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cr iminal& to an undercover i n .vea t iga t i an  simply cannot .  1~ 

pek”R%ted. A similar hazard e x i s t s  with respect to bat tered 

~ ~ ~ P O U S B B ,  who could be located and vict.im.f led by t h e i r  aburmrfs 

khrOugh of the Caller ID display. 



1 
c 

ISSUES 

&torney General, Sta t ewide  P m s e c u t o r ,  and 
_1_- FDLE Position: Caller ID is the display of 

callad party prior to t h e  called party 
answering the telephone. T h i s  is how the 
feature curre~tly offered by Sou".hern Bell 
i k 3  defined, but t h i s  J ~ c k e t  sho1aJ.d consider 
t h e  planned expansion of the Caller ID 
dhgEaycad information to i n c l u d e  a d d i t i o n a l  
calling par ty  rela%ed information. 

the c a l l i n g  pascty'i3 telephone number to khe  

t h s  calling party through &h@ te l ephone  network. (T 489, ,1045) .  

T h i s  information can inclu.de directoxy number, c a l l i . n g  pa r ty  name 

and. d d d r e s ~ ,  and personal i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  codes. (T 4 9 0 ,  3.044-45) 



Attorney GC"ral, Statewide Prosacutor, and 
FDLE PozsPtion: C a l l a  ID, as proposed t*yP 
Southern Bell, constitutea a trap and tract;\ 

See. 934.02(%1) Fla.StaL. (1989) defines " t r a p  and trace 

dev1.~8" as 'la device which c a p t u r e s  the incoming e lec t ronic  or 

When the calling out-pulse is g e n e r a t e d  over 
t h e  Bine t h a t  goes back to the serving wire 
centerr that  a B  it enters t h . a t  serving w i c e  
canter that pulse is trapped at that time. 
It then goes over to a maas storage d e v i c e  
of ~ O H W  ea r t  and pick,.; up that particular 
dialed numb@rp along with t h e  number that 
it's calling from, and determines the 
r a u t h g .  That r o u t i n ?  t h e n  travels acsoss 
the nekwcsk to w h ~ x e v ~ r  l;he c a l . l i n g  nuntber 
l.mo &ha terminating Logic and circuitry in 
1:%. And t h e n  at that p0i.n.t that number is 
tx i fne~ni t ted  to the cal l . ing d e v i c e  i t se l f  





, 

A Pennsylvania appe1kat.e cornst. has r e c e n t l y  foannd {:a] Imr i f )  

to $a a trap and trace device within the meaning of this 

when the calling partyls number i s  
successfully transmitted by Bell'% switch to 
Our hypothetical cuetrsmer 's  Caller ID 
display device, t h e r e  is unquestionably a 
"trap and trace" as the term i s  defined by 
the statutes (E.S. 15A-260-264 and 13 U.S .C.  
3121-3127). 

1. C0Ptm.f filed Yl?snuary 3 ,  1991). 

Esclrnuss both Pennsylvania and North Carolina B aefinitisns 

of "trap and trace ~ i ~ v i c e "  mirror that of Flor ida ,  ~;hese 

d e c i ~ f o n s  indicate t h a t  Caller ID as proposed by Sout:he?rn ~ e l P  

involves Lhs SPlega1 us@ of a trap and trace dev ice  under F l o r i d a  

law, ahi is sjj1scus~ed in grec te r  detail in rssue 3 .  

*+ Kentucky's WLtorrmy General adopted t h e  North Carolina 
~-7t@rpn?tatio:I  as part of a brief recent ly  f i l ed  i n  the Kentucky  
Public Service Comiss ion .  Without  addressing t l ~ e  wiretap issue, 



t h e  s l a t e  o f  Florida? 

El~ctronmic devices enable law ~nfoplceme i h  
o f f i c i a l s  and privaaP-e c j  tizans ts monitor 
and record private conversations, to morsitor 
movements of persons and objects, arid to 
trace or record telephone calls made to or 
from a particular telephone. Recognizing 
the threat to privacy r i g h t s  that  wou3d 
result from unrestricted use of these 
d ~ v f c e a  Congress passed Title III of the 
Clmzibus Crime Control and Safe Streets A c t  
of 31968, which regulates t h e  el.ectronic and 
mschanical interception of w i r e ,  ora1 and 
slectronic c o m a n i c a t i s n s  by goveruament 
o f f f c f a l s  and private citfzem. 

Title 1x1 of the Qmnibaas C r i m e  @ ~ n t r o l  and Safe Streets act 

48 (19722) the overriding concern of t h e  Congres!; when it. 



(2) to record the fac t  that a wise 

i n i t i a t e d  n r  completed in order to 

provider furnishing service toward 
t h e  completion of t h e  wire 
c o m u n i c a t i o n ,  or a u s e r  of t h a t  
service, from f r a u d u l e r r t ,  u n l a ~ : f z l  
or abusive use of service; or ( 3 )  
w:here the con3ent  of t h e  U S E I  o f  

Qk @ 1 6% trQ .f. C C Ol'kUR31 Il i C: e1.k i 0 Pa Wa 5 

protect such provider ,  a l lo the r  

' t h a t  service has been ob,t.ained. 

gc;) Pexna3:ty. --Whoever 1cnawingl.y violates 
subsection ( a )  s h a l l .  be fined under  t1ai.s 



In section 3127, the Congreos defined t h n  terms " w i r e  

~ ~ ~ ~ u n $ C d t i o n N  "el&ctronic communication" and "electronic 

w " i c a t i o n  service" a8 meaning the s t "  as those terms u.nder 

18 T.?*S.C. ff2SlO. Section 3227 also defines the term " t r a p  and 

trace device" as "a device which captures the incoming electrot'lic 

or other  impulses which ident . i fy  t h e  originating nuiiaber of an 

communication was transmitted." 

Subasction (a) of tha  proposed s e c t i o n  3121 
o f  title 18 contains a general prohibition 
against the installation or use of a pen 
regkster or trap and trace device w i t h o u t  a 
court ardes, Such a clouxt order may he 
obtained under aactisn 31123 of title 98 or 
under %he Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
A c t  (FISA) . 
Psoporsed subsection 3121(b) c o n t a i n s  
oxcoptions t o  sub~ iec t fon  (a)'s g e n e r a l  
prohibition against the use of pen r e g i s t - e s s  
and t r a p  and trace devices. Providerso-! 
_.- electronic or w i . m  communication s e r v i c e s  
pay u s e  pen reqisters o r  trap and ____. trace 
c%evi.[:es if one oE three conditions are met;, 
Thca provide~ may use a pen r e g i s t e r  or t r a p  
and trace device ( 1 )  if it relates t o  t h e .  
operation, maintenance ,  and t e s t i n g  of a 
wire or eLectronic communication servi ce, or 
'GO t h ~  protection of the rights o r  prope1:t.y 
of such prQVider, or to t h e  p ro t ec t i cn  of 
I L O @ ~ B  of t h a t  service f r o m  abuse or unlawful  
~ s e  of the service; ( 2 )  t o  record t h e  fact 
t h a t  a wire or electronic communication was 

--Iy .-_- ---__----." .- --- -_̂-I_ 



Proposed subsec~ttion 312B(e) imposes a 
penalty f o r  knowing violation of subaec t iLn  
(a). The penalty is a fine under this 
titlep imprisonmsnt f o r  up to 1 year: OH 
both, (Emphasis added). 

circumstances. 

Sd;a%,, bobihich p m h i b i t e d  t h e  tapping of any tolephone er t c1eyi ; iph  

l i n e a  The next year the Florida Legis bature created Chapter  

934 p PPa * Stat. p the SecrarJ.ty of Csm:lunicaa-.ions Lawr wh i o h  

c ~ s s c . ~ . ~  followed t h e  federal- T i t l e  III A c t  ~utjined above, In 
I- 

934 e 3 %  Genera l  proitribi.tiom on pen register 
arid ' t rap and traca device use; exception. -- 
( 1 )  Excspt as ps"ovided i n  this sect ion,  ~ i o  
pe~ea:~cui may install or use a pen rtqi.st;er o r  
a t r a p  mid trace device w i t h o u t  f i rs?  
abkaii-,.irag a court order u n d e r  s s .  934 I J ? .  



(2) The prohibition oE subsect.iorn ( L )  does 
not apply with respect to the use of a pen 

provider of electronic or w i r e  coxnnumicatior 
service t 

E=egioter or 6% trap an=P trace d€?vice by a 

( a )  Which relates %G the 
operation, maintenancep ard testing 
of a W i r e  Or electronic 
communication service or to the 
protection of t h e  rights or 
property of the provider or t~ tke 
protection of users of that service 
from abusa of service or unlawful 
use of service; 

(b) To record the fact that a wire 
or electronic communication was 
initiated or completed in osdes to 
protect the provider thereof, 
another provider furnishing service 
toward completion of the wire 
communication, or a u s e r  of the 
service, f rom f ratadrrlent , unlawful , 
or abusive use of service; or 

( e )  Where t h e  consent of the user 
of t h e  service has been obtained. 

( 3 )  Whoever lcnawingPy violates subsection 
(I) is guilty of a misdemea-ms ~f t h e  first 
degree, puniskdble as provided in 4i. 
7 7 5 . 0 8 2 ,  s. 775.083, or s. 775.084, 

The Legislature alno amended section 9 3 4 , .  02 Fla. S t a t .  , to 
i n c l u d e  within that definition section '' e 1 ec t ro n i c 

conununzieations" which were defined as "any transfer of signs, 

signa9 s t  writings I images, sounds, data, or intelligence oE a r )  

rataare tr"msmitted in whslc or in p a r t  by cl w i r e ,  r a i d i ~ ~  

e$@ctrOmagn@ti@, photoe~ectronic, or other  photo-optical syysteimi 

.that sffeues in t r a s t a t e ,  inte . :s ta te  I o r  f o r e i g n  commerce " 

(pcsviding certain exceptions e x i s t )  Furthermore I t h e  



PEerida Stakute i a  n e a r l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e  federal lad. 

A c o u r t  order is r e q u i r e d  t o  ims.2all a trap and t r a z e  

devfee. The only excepti.ons set forth i n  the s t a t u t e  a re  for "a 

provides: o f  e l e c t r o n i c  or w i r e  c o m u n i c a t i o n s  service" (in@.# thc-? 

phone company) to install. s u c h  a device under  one  of t h r e e  

circumatances f o r  i t s  own w e :  

1. To assist  i n  o p e r a t i o n ,  maintenance,  and 
t e s t i n g  of t h e i r  equipment, 

2. To record the fac t  that am e lec t ronic  
communication was initiated o r  completed in 
order to p r o t e c t  t h e  p r o v i d e r ,  o r  oths.; 
phone company, from fraudulent, unlawful, 09: 
abusive ut3e of i t s  S e r v i c e a  o r  

3 .  Whare t h e  consen t  of t h e  user of the 
service has beon o b t a i n e d .  

Congressional i n t e n t  is t o  p r o t e c t  e l e c t r o n i c  ~2nd o t h o s  

c o m u n i c a t i o n p  from i n t e r c e p t i o n .  Any excep t ion  s h o u l d  be 

s p e e i f i c a l l y  str4aP;ed w i , t h i n  t h e  body of t h e  legislaticn and r i o t  

j u o t J . f i e c l  tlarough impl. i c a t i u n  . The general  r u l e  f o r  . i n i x r p r e t i n y  

a s t a t u t e  is  ta g i v e  it a meaning based on t:?e p l a i n  iangaicnge 

uplilees , that  msaning would lead to a n  a b s u r d  res\.ilt .  S e r . : t i o n  i a 
U .S .C .  8.31.21(b) indicates that a t e l e p h o n e  provide:s would be 

~iasmpt f r n r n  *the grohibil:.i.on aga ins t ,  t h e  USB oE t r a F  and trace 



intent was to limit this exceptim to telet;.onimuni ca t ion  

providers I, Telecsnimunication u~erbj,  such  as ealles ID 

pur~kiasar6 I remain under the general statutory prohibitions. 

En creating 18 U.S.C. 83121 Congress relied .upon a United 

Stintas Senate report which shod further light on t h i s  point: 

The tremendous advances in 
telacamrnunications and computer technology 
have carried with them comparable 
technological advances and surveillancb 
devices and techniques. E l e c t r o n i c  hardware 
making it possible f o r  over-zealous law 
enforcement agencies, industrial spies and 
private parties t o  intercept the personal or 
proprietary communication of others are 
readily available in the American marke t  
today. 

Implicit in this language is a determinatiovi that Caller ID 

pum51~1~wrs a m  exactly the type of private p a r t y  which the 

Congress rt;ouyhl to bas from active interception of electronic 

communications initiated by other pri.vate citizen,Fs. 

Based upon t h e  foregoing, it is cllsar t h ~ t  the Caller 119 

:;ervlce g+ropoued by Soi i thern  Bel 1. Telephone and Teleg raph  (lompany 

would K U P P  afoul o f  Sec. 9 3 4 . 3 1 ,  Fla .  S t a t . ,  w h i c h  p r o h i b i t s  t;hc 

u s e  o f  ~ K ~ J J  and trace devices by private c i t i z e n s  i r l  F l o r i d a  

- 1 3  - 



Even if it is determined that Caller ID does not e n t a i l .  

illegal use of a trap and trace device, the utilization of the 

CPE dii'jpbay box entails the interception of an ebectron~c: 

g;la~gl~nunication as defined under sec 3 3 4  e (12 ( 12 ) . 

That  ths digital display of a phone number is an ePec;t,ronic 

communication is demonstrated by its nature as " s i g n s ,  signals, 

wrPt,ing, h a g e i l  souncils, data, or intelligence of any n8ti.ire 

transmitted in whole or in part . . . "  by t h e  phone systena, Section 

934.02(12) Fla.Gtat. (1989). 

It is further demonstrated by reviewing what was 

sp@cifica%ly de3.sted from t h e  definition of "e1ec:ronir 

c,amun.ication " Significantly, at sec. 9 3 4 8 . 0 2 ( 1 2 ) ( c ! ,  
Y --------I-- -. ' Maryland's A t t s r n s y  General opined  that r.o s t -a te  law viol a t i o n  
W C N ~ . ~  occur t h e m  because that sttntc* s law requires the coriacriit 
~f only one of the parties to t h e  canversat ion.  In the Matter of 
-I_-- the .-_-_ Proviui.om _-._ .".-----. of Caller Identification Service by the Cbespeake  
.."----, & Potomac -_----..... ' ,"@Ishone Company of Maryland, Case No. 8283, (November 
28, 1990) Accordr Sou thom-  Bl~ell .  v .  Ham!, Case No. 9 0 - C Y - 4 0 - 2 6 8 5  
( C o u r t  o f  Chmon Pleas,. South C a r o l i n a  November 20 ,  1 9 9 0 ) .  

- 3.4 - 



~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ n i ~ a t i o n ~  made through a tone-only paging device were 

exr:ludod. Communications made through digital display paging 

d @ v i ~ e m  are not mentioned in the e x ~ . l u s i o n ~ .   hey must, 

therefore, be "electronic comunicatinns and are k i g h l y  

pXC4:@cte?rd under federal and Florida law A COIIUIIQ~ C Q Y W W ~ L ~ C ~ . & . ~ O ~ I  

; m & h  ~n A digital. paging device is t h e  display of a phone ni ln ibex- .  

This f.e little different from the display one would find on a 

Calj.er ID display box. Con& equently, under  sec . 9 3 4 . 0 3  ( 1 )  

Fla.Szat.,. the interception of the electronic comunicaticrn (i.e* 

t h e  display of the phone number) is prohibited. 

An exception 'to this prohibition appears at s e c .  

( d )  It is lawful under 8 s .  934.03-934.03 f o r  
a person to intercept a w i r e ,  oral, or 
electronic  communication when all of t he_  
parties to the communication have given  
prior consent to such interception. 
(Emphasis supplied. ) 

Other exceptions fox intercepting e lec t ronic  comilurlicati.ons 

are provided in see. 934.03 (such as by reasan of a c o u r t  order 

or when done as part of a crirrrinal investigation under l i m i t e c l  

c i r c u r i t s t a n c m )  I but they do not apply  to the Caller ID issu?. 

the conkext. of Caller ID, under sec. 934.03, t ~ e  ov ly  \\ray the 

eleckrcnic cormunication can be legally intercepted by t h e  

ysrserfnl use of the Caller ID display u n i t  i s  w i t h  consent  nf " a l l  

palitties to t h e  communication. '' 

- 15 - 





Diecussion: 

1Ct i a  we11 eettled that private a c t i o n  no wiat-,t.er  OW 

d i s c r i m i n a t o r y  or wrongfu l ,  i s  immune from t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  of 

t h e  Fourteenth atlPewdment. Shellkey V .  Kraemr 334 U . S .  I! 

(1948). Private  a c t i o n  is s i m i l a r l y  immune from t h e  restrict.ions 

o f  Art;. I ,  Sec. 23 of the State C o n s t i t u t i o n ,  as errs ~ect ior ' i  

actiorn" requircld to find a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  viol .a t . ion . 



couldl for a ~sp~ircif isd charge, dial. e i  c e r t a i n  number arid heax: trhe  

message. Carlin'a messages were sexus3~llqv WJggestiv?. When t h e  

compa~y f i l e d  its tariff for " B i a l - - I t "  it initially restxicted 

only illegal mecssiigss. But at t h e  beginning of the public 

heraring OFk t h e  matter, the company's representative srcc.ad ,* 
proposed aanand.ment which would also exclude "any mesSagF t h a i  

' implicitly or explicitly invites, describes I simulates,  exc i tes  I 

~ ~ Q I P S E W  or sthorwise refers to sexual conductl or which c o n t a i n s  

s e x w l  Biirieaando which arouses or attempts to ar09ise sexual  

d ~ ~ i r ~ . ' '  .-- Id. cap: 1355. The tariff, w i t h  the amera$srienL, war> 

approved. When two of Carlin's proposed messages w@re rejected 

by Southern d e l l ,  Car1.h sued, alleging violations of ths First 

and F o u r t n s n t h  Wmeav&nenta The district cour t  g r a n t e d  w~immary 

judgm@nt for  Southern Bell and t h e  Eleventh C i r c u i t  affirmed. 

Given this procedura!. posture, the C o u r t  s c r i i t i n i z z d  t h e  

.~@COXC! to determine whether there could be a g e n u i n e  i,ssrie of 

matarial fac t  as to the question of s t a t e  action. C a r l i r : ' s  first 

argearsren't was t h a t  t.he F u b l i c  Service Coinmission, by conduct.ing a 

study and. public h e a r i n g  and in issuing a n  order s. trong1.y 

appro*,~.ing t h e  tariff language "placed t h e  ' imprimatur,. ' o.E t h e  



Carlin a l m  claimed that eoments  made by one Commissioner 

expr@eSing concern over the possibility ~f ~ 3 1 1  ing "pornographic 

phone caPSs" and calLiqlrq, over adv ice  of ~ o m i s s i o ~ i  coiinsel, f o r  

p u b l i c  hearings, c o n s t i t u t e d  c o e r c i o n  of ~ o u t h e r m   ell by the 

CoinmissLon. Howeverp the Court found t h a t  the record viewed ab a. 

whole d:Ed iiat support such a reading. It also fsund t h a t  n . a iLhe r  

t h e  lanpage  of the order, strongly favorable to the amendment, 

nor t h e  favarakls comsnt;s of var ious  Commissioners, a f t e r  t h e  

asnewadmerit w a s  proposed, evidenced coercion e Apart from t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  thr3 remarks were made af te r  the amendment had already k e n  

prapor;od, there wa8 clear and uncon t rove r t ed  ev idence  in the 

lcseord that  Southern Be41 was motivated solely by a desire t o  

p r o t ~ c t  its c~rporaC@ image. 

In %he Caller ID context, t he  S o u t h  Carolina C o u r t  of Conumn 

Pleas, using the forsgoinq analysis, c o n c l u d e d  that no ~ t c i t v  

a C t ; k Q n  was present i n  that state's P u b l i c  Serv ice  Conanissil@n 

t a r i f f  approvaa. process. Southern B e l l  v. Hamm, Case No. 90-CP- 

40-62686 ( C ~ u r t  af Common P l e a s ,  Vovember 2 0 ,  1 9 9 0 ) ,  s J i p  013. (it 

Pca s 



Whils %ha nzajority of cases ~ i u g g ~ s t  thak a pubJ.ic s e r v i c e  

cam~ission's efforts concerning t h e  approval. Q C  a filed t a r i f f  l o  

riot. conr~titute "Gtate action" sf a eanszitutional P o v e l  t h r>  

---I__ Barasch court reached a different C O B L C B U S L O ~ .  It dj s t i n g u i s h e d  

%;he rale assumed by the Pennsylvania pub1 i e  Utility C~oxrlrazi~;Biori in 

conezdsring Bsll sf Pennsylvania's request to implement Caller ID 

f?Xm that normally taken by regulatory commissions. In the 

---"-I Efasas~h court's opinion, the Commission moved f r o m  mem 

r@gPala'cion o f  private enterprise and became invoJ.ved in "stace 

act ion" by reasam of the extent and nature of its ac t iv i t i e s .  

O b ~ i o u r s l y ~  such a determination would have to be made 811 ti case-. 

by-case basis, after a review of the role taken by a parti-ciiS a - 

regulatory commission in a matter before it. 

Tt must be noted that the Florida P ~ ~ b X i c  Service 

Commission's involvement in the pending sntter has been 

axtensiwe. The fact  that parties who normally do n o t  appear 

lefaro t h e  Florida PSC have intervened in this Coinmission's 

consideration of Southern Bell1 s Caller ID tariff has groduced 

extraordinary response and effort by t h i s  Conmission. It could 

be aquod that t h i s  Commission's efforts in the pending  matter 

C a w t i t U t e  "~dta'te action" rather than mere regulation. 

IW.mver, t h e  United States Supreme Court precedent: and  vase 

9ther casos demonstrate that showinq state a c t i o n  Lor purposes of: 

proving deprivat ion of a constitutional right i.s an e x t r e n i e i  y 

d i f t i - c u l t  t a s k .  Given this precedent, it is the posiLioxi of t k e )  

- 2 0  - 
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carries t h e  potential for ex-~reme  d e t r i m e n t  
t.0 Paw enforceanent officers, potential 
victims of crime, and existing telephone 
customers. 

The principal concern in any consideration af Caller ID a3 

proposed by Southern Bell and supported by GTE is the jeopardy to 

k h  safe!,y of law enforcement personnel  I operatives, and e~7en 

their family members caused by Caller ID'S shift of the balance 

oE cont ro l  toward the criminal.  element ('I? 821) ; and t,he jeopard1 

to the safsky of @QUntP@sS abused spouses and o thers  in s i m i l a r  

skterationa Caller ID produces. (T 949). Any c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of the 

b s n ~ f i t r l l  of Caller ID must keep t h i s  significant detriment. i n  

mbrsd, NQ amount 0% benotit should outweigh t h e  risk of jeopardy 

to parssnal safety manifested by any Caller ID system offered 

w i t h o t a t  univsnsal. blocking. 

E;ven if perwmaP safety is riot jeopardized i n  a p a r t i c u l . a r  

J .aav~s . 'C iy~$: . i~~~ ,  Caller ID as proposed by S o u t h e r n  Beli arid 

s~tppox3ted by GTE carries with it  s i g n i f i c a n t  de t r inen . t - s .  I t  

a-e?nds ts itigmatify Paw enforcement investigations by a t t e a p t i n g  'r.0 

.%hdft .l,a,w enforrement to unusual o r  u n i q u e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  'LO per. 

ca9.,1 m:" p e r  l i n e  Caller ID blocking (T 8 3 3 )  ; c o s t s  t o  puhL ;c l a b  



anfarcemon't agencies w i l l  be fepcre:.bseb IT 8 3 4 )  altkiough .i t i.::: 

recognized t h a t  Southern ~ e k l  has: at l eas t  hmjicated il 

willingnee& t o  work t o  reduce c o s t s  of its alternative.? t:o I..aw 

e~ifc:r~emnbnt interests; Caller ID as proposed by ~ou%he.::n p el% and 

the ~WIIGTE~UE~ alternatives to $lQCkingl naalce i n v e s t i g a t i v e  a c t  i.vi.ty 

morm complsx (1' 8 3 4 ) ,  ignoring %he fast-moving arid ever -changing  

n a t u r e  0 2  drug trafficking and other  investivations ( T  8 3 4 )  ; and 

marny alternatives suggested are "share term solutions I' since 

developing technology will soon allow c e l l u l a r  phones and c a l l i n g  

card srigin.ating numbers t o  be displayed v i a  Caller ID IT 8 3 5 j .  

The combined affect sf these detriments is that Caller 1%) as 

proposed by Siauthern Bell and supported by GTE carrieg w i t h  i.1 

ths seal  potential for  r e v e a l i n g  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a n  

, ~ n v e e t i g a t i o r ~ .  (T 836). Such a revelation, even if it does not; 

thr@at.en t h e  safety of operatives, wiPl "tip" a subject t h a t  b.e 

is being investigated, axad will subvert the c i : imina l  j u a . t - i c e  

system' a attempts to detect and prosecute criminal behavior ,  

xesialtirag .in fruitless efZorts by law enforcement. 

Call@r ID as proposed by Smthern Bell and supported by GTE 

has significant dstrimente.1 effects on the now-deire1cp:hng 800 

rweg~ihertz s ta tew ide  law enforcement r ad io  conmii.anicat.ior~ systzatr 

f o r  Flosida '?phis system is being developed w i t h  g rea t  

aensit.l,vi'B;y t.o p r o t e c t i n g  the coiimuriications t h a t  will. be ca r r i ed  

over l e ,  /T 915). P a r t  of ;he capability being developed is the 

nb%ki . ty  ,to al.low a law enforcement afficer to make phone call..., 



1) .trunk I t  phang. (le 1055-1Q56). Since CalEe.: ID wi ,X  d i s p l a y  the 

phon@ rpunakPe;sr of whatever trunk pPiuns is utilized, law c~nkorcement, 

ca1.h placed over the 800 MHz system w i l l  f a l l  urtdei- t h e  same 

~ ~ ~ ~ r l t y  cc4ncern~ and considerations regarding a l l  law 

enforcement investigative calls discussed hereafter. 

Addit ional ly ,  since t h e  800 M:z system is a statewide system, 

in‘trolving at, least five state law enforcement agencies (T PO54 1 

the additional concern of coordinating t h e  system t h r o u g h  w h a t .  

might bexame a patchwork of various Caller lr) systems e h r o u g h o u t  

Floridrs is significant, (T 1053, IQ54). The detriments of 

Caller ID to a very large consumer ob. phone services in Florj-da 

stat.@ goverment - are significent . 
Southern Bel1 G‘PE and other phone companies provided 

a%ntil&m: d ~ c r i p t i ~ n ~  of benefits of Caller 11) service I q’hcae 

b e n u f i t s  typical ly  we.re identified as z ability to “screen” 

KeCeived ca l l s  (90 55) p’ reduction af obscene/annsying/ h a c a s s i q  

phone ca l l s  (T 55-56, 438) ability t-s store “ m i s s d “  c a l l s  €or 

review at a SaP;er time (T 57), and improved delivery of services 

by businersaa ,  (T 57-58). Additional benefits i d e n t i f i e d  

i.wXuded an assertion that Caller ID will reduce false fire 

i l la rms andl 3omb threats ( T  58, 4 3 8 ) ,  w i l l  reduce prank c a l l s  to 

Law mforcmnent  car other public agenc ie s  (T 58, 4 3 8 ) ,  and  will 

;-,nssl.st s;mesgency services ( T  59 I 438) 
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Despite the phone companies I continued asseri;iLan to the 

cont.r&sy (0.g. T 551,  Caller ID does not identify a caller. The 

calded party's response to the information displayed on a ~ a l l u r  

ID display box mayp or may notp be identification of t k  caLling 

partyg. A1X Caller ID can do i s  display a phone number. The c a l l  

r e c l p i s n t  may not recognize the number. ( T  273, 275). If, fox  

whatever reason, the r e c i p i e n t  fails to identify the number,  the 

C a l l  r o ~ i p b n t  has no way of distinguishing whether r? c i a L l  is 

b e h g  received from a stranded spouse (T 2 7 3 )  or o t h e r  pers~x'..  

The  likelihood of identifying a caller u s i n g  Caller ; s  

analcrgous to oriels reaction when receiving a digital pager 

r e a d o u t  of a numbex to c a l l .  Frequently t h e  number displayed i s  

no t  on@ imsdiateky known to eke person being asked to make a 

r e t u r n  call. The reaction to seeing a number s h i l a r l y  displayed 

e m  one'E; Caller I D  display u n i t  should be no d i f f e r e n t .  S c ~ ~ t h e r n  

ic3r;lP's witness, Nancy Sims, admitted that frequently information 

displayed on one's Caller ID display box would have "atsolutely 

no reJ.@vanc@" to . i d e n t i f y i n g  the person who is placing t h e  call. 

(4 '  2'75). Even i k  the nurnber is recognized, t h e r e  i s  *10 guarantee 

t h a t  the caller is identified since many people may h a v e  cicc:es.c; 

i.u k.he dame plmorie. (xl 2'74) 



Thrd bermfi t  of mceivlrag phonk- number displ.ays Le d i  3 u t e d  1 - q  

t h e  realization that even if per ca41 car per line b. locking  i.2; 

unavai1abl.e t h e s e  are presently several ways in which the d i s p l a y  

may be effectively blocked. Calls from cellular phont:'s, (2'  2 7 4 j 6  

operator assisted CaLBS, (T 65, 9 9 ) 1  c a l l s  from o t h e r  C X ~ A S  (63.9. 

B long distance call), (T l o o ) ,  calliny card c a l l s ,  ( T  9 9 ) ,  and 

calXs made from an area in which the display of an originating 

numbez can be blocked (such as a Centel or United call.) w i l l  nst 

display the originating number. (T 3 0 6 - 3 0 7 ) .  At b e s t ,  Call.er I D  

6s proposed by Southern Bell and supported by GTZ provides the 

Caller ID user with an additional piece of information 

(someth~es)  i.n the form s€ a displayed phone number. The t n z  

value of that i n f o m a t i o n  is doubtful. 

The reduction in annoying phone calls that has been asserted, 

to be ig result of Caller ID is similarly illusory. F i r s t ,  Caller. 

ID nffera no assurance aga ins t  t h e  first receipt of an a n n o y i n g  

ca1.X. The first: time vhe call is received the number wili be a n  

unknown numberl and, unless the recipient chooses to answer on ly  

,'Bcnca~n.~~ calls, the call recipient will be subjected to the abuse 

when aneswsrji.rtg this "first" call I) (T 32G). Even Bell I s  witness I 

Nancy Si.ms, admits t h a t  most people will be i n c l i n c d  to answer  

calls from unrecognized  phone numbers. ('1' 105). Calls made f r o m  

p"-ay phoms  will d i s p l a y  that phone ' .s number , yet .  conincun.ic;atc! 

nothing about the harassing caller's i n t e n t  in placing t h e  cal.1.. 

IT 62 '7 )  A n  abusive cal-l.er i n t e n t  on circuknvent. inq C i l b l e r  ID 



c ' c ) P I . ? ~  do so by moving from one pay phone ,to another o r  by 

uti! . iaing any of the various methods of cmll.ing which do n o t  

pKQd.lC@ Caller ED displays a.s no ted  above. ( T  6 2 4 ) .  Any direct 

c a u e e - e f f e c t  i iaeer t ion.  r e g a r d i n g  Caller 'c) ' s a b i  1. i ty  t.o s,edur.:e 

artnoying cal ls  must make t h e  assumption k h a t  an annoying c a l l e r  

w i l l  not utilize any of these presently available mear?s of 

avoiding the d i s p l a y  of his o r i g i n a t i n g  phone number. ( T  6 2 4 )  (. 

Sffflcs many truly abus ive  c a l l s  w i l l  be  placed by one who .is 

i n t e n t  on comple t ing  a c a l l  ( T  8261 ,  s u c h  an a s s u m p t i o n  is not-  

waxlsalated. 

F u r t h e r ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  phone company ? o l i c y  

regarding how t o  handle  abusive calls ( "Hang u p " )  ('11 29.1, 6 2 7 ,  

Ed28 > I Caller ID promotes se l f - .he lp  i n t e r v e n t i o n  in de.aLi.ng w i t h  

kkie ~:eceipt; of an abusive call. ('1' 283, 819) a Such vi .g i . l an te  

a c t i v i t y  carries w i t h  it t h e  real  p o t e n t i a l  of encourag ing  

violsxk c o n f r o n t a t i o n s .  ( T  819). I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  revea,liny an 

a b u s i v e  caller s number. and t .he imp l i ed  invitation tc make 

contact with t h a t  ca l le r  such  d i s c l o s u r e  Drovides is inconsistent 

w i t h  Southrrn R e l l  I s  po l i cy  r e g a r d i n g  Cdl1 Trace .. Southern B e l l .  

will. not r e v e a l  a calker's number i n  Call .  Trace s i t u a t i o n s  

:;\scause t he  matter ir; mors appropriate flsr  phone  company or: l a w  

sn fo rcsmen t  intervention. ('I' 2 2 6 ,  247). Certain3.y t h i  s 

de i: r isnent th I I: e s pori s e .c, 

c>u.l;wei,yh.s a n y  benefit. t h a t  migh 'c  be o b t a i n e d  thi:cugh s i . ~ c h  u s e  o f  

C:aX,er ID ,kc~ obtain displays of annoy.ing callers ' numbers. 

e f fee t o f pot e nt i a 1 1 y v io 1 en t s e 1 f - he 1 p 



!.?hone company sta . t is l : ics  appear to i n d i c a t e  that .  thm nram%,~-:r 

of repnrts of annoying c a l l s  received by t h e  phone cor.t:panj.ecs ~ x . o J ; >  

when ca1.4.or ID is hplemented,  It skasu?il ' first be nr:,&ecl t h3 t "  a 

drop ill Qf annoying C a l l s  does n;Jt C?Cpt3't6? Wi.klh d drC>p i Y ' 1  

tile numbor of annoying callc: bein.g received by con6un:ers. h drop 

2y-n mporks  of annoying ca2ls is a p r e d i c t a b l e  result w h e n  ~nl.3.eu..  

ID by its very nature promotes se1.f.-help .intesvcnP;io,n There i s  

no need to contact t h e  phone company when one plans: to t a k e  

matters ,into h i s  o m  hands. Even s o 1  the s t a t i s t i c s  offesecl by 

phone company representatives fail to i den t i fy  Ca l l e r  ID as being 

t h e  sole reason for purported d r o p  in abus ive  c a l l i n g  a c t i v i t y  

(T 628) Call Trace may explain a e i g n i f i . c a n t  po~a-,io~'b of nny 

dEOp in ak,usive call .  reports. (T 620). B e t t e r  prosecut.inn by 

raaF3.oII of mor8 extensive use of Call Trace over t h e  old Rnnoyarice 

Buraau/Tsap and Trace methods may also explain s u c h  d rops .  (a '  

774). Regarding t h e  a. l leged reduction of annoying callp 

attributed to Caller ID, it has been sugges ted  , t h a t  allowing 

universal per call or per line blocking of Cel. ler  ID displays 

wi. tJ .  e l i m i n a t e  or g r e a t l y  limit any reduction of s u c h  cal1.s. 

"Ehis: effect has not  been documented. ( T  628). In f a c c ,  receipt 

of a blocked (:all may be bene f i c i a l  i n  hand l ing  annoyir.9 c;alls.:s 

a i r ~ c e  it puts the reeipienf, on n o t i c e  t h a t  h e  ox s h e  may be 

rsc@i.v'ing a c a l l  of q u e s t i o n a b l e  nature. ( T  6 3 0 ) .  

Ca.l.l.ar XD does i?rovide a new nieans of c a p t u r i n g  "rni.ssed 

caL?s I I '  but, t i i d s  l imited b e u e f i t  c e r t a i n l y  cannot  outweigh C a l  Isr 



Regarding t h e  alleged banefit to emergency services,  i. t rnrisk 

f i r a t  be noted thnt implementation o f  Caller  ID WJ :h u n i v e r s a l  ly 

available blocking would have little adverse impact on t h i s  are3 

since one seeking emergency assistance would not be i n c l i n e c l  to 

black his number. (T 596). 

Regarding t h e  alleged benefit to schools and o t h e r  entities 

of receiving a display of threatening caller’s pbone numbers ,  it 

niust f i rs t  be realized that t h e  nuralkaer may n o t  be readi.1.. 

I.desa,kPfla~td to a person or location, and some sort. of cross  

re f@rancing  may hecams necessaxy. (1’ 627) e It shou ld  also be 

rzstsd t h a t  no testimony as ,to this asserted benefit was 

int:roduced at the form1 hearing Close ana lys i s  of t h i s  

purported benefit suggests that having Caller IT? w i l l  not a f f e c t  

the school other ealtity‘s response to the threat..  D o e s  t h e  

diaplay of the o r i g i n a t i n g  number of a telephaned lhorrb t h r e a t  

~nalre that threat any more or less dangerous t h a n  a t h r e a t  

cecsivad tram a caller whose number is not displayed? Certainly 

not. It is predictable t ha t  a school or other entity‘s response  

$0 a threaten in,^^ call. will be the same regardless o f  whc)thrc;r c h e  

o,r:hghat,ing number is displayed o r  not,.  I n c r e a s e d  f o c u s  upon 

guBek utiLizatiun of Ca:kl Trace may in fac.t  he preferred to 

Gallex ID in this regard. (‘1’ 6 2 6 ) .  



Any true benefit t h a t  may be experienced would be in 

i d @ n t i f y h g  the threatening caller's l m a t i a n  and identity. In 

kkzh regard, Call Trace and the phone e~mpany Ir-Jsiness record:; 

gen@ra"ued thereby w i l l  provide b e t t e r  evidence for prosecvtion o E 

'L;be thB3alenincy party. (T 627, 82'7). Even th@n, t m ?  caller has 

i;t his disposition the numerous methods of avoid ing  Caller T i l  

display of his number as have been discussed earlier. He coulid 

aLso u t i l i z e  a pay phone tc produce a Caller ID display of 

l imited use.  

(lallea: ID w i t h  universal blocking is i ~ o t  necessarily 

incomLmtible w i t h  t h e  benefit all@ged by Southern Bell and GY'E i 

t h i s  regard. A call can be traced with Call Trace even L 

blocking were attempted. (T 122, 1 2 2 ) .  le: is lcnown that 9 1 1  

aya&mia wi1.1 display an originating number regardless of whether 

blocking is initiated or not. (T 1041). This being the casep i t  

is ol~viouo that the technology exists to program certain 

rocipienta'  numbers t~ receive displays of numbers regardless of 

whsther they are blocked by t h e  caller or n o t .  The p r o p x a l  made 

by FDLE witness Ron Tudor t h a t  schools, hospitals, suicide 

hotlines, etc. he placed in a "cannot be blocked'' category would  

provide the benefit identified by Southern Bell and GTE [:..e. 

display riurnbexs of t h r e a t e n i n g  callers or  those neeuiny 

intervention) w h i l e  still allowing universally avai l a b l t t  b l o c k i  nq 

~lia a meam of addressing the sigcificant safety c o n c e r n s  o f  law 

cnforcemmt anad domestic v i o l e n c e  witnesses. 
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Is their rate structure appropriate? 

Attorney General, Statewide P T Q S B C U ~ O ~ ~  $& 
FDLE Posftian: We join the postion of t h e  
Public Counsel that call trace a t  $9 
reasonable price will allow the public to 
achieve the essential benefits of Caller ID 
without the majar cost or impac6. af Cal l e r  
ID. 

C a l l  Trace, as proposed by t h e  Office of Public Counsel 

wotxPcl provide significant benefits, many of which would d u p l i c a t a  

t h e  benefits alleged to be derived from Caller ID. S i n c e  U:a3..1. 

‘%raice doaa not: display a caller’s phone number, the significant 

concerns regarding personal safety of law enforcement personriel. 

arid domestic violence victims is not a f ac to r .  Call T r a c e  

e;hould n a t  be a servIcc3 that  must be psesubscribed (as currently 

~ ~ f f e r e d  by Southern Bell, T 2 2 8 )  since no one can  know ahead of 

time that he or she will receive an annoying call t h a t  should be 

traced. (T 237). The aFprQach to Call Trace offered by C e n t e l  

(available gm”lly, with a charge assessed f o r  each s ~ ~ c c a s s f u l  

trace, T 53.5) xnore closely approaches w h a t  should a v a i l a b l e  to 

phsne users statewidep although t h e  Office o f  Public C o u n s e l  

advocates a lower per-trace c h a r g e ,  and that position has  been 

adopted by the undersigned. 



C a l l  Trace in any form dup l i ca t e s  maaiy of %he purportw-1 

advantag@@ of Caller ID. ~t povides; a m w m s  of addrassing the 

receipt of: an annoying c a l k  in that a Call ~ n n 0 ~ 7 a n c e  &~seaii C ~ X L  

120 notLPiad that a Call Trace was i n i t i a t e d  and ar-1 appropriate 

response can be t aken .  IT 6 2 7 ) .  Ii an annoying c a l l  is l i f e  

threatening, Call Trace can be engaged and phone security can 

ccntact l a w  enfarcemont quickly. (T 626) a Thus t h e  a l leged  

Exmafits of Caller IC to schools and atEIsr entities that might 

recciva threatening c a l l s  are just as available w i t h  Call Trace. 

X f  Call Trace is made generally available, w i t h  no need  to 

presubacxibo, any phone customer could utilize Gal:. Trace as i 

respc~ns@ a# needed. Such general availability w o u l d  stand i . i ,  

sharp ccrntlrast to the predicted utilization of C a l l e r  ID. ~ ~ 3 1 . 1 ' ~  

representative Ms, Sims testified that t h e  expectsd "penetraI;:i.on" 

of Caller ID for  the next five years is on1,y 5 to 7 %  s f  t h e  

rss ident ia l  market. (T 271). Currently, in areas whore C a l l e r  I D  

ha@ been introdlaced f-h@ penetration is in the range of 1 . 2 %  in 

Tennessee (T 1.95, 271) and 2% in New Jersey. ( r  271j. C1eairl.y 

Caller ID will not a t t a i n  the degree of r e s i d e n t i a l  m a r k e t  

pene t r a t ion  to make it a viable  weapon in responding to annoyance 

eaals" Cal.'. 'Trace, on the other hand, is p r e s e n t l y   ore 

gounomtlly eavailable since some companies s u c h  as C e n t e l .  01: fer i.t 

r ~ ~ l t h o u t  a need f o r  subscription ( T  535)  and .it it: a less 

~ E ~ ? X ~ O Y ~ S ~ . V G  S o u t h e r a  Bell. CLASS option than Caller ID, w i t h  a 

asrtkh%.y c o s t  of $4 as opposed to t h e  proposed monthly cos : ;  of 

- 3% .- 



Si.gwi%icankly, Call Trace provides busiraess zecords evidence 

and CUrrOboratiOn of annoying calls that is necessary f o r  R 

succestiful prosecution. (T 627, 8 2 7 ,  1021). U s e  o f  C a l l e r  :IC 

psovides no such  corroboration and invites courtxoon'i chal :tencyeci 

to ,the accu?:acy of an alleged number identification based on 

psuiib.f.% I . t i c ~  euch  as m i s i d e n t i f i . c a t i o n  or mispercept  i.on of  he 

lrumbers displayed on the call 3ceci prient ' 8 Caller. ID disp . lay  

dsvfc:s. Call Trace avoids the "swearing match" between a c a l l e r  

am1 cal l .  r e? ip , i en t  thdtt. presently prevents prosecut ion in s o m e  

s i t . ua t ions .  ('l! 1021) " 

Ul-nLike C a B l e r  ID, C a l i 1  Trace does not provide t h e  reci.pien2. 

w i t h  the caller's phone number, so potenLially dangerous :;elf-- 

ibe.lp vi.gilanb2 @rlcolxntfars wou1.d be impossible " 



Call Return raises similar concerns about s a f e t y  a s  Cal1.c.r 

I&, since the r e c i p i e n t  of a c a l l  can effect a " c a l l  back" and t h e  

p~tential fsr accidental or inadvertent compro~nise of i+n 

i n m s e i g a t i o n  03: l o c a t i o n  of a battered spnuse tian occup; : ,  

Becaune of this, C a l l  Return is considered of l i t t l e  benefi t :  I 

The only benefit would be that s i n c e  no number is dLsplayecl, k h  

pot@ntkal for a face-to-face confrontation between an arinoyiriC~ 

calker and T.he c a l l  recipient is reduced. (T 647). 

The existence of several CLASS options docs not alleviate 

OUT primary concern of pro tec t j -ng  persorial safety of Paw 

enfcjrcemmt operatives and  others from t h e  jeopardy that Ckl1.e~- 

I D  without univessall!y availab1.e pen: call and per line blockirig 

presents. Even. if C a l l  Trace is made available t h r o u g h o u t  t h s  

st,ats as proposed by t h e  O f f i c e  of Public counse1., our ob jec t ions  

to Ca1l.e.r XD a a  pscspoced by Southerii Bell and supported hy W E  

contli.laui.,l. 
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__.---- Iasue 7 :  What e f f e c t  will. Cal1.e~ ID have on nonpubl i shed  a n d  

u n l i s t e d  subscribers? 

Attorney General Statewid@ ---- Prosecutor ---I--- Fdna 
FDLE Positi-e: We adopt t h e  position 
advanced by the Public Caunsol on b e h a l i  of 
the C i t i z e n s  of Florida t h a t  .ihe more t h a n  3. 
million Southern Bell customers w i t h  either 
nonpublished or  u n l i s t e d  te lephone  ncxmbera 
have a legitimate expectatior that t h e i r  
nnimberrs w i l l  rem ai^ private and t h a t  
continued privacy should no t  be conditicned 
upon their payment of an additional fee f o r  
IbBockfng s e r v i c e .  

.kcoatding to Nancy H. S i m s ,  an  Operations Manajsr  fo': 

Southearn Bell, approximately e 3 4  000 of Southern Be4.I ' 3  

seribers have nonpublished,  and about 2IX,QOO h a ~ e  unI.-si;ecJ., 

t@?sphons  numbers, (T 497) As Commissioner Easley poi-nted o u t  

a% 'the hearing "the minute they [.&e unlisted or nonpublished 

cu9atosner] make a phone c a l l .  w i t h  Cal ler  I D  t h e i r  phone numbar i s  

now ou'tp i'i BR now pub l i shed  unless they use one of .the m a n 6  

t h a k  you have e n m e r a t e d  for blocking." (T 2 0 2 ) .  The means 

enumerated included i ise of c a l l i n g  cards ( T  2 0 3 ) ,  operatad-  

ass,i.at.ed c a l l i m g  ( T  203), and going  t o  a n c t h e r  phone ('I' 2 0 2 ) .  

The Meryland Public Service Commission h a s  nxogni'i".ed 

" s u b a c r i $ ~ ? r s  t o  un l i . s t ed  an.d nonpubl i shed  s e r v i c e s  may e x p e r i c  r t c e  

a n  ~ ~ ~ o s i s n  in t h e  value of that s e r v i c e  if a b l o c k i n y  option is 

,I c i ~ ? n t .  i. f i c: 9 t .i. u ~1 Serv ic: e by the C he  s ape a ks and Pot oms. c '.?el q+.hr~g _..__" __.___._._._ I-._..- I___ .__..--- 

p vi;xn'c3r:iny 7 o f  1\2ar~fc?aic:!, Ca.se No. 8 2 8 3 ,  (November 2 0 ,  1 9 9 9 )  . 
d - , .  "_ .. ..- ---- 
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discussed in Issue 3 ,  therefor@ no 
alternative t o  b locking  i s  v iab le .  3. '1 

addi t ion,  the alternatives proposed by 
Sou the rn  Bell and GTE are inadequate to meet 
I.aw enforcement needs.  

The phrase "alternative to Caller ID b lock ing"  is somewhat 

mis~ewd.ing since Ca%l.er :PD bloclring can be presently.  f ' e c u ~ e d  

thsaug'h seiveral alternatives, as lorig as one is wi! . l ing  to pa:; 

Southern Bell ox o the r s  far t h e  b locking  aption. Use of d. 

e a l l i r r g  card v'bl.ocks" Caller LD displays fo r  a charge of 5 - 7 5  ( T  

$ 9 ) ;  i~t~bldizixng an operator-assisted call f o r  a cha rge  of $ l e O O  ('1' 

99) wi.111. not generate a Caller IL) display. U s e  of a ce l l . u l a r  

phone will no t  generate a C a l l e r  XD d i s p l a y .  ( T  1 0 0 ) .  Any o f  

tB:eae altemmtives pzccwide some protect ion to anonyrni t y i  but t h e y  

do not sufficiently protect undercover law enforcement  Qperatives 

and peopls such as domestic abuse victims. 



GTE ajtrtaangly promcstsd ita Protected Number Ser.ry.ics ( PNS 1 as 

a substit.ute fo r  per cc l l  or per line Caller ID bPCrckiPly. PNS is 

the f u n c t i o n a l  equivalent to Southern Bell s RingMiastex ( T' 4 55 1 I 

T h i s  service would  all^^ a second numbor to be assigned to one':: 

o r i g i n a l  line, with the second number ringing in w i t h  i. 

ci,i~.t;ixnctive ?cl.ng, allowing it to be dis t inguishsod  P r o m  a ~ ~ 4 1 . 1  

being received om t h e  originally assigned nwmber. ( T  4 4 0 )  I .$is 

B U C ~ ~  P N S  would allow the newly assigned number to he cIi.splayw1 

on a Caller ID unit, w i t h  any return c a l l  made in reliance upon 

t h e  displayed number being identified by its d i s t i r a t i v e  ring.. ('6 

4 4 0 ) .  PNS would provide an alternative to hl.oelcing, bu. t  is does 

not, tr'nxli.y address the cancerns of Paw enforceme:~t and domestic 

violence c e n t e r  representatives. 
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then blocking of Callor m should be avaLlab1e cn both a: per ca:!l. 

and p m  line lbasils, sele!cted at the opticri of t h e  c a l l i n g  pert-y, 

and at RQ coot to the calling party.  

%').ne Eased for the b lock ing  option has been demonstrated in 

sev@ral c~rcumstances as previously discussed, the ~105: : 

ccrnrpaP,Biraq of which are the needs to p r o t e c t  undercover  law 

snfosesrcnent i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  from jeopardy caused by t h e  accidentaf 

ox: u n i n t e n t i o n a l  display of an originating phone number and  t he  

ncsuida to protect victims of domestic violence.  

Won Tudor, testifying on behalf of a task force r@p.resenting 

8 variety ol new enforcement e n t i t i e s  ntarecle 

I f  the b lock ing  option i s  available t o  t h e  
publ ic  at Parge, then a c r i m i n a l  who 
seceivea a blocked telephone call would not 
become overly s u s p i c i o u s .  T h i s  is in sharp 
con x w s t  to w h a t  Southern Bell. proposes. 
U n d m  Southern Bell ' s proposal, which  wDuld 
allow blocking f o r  only a limited p o r t i o n  of 
t h e  tc,kephorne using public, the v e r y  fact 
theat blocking has  occurred will serve  t c ~  
sugGest to t h e  criminal- c h a t  a law 
enforcement officer 0.: one acting on behalf 
of JAW enforcement may be t h e  person  making 
the ca1.l. 



Tho first concern we have is Lnat bat terad 
women who a m  s t r u g g l i n g  to be f i n a n c i a l l y  
independent will be unable to afford ano the r  
monthly phone charge, and how w i l l  Southern 
Bell deci.de who can  o b t a i n  it free of 
charge? W i l l  a v ic t im  have t o  detail d.1 af 
t h e  t h r e ~ a t s ~  phys ica l  and BGxual abuse which 
she has experienced, and t h a t  o f  her 
children? If  so, how will .  Southern Bell he 
abPo to adequately handle 60, QQO requestf i  
from individuals i n  this statef which Ls the 
number of v i c t i m s  who c a l l e d  tk@ dornes~;ic 
violence h o t l i n e s  s",atewi.de l a s t  year? 1s 
t h i s  a r easonab le  s o h u t i o n  t0 the problems? 

X J ~ W  enforcamen:: ' s concerns in t h i s  regard are ne i+h t ; r  

8pci01xs nor imagined, ( T  8 2 2  I 823) Simi3 x l y ,  the? concerns 

expressed by spouse abuse r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  are nether specious n o r  

imagined. A@ pointed outf such need w i l l  o f t e n  calL for a p e r  

line b l Q @ k h g  option rather t h a n  j u s t  per  c a l l  b l o c k i n y ,  rLiice 

chiidren ox others may not  be relied upon to e n t e r  b locking  

::od@ pri,txr to making each phone cal l . .  ( T  9 5 0 ) .  

Calker 9.D blocking on a D ~ H :  c a l l  or  p e r  lina basis o u g h t  to he 

made av;A*ilahEe to al l .  callers on a free basie statewide 

Ot thex-wise  l a w  enforcement concerns regarding s z  f ety w i l  I hecorria 



d 

"Cal.Er;.r ED safe" or n ~ t ,  (XI 917). The F:h-rida ~epartment of La% 

Enf-xxennent has responsibility to t r a in  and advise l a w  

enforcemsnk officers throughout t h e  State on matters such as the 

ilKpaCl of hIQ~eEl@ntatiQw Of Caller ID. ('k 815, 9 2 4 - 2 5 ) .  A 

hadgspsdge system in Florida in which some phone companies w i l L  

offer univeruel1.y available blocking,  while others will nat. wi.1 'i. 

bc a t r a h e r ' ~  nightmare and carries with it the .-ea1 r i s k  of 

jooparciy 930 law anfarcement operatives I safety. 

Further, E ~ U C ~  Pack of uniformity will adverse1 y impact Ll?s 

800 M3z Btatewids law enforcement radio system psssen,kly being 

dave.kcbpnd in t h a t  t h e  "ca,lR trunking" feature would no,t be able 

to offer uniformly throughout t h e  system a p r e d i c t a b l e  blocking 

op%-,ion. (n 93.5). 

The? fact  t h a t  SOP[IB police agencies support-. Caller ID a n d  

ha've suggested that it be made available with no b i o c k i n g  o p t i o n  

r~?:sflacW a difference in the focus and r e s p o n s L b i l i t k e s  of  the 

agonciesB which may produce a failure to perce ive  the real a n d  

p r o s e r i t  danyer  unblocked Caller ID callis cdn have upon uri(:ierccive.r 

,irmiF~~~.tj.ga~;ions. ( T  871- - '73 ,  9 2 2 )  Expressed desires ~f cr-1rta.ir-i 



Evan if Caller ID were 1102; in violation of 

UEB ~f Caller ID by governmental agencies may 

t h b  AC'ICIU or othem aa being unconstitutional. 

result of such a challenge, the uses of Caller ID t h a t  ce1:tai.n 

law enforcement agencies have identified may be den ied  t;heati a d  

other govermental entikies  pera at in^^ facilities s u c h  as schoo :: 

and courthouses. Thus one identified benefit ta not all.owxa~q 

bJ.cckLxkg, t h s  " idcmt i f ica t ion"  of bomb t -hrea ts  and similar c a  i 1 L: 

may H28P@X be realized. 

Even if general Caller ID us& by government agencies  is 

conwt. i tu , t ional  under Florida law, t h e  "bomb threat I' and simi.I m- 

objsctions to baock-:.ng do not withstand close ricrutiny. .AS 

discussed earlier, theee objections seem to assume owe rmkinq a 

threat would utilize his personal phone, making investigation and 

apprehensicn relatively easy. Yet t h e  v a r i o u s  o;sti.ons f o r  

"blsckir:.g" a call t h a t  are presant1.y available such  as us i r ig  a 

operatos-assist.ed call, using a c e l l u l a r  phone, etc refilain 

~reatk!.ly ava i l ab le ,  and w o u l d  defecn.~ the d i s p l a y  of t h G  n u m b e r .  

Certa.fnl .yl  the (avaiPabil..i.ty . ~ f  u n i v e r s a l l y  available b l o c k i n g  I 

carrying w i t h  it t h e  assurances of p r o t e c t i o n  of s a f e t y  i.1-i 2 , h e  

cs,jz,t:s-iit crf ~ n d ~ r c u ~ e r  investigative operations a n d  in ~ h e  S ~ C ~ U G ~  



6?bUS* area, providea a s u b s t . a n t i a l  benefit t ha t  outweighs Lb? 

s;.llrwsosy "BdvAntag88 'I in d e t e c t i n g  t h r e a t e n i n g  callers. 

F u r t h e r ,  the alternative appL.-oach to blocking  auggsst*.ed by 

Ron Tudor that would fdontify c e r t a i n  f a c i l i t i e s  ? i ~  which nwrtbers 

o f  ca3.lhg parties couLd not be blocked seems tm be k h e  

An approach of i d e n t i f y i n g  "subject cI.as~ie8" to whom 

bBc~ck.ing wsluld be made available is not, appropriate.  firs^^ s r : h  

d 8y~sd;em would Lsnd to identify those with t h e  b locking  option? $5:; 

pot@wt,bally being a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  l a w  enforcement, tht+rei:q 

jeopardizing the safety of law enforcement operatives. ( 2 1  8 x 9 -  

82io), Second, such a system s ~ f f ~ s  from an i n h e r e n t  f I a w  i.r: 

khat it ca l l s  upon somaone to determine to whom blocking  ought to 

$8 made available anid to whom it will not be made available. It 

18 not appropriate fo r  the phone company to make t h i s  

d.@&eminatfon s ince  the company's decision in t k i s  regard will be 

highly svbjectivs, would be arbitrary, (T 613-C14), c ~ ; ; l i d  ke 

a&inistrat.'.vely burdenc30me I a t t e m p t s  t o  impose dec is :1 r-tn mzdr;i.ng 

re @pons ib i L it ,ies upon dome s t ic v i o 1. e nc e s u ppo r t c e n t e I: s .t ha ,t: t h e y  

d9 not w i s h .  to have, and is degrading to v i c t i m s .  ( T  9 6 C ,  9 6 '  2 ,  

9 6 3 ,  9811, 990-91, 1080, I O O i  ) . The proposal a l s o  i y n o r e s  .the 

real p o s s i b i l i t y  that vict ims or domestic v io lence  c e n t e r  w o r k e r s  

w.Si.91. h ~ ~ T j ~ ~  to utilize phones o th .e r .  t h a n  the one  .to >.h.i.ch "c:"Iass--. 



b u t  itlss~ming such responsibility C C V - K ~ ~ E ~  w i t h  it t:)e .sji~nie 

c.:ampl.asei Zy and c o n c ~ r n t ~  stated above To allow c ~ i : t a i n  classes 

to have BCCesS to blocking would not address the concerns af the  

hundreds and thousands of abused spouses who may not; contact a 

8pQuaG3 & b u m  C8ntQrp yet are at t h e  same d.egree of r i s k  as their 

counterparts in the centers. (T 964). To allow ce r t a in  classes t.c 

have ~ ~ c c @ @ s  to blocking and to deny others the blocking option 

appears to be an arbitrary determination that would r e c o g n i ; ?  

privm:y interests in some, but not. all calling p a r t i e s  us i r . g  

plasraes in Florida * 

Whf8@ it is true that phone tariffs r equ i r e  a calling party 

~ C P  ident.Pfqr himsa;.lf/laerself when i s k o d b  as discussed ear3 ier,. 

Cailer ID'S display of an originating phone number does n o t  

provide s , x h  ident.1.f Pcation. Numerous other rcmsons why 

rece iv ing  the display of a n~ambec f a i l s  to equate with 

"identifying the cal ler"  w e r e  mentioned in testimony. 

Free per s a l 1  and per Line blocking  would a l s o  aqmi.d ihe 

unfairness of requiring t e lephone  customers to pay to ma i nta i n  

tlaair privacy \Phis is especially 50 f o r  nonpublished and 

etnl ie ted subscribers,  as discussed earl. ier . 
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The Florida Cabinet has  ad -p ted  the p o s i t i o n  t h a c  free pe;rr.-. 

call blocking chould be available fo r  all. state tehcphoner;, ('1' 

1031-HC32, Ex, 2 9 ) .  

While the area of costs to Florida consumers 1.s an area t v  

be n m . x >  properly addressed by the Public CounseL, the urndersicgxnad 

sc,bm.Lt that the cost of providing the blockivg option ought- to Gi. 

born@ by those who subscribe to Caller ID. The blocking option 

s h o d d  be provided at no charge to those seeking to utilize it. 

But f o r  the implementation o f  Caller ID as an option, the need 

for blocking would not exist.. The - status quo is s u c h  tmt  o .E! 

meed spend no money to avoid display of his or her o r i g i n a t i . i g  

phons number when calling a party. With the i.mpl.enientation of 

Caller ID, that status quo oaght to be maintained, w i t h  b l o c k i n g  

being mado available free of charge. 

l:n summary, per call and per line blocking of Caller ID at. 

MCp charge t o  the zalling party ough? to be made available 

tariS..formly throughout t h e  State of FPorida . Consideration shou1.d 

be given to wh@ther certain agencies or facili-ties (e.g. schools) 

could be identified as a class to which calls w c u l d  not be 

bJ.ocAcable. Th@ costs  of providing t h e  blocking option, s h o u ~ d  be 

borne by those u o h y  t h e  Caller ID o p t i o n  and by t . he  pbonc. 

c!ompan.ies of for . j . .~~g tAe option, but not by the callers c h o o s i n g  to 

block on, a per call or per lim? basis. 



regarding Caller ID fo r  law enfarcsment pe r sonne l?  

Attorney General, Statewide Pr~secutor  I 

FDLE Fss.ltSons Should it be d e t e m i n e d  t h a t  
Caller 3tQ does inst vPo%ate Florida law, law 

viously discussed, the f.i+st. spec i  

axrangement is  to  retain the  balance of control. in u n c R e r ~ . ~ v u r  

i ~ t ~ i t l g a t i ~ n s  in favor of law enforcemefit and avoid  t r : e  

significant risk of serious injury ox death to leva crnf~rce~ie. 

p e r ~ o n r t d  and operatives t h a t  Caller ID as proposed represents I 

The method ~f implementing this special arrangement is to make 

u n l v s r s a l l y  available throughout the state of Florida a 

ccurmistont system of offering per call and per line blocking 01 

the; dft%play of originating phone numbers via Caller ID. This 

k,‘JockPng a5crul.d be made available at no cos t  to blacking p a r t i @ $ ,  

Sacsnd, t h i s  Commission should mandate continued a s s i s t a n c e  

by 89.1 phon.* companies w i t h  law enforcement to deveLop and 

inaplenant alternatives that will m i f i i m i z e  the r i s k  to s a f e t y  and  

Lmtegrity of investigations that Caller ID reprssents” AI1 of 

the. var.kous prap0s;Pls rrlade by Southern ,3ell and G’I’E 

s u b a t , i t ~ t @ s  for Caller ID blocking shou ld  be made ava.1. l a b l e  t.o 

PAW eakfo.t-cexnent. Mowever, these should not be niade ,sva.i.lable as 

s ~ i h s k ~ i . t : u t t ? ~  but ra ther  as supplements to, u n i v e r s a l l y  ava i l . ab l e  
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per c a l l  and per line Caller ID blocking. To the greatest extent. 

possfble, these supplements shou ld  be made available to law 

enEarcament at no charge, or minimal champ.  

Should blocking be made available only to identified 

c 1 a s ~ e o ~  <the criteria for making blocking available to law 

enforcement should be broadly applied in order to maximize the 

incrsased Safety to law enforcement that h'locking wj 1.1. provide. 

At least 120 days should be provided prior to t h e  

iinpleinantation of any Caller ID system to allow the Florida 

Department of Law Enforcement to adequately notify ana tra"n 

a€fsc&ed law enforcement personnel and agencies. 

Adequate protection to the security, integrity and purpose 

of t h e  Eitatewide 800 MlYz radio system must be provided. The o n l y  

workable method of doing SO will bc to provide per call and per 

line blocking capability for the "trunk" lines utilized by the 

system. The various phone companies should be mandated t.0 assist 

the Department o f  General Services, State of Florida in whatever 

manner necessary to assure the integrity and viability of the 

system 0 
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By .raascpn of khe tes t iniony of Ms. Phoenix and t h e  o t h e r  

domestic violence witnesses, t h e  parties to this b r i e f  h a v e  
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The p o t e n t i a l  far inadvertent or acc identa l  cnmysomise of 

batkcred W Q I I I B ~ ' S  locat ion is &QO hLgh to j u s t i f y  offeriarg o n l y  

per call blocking .  Battered WQ~UKXI slhr ~ l d  ham, t h e  chcrice of 

e i ther  per call or per line bPcsckdng E S  they attempt t c l  bett-cr 

protect themaelves from attack or retribution. 

%'kt3 scope of domestic violence s h o u l d  n o t  be u n d e m s  L; imaLod 

Approximately $0,000 domestic "hotline" -&I15 w e r e  received i n  

F'lo~icJZa in the laat fiscal year. (T 964). Ms. Phoenix indicated 

t h a t  it is estimated that o n l y  1/10 of the battered women 

actua'! Ly cantact  a battered women ' B shelter. Her ezrtrap3latio.r 

SUCJgleSLs t h a t  approximately 800,000 people in Florj.da v-mla G i 

b a t t e ~ : ~ ~ i  yearly. (T 964). 

Ph.On@ company suggestions f o r  "limited class" blockj-ng a r e  

unxzal i s l ic  when the numbers of potential seekers of a blocking 

option by reason of domestkc vlolenee are realized. The F(:AIPY 

ahs;ltvers are unable t h ?  risk the liability for producing a l i s t  t o  

Southern Bell of the thousands of domestic viclence victims in 

danger and in need s f  a blocking option, (T 954). Delays 

inhsrent i n  ol>,taininq requests and processing t h e  requests prior 

to fniplement i n g  a blocking option carry with them grave  

cummquonces in tkiat the battering spouse goes t o  great leng.':hs 

tc-s laicate t h e  battered spouse when she leaves h i m .  ( T  9 6 3 ) .  The  

riwd for this special class b.'.ocking protection w i . 1 1  c o n t i i i u e  

i n d e f i n i t e l y ,  meaning the numbers protected w i l . 1  CJSOW 

c:on~c.:~.n~~ral.1.:;. (T 9 6 6 )  . W h i l e  Prot:ec:t.ed Number S ~ L - V ~ C : ~  ( P N S )  
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(Tost of aecurinq a blocking o p t i o n  i s  of crucia;  importance. 

Ms Phoenix indicated t h a t  battering occur s  i n  a l l  socioeconomic 

c l a s a d s ,  b u t  t h a t  when a woman leaves a n  abuses ;he often l eaves  

everything behind.  ( T  9 9 0 ) .  The abuser o f t e n  has c o n t r o l  o€ a:. 

t h e  moneyp GO fo r  all practical purposes the battered spouse ~ E I  

laadPge4nt. (T 971). !To cha rge  f o r  b lock ing  necessary  t o  h e l p  

pfotect, the spouse frOm f u r t h e r  p h y s i c a l  harm i s  nsi&her 

compaseisnate nor j u s t i f i e d .  

Clearly, u n i v e r s a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  p e r  l i n e  and per call 

bloclcing, w i t h  no cha rge  t o  t h e  b lock ing  party is  t h e  only viable 

optkcsn for addressing the concerns  of FCADV and s i m i l a r  ysaups as 

have been ralsed by t h e  proposed i m p l e m e n t x i t i o n  of Caller ID. As 

Staked by M8, Phoenix, " W e  cannot  risk additional J i v e s  fo r  the 

profit sf the telephone company o r  t o  keep the Caller Ln sys-~em 

~XQIII bsiiig deva lued . "  ( T  9 5 3 ) .  
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I_ Xssue ---- 1 % :  Ia Caller ID i n  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e a t ?  

At%arxaoy Gensral I Statewidg P r 0 8 ~ ~ ~ ~ x - - , - ~ m ~  
FDLE P a i t i o n :  Caller I D ,  wit'? t h e  c tveat  
of universal blocking at no charge e;u tihe 
calling party, i s  in the public interest. 

In an abstract s e n s s p  Caller I D  hs in the public interest, 

bscaut8e it facilitates t h e  sh,.ring of in format ion .  Glenn Mayne, 

Divir5ion Director a t  t h e  Department of General  Services t e s t i f i e d  

t o  the "vast" potential for information retrieval which tJall.or IP 

could ~nrabPe. (T 1037, 1 0 4 7 - 4 8 ) .  The franzework in w h i c h  S u ; t h e r ?  

RePP offers t h e  s e r v i c e  however, presents drawbacks w h i m i  

otxttmAg& the benefits. 

While ndn;litting that "focusing on Caller  ID as a service 

directed a t  handling annoyance ialls disregards the more 

impar t an t  reaBQnt3 f Q K  offering t h i s  service," ( '3c 8 7 1 ,  %k,o company 

naai ntains that free pcr call blocking capability would devalue 

the* s e r v i c e .  Y e t  even Southern  B e l . 1 '  B w i t n e s s  admi.it:ed t h i  B 

pos i t i on  was based on p e r c e p t i o n s ,  minimal experience, and 

speculation (T 207, 21s) and ignored t .he impact of new 

?.schnolagy, (![I 2 8 8 8 ) .  The witness acknowledged t h a t  in o n e  tila!. 

call block was activated only 1 4 3  times out OF- one n i i . l l i on  caJ.13. 

(![I 2 0 6 ) .  As Dr. Cooph;s n o t e d d  t h e  d e v a l u a t i o n  argumer i t  Y S  only 

tme if one accepts the psemissr; that a harassir!g c a l l e r  w o u P d  nat 

use a cred,i.t card,, pay OK c e l l u l a r  phone o r  operator ( a i l  methods 
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which r e s u l t  i n  per ca1.l kPlook,ing) pl.ace his call { T 6 2 4  ) . 
Yd"h,c., bsnefitldetriment imbalance i s  made even moro c i e m  by 

Soli.r.hern B E I ~ J .  ' 8 own estimate that u l t i i i , a t e  residen?: i.al markst 

penet: ,ration of Caller XI? will be o n l y  5-7%. LOl_ai.C wi.3.x not 

ssipport a finding t h a t  loss of privacyl erosion of value  of 

uaaliwted O X  nsnpublished service, possible ermdanger:anent of t h e  

lives of Slaw enforcement, and risks t o  abused spouses are  

outweighed by the benef i t  of 5-7% of t h e  popula t ion  knowing the 

number from which they are being called. The p u b l i c  is s imply  

not bE!ilPCJ Sf39-V@dl When %he benefits CJO to SO few at a p@Ki! to Sr3 

many. Even Southern Bell initially tosk a position in f avor  O L  

broadea- blsckirig, but the position was modified by its regional 

r8lark.imi.g c o u n c i l  n (T 214 ,  Ex.  4 )  " Such alteration rsf the 

C O E T ~ ~ B T P ~ I '  8 p o s i t i o n  raises an inference t h a t  t h e  unstated b u t  

prirriary' foxes behind Southern Bell I s  p r e s e n t  p o s i t i o n  is i k n  

eco2x".c ant3 I 

Clearly, the true p o t e n t i a l  benefit for Caller ID lies i.5 

its uee a,s a n  i n f o m a t i o n  sharing mechanisml ra ther  t h a n  a tool 

to prevent harassing telephone calls. The systeni has  the 

potential tc eicpund t o  display a v a r i e t y  of i n f o r i n a t L o n  t o  t h e  

~ ~ r o v f d a r  of gocsds QC services  before t h e  . inquiri .ng customer ' s 

~ a 1 . l  is even answered. ( T  1 0 7 3 ) .  Per c a l l  and ~ ' e r  3 . ine  b.Lock.E.ng 

c:apab:iLity is necessary however, t o  permit  the c a l 1 i . n y  F a r t y  t.u 

b r a  ae:l.@ctl.ve in sharing that i n fo rma t ion . .  (T 1 0 7 8 )  . 
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'4%s mandates for phone c o ~ ~ p a n y  assistance to Iraw erLforc@ment 

and ?.he Department of General Services should be incorporated is. 

any @omission rulinga on t a r i f f s  e 



T I N  MOORE 
Comisc3 ionen: 

FLORIDA DEPARTMEN'F OF 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Post Office Box 1498  
Tallahassee,  FL 32.302 

Directort Criminal Appeals 
Fla. Bar #325104 

Agl8ist6mnt Attsxney General 
F l e .  Bar #667094  



A Aabaco Locksmith Winston Pierce 
Wttn t David Nerkatz De@. of General Services 
P,Q. EWx 5301 Koger Executive Center 
Pt, LaPlderdale, FK 33380 2 737 Centerview Drive 

Knight Bldg. #110 
Tal lahassee, FL 3 2 3 9 9-Q9 5 0 

Jeffr@y Cohen 
At*ormey fo r  Florida Medical 

P.0. Box 2 4 1 1  
Jacksonville, FL 3=.1203 

Association, Imc. 

Angela Green Willis Booth 
Divfoioai of Legal, Services Florida Po4.ice C h i e f s  Assoc - 
F'lorida Public Service Commission P.O. Box 14038 
101 East Caines Street TallPhascee, FL 32317-4038 
e.CaLBahnssee, 2% 32301 Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 

Stephen Mathues  
Staff Attorney 
F l o r i d a  Department of 

General Services 
Office of General C o u n s e l  
Knight Bldg., Suite 3 0 9  
Itoger Execut ive  C e n t e r  
2 7 3 7  Centerview Drive 
Ta 1 1 a has s @e I F'L 3 2 3 9 9 - 0 9 5 0 



. . -  
P.0.  Box 5030 
A S L m K ” e  Springs, FL 32716-5000 

ChrrryJ! Phoenix Dlsec tor 
Florida Coalition Against. 

Dome8tj.c Violence 
P.0. BQX 532841 
OrLanda, FL 32853-2043 

L e e  Willis 
227 8outln Calhoun Street 
P . 0 .  Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Joyce M. Brown 
Center Against Spouse Abuser I n c .  
F.O. Box 414 
St. PeLersburg, FL 33731 

GTE: Fl.oridkl Incorporated 
P.0. Bo: 110, MC 7 
Tampa, FL 33601-013.0 

Glenn W. Mayne, r)..:.L@CtOK 
Florida Department o f  

Gt;mersl Services 
Division of Comnkunications 
2737 C m t s r v i o w  Drive 
Knight Bldg., Suits 110 
Tallahasr*m, FL 32399-0950 

Dale Cross 
Central Telephone Company 
11.0. Box 2214 
Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214 
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