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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Review of the Requirements 
Appropriate for Alternative Operator 
Services and Public Telephones. 

In re : Tariff revision by SOUTHERN 
BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY 
to establish provisions for billing 
validation service . (T-89-318 filed 
6/14/89) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) __________________________________ ) 

The f ollowi ng Commissioners 
disposition of this matter: 

DOCKET NO. 871394-TP 

DOCKET NO. 880649-TL 
ORDER NO. : 2 2 4 l 0 
ISSUED: l-11-90 

participated in the 

MI CHAEL Mc K. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS M. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. fiERNDON 

ORDER DENYING TARIFF FILING AND ALLOWING 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL OF REFILED TARIFF 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

Billing Validat ion Service (BVS) is an o ffer1ng Lhat 
allows i n terexchange carriers (IXCs ) and nonLEC (nonlocal 
exchange company) pay telephone (PATS) providers to verify Lhat 
a calling card number o r an access line can be used for bi 11 ing 
purposes. Conceptually, the se rvi ce is similar to the o ne used 
by store merchants to Llear credit card numbers pri o r to 
allowing a store purc hase. Billing Valida tion Data License 
Service (BVULS ) is the direct provisioning oC the raw data used 
to validate calls, including such information as whe her a 
credit card number o r te l e phone number is valid for bllllng 
purposes . 

These issues have been addressed in two dockels: Docket 
No. 871394-TP, which dealt with the requiremenls appropriate 
for alternative opera or services (AOS) providers and nonLEC 
PATS providers ; and Docke No. 880649-TL, which was opened when 
Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company (Sou hern Bell) 
filed its tariff proposal to imp l emenl BVS. By Order No . 
20489, issued Decembt>r 21, 1988, we d irected all LECs , except 
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Southern Bell, which wa s given a shorter time frame, to 
implement BVS and BVDLS by January 1 , 1990, unless an 
appropriate showing of undue burden was made by June 1, 1989. 
Requests !or reconside rati o n of Order No . 20489, relative tc 
the BVS and BVDLS issues , were disposed o f i n Order No . 20150, 
issued Ap ril 14 , 1989. In Order No. 21052 , also issued Aprll 
14, 1989, we approved Southern Bell ' s tariff filing ro 
implement BVS. Since that time , Southern Bell has a l so made 
its tariff filing to implement BVDLS effective January l, 
1990. This Order addresses a tariff filing (T-89-549) by 
United Telephone Company o f Florida (United or the Company) to 
implement BVS and BVDLS as directed by the Orders mentioned 
above. 

United does not, at the present time, issue a calling card 
of its own to end users, so the Company's verification needs 
are related to its own access lines and other companies· 
calling cards. United proposes to arrange for assistance from 
U.S. West Service Link, Inc. ( U.S . West) in the provisioning of 
BVS to subscribers. This thicd party arrangement is o ne whe re 
each BVS subscriber would be billed by Un1ted; United, in turn, 
would reimburse U. S . We sL fot its costs in providing t he data. 
Un ited has submitted BVS cost informalion which includes both 
interna l and e x ternal costs. Long run, incremental costs wer e 
the basis of United ' s cost study for providing BVS. Un ited 
found it difficult to estimate dL:mand for BVS. Gtven United' s 
estimate of 1,869,168 queries per year and its pro posed per 
query rate of $.17, the Company expects total revenues from the 
service o f $ 317 , 758, of which $158,879 may be classified as 
internal, o r true Company revenues. These revenues no o n 1 y 
cover costs , but a l so include contribution. This is 
significa n tl y higher than Southern Bell's rate o f $.09 per 
query. Whi~e we recognize that Uniteu cannot utilize the 
economi~s of scale ava1lable to he large Regiona l Ho lding 
Companies, its proposed rate is significantly higher than that 
p roposed by any other LEC. 

Further, we do not believe i is appropriate to allow 
United to gain contribution from thi s service. While we o nly 
mentioned Southern Bell in Orders No . 20150 and 20152 when we 
stated t h at the rate for BVS shall be set at cost, ou r intent 
was to e x tend this requirement to all of the LECs. This is 
co nsistent with the fact that United does no t receive 
contribution f o r its validation arrangements with AT&T 
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Communications of the Southern States , Inc . ( ATT-C) . We can 
see no reason for allowing United to receive contribution for 
p r ovidi ng BVS to ot her e n tities. 

United has informed our 3taff t hat the Company will 
requite six mon ths to impl ment BVS. This is contrary to our 
directive in Order No. 20489 that BVS be available as of 
January l , 1990 . Therefore , we sha ll deny Un ited's tariff 
revi sions r e l ative to BVS a nd t he Compa ny s hall be requi red to 
r ef i le t hat portion of its tariff by December 26 , 1989, to 
become effeclive January l, 1990, at a rate that is equal to 
cost. We delegate to our staff the authority to 
admi n istrat1vel y approve the r etiled portion of the tariff, 1f 
consistent with our decision herei n. 

An additional portion of United's tanff revision is 1 s 
proposal to introduce BVDLS. Billing validation data is tne 
raw data orig1nating (rom withi n United ' s intrastate servtce 
area that is used to validate c a lls . I ncluded in this data are 
calli ng card personal identification numbers (PINs), billed 
number screening records , and both LEC and nonLEC pay telephone 
number records. 

United ' s tariff proposal specifies the obligat1ons of both 
t he Company a nd t he subscribers i n Sections E8 . 6 . 2 , E8.6.3, and 
E8 . 6 . 4 . We ha ve reviewed these provisions and f 1 nd Lhem to be 
app ropriate and reasonable . 

United did not provide us with its costs foe BVDLS . The 
ta r iff pcoposa l features wo-part rates : a one time service 
establishment charge and a recurring monthly charge which 
f luctuates based upon mar~et factors. All ra es would be 
determ1ned on an individual case basis. The most important 
consid cations the Company plans to use to set recurring cates 
are the subsc nbe rs · wlll1 ngness to pay, the demand le Fe 1, and 
t he i ntroduction ot ATT-C's new multipurpose credit card . The 
most impo r tan t consideralions t he Company plans to use to set 
no n recu rring rate!' are the customers ' willi ng ness o pay, th~ 
length of the contcac , the tcequency of updates, and Lhe 
update requirements. 

Representatives of the Company have indica ted that Un ited 
has no demand whatsoever £or BVDLS. Wh ile the Company has not 
conducted d market survey, it cla1ms tha the costs to the 
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subscriber to adapt its facilities is so excessive that no 
company would even consider subscribing to this offering. 
Additionally , United's current validation data resides in a 
national data base and would require considerable reformatting 
fo r provision on strictly an intrastate basis. As such, the 
Company states it does not actually expect to ever deliver 
BVDLS , but is making its filing only because this Commission 
has ordered it to do so. Since United has no pending requests 
fo r BVDLS, the Company shall submit a tariff to the Commission 
at such time as a request is received. We reserve j udgement on 
United ' s BVDLS proposal until a Larif( is received to 
accommodate a request for the service. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

I 

ORDERED by the florida Public Service Commission that the 
proposed tariff revisions filed by United Telephone Company of 
Florida (T-89-549} to implement Billing Validati o n Service and 
Billing Validati on Data License Service are hereby denied for I 
Lhe reasons set forth herein. It is further 

ORDERED that United T~ lephone Company of Florida s hall 
refile its tariff to implement Billing Validati on Service 
subject to the terms and conditions set forth here i n, by 
December 26 , 1989 , to become effective January 1, 1990, by 
administrat i ve approval. It is further 

ORDERED that United Telephone Company of florida shall 
refile its tarif f to implement Billing Validati on Data License 
Service s ubject to the terms and conditions set forth herein, 
at such time as the Company ha~ a customer for the service. It 
is further 

ORDERiD t hat these dockets shall remain open. 

B~ 
this 11th 

ORDER of 
day of 

the florida Public Service 
--~J~A~N~U~A~R~Y~--------- ' ~JUL· 

Commissio n 

s~.~~ 
Div1sion of Records and Reporttnq 

( S E A L ) 

ABG 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by 
Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes , to no tify parties of any 
administrative heanng or judicial revieN of Commi ssion orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68 , Florida 
Statutes , as well as the procedures and time ltmits that 
apply. This notice s ho uld not be const rued to mean all 
requests for an admintstrative hearing or judicial review will 
be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affec ted by the Commisston's final 
action in this matte r ma y reques t : 1) reconsideration o f the 
deci s ion by filing a motio n for reconsidera ion with the 
Director, Division of Records and Reporting wi thin f ifteen (15 ) 
days o f the issuance of hi s order in the Corm prescribed by 
Rule 25-22 . 060, Florida Admi nistri'ltive Code ; or 2 ) judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, 
gas or telephone utility or the F1rst District Court of Appeal 
i n the case of a wa ter or sewer utility b y filing a noL1ce of 
appeal with the Dtrecto r , Division of Records and Report1ug and 
filing a c o py of the noticr o f appeal and the filing fee with 
t he appropriate court. This filing must be completed within 
t h i rty {30 ) days after the issuance of thi s order, pursuant t o 
Rule 9.110 , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The not ice 
o f appeal must be in the f o r n specified in Rul e 9 . 900(a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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