use the New Services Test standard

costs plus reasonabkle cverhsads,
TELRIC computes.
24, More important

from the recelipt by its integrated

bottleneck line and usage sarvices

Though, 1is

that NYT prefits
payphone cperaticns of

provided at cost, while

it forces 1its competitors toe pay much higher rates.

DEAVERAGING

25. The PAL
members are un_form throughout New

providers pay The same monthlwv
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as they do in Montauk cr Plat

members pay timed messagse unit rates that are

2ll husiness customers 1n the

appropriate level of rates fcr netwc

Commission stated the following o

deaveraged prices:

1i
of deaveraglﬁg are -a_r;‘ cle
They start from the pren <
served by economically eifl

generally speaking, the clcser pri
the more ecorcﬂluaTWY efficient

incremental costs, they
are. Average-cost pricing entails & risk of uneccnomic
bypass in low-cost areas, where above-cost prices for
unbundled elements might make it economic for a
¥ pven if TELRIC rates for pavphcne services were not
mandated by the Telecom Act ¢r thns New Services Test, there 1is
reascn why this Commission should not, for ecconomic efficiency
awd public policy reascns, use itTs intrasiate ratemaking
utnerity to set whclesale payphons service rates at TELRIC

costs

1.2
(e

line rates NY¥Y
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rate

urgh.

STatTe.

T now charges IPANY

Yor
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State. Payphone

for lines in Manhattan

Similarly, IPANY
the same for
In considering an
crk elements, the

The advantages cf

tThe
and straightforward.
© the public
nt prices, and that,
prices are to

arguments in favor

interest is

no



competitor to build its own svsiem even 1f its costs
exceeded those of the LEC. Meanwhilile, potential
competitors wno would wart tc purchase some elements
rather than bullding entire new systems mlight be
deterred freom entering, lmpeding the development of
competition, as the partles cpposing New York Telephone
here warn." '

The Commission chose to deaverage prices for network
elements, with lower prices for links 1n the densely
populated areas of New York's major clties, and lower usage
rates for evening and night periods. = Subseguently, the
Commission established &n even lower link rate for
Manhattan.

26. Deaveraging is zs impertant to IPANY members
as it is other competitors of NYT. But, unlike other

competitors, IPANY's member ccompanies are not able to

circumvent average prices that are far above costs in low
cost areas by building thneir own networks. Investment 1in a
facilities netwecrk is not a scund econcmic choice for a
small payphone busineés, and even a larger NYT payphone
business would likely face the same dilemma under average

4
w

prices if it rom 1ts pareni company.
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wers spun cf

MARKET IMPACT AND THE PUBLIC TINTEREST

27. In 1585, IPANY members began competling with

the payphone operations of NYT in New York State. Despite




the subsidies flowing tTo NYT's pavphone cperations, and a
$0.25 local call rate cap ilmposed by the Commission, PANY

members have been vigorous competltors in the New York

payphone market. And, if IPANY members are able to obtain

economically efficient and non-discriminatery rates for
underlying services, they shcould be able to reinfcocree their
competitlive role In the marketplac

28. OQver the lazst fifteen vears, IPANY members
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have placed more than 45,0
including more than 230,000 in the envircns of New York City.

This was accomplished even while NYT was 1in the process of

removing thousands of 1ts subksidized, but still

unprofitable, payphones from many of the same locations.

IPANY now has 120 menmber comeganles, 94 1n the New York City

area. Most of them are smzall businesses, which have created

I

theousands ¢f jobs for the New York eccnomy. As competiitors,

IPANY mempber companles have met the challenges of NVT's

subsidized payphone operaZicns head on in the marketonlace,

and continue to provide a vital service to New Yorkers.

29. With that said, it 1s axicmatic that IPANY

Process And Authorizing Targ
Case 96-C-1174, Issued and E:

ava;Table for the public's u
New York City, in particula:

payphones to be placed at

4

Interest Payphone

tance Fund Support
eptember 23, 1998. At
I pavphcnes

to be 'ncr:asing.

ved applications to
on clty streets, due
zliow non-LEC
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members are the most efficient preocviders of pay telephone
services to New Yorkers. Unlike NYT, IPANY members receive
no subsidles from New York rategavers, have not sought to
remcve thousands of payphcnes from New York streets because

prcfitable (=ven with the subksidies), and have

rt

they were no
not ralsed coin ratas despite leocal cecin rate deregulation
by the FCC twc vears ago.& IPANY members' presance as
competltors to NYT has helped maintain local coin rates at
$0.25, and this downward prics pressure on local coin rates,
provided by IPANY's presence in the market, 1s crucial to
the preservaticon of the most basic cf local exchange
communications - the neighbcrhood coin telephone.

30. However, the telecommunicaticons market for

eople on the move in New Yorx is now changing, and IPANY

o}

members are experlencing 20% reductions in revenue at
pavphone locations. These reductlcns are not the result of
any weakness 1n the New York-economy, but are likely the
result cf growing competition from wireless services. Until

=255 services was minimal.

recently, competition from w

-
i

e

®

high kecause of capacity

)
rg
)
Ly

Wireless calling rates w
limitations, especially 1n the Dcownstate area. However,
since the conversion cof clder analog cellular systems o

acity cf existing systems,

"3

digizal, which guadrupled the cz

and the added capacity from new digital PCS competitors, the




per minute rates for wireless calls have decreased
dramatically. Now, wireless service packages, which include
unlimited free local calling at night or cn weekends, and
tcll-free and local usage anv time, anywhere in the country
for $0.10 per minufte or less, can be cbtained from a number
of wireless carriers. As a resull, many CONsSumers now have
the opportunity to use wlireless calling instead of payphone
calling and, as evidenced by IBANY member revenue
reducticons, are in fact making that cholice.

31. IPANY does not shy away from such
competiticon, but its members' ablility to respond in the

competitive marketplace is severely hampered by NYT's usage

while IPANY members avre forced tc pay excessive rates for

bottleneck lines and usage.” IFPANY members must have the
cpportunity that would be prcvided by cost-based rates to

adjust thelr own rates for shorT cr leng duration calls, and
for calls placed at differant hcours ¢f the day, as dictated
by competition. With an above-cost NYT rate structure
applicable to payphone previcders - but not wireless
providers - IPANY 1s powerless agalnst 1ts wireless

competitors.™

¥ See, for example, Interccnnecticn Agrecment between New
York Telephone Company and AT&T Wireless Services, Amendment
¢cf June 17, 19%7, wherelin the rsciprocal compensation rates
for exchange of local traiiic 1s established at between $.0070
and £.009 per minute.

*®  Significantly, ¢ne ¢f ths trinciple providers of wire-
less services in New York is 3ell Atlancic Mobile, NYT's
affiliatsed unregulated company Sheuld NYT decide to raise
local ccin rates to incresase pavphone margins, it would



32. At the presant time, the greatest impact on
IPANY from wireless servics competition has been 1n the
business and higher inccome residential areas ¢f New York.
This 1is because the wireleass servicerpackages with the

tes are not vet affordable to lower

Y]

lowest per minute
income consumers. Unfortunately, in addition to noct
benefiting from the lower wireless rates, lower income
consumers may be further disadvantaged by the decrease in
revenues recelived at payphones in thelr communities. Many
payphones in these areas are marginally profitable now, and
with the growing competition from wireless service, will
become unprofitable sooner than those in other areas. Those
pavphones would likely become candidates for removal,

therehv triggering a need Zor a Public Interest Payphone at

their locaticns.’ Situations such as this could bhe averted
through changes To NYT's rate structure for payphone
ntrants to the market and

services that will sncourace new e
permit exlisting payphones to remaln 1in use even when

revenues diminish.

capture some of the revenue movement out of payphone
calling, often referred to as restriction 1in the
Commission's economic terms, with its wireless services.
Thus, NYT wins elther way. In contrast, IPANY members would
not benefit from such a migration because they provide no
wireless services.

g See Order Estarzlishing A Public Interest Payphone
Process, at Page 3. The Commlssicn states there, "that z
compelling need fer PIPs does noT appear to currently exist

in New VYork."



PROPOSED RATE DHESTGN

33. On the basis cof the above discussions on

ging, market impact and the

9]

costs, ratse comparilsons, deavar

Te structure that NYT has

3o

93
i

9]

public interest, the rates an
incorporated into 1ts Public Telephone Services tariff
should be adjusted to become based on cost. The following
table provides an example c¢f the adjusted payphone rates and

structure, which more accuratsly reflect tThe ceost of

providing services:

Tuble C
© Propused Rutes
Line Rates Usage Rates

Cost Component Manhattan Major Cities Cost Component Major Cities
Link $11.85 $124y Local Usase
Port 2.50 230 [Dav $0.003806
FCC EUCL™ .00 SV Evening £0.001837
FCC PICC™ .00 i3 00 Night $0.001508
Total S$14.33 S ov

Tandem Usage

Cuy $0.001040

iZvening $0.000548

right 30.000006

S . 1 - -
* This Commissicon cannot exempt pavphone operators from
c er, because they

1

r

federally mandated EUCLs ar BICCs., H ,
represent additional cecst racovery To L they are imposed,
when the combined link/port rats should educed by the amount
c¢f the EUCL and PICC.



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

34. Thils statement hes described 1n detall why the rates

ervices tariff fail to meet the

3
0}
(€3]

contained in NYT's Public Telephton

The Telecommunications

[#2]
D
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O
=)
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~1
(o)t
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th

non-discrimination provisions cf
Act of 18¢4, and the cost-kased pricing requirements of the FCC.

Specifically, the revised tariff is improper because 1t 1s under

inclusive, provides outdated cost support, misinterprets or ignoras

FCC directives, and perpetuates the akove-cost prices that NYT now

s, NYT's prilcing practices have

O
Y

inflicts on its payphone ccapetit

disadvantaged NYT's payphone ccmpetitors when compared to the cost NYT

incurs providing similar services to its cown integrated payphone

cperations. As this statement has shown, the public interest deoes not

benafit from these pricing practices,
35. For all of the above reasons, I recommend to the

Commission that NYT's tempcrary tariff rates for payphone sarvices be

replaced, on a permanent basls, with the cost based prices and rate

lso rescommend that the Ccommission

=
Iyl

structure proposed hersin.

NYT of the overcharges by NYT to 1ts

direct an accounting by

competitors that have accrued due to NYT's failure to apply the '"New

Services Test" as required by the FCC, and as NYT promised to do. NYT

s payphone competlitors

S
Py

should refund thoss overcharges To 2

retroactive to the tsmporary

Sworn to before me this
27 day of November, 1999.
vette Turner
¥ TOMMISSION # CT303440 SPIRES

2 gl
/ £ 4 April 11, 2003
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Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSTON

CASE 99-C-1684 - Petition filed by the Independent Payphone
Association of New York, Inc. that the
Commission Modify New York Telephone Wholesale
Payphone Service Rates and Award Refunds.

CASE 96-C-1174 - Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Review
Regulation of Coin Telephone Services Under

Revised Federal Regulations Adopted Pursuant to
the telecommunications Act of 1996.

REPLY COMMENTS OF
THE INDEPENDENT PAYPHONE ASSOCTIATION
OF NEW YORK, INC.

To the Commission:

The Independent Payphone Association of New York, Inc.
(IPANY), through its attorneys, respectfully submits these reply
comments 1n accordance with the Notice Requesting Comments issued
herein on January 5, 2000. For the reasons set forth below, the
relief requested by IPANY in its Petition of December 2, 1999,

should be granted in all respects.

I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

This proceeding arises from Section 276 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, which establishes a federal
regulatory regime designed to promote competition among payphone
service providers, and to promote the widespread deployment of
payphone services for the benefit of the general public.

In implementing Section 276, the Federal Communications

Commission issued a series of "Payphone Orders” which directed



incumbent LECs to file tariffs for wholesale payphcne services
and facilities at the state level. Tariffs for those services
had to include unbundled features and functions, and be cost-
based, non-discriminatory, and consistent with both Section 276
of the Telecom Act and the FCC's Computer III Tariff Guidelines.

The requirement that rates for payphone services be
consistent with the Computer III Tariff Guidelines requires that
such rates meet the FCC's "New Services" test. In essence, the
New Services test applies a direct cost standard which, as
described in great detail in IPANY'S December 2 Petition, is met
by the use of the TELRIC cost methodology.’

IPANY'S Petition asked the Commission to address and
finalize issues surrounding New York Telephone's Payphone Service
Tariffs which have been pending since April 1, 1997.
Specifically, IPANY requested that the Commission:

(a) Establish rates for Public Access

Lines (PALs) egquivalent to the
TELRIC cost of UNE unbundled links
(geographically unbundled) less
revenues received by New York
Telephone from the End User Common

Line Charge EUCL)and/the Primary

IThroughout these comments, reference is made to "pay
telephone rates" or "pay telephone service rates". In each case,
the reference is to the underlying lines, usage, and features
provided by New York Telephone to payphone service providers, and
not to the retail rates (such as $.25 for a three minute local
call) paid by the general public.

2
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II.

2000,

Inter-Exchange Carrier Charge
(PICC), so as to avoid double
recovery of costs.

(b} Establish rates for underlying
usage services resold by Payphone
Service Providers (PSPs) in
accordance with TELRIC costs, and

(c) Award refunds for excessive PAL
charges retroactive to April 1,

1997.

NEW_YOREK TELEPHONE'S RESPONSE

New York Telephone submitted comments on February 28,
Essentially, NYT argued the following:

(a) IPANY had misinterpreted the
meaning and reach of the FCC's New
Services Test.

(b} New York Telephone's payphone
related rates were "cost-based
(including a reascnable level of
contribution of overhead)" and were
in full compliance with the FCC's
requirements.

(c) Payphone Service Providers should

not be allowed to "provide less

[#3]



contribution toward joint and
common costs" than do "other
business customers using identical
facilities.®

(d) No reason exists why Payphone
Service Préviders should pay rates
any different from "business
customers", and

{e) Refunds with respect to excessive

PAIL rates should not be ordered.

As will be shown below, each argument put forth by New
York Telephone has been specifically rejected by a recent Order
issued by the Common Carrier Bureau of the Federal Communications
Commission. That FCC order supports and endorses each position
and request for relief advocated by IPANY in its Petition.

Specifically, IPANY attaches to these Reply Comments,
and respectfully incorporates herein, the Order released by the
FCC's Common Carrier Bureau on March 2, 2000 in Docket CCB/CPD
No. 00-1 (DA 00-347).°

As will be further referred tc below, that FCC Order
made the following findings with respect to tariffs for

underlying pay telephone services required to be filed at the

: the tter of Wisconsin Public Service Commission Order
Directing Filings, CCB/CPD No. 00-1, adopted March 1, 2000,

released March 2, 2000, DA 00-347.

4



state level:

(a)

(b)

The tariffs subject to.the FCC's
requirements include both access
lines and "usage-sensitive elements
whether specified in the payphone
line tariff or cross-referenced to
another tariff as well as flat rate
elements" and should include rates,
terms and conditions "for other

services commonly used by payphone

service providers”, such as call
screening services. (FCC Order,
para 7).

To satisfy the "New Services Test",
rates must not recover more than
the direct costs of the service
plus "a just and reasonable portion
of the carrier's overhead costs".
Costs must be determined by use of
an appropriate forward-looking
economic cost methodology that is
consistent with the principles the
FCC gset forth in the Local
Competitjon First Report and Order.
(FCC Order, para 9). In other

words, TELRIC costing and pricing



Fa

(c)

(d)

principles must be used.

With respect to the calculation of
direct costs, ILECs must use
consistent methodologies in
computing direct costs for related
services. Thus, to meet the New
Services Test, the methodology used
to calculate underlying payphone
service rates must "be consistent
with the cost inputs used in
computing rates for other services
offered to competitors". FCC
Order, para 10).

With respect to determining "a just
and reasonable portion of overhead
costs", absent justification, LECs
may not recover a greater share of
overheads in rates for payphone
services than they recover in rates
for comparable services. Overhead
allocations must be based on cost
and may not be set artificially
high in order to subsidize or
contribute to other LEC services.
Under this formula, Unbundled

Network Elements (UNEs) are



specified as the "“comparable
services" to payphone line
services, and thus, in general, the
same overhead allocations should be
used for UNE and payphone services.
(FCC Order, para 11).

(e) Because the TELRIC forward-looking
cost studies produce costs on an
unseparated basis, in order to
aveid deouble recovery of cost, LECs
must demonstrate they have taken
into account other sources of
revenue, including the EUCL, the
PICC, and CCL access charges, that
are also used to recover the costs
of the facilities involved.

Thus, each and every argument raised by New York

Telephone before this Commission has been specifically rejected

by the FCC.

ITI. ARGUMEN

POINT A: The Terms of New York Telephone's
Regulatory Incentive Plan Do Not
Prohibit Decreases In Pay Telephone
Service Rates.

New York Telephone's first argument is that its

Performance Regulation Plan adopted in 19295 froze all payphone



rates, and accordingly such rates should not be increased or
decreased.” New York Telephone is only half right. Under the
Incentive Plan, the company was prohibited from increasing
payphone rates, but would be obligated to decrease rates if
required by regulatory order.’ The rates set forth in, or
contemplated by, the Reguiatory Incentive Plan were never
intended to be immune from applicable provisions of law, binding
on New York Telephone and the Commission, which conferred
additional benefits on competitors. Thus, to the extent that
Federal legislaticon, and binding orders of the Federal
Communications Commission, reguire New York Telephone to lower a
particular rate which had been covered by the Incentive Plan,
federal law must prevail. That is exactly what has occurred with

respect to pay telephone service rates.”

3 See Case 92-C-0665, Opinion 95-13, "Opinion and Order
Concerning Performance Regulatory Plan," August 16, 1995.

*While New York Tel asserts the Incentive Plan precluded any
decrease or increase of payphone rates, that did not stop it from
attempting to increase PAL rates through the imposition of a
charge for Line Side Answer Supervision in May of 1997. That
effort was rejected by the Commissicn on two separate occasions.
See Cases 96-C-0968 and 96-C-1174, "Order Suspending New York
Telephone's Line Side Answer Supervision Tariff", October 15,
1997. See alsc "Order Further Suspending Tariff" February 11,
1998.

This is particularly true since, as discussed below, NYT
received a significant benefit - the right to receive Dial-around
compensation - in return for lowering its wholesale payphone
service rates in accordance with the New Services test.

8



POINT B: Pay Telephone Service Rates Should
Not Be Established On The Same

Basis_ As Regular Business Services.

New York Tel argues there is no reasocn why pay
telephone providers should pay rates that are different from
those paid by regular business customers. It suggests that since
the Public Access Line is essentially equivalent to a business
access line, payphone service providers should be required to pay
the same rates (and include the same overhead contributions and
subsidies) as business customers.

That argument has no validity.

It was only payphone service rates - and not general
business rates - which were made subject to specific wholesale
rate treatment in Section 276 of the Telecommunications Act. And
it was only payphone service rates - not regular business rates
- which have been the subject of the FCC's Payphone Orders and
the New Services test.

The specific purpose of setting forth rules for
establishing wholesale payphone rates was to distinguish
wholesale payphone rates from rates paid by general business
customers. General business customers do not act as providers of
service to the public at large, and do not provide critically
necessary access, for the general public, to the public switched
network.

Should there be any remaining guestion on this, the FCC

Order indicates that the "comparable services" for purposes of



establishing a methodology to price wholesale payphone services,

are Unbundled Network Elements, purchased by ILEC competitors

(CLECs and IXCs) and not general business services. (FCC Order,

para 11).

POINT C: New York Telephcone's Rates Do Not
Meet The FCC's New Services Test.

New York Tel argues that with respect to the New
Services Test for payphone services, "The FCC does not prescribe
any specific costing methodology, fixed percentage of loading or
pricing margin, and has held that the test is flexible.™ (NYT
Comments, page 4). NYT therefore asserts it is free to use any
methodology it wishes, and is authorized not to use TELRIC rates.
The company also suggests it is free to include grossly excessive
overhead margins, and subsidies, in its payphone service rates.

New York Tel's arguments can be promptly dispatched.
First, IPANY demonstrated in its December 2, 1999 Petition, that
principles of economic efficiency, and the need to promote
widespread deployment of public pay telephone services, require
use of the TELRIC methodology; require that double recovery of
costs be avoided by subtracting EUCL, PICC, and other support
mechanisms: and require that overhead allocaticns be consistent
with those used to establish UNE rates.

That economic analysis is confirmed, in toto, by the

FCC's March 2, 2000 Order. As described above, that Order

10



requires that:

(a) Wholesale pay telephone service
rates be established using the same
TELRIC methodology as UNE rates,
not business rates;

(b) Overhead allocations be comparable
to the allocations utilized to
develop TELRIC based UNE rates;

(c) Subsidies for other services be
excluded; and

(d) From the total unseparated cost
developed using TELRIC principles,
additional revenues received by the
ILEC for items such as the EUCL,

PICC, and CCL, must be subtracted.

IPANY's proposed methodology, as set forth in its
December 2, 1999 Petition, advocated each and every one of the
requirements set forth by the FCC. Specifically, IPANY urged
establishing PAL rates at the UNE rate for the unbundled 1link (on
a deaveraged geographic basis), less the EUCL and PICC associated
with that link. That is the precise result required by the FCC

Order.®

® NYT urges the PAL rate be set at the average cost of all
lines in the State, but offers no justification other than that
is the way business line rates are set. But since the FCC
requires that PAL rates be calculated on the same basis as UNEs,

11



As this Commission has found, the UNE rates established
in the Loop Resale Proceeding measure the direct forward-looking
unseparated total cost of an unbundled local 1ink. The rate
approved for the UNE link specifically includes a reasonable
allocation of overheads - which is the same overhead allocation
that the FCC confirms should be used with respect to payphone
service rate.

In the Loop Resale Phase 1 Opinion, the Commission
approved a UNE link overhead allocation of 10-15%.’ In contrast,
New York Tel seeks to impose an overhead markup of more than 86%
(without accounting for the PICC and geographic deaveraging) and
an incredible 180% when taking these factors into account.

On top of the lcop cost, New York Telephone seeks to
add a $1.28 cost component for the Outward Call Screening
feature. The company has not, however, in any way justified its
cost calculation. Indeed, it does not appear that the TELRIC
methodology was utilized. And, intuitively, that cost is grossly
excessive because Qutward Call Screening merely invelves
transmitting the Automatic Number Identification (ANI) of the
originating line in the stream of digits outpulsed when a call is

made, along with an additional two digits (usually "70"), which

and since UNE links are deaveraged into three geographic zones,
the same approach should be applied to PAL lines. Otherwise, the
goal of achieving economically efficient rates will not be
realized.

7 opinion 97-2, Case 95-C-0657, Phase I Opinion and Order,
“April 1, 1997, pp. 96=-99; Opinion 97-14, Phase I Order on
Rehearing, September 22, 1997, at pp. 49-50.

12



are uniquely coded to designate the originating station as a pay
telephone. The cost of outpulsing all these digits should,
however, already be recovered in the local switching costs.
Specifically, what is provided is a service Known as
"FLEX ANI", for which pay telephone providers are separately
assessed a monthly charge established by the FCC (currently $1.58
per payphone per month for a 24 month period) designed to recover
the alleged costs of developing and implementing FLEX ANI
service.’ With the costs of developing and deploying FLEX ANI
already accounted for, the actual cost of transmitting the
additional two FLEX ANI digits on each outgoing call is

essentially negligible.’

POINT D: The EUCL and PICC Charge Must Be
' Deducted From The UNE Unbundled
Link Rate.

In its initial complaint, IPANY showed that, since the

Commission-approved UNE link rates represented total unseparated

! See NYNEX Telephone Companies tariff FCC No. 1,
Transmittal Ne. 510, effective July 16, 1998,

® New York Telephone's assertion of significant costs
associated with Outward Call Screening 1s reminiscent of its
initial effort to claim costs for deploying Billed Number
Screening (BNS), which is a comparable fraud protection service.
BNS identifies pay telephones so that collect and billed-to-
third-number calls cannot be billed to them. In its initial
payphone restructuring tariff filed with this Commission, New
York Tel asserted the costs of BNS were $.65 per month. However,
in a subsequent "correction" filed with the FCC on June 17, 1997
(NYNEX Telephone transmittal 458), New York Telephone
acknowledged that the cost, and therefore rate, for Billed Number
Screening was zero. '
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costs (plus a reasonable allocation of overheads), requiring PSPs
to also pay the federal EUCL and PICC would result in doubkle
recovery.’ New York Tel refuses to recognize that principle,

and instead insists that since payphone service providers "are to
be treated as retail customers”, they should be subject '"to all
applicable business line charges" (NYT Comments, p. 7).

The FCC's March 2 Order confirms that IPANY is correct
and NYT is wrong.

First, as indicated above, payphone service providers
are not to be treated in the same manner as ordinary business
customers. Instead, the methodology for establishing PSP rates
must be the same methodology used to establish UNE link rates.
Carriers paying UNE rates do not also pay the EUCL and PICC.

Furthermore, the March 2 FCC Order specifically
provides that "in order to avoid double recovery of costs"™, LECs
must demonstrate that in setting payphone line rates they have
"taken into account other sources of revenue (e.dg., SLC/EUCL,
PICC and CCL access charges) that are used to recover the costs

of the facilities inveolved". (FCC Order, para. 12}.%!

Y por New York Telephone, the EUCL is currently $8.08 per
month and the PICC is $3.48 per month.

1 In its complaint, fn. 46, p. 18, IPANY specifically noted
that in addition to the EUCL and PICC, there are other revenue
sources collected by NYT designed to recover NTS cost of the
loop, including USF payments and per minute CCL components of IXC
access charges. However, because of the complexity of measuring
those revenue sources, they were not included in the cost offset
proposed by IPANY. But, now that the FCC has made clear that
these additional sources cof contribution, including CCL charges,
must be taken into account, the rates proposed by IPANY must be
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