
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVI CE COf1MISSION 

In re: Re quest f or a pproval of ) 
tariff tiling to add language ) 
to the tariff to clarify that ) 
appropriate billing wil l occur ) 
whenever the Company returns ) 
answer supervision by BELLSOUTH ) 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. d/b/a ) 

DOCKET NO . 920544-TL 
ORDER NO. PSC-92-0875-FOF-TL 
I SSUED : 08/25/92 

SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND ) 
TELEGRAPH COMPANY. ) 

------------------------------> 

The following Commissione r s participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

THOMAS 1>1. BEARD, Chairman 
SUSAN F. CLARK 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 
LUIS J. LAUREDO 

ORDER APPROVING TARIFF 

On April 29, 1992, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc . d/b/a 
Southern Bell Telephone and Te l egraph Company (Southern Bell or 
Company) filed proposed r evisions t o its General Subscriber Service 
Tariff. The purpose of this filing was to specifi cally define 
11 complete• and "incomplete " call attempts in light of recent 
technological introductions . 

The Company has proposed to define a n incomplete call attempt 
as follows: 

Calls that are not complet ed due to insufficient 
answering capability . Call attempt s are considered 
incomplete if the calling party r eceives a busy signal, 
a ring with no answer, or a r ecorded message stating 
network difficu l ty in completing the call, number 
changed, number invalid, number not in service , or number 
not assigned. 
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Southern Bell has proposed to define a comple ted call a s one 
which includes one of the following conditions : 

1. The called par ty r esponds by personally answering 
the call: 

2 . a customer controlled automatic answering device 
r esponds by answer ing the call; 

3. a company record i ng, under the c ontrol of tht: called 
party, responds t o the calling att empt (e .g., Call Block 
a nd Anonymous Call Rejection) , excluding attempts def ined 
as incomplete calls; 

4. the calling attempt, when under the control of the 
called party (e.g., Call Forward i ng Bus y Line, Call 
Forwarding Don 1 t Answer , etc .) , is forwarded to 
another telephone number that r esults i n one of the 
conditions described in 1, 2 or 3 above. 

This tariff propos al is resultant of recent filings by the 
Company. Features such as Call Block a nd Anonymous Call Rejection 
have made it necessary for Southern Bell to explicitly i dentify 
which call attempts s hould be classified as "complete" or 
"incomplete." The company h as proposed that in instances where the 
called party has subscri bed to a LEC- provided intercept service 
s uch as Call Block or Anonymous Call Rejection, the call will be 
considered completed a nd the calling party will be liable for any 
c harges associated with the call. 

customers presently c an purchase equipment tha t answers, 
screens or rejects calls , or takes messages. These devices perform 
similar functions as Call Block , Anonymous Call Rejec tion, and 
voice mail. Whe n c a lls are t erminated to customer purchased 
e quipment, they are completed calls because the called party 1 s 
s tation goes off-hook and the attac hed device performs its task. 
Southern Bell maintains tha t if the same thing occurs through its 
network, the call should be considered complet ed also. 

The impact upon customer s will be dependent on any charges 
associated with the c~ll attempt . If a local , nonchargeable call 
is routed to a Call Block intercept , there will be no impact. 
Howe ver, i f the call was made from a pay telephone , or was a toll 
call , the calling party will have to pay any r e late d charges for 
the ca ll. This proposal will treat ca lls route d through Company-
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provided service the same as calls termina t ed to c us tomer -pr ovided 
equipment. 

Public Counsel opposes this tariff, arguing that it is an 
attempt by the Company to charge for an uncompleted call. Public 
Counsel further arques that , contrary to the definition of 
"completed call" in this tarif f , a n end-user recei~es something of 
value when the call is terminated by a n answering machine because 
the end-user is able to l eave a message . 

After reviewing this request, we find it appropriate to revise 
the Company's tariff as outlined above , notwithstanding Public 
Counsel's arguments in oppos ition to this proposal. Therefore, the 
proposed tariff revisions defin i ng " complet e " and "incomplete" call 
attempts by BellSouth Telecommunications , Inc . d/b/a Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company s hould be approved . 

Therefore, based on the for egoing , it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that 
Bellsouth Telecommunicatio ns, Inc . d/b/a Southe rn Bell Telephone 
and Telegraph Company's tar iff revisions t o its General Subscriber 
Service Tariff are hereby approved to the extant outlined in the 
body of this order. It is further 

ORDERED that if a protest is filed i n accordance with the 
requirements set forth below, the tariff s ha ll remain in effect 
with any increase in r e venues held subject to refund pending 
resolution of the protest. It is furthe r 

ORDERED that if no protest is filed in accordance with the 
requirements set forth below , this docket shall be c losed. 

By ORDER of the Flori da Public Service Commission this ~ 
day ot August, ~. 

(SEAL) 

PLT 

STEVE TRIOOLE , Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

by: tc~ .,l's ~ , 
Chief, Buawa u of "'cords 
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Commissioners J. Terry Deason and Luis J. Lauredo separately 
dissented !rom the Commission ' s decision t o approve this t a riff 
filing. Commissioner Deason' s di s sent is as follows: 

I respectfully dissent from the Commission ' s decision to 
a pprove the tariff s ubmitted by Southern Be ll. Virtually 
the identical t a rif f was rejected by this Commission in 
Order No. 2544J, issued Decembe r 9 , 1991 i n Docket No. 
911105-TI (Commissioner Clark dissenting) . Therein, at 
page 2, the Commission stated : 

While we find that it is appropr iate that 
Southern Bell add s pecific language to its 
tar i ff to define completed ca lls and , the 
bill i ng of completed calls , we do not approve 
the conce pt that a blocked c~ll is a completed 
c al l. 

(Empha sis added . ) 

While I r ecognize there is a slight difference in the 
i nstant tarif f filing in that it also addres~es calls 
blocked through Anonymous Call Re jec tion , I a lso no te 
that Southern Bell has rc:Jubmitted the provision that 
calls blocked using Call Block are c o nsider e d completed 
and billable calls . My concern is tha t this resubmitted 
portion of the tariff is not accompanied by any changed 
circumstance or iustification tha t was not al ready 
considered by this Commission in its earlier vote. I 
firmly belie ve that Comm i ssion orders s hould h a ve some 
aspect of finality that should not be di s turbed a bsent 
compelling need , a significant change i n circumstances, 
or a recognition that a change in policy is req uired . 

NOTICE Of fUBTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIA L REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes , to no tify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120. 57 or 120 . 68 , Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits tha t apply. This notice 
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s hould not be construed to mean all requests fo r a n a dministrative 
hearing or judicial review will be grante d o r result in the relief 
sought. 

The Commission's decision o n this tariff is i nterim in nature 
a nd will become final, unless a perso n whose subst a ntial interests 
are affected by the actio n proposed files a petition for a for~al 

proceeding, as provided by Rul e 25-22.036(4 ), Florida 
Administrative Code, in the form provided by Rule 
25-22.036(7) (a) (d) and (e ), Florida Admi nistrative Code . This 
petition must be received by the Director , Div ision of Records a nd 
Reporting at his o ffice at 101 East Gai nes Str eet, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0870, by tho close of business on Septe mber 15 , 1992 . 

In t h o absence of such a petitio n , this order s hall become 
final on the day subsequent t o the above date . 

Any objection or protes t fil ed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this Order is considered ab lndoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditio ns a nd is r e newed within the 
s pecified prote st pe riod. 

It this Order becomes fi na l o n the d~te described above , any 
party adversely affecte d may r equest judicial r e vie w by the Florida 
Supreme Court in the case of a n electric , gas or t e lephone utility 
or by the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or 
wastewater ut i lity by filing notice of appea l with the Director, 
Division of Records and Repor ting and filing a copy of the notice 
of appeal and the fil ing fee wit h the appropriate court. This 
fi ling must be completed with i n t hirty (30) days of the date this 
Order bGcomes final , purs ua nt t o Rule 9. 110 , Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form 
specified in Rule 9 . 900(a) , Flo r ida Ru les of Appellate Proce dure. 
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