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WE 
TELEPHONE AN0 TELEGRAPH COMPANY CLARIFYING CdHEH A NONPUBLHSHFD 

CALLER l D  TO TOUCHSTAR SERVICE (T-89-587 9 FILED 9/29/89) 
NUMBER CAN BE DISCLOSED (T-89-506, FILED 9/29/89) AND INTRODUCING 

AGEN5A : JULY 17, 1990 - CONTROVERSIAL AGENDA - PARTIES MAY PARTICIPATE 

On Juis~ 19, 11984, the  Commfsslon approved a t ~ o - ~ e d . ~ '  t r i a l  o f  
TsuchSW serv%ce i~ Orlando (Docket No. 840139-Tb). ?h is  dxperiment was 
exteiided POP a third year and vas conipleted on May 9, 1983. One o f  t h e  
features offelnod during th3s tr lal  was Call Monitor  (mow c a l l x i  Caller ID), a 
feature wher-sb,y ia caller's telephone number was displayed t o  t h e  called p a r t y  
after the f i r s t  ring. 
coupled wf t h  the, d i  ffd cot1 ty 5 n ob ta in ing  the  required customer premi s e s  
equllpmnt (CBE) restrllcted t h f s  serv ice  t o  a very few s u b s c v i b e r s ,  

When TouchStar was reimplemented on a permanent hasis i n  Pugust 1988 
(Docket No. 8807Y1-Vk), Call MonitorlCaller ID was not included. Sou the rn  
Be 11 Tel e p h ~ n d  and Te 1 egraph Company (Southern Bel 1 or compacy) i rad? c a t e d  t h a t  
I t  would further t e s t  t he  feature i n  other s t a t e s  and gather informat ion from 
regional Bell compari.ries' o f f e r i n g s  I n  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  t h e  country before  
re3 ntroduclD ng f t here, 

Southern Bell f j l e d  two proposed t a r t f f  rev is io , is  on Septembcs 2 9 ,  
1989. 

The usage sensitive rate structure o f  Cal l  Monitor 

One added Caller $0 t o  I t s  T9uchStar features; the other f t l l n g  



One Sssue csncernf~sg the approprlateness sf blocking c e r t a i n  
ag@ncies' numkaers and any charge for Such blocklng was defergad for  urrther 
consideration before the! February I ,  1990 effectbved d a t e .  hew ever^ t h i s  fssnss 
#a% agalis deferred a t  the January 30, 1998 agenda and the  e f f e c t j w  dates 
suspended whew sddi tional quest!oras were r a i  sed csncerni ng t h e  bli o c i i  ng and 
pdvaey  ISS SO US. Staff and the company were directed t o  seek answers t o  t h o s e  
questdons and r e t~ rn  t o  t i le Commpission on February 20, 1990. 

The Comni ssJon amroved snecl f l  c c r i  terDa for  blocking a t  the 
February 20, 

2. 

. .  
I ~ W  agenda. ~ t a e  cr i ier4 ja  consisted of the fal~owing: 

'The cus$omser (agency or i n d i v i d u a l )  should estab' l ' ish 
t h a t  i t s  bus-lness i s  law enforcemeni or one which t h e  
divulgencei of i d e n t i t l e s  over the telephone could 
C ~ U S B  serious personal or physdcal harm t o  it; 
employees or cl!ents, such as a domestic wfs'Pence 
i nterventfon agency; and, 

The C U S ~ O ~ ~ B W  (agency or Swdtvidual) should establish 
t h a t  the! forwa.rding of numbers through Caller I D  would 
ser%ously Jjsllpafr or prevent I t  from performing i t s  
busfa%ess; and, 
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Southern Bsll was di rected t o  aceomnodate the  weeds o f  a l l  o f  t h e  
e l i g i b l e  parties and report back t o  the Commiss~on .in t ime for the  June 5 
LL rnda. The csmpany sent b i  11  i n s e r t s  t o  a1 1 customers i n  areas where Cai 1 er 
I D  was t o  become available. They also he ld  extensive meet4ngs w l t h  Department 
o f  Heal th  and Rehab‘i 1 i t a t i  ve Sen! ees (HRS) o f f !  c i  a1 s and a 1 aw enforcement 
task group set  up a t  the February agenda. Southern Hell f i l e d  I t s  report on 
the progress o f  these e f f o r t s  on Hay 1 ,  11998 (Attachment E ) .  

A reesmnendation was f i l e d  on Way 24, 1990 for placement on the  3 ~ n e  
5 agenda. A few d8ys p d o r  t o  t ha t  agenda a distr ic t  court !D Pennsylvania 

coupled wtth  U.S. Senate hearings scheduled for June 7 ,  1993, prompted t h e  
Commisr;4on t o  defer  a decls lon on Caller I D  u n t i l  June ’17, 1990 Sn order for 
the  Comlss4on and s t a f f  t o  analyze these and any other  recent dnvelopments. 

Puled Ohat @all@P Io Was ’8’lllegal ill t h a t  S t a t e  f n  ally fOPm. ThjS @Vent ,  
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Dockst No. 891 184-Tk 
July 5, 9990 

i 

il 
taking any further actlcsn on Caller ID servlce? 

request and shocld take no further act ion  on Cal le r  ID u n t i l  these proceedings 
are cone 1 udecl . 

E 
s and %or a Sectlsn 920.57(1), Florida Sta tu tes ,  hear9ng prior t o  

Should the ~~~~~~~~~ g rant  Parbl~c Counsel Is request far custoiner 

: Yes, the Comlssion should grant Public Counsel I rs hear1 rag 

: on June 7 ,  1990, t h e  B f f l c e  of Public Counsel (QPC) f i l e d  i t s  
Request for Hearings (Request) O W x h m e n t  A) on the t a r i f f s  f l l e d  by ?oukhern 
Be1 1 Tel  ophang and Telegraph Company (Southern Bel 11  to i rttroduce Cal l  er ID 
service (T-$9-507) and rhangling t h e  circumstances under which a wonpub1 f shed 
number can be dlsclc~ed (T-89-5061. OQC's Request asks far both ckastosraer 
hearlngs I n  the  kerrltory served by Sserthhersa Bal l ,  as adel 1 as a formal 
evidentiary prsceedlng under Sectlosa 120.57(11 Florida S t a t u t e s .  A s  y-ounds 
for the  Weqwest, OQC skates that "'Caller ID p s e s  unprecedented t s s u e s  
concernlng the public health,  safety and welfareo as well as importiant i s s u e 5  
cotacerntng privacy.'# OPC fur ther  s t a t e s  t h a t  Caller ID "fundamentally a l t e r s  
the ~~~~~~~~~~~ autssnatlca81y provided by a caBlSng party t o  a rem v i n g  
party. Flnal ly ,  OBC1 s Request % dent i  fi @s a t  1 east  nine d9 sputed f ssues o f  
maSterSa1 fact ,  law and policy t o  be resolved i n  a hear lng. 

On Jauars 19, 1990, SoutharaP 8611 f i l e d  i t s  Response t o  P ~ b l i c  
Coisnssl 's Request f ~ r  Hearings (Response) (Attachment B) . Southern Bel 1 s 
Res: ~ n s e  urges the CainneJ ssSon to deny OPC's Request because "'the Comrrii ssiow 
and I t s  S t a f f  have conducted an extenstve study of Caller HB) over an 
eight-mnth period." Southern Bel 0 Further s t a t e s  t h a t  "Etlhree Agenda 
Conferences and able p u b l l c  hear ing have been held, and all o f  Southern Bell's 
Florida customers % n  t h e  ~ r m s  I n  whlich Caller ID w i l l  be provided bave been 
n i l t l f l e d  of the  service and the blocking optisris." And ye t ,  Southern B t 1 1  
c ualms, n"rollnly is 1.89ma.I number of concerns regarding t h i  s val i iabl  e s e r v i  cc? 
have been rafsed, a l l  o f  ectrfch have been cansidered by t h e  Com~mBssfon," 
Southern 83'89's Respof~se concludes t h a t  " i t  simply i s  not  necessary to conduct 
formal hearings,'' tEat such hearlngs "wowld be inappropriate and a w a s t e  O F  
the  Comf ssion's O " ~ $ Q ~ U B " C ~ S  given %Ire extensive h i  story o f  &.tie matter. I' 

Flasal ly, Southern Bel I notes .% t s  be l  1 e f  tha t  QPC' s Request i s p ; - ~ ~ e d u r l S  l y 
IlB~rOpsr and s h O U l d  be deni@d b@CaMse i t  i s  "Untim@ly." 

Southern Bel 1 's Response, whl l e  q u i t e  flattering t o  t h i s  Commission 
and I t s  s ta f f ,  sfmply m h a s  the  mark. The crucial  quest ion t o  be addresried 
here IS whether OPC has ~ ; a &  a suffl~ient showing to e n t i t l e  the  Clt'szen.; t o  a 
forma1 hearJng pursuintat t o  Sectlon 120.57(1) ,  Florida Statutes. S t a f f  
13@19@V@S t ha t  OPC has w e t  tha t  burden. 



Docket No. $9? 1 BB-TL 
July 5 ,  1990 

Chapter 126, Florida Sta tu tes ,  t h e  A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ t ~ ~ ~ ~ v ~  Praacedures A c t ,  
rrzqarlres tha t  agencles a f fo rd  no t i ce  and an o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~  t o  be heard t o  t hose  
\+os@ substantla1 l n t e r a s t s  are a f fec ted  by agency act fsn.  A formal 
ev lden t la ry  prseesdlng I s  requfred undgir Sectlow P20.57(1~, Florida St in tx tes ,  
where there are3 dtsputed Issues o f  mater ia l  f a c t ,  v R I l e  on ly  an I n f o r n ~ l  
proceeding under Sest lsn 120 .57W Flor fda  Statutes, i s  reqksl red when t he  
Dssues are llm4ted t o  questiol.ss o f  law. OPC's Request i d e n t f f i e s  a t  l eas t  
nine disputed issues t o  be adclreosed i n  a hearing. Some o f  these  i s s u e s  iire 
pure f ac tua l  qusstSsns such as how Ca l l e r  I D  w 4 1 1  e f f e c t  var9ous groups &:id( t o  
what extent  other  seru:ce of fe r ings  provide simS lar  or substantfally the same 
servlces as C a l l e r  I D .  Other fssues  are pure legal  questions such as whether 
C a l l e r  I D  v i o l a t e s  o f t h e r  A r t i c l e  I, Sectlon 23 o f  t h e  Florida Cons t i t u t i on  
( r i g h t  t o  pr tvacy)  o r  Chapter 934, FPorSda Statutes (wi re tapping sta t la te ) .  
Even so, a1 1 the  issues raised by OPC care infused w i t h  unique pub1 Sc pol i c y  
conslderat lons.  
and has tdent l f ' led  disputed I s s u e s  of anaterfal fac t ,  OPC should be grwl-ed a 
formal heart ng pursuant t o  Chapter 120.57( 1) 

S t a f f  also recomends t h a t  customer. hearings be s c h ~ d u l e d  i n  t h e  
t e r r i t o r y  served by Southern Bell ,  as requested by O K .  While there i s  no 
statutory OF rule requirement t o  a f f o r d  such hearfngs i n  t h i s  s l t u a t l o n ,  s t a f j '  
belteves valuable Input  can be gained Prom sush hearings. Members o f  t h e  
p u b l i c  would be affordel! an oppor tun i ty  t o  make the ir  views known t o  t h i s  
Csmi s s : on. 

act f l  PB on Caller I D ,  pe~dlngl  the outcome of the above-referenced h e a r i b q s .  
Such a ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~ ~ n  i s  p u r e l y  discretionary on the & O U I ~ ~ S S ? Q ~ ' S  part .  
requirement to  postpone action on a t a r i f f  when a hearing has been requested. 
Even so, s taf f  believes t h a t  given the  nature o f  the i s s u e s  raised by OPC, 
such a postponement would be reasonable and prudent on the Can1missior:'s i a r t .  
Sta f f  notes tha t  Southe~m 3eIl has waived the  60 day t i m e  frame f o r  these 
f i  5 1 ngs. 

OPC's Request, Cal ' ler  Ill i s  one o f  sevmi l  o f f e r f n g r  under t h e  general 
category o f  Autcsmati c Number I d e n t i  f i  ca t i on  ( A N I  I .  

fnterstnte  l e v e l )  arid we In tend  its pursue ANI i s s u e s  broader than j u s t  Caller 

Becinase QPC ha\s shown t he  C!tlz&zns are substantially a f f e c t e d  

F1 or9 da Sta tu tes .  

Addi t iot ra l ly ,  s t a f f  recommends t h a t  the Con" ss ion take no further 

There  i s  no 

I t  should be cloted here  tha t  although t h i s  i ssue deals  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  

S t a f f  has recei ved 7 t  
l east  on9 inqulry Snter AP&T's offering of A N I  t o  end users (presumably 611 t h e  

ID should ~~~~~~~~ be granted. 

F'Bnalily, two other natters need t o  be mentioned. 

1 ~~~,~~~~~~~~ C9. 

The f i r s t  I s  a 

Approval o f  staff's recommendatlsn for %:si~e 1 
Request for Hearing %Sled OF dune 7 ,  1990, by the Florida Medical Assor la t ion ,  

would k@$UF $: f 11 f f f l p l j  C i  t l y  $J!rp%n*ki n(j FHA' 5 Request fQlr Hear1 OQ. 



Tho flml mtter tea be ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ @ ~  efore l eav ing  : h f s  i s s u e  f s  t he  May 
30, 19960, dwBs.80n on Caller %1D entered by t h e  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Court o f  
Pennsylwanla ( ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ ~ ~  0). S t a f f  does not b e l l e v e  t h a t  t h %  s dects fon  should 
be glveas any persuas! VB weight ! BB Flort dzh. The Pennsyl vale4 a w i  retapp's wg 
; tatute has several s i  gni fB cant d l  ff'erences from the  FP or1 da w t  retappi ng 
statute.  Addit ional lye staff  disagrees wi th  the Pennsylvania cohtrtS s Plndli~sg 
o f  "state a c t f ~ n ' ~  f m  a  mer^ tartff approval by t h e  & u b l I c  Utflity Commission. 
Such a fbndflag o f  s t a t e  action i s  a necessary prerequisite Po the further 
f l n d i n g  o f  a uraeonsti to%%anml fnvaislon o f  prlvmey. Msfwithstandlng s t a f f ' s  
view o f  the Pennsylvania decision, t h f s  i s  a mat ter  t h a t  can be further 
explored as a legal ixsue,  should the  Commission grant  the  requested hearSng 
on Caller ID, 
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Do the proposals prdjsented t o  date by Southern Br?! I  adequately 
he needs of the  Comf sslon-defined a t 4  sk customers delineated a t  

t h e  February 28, 1990 Agenda Conference? 

Yes,  the proposals presented by Southern 888'8 adequately 
address the weeds o f  the Commission-deffned at-ri sk customers. At-ri sk 
customers are those meeting the criterfa established by t h i s  Commlssicars a t  t h e  
February 20, $990 Agenda Confwence. They include law enforcement agencies 
and personnel MRS-approved domest! c v i o l  ence 4 n t e r v e n t l  on iigencl es and 
personnQ1 prfwalte marriage and fami ly ccsunselsrs asad other agerici es/perssnnel 
deal i rig w i  t h  domest! c v i  01 ~ n c e  a 

The cpsmpany should make any or a l l  o f  t h e  followtng a l t e r n a t o v e s  
avaS lagal B to these elastomers : 

1 .  Per ltne blcsckfaog; 
2. CallOwg cards; 
3. Calling h r t y  Number Revis ion;  
4. 
5. Remote Access DSallng Arrangements; 
6 .  

F o r e i g l ~  Central O f f l e e  (FGQ) or Foreign Exchange ( F k O  service;  

Zsay other arrangement agreed t o  by both t h e  company i n d  t h e  
eligible customer. 

Southern Bell W I S  directed a t  the February 263 agenda t o  
resolve the arrcPuuyan.8ty concerns o f  HRS domrstPc v'ualenca case workers and at law 
enforcement task group s c t  up a t  t h a t  agenda. 
~ e e t i n g s  wi th  both groups as well as dozens s f  meetings w j t h  local p ~ l i i e e  
personflel. 
(Attachment 6 )  t o  a l l  o f  4Q.s customers I n  areas where Caller I D  M i l ?  be 
immedlatoly a m i  lab1 I? exp'l a i  n i  ng t h e  servt ce and out I i nJ ng t h e  
Commission-approved criteria ,for blocking. 
not l fy  any parties tha t  W W S  or the! Bw e~foreemewt task grcnwp may have 
over 1 ooked . 

The! company conducted several 

Southern Bel 1 also, under Commission guidance, sent  a b i l l  {nser t  

This was dane i n  an attempt tg, 



The ~(~sp~pany~s meetings wi th  law ~~~~~~~~~~~ were not qul i te las 
fruitful. The law enfarcement task group (consisting o f  f W d  agents and 
thefr  %ugarvi SOrS f\*os the  Justice ~~~~~~~~~~~ DEA, Depart;llent o f  t h e  
'F@BSLOF.~, FBI, FDLE, anti sther federal,  s t a t e ,  asad local offices) agreehi t h a t  
calling cards, ee l l c lar  phones, and payphones would sat is fy  many o f  t h e i r  
needs but remained adamacrst t h a t  they be given the  abil 'sty t o  dielfver, a t  their  
option,  working or ncrmworking telephone number (see  Kss..4~ 2b).  

methods, and other scillut!sns. The law e n f ~ r ~ e m e n t  task force rejected a i l  o f  
the proposed solart9ons, requesting khat Southern Bell find some way to &:range 
for  "any number del i v e r y .  'I At an Apri 1 3 meeti  ny l n  Miami S ~ u Q k e r ~  B e l  1 
presented a technl cal ly poss! b l  e method far meeting t h e  task force' s reqiiest 
although i t  would be arduous f ~ r  both t h e  company ts  fmglsment and t h e  agents 
to use. Another meet ing was scheduled for AprI 1 17 t o  a1 low the company t o  
develop cost analyses and f u r t h e r  techni cal ref inements .  

Southern B e l ?  attempted to offer  blocks o f  numoers, ca l l  d i v e r s f o n  

Southern Be19 and the  task force could not agree on a viable solutiori 
and #the nsgotfatlons d i d  not proceed any turfher until t h e  end of May. 
Southern Bell would not offer any number dellvery for what i t  termed "severe 
I f a b ~ l i t y  c a n c ~ r n s "  (some csf which s t a f f  has outlined i n  Isclue 2b) ,  and the 
task force retained the poaltion t h a t  any number delivery w z s  I I I ~ C Q I ;  sary for i t  
to continue i t s  invest iga t ions  properly. 

Souttrern Bel7 wet w i t h  t h e  task f ~ ~ e  on May 22 i n  an a t t m p t  by bo th  
sides *O reope3 rregotl at3ons. The par t ies  agreed that some other  501 u t i o n s  
would be aelequbte i n  mhist situations, b u t  again t h e  task force was concern2d 
t h s '  some major cases d o i ~ l d  be hamper& without the  abllfty to man ipu la te  t h e  
or5giwat ing number o f  some ca l  Is. Tne meet ing concluded w i t h  Southel n Bel 'I 
agree1 ng to research some at] ternat! lies further and t h e  1 aw enforcement cjroup 
agreetrig t h a t  some o f  t h e  alternatives preserated would be more h e I ~ f t . 1  than 
previous o f f e r i n g s .  I t  1s Important to note here, however, tha t  thn task 
fsrce has Sndlcated t o  s t a f f  t h a t  i t  5 s  maintair i lng i t s  previous p ~ ~ i t !  NI card 
plans t o  advocate aqy nmber  dellvery or per c a l l  block ing  a t  t h e  J u l y  117 
agenda. 

February 20 agenda. Joseph Bser, a pcofesoional engineer from New York, hds 
requested the FCC t o  i n f t l a t e  rulemaking on Call~r ID-type s e r v i c e s .  
request I s  ;.hat a l l  cor~mn carrlers must 9"ke  avai'lable tu ally non-busjness 
telephone subserf ber ( w i t h  an unll i sted  number) the  means, a t  reinsonab1 e 
charges* o f  su$st%tutAng w confidential ly  regl stered 'a1 t z rna te  a: phanumeri c 
Bden$lity' (AX> POT the blllfng number a call-by-call b a s i s . . . ' $  S t a f f  has 
c s n t a c t ~ d  the FCC and w4 Eazave been 'snfssssned t h a t  wo a c t i o n  has been t2;Ca;ci on 
t h f s  rhsquest, nor i s  an,y lfkely I n  t h e  near future. 

S t a f f  ~~~~~~~~~~~~ t he  technoloyy requlred to provide t h l  s "name 

Several cievelopsnewts a t  t h e  na&%snal level have occurred siwice the 

His 



instead of nlblm~er" arrangement. Me found t h a t ,  although % t  4 s  behag % ~ ? s t e d  in 
some owftches now, t h i s  iabf'llty b e 9 1 1  not be generfcally available  until the 
second generantlon cal l  management (or CLASS 11) 'features b e c ~ t ~  aviai l a b l e  a t  
the end o f  1991, Also,  'It could take sSx  months t o  one year af ter  t h a t  date? 
before thc  c a p a b i l i t y  would be wldely deployed I n  Florida. 

Another development a t  the  federal I w e l  vas the  introduction aF a 
b i l l  I n  the U S  H0use o f  Representdt ives (HR 4340, Attachment GI by Robert W e  
Kastepomel er (D-Hi sc.  ) amend! ng the E9 ectronl  c Csmmunl c a t $  ows B r i  vacy Ac t o f  
$986. ?he M I 1  prop~~@Cf $8 c la r i fy  that  Caller 10 vowld not cons t i t u te  a t r a p  
and trace device only i.F the  cal l  originator could block rece ip t  SB t h e  
ident i  fy i  ng 1 nformati on 

Staf f  i s  faced wf th  the dllemma o f  t r y i n g  t o  speculate what 
alternakf ves offered by S ~ u t h e r n  Bel I are f e a s i  b l  e for 1 aw en forcement a f t e r  
ths task force's refusal t o  entertain any optSon b u t  t h e  delivery o f  any 
number o f  thePr choosing. Although we do wnt have BIrsthaP-sd B t ~ ~ ~ l e c D g e  o f  
undercover speratlons s t a f f  has scrutl nl zed the  ava i  1 ab1 e opt! ons conferred 
w'i %h I an enf~rcemtlent patlrsonnsl f n ather juri sd% c t i  ons and d ~ e l ~ l p e d  thn 
f0-I Icwl ng anialys! s I 

o f f e r e d  ts  the law enforcement task force as so lu t ions  t~ their  problem ( s e e  
At&achawent E ) .  Br! @fly, some o f  t h e  a1 t e r n a t $  ves  presented were a s  fol lows : 

Southern Be11 developed several alternatives, any or a l l  o f  which i t  

1 .  Per Ilnc blocking - t h i s  arra:$;ement permanently blocks t h e  
delOwery o f  a l l  outgoing numbers from the associated l i n e ,  
s @ ~ d j n g  a ''P' or " P r f v a t ~  Number" or an WSt or "Out o f  ."am" 
des'!gwatisn. 
nonreeurr5ng: standard Secondary ServJ c e  Order charge; recurri ng 
cost (and rate) $0.00. Proposed ra tes  for delivery o f  "a3" - 
nonracurr'ng: $142.50; recurring: $11.30. 

Southern Bel 1 ' s  proposed ra tes  for "P" d e l i v e r y  - 

2. Calling card - a customer dlal is  0 + 7 d i g i t s  and t h e  c a l l  i s  
COmpieted through an 3perator, sendlng an "0" or "Out o f  Area" 
des,igna%isn. Proposed rates - nonrecurring: $O.QO; recurring: 
$0.17 per c a l l .  

3.  Calling Party Number R e v i s i o n  - t h l s  arrangersamt inSPo\i's a 
d'lfferent preset number ( t o  be dstermlned b y  , t h e  campany) t o  be 
dalluered on a l l  calls. L4nilted avai labi l i ty  (DMS 100 o f f i c e s  
only). Proposed rates - nonrecurrtng: $18.75; uecurrirky. 9 3 . 9 5  
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Best due process arguments asfde,  s t a f f  b e l l e v e s  that grant ing law 
enforcementss request would not be in the public i n t e r e s t .  We w S s h  t o  make I t  
c l e a r  that we belteve the needs of law enforcement are o f  the h ighcst  order 
and deserve the f u l l  a t ten t fan  o f  and carefu l  cons!deratlon by t h i s  
Csmmissfsn. The nature o f  the drug war alone causes us t o  envls ion 3n 
I n f i  ni t e  number o f  s i  tuat ions where g r a n t i  ng 1 aw enfor cement s request W Q U I  d 
c o n s t i t u t e  an Invaluable afd  % n  apprekendfwg c r l m i a a l s .  A t  the same time, t h e  
risk o f  harm t o  an innocent c i t i z e n  cannot $e discounted. The poterftial f o r  
misplaced retaltation on the part o f  cr fmina ls  i s  not far- fetched. We 
recognize that lGw enforcement has proposed only lfm.l%ed uses for the  
requested ciapabi14ty (i . e . ,  a drug courier 1 s  detained a t  t h e  a l r p ~ t - t  and an 
agent taking h i s  place must make a telleghone c a l l  Prom a s p e c i f i c  location a t  
a p a r t t c u l a r  t i m e )  and we have no reason t o  doubt law enforcement's 
s i n c e r i t y ,  
Innocent mfstakla, we belleve, far outweighs the b e n e f l t s  That might be g a i n 4  
from grantlljg the request. Add i t l ona l l y ,  the uncomfortable no t i on  o f  
i n t e n t i o n a l  misuse o f  the c a p a b i l i t y  must also be recognized. 

However, the nature o f  the harm flow1 ng from even a t o t a l  l y  

S t a f f  believes the Csmm4sslon's duty t o  regulate utilities i n  t h e  
perbllc I n t e r e s t  requtres t h a t  law enforcement's request be den ed .  
t h i s  1 s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e  here, where the  type o f  harm t h a t  could Q C W T  i s  
devas%at%ng, and the person l i k e l y  t o  be harmed i s  an Innocent bystandel .  

We b e l i e v e  

-'I 3- 



July 5 ,  1990 

: If' an agency or i n d i v i d u a l  meets the Cc"Iss90n's c r i t e r i a  
for re?Ief, Ssutbrn Be11 calling cards issued and used should have a l l  local  
rustamst- dlalod credft card charges wigfved (zero rate for these tal: s >  The 
agency w i l l  be resgonsfble for l saufng  cards only $8 those employees or 
clients who a t e  c o r t f f f e d  t o  be a t  rjsk,  recertifying these indivtduals 
annually, and takfng reasonable measures to df scourage unauthorized c a l l  s s n d e  
w l t l r  t h a t ?  cards. 

A l l  other solutions, such as s p e c i a l  arrangements Par law enforcement 

' s 

agencies, should be charged a t  rates cons! stent  w i t h  t h i s  Con" ssion s 
( O e c l k l ~ n  a t  $he F@brarary 20, 1990 agenda. 
n0~lrecur9 l n g  charger t o  be wa'ived for 38 days prior86C days af ter  Call  e r  I[ 
available, % n  each are3 I t  becomes avadlaable for any soiiutikzn p r o v i d e d .  TI'BC! 
normill1 recurring charges would apply ( there  i s  no recurring ra te  G; cost for 
per-lfne bloeklrq) and nonrecurring charges apply a f t e r  the 60 day persod 
ithers; i s  no nonrecurring ra te  or cost for isseefng calling ca rds ) .  
service 9s not t a r i f f e d  atid would be p r o v i d e d  under a specid1 a r r a n g e m e n t ,  t h e  
company should charge a recurring rate equal t o  .B%s incremental or marginal 
recurrfnq cost  t o  provide the s e r v i c e .  

m%aataI 8*8 wrf Itten cert!  f t  cat ion  o f  the4 P at-ri sk personnel , racerti f y  them 
annual ly ,  and make such carti f l c a t i m s  a v a i  lable t o  Southern B e l  1 I s s e c u r i t y  

m. : Staf f  expects the  majority o f  el i s !  ble  customers vi 9 1 be 
sta';o agencies or agmacies funded w i t h  s t a t e  tax dollars. Other a g e r ~ i e s  and 
indivjduals k b l l  mast 'likely e?;s ?icc?msed marriage and famlly counselors and 
other mental heal th  prafesolona! 5 deal 1 ng d i  ssctly wl t h  domesti : v i a  I ence 
~ ~ ~ ~ r w ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  or otherwise violent p a t i e n t s .  I t  I s  not the i n t e n t  o f  t h i s  
ComSssBon t o  pert any undue f i n a n c f a l  Rurden on these agencies as a resu l t  o f  

~~~~~~~~~~~~ Caller ID, 
~~~~~~~ t h a t  nonrecurring charges for  rem?;dles these customers C ~ Q O S ~  knuBd be 
waived 8s each n@w area came on l l n e .  

That dec is lon  provided for 

I f  a. 

"The company's t a r i f f  should reqes! re the  el f g9 b l  e custoniers t o  

departmant i f rePquestePI. 

T h i s  concept vas taken in to  account when i t  was 

Also because there  was no recusr4ny 
00 Sos~lthet~ Be;]  for prOVfd5ng pek-l i ine blocking, n 3  ra te  needed t o  be 

devol oped * 
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( i i f )  



(i) 
chapter 934, Florida Statutes? 

A8 proposed by Southern B a l l ,  does Cal..g.Qr ID vicskate 

f i n a l  agency act ion.  

Respec t fu l ly  r;;:1%nmi%ted 
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A t t  a c: hme 13 t, C 
Page 2 of 3 

s trongly  that: t h e  privacy r i g h t  of W ~ K Y  caBLep: s h o u l d  be 

maintained to the utmost degree. ~ i w e n .  t h e  Cal l e r  PD sewvice 

4 .  Cer ta in  FIvy'j, membersp such as psychiatrists and t h o s e  

working i n  cEgiLds. o r  spouse a h b e  centersy may be exposed 1-0 a 

s i g n i t i c a n t  $riakc of physical. h a r m  i n  the event t b z i r  nome 

tel.ephone numbers are i n a d v e r t e n t l y  d isc l losed  t o  p e r s o n s  

be cons i d  er ed i BI de t e r mi n i TI g bl oc k ;b ng e 1 i g i b i 1 i t y i s i n s LE f f i G i e sa t 

0.P 1. 



final aq2ncy action. 
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I .  I he Florida Public Service Csmsnission Elas approved ihe Iniro~~uction of a neul service aeierrcd to 
as Caller Bdeoitifiuattnn, or Caller 6D. The @onirnissii;n will establish the dates For its (availability 10 cusio!ners 
vlk 8tt upemiirrg teguler qpm.h conFerP;?ncc. 

When thc service it; implerrtentcd, a Caller 1%) subscriber will receive the nunher of [he calling party 
orr ii special d iq iay unit attacked to the telegliorne line when B call is received. ((':ustc;emcrs have to 
pt." the display unit; it is available h m  a variety of S ~ V F C ~ S . )  AIter reading the displayed riwnibea, 
tkic person may thetr choose to answer the call, to returr; the call later, or to ignore the call altogether. 
In &dieion, S Q ~ @  display units now available ate capable of storing u p  to 40 or more caliiny nurnbeis. 

&der Southern Bell's currently approved proposal, the number of virtually ai! incotniry tlirecR.dial 
1 0 ~ 3 1  C ~ I S  wi!i appear including those from unlisted andiur nonpubiished subscribers. l'hesc jiAbs(+riberr, 
M J ~ I  be s e p a t c l y  notified. 
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9'0 smesnd title 18, United stntca Code, eo protect the privscy of teiepRo3e users. 

HOUSE OF ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MARCH 21, 19%) 

MY, KA~TENMEXEW (for himself, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. EDWARDS of California) in-  
troduced the following bill; vvhieh was referred to t hp  Committee an the 
Judiciary 
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