
Purauant to Chapter 120 and 164, Florida Statutes, the Floyida Department 

of Law Emfcmx"nt (FDLE), by and through tkz undersigned attorney, r ~ f j u e s t ~ ~  

the Commission to hold both customer hearings in tPe territory served by 

Southern Bsllll, BB well a8 a formal evidentiary proceeding u n k r  Section 12(s.~i'/(5 j ,  

Floridr3 St,ataiteg, un the matter a f  Sout,$ern Uellw tariff filing jntrvdueirxg C'cb1ler. 

ED wawics and changing the circumstances when a nonpub ished number c:an be 

disclowed. IF support of this Requaat, FDLE offera the following: 

the RewYth and safety of law enforcement operotives wonking ;or, or (PIP behalf' 

of, FDEE. Any increase in danger to the safety or life of h w  enf'orc:ement 

Q ~ W B ~ ~ V W - I  cauwJ by the implementation of Caller ID is not  justified. .%dequwt,e 

safeguarde acceptable to FDEE and the law enforcement agencies that work \. i th  

FDLE  mu^$ be imph"ted before Caller ID i8  allowed to be introduced. 



2. The interests of FDLE and the  l aw enfotrcemmk agencieR working 

with FDLE are substantially affected by Soubaa :rn Belil's iw i f f  filing in the 

m~naher Etmd methods addressed by FDLE in its Motion To Intervene which has 

bean filed ik conjunction with this Request, and which by refercmicc iB 

incorpumted. 

3. Among the issues of material fact, law md policy to be resolved in 

a hearin$ held under Section B20.57(1), Flc.-;da StatutcH are: 

(R) Will implementation of Caller ID ab proposed by Southern Bell 

increase the possibility of injury or d e a t h  to law enfo rcemen t  operativeq? 

Cb) Will implementation of Caller ]ID as proposed by Southern Bell 

increase the yoseibility that investigations will be compromised and jeopardized Lo 

a $rerater oxtent than t h ~ t  which occurs  under the @I.&.M @&? 

(c) Are ?;ha mlutioms to law enforcemen:'@ conc :ms as proposed by 

Southern Bc31 adequate to substantially resolve or end law enforcement ' s  conce~m 

regarding impliementation of Caller ID? 

(d) Are the mlution~ and a l t m " e a  offered by Southern Bell such as 

It0 pnrodtms:e a long lwstinp eolutiwn to FDLE's concerns? 

(e )  Ase the customer interests in reducing obacene, annoying or 

harawing phone calls forwarded by Southern Bell tm one  justification f a r  Caller 

ID csm4ficien.e enasugh to outweigh the interests of  FDLE arid the c i t izens  of 

Florida in efficient eland effective law enforcement efforts nnc! ia, the sa fe ty  of 

law eaaforcomm 2 operatives ongaged in itavestigative efforts? 

(0 BBouPd Caller ID be allowed to be implemented absent uiijform csll 

b8ockiapg optirsns being offered to all telephone customers" 

(g) To what, extent do other service offerings o f  Southem 

Call Blacking, Call 'Yracilag, ondl Calli Return provide similar or substuntial8y t h e  

same r:c?rr.vicw BFJ provickd by Caller JIH) but vvitEnout the increased jeopiridy to t h e  

such ti5 



viability o f  investigations, the increased conripBewie: and coniplication of 

conducting undercover investigations, and the seahstantir4y increased e ,ncerrm for 

the safety s f  law enf~rcement  operatives? 

itvl addition, FDLE submits that anany of t,$e interepts identified b y  

other Intervenors iri this mEatter may directly os i:idisectly affect FDLE and its 

operations. Accordingly, Q formal ev iden t i a~~  hearing appears to  be the best 

altermatlwt? for awewing that all issues and C O W C ~ P R S  are tadequa?ely developed and 

addresoed before this CommisPion. 

described in fhie pleading prior to taking final agency a ~ t i m .  



X HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy af the f ' ~ ~ . e g ~ i n g  has been fu;*nished by U.S. 

Mail or laand-delivery to the following parties this 313th day of J ~ i l y ,  1990. 

Pete Aneunacci, 
S t a t ewide  Prosecutor 
Department of Legal Affairs 
The Capitol, Plaza 01 
Tallahsssee, FE, 32399-1050 

Willis Booth, E x w .  Birectsr 
Florida Police Chief 3 Assm. 
P.0. BQX 1,1838 
Tallahassee, FE 32317-4038 


