
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation into the ) 
billing practices of ) 
INTERNATIONAL TELECHARGE , INC. ) 
and PEOPLES TELEPHONE COMPANY. ) ______________________________ ) 

DOCKET flO. 91 0666-TI 
ORDER NO. P SC-9.!-0 Hi • - PCO - T f 
ISSUED: ~/.!0/~2 

ADDITIONAL ORPER ON Pq£UEARING PROCEDURe" 

By Order No. PSC-92-015 4-PCO- TI , issued Apr il 3 , 1992 , we set 
for th the pre hearing procedures to be utilized in t h is docket , 
including a schedule of key events . Attached to that Order. as 
Appe ndix "A", was a tentative list o the issues to be a ddressed in 
the upcoming hearing . By Order No . PSC-92 - 0270- PCO-TI , issued 
April 29, 1992 , we modified tho procedu ral schedule for this 
docket . As a result o discovery, we have now determined that two 
of tho issues on that list s hould be modified slightly and tha t 
five additional issues should be added to the list . Accordingly , 
attached to this Order, as Appendix " A" , is a revised list of 
iss ues to be addressed in the hearing . 

By ORDER of Chair man Thomas M. Beard, as Acting Preheariny 
Officer, this 'O [ b day ot 

-----U~-------------------- 1 

T~~ 
a nd Acting ?rehearing O!ficer 

( S E AL) 

ABG 

NOTICE OF fURTH ER PROCEEDI NGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is r equired by Secti on 
120 . 59 (4), Florida Statutes , to notify parties of any 
a dministrative hearing or judicial rev iew of Commission o r ders that 
is a vailable under Sections 120 . 57 or 12C. 68, Florida Statutes, a s 
well as the procedures a nd time limits that a pply. This notic e 
s hould not be construed to mean all request s for a n administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or ro~ult i n t he relief 
s ought . 
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Any party adversely affected by this order, which is 
preliminary , procedural or intermediate i n nature, may request : 1) 
reconsider ation within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22 . 038 (2), 

Florida Administrative Code, if i~~ued by a Prehearing Officer ; 2) 
reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22 . 060 , Florida 
Administrat ive Code , if issued by the Commission ; or 3) judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court, in the case of an electric, 
gas or telephone utility, or the First District Court of Appeal, in 
the case of a water or wastewa er ut1lity. A motion tor 
reconsideration shall be fil e d with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, in tho form prescr i bed by Rule 25-22 . 060 , 
Florida Administrative Code. Judicia 1 review of a preliminary, 
procedural or intermediate ruling o r order is available if review 
of the final action will not provide an adequate remedy . Such 
review may be requested from the appropriate court , as described 
above , pursua nt to Rule 9.100 , Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure . 
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APPENDIX " A" 
REVISED LIST OF ISSUES* 

1. During 1990 and 1991, did International Telecharge, Inc. (IT!) 
bill improper rates o n intrastate calls originating from 
publ ic telephones located at Florida correctional 
institutions , and if so, what is the amount of the overcharges 
and why did the overcharging occur? 

2 . Should ITI be required to refund, with i nterest, the amount of 
the overch<lr()es idcn ificd in Isnuc 1, :'loci if .... , , r o •.J '""hnu l'i 
the refund be made? 

3 . During 1990 and 1991, did overcharging occur on intr~state 

calls originating from Peoples relephone Company's (Peoples) 
public telephones located at Florida correc~ional 

institutions, and if so, why did the overcharging occur and 
did Peoples receive excessive commissions and payments due ~ o 

this overcharging? 

4 . Should Peoples be requ~red to remit to ITI , with interest , the 
excessive commissions and payments Peoples received from ITI 
due to the overcharging identified in Issues 1 and/or 3 , and 
if so, what is the amount that should be rern~tted co 111. 

5 . During 1990 a nd/or 1991, did ITI bill in excess of its 
t a riffed rates on intrastate calls originating from locations 
other than Florida correctional institutions , and if so, what 
is the amount of tho overcharges and why did the overcharging 
occur? 

6 . Should ITI be required to refund , with interest , the amoun• o f 
the overcharges identified in Iss ue 5 , and i f so , how J hou ld 
the refund be made? 

~ During 1990 and/QL__J9~ . djg peoplP~ ~nci TTI__yinlJ ~ 
Commission policy by using a network override feature tha t 
c ircumvented subscribers • LEe-provided collect call block~ 
and allowed the completion and billing of collect cal l s from 
Florida correctional facilities? 

~ Should ITI be required to refund . with interest . the amou nt o f 
c harges billed to local s ubscribers for collect c all s 
completed that circumvented LEC collect-call blocKing. and if 
so . how s hould the refund be made? 
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~ ouring 1990 and/or 1991 . did Peoples and ITI violate 
Commission policy that requires all 1.ero plus ( Qi) intrabATA. 
i ntraMARKET . and local calls be ca rr ied by the ~ 

~ Should ITI be requ i r ed to refund . with i nte r est . the amount of 
c harges collected on 0+ i ntra LATA . i ntrar1ARKET . a nd loca 1 
c alls . nod it so . how should the rPfu nd br m,drl 

~ Should Peoples be requ i red to remit t o IT! . with interest . the 
excessive commissions and payments Peoples received from III 
due to the improper c harges ident1Lied 1n Issues 7 and 9 . a nd 
if so . what is the amount that shQQtd be remit rd ~J'T ? 

12 . Should a penalty be imposed on ITl due to its involvement in 
the overcharging identified in Iss ues 1 and 5 and the imPr oper 
charges identified in Issues 7 a nd 9 . and if so , what penalty 
is appropriate? (formerly Issue 7) 

13 . Should a pena lty be imposed on Peoples due to its i nvolvement 
~n the overchclrg~ny Hlunt~ tl.ed 1n lb::.uu J gjll.l t.hu .lmut ytJ~: r 

c harges identified in lssues 7 a nd 9 . and if so , wha t penalty 
is appropriate? (for~erly Issue 8) 

*Revisions arc underlined . 
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