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TSSUE_AND RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

ISSUE 13 Dowgs Caller ID violate Florida's wiretap statute or any other

provision of Florida or federal Taw?

RECOMMENDATION: No, Calier ID is not violative of any provision of Florida or

faderal Taw.

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should suspend the tariff until

the Flovida Supreme Court rules on the Motion for Rehearing ang¢/or

Maritication fHled by the Attorney General's Office in Shaktman.
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ISSUE 2. Should the proposed tariff by Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph
Company clarifying the circumstances under which nonpublished numbers will be
divuiged (T-89-506) be approved?

RECOMMENDATICN: Yes, the proposed tariff by Scuthern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company c¢larifying the circumstances under which nonpublished

numbers will be divulged should be approved.

ISSUE 3: Should the proposed tariff filing by Southern Bell Telephone ann
Telegraph Compary introducing Caller ID to TouchStar Service (V7-89-507) be
approved?

RECOMMENDATION: VYes. The proposed tariff filing by Souther . Bell Telephone

and Telegraph Company introducing Caller ID to TouchStar Service should be
spproved, The company should follow previously approved TouchStar procedures
for banded rate changes and veports. Additionally, Southern Bell should fite
quarterly reports on the status of Caller ID for a period of one year from ine
date of implementation of the tariff which include: which exchanges the
feature 1y offered, the number of published subscvibers, the number of
nonptiktished subscribers, total revenues, and the number and nature of any and

all compiaints regarding the feature.

SEE R TR
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ISSUE 4: Should Southern Bell be requived to add to its tariff an offering of
optional blecking at no charge to the customer for the following entities: (&)
private, non-profit, tax-exempt domestic violence intervention agencies; and
(b) federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies?

RECOMMENDATION. Yes, Southern Bell should be required to add to its tariff an
offering of optional blocking at no charge to the customer for the following
sntities: (a) private, non-profit, tax-exempt domestic violence intervuntion
agencies; and (b) federal, state, and local Taw enforcement agencies. The

changes shouid be fited no later than 10 days from the effective date of the

Calier ID tariff.

ISSUE §:  Sheuld this docket be closed?

EECOMMENDATION: Yes, this docket should be closed.
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CASE BACKGROUND

On June 19, 1984, the Commission approved a two-year frial of
TouchStar service in Orlando (Docket No. 840133-TL). This experiment was
extended for a third year and was completed on May 9, 1881, One of the
features offered during this trial was Call Monitor (now cailed Caller ID), a
frature whereby a calier's telephone number was displayed to fthe callca party
after the first ring. The usage sensitive rate structure of Call Monitor
coupled with the difficulty in obtaining the required CPE restricted this
service to a very Tew subscribers.

When TouchStar was reimplemented on a permarent basis in August 1988
(Docket Ho. 880791-TL), Call Monitor was not included. Southern Bell
Yelephone and Telagraph Company (Southern Bell) indicated that 1: would
further test the feature in other states and gather information from regional
Bell companies’ offerings in other parts of the country before reintroducing
i here.

Southern Beil filed two proposed tariff revisions on September 29,
1989, One adds Calier ID to its TouchStar features; the other filing proposes
clarifications regarding the divulgence of nonpublished telepnone nunbers.

5taff has saveral concerns with the appropriateness of this filing.
Among the concevns discussed in the body of this recommendation are the
peefulness of the sevrvice, its affect on nonpubiished subscribers, the privacy

concerns, and its compliance with state and federal wiretapping/trep-and-trace

Taws

by
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DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

ISSUE 1: Does Caller ID violate Florida's wiretap statute or any other
provision of Florida or federal law?
RECOMMENDATION: No, Caller ID is not violative of any provision of Florida or
federal law.
ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should suspend the tariff until
the Florida Supreme Court rules on the Motion for Rehearing and/or
Clarification filed by the Attorney General's Office in Shakiman.
STAFF ANALYSIS: When Southern Bell filed its Caller ID tariff, staff was
concerned with the legality of this offering. In particular, staff guestioned
whether either Florida's wiretap statute ¢r the State's constitutional privacy
provision were implicated by this filing. In response to our concerns,
Southern Bell waived the statutory tariff suspension deadline to allow sturf
additional time to research this issue. Staff has concluded that there is no
Finrida or federal %aw which would prohibit offering Caller ID.

Our initial guestion was whether Caller ID could be considered a
ntrap and trace device® so as to trigger Section 934.37, Florida Statutes,
which 1s the general prohibition on pen register and trap and trace tevice

use. Section 934.02(21), Florida Statutes, defines a trap and trace device as

follows:

“Trap and trace device" means a device which captures
the incoming electronic or other impulses which identify
the originating nuwber of an instrument or a device from
which a wire or electronic communication was transmitted.
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Clearly, Caller ID is not a "device which cautures” "impulses which
identify the originating number ..... " Rather, Caller ID itself is
programming within the central office. Further, even if Caller ID could be
classified as @ trap and trace device, it falls squarely within a statutory
exception to the general prohibition against the use of trap and trace
devices. This exception also covers the argument that could be made to the
effect that even 1+ Caller ID itself is not a trap and trace device, that the
CPE used in conjunction with Caller ID would be. Section 934.31, Florida
Statutes, provides:

{13y Evcept as provided in this section, no person may

install or use a pen register or a trap and trace
device without first obtaining a court oroer under s.
134.33.

{2y The prohibition of subsection (1) does not apply with
respect to the use of a pen register or a trap and
trace device by a provider of electronic or wire
communication service:

{c) Mhere the consent of the user of the service has
been obtained.

Thus, there s no legal nroblem with the use of trap and trace
devices, or pen registers for that matter, where the consent of the user of
the communication service has been obtained. The user who must consent will
differ, depending upon whether 1t is a pen register or frap and trace device
that 1s under consideration. For a pen register, the user who must consent is

the pevson dialing the call. For a trap and trace device, the user who must
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consent is the person yeceiving the call. This is the oaly interpretation
that makes sesse when you consider what these devices are used for when they
are used secretiy. A pen register would be used to gather Informatisn about
calls going nui, while a trap and trace device would monitor calls coming in.
Further, staff believes it 1s important to renamber that the whole
intent of the wiretap statute is to prevent third party surveiliance, not to
interfere with ordinary telephone service provided to and used by law-abiding
citizens in thelr daily affairs. This conclusion is bolstered when one
considers the definition contained in Section 934.02(4), Florida Statutes:
(4 “Electronic, mechanical, or other device” means any
device or appavatus which can be used to intercept a
wire, electronic, or oral communication other than:

(a) Any telephone ov telegraph instrument, equiiment,
or facility, or any component thereof:

1.  Furnished to tne subscriber or user by a
provider of wire or electronic communication
service in the ordinary course of its
husiness and being used by the subscriber oy
user in the ordinary course of its busincss
or turnished by such subscriber or user for
connection to the facilities of such service
and used in the ordinary course of its
business.

Thus, Caller I0 is no move a trap and trace device than an extension
telephone wouid be an savesdropping device.

Florida®ts wirsetan statute is modeled after the Electronic

Commurndcations Privacy Act of 1986, 18 USCA § 2510, the federal wiretap
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statute. The jegislative history of the federal act makes it clear that the
act aims o prevenrt third party intrusions. 1986 U.5. Code Cong. & Admin.
News 3557. The states of Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Hest Virginia
all have wiretap statutes that virtually mirror the federal act like Flovrida’s
statute does, and all four of these states have approved Caller ID. New
Jersey has a very similar wiretap act, but without the separate trap and trace
section, and New Jersey has also approved Caller ID.

In addition to concerns about the wiretap siatute, there appeared to
be one other law that Caller ID might violate: Florida's constitutional rieht
of privacy. Artizie I, Section 23, of the Florida Constitution provides:

Every natura’ person has the right to be let alone and free

from governmental intrusion into his private Tife exc:pt as

otherwise provided herein. This section shall not be

construed to Timit the publicts right of access to public
records and meetings as provided by law.

The key tn interpretation of this provision is that it provides
protection from governmental intrusion into one's private life. HMhile the
Florida Supreme Court has interpreted this provision very broadly, see In re
T.W., 14 Fla. L. Weekly 437, 498-9 (Fla. 1989) (revicwing the history of
interpretation of this section). we do not believe 1t would apply here because
Calier ID does not involve a governmental intrusion. Assuming for & moment

that Article I, Section 23 did apply, then one is forced to ask, "wnose

privacy has been invaved?” Following this through to its logical conclusion
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would require one to assert the proposition that there is a recognizable,
protected interest in being able to place anonymous calls, and Ffurther, that
this interest would override any expectations of privacy on the part of the
party receiving calls. Obviously, the citizens of Florida intended no such
vesult when they adopted Article I, Section 23.

The on’y case which has been discovered which arguably sheds light on
the question of Tthe legality of Caller ID is the recent opinion of tne Florida
Supreme Cour! in Shaktman_v. State, 14 Fla. L. Weekly 522 (Fla. 198%9).
(Attachment A). In Shaktman, the Court heid that installation of a pen
register by law enforcement did implicate Article I, Section 23, of the
Florida Constitution. The Court furthev held that to justify such an
intrusion, the compelling state interest test must be satisfiid. That test
was satisfied in Shaktman, the Court found, because law enforcement had a
founded suspicion and had met the criteria in Section 119.011, Florida
Statutes.

Staff doess not believe Shaktman creates any question about the
tegality of Caller ID. IF anything, staff believes that Shakiman reinforces
the interpretation that only governmental intrusions are prohibited by Article
I, Section 23. Staff also notes that Shaktman was decided before Chapter 934
was amended, effective Outober 1, 1988, to add a separate section deaiing with

the requirements which wmust be met by Taw enforcement before installation of a

pen register or trap and trace device.

In summavry, staff does not believe that Caller ID violates any




R O e e

SERIRGhE R

DOCKET NO. 891194-TL
DECEMBER 7 1989
provision of rlorida or federal law and staff recomsends that this tariff he

approved, subject to pelicy considerations raised in other issues.

ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALYSIS: The Florida Supreme Court filed its opinion in
Shakiman on October 12, 1989. On October 27, 1989, the Florida Attornay
General's CFfice (AGCO) filed a Motion for Rehearing and/or Clarification of
the Shaktman decision. The AGO's Motion raises several points regavding the
effect of this decision on certain aspects of criminal law and procedure.
However, at the end of the Motion, the Court is specifically asked to clarify
the applicability of Shaktman to Caller ID (Attachment B).

While stafy s satisfied with the legal analysis presented in the
primary recommendation, staff believes 1t would be remiss if It did not bring
the AGO's pending Motion to the Commission's attention. MWhile staff counsel
does not believe Shakiman bears upon this tariff, staff counsel is not so
pretentious as to c¢laim that her opinion is necessarily the only correct
opinion, or that it should be accepted on faith alone. Rather, the
Commission's act of approving this tariff filing should be based upon careful
examination and weighing of all the facts before it. In light of the
guestions raised in the AGD's Motion, the Commission might find it prudent to
defer ruling upon the legality of this tariff until the Florida Suprceme Court

rules on the AGO's Motion, 1n which case the Commission should suspend the

tariff pending such a ruling.
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ISSUE 2: Should the proposed tariff by Southern B«ll Telephone and Telegraph
Company clarifying the circumstances under which nonpublished numbers will be
divulged (7-89-5CG6) be approved?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the proposed tariff by Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company clarifying the circumstances under which nonpublished
numbers will be divulged (T-89-506) should be approved.

STAFF ANALYSIS: Southern Bell filed a tariff concurrently with its Caller ID
proposal to “clarify" when a nonlisted or nonpublished number may be forwa: ded
(Attachment C). The company claims that the intent of the tariff was alw-ys
to only allow customers the option of having their numbers omitted frem
divectory assistance and/or the directory listings. They state that it was
not the intent to make nonpublished numbers unavaliablie “to .he general
pubtic®, as the tariff presently states. Staff disagrees that this was always
the intent of the tariff, but recognizes that the intent of any offering may
change over time.

Southern Bell's proposed changes allow a customer to have his/her
number omitted from the directory only (nonlisted) but availahle through
directory assistance, or to have it omitted from both the directory and
divectory assistance (nonpublished). This is essentially how the service
works today (hence the company's claim of "clarification™), except that the

technology has been unavaiiable to obtain the number in another fashion. HKith

the availabitity of services such as Caller ID, this is no Tonger the case.
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The problem with allowing all nonpublished numbers to be blocked is
the service will be rendered ineffective. Anyone wishing to continue
committing crimes over the telephone would simply need to subscrive to a
nonpublished number,

New Jersey Bell's experience with Caller ID is that nonpublished
customers do not object to having their number forwarded. Surpricingly, the
majority of Caller ID customers there are reportedly nonpublished subscribers
as well. The primary purpose the vast majority of nonpubiished customevs have
when subscribing to the service is the avoidance of harassing or solicitous
calls, Caller ID enhances this purpose in that the customer can see the
number cailing before answering. His/her number will only be forwarded to
places called; strangers or cold-calling satesmen will still have no way to
ocbtain the number, OF course, RingMaster service as described in Issue 3 will
alleviate the problem altogether.

Florida subscribers have another avenue to curb cold-calling
solicitors. A customer may subscribe to a "No Sales Solicitation Calls®

Yisting to further thwart salesmen.

As mentioned previously, there is little history with regard to
Catler ID. The trial in Orlando did not automatically forward nonpublished
numbers. Staff has received several calls concerning this service, with some
from present and past nonpublished customers. These customers were in favor

of Caller ID because of its ability to allow them to screen incoming calls

. .
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without answering. Staff has received no unfavoy:rble calls from nonpublished
customers. '

We recognize the potential controversy this service may have with
nonpublisnad customers once implemented. MWe have recommended a raport
schedule for a period of one year that will allow staff to analyze any
possible complaints and make a determination whether this service needs to be
revisited (see Issue 3).

Staff recommends approval of this tariff as filed. Nonpublished

subscribers will sti11 have their privacy protected; blocking all nonpublished

numbers will only render the service ineffective.
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ISSUE 3: Should the proposed tariff filing by Suwuthern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company introducing Caller ID to TouchStar Service (T-89-507) be
approved?

RECOMMENCATION: Yes. The proposed tariff filing by Southern Bell Telephone
and Telegraph Company introducing Cailer ID to TouchStar Service should be
approved. The company should follow previously approved TouchStar procedures
for banded rat~ changes and reports. Additionally, Southern Bell should file
quarterly reports on the status of Caller ID for a period of one year fro» the
date of implementation of the tariff which include: which exchanges the
feature 1s offered, the number of published subscribers, the rumber of
nonpubiished subscribers, total revenues, and the number and nature of any und

all compiaints regarding the feature.
STAFF ANALYSIS: On September 29, 1989 Southern Bell Telephone and Teiegraph

Company (Southern Bell) filed proposed revisions to its General Subscriber
Service Tariff adding Caller ID to its TouchStar service (7-89-507,
Attachment D). Caller ID was previously available as Call Monitor with
TouchStar during its trial in Orlando from 1984-1988. However, the feature
was deleted when Southern Bell reintroduced TouchStar last year.

Caller IC 15 & central office based feature that allows the calling
party's number to be Turwarded to the terminating address of the cali. A
display unit is required and is placed in-line between the jack and
telephone. The terminal device dispiays the number to the called perty and
depending on the device purchased, stores the time and originating number in a

revolving wemory that can recall the last 25 or more numbers.

Y.
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Southern Bell is restricted from the manufacture and salz of these
units. They state, however, that the devices are readily availakble from
private vendors at a cost to an end user of between $50 and $80.

Cailer ID, like all TouchStar features, is dependant upon the new
Common Channel Signalling System Seven (CCSV) technology to function. Hhen a
call is placed, the originating digits are forwarded to the termirating
number's central office. The terminating office completes the call, and upon
determining that the customer is a Caller IU subscriber, forwards the
originating number after the first vring. The company's proposaed tariff doss
not allow any originating numbers %o be blocked from the terminating address.

Caller ID, because it is dependent on CCS7 to function, will only
forward numbers within and among CCS7-equipped central offices. Ho Inng
distance numbers ov numbers from non-CCS7 will be forwarded at the present
time. +35 CCS7 i5 implemented throughout the state, more numbers will be
avallable for transmission. Southern Bell does not have plan. to tvansmit any
fong distance numbers in the immediate future. However, as technology
progresses and CCST becomes ubiquitous among LECs throughout the state and/or
nation, long distance transmission of numbers may occur.

Caller ID is somewhat different from its predecessor, Call Monitor in
the Ortando triat. Catl Monitor did not automatically forward nonpublished
aumbers.  Another feature, Display Delete, could be added to allow the
originating caller (subscribing to TouchStar) to restrict his/her number from
petng Torwvarded., Caller ID as filed forwards all calls with no blocking by
the originating caller allowed (staff has proposed some blocking be allowed in

Tosua 43,
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The trial in Orlando did not prove fruttful for Call Monitor/Caller
10: very Tew customers subscribed to the feature and the company did not gain
much experience with jf. The company cited the Tow availability of CPE and
1ts usage sensitive rate structure ($10.00 per monch plus $.05 per incoming
number forwarded) as contributors to its low take rate. Southern Bell did
not, however, receive any complaints about the feature while it vas available
in Orlande.

The company did not offer Caller ID when it reintroduced TouchStar in
August of iast year. Southern Bell was still conducting market ressavch and
rostrycturing Caller ID's vates at that time, as well as monitoring its legal
concerns (see Issus 1) in other regional Bell terricories.

Southern Bell's costs for Calier ID were developed using a resource
cost methodology. These costs include long run incremental costs for the
feature plus an allocated portion of the joint incremental costs associated
with TouchStar sarvice. An example of a joint cost in the Calier ID cost
study is the feature package right-to-use fee. Although the fee is expensed
when the TouchStar package is installed, its cost is allocated swong the
separate features of the service. The monthly costs per Tine for Caller ID
are $2.77 for residential customers, and $3.62 for business tustomers.

Southern Bell developed a banded vate structure (flat rate, no usage
chargess for Caller ID simitar to other TouchStar features, but «f a higher

vate due to its higher costs and anticipated market value:

w] G
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FEATURE MIN MAX CURBENT

First Fealure Ordered (Call Return, Repeat
Diating, Call Selector, Preferred Call
Forwarding, Call Block)

Raesidential $ &.50 $ 6.00 $ 4.00

Businass .50 6.00 4.50
Call Tracing (as 1st feature)

Residential $ 2.50 $ 6.00 $ 4.00

Business 3.50 6.00 5.00
Proposed Calley ID (as 1st feature)

Residential $ 5.00 $12 .00 $ 7.50

Business 7.00 20.00 10,20
Fach additional feature (except Call Tracing)

Kesidential $ 2.50 $ 5.00 $ 3.00

Business 2.50 F.00 3.50
Cail Tracing (as additional feature)

Residential $ 2.50 $5.00 $ 4.00

Business 3.50 6.00 5.00

Proposed Caller ID (as additional feature)
Residential $ 5.00 $12.00 $ 7.50
Business 7.00 20.00 10.00

Southern Bell believes that its proposed structure is market based
and will provide the company with maximum contribution. Although staff is
concerned that the proposed rates may be a bit nigh, the Commission's policy

for discretionary services such as TouchStar is to allow the company to market

price these sevvices to maximize their contribution to local service. As long
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as Caller ID remains an ancillary service, this poricy is prudent.  However,
if Calier ID ever becomes so popular or necessary as to be closely associated
with local exchange service (as TouchTone is becoming), then a rate more
closely tied fto its costs may be justified.

Caller ID's engineering, function, rates, and cost methodology appear
appropriate in this filing. Staff's major concern with this tariff, along
with its companion in Issue 2, is the relative merits of the calling party's
privacy vs. the called party's privacy.

The called party's privacy was of primary concern when the telephone
industry was in its infancy. An operator connected all calls, rang the
terminating number and announced to the called party who was on the line.
Because ithe telephone was used primarily by businesses at the time, the
telephone operator was used much like the receptionist is today. Although
piactices varied widely among companies, this continued until traffic volumes
jncreased and operator time became more valuable. Speed became move important
and the operators increasingly connected calls without any announcement to the
called party. Finally, when direct dialing became available, although it was
(and is) still a common courtesy to announce one's identity upon coinnection,
the privacy of the person receiving the call began to fade. Through tae years
the smphasis has shifted to the ovrivacy of the calling party. Anonymous phone
tips, hotlines, abuse shelters, undercover police, etc. are all perceived now
as “legitimate” cases of calling party anonymity. Society has grown

accustomed to the Inhervent disadvantage the called party i¢ under with present

techrology.

18-
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Caller 1D, if approved, may help return pcivacy to the called party.
This will undoubtedly change the way each subscriber perceives his/her
telephone and 1ts use. Each time the contempiation to make a call arises. the
person must realize that his/her number may be forwarded to the number calied.

This feature will make it much more difficult to commit crimes over
the telephone. The fear alone of having one's number displayed saouid
significantly raduce the number of attempted harrassing and obscene calls. In
New Jersey, where the service has been in effect for about one year, the
penetration rate statewide is much less than 10% for Caller ID yet there fas
been a 49% decrease from the previous year in the number of har-assingfobscene
call complaints to New Jersey Bell's offices.

The legitimate privacy concerns of doctors, shelter., law
enforcement, etc. should not be ignored. The following examples are ways that
these entities may protect their privacy without necessitating blocking by the

Tocal exchange company:

EXAMPLE 1: A law enforcement agency conducts drug transactions and calls
informants over a nsnpublished Tine. In this case the agency may subscribe to
an outward-only trunk with a nonpublished number. Although the number would
st111 be forwarded, the called party could not Took the number up in the

telephone book or a cruss-reference directory (Southern Bell does not sell

nonpublished numbers to outside parties) and could not return the call, making
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the Caller ID function useless to the called party. Outward only trunks ave

available to law enforcement agencies and other entities who would request one

for these purposes.

EXAMELE g; A psychologist deals with emotionally unstable patients. 3She
employs &n answering service to allow her to return the calls of upset
patients without their knowledge of her personal nonpublished number. To
avoid hor number from belng forwarded, she may instruct the answering service
to bridge the call through to her or she may subscribe o Southern Bell's
RingMaster service, and have two numbers associated with her line. The
primary number §s the only one forwarded. She may choose to hook an answer-ng
machine to the primary number (and do away with her answering service) or not
answer it. The secondary number could be given to friends and relatives just
ke a ronpublished number is today. This is available to ai1 residential
subscribers so 't 1s conceivabie that obscene callers could try this
approach. However, the called party has the primary number and can initiate

an investigation by giving it to the company's security depa:tment.

In either of the above cases or any other, a call from a payphone or
through an operator would also circumvent Caller ID. Although there are ways
to get around 1t, statistics in New Jersey and other states suggest that

obscene callers are much fess Tikely to make an attempt in a Caller

W-available tervitory.
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Ceitics of the feature state that it does nothing that other
TouchStar features, namely Call Return and Call Tracing, do not do already.
Call Return automatically calls back the number that last called vou. This is
done by dialing XX* before another call comes in. Tne terminating address
will ring, but the digits are not displayed or audible to the call
originator. This allows the return of a call with no idea who it as that
called you. (Call Tracing sends a message to the security depariment of
Southern Bell that a number needs to be traced. Again this is activated by
dialing XX* before another call comes in. The subscriber must follow up the
action with a complaint to the company before the number will actually be
retreived and investigated. Again the called party does not know what number
Just called.

It ts truz that the combhination of these features will aid in the
identification of harrassing callers, however staff does not believe they
perform the identical function of Caller ID. Call Return, altnough it is
handy whep you just miss that call when returning home, does not lend itseif
well to controlling obscene calls. Call Tracing activation followed by a
complaint may eventually apprehend the harrassing calier, but the victim is
subject to repeated calls until the perpetrator is disconnected or he/she
would have to subscribe to another feature, Call Blocking, to avoid such calls

(Call Biocking 15 limited to blocking only three numbers).

These Teatures fail to provide possibly the most valtuable service of
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Caller ID: the ability to make an informed decision before answering the

call. As stated before, staff believes that it was never the intent of
Alexander Graham Bell to provide for anonymous phone calls over the network.
This phenomenon was simply a byproduct of the techrnoleogy developed at the
time. If Calier ID were invented concurrently with direct dialing, 1t is
reasonable to believe that it would be inconceivable for many peon’e to answer
& call without snowing the number cailing them today as it is inconceivable to
expect someone to open their door if someone had covered the peephole.

Caller ID, because it is a TouchStar feature, shouid be subject {0
the same requirements this Commission has imposed upon TouchSta.: service.
Namely the company should include Caller ID in any and all reports on
TouchStar service that are presently required. Additionally, because this
feature has relatively 1ittle history behind it and could be highly
controversial, staff recommends that Southern Bell file quartzrly reports on
the status of Catler ID which include the following: which exchanges the
feature is of'feved, the number of published and nonpublished subscribers,
total revenues, and the number and nature of any and all comple¢ints regarding
this feature. These reports should be filed for one year from the date of
implementation of the tariff. Staff will analyze these reports and any
complaints Tiled with the Commission and determine in one year whether this
feature needs revisiting.

Staff believes Southern Bell's Tariff filing is apuropriate. The

r.tes and cost methodology are consistent with other ToucnStar features, and

the service provides additional privacy to the called party that is not
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currently offered, Because of these reasons and the others contained in this

recommendation, staff beliieves That the company's Caller ID filing should be

approved with the reporting requirements mentioned above and provided it makes

the amendments requested in Issue 4 concerning blocking.
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JISSUE 4: Should Southern Bell be vequired to add .o its tariff an offering of
optional blocking at no charge to the customer for the following entities: (al
private, non-nrofit, tax-exempt domestic violence intervention agencies; and
(b) federal, state, and local lew enforcement agencins?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, Southern Bell should be required to add to its tariff an
offering of optional blocking at no charge to the customer for the foliowing
entities: (a) private, non-profit, tax-exempt domestic violence intervention
agencies: and (b) federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies. The
changes should be filed no later than 10 days from the effective date of the
Caller ID tariff.

STAFE ANALYSIS: Although the company has presented several alternatives thut
Tegitimate entities may use to circumvent the service withoi t the necessity
for biocking, ¢taff believes that there may be some instances where such an
agency way requive some blocking to effectively conduct its business. Abuse
shelters may be unable to maintain communication between an abuse victim and
the family without the numbev being blocked. Law enforcement agencies may as
well be unable to effectively conduct investigations if their number is
forwarded. In these instances, if the company cannot provide ore of these
customers with a mutually agreed-upon service without blocking, the customer
should have the choice of having some or all of its numbers blocked at no
charge. Southern Be)1 should file this provision no later than 10 days from

the effective date of the Caller ID tariff.

Pl
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ISSUE $: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMMENDATION: VYes, this docket should be closed.

STAFF ANALYSTS: With the approval of staff's recommendations in Issues !
through 4, this docket may be closed.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PLORTDA

Mﬂ 4y
CASE NUMBER 72,292 g -
C}c'-? mg{ “P’w b
| BERNARD SHAKTMAN, et al., ) mﬁ% &L,ger coug
. -«wm‘“,% j
‘Peticioner, ) Wé;x ey
v, : ) MOTION POR REHEARING
AND/OR CLARIFICATION
STATE OF FLORIDA, )
Raspondent . )

RESPONDENT, the State of Florida, by and through the
‘ undersigned oounsel, pursuant to Rule $.330, Fla.R.App.P., files
this. Motion for hehearing snd/er Clarification and as reasons

Ctherefore says:s

e By this Court's Opinion of Octeber 12, 198Y, the

Court hes approved the decision of the District Court of app=al,

whird Diﬁtr#ﬁﬁg in Bhaktman v, State, 529 So.2@ 711 {(Fla. 348 BpCA
‘ l@ﬁﬁ)p and mxpressly answered in the affirmative the two

guestions certified as being of great public importance, to wit:

{1} WHEYHER ARTICLE I, SECTION 23,
P fHE FLORIDA  CONSTITUTION IS
IHPLICATED WHEN A LAW ENFORCEMENT
ROEMCY INSTALLS A PEN  RESISTER
DEVICE O THE TELEPHONE OF AN
ITRDTWVIDDAL Y

2y IF THE BANSWER TO (1) IS8 YES,
THEN I8 THE LOMPELLING ETATE
INTEREST TEST SATISPIED IPF THE LAW
ENPORCEHMENT ACGENCY INVOLVED IN THE
INSTALLATION HAS FPOUNDRED SUSPICION
AND MERTE THE CRITERIA ESTABLISHED
BY SECTIONS 113.011(3)(a), (b)), (e)
AND 119,011 (4)?

2. in rendering itz Cginion, Respondent respectfully
pugaests this Couet bhas overlooked and wmisepprehended the 19R2
Amendment o Arvsicls I, Section 17 of the Constitution of Florida
and  the integrelationshlipy of that provision with Article I,
gsection 23 of thoe Qonstitution of Florida. Indeed, the only

reference oo Article I, section 12 in this Court's Opinion is

zontaiued in fomtrnobe 8 on page 5 as follows:

i 029
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We add that the district court

.eoncluded and the petltioners now

concedse that Article I, section 12

of the Florids Censtitution, is not

implicated by the facts of this

case.

 Such a‘statement‘ia a misinterpretation of the position of the
. Petitioner and of the pistrict Court belew, and is in direct

. cocntravention of the language of article I, Section 12 and the

"' .case law of thic State.

3. At trial  and in the Distriet Court below,
Petitioners - strenuously argued that the obtaining of a pen
register ‘without & search warrant was in direct contravention of

 %£&£@1& I, Section 12, even though 4t satisfied the Fourth
Amendment. tn it Brief to this Court, at page 14, however,
petitioners £inally conceded that the use of a pen register

‘withmut a ocourt order aid not vielate Article I, Section 12 of

| the Flozida C@nﬁritu:ion or the Fourth Amendment.

fn tt¢s opiaion below, the District Court axpressly
:ejecﬁm& the petitioners' contention that the wse of pen
registers withowt a warrant pubverted the beoader scope of
Articla %, Beotlon 12 (529 So.2d &t p. 714-718), or that it
_violated Article I, Gection 12 (529 So.2d at 717). Fowever, it
w8y expr@&siy hecause of the intercelationship between srticle I,
sections 12 jauﬁ 23,‘ that the DbDistrict Court certified its
Aquasticns to this vourt (525 50,24 at 716-719).
‘ Thema ig & sub&tantial difference between asserting
that article X, section 12, is not violated and saying that it is
“not jmplicated.  ‘The express wording of aArticle I, Section 12
reflects otherwise.

4. gestion 12. Searches and seizures.

whe right of the people to be
gecure in  thelr persons, houses,

papers and effects against
unreagonsble sesrches and selzuresd,
and . against the unreasonable
Thtarcoptlon oF Private

Bemunieationg by . any means, shall
B e viplBted.  No warrant shall
be  imsued - except upon  probable
CBUSE supported by affidavit,
pmftiwwlmr}j depcribing the place
sr plases  to be mearched, the
PRYSON O pPRYSonsg, thing or things

(2) 030




e be .seized, the communication to
be “intercepted, and the nature of
evidence to be  obtained. This
right shall be conatrued in
conformity with the 4th Amendment
to the United Btates Constitution,
as jnterpreted by the United States
Supreme  Court. - Articles or
information obtained in violation
14 thie gight ghall not . ke
admigsible  in evidence if such
drtieles .or information would be
inadmisgible under decisions of the
United. Gtates Supreme ' Court
cangtrulng. the 4th Amendment to the
United States Constitution.

3 fThe underlinéd portions of Article I, Section 12, set out above,
I pc;eatly3raflect itm applicability in the area of interception of

fﬂbmwunicétidna. The applicablility of Article I, Section 12 is

. ‘more than merely incidental., Indeed in Tollett v. State, 272
:§6.2d”49ngrla.‘1973)¢ this Court noted that the 1968 revision of
. the Constitucion of Florida had moditied the former provision of

| the Declaration of Rights set out in Section 22 of the 1885

f;COnsﬁicukiph, of Florida, Instead of a provision which merely
mirzared the Pourth Amendment, the new 1668 Constitution
Vjv' expressly gygranted the protectlion of privacy in the area of

- communicatiens. - Likewise, in State v. Sarmiento, 397 So.2d 643

(Fla; 1981).‘&zt1¢le T Seétion,lz was looked to as the basis for
| i;ﬁotding: ,gt@atér fmivacy ~in  the area of intercepted
communications than afforded under the United States
ﬂf' | Constitution. ' :
i Accordingly. when Article I, GSection 23 was added to
the Constitution of Plorlida in 1980, the majority of commentators

. noted that the new provision on privacy had a sphere separate and

digtinct from Article I, Sectlon 12. Sge, Cope, To Be Let Alone:

Florida's Proposed Right of Privacy, & Fla.sSt.U.L.Rev. 673 at

P« 723 (1978); Cope. ;Ammguibck ”;_.nok At Florida's New Right Of

k #:1vacg, 55 ®la, B.J. 12 (1981)7 Jackson, Interpreting Florida's
New C nstitution Right Of Privaey, 33 U.Fla.L.Rev. 565 at p. 530

- {1881); But_ sse, bore, Of Rights Lost And Gained, 6 Fla.St.L.Rev.

S 609 at Po 855 (1978}, Indzed, the Rules of Construction set

forth in Article %, Section 12(a) of the Constitution of Florida
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#uﬁéataﬂ fﬁat @h@ laﬁguagé of aArticle I, Sectien 23, ¥...except
as otherwise provided herein,” be construed as a refersnce to the
entirve vongtlontion, therefore, in particular articl o %,
‘Beation 12.

Buch  analysis {s also conslistent with this Court's

decision in Shevin v. Byron, Rarless, Schaffler, Reid and Assoc,

Ing., 379 So.2d €33, 636-63% (Fla. 1980). Thet case, alchough
decided  prior te the sdoption of Article I, Section 23,
rdiffmtenti@twﬂ Betwesn the privacy interests in being secure from
‘unw&rrﬂnt@d govermwaental survelllance and intrusion inte one's
private affaizg grotected by the Fourth Amendment and Article I,
“Section 32, of the Florida Censtitutlion; and the privacy
interests in declisional auvtonomy ip personally intimate matters
“and  in prmﬁwmﬁimm againet disoclosure of personal matters for
whiuh‘grutewtiun must be sought elsewhere. The privacy amendment
added in Artiole I, Section 23, while ohvicus'y deslgned to £1ld
that goid, need wot be Been as intreding on that aces alruady
eavered by Briicle I, Sewtion 12 of the Constitution of Florida
3. Bwen  if  thig interpretation were not mandated
#olaly by the language 0f the two Constitutional provisions, it
.45 zeinforved by the recegnition sthat voters of Florlda expressly
s oanded Article 1, Seotien 12 of the Constitutiom in 1982, two
yaprs afier adding Bection 23. lLong standing rules of statutory
construction Jdigtete thsi the specific controls the general and

] 532

Lhat later ensvtments oonterol earlier ones. State v, Diers,

Be. 28 L27L (¥ila, L988). Up until the Opinlon in thir case, this

Court had ~onsistently held that the 1982 Amendment of Article ¥,

 $e¢tﬂwn 12 prevailed, notwithstanding the general privacy

A1

Hume, 512 So.2d

provieion in Arvicle t, deutlon 23, Srate v,

188, Lug FPLa 1987) e with the State that our right-

Section 23 of the Florida

Of=pr fvaay plaion,

Constiby don  Joes Aot medify  the applleability of Arxticle I,

Section 13, pavticalacly slsoe  the people adopted Section 23

Saction 12)y: Medsen v, State, 521 So.2d 110

L

3, Hume... we beld that che vecording...

o
{4 ) B3 D der




does not viciate the newly adepted Article 7, Fection 12 of the

Frovidam Congtitution... We also rejected the contention chat sur

glght~of-privecy provision under Article I, Section 23 of cthe

Florvida Constitutlon prehibicted this type of evidenre).

2130, 8tate v. Welker, 536 Bo.2d 107 (Fla. 1988) (ralving on

Arvicle L, Section 12, despite the dissent relying on Avticle I,

Section 23} Rasmesgen v. Sowth Florida Bloed Services, S00 $o.28

533, 538 =n. 5  (Fia. 1987) (intrusions into 9privacy during
criminal invegriyations are generally protected By the
seohibition against unreasonable search and selzure. See,
Art. X, § 12, Fla. Jonst.).

This ana.ysis iz entirely consistent with this Courtts

long standing principles. Indeed, in 8Sylvester v. Tindall, 154

Fla. 270, 1B So.2d 5892 {1%44), the Court stated:

3 general rwle Is that no one
provision of the censtitution is to
e sepurated from all the cthers,
tw be oonsidered alonme, but that
2ld  previgions bearing upon a
particul sy subject are to b
eouwght  inte view and to bg 80
interpreted as  to effectuate the
great purposes of the ilustrument.
Thas @ oconstitutional amendment
beeomes & part of the constitution
and  wmust  be construed in  pari
materia with all of those portions
of the econstitution whiech have a
bearlay en the same subject. But a
somewhat different rule prevails if

a. congtitutionsl amendment
conflirgs with pre-exlisting
provisioas.  In 1L Amdr., Sec. 54,
Do 063, 1%t i3 well saids
a new congtitutional
provision adopted by a people
already hawing well-defined

insvitutions and systems of law
should not  be construed as
intended to abolish the formey
gystem, exgept in so far as the

@l or duy is in manifest
rEpRgnaence Lo the new
Constitution, but such a
provision sbhould ke read in the
iight @f the former law and
eginting systen. Anendments
howavey , are usually asdopted by

3 press purpose of wmaking
in the existing svstem.
it i3 wery likely that

may orise Letwesn  an
ent  and  portions  of  a

s d cut lon sdopted ar an




eaglier time. In such a case
the rule is firmly established
that an amendment duly adopted
ig part of the Constitution and
is to be construed accordingly.
It cannot be questioned on the
ground  that it conflicts with
sre-sxigting provisions. 1¢
therd i3 a real inconsistency,
the amendment must prevail
besause it ig the latest
expregsion of the will of the
necple.” [Emphasis added.]

18 80.2d4 at %00-301.

An broad as the general Right of Privacy guaranteed by
Article I, Section 23, may be interpreted in other aress, see, In

Re: T.W., ... S0.28 _ (Fla. #74,143, Opinlon filed October 5,

1889), 24 P.L.YW. 4857, it cennot be held to supplant and override
the specific subseguent amendment of Article I, Section 12, of

the Plorida Constitution.

6. ¥ alevate what has heretofore been expressed

solely as a dissenting position, see, State v, Welker, supra at

p. 1021 ({Barkett, J., dissenting); Bernie v. State, 524 So0.2d

288, 1900 {Barkett, J., disgenting)s; State v. Hume, gupra at

Ps 190 (Barkett, J., dissenting), to that of the opinion of the
Cour -, withovt overiuling or even eyplanation of prior precedent,
can oreate nething Lless than confusion among the bench, the bar,
and the law enforzement officials who must comply with such
inconsigtent prunovicements.

T 4 pignificant fagtor in this Court's decision is
the assumption that the telephone numbers diaied or transmitted
to the telephone company are not intended to be communicated to &
third prrey. Recent technological advances in optional telephone
eguipnent seriously undermine ¢his assumption. Eguipment is now
being test marketed in the ﬁrlan&w area and may soon be available
statewide, as it alresady is in other states, by which the
telephone facllity called will be able to display the telephone
nymb.s of the caller, even hefore the phone Is ansvwered. {see
attrched exhibis.) Hence, without knowing whether the receiving
Phﬁnw i egulpped with sweh o feature, or who ls viewing the

information &t the revelving end, the caller may be exposing the

© 034




such

nwiber he has dialed from without rvealizing or
disulogure, and without the phone being answersd, How realiscic

chen s ore assumption that such infuormation i shared only

g}

© that

b

batween the caller and the phone company? HBorecvar ,  if

0

fnformation is wo longer capable of being malnteinsd ag private,
how 4 1t protectible wuwnder either Arcicle I, Section 12 or
Section 237 How would this expectation of privacy be changed if
the telephons company changed its bllling practice to use message
unii ‘billing, where time and distance are expressly noted for
billing purpnse?

Byun without therne technolagical advances, the
agsumption that Pecitioners hed any cocnizable privacy interest
iz guestionable at best. Plorida Statute § 364.31(a} imposas a
duty upon all telephone, companies to veport to the sheriff of any
uwffectad oounty any informavion that the service ls being used in
violation ©f the laws prohibiting bookmakirg or other gambling.

Snid stabuic luposes upon each telephone company the duty to

1

W

b

grovide  all veasonable means ho ascertain  if any  of it

faeiiivies ars belny so wsed. Sae, sectlion 364.31(h).
Aoospdingly, Respondent respectfully suggests that this

foprt Chas  overlocked  or niszapprebended its  own decision in

winfleld v, wivieiou of Pari-Mutuel Wagering, 4%7 So.2d 544 (Fla.

LBBS) . Wintiedd recognizes thzt the threshold question is
whether the law recdgnlzes a leglitimate expectation of privacy to
ezigt in the first place. Jfd. at p. 547. In the instant cause.
there wag oo sueh prior recognition by case lavw, statute, or
arhezwicz., Indend, pricr to this case, the only Florids case on

the subject way Yarbrough v, State, 473 80.24 766 (Fla. lst DCA

1588), whiech ezpressly fullowed Bmith v, HMarvland, 442 U.8%. 735,

98 H.0e.  2ET77. &) LLBALEA 220 {19793, in bolding  that  an

have 2 legitimate eupectation of privecy with

wagnsd  tn pusbers dialed  inte a2 commercial telepbone  system.

law, o

Lo AT sepe  wmanifzstation by way of statbwule,

munsumption of & legitimate expeciation of privacy
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8. But even if it iz accepted that there is a
protectible privacy interest in the telephone numbers dlaled, the
Cpinion of this Court has legislated a procedure which is heyond

that utilized in Winfield, supra, and beyond that manda: ad by the

Florida Legiglature.
In itg Opinion at page 6, the Court states:

avelo  dJuatify the intrusion into
private lives by the use of & pen
reglster, Article I, Section 23,
tequires that the State demonstrate
two things. First, 1t must show a
reasonable founded guspicion <t¢hat
the telephone line was being used
for a criminal purpose...

Winfield, however, involved no pre-intrusion showing of a

reasonable founded suspicion to a judge, rather the Department of
Business Regulasticn issved subpoenas to obtain banking records of
individusls it was Investigating. Id. at p. 546. Winfield

expressly noted that it was up to the invesuigating agency rather

n

than the bank ¢r the depositor to calculate what is and is not

relevent to itg investigation. Jd4. at p. 548. Indeed, subpoenas
neretofore issued Yy the State Attorneys of Florida, like grand
Jury  subposnas, are  immune from requirement of showing
aterialivy in compelling production of testimony and documentary

evidenze. JImparato v. Spiceola, 238 B0.2d 509 (Fla. 2d DCA 1970);

Btate v, Nationul Research Systems, Inc., 459 S0.2d 1134 (¥la. 34

DCa 1984).
Most importantly, Winfield imposed no requirement that

the bank records soucht were being used for a oriminal purpose,
ratber zeguired that the subpoenas, “were reagonably calculated
to obtain information relevant to a state investigation.® 548
S¢.28 st p. S48,, Pen registers and trap and trace devices are
not  only utilized inw cases wheve the parties to the phone
gonrersation ave actively engaged in the planniug or discussing
eriminegl activity. Sveh devieces are useful law enforcement tools
in locating escapses, fugitives, kidpappers, and oethers who,
githough not setively planning new ¢rimes, use the telephons to

sontact friends end/or relatives, thereby ereating leads which

® 036
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may resul+ ia prompt apprehension. Oftentimes, these devices are
sttashed to telephone equipment with the capperation of the
subsoriber, yet, this Court's holding iz so broad $0 as  to
gr&c&ad@ the installation of guch devices because of the "privacy
righte® of the person on the other end of the telephone, and the
inability tc establish a current eriminal purpose.

o, rinally, in legislating this new procedure, it is
respectfnlly suggested that this Court has overlocked and
migapprebonded the will of the people. In response to the
Electronic Communications Privacy Act of 1986, Pub.L. $9-508, 100
Stat., 1848, the Plorida Legislature passs Chapter B88-184 Laws of
Plorids whieh se® out a statutory procedore fov obtaining pen
reglisters and £rapfan5 trace devices. Florida Statute §§5 934.31,
934,32, 934.33 and 934.34 (1988). satld statute contains no
reguirement of demonstrating a “rpagonable founded suspicion vhat
the telephons line was being wsed for a criminal purpose,” rather
it cteguires, *a certification by the applicant that the
inforpation likely te be obtained is relevant to an ongning
eyiminal investigation being conducted by the investigating
agency.®  Florida Stutute § 934.32(2) (b). In its most recent
leglizlative general seapion, the Legislature passed
“hapter 89-269 Lawz of Fiorids and expressly added to Florida
Gtatute § 934.33 1 sectian‘ta provide:

(5 &  wourt may not require
CGremter EpPECiiiCLty  or  additional
information beyond that which 15
Teguired under s, 934,32 and Ethis
Bection A8 8 reguisite for i3suing

an erder o as  provided in _ this
sestion.

when these two isgislative enactwents are examiped in
Tight ef acticle I, Sectien 12, it is clear that most recent
ewpression of the people is to bind the courtis of this state to
ghe speeifie interpretations of the Supreme Court of the United
Staves, apd to exclnde from evidence only those articles or

infeomation which would e insdmissible under decisions of the

Pl nmd  Stares Supreme  Court construing the Fourth amendment, .

s
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Bew, Burnic V. Btate. guprs. FPor this Jouwrs

Pricy

and more onerous procedures for the issvance of pen registers 1
o ignore the concepts of SBeparation of Powers set forth in
artiele Y¥, Seetvion 33 to ignore the Rules of Constructla  get
Forth in Article ¥, Section 12; and to flout ths will of the
people ag  set forth in  the 19682 amendment o Article I,
Seurion 12 of the Constitution of ¥leorida. If cthis Court chooses
e de so, then the Respondent suggests that the rewedy of
gxolusion of evidence is  inappropriste, wnwarranied  and
astitherical to article X, Seetion 12.

“he Rwepoyndent 13 elso unsure and concerred as to hhe
reach of the i{n~tant opinion. Setate Avterneys traditionally
egereise beoad lnvestigatery powers pursuant to Florida Statutes

; : % %7.04. Invariably, subpoepae so0  ilsgsued, o some  extent,

! N igpinge upon privaey rcights, Concelvably, this Court has now
vhtiated the aucthority of the State Attorneys, or for that matter
grand durien, (Pleovida Statutes § 905.1L88) to obtain evidence by
wirtioe of chelr supboena powers without any further showing,

WHEREFORE, Hespondent prays that this Motion for

y hetraying  be gronted  and' that  this  Couwrt®’s  dJdeclsion  of
Gonmisey A, 198%, ke withdrawn and clerified {n the following
ety

The interrelationships to Artiele I, Sections 12

o
fol

and 2%, and the conilliceting decislions of this
Courk,

<3 The applicability of this Court's decision to trap
and trave dewvices, Including ones soon to  be
ceadily avéilmble te the general public.

i) The applicebilicy of this Couwrt’s decision to
consensnal  pen  reglster  and trap and trace
davices,

3 Phe  appllizability of this Ceourt's decision to
nihey  telephone  company information  such  as

¥ spbscribey information, toll records, and special

fenkure devices, suech as ecall walting and




forvarding, which information ig currently

obtainable by suphoena.

8

@) Phe applicability of this Couwrt's decigion
other records zuch as bank records, subpoenzed by
the State httorney or the grand Jjury.

arelisiong of

£ Whethaer evidences admissible under the
the Hupreme Court of the United States, the Fourth
amendment, and Article I, Sectien 12 wof the
Plorida Constitution is nonetheless exulodable

under Article I, Section 237

Resperotfully gubnicted,

ROBERE A. BUTYHRWORYH JANET RENO
attorney Genarsl BLhate Attorngy

A. %@JZM/

JORL D . CENBLATT
A&miwtam Btate ntrmrn@
¥lorida mar 2 120682 -

ﬁys

(MTCHREL, T R TAARD
7 Begistant Atborney Genezal
Daprrtmant of Legal Affalrs

441 W.W. Znd Avenue . 1351 ®.W. 1l2th Stz @@
Buite w921 Miami, Florida 3312
Miani, Morida 323128 {305} S47-7093

ERYTFICATE OF SERIVCE

¥ ERRERY CERTIFY that & true aznd correct copy of the
above ond foregoling wan forwarded to Mel Black, Attorney fov
paviviener, $53% Southwest 27bh  Avenve, Suite 202, Miami,

b
Piogida 33133, on this the ;Zu¢$” day of Cotober, 1989.

iﬁl?ﬂ ;::0 /I:/ G h o A %’Zf

fOBBL D.- ROSENBLATT
Assistant State Attorney
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gﬁﬂ@wa tymz to view the

nramber of the caller before
you answer the phone.

Coallers 1D las ?w wiew the telephone mumber of
av incoming call on a eustoraer provided display
wnit 99 you con identify who is calling before you
ansugr the phone.

MOTE: Caller# 1D reguires an sddidonal piece
of ecniiprent 1 ke provided by the customer
~gither & smell displey unis os 2 divplay

wlaphone.

How does it work?

o Follow the instruetions provided by dhe
menwinerar for sening vp your displey undt
or display wlephone. .

# The telephone number of the perty calling
you will be displaved afer the first ring.

Aoy othor lnportant points?

» Sines the Callere 1D works avtomatizaliy,
dhare nfe no aetivetion/desctivation
reQuivernents.

o Rapante ol and RenuneCall cuneaness ain
wse tepllore 1 for idenddfying which nomber
is seaponsible for spestal ﬂn%rl:m. Thiaia
espseially heipful when you huve severs!
Repentelolls and/or Returne Calls active

ot the same dme,

% Primity « Call cusgorness can wee Callers 1D
w idenrify exactly from which PriotitysCall
number tne call is coming.

o When you racetve 8 eall rom cuwside your
apecifie service area (sve Servics Arco insert)
s special messsge will appear on your display
uidt o taleshone insvead of the telephone
numaber. Cheek vour displey unlt ivarrsetions
o determing what smeesage will be divplayed.

[ S S
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Attachmant €

& BB Lowhado 150 West Flagler Steet, Suite 1601
Agzigiam Vice Prasident- Miami, Floride 33100
flagatory Relations 305 530-5330

September 29, 1989

e N i N e sy
g”‘%j !i:m %&m E %ﬁg %?:::a L\z{:
Mr, Walter U'Haeseleer
Director, Division of Communications SEP
Florida Public ZBervice Commission )
101 Bast Gainee Street Fiorida Public Serwce Commission
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 Commuaication Deparlment

bear Mr. DfHacsgelieer:

Pursuant to Florida Btatute 364.0% we are filing her-with
revigions to our Geneval Subscriber Service Tariff. Following
are the affected pages:

General Subscriber Service Tariff

Bection Al - Third Revised Page 12
Section A6 ~ Fifth Revised Page 2
Section A6 - Contents Page, Fourth Revised Page 1

"his tariff £iling proposes to clarify the conditicns under
which a number #ssociated with a non-published listing may be
discloged.

The following attachment provides additional supporting and
gxplanatory information for the proposed tariff revicion. This
attachment constitutes a comprehensive package which fulfills

the basic x@quxrem@ntg for supporting data specified in Rule
25-9.05.

Attachment A - Executive Summary
Your considerstion and approval will be appreciated,

Yours very truly,

Lo e

(,.‘ T PO PECA

Gtitachmenk

<o
o
s




G

NI e DR

P € 60
[=89-

Soo%hern Bell - Florida
Attachment A
Page 1 of 1

ERECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section A6.4.A (Non-Published (Private) Listing) of the General
Subscriber fervice Tariff is being revised to clarifvy the
conditions under which a number associated with 2 non-published

listing may be disclosed.

A non-published listing is not listed in either the alphabetical
section of the Company’s directory or directory assistance
records ard will not be furnished by the Company upon reguest of
a calling party. This has always been the intent of the taviff.
However, with today's technology there are various ways that a
number associated with a non-published listing may be disclosed.
Due to changes in technology, a tariff revision is necessary (o
clerify that the telephone number of the calling party may be
disclosed if the called party has the necessary ecuipment that
can receive and/or disclose incoming telephone numbers.

This filing offers a better understanding of the conditions
under which a non-published telephone number is offered and may

be discleosed.
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SOUTHERN SELL TELEPHONE GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF Third E’ el
AHND TELEGRAPH COMPANY Cancsls m&:und Hevised
—y

FLORIDA , . B
ISSUED: Sentorber 28,1904, ~e-rdreri g7 L ZFFECTIVE: November 29, 1959
BY: Vice President — S N

Miami, Florida e G

Al DEFINITION OF TERMS

NETWORK INTERFACE
8. The Network Interface is a standard Registration Program Jack of equivaient provided by the
Corapany as a part of exchange access, WATS, or Private Line Services.'
b, The Network Interface will be located inside the subscriber premises.
¢.  All premises seyvices will connect to the telecommunications petwork through the Network Interface.
Denotes 2 porizble plug-ended device, without active elements, consisting of 2 muliwinding wansformer

and manual line switches desipned 10 bridge two or more, but not o exceed five, of the lines appearing on
Four-trutto and six-button key telephone stations equipped with both hold and Hllumination features.

NON-L}%%* TELEPHONE LISTING Ww«vst’gw-—"w TP TUIPUTNUSIPIT RN o
Amm, ; g&g ,mg ggm “of the Company’s dlrmwry, but is mammzrwd 07 (Ol

ta & ml&’m Py i
%% ;“,_m.a g" 2o

%f{m MW@%WET w““h"’"( 2
ction of the Company’s directory or dizeciory. . (Y b

" _ e
asszstance rewrdr aﬂd wiII not be furmsﬁxed upem request of a calling party. el da
WW - o 4™ E‘ cﬁ:xm N‘sé" b ‘}A\A\#Q('L' o

PARTY L%N'El SEvigE S e P ,LM_*, Ny

See "Exchange Service".
PATRON

‘The term “Pacron" a5 used in connection with composite data service, denotes & subscriber 1o the data
switching services of 2 Composite Data Service Vendor,

PERSOMN-TO-PERSON CALL
See "Lony Disteace Message Telecommunrications Service".

FREMISES (SAME)

The term “Same Premises” shall be interpreted to mean: (a) the building or buildings. together with the
surrounding land occupied or used in the conduct of one establishment or business, or as a residence, and
a0t interrected by a public thoroughfare or by properiy occupied by others; or (b} the portion of the
buiiding occupied by the subscriber. either in the conduct of his business or as a residence, ard not
intersected by a public corridor or by space occupied by others; ov (v) the building or portion of @
puilding occupied by the subscriber in the conduct of his business and as a residence provided both the
business and the residence bear the same street address; or (d) the continuous property operated as a
single farra whether Gr ot intersected by & public thoroughfare.

PRIMARY INSTRUMENT
Primary nstrument includes both wall mounted and desk set types of rotary dial and Touch-Tone -
telepnone instrumends or such other instrument approved uader tariff by the Commission.

Mate :  When any Network Interface other than a miniature-nodular type is used in the
provision of a Network Interface, the current charge for such Network Interface

will apply.

o L) "
Ferit froy sl

% . , » ’
st gw?a.bve rortn e
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SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHOME  GENERAL SUBSCRIBE. SERVICE TARIFY Four th Revigsed P
ANEFE%%%%@P% COMPANY “ Cancels g%g;gmwmm Rage 1
ISSUED:  September 29, 138y Qeiober-rfriiii. EFFECTIVE: November 29, 1989
Breocdoe 655
AB. DIRECTORY LISTIKGS
CONTERTS
A6.1 Regulations Applicable to Directory Listings 1 LY
CAb.T.Y Generad ] AT
AB.2 Business Listing [P I
A6.2.1 General 1.1 L
AE.2.2 Business Designation 1.7 L
A46.2.3 Trade Name 2 =
AB.3 Residence Listing 2 =
£6.3.1 General 2 T
#6.3.2 Reserved for Eutuce lse @@%W%‘"ﬁ’é&” 2
#6.5.3 Reseryed for Future lise fetebed— 2
AG.4  Non-Published (Private) Listing 2 A
Ab. 4.1 General 2 A
48.4.2 Rate Application 2.1 -
£6.4.3 (DELEVED) 2.1
6.5 Non-Listed (Semiprivate) Listing 2. A
A6.5.1 Beneral 2.V g
AB.%5.2 Rate Application 3 A
A6.5.3 (DELEVED) 3 ij
A6.6  Addittonal Listing 3 Y
A6.6.1 General 3 +F
A6.6.2 Business Additional Listing 3 gt
A46.6.3 Residence Additional Listing 4 e
86,7 Hiseetlaneous Listing 4 T
6.7.1 Access Service Listing 4 S
A6.7.2 Alternate Listing 4 4F-
46.7.3 Cetlutar Carrier Listing I
Ab.%. 6 Company and Customer Cuned Telephone Bervice 5.1 .ﬂ(j»?:’aﬁ’””

Faritl Revisions
Laegisdatic e Format
ﬂ 4 ‘gt Bt for Approval



SOUTHER BEL 3., TELEPHOMNE GENERAL SURBSCRIBER SERVHE TARIFEF
AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY
FLORIDA
ISSUED: ‘gptember 29, 1982 . Datpdove i 5288
BY: Yice Prasident
Miami, Florida

e e G- Bt B2 AL

AB. DIRECTORY LISTINGS

£6.2 Businase Listing (Cont'd) f‘i
A6.2.2 Business Dasignation (Cont’d) Mf:,ww

B. Persomi“i%aam@, {Cont’d)
2. A designation thet conveys the same meaning as a title, educational degree or suffix is not permitied.
ixampale: GEm i
Smith Joe DDS dntss _
A6.2.3 Trade Name A

A trade name, the same of a comumodity or service, will be included as part of the tisting when the subscribes--epfon)
shedwy sutisfz story svidenes of authovization to do business under the requesied name, In the case of listings for
time/temperature/weather announcement services, a generic listing will be eccepted.

Examples which require proof of authorization are: ~E
Smith Avon DIstriButor 123 MAIR oot naai e et es et sttt eees st 555-1234 ~fpdhene
Jones Buick 2914 E 23rd ... RSSO e aa et e e e ea e en e et b paes 329-5864 L4l
Any Flower Shop 710 Heather Mall ............. bRttt frae s mat e ranraer e Aea s e s eseee et ne s tena, - 669-212 1L
A6.3 Residence Listing S b
46.3.1 General ' R

Geneially, # residence fisting consists of a surname, given name or dual name, and/cr initials, the address, and - +& Mo,
the telephone number. When a single name listing is requested by the subscrit :r, tne Company may require
satisfactory evidence as o the validity of the requested name. The main listing is ordinarily the name of the
individual who subscribes for the service, but the listing may be in the name of a second Larty residing at the

address wheve service is provided if so dcsagnamd by the subscriber.

46.3.2 Reserved foe Fature @Jsﬁz :Q—}ﬁ’ feded— sy {1
A6.3.3 Reasrved for Futur — Petete d— e B

&86.4 Non-Publisned (Private) Listing A

A6.4.1 General

A A non-publ}nuher& listing is not listed in either the aiphabetical section of the Cornpany's dnr{*ctory or mwmsym{mgm
assistance records and will not be furnished upon request of a calling party. However, when a call is placed from
a telephone number associated with a non-published listing, the number muy be disclosed if the called party hos the
necessary egripmeny for recetving andlov disclosing incoming telephone nuwibers.

B.  An incoming cail v 8 subscriber with a non-published listing will be completed by the Company only when »(—EL ,-<~Wwf-
the calling party places the call by number. The Comprny will tdhere to this practice notwithstanding wny
claim of emergeacy the calling party may present. The acceptance by the Company of the subscriber’s cequest
to furnish g non-published telephone number does not creaie any relationship or ebligation, direct or indirect,
to any person other than the subscriver.

€. In the absence of gross negligence or willful misconduct, no liability for damages arising from pubmm% a (}f?{'”"‘}
non-published telephone number in the directory or Jisclosing said number to any person shall antach to th
Covapany, Where a nou-published listing is published in the directory, the Company’s liability shall be hmiwd
o and satisfied by & refund of any monthly charges which the Company way have made for such listing. The
subgoriber indemnifivs and saves the Company harmless against any and all claims for damages caused or
clidmed 1 bave been ceused, divectly or indirectly, by the publication of a non-published listing or the
diselosing of said Usting information to aay person.

el w%ﬁﬂ"vs:x#‘n‘f::*"@"’"*‘ea:mg:w
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ATTACHMENT D

2. %4, Lombaide

Assistant Vize President- 150 West Flagier Street, Suile 1901
Regulatory Retations Mizmi, Florida 33130
‘ 305 530-5330
ECEIVE
September 29, 1989 SEP ?,4.3;;
VRS B -

Flusida Public Seréce Commaissic
‘ Communication Gapartment
Mr. Walter D'Haeseleer
Director, Division of Communications
Florida Public Service Commission
101 Easgt CGaines Street
Tallahassee, PL 32301

Deatr Mr. D'Haeseleer:

pursuant to Florida Statute 364.05 we are £iling herewith
revisions to our General Subscriber Service Tariff. Following are

the atfected pages:

General Subscriber Service Tariff

Section Al3 - Third Revised Page 25
- Third Revised Pace 36
- Original Page 36.1
- Third Revised Page 37
~ Third Revised Page 3§

rhe purpose of this filing is to introduce Caller ID as the
goeventh call management feature of the TouchStarPservice family,
caller IV is an optionai network based feature offered in addition

to basic telephone service.

in addition, text revisions are being made to clarify the terms
and conditions under which TouchStar service overall is
provisiocned on multi~line hunt groups.

rRegistered Service Mark of BellSoulh Corporation
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The following attachments provide additional supporting and

explanatory information €or the

Attachment A

Thess
attachments constitute a comprehensive package which £ulfills the
basic requirements for supporting date specified in Rule 25-9.05.

proposed tarwff revisgions.

Executive funmary

Attachment B - Service Description
Attachment ¢ -~ Cuztomey Effects
Attachument D - Revenue Information
Attachment B - Cost Information

Acknowledguent, date of receipt,
filing are reguested.
attached for this purpose.

Your consideration and approval

2 Mark of Bell

Fesd

Registered 8¢

and authority number of this

A duplicate letter of transmittal is

will be appreciated.
Yours very truly,

[ Wm&

s¥stant Viece President -
Regulatory Hatters

Ag

South Corporation

Nesas
.,
Sealle

éz: o
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Sovthern RBell -~ ¥Florida
Ptitachment A
Page 1 of 3

Ezxecutive Summary

Intraduétimn

The purpose of these revisions is to introduce a seventh call
management feature, Caller ID, to the TouchStarRservice family.
Caller ID is a network based optional feature which will be offered
in addition to basic telephone service., It will provide increased
control, privacy and security for telephone users.

This feature will be provided subject to the availability of
facilities. It will be offered to single line residence and Lusine s
customers who have Touch-Tone or rotary dial service,

In addition, text revisions are being made to clarify the terms and
conditions under which TouchStar service is provisicned on multi-line

hunt groups.

Description of Present Tariff

No such offering exists in the current tariff. However, this feature
 was trialev via en experimental tariff between July 18, 1984 and
May 1, 1988 in Orlando, Florida.

Descriptien of Proposed Tariff

Caller‘Im is the seventh call management feature of the TouchStar
service family to be introduced.

The rate structure for this feature, as with the other TouchStar
features, includes rate banding. This consists of the minimum,
maximum and current rate for the feature. Following a thirty (30)
day notice to the Commission and existing subscribers, and with che
approval of the Commission, the Company may increase or decrease
rates within the minimum and maximum ranges specified.

The current vates shown in this tariff are supported by primary
market research within the BellSouth region.

The text change is & result of recent network modifications. The
pouchStar service features, excluding Caller ID, can now bz offered

and provisioned separately on lines within a multi-liine hunt group,
therefers, the previously imposed limitation was removed.

RRegistersd Serviece Mark of BellScuth Corporation
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Southern Bell - FPlorids
Attachment A
Yage )

Technical Information

Caller ID, like the other TouchStar®service features, depends on the
implementation of Common Channel Signaling System 7 (CC87) into the
network for interoffice applications. The CC87 network is reguired
to forward the calling number to the terminating central office.
CC87 is mot reguired for Caller ID usage on an inhtra office basis,

caller ID will deliver the called number only on calls that originate
and terminave within TouchStar service equipped cffices.

In connection with Caller ID, the Company will deliver all numbers,
subject to technical limitations, including telephine numbers
assoziated with Non~Published Listing Service.

Any customer subscribing to Caller ID will be responsible for the

provision of a display device which will be located on the custome
premises. The installation, repair, and technical capability of ©
eguipment to function in conjun:tion with Caller ID will be the

responsibility of the customer.

Market Information

Trial expe.ience in Orlando as well as market research within the
BellsSouth region suggests significant demand for Caller ID. The
majority of Caller ID subscribers are expected (o be from the
regsidence vegment,

The profils of Caller ID customers is anticipated to be very similzr
to that of basic Touch&tar Service customers. This includes, but is
not limited to, customers who desire privacy and control of their
telephone service, make and receive a high volume of telephone calls,
or tend to heve ap above average number of household members. In
addition, survey results indlicate that Non-~Published Listing Service
customers are very likely to subscribe to Caller ID as & means ol
increasing thelr privacy.

Revenue Information

Southarn Bell’s estimated yrosse year one revenue for Caller ID i3
$3,432,891. Additiconal revenue information is shown as Attachment D.

Gervice Herk of BellScuth Corporetion
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sttachment A
Page 3 of 3

Cost Informatlon

Resource Coust Methodology wags used in the cost study developed for
this £iling.

The cost of money used in this study is 13%.

Additional cost information is shown in Attachment ¥.

Conclusion

TouchStar®service Caller ID is anticipated to be very attractive to

single party customers seehing increased control of their telephons

service, particularly incoming calls. Approval of this tarviff will

allow the Company to address that need and at the same time jenerate
additional revenues from this new feature offering.

fervice Mark of BellBSouth Corporation
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Service Description

TouchBtarReervice Caller ID is the seventh call manayement feature to
be offered in this family of features. It offers cusctomers incrzased
security, privacy, control and convenience for their telephone
gservice.

Caller ID enables the customer to view, on & display unit, the
Directory Number (DN) on incoming telephone calls. When Celler ID is
activated on @ customer’s line, the Divectory Numbers of incoming
calls are displayed on the customer’s CPE during the ficaet longy
silent interval of the ringing cvele.

Any customer subscribing to Caller ID will be responsible for the
provigion of & display device which will be located on the customer's
premiges. 7The ingtallation, repair, and technical capability of th.t
egquipnment to function in comjuncition with Caller ID will be the
responsibility of the customer. The Company assumes no liability and
will be held harmless for any incompatibility of this equipmeut to
perform satisfactorily with Caller ID.

I£ the incowring call is from a caller served by a PBX, only the wai
pumbaer of the PBY is transmitted and available for display.

IE thy dncoming call originates from a wulti-line hunt group, the
telephone nvaber transmitted will always be the main number cof the
hunt grovp.

Caller Il is not available on operator handled Calls. In connection
with Caller Y, the Company will deliver all numbers, subject to
technical limitations, including telephone numbers associated wiith
Non-Published Listing Sgyvice.

Caller ID will only operate on calls originating and terminatirg
within Touchitar Service esquipped offices.

cwioe Mark of BellBouth Corporvation
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Attachment C
Page L of Z

Customer Effects

Ppoych8tart gervice Caller ID provides the customer with many unigue
call management benefits:

.....

9

BRaegLpoe ey

Enhances privacy - by allowing the customer to decide
whether, or how, they will amswer thelir telsphone.

Increases control - by reducing unwanted telephone calls.

improves security - by allowing the customer Lo know in
advence of answering who is calling.

increased convenience - by snabling the customer Lo avoiu
miszing incoming ealls while occupied with other activitvies
or mimply not at home. Depending on the type of CIg wun:t

putchased, the customer could store the nvabers of alil
incoming callers and return any they chooge to at :

tisme,

Reduces annoying or bharassing calls - by allowing the
euslomer to identify the caller in advance of answering.
improves secuvity - by allowing emergency personnel to
vrovide assistance in certain situations more guickly.

tmproves cushomer service potential of small businesses
by alleowing them to personallze business services, the
giving prompt efficient sexvice.

wvioe Mark of BeilSouth Corporation
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Page 2 of 2

Customer Effects {(Continuved)

While <¢eller ID will provide numerocus benefits te the majority of
customers bv allowing them to identify a caller in advance of
answering, it may also generate concern amonyg certain
groups/customers desiring to maintain anconymity. GSome examples of
these groups with legitimate anonymity concerns are as follows:

~ Undercover Police Officers
~ Wife/Child Abuse Shelters
- Hot/Help Line Callers

Recognizing these specific anonymity concerns, Southern Bell will
offer alternative golutions suvch ag the oneg listed below to
customers.

- Uge of non-published telephone service equipped for
outyoing calls only. 7The called party could not obtain tho
name or address, nor could they call back to the calling
marty.

- Uge ¢f public telesphones. Although the calling number
would be transmitted, it is highly unlikely it would be
recognized.

~ Placement of calls through the operator.

-~ Use of RingMaster Service. When a RingMascer service
gsubscriber places a call to a Caller ID customer, the
primary number is delivered. This number could bhe
non-published and not answered. The called party could not
obtain the name or address, nor could thev call back to the

calling party.

- Call transfer through & third party. The uhird party’s
numbey s delivered, not the caller’s.
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Attachment D
bage 1 of 2

Revenue Informacion

Southern Bell estimates that these revisions will result in
$3,422,821 in additional revenues during vear one.,

It is anticipated that Caller ID will ultimately account for 25% of
the total TouchsStar® service features in service.

The projected resldence and business percent penetration igs as
follows:

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Resgidence 3.75% 5.50% 7.00%
Business .38% LT5% 1.13%

In the vevenue calculations for vear one, the annual demand was
converted to monthly demand in order to apprnzimate linear invard
movement growth. Inward movement demand is assumed to occvr in egual
increments throughout the year. Monthly in-gervic demand guantities
are present vorthed vsing a nominal interest rate which cguates to an
annual effective interest rate of 13%. The monthly (PW) demand
Yollows:

Month 1 6,037.12 Month 7 39,7%4.68
Month 2 11,951.48 Month 8 44,973.54
Month 3 17,746.16 Month 9 50,082.5%4
Month 4 23,421.78 Month 10 55,083.39
Month 5 28,980,555 Month 11 59,977.75
Month 6 34,424.27 Month 12 64,767.26
Buginessg
Honth 1 212,41 Bonth 7 1,398.72
tionth 2 420.51 Month 5 T L.582.34
Honth 3 624.38 Month 9 1,762.10
Month 4 824.07 Month 10 1,938.05
month 5 1,019.60 Month 11 2,110,285
Month & 1.,231.18 Month 12 2,278,706

kpegistered Service Mark of pellSouth Corporation
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Attichment D
rage 2 of 2

revenue Information {Continued)

pue to the cross elasticities of Caller 1D and othex TouchBtar®
gervice features, it is expected that some erogion uvf the basic
TouchStar features will occur. The effects of that ercsion are
reflected in the Caller ID demand forecast, and thusg the revenues.
revenues (PW) for year ong are as follows:

$3,432,891

rpegistersd Bewvice wark of BellSouth Corporation
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Cost Informoation

Resource ¢osts are incremental costs PLUS an allocated portion of
joint costs. An example of a joint cost in the Caller ID cost study
is the 1AUSS LASS femture pachkage right-to-use fee. The IABSE LABS
feature package includes all of the basic TouchStar® family fealures,
caller ID and Call Tracking. The right-to-use fee is allm@at@d bam(d
on total feature demand for all of the features included in the
package. However, note that the right-to-use fee expwnse was made
when provisioning the basic TouchStar features. There is no
incremental right-to-use expense associated with the 1aESS software.

The cocst, revenue and contribution for Caller ID is as follows:
Monthly Cost Per Line

Residence $3.77
Business 3.62

Cost Study Assumptions are shown below:

- yepsource ¢ost methodology was used
Lo derive cogts

- gopt of money used was 13%

~ all non-recurring costs are spread over
recurring demand

« ponthly costs per line include all recurring
und non~recurring costs

The specific costs, revepue and contribution information for year one
of the spervice is shown below.

Revenues Cost Contribution %
$3,472,891 $1,648,247% $1,630,759 98.24%
rpegisters’ Becrvize Mark of BellBouth Corporation
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SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFYF Thind

AND TELEBR%&“H COMPAMY {ancels Sepo
FLORITA s ;d SFe b Mi R

ISSUED: Septembier m 16 LE‘FECH‘VE: Movemb

BY: Viee msm‘?ni“"""”"w‘““‘““"
Miam! Florida

A13. MISCELLANEOUS SERVICE ARRAT GEMENTS

A13.19 TouchStar® Service (Cont'd)

A13.19.2 Pelinitions of Feature Offerings (Cont’d)
B. Repea Disling

Repeat Deai~wg, when activated, automatically redials the last number the cusiomer attemipted v eail. I the
called ling is not busy, the call will be placed.

If the cotled line is busy, a confirmation announcement is heard. the customer hangs up and 2 quauing nrocess
begins. For the asxt 30 minuies, both the calling and called lines are shecked paripdically for availability 1o
complete the ¢all, If during this queuing process the called ting becomes idle, the customer is notified. via a
distinceive ring, that the network is ready to place the call. When the customer picks up the tejephone the call
will awtomatically be placed. In some locations, due to technological limitations. Repeat Dialing must he
" purchased wick Call Ev*%etum.

£, Call Selector

Call Selector provides a distinctive ringing pattern 1o the subscribing customer for up to six specific wiephone
numbers,

The customer creates a screening list of up 1o six telephone numbers through an interactive dialing sequence.
When a coll is received from one of the predetermined telephone numbers, the customer is alerted with a
dutinctive ringing pattern (short, long, short). Calls from telephone numbers not included on the scréening
ligt will prominee & normal ring.
{f the cuswemer subscribes 1o Call Waiting in A17.9.1.A.3 of this Tariff and a call is received from a elephons
number on the Cail Selector screening list while the line is in use, the Call Waiting tone wiit also be
distinciive,
When & telephane number on the Call Selector screening list also appears on t 2 Praferred Call Forwarding
tist, the Preferred Call Forwarding will take precedence. Likewise, when the same aurnbcr s shown un the
Catl Bloak lis, the call will be blocked.
A customier’s {ine will not produce g distinctive alert if the calling lineg is not referenced to and originated by X0
the main telephone number or a Telephone Number identified number that represents all the lines in 2
cuilection of ines, such as multi-line hunt groupssde

. Preferved Caiv Forvarding

Preferced Call Forwarding allows the customer to transfer selecied calls to anotaer telephone number. &
scrgeniog list of up to six numbers is crested by the customer and placed in the network memory via an
interzciive dialing sequence. Subscequently, calls 2re forwarded to the Call Forwarding 1elephone number oniy
if the calling nuriber can be obtained and is found to match a number on the screening list.

If the ustomer aiso subscribes to Call Block and the same telephone number is ¢ utered on both screening
fisws, the Call Block feature must be degctivated o sllow the call to forward.

This feature will not work if the csiling line is not referenced to and originated by the main telephone (<
nuraber, or 3 Telephone Number iigntified number that represents all the lines in a collection of lines such as

multi-l'an hurt groups.  afhs
£, Call Bivck
This feature provides the customer the ability to prevent incoming calls from up w six differens wlephone
numbers.
A sereening Yot s craated by the customer either by adding the last number associated with the line (incoming <y
or ouigoing), or by pre-selecting the m!ephone numbers 10 Le blocked. When a call i5 placed o the customer’s
number frowm & number on she wmenmg list, the caller receives an aamwumemwm indicasing that the party he
is anempting 1o o8l does aot wish 1o receive galls at this lime.,

o e &@W Wﬂ‘m i ottt d e £ T S
rﬁw iitelp - fiwg, Fyeerel u;wm}w «é&»ﬁw@wﬁ LEdFegon ‘W‘Nﬁ A u AP
wpbpenfytls e fire ﬁm«m Frove.
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SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE GENERAL SUBSCIUDER SERVICE TARIFF
AND TELEGEAFH COMPANY

FLOR! 3
ISSUED: September 29, 1989

BY: Vice President T e A B~

Miam, Florida
A13. MISCELLANEOUS SERVICE ARRAIGEMENTS
£13.18 TouchStar? Service (Cont'd)
A13.19.2 Definitions of Feature Offerings (Cont’d)

E.  Call Biock (Cont'd)
If the cusicmer also subscribes to Preferred Call Forwarding and/or Call Selector and the same telephone
nurnbers appear on those screening lists, Call Block will take precedence.
This feature will not work if the incoming call is from a telephone rounber in a multi-line hunt grous, uniess
the telephone number is the main telephons number in the hunt group, ov is Telephone Number identified.
F. Lall Tracing
Cali Tracing snables the customer to initiate an automatic trace of the last call received.

Upon activaiion by the customer, the network automatically sends a message 10 ‘he Company's Security
Departivent indicating the calling number, the time the call was received, and the time the trace was activated.
The customer using this feature would be required to contact the local business o¥fice for further action. The
custamar is not provided the traced number,

Only calls from within the same TouchStar® service capable area are traceable using Call Tracing.

This feature will not work if the incoming call is from a telephone number in 2 muki-line hunt gr up, unless
the telophone aumbér is the main telephone number in the hunt group, or is Telephone Number identified.

If ths customer emakes or receives another cail after hanging up from the annoying call, prior o activating the
seace, Call Tracing will not record the correct number.

G, Calier ID ()
This festure enables the customer to view on a display unit the Directory Number (DN} on incoming (M)
teiephone calls.

When Calter 112 is activated on a customer’s ling, the Directory Numbers of incoming cails are displaved on (M)

the called C/E during the fivst long silent interval of the ringing cyele.

Ainy-ousiomer ﬁubscribing to Caller ID will be responsible for the provision of a display device which will be {1}

La:cated on the customer s premises, the installaton, repair, and technical capability of that equipment 10

function in conjunction with the feature specified herein will be the responsibility of the customer. The

Lompany asnumes no liability and will be held harmless for any incompatibility of tis eguipment to performn

satisfactorily with the network features described herein,

I the inconaing call is from a caller served by a PBX, only the main number of the PBX is tansmitted and {IN)

available for disnlay.

Jfthe incoming call originates from a multi-line hunt group, the telephone nvyaber transmitied will always be (I3

the main number of the hunt group.

Caller 11 is not available on operator handled calis. (M)
A13.19.3 Regulations and Limitations of Service )

wn D 3 M ioemerapytiohet] N e 5350 e

A, The felir"‘wing, limitations apply: _ -dffel %@—ﬁw-mﬁww&%wwé‘d%%% &SW%N%{}‘ O

1. TouchStar® service is ppotfided subject (o the availability u&%cilities. Additinnally, the features described (<)
will .only operate orv€alls origirating and terminating within® TouchStar® service eguipped offices. Also,
feature screeaing lists can only c«ommi%wlephone numbers of subscribers served out of TouchStar®
service capuble offices. R

2. The service is available (o all single party customers who have rotary or Touch Tone service. The Coller 1D (<)

Jeaswrs is available to single exchange line residence and business customers. Culler 1D is nof gvailable for

Tney eqaippe weih Rotary (Grouping) arrangements,

Fariff Revierom
Legistative o
Mot for Approva

aving ¢a this page now appesrs on page(s) 36.1 of this section

Material previously oy

SRegistered Service Mark of Bellouth Corporation




'z",aoumFRN BELL TELEPHONE GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICE TARIFF Original Page 36.1
"AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

FLOR!DA ‘
teriber 20 1989 EFFECTIVE: November 29, 1869

L ISSUED: §
o BY: Vice President

Maami Flonda

Al3. MIQEELLANE@US SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS

ms 19 Tauchﬁtat@ $@mce (Cont'd)

A13.29.3 Reg'aiatioms and Limitations of Service (Cont’d)
" Thc fouowing timitations apply:; (Cornit'a)

4,

ui

.\3

The service 'will not work on an originating basis with Company provided Public and Semi-Public
Telaphune Service, party-line service, Toll Terminals, Trunks, or same Remote Switching Locations.
Appropnate service order charges apply except during Company designated pericds of special promotion.
This Tariff sets forth minimum and maximum rates for TouchStar® service as described in A13.19.4. The
applicabie rates are those specified in the current price list on file with the Pub'ic Service Commission
and avairable at all customer center locations.

The Company may increase or decrease rates within the specified ranges in this Tariff following thirty
days notice to the: commission and existing customers.

‘Subscribers to Prestige® Single Line, I and II must have Touch—Tone in order to subscribe to TouchStar®
" gervive.

8. ’Thengmgan% will deliver all numbers, subject to technical Limitations, including telephone numbers
-assoctated with Non-Published Listing Service as described in Section A6, Oflhns Tariff.

*Tarifi Revisions
Legislative Format
Not for Approval

Material appearing on this puge previously appearsd on page(s) 36 of this section
SRegistered Service Mark of JellBouth Corporation
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SOUTHER Y BELL TELEPHOME GENBRAL SUBSCHRIBER SERVICE TARIPY “Thi i
AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY Cancels $5C0T0 Ray

FLORIDA e
ISSLIE D, 4 ,ﬂggm&‘mr ;’ﬁ& 1259 EFFEL TZV!L Movernbar 1% 1950

BY: Vice Prezidens ”"MWW WQWWM% 24

Miama, Flmma

A8, ME@@ELLAN%@%% SERVICE ARLANGEMENTS
A13.19 TouchStar® Service (Cont’d)
A13.19.4 Rates snd Charges
A, Regidence - Siagle or Flrst Seevice Features

(1) Call Return'B (@

MONTHLY RATE
Rfinimum Maximum  Current  LHOL

{a) Per line $2.50 $6.08 $6.89 HBE

{2y Repeat Digling! & o'
(o)  Per !ineﬂ 2.50 $.00 5.00 HER

(3) Call Selector iy
fa)  Perline 2.58 6.08 A.08 HE¥

{43 Proferred Call Forwarding%’ (o)
fuy  Por line 2.58 .00 4.06 HEE

{3y Call Block & -
(ay  Per line 2.59 8.00 4.6 WYy

(&) Cali Tracing 4 (<3
(a)  Per line 2.58 §.00 308 WY

AN Lalier 1D . 09

(a} Per Line 5.00 12 04 780 ks 1%y

B.  Residence - Additional Service Features (Second and Subsequent Features)

(10 adf Return! & (W
{7  Per line 556 5.00 350 Y

(3} Hepeat Dialing! & (1
{ay  Perline , 2.50 503 3.00 WYY

{3y Call Selecior 4 (C)
{a} Per line 2.50 5.00 3.00 KRR

(&) Preferred Call Forvarding & o
(¢} Per lire 2.50 5.00 3.08 B

{5y Call Block v 10y
(2} Per line 2.50 5.08 3.60 M

(6) Call Tracing & ()
(a) Per ling 2.50 5.0¢ 4.8% BSY

) Saller 1, (59

{a)  Perling 403, Jaae LA HER,

L. Bustness - Single or First Service Features

(13 Call Return' & e’
(@) Por ling 3.50 6.8 454 HES

(M

Motg B2 Due w technological timitations, in some logations Loall Return and Repeat L

Digling cannot be ordered separatsly.
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o ” o BB
SOUTHEPN BELL TELEPHONE GENERAL SUBSCIUBER SERYVICE TARIFF Thirg

: AN%E&;?L?M?H COMPANY Cance! &é:rfcond Rapvis
A . it
?5”5 . gggwemm 23,1987 E:ﬂ-g:.e:“z‘wgﬁ%:.fmm 2, Z“‘ﬁ“*‘&*
ice Frasident B
Miam?, Fiorida “%’5 i «@’fﬁf‘%@%f@ b

| £13. MISCELLANEOUS SERVICE ARAANGEMENTS
- A13.18 TouchStar® Service (Cont'd)
A13.19.4 Rates and Charges (Cont®d)
©.  Business - Single or First Service Features (Cont'd)
{2y Wepest Dialing' 2 (L0

MONTHLY RATE
ifintmuam Biaximum  Cuerent  USO0

{8y Per line $3.52 £5.00 $4.58 &G {3

{3) Call Selector J 1
{8} Perline 358 .06 3.48 Hey

{4p Preferred Call Forwarding £ {4y
{a) Perline : 3.50 6.0% 4.39 NGE

(%) Coli Block & (&
{8y Per line 3.50 $.00 458 VR

10) Call Tracing & )
{8  Per line 3.50 .09 5.00 HEY

A2, Calter 1D | o

8y Per Ling 7,00 20,00 600, WSD Ny

TR S W
D, Business - Additfonal Service Features (Second and Subsequent Featu ces)

{1y Cali Return' 2~ €
{ay Per fine 2.56 5.00 150 MKE

(2} Hepeat Dialing! & )
{&) Per ling 250 5.00 458 HAG

(3) Call Setector F ()
{a) Perlire 250 5.08 5.50 HXE

(%) Preferred Call Forwaruing & {Ch
{a} Ferline 250 5.00 350 HXG

5y Cpit Block % LS
{(#y Perling 2.58 5.00 3.58 HXS

{6} Call Tracing {C)
(a8} Per line 3.59 5.08 5.00 N5T

(7} CallerID (X3

@) Per Line 780 06 AR WSO (N
TNete ;. Due o technological limitations, in some locations Call Retum and Reneat {6

Drialing cannot be ardered separately.
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