite profitable. Once such locn t ions have 
been properly identified where competition will not place a 
payphone, these needs can be met by a pro rata service 
requirement placed upon all pay telephone providers e1ther 
through a direct service r equirement or a funding mechanism 
i mposed o n LPATS and NPATS a 1 ike. FPTA · s members have always 
been committed to helping serve the1r fair share of thes e 
locations , and some type of pooling arrangement could help meet 
this need. Alternatively, if there were proper cnteria and 
t he LECs were deemed to be respo nsi ble tor these locations as 
providers of last resort, thC'se pay telephones could be 
excluded from the separate LPATS subsidiary o r not included in 
the sepa r atu cost accounting requirements, as these payphones 
would be legitimately supported by monu poly operations. 
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GTEFL'S POSITION: GTEFL believes that there is indeed a publt c 
service obligation to provide publi~ pay te lepho ne se rvice 
within its franc hise area o f o perdti o n. At the same Lime, the 
Commission has seen fit to i ntroduce the element of compe itive 
provision of pay pho nes in the market. I( the Commiss1on i s 
going to rely o n competiti o n as the mechanism to govern the 
establishment o f prices in t he marketplace, then it should al~o 
rely on competition to determi ne wh1ch companies will pro vide 
service and where such service wi 11 be provided. Since he 
profitablility of service depends in part upon the price that 
can be c harged, this wo uld s uppo rt the deaverag1ng of pnces 
across locati ons . 

A definit ion of public interest pay telephones could be 
developed and t he installed base could be compared against the 
characteristics included in the definition. Generally 
s peaking, public interest pa y phones meet publt c conv e nience 0 1 

5afct y needs and they are usually installed at the request ot 
gover nme nt al bodies or civic groups, ralhe1 tht~n comm'rcial 
interests . 

GTEFL be lieves there is no need f o r a n arb1Lrary 
allocation == public interest pay telepho nes between no nLEC and 
LEC PATS ;:: "'·:ider s . The deaveraging of prices will allow lh<' 
marketplace co d e t e r mine whi c h prov id<'rs will serve public 
interest needs . 

INTELLICALL'S POSITION: Intellicall believes that true public 
policy phones should be supported bv Lhe gen ral body of 
ratepayers, which serve to bene fit from the ava :lability o f 
those phones . Inte 11 ica 11 ha s seen t o date no evidence that 
true public policy phones exist to any significa "lt deg t "e 
within Florida. 

SO. BELL'S POS ITION: Pay telepho ne servtce at locations wher e 
the revenues derived therefrom are ins uffi c ient to s uppo r the 
required investment H e not pl aced unless publi c needs wi 11 
thereby be served . The placement of these phones may be at the 
request of the Commission , members of various c ivi c 
organizations and entitites and governmen al authonties. 
Public interest pay s tatio ns s ho uld be considered a valuable 
tool to be used in promo ting universal servi ce and th<.'ir 
placement can serve to pt otect the general public's health, 
~afety and welfare . 

I 
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The Public Service Commission s hould decide whether t he 
p rovision o f public i nterest pa y tel epho ne servi ce should be 
requ ired of the no nLEC PATS pro viders . Currentl y , So uthe rn 
Bell provides a la rge number o f these facilities and may have 
to re-evaluate such serv1ce in light of t he competitive 
marketplace . 

UNITED ' S POSITION: In t he pasl , telephone companies have 
traditio nally provided public telephone service in some 
l ocations in response to requests fr om govet nmen e nt ities or 
civic groups where there was an apparent or perce ived pu bl ic 
interest need but the usage was rel ati vely low. In some 
situatio ns, pro visi o n of public telephones was 1ncluded as a 
requirement i n connection with approval of a franchise by a 
municipal g ove r nme nt. Wit h the c h ang1ng e nvironme n and 
increasing compet i tion in t he local telecommunica ions market, 
United ha s lost some high- volume pay telephone loca ions . As a 
result, t he low-volume public inter~"st pay telephone locati o n• 
become more of a burden o n 1Ls overall pa y telepho ne 
operations . As a r esult, United may become mo t e rest rictive in 
the future o n the pro visi o n of pay telephone service at t hese 
l oca tions . In addition, a review has been recen tly t ni tiated 
of existing low-volume locations in order to determine if 
service should be co n i nueo at the public interes locations. 

The decisi o n to pro vide its pay telephone service at 
low-volume public service locations should conlinu" to be made 
by the telepho ne company. No n- LEC r.-ay telepho ne pro· ide rs may 
elec t to pro vide service at such l oca ti o ns i n tuer t o oe a 
good corpor<'\ e citizens i n the communit1es where they se r e. 

CENTEL ' S POSITION: No position at th1s time . 

PCSI'S POSITION: No positi o n. 

STAFF'S POSITION: No positi o n at thts tim . 

VI . EXHIBIT LIST 

Witness 
Preferr ing 

Party Exh. No. Title 

Cornell FPTA NWC-1 Biogrophy 
.:or ne 11 

of Nina W. 

_0 7 
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Preferring 
Witness Part:r: 

Cornell FPTA 

Dick So . Be 11 

VII. STIPULATIONS: 

Exh. No. 

NWC-7. 

NWC-3 

JLD-1 

JLD-~ 

JL0-3 

JLD-4 

JLD-5 

Tttle 

Test for Price Squeeze , 
Table 1 , Table 2 and 
Table 3 

Annual Contribution from 
Southern Bell Input 
Services, Table 1 and 
Table 2 

Historical look at loca 
embedded costs and local 
rev nues only 

Future v icw of forward 
looking local costs and 
local revenues onl y 

Future view of total 
costs and revenues 
including local, 
intraLATA toll, access 
and operator se tv ices 

Revenue and co~t effect 
o( non-LEC PATS 
prov 1ders · i., dLATA loll 
trdffic o n the Southern 
Bell Network 

1990 current costs for 
the rate components 
charged to no n-LEC PATS 
provide rs 

There are no issues t ha t have been stipulated at this 
time. 
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VIII . PENDING MATTERS: 

There are no pending matters ripe for disposition as of 
the time this Prehearing Conference was held. 

IX. RULINGS: 

GTEFL's Motion to Revoke Intellicall's Party Status filed 
o n May 31, 1990, has been denied by the Prehearing Officer. 

X. PROCEDURE FOR HANDLING CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION: 

In the event it becomes necessa.y to handle confidential 
information, the following procedure will be followed: 

l. The Party utilizing the confidential rna erta l duttng 
cros s exam1natio n shall provide coptes to the 
Commissioners and the Court Repo rter iu envelopes 
clearly marked with the nature of the c o ntents. Any 
party wishing to ~xamine the confidential material 
shall be provided a copy in the same fashi o n as 
provided to the Commissionets s ub ject l o execution of 
any appropriate proteclive agreement with t he owner 
of the rna t e ria 1 . 

2. Counsel and witnesses should slate when o question o r 
answer contains confidential information. 

3. Counsel and witnesses should make a easonable 
attempt to avoid verbalizing confidential information 
and, if possible, should make only ind i rect reference 
to the confidential information. 

4. Confidential information should be presented by 
wri tten exhibit when reasonably convenient to do so. 

5 . At the conclusion of that portio n of the hearing that 
involves confidential information, all cop ies of 
confidential exhibits shall be returned to t he owne r 
of the information. If a confidential exhibit has 
been admitted into evidence , the copy provided to tl.e 
Court Reporter shall be retdined in the Commission 
Clerk ' s confidential files. 
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If it is necessary to discuss confidential information 
during the hearing the following procedure shall be utilized. 

After a ruling has been made assigning confidential 
status to material to be used or admitted into evidence , it is 
suggested that the presiding Commissioner read i nto he record 
a statement such as the following: 

The testimony and evidence we are about o receive is 
proprie ta ry confidential business information and shall 
be kept confidential pursuant to Section 364 .093, Florida 
Statutes. The testimony and evidence sha 11 be received 
by the Commissioners in executive session with onl y the 
following persons present: 

a) The Commissioners 
b) The Counsel for he Commissioners 
c) The Public Service Commission staff and staff 

counsel 
d) Representatives from the office of public 

counsel, if applicable, and the court reporter 
e) Counsel for the parties 
f) The necessary witnesses for the parties 
g) Counsel Cor all intervenors and all necessary 

witnesses for the interveno r s . 

All other persons must leave the hearing r oom at th1 s 
time. I will be cutting off the telephone ti ~ s to the 
testimony presented in this room . The uOurs to this 
chamb('r are to be locked to the o ut s ide. ~o o ne is to 
enter or leave this room without the cons ent of the 
chai r man . 

The transcript of this portion of the hearing and the 
discussion related thereto s hall be prepared a nd filed 
under seal, to be opened o n 1 y by o rder of this 
Commission. The transcrlpt is a nd shall be non-publlc 
record exempt from Section 119.07(1), Florida Statutes. 
Only the attorneys for the participating parties , Public 
Coun sel, if applicable, the Commission staff, and the 
Commissioners s hall receive a copy o f the sealed 
transcript. 

I 
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AFTER THE ROOt-1 HAS BEEN CLOSEDl 

Everyone remai ning in lhis room is ln::; trucled that 
the teslimony and evidence that is about lo be received 
is proprietary confidential business i nforma i o n, which 
shall bt! kepl confidential. No one 1s to reveal lhe 
con ten Ls o r subs l an c e o f t h i s t e s l i mo n y o r e v 1 d c n c e to 
anyone not present in this r oom a this time. The court 
reporter shall now record the names and affi 1 iat1ons of 
all persons present in the hearing r oom at this L ime. 

It is therefore, 

ORDERED by Commissioner Thomas M. Beard, Js Prehear1ng 
Officer, that this Prehearing Order shal l g overn the conduct of 
these proceedings as scl forth above unless modi ted by the 
Commission. 

By ORDF.R of Commissioner Thoma s t-1 . Beard, 
Officer, t hi s 3tsr day o f Jllt.Y 

(SEI-. L) 

ABG ( 
\ 
\ 
\ 

as Pteheacing 
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