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CRITICAL DATES: COMMISSION VOTED TARIFF EFFECTIVE DATE: WONE

ISSUE AND RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

A5SUE T: Should the Commission require blocking of Caller ID service and, if

sg, to whom and under what circumstances?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Commission should require some optional blocking of
Caller 1D service. It should be provided as a "last resort" option in the
event alternatives proposed by Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company
are not satistactory to {he customer, The oriteris used to detarming
elfgibility for this blocking should include but not be limited {o all three

of the following:
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1. The customer (agency or individual) should establish
that its business 1s law enforcement or one which tF»
divulgence of identities over the telepoone cou’d
cause serious personal or physical harm to 1ts
empioyees or cliients, such as a domestic violence
intervention agency; and,

2. The customer (agency or individual) should establish
that the forwarding of numbers through Caller 10 wouid

seriously impair or prevent it from performing its
business: and,

3. The customer (agency ov Individual) should establish

that no reasonahle offering by the telephone company
other than blocking will protect its desired anonymity.

Optional blocking is targeted towards (but not necessarily limited to)
federal, state, and local taw enforcement and domestic violence-type agencias
and the rome telephones of staff members of such cgencies whose personal
safety may be compromised 1f blocking is not provided.

Southern Bell should add these provisions to its Caller ID tariff

offering no later than ten (10) days from the date of the vote on this item.

ISSUE 2: What should be the charge for the blocking service proposed in
Tssue 17

RECOMMENDATION: The blocking service, 1f necessary, should be offered at the

company's nonvecurving secondary service order charge. MNo rezurving charge
should be reguired. AlY customers meeting the criteria in Issue 1 should have
the opportunity to have the nonrecurring charges waived for blocking,

RingWaster, or any other solution that is determined to be appropriate for

their needs. This waiver should be effective thirty 730) days
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prior and sixty (60) days subsequent to the effective date of the tariff. As
each new exchange is added, eligibie customers in those exchanges should alsu
have thirty (30) days prior/sixty (60) days subsequent to the service being
turned up to request & solution with no nonvecurving charge. Customers should
be notified before the service begins in each new exchange. Recurring charges
should apply at the tariffed rate for each service ordeved, and nonrecurring

charges should apply after the sixty (60) day period.

ISSUE 3: Should the Commission require Southern Bell to submit a repovt
within ninety (90) days of this agenda conference which cutlines the
alternatlves available to customers that receive blocking and do not want the
tetter "P* delivered to the cailed party?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Commission should require Southern Bell to submit @

report within 90 days of this agenda conference, outiining the options
currently available o agencies in lieu of the delivery of the lelter "P" %o
the called party's CPE (1.e. Southern Bell's RingMaster service). In
addition, Southern Bell should investigate possible options to the delivery of
the Tetter "P® which are not currently inherent in Southern Bell's existing
telephone network (1.e. sending a dummy number instead of the letter "P" from
the terminating central offica). This veport should include a breakdown of
the cost to the company and customer for each option, a detailed explanation
of how sach option will etiminate the delivery of the letter “P" and how long
Tt woutd take Southern Bell to deploy each option from the initial recognition

of & problem with the delivary of the letter "P" to a called party.
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ISSUE 4: What should be the effective date of the pvoposed tar’ Ffs (T-89-506
nd T-B9-507)7
RECOMMENDATION: The tariffs should not become effective unti! the cowpany has
taken reasonable measures to notify and accommodate all agencies and
individuals eligible for blocking. Southern Bell should send » notice in its
March bitling cycle to all customers. The bI117 insert should first be
reviewed by the Commissivn staff and should include the following information:

(1} a notification of the impending approval of

Catler ID service and what the service will do;
{2y the c¢riteria for biocking;
(%) a company address for blocking requests; and

{43 & postmark deadline of April 30, 1990 for
reguests.

The company should then file a report to this Commission on Maveh 10, 1990
outiining their plans to solve the affected agencies' problems, then again on
May 15, 1990 outlining the requests received for blocking and any remaining
jmplementation schedules., IF all worthy requests have been accommodated, the
tariffs may be effective on May 20, 1990. If not, then the Commission stafrf
may sef an effective date five days subsequent to the Tast blucking
installation from & reqguest veceived during the Mavch-April comment peviod.

ALTEBNATIVE BECOMMENDATION:  The Commission should suspend the eifective date

until comments from the public are received. The company should send a notice

fivst approved by this Commission's staff in iis March billing cycle as
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outlined in Attachment A of this recommendation. The notice should be
submitted to staff by February 27, 1950. Comments should be accepted unt?l
Aprii 30, 1990. The Commission staff should then compile the results of the
comments and report to the Commission these resuits at the June 5, 1990
aganda. The Commission may then decide if further biocking reyuirements ave

necessary, and the effective date of the tariffs,

SUE 5: Should this docket be closed?
RECOMMENDATION: HNo, this docket should vemain open until the conclusion of

the report cycle cutiined in Issue 4.
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CASE BACKGROUND

On June 19, 1984, the Commission approved a two-year tvial of
TouchStar service in Orlando (Docket No. 840139-TL). This experiment was
extended for a third year and was completed on May 9, 1988. One of the
features offered during this trial was Call Monitor (now called Calier ID), a
feature whereby a caller's telephone number was displayed to tue calied pariy
after tne Ffirst ring. The usage sensitive rate structure of Call Monitor
coupled with the difficulty in obtaining the required CPE restvicted this
service to a very few subscribers,

When TouchStar was reimplemented on a permanent basis in August 1988
{Dockat No. B8O791-TLY, Call Monitor was noft included. Southevn Bell
Telephone and Telegraph Company (Southern Bell) indicated that it would
further test the feature in other states and gather information from regional
Ball companies® offerings in other parts of the country before reintroducing
it here.

Southern Bell filed two proposed tariff revisions on Septerher 29,
1989, One added Cadler ID to its TouchStar features; the other filing
proposed clarifications regarding the divulgence of nonpublished telephone
nUMders.

Staff had several concerns with the appropriateness of that filing.
Among the concerns were the usefuiness of the service, its influence on

nonpublished subscribers, tne privacy concerns, and its compliance with state

and Tederal wiretapping/trap-and-trace laws.
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Some of those concerns were adequately addressed at the December 19,
1989 Agenda Conference. The tariff implementing Caller ID (,-89-507) was
approved as filed, effective February 1, 1990. The tariff amending the
nonpublished/unlisted telephone number offering (T7-89-506) was denied as
filed: Southern Bell was directed to amend the filing with a prohibition on
the resala of any nonpublished numbers acquired through Caller ID. This
tariff Filing, if amended, would be approved administratively also effestive
February 1, 1990.

Oniy one issue remalned for consideration. The appropriateness of
blocking certain agencies' numbers and any charge for such blocking was
deferred for further consideration before the February 1, 1990 effective
date. However, this issue was again deferred at the January 30, 1990 agenda
and the effective dates suspended when additional questions were raise!
concerning the blocking and privacy issues. 5taff and the company were

diracted tu seek answers to those questions and return to the Commission on

Februavy 20, 1990.
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DIGCUSSION OF ISSUES

JSSUE Y. Should the Commission vequirve blocking of Caller ID service and, 1f
s0, to whom and under what circumsiances?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Commission should reguire some optional blocking of

Caller ID service. It should be provided as & "last resort” option in the
event alternatives proposed by Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company
are not satisfactory to the customer. The ¢riteria used to determine
eligibility for this bliocking should includo but not be Vimited to all three

of the following:

1. The customer (agency or individual) should establish
that 1ts business is law gnforcement or one which the
divuigence of tdentities over the telephone could
cause serious personal or physical harm to its
employees or clients, such as a domestic violence
intervention agency; and,

The customer {agency or individual) shouwld establish
that the forwarding of numhers through Calier ID would
seriously impair or prevert it from performing its
business; and,

£R3
°

3. The customer (agency or individual) should establish
that no reasonable offering by the telephone company
other than blocking will protect its desired anonymity.

Optional blocking is targeted towards (but not necessarily Vimited tol
federal, stete, and lTocal Taw enforcement and domestic violence-type agencies
and the home telephones of staff members of such agencies whose personal
safety may be compromised 1f blocking is not provided.

Southern Bell should add these provisions to its Caller I0 tariff

offering no tater than ten (10) days from the date of the vote on this item.

)
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STAFF _ANALYSIS: It 1s fmportant to note at the outset that personal safely.

not mere inconvenience, is the driving force behind staff’'s 2vpport for any
Caller ID blocking provision. A general policy of unblocked passage can only
be effective {7 the safety of undercover police, abuse victims/workers ang the
1ike i3 not compromised.

Atthough the company has presented several aiternatives that
Tegitimate entities may use to circumvent the service without the necessity
for blocking (such as installing a payphong), staff believes that there may be
soime instances where such an agency may require some blocking to effectively
conduct 1ts business. Two such entities staff believes warrant consideration
and The avallabiltiy of optional blocking are nonprofit, tax-exempt domestiic
viglence fntervention agencies and federal, state, and local law enforcement
agencies.

Abuse shelters may be unable to maintain communication between an
abuse victim and the family without their number being biocked. A woman
calling home to check on her chilaren may not desire an abusive hushand to
know hey whoreabouts. IT a means to make calls from this sheiter without
divuiging enough information to determine the caller's location cannot be
provisionsd, the shelter's cperations are hindered. Southern Bell has
indicated that in most cases it will be able o overcome this problenm through
transferved calls ov operator intervention. Starf encourages this approach
and helieves that 17 the company and the agency can work an arranggment fhat
witl overcoms the problem without blocking, such an arrangement should be

i i

dsed.  Howsver, IF circumstances exist where the company and the agency cannot

come Lo bevms on i arrangeiment without blocking, it should be available to
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that agency.

Law enforcement agencies may be hampered in conducting investigations
if their number is forwarded. Inquiries to staff by law enforcement agencies
have indicated that criminals are sometimes sophisticated enough to determine
someone's whereabouts within blocks by analyzing the NXX codes of the

) telephone numbers and cross~referencing the information with cablie pair Jata
stolen Trom the phone company. If a law enforcement agency is lccated within

that block or blocks, the criminal becomes suspicious.

Staff believes that an arrangement without blocking in tais instance
is also desirable, if possible. Law enforcement agencies also want to avoid
blocking if feasibla bhecause a blocked number may alsc arouse suspicion with
the suspect (it should be noted that several kinds of numbers are not
forwarded at this time: long distance numbers, numbers out of area, nimbers
from nonlCS7-equipped offices, cellular calls, etc. However as these numbers
become available in the future i1t will become more important for law
enforcement to use unblocked lines of some kind). In these instances, if the
company cannot provide one of these customers with a mutually agreed-upon
sevvice without blocking, the customer should have the choice of having some
or all of 1ts numbers blocked.

Staff arrived at these two classes of customers by establishing threa
basic criteria for determining a blocking-etigible entity. ATthough the
thrust of the criteria is directed towards “agencies,” some inaividuals

(employees of these agencies or witnesses to and victims of crimes, for

example) may provide compeliing arguments for caller anonymity. Howaver, with

-10-
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the widespread availability of RingMaster service, the vast preponderance of
these individuals shouid not satisfy staff criterion #3, and would therefore

not receive blocking.

The three criteria used in this determination and thelr rationaie are:

1. The customer (agency or individual) should establish
that its business is law enforcement or one which the
divulgence of identities over the telephone could
cause serious personal or physical harm to its
employees or clients, such as a domestic violence
intervention agency.

Recent hearings conducted in Pennsylvania resulted in a Pennsylvaniz
Commission order (November 9, 1989 Opinion and Order) that concluded that
violence intervention centers, confidential health and social service agencies
and other crisis professionals, as well as law enforcement agencies,
personnel, informants, witnesses and victims of crime are peculiarly dependent
vpon the anonymity provided by the present use of the telephone. It found the
potential to harm these individuals “clear, credible, convincing and
compelling.*®

The Information Industry Liaison Committee, a branch of the Exchange
Carriars Standards Association, also singied out vicolence intervention and law
enforcement agencies as potrential Justifications for blocking or scme other
protective measure in a position recommendation to its Non-Technical Horking
Commitiae. The committes vecognlzed, although endorsing Caller ID with a

minimum of blocking, that these agencies should be separated to mitigate risk

-
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and assure inaccessipility.

Staff agrees with this position and believes the Tirst step in
determining whether an entity should be eligible for Caller ID blocking is
that 1t should be a law enforcement agency conducting covert vperations with
suspects or any agency where personal injury or danger could result to its
empioyees or clients i1f anonymity is not maintained.

2. The customer (agency or individual) should estabiish

that the forwarding of numbers would seriously impair
or prevent it from performing its business.

The seccnd determinant for blocking eligibility should be the
establishment that Caller IB, or in particular the forwarding of the entity's
telephone number to the outside world, could seviously curtail its ability to
fanction. For exampis, an abuse shelter needs the abitity for its clients to
call their homes anonymously. However, a telephone counseling service or "hot
Tine" which satisfies #1 above, does not need the same ability. It can simply
not subscribe to the service, and advertise that i1t does not.

The customer (agency or individuai) should establish

that no reasonabie offering by the telephone company
other than blocking will protect its desired anonymity.

(93]

This criterion should eliminate most agencies and individuals from
eligibitity, S{aff believes that the availability of RingMaster service

constituter a “reasonable® offering by the Yocal exchange company, as do

R A gl e e A s R j U
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outward-only trunks, payphones, etc. This encourages th> company to work with
the agency to find a solution without resorting o blocking. If, however, the
entity establishes that in its particular case the offerings will not protect

its anonymity, 1t should be allowed to have its calls blocked.

QUESTIONS FROM THE JANUARY 30, 1990 AGENDA CONFERENCE

The Commission posed seven specific questions at the January 30, 19390
Agenda and reguested staff and the company to work toward answers and veturn
gi%? updated information. The questions, with their answers in order, are as
ollows:

L4 D) What is the status of Caller ID in other states?

Several states have developed or are developing policies regarding
Caller ID service. Each state contacted wiil be discussed below. A
summary of actions is as follows:

States with service in effect with no blocking provision: New
Jersay, Tennessee, Virginia, Maryland, West Virginia.

States with service in effect with unlimited blocking: New York.

States currently investigating the service (no tariff in
effecty: Washington, D.C., North Carolira, South Carolina,

Pennsylvania.
State legislatures with bills introduced providing unlimited
blocking: California (approved and in effect), New York

(working on bill now), Virginia, Pennsylvania (HB 1227),
Maryland (HB 1232, SB 705), US Senate (SB 2030, Attachment D).

The following is a state-by-state synopsis of major state action
regarding Caller ID:

California

The California Assembly passed a law last September requiring free
slocking on & per-call basis. The California PUC opposed bill at

13-
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first then chose not to intervene. MNo Caller ID service 1s in effect
at this time, but the PUC expects a filing “any day now" for Los
Angeles and San Francisco.

Maryland

Maryland's Caller ID tariff has been in effect since 9-89 with no
expticit provision for blocking. It is currently limited to
residential and three 1ine or less business customers., No formal
investigation is currently underway. The Maryland Assembly has
introduced a b111 requiring unlimited blocking of the service;
however 1% has not yet gone to committee.

Hew Jersey

New Jersey trialed two areas tn 1987 and required 6-month reports
from New Jersey Bell (see Attachment B). The searvice was expanded to
permanent statewide status (where SS7 is available) in 1988 and
reports are stiill being filed. As of October 31, 1989, 67,745
TouchStar features have been sold; 27,683 of those features (40.39%)
are Caller ID. WNo explicit blocking provision is included, but the
New Jarsey State Police stated that NJ Bell was working with their
criminal investigations team to provide some blocking if necessary.

The New Jersey commission has received 11 complaints so fir: ¢ of a
general nature, cne from law enforcement, and one from a social
workevr. The status of these complaints 1s not known.

New York

New York has approved a trial in Rochester, and is considering a
statewide proposal by NY Tel. Trial requires both unlimited per-call
and permanent blocking. The Commission there has not macde a final
blocking decision.

Some state Assembiymen are considering a bill tc require blocking and
pltan to introduce one if the Comnission there does not require it on
an unlimited basis.

North Cavelina ’

The North Cavolina Commission has suspended the Caller ID tariff and
initiated an investigation. A bill insert was mailed in December
1989 requesting pubiic comments. Over 2000 responses, an
unprecedented amount for any previous procleding, have been received
s0 far. Approximately 67% of the responses are opposed and Z3% in
favor of the service. The Attorney Geneval's office 15 opposed to
the service without unltimited blocking. The Police Chief's
association is opposed without some form of biocking. The
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Commission's Public Staff has aot yet formulated - position on the
blocking issue.

Pennsylvania

In response to complaints filed by the Office of Consumer pdvocate
(OCA), the ACLU of PA (ACLU), and the PA Coalition Against Domestic
Violence (PCADV), the PA PUC suspended the Caller ID tariff and
referred the matter to an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) for a
hearing. In his Recommended Decision issued September 22, 1985, the
ALY concluded that Caller iD would violate the PA MWiretap Pct, unless
per-calling blocking was offered at no cost to all customers. The PA
PUC rejected this interpretation in its decision of November 9, 1389,
and approved Caller ID, with free per-call biocking provided only to
certain type agencies and their employees.

The OQCA, ACLU, PCADV, and the Consumer Education and Protective
Association of PA filed a Petition for review of the PUC's gecision
hefore the PA Commonwealth Court. On December 29, 1989, the Court
jssued a stay, pending appeal, prohibiting Beil of PA from offering
Caller ID %o the general public. The various groups that retitioned
for vevisw, claim that Caller ID viclates PA's wiretap statute. Oral
arguments were scheduled to be heard by the Court on February 7, 1990.

South Carolina

The South Carolina has set a hearing for March 14, 1930 regarding
Calter ID and the blocking issue at the request of the Consumer

Advocate's office.

Jeanessee
The Tennessee PSC approved the tariff on a statewide bhasis on
November 7, 1989. No blocking provision was proposed or required.

Oniy five complaints to date have been received; the status and
nature of the complaints is unknown.

Texas

the Texas FUC has been informed by Southwestern Bell that it will not
attempt to introduce Caller ID anywhere in ifs territories unti® the
privacy/blocking issues have heen resolved.

Yirginia

Virginia's tariff has been approved since November 1, 1989. No
blocking provision was proposed or required. Two dozen or s¢ letters
have been vecoived from ACLU-type organizations and nolice
assoclations. Most of these are negative, but not all. A Senate
4411 mivroring California‘s s in committee at chis time.
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Hashinagkon, B.C.

The District of Columbia PSC is investigating the matter and has
scheduled hearings for April 1990, The Commission has hetd two
comnunity hearings so far with the vast majority of the responses in
favor of the service.

Hest Virginia

Bell's tariff has been approved in West Virginia since

December 1989. No provision for blocking was proposed or requirad.
Very few complaints so far, but the Commission is prepaved to
readdress the blocking issue if necessary.

1t should be noted that these are the only states staff is aware that
any significant action has been taken. This issue is progressing so
rapidiy that the information on it changes almost daily; therefore an
exhaustive and up-to-date summary is virtually impossible.

What provision 13 made by the company in its toriff for nonpublished
andfor ynlisted subscribers?

b provision for the blocking of nonpublished/unlisted customers
purely because they are Tisted is proposed by the company or
recommended by the staff. Staff believes that allowing these
customers to have their numbers biocked (assuming that they do not
also meet the criteria for blocking) would undermine the very nature
of the service.

Southern Bell polled over 200 nonpubiished subscribers in answering a
staff data request last fall. Although the poll was speculative,
nonpubiished customers screenad to have an interest in purchasing the
service (Attachment C).

Shoutd emplovees of agencies be treated the same as the agencies ;.;;-
themselves with regard to bHlocking and any ¢harge for i¢? é

Staff proposes that individual empioyees be treated identically to i
agencies. If blocking is appropriate for the agency, then that M
agency may designate which employees' phones should be blocked as i
well. Staff proposes that this same charge be imposed on any
blocking installation (see Issue 2).
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{4) Hhat was the position of the Information Industrv Lialson Committee

after® the January meeting in Miami?

The I1IL.C has proposed many drafts of their position on Calier ID, and
more meetings are scheduled. However, their position after the Miami

availablie only to a limited number of

the company's Secondary Service Order

subscribers, for example,

violence intervention Service and law enforcement personnei, who
might desire such anonymity to mitigate personal risk and tn ensure

{8 What §s the cost for alternatives to blocking?

costs. They are:

1. Payphons
2. Operator Assistance
3. Call transfer via PBX or ESSX

4. RingMaster service

5.  Collular Phone

6. Additional line with nonpub. number and
CPE's ringer turned off

7. Outward-only line~available only with PBX

*South and Southeast Florvida

meetings heid fast that the service should be available "on virtually
all calls®, but further states that "...blocking might be made

inaccessibitity.”

{5) [related to #31 Hould the service order charge apply to individuals
and agencies both? What would be the financial impact to an agency if
we required such a chavge?

Staff has recommended that all agencies and individuails be charged
charge (see issue 2%. HRS
could not estimate cost at the time of this filing, however, if the
Commission approves staff's recommendation in Issue 2, all agencies
would have at least sixty (60) days to request blocking at no charge.

Southern Bell has provided a 1ist of possible alternatives and their

RECURRING NONRECURRING
COST cesT
$ .25 per call -0-
$ 1.00 per call -0~
~0- ~0--
$ 3.95 rasidence $ 9.00
$ 6.95 businress $12.00
¢ .25-%$.35 per minute + CPE
$12.40 residence® $76.00
$30.85 business™ $86.00

applicable PBX trunk rate
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£4) What was the position of the Information Industry tiaison Commilice
Bafier® the January meeting in Miami?

The TILC has proposed many drafts of their position on Caller ID, and
more meetings are scheduled. However, their position after the Miami
meetings held fast that the service should be available “on virtually
all calls®, but further states that "...blocking might be made
available only to a limited number of subscribers, for example,
violence intervention Service and law enforcement personnal, who
might desire such anonymity to mitigate personal risk and *o ensure
inaccessibility.”

£5) frelated to # :t-; lould the §grngg grder charge apply to individuals
and agencie h? Hhat would be the financiay impact 1o an agency if
MMJW%

Staff has recommended that all agencies and individuais be charged
the company's Secondary Service Order charge (see issue 2. HRS
could not estimate cost at the time of this filiny; however, if the
Commission approves staff's recommendation in Issue 2, all agencies
would have at least sixty (60) days to request bhlocking at no charge.

{8} What §s the cost for alternatives to blocking?

Southern Bell has provided a Tist of possible alternatives and their
costs. They are:

RECURRING NONRECURRING
COST COST
1. Payphone § .45 per call -0~
2. Operator Assistance $ 1.00 per call -0~
3. Call trancfer via PBX or ESSX -0- -0-
4. RingMaster Service % 3.95 residence $ 9.00
$ 6.95 busivess $12.00
8. Cellular Phone $ .25-%.35 per minute + CPE
6. Additional Tine with nonpub. number and $12.40 residence” $76.00
CRE's ringer turned off $30.85 business™ $86.00
7. Duitwerd-only Tine-available only with PEX applicable PBX trunk rate

“South and Southeast Florida
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(VD) How can we solve the wroblem with undercover rolice Vines dispiuying
a "P* when blocked?

Staff's analysis of this problem is delineated in Issue 3.

Conclusion
Staff believes that there are compelling arguments that at feast law
snforcement and abuse shelters should have a "last resort® of Caller ID

blocking if _no other reasonable agreement can be made with the telephone

company. The criterfa recommended will prevent the feature from being made to
the general public, and the company has assured staff that all reasonable
measures will be taken to utilize this opiion as few times as possible. Staff
recommencs that Southern Bell file an amendment to their Caller ID tariff no
later than 10 days after the date of the Commission vote on this item

providing for this option to all entities meeting the recommended criteria.

18~
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ISSUE 2: What chould be the charge for the blocking sarvice proposed in

Issue 17

RECOMMENDATION: The blocking service, 1f necessary, should be offered at the
company's nonrecurring secondary service order charge. Mo recurring charge
sheuld be required. A1l customers meeting the criteria in Issue 1 should have
the opportunity t» have the nonrecurring charges waived for blocking,
RingMaster, or any other solution that is determined to be appropriate for
their needs. This waiver should be effective thirty /30) days prior and sixtv
(60) days subsequent to the effective date of the tariff. As each new
exchange is added, eligible customers in those exchanges should aiso have
thirty (30) days prior/sixty (60) days supsequent to the service being turned
up to request a solution with no nonrecurring charge. Customer: should be
notified befove the service begins in each new exchange. Recurring charges
should apply at the tariffed rate for each service ordered, and nonrecurring
charges should apply after the sixty (60} day period.

STAFF ANALYSIS: Southern Beil was asked by the Commission at the

December 19, 1989 Agenda Conference to establish a cost and rate for Caller ID
blocking if it was determined that a rate should apply. The company vesponded
with two draft tariff proposals that alternatively offer blocking at no charge
and at their secondary sevvice order charge. The company explained that there
$s no recurring cost for blocking, and the nonvecurring cost 1s roughly the
same as establishing any other like feature, e.g. Call Waiting. Ko memory is

reciired to provision this feature, so Southern Bell proposed that only the

~19..



DOCKET NO. B91194-TL

FEBRUARY 13, 1990

standard secondary service order charge be incurred. This charge would be
levied on a per service order basis; each group of Traes (but not necessarily
each line) would require the one-time charge.

Staff's rationale for its recommendation is similar to the one for
976 service in Docket No. 880200-T... In that docket, customers were given
thirty (30) days prior and sixty {60) days subsequent to 976 availability in
their area to recuest blocking; the blocking would be free during that time.

Staff believes that agencies or individuals qualifying for blocking,
or ones meeting criteria 1 and 2 but able to be served by an alternative
arrangement (e.g. RingMaster or an additional line), should have a similar
opportunity to have their nonrecurring charges waived. If the Commission
approves either of staff's recommendations in Issue 4 concerning
implementation there will be plenty of time for all of the affected parties fo
notify Bell that they need a solution.

It should be made clear that staff is only recommending thai
nonrecurring charges he waived during this period. Recurring cherges shouid
remain at their tariffed levels (for all alternatives). Blocking, however,
because it has no recurring cost and no rate has been proposed, can be assumed
to have a "zero" recurring charge. If the Commission decides a recurring
charge for blocking is appropriate, then it should apply in the same fashion
as the other services. Me are not recommending that a service with an

estabiished monthiy cost and rate be given away on a continuing basis.
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ISSUE 3: Should the Commission requive Southern Bell to submit a report
within ninety (90) days of this agenda confarence which ouillnes the
alternatives available to customers that receive blocking and do not want the
Tetter "P" delivered to the called party?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Commission should vequire Southern Bel' to submit a

report within 90 days of this agenda conference, outlining the options
curvently avaiiable to agencies in lieu of the delivery of the letter "P" to
the calied party's CPE (1.e. Southern Bell's RingMaster service). 1In
addition, Southern Bell should investigate possible options to the delivery of
the Tetter "P" which are not currently inhevent in Southern Bell's existing
telenhone network {1.e. sending a dummy number instead of the letter "P" from
the terminating central office). This report should inciude 2 breakdown of
the cost to the company and customer for each option, a detailed explanation
of how each option will eliminate the delivery of the Yetter "P" and how Jong
it would take Southern Bell to deploy each option from tho initial recognition
of a problem with the delivery of the letter "P" to a called party.

STAFF ANALYSIS: At the January 30, 1990 agenda conference, the Commission

expressed concern cver the fact that the delivery of the letfer "P" to the
called party for agencies such as the taw enforcement agencies may cause a
security problem. Therefore, the Commission directed staff to investigate
whether there are potential aiternatives to the delivery of the letier "P" to
the called party's CPE available to these agencies which may be involved in
some Yorm of covevt operation.

Bue to the shoert period of time between the filing date of {he
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February 20 agenda and the January agenda conference, s.aff has been unable to
prepare a 1ist of possible alternatives to the delivery of the letter "P* to
the called party. However, staff has contacted several companies, discussed
jater in the staff analysis, which have lead staff to believe that thera is
probably a batter alternative than what Southern Bell oresented at the January

agenda. Basically, Southern Bell stated that there were several options

o

avaitable to law enforcement agencies which would pretect their anonymity. OF
the options discussed, the purchasing of Southern Bell's RingMaster service
seems to be the most appropriate short term solution for the Taw enforcement
agencies since this service was the only service discussed which sent an
actual number to the called party's CPE instead of the lYetter "B, This in
staff's opinfon is an important part to a solution of rhe delivery ¢ the
Tetter "P*, since 3t will draw Yess attention to the calls placed by law
enforcement agencies. However, staff believes thera should oe a befter
alternative available to these agencies other than requiring these agencies to
1isten for a distinctive ving before somecne answers the telephone.

After discussions with the other RHCs and & few equipment vendors,
staff believes there ave alternatives to the delivery of the letter "P" to the
called party's CPE that may not be inherent in Southern Bell's current
telephone netwoik. One possible alternative that staff specifically discussed
with several companies was the ability of the signaling system seven network
to gquevy a datsbase of dummy telephone aumbers. It is staff's understanding

that the originating central office switch couid identify calis to be blocked
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by keying on the privacy indicator. If the privacy 'ndicator was activated.
then the switch would utilize the service switching point to query a service
control point (database with dummy telephone numbers) which contained the
dummy telephone numbers, similar to an LEC's 800 sevrvice. After the
originating switch receives the rumber from the service control point, then
the privacy indizator should be able to be replaced with the dummy telephone
number an transmitted to the called party's CPE. At the January agenda
conference, Southern Bell claimed that the signaling system seven network
could not be utilized to replace the letter "P" with a dummy telephone number
due to some problems with the standards associated with the signaling
network. dhen staff proposed the alternative discussed above to some of the
other RHCs and a few equipment vendors, two of the companies s:emed to believe
that 1t should be possibie and to the best of there knowledge knew of no need
to change the signaling network standards or protocol. The remainder of the
companies had not Yooked into the problem since their comipany either didn't
provide the Caller ID service, did not provide blocking to their customers or
just did not know if the signaling system seven network had that capability.
Another possible solution would be to change the letter "P" to the
letter "0" or tc a dummy telephone number. It s staff's understanding that
Bellcore has estahlished specifications which would requive three mes<ages to
show up on the called party's CPE, the letter "P" for private, the Tetter "0O"
for out of vange or the actual directory number. Staff believes Southern Bell

shruld be able to deploy a software update which would Key on the privacy
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indicator. If the privacy indicator was on then the tirminating central
office switch would elther replace the tetter "P* with the letter "0 or with
& dummy telephone number.

After the discussions with the other RHCs and the CPE wendors, staff
believes that there are technical alternatives to the delivery of the letter
"p* to the called party's CPE other than existing services such as Southern
Bell's RingMaster service. However, staff has not hbeen able to sstablish a
cost to the company or customer associated with these types of alternatives.
Therefore, staff believes the Commission should require Southern Bell to file
a report within 90 days outlining all possible alternatives which Southerr
Bell has avallable in 1ts network today to eliminate the delivery of the
Tetter "PY to the called party. In addition, staff believes Southern Pell
should present to the Commission aiternatives which may not Je currently
inherent ¥t thelr telephone network. This report should provide the
Commission with a breakdown of the cost to the company (including different
switch types) and the customer for each alternative, a detailed explanation of
how each alternative will eliminate the delivery of the letter "P" to the
called party's CPE and how Yong it would take Southern Bell to deploy each

alternative.
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ISSUE 4: HKWhat should be the effective date of the pr posed tariffis (Tm99~506
and T-89-507)%
RECOMMEMDATION: The tariffs should not become effective until the company has
taken reasonable measures to notify and accommodate all agencies and
individuals eligible for blocking. Southern Bell should send a notice in its
March b1iiing cycle to all customers. The bill insert should firs® be
reviewed by the Commission staff and should include the following information:
{1) a notification of the impending approvel of Caller ID service and
what the service will do;
t2) the criteria for blocking:
(3) a company address for blocking requests; and

(4) a postmark deadline of April 30, 1990 for requests.

The company shouid then file a report to this Commission on March 10, 1950
outlining their pians to solve the affected agencies' problems, then again on
May 15, 1990 outlining the requests received for blocking and any remaining
implementation schedules. If all worthy requests have been accowmodated, the
tariffs may be effective on May 20, 1990. If not, then the Commission staff
may set an effective date five days subsequent to the last blocking
installation from a request received during the March-April comment period.

ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION: The Commission should suspend the effective date

until comments from the public are received. The company should send a notice

in 1ts March hilling cycle as outiined in Attachment A of this
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recommendation. Comments should be accepted until April 30, 1990. The
Commission staff should then compile the vesults of the comments and report fo
the Commission these results at the June 5, 1990 agenda. The Commission may
then decidc §Ff further blocking vequirements are necessary, and the effective
date of the tariffs.
STAFE_ANALYSIS: Southern Bell has indicated that 1t is a difficult task to
seek out all of the agencies that may require blocking. Staff betieves that
the most reasonable method for accommodating all of these agencies is to
properiy notice them of the impending nature of Caller ID. A b111 insert will
allow a1l of the unfound agencies to request blocking on their lines.

ctaff realizes that noticing each customer may tring all sorts of
opinfons “out of the woodwork" and may result in many improper requests for
blocking, but no other method has been determined to be effective enough to
allow all agencles to respond. If an agency doas not respond within the
prescribed period, they will be dealt with on an ongoing hasis, but wiil not

hold up the effective date of the tariff.
ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALYSIS: Caller ID service has recelved enormous media

attention i Just the past 435 days. The nature of this service and the way 1t
has been presented produced opinfons of wide disparity, and apparentiy the
swarengss by the pubtic is increasing at a rapid pace. Given these recent
deveiopments and the ovarwhelming response to North Carvolina's survey (see
Attachment Ad, staff believes that a comment period such as the one conducted

in Horth Caroling may be appropriate.
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We recommend that the company mail a notice with 1ts March biils
requesting comments on Caller ID service as outiiaed in our recommendation
statement. AL the conclusion of the comment period, staff will report to the
Commission the results of the survey. The Commission may, at that time,

decide on further restrictions on the service and set an effective date.
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ISSUE 5: Should this docket be closed?
RECOMMENDATION: No, this docket should remain open until the corclusion of

the report cycle outiined in Issue 4.
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- Thu Novth Caroling Utilities Commission Is seelung comiments regarding Caller 1D, 2
new service preposed by Southern Bell that would allow subscribers to see the telephone
number of incoming calls before they answer the call, Caller 1) is the seventh n a series

of Touehitar® sarvices offered by Southern Bell, which make use of the calling partys

numiber. The Cther TouchStar services, which ane already available, include Call Retuen,
Call Tracing, Coll Block, Call Selector, Repeat Digling and Preferred Call Forwarding. Uniike ,
the other services, with Caller 1D the calling party's number would be delivered 1o the '
walled party, ;

Wit » Caller 1 subscriver recelves a call, the number of the calling party, as weall as
the date ard tive, appears in a special display unit connecied to the telephone line. 1 der
Soutnern Bell's proposal, the number of aff incoming direct-dlal local calls would appear
Alter reading the displayed number, the person recelving the call may ten choose io
answer the call, to return the calllarer or to ignore it altogether, In addition, snme display
units now aveilable ave capable of sioring up t 40 or more cafling numbers.

Cafler 10 would work on local calls originating from central oifices equipped 1o offer
the sevvics. Initially, Caller 18 would not work on long distance calls,

Altlough the limimediate avallability of Caller ID would be sornevehat limited, Southerr

gl

Bl plans to deploy the service eventually in sl exchanges

Caller 1D would be priced at $7.20 per month for restdential customars and $10 per
month for single-iine business customers. Caller 1D would not be available for waati-line
business custivners under the current proposal,

Customers would aloo need to purchase a small plece of equipment 10 display the
incoming nurmber. This display unit would be available from a variaty o7 sources.

Callers coneornad abowt the display of thelr number, including people with unlisted
or unpublished numbers, would have several options available that would allow therm to
prevent thelr nurnber rom belng revealed to a Caller 1D subscriber. One option worild b
to have the eperator place the 'ocal call for them; additional charges woulkd apply.
Another option would be 1o plece thelr call fron a public telephone.

i you have guestions, or reed mors Information about the proposed sorvice or the
other TouchStar services currenily svailable, please call southern Bell at 780-2355. The
eall is tof-free fom 4

4

Sennthan Bells sevvice ares,
The Conmerlesion’s declsien on whether o allow the proposed Callar 1D serice
i begome avallaile will be Brvad i part upon wiitlen comments recelved in raspons:
ko this notice, Arvy comments showuld be directed 10 the Commission or o the Atomney
4 e fnliowing addiesaes: .

5 CTTTERGICN, Attorney General Lacy H. Thornburg
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Wav Jorsey Bell Teial Results

vhe following section is 8 ctepvint of Wew Jevsey Bell’s sixn

gonth report to i%s Beard ef Publie wiilli~dwes. (By thisg time,
Identa~Call hed boen sensmed Caller In),

By Qrder dated Septonber 25, 1987 the Denrd of Yubllic
Deilicing (7BPU°) avthorized New Jevsey Bell Telephone Company
be provide CLASS Calling Service (CLABE) on a trial basls Tov up
to twe yearrs. The purpose of that trial os sisted by the Boward
i o provide actusl experience with the service po that
*...both the Company and the Board will be sble to maske Linal
detersinations respecting Cell Identificacion and other CLAES
features.® One trial ares invelved about 16,300 zesidence
eustoners in Atlantic City. The other invelved apprexivately
176,000 regidence customers in the following Budson County
sommunitios: Bayonne, Guttenberg, Hoboken, Jersey City, Horth
Bergen, Secsuvcus, Union City, West New Tork and Weehawhen.

Fhe Goard reguired that the Cospany zeport each siz monihs
detailing ouetomer geaction to &he supariment. This sizx aeuih
gopors reflects thet customers exporience with CLASS serviee has
been nvervhelsingly positive. In suamary, the trial bas shown:

o Caller I has had an extromely positive impact.
2 Resesreh has cons.stently found strong puklic support

for Caller ID.

a ronesrng identified prisr o the trial have not been
reflected in the trial experience.

e Prin) dete provides ne support for the imposition of
Calier ID wge sestrictions.

o Deploynent ¢f a yet-to-be-developed feature that would
alert calliers to Caller ID should net Le reguired,

Belito swrveys imdicete that a majerity of customers want 20 pee
the tolephons pusber of ¢allivg parties. These results arve
validated by sational survey data from Belleore, a vesearch
congorsiug,

Pha teport further reflecte that the vesults of WHew Jevswey

iy, the report phows that New Jersey bell customers
aide and outside the trial areas have complained that
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aubseceipbions. Burvey dats voeflects uhat
Mummebiﬁmh@m ap well ag published cusfoners
the offering of Callew X0,
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tivey levels of approwval and
aceepbance Srom the publie. It bas proven its valus
in & npumber of speeific ceusss and public aveepiance
the festuie has Been reflecied in statisticelly valid
studies of general opinion.

et wlith extrewsly pu

71’
ot &

Calls for Expangion, CLASE cusiomers wani tha
GeOGraphic Limicecions zemoved, A focus group
comprised of people who ordeved and pubsasguenily
canceind CLABE Bervices sdvised that they tosk Lhay
action because they 4id not geslize the impliestions
of the geographie limitations of the serviece at the
time of purchase. Thoy all agreed thas if the
geograghic limitations were removed, they would
tesubscribe. Seversl participants in & focus group of
current CLARE subscribers exprzssed & feanr Lhat the
trial might end. They alreedy have come o depend on
the gervices.

Pinally, the Company has received a nusber of zeguesls,
both orel and written, that the CLABS service arsss be expandad.
Those reguests have come from i{nside and oucside the trial
areas. In fact, & nuwmber of reguests have come from oubtside ¥
Jergey. Ore woman from & small town in Bebrasks made a poiygaz
veguest for information about Caller ID. She and her wentally
disabled son have been veceiving harsssing calls that frighten
her son. Horeovey, NJB'® Speaker Scciety members asre frequently
snked when the service will be aveilable statewid:. %hese
reguests feem to validate tihe findings of both the gquantitative
sl guiiitative researeh presented in this report. They also
reflect that CLASS serxvices, iacluding Caller ID, bhave s
positive impact on both subseribers and non-pub seribers in o)
egommunities where they are offered. Purther, those outside
triol areas are alrveady eognizent of the benefites of the
Bagvias .

&3 8 vesnlt of the outstonding tvial cesulis, dew Jecpey
Bell filed & permaneny tarlff, without bleocking opticns. Thus
terdlf has been spproved. Bell of Pennsylvania, anothey Bell
Atlantic Company, 1t now 1n the process of £iling & full service
CLass offering, with po blocking eptions as well. '

B e v
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HaSHS:

EUERGENCY BERVICE PROVIDERS WITH CALLER ID
DATE INSTLLLED

BAYONNE POLICE DEPARTMENT 12738787

MENSERG POLICE DEPARTHENT 271788

RORTH HUDSON REGIOMAL COMMUNICATIONS CENTER L2788 787
. {dandles flge emergency calls for Wnion Clty,
Weabawken, and North Bergen.)

SECAUCUE POLICE AND FIRE DEPARTHINTS 3,88



BEGHENT HO . % 5F TOTAL

UL,

hgriculture & Fishing z 1%
GonptTuction & T8
Banviacturing 12 8%
Pranspertation, ﬁémwmnim&%im&,

pud Publie Ubilities 5 | 4%
Wh@l@wﬂi@ Trade 4 3%
gecail PTrade (Including

a7%

a8
wn

nestaurant and Nightcelubs)
rinance, Insurance, and
fieal Estate 9 7%

Heslth and Legal Services 8 He

=2
~
[
fa5
=Y

Repaly Sarvices

Benagenent/Fublic Relations 4 3%
Fiimesentortoinnent 4 3%
pducational Institutions 3 &%

wrgency Serviee providers 4 3%

Boauty Bhops 2 &%

wnprad Services 2 2%
passenger Car Bentel 3 2%
Dohey Services ki 5%

The “Othor Services® categery inciudes one ¢ollection agency.

iemnrhetere or hotlines.
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Balow i & pelecked List of sestisenisls provided at the Mew
devaey Trial hearing.

o “ghe £iret point that I weuld like to wuke ig that, as
the Superintendent of Stote Pollice arl as a public
affieial who, for 3% yents has hardled complsinig [lzom
the public, the CLASS features being offered by Bell
eome ag & welgome pelief .} boceuss o my experience
and cervtainly through our eoagelng experience some of Ths
people who are most affected negatively by the teiephor
systen are those eitizens who ave reciplients of obsteus
calls, threstening cells, nuisance calls, harassing
ealis, of & million of diffevent worieties including the
up~to-date means by which poople are using stolen credic
cards to fore obscenity clubs where they select &
ritizen, generally some young female, end thrn as a
group set upon that person with all sorts of suggested
hinde of intimidations!® (from the superintendent of
Btate Poliee)

o ®3 have secn over the past several yeers major iundusivy
phut down &8 a result of bowmb threats and this kind of
gffering (Caller ID) will certainly cut into that sort

of acetivity.” (from the Superintendent ©f State Police)

o g see sthools shut [down] generally toward the
beginning of the schocl yesr or towerds the end ol the
sehool yvear when some prankster announces & boab threat.
and, it would seem to me to be a voery simple matter of
[4f] the sechool peopls invelved eould recognize thai
person and say to the student thet s oaliling, forget
the threst and come into nchool where youw’re supposed o
be in the first place.® {from the Superintendent of
Bemte Police)

Thig mert eancerpt of testiseny le given by the Captalin ol
Cranfozd, ¥. J. Police Department, who hes been in law enforze

for approginabely 23 years.

dpant

- °y hope that my explanstion of this inmcident would
fwilll define the incremental benefit of the Identa-Call
{Culler ID) system to law enforcement agencies.

Thig fw not o hypotheticsel ease. I'm golng to discuss
an setusl case, and I bave a 47-mipute Lape on it and if

apyone 48 Anterested I°L1 mohe b avelleble after the
Bamaring.

Yt poncerns 2 esll thet eome inte the Cranderd police
Ben at 32:¢39 m.m. The celier asked the Desk
Beracant speeifivally ot the ewtsey, bow long it would

bahe yas 20 ki1l somcone?

ca (AR
e b
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The Bergesnt
vonan had o
He kopt hers 2
o effent & Lraoe
Fortunate in this j ;
to witimptely get the trace.

18 HaY
&

Ry Chpd

s houee in

The call ceme from an aphrlb
pabs du bhe

Jarsey. There were 20 apark
the tape,-it’s e very dramatic tape, and on
ey actually heex, afser 47 winubtes, the Fd
breaking in ¢he door of the House. You 4an
wowsn talling with the Bdiszon Police and the e
pieking up the phone and talking to our Seryennl oLno
Gergeant asks, well, what’s golng on, 4id she reall
to do Lve

And the Edison Police seid, no guestion apout i,
soid that they could smell the gas bhefore they even
to the apariment couplea. And, theze were 40
apartments, as I said, in this particular complex.
said that the woman hod all four dets wide opsn on
stove and she had bere oven jet en with the piloet |
aatinguishod, :

L
E

Needless to say, L€ we wers unable to effect this
it was a 47-minute ftape, vemenber, we asight be reu
articles in the newspaper that due to & mystexious
40 vz 30 people were killetl in this complex.

o

»

T den't want o be overdramatic about this des
that could very easily bappen. § did in foct call ¥iv
pEficinle ond ask some hypothetical guestlons, what

we worte nnable to effect that call and what 1€ thay
woman hung up on us and we were unable o pffoctive
trase that eall, and what 1€ Che womsn penaed sut

towards the end of the conversation on these Cap

Brepwse, towiyds the end of those sonversotions She
women sharted Lo become wery thicke-tongund baepuss

it
péfeers of the zas was Saking hold. Bhe was elese
passivg owk., Suppess the women pessed oul and the
won just left dengling, what would bappen?

iy dn i

ang the answver I gobt weder all circunsiances was
sy welld heve lost the entive complen. I wond
gror hoppened belore bechbuse we 40 pol at this
with oil the technology that's svallable o wn,
mapabilicy € melking o vopld, fwmediato apontan
: : ilke thet. fdonts-Call ‘
wek bhis trane, Sall Frooe wouls gob
@ Lo ns dn this partlevler situstlion beoww
! nawrntend 36, Bell will mst guacaaies
¥rooe will hoewery bl

=

.
1

g
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and slie, we bove the wrobles 0 OuUR OF, BGE
hanging up as the sas ) gure that i
Call Trace would work 4f the women passed sul aftey
leaving the phone dangliag.

)

3 have snother officer herve that wmey share some peraonsl
paperiences with you after I's £iuished. I'm 7uggesting
that Cell Identifiecation (Call .y IN) iz » wvital teool
that is needed and I would hope that this Board would
fet prudently end ezpeditiocusly to slear any obstacles
te its inplementation.

fand £ would eertainly hope that B2ll Pelephone would
puspue with vigor the technology that would make this
available on & statewlide basis.

i could go on with many exnmples like for instaance,
gecently 20 or 30 bomb threats that we had, s&nd in fact,
there was & $30,000 £ire that was invelwed with phons
ealls that Lif we bad the shillity te trace those «plls we
nrobably could have provented.

But I would be redundant in my remarks.”

PRESIDENT CURRAN: “Your main purpose du to put on the
vacord the argument in favor o©f Call Idemtificatior?”

CAPTAIN WILDE: “That's right.”

Rl

PRESIDENT CURRAN: "For lawv enforcenent agenrciesy

CAPTAIN WILDE: “For lav enforcewment asgencies and for
the publiec as well.

Another igsue is the frequency with which we get third
party iavelvement. In other words, @ celler calls the
wrong sumber thinking that they have the police svotion.
Whon we get » call from that third party, i£ that
dossn’t have for instance, Indanta-Call, (Caller
gan®t trace 1t. That's another loportant seemazio whioh
probably s more hypothetieal.

¥ try to deal with facis as oppesed to hypoiheticnl
plinations. But ¥ wouwld think that there would ke
gorony srgument for fdenta~Call {(Celler XID) on o
gtatpgwide basis.”

“Le.within the lagt seven Lo eight weeke, I hawe hod a
perasnal exporispee with coillers where the lines ha

wome dAead, hed been deopped, and the Zdente-0all would
heve bean 5o valuable in that type sitvation. One wes
woman Lhat was veporting o suliiple rape snd she hod
gebien sway from her saptors ond wound up in ¢ fectory
whiekh hkad no telepbone pusber. 811 she was able to do

3
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was dianl the Creafeord Police. 1t wzs over 55 minul
bafore we could trace where she wes, and 1t wesz 1
that 1% was in ancther town and that srrests asd boe:
made on the rape.” (from z Cranford Police Offiewr)
{eontinuing)

“We had snother one within the last four oy Live was
where & celler called from o pay phome and gald thet
there vers some males behind the bullding on Bouth
Avenue with saved-off shotguns and left the phone
hanging., Now, South Avenve in Cranford is about miw
miles long end we had to search wp and down te find the
exact location which took @ while. Identa-call
dofinitely from my personal expeiience iz wery, very

2% 4%

beneficial.® (from the same Cranfeord Pollice Lificer)

"7 favor the immediate avellability of & system which
allows the person being telephoned to know before and
ndter the call the identity of the calling aumber for
the £ollowing ceasonss HNumber ene, security and safetv,
agalngt the ¢l made ¢tov see if comeocne ig &t home,
agelinet the ecall made for purposes of harsssment or a
neisance. Humber two, the reduction or elimination of
upwanted seolicitaticn phone calln to peralt one to
contact the responsible executives of the calling
prgenization to reguest an end to that prectice. thaw
three, rveview of phone numbers ¢alled during one’w
absence to decide € 2 ewllbachk is warrzanted.” (fron 2
privete sitizen with 2 listed nuaber)

?.a.d believe the person being ecalled e rights that
infinitely exceed the vights of the party who negotistes
the call.” (from a private cltizen).

"With regard te the concern about the Identa-Call
becoming & means for the scoundrel is who get acoess Lo
the numbers illegitimately, without Ildenta-Cull thay
Gre many, weny situwetions mes im endstence that pernm
that to happen. and, ny feeling is that the Ideats
affers protection pgainst the individual who shuwsld
by a pupber maliciously and be able to b dealt wiuth.”
{From o private citisen).
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REQUEST ¢

Hag Southern Bell surveyed non-published service subscribers for
their opinlon on Caller Ip? Please provide the contavts and
results of any such survey.

RESPONDE ¢

Interviews were conducted with 202 Bouthern Bell residence
customers Lo Florida who subscribe to non-published service. ‘the
customers were asked about their intervests, richts, delivery and
privacy aspects of Caller ID. The mméults were as follows:

fon-published customers surveyed had a greater interest in
subseribing to Caller ID than did published customevs: 34.2
perzent versusg 21.9 percent.

when ashked who hag more rights, the caller or the called
party, 79.2 percent of the non-published customers said that
the person being called has the most rights and has the v
to rvefuse Lo answer.

In response to one question, the survey results show taat
wost non-published customers do not mind letting people see
their number when calling. However, in response to another
guestion, a majority of non-published customers felt that, in
general, non--published numbers should not be displayed. Souwe
customers suplained that they do not call people who should
not have thwxm numaber.

Dverall, 63,4 percent of the non-published respondents said
allowing others to oee their number either increased or wmade
no difference i their privacy. In addition, the majority of
non-pukbl custoners said that seeinyg the calling nunber
would their privacy,
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To protect the wrivacy of telephone users by amending title 18, United Brates
Code.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Janvary 29 (egisletive day, Jawuary 28, 1860

Mr. Konw introduced the following bill; which was vead twice and referred to the
Uommittee on the Judiciary

A BILL
‘I's proteet the privacy of telephone users oy amerding tite 18,
United States Code.

i Be it enacied by the Senaie ond House of Hepresenio-
9 tives of the United States of dmerica in Congress assembled,

$ SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

4 This Act may he cited as the “Velephone Privacy Act of

5 19907,

8 8RC 2 PURPOSE.
" To protecs thelr right to privacy, telephone unser: ust
& be able to tmis the dissemination of their telephone nu

% 4o persons of thelr choosing
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I SEC. 8 TITLE 18 AMENDMENTE.
2 {a) Beetion 3191 of sitle 18, United Bistes Code, is
3 amended by stribing subsection (b)(3) ~nd adding immediately
4 after paragraph (2) the following:
5 “(8) where & nongovernmenial recipient of wire or
6 electronic communication conseunss snd its provider en-
7 shles any originator to block eceipt of the originating
8 nmumber; except that the provider iz wot reguired to
9 enable an originator to block veceipt of the originating
10 number on the emergency assistance telephone line of
11 % State or municipal police or fire department, or on &
12 911 emergency line; or
18 “(4) on the emergency assistance telephone line of
i4 a State or municipal pelice or iire dep rtment, or on 2
i3 911 emergency line.”.
18 {(b) Bection 3121 of #itle 18, United States Code, 1s fur-

17 ther smended by redesignating subsection (¢} as subsection
18 (@) and by inserting imamediately after subsection (b} the fol-
19 lowing new subsection:

20 “oy Crvin AcProw.-—Any aser of wire or eiscironic
%1 eovmunicsion service aggrieved by a provider’s {eilure fo
22 .emable an orighoator to block receipt of the originating
7 nuniber under subsection {(b}{(B) may recover from the provid-
24 2 in neoordence with section 2707 of this title.”
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