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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMNI5SION 

In re: Proposed tariff fili ng s by ) 
SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH ) 
COMPANY clarifying when a nonpublished ) 
numbe r can be disclosed and i ntroduci ng ) 
Ca ller ID to TouchStar Service ) __________________________________________ ) 

DOCKET NO. 891194 - TL 

ORDER NO. 22704 

ISSUED: 3-19-90 

The fo llowing Commissioners participated in the disposilio n 
of t hi s matter : 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

MICHAEL McK. WILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS :~. BEARD 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L. GUNTER 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

ORDER REGARDING TARIFF FILINGS 

On September 29, 989 , Southern Bell Telephone and 
Te l egraph Company ( Southern Bell or the Company) f 1Ied cwo 
proposed ta riff r evisions : o ne adds Caller ID t o its TouchStar 
features (T-89-507 ); the ot her clarifies the ci rcumslances undel 
whic h a nonpubl i shed te l ephone number can be disclosed 
(T-89 -506 ). At t he time o f these filing s , we had several 
concerns about the appropr iateness of these proposals . In 
res po nse to our concerns , Southern Bell •...Jaived t he statutory 
ta rif f suspension dead line for both filing s to allow our staff 
additional time to research ~ he issues raised by these pro posals. 

By 0 rder No . 2239 7, issued January 10, 1990, we announced 
ou r f ind~ng t hat Ca ller ID was in he public interesl and should 
be made available to Southern Be 11' s s ubsc n be rs . Februa r y 1 . 
1990 , was set as the effective date f or this new service. 
However , because o f our concerns abou t t he legitimate privacy 
i nterests of certain segments of society , we directed the 
Company to file a separate tariff proposal to provide fo r 
optional block i ng. The block i ng taritf was to be filed in 
s ufficient time to allow for o u r review prior to Lhe February l, 
1990 , effective date of t he olher t wo ariffs. Southern Bell 
s ubseque ntly made t he requ i r ed tariff f iling. 

At our January 30 , 1990 , Agenda Conference, we considered 
So ut hern Bell ' s tariff proposal to provide optiona l blocking. 

(
,.,._,.. H I \ ~ t • •• • ,.. 

~ . 
.... T' .... 

-· 2 l, 2 3 : \ ·, 19 ·~ . J 
.<.,.., -w~ri'';{1' t Ri=Pn;nwr 

361 



362 

ORDER NO. 2 2 704 
DOCKET NO . 891194-TL 
PAGE 2 

After extensive debate, we determined w would defer our 
decision on the blocktng proposal to our febru~ry 20, 1990, 
Agenda Conference. Additionally, on our own molton, we voted Lo 
reconsider our prior decision in Order No. 22397 whtch would 
have allowed the other two tariff filings Lo become eCfec ive on 
february l, 1990 . I nstead, we decided hat the efCect.ive date 
of those two tariff fillngs would also be determined at our 
february 20, 1990, Agenda Conference, in con junct1on w1 t h our 
decision o n the blocking proposal. The decisions from the 
January 30th Agenda Conference arP reflected in Order No . 22505 , 
issu~d february 7, 1990. 

At our February 20, 1990, Agenda Con( erence, w£> dete rmt ned 
that Southern Bell shall be required t c. offe r op ional blocking 
of Ca ller ID service. Customer eligibllity for blocking shall 
be determined by, but not limited Lo, he Collow1ng crtlcria: 

1. The customet (agency or tndtvidual) s hould 
establlsh that tls bus1ness 1 .> l.tw 
enforcement o r o ne in which the div tlqL~nc ~ 
of ident1t1c .. over the telephone C•)uid 
cause ser1ous perso nal o r phystcal h.H m to 
its employees or clients, such Js a 
domestic violence interventi on agency; end, 

2 . The customer (agency or 1ndividual) should 
establish that the forwarding ot numbers 
through Caller ro would seriously tmpa ir o r 
prevent it from performing its business; 
and, 

3 . The customer {agency or tndtvicllJal) ~hould 

establish that no reasonable oftering by 
the telephone company other than blocking 
will protect its des1red anonymtty. 

Optional blocking is targeted toward. bu not necessarily 
limited to , federal , stale and local law enforcement agenc1es 
and domestic violence intervention agencies, as well as the home 
telephones of staff members of such agenctes, where personal 
safety may be compromised iC blocking 1s not provided . In 
addition to the three criteria discussed above, the availability 
of blocking to non- l aw enforcement personnel will require a 
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We believe it is important Lo emphasize from Lhe outset 

that personal safety, and nol mere inconveni •nee, is the driving 

f orce behind our decision t o require any Lorm o t Ca ll er ID 

blocking. It is o ur i ntentio n by Lhi s ac ion to es ablish 

Caller ID as the norm and blocking as the excepL ion . we 

r ecognize, however, that a general policy oC unblocked passage 

of telepho ne numbers can only be in the publl c 1ntcrest 1f the 

safe ty of undercover police officers, abuse VlCtlms , and other 

similarly situated individuals is not compromised. 

This blocking se rv ice , where established as necessary, 

s h a ll be offe red at the Company' s nonrecurrtng secondat y serv1ce 

order charge only , with no recurrtng charge applied. All 

customers qualifying for b locking shall have the nonrecurring 

charge waived during the initial implemen tal t o n o f Cal l er ro. 
Th is wa iver shall be in effect for thirty (30) days prior and 

s ixty (60) days subsequent to the effective date of Call et 10 . 

Additionally , those agencies or 1ndividuals meet ing both 

criteria number 1 and number 2, but able to be adequately served 

by an alternative offeri ng, shall be gran ted an tdcnlical :Natver 

perio d Cor the nonrecurring cha rge normally appl1ed o the 

alternative offering . It should be noted, howevet , that normal 

recurri ng charges shall continue to apply to thesl' alteLnative 

offerings, a t the tariffed rate for ~~ch servtce ordered . 

Further, as each new e xchange is added , eligible cus t omets in 

tnose exchanges s hall be granted 1den ical wJiver pertods . 

Finally , the Company shall be r~qui red to noltty tts cus omers 

of these waiver provi sions be fore Cal tee r n scrvtce bcgtns in 

each exchange. 

Du ring otr Febtuary 20 , 1990, Agenda Con fetcnce , a number 

of conc~rns were ra1 sed by representat i1es ot va r iou s law 

enfo rcement agencies . We d irected Southern Bell to work w1 h 

these representatives to resolve the1r concerns OJe C Caller ro 
and t he blocking alte rnatives, through an tnt o rmatly c t ealcd 

task force. The status of his effort is to be add t essed in he 

Company's May 1, 1990, report, as furthe r detailed below. 

Addi tionally, we directed Southern Bell and a representatLve o r 

this informal law en fo rcement Lask fo r ce to advise the Chairman 

o n a weekly basis as to their prog res s 1n resolving these 

concerns. 

We have not yet determined an effective 
tariffs to implement Caller ID, no r have we 
decision o n how blocking will be prov ided {1.e. 

call basi s ). We have scheduled Lhese dec1sions 

dale Cor the 
yet reached a 
blanket or per 

fo r o ur June 5 
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1990, Agenda Conference because we do not belleve the service 
should be finalized until Southern Bell has taken rea ~onable 

measures to notify and accommodate all agencies and incJ1vtduals 
eligible for blocking. Southern Bell shall send a not1 c e in tls 
March , 1990 , billing cycle to all its customers . Th1s no ice 
shall first be reviewed by our staff and s hall incl ude he 
following i nformation : 

1. A not ification of the impending approval of 
Caller ID servtce and what Lhe service w1ll 
do; 

2. The criteria tor bl oc king; 

3. A Company address for bl oc king r equest s ; and 

4. A postmark deadline of .\pri 1 30 , 1990 , fo r 
blocking reques s . 

I 

The Company shall flle a r epo rt with thts CornmisslOn J n r1ay I 
l, 19 90, outli ning its plans to solve the Jttec•ecJ qcnctes' 
problf'ms and detailing the reques ts cecetvPd for blocktn J , along 
with any remaining implementatio n schedul ~s . Add lt t o nally, 
beginning May l, 1990, the Company ~ hall submtt a cepor o n the 
number on non-law enforcement s ubsc nbet s o blocktnq. Th1s 
seco nd report shall be ftled mo nthly f o t a tot.ll o t s 1x ( 6 ) 
months, and then quarlec l y until further notic~ . 

Based o n Lhe foreg o ing, ' t is 

ORDF.RED by the Florida Public Service Commtssion that 
Sou thern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Compa ny shall offet 
optional block ing of Caller ID service, in accordance w1th the 
terms a nd conditions specified herein. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern Bell Telephone and Tel eg raph Company 
s hall provide certain notices to its customers, as set forth 
herein . rt is further 

ORDERED t h at Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company 
s hall file certain reports with this Commission, in acco rdance 
with the requirements contained herein. It is further 
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ORDERED that Southern Be ll Telephon~ and TPlegraph Compa ny 
s hall lake all o ther act1ons requHed by this Order. It is 
fur ther 

ORDERED that certain rema in ing issues in this docket s h a ll 
be scheduled for determinatio n at o ur Jun 5 , 1990, Agend a 
Conference , as specified i n the body o f this Order . It is 
further 

ORDERED that this d ocket shall remai n open . 

By ORDER of the Public Serv1ce Commission 
this 19th day of 

Flonda 
MA RCH ' __1_9..2.0 

ReporL1ng 

( S L A [, } 

ABG 

NOT I CE OF FURTHER PtOCEEQI NGS OR JUDICIAL REVI~~ 

The Florida Public Serv1.ce CornmtSSlOn is required by 
Section 120.59(4), Florida Statutes , to no tfy par ti es of any 
administrative hearing o r judicial review ot Corrun1ssio n Otders 
t hat is available under Sect ions 120 . 57 or 120. 68 , Florida 
Statutes, as well as the procedures and 1me llmits that apply . 
This notice s hould not be construed to mean a ll requests fo r an 
administrative heanng o r JUdicial review will be g ranted o r 
result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission ' s final 
action in this matt<"r may request : l } reconsideration of the 
decision by fili ng a motion f o r reconsiderati on wilh the 
Director, Divi s i o n o( Records a nd Re po r l tng within fifteen (15 ) 

days of the issuance o f this ord e r in the form pre~cribcd by 
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Rule 25-22 . 060, Florida Administra t1vc Code ; or 2) )Ud1c1al 
review by the Florida Supreme Court 1n h~ case o r an elPclric, 
gas or telephone utility or t he Firs Dtslrtcl Court of Appeal 
in the case o f a water or sewer utill y by Clling a no ltce o f 
appeal with t he Director , Division of Reco rd s and Rcpocllng and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the tiling fee wtth 
the appropriate court . This filing must be c o mpleted wtthin 
thirty (30} days after the issuance of this order , pursuant to 
Rule 9.110 , Florida Rules o f Appellate Procedure . The notice o f 
appea l must be in t h e form specified 1n Rule 9 . 900(a} , Flonda 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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