
BY HAND QELIVERY 
Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director 
Division of Records 8Dd ReponiDg 
Room 110, Easley Building 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 951232-TI 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

June 29, 1998 
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Enclosed for filing in the captioned docket are an original and fifteen copies of the Response 
of Transcall to Florida PSC Audit Number 98-071-4-1. 

Please acknowledge receipt of these docwnents by stamping the extra copy of this letter 
"tiled" and returning the same to me. 
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Thank you for your assistance with this filing. 
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RISPONSE or TRANSCALL 
TO FLORIDA PSC AUDIT NUMBER 91-8'71-4-1 

•Doaet No. 951232-n 

Punuaot to lbe leiter of JuDe 15, 1998 to Brian Sulmoaeui, tbe followina iJ the response of 
TmDICIIII America, lac. to lbe Florida PSC IUdit. Audit Coaarol No. 98-071-4-1, filed in Docket Nu. 
9S 1232-TI. For purpoiCI of 1hiJ rapoue, Trmscall hereby adopts md iacorporares herein the 
relevant pol1ioal oflbe JRfiled dinlc:t talimoay of Mr. Douala S. Metcalf filed on June 26, 1998. 
The followiDa llllnly IUI1III*iza TriiiiCIII'a politioo with respect to those matters Transcall 
disputa. 

Awlit DiaclneR'C No. 4. DW I. 

Difl'«oq A. Forlbe monlbaof,lbe September 1991, Nowmber 1991, and December 1991, 
Staff recompuled lbe biliiO TSI onlbe buiJ of ocher monthly bill in& sununaries it located. Using 
these alternative ••••rwiea, lbe Scaft'dctamincd tt.llbe bill 10 TSI was ovcna.aed by $38,108.59. 
Transcall believes tbllt lbe Staft't.d DO bail far uti1iziDa dae .Jtaludive IUIIUIUirics. 

Differs;raq B, For lbe montba of Mmcb ad April 1991, the Staff ~.ermined that TSI 
received an excess credit of $10,787.29. In addition, the Staff determined that in April 1991, 
Transcall pvc TSI credit for October 1990 in lbe IIDOUDt of $9,990.62 that sbould DOt have been 
&iven. lflbe purpoee ofdlil proceedina iJ 10 Cltlblilb a correct billina record. thele excess credits 
should be accounted for ad not iporecl u lbey were by the Staff audit. 

Audit Diaclosurc No· 1. DRac 20. 

Staff Audit Dilclolure No. 7, at JliiC 20, recommeadla downward adjustment of $8,776.44 
for a clumae in the billina format in Man:b md May of 1992. From Transcall's review of the 
relevant documenta that may not have been available 10 Ms. Welch md which have been identified 
as Exhibit DSM-2 10 Mr. Mctcalra direct tadmony, TSI apeed that it would pay Transcall 
switchless rescUer rates 'ICii'tin& in Man:b, uDtil TSI could obtain ita own Feature Groups. In early 
May Tranacall aareeCl to lflndf:ather tbe old rate~ to TSI, subject to TSJ fulfillina cen.ain modified 
arrangementa. In late May. TSireaeaed on the ammaemeata that wac the basis for Transcall's 
concession to gaaudfitdaerlbe old rat.cl. Tbele events explain why there are Mardl and April usage 
bills at tbe old l'IIICI, llld March and May Ullll billa at lbe swi1chleu I'Cieller l'llla. (Copies of these 
bills are attached 10 Exhibit MJD-2). Tberefore, Traucall believes it it appropriate to calculate all 
three months at the hip awitchlela raeller raaea, wbich increua the amount due by S 17,890.14 
in Mr. Metcalrs Exhibit DSM-1 (ad noted in the "DSM FOOTNOTE" column as "8 1•). 
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Audit Pisslollii"C Nwnbcr 9. lNG 21. 

Staff bas calculated an ~additional refund in the amount of $83,350.43 for the period 
December 1990 to May 1992 on the iDconect usumption that Transcall was required ,to bill TSI for 
conve • .-ion time (TP6 to TP7) instead of fUll connection time (TPI to TP7). This adjustment is 
completely inappopriate. 

This adjustment by the Staff is predicated on the assumption that when Transcall changed 
its tariff to conversation time billin&. Transcall sbould have unilaterally amended the Agreement 
between the putiel dated July 7, 1989 (Aafeement), and billed TSI for only conversation time. In 
support of this cooclusion, the Staff relies upon a check sent to TSI pursuant to the settlement 
approved by this Commission in Order No. PSC-93-1237-AS-TI. However, as a reseller, TSI was 
to be billed based upon the Aafeement (u modified) between TSI and Telua, not based on 
Transcall's tariff for its own retail cUitoiDerl. 

A fundamental pnmile of the Aafeement wu that TSI' 1 bill was discounted from the 
amounts billed to TSrs customers. ~ Staff acknowlcdaes in this disclosure, TSI's tariff clearly 
provided for TSI's CUitomerl to be billed on the buis ofTPI to TP7, and the Agreement did not 
provide for any different uea•••aent in the billina to TSI. Thus, any chanae to the Transcall tariff 
definition of billable call duration did DOt lpply to the bills rendered by Transcall to TSJ or its 
customers. 

As is clear from •re.lina of Order No. PSC-93-1237-AS-FI, the refund check to TSI was 
a result of TI'IIIIICalra efforts to compcoute evety poaible tariff customer as was required by the 
settlement apeement a wu enoueously tent to TSI even tbou&h it was a contract customer. 
Indeed, as vigila a Mr. EsqueaaD was in poiDiina out allepd problems and in requestina credits 
and ocher rate reducboas, there is DOibina in the record to indicate that TSI wanted to chan~e over 
to conversatioo time-ooly billina wben Tnmcall made the chlnae in June 1991 . Indeed. to this day, 
TSI's tariff still re18iD1 the TPI to TP7 18nauae. Accordin&IY. this Staff adjustment should 'not 1be 
made, and Mr. Metcalfl• not included this adjustment in Exhibit DSM-1 (and noted in the .. DSM 
FOOTNOTE" column u '"84•). 
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