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February 27. 1997 

Mrs. Blanca S. Bay6 
Director, Division of Recorda and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
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RE: Docket No. ft11n:rp IMC!:Otrtgylttld Payphont lnvntmtntl 

Dear Ms. Bay6: 

Enclosed is an original and fifteen copies of BeiiSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc.'s Answer to MCI Telecommunications Corporation's 
Petition to Reduce CCL to Remove Payphone Investment from Rates of 
BeiiSouth, which we ask that you file In the captioned matter. 

A copy of this letter is enclosed. Please mark it to indicate that the 
onginal was filed and retum the copy to me Copies have been served to the 
parties shown on the attached Certificate of Service. 

Sincerely,. 

_j~~~ 
J . Phillip Carver ~ 

Enclosures 

f cc: All parties of record 
A M. Lombardo 
R G. Beatty 
William J . 81enberg II 
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Will Cox, Esq. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO.II70172·TP 

Florida Public .:>ervlce Commission 
Staff Counsel 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Michael J. Henry, Esq. 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
780 Johnson Ferry Road 
Suite 700 
Atlanta, GA 30342 

Richard D. Melson, Esq. 
Hopping Green Sams & SmHh. P.A. 
P.O. Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 32314 
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BUOU TIIW rt.ORIOA PtlBLIC SERVICE ('()HMI SSION flU CJPY 
In Re: Met Telecommunicat ion• 
Corporation• • Petition to Reduce 
CCL to Remove DeRegulated Payphone 
Investment from the r a tes ot 
BellSouth Tele communica tion•. Inc. 

) Docket No. 970172-TP , , 
) Filed : February 2?, 1997 

B.LLSOOTB TIILJ:COIOCUNICATIONS, INC. '8 ANSWER TO 

MCI' • PETITION TO RBDUC. CCL TO RBMOVB PAYPHONB 
nml81'J«EHT DON BATIS OP BIJ,LSO!lTB 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., ( "Bel lSouth• or the 

•company• ), her eby f iles, pursu ant to Rule 25-22.037, Florida 

Administrat i ve Code, its Response to the MCI Telecommunications 

Corporation • s ( •Mer• ) Petit ion t o Reduce CCL to Remove Payphone 

Investmen t from Rat es o f BellSo u·th and states the following: 

l. As to the allegat ions of Paragraph 1 of the Petition, 

BellSouth is without sufficient i nfo rmatio n or knowlPdge to 

either admit or den y t he•e allegations. Accordingly, t hey are 

deemed to be denied. 

2. As co the allegations of Parag.·aph 2 of the Petition, 

chese allegacions are admitted . 

3. As to the allegations o f Paragraph 3 o( the Pet icion, 

BellSouth is without sufficient informacion or knowledge t o 

eicher admit or deny these al l egations. 

deemed to be denied . 
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4. As to the allegations of Paragraphs 4 through 10 of the 

Petition, these Paragraphs set forth MCI's assertions ao to 

various matters of law. These allegations are not factual in 

nature, and therefore, do not require an answer. To the extent 

MCI, however, contends that anything set forth in this section 

entitles it to relief , these allegations are deemed to be denied. 

5. M to the allegations in Paragraphs 11 through 16 of 

the Petition, although these are identified as factual 

allegations, these allegationo, in the main, constitute Mer• s 

interpretation of various FCC Orders, and the duties that MCI 

believes BellSouth to have under these orders. To the extent 

that: anything set forth in this section constitutes a factual 

allegation, it ia hereby denied. Moreover, BellSouth 

specifically c~nies the allegations of Paragraph 15 of the 

Petition, which sets forth MCI's assertion as to proper amount of 

the •intrastate deregulated payphone revenue require-•nto 

associated with the removal of payphone investment and asso~~ated 

expenses•. 

6. BellSouth further Specifically denies the allegations 

of Paragraph 16 to the extent they are intended t o imply that the 

entire revenue requ1rement equals the amount o! any subsidy. 

This analysis fails entirely to conoider the facL that expenoeo 
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and investments are offse:. by existing associated revenues such 

as the set use fee and the 25¢ message rate. 

7. As to the allegations of Paragraphs 17 through 20 of 

the Petition, these purport to be MCI • s statement of the public 

policy supporting its position. Accordingly, these are not 

factual allegations that require a response. To the extent th3t 

any are fa c tual in nature, they are hereby denied. Moreover, 

BellSouth specifically denies that, as a matter of policy, the 

CCL charge should be removed as requested by MCI. BellSouth 

asserts that the public policy ~ill be better served by 

implementing the reductions in the manner set forth in the 

applicable BellSouth tariff that was filed on February ~6. 1997. 

8. As to the allegations of Paragraph 21 of the Petition, 

BellSouth admits that MCl has a substantial interest in the 

matters set forth in its Petition. 

9. As to the allegations of Paragraph 22 of the Petit1on. 

BellSouth states that the calculation of the revenu•• requ1rement 

reduction iG, in fact, a disputed fact, and BellSouth 

specifically denies the allegations of MCI regarding this 

calculation (as described above) . 

10. As to the allegations of Paragraph 23 of the Petition, 

this paragraph does not contain fac tual allegati ons, but rather 
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seta forth a prayer for relief. Accordingly no resporoe 1o 

required. BellSouth , howeve r, denies that MCI is entitled to the 

relief r eques ted therein. 

Respec tful l y Submitted thio 27th day of February, 1997. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, £NC. 

ROB~:I.L~~) 
J. PHILLI P CARVER 
150 West Flagler Street 
Suite 1910 
Miami , Florida 33130 
(3 0 5) 347-5558 

NANCY 8. WHITE 
Suite 4300 
675 W. Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30375 
(404) 335 - 0747 
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