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Ootober 11, 1990

Mr. Steve C. Tribble, Director
Division of Records & Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
101 E. Garnes Street

Tellahasses, PL 32309-0865

Dear Mre. Tvibble:
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P;mpmwnd Tariff Filing by Southern Beli Talephone
and Telegraph Company Clarvifying When a Nonpublished
Number Can Be Disclosed and Intr@ducinq Caller ID to
Touchstar Service

‘x\ Plegagse find enclosed the original and 15 copies of GTE
fCﬁ —t Flovida Incorporated's Answer to Public Counsel's Petition
AFA for filing in the above stated matter.

R

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Ssrvice has heen made as indicated orn the attached

Certilicate of Service. If there ave any questions with
;‘“““?wg&rd to this matter, please contact the undersigned at
[ l813) 228-3087
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Iin re: Proposed Tariff Filing by )

Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph ) Docket No. 891194-TL
Company Clarifying when a nonpublished } Filed: 10-1:-920
Number can be Disclosed and Intreoducing)

Callex ID to TouchStar Service. )
ANSWER OF GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATYED

GTE Florida Incorporated ("GTEFL"), pursuant to Commis-
sion Rule 2%-22.037, Fla. Admin. Code, herxeby submits its
answer to the petition of Public Counsel which seeks to
require Florida local exchange companies ("LECs"™) to offer
ubigultous call tracing service at usage sensitive rates of
no nore than one dollar. GTEFL submits that Public Counsel's
petition is inappropriate and should be summarily denied. In
support thexeof, GTEFL states as follows:

1. Initially, it is necessary to point out a fundamen-
tal procedural defect apparent on the face of Fublic Coun-
sel's petition. The petition pertains solely to call trac-
ing and seeks to inpose specific requirements upon the LECs'
provision »f this service. Except for the required caption,
nowhere does the petition even mention Caller IL. Neverthe-
less, the filing has been submitted, without explanation, in
the inastant proceeding which will determine the terms and

copnditions upon which Caller ID may be offered.?t

order on  Prehearing Procedure in  this docket,
6, 1990, at page 5 (YList of Issues®).
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Call tracing service and Caller ID ave, of course,
wholly distinct offerings with differin~ features and appli-
cationg. A rvequest for the Commission to formulate generic
call tracing rules in the context of the Caller ID preoceeding
simply nakes ro sense. Its submission in this docket is thus
besat viewed as an inappropriate attempt to inject irvelevant
natter into the Caller ID proceeding. Additionally, it would
be unfair to permit intreoduction of wholly new matters at
this stage, when direct testimony has already been filed.
Indeed, Public Counsel hag not met the reqguirements of Com-
mission Rule 25-22.035(2), Fla. Admin. Code, to consolidate
his petition into this procesding.

GYEFL submits that the Commission shovld decline to
entertain the petition, consistent with the goal of avoicing
unnecessary delay and complication of the issues properly
presented in thiz proceeding. Should the Commigsion deter-
wine that an in-depth sexamination of call tracing issues is
warranted, initiation of a separate docket would be proper.

Despite GUTRFL's belief that the petition is procedurally
misplaced, the company will briefly respond to the matters it
raises in order %o aid vhe Commission to expeditiounly dis-

wmse of the £iling.

2. Az noted above, Public Counsel urges the Commissiuon
ko reguire these LECe offering call tracing to do so at usage

rates of noe wgore than one dollar per use. Under-
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iving this request is the broad assumption that it is techni-

cally and economically feasible for all LECs to provide call
zracing service on a per use (as opposed to subscription)
basis. As set forth below, this basic premise is seriously
flawed for a nunber of reasons.

In the process of developing its new Call Tracing Ser-
vice, it ouickly became apparent to GUEFL that ublquitous,
usage-based service would be impractical, due to tecunical
constraints.? 2 chief difficulty in this respact stems
from the fact that an unlimited, usage sensitive tracing
service would necessitate the permanent allocation of memory
to each subscriber's line. This ubiguitous distribution of
mentral processor capability would impede the ab.lity of the
switeh to record certain essential information about the call
and otherwise place undue loads on the switch. Specifically,
the majority of GTEFL's central offices do not have the
ability to record the time at which a call was made, when
that oall iz the first to be traced after a sever to eight
day period of no trace activity. Since a principal feature
of Call Tracing Service is ite ability to produce official
documentation for use in prosecuting nuisance callers, this
limitation wndermines the wtility of the service and its

paclkiveness for subscoribers.

2 grRSL vecently reguested Commission permission to offer
Tracing Service in  Florida. Hee proposed Generxal
vioes Tariff revision A.13.14.4b({8), filed on October 9,
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In copparison, there are no such wroblems with a sub-
geription offering, where there is no regu.vement of univer—
sal mewmory allocation. Under these circumstances, zll infor-
wation will be recorded on all calls. Call tracing on an
ubiguitous, usage sensitive basig is thus an inferior service
relztive to the subscription version of the offering Fur-
thermore, universal memory allocation would piace additional
demands on the central office, thus reducing capacity which
could be better used for other functions.

Medification of GTEFL's switches to remedy the problems
assocliated with usage sensitive call tracing are certain to
he esupensive and unreasonably protracted. For instance,
generic changes to the existing System Version Raleases
would aeed o be developed and implemented, a process which
wenild take an ewtended pericd of tine.

3 A second, major technical obstacle to GTEFL's
ability to offer call tracing on a per use basis concerns the
bitling functions necessary to accommedate this type of
offering. GTEFL's billing system currently is unable to
render billings for per use tracings, Activation of usage
sensitive Call Tracing Service will cause unique Automatic

Accounting ("AMAY) recordings to be produced, thus

the billing system to be modified in several re-

spects. Flret, the billing system will need to be erhanced
7 p
ot (1) wenoygnize the new Call Tracing Service AMA record-

al record format, (3) process

(&} oreate @ new inte:
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the information, and (4) pass the record along o toll for
rating Second, alterations to the teoll system will be
necessary to rate each Call Tracing Serxrvice reconmi. Third,
Customer Records and Billing ("CRBY) will nave to be enhanced
to display the Call Tracing Service charges on the cuslomer's
kill. Fourth, all enhancements to the present tol?l/CRB
operations will, in turn, need to be made *to the planned
Cugtbtomer Billing Services System. As In the case o0f the
necesnary switch alterations, current preliminary estimates
reveal that these modifications will be very custly and
unable to be implemented without substantial delay.

This dircussion assumes that billing will occur for each
activatlion of Call Tracing Service, whether or not tho trace
i successfully completed. GTEFL is unaware of automated
waans  chrough which it is possible to bill for successful
tyaces only. The need to bill for unsuccessful traces will
lead to certain consumer dissatisfaction and reduced athrac-

4

vivensss of the service -- in short, a service that is infer-
ior to a subscription offering.

&y Farther analysis would be necessary to determine
with complete accuvacy the total, additional costs of provid-
ing ubiguitous, usage sensitive call tracing versus the pre-

Foerred subscriptioa offering. Nonetheless, the magnitude of

the changes reguired compels the conclusion that an uvbigui-

assuning that the technical problems can
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be overcome. There are no grounds upon which to justify the
time, affert and expense involved in provi.oing per use trac-
ing, especially when the relative benefits of doing sc remain
nerely speculative. Indeed, Public Counsel's petition merely
assumes that subscribers would prefer per call pricing,
rather than a flat rate; it offers no support for the asser-
tion that the current Florida Southern Bell subscription rate
structure and rate level for call tracing discourags "wide
vee and avallability of the service.%3 @TEFL believes that
costly and unnecessary alterations to the service ©s planned
can only raise the price of the cffering for all users.

Although the foregoing discussion has been limited to
matiters dealing with eguipment expenses, it should also be
notad  that Public Counsel's reguest, 1if adepted, will in-
crease adwministrative and personnel expenses. For instance,
implementation of an ubiquitous call trace service will
reguire staffing additions to existing Security Department
personnel beyond reasonable levels. This problem will not
arise under the subscription approach, which includes a
cartain “teke rate® by the potential population base.

5. Given the level of expense involved in tailoring
operations te allow an ubiguitous, usage sensitive call
rreaing service, the unreasonableness of Public Counse!'’s

gusted onse dollar per use charge for this service becomes

Ry

Public Counselis petition at 2, para. 5.
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immediately apparent. No complex calculations ave necessary
to deterwmine that a one dollar charge is no* within the realm
of econcmic possibility under these circumstances. FEven
assuming away the increased costs flowing from a usage-based
cffering, there is simply ne plausible basis for propusing a
$1.00 per use figure.

It has long been the policy of this Commission to price
discretionary services at levels which support uriversal
service. Under Public Counsel's proposal, the Company would
have to deploy a tremendous amount of capacity, investment
and expenss "up front," with recovery obtained only if the
service is utilized. GTEFL submits that it will never
recelve a return of its investment under the proposal con-
tained in Public Tounsel's petition.

L. The foregoing discussion dewmonstrates that Public
Counse.n's proposal to mandate usage sensitive call tracing
service at a one dollar rate is devoid of merit. Due to
technicel limitations, usage sensitive call tracing is cur-
rently infeasiole. The cost of removing these limitations
and instituting other, necessary changes would render this
type of offering economically infeasible. Finally, the
suggested one dellar charge is arbitrary and unreasonable.

Siven the lack of any factual basis to support *he
mumerous assunpiions upon which the petition ig based, GTREFL
helieves It warrants no further congidevation. However, if

seion wishes to formulate yules to govern call
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tracing, that objective would best be served by initiating a
docket separate from this Caller ID inguiry. The ineffi-
clencies inherent in defining call tracing reguirements in
the present proceeding can only result in delay in bringing
new technoelogy to the public.
Respectfully submitted this the 11lth day of October,

1990,

JAMES V. CARIDEC

THOMAS R. PARKER

WAYNE L. GOODRUM

JOSEPH W, FOSTER
e

THOMAS R. PARKER, Esg.
Associat: General Counsel
GTE Florida Intorporated
P.G. Box 110, wmC 7

Tampa, FL 33601-0110
Telephone 813-228-3087




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that & true copy of GTE PFlorida

Incorporated’s Answer to Public Counselfs Petition ln Docket

No. 891194~TL has been furnished by U.8. mail on the 11lth day

of, October, 1990, to the parties on the %?%Hmhﬁd list.
) By
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Thomas R. Parker
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Sba¥f Counsel
Florida Public Zervice
Commission
161 Bazt Gaines 3treet
Tallanasses, FL
32399003685

David B. Erwin

Mason, Brwin & Horton,PA
1311-A Paul Russell R4.
Suite 101

Tallashessee, FL 32301

Jack Shreve

Office of the Public
Counsel -~ ¢/o Florida

House of Representatives

The Capitol

Tallahassee,FL 32389-13C0

Lee L. Willis

Ausley, McHullon, McGehee,

Carothers & Prostor
P.O. Bow 391

Tallahassesa, T 32302

John A. Carroell, Je.
Hortheast Fla.Tel.Co.Inc.
130 WNorth Fourth Street
Macelenny, FL 22063-0485

Paprin Seay

The Florala Tel.Co.Inc.
B2 Horth Sth Street
P.O. Box 186

Florals, &L 316442

Harris R. Anthony
E. Barlow Xeener

c/0 Marshall M. Crissr, IIX

150 8o. HMonroe Streast
Suite 400

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Michael W. Tye

AT&T Communications, Inc.
Suite 8860

315 §. Calhoun Street
Tallabassee, FL 32301

Cheryl Phoenix, Director

Fla. Coalition Against
Domestic Violence

P.O. Box 532041

Orlando, FL 32853-2041

John H. Vaughan

St. Joseph Tel. & Tel.Co.
502 Fifth Street

Port &t. Joe, FL 32456

Charles L. Dennis
Indiantown Tel.Sys.Inc.
P.O. Box 277

Indiantown, FL 34956

Richard H. Brashear
ALLTEL ¥Florida, Inc.
206 White Avenue, S.E.
Live Oak, FL 32060

Alan K. Berg

Senioxr Attorney
United Tel.Co.of Fla.
P.0. Box 5000
Altamonte Springs, PL
32716~5000

James W. Tyler

Vista--United Tel.

3100 Bonnet Crk.Rd.

P.0. BOY 10180

Lake buena Vista, FL
32830

Thomas E. Wolfe
Sfouvthliand Tel. Co.
201 8. Pensacola Ave.
P.O. Box 37

Atmore, AL 36504

Lila D. Corbin
Quincy Tel. Co.

107 West Franklin St.
Quincy, FL 32351

A, D. Lanier
GCulf Tel. Co.
2.0. Box 1120
Perry, FL 32347

Glenn W. Mayne, Dir.
Fla. Dpt. of Gen.S8vcs
Div. of Communication
2737 Centerview Drive
Knight Eidg, Su. 110
Tallahassee, FL
323290950




