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Pproposad Tariff Filings by Southern Bell Telephone and
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2f Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor, and Florida Depa:
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Pursuant to the Commission's Order issued March 12, 1991,

this supplemental brief is filed for the purpose 2f advancing

further argument and citation to authority as to the
initially briefed by the parties on January 11, 1991, and o
adqdress matters raised in the additional discovery made

subgfequent to the hearings of November 28 and 29, 1995,

References to the hearing transcript shall be by use of
the symbol "T" followed by the appropriate page number in
parentheses. References to the deposition transcripts entered
tnte evidence shall be made by use of the symbol "TR" followed by

3
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INTRODUCT TOM

The Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor and Florida

Dapartment of Law Enforcement adopt and reassertc all argumen
presented in  their Initial Brief to this Cowmission. in
addition, they point out that federal legisla.ion is now pending
which would require per-call blocking where Caller ID service is
offered, Thus, there exists an additional guestion as to “he

future legality of the service as proposed

Y

The deposition testimony of William Schultsw and Michael
m. Cox indicates that Caller ID does not in fact serve to reduce

annoyance calls and can result in harassment to & party who

secidentally misdials.

T

Finally, the undersigned reassert their position tha
Call Trace is 2 viable elternative to Caller ID and urge chis
Commission to rule favorably on the Public Counsel's Petition to

Call Trace at reasonable, usage-based rates.
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Does Caller ID violate any federul laws or laws of

the State of Florida?

Attorney General, Statewides Prosecubtor,
and FDLE Position: Caller TID would
violate both Florida and federal law.

on:

The Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor, and Florida

v

bepartment of Law Enforcement reaffirm the position stated in

their initial brief that Caller ID would violate both Florida
federal wiretap law. Additionally, it should be noted that b lle
are pending in the United States Congress which would permit the
offering of Caller ID~type services only upon the condition of

frea per-call blocking. 5.652 102nd Cong., lst Sess. (1991);

JeR. 1443 102nd Cong., lst Sess. (1991) California has already
adopted similar legislation (1991 Cal.Stat. 2893), and similar
gnactnents are being corsidered in Illinois, Maine, Maryland,
Dregon, Vermont and Washington. See Joint Filing of the Nortn
Carolina Attorney General and Public Staff, Re: Caller 1D,

Docket No, P-5% Sub 925 (March 1%, 1991) (Hereinafter “"Joint

¥

W 7

#iling") (attachea as Appendix A). Even were Caller ID found oL
violative of federal or Florida wiretap law, passag: of the bills
aow pending in Congress would call into question the legality of

rvice a3 currently proposed.

TR

S




izgue 5@

.

What are the benefits and detriments to Florida's

consumers of Caller ID services?

Digcussion:

The

obscene /annoying/harassing phone calls as one of

benefits  of

\
1
v
¥
wowg
b

apinee dogs not support this claim.

Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor,
and FPDLE Position: Caller ID affords few
benefits unavailable from other sources,
and carries the potential for extreme
detriment to law enforcement of7icers,
potential victims of crime, and existing
telephone customers.

telephone companies assert the reduction of

Caller 1ID service. (T 55-5%6, 438).

stafl manager in  the security department of

Corporation,

Bell in res

the major

However

William James Schults, &

Bell Soutn

testified in deposition that he contacted New Jerscy

ponse to a newspaper article which indicated that

calier ID had resulted in a reduction of annovance

percent. A

fell informed him that they had not had a 50 percent reduction in

their Annoyance

[P Az a

Senaity sent a memo to the Bell South general secu

calls of &0

manager in the Annoyance Call Center at New Jersey

Call Center problems put rvather, a

setion in the amount of traps and traces placed.

50 perzenc

(TR Schultz,

rasult of his conversation with New Jersey Bell, Mr.

Loy

saopears that they (New Cersey Bell) are

Caller ID and Call Trace. There 1s

NG £y

Fity mansger

playving with

Natupally, the traps will reduce with ‘lLhe

no

TR A U
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put up a trap if the customer has Call ™ ace.” (TR Schultz,
Exhobit #1). While Mr. Schultz sought to areliorate the damaging
nature of this observation by suggesting that a study rveferenced

i the newspaper article could have been the source of the 50

o)

percent reduction figure (TR Schultz, p.10), the logic of his
original conclusion is inescapabie. The benefit of annovance

call reduction is questionable at best.

In contrast, a posaible detriment was brought into shsro
focus ky the additional discovery conducted after the WNoveaber

hearings.

The Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor, and FDLE
pointed out in their initial brief the potential for vieleni
confrontations carried with the self-help intervention which
Caller ID implicitly, if not expressly, promotes. {Brief of
Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor, and Florida Department of
Law Enforcement, p.27). This potential was illustrated by the
testimony of Micheel E. Cox, an assistant vice president of the
security departmert of South Central Bell Telephone Company. (e

B

LeCanme aware of @ custamer WG

pa5). Mr. Cox

socidentally misdialed a Caller ID subscriber. Subsequently, the

s iber wo Caller ID harassed aad abused the customer. The

i

Gence of the innocently misdialing customer prompted dMr. Cox

a wemo Lo the Vice President and Comptroller of Boel!

Y]

AN ALY (TR Co

(¢, p.6). The memo indicated, "This

T T
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case and the accompanying red border letter .3 a srime example of
how we may expect a number of customers to peect in the future o

Unller D when wrong numbers, misdials, eutc. occur.” (TR Cox,

The undersigned parties continue to assert their

previouwsly adopted position, that the detriments of Celler 1D, as

illustrated by the above example, far ouvtweigh the purported

n

fol
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senefits of the service.,
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] Are there any existing CLASS servicoes (e.g., Cali

Trace, Call Return, Call Block, etc.) that have similar funo

and/or benefits as Caller ID: if so, wnet are their detriments
Is thelr rate structure appropriate?

Attorney General, Statewide Prosecutor

and FDLE Position: We join the position
of the Public Counsel that Call Trace at
a reasonable price will allow the public
to achieve the essential benefits of
Caller 1ID without the major cost or
impact of Caller ID.

sion:

The undersigned reassert the position, stated in their
initial brief, that Call Trace, offered at reasonable rates on a
per-use basig, would accomplish the stated Caller ID purpose of
s zducing annoving and harassing calls, without the danger to law

enforcement personnel and victims of abuse which inhere in tho

celler ID format.
in addition, the Commission's attention is directed to the
of the Public Counsel to require the offering cf Call
rvice to =all customers at reasonable, usage-based railos
arler 1990, To date there has been no ruling on
v Patition, call Yrace service on a reasonable,
would  largely obviate the need for Caller I0 and the

the Commission to grant the Petition.




ahould Lakear, of Southern

What further action

Bell's tariff filing introducing Caller ID and changing tho
conditions under which nonpublished information will be divulged?
what should be the effective date of such action?

Attorney General, Statewide Prosecuhor,

and FDLE Position: Southern Bell's
tariff filing should be rejected.

Discussions

The additional discovery conducted subsequent to the first
hearing in this cause only fortifies the undersigned's posi’lon

ID mhould be allowsed on a statewide basis only if

univergyally avallable per-call and per-line blocking is offered

viunction with the service. Such blocking should be at no

o oaet or charge to the blocking party sincsz those utilizing Callar

[

1D should pay the cost associated with it.

he undersigned obuerved, in thelr initial brief, that
universsl per—call blocking has been mandated in Kentucky, South
Carclina, Pennsylvania and Maryland (Initial Brief, p.42).
N@vadaﬂl Alabamayz and the District of Uolumbia,3 also requirs

miocwing, as do Delaware, Nebraska and Vermont. Joint Filing, at

§
3 A6, A-9 and A-1l. in addition, WNevada and aAlabama reguire free
! " a1 “ . - . .
: i ore Filing by Central Telephoane Company, Docket No.
IR

south Central Bell Telephone Company, Dockat No.o 21532,

Matter of the Application of the Chesapeaks and

lanhone Co., Formal Case No. 391
EN ¢




per-line blocking. This Commission should follow the lead of

thogse states and deny the tariff unless it is medified to provids
free per-call and per-line blocking.
Respectfully submitted,

ROBERT A. BUTTERWORTH o
Attorney General

. L
‘ W”///ﬁ Y7 oy

PETER ANTONACCI LANIE HINES
Deputy aAttorney General tatewide Prosecutor
Florida Bar No. 0280690 Florida Bar No. (0279250

TIM MOORE

i Commissioner
AN
‘ § {;‘MM‘
v Y y N s, -
LA B ™~ ;t% A ‘
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RICHARD E. DORAN MICHARL RAMAGE e
Assistant Deputy Attorney Censral Florida Bar No. 0261068 4
Florida sBar No. 0325104

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF LAW
ENFCRCEMENT
Post Office Bow 1489
AP ! Dy Tallahassee, Florida 32302
LINDIA DOSS (904) 488-8323
Adssistant Attorney General
Florida Bar No. (0607854

DEPARTMENT OF LEGAL AFFAIRS

The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050
{204} 488-8253
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVCICE

i HER£BY CERTIFY that & true and correct copy of e
foregoin SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF OF ATTORNEY GENERAL, STATEWIDE

PROSECUIOR AND FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF LAW ENPORCEMENT has been

furnished to the following list of people by ’'I. 8. Mail
. e .
this fibie day of March, 1991.
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VIRLINDIA DOSS
Assistant Attorney Cenercal

southern Bell Telephone and Messer Law Firm
Telegraph Company Attn: Bruce Renard
Attn: Marshall M. Criser, I1II Post Office Box 1876
150 2. Monroe Street, #400 Tallahassee, PL  32302-1874
Talliahasses, FL 32301
op Locksmith Winston Plerce
At David Merkatz Department of General Services
Cost OFfice Box 5301 Koger Executive Center
Fe. Lauderdale, FL 33310 2737 Centerview Drive

Knight Building, #110
Tallahassee, FL 32392-0950
Angaela Green
Division of Legal Services Jeffrey Cohen
Pilorida Public Service Commission Attorney for Medical

101 Fast Gaines Street Assocliation, Inc.
Yallahassee, FL 32301 Post Office Box 2411

Jacksonville, FL 32203

J. M. Buddy Phillips Willis Booth

srida Sheriff's Association Florida Police Chiefs

OfFfice Box 1487 Assoclation

see, FL 32302-1487 Post Qffice Box 14038
Tallahassee, FL 32317-4038




Charlene Carres

american Civil Liberties Union
past Office Box 1031
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Alan Berg

United Telephone Company

Post OFffice Box 5000

Altamonte Springs, FL 32716-5000

Cheryl Phoenix
Dlreator, Florida Coalition
Against Domestic Violence
Post Office Box 532041
Orlando, 'L 32853-2041

Lae Willis
297 amuth Calhoun Street

Pomt Office Box 391
Tallahapsee, FL 32302

Joyoce M, Brown
Center Aqalnst Spouse Abuse, Inc.
post Office Box 414

¥

5y, Petersburg, FLo 33731

;
!
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Stephen Matbues

Staff Attorney

Department of General Servicns
Office of General Counsel
Knight Building, Suize 303
Koger Executive Centiter

2737 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32385-0950

Thomas Parxker

associliate General Counsel
GTE Florida Incorporated
pPost Office Box 110, MC 7 i
Tampa, FL 33601-01i0 ;

Glenn W. Mayne
Department of General Services
Division of Communication

2737 Centerview Drive

Knight Building, Suite 110
Tallahassee, FL 32389-085%0

y..!

Dale Cross

Central Telephone Company
Post Office Box 2214
Tallahesssee, FL 32316-2214
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re:  Propoused tariff filings by
SOUFPHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
CoMPANY clarifying when a nonpublished
number can bz disclosed and introducing
Caller ID to TouchStar Service.

DAYE FILED:
Cotober 26, 1990

Tt Maced Nared oot St

INDEX

APPENDIY TO
SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF OF ATTORMEY GENERAL,
STATREWIDE PROSECUTOR, AND FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT

BAGE(S)
Worth Carolina Attorney General's and Public
SBrtaffts Joint Piling A - 1-12

DOCKET NO. 83113471



LACY H THORNBLRG
ATTORNEY GENERAL

?ﬁéﬁﬁﬁy
state of North Carolina
Deparﬂnenxof)usﬁca
P.O. BOX 629

RALEIGH

276020629
T L
v T

March 15, 1991 _ [
Ofiice o
Eublie Counse)

Ms. Geneva T. Thigpen, Acting Chief Clerk
Worth Carolina Utilities Commission

post Office Box 298510

raleigh, North Carclina 27626-0510

Re: Caller ID, Docket No. P-55, Suly 925

Dear Me. Thigpen:!

nttached is the Attorney General's and public Staff's joint filing Iin
response to the Commission's Order of March 5th, 1991 requesting information
on the status of Caller ID throaghout the country. This filing contains the
results of a survey made in the past week of Caller ID activities in ihe
wtes and the District ol Columbia.

b e
aves

The information was elicited by faxing a survey to consumer advoc
and/or commissions in each jurisdiction. A copy of the survey guesticnnaire
ig incorporated in the filing. Further, one copy only of the individuel
responses is presentel for £iling with you for reference Dy the Commission oI
any party. Of particular interest in the background documents are two status
pports prepared by United Telephone and dated January 28 and February 29,
1993. Though not used as the source of the attached report and neithe: inclu:
sive of sll states nor of events of recent weeks (in Indiana, New York, Mass
stts and Vermont), the United document = are excellent cross—-referances.

gy copv of this letter we are serving all partiles of record with our

:
i VI




Ms. Geneva T. Thigpen
March 15,
Page 2

1981

Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

LACY H. THORNBURG
Atto. ney General

C;)ﬂ e CS;M%;@A«J,

Jo Anne Sanford
Special Deputy Attorney General

ROBERT P. GRUBER
Fxecutive Director of Public §

taff

/4%q/4ﬁﬁr;vuﬂ£2% /ﬁ? éﬂ/@ﬁiﬁ

JBS/ Gw

Enclosures

pParties of Record

Antoinette Wike, Chief Counsel
Public Staff

P. 0. Box 29520

Raleigh, NC .7626~0520



CALLER 1D QUESTIONNAIRE FOH

[Please respond by return FAX (919/733-9568) on this

I Has a Caller 1D tariff been filed? If so, by which company(s) and whaen?

2. If the service has been approved:

{a) What was the approval date?
b) Does it include per-call blocking?

(1) If so, is it for all customers or only for “vulnerabie"
or "at risk" groups such as law enforcement?
(2) Is it free?

(33 If not, what is the cost?
{c) Does it include per-line blocking?
1) I it for all customers or only for "at risk” groups?
(2) Is it free?
(3) If not, what is the cost?
() Is the wmatter on appeal or has a motion for reconsidera’ion

been made? If so, by whom and on what basis?

2. If the service has not yet been approved, please state whether each
company's filed proposal includes:
fa) Per-call blocking? __ _ For all customers or linited
to "certain" groups? At what cosv? _
{b} Per-line blocking? For alt customers or
limited to "certain” groups? At what cost? _

4. !
s

Caller 1D approval, have they announced a plan for blocking? _ ~ if so, is it
to be per call and/or per line? Free or at a charge? (Circle correct arsgwers)

5., Has legislation concerning Caller ID been announced or filed in vour state?
Briwfly, what does it provide?
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SUMMARY OF CALLER-ID ACTIVITY
NORTH CAROLINA ATTORNEY GENERAL
AND PUBLIC STAFF
MARCH 15, 19291

U. 8. congress

Last session: Sen. Kohl (WI) introduced a bill to amend &
Blectronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA) %o allow CID but to
require blocking. Companion bill was introduced by Rep.
Kastenmeier (WI) in House, but neither came to a vote.

This session: Sen. Kohl offering an amended version of the
previoss bill, which amends the ECPA. It would require that fres
blocking be available to block receipt of any lidentifying
information, presumably either name, number or picture. (5.652)
Titled the "Telephone Privacy Act of 1991," it was introduced
this week,

Rep. Markey's (MA) H.R. 1305 would amend the Communications
Act (instead of the ECPA) to require frz2e per call blocking.
This approach differs from Sen. Kohl's in that it would direct
the FCC to promulgate rules requiring free per call blocking.

Joseph Baer has petitioned the FCC to psrmit use of
aiternate identity codes in lieu of directory or billing numbers
for non-published subscribers. He further requests an FCC stay
of 8l) state action pendiryg resolution of his petition. No

decision yet.

Corporate Policies [Note: These are policies that coumpani=s
support, not necessarily those followed by
PUC's in service area.)

Regional Bell Operating Companies

HYNGX (7 states) Proposes free per-call blocking

S.0. Bell (5 states) rProposes free per~call blockiry

.S, West {14 states) Proposes free per-call blocking

FacTel (2 states) Proposes free per-call blocking
L1 South (Y states) Proposes "All Number Delivery"”
{5 states) Proposes "All Number Delivery”

Atlantic (7 states) Proposes "aAll Number Delivery”
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Centel
Contel

GTE

Rochester Tel.

United

Attached

Proposes free per-call klocking
Proposes unrestricted Taller ID

Proposes unrestricted Caller ID;
offers Protected Number Service
for privacy concerus.

Supports free per call blocking

(Though as a N.Y. company, is subject
completely to March 1991 PUC order
which sets forth the requirements

of free per-call and per-line blockingj.

Favors unrestricted Caller 1D but
varies between "no blocking” and free
per-call blocking among filinge in
four states.
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