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CMI MCJSCiBOOBD 

To da~e the PCC has issued several orders in CC Docket No. 96· 
128, Impleme.ntation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and 
Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunic~tions Act of 1996. The 
Payphone Order (PCC 96·388) released September 20, 1996, and the 
Order on Reconsideration (FCC 96-439) released November 8, 1996, 
each adopted new rules and policies governing the payphone industry 
(both orders together are known as the Payphone Reclassification 
Proceeding)'. Two later orders, DA 97·678 and DA 97-805, issued 
April 4, 1997, and April 15, 1997, respectively, granted incumbent 
local exchange companies (LECel waivers for specific interstate and 
intrastate tariff filing requirements. 

1 Staff wou.ld ooe. that Section 271(c) of t.ba Tele.-.nl.cati.ONO ACt o f U" ee.tea ebat • (t)o t.ba extant that any State raqu.i..-nta •r• l.nconaiatant 
vl.th tba 0'-daaioo'a ~tiooa, tha oa.aiuJ.on•a raqu.ir-nta on a\lc:h ..,ttara 
aball prae.pt. aueb lt.ae. requ.l~ta . • 
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Paragraph 162 of the Order on Bgconsidoration states: 

• . aa required in the Reoort and Order, 
LBCa muat provide tariffed, nondiscriminatory 
baaic payphone servicea that enable 
independent provider• to offer payphone 
s.:-rvices uaing either inatrument-implemented 
"'I'IIAI'~ p~yphonea' or •dumb• payphonea that 
utilize central office coin services, or some 
combination of the two in a manner similar to 
the LBCS. LBCa must file those tariffs with 
the atate. In addition, as required by the 
Reoort and Order, any basic network services 
or unbundled features used by a LBC' s 
operationa to provide payphone services must 
be simil arly available to independent payphone 
provide,ra on a nondiaoriminatory, tariffed 
basia. • 

The tariffs for a LBC'a paypbone aervice offeri ngs must be 1) coat· 
based, 2) conaiatent with the requirement• of 5276 of the Act, an~ 
3) nondiscriminatory (1 163, FCC 96-439) . In addition, states are 
to apply the Qpmpyter III guidelin~ for tariffing auch intraatate 
services. Where LBCa have already filed intraatate tariffs for 
these servioea, statea may, after considering the requirement• of 
the Payphgno Roslo•eifigation Prosoodioqs and 1276, coocludet lj 
that exiat1ng tariffa are consistent with the requirements noted 
a.bove and 2) that in auch case no further filinga are required. 
All intrastate tariff• were to be effective no later than April 15, 
1997. LBCa must comply with the above requirements, as well as 
others diacuaaed in the PaYPhono Bgclaaaificotion Proceedlngg, 
before the LBCs' payphone operations are eligible to receive 
comPensation for completed intrastate and interstate colla 
originated by its poyphonea. 

In previous proceedinga, the Florida Public Service OOmmiaaion 
(PPSC) required the tariffing of bade phone linea (•amart• and 
•dumb•) and various blocking and screening option• (such as billed 
number acreening and operator screening) to prevent fraud. 
However, small LBCs were not required to tariff the ~smart• line 
until they received a bona fide requoat from a payphone provider . 
Once the PCC' a Ordera were iaaued, it was clear tl~t the emall LECs 
were required to tariff the •smart• line regordleaa of whether a 
request bad been GlAde. 

1 Thla require• application of the FCC'• "new ••rvlce• teat•l the teat l• 
de•cribed on PD9•• 4-5 ot thl• recQmmendatlon. 
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Since taTiffa for the various payphone aerviceo (acceaa linea 
and the unbundled feature&) were in place, staff and several LECs 
did not believe tho Computer III tariffing guideline& (i.e., tho 
•new aervicea• teat) were applicable to existing intraatate 
tariffs. However, on April 15, 1997, the PCC iaaued Order No . OA 
97-805 (Intraatato Waiver Order). This order granted LEes a 
limited waiver until May 19, 1997, to file OI amend intrastate 
tariffs for payphone aervicee to be consistent with the •new 
services• teet. This order makes it clear that the new service& 
teet ie applicable to all new and existing tariffed payphone 
aervi;eo. 

on April 30, 1997 , ataff sent a ~emorandum to each incumbent 
LBC with a copy of the Intrastate Waiver Order attached. The 
memorandum asked each LBC to provide a detailed explanation and any 
supportiniJ documentation if it believed its current. intrastate 
payphone tariffs met the FCC's new aorvices teat. Furthermore, a 
staff workebop was held on December 9, 1997, to discuaa application 
of the PCC' s new services te.st. During tho worltahop it w..ts 
suggested that tho Florida Public Toleco==unications Association 
(PPTA) and thto LBCs meet to determine if the various issues 
remaining in thia docket could be reaolved through atipulation of 
the partie& (a hearing was echeduled for September 3, 1998, and has 
since been canceled) . Staff allowed the parties eeveral months t o 
study t.he filings and to diseuse these matters. On May 22, 1998, 
staff received a letter from the PPTA advising thalt no formal 
settlement ha.e been reached, although a number of operational 
issues have been addressed and the tariffs and supporting documents 
have been studitid in detail. 

Issue 1 will address whether the LBCs' current tariffs for the 
basic payphone services and any basic network services and 
unbundled featurea aatiafy the PCC' a requiremonto ~tn<:l whether 
further filings are required. All intrasta~a tariff• were to be 
effective no later than April 15, 1997 . 
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DIICQSSIQR Ol ISSQIS 

IBSQI l: Are the existing LEC intrastate tariffs for payphone 
services 1)cost-based, 2)consistent with the requirements of 
Section 276 o f the Telecom=unications Act of 1996, and 3) 
nondiscriminatory? 

B&COIIIIJml~: Yea, the e.ldsting L£C tariffs for payphone 
services are cost-based, consistent with Section 276 and 
nondillcr1minatory; therefore, no further filings are necessary to 
modify eziatiAg tariffs. However, Indiantown Telephone Systems 
Inc., TDS/Quincy Telephone Company, and Vista-United 
Telecommunications currently do not have ~surt.. line service 
tariffed as required by the FCC's Orders. Therefore, Indiantown, 
TDS/Quincy, and Vista-United should be required to file a tariff 
for this service no later than August 18, 1998. A tariff whose 
rates and to~ mirror those of a tariff previously approved by 
this Commi.ssion .sill be presumed to have satisfied the ~new 

services te.st .. and wil l be handled administratively. (King, Shelter) 

S'1'AlJ' N'NJIIS: The PCC concluded in its PaVPhOne 
Rcclaaai Ucation Pr9coedingo that LECs an: requir-ed to file 
intrastate tariffs for basic payphono lineo c•amart• a nd •dumb") 
and any baeic network services or unbundled features used by the 
LEC' o paypho.ne operations. The tariffs for LEC payphone services 
must be 1)cost-baiJed, 2)conaistent with the requirements of 5276, 
3) nondiscriminatory, and consistent with the Computer III 
guid.elines for tariffing such intrastate services . 

The Computer III guidelines require the application of the 
FCC' s •now e orvicos• teet. This test was developed to prevent LBCo 
from sotti.ng excessively high rates and t o protect against 
unreasonably discrinlinatory pricing. I.. the Order on 
Reconsideration at paragraph 163, note 492, the FCC refers to the 
•new services• test required in the Report and Order as described 
at Section 61. 49(gl (2) of Title 47 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. This section states: 

Each tariff submitted by a local exchange carrier 
specified in S6l.U(a) (2) or (3) of this par t t hat 
introduces 01 new service or a restructured unbundled 
basic service sle~~~ent (8SE) that ie 1r will later be 
include<. in a basket must be acCOCIIP&Died by cost data 
sufficient to establish chat tho now service or unbundled 
sse will not recover moro than a reasonable portion of 
tho carrier's overhead coste. 
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In addition, note 492 aleo refers to Amendments of Part 69 of the 
FCC's Rules Rolating to the Creation of Access Charge Subelements 
for Open Network Architecture, CC Docket No. 89-79. It is stated 
in paragraph 42 that a LEC introducing a new eervice will be 
reqUired to .ubmit ita engineering studies, time and wage atudica, 
or other coat accounting atudiea to identify the dJrect costa of 
providing the new service, absent overheads, and mua: also satisfy 
the net revenue teat• . Therefore, it appears that the federa l •new 
services • teet basically requires that the rates for the services 
not recover more than a reasonable portion of tho carrier• a 
over~ead coat, and the costa must be supported by some type of cost 
stud.'· 

While tho PPSC required coat information for wholesale 
payphone offerings to be filed on March 31, 1997, by Order PSC-97-
0358-POP-TP, there wore only throe LECe (BollSouth, OTEPL, and 
Sprint) that bad tbia information available . Tho majoriey of tho 
information was filed under confidential cover. Staff reviewed the 
information provided and believes that when viewed in the aggregate 
the exioting ratea for payphone aervices are appropriate , Thia 
aggregato level aaaesament considers both required and typic•lly 
purchased features and functions . Moreover, baaed on our review 
of these studies, we believe that theae LECa' current tariffed 
rates for intrastate payphone servicea are coat-baaed and thua meet 
the •new servicea• teat. 

The amall LECs did not have coat atudiea to submit, and staff 
believes it would be unduly burdonaoma and coatly to require auch 
studies to be developed. In moat caaea, the small LECa have 
mirrored the ratea of tho large LECa. It should be noted that 
rates for the •amart• and •dumb• line and many of the unbundled 
featurea and functiona (such as billed numbered screening and 
operator acreening) came about as the result of one or more PPSC 
proceedings in which coata were conaidered . 

In speaking with other state commi~o;:, iona, it appears that 
Plorlda is unique in that Plorida'a LECs have had tariffs in place 
for many yeare to provide varioua payphono servicea to independent 
pay telephone providers. In addition, Plorida baa held uny 
proceedings regarding various aspects of the pay telephone market. 
Aa stated in Order No. PSC-93 -0289-POP-TL: 

No market baa received as much attention, scrutiny, and 
evaluation, froa this Commiasion as the pay telephone 
market. Since 1985, we have held t~·ee full evidentiary 

• Tho not revenue teet 11 doecribed in FCC 90-314, Docket 87-313, n. 
416, It require• thlt tho propoaod ••rvico incr•••• ne t reYenue (wltn the 
lncreaee oocurrino within a cort1in t~o freao), and detailed lnforaation suet 
b4 provided on d.mand, coet, revenuea, etc. 
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hearinga, approved or modified two atipulationa, and have 
addreaaed a myriad of other pay telephone-related iaaues. 
We have endeavored to insure that NPATS have tho ability 
to enter and 6xit t~e market and to eompete with LPATS. 
Since 1985, we have approved four rate reduction• for 
interconnection . . . (page 30) 

rtaff doea not believe there haa been a significant change in 
circu;:tStaneea within the pay telephone industry regarding the 
wholesale services offered to payphone providera by LECe. Ao 
previoualy diacuaaed, many of the ratea and servicea have been in 
place in the exiating tariffs for uny yeara. The wholea. e 
aervicea offered in the exiating LBC tariffs are not 
discriadnatory, aince all payphone providers (LBC and nonLECl now 
purchase aervicea out of t he same tariff, at the aame rates. 

Staff haa conaidered the requirements of tho PCC Orders and 
Section 276 of the Act and believes the existing tariffs for LEC 
payphone aervlces are appropriate . However, further filinge are 
necessary t o t.riff coin line (a1111lrt line) service by Indiantown, 
Quincy, and Viata-Onited. While atatf is aware that these 
companiea have not received a bona fide request for the •smart• 
line, etaff believes these tariffs muat be filed to meet the FCC's 
guidelines and must be in place before these companieo are eligible 
for per-oall compensation. A tariff whose rates and ter~s mirror 
those of a tariff previoualy approved by this Commission will be 
presumed to have satisfied the "new aerv!ces test" and will be 
handled administratively. 

Staff would note again that in moat cases tho existing tariffs 
came about aa the result of ono o r more payphone-related 
proceedinga1 in which costa were considered. All payphone providers 
ILEC and nonLEC) will be purchasing tho same wholesale serviceo at 
the same rates from the existing tariffs, therefore, ~hey are not 
discriadnatory. Accordingly, staff believes the eldatin9 L£C 
tariffs for payphone services are cost-based, consistent with 
Sectio~ 276 and nondiscriminatory; therefore, no further filings 
are necessary to modify exiatJ.ng tariffs. However, Indiantown 
Telephone Systems Inc., TDS/Ouincy Telephone Company, and Vista­
United Telecommunications do not current ly hcsve "smart" Uno 
service t ariffed as required by the FCC's Orders. Therefore, 
Indiantown, TOS/Ouincy, and Vista-Unite1 should be required to file 
a tariff for this service no later than Auoust 18, 1998. A •smart• 
line tariff whose rates and terms mirror those of a -smart• line 
tar iff previously approved by this Commission will be presumed to 
have satisfied the "new services teat" and will be handl~d 

administratively . 
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I SSVI 2 : Should this docket be closed? 

NCQU "'!!'fi (M: Yea, this doc ket should be closed unless a 
person whose substantial interests are af!ected by the Commission's 
decision files a protest within 21 days ? f the issuance of the 
Proposed Agency Action. (Cox) 

S:rAI'J' AIILJIIS : Whether staff's recommendation on Issue 1 is 
approved or denied, tho resul t will be a proposed agency action 
order. :t no timely protest to the proposed agency action is filed 
within : 1 days of the date of issuance of tho Order, this docket 
should be closed. 
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