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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERV ICE COMMI SSION 

In re: Review of the Requ1remcnts 
Appropriate for Alternat1 ve Operator 
S~cv1ces and Public Telephones 

) 
) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO . 87 1394-TP 
ORDER NO . 22757 
ISSUED : 3- 30 - 90 

The following Commissione r s participated 
disposition of this matter: 

MICHAEL Mc K. WT L~ON, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T . HERNDON 

ORDER _9RANT I NQ t-10TIONS FOR EXTENSION Of_!IME 
TO COMPLY WITH PORTIONS OF ORDER NO . 2048q 

BY THE COMMlSSION : 

in the 

Bi lli ng Va lidat1on Service (BVS) is an o ffering t hat 
allows 1n te r e xchange carriers (IXCs) and nonL~-c (no nl ocal 
exchange compa n}-) pay telephone (PATS) providers to venfy that 
a cal l i ng card number or an access line ca n be u sed fo r billing 
pur poses. Conceptuall y, t he service is simil a r to t he one used 
b y s t o r e merchants to clear credit card numbe r s prior to 
allow1ng a store purchase. Billing Validation Data Li cense 
SPrvicc (BVDI.S) is lhe direc provisioning o f l he raw data used 
to val idate calls, 1ncluding such info rmatio n as whether a 
c r d1l card number or telephone numbe r is valid for bi I ling 
purposes. 

Thes~ issues have been add res sed in t wo dockets: Docket 
~o. 871 394 TP, which dealt wi th the requirements appropriate 
for altcrnallve operator servtces (AOS) providers and nonLEC 
PATS provtders; and Dockel No . 880649-TL , which was opened when 
Sou he r n Bell Te lepho ne and Telegraph Company (Sou the rn Bell) 
Ci l d 1ts aflf. pro posal to imp l emen t BVS. By Order No . 
20489 , issued December 21 , 1988 , we directed all LECs, except 
Sou hcrn a~ll, ~hich was given a s ho r ter time frame , to 
imp lcmcn BVS and BVDLS by January l, 1990 , unless an 
ppropna e show1ng of undue bu rden was mad e by J une l , 1989. 

Request s Cor r econstderation o f Orde r No. 20 189 , r elative to 
the BVS and BVOLS issues, were disposed of in Order No. 20 150, 
issued April 14 , 1989 In Order No. 21052 , a l so issued Aprll 
111, 1969 , we approved Southern Bell's tariff fili ng to 
1mp lement BVS . Since ha t tj me , Southe rn Be 11 a l so made its 
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tariff filing to 1mplemenl BVOLS effective January 1, 1990. 
That tar1ff f1linq was approved, wilh certain provisions 
deleted , by Ordet No . 22394, issued Ja nuary 10 , 1990 . 
Add1 ionally, United Tel phone Company of Florida (United) made 
its taof( f1ling to 1mplemenL BVS and BVDLS , as reflected in 
Order No. 22410, issued January 11, 1990 . 

By Order No. 20489 , we directed all LECs to offer billing 
val1dation service to AOS companies, subject to te rms and 
conditions further spP.cified in t hat Order. So u thern Bell wa s 
ordered to comply with ou r billing validatio n service 
requHements shortly after the issuance o f Order No . 20489 . 
All o ther LECs were given the followtng directive: 

Al l other local e x change companies shall comply 
wi th our poltcy to provide billing v alidation 
service and data. The LECs may provide t heir own 
data base , ma ke arrangements with another LEC, o r 
with a thi rd party ve ndor. Thi s shall be 
completed by January 1, 1990, unless a company 
ma~es an appropriate showing to the Commission no 
later than June 1, 1989 , t hat this requirement is 
overly burdensome 

On M.1y 12, 1989, our s taff senl a reminder notice to all 
LECs , o lhet t.:han Southe rn Bell , adv1 si ng them lhal any showing 
o f undue burden i n Lmplementati o n wa s to be ti l ed no later than 
June l, 1989. Shortly thereafter , on t'lay 17, 1989 , Indianl0\<1."1 
Tele(ho ne Sy stem , Inc. filed a Mo lion for Extension of Time to 
the June l s l dci:ldline for ma king this s howing. Subslanlially 
similar Mol1ons were filed o n May 22 , 1989, by the Flo ral a 
Telephone Company and Gulf Telepho n "" Company; o n May 23 , 198 9 , 
by ALLTEL Flor 1da, Inc. (ALLTEL), Quincy Telephone Company 
{Quincy) ~nd S . Joseph Te lepho ne and Telegraph Company; and o n 
May 25 , 1989, by No rtheast Florida Telepho ne Company and 
V 1s a-Unt ed Tcleccmmunical i o n s (Vista-United). 

Each 40llon teques ed that t he deadl i ne for making a 
showutg ot undue bu rdcn be e x tended t hrough July 14, 19 89 . 
l:;ach company asscr ed that such addit ional ine •..tas needed to 
aJlow the r.ompany Lo determine if the billing validati o n 
requlccmcnls could be met and, if so, how to best d o this. 
F;ach cornpany further e xplained t hat whether our billing 
validation service requiremen was to be meL by Lhe LEC itself 
o r hrough arr angement s \.lilh ano ther LEC or a third party 
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vendor , addition al t1me was needed for adequate scheduling and 

planntng. Ftnally, each company Jrgued that granting s uch an 

ext •nsion would no adversely at:fecl any party. By Order No. 

21511, issued July 5, 1989 , we granted t hese MoL1ons and 

extended he deadline for making a showing of undue burden 

through Jul y 14, 1989. 

On July 14, 1989, each of the etght LEC~ listed above 

filed a Mot1on for Additional Ex tension of Time and requested a 

sixty (60) day ex ension to the July 14, 1989 , deadline. 

Add itton.1lly , o n July 14, 1989, Southl and Telephone Company 

(Sou hland) t1lcd a Molton for Ex ension of Ttme and al so 

requested that t.:ht.! July 14, 1989, deadline be extended by s1x y 

(60} days. All ntne Moti ons were s u bs dntlally stmilar to, 

though somewhat mote de .:!tled than, the Motion s • ... \.! considered 

when we grnnlcd the extension Lhtough July 14 , 1989. By Order 

No . 21687, i:;sued August 4, 1989, we granted tht.se t·lotions and 

extended the deadline Cor maktng a showtng o( undue burden 

thr ough Seplcmb•r 12, 1989, for the nine above-na11 .,d LECs that 

spectfically •eq•• sled such an extension. 

Subs•q uPn ly, on Sep t. ember 12, 1989, Southland filed a 

Response to Order No. 2041:J9 i n which it assetted unJue burden 

1n m c ing our b1 l1ng validation requirement s by the January 

1, 1990, deadlin~ . By Ot dcr No. 22269, issu •d December 5, 

1989 , we granted So uthland an extension of Lime unltl May l, 

1990, in wht ch o comply with the billing validation 

requirements of Ord ~ r No. 20489. 

On Decemb r 20, 1989, Al.LTEL filed a tt1otion for Extension 

oC Ttne, reques tng a s1x y (60) day extension o f time t o 

comply with Ord • r No. 20489. As grounds t o r tt s request, 

ALl.TEL ci d unforeseeable delays rela!..ivc to the step b y step 

testing of its new btlling s y stem. In rev1ewing the action 

taken by ALLTEL o comply w.ith this porti on o f Order No . 20489, 

we find t h a he Company has expended cons1decable effott to 

comply and hat he delay 1s not w1 hout reason. Additi o nally, 

the del ~Y w111 be short , with no identiftable h arm , si nce 

ALI,TEL has repor ed no requests for this servire at this point 

in ime. Thett..tore, we shall grant ALLTEr ... ·s motion . thereby 

changing he acceptable compliance dale from January l , 1990, 

to March 2 , 1?~0. for ALL'T'EL. 

ot 
On December 2 2 • 

Time, requcs inq 
1989, Quincy filed a Motion Cor Extensi o n 

a n i n "t y ( 9 0 ) day ext ens 1 on or t 1 me to 
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comply wi h Order No. 20489. As grounds f o r its request, 
Qutncy ci ed c xtens1ve complication~ rel ati v e lo 'lpdat tng the 
avs r •cords in the service o rder center. These complications 
were of such magnitude that Quincy immediately began sea rching 
Cor a dt[fL·ent vendor to pro vide BVS. In reviewing the actton 
t aken bv Outncy to comply with this po r ion of Orde r No . 20489, 
we Ctnd that the Company has acted r easonabl y under the 
c1rcurnstances. Addttio nal ly , the delay wlll be r e latively 
shor , wi h no tden ttf iable harm, since Qutncy ha s reported no 
reques s for thts serv ice at this potnt tn ime . Th'tefore, we 
shall g r an Qu1ncy ' s motion, the r eby c hanqtng t he acceptable 
compltance date (rom January l, 1990, to Aprll 1 , l'J9 0, for 
Qu1ncy. 

V t.;.tu-United also Clled a Mo t ion fot Ex encion o ( Time; 
howcvr> r, t ht s motion wa s not filed unli 1 Feb rua ry 15 , 1990, 
well a tl ' r the January l, 1990, compliance da te had pa ssed. 
The Company has 1ndi cated t hat the primary difficully il faces 
is provtstontng the in ttial load of data , wh .ch must be 
p rop~r l y f ormatted by an outs ide vendor. Vis ta-Unttecl sla t es 
thaL the delays have been caused by t hi s outside vendo r , wht ch 
d id no t honor the Company's r equest to comple e the necessary 
work as soon as posstble. As a result, Vista-United will not 
be ready o offer 9VS u ntil April 15 , 1990. Since the Company 
has reported no requests for this service yet, we do not 
bclt cve the delay ha s res ulted in harm, and we find i t 
appopria e to grant Vi sta-United's motion, hereby c hanging 
the acceptable compliance date from January 1 , 1990 , to Apr il 
15, 1990, for V tsta-United. However, we do bel 1eve i t i s 
appropriate to remt nd Vt sta-United of its continuing 
r esponsibiltly to comply with this Commisston ' s o r dets in all 
respects. Any time a company bel ieves it will not be able to 
ach ieve compltance , for whatever reason, it is that compa ny' s 
obligation to f; l e an appropriate motton o r wai ve t request, 
rtor o t he date by which compl iance is due. In that r espect , 

V tsta-Un i~cd has been remtss in this proceeding . 

Based on the foregoing , tt 1s 

ORDERED by he Flonda Public Se vtce Con nisston that the 
Motion for Ex tenston o t Time filed o n December 20, 1989, by 
ALLTEL Flo rtda, Inc. is hereby granted t o the extent outlined 
hcre1 n, thereby c hanqing the Compa ny' s acceptable compl iance 
da \:! to March 2, 1990. It is further 
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ORDERED that the t-1otion for Extension of Time Ci led o n 
Oecembet 22, 1989, by Quincy TelcphCJne Company 1s hereby 
grant~d to Lhc ~x ent outli ned herein , thereby changing the 
Company ' s accep able compliance date Lo April 1. 1990. It is 
furthcL 

OROI::RED that the t1oti o n for Extens1on of Time filed Ofl 

Fcbrua ry LS, 1990, by Vista-United Telecommunicat 1ons is hereby 
granted to the e xtent outlined herei n, thereby changing the 
Company ' s acceptable compllance date to April 15 , 1990. It is 
further 

ORDERED thdt this docket shall remain open. 

By ORDER o( 
this 30th day of 

( S E A L ) 

ABG 

the ~lorida Public ServicP Commic;sion , 
MARCH 1990 

STEVE TRIBALE, Di rector 
Division o( Records and Reporting 

by·~-~--~~~--~--------
- C'fliet.BUreaUOf Records 

NOTICF. OF £-tLRTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDIClAL REVIEW 

The Flortda Public Service Comnission s required by 
Sect1on 120.~9(4), Florida Statutes , to notify parties of any 
administrallve hcar1ng o r judicial review of Commission orders 
thc'l is a'atlable under Sect1ons 120.57 or 120.68, Florida 
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requests for an admtnu>trative hearing or judictal review will 

be granted or tcsull 1n he rellef soughl. 

Any par y adv•rsely affected by the Commission's final 

ac ion in this matt~c may request: 1) reconsideration of he 

dcc1sion by fil1ng a motton Cor reconsideralton wtlh the 

Dircc or, Dtvision of Records and Reporltng w1th1n fifteen (15) 

days ot the issuance ot thts order in the Corm prescrtbed by 

Rule 25-7.2 . 060, Florida Admintslrattve Code ; or 2) judicial 

r~view by th• Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric , 

gas or c phone u ility or the First District Court of Appe1l 

tn the c se ot a . ..,a er or sewer uttllty by filtng a notice of 

app•al with he Oircc or, Divis on of Records and Repotting and 

filtn<J a copy of he noLtce of appeal and he tiltnq fee with 

the apptlfHlttc cour. This filing must be compl ted within 

hie y (30) days after Lhe 1ssuance of lhts or , putsudnt to 

Rule 9.110. ~londa Rules of Appellate Ptoccdut•'· The notice 

of appl~al must b in lhe form spcctr icc! tn Hule 9.900{a), 

Flortda Rules ot APP'llale Procedure. 
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