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BEFORE THE FLOR IDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISS I ON 

In r e : Review o f the requirements 
appr opriate for Alternative Operator 
Services and Publi c Telephones 

DOCKET NO. 8 71394- TP 
ORDER NO. 21050 
I SSUED: 4-14- 89 

The f c llow i ng Commissioners 
disposition o f t hi s matter: 

part i c ipa ted 

MICHAEL Mc K. WILSON, Chairman 
THm tAS M. BEARD 

GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART 
MOTIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION 

BV THE COMMI SS I ON: 

CASE BACKGRO\JND 

in the 

In August, 1988 . we held a h ea ring t o determine ~." 1\et her 
t he pro v 1sio n of al ternative o pe rato r serv ices (AOS ) by 
providers o ther than t he local e xchange companies (LECs) and 
.;T&':' Communications, lnc. (ATT-C) was in the public inte rest. 
By Orde r No . 20489, i ssued December 21, 198J , we 41nnounced our 
tlnd 1ng that AOS pro v iders were in t he public i nterest provided 
these c ompanies c omply with certain c ondi t i o n s we i mposed upon 
the i r operati ons . Among the conditions we deemed necessary 
were that the companies could charge no more t han the ATT-C 
tmc -o f - d.:~y 1ate f o r a c omparabl e c all, tha t t ho compa nies 

c o uld no t bill for unc ompleted c alls , and that the companies 
would need to provide not ice, in t he f o r m o f tent-cards or 
stickers to the i r t r aff ic aggregato r s in order to inform 
end-use r s o f the ope r ator serv i ces available from the 
agg rl3gato t' s pho ne. Add i tio n a lly, 1~0 adopted cert ain gener i c 
requiremen ts r egarding b i ll i ng validat ion servil-e (BVS). 
Cu rrentl y, BVS .i s a tariffed service offered by Southe r n Bel l 
Telephone and Telegraph Company ( Southern Bell) t hat al l ows 
inte r e xchange compani es (IXCs ) to v er ify that a Southern Be ll 
c a l li ng CJ i d o r access l i ne c.:111 bo uso ll t o bill cal ls t hat nrc 
made o v e r an IXC 's services . As a resu lt of the e vidence 
received at the hearing in this docket we determined that it 
wa s in the public interest to require all LECs to provide 
billing val t datio n serv i c e and data t o IXCs , as well as nonLEC 
pay telephone providers ( PATS). Acco rdingly, we directed 
Southern Bell to r evise the BVS tari ff it had already filed and 
that we were considering in Docket No. 8 806 49-TL, to conform 
with our decisi o ns as a r esult of the AOS hearing. We also 
directed LIHlt al l o ther LEC'i "'o;>le Lo c omp l y wit h our bil l ing 
val i dat1o n service policy by January 1, 1990 , unless aLEC 
makes an appro p r iate s h01·1ing no later t han June 1, 1989 , t-ha t 
the LEC is unable t o c omply. 

Scveta l pa t ttcS hav..: t t.:'1Uo.::>t<Jd 1eco ns t dc l •lt i o n o t Order 
No. 20489 . The majority of the issues raised in t he parties' 
mo tions f o r reco nsideratio n wi 11 be addressed at an upcoming 
agenda c o n ference. Howe ver . o n March 21, 1989, we addressed 
po rti o n s o ( the mo ti o n s f o r reconsiderati o n whi c h requested 
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that we reco nsider certai n action we too k regardi ng the 
provision of bill ing validat i o n service and data. Our decision 
herein i s o n ly intended t v address reco nsideratio n o f o ur BVS 
d e CISI OnS. 

DISCUSS ION 

By Orde r No. 20489. we directed t hot BVS would be pro vided 
at: cost wi th an app1 o p r1 a t e amoun t o C cont ribu ti o n. Southern 
Bell has asked that we reconsider o ur decision and allow the 
company to pro vide t he serv ice at cost. tn Southern Bel l' s BVS 
tariff it pro posed to o f fe r the service a t cost or $0.09 per 
query. In its suppo r t dnt.1 £o r tho tari ff Sou t ho rn Bel l 
e x plained t hat until BellSout h impleme n ted i ts Line Informa t i o n 
Data Base (L IDS ) system in 1991. Sou t hern Bell wo uld have to 
clntract w1th a thi rd-pa rt y v~ndo r to ho use the bill ing 
v lldati o n da a. Th<' cos t to Southern Bell t o con tract wi t h 
the vendor was estimated at $ 0.06 pe 1 query , with So uthe 1n 
Bel l ' s cost t o o ffer the se rvice to IXCs estimate d at $0.0 3 per 
que ry. Theret ore, Sou t hern Bell stated t hat the $0 .09 rate 
r ep r e sented t he interna I and exter na I costs to t he c o mpany. 
ACC0 1d1ng ly. So u t hern Ro ll arqu ~:o th1ll Llli ~ 1ato i s nppro prin Lo 
and that, furthermore, the rate is c o nsistent Wi th a recen t 
decs 1o n at the f ederal l eve l. In Order d ated October 14, 
1988. en t ered by U. S. Di s tri c t J udge Haro ld Greene in Un ited 
sa f'JI v ___!!.Q_~..£!.!L Elf•c tc:_i c _ c omp ll ny_, I nc. (Civil Act i on No. 
BZ -0192 ). Judgu G1 u unc 1e viu•"ucJ thu .::al l 1 1HJ cnrcJ pr acLicoa o t 
t he Be l l o perati ng c ompanies ( BOCs } and d etermined that the 
BOCs: 

h a ve used thetr c a lli ng card s in ways t hat treat 
1ncerexchange ca r riers unequally and disc rimina te i n 
f a vo r o f ATT-C . (Opinion at pg. 11) 

As a r esu ll. tho Cou t t mandt~ted t hat the BOCs ' u1ust cease 
d lscr1mina~1ng 1n favor of ATT-C i n the pro vi s ion o f va lida tion 
data and must make the same data ( not j ust a service } available 
t o all IXCs , t t he same p rice , t erms and conditions as are 
e x tended to ATT-C. (Opini o n at Pg. 17- 18, f n . 34} . Southern 
Bell mai n ca ins t ha t there is c urre n t ly no cont ributio n above 
cost f o r t he compilation and pro vi s ion of s uch data t o ATT-C, 
the r efo re, the $0.09 ra te per query s hould not be changed. 

In its motio n f o r reco nside ration. Southern Bell also 
argued that it wo uld encounter administrative pro blems if the 
ra t e cha r ged in Flo r i da wa s h igher t han that charged in other 
s tates . d ue to the fact t h at Southern Be ll must re ly o n 
subscribe r repo rted perc e ntag e i n te r s ta te usage (PIU) factors 
to de to r mi ne the amount o f tot a 1 revenue t o be reco rded to 
Flo r ida. The company also argued that there is no dif f e r e nce 
in the c ost of providing thi s servic e on an i n trastate basis, 
thP refo re, there is no r e a svn to have disparate rates . 

I 

I 

The a r guments p r ese nt e d abo ve were argume nts presented at I 
hParing, therefo r e we do not believe that Southern Bell has 
presen t ed us with I nf o rmatio n we failed to c o nsider or 
o verl oo ked 1n react11 ng ou r dec ision. Howe ve r , we h ave decided 
to permit So uthern Bell t o o ffer the servi ce at a rate equal to 
its cost . Whi le we are not convinced t hat this r ate is 
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appropria te . we be li eve t hat tho cost may be reduced o nce 
BellSouth integrates t he s ervi co an to ils own system, thereby 
e l iminating Southern Boll' s nood for a third-pa at y vendo r. 
Acco r dingly, at t hat t Lme we shall reeva luate the rates. 

I n 1t :s 111\t l lo n l •ll I•••·Pn:.illoll:a t i•)ll , ~nuthf' rn Boll nl ::;o 
sought reco ns Ldetation of o u1 aul1ng 1e qu l a1ng IIVS I.Ju mtulu 
available to nonLEC pay telephone providers (PATS), as well as 
r xcs . In its motio n, Sou thern Be ll argues that because the BVS 
t.riff 1s part o f Lho b ill inq and co llecti o n section of the 
access tantt , and lh~ accos!> tnli ll 1:: o nl y nv.1i l.1blo to 
cer tificated rxcs , Lhe BVS tar iff s ho uld likewi se only bv 
o ffered to IXCs. Add itionally, Southern Bell argues t hat the 
need Cor the PATS providers to receive s uch services has not 
been established. 

florida Pay Telephone Assoc iati o n (fP'I'A) in its response 
to Southe rn Bell argues that So uthe rn Be ll's o b jectio n to 
ptov 1d1ng t he bi l llnq va l idation services to PATS pro vi ders was 
a philosophic<~! Ob)CCt ao n w1tho uL H basis in t ochn ical 
tnfeasiblity. f PTA citing from the testimony of a Southe rn 
Bell witness states t hat t he witness testified that access to 
the data base o r servi ces is a ccomplished in t he same manne r, 
ltt uspuctivu o f Lho typo o f c a rri o 1 :c;ooking iH.cess . FPTA also 
noted t hat t he w1 t ness tesllllcd lhllt whil u it Is Ll'uo lho t 
today o n l y rxcs are issued a ca rrier identificatio n code, 
(CIC), i t is techn ically feasible to develop some type of 
identifier for the PATS prov i de r s if they did not receive IXC 
certi f icates a nd crcs. 

Upon reconsideratio n, we r e j ect Southern Bell's arguments 
and reaffi r m o u r deci sion t hat BVS be made available to PATS 
p r oviders . we find t ha t t he record d emonstrates t hat the PATS 
prov t ders have a need for thi s information a nd that they wi II 
benef it from t he tariff. furthermore, the record demonstrates 
that if i t is necessary for a PATS provider to have an 
identification code befo r e u s ing the BVS a n appropriate 
a r rangement c an be develo ped . 

finally, Sou t he rn Bell h as asked that we reconside r our 
decision that t he validatio n data , wh ich we have ordere d be 
p r o vided direct ly t o e ntities by tarif f , be provided by 
contract . Southern Bell argues t h a t is what Judge Haro ld 
Gr e ene intended in hi s October 14, 1988 , opinion a nd o rder when 
he specifi ed that the direct offe ring of t he data be 
accomplished by offe ri ng the data t o IXCs under the same terms, 
conditions and prices as it .is pt o vido d to ATT-C. The refore, 
Southern Be ll argues t hat since it pro vides this information 
to ATT -C by contract, it i s required to do t he same for IXCs . 
However , in its moti o n. Southern Be ll also states t hat -all 
significant c o nt ractual terms will be t he same fo r all lXCs , 
including ATT-C. Acco rdingly , we see no reason for t he 
existence of contract s , we believe tariffs will servE: the same 
purpose by insuring uniformity. Therefore, Southern Bell's 
request for reco nsideriJtion is denied. 

In its motion f or reconsideration, Central Corporation 
(Central), an AOS provider, requests that we reconsider our 
ruling which prohibi ts t he resale of billing validat ion service 
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o r da ta . Centra l a r gues LhaL there is no evidence in the 
record to support a restriction o n t he resale o f validatio n 
services o r data and that by our action we have c reated a new 
mono poly with~>ut evidence t hat it is in the public inte rest. 
Southern Bell argues against Central's position, stati ng that 
the mere fac t t hat a busi ness does not make its proprietary 
i n formatio n publicly avai lable does not c reate an illegal 
monopoly, and that t here are other met ho d s of charg ing calls 
and validati ng the charges besides using the LECs' validation 
numbers. 

While we are aware that othe r methods for validat ing 
c h arges d o exist, t he r ecord demonstrated t hat those methods 
arc inferi o r a nd no t a reasonab l e substi tu te for BVS. 
Therefore . we reject Southern Be ll' s argument that since 
a l ternatives exist, BVS does n o t represent a monopo ly service. 
Ho wever, we a re not pers uaded that a pro h ibition of the resale 
of BVS is necessa ry . further , we agree wit h Sou t hern Be l l tha t 
the availab il ity of Southern Bo l.l' s pro pr i .:JtaLy info rmatio n 
require s ce r tai n restricti o ns. I n pa rti c ul ar , we beli eve t hat 
data s ho uld be used o nly Coc t he purpose o f verifying and/o r 
validating ca lls. Therefore, we have determined that in liet.. 
of a r esa l e restrictio n t h e validation jata ta riff shal l 
c o n tain the f o ll owing sta Leme nL : --

Bill i ng validation data prov ides f or us e of 
company's bil li ng validation da ta b ase fo r 
purpose o f determining whet her t he ca lling 
number being q uer ied is valid for use in calling 
telepho ne ca ll s o r, if t he s ubsc r ibo r c hooses , 
valida tion of t hird number a nd co llect calls. 

t he 
the 

ca rd 
ca rd 

fo e 

We no te that simila • lang uage i s a lre11dy pall o f Southern 
Bell ' s tarif f f iled in Docket No . 880649-TL. 

Another decisio n for which Centra l see ks recons ideration 
is o u r ruling t hat a s ubscriber to BVS s h a ll be required t o 
vulidatc all t h ird-piu t_y b illo d c nl l s . Ccn t r .ll .uguod t hat 
the r e wa s no suppor t Ln the record fo r o u r deci sion. Upo n 
r econs ideration, we note t hat Southern Bell has stated that the 
validation of thi rd-party c alls wo uld be optio nal. and t ha t 
there i s no similar requ iremen t placed o n t he loca l e xc hange 
c o mpani e s or ATT-C to validaLe ~ve ry third-pa rty bil l e d cal ls. 
Accordingly, we s ha ll rescind o u r earl i e r r uling a nd permit 
third-pa r ty calls to be va l idated a t the o p tion of the 
subscriber to BVS. 

Based upo n the a bove co ns idera t i o ns , we hereby dete rmine 
t h at Southern Bell may provide BVS at c ost; that third-pa-r t y 
bill ed calls ma y be validated at the subsc ri ber ' s o ption; and 
LhaL, 1n l ieu o f a t e s a l e rcS Lit CLi o n , val 1dL1li o n d a ta tariffs 

I 

I 

s h all c ontai n the language s t ated above . However, we shal l I 
d e ny t he request whi c h sought reco nsidera t i o n of our decision 
that BVS be p r ovided to PATS providers and t he request that 
Sou t hern Be l l be pcrmitled to provide the validation data 
pursuan t to contract. Th is docket sha ll remain open pendi ng 
f u rther reconsideratio n o f Order No. 20489. 
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There f o r e , bas ed o n the fo r ego i ng , it is 

ORDEHED l.ly t ho Fl o 1 ida Pub l ic Servi ce Conunission t h aL the 
Moti ~ns for Reconside r ation of Order No . 20489 fil e d by 
Southern Be ll Telepho ne and Tele graph Compa ny a nd Ce n t ra l 
Corpo r ation are g r anted to t he e xten t set f orth in t he body o f 
t hi s Order. l l is fu t hc 1 

ORDERED t hat So ut lhltn Be l l Te l epho n e a nd Te le graph Co mpany 
shall be permitte d to offer i t s bi l ling valida t i o n se rv~ce 
ta riff at cost . as set f o rt h i n t he body o f t h is O r de r . r t i s 
l U I LIIO t 

ORDERED t hat in lieu of a n a bsolute proh i bi t i o n o n t he 
resale of validati o n data , a l ocal e xchange company' s 
va l t dat 10n dnla Lil t 1 1 1 :; 11,11 1 c o n l.ti n 1 J nguag<!, ,1s ::>el Corlh in 
Lhe body of thlS Order. l l is fu rt he r 

ORDERED t ha t a s ubsc riber to a billing v a l idatio n s ervice 
tariff s hal l not be r equired to val i date all t h ird-party b i ll ed 
c alls, but instead ma y val i date s uc h ca l ls at t he subscriber ' s 
op t ion . I t is f u r the r 

ORDERED tha t no nLEC pay t e l e pho ne p r oviders s ha l l be given 
access to the b i l ling validati o n servi ce a nd data t a riffs. rt 
I S futt htH 

ORDERED t hat t he o f fe r ing of bi ll i ng v a l i dat i o n data s ha l l 
be accomp l ished purs uant to tarif f. l t i s f u rt he r 

ORDERED t hat th is d ocket remai n o pe n. 

By ORDER of the F l orida Publ i c Serv ice 
this 14th day of APR I!. 

( S E A L ) 

DWS 

Commissioner John T. Herndon 
deci s i o n that Sou l hcrn Boll's 
o( Cered at cost. 

1989 

dissente d o n t he 
billi ng v ali dation 

Commission, 

Report ing 

CoiTUni ss i on's 
Setvico be 
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N'OTICE Of FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR J UDIC IAl . RE.Y_TEW 

The Fl o ri d a Pu b l ic Se rv ice Co~niss i on i s requi r ed by 
Section 120.59 ( 4 ), F lorida Sta tutes , t o not i f y pa r ties o f any 
admi n ist r ative heari ng o r j udicial review of Commi ssion orders 
t hat i s ava ilab le unde r Section s 120 . 57 o r 1:! 0 . 68 . F lo rid :~ 
St.ltutt!s . 11s •~oil as t ho p rocoduros and time !uni ts t hat 
app l y . This no tice s ho u l d not be c o nst rued to mea n all 
r e quests f o r a n admin istrat i ve hearing o r judi c ial rev iew will 
be g r anted o r r esul t i n the relief soug h t . 

Any pa rty adve r s ely affected by t he Commission's f inal 
action in t h is ma t te r may request : l ) reco nsideration o f t he 
decision by fi ling a motio n f o r reco n s i de r a t i o n wi t h t he 
Directo r . Divisio n o f Reco r ds a nd Re po rti ng wi t h i n fifteen (1 5 ) 
d a y s o f t he issuance of t h is order in t he fo r m p res c r ibed by 
Rule 25-22 . 060, Flo rida Admi ni st r at ive Code ; or 2 ) j udicial 
r eview by t he f l o rida Supreme Cour t i n the c Ase of a n e l ectric . 
gas o r telepho ne u t i lity o r t he Fi r s t Distr i~ t Cour t of Appea l 
i n the case o f a water or sewer u t il ity by f il i ng a notice of 
a ppeal with t he Di r ecto r. Di vision of Re c o rds and Reporting and 
fili ng a copy of the notice of appe a l and the f iling f e e with 
the appropriate c ou rt . Thi s fi l i ng must be c omp l eted wi t h in 
thirty (30) day s after t he i ssuance o f t hi s o rder , purs uant t o 
Rul e 9 .110, Flor ida Rules o f Appellate Procedure. The no t i ce 
of appe al mus t be in the form spe ci f ied in Rul e 9.900( a ), 
Flo r i da Rules of Appe llate Pro c e dure . 
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