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2- [llrf@BJCI] C?t%J.&@r ID trap t~ Q@ c%wvico @.El dedrscribed i n  
gJhgtgtePr $34911 PllcbaFidBa lSt;ca%utaaa'g 

The Department oP General Service:; 
took no pusition on this issue prior to the kearfnq, hut 
r@aervaCg the right to do so at a later eime. 

DGS (a@fers to the position taken by the Attorney General, 

StatxiwEdo Prosecutor and Florida Department of Law Enforcemenc in 

their joint brief. 

3. [%BGNa] Doere Caller TD violate any feep@ral laws or any l a m  

PGS P W X N G  POSJTION: The Department of Geiieral Services 
took no position on this issue p r i m  to the hearing, but 
reserved the right to da so at a later time. 

.-Tam IMG POSXTION 

DGB defers to the position taken by the Attorney General, 

Statawlfde Prosecutor and Florida Department of Law Enforcement in 

81 %'$ea OtatfB of B1orida'P 

' 8  

kB1si.r j o i n t  brief. 

4. [ka~%l Doas @a131er ID violate ~lorida's Constitution? 

The Department of General Services 
took n'3 position on this issue prior to the hearing, but 
reserved the right t?l do so at a later time. 

POST - H W X N G  POSITTON 

DGS de€ers to the position taken by the Attorney General, 

Statewide Proseck~tor and Florida Department of I a w  Enforceaent In 

t k h - 2 i X '  j Q i n t  brief.  
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D t X  believes Caller TD can only be pr~pe l - ly  implemented if 

of'far@eSt wi th  free per-call and per-line outgoing number blocking.  

(See Xssues 9 and 12 below.) If so implemented, Caller XD can be 

a very valuable  addition to the SUMCOM Notwork's portfolio of 

serv~ces. According to DGS Witness Hmyns: 
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POST-ZEARING POSITION 



In fact ,  the  most frequent form ~f anrioyance call, telemarketing, 

can increase when Caller ID divulges a number to a sF2cj.fi.c marketw 

T. 623, Caller ID can also  result in reverse harassment to the 

daawocent gsrsan who m i s d h 1 s  a number. T. 627. To a lesser 

e x t m t ,  t2rie can happen w i t h  Call Return. 1.090. 
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~~~~~~ a djI.stine% concern far nore than simply providing anonymity 

‘k%%ra=3ugh $he alternatives to blocking. DGS and the Department: of 

crwrwesaianat as dnlforin, fsse line and call blocking. F p a y  phone 

c m t s  a quarter, but the user needs the goad fortune of finding a 





The mhankfest wlaight of the evidence dictates that t h e  

C m ” s s b n  shcsulld require imiversal per-eall a-&d per-line calling 

numb@a: aloaking a% no cost uniformly throughout the State. It was 

tha a=;lcrnePusPon of Public Coumell Witness Cooper that: 

[N]udllbssr forward blocking provides a significant benefit 
to the vast body of subscribers by allowing them to 
pret%;@s::.ve the privacy of their telephone numbers w h i l e  
eolm prseerving the functionality and usefulness of the 
overall ss7 technology. T. 596-97. 

C o n s j A a r h g  whsrm should bear the cost of blocking, Cooper found: 

To impose such a cast on [Caller ID non-subscribers] 
~vhien only a small number of subscribers appears likely 
to want the service, and when cther offerings can 
aecs~plish the same goals, sacrifices the interests of 
t h u  vast majority to the interests of a small rnhori.ty. 
‘IC, 634-35. 

C o ~ p e r ~ s  finding is supported by the numbers, Southern Bell’s 

projected take rake in Florida for Caller XI) is 5-7$ in t h r u e  to 

f i v e  yaare. ‘k. 271. Actual experience in New Jersey S ~ Q ~ I Y  a 29 

perlet-ration (T. 128) and 1.2% in Tennessee. T. 195. In a s ~ r v e y  

iizcAkad~,ng what might be called a worst-case scenarj.o, 25% of the 

~~~~~~~~~~,~~ sa id  $hey would pay $5.00 per month to Mock.  T. 516. 

B~okRxer s%ludy showed 23% wl.lling to pay $3.00 per month for the 

op@iaw, T, 780-82. 5imple maik s h o w s  even those who are  w i l l i n g  

tm p r y  f o r  bla;iic=king cmtlmumber the m a x i m u m  projected takers by more 
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that? t.hrea-*to-sn@. When cost i s  rg?mo'c;*ed ;is a faact,sx, f3urvekpCj shuw 

BFer  highcm numbers o f  $Bockera--some up to 77%* '1'. 666. 

M L ~ X ~ ~ ~ V P I P  dketurbiiag factors are i nhe ren t  in southern B ~ E ? P I .  6 

~~~~~~~~ appkieation process for tree (T. 63, 80) blocking 

privileges. Since ~ e P 1  irntendls to charge for a1.1 alternizt ives ( r ~ l *  

llQl SesiS) %here is an underlying financial incentive to deny the,.ue 

roq~esit~s;. A 1 1  applicants must prequalify CY. 2 7 8 )  which is 

exgtX2tsd t,o take wma thirty days (T. 297)  after which ac tua l  

pPogramcBng $am the switch is necessary. T. 280. In the interim, 

presa~mab3,y, all applicants would have to pay the going rate for the 

alternatives" 

For the domestic violence agencies, there are the h a u n t i n g  

c e r t i b i @ a t k a n  problems for known victims: even SGuehern Bela 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ tht3 i n t r i n s i c  Pd.abiPity. T. 320. There is no 

;olhut~an for the unknown victims. This i s s u e  evaporates w i t h  

univaris?#B blocking. T. 513, 954 ,  971, 988, 1025. 

Far law enforcement agencies, there is the stigma 09 for 

P o ~ ~ c Q , * ~  Lhe inability to blend in. T. 1124, 878, This issue 

evaporat@s w i t h  universal blocking. T. 925, 1044. 

P a r  the SUEICOM' Network, which utilizes every telephone company 

in Florida IT. 1087), and t n e  Radio System, there remains the 

prciblem of non-anifsrm application. T. 8 4 5 ,  915, 917, 10!53-54. 

Thi.s iusue avnporatas w i t h  universal blocking.  T. 515, 10 4 .I 

por nen-'kaw enf~rcement governmental agencies, there remains 

%s basic  c ~ M P ; P Q ~  of inserting the industry into p u r e l y  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~. operations through the  application pr oce8s. Is it 





P 
Them f.# no question that different law enforcement agencies 

have dibferernt requirements based an conaideracion of size, 

geographic locxttion, type of work and many other fac.-tors. TI. 870- 

Nsvcrtheleas, an inpressive alliance of diverse agencies has 

spoken out loudky in favor of per-line and per-call krbscking in 

sasponse to Caller ID. 

S@Ver~l telephone companies have already determined tnat they 

will imitfal-ly offer free per-call blocking ts law enforcement (as 

W e . k . 1  2XE tQ $he gen@lX%l population.) Con&ea has decided this W i l l  

meet m.my eon~erna  (T. 5 4 2 ) ,  as has United. T. 512-13. 

DGG8 through the Division of Communications, ar t icuJ .a ted  its 

pssitidan on Nnrch 22, 1990: 

It is the policy of the State that if blocking of Cal.ler 
fD is desired by any SUNCQM user, that such bfockSng be 
a v a i h b l e  on a line by line basis. Blocking should iml.sa 
be sptional for each State telephone on a per call basis 
OF a blank& blocking of Caller ID for all calls. 
Optional blocking should also be avail.abla to employees 
for all Stat& business culls made while they are awcy 
f ~ s r ~ ~  their offices. T. 1036. 

This policy WBB adopted by the State Law Enfsrcsmont C h i e f s  

Ar;soc$,atfon, Inc. %. 9311-12. DLE Witness Tudor, spokesman €Or the  

; :AJ Eaifor@sme,.szk Committee on Caller XD (T. 8 8 4 ,  91.21 endsr'sed the 

4 &act gt~naral punsition as the best compromise for law enforcement. 

T, @:&a, 892. 
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snnivereal s 4 x u t e w h k  per-call and per-line calling number blocking 

are tlhs ranly special arrangements needed for state law enkorcernent 

operat%ons atid personnel in the event Caller ID i s  implemented. 
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raegatpvt3, Caller ID, with proper implementatisn, s h ~ u l d  be in the 

pxabl%c ht@reat .  As outlined i.n Issues 5 and 11 above, proper 

impl"wntat$an must include blocking. Given this consideration, 

DGS believes Caller ID can enhance the dolivery of gs'vernmental 

~ @ r v k % ? ? @  th@ public good. T. 1047-50. 
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;J3ST-3&VUMG PQSfTION 

In addition to maintaining its original position t h a t ,  i f  

implemented at all, Caller 119 shou1.d have uniform appl icz*ion  

statowl2d@, BGS respectfully requests that suEficient lead t a m  tie 

ak1owe.d for preparation, training a=ld education prior. to such 

hfiplcln&n%atian. T. 1048-49,  1060, 1.080-81. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Stakf ' ~ t t o r p l e y  
Department of General Servicac 
Office of General Csunnl~.1 
Knight Building, Suite 3053 
Koger Executive Cen",ex, 
2737 Centerview Drive 
Tallahassee, Flo r ida  32399-0950 
( 9 0 4 )  487-1082 



H HEREBY CERTHFY that copies of the BR3:EF OF THE BEPaRa[mEN'I' 

4)V GENERAL SERVICES have been furnished to the following par t i e s  

by U . S .  Mail this lath day of January, 1991: 

Sout.taera Boll Telephone and 

Attc: Marshall M. Criser, If1 P.O. Box 1876 
J S O  s. Monroe st. #la00 Tallahassee, FL 32342-1876 
Taliahansea, FE 32301 

Messer Law Firm 
Talegraph Company Attn : Bruce Lenard 

Mike Wamage 
Florida Bepartnerat of Law 

P.O. BOX 
Tallahassee,. E'L 32302 

Enforcement 

Jeffrey Cohen Angela Green 
Attorney for, Florida Pllodflcal 

&"mation, Xnc. Florida Publie: Sarvice 
P,O. Box 241.1 Cammission 
Jackssnvil%e, FL 32203 E01 East Gaineo Street 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 

DiViSiQn of Legal services 

rcobert A.  Butterworth J. M. Buddy Phillips 
Attorney Gsnex a1 
Dapaostment of Legal Affairs P.O. Box 1487 
The Capitol Tallahassee, E'L 32302-1487 
T a l " B ,  FL 32399-11050 

W i X I i E 5  Booth Charlene Carras 
Flajrfda! Palice Chiefs American Civil Liberties Union 

A S S O C i ~ % i o n  P.O. Box 1031 
P - 0 .  Box 3.4038 Tallahasse@, FL 32302 
TalBah&esas, PH 32317-4038 

Florida Sheriff's Associatian 

Alan Berg 
Uni.ted Telephone Company 
P.O. Box 5 Q O O  
A l t a m s r i t e  Sprgs., F'L 32716-5000 



Bale cnrrpss 
Central Telephone company 
P,O. Box 2214 
TaPlahassee p FL 3 2 3 16-2 2 3.4 

Stadiff Attorney 

Office of the General ~ o u n s e l  
Koges Exezutive Center 
 night Eidldlng,  s u i t e  30’3 
2737 Centervi.ew Drive 
Tallahassee, Flcsridz 32399-0950 
( 9 0 4 )  487-1082 

Department o f  General service:; 


