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1. PHNS ag oan option hu

CARES

2 pregubscribed service, meaning only

3. phoneg cowld be utilized to gene:
4, unpublished" number. As I pointed out in my direct enam
5. testimony, undercover investigatlons, particularly navcotics

& investigations, ave anything but pradictable. Law

7. enforcement will not always have the option of utilizing a

i, phome from which we have cured PNS service ahead of time,
9. Like Lhe other options suggssted by Bell and other phone
FREN companies, the lack of easily avallable use on a moment s

PNS option not being a viable

1l notioce covld result in

34 alternative,
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X VPO &

i PRE genarates a phone b

ig not publis

I wnit Dox.,  Whillse that numbs

somewheres

L & possibilivy that records geney

L witlin the phone system could link the number to the law

7. spant sgency.  While this risk might be reduced by
4. generesting fictitious address and name ¥ thile

1B vagquives coeating such yecovds for each RS site, and will
e bye shility to change, on very short notjice, the

<3 Fiotionsl nome, the filotionel address, eto. hye demandasd by

L tha lrvestigation. Freguently in an lavestigation, numerons
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s diffevent operative vtilizes the

investigation sech Uime
undercover phone.

Lo our undercover 1ines

Bince the numbers assigned
sye pregently not being displayed, this has never been &
concern. Should "Caller ID” be implemented without
aniversal blocking, there is crested a risk of detection
Lhet simply is not a concern if no number is displaved.

‘his risk would be reduced in the case when law enforcement

ok

"Dlocks® the display as part of universallyve-avalileble
"Caller ID" blocking.
The PRE displaved nuwber could be calied oack by a

itional concerns about o

criminal, thereby creating add
Tglipeup” that oowld have severs and even fatal

i

consgguenaaes . Por example, ong could scclidentally answer &

cali plaved ho the "PNS-geneveted” phone numbey, even Chough

7. Aoy wnuswinl ox

g distinctive ring has bheon occury

unexpacted rasponse could serve to "tip" a criminal the

undercovey opsraclve he has been dealing with g somaone

othes than who he claims to be. The dire conseyuences of
such o cavelation are obvious. \
RS should e considecad an option that certainly is

.

werloias 2y law enforcement sattempls o address our security

cotvavng L1 "Caller DY s blmplomented, but 10 nol & oures
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unchanged: 1§ you put law enforcement

through vour propesed system, then it

avaerything possible vto wlliminete that jeoopardy and

low Leaw enforcement to continus with jts investigative

wbion with a miniwum of adminlstrative, bureaucratic, o

wadural Intevfereance.,
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Obviously, it is important to law enforcement,
partivulariy to FDLE which has statewide enforcement

ned gongistent syvetem that

al}

rasponsibilities, that a vwniform 2

affars the universally-asvallebie blocking be offered

statewide. AB a matvar of operations, FULE irvestigationg

may begin at one end of the state and move throughout the

state an the investigation progresses. Consistency 6L

N

approach to "Caller ID" on & statewide basis, with statewlide

univarsally-availeble blocking, is what is preferred. That

universaily-available per call blocking should be the
suiforn statewide Florida standard for ary implemented
o

voal ey IDY system i further supported by the fact Thal at

% two phone companies providing service in Floride,

cENPEY, and Unlted felephone Company of Flogida, have

b @ di

indicated they incend to offer some form of por call

brbosking.

¢ of one of wmoany

Whan PRS Ls viewed in the contex

altarnatives for addresging "Caller ID” related concerns, it

would be the desire of FUOLE that (1) all the othgy

suggested by phone companies be offered in

1o ety
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universally-avallable blockiog; and {(7) that

GOl lens I with eall blooking and the other options be
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OF SOUTHERN BELL WITHESS HARCY BINE
B I am.
e OH PACGE 13 DF HER TESTIHOMY, MS. SIMS INDICATES THAT

WITH REGARD O THE SPECIAL HEEDS OF LAW ENFORIOKMENT, "HANY

HER AND CREATIVE ALTERNATIVES THAT ADEQUATELY MEET THE NEEDS

VV}“‘I

OF LAW BENFORCEMERT HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED AS B RESULYT OF THE

JOSNT COLLABORATION BETWEEH LAW ENFORCEMENT AND THE COMPARNY

TABE FORCE IW THIS REGARD?

B Phe alternastives suggested by Scuchern Bell, and

simlilar alternstives such ag PHRS ap suggeslal

celyt meet the needs of law enforomwant in that,

gtanding alons, they do not rewolve the oltimate concern fox

safety and integrity of investigations thal has eyt L v e b

FOLE and the Task Fouc spposition to Southern Bell s

proposal.  As has been stated time and time agaln, the

{ov

aptions should not be consliduered substitute
implementing “Caller (0" with wnivecrsally-available

wd me edditional ways of

Thaey should be consldere
undercovey operatives and lav enforcement

na for the safety of law enforcemant

Gpmestives will continue even with

arad even with

ivh unlvevsally-available blol

THE PAST MORTHS. "  WHAT 18§ THE POSITIUN OF FDLE ARD WHE

by GUE, doonod



=t

I

o
T

3 nap o § % g by
BT L LG

the additional options belng

st

I3
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. In pur opinion, what adeguate in resolving

sur concerns should include every avsilable alternative,

since in practice mn insdequate option could result in the
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death of a law enforcement officeyr or opersa
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discussion. &t no masating of the
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did a Southern Bell representative indicate he

wan cuthorized to commit the Company to & posicion. In

just the oppoplite was Lous. whenev ey the Task Fovcoe
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4 . ON PRGE 13 OF MS. SIMS S TESTIMONY, SHE INDICATES THAY
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. BELL OFFERED THE OPPTIONS AT RO COST. I8 THIS AN ACCURATE

SUMMARY OF BELL S POSITION IHN YOUR CPINIONY

wd

4. Fo. Like I just indicated, Scouthern Bell suggested many
5 options, but never formally offersd them. To my knowledge,
O no person with avthority to bind Southern Bell to a position

evay made an "offer to the Task Force. Furthermore, Mark

i
3

1o Long, a staff member of the Public Sexrvice Commlssion,

G. indlcered at & meeting of the Tasgk g » that some of the
ik, suggestions that services be offered without cost would

[ vegquire FSC approval acd were not things Southern Bell —would

ilaterally commit to.
LA e BLSO ON PAGE 13 OF MS. SIMES™ TESTIMONY, SHE
i, THDICATES, “SOUIHERN BELL, HOWEVER, I§ NOY WILLING PO MLBEY

g

L5 LAW EMPORCEMENT S REQUEST THAT THEY BE PROVIDED WLTH THE

16 AGTLITY 10 DELIVER ANYORE S NUMBER SINCE 1Y COJLD JEOPARDIZE

B

AR THE GENBRAL PUBLIC.T DORS THIS ACCURATELY REFLECT WHAT {
POLE AND PHE TASK FORCE SUGGESTED IR CTHIS RIGARDY |
A Ho.  FPLE and the Task Force did indicate o desire o

PRt be able o generate displays of phone numbers thgrt wewe

i rolevant to the investigation. FPor example, if a criminal

e ¢ peturn call from @ phone located in the bus

¥
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v G MR

ke

prtation and for secuvity purposes we needed to place vthat

call frvom @ omore controlled location, we would Like to oe

o generats the phone number of the bus station phone
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when we makes

the call. Te owoulo be

o pull a number that does

law enforcement wantsg the abllliuy

- relete to an investigation and display that on

o~

Lo

o display box.

would be preferred to allow such displays, Law enforcemant
would agree to the same. As indlicated above, after Houthern
pell representatives indicated there was "no way " Soathern

Bell would accept this option, the igsue becane moot.

We olso sought & llsting of pay phone numberas In the

commuinities, with the suggestion that we dispiay phve numbes

i

thae pay phone rathey than tngdividual Husiness ox

Ve

ey

weidantial numbers, but Southern Bell s representably
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indicated such numbers would not be provide
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{1, WAL THE YGENERATE A NUMBER® OPTION A MAJOR DESTHRE

L

FOLE ANL PHE PASK FORCEY

&

A 1 owas, and remsins, only ong o { pumarons options we

sz idnred of value in oddition to anlversally-aveilsd
ve L Lt Lilocking. tn fact, the volumes of options
dincusemt serves to undevscore another major congers of POLE

and the reok Force, which is that to the greatest antent

“
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Second, LI
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that criteria item number
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i, for example, take the position that

in a "weasovpable offering” in lieu of

s beot desived anonymity,
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[ phone service conflgured so as to allow cdellvery of the
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% perspective this means unde

E complexity referred to by me in my

of

the posture taken oy

blocking as reflectad

persons for whom hlocking ls

wake blocking univecsally aveilab

entities
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It ignores
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will not lnow Lf & parson ]

From & law entorcemant
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L ignuors
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Taller
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will be & factor in

This is precisely the type of

direct test.mony, and

aur objection to Southern
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Le most approp rlete.  Rather b
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whather the caller Ly ied

to block or not. This is very similar to the Enhanced 911
capability already in place.
classes of phones to which the blocking option would

)

not be made available could be identified, Por example, tne
aumbers assigned to pay phones and phones in jails and
coyrectional institutions could be programued to disallow
the blocking option.

py viewing the plocking question from this

eccive, I believe the law enforcament seCcuriiy

LB
concaerns, and the privacy concerny raised by those opposad
LR

o "Caller ID" without universal blocking can & met.

same time, the concerns of wany of those who might be

he
pppesed Lo receiving blocked calls could be addredssaed Oy

[

ining those classes of customers or types of phones as

H

fndicataed above,

¢ submit that this represents an innovative
alrernative that bettex addresses the large number of
conceras about blouking of vesilar ID."  Blocking as

approzched Drom thig perspective, coupled with “Call Block®,

nrall Yracet and the othex CLASS type features would appe

o G

phone user which

vy mddress the concemns of virtually every

in the hearings and testimony regarding

v boen voles

vhis ety
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2 all "Caller 1DY blocking conce . it cey

3. siternative that deserves gerious oonglderation.

4. {1, ARE THERE ANY LIMITATIONS TO TODAY S TESTINONY OW
5. YOUR PART?

6 B I want to meke it clesyr that the Department of Law

7. Fnfovcement will be addressing lssues #2, #3, and #4, the

t-hearing brief and my comments in
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