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Subsection 364.3376(3), ~lorida Statutes, relatir.g to operator 
services provi1es: 

For operator services, the commission shall est .blish 
maximum rates and charges for all providers of such 
services within the state. 

No specific rates are referenced in the current rules. The 
Corrunission approved rate cap has been interpreted as being the 
comparable AT&T tariffed rate for interexchange carriers in 
accordance with Order No. 20489 issued on Decembe: 21, 1988. 
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DOCKET NO. 960312-TI 
DATE: November 19, 1998 

The current rules governing Operator Service Providers (OSPs) 
apply to companies, other than local exchange companies, that 
provide operator services as defined in Section 364.02, Florida 
Statutes. Because the current rules exempt LEes from the rate cap, 
LECs may charge rates in accordance with a Commiss1on approved 
tariff. The rules apply to call aggregators and companies t-hat 
bill and collect in their own name for operator services providPd 
by other entities. The rules prohibit such companies from charging 
end users more that the Commission approved rate for intrastate 
calls. The current rille is silent regarding alternative local 
exchange companies (ALECs) . 

Not1ce of Proposed Rules appeared in the Florida 
Administrative Weekly. Comments were timely filed by AT&T 
Communications of the Southern States, Inc. ("AT&T"), BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth"), GTE of Florida, Inc., and 
GTE communications Corp. (collectively as "GTE"). There was !10 

request for a hearing. 

DISCQSSIQH or ISSQIS 

ISSQB 1: Should the Commission adopt amendments to the following 
rules: Rule 25-4.002, Application and Scope; Rule 25-24.600, 
F.A.C., Application and Scope; Rule 25-24.610, F.A.C., Terms and 
Definitions; Rule Incorporated; Rule 25-24.620, F.A.C., Service 
Requirements for Companies providing Operator Services; Rule 25-
24.630, F.A.C., Rate and Billing Requirements; and Rule 25-24.800, 
F.A.C., Scope. 

REOOMMIHDifiQR: Yes, the Commission should propose the amendments. 

STAI'f ABILJI.IS: In addition to the comments filed by AT&T, 
BellSouth, and GTE, a staff attorney for the Joint Administrative 
Procedures Committee (JAPC) suggested several technical changes be 
marie. Staff agrees and recommends these changes be made to the 
proposed rules. Those changes include deleting references to the 
1995 statutes and adding statutory references in the laws 
implemented. 

AT&T filed comments and lower cost alternatives. The lower 
cost alternatives are specifically addressed in the Statement of 
EsLimated Regulatory Cost that is attached to this recommendation. 
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DOCKET NO. 960312-TI 
DATE: November 19, 1998 

AT&T makes the argument that setting the caps lower than AT&T's 
current tariffed rates constitutes a change in Commission policy. 
However, that change in policy occurred prior to the proposal of 
these rules. AT&T's rates were regulated by the Commission when it 
was the dominant carrier and the Commi3sion fo·.md that t11~ non­
dominant carriers could not charge any more than the dominant 
carrier. By Order number 20489 the Commission found AT&'; no longer 
was the dominant carrier and ceased regulating AT&T' s rates. 
Because AT&T is no longer the dominant carrier, it is reasonable 
for the Commission to no longer require other rates to be no 
greater than what AT&T is charging. To do so would be arbtcrary. 

The caps for operator service and usage rates are for those 
customers who have no relationship with the preselected carrier at 
a pe" telephone or in a hotel. Therefore, it is in the public 
interest to set rates at a reasonable level. Because AT&T is no 
longer the dominant carrier and many companies charge rates lower 
than AT&T, staff believes it is time to change Commission policy 
regarding tying the cap to AT&T. Staff has proposed rates for r~th 
operator assistance and per minute usage that we believe arc fair 
and reasonable. While staff does not have current cost studies to 
support these rates, staff believes that technological advancement 
in this area has reduced the cost rather than increased it. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the operator rates should be set 
at $1.75 for non-person-to-person, $3.25 for person-to-person, and 
a usage rate of $.30 per minute. 

In addition, AT&T suggested two further changes to Rule 25-
24.630, F.A.C. The first allows an annual increase to the rate 
caps set by the rule of no more than 20 percent. AT&T drgued that 
the caps were similar to the procedure by which price-regulated 
LECs may raise their rates for nonbasic services1 and costs 
associated with regulatory proceedings to revisit the capped rates 
and the loss of revenue associated with the provision would be 
eliminated. 

Staff rejected this proposal. 
drive prices down. When caps are 

Competition is supposed to 
set, there seems to be the 

1 364.051 ( 6) (a l, Florida Statutes, provides in part: 

. . except that a price increase for any non-basic service 
category shall not exceed [six) percent within a 12-month 
period until there is another provider providing local 
telecommunications service in an amount not to exceed 20 
percent in a 12-month period, 
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tendency for companies to price their services near or at the cap 
regardless of cost. If additional increases are allowed such as 20 
percent per year, the rates could increase as companies price their 
services near or at the cap. 

AT&T also suggests amending Rule 25-24.630 ( 1) to arid the 
phrase: "0+ or 0- (call) made from a pay [tele)phone or i~ a call 
aggregator context". Staff agrees that this language is necessary 
as it clarifies which services rates will be ~apped. 

BellSouth's filing was more a statement of understanding or 
interpretation of the rules than corrunents. Because BellSouth' s 
interpretation is consistent with the Commission's, nothing further 
need L~ addressed. 

GTE suggests the Commission prescribe caps for per-minute and 
surcharge rates that do not exceed existing Commissi~n-approved, 
tariffed rates. GTE argues that companies could not raise rates 
any hiqher than the highest rate on file for the various types of 
services and the Commission will avoid unduly interfering w1th 
companies' marketing and pricing strategies. 

Section 364.3316(3), Florida Statutes, provides: 

For operator services, the ~ommission shall establish maximum 
rates and charges for all providers of such services within 
the state. 

Staff believes that GTE's suggestion does not meet the purpose of 
the statute which is to establish maximum rates and chat~es for All 
providers of such services. GTE's suggestion seems to establish 
maximum rates and charges for ~ provider. End users of operator 
services who do not dial around to their preferred carrier are 
captive to the operator service chosen by the provider and may not 
have other choices available to him. Staff believes it is in the 
public interest to set the rates of those specific ~ervices 

uniformly for all providers. 

Pursuant to the forgoing discussion, Staff recommends the 
following changes be made to the rules as it was proposed: 

Rule 25-24.002 - Delete the reference to "ar1d regulations" as 
agencies only have authority to adopt rules. Add sections 364.335 
and 364.3376, Florida Statutes, to the law implemented. 
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Rules 25-24. 600 and 25-24. 610 - Delete reference t::o "1995" 
Florida Statutes. Years should not be included in the rules when 
citing statutes. 

Rule 25-24.630 - Add "0+ and 0-" and "made from a pa~· 

telephone or in a call aggregator contextn. As ~Jscussed earlier, 
this language clarifies the services to which tt.~ rate ~aps apply 

Operator service providers will be able to increase or 
decrease their rates dependent upon whether they are presently 
charging at or below the current cap. Staff defines Lhe present 
cap as the rates contained in staff's memorandum to all 
inte~exchange carriers dated August 18, 1998. Therefore, if an 
operator service provider is charging at the present interLATA rate 
cap, it could increase its pe:-minute rates by $.02 (from $.28 to 
$.30) but would have to decrease its operator surcharges by $1.65 
for a Person-to-Person call (from $4.90 to $3.25) and by $.50 for 
a Non-Person-to-Person call (from $2.25 to $175). To the best of 
staff's knowledge all incumbent local exchange companies are 
presently charging at or below the cap. AT&T is the only 
respondent to staffts data request that stated it would be required 
to decrease rates below its present rates as a result of the 
proposed rule amendment. According to AT&T., the annual impact of 
reducing its rates to tht: proposed rate cap would be $5. 169 
million. 

Under the proposed rules, an operator service provider wishing 
to raise its rates above the cap would have to ~~titian the 
Commission for a waiver of the rules or seek to have the rate caps 
changed through a rulemaking proceeding. Rulemaking prnceedings 
generally take about nine months and would consume staff resources. 
Otherwise, the rule is not expected to result in any direct costs 
to this agency or other state or local government entities. 

Several parties (AT&T, MCI and WorldCom) stated placing 
specific rate caps in the rules would increase their costs because 
they would have to go to rulemaking each time they wanted to 
increase rates above the cap. AT&T stated it would incur annual 
costs of $150,000 plus possible forgone revenues during _he time 
the rulemaking proceeding took place. Neither MCI nor WorldCom 
quantified their costs. Though a rulemaking proceeding would be 
cost 1 y for both regulated entities and the Corrunission, simply 
allowing companies to file tariffs listing their rates would not 
accomplish the objective of Section 364.3376(3), F.S., which 

- 5 -



DOCKET NO. 960312-TI 
DATE: November 19, 1998 

requires the Commission to establish maximum rates and charges for 
all intrastate operator services. 

ISSQI 2: Should a notice of change for the rule amendments as 
adopted be noticed in the Florida Administrative Weekly and if no 
challenge is filed, filed with the Secretary of State, and the 
docket be closed? 

STAll IHILISIS: Unless a rule challenge is filed, the rules as 
adopted should be noticed an then filed with the Secretary of State 
without further Commission action. The docket may then be closed. 
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REV1SED STATEMENT OF ESTIMATED REGULATORY COST, 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULE 2S-4.002, F .A. C., APPLICA 1101\1 AND 
SCOPE; RULE 25·24.600, F.A.C., APPLICATION AND SCOPE; RULE 25-
24.610, F.AC., TERMS AND DEFINITIONS; RULE rNCORPOR~TED; RULE 
2S-24.620. F.A.C., SERVICE REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPANIES 
PROVIDINO OPERATOR SERV1CES; RULE 2S-24.630, F.A.C., RATE AND 
BILLING REQUIREMENTS; AND RULE 25-24.800, F.A.C., SCOPE. -
DOCKET NO. 960312-TP 

A Statement of Estimated Regulatnry Costs (SERC) was provided on June 4, 1998. and 

accompanied the recommendation to propose the rule amendments at the June 30, 1998, agenda 

conference. The SERC bas been revised to address modifications made to the proposed rule 

amendments since the rule was published in the Florida Administrative Weekly and to address the 

lower cost regulatory alternatives filed by AT&T Communications of u1e Southern States (AT & T) 

on August 8, 1998. 

SUMMARY OF TiiE RULE 
Amendments have been proposed to six rules. Rule 25-4.002, F.A.C., Application and 

Scope, states which paru of the Chapters on telecommunications companies apply to which types 

of telecommunications providers, as those providm ~ defined in the Commission' rules. The 

proposed amendments mnove refarenco which ~ no longer 8CCW11te due to changes in the Florida 

Statutes and Commission rules. The proposed amendments add statements clarifying that Part XV 

of Chapter 25-4, F.A.C., applies 10 all alternative locaJ exchange companies (ALECs) and that Part 

xm ofChapter 2S-24, F.A.C .• applies to any local exchanje company (LEC) that provides operator 

ser:ices in a call aggregator context. The proposed iUT'~ndments also remove unneeded \anguage. 
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The language in Rule 25~24.600, F.A.C .• Application and Scope. that presently exempts 

LECs from the rule would be stricken. 1be language that exempts certificated telecommunications 

comparues from the definition of"call auregator" would be stricken from Rule 25·24.610. F.A.C., 

Terms and Definitions; Rule Incorporated. Also, language to clarify the definition of "call 

aggregawr" would be added to Rule 25-24.610, F.A.C., Terms and Definitions; Rule lucorporated. 

A definition of "penon-to-penon" would be ldded to Rule 25·24.610, F.A.C. Another form of 

access to interexcht. 1.e carriers, IOXXXX. is proposed for addition to Rule 25-24.620. F.A.C.. 

Service Requirements for Companies Providing Operator Services. 

Rule 25-24.630, F.A.C., Rate aud Billing hquirnnenta, presently stales that an operator 

services provider shall cbarp end users no more than the Commission-approved rate for intrastate 

calls and doc:s not list specific types of ca.Us. The proposed amendment would remove this language 

and replat e it with specific rate caps for per minute charges for intrastate 0+ or 0- calls made from 

a pay ph!·ne or 8 call aggregator context. as well lS specific rate caps for the operator charges that 

can be applied to penon--to-person aud calls that are not penon-to-person. Additionally, the 

proposed amendment requi!a 8D operator services provider to remit 8 $0.25 set use fee to the pay 

telephone service provider for all 0- calls completed from 8 pay telephone station by the provider 

of local exchange telccommunic::ations KI"Vica. 

Rule 25-24.630(8)(c) presently states that opera10r services providen shall not bill for calls 

in increments greater than one minute. The proposed amendment adds language which would 

provide an exception for coin calls. allowing them to be billed in increments no greater than three 

minutes. 

Finally, ALECs that provide operator services in a call aggregator context would be required 

to comply with the rule! contained in Part xm of Chapter 25-24, F.A.C., according to the proposed 

amendment to Rule 25-24.800, F.A.C., Scope. 

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF EN1IIlES REOUIREQ TO COMPLY 
AND GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED 

Each con.pany that provides operator services as defined in Section 364.02. F .S .. ( 1995; is 

required to comply. 1bere an: CWTently approximately 87 intcrexchange carriers ide . .lified a:: 

operator service providen in the Muter Commis..ion Directory. There are approximately 200 
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certificated ALECs, though it is not known how many provide operator services. Of the ten LECs, 

BeliSouth, GTE Florida Incorporated, Sprint-Florida, Inc., and Vista-Unikd provide their O'Ml 

operator services. It is the understanding ofRRR staffthat the remainder obtain operator services 

through contracts with other providers. 

RULE IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFQRCFNENJ CQST AND IMPACT ON REVENUES FOR 
THE AGENCY AND OJJiER STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENDTIES 

Specific rare caps will be clearly defined in the rules, and all operator service providers will 

be subject to the same rate caps. Such standardization should be beneficial for Commission staff 

who deal with certification, tariffs, and customer complaints. If operator service providers wish to 

raise rates above the caps, a rulemakina JX'O"Cdin& would have to take place. Such a proceeding 

generally takes about nine months and would CODJUille staff resources. Otherwise, the rule is not 

expected to result in any dim:t costs to this agency. No direct costs to other state or local 

government entities are foreseen. 

ESTIMATED IRANSACTIQNAL COSTS 
TO INDIVIDUALS AND ENTITIES REOillREP TO COMPLY 

Proposed A~Mndment to Rllk 2J-t.002, F.A.C, Applklllion and Sco~ 

No provider identified costs associated with this proposed rule amendment. 

Proposed A~Mnd~Mnt to Rllk 2J-U.600, F.A.C., Appllcallon and Sco~ 

No provider identified costs associated with this proposed rule amendment 

Proposed Amend~M111 to Rllk 25-21.610, F.A.C, T~ntU 1111d Dejbritions; Rule /nco'POriU.ed 

No provider identified costs for this proposed rule amendment, aJthough AT&T and LDOS 

WorldCom stated the proposed definition of .. call aggrcgator'' was unnccesssrily broad and would 

mcrease regulatory costs by an unquantified amount. Subsequent to receiving the companies' 

responses to staff's data request, the proposed definition of .. call aggreaator" was revised to clarify 

that it applies to " ... any penon or emity that proyides telecommunicatjons service to tt transient 
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~ (emphasis supplied)." Th.is narrowing of the definition should alleviate the e<>ncems 

expressed by AT&T and LDDS WorldCom. 

AT & T was also concemc:d that potential new costs the proposed rule amendments might 

impose upon caJI aggregaton such e bolels and motels would not be identified, as staff did not send 

such entities a da1a request It is saa1fs view that the proposed rule amendments do not impose new 

requirements upon these entities, as the vast majority do not provide their own operator services bU\ 

obtain them under contract from a certificated operator services provider. Entities such as hotels 

and motels are rec...Jated UPder Rule 25-24.640. F.A.C., which is not being amended by these 

proposed rules. Furtbennore, hotel and motel alii aggregators are well aware of the Commission's 

rules because they have been subject to a nmdom inspection and enforcement program conducted 

by !he Commission staff since approximately 1992. 

Propos«/ Amntllmmt toR'* 2J-U.6JO, FAC, Snvice RequintrWIIb for Compa111D Provldl11g 
Operalor Setvka 

Sprint-Florida, Inc. (Sprint-Florida) was the only company that stated it would incur co:;ts 

to comply with some oftbe provisions contained in the proposed amendments to Rule 25-24.620. 

F.A.C. Sprint-Florida currently provides front-branding on manual Toll Assist calls but not back 

branding as the proposed rule amendment would require. An estimated 1.5 seconJs of work time 

per call would be added to each call that required manual bnmding. The annual cost to bnmd toll 

assist calls on the back end with the Sprint-Florida name would be approximately S I 05,000. 

Branding for other companies on a alll-by·ca.ll basis would increase Sprint-Floria.t's cost by an 

unquantified amount However, Sprint-Florida stated that it does not plan to manually bnmd calls 

as lhc company doea not believe it would be an efficient or cost effective method of handling calls. 

lnstead, Sprint-florida plans to provide aulOmated front and back bnmding for aJI Toll Assist 

calls (including manuaj). To accomplish this branding. software and possibly hardware changes 

would be .required in tbe four Nonel TOPS switches in the company's network. The estimated total 

non-recurring cost of these additions would be approximately $750,000. No recurring costs were 

provided. No other provider identified costs associated with this proposed rule amendment. 
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Proposed A""rullfWIIltD Rllk J5-J4.6JO, F.A.C, Rill~ 1111d BU/1111 R~qultvtrWIIts 

If the propDIOd uneodment becomes effective, the maximum charge pennined for an 

intrastate call would be S0.30 per minute plus other applicablt charges. The ITUlX.imum applicable 

surcharge would be S3.25 for a penon-to-person call and $1.75 for a call that is not a person·to· 

person call. To the best of staffs knowledge. the rales of all of the incuntbent local exchange: 

companies are presently at or below the proposed rate caps. 

AT&T is the only respondent that stated it would be required to decrease rates below its 

present rates as a result of the proposed rule amendment. Prior to June 12, 1997. AT & T' s tariffed 

rates '-'""re at or below thole specified in the proposed rule. On April 30, 1998, AT&T filed a 

general services tariff liltiq operator lei"Vice charges of S6.SO for a person·to-person interLA T A 

call. Charges for other than person-to--penon calls ranged from $2.45 to $3.95, depending upon the 

type of call. AT &T's response to staff's April 8, 1998, data request 5tated that reducing its rat,.., to 

the proposed rate cap would have an annual impact of$5.992 million. However, AT&T has since 

reduced that estimate to $5.169 million, citing recent rate reductions. 

BcllSoutb identified DOIH'CCUiri.Da COSII ofS75,000 to assign specific rates to operator served 

traffic onginating finm call agreptor locations. Cbangjna its rate! to market levels within rhe rate 

cap can be achieved for a one.time cost of approximately S 1,000. 

Neither Sprint-Florida, Inc. nor G'ffi Florida expected to incur additionaJ costs to comply 

with '.he proposed amendments 10 Rule 24-24.630, F.A.C. 

Rate and billing requirements CUITCI1tly in effect for openator service: provide~ at Rule 25-

24.630( 1 )(b) require ra1e information to be provided to end users, upon request, prior to connection. 

rxcs providing operator ICr'Vices are already required to comply with this provision, Wld proposed 

amendments to Rule 254.002. Application and Scope, extend this requirement to LECs and ALECs 

providing operator services in a call aaregator context. MCI and T·Netix, lnc. stated there would 

be costs associated with ~guring their systemS to provide rates to the called party llrior to the: 

party acceptina the call. However, both companies qrecd that the Federal Communications 

Commission has mandated this requ.i.rement. so the costs were not unique to 'Florida and would be 

incurred reprdless of this Commission's proposed roles. 

MCI and AT&T~ both concerned that placing specific nues in a rule wou~d increase the1r 

costs. M.:I did not quantify its costs. AT&T staled it would have additional n:e.ulatory costs of 
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S 150,000 annually, pJus (unquantified) lost revenues if it has to go to rulemaJc.ing each time it wants 

to increase rates above the cap. 

Under the proposed rule, a company would have to petition for a r.Jlemaking proceeding to 

increase its rates over the 1o.~te cap. A company could not increase its rates until the rulemaJc.ing 

proceedina wu completed (typically about nine months) and, therefore, would lo~e revenues it 

might otberw* bave eamcd. 

If rases were not C4pped via rule. a company could simply file a tariff to increase its rates. 

Such .Miffs are effective within 24 hours of filing. If the Commission staffs review of the tariff 

determined that the rates were excessive, a recommendation that the company modify or withdraw 

its taritfwould be filed. However, in the in~m. the company could continue to charge its tariffed 

rates. 

A rulemakinj pro«c:dina would be costly for both regulated entities and the Conur';ssion. 

However, simply allowiq c:ompanin 1o file wtfti liltina their rate1 would not accomplish the 

objective of Section 364.3376(3). F.S., which requires tbe Commission to establish maximum rates 

and charges for aU intrastale operator !ef'Vica providers. 

Prof~DRd A~ 1t1 R.U 15-U.IH, F.A.C, Sc~ 

No provider identified costs associated with this proposed role amendment. 

IMPACT ON SMAI I BUSINESSES. SMALL CITIES. OR SMALL COUNTIES 

Thoush 90IDC nperator .ervice providers may qualify u a small business, it is not known how 

many. None of the providers responding 1o staffs data rtquest met the st. .utory requirement for a 

smaiJ business. Opendor service providers who contraCt with small businesses, such as motels. will 

be impacted if the proposed rule amendments beanne effective. These providers will be able to 

.increase or dec:reue their ntes depeodcnt upon whether they are presently chargi.I-6 at or below the 

current rate cap. If the proposed rule amendments become effective. an operator service provider 

charging at the praeut rate cap could incn:ue its per-minute rates by S.04 {from S.26 to $.30) but 

would have to decrease ita opaator swdJaraes by S 1.6S for a Penon-to-Person call (from $4.90 to 

S3.~S) and by as much u S2.20 for a Non-Person-to-Penon call {from $3.95 to S 1.7S). As rate 

adjustments directly impact revenues received by operator service providers. such adjustments may 
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also indirectly impact the commission paymc:niS and Olhcr terms of the contracts these providers may 

have with call agrepton such as motels. Some of these call aggregators may qualify as small 

businesses. As col1!ract5 are specific to the parties involved. without knowing the details of each 

contract, as well as what portion of a small businesses' earning~ come from comrnis~ion payments, 

staff cannot detenni.oe the imp&ct. 1be propoacd rules are not expected to have a negative or 

disproportionate impact on small businesses, small cities, or small counties. 

REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE ME1J{ODS AND 
LOWER COST REQID..ATQRY ALTERNAIIVES 

Section 120.541, F.S., provides fort substantially affected penon to submit a good faith 

written proposal for a Iowa cost resuJatory altemalive to a proposed rule and requires the SERC to 

either adopt tbe altanaliveor pve a statement of the reuons for rejecting it in favor of the proposed 

rule. AT&:Ts propoAll were timely filed in accordance with Section 120.541, F.S., and are 

addressed below. In addition, informal sugestions or reasonable altcmative methods the panics 

included in tbe1r responses to Slaft's data request are also discussed in this section. 

In their response to staff's data request, MCI and WorldCom informally proposed alternatives 

to the proposed rules. MCI suggested retaining the tariff process as the means for operator service 

providers to set maximum rases instead of delineating specific maximum rates ~.s in u.~ proposed 

amendments to Rule 25-24.630, F.A.C., Rale and Billing Requirements. MCI stated its opportWlity 

cost would be very ife8l (unquantified) if it must petition to amend the Commission rules each time 

it wishes to increase iiS ra1es beyond the caps specified in the proposed rule amendments. 

Presumably, MCI believes it should be allowed to file tariffs containing its rates which would 

be effective within 24 hours. Should the Commission staff believe the tariffed ra~ are excessive, 

it would bave to file itsobjectioas in a recommendation to the Comm.issionen. 'This procedure m'"y 

not be in the best intaat of consumen as it places the burden on staff to .. catch .. excessive rates 

contained in larifffilinp and would allow companies to continue charging excessive rates until any 

action taken by the Co.mmission became final. Such a process could be become quite lengthy as it 

might require a hearing. If excessive l'&IC were detcnnincd to have been c'harged, the problem is 

compounded because the Commission would then have to determine a method of refunding amoWlts 

overcharged. ldentifyina custotners who have placed call.t from caH aggregator locations can be 
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difficult. time~nsuming. and costly to the company. Therefore, customers who paid excessive 

rates may not receive a direct refund or would not receive the refund in a timely manner. 

WorldCom Sl._... adoprina a rate cap using the cwrent AT&T raleS filed on April 30, 1998. 

WorldCom believes 1his wouklleduce its regulatory cost by an unquantified but signj ficant amount. 

However, adopting a rate cap which caps the rates at AT&T's tariffed rate as of a specific date does 

not appear to reduce COlliS, becau~e a rulemakiJJ& proceedina would still be required to incruse the 

cap. On March 13, 1996, the Commiaion decided that AT&T was no longer the dominant carrier, 

consequently, there is DO rationale for linking the operator service rates to AT&T rates. 

AT&T's Lowe,Cosl~ 

On August 8,1991,AT&T formally JUbmitted lower costs regulatory alternatives to proposed 

Rule 25-24.630, F.A.C. 

AT & T A/Ufflllllw No. I: AT&T requests that the Commission set the non~person-to-person 

rate cap at AT &T's pn:sent!y tariffed level. AT&T wrote, "Setting the rates at this level would 

produce a lower rqulatory cost to AT & T and all providers presently governed by the de facto 

mtc cap provided by AT&T's rates, without increasing costs to consumers who currently pay 

these rates." 

RRR Sltlf/ Ptnitlo• tM AltstultiN No.1: Reject. AT&T's AugustS, 1998, filing contained no 

specific cost data to support its claim. Thm:fore oo August 14, 1998, staff wrote AT & T and asked 

the company to quantify the lowa- regulatory cost it expected would result from its proposed 

alternative. AT&T responded that because alternative operator service (AOS) providers are 

permitted to charge AT&T's tariffed rate, these providers would be forced to reduce their rates if 

the proposed rate c.p is instituted. However, AT&T stated it could not quantify the cost impact of 

the proposed rate cap on AOS providers or call aggregatars because it has no specific infonnation 

regardina the number of such providers or thee call volumes. 

Staff believes that AT&T should not make the assumption that the majority of AOS providers 

are charging the hiabcr rates listed in AT&T 's most recent tariff filing. AT&T has not 

demonstrated that the majority (or any) providers an: charging equivalent rates, nor has it specified 

what rate AOS providers are cunently charging. Consequently, no conclusions can be drawn about 

whether AOS providen would be forced to reduce their raleS. 
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Staff also questions AT&:T's claim that setting the rates at its presently tariffed levels would 

produce a lower regulawry costs to AT&T and other providers, " ... without increasing costs to 

consume~ who currently pay tbcsc riles." AT&T has pro,ided no infonnation about who these 

consumers are or how many of them cunently pay the higher ralCS. Are they transients. vacationing 

towists, or bmriness people in hotels? Consumers who currently pay these rates could be one-time 

customers who have DO choice. Staff does not know whether the conswnen are repeat customers 

who would view these ra1CS u DOt increasing their costs. 

Staff asked AT&T to quantify the lower regulatory cost, including the asswnptions and basis 

forth ... cost savings AT&T expects to result from its proposed lower cost alternative to !ICt the non­

pmon·to-pmon cbar&e It its praently tariffed rate. AT&T stated the estimated impact of imposing 

a S 1. 75 rate cap on DOD-penon-to-person calls is SS. 169 million. Staff does not have sufficient 

information about the: profit marainJ of AT&T or other operator service providers to detcnnine the 

financial impact of such a reduction in revenues. 

In its lower COlt altemative filing dated August 8, 1998, AT&T aJso stated that though many 

telecommunicatioos costs have decreased and some of the company's rates have been lowered. 

operator costs have increased. In particular, costs associated with a live operator have increased 

according to AT&T. Staff asked AT&T to explain how operator costs had increased since 1996 and 

to provide costs associated with both automated and live operator services for intrastate 0+ and 0-

ca.Jl.s made from pay telephones and call agareptor locations. 

In its response, AT&T stared that since 1996 its costs, as measured by Operator Work Second. 

have increased by 28o/o. AT&T cimd annual increases in operator wages and reduced 0+ call volume 

as contributors to increased costs. AT&T did not provide the requested breaJcdown of costs 

associated with automated and live operator services for intrastate 0+ and 0- C4lls made from pay 

telephones and call agregator locations. 

AT & T A.IUmti.IM No. 2: The Commission could further reduce the regulatory cost of this 

rule amendment by aUowing op:mtor service providers the option of raising their capped rates 

by an amount not to exceed twenty percent within a twelve month period, similar to the: 

procedure by wbicb price-regulated LECs may raise their rates for non-basic services. This 

""ould eliminate the costs associated with regulatory proceedings to revt~.t the capped rates. 
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10 

as well u help alleviate the loss of revenue associated with the provision. AT&T reqwoc;ts the 

Commission add the foUowing languase to Rule 25-24.630, F .A.C., after (I )(b): 

Bcmoojng September 1. 1999. the rata for operator services set by this 

paragraph maY be inCreucd in 10 amount DOt to Cxceed twenty DCI\ie:Dt 

wjthin a twelye month period. 
RRR SlllJf PosJtlon M AIIDrutiWe No. 2: Reject. It appears that AT & T means for the Commission 

to adopt this altemative in addition to its fint proposed altemalivc. As staff has already rejected the 

first o. • .emative, we also reject this alternative if it must be a companion to the first. We also reject 

this alternative bc:tau.se AT&T has provided msufficient justification for an increase of twenty 

percent every twleve months. Staff beiieves the appropriate percentage increase cannot be 

determined from available infonnation. However, an alternative that would allow operator servi~ 

providen to i.ncreuo their rasa by eomc capped percentqe annually hu some appeal, u i• would 

eliminate the costs associated with boldins a rulemaking hearina each time an operator service 

provider wants to rai1le its rates above the cap. F\D1hennore, prohibiting the rates from increasing 

more tbao a sporific perc:entap every twelve months would permit companies to adjust their prices 

within a wider ruae but not to the extent that consumers would experience rate shock. 

AT.tT A~ No. J: AT&T requested that language be added to the proposed 

amendment to Rule 2S-24.630. F.A.C., which would clarify the intended scope and purpose 

of lhc proposed rate caps. 

RRR SUIJfPt.JtltM 011 A/terJuJitw No.2: Accept. Language to more closely descnbe the situations 

in which the proposed rule is inlendcd to apply was developed during a meeting between staff and 

industry 1ep1e&entatives and has been added to proposed Rule 2S·24.630, F .A.C. 

KDL:tf/e-osp2.tnf 
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1 25-4.002 Application and Scope. 

2 (1) These rules are intended to define 

3 reasonable service standards which will promote the furnishing of 

4 adequate and satisfactory local and long distance service to the 

5 public, and to establish the rights and responsibilities of both 

6 the utility and the customer. The rules contained in Parts I--~+* 

7 of this Chapter apply to eftY lmocal ~xchange companies Ce~aBy as 

8 aefiBea !ft See~ieft as i.993(a6). The rules contained in Part X of 

9 Chapt.er 25-24 apply to any Interexchange Company ae aefifteei in 

10 Seetieft iS t.993(18). The rules in Part XI of Chapter 25-24 apply 

11 to any pay telephone service company as eetiHe~ iH Seetien 

12 25 4.993(36). The rules in Part XII of Chapter 25-24 apply to all 

13 Shared Tenant Service Companies ae ~efifteei ift Seetieft 25 

14 24.569(19). The rules in Part XIII of Chapter 25-24 apply to all 

15 Operator Service Provider Companies and call aggregators ae aefiAea 

16 iH Seetieft 2S iiU. 619 (U u··. The rules contained in Part XIV of 

17 Chapter 25-24 apply to all Alternative Access Vendor Service 

18 Providers as aefiftes ift Seeeiea 25 24.719(2). The rules contained 

20 telecarnaunications companies. 

21 .ill In addition to the rules contained in this part. any 

22 local exchange company that provides operator services in a call 

23 aggregator coLtext shall also comply with the rules contained_in 

24 Part XIII of Chapter 25-24. F.A.C. 

25 ( 2) Ift ttBY ease where eel'l'lpl iaBee wi tft any ef ti\eee ntles 

CODING: Words underlined are additions; words in 
str~ek thre~'h type are deletions from existi~g law. 
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1 iH:treEit:tees WMIB'*al haraehi:p, er i:i t:tftreaaeftaele eiffiet:tlty is 

3 applieaeieft .ay ee Made te the OeMMiaai:eft fer MeEiifieatieft ef the 

5 (3) 9he aaepeieft ef these ~lee ehell ift ft8 way preelt:tee the 

6 Ce~Mtisaieft 1 tif8ft ee~~~plaiftt, \tpaft it e eWft MetieR er ttpeR ti\e 

7 applieatiea ef llftY '*tility, '*Pen e'*e ftetiee ana eppert'*ftity fer 

10 faeiliEy 1 er etaftaal!'a1 er fpe"' 111ald:ft!9 e\teh 111eeHfieatiefts with 

11 reepeet te the applieatien ae May ee fet:lfte neeeaaary te Meet 

13 

14 the atieptieft ef theee nalee ehall Bet iR aH:y way reliewe aRy 

15 tttility irem &ftY ef ita ~tttiea ~fttier the laws ef this State. 

16 Specific Authority: 350.127~. F.S. 

17 Law Implemented: 364.01, ~-Mk 364.337. -.:,•U.&. F .s. 

18 History: Revised 12-1-68, formerly 25-4.02, Amendeu 2-23-87, 1-8-

1~ 95~--------------

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 25-24.600 Application and Scope. 

2 (1) This Part applies to: 

3 (a) Every company~,----ee~~~h~e~r~--~~~h~a~ft~--~a~--~l~e~e~a~l~--~e~MMeNhMaHft"!tee 

4 t::eleeelftiMHliea~i:efta eewtpafty 1 that provides operar-or services as 

5 defined in Section 364.02, Florida Statutes :(f.ftfU, 
. - . . -· ~ . . 

6 (b) Every company that bills and collects in its own name for 

7 operator services provided by othe~ entities, and 

8 (c) Call aggregators as defined in this Part. 

9 .! ) In addition to the rules contained in this Part, every 

10 company providing operator services shall also comply wiLh the 

11 rules contained in Part X of Chapter 25-24, F.A.C. 

12 (3) Each company subject to this Part may petition for exemption 

13 from applicable portions of Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, L~ for 

14 application of different requirements than those prescribed for 

15 telecommunications companies in Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, 

16 under the authority of Section 364.337, Florida Statutes ~i995). 

17 Specific Authority: 350.127(2), 3b4.3376(8), P. s. 

18 Law Implemented: 364.01, 364.3376, F.S. 

19 History: New 9-6-93, amended 9-10-97~---------

20 

21 25-24.610 Terms and Definitions; Rules Incorporated. 

22 (1) For purposes of this Part, the following definitions apply: 

23 (a) "Call aggregator" is any person or entity etl\er tl\aA a 

24 eertifiea~ee that provides 

25 telecommunications seryice to the transient Public, in tl\e erainary 

COOING: Words underlined are additions; words in 
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,_ eettree ef ite eperatieAs, previttee teleeeiN'ftlclAieat:ieAe serviPe te 

2 aAy efta \:leer. Subject to the definition above, "call aggregator" 

3 includes but is not limited to the following: 

4 1. Hotel as defined in Section 509.242 (1 ) (a), Florida Statutes 

6 2. Motel as defined in Section 509.242 (1) (b), Florida Statutes 

7 ~ :;.:1 

8 3 . Resort condominium as defined in Section 509.24 2 (1) (c), 

9 Florida Statutes 

10 4. Transient apartment as defined in Section 509.242 :ll (e), 

11 Flo rida Statutes 

12 5. Roominghouse a.s defined in Section 509.242 ( 1) (f) , Florida 

13 Statutes 

14 6. Resort dwelling as defined in Section 509.242 (1) (g), 

15 Florida Statutes 

16 7. Schools required to c omply with any portion of Chapters 228 

17 and 24 6, Florida or Section 229.808, Florida 

18 Sta.tutes 

19 8. Nursing home licensed under Section 40G.062, Florida 

20 Statutes 

21 9 . Assisted living facility licensed under Section 400. 4 07 , 

2 2 Florida Statutes 

23 10 . Hospital licensed under Section 395.003, Flor i da Statu t e s 

25 11. Timeshare plan as defined in Section 721. 05 (31), Flori da 

COD!NG: Words un d e rl i ned are additions ; words in 
atrue k t!l-trett~l-t type are deletio ns from ex i s t ing law. 
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1 Statutes 111111• 
2 12. Continuing care facility certificated under Section ~51.023, 

3 Florida Statutes 111111, and 

4 13. Homes, communities, or facilities funded or insured by the 

5 United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUDl 

6 under 12 U.S.C.S. S 1701q (Law. Co-op. 1994) that sets forth the 

? National Housing Act program designed to aid the elderly. 

8 (b) •conversation time• is the time during which two-way 

9 communication is possible between the calling and called party. 

10 (c) "End user'' means a person who initiates or is billed for a 

11 telephone call. 

12 ill "Person-to-person'" is a service whereby the person 

13 originating the call specifies to the operator seryice provider's 

14 operator a particular person to be reached. 

15 ~~ •surcharge• me£ns an amount billed to an end user by a 

16 call aggregator that is in excess of the rate information that may 

17 be obtained pursuant to Section 364.33?6 (5), Florida Statutes 

18 (1,.:). "Surcharge" includes any charge billed by a call aggregator 

19 that is associated with a call billed by another entity. 

2C (2) In addition to the above, the following rules are 

21 incorporated herein by reference: 

22 Portions 

23 Section Title Applicable 

24 25-4 . 003 Definitions All 

25 25-4.019 Records and Reports 

CODING: Words underlined are additions; words in 
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1 in General 

2 25-4.020 Location and Preservation (2) and (3) 

3 of Records 

4 Specific Authority: 350.127(2), 364.3376(8), F.S. 

5 Law Implemented: 364.01, 364.016, 364.3376, F.S. 

6 History: Rev 9-6-93, Amended 9-10-97L----------

7 

8 25-24.620 Service Requirements for Companies Providing 

9 Operator Services. 

10 ·1) Every company providing operator services shall clearly 

11 state the name of the company ~?On answer and again after accepting 

12 billing information before the call is connected. 

13 (2) In its tariffs for and contracts with billing and 

14 collection agents and other companies providing operator services, 

15 every company providing operator services shall require the other 

16 party to: 

17 (a) Allow end users to access, at no charge, all locally 

18 available interexchange companies via all locally available methods 

19 of access, such as ~Rel~aiftg lOXXX, 1oxxxx. lOlXxxX. 950 xxxxL and 

20 toll free access codes~ such as 800. 877. and 888; except that 

21 Feature Group A (seven-digit local number) access lines are exempt 

22 from this requirement; 

23 (b) Allow end users to access the universal telephone number 

24 "911", where operabl~, at no charge to the end user, and where not 

25 operable, to allow end users to access the operator of the provider 

CODING: Wcrds underlined are additions; words in 
str~e~ ~hreti~h type are deletions from existing law. 
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1 of local exchange telecommunications services at no charge; 

2 (c) Route all end user dialed 0 + local and all 0- calls to 

3 the provider of local exchange telecommunications services unless 

4 the end user dials the appropriate access code for his carrier of 

s choice, such as 950, aoo, .877. 888, lOxxxx. 101xxxx. or lOXXX; and 

6 (d) Route all end user dialed 1 + and 0+ toll calls to the 

7 preselected carri.er unless the end user dials the appropriate 

8 access code for h_i,s carrier of choice, such as 950, 800, 877. 888..._ 

9 lOXXXX. 101XX}{. or 10XXX; and 

10 (e) Route all end u•er dialed 0- calls to the operator of the 

11 provider of local exchange telecommunications services at no charge 

12 to the end user when no additional digits are dialed after five 

13 seconds. 

14 (3) Each operator services provider shall provide an 

15 opportunity for each caller to be identified by name to the called 

16 party before any collect calls may be completed. 

17 Specific Authority: 350.127(2), F.S. 

18 Law Implemented: 364.01, 364.3376, F.S. 

19 History: New 9/6/93, Amended 1/16/96, 9/10/97..._ ___ _ 

20 

21 2'5-24.630 Rate and Billing Requirements. 

22 ( 1) Services charged and billed to any end use r by an Afl 

25 exceed a rate of $.30 per minute plus the applicable charges for 

CODING : Words under l ined are additions; words in 
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1 the following types of .t.l,l,QRbP.nl -"~11: 

2 (a) A person-to-person call -- a charge of S3.2S; eha~e and 

5 (b) A call th&t is not a person-to-person call a charge of 

6 $1.75. 

7 111 for 0 1 calls from pay telephpne stations completed by the 

8 provider of local exchange telecommunications seryices. a set use 

9 ~~r $.25 •ball apply and &ball bo romitted by the local exchange 

10 company to the pay telepbone service proyider. 

11 ill An operator services proyidor shall have current rate 

12 information readily available and provide this information orally 

13 to end users efta ~~~~~ upon request prior to connection~7 

14 lil~ AD operator aeryicea Droyider shall require that its 

15 certificated name ~~ 'he &a.e ef i~e eer~ifiea~ea eillift! 8!eft~ 

16 appear on any telecommunications company's bill for regulated 

17 chargea..L.7 

18 J..ll-HH- An operator services provider shall requL·e all calla 

19 a.e to be individually identified on each bill from a 

20 telecommunications company gn ~ an end user's ens ttser bill, 

21 including the date and start time of the call, call duration, 

22 origin and destination (by city or exchange name and telephone 

23 number) , and type of call~' and 

24 121~ An gperotor services Provider sball provide a ~all-free 

25 number for customer inquiries on the bill and maintain procedures 

CODING: Words underlined are additions; wo~ds in 
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1 adequate to allow the company to promptly receive and respond to 

2 such inquiri••~t •~ 

3 lll~ An qperator services provider shall charge only for 

4 conversation time as rounded according tu company tariffs. 

5 lil~ An operator services provider shall not: 

6 (a) aiti11 or charge for uncompleted calls in areas where 

7 answer supervision is available or knowingly bill or charge for 

8 uncompleted calls in areas where answer supervision is not 

9 available~~ 

10 (b) ~ill for any collect call that has not been affirmatively 

11 accepted by a person receiving the call regardless of whether the 

12 call was processed by a live or automated operator~~ 

13 (c) 118i11 for calls in increments greater than one minute 

14 except for coin calla that may be in increments no greater than 

15 three minutes.~ 

16 (d) ~ill or collect a surcharge levied by any entity, either 

17 directly or through its billing agent, except Commiusion-approved 

18 charges for pay telephone providers. 

19 Specific Authority: 350.127(2), F.S. 

20 Law Imp~emeoted: 36 •• 01, 36 •. 3376, F.S. 

21 History: Rew fJ/6/93 

22 

23 25-24.800 Scope 

24 J..U This part applies only to Alternative Local Exchange 

25 Companies. The provisions of Chapters 25-4, 25-9 or 25-14 shall 
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1 not apply to Alternative Local Exchange Companies, unless 

2 specifically provided by this part. 

3 In addition to the rules contained in this part. any 

4 Alternative Local lxcbanqe Company which P+ovides operator seryices 

5 in a call aggreqator context shall also comply with the rules 

6 contained in Part XIII of Chapter 25-24. F.A.C. 

7 Specific Authority: 350.127(2), F.S. 

8 Law Implemented: 364.01, 364.337, F.S. 

9 Hi&t\..<.cy: Rew 12/27/9S...a.-___ _ 

10 •-nd\:l!S,OO .ctwc lf~l" 111, UU 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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TONI JENNINGS 
Presklcat 

llqlranC.CIYt .lcrnN ~ a..a.j 
SlaW 0arta,....... Via ewr­
Scaa Ql., .,........, ... 
SeuaFmiR.O..., 
ltcprcKIIalh't .o\dl• H. ..... 
llqlranc.lh't ... ., w ........ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Diana W. Caldwell 

FROM: John Rosner ~ 
DATE: AugUst 20, 1998 

SUBJECT: Public Service Commission Rule Chapter 2S·24 

DANIEL WEdSfER 
Speaker 

CAIUIOU. wua. EX«t1T1VK DmKCrOa 
AND GDDAL COUNSn .................... 

Te•se 1'1111161 JUit-l• 
T.,.._ (1511-..111 

In reviewing the rules referenced above, I note that there are numerous citauons to statutory 
provisions which include the the:D.cum:nt date of the statute. For example, §3~.02, F.S., 
( 199S ). In light of the facl that statutes are subject to amendment and. indeed, severaJ of the 
statutes referred to have subsequently been amended, the Commission may wish to delete 
reference to the yean. 

•116l01 
JR:CW S:\ATTY\2S·24A 
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TONI JENNINGS , ....... 
"") -~ . :·: - . - . -
~ ' ' - · ~ . . nu: FLOIUDA LUiiSU T1JU 

J~MINISTRATIVE 98 AUG I~RMDbRES COMMITIEE 

~bldn Jcnoald .. ........, a. ... 
ScuiDr Cllalte WW.-. VIa CWnua 
Setu!W Giuy ._WIIHr 
Scu1Dr fred R. .,_., 
~bldYe A.._ H.,_..._ 
Rtpnw~~bllhre Ja-r Wes!broc* 

Ms. Diana W. Caldwell 
Associate General Counsel 
Public Service Commission 
Division of Appeals 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

August 14, 1998 

Re: Public Servia Commiuioa Rule lS-4.001 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

CAJUlOLL WE.U, EXU:UJJVJ: DWCToa 
AND GINUAL COVNIU. 
.... I ............... 

TeMet. I, l'!o!ortlb l1J99.1-
T~ <Uil._.,IIO 

I have completed a review of the proposed amendments to ruJe 25-4.002 and prepared the 
following comments for your consideration and response. 

lS-4.001 
(1): The term ·•regulations .. does not appear in the Administrative Procedure Act. Therefor~. the ./ 
tenn should be deleted from the ruJe. 

The Statute cited as specific ruJcmalring authority should be clarified to 350.127(2). F.S. 
Likewise, §364.3376(3), F.S .• should appear as la"' implemented to comport with the statement 
of facts and circumstances and the notice of ruJe development. 

I am available Ill your convenience to discuss the foregoing <:omments. 

1116)00 
JR.rw S:\A1TY\2,-4JR 

Sin~ly, 

JI--1--
John Rosner 
Staff Anomey 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Proposed Ameodmcnta to Rulea25-4.002, F.A.C., ) 
Application and Scope~ 15·14.600, F.A.C., ) 
Application IDd Scope; 25-24.610, F.A.C., Temu ) 
and Definitions; Rules lncorporaled; 25-24.620, ) 
F.A.C., Service kequiremcnta for Companies ) 
Providinl Operator Service~~; 25-24.630, F.A.C., ) 
Raze and Billins Requirementa; and 25-4.800, ) 
F.A.C., Scope. ) __________________________________________ ) 

COMMENTS AND 

Docket No. 960312-TP 

Filed: August 8, 1998 

PROPOSED LOWER COS! REGULA TORY ALTERN A TJVES 
OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, lNC. 

Pursuant to Order No. PSC-98-093Q-NOR-TP and sectior. 120.541, Florida 

Statutes, AT&T Communications of the Southern States. Inc. (AT&T) hereby files these 

commenta _. pe!¥0111 ... laww COil mpi*Py allcr'Dativ.to proposed Rule 25-

24.630, F.A.C. In IUppOrt. AT&T shows u follows: 

I. AT&T, a company incorporated in New York, is authorized lo provide 

telecommunicationa services in the state of Florida. includinb operator services. 

AT &T'a business address is: 

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, lnc. 
101 N. Monroe Street, Suite 700 
Tallah•ssee, Florida 32:J01 

2. On July 13, 1998, the PSC issued Order No. PSC-98-0939-NOR-TP, in 

which it proposod to proposed to amend certain rules, including Rule 25-24.630, F.A.L:. 

The proposed rule amendmeata were published in the July 17, 1998 issue of the Florida 

Administt'ative Code. 

DOCUMf~T' "''?f>?-OATE 

08422 AUG-7~ 
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' 

3. In Ordar No. PSC·98-0939-NOR-TP. the Commission proposed lo amend 

Rule lS-24.630(1) to adopt intrutaec opcraiOr ICI'Vice rate c:aps. The rate caps selected by 

the Commiuioa are lower thin the rates currently charged by AT&T. In fact, the 

Commission sec the rate caps at the level charged by AT&T in 1996. Thus, the rule 

amendments have the effect of overru.lina Order No. 20489, tn which the commission 

adopted AT &1'1 operator services ratet u the nwdmum rate to be charJod by altc:mative 

(noa-A TAT, non-LEC) operator aemce providers. 

4. During the agenda conference at which the Commiaion considered these 

propoaala, Commillicmen IIKI Staff indicalcd that the reason for selecting AT & T' s 1996 

raw as the cap wu that they believed com have decreued since that time. While __., 

s. 

a&ATAT"a~ AT&T makes no such l'a:lucst with regard the 

~~--- -·--
1 lawc:r rep1laJ COiliD AT&'PIDd a11 providers presently governed by the de facto rate 

cap provided by AT&T'& ralel, without increaaing costs to consumers who cUJTC:ntly pay 

these ralcl. 

6. 11a co-•i·-·· .• c:ou.W f\aaott. l'llducle .. NI"'*'Y COil of lhia rule 

·"'-~ ···apfl. ,._ )' • P ._. DDliD ...-.1 __,. P•• withilla twwtft rnondl period. 

similar to the procedure by which price-regulated LEC1 may raise their rata for non-

l 
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basic scrvicea .• 
to 7 5 $ ----·. 1 j~ ·-· ... 11 •••. • 

-.-a all 1t .... 

...... AT&T reque1t1 the Commiuion to add the foi.iowina languasc to Rule 2S-

24.630: 

7. Finally. after the Commiuion'a deciaion. indUJ'b'y representatives met 

with Staff in order CO better understand lhe intended Kepe and purpose of lhe proposed 

rate Clpl. Durin& such meedq. ltiJJ' and lndUJ'b'y repraeotatives jointly developed 

languqe co JDOR clolcly dacribe lbe situationa in which Rule 2.5-24.630 is intended to 

apply. ~y. AT&T request~ that the Commission adopt lhe following 

uncndmcrat 10 propoeed Rule 2.5-24.630 (ocw lanpaac underlined): 

( 1) •Semca cbarpd lad billed \0 IDY ead UICif by 1D opcntor services 
provider for an iD!raalc 0+ or~ call .... a.. a P!Y ._or iDa can 
..... 0011!!4 sball DOt exceed a rate of 5.30 per minute plus the 
applicable chltpa for the followin& types of caJII: 

WHEREFORE. AT&T respectfully rcqucstl the Commission consider lhese 

commeotlllld adopt ita proposals for lower- cost regulatory alternatives. 

3 
3 1 
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Manha E. Rule 
101 North Monroe 
Suite 700 
Tallaha.ucc. Florida 3230 I 
(904} 42S-<;36S (phone) 
(904) 425-{;361 (fax) 

A ITORNEY FOR AT&T 
CO~CATIONSOFTHE 
SOUTHERN STATES, INC 



llfiii.-T•u 'tlllm ._ •m·1•1 
a '••m.-.o 
1!0 SouVI M011t01 S... 
T tUI h ISM 1. Roridl JDD1 

August 6, 1991 

Mrs. Blanca S. 8ay6 
Director, DMiion or Recorda and Reponina 
Florida PubUc SeMce Commiaion 
2S40 Shumard Oak BouleYird 
T a.~lafwsee. Pl. )2399-0150 

@BELLSOUTH 

.......... 
Dif1c1D1 - R•;•Jia&DI'f RaiiiJOPI& 

! • l.!) 
• Ql) 

- . 
.... , 

I 
-J 

Re: Docket No. 960312·1? • Propoted Amendment to Rules 25-4.002, F .A C., 
AppUcadon and Scope; 25.24.600, F.AC., Applic:a&ion and Scope; 2S-24.610, F.AC .• 
Ternu and Deftnitiona; Rulellncorporated; 25-24. 620, F.AC., Service Requiranents fnr 
Companies Providina Operator Services; 25-24.630, F. A. C., Rate and BiUina 
Requirements; and 25-24.800, F.A.C., Scope. 

ln respoiiiC to the Florida Public Sea'\'ice Commiaion'a Notice ofR.ulemakin& issuod on 
July ll, 1998, in docket No. MOlll-TP, Order No. PSC-~9-NOR-1?, BeliSouth 
would like to provide some brief'c:ommenu on the rules. More spocifieally, we are putting 
fonh our undcntanding or the applicaion or the proposed rules on the provision of 
operator seMces. With thae commenu, BeiJSouth is not uldna ror a heanng unJesa lhe 
Commission StafF dQel not l8f'eO with our undenunding or the propoted rules. 

BeUSouth's interpretation or the propoled operator services rules: 

1) The propOICid opcntor .W.C. rules apply to all Telecommunications Companies 
includina LocaJ Exchanp Companies (LECs) such u BelJSouth Telecommunications, 
Inc. (BST) 

2) Rule 2~·24.630 .. Rile and Billins Requirements'" sell rate capt for various calls 
handled by Ul operator service provider in a caD agreptor sinwion ~ If operator 
services are otl'ered to individual subscribenlbusineu (not clusified u caU 
asaresaton) the OSPIIoc:al exehanp company chara• itt tariffed rata • thae rata 
are not aft'ected by the call qareptor OSP rate caps contained in the .we. 

3) Since BelJSouth is a price 1"9.dated GOmplll)', it is subjecc to price cap limitJ on itt 
non-basic services per tbe Florida SlaMa Chapter 364. Prior to thae propoaed ruJa. 
existing LECa were no1 induded under the OSP rules and; thelefore. SST includod all 
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' of its operalOr ICMc:a offerinp in 1 seplllle non-buic service category or l)uket 
(approved by the Commiuion). 

4) When the proposed OSP rules become effective. BelJSouth will be allowed to compete 
equally with other operator servica providers when providina service to call 
agrepton. This raans lhaa SST would apply OSP rata to c:a&l agrepton in 
accordance with the lite Clpl contaifted in the newly I"'Yiied OSP rula. BeiiSouth 
would fiJe 1 lepll'lle rate IChedule f'or call agrep&on in its tiNt and the demand and 
revenues usociated with these ..W. would be removed tom the ex.iltiq non-buie 
operator servica "'bubt"". (See allo 364.3376(1)(b), and (2) and (3) ). 

At the asenda conference held on 1une JO. 1998. BeUSouth presented these same 
comments to the Commission and the 5~ and it appeared that our IWementa were 
accepted in the context of the ldoption of the proposed rules. If you have any questions or 
need an) further clari&Cilion on these commenu. pleue give me a caD. 

cc: Rick Moses 
Diana Caldwell 

.. 
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M1rceil Monea•• QA • 1 •r: I 1 • 'J 0• 3 J 
Are• Vice PrNidenc • ANOCiate CWHka~C~hll .,. 

GTE SEIMCE CORPORA T10N 

Reviorwl 0.....,. fEan, :J.;, , .. One Tamo- City Cenllt' 
[ ; . . . _: .. • :' 201 Nonh Fr1nklin StrMt 133802) 

Post Office Bo,. 110, FLTC0007 
T1mo., Aoridl 33801..0110 
813-483-2606 

Anthony P. Gill men • • 
Assisunt Generel Counsel 

Anorneye• 
Kimberly C1.we11 
M. Eric Edgington 
Erne11.o M1yor, Jr. 

August 7, 1998 

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo1 Director 
Division of Recorda & Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee. Fl 323~850 

Re: Docket No. 980312-TP 

813·20A·88 70 fF•c-'mllel 

,.,,,·. \ 

I-. 
' ' 
ll1 ;~-:· 
~ J ._ • .::; -

LEGAL 01\11~1;_;. • 

Proposed amendments to Rules 254.002, F.A.C., AppUcation and Scope; 
25-24.600, F.A.C., Application and Scope: 25-24.610, F.A.C., Terms and 
Definitions; Rules Incorporated: 25-24.620, F.A.C., Service Requirements for 
Companies Providing Operator Services; 25-24.630, F.A.C .. Rate and Billing 
Requirements; and 25-24.800, F .A. C .• Scope 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Please find endosed an original and fifteen copies of the Comments of GTE Florida 
Incorporated and GTE Communications Corporation for filing In the above matter. 
Service has been made as indicated on the Certificate of Service. If there are any 
Questions regarding this filing, please contact me at (813) 483-2617. 

Sincerely, 

~· 

KC:tas 
Enclosures 

A r.art of GTE Corporation 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Proposed Amendments to Rules ) 
25-4.002, F.A.C., Application end Scope; ) 
25-24.600, F.A.C., Application end Scope; ) 
25-24.610, Tenns and Deftnlllona; Rules ) 
Incorporated; 25-24.620, FAC., Servk:e ) 
Requirements for Compan'" Providing ) 
Operator Services; 25-24.630, F.A.C., Rate ) 
and Billing Requirements: and 25--24.800, ) 
F.A.C., Scope ) 

----------------~----------> 

Docket No. 960312·TP 
Filed: August 7. 1998 

COMMENTS OF 
GTIIILO~DA INCORPONA T!D AND 

GTE COMMUNJCATIONI COIIP.OIATJON 

GTE Ffolida Incorporated and GTE Communications Corporation (collectively, GTE) 

file these Comments on the proposed revisions to the Commtssion's operator services 

rules. GTE will specifically address the proposed revisions to rule section 25-24.630. the 

rate and billing requirements. 

GTE understands that the Commission is required by statute to establish Kmaximum 

rates and charges• for all operator services providers. (Fla. Stat. ch. 364.3376(3)) 

However, GTE does not believe the proposed rules' approach-dollar ar.1 cents caps on 

per-minute rates and surcharges-is necessary or desirable. Operator services is a 

competitive offering. As such, the Commission should, to the extent possible. refrain from 

regulatory intervention that would disrupt market forces. In order to accommodate 

concerns for competitive efficiency with those for consumer protection, GTE suggests the 

Commission p~be caps for pe!:(Dinute and surcharge rates that do not exceed existing 

Commission-approved, tariffed rates. Under this scheme, companies could not raise rates 

any higher than the highest rate on file for the various types of services. In this way, the 
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Commluion wit lvotd unduly lntnrtng wtth oompenlll' m1rMUng end pnang atrategiel. 

For instance, tf a company currently hu a per-minute charge that Ia lower than the 

proposed $.30 per mtnute, and a higher pereon--to-peraon surcharge than the proposed 

$3.25, the company wtil be prompted to increase Its per--minute rate to $.30 at the same 

time it is forced to reduce 1te eurcharge. GTE believes this kind of market interference 

undermines the intended coneumer protection effects of the Legislature's surcharge 

directive. As such, GTE urges the Comrnlllk>n to accept 1t1 proposal to refer to currently 

tariffed • ates, rather than dotllr·lnd-cente cape, 11 a wey of meeting the statutory 

obligation to preacr:ibe maximum rates. 

Respectfully submitted on August 7. 1998. 

By:~~.~~~ 
Kimberty Caswell 
Anthony P. Gillman 
Post Offlce Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, Florida 33601 
Telephone: 813-483-2617 

Attorneys for GTE Florida lnccrporated 
and GTE Communications Corporation 

2 
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CERDFtCATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the Comment1 of GTE Aorida Incorporated and 

GTE Communications Corporation in Docket No. 960312-TP were sent via U.S. mail on 

August 7, 1998 to the following: 

Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commisak>n 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahaaeee. FL 32399--0850 

Ofnce of Public Couneef 
c/o Tht FIOridl LegtatltU,. 

111 W. Madlaon StrMt 
Room 812 

Tallahassee. FL 32399-1400 
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