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Attorney General
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Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050

Btephen 8. Mathues

n@pt. of Ceneral Services

Kogey BExecutive Center
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SHTROCUCTION

U051 Septenber 2%, 1889, Southern Bell Telephone end Telegraph

Conpany {("Southern Bell® or “Company®) filed with the Florida

Public Service Commission ("Commission¥) two tariff revisions.
One tariff revision introduced Caller ID as a seventh call
manayement feature of the TouchSta: Service Offerings (proposed
General Subscriber Services Tariff (“GssSTY) Al13.19.2(G)). The
other tariff revision clarified conditions under which a number
aspociated with a non-published listing may be disclosed
{proposad GSST AL and 36.4.1(A)).

O oJune 19, 19%0 and June 21, 1990, approximately six months
privy to the evidentiary hearings, the Office of Public Counsel
("rubillo Counsel®) served two requests for production of
docunents regarding Southern Bell. Public Counsel requested that
southern Bell provide documents in the control of “BellSouth
Covporationy (YBellSouth®). On July 24, 1990 and July 26, 1990,
southern Bell filed its responses and objections. Southern Bell
chvjected to producing documents which were in the control of
BellSouth Corporation. On August 14, 1990, Public Counsel filed
a motion to compel the production of the BellSouth decuments.
Bkl i Counsgel did neot notlce its wotion for hearing and failed
o rajzse ltes ergument at the Novembe) 1%, 1990 Prehearing

¢

a0 the Prehearing Officer asked Public Counsel if

CotFarence wi

wae furthey argument to pake.
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Even though Public Counsel failed to have its svgument heard

prior to the evidentiary hearing, Public Counr 2l finally

regquusted on the first day of the NHovember 20, 1990 hearing that

‘tlie Prehearing Officer grant its Motion to Compel with respect to

the Eellguuth'dmﬁﬁmenta. In addition, Public Counsel requested
that the haarimgs‘b@ delayed until the BellSouth documents were
produced. The Prehearing Officer .efused to delay the hearing
but ordered Southern Bell to file a list of the responsive
Bellfouth documents and to produce the documents. Scuthern Bell
timely rroduced the documents to Public Counsgel.

Aftver reviewing the BellSouth documents, Public Counsel
Filed, on December 20, 1990, a Motion for Additional Limited
Heering regarding a "host of new information concerning the
iswusz in this dooket”. On January 16, 1991, the Commicsion
isgued Order No. 2399%, granting Public Counsel's motion. In
Order Mo. 23995, the Commission reguired Public Counsel to
specifically identify the documents that he proposed o use
during the additional hearing, and to identify the specific issue
o which each such document related. In Order No. 24113, issued
on February 15, 1901, the Preheaving Officer held that Public
Sovnsel could use six of the documents during the discovery

depositions and during the additional hearing. These documents




Exhibit I) A memorandum, dated August 6,
1290, from Dennis to Hamby and Bush ("Dennis
Wenmorandum®) , addressing Issues 5 and 9;

Exhibit II) An undated memorandum from Shultz

to Monk with an attached article from the New

York Times, dated January 192, 1990 ("Shultz

Memorandum®) , addressing Issuves 5 and &;

Exhibit III) & memorandum, dated Aprli 25,

1990, from Cox to Casey with an

attached letter dated April 16, 19%0 ("Cox

Memorandun®) , addressing Issue 5;

Exhibit 1IV) The TouchStar Implementation Team

weeting minutes, dated October 19, 1989

("Lane Document®), addressing Issues 5 and 67

Bxwnibit V) A memorandum dated April 20, 1920,

from Wallace to Shultz (“"Wallasce

Memorandum®) , addressing Issue 6; and

Exhibit VI) The Touchstar Implementation Team

nmeeting minutes, dated September 10, 1980

{*Rollins Document®), addressing Issue 6.

subseguent to the Prehearing Conference, Public Counsel took

the depositions of two Southern Bell employees, two South Central
Pell Telephone Company (“South Central Bell®) employees, one
BollSouth employee and one BellSouth-D.C., Inc. employee &ll of
whom were associated with the documents listed above. After the
depositions were cumpleted, Souathern Bell and Public Counsel
agreed to cancel the scheduled limited hearing and to entelr the
degopitions and six exhibits into evidence. The Commisslion

phad the agreement as set forth in Order No. 24231, issued on

13, 1691,
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BIBTEMENT OF POSITION

?ublim counsel requested that the Commission allow the six
documents described above to be entered inte evidence lecause the
documents “contain a host of new informetion concerning issues in
this docket®, Public Counsel asserted that the six documents
addressed Issues 5, 6 and 9. These issues are:

Issue 5 -~ What are the benefits and
detriments to Florida's consumers of Caller
In service:

Igsue & - Are there any existing CLASS
gervices (e&.¢., Call Trace, Call Return, Call
Block, ete.) that have similar functions
and/or benefits as Caller ID; if so, what are
thalr detriments? Iz thelr rate structure
approprlate; and

Tmsue 9 - Should the Commission allow or
rvegulire the blocking of Caller ID, if so, to
whom and to under what clrcumstences?

2

Az set forth herein and as revealed through & rveview of the
siw exhibits and depositions, it is evident that the exhibits and
depositions did not Yeontain a host of new information" as
suggested by Public Counsel. In fact, it appears that Public
Counsel used the exhibits and depoesitions as an opportunity to
rahash the seme o0ld avguments addressed during the two day

wwing, in 1110 pages of transcripts, and a voluminous number of

exhihit pages. Yhe absence of significant “new" iniforwatiocn, can

tead toe one conclusion:  theve was no practical need for an

tonal hearing or discovery depesitions. Rather, the

4



pwm@%ﬁmrﬂ,ﬂamanded by Public Counsel appears 7 be an atbenmpt,
tb@ugﬁ-aw‘ahmwn below unsuccessful, to find Southern Bell, Souith
central Bell, or BellScuth employees whose personal ovinions
refiected the official position of Public Counsel.

Iﬁ order to aveid being repetitious and for the sake of
simpliclity, Southern Bell addresser each document and discusses
the relationship of the document to the issves rathey than

addressing each issue separately.

I3 DENHIS MEMCIANDUK

Publio Counsel suggested that the Dennis Memorandum, dated

Augagt &, 1990, fyrom Gary J. Dennis to T. Hawby and E. Fush,

addvesses Issues 5 and 9, because it discusses the benefits and

detriments of Caller ID and various types of blocking. (Public

o# Yot

counsel ‘e Response to Order No. 23995). Mr. Dennis is a
Beliscuth~D.C., Inc. staff manager who is familiar with Callexr ID
matters bafove the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC¥;

M. Dennis created the memorandum in order to communicate a
suggestion, which he “dreamed up®, to BellSouth Serxvices, Inc.
smployees responsible for Caller ID. (Dennis Dep., p.7) [Sh
Dennis thought that if Caller ID were implemented as he suggested

public debate surrounding Caller ID could possibly be

Wy, Denuis suggested thet Caller ID could be

o dmivbad
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provided

one of three ways: 1) Caller ID with blocking for
mwi@&%ﬁiﬁi&ﬁ calls: 2) Caller ID that would not block
unidentifiable calls: and (3) Caller ID with per call blocking.
{Deonis Dep., pp. 7-8).

buring the deposition, Mr. Dennis explained trhat suggestions
such as his are a necessary part of the process of creating sound
Comparny policy, but that kis suggestion did not represent the
Company ‘s position or policy:
. Would it be correct to say that you had

more or less abandoned your position because
of the technological impossibility of your

suggestions?
E. I certainly pretty well put it agide. ¥

guess I also felt that, this is just part of
the ongoing internal discassion that is
nealthy to a company in that -- for providing
suggestions and making sure that others have
shovght of various things and that there ave
things still in the mill. I am not sure with
this proceeding that I am going to be as
forthright with suggestions in the future.
put, essentially, T had fairly well put that
aside. And to my knowledge, it still is a
technology that is a possibility, one that we
haven't even made purchase decisions on, to
my knowledge. And there is a lot [that
unight] happen before that technology could be
in place in any part of the region.

% B B
T think what I 4id was, as I would hope that
other people in the corporation would, and I
would hope that people external to the
covporation would understand there is a
n@rtmin amount of suggesting and suggestion
and discussion that goes on in any policy
&&miwi@mg




Dennis Dep., pp. 16~17.

s @xplaiﬁe& by Mr. Dennie, a Company reguires the input of
mumaxouﬁ‘émplﬂyeaﬁjwiﬁh various opiniong, ideas, and suggestions
in erder to formulate a policy that best meets the needs of the
Conpany and its customers. Mr. Dennis® Memorandum contains one
of many ideas and suggestions and was a suggestion considered by
the Cowpany in formulating the Company‘s Caller ID position
which wag presented by Southern Bell's witness Ms. Sims at the
Caller Iﬁ‘hearing.

Regardless of the fact that My. Dennis! suggestion was not
the Cmm@mmy“m position, Public Counsel's rationale that this
documant contains a Yhost of new information® is clearly an
exaygaration., The Dennis Memorandum fails to provide ideas or
concewsts which the Commission had not already reviewed during the
calley ID hearing (Sse Tr. p. 141).° Clearly, Public Couusel
ig attempting to use this exhibit as a device to rehash issues
such a5 per call blocking which were thoroughly discusged during
the hearing. Southsrn Bell subnits that the use of these
enhibits for che purpose of rehashing issues raised during the

hesr.ng iz a waste of the Comaission's time and resources.

igeuthern Bell responded to the technical capability of
piocking the blocker in response to a Staff interrogatory prior

we heaving. The issue of per call blocking was discussed by
411 the parties throughout the two days of the hearing.

7
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Conkrary to Public Counsel's old arqument regarding

universal blocking, Southern Bell's position as presented by Ms.
$ims during the hearing is that in order to maximize the benefits
effoered by Caller ID to all customers, both those who subscribe
and thoge who do not subscribe to the service, there should be no
universal blocking (Tr. Sims, p. 62). Southerr Bell's withess
clearly stated at the hearing that:

1 think with [the availability of universal

blocking] that the [Caller ID] service will he

affected by the fact more and wore people will use

[blocking]. And the wrong people.
Ty, Slms, p. 208. In addition, a study performed by Pacific Bell

California revealed that universal per call blocking would

[

o)
dovalue Caller ID by 30%. Most importantly, Southern Bell
helieves that universal blocking will oblaterate one of the major
benefits of Callexr ID service: the curtailing or eliminating of
sousive, threatening, harassing and annoying calls. (Tr. Sims, p.

108},

BERIBIT XXz SHULTE MEMORANDUM
The second exhibkit which Public Counsel enterad into
evidence is the undated memorandum from W. J. Shultz, Securitcy
Gtelf Manayger, BellsSouth Corporation, to J. R. Monk, General

Spourity Manager, BellSouth Corporation, with an attached arcicle

From ths Bew York PTises, dated January 12, 1990. Public Counsel

2]




clained that rhe Shultz Memorandun addressed I-sue 5 pocause it

discusses the reduction in trap and traces in New Jersey and

necanse it states that New Jersey pell appeared tO pe “mlaying

with the nupbers.® Public Counsel argued that Exhibit II

e & because it describes the gimilarity of

addressed Issu
Functions and benefits petween Callzey Tp and Call Trace.

public Counsel®s regponse o Oorder Wo. 23895, P- 3.
public counpel's comments yefer to the New
york Tlues article appended t+o the Shultz
Memorandum which states that: Mr. pitt [&
spokesman for Bell Atlantic corporation]

cited a recent gtudy by New Jersey Bell that
showse the numnber of harassing oY ohscene
1lg in New Jersey nas declined by

%ml&pﬁmm@ (o1
half since the introduction of the new

[callexr ID] aeyvice.
ghultz concluded that "it appears

rhat thay (Hew Jersey Bell) are playing with the numbers®. Shultz

WO i t¢ iz chbvious thab common sense and experienca with
rhe nevspaper jindustyy should have caused Mr. Shultz %o guestion

1 the newspaper raporter correctly paxaphraﬁed the comments of

the Bell atlantic spokesman or if the spukesman mistakenly

TONY information. Rather, Mr. Shultz drew certain

provided the ¥
1tg integrity without guestioning

oo usiong ahout HNew Jersey Bel
rhe source of the information. (Shultz Dep., PP- g~10). As noted
ne heaving, the Haw Jersey Ball Callex ID report stated

was a 50% raduction in traps and traces (Tr. Simg P

Phat Cherae

a
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56). Hore importantly for purposes of this proceeding, the
Shultz Memovandum supports Southern Bell's position that Caller
ID will discourage annoying calls. Mr. Shultz noted in nis
memorandom that Bell Atlantic Security ewployees estimated that
Calier ID had resulted in a 10% reduction in annoying, harassing,

and cbscene calls, (8hultz Dep., at p. 9). This, while it is

articls are unimportant if not irrelevant, it is also clear that
the Shultz Memorandum supports Southern Bell's contention that
Caller IR should discourage and reduce annoying, harassing, and
ohscens ralephone calles in Florida.

Puplee Counsel also argues that the Shultz Memorandum
addresses the gimllarity of Call Tracing and Caller ID because

axtibit notes a decrease in Call Traci.ag activity in New

Jersey as & result of introducing Caller ID. This fact was set
ferth in Southern Bell's testimony and is not Ynew information®
ag Public Counsel suggests. (Tr. Sims, p. 56). Southern Bell's
witness Mse. Sims explained that Caller ID and Call Tracing are
wwo different services which provide different benefits.
While there is a possibility of cross elasticity
amonyg the TouchStar features, only Caller ID
displays the telephone number of the party who is
calling.

M5, M. 86} Call Tracing, a TouchStar Service, allows the

smar o activate the system that records the telephone number

10
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associated with the calling party. In orxder to activate the

ervice, a customer must first answer the call, hang up and then

o

&ial an agcess code. In accard.with Southern Bell's Call Tracing
tariff, GSST A13.19.2(F): 'The customer is not provided with the
trace numbesr.®

in addition, as Ms. Sims testified during the hearing,
Seuthern Bell performed a survey of customers whe subscribed to
Call Tracing and discovered that there was a strong desire by the
custoners to see the telephone number. (Tr. Sims, p. 330)
Uniikm Call Tracing, Caller ID would immediately disclose the
calling number to the called party which would allow tho called
party to wake an informed decision as to how to answer a call or

whather or not o answery a call at all.

BEEIRLY XIT: COXY MEMORANDUM

Yhe third exhibit placed into evidence by Public Counsel is
a mesmorandum dated April 25, 1990, from M. E. Cox, Assistant Vice
Prosident, Security, South Central Bell, to Pat Casey, Vice
President and Comptroller, Bellfouth Corporation. The Cox
Mamorandum regards a complaint in which a customer in Tennessee

referred to the South Central Bell Annoyance Call Centev

e g

cowplaining that a woman with Caller ID had been making

preataning and obscene calls. South Central Bell responded by

i1




placing trap and trace equipment on the custor sr's line. #r. Cox
explained during his deposition that the prirary reason he wrote
the memorandum was out of concern that so many employees were
reguired te handle a single appeal:

Hy concern when I read the accompanying

letter that came to my desk was that the

number of employees thot it teook to handle

this one customer appeal.
{Cox wep., at p.6)

Fublic Counsel's Response to Order No. 23995 noted that tho

Cox Memoyrandum was "a 'prime example' of how the Company may
expect o mimber of customers to react in the future to Caller IP
whn wrobnyg numbers and misdials occur.® Id at p. 3. 3 Mr. Cox
sxpinined in hiz deposition, it is apparent that the customer
sabscribing to Caller ID was making abusive callz to another
customar and the South Central Bell Annoyance Call Center
attempted to detar the abusive calls. {(Cox Dep., pp. 7-8). As
thoroughly discussed during the hearing, Southern Bell does not
believe that Caller ID will eliminate every abusive call, even
abusive calls made by subscribers of Caller ID. However, as
Southern Bell testified during the hearing, Caller ID will
undoubledly discourage abusive, harvassing, and obscene calls (Tr.
i

iesy, pp. 592 and 109).

b

foraaver, coptrary Lo Public Counsel’s argument thal Caller

i
&

L1l resuit dn v Ynumber of customers® using Caller ID to make

1z

e
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abusive calls, the facts have simply not supy srted such a theory.

Mr. Cox told Public Counsel during his depogition that thisg

the only complaint he had ever received regarding Callew

Q. Have you continued to get complaints from

people about Caller ID,
knowledge?

&, No.

to your

2. Would you know one way oy the other?

A, Yes.

0. Okay. And you don't get any complaints
at all from people about Caller ID.

A. This is the only one I have ever
received, to my knowledge.

{Cuw Dep. , pp. 8-9)
Hevertheless, it is clear from a

Memorandun that it doss not contain a

as claimed by Public Counsel. Rather than educate the Commission

veview of the Cox

Wasg

I

"host of new information®

regording a new significant fact, Public Counsel appears to be

usdng the document to unnecesgarily rehash his old argument that

Caller ID will not eliminate all abusive calls.

BABIBLE XV: LANE MINUTED

The fourth document introduced into evidence by Public

pinutes of the meeting

Team, dated October 19,

The minubes is a sentence that states:

i3

of the Touchstar

1989, Contained within

Perry Lane also

stated

PR



that SCB [South Central Bell] doe [sic] not ferl Caller LD will

reduce annoying call problems.® (Lane Exhibit, ». 3) Public
Counsel took the deposition of Terry H. Lane, Security Department
Hanagey, South Central Bell.

Mr. Lane explained that he had been misguoted in the
meebing winutes. (Lane Dep., p. 9) He stated that it was his
opinicn that annoying calls would not be substantially rveduced
inmedlately after the implementation of Caller ID:

I guess the point I was trying to make there,
that I was concerned that someone may have
the perception with Caller ID that it was
going to eliminate or do away with the
annoyance ¢all problem. And wy concern was
having enough staff in the Annoyance Call
Center...to support call tracing custoners
that we had already. AL that time, we didn't
have any Caller ID customers in South Central
Baell,
{Lane Dep., pp. 9-10) Public Counsel guestioned Mr. Lane
regerding the statement in the Lane Document which states that:

sy

ey bane reguested that CID not be promoted as a way to stop

calls.? Mr. Lane explained that, as the supervisor of

an Amnovanocs Call Center, he was concerned that customers with

LD would inceryectly believe that merely because they had

ID that they could call the Annoyance Call Center and the

woild lmmediately handle an abugive caller reported to

the Cullier ID subscriber. {Lane Dep., p. 10} Hr. Lane

i4




gstaced that he believed Calleyr ID would discourage smnoying calls
but would not entirely eliminate them. Howev.r, Mc. Lane
gwphatically stated that Caller ID would discourage anvoying
callis:

It's certainly my opinion, though, that I

think Caller ID will discourage people from
making certain types of harassing calls.

{Lane Dep., p. 11).

Coptrary te Public Counsel's claliwm in its Response to Ovder
No. 339295 that the document revealed that Caller ID did no%
reduce annoying call problems, Mr. Lane had given his opinion
before Caller ID had been implemented in Tennessee. Mr. Lane
further testlfied that because the Annoyance Call Center serves
Five states, he was unable to know 1f Caller ID had reduced
auneving walls in Tennessee. In addition, Mr. Lane told Public
counsel that he did not know how Caller ID was advertised. &g
with other deponents, Mr. Lane does not represent the position or
epinion of the Company but merely his own personal opinion.

fegurdless of Mr. Lane's opinion regarding the effects of
Caller ID on annoying calls, opinions such as Mr. Lane's were

thorvoughly discussed and examined at the hearing. Public Counse.

auain sppearve to be using this opportunity to reargue the same

gl pogitions regerding Caller ID.  As such, Public Counsel's

shounld be lgnored.




BEEIBIT Vi WALLACE MEMORBND M

whe Fifth document introduced inte evidence by Public
counsel is a memorandum dated March 20, 1990, from D. A. Wallace,
Florida Bhnuoyance Call Center Manager, Southexrn Ball, to . J.
fhultz, Security Staff Manager, BellSouth Corporation., Public
pounsel argued in its Response to urder No. 22995 thet because
Ms. Wallace suggested considering $.50, $.75, or $1.00 per Call
Trac.ing activation that the document addressed Issue 6 regarding
the rate structure for the TouchStar services. Again, Southern
nell notes that Exhibit V adds very little in terms of "new
information® or substance te this proceeding.

s, Wallace explained during her deposition that the
monorandum contains her opinion and not the opinion of the
company .. (Wallace Dep,, p. 11) As discussed above with regarxd
e the Dennis Hemorandum, ¢mployees have different opinions about
varicus ilssues that vary from one extreme to the other. Ms.
Wallace repregents one of those many opinions which are useful
input for developing a sound, agreed-upon position. However,
while suggestions such as Hs. vallace's are encouraged and
appreciated, they are not always adopted for a variety of reasons
oftas unknown to the author of the suggastion.

At First blusk, Public Counsel apparently believed that Ms.

wallase would support Public Counsel‘s position on the rate

16



%A AR ﬁﬁ;%ﬁ%& i e e

structure for Call Tracing. Again, if this wa~ Public Counsel's
reagun for choosing the Wallace Memorandum, such a reason Then
car only result in a rearqgument of Public Counnsel's srme old
position on Call Tracing rate structure and not in providing "new
information® as Public Counsel claimed. Ms. Wallacs clearly
indiceted during the deposition thit she only spoke for herself,
not €he Company or even her own department when she prepaved her
memorandum:

. Do you think the Security Department
generally agrees with your opinion?

&. T really can't speak for the whole
Security Department.

. %Well, for whom can you speak?
&. For myself.
(Wallace Dep., p.13). Ms. Wallace further explained that the
rabes she proposed were “ple-in-the-sky®:
... You are looking at my rates here to
consider what I propose, but it was really
pie~in-the sky. There is no substance to
these figures.
(Wallacs Dep., p.15). After belng repeatedly queshioned by

Public Counsel regarding Company support for her suggest.ion, Ms,

W

lace again answered:

veo{Plhis is my opinion and, you know, the
way the Company sets the rutes for this type
of service, they have a lot more knowledye
than T do from all different parts of the

17




Company. I just have this little pice of
action here in the Annoyvance Call Center.

{Wallace Dep., P.16).

¥

M, Wallace also explained that she had changed her position
regarding a rate structure for Call Tracing since writing the
MEMOY anduns

0. Would it still be your opinion that it
would be desirable to price Call Trace on a
per use basis?

A. I have not--I have some other ideas, too.
T think the monthly rate that we are charging
could, you know, remain as it is. But for
those abusers who reguire over and above...
what would be reasonable and profitable, both
reasonable for the customer and profitable
for us, I think that...maybe we should add op
something

& % %
perhaps for the abuser or the service....we
would stlll have the $4 wonthly rate, but
maybe charge something over and above that
for those who are abusing it or causing--say
over ten investigations a month.

faliace Dep., pp. 16-18)

T is obvious that Public Counsel‘'s offering of the Wellace
Momorandus inte evidence 1s a poor attempt Lo use various
aptions by Sonthern Bell swployees in order to support his

old position. Public Counsel’'s opinion that Call Tracing

uid be offered at $1.00 per activation would not support the

ot of the service. (Tv, Sims, pp. 90-91, 235-236) Ms. Siws

18
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dawonstrated by use of analogy to an alarm service why the
menthly flat rate was a proper rate structure for call tracing:

With an alarm service, you buy an alarm
o service and you pay a monthly fee for it in
hopes that you never have to use it, but you
pay that monthly fee. Now, if you had te do
it on a per—-activation basis, I doubt theve
would be very many slarm companies in
business. (Tr. Sims, p. 236).

Whnile some states, such as New Jersey, offer Call Tracing at
1,00 poy oall those states offer services that differ
significantly From Southern Bell's Call Tracing service. Ty,
$ius, pp. 343-345) For example, in New Jersey when Call Traciny

i actlveted Haw Jevsey Bell instructs the customer Chrough a

g toe esll local law enforcement department. When a

Bell customer uses Call Tracing in Florida, the customer
ie dngtroeted te call the Southern Bell Annoyance Call Center.

siderable time iz spent by Scuthern Bellfs Annoyance Call

the appropriate actlon based on that investigation. It is

eobvicon, therefore, that the active role of fouthern Bell, in

providing Call Tricing, causes Southern Bell'’s costs to ke wmore

wo Fergeys cost. (Ty, Sims, pp. 345-347)

BEETHEY VES  BOLLING DOCUMENT

Tho siwth document wmoved into evidence by Public Counsel is
rhe Touchsbar lsplementation Meeting minutes, dated September 10,

19
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1990, Public Counsel believes that this document was important
for the Commission to consider because the minutes stated that
towe level call return' will not be turned on until Caller ID
jesues are resolved. Thus, Fublic Counsel argued that document
related o Issue § because it discusses an inter relatienship
betyean Caller ID and Cal: Return. Public Courcel's Response to

order Wo. 2399%. Just as the prior five documents added alnost

nothing new to terme of significant information for tue

Conmission's consideration, this document too adds nothing of
zignificance with regard to the issues to be decided on i whic
nyacesdl g,

Public Counzel took the deposition of Patricia 8. Rollins

southern Bell Staff employee veporting to Ms. Sims, who

1 the September 10, 1990 TouchStar Implementation Team

ing. During the deposition, Ms. Rollins explained that "two

Tevel call return¥ is a feature which is operated when a customer

¢all Return service. The feature audibly resas the

pumber of the returned call to the Call Return customer.
(follins Dep., B. 7} Ms. Rollins explained until tThere was

wonid

v offorad by Southarn Bell:

We will net deliver any numbers until the
imoues surrounding Caller 1D ave vesolved.




’

(Hoilins deposition, p.10). Thus, Ms. Rollins merely teztified

regarding a seyvice which may be offeved in the future and which

nas no bearing on the matter at hand. WUWhile hex testisony nay

edncate the Commission about a future service, it is irrelevant

[=5

for purpoues of this proceeding.

[}
G

as smrlained above, the documents entered into evidence
Public Counsel do not contain a "host of new information® to

L

assist tie Commission in making its determination regarding

cadier TO.  The Dennis Meworandum is merely an employee

b 67,

erion regarding blocking in order to gquell the Caller ID

debate: the Shultz Memorandum merely provided editorial comments

2

3

o

£

peiing e Hew York Times articlie about the yeduction of trap

RN

=i

craces in New Jersey: the Cox Memorandum and degposition

o ided & well-worn opinien that Caller ID would not entirely

s s
_&:}7.&.

abusive callers: the Lane Document and deposition

‘ 4‘ e s e it
LER BN AT 2N

MA

ﬁ revanled a South Central Bell security employee's concern that

£

ot - N N o . .

% the Annoyance Call Center should not be eliminated merely bhecause
My -

] | . . e . . .
i Catber D wap aboul to be lnplemented; The Waillace Menorandum and
w4 JT

position provided an employee’s opinion vegarding “ple-in-the

paros for Call Tracing: and the Rellins Document explained

returad was & service that may be offered in
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the future once the Caller ID issue was resclved. While each of
the deponents stated thelir own opinions regardung certaln issues,
none of the deponents provided any significant nev inforzation
that has net already been thoroughly analyzed through nunerous
agenda conferences, informal staff workshops, three days of
publis hearings and two davs of formal evidentiavy hearings, the
intredustion of hundreds of pages of exhibits intoe the reccerd and
digoovery chrough interrogatories, depositions, and documents.

In support of Southern Bell's position, the deponents
vranimously agreed that Caller ID was a beneficial service.
SZuvthern Bell believes that in order for Florvida customers
receive these benefits, the Commission should implement Calley ID
without Tarther procedural delay. Any procedural delay, such as

Prnlic couwngel's frivolous demand for additional hearings bassd

o a so-callied claim of "host of new information® can only lead
e Florida telecommunications customers continuing to receive the
velume of annoving calls they are receiving today and belng
unable to use the benefits of Calley ID technology. In
conclusion, Soutbexn Bell reqguests thalt the Commission
immedintaely approve Southern Bell's Caller ID tariff and approve

Limited blocking as vecommended by Southern Bell for specilied

22
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their personnl safety.

thient it

3

ageneies, thelr volunteers and other individuals concerned with

Respectfully submitted.
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