
BEFORE THE FLORIDA ?UBLIC SERVICE COMMI SSION 

In re : Proposed refund of 
ove rcharges by One Ca ll 
Communications , Inc . d/b/a 
Opcicom, a Div~sion of One Call 
Communicat~ons , Inc . 

DOCKET NO . 980552-TI 
ORDER NO . PSC-98-0759-FOF-TI 
ISSUED : June 1 , 1998 

The follow .~.ng Commissioners participated in the disposit1on of 
this matter: 

JULIA L . JOHNSON , Chairman 
J . TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

JOE GARCIA 
E. LEON JACOBS , JR . 

NOTICE OF PROPOS ED AGENCY ACTION 
ORDER APPROVING REFUND OF OVERCHARGES 

BY THE COMMl:;SlON: 

NOTICE is hereby given by the Flo rida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed here in is prelim1nary 1n 
nlt ut~ dnd will become final unless a person whose inLPr<>s s 1no. 

substar.tially affected files a pet1tion for a formal proceeding , 
pursuant to Rule 25- 22 . 029 , Florida Adm1nistrative Code . 

On January 13, 1997, One Call Communications , Inc. d/b/a 
Opticom , a Division o f One Call Commun.ications , Inc. (One Call) , 
was notified that it had been selected as one of the interexchange 
companies (IXCs) to be evaluated as part of the Commission's normal 
service quality evaluation. Toll timing and billing tests were 
conducted on January 22 and January 30, 1997. Upon review of the 
tesul ts of the testing an overtiming problem in One Call's billing 
was discovered. On September 3, 1997, our staff issued the 
Interexc~ange Service Evaluation Report and tequested an outline of 
corrective action taken to resolve the overtiming problem 
discovered during the evaluation. One Call responded on September 
22 , 1997, explaining the corrective action made t o its billing 
s ystem. Further exchanges of information occurred, culminating o n 
March 23, 1998 , when One Call offered a plan to refund the exces. 
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revenues from its inadvertent overtiming (Attachment A) . One Call 
estimated that $7,500 was overcharged and offered to refund that 
amount through a rate reduction for its customers for a period of 
six months or until the $7,500 is refunded. 

Based on our review of the bills in the evaluation, One Call 
was overtiming fifty five (55) percent of our test calls, which are 
purposely focused on the beginning and ending of billing increments 
to evaluate One Call's rounding methodology. One Call states that 
it has taken corrective measures to prevent overtiming in the 
future. Based on our review and investigation of the overtiming, 
we find $7,500 to be a reasonable amount for determining the amount 
to refund for the overcharges. 

One Call's primary customer base is pay phone consumers, it 
cannot easily determine the identity of the callers who were 
overcharged. Therefore, we find it appropriate to require One Call 
to refund the amount of revenue related to overtiming through a 
rate reduction method for its customers for a period of six months, 
or until $7,500 has been refunded. 

This docket will remain open pending completion of the 
refund. One Call shall prepare a report to the Commission every 
thirty days until the refund is complete. One Call will have one 
hundred dnd eighty days from the date this Order becomes final to 
provide documentation of the refund. If , however, One Call 
Communications fails to timely complete the refund, the Commissiun 
will consider issuing an Order to Show Cause why One Call should 
not be fined for overcharging Florida consumers. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
provisions of this Order, issued as proposed agency action, shall 
become final and effective unless an appropriate petition, in the 
form provided by Rule 25-22.036, Florida Administrative Code, is 
received by the Director, Division of Records and Reporting, 2540 
Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, by the 
close of business on the date set forth in the "Notice of Further 
Proceedings or Judicial Reviewu attached hereto. It is further 

ORDERED that One Call Communications , Inc . d/b/a Opt1com, a 
Division of One Call Communications, Inc., shall refund $7,500 to 
its customers through the rate reduction method described in the 
body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that One Call Communications , Inc . d/b/a Oplicom, a 
Division of One Call Communications , Inc ., shall prepare a report 
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to tne Commission every thirty days until the refund is complete. 
It is further 

ORDERED that One Call Communicat~ons , Inc . d/b/a Optiroml a 
Division of One Call Communications , Inc . I will hav e o ne hundred 
and eighty days f r om t h e date this Order becomes final to provide 
documentation of the refund. If, howe ver, One Call Communicat1ons , 
Inc . d/b/a Opticom , a Division of One C'all Communicati':'~s , Inc . 
fails to timely comp lete the refund , the Commission will consider 
issuing an Order to Show Cause why One Call Communi cat ions , Inc- . 
d/b/rJ Ort 1c-om, a Di vision of On,~ rall Communi ·H ion<>, Inc. I should 
not be (ined for overcharging Florida consu~ers. It is (urthet 

ORDERED that this docket will remain open pend1ng completion 
of the refund. 

By CPDER of the florida Public Service Commlss1on th1s 11:..:.. 
dc1y ot ,Jun•~ , ~-

BLANC'A S . BAY6, DirPctor 
Division of Records and Report1ng 

Bureau of Records 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDZCIAL REVIEW 

Th•~ Florida Public Service Comm1ss1on is required by Sect:on 
120 . 569 ( 1) , Flonda Statutes , to notify parties ;f any 
administrative hearing or )Udic1al review of Comm1ssion ordPrs thtt 
is available under Sect1ons 120 . 57 or 120 . 68 , Flor1da Statutes , as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply . This no 1~e 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrat1ve 
hearing or judicial rev iew will be granted or result 1n the rel1ef 
sought . 

1-lediation may be available on a 
m~dia~ion is conducted , it does not 
int•..:rt"SV'd pr:rson ' s right to d hearing . 

case-by-case basis . It 
affect a suhstantldlly 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature and w1ll 
r.-- be-orne effect::.ve or flnal , except as provided by Rule 25 -
<-L . J2) , Florida Administrative Code. Any person whose substanttal 
1nterests are affected by the action proposed by this 0rder may 
file a petition for a formal proceeding , as provtded by Rule 25 -
~:-> . 0:?<t(•l , Florida Administrative -,Jdr> , in thC' form provided hy 
Huh: 2:.,-~2 . 036(7) (a) and (f) , Florida Administrative Code . Th1s 
petit1on must be rece1ved by the Director , Div1sion of Records dnd 
Reporting , 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard , Tallahassee , Flo rtda 32399-
085C , by the close of business on June 22 , 1998 . 

ln the absence of such a petition , th1s order shall bt>< ;rm~ 
erfective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided ty 
Rule 25 -22 . 029(6) , Florida Administrative Code . 

r,r,y objPCtlon or protest tiled in this docket be tore Lll•: 

issuance date of this order is consi:dered abandoned unless it 
sat is fles the foregoi n g conditions and is renewed within r he 
specified protest period . 

It this order becomes final and effect1ve on the ddte 
descr1bed above , any party substantially affected may request 
J u'!1cial review by the Florida Supreme Court in ;:he case of an 
•"' 1 •"? c t n c , q a s o r t e 1 e phon e u t 1 l i t y o r by t h r> F 1 r s t D i s t ri c t. c; o Ill t 
,t( fiPI"'•tl Ill th•• ColS{' ut <1 w.tl_f' f 01 Wrl<'l" t'Wdl"t Utllity by fil1nq d 

llOL\~·(> ot dppedl Wlth the Dlrector , Divislon of P"cords cllld 

Report1ng and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the f1ling 
fee w1th the appropriate court . This filing must be completed 
with1n thirty (30) days of Lhe eff,:!cLiv~ datP. of this otcl .. r, 
!JIIt!Hl<~nt to Hult~ 9.110 , Fl or1 JcJ Kulus of i\ppcllatt! l'ro~··:dut•·. 

The not lCt::! oi appeal must be in the form speci fled in Rule 9 . 900 (a) , 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 
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ATTACHMENT A 

~ESSER. CAPA.RELLO & SELl" 

r~au••••· FI.C&!D .. :):Z:J02·1876 

"(1..( .... 0 .. ( e~J Ill ~YIO 

rct..CC0~1l•t eo.• 11• •lte eo.J .,, ••• 

BY HAND DELIYERY 
\-tr. Don McDonald 
Dtvtsion of Commurucations 
Flonda Public Servtce Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Dear Mr McDonald: 

March 23. 1998 Rle!IV!D 
.• 23199) 

On behalf of One Call Commurucauons. Inc. d/b/a Opticom. this ts tn response to your letter 
0f Sovember 21. 997 and our subsequent meeung March II. 1998. Your November letter requested 
Jddtttonal tnformauon wtth respect to the results of the servtce evaluation of Opucom performed 
January 21st through February 17, 1997. In that evaluation. StafffoWld some overtuned calls among 
the test calls that were made. In previous service evaluations Staff had determined that Opticom was 
undemming some of the test calls that had been made. As a result of these earlier results 
Jdjustments were made to the btlling system to eliminate the Wldemmmg. In the most recent 
~v:1luation some calls are now being overttmed and as expressed to you during our meet:r.g we want 
to correct thts. 

According to our records, the posstbtlity for oveniming of calls would have extsted from 
:--lovember 18. 1995 through February 18, 1997 or a period of approximately fifteen (I 5) months. 
The overttming occurred because of the roWJdi.ng of the timing of the calls. in part due to the earlter 
correction. During this period Opticom's billing system roWlded start to end ttme up to the nearest 
111 Oth of a minute and start to answer time down to the nearest \/ 1Oth of a minute before 
determining billed minutes. To calculate billed minute!, start to a.nswer time IS subtracted from the 
start to end time and the remaining time would give you the billed minutes. We have agatn revtsed 
our billing system and now both stan to end time and start to answer time are roWJded up before 
determining billed mmutes. This should correct this overtiming situation but may agam result m 
undeniming. We tntend to incorporate the attached language in our present tariff as part of our 
correcttve action. 

In your letter and in our subsequent meeting you asked about the revenue implications of the 
overtiming and our plans to refund any "excess" revenues. Fint. we do not have records for the 
penod an questton. To determme the posstble effect of oventmma we utilized record r'rom 
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September 1997 which we believe to be a representative penod. For the month of September. 1 Y97 

uur records tndtcate a total of 82.81 J calls consisttng of 269,059.3 mtnutes and SJ6.J65 87 10 

revenue or an average of I J.5¢ per minute. If all cal ls were overtimed, which was not the case. the 
total "excess" revenue in quesuon would be S 1.117.97 per month or approximately S I 5.000 00. 
Recognizing that not all calls were overttmed as refl~ted in your service evaluation. we propose to 
refund $7,500 or 50% of the "excess" revenue. We propose to refund this amount by ~a~ ol a 
prospective reduction over a period of6 months or until the $7,500 has been returned. ~htche'-er 
occurs first. 

We ~ognize that revenues are generally refunded or credited to customers but our proposal 

for a prospecu ve reduction is the most appropnate method because of the customer base served by 

Opttcom. Most of the customers of Opticom are other providers of services. such as pay telephone 
providers or travel card users. We serve very few end user residential or business customers. To 
make a refund to the other providers would not be refunding anythlna to the actual end user and we 
do not have the n~essary ~ords in order to enable us to make that type of refund. Moreover. stnce 
most of the users of the service we offer are transient and many probably did not make more than 
une or two phone calls. the amount of money to credited or refunded to those customers. assumtng 
they could ever be found. would be very mirumal, in fact in some instances less than 2 cc:nts u c<1ll 
Because of thts. we believe our proposal to reduce our revenue by $7,500.00 on a going lol"'ard 
basts by a rate reduction process would be fair to the consumers. 

We believe that our actions and proposal best resolve the present sttuation and would urge 
3pproval by the Commission. Should you have any questions as to the proposal please do not 
hesttate to call. Finally, l want to thank you for taking the time to meet wtth Ms. Bernard and I 
recently 

Sincerely. 

ne>•r>;~~ 
Norman H. Horton. Jr. 

:-JHH/arnb 
cc: \is. Ann Bernard 

v/.Vfr. Clayton Lewis 
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florida Proposed Tariff Lannuc 

) 2. 7 Company determines billed minutes by subtractmg start to answer lime from start to ~nd 11me Bolh start to end time and start to answer time are rounded up to the nearest tenth of a mmute be: tore determtning billed mtnutes. 
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