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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Proposed tariff fili ngs by 
SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TE LEGRAPH 
COMPANY clarifying when a non 
published numbe r can be disclosed and 
i ntroducing Caller ID to TouchStar 
Service 

The following Commissione r s 
disposition o f lhis matler : 
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DOCKET NO. 

ORDER NO. 

ISSUED: 

parltcipaled 

MI CHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS t-1. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

ORDER DENYING TARI FF FI LI NGS 

BY THE COMI.USSION: 

891194-TL 

22397 

1-10 - 90 

1n Lhe 

By Order No. 13505 , issued July 10, 1984 , we app ro ved a 
ta riff filing by Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company 
(Southern Bell o r the Company) to inlroduce i Ls TouchStar 
se rvice o n a two-year trial basi s i n lhe Orlando exchange. 
Subsequently, Lhe tri a l was extende d fo r a third year by Order 
No. 16378 , issued July 18, 1986. One of the feature s offe r ed 
during this trial period ~as Call Monitor , now named Caller ID, 
a feat ure whereby a caller's telephone number was displayed o 
the called party after the fitst ring. The usage sensitive 
rate struclure of Call Monito r, coupled wi h the difficulty in 
obtaining the r ~qu1rcd customer premises equipment (CPE}, 
restricted the Call Monttor service to only a few subscribers . 

By Order No . 1988 1. issued August 25 , 1988 , we approved 
Sou t he rn Bell' s rein reductio n o f TouchStar o n a pe t manent 
basis across its certificated territory . Call Mo n itor was no t= 
i ncluded i n this offeri ng . Southern Bell indicated that i 
wou ld furt her test this pa r ticular feature in other s tates and 
wou l d gather information from the regional Bell companies · 
o fferings in o ther parts of the coun ry, before altempttng to 
reintroduce t his feature in Florida . 

On September 29 , 1989, Southern Bell f1led two proposPd 
Lariff revisions: o ne adds Caller ID (Cotmerly Call Moni t or) 
to its TouchStar feat ures ; the ot he r clarities the 
ci rcumstances under which a nonpublished telephone number can 
be disclosed . At he time of these fi lings , "'e had several 
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concerns about the appropriateness of these proposals. In 
response to our concerns, Southern Bell waived the statut o ry 
tariff suspension deadllne for both filings o allow our sta f 
additional time to research the issues raised by these 
proposals. We have concluded that Caller ID is Ln Lhe publl c 
interest and should be made availabl~ to Southetn Bell's 
subscribers. 

Caller ID is a central office-based feature that allows 
the calli ng party 's number to be forwarded to the terminating 
address o! the call. A display un1L is required and is placed 
in-line , between the jack and the telephone . The terminal 
device display s the calling party ' s number to the called party 
and , depending upon the CPE purchased, stores the t1me and 
originating number in a revolving memory t hat can recall the 
last twenty five (25) or more numbers. While Soulhern Bell is 
restricted from the m nufacture and sale of the CPE, the 
Company has informed us that the necessary equipment t s r eadily 
available from private vendors at a cosL of approx trnatcly $50 
to $80 to an end user . 

Caller rD , like all TouchStar features , is dependent upo n 
the new Common Channe I Signa 1 ing Sy stem Seven (CCS7) t echno 1 ogy 
to function . When a call is placed , the originating d1gi s are 
fo r warded to the term1nating number ' s centra l o fft ce . The 
terminati ng office completes the call and, upon d' Ct mining 
that the customer is a Caller ID subscttber, f o rwa r ds the 
originatin<• number af er the first ring. Th~ Comp any' s 
propo~ ed tar 1 ( f does no t all ow any o r u ,p na t1 nq nun'lll.! L s o be 
block ed from the term1nating address. 

Because Caller !Dis dependent upo n CCS7 o func i o n, i t 
will onl y forward numbers within and among CCS7-equipped 
central offices . No long distance numbers o r numbers fr om 
nonCCS7-equipped cen ra 1 offices will be forwarded at the 
presen time . As CCS7 is implemented throughout the s ate , 
more numbers will be available for transmission through Caller 
I D . Although Southern Bell has no plans to transmit long 
distance numbers in Lhe immediate future , .:ts t echnology 
progresses , long distance transmission of telephone numbers 
will no doubt occur. 

Caller ID has some difCerences from its predecesso r , C"'tll 
Monitor. Call MoniLor did not automatically f o rward 
nonpublished numbets. Addi ionally, during the trLal period, 
the Display Delete feature c o uld be added t o all ow the 
originating caller (a TouchSLar subscriber} to preven t hi s 
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telephone number from be1ng forwa rded. Ca ller ID, as proposed 
by Southe rn Bell, forwards all calls with no blocking by the 
origi nati ng caller allowe d . 

Southern Bell ' s costs for Caller ID were developed usi ng a 
resource cost methodology. These costs include l onq run 
i ncremental costs for the Cea ~re, plus Jn allocated port1on of 
t he joint incremental costs associated wtlh TouchStar se rvice. 
Southet n Bell developed a band~d rate structure for Caller ID 
s imilar to its othe r TouchStar features , bu at a higher rate, 
due to its higher costs and ant1c1pated market value . The 
company believes tha 1 s proposed rate structu re is 
ma rke t-based and will max1m1ze co.ttribut1on . We agree, as long 
as Caller lD remains a truly discretionary service. we find 
Caller ID' s engineering, function, rate~. and cost methodology 

11 to be ppropr1ate 1n this fil1ng. 

Southern Bell filed another proposed tariff rev1s1on 

I 

concurrently with 1ts Caller ID proposal, to clanCy when a I 
nonlisted or nonpublished number may be forwarded. The Company 
c laims il was never lts intPnt to make nonpubll shed numbers 
unavailable " to the genera 1 publlc, " as the tariff presently 
reads . We are not s ure we could agree wi t h that statement ; 
howe ver , we recognize that the i n tent of any oLlertng can 
c hange over lime . 

Southern Bell ' s propo~ed tariff changes allow a customer 
to have his telephone number omi tted from the dirC'ct o ry bu 
ava ilaol e through direc Oty assistance (nonllsled), o r o have 
it unavallable through either sou rce (nonpublished}. This is 
essentially how the service works today, excPpl that before 
now , the techno l og y has been unavailable to obtain llw number 
in any other fash1on. Wit h the a v ailab1l1t.:y of CdlltH ID, th1s 
1s no longer the case . 

:; 

We do not be 1 ieve that who lesale block 1 ng of nonpubl i shed 
numbe rs is a viable so lut ion, si nce th1s would essentially 
ne gate the useful ne!.s of the Caller ID fealute. Further, based 
upon the experience~ in o her states where Caller ID 1s 'lready 
i n place, we beltev nonpublished subscribers have a strong 
interest i n using Caller £0. We do, however, recoq,uze that 
this tariff rf'vt ston results in some loss of privacy on t he 
part of all subscribers . Therefore , we will requHe Southerr. 
Bell to include in i s ariff a p r o h ib1tion against he sale of I 
any nonpubllshcd , nonlist.:cd , or "no sales solic1tation" 
numbers. Southern Bell s hall also be required to notify 
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subscribers to such numbers of the change in the tariff under 
which their service is provided. 

The privacy issue is also our matn concern in the Caller 
ID tariff . In our view, lhe question comes down to one O L 

striking a balance. We believe he called party's ptivacy was 
a key concern during the infancy of the telephone industry. An 
operator connected all calls, rang the called party, and 
announced to the called party who was on the other 1 i ne. In 
most cases, this pract1ce continued until traffic volumes 
increased to the degree where speed became a concern and then, 
operators increas1ngly connected calls without announcing the 
calling party. Finally, w1th the advent of direct dialing, 1t 
was still a convnon courtesy o announce one's identity upon 
connection. Over the years, the emphasis seems to have shifted 
to a certain e xtent to concern over the privacy of the calling 
party. Ano nymous phone t1ps, hotltnes, etc. are all perceived 
as "legitimate · cases for calling party anonymity. Society has 
grown accus tamed to the inherent disadvantage of the ca !led 
party under the present slate of technology. Ca ller ID helps 
restore the balance. This will undoubtably change the way each 
subscriber perceives his telephone and its use. Th1s feature 
will also make it much more difficult to commit crimes over the 
telephone. The fear alone of having one ' s number displayed 
should significantly reduce Lhc number of attC'mpted harrassing 
and obscene calls. This has indeed been he case in other 
states where Caller ID is already in place . 

At the same Lime, we c.Jo no believ~ the legitimate privac y 
concerns of certa1n segments of soc1ety, such as law 
enforcement, shelters, and helplines, for example, should lie 
ignored. Therefore. we hereby direct the Company to Ci le a 
separate tariff pro v1ding Cor opt1unal blocking. The tariff 1s 
to be filed in sufficien time Lo allow for our review pr1or o 
February l, 1990. Our staff w11l be ava1lable to work wtth th~ 
Company in defining the entities to which block ing s hould be 
made available, its cost , and other pertinent details . 

Finally, because Caller rn 1s a TouchStar fea ure , 1t 
shall be subject to he same requiremen s we have imposed upon 
TouchStar service. The Company s hall include Calll"r 10 1n any 
and all reports o n TouchStar Lhat are presently required. 
Additionally, because his feature has a limited histor y "~ nd 

could be constdered c ntroversial, Southern Bell shall be 
required to file quarterly reports o n the status of Caller 
which include the f o: 1ow1ng information: exchangPs in which 
the feature is offered; number of published and nonpubll shcd 
subscr1bers; 
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total revenues from the feature; and the number and nature of 
all complaints regarding the feature . Th~se reports shall be 
filed for one y ear from the date of implementation of the 
tariff. We shall also requue Southern Bell to 1nsure thdt 
subscribers to Caller ID are info rmed of all vendo rs f r om whi ch 
the required CPE 1s <:~vall ble and o tnclude thts 1nfo rmat1 on 
1n the Company' s f1rst quarterly r epo rt. 

The tariffs presently o n Cile shall be denied. Southern 
Bell shall refile its tariffs to reClec the requirement s 
stated above, at which time Lhe LariCCs shall be approved 
admintstratively, effective February l, 1990. 

Based o n the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the rlorida Publlc Service Comrni::>:.ton that the 
wo tariff revt s t ons (T-89-506 and T-89 -507} filed S ~ptember 

29 , 1989 , by Southern Bf 11 Telephone and Te I eg raph Company to 
clarif y when a nonpublished number can be disclosed and t o 
introduce Ca l let 10 t o TouchStar service are he r eby d~nt ed, bu 
upo n refi ling of the tariffs in accordance with tht? etms and 
conditions set forth herein, the taritfs s hal l bt'! o:tpproved 
administratively, wilh an effec ive da e oi Febtuary 1, 1990. 
It is further 

ORDERED that Southern Bell Telephone and Tel egra ph Company 
s hal l file a separa e tar (f pro posa l to prov ide Cor blocking 
i n accordance with the term:. se forth here1n. It is f urther 

ORDERED hat Soulhetn Bell Te lepho ne and Telegr arh Company 
shall file report s on its Caller ID feature Lha comp ly wi h 
the terms and requ1rernents sel for h herein. It is further 

ORDERED hat this docket s hall remain o pen. 

By ORDER of the Flo rida Public Servi ce Commission 
t hi s 1 Otb day of _ J.ANUARY 1990 

STEVE TRiBBLE, Dtrectot 
Otvi sion o f Records and Repo rtinn 

( S E A L } 

ABG 

by· ~~~-Chlf,.J3ureau of Records 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is requtred by 
Section 120.59(4). Flor1da Statutes, to notify par 1es oi: an} 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commtssi o n orders 
that is available under Seclions 120 . 57 or 120.68, Florida 
Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limils that 
apply. This notice should not be conslrued o mean all 
reques s for an admtntstraltve hean ng or judicial review will 
be granted or result. in the relief sought.. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final 
action in this matter may tequest: 1) reconsideration of the 
decision by filing a molion Cor reconsideration with the 
Director, Division of Records and Repotltng within fiftee n (15) 
days o t Lhe issuance of this o tdcr in lhe form prescribed by 
Rule 25- ?2 . 060, Flortda Adminislrat1ve Code; o r 2) JUdicial 
review by the Flor1da Sup erne Court 1n the case of an electric, 
gas or lelephone util1Ly or the First D1strict Court of Appeal 
in the case of a water or sewer uli lily b y fi l1ng a not.1ce of 
appeal with the Direclor , Division of Records and Reporting and 
filing a copy of he notice of appeal and the til1ng fee with 
the appro pr iaLe court. This filing must be completed within 
thirty ( 30 ) days after the issuance of this order , pursuant to 
Rule 9 . ll0, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice 
of appeal must be in lhe form spec1fied in kule 9.900(a), 
Flortda Rules of Appellate ~rocedure. 
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