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BI::FORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C0!1lHSSION 

In re: Mot ion by the Citizens oC the 
State of Florida to compel SOUTHERN BELL 
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY to file 
a call trace tariff as required by Order 
Ho. 24546 

DOCKET NO. 9 108 1 5 - TL 

ORDER NO. :! 51 1 4 

ISSUED: 9/2 /91 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

THOMAS M. BEARD, Chairman 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

J . TERRY DEASON 
BETTY EASLEY 

• 
ORDER DENXING PROPOSED TARIFF FILING. DIRECTING COMPANY 

TO REfiLE TARiff. AID DENYING OPC'S MOTIOH 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

On May 20, 1991, we issued Order No . 24546, our final order 
~ ftcr hearing in Docket No . 891194-TL . In that Order, we set forth 
~he terms and conditions under which Southern Be 1 Telephone and 
Telegraph Compa ny (Southern Bell or the Company) could offer its 
Caller ID service t o subscriber s i n florida . An ideo ified issue 
in that proceeding concerned how Southern Bell should offeL it5 
Call Tracing service. 

Call Tracing is a TouchStar feature that enables customers t o 
input a code that sends the last incoming number to the local 
exchange company • s (LEC ' s) security department . By Order No. 
2454 6 , we determined that the use and availability of Call Tracing 
service had enough public utility value that it s hould be offered 
withou t precubscription, on a per usage basis . Southern Bell ' s 
Call Tracing service is curre ntly offered only to customer s who 
presubscr ibe to the fea ture at $4. 00 per month . In Order No . 
2454(, we dir ect ed the Company to file a tariff proposal providing 
a usage-based ra t e structure for Call Tracing service. Southern 
Bell made its fili ng on Augus t 2 , 1991 . 

Public Counsel ' s Motion 

On July 23 , 1 991 , the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) tile d a 
Motion to Compel Compliance with Final Order of the Florida Public 
Service Commission a nd to I mpose Fine (Motion) . On July 26 , 1991, 
Southern Bell filed its Response to Public Counsel ' s Motion to 
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Compel Compliance. On August 5, 1991 , the Attorney General of 
florida filed a Motion to Adopt Public Counsel ' s Motion to Compel 
Compliance. 

OPC ' s Motion requests that we compel Southern Bell to comply 
with the provisions of Order No. 24 546 . That Order, issued May 20 , 
1991, required Southern Bell to refile its Call Tracing tariff 
"within 60 days of t.he issuance date of the final order il" this 
docket." Order No. 24546, at page 15 . OPC ' s Mot i on asserts that 
si nce tho Order was titl ed "final Order" and was the final order on 
the Caller ID hearingG , Southern Bell should have filed its tariff 
by July 19, 1991, to be in compliance with our requirement. OPC 
(urthor asserts that Souther n Bell s hould be fined for its failure 
to comply with our Order. 

I 

Our s taff has informed us that its intenti on when writing and 
discussing its recommendation following the Caller ID hea rings wa s 
to require Southern Bell to refile its Call Tracing tariff after 
all other issues had been concluded and all orders issued in ~hat I 
d ocket . Southern Bell refiled its Caller ID tariff on May 15 , 
1991 , and we approved this tariff filing at our June 25, 1991, 
Agenda Conference. Order No. 24785, issued July J, 1991, reflects 
this decision. our staff then advised Southern Bell t hat its Call 
Tracing tariff would be due by September 1 , 1991. Thi s date was 60 
days from the date of Order No. 24785, the last o rder in Docket No. 
891194-TL. It appears to us that our technical sta t f's failure to 
recognize the difference between the legal definition of the f i nal 
order in a docket and the ~ order in a docket res ulted in th is 
cont:'usion . Southern Bell acted i n accordance with instruct i ons 
from our staff and did not willfully disregard any Commission orde r 
in tho Caller ID docket. Accordingly, we find it appropr iat e t o 
deny both OPC ' s Motion and the Attorney General ' s Motion. 

Tariff filing 

Southern Bell's current Call Tracing tariff offers the service 
for a flat fee of $4.00 per month. A customer must cal l the 
Company's bus~ness office to presubscribe to this feature under the 
Company's present tariff. We determined in the Caller ID docket 
tha due to the une xpected and infrequen~ nature of harassing 
telephone calls (the primary "target" of Call Tracing), the major 
benefits of Call Tracing could be neutralized if a customer mus t 
prcc u bscribe to the feature. 
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Southern Bell ' s proposal would keep the $4.00 per month rate 
as on option and add two new optionn t o its Call Tracing service. 
Firs t, the Compa ny proposes to offer the feature without 
pros ubocription at $6.00 per activation . Second, the Company i s 
pr o po o i ng to provide blocking of Call Tracing Service at no charge, 
a ltho ugh a secondary service order charge would apply . 

Southern Bell filed cost support with its proposed rate of 
$ 6 . 0 0 per activation. The incremental per-activation cos t is 
r e po rted by the Company to be $4.)5. We ha ve reviewed this 
i nfo rma t i on and, although brief, it appears to be consistent with 
the c osts and cost informat1on provided for other TouchStar 
f a ture o. The actual costs will be difficult to project. Th e 
co!l t o will depend greatly upon demand, and demand f igures ha ·e 
va ried wi dely across the country. We believe , however, that 
Southe rn Bell has attempted to accurately detcrm1ne the demand a nd 
cost s f o r this addit i on. 

Howe ver, we do not find the proposed rate for the feature c o 
be appropriate . A $4 . 50 rate would more than cover projected costs 
and provi de s ome contribution . Southern Bell ' s rat i onale for the 
$6 . 00 rate i s that because the demand varies widely, the costs 
could end up being much higher . We agree that this could occur. 
However, very large contribution levels are built intv the other 
Touc hStar features, so we see little risk that Touc hStar , as a 
who le, would lose money as the result of a $4.50 per use charge for 
Ca ll Tracing. Further, we do not find banded rates to be 
a ppropr i ate for Call Tracing Service, although we have allowed them 

o r other TouchStar features. 

Because of the possibility of a revenue shortfall from this 
a c tion, we shall require Southern Bell to file a report aLter this 
rate has been in effect for one year. The report shall d e tail 
c osts and revenues for Call Tracing service , both presubscription 
and per-use, and outline the p rofits/losses from the feature . We 
may then revisit the rates, s hould actual cos t levels significantly 
d i f or from the projections. 

Tho second tariff chango in Southern Bell ' s propos al is the 
a ddition of a provision to allow a c ustome r t > restrict acces s t o 
Ca ll Trac ing from her access line . This will not impede the 
functioning of the service or allow someone to pla~e a call that 
c annot be traced, but will function like blocking access to 900/976 
service. This provision restricts the activation of Call Tracing 
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at tho subscriber ' s request to avoid unauthorized charges . With 
this feature , a person whose phone is easily accessible to o the r s 
c an assure that other users are not able to bill Call Tracing to 
that customer ' s access line. This feature was not considered in 
the Caller IO docket, but is a positive addition to the change to 
a usage rate for Call Tracing. Southern Bell has proposed 
providing this option for no monthly charge; however, a one-time 
secondary service order charge would apply . 

We believe that since t he Call Tracing blocking provision is 
modeled after the 900/976 blocking feature, the Company should 
offer it under similar terms and conditions . Accordingly, we shall 
require the Company to waive the nonrecurring secondary service 
order charge for ~11 customers for a period of ninety (90) days 
following the introduction of Call Tracing on a usage basis in each 
a rea it is introduced . Also, new customers shall have ninety (90 ) 
d a y s from their service starting date to request the blocking 
option at no c harge. 

we do not 
t wo successful 
appropriate. 
e liminate this 

believe southern Bell ' s tariff prov i sion requiring 
traces before action is taken by the Company i s 
Accordingly, we shall require the Company t o 

l anguage. 

Our f i nal concern with Southern Bell ' s proposal concerns the 
language used to apply Call Tracing charges . The proposed language 
c harging the customer " per activation" could be construed to mean 
that every time a customer initiated Call Tracing service she would 
be charged, whether the trace was successful o r not . We find that 
language should be changed to replace "per activation" with "per 
s uccess f ul trace" to avoid any confusion and e nsure that customers 
only pay for the feature when it works . We recognize that Southern 
Bell h ad no intent to charge for u nsuccessful traces and was 
following the language suggested in Order No . 24546. We believe 
that tho term "per successful trace" is more appropriate in this 
instanc . 

Upon cons ideration, we find it appropriate to deny Southern 
Bell ' s tarifr proposal. Although the filinC" complies with the 
provis ions stated in Order No. 24546, that order was somewhat 
unspecific , requiring further Commission consideration of the Call 
Tracing tariff before implementation. The Company shall be 
required to rofile its Call Tracing tariff by September 26, 1991, 
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to become effective as soon as possible, but no later than November 
25, 1991. 

Based on the foregoing , it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
Motion to Compel Compliance with Final Order of the Flor i da Public 
Service Commission and to Impose Fine filed by the Office of Public 
Coun~ol on J uly 23, 1991, and the Motion to Compel Compliance filed 
by the Attorney General of Florida on August 5, 1991, a re hereby 
doni d for the reasons set forth herein. It ia further 

ORDERED that the proposed tariff filing by southerr. Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company to offer Call Tracing on a usage 
basis (T-91-369) filed August 2, 1991, is hereby denied for the 
reasons set forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company 
shall refile its Call Tracing proposal in accordance with the terms 
and conditions specified herein. It is further 

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 24 t n 
d Y of StPT EMB ER 199 1 

(SEAL) 

ABG 
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NQTICE Of fUBTHER PROCEEQINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
ddministrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes , as 
well as tho procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administra~ive 
hearing or j udicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

I 

As identified in the body of this order, our action to deny 
the tariff proposal is interil'l in nature and will not become 
e fectivo or final, except as provided by Rule 25-22.029, florida 
Administrative Code. Any person whose substantial interests are 
affect d by the action proposed by this order m y file a petition 
for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-22 . 029(4) , Florida 
Administrativ Code, in the form provided by Rule 25-22.036(7) (a) 
and (f) , Florida Adminis trative Code . This petition must be I 
received by the Director, Division of Records and Reporting at his 
office at 101 East Gaines Street , Tallahassee, Flor i da 32399- 0870 , 
by the close of business on 10/15/91 In the 
bsencc of such a petition, this order shall become effectiv~ u~ 

the date subsequent to the above date as provided hy Rule 25-
22 .029(6), Florida Administrative Code . 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
~atisfies the foregoing conditions and is r enewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If the relevant portion of this order denying the tariff 
proposal becomes fina l and effective on the date described above, 
any party adversely affected may request judicial review by the 
Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone 
utility or by the first District Court of Appeal in the case of a 
water or sewer utility by filing a notice of appeal with the 
Director, Division of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of 
the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. 
This filing must be completed within thir':y (30} days of the 
effective date of this order, pursuan t to Rule 9 .110, Florida Rules 
of Appellate Procedure . The notice of appeal must be in the form 
s pecified in Rule 9 . 900(a) , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 
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Any party adversely affected by the Commissio n's final action 
in this matter denying the motions may request: 1) reconsideration 
o f the decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the 
Director, Division of Records and Reporting within fifteen (15) 
days of the issuance of t h is order in the form prescribed by Rule 
25-22 . 060, Florida Administrative Code; or 2) j udicial review by 
tho Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or 
telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case 
o f a water or sewer utility by filing a notice of appeal with the 
Dlrcctor, Division of Records and Reporting and filing a c opy of 

he not1c e of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court . 
Th is fil i ng m~st be completed within thirty (JO) days after the 
issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9 . 110, Florida Rul e s of 
Appellate Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form 
s pecified in Rule 9 . 900 (a) , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 
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