
I 

I 

I 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERV ICE COMMI S!'ION 

In re: Tariff rovisi o n o l SOUTilERN 
BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY 
to establish provisions for bi l ling 
validation service 

DOCKET NO. 680649-TL 

ORDER NO. 

ISSUED: 

The followi ng Commissioners participated 
disposition o f this matter: 

MI CHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOf1AS M. BEARD 

BY THE COMM ISSION : 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GU NTER 
JOHN T. Hf.RNDON 

ORDER APPROVING TARIFF 
WI TH MODIFICATIONS 

21052 
4-14- 89 

in the 

On April 5 , 1966, Southe tn Be ll Telepho ne and Telegraph 
Co mpany ( Southern Bell) filed revi sions to i ts Access Service 
Tariff purs uant to Section 364.05, Florida Statutes. Southerr. 
Bell sta t ed that the purpose of its tar t ff filing was to 
establish pro vi s i o ns f o r Billing Validation Service (BVS} which 
wo uld pro vide a me.l:l :i of determHHJ the validity of a Calling 
Ca rd number for use in billing particular types o f telephone 
c a lls. More s pec ific ally, the tari ff would provide a means for 
the val idation of Southern Bell Calli ng Cards when used by 
cu:;;l omcz:J of inLo r o xc h.:Jnqo COl l riO I S ( TXCs ) other tha n AT&T 
Commu n i cat ions (ATT-C). in tls Exec ull vc Suuuna1 y lh~ c omp a ny 
stated that BVS wo uld enable an IXC whose customers use 
Southern Bell's Calling Card to verify that the card number is 
valid. ln additi o n l o Calling Card validati o n, this service 
wou ld also encompass billed numbez sc t ocntng, ~~h1 ch includes 
coin and toll billing exception info rmati o n. Under Southern 
Bel l ' s tarif f pro posal BVS wou l d be made available to a 
subscribing I XC, or its des ionated agent, o n a per q uery 
basis. The c o mpany indi cated lhal BVS wo uld o ffe r an interim 
method o f pro viding Call i ng Card validat ion capabtlity to lXCs 
through the use of a data base service provided under c ontract 
to So uthern Bell by National Data Corporati o n (NDC). However, 
tho comp~ny st ~tcd t hat this se rvice wou ld eventually be 
replacud wilh Uuli SOulh' ~ LJII&J ln i OI IIIIlll On 11.1lJ Ra se ( LIDO) 
when that data base is made available , somet imc i n 1 991. 

By Order No. 19561, issued June 26, 1986, we suspended t he 
tariff to allow t1mo f o r c omments from IXCs and further 
Commission study. One issue we believed war ranted further 
study was the feasibility of requiri ng Southern Bell to pro vide 
t he billing validation data directly to IXCs to create t hei r 
own data bases. Acc o rdtngly , So uthern Bell was directed to 
p r e sen t c ompe lling reasons why it s ho uld not be requi red to 
a l low I XCs , as wel l as other entit ies, such as, 
dia l-it-vendors, alterna t ive ope rato r services (AOS) providers 
and nonLEC pay telephone pro viders (PATS) t o r eceive this data 
directly. 
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On July 28, 1988. So uthern Bell filed its comme n t:. 
pursuant to ou r Order. I n its c o mments Southern Bel l took 
e xceptio n to o ur s uggestion t hat t he data be provided direct ly 
to the IXCs rat her than through access to its BVS, arguing t ha t 
there was no Modificatio n o f final Judgement (MfJ) requirement 
that the company pro vide the validatio n d ata in the same ma nner 
t o al l IXCs a s it docs to ATT-C pursuant to the Plan of 
Reo rganiza tio n and the Shared Network Faci l ities Agreements 
developed afte r divestiture. Addi tiona l ly, Southern Bell 
argued against providing the ver i fication da ta d irect ly to IXCs 

nd o t her enti ies in o rde r to e nnbl e t he m to build t he ir own 
data bas es. In oppos 1ng this idea t he compilny argue d t ha t 
provid ng the data directl y to nume r o us e ntities wou ld make 
pro tecti o n o f t he data much mo re difficult and that the r e wo uld 
be no a s sur3nce that the numero us data bases would be updated 
1n a timely fas h 1o n . we have c o nsidorc d So u t hern Bell's 
argurr.e nts but have rejected them for the rcaso r1s set f o rth 
bel ow. 

Tho argumoJnts Sou t hern Uc ll pr.Jscn tcd i n its Ju ly comments 
preceded an o rder issued by U. S . Dist rict Judge !!.H o ld Croon!' 
in United States v. We s tern Electric Compan'l (Civ i l Action No. 
82-0 192). Judge Greene's o rder was issued in respo nse to a 
mo t1 o n and recommended o rder Cit ed by t he Depa r tment of Justice 
which (OOJ ) asked J ucigc Gr eene t o require t ho Uoll Operati ng 
Compa n ies ( BOCs ) to te rmi nate certa in calling card practices 
that the DOJ argued d i scr imi nated in fa vor o f ATT-C in 
violatio n of the MFJ. I n its recommended o rder DOJ asked J udg e 
Greene to require the BOCs to ma ke va lidation info rma tion 
available to I XCs and AOS prov iders, o r their authorize d 
teprcscntatives. o n pr ice , terms and condi tions no l ess 
favo rable than such in formation i s provide d to ATT-C. The 
DOJ ' s motion and recommended order were filed in January, 1988, 
and asked t hat J udge Greene take actio n by Ap ri l, 1988 . 
However. Judge Greene· s Order was not issued un t i 1 October 14, 
1988 , a nd by its terms moots some o f the arguments Sou t he rn 
Bell presented i n oppos ition to providing the validatio n da ta 
directly to entities requesting it. In the Order, J udge Greene 
directed the BOCs to make available to a l l IXCs r equesting it 
the same validation data for its calling ca rds that the company 
provides to ATT-C, o n the same prices, t erms a nd conditio ns as 
a r e extended to ATT-C. Additiona lly, Judge Greene required 
that the data be directl y pro vided t o t he companies for 
establishing their own data bases . 

Southern Bell bega n providing BVS o n a n in terstate basi s 
in mid 1988. which was about the same time i t fil e d its tariff 
propostng t o o ffer the service o n a n i ntrastate basis. Unde r 
its tariff pro posal Southern Be l l pro poses to c harge $0.09 ~er 
quer ~· . wh1ch is iden t i c al to what it cha r ges for t he service at 
the i n te r state level o n a con tractua l basi s . I t is Sou thern 
Bell ' s position that th is ra te is at cost. and as s uch fulfils 
t he requ iremen t imposed by Judge Greene to offer this service 
u nde r the same pri c e s , terms a nd cond iti o ns i t c urrently 
pro vides this service t o ATT-C. While we arc no t completely 
satisfied that this rate is appropriate o n an intrastate bas i s, 
we will allow the rate to be set at cost as a n interim 
measure. we will allow this interim rate unt i l after BellSouth 
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has its Line Info t mat.i o n Data Bas e (LIDB) s y stem in o perati o n . 
Onc e LIDB is o n line. So u t hern Bel l will no l onger r equire the 
se t vi c cs o !: a t'Jird pllt y vend.:> t <:~ nd we .l nLicipato t hat at t ha t 
time t he cost f o r thi s s ervice sho uld decrease . Acco rdi ngly, 
upo n imp l e mentatio n o C L l BD So uthern Bell wi l l be requ ired to 
demo nst rate why the $0 . 09 per q uery rate s ho uld not be 
reduced . As a pa r t o f its rationale Southern Bell shall 
provtde, at a mt n t mum, tnl o t m.1Li o n wh i c h indi c ates t he number 
o f alternative pro viders o f BVS a nd Lhe actua l cost per message 
t o Sou thern Bell t o provide the service to its s ubscri bers . 

Addtt ionally, wu l t nd i t • coso nablo t o reQuire Sou t hern 
Be l l to o f fe r the validatio n a nd veriiication data direcll y to 
ent1t 1e s which want t o create their own data bases . Our 
decisio n is based upo n similiar action taken by Judge Green a nd 
our beli~f that So uthe rn Be ll failed to present a compel l i ng 
reason why we s hould not require t h1 s o n an inLtil St.lto bas i s. 
Theref .:>re, we hereby direct the company to fi l e a tari(f to 
address this servi ce offeri ng 1.,i t hi n six t y ( 60 ) days of the 
date o f t his Order. We no te t h at. t hi s time frame s upersedes 

ha c s Lobli s hed in Oockct No . 8713'>4-TP . 

Upon further c o nsider ati o n, we fi n1 no c ompe lling 
r a ti o nale to limi the availabili ty of the data to only 
interexc hange carr t ers . whi c h u nder our definitio n includes 
altec:-naLLVO oper .Jto a su tvt ~os pt o vi<Jo t :J . We b<'l i ovo t ha t t he 
benefits to be derived from BVS and t he availability o t Lho 
data s hould also be pro vided as an o ption t o private pay 
telephone providers . Therefore , Sou t hern Bell s hall be 
requit·ed to ma ke thi s service ava ilable to PATS pro viders, as 
well as in l erexch ... ngo' c aaa i ors . S<>ulhoJan Boll s h:~ll r e vise its 
tariff acco rdingly. We note that a t the t i me of t hi s Order 
Southern Bell h a s already modified its tar i ff and i t has become 
effect i ve. 

Finally, as a aesult o t o ua st.a(f ' s investigation , wo 
determined t ha t So u the rn Bell wo uld be requ ire d to modify its 
origi nal tariff filing in certa i n i nstances. For e xample, we 
believe that it is reasonab le f or a subscr i ber of BVS t o 
vali dtltC every Ca ll inq Card c o li. llowc vor. t he validation of 
any o ther t ype cal l s will be at the discretion o f t he 
subscribe t . Acco rd i ng ly, So uthe rn Bell has mod if ied its ta r iff 
to reflect t h is modificat i o n. 

The a.cfo re. based o n Lht:l Co t ego I 119. I L i s 

ORDERED by the F l o rida Public Service Commission t hat we 
hereby appro ve So uthern Bel l Telephone and Telegraph Company ' s 
revi sio ns to its Access Se tvi c c Ta r iff that establ ishe d 
prov i s1 o ns for Bill1ng Validatio n Service to the extent stated 
in thn body o f this Or der. It is furt her 

ORDE RED t ha t Soulho r n Be l l Tele phone a nd Te l egraph Company 
shall fil e a ta ri tf t o .addtes =- Lho o ffering of dat a direc t ly as 
described herein Wi t hin the p resc ribe d time f rame. It is 
further 

105 



. 106 

ORDER NO. 21052 
DOCKET NO. 88064 9-TL 
PAGE 4 

ORDERED that thi s d ocket shall remain open. 

By ORDER of t he Flo rida Pub lic Service Comm i ssio n, 
t h is 14th d a y o f _ __ _.At.IJPuRul...,l~------ 1989 

Rep, rting 

(S EAL ) 

DNS 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEED [NGS OR JUDICrAL REVIEW 

I 

The Flo r i da Public Service Comm i ssion is requ i red by 
Sec tio n 120 . 59 (<1) , Flo rida Statu tes , to no ti f y parties of any I 
administrative hear i ng o r judic ial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sec tio ns 120. 5 7 o r 120 . 68, Flo rida 
Statu tes, as we l l as t he procedures and time li mits that 
apply. Th i :; notice s ho uld not be construed to mean all 
requests for an administrative hearing or judic ial review will 
be granted o r result in the relief sought. · -

An}· party adversely affected by the C->mmission' s final 
action i n this matter may request : 1) reconsideration of the 
decisio n by filing a motio n for reco nsideration with the 
Directo r, Divisi on of Records and Report ing within fifteen (15) 
days of t he i ssua nce o f t h is o ader in t he Co rm p rescribed by 
Rule 25-22 . 060 , Flo rida Admi nistrat ive Code ; or 2) judicial 
review by t he Flo rida Supreme Court in the case o f an electric, 
gas or t elepho ne utili ty o r the First Dis t rict Court of Appeal 
i n t he c ase o f a wa ter o r sewer utility by f iling a notice o f 
appeal wit h t he Di aoct o r. navisi o n o r R~·1Hds and Repo rti ng and 
f iling a copy of t he no tice of appea l and t he f iling fee with 
t he appro pria te c o ur t . Th i s filing must be completed with i n 
thi rty ( 30 ) days after the is s u a nce of this o rder, pursuant to 
Ru le 9 . 110 , F lo r ida Rules o f Appellate P r ocedure . The not-i c e 
of appeal must be in t he f o rm specified in Rul e 9 .900(a), 
Flo rida Rules o f Appella t e Procedure . 
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