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John M. Leutza, Director


Telecommunications Division


California Public Utilities Commission


505 Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94102





Dear. Mr. Leutza:





The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) hereby files this protest to Pacific Bell’s (Pacific’s) Advice Letter (AL) No. 56-B,  submitted December 15, 1998.  ORA respectfully requests that the Commission deny without prejudice Pacific’s AL 56-B, which seeks to extend the promotional offering of Automatic Call Rejection (ACR) yet again, from the original proposal January 1, 1999,  through May of 1999.  Pacific’s initial request to offer this service gratis for a limited period of time to both subscribers of Caller ID service and to customers who choose not to subscribe to Caller ID service was an egregious enough affront to the principles of cost causation and of sound public policy.  





Pacific’s request to continue to extend for a full six months the offer of free ACR, a service which imposes network costs and requires significant software support, is out of line with all of its requests to increase astronomically the prices of essentially monopoly services such as 411 and other operator services, etc. ORA is well aware that the long term value of free ACR to Pacific is fewer customers with Complete Blocking,  hence enhanced marketability of Caller ID service. ORA does not believe the Commission should allow Pacific to attain this end by providing one costly service to “preferred” customers free of charge, while charging ever higher prices for basic services such as directory assistance and inside wire repair.





ORA cannot emphasize strongly enough for the Commission’s due consideration, that the Commission should not become inadvertently complicit in the long term marketing plans of Pacific Bell, especially where such plans may represent a detriment to network integrity and public policy goals.  Pacific has set aggressive product penetration goals for its Caller ID service in California, and has not met them. The continued requests for extensions of free ACR serve the dual purpose of offering a newer enhancement to customers who would otherwise be returning their Caller ID boxes and quitting their subscriptions, and of helping to switch more customers to Selective Blocking. These dual means serve only the long term revenue goals of Pacific Bell and SBC Communications but serve no public policy purpose for California or its local telecommunications customers.  





In contrast to other recent advice letter filings of Pacific, aimed at drawing as much revenue as possible from captive residential ratepayers ($1.10 for Directory Assistance, a price astronomically higher than its purported cost), AL 56B unfolds a strategy of providing services for free which impose both long term network and software costs (ACR) as well as inhibiting the use of the network by customers who choose to exercise their right to block their names and phone numbers from being transmitted on every call.  ACR service prohibits a call from being completed, not because the caller has misdialed or because of network problems, but because a called party has chosen to purchase a product to enhance his/her personal ability to obtain information about all incoming calls.  Knowing the name and number of the person who is calling is a luxury effected through software programming and customer premises equipment for identification purposes. Being able to reject a call because the caller is not transmitting the name and number is an even greater luxury and it is one that transmits a recorded message back to the caller.  If Pacific wants this Commission to believe it should be allowed to charge up to $1.10 for a 3 second call to 411 which may or may not result in the correct information being relayed to a caller, it certainly shouldn’t delude itself into believing the Commission thinks a more complex service like ACR which actually inhibits network access and call completion to unsuspecting callers, should be offered free of charge until Pacific has enough subscribers on the service to serve its profit goals and exercise the flexibility to charge for ACR.





ACR is a luxury and it should be priced like a luxury.  Pacific Bell’s customers deserve to receive appropriate price signals for the products they purchase, especially unsubsidized products like ACR which represent no benefit to promotion of universal service or to any other public policy goal associated with the public switched network.  Pacific’s cost submission for ACR indicates it does indeed cost an amount more than the very service for which Pacific is currently seeking a quadrupling of the current rate, 411. It does not meet the requirements of just and reasonable rate-setting for this Commission to continue to allow Pacific to fail to charge for a service which impacts its own cost structure and which imposes costs on users of the network who do not even subscribe to ACR.  ORA believes that dismissing Pacific’s AL 56-B without prejudice will send the proper signal to Pacific that this Commission does not condone extended free offerings of luxury services, especially those designed largely to undo customer choice about the customer’s own privacy (blocking options) and simply to add profit value to other optional services.





Respectfully Submitted,








David Morse


Consumer Issues Branch





cc: Pacific Bell
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David Morse


Sr. Manager�
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