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CASE BACJtGROllliD 

Competition continues to evolve in the intraLATA long distance 
(intraLATA toll) market. This has been recognized by the 
Commission in its ordering of l+/0+ intraLATA presubscription 
(Order No . PSC-9~-0203-FOF-TP). 1+/0+ intraLATA presubscription 
(presubscription) al lows the end user Lo p resubscribe his tntraLATA 
long distance cal ls to the i nt raLATA carrier of h io c ho i ce i n the 
same way he presubscribes h is i nterLATA long distance calls to the 
interLATA carrier of choi c e . Followi ng the Commission • s f ina 1 
d ecision, the f our largest LECs in Florida were t o begin installing 
switch upgrades and revising administrative procedures. The 
remaining small LECs were not required to implement presubscription 
until receip t of a bon a fide request, and only then after J~nuary 
1, 1997. 

Although the software neeried for presubscription had been 
developed, it was not requirec.. to be installed immediately in 
Flo rida. This was due in part to the LECs' and the Commission's 
desire to decrease costs by al lowing installation of the 
presubscriptio n software when fu tur e scheduled s witch software 
upgrades took place . 
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At the time of this writing, three categories of 

~:elecommunications providers -- non- LEC pay telephone providers 
(NPATs), call aggreg·ators (CAs), and shared tenant services 
providers (STS) -- have the ability to use their own technology to 
route calls from their phones/systems to their chosen intraLATA 
carrier wi tho ut the LECs having installed presubscription software 
upgt·ades. A NPATs provider can program his •smart" phones to 
forward all long distance calls, int erLATA and intraLATA alike, to 
any designated carrier. The CAs and STS providers can do the same 
by programming their PBXs. 

A recommendation to allow NPATs, CAs , and s·rs providers to 
route intraLATA toll c alls to their designated carriers was taken 
to the May 7, 1996 Agenda Conference where several parties spoke on 
the issues. The concerns raised fell into the a r eas of the impact 
of approving the recommendat ion on the small local e xchange 
c ompanies, and the impact on the availability of extended calling 
service (ECS). Staff's r e commendation did not address any 
particular c ategory of carrier but was direc'ted at all L.ECs. Also, 
staff's recommendati on did not address th~ possibility o f an end 
user being charged toll rates on routes that: are designated as ECS 
routes. The Commission deferred the item and d irected staff · ~o 
examine these issues and return to the Commission with a 
recommendation at the June 11 , 1996 Agenda Conference . 

There has been some confusion regarding this item and the 
issue of 1+ intraLATA presubscription. (The title of this docket 
has not helped. In fact, the 1+ intraLATA presubscription Order 
No. PSC-95·0203 -FOP·TP is silent on the issue of intraLATA call 
rout ing by using technology other t:.han that used for 
p resubscription.) Staff would stress that the subject of this 
recommendation ia not intraLATA presubacription. Rather, t .he 
subject i s c all routin\,. These providers are able to route 
intraLATA calls t o the carrier o f their choice without the need for 
LEC offices being upgraded for intraLATA preaubacription. The 
issues raised revolve around whether or not these providers should 
be allowed tt> use their routing capability today . However. 
intraLATA presubecription d oes play a role i n a nswering these 
questions. 

Issues 1 and 2 of this recommendat ion address the question 
o f whe the r or not NPATs, CAs, and STS providers sho uld be allowed 
c o ro ute i.n t ral.J\TA cal ls f r om their phones/eystems to the carrier 
o f t heir c hoi ce for 1• and 0+ intraLATA toll cal l s (preferred call 
routing) at this time. Issue 3 concern closing this docket. 
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DISCUSSION OP ISSUJS 

ISSUJ 1 : For 1• and O• intraLATA toll calls, should non - LEC pay 
telephone providers and call aggregators be allowed to route 1•/0 · 
intraLATA traffic from their phones/systems t o the intraLATA 
carrier of their choice at this time? 

RECOHMRHDATION: Yes . For 1• and 0+ intraLATA toll calls, non- LEC 
pay telephone providers and c all aggregators located in the 
territor ies of BellSouth, GTE Florida, Sprint - United , and Sprint 
Centel should be allowed t o route 1•/0+ intraLATA toll traffic from 
t heir phones/systems to the i ntraLATA carr ier of their c hoice a t 
this t ime . This requir es an exemption from Rules 25-24.51 5(71 . and 
25-24 . 620( 2)(c), Florida Administrative Code . Extended calllng 
service route calls should continue to be routed to the LEC except 
where the Commission has permitted IXCs t o carry this traffic, i n 
. ..,hich case preferred carrier routing may be utilized. NPATs
originated ECS calls should continue to be rated at $.25 per cal l, 
regardless of carrier. NPATs and cull aggregators located i n the 
remaini ng 9 small L.ECs ' territories may begin call routing January 
1, 1997 to be consistent with the Commission's decision in Pocket 
9303 30 -TP (1• i ntraLATA presubscription). 

STAPP AnALYSIS : As stated in the case background, t he subject o f 
this recommendation is not intraLATA p r esubsc r iption . Rather, the 
subject is call routing. NPATs and CAs a re able to route intraLATA 
c a lls to the carrier of their choice wi thout the need for LEC 
off1ces being upgraded f o r intraLATA presubscription. The issue is 
whether o r not these provi de rs should be allowed to use their 
routing capability today. 

Staf f believes there are three reasons why NPATs and CAs 
should be allowed to r~ute 1•/0• intraLATA toll traffic immediately 
from their phones/systems to a specific intraLATA carrier for 
intraLATA toll calls . First, t he Commission has indicated its 
desi re t o implement i ntraLATA presubscription (presubscript ionl as 
the necessary technical capahility is installed. Second, Chapter 
364, Florida Statutes does not support the notion t hat , as a 
prerequisi te for market entry, providers and theit services muot be 
ubiquit ousl y a vailable. Third , the Florida Legislature has 
conveyed to the Commiss i on via its passage of amendments to Chapter 
364, Flodda Statutes , that the State is t o move forward with 
compe tlt ion. 

The Commission has examined potential areas that could 
delay presubscription . In the presubscription docket (Docket No. 
930330 - 'l'PI . the I XCs a rgued chat the Commission should order 

- 3 -



• 
DOCKET NO. 960492-TP 
DATE: MAY 30 , 1996 

• 
immediate implementation o therwise the L£Cs wo uld "drag their feet " 
i n i mplementing presubscription. (Order No. PSC- 95 -0203- FOF- TP, p. 
24 ) Order No . PSC- 95 -0203 - FOF- TP does a llow the LECs to install 
presubsc ription capability at the same time their s witch upgrades 
are made. The Commission was a ware that the technical capability 
f or presubscription had been d e veloped . Howe ver, t he Commission 
did not want the LECs to incur addit ional costs to provide 
i n tt·n LATA presubscri pt ion prior to upcoming swiLch upgrade s t haL 
would include such capabiliLiea anyway. Consequently, the 
Commission stated "suffic ient time should be given to change 
softwa r e and make other required changes so that no precipitous 
costs a r e incurred by the LECs. We disagree with the I XCs ' 
arguments that the LECs should be forced to accelerate the 
implementatio n o f intraLATA presubscri ption.• (Order No. PSC-95-
0 203- FOF -TP, p. 25) The ratio nale was not to delay any party 
unnecessarily, but t o allow the LECs t o make the necessary software 
c hanges efficiently, and to decrease the cos ts o f conversion . 
Howe ver, there is no requireme nt that the LECs mu•t wa i t t o insta ll 
upgrades. 

In that same docket, the Commission ord ered 
prnsubscription because it believed i t wo uld be nefit end users by 
increJsing compet ition in the intraLATA t oll market. The 
Commi ssion did not con template holding any party back in mov i ng 
toward competition. Referring to Southern Bell and GTEFL no t being 
allowed at that time to enter the i nterLATA market, the Commission 
noted "(w) hile the ability to o ffer volume- sensitive plans for 
combined interLATA and intraLATA traffic is an advantage that 
Southern Bell and GTEFL do not h ave, t he I XCs argue that c ustomers• 
chojce of intraLATA carrier should not be delayed because certain 
participants may be r egulated t o a di ffe rent degree .• (Order No. 
PSC- 95-0203- FOF - TP, p. 17 ) In support o f this notion the 
Commi ssion stated, "(r)egulatory flex i bili t y may well be 
appropriate f o r t he LECs. However , it s hall not be a prerequisite 
for i ntraLAIA presybscription a nd movi ng f orward with the 
transit i on to c o mpetition." (Order No . PSC- 95- 020 3- FOF- TP, p. 22 , 
emphasis added. ) 

For CA.s and NPATs, the re is no argument t hat t hey c an do 
something other market participants cannot or d o not presently do , 
namely immediately implement preferred carrier routing for 
int r a LATA calls from their pho nes/systems to their chosen i nt raLATA 
carders. Ho wever, thi s capability docs not occu r beca use o f a 
conociouo c( fort on t he part o f a ny market participant( o ) to deny 
the other groups the same ability. Rather, it occu rs because of 
the Lcc hnology they employ. 
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CAs and NPATs are, i n many cases, already equipped t o 

route traffic from their systems o r phones. CAs o ffer service 
through a private branch exchange (PBX) . Modern payphones and PBXs 
are really nothing more than small switches which are computers and 
are programmable . Therefore, the PBX can be programmed to t ransfer 
l+/0• cal ls to whichever carrier t he CA wants by translating the 
l+/0+ i nto an access code such as lOXXX , 1·800, or 950 . (Note: End 
users can still dial lOXX.X or 1- 800 to reac h the interexchange 
carrier of their choice.) 

A specific type of phone uti lized by NPATs providers is 
referred to a s a •smart• phone . I t i s refe rred to as •smart" 
~cause, like the PBX, it is programmable . The smart phone was 
developed due t o the NPATs not being able t o obtain •coin 
functionalit ies" from the LEC . Examples of such functionalities 
a re answer supervision and coin verification. When the NPATs were 
allowed entry into Florida , the LECs were not required to sell them 
coi n functiona lities, wh ich are provided out of the central office 
(CO) rather than the payphone. The NPATs provide~:" connected to the 

CO by buying a business line fJ:"om t he LEC (a t specia l J:"ates) . 
HoweveJ:" , the business line does not pl:"ovide the pay telephone with 
c oin line features. Consequently, the industry developed a phone 
that includes many o f the coin fea tures by means of automated 
t echnology contained with)n the phone . 

Because the LEC pay t elephones had access to the r:oin 
features , there was no reason for the LECs to install smart phones . 
Although t he technology was available, it was theiJ:" choi ce not t o 
use it. Smart phones were installed by the NPATs providers so they 
could o ffer service without LEC assistance . Today t hat same 
t echnology allows the NPATs to once again o ffer service without LEC 
ass i stance, and staff believes there is no reason to prevent them 
from doi ng so. 

While desiring to open up the local market to 
compe tition , the Legislature realized that demanding all o f the 
L£Cs ' locations be capable o f i nterconnection and resale. 
r egardless of technological constraint s, could force the LECs to 
conve rt areas that were not likely t o e xperience significant 
competition, at least no t i ni tial l y. Cons eque ntly, Sect ion 
364 . 161 (1) , Florida Statutes, sta t es •[u ) pon request , each local 
e xc hange t e lecommunicatio ns company shall unbundle all of its 
network features, functions, and capabilities .. . , and o ffer t hem t o 
any othe r t elecommunications prov~dPr request i ng such features ... , 
t o t he exten t t e chnical ly and eco .. omic a l l y feaa i b l e . • (emphasis 
<lCidedJ 
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Technological limitcations have slowed the availability of 

other services. An example is integrat ed services digital network 
(I SDN). I SDN enables the simultaneous transmission of voice, data, 
and video. BellSouth, the largest LEC i n Florida, does not offer 
ISDN everywhere in its Florida territory. This is because not all 
of BellSouth ' s offices are t e c hnica lly capable of providing ISDN. 
If the Commission were to require that services only be o ffered 
when they can be o f fered ubiquitously, services such as ISDN, 
developed several years ago, might still not be available anywhere 
today. 

In a similar vein, Section 364.161(1), Florida Statutes, 
indicates the Legislature contemplated that competition would be 
evolving, in recognition of the constraints of technology . 
Competition in the local market will not likely occur in all 
territories at the same point in time, but will sprout up first in 
high volume areas . As a consequence, not all LEC COs will be 
equipped simultaneously for interconnection, but will be equipped 
sequentially. 

Finally, Florida law requires the Commission to do what 
it can to bring about competition . Specifically, t:he law states 
t:hat the Commission shall "(e) ncourage all providers of 
telecommunications services to i ntroduce new or experimental 
telecommunications services free o f unnecessary regulatory 
r est raints. • Section 364 .01 (4 ) (e) , Florida Statut:cs. Allowing 
providers that are capable of routing traffic to their chosen 
carrier, namely the NPATs and CAs, would be a step in fulfilling 
the Legislation. 

The subject of this recommendation is preferred call 
rouLing, not intraLJ\TA presubscription. However, intraLJ\TA 
presubscription does indirectly play a role in deciding when it is 
appropriate for NPA1o, CAs, and STS providers to begin routing of 
intraLATA calls. 

The issue of allowing NPATs, CA.s, and STS providers t o 
route intraLJ\TA calls was initially brought before the Commission 
at its May 7, 1996 Agenda Conference. At that time, the 
COhlmissioners directed staff to e xamine the effect on ECS routes 
from allowing these providers to begin routing intraLATA toll calls 
prior t o the LECs' installation of 1+ presubscription software. 
The conce rn was that, by using one of these providero• facilities, 
an end user could be charged a toll charge for a call that would 
otherwise be billed at the lower ECS rate. 

Florida contains many LEC ECS routes. Although these 
routes can be as long as 140 miles, LEe-carried calls on these 
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routes are o ften rated at less than what would be the rates if the 
routes were tol l. For example, a residential cal l placed between 
Miami and Key West and carried by BellSouth is $.25, regardless of 
duration. If a CA decided to program its system f or a carrier 
other than the LEC for intraLATA calls, a caller making a call over 
an ECS route could be charged toll charges rather than the ECS 
rate. One way of overcoming this problem would be for the end user 
to be able to dial t he LEC' s carri er identification code (CIC). 
However, not all LECs have activated CICs . There is no problem 
with them being technically able to activate a code. The problem 
is that t wo trans lation t ables are needed, one containing the list 
of interLATA carrier s and one containing the list of intraLATA 
ca rriers. The translation table is what the LEC uses to determine 
who is to carry a toll call. Today, there 1s only one table, 
because end users can only select a carrier f or interLATA calls. 
There has been no need f or a t able i dentifying any other carriers 
because only one carr i er, the LEC, has carried 1+/0+ i nt raLATA 
calls. Only by having a second translation table will the LEC be 
abl e t o allow intraLATA presubscription. This second t able will 
cont ain the LEC's CIC. 

Without having a CI C in place, BellSouth argues it would 
be at a competitive disadvan tage because it would be excluded from 
the list of intraLATA carriers t he NPATs and CAs could use. This 
is not entir ely accurate since NPATs and CAs are not required to 
reprogram t heir phones to a carrier other than the LEC. The NPATs 
and CAs could continue t o t·oute a ll l+/0+ intraLATA calls to the 
provider of loca l exchange telecommunications services (LEC/ALEC) , 
in effect selecting the LEC/ALEC f or thi s traf f ic. In the e vent 
that the NPATs and CAs choose to r oute al_ 1+/0• intr aLATA toll 
c~lls to a carrier other t han the LEC/ALEC, an end user will not be 
able to dial around to the LEC/ALEC until the serving central 
office is cut over to intraLATA presubscription. Howe ver, it is 
unlikely t ha t a majority of NPATs and CAs will immediately 
reprogram their equipment to provide preferred carrier routing . I n 
the short run, the LEC/ALEC will cont inue to en joy the advantage of 
being the default c a rrier for i ntraLATA toll traffic . This 
advantago~ helps compensate for the inability of the LEC to receive 
dial around t raffic prior t o the implementation of intraLATA 
presubscription. 

A NPATs telephone can discern an ECS call from other 
calls because smart phones contain a table list.ing all local NXX 
codes. When a call is placed on an ECS route, i( an ECS route NXX 
code 1 o contained in that table. ~he call is rated at the ECS 
1 ••uidc nt.ial rate of $ . 25. If the NXX code is not in the table, the 
call would go out as a toll call. In past or ders approving ECS 
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routes the following language is included, and should continue t o 
apply: 

Pay telephone providers will c harge e nd use rs 
$.25 per message and pay the standard measured 
i nterconnection usage charge. (See Order No. 
PSC- 96 ·0557- FOF· TL, f or example. ) 

There is no such provision for CAs. An individual 
p lacing a cal l on an ECS route from his hotel/motel r oom could be 
charged toll rates. However, the visitor has the op tion o f using 
a phone other than the o ne in the r oom, such as a payphone i n the 
lobby. 

To summari ze, the Commission has indicated its desire to 
move forward with i ntraLATA competition. Allowing the NPATs and 
CAs to program their phones/systems to r oute 1+/0+ i ntraLATA toll 
cal ls, a capability they currently have, would be n step in t hat 
direction. There appears to be no requirement t hat routing be 
delayed until all provide rs are able t o implement presubscription. 
Recently passed state law requires the Commission to encourage the 
introduct ion of new services. Therefore , staff recommends, for 1• 
and 0+ i nt raLATA toll calls, NPATs and CAs should be a llowed to 
route 1+/0+ intraLATA traffic from their phones/systems to the 
i ntraLATA carrier of thelr choice at this time . However, a ll local 
calls and 0- calls should continue to be rou ted to the LECs/ALECs. 
Extended ca lling service r~ute calls should cont inue to be routed 
t o the LEC except whe re the Commission has permitt ed lXCs to c arry 
this t raff ic , in whi ch c ase pre ferred carrier r outing may be 
utilized. Reservi ng local calls and 0 - c•lls is consistent with 

he Commission• s decision in Docket 930330-TP where it o rdered 
• ... t hat o - dialed ca lls shall be retained by the LECs ... . " See 
Order No . PSC-95 -0 20 3- f'OF-TP , p. 46. This is also consiotent with 
Rule 25 - 24 . 620(2) 1dl whic h r equires all CAs to: 

route all end-user di al ed 0- calls to the 
local e xc ha nge ope r ator at no c harge to t he 
end user when r.o additional digits arc dialed 
a fter 5 seconds. 

Staff does not believe that it is necessary t o prohibi t 
NPATs and CAs providers from u til i z ing preferred call routing fo r 
intraLATA traf f ic in small LECs' service terriLor i es. The 
statutory provisions wh ich authorized these pro vider s t o operate in 
f'l o ridu never restricted or o the wise made a distinctiop a s to 
where they could operate and they already ope rate there . The 
recent revisions t o Chapter 364 d id not change this oituotion. 
While we do not bel i eve that an e xc eption should be made for small 
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LECs , staff would recommend a di fferent ef!ec t i ve date. Staff 
r ecommends t hat NPATs and CAo should be allowed to implement 
preferred call r outing in s mall LEC territo ries beginning on 
January 1, 1997 . We believe t hat this date, which coincides with 
when a small LEC can receive a bona f i de request f or intraLATA 
presubscription , is reasonable and i s consistent with the spirit of 
Order No. PSC- 95 -0203 - FOF-TP. 

If the Commission decides that CAs and NPATs should be 
permitted to program their phones to r oute 1+/0+ intraLATA t oll 
ca lls , that decision will be inconsistent wi th Rules 25 -
24 .620(2) (c) and 25-24.515(7), Florida Administrative Code. Rule 
25-24 .620 (2) (c) dictates that operator service providers impose 
certain requirements on call aggregators. Specifically, this 
section requires that in its t arif f s for and cont racts with Florida 
cal l aggregator s. an operator service p rov1der ohall require t he 
other party t o: 

r oute all end - user dialed 1+ , 0 +, and 0 -
intraLATA l ocal and toll calls to t he local 
e xchange company, unless the end user dials 
the appropri ate access code for their ca rrier 
of choice. i. e. • 950. 800. 10XXX. 

Rule 25-24 .515(7), Florida Administrative Code, Pay 
Te l ephone Service, requires that all intraLATA calls. including 
operator service calls be routed to the loca l exchange company. 
unless the end user dials the appropriate a ccess code for their 
carrier o f choice. i .e . , 950 , 800, 10XXX. 

Thus, if the Commission f1nds that CAo and NPATs should 
be allowed to route 1+/0+ intraLATA t oll traffic to their carrier 
of choice . its action will be inconsistent wi th the p receding 
rules. Therefore, e xemptions should will need to be granted 
pursuant to Rule 25-4. 002(2) . Florida Administrat i ve Code. Staff 
notes there are open rulemaking dockets to amend t hese r ules. 

ISSUE 2: For 1• and 0• i ntroLATA tol l calls, should STS providers 
be allowed to route l• /O ~ intraLATA t raffic from their systems t o 
the inLr<lLATA carrier o f c hoice at this time? 

RECOMHKNPATION; Yes. Fo r 1 t and 0• i ntra LATA toll calls, STS 
providers located in t he territor_es o f Bel lSouth , CTE Florida, 
Sprint-Unlted, and Sprint -Centcl should be al l owed to route 1+/0+ 
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i ntraLATA traffic from their systems to the intraLATA carrier of 
their choice at this time. STS providers located in the remaini ng 
9 small LECs' territories may begin call routing January l, 1997 to 
be consistent with the Commission's decision in Docket 930330-TP 
(1+ intraLATA presubscriptionl. 

STAFf ANALYSIS: An STS provider is similar to a CA i n that it 
provides service to its tenants through its own s witch (such as a 
PBX). However, there are at least two subtle differences between 
the tenants of an STS provider and the tenants of a CA. First, the 
STS 's tenants have been historically business customers, and 
second , these customers have tended to be longer term r esidents 
than those of the CA. In the past, the provision of STS service 
was restricted to business customers residing in a single location 
such as a large building . These subscribers were not viewed as 
transient, usually having signed lease agreements extending o ver 
lengthy time periods. These tenants have always been able to 
choose either the STS provider or the LEC for the provision of 
phone service. 

With passage of the amendments to Section 364. 339 , 
Florida Statutes, STS providers can now provide service to 
residential customers as we ll as business customero, and to 
multiple buildings as we ll as single build ings. Staff would note 
that the statute is not clear whether or not the residential 
customer can choose between the LBC or the STS provider for 
service. As in the past , the commercial customer has the option of 
choosing the serving local exchange company or the STS provider. 
(Commission Rule 25-24.575 and Chapter 364.339(5), Florida 
Statutes) However, Chapter 364 .339 (5), F~.orida Statutes, speaks 
only of •commercial • c ustomers, not mentioning residential 
c ustomers. This calls into question whether or not a residential 
tenant is able to select t ho serving LEC for service or iC he is 
restricted to the STS provider . Despite this ambiguity, staff 
believes that residential tenants should logically have a choice, 
just as commercial tenants do. 

Staff has opened a rulemaking proceeding for STS service 
(Docket No . 951522 -TS) which will address the question of a llowing 
a c hoice of provider only to commercial tenants. Staff would note 
t hat even with allowing r esidential customers to make a choice of 
carrier, in the event that they chose the LEC as their local 
ucrv•cc provider, that LEC may otill not have upgraded i to system 
to allow the tenant to select a carrier other than that LEC for his 
intraLATA toll traffic. RegardlL~s. as is the case with the NPATs 
and the CAs, staff believes if the STS provider is capable of 
routing tra f fic to its chosen int r aLATA carrier, he should be 
allowed to do so. To t he end user t hat selects the LEC rather than 
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che STS provider, there is no difference in what he receives today 
(before intraLATA presubscription) from what he wil l receive if the 
Commission allows the STS provider to route 1+/0+ i ntraLATA calls 
from its systerr.. If he continues to be ~ LEC customer, and wants 
a different provider for his intraLATA traffic , he will still have 
t o dial around the LEC. If he selects the STS service, and wants 
an i ntraLATA carrier other t han the one the STS provider routes to , 
he will have to dial around. Most STS customers will have a 
selection of carriers from the LEC for their intraLATA toll traffic 
by February, 1997 at the latest. 

ECS routes are also of concern when considering STS 
service . The STS provider could program his PBX to have an IXC 
carry calls on these routes. However, the potential customer o f an 
STS provider also has the choice of the L&C fo r his local setvice. 
lf he selects service from the STS provider and is subjected t o 
exc essive charges due to toll charges being assessed on ECS routes , 
he can change to the LEC. In addition, the STS provider i s, in 
effect, competing with the LEC for r.he end user's business . Staf f 
would argue that it makes little sense for the STS provider to 
eliminate potential customers by overcharging, particularly when 
the STS provider's competitor is probably a better recognized 
p rovider of telecommunications services. Therefore, staf f 
r ecommends, for l+ and 0+ intraLATA toll calls, STS providers 
should be allowed to route l+/0+ intraLATA traffic from their 
systems to the intraLATA carrier of choice at this time. 

Staff does not believe tha t it is necessary to prohibit 
STS providers from utilizing preferred call rout ing for intraLATA 
traffic in small LECs' service territories. The statutory 
provisions which authorized these providers to operate in Florida 
never restricted ~r otherwise made a distinction as to where they 
could operate . Other than now allowing STS providers to serve 
r esidential customers, and to serve in multiple buildings the 
recent r evisions to Chapter 364, Florida Statutes , did not change 
this situation. While we do not believe that a blanket e xception 
s hould be made for smal l LEes, staff would recommend a different 
ef f ective date. Staff reconvnendo that STS providers shou ld be 
al lowed to implement preferred call routing in small LEC 
t erritories beginning on January 1, 1997. We believe that this 
date , which coincides with when a smal l LEC can receive a bona fide 
request for i ntraLATA presubsc ription, is reas onable and is 
consistent with the spirit of Order No. PSC-95 - 0203-FOF-TP. 

It should be noted that this recommendation does not 
address the issue of whether STS providers should themselves be 
required to provide presubscription to their individual tenants, 
nor s hould this recommendation be construed as an endorsement by 
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the Commission that presubscription should not be required of STS 
to their tenants. Most of the PBXs in use do not have the 
technical capability to offer presubscription to individual 
tenants. It appears that the newest PBXs now entering the market 
may be technically capable of providing presubscription to 
individual tenants. The question of presubscription by STS 
providers to tenants should be left for another day. 

ISSQE 3: Should this docket be closed? 

RBCOMMINDATIOH: Yes, if no person whose substantial interests are 
affected by the Commission's proposed agency action Ciles a protest 
within 21 days of the issuance date of the order , this docket 
s hould be closed. 

STAPP ANALYSIS: I f no person whose substantial interests are 
affected by the Commission • a propoued agency action files a protest 
within 21 days of the issuance date of the order , this docket 
should be closed. 
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