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PREHEABING ORPER 

I. CASE BACKGROUND 

In October, 1990, Congress e nacted the Telephone Operator 
Consumer Services Improvement Act (TOCSIA) which, among other 
things, direc ted the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) to 
require the establishment of 800 and 950 access numbers and to 
consider the unblocking of 10XXX access from all aggregator 
locations, including competitive pay telephones. TOCSIA also 
directed the FCC to consider whether pay telephone service ( PATS ) 
providers should receive compensation for origina ting access code 
ca lls . The FCC's Second Report and Order released May 8, 1992, in 
Docket No. 91-35, prescribe s a rate and mechani s m for c ompe nsating 
PATS providers for originating interstate access code ca lls. 

Florida' s mandate that all pay telephones that offer 
i nterexchange calling must provide access to all available 
i nterexchange carriers (IXCs) predates the FCC polic y di s cussed 
a bove. When Florida issued Order No. 14132 on February 27, 1985 , 
non locol exchange company PATS (nonLEC PATS or NPATS) providers 
we r e required to provide access to all locally available IXCs where 
i nterexchange calling was offered. LEC PATS (LPATS) were alr eady 
s ub ject to that requirement at that t i me. 
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After our staff became aware of the FCC's actions in its 
Docket No . 91-35, they proceeded to host a numbe r cf informal 
workshops addressing, among other things, the appropriateness of 
dial-around compensation on an intrastate basis . Following this 

series of workshops, this docket was subsequently opened. 

At the Prehearing Conference on August 11, 1992, the 
procedures to govern the Hearing were established. The Hearing in 

this matter is presently scheduled for the same time as the Hearing 

in Docket No. 920255-TL: Tuesday, August 25, 1992, through Friday, 

August 28, 1992. At the Prehoaring Conference, it was decided that 
the Hearing in this docket would begin immediately following the 
conclusion of the Hearing in Docket No. 920255-TL, o n Friday , 
August 28, 1992. The parties were put on notice, however, that the 

Hearing in this docket could begin earlier, if the Hear i ng in 
Docket No. 920255-TL e nds sooner than

1
anticipated. 

I I. PROCEPURE FOR HANPLING CONFIDENTIAL INfORMATIO' ! 

A. Any information provided pursuant to a discovery request 
for which proprietary confidential business information status is 
requested shall be treated by the Commission and the parties as 

confidential . The information shall be exempt from Section 
119 .07(1), florida Statutes , pending a formal ruling on suc h 
request by t .he Commission, or upon the return of the information to 

the person providing the information. If no determination of 
confidentiality has been made and the information has no t been used 

in the proceeding, it s hall be returned expeditiously to the ~erson 
providing the information . If a determination of confidentiality 

has been made and the information was not entered into the record 
of the proceeding, it shall be returned to the person providing the 

information within the time periods s et forth in Section 

364 .183(2), florida Statutes. 

B. It is the policy of the florida Public Service Commissi o n 

that all Commission hearings be open to the public at all times. 
The Commission also recoqnizes its obligation pursuant to Section 
364.183, Florida Statutes, to protect proprietary confidential 
business information from disclosure outside the proceeding. 

In tho event it becomes necessary to use confidential information 
during the hearing, the followi ng proce dures will be observed: 

1) Any party wishing to use any proprietary 
confidential business information, as that term is 
defined in Section 364.183, Florida Statutes, shall 
notify the Prehearing Officer and all parties o f 

record by the time of the Prehearing Conference, or 
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if not known at that time, no later than seven (7) 
days prior to the begi nning of the hearing. The 
notice shall include a procedure to assure that the 
confidential nature of the information is preserved 
as required by statute. 

2 ) Failure of any party to comply with 1) above shall 
be grounds to deny the party the opportunity to 
present evidence which is proprietary confidential 
business information. 

3) When confidential i nformation is used in the 
hearing, parties must have copies for the 
Commissioners, necessary staff, and the Court 
Reporter, in envelopes clearly marked with the 
nature of the contents. Any party wishing to 
examine the confidential material that is not 
subject to an order granting confidentiality shall 
be provided a copy in the same fashion as ptovided 
to the Commissioners, subject to execution of any 
appropriate protective agreement with the owner of 
the mater ial. 

4) Counsel a nd witnesses are cautioned to avcid 
verbalizing confidential information in such a way 
that would compromise the confidential information. 
Therefore, confidential information should be 
presented by written exhibit when reasonably 
possible to do so. 

5 ) At the conclusion of that portion of the hearing 
that involves confidential information, all copies 
of confidential exhibits shall be returned to the 
proffering party. If a confidential exh ibit has 
been admitted into evide nce, the copy provi ded to 
the Court Reporter shall be retained in the 
Commission Clerk's confidential files . 

III. PREFILED TESTIMONY ANP EXHIBITS 

Testimony or all witnesses to be sponsored by the parties and 
Staff has been prefiled. All testimony which has been prefiled in 
this case will be inserted into the record as though read after the 
witness has taken the stand and affirmed the c orrectness cf the 
testimony and asJociated exhibits. All testimony remains subj~ct 
to appropriate objections. Each witness will have the opportunity 
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to orally summarize his or her testimony at the time he o r she 
takes the stand. Upon insertion of a witness' testimony, exhibits 
appended thereto may be marked tor identification. After all 

parties and Staff have had the opportunity to object and cross­

examine, the exhibit may be moved i nto the record. All other 

e xhibits may be similarly identified and entered into the record at 
the appropriate time during the hearing. 

Witnesses are reminded that, on cross-examination, responses 

to questions calling for a simple yes or no answer shall be so 
a nswered first, after which the witness may explain his or her 

answer. 

IV. ORDER OF WITNESSES 

WITNESS 

Albert H. Kramer 
(Direct/Rebuttal) 

Thomas M. McCabe 
{Direct) 

Ralph A. Quaglia 
{Direct/Rebuttal) 

Joseph P. Gillan 
{Direct) 

Elizabeth Dickerson 
{Rebuttal) 

Charles M. Scobie 
{Direct/Rebuttal) 

Patricia S. Cowart 
{Rebuttal) 

aEf~aBitH~ f:QB 

FPTA 

Staff 

AT&T 

FIXCA/MCI 

MCI 

GTE 

BellSouth 

I SS!.!f.:S ~QS. 

1 - 8 

1 - 8 

1 - 8 

1 - 8 

1 - 6 

1, 3 1 5 - 8 

8 

At the Prehearing Conference, it was determined that, to 
conserve time, witnesses would take the stand once and present both 

direct and rebuttal testimony {if any) during this one appearance. 

Witnesses are reminded that they remain subject to recall until the 
conclusion of the hearing. 

V. sasrc fQSITIONS 

~T'T'S BASIC PQSITION: 
of c ompensation for 

AT&T's basic position is that the paym~nt 
intrastate dial-around traffic is not 
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warranted. The non-LEC PATs (hereinafter "NPATs"} provider is f ree 
to choose an operator services provider (hereinafter "OSP"} for his 
payphones. The selection of an OSP should be based on factors i n 
addition to the level of commissions paid by the OSP, includiny 
s ervice to the end-user who is the joint customer of the NPATs 
provider and the OSP. If consumers are dissatisfied with the OSP 
s elected by the NPATs provider, they should be able to reach their 
preferred OSP through the use of access codes. The ability of 
consumers to reach their chosen interexchange carrier is paramount, 
as this Commission and the Florida Legislature have rightly 
recognized. The payment of dial-around compensation for such calls 
would effectively insulate the NPATs provide r from selecting an OSP 
on the basis of service to the calling public, allowing the level 
of commission payments to be the primary selection criteria. Such 
a situation would be contrary to the public interest. 

BELLSOOTB'S BASIC POSITION: Southern Bell has no position on the 
appropriateness of payment of dial-around compensation to PATS 
providers. At the present time and under the current regula t ory 
e nvironment as it relates to the LEC pay tele phone ope ration it is 
not a ppropriate for dial-around compensation to be paid to the 
LECs. It is Southern Bell' s position t hat if the Commission 
determines that dial-around compensation is appropriate, the LECs 
s hould not be involved in the implementation of the Commission' s 
decision. 

FIXCA'S BASIC POSITION: The Commission should not grant the 
request of the FPTA to require that compensation be paid when an 
e nd user exercises a choice to access his or her preferre d carrier 
from a pay telephone station in Florida. A "compensat i on" scheme 
such as that suggested by the FPTA would be inconsistent with the 
Commission's policy to promote payphone competition with an 
emphasis on end user choice and benefits, and not on ge nerat ing 
commission reve nues to the location provider . 

In short, the Commission should r eaffi r m the finding it made in 
Docket 860723 , when it found: 

"We strongly agree ... that compensation for dial around 
traffic would negate the economic incentive for NPATS 
providers to offer to end users the bes t possible s e rvice 
at the most economical rate through the presubsc r ibed 
IXC." (Order 24101, p. 13} 

FPTA'S BASIC POSITION: The Commission should orde r the payment of 
intrastate dial-around compensation for nonLEC pay telephone 
service ( "t~PATS") providers and should approve the concept of a 
usage -based compensation plan, which should be implemented as soon 
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a s practical. In the interim, immediate compensation should be 
ordered by the Commission based, at minimum, on a flat rate of 
$9.00 per month per pay telephone. The effective date of the 
interim dial-around compensation should be the date the Commission 
renders its vote on the issues in this proceeding. LEC pay 
telephone compensation is currently provided, and the dial-around 
compensation ordered in this docket should not be made available 
until LEC pay telephone service ("LPATS") operations are remove d 
f rom the regulated accounts, a level playing field for p a y 
telephone service competition is established, and the current LPATS 
compensation is eliminated. 

GTE'S BASIC POSITION: GTEFL takes no pos ition as to the 
appropriateness of payment of dial-around compensation . However, 
s hould the Commission issue an order in Docket No. 920255- TL 
d i recting GTEFL to plac e its pay telephone operations in a separate 
s ubsidiary , GTEFL would expect to participa te i n dial-around 
compensation to the extent permissible under federal a nd state l aw. 
I f federal or state law prevents GTEFL f r om parti.: ipating in a 
dia l-around compensation, even as a sepa rate s ubsidiary, GTEFL 
would objec t to such compe nsation as a n unfair c ompe titive 
d i sadvantage against GTEFL. 

Dial-around compensation should be derived on a per call 
basis . However, due to the technical infeasibility of per c a ll 
monitoring on an intrastate versus interstate basis, the Commis s i on 
should consider whether payments should be made at all given the 
FCC • s Order respecting interstate compensation on a per phone 
basis. I f the Commission orders a surrogate method of compens a­
tion, the compensation program should be administered in a manne r 
similar to that ordered by the FCC for interstate dial-around 
compensation. 

HCI'S BASIC POSITION: The Commission should not grant the request 
of the FPTA to require that compensation be paid when an end user 
exercises a choice to access his or her preferred carrier from a 
pay telephone station in Florida. A "compensation" sche me such as 
that suggested by the FPTA would be inconsistent with the 
commission's policy to promote payphone competition with a n 
emphasis on end user choice and benefits, and not on g e nerat i ng 
commis sion revenues to the location provider. 

In short, the Commission should r e affirm the finding it made i n 
Docke t 860723, when it found: 
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"We strongly agree ••. that compensation for dial around 
traffic would negate the economic incentive for NPATS 
providers to offer to end users the best possible service 
at the most economical rate through the presubscribed 
IXC." (Order 24101, p. 13) 

SPRINt'S BASIC POSITIQN: Sprint takes no position with regard to 
the appropriateness of dial-around compensation on an intrastate 
basis. Sprint reserves the right to take a position after 
reviewing t he prefiled testimony of the parties of record in this 
docket. 

Should the Commission decide to order dial-around 
compensation, Sprint favors a completed call method of compensat jon 
whenever t echnologically feasible and verifiable. In the meantime, 
Sprint believes that the FCC's interim per line flat rate 
methodology can be used as an alternative. If this method is 
adopted, the Commission should direct the LECs to furnish the IXCs 
with a list of private payphone providers for verific ation and 
billing purposes. 

OPC'S BASIC POSITION: No position at this time. 

STAfF'S BASIC POSITION: Staff believes that compensation for dial­
around traffic is appropriate in the Florida pay telephone market . 
Such compensation should be limited to lOXXX, 800 a nd 950 access 
code calls dialed by the end user to reach his interexchange 
carrier (IXC) of choice. Compensation should be paid on a per cal l 
basis at the rate of $.25 per call. 

VI. ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

ISSOE 1: What types of calls should be considered dial-around 
calls for the purpose of this docket? 

ATiT'S POSITION:The term "dial-around" refers to the consumer's 
selection of an operator services provider (OSP) through the use of 
carrier access codes (10XXX, 800 and 950). Only completed 
intrastate operator services calls (not call attempts) made using 
these access methods should be considered dial - around calls. 0- or 
LEC operator transfer calls are not carrier access code calls and 
should not be included in determining dial-around compensation. 

BELLSOQTB'S POSITION: Southern Bell has no position on this iss ue 
at the present time, however, Southern Bell reserves the right to 
amend this prehearing statement prio r to the prehearing, if 
necessary. 
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FIXCA'S POSITION: For purposes of this Docket, dial around calls 
should only include calls whereby the end user accesses the I XC of 
their choice for travel card services by dialing an access code 
such as lOXXX, 950 or 1-800. Dial around calls should not include 
calls to an 800 number for a business which has advertised its 
toll-free number for a standard commercial purpose. In these 
i nsta nces, the end user is not dialing an access code to reach an 
IXC network for travel card service and the call would not 
otherwise be placed using the PATS provider's toll services. Nor 
s houl d dial around traffic include other access code calls destined 
f or a voice mail system or other non-long distance service. 

FPTA'S POSl;TION: Dial-around calls for which NPATS provide rs 
s hould be compensated include every interLATA or intraLATA call 
which c urrently does not generate compensation to the NPATS 
provider even though the call generates revenue for the LEC andfor 
IXC, and which deprives the NPATS provider of a r e venue opportunity 
by tying-up the payphone. The following types of calls should be 
considered as dial-around calls: 

a . lOXXX; 
b . 950; 
c. 0+ 900; 
d. 0+ 700; 
e. All 800 calls; and 
f. All Operator Transfer calls (calls originating on a o-

basis transferred by the LEC operator to an IXC). 

GTE'S POSITION: Dial around calls are generally considered to be 
interLATA, non-sent paid calls that are completed v i a dialing a se­
quence of numbers that connec ts the caller to an Interexchange 
carrier (IXC) associated with that sequence rathe r than the IXC 
p r esubscribed to the originating line. Dial around codes include 
10xxx in equal access areas and "950" Feature Group B dialing. 
Some IXC's use an 800 number as an access code. 

MCI'S PQSITION: For purposes of this Docket, dial around cal ls 
should only include calls whereby the end user accesses the IXC of 
their choice for travel card services by dialing an access code 
s uch as lOXXX, 950 or 1-800. Di al around calls should not include 
calls to an 800 number for a business which has advertised its 
toll-free number for a standard commercial purpose. In the se 
instances, the end user is not dialing an access code t o reach an 
IXC network for travel card service and the call would not 
otherwise be placed using the PATS provider's toll services. Nor 
should dial around traffic include other access code calls dest i ne d 
for a voice mail system or other non-long distance service. 
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SPRINT's POSITION: For the purpose of this docket dial-ar o und 
calls should be defined as travel card, collect and third party 
intrastate calls completed through the use of an access code 
(e ither 9800, 950 or 10XXX) to avoid the operator services 
furnished by the private payphone provider. 

OPC'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

STAFF'S POSITION: compensation for dial-around traffic should be 
limited to lOXXX, 800 and 950 access code calls which are dialed by 
the end user to access his interexchange carrier of choice. 

ISSUE 2: Is t he payment of dial-around compensation in the Florida 
pay tele phone market appropriate? 

AT'T'S POSITION: No. It is AT&T'S position that the payment of 
compensation for intrastate dial-around traffic is rot appropriate 
or warranted. A competitive payphone provider (NPATs) \o:hich 
experiences a large amount of dial-around traffic can change its 
presubscribed carrier to an OSP which more adequately meets the 
needs and desires of end users. Imposition of a compensation 
requirement on dial-around traffic would effectively insulate the 
NPATs provider from the need to be responsive to end users by 
guaranteeing payment regardless of which OSP the NPATs provider 
c hooses. This is not t .he way that a competitive market should 
operate. 

BELLSOQTR'S POSITION: Southern Bell has no position o n this issue 
at the present time, however, Southern Bell r eserves the right to 
amend thi s prehearing statement prior to the prehearing, if 
necessary. 

FIXCA'S POSITION: No. Stated a different way, the issue that the 
Commission needs to address is whether rates to end users of pay 
telephones in Florida should be increased. If the rate increase is 
simply a way to generate additional revenue to location providers , 
then the payment of dial around compensation would be contrary to 
the Commission's stated objective in authorizing competi tion in the 
pay telephone market . As the Commission stated in Docket 860723-TP: 

"Our purpose in opening this market to 
competition was to provide benefits to the 
ratepayers of Florida, not to provide 
add itional revenue opportunities for location 
providers . " (Order No . 24101, p . 21) 
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FPTA' S POSITION: Yes. The payment of intrastate dial-around 
compensation is immediately appropriate for NPATS providers. The 
Commission should approve a usage-based method (per call or per 
cinute) for compensating pay telephone providers and order the 
implementation of such a method as soon as practical. In the 
interim, the Commission should order immediate interim dial-around 
compensation based, at minimum, on a flat rate of $9.00 per month 
per pay telephone . The eff ective date of the interim dial-around 
c ompensation should be the date the Commission renders i t s vote on 
the issues in this proceedi ng. 

GTE'S POSITION: 
t ime . 

GTEFL takes no position o n this issue at this 

MCI'S POSITION: No. Stated a diffe rent way, the issue that the 
Commiss ion needs to address is whether rates to e nd users of pay 
telephones in Florida s hould be i ncreased. If the rate increase is 
s imply a way to gene rate additional reve nue to location p roviders, 
then t he payment of dial around compensation woulrl be contrary to 
the Commission' s stated objective in authorizing competition in the 
pa y telepho ne market . As the Commission s t ated i n Docket 860723-TP: 

"Our purpose in opening this market to 
competition was to provide bene f its to the 
r a tepayers of Florida , not to provide 
additional revenue opportunities fo r locatio n 
providers ." (Order Ho . 24101, p. 2 1) 

SPRINt'S POSITION: See Sprint's Basic Position. 

OPC'S POSITION: No pos ition at this time . 

STAFF'S POSITION : Yes , payment of dial-a r o und compe nsa tion in t h e 
Florida pay t elephone market is appropriate. The end user benefits 
from the ability to place an access code call and the IXC of choice 
benefits from the revenue derived from completing the call. I t is 
a ppropriate that the entity that provides both p a rties the ab1 lity 
to receive those benefi t s be compensated for his investment, as 
well. 

ISSUE 3: I f the Commission determines that pay t e lephone providers 
s hould receive compensation for dial-around calls , on what basis or 
bases (e . g., pe r call, flat rate) s hould suc h c ompe nsation be 
derived? 

ATiT'S PObiTION: 
cc Docket 91-35, 

Based on the r ecord established before the FCC in 
Policies and Rules Concerning Operator Service 
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Access and Pay Telephone Compensation, it would appear that i t is 
not presently possible to implement a per-call compensation 
mechanism. The FCC determined that "no entity currently has the 
ability to determine accurately the number of access code calls 
that originate from each competitive payphone" (Paragraph 13, 
Second Report and Order in cc Docket 91035, released May 8, 1992). 

In evaluating a flat-rate, per-phone compensation mechanism, 
the Commission should recognize as a threshold matter that only 
those pay telephones which have unblocked all carrier access 
methods should be considered eligible for compensation. Moreove r, 
it is AT&T's position that the current $6 monthly per phone 
compensation awarded private payphone owners by the FCC already 
provides sufficient compensation for NPATs providers for intrastate 
dial-around calls. 

BELLSOOTH'S POSITION: Southern Bell has no position on this issue 
at the present time, however, Southern Bell r eserves the right to 
amend this prehearing statement prior to the prehearing, if 
necessary. 

FIXCA'S POSITION: The Commiss ion should not determine that pay 
tele phone providers should receive compensation for dial a r ound 
c alls. If the Commission determines that pay t e l epho ne providers 
s hould receive compensation for dial around calls, then the pay 
telephone providers should collect it from their patrons when the 
ca ll is made. 

FPTA' S POSITION: A usage-based 
implemented. This can be either on 
Howe ver, until such a plan becomes 
compensation plan is appropriate. 

compensation plan should be 
a per call or per minute basis. 
poss ible, an interim per phone 

GTE'S POSITION: The most equitable bas is would be an additional 
c harge per comple ted call, assessed to the end user. Howeve r, 
inherent difficulties in identifying intrastate vs. interstate , 
completed dial around traffic, and distinguishing 1+800 dial around 
cal ls from other 1+800 calls, makes implementa tion on a per call 
basis virtually impossible at this time. 

In light of that circumstance, the Commission must determine 
if additional compensation for intrastate dia l around traffic is 
justified, given the level of interstate compensation ordered by 
t he FCC on a per phone basis. 

HCI'S POSITION: The Commission should not determine that pay 
te lephone providers should receive compensation for dial around 
calls . If th~ Commission determines that pay telephone prov1ders 
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s hould receive compensation for dial around calls, then the pay 
t e lephone providers should collect it from their patrons whe n the 
call is made. 

SPRINT'S PQSITIOI: Should the Commission determine that dial­
around compensation is appropriate, Sprint favors a per completed 
call structure. Sprint believes that this is the fairest method 
of compensation but realizes that all parties may not currently 
have the tec hnology to pay compensation using this method. Sprint 
believes that the FCC's interim fla t rate methodology can be used 
as an alternative. However, Sprint f a vors the introduction of per 
completed call based compensation as each interexchange carrier or 
private p yphone provider is technologically capable of employing 
s uc h method. 

OPC'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

STAFF'S POSITION: The Commission should prescribe compe nsation on 
a per call basis . 

ISSUE JA: If a surrogate level of compensation is approved, should 
all pay telephones, regardless of the location, be co~pensated? 

AT'T'S POSITION: If dial-around compensation is approved by the 
Commission, only NPATs that unblock all access codes should be 
considered for dial-around compensation. Private payphones wh ich 
are not required to unblock access code dialing (e.g., inmate 
phones in correctional facilities) should not receive dial-around 
compensation . 

BELLSOQTB'S POSITION: Southern Bell has no position on this issue 
at the present time, however, Southern Bell reser ves the right to 
amend this prehearing statement prior to the pre hearing, if 
necessary. 

PliCA'S POSITIOM: FIXCA does not take a posit i on on this i s s ue at 
this time. FIXCA reserves the right to take a position on this 
issue at the close of the evidence in this Docket. 

FPTA'S POSITION: All NPATS pay telephones permitting any type of 
dial-around calling, as defined in Iss ue 1, should rece ive the 
interim $9.00 per phone surrogate . 

GTE'S POSITION: Yes. Once the decision has been made to compen­
sate on a surrogate basis, every phone should receive compensation 
be cause ease of implementation and administration should be the 
overri ding concern. 
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HCI'S POSITION: HCI does not take a position on this i ssue at t his 
time . HCI reserves the right to take a position on this issue a t 
the c lose of the evidenc e in this Docket. 

SPRINT'S POSITION: If a surrogate level is approved, compensation 
should only be paid f or payphones which generate dial-around calls. 
Thus, calls originati ng from pa yphones located in sites such as 
correctional facilities, state hospi tals a nd res trictive care 
facili t ies shoul d be excluded. 

OPC'S POSITIONs No position at this time . 

STAFF • 8 POSITI ON: No, t he Commiss i on s hou l d not prescribe a 
s urrogate compensation level on a ll pay telephones . The Commission 
s hould limit the s urrogate to only those pay telephones that are 
determined to generate high volumes of tra ffic. 

ISSUE 4 : Wha t, if any, is the appropriate amount of dial-around 
compensation t o be pai d t o pa y telephone s e rvice providers under 
t he methodology determined to be appropriate under Issue 3? 

AT'T' S POSITION: Compe nsation, if approved by the Commission, 
s hould be based upon an incremental cost analysis in which only 
tha t cost and i nvestme nt clearly associated with the provision of 
dial-around traffic would be used to establish the level of 
compe nsation . Costs associated with overall operation of the 
payphone provider's busines s (e.g . , the cost of the local e xchange 
company access lines , coin collection and installation of the 
payphone and its enclosure) should not be included, because those 
costs are not s pecifically incur red as a result of carrier access 
code traffic. 

BELLSOQTB'S POSITIQN: Southern Bell has no position on this issue 
at the present time, however, Southern Bell r eser ves the right t o 
amend this prehearing statement prior to the prehearing, if 
necessary. 

FIXCA'S POSITION: If the Commission decides to require end users 
to compensat e pay telephone provi ders f or the use of the phone, the 
Commission should do so in the context of its compe titive pay 
telephone pol i c ies which emphasize consumer benefits over locat ion 
provider revenues and within the context o f its findings in Docket 
860723-TP that the routing of a dial around call imposes virtually 
no direct cost on the payphone. 
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FptA'S POSITION: The appropriate amount of interim compensation 
for NPATS providers is no less than $9.00 per p a y telephone per 
month. 

GTE'S POSITION: 
time. 

GTEFL takes no position on this issue at this 

~·s POSITION: If the Commission decides to require end users to 
compensate pay telephone providers for the use of the phone , the 
Commission should do so in the context of its competitive pay 
telephone policies which emphasize consumer benefits over location 
provider revenues and within the context of its findings in Docket 
860723 -TP that the routing of a dial around ca ll imposes virtually 
no direct cost on the payphone . 

SPRINt'S POSITION: As to the proper a mount of compensation on a 
per call basis and the methodology to use as the basis for 
calculating that amount (~, market rate, m~ rginal opportunity 
costs, cost to provide access to operator servicd providers, etc.), 
Sprint takes no position at this time. However, in Comments filed 
before the FCC, S~rint no ted that $.12 per call might have merit on 
a n interim basis. 

OPC'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

StAFF'S POSITION: The Commission should prescribe a dial-around 
compensation rate o f $.25 per call for all completed lOXXX, 950 or 
800 access code calls. This $. 25 rate is consistent with the 
Commission's "set use" fee establ ished in Order No. 24101. 

ISSUE 5: Who, if anyone, should p a y compensation for dial-around 
traffic? 

ATiT'S POSITION: Assuming the Commission dete rmines that dial­
around compensation is warranted, then it should appropriately be 
paid by OSPs who complete calls using end-user dialed carrier­
specific access codes . If a flat-rate, non-traffic sensitive 
compensation mechanism is selected, the basis for determining which 
OSPs should pay has to be established. 

BELLSOOTH'S POSITION: Southern Bell has no position on this issue 
at the present time, however, Southern Bell r eserves the right to 

1~ Federal Communications Commission Second Report and 
Order, c~ Docket No. 91-35 issued May 8, 1992 at 7. 
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amend this prehearing statement prior to the prehearing, if 
necessary. 

PIXCA'S POSITIOM: FIXCA does not believe that compensation should 
be paid for dial around calls. If the Commission decides to 
require compensation be paid to pay telephone providers, the pay 
telephone provider should collect any such compensation f rom its 
patrons at the point of sal e. Unlike the set-use fee authorized in 
Docket 860723-TP which is to be collected from end users by the LEC 
and remitted to the payphone provider under a tariffed billing and 
collection service offered by t he LECs, MCI in particular and IXCs 
in general are not capable of offering such a billing a nd 
collection service to the payphone providers. 

PptA'S POSITION: Since these are interexchange revenue producing 
calls, dial-around compensation should be paid by the rxcs. 

GTE'S POSITIOtf: If compensation is orde red for dial around 
traffic, IXC's who offer operator services tnd accept non-sent paid 
calls from pay telephones should pay compensation. 

If a surrogate method of compensation is utilized , a mechanism 
similar to the one the FCC ordered would facilitate administration 
of the progrant. A threshold level of revenues would be the deter­
mining factor as to which IXC's would have to pay compensation. 

MCI'S POSITION: MCI does not believe that compensation should be 
paid for dial around calls. If the Commissio n decides to require 
compensation be paid to pay telephone providers, the pay telephone 
provider should collect any such compensation from its patrons at 
the point of sale. Unlike the set-use fee authorized in Docket 
860723-TP which is to be collected from end users by the LEC and 
remitted to the payphone provide r under a tariffed billing and 
c ollection service offered by the LEes, MCI in parti cular and IXCs 
in general are not capable of offer i ng such a billing and 
collection servic e to the payphone providers . 

SPRINT'S POSITION: Sprint takes no position at this time on who, 
if anyone, should pay compensation for dial-around traffic. 

OPC'S POSITIONS No position at this time. 

STAll'S POSITION: The Commission should require only those IX~s 
that carry a high volume of traffic to pay compensation. Until 
staff has concluded its discovery, it does not take a position on 
which carriers should be required to pay. Staff does not believe 
t hat compensation should be ordered from all IXCs. 
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ISSUE 6: Who, if anyone, should receive compensation for dial­

around traffic? 

ATiT'S POSITIOia Any contemplated compensation should be limited 

to NPATs providers. 

BELLSOQTH'S PQSITION: Southern Bell has no position on this issue 

at the present time, however, Southern Bell reserves the right to 

amend this prehearing statement prior to the prehearing, if 

necessary . 

liXCA'S POSITION: FIXCA does not believe that anyone should 

recei ve compensation for dial around traffic. If the Commission 

decide s to require that end users pay compensation to pay telephone 

providers, then the decision to receive or require compensation 

should be optional and left up to the pay telephone stat ion 

location provider. Some location providers, based on the nature of 

their patrons (i.e. business travelers) may dec i de that the 

convenience of their patrons outwei ghs the r eve nues to be gained 

from such compensation and choose to forego such compensation. All 

pay telephone locati ons should not be required to receive 

compensation from their patrons for travel card calls. 

PPTA'S POSITION: NPATS providers should be i mmediately provided 

dial-around compensation. The LECs should not receive such 

compensation as hey are currently compensated through other means. 

LPATS should be entitled to receive dial-around compensation when 

LEC pay telephone service is removed from the regulated investme nt, 

a level playing field is established for pay telephone service , and 

the current compensation is eliminated . 

GTB'S POSITION: If intrastate dial around compe nsation is ordere d, 

all PATS providers should receive it . Depending on the outcome of 

Docket No. 920255-TL, LEC pay telephones may also be candidates for 

dial around compensation. 

MCI 1 8 POSITION: MCI does not belie ve that anyone should receive 

compensation for dial around traffic . If the Commission decides to 

require that end users pay compensation to pay telephone providers, 

then the decision to receive or require compensation s hould be 

optional and left up to the pay telephone station location 

provider. Some location providers, based on the nature of their 

patrons (i.e. business travelers) may decide that the convenience 

of their patrons outweighs the revenues to be gained from such 

compensation and choose to forego such compensation. All pay 

telephone locations should not be required to receive compensation 

from their patrons for travel card calls . 
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SPRIMT'S POSITION: Should the Commission decide that dial-around 
compensation is appropriate, Operators of all private paypho nes 
should be compensated with the exception of those markets 
referenced in Issue No. JA. 

OPC'S POSITIONI No position at this time. 

STAFF'S POSITION: It is unc lear at this time if compensation to 
all pay telephone providers is appropriate. The Commission should 
take into consideration the potential d i al-around traffic that may 
occur from small mom-and-pop type operations and the cost to the 
IXC to pay compensation . 

ISSUE 7: Should the Commission •s d ecision to compensat e o r not ~ 
compens ate LEC pay telephones be based on the Commission • s decision ·· ,. 
in Docket No. 920255-TL? 

AT'T • S POSITION: No. LEC-owned pay telept ones already r eceive 
more than adequate compensation throug h intras tate acces s charges 
paid to the LEC by the I XC. Imposition of dial-around compensation 
on LEC-owned pay phones would merely serve t o inc r ease the profits 
o f the LEC at the e xpense of the end user. 

BELLSOUTH'S POSITION: The Commissio n• s dec i s ion to compens ate LEC 
pay telephones s hould be based upon its d ecis i o n in Docket NO. 
920255-TL . 

FIXCA 'S POSITION: FIXCA does not believe that anyone, including 
LEC pay telephones, should be compensated regardless of the 
Commission•s decision in Docket No. 920255-TL. 

FrTA'S POSITION: No. Dial-around compensation for NPATS providers 
should be ordered by the Commission regardless of the Commission •s 
decis ion in Docket No . 920255-TL as to whe ther LEC pay telephone 
s ervice is effectively competitive or subject to effective 
competition. However, for the Commission to make pay telephone 
service i n Florida subject to effective comp e tition, dial-around 
compensation must be required. The dial-a round compe nsation for 
NPATS providers can be implemented for LPATS providers when LEC pay 
telephone service is removed from the regulated investment, a level 
playing field is established for pay telephone service, and the 
current compensation is eliminated . 

GTE'S POSITION: Yes. If the Commission rules in Docket No . 
920255-TL that the LEC pay phone operation should be placed in a 
separate subsidiary or be subjected to additional accounting 
requirement including imputation of certain c osts or expe nses , LEe 
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pay telephones should receive the same level of intrastate dial 
around compensation as the non-LEC pay phone provider. lf that 
were not the case, the LEC pay phone operation would have a revenue 
source withheld that the PATS provider would be using to fund their 
operation. 

KCI'S POSITION: MCI does not believe that anyone, including L~C 
pa y telephones, should be compensated regardless of the 
Commission's decision in Docket No. 920255-TL. 

SPRINT'S POSITION: Sprint takes no position at this t ime on 
whether or not the Commission's decision to compensate LEC pay 
telephone should be based on the outcome of Docket No. 920255-TL. 

OPC'S POSITION: No position at this time. 

STAFF'S POSITION: Yes, the Commiss ion's decision to require 
compensation for dial-around traffic should be based on the 
Commission's d ecision in Docket No. 920255-TP. 1 : and only if, the 
Commission places LEC pay telephone operations in a separate 
subsidiary or below the line s hould the Commission prescribe 
c ompensation by IXCs to t he LEC. 

ISSUE 8: How a nd when s hould the decisions r eached in this docket 
be implemented? 

AT'T'S POSITION: As stated earlier, AT&T believes that intrastate 
dial-around compensation is unwarranted. However, shou l d the 
Commission authorize some form of intrastate dial-around 
compensation, it should have as its aim a fair rate which will not 
increase the costs to Florida cons umers and which will minimize 
implementation c osts. 

If the Commission determines that some form of compensation is 
appropriate, AT&T suggests adoption of a mechanism for d i rect 
payment between the OSP and the NPATs provider. In addition, 
payphone owners should be required to register all of their 
payphones with the OSP . As part of the r egistration process, the 
payphone owner should provide to the OSP the payphone location and 
telephone number for each instrument and appropriate t ax 
identification information. 

The LECs should be required to provide to the OSPs a list of 
the NPATs subscribers to whom compensation would be paid . These 
LEC lists should include at a minimum the line numbe r of the 
payphone customers of record, service connection and disconnection 
dates, and the installed a ddress of the telephone. Furt hermore, 
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payphone providers seeking compensation should be requi red to 
certify that all access codes are unblocked. 

Regarding the administration of a compensation program, OSPs 
should be allowed to place reasonable limits on the timing of the 
issuance of compensation checks and 1 imi t the number of checks 
which will be required to be issued to a given payphone owner. Any 
compensation plan should also provide for an audit/claim mechanism. 
To the extend it is feasible , a clearly defined dispute resolution 
process should be incorporated into ar.y compensation plan. 

BBLLSOOTR'S POSITION: Any dial around compensation, if determined 
appropriate, should be paid directly to the pay telephone provider 
by the int rexchange carrier. 

FIXCA'S POSITION: FIXCA does not take a position on this issue at 
this time. FIXCA reserves the right to take a position on this 
issue at the close of the evidence. 

FPTA'S POSITION: The Commission should approve the concept of a 
usage-based compensation method (per call or per minute), and it 
should order the implementation of such a method as soon as 
practical. Until usage-based compensation is possible , the 
Commission s hould order immediate interim compensation based, at 
minimum, on a flat rate of $9.00 per month per pay telephone. The 
effective date of th i nterim dial-around compensation should be 
the date the Commission renders its vote on the issues in this 
proceeding . 

GTE'S POSITION: If the decision in this docket is to compensate 
for i ntrastate dial around traffic, the mechanism for implemen­
tation should be aG consistent as possible to the interstate plan 
enacted by the FCC. This would require the PATS vendors to bill and 
collect this compensation from the IXC's that generate annual toll 
revenues over some threshold amount. An intrastate plan that is 
consistent with the interstate plan would appear to be the easiest 
and quickest to implement and should be implemented as soon as 
possible after the conclusion of the docket. 

MCI'S POSITION: MCI does not take a position on this issue at this 
time. MCI reserves the right to take a position on this issue at 
the close of the evidence. 

SPRINT'S POSITION: Should the Commission decide that compensation 
is appropriate, the effective date of the Order should be depende nt 
upon the r ethod of compensation adopted. If a per completed call 
method of compensation id ordered, implementation should take place 
whenever technologically feasible. 
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OPC'B POSITION: No position at this t i me. 

STAFF'S POSITION: Dial-around compensation should be paid directly 
from the IXC to the NPATS provider. IXCs should be required to 
implement compensation on a surrogate per phone method 30 days 
after the issuance of a final order in this docket. Compens , tion 
on a per call basis s hould be implemented as soon thereafter as 
reasonably possible. 

VII. EXHIBIT LIST 

WITNESS PROFFERED BY ~ DESCRI?TION 
N2..s.. 

Joseph P. Gillan FIXCA/HCI JPG-1 Qualifications 

Parties and Staff reserve the right t o identify addit ional 
exhibits f or the purpose of cross-examination. 

VIII. PROPOSED STIPULATIONS 

No stipulations were entered into during the Prehearing 
Conference. However, the parties did discuss the possibility of 
sitpulating all of the testimony in this docket into the record and 
making the witnesses available for quest ioning by the 
Commissioners, in l ieu of holding the scheduled Hearing. The 
Prehearing Officer directed all of the parties to advise staff 
counsGl of their decision on this subject no later tha n the close 
of business, Tuesday, August 18, 1992. 

IX. PENPING MOTIONS 

There were no pending motions brought to the attention o f the 
Prehearing Officer at the Prehearing Conference. 

It is therefore, 

ORDERED by Commissioner Betty Easley, as Prehearing Officer, 
that this Prchcaring Order s hall govern the c onduct of these 
proceedings as set forth above unless modified by the commission. 
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By ORDER of Commissioner Betty Easley, as Prehearing Officer, 
this 18th day of August , 1992 

(SEAL) 

AGB 

NOTICE Of fURTHER PROCEEQINGS OR JUQICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commi~sion is r equired by Section 
120.59(4), florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120 . 57 or 120. 68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all reques ts for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or res u lt in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by this order, which is 
preliminary, procedural or intermediate in nature, may request: 1) 
reconsideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22 .038 (2), 
florida Administrative Code, if issued by a Prehearing Officer; 2) 
reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Adminis trative Code, i f issued by the Commission; or 3) j udicial 
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 wastewater utility. A motion for 
reconsideration shall be filed with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, in the form prescribed by Rule 2 5- 22 .060, 
florida Administrative Code. Judicial review of a preliminary, 
procedural or intermediate ruling or order is available if r e view 
of the final action will not provide an adequate r emedy. Such 
~eview may be requested from the appropriate court, as described 
above, pursuant to Rule 9.100, florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. 
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