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R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  K a y  B r o w n

MEMORANDUM

A laska State Legislature

Dimity 
S t. i to  C i p i l o l  

juiKMii. '■NSUI-] IS2
(viii7) 4f,5.4s>UiS

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Representative Brian Porter, Chair, 
House Jud ic ia ry Comm ittee

Representative Kay Bro^v:

March 18,1993

Schedu ling of the Comm ittee S ubstitu te  for H ouse B ill 54 
(L&C) Telephone P rivacy

I w o u ld  lik e  to request a hearing for CS HB 54 (L&C), T e lephone P rivacy , at the 
earlie st convenience of the H ouse Jud ic ia ry Committee.

A ttached are:

1. Sponsor Statement

2. Sectional A na ly s is

3. F iscal Note/Position Paper

4. B ackUp-

" C a lle r ID  Update."
P rivacy Journal, N ovem ber, 1992.

"M emorandum from  N ew  Jersey C o alitio n  fo r Battered W om en." 
Barbara Price, E xecu tive D irector, M arch , 1991.
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"Lette r to Representative K a y  B ro w n ’s O ffice .”
C indy Sm ith, Execu tive D irector, A la ska  N e tw o rk  on Domestic 
V iolence and Sexual A ssau lt, A ugu st, 1992.

"P riv a c y  and Technology: A  W orkable B a lan ce ."
Danie l Patrick O'Tierney and M ichae l T ave lla , A laska P ub lic  
U tilit ie s Comm ission , The N ationa l R egu la to ry Research In stitu te  
September, 1992.

"O verview  o fP T I Com m unications C la ss Services T r ia l, G ig  H arbor, 
W ashington."

PTI Comm unications, 1993.

"Lette r to Representative Hudson, C h a ir, House Lab o r and Commerce 
Com m ittee."

Theda P ittm an, A laska Women's Resource Center, M arch 12,1993.

"Testim ony of C indy Sm ith , A la sk a  N etw ork on Dom estic Violence and 
Sexual A ssa u lt."

Before the House Labor and Commerce Comm ittee, M arch 16,1993.

"Le tte r from  Representative Brow n to Representative Hudson, C a lle r ID  
in A la sk a ."

Representative Kay Brown, M arch 16,1993.



R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  K a y  B r o w n  A la s k a  S ta te  L eg is la tu re

CS HB 54 (L&C) addresses protection o f A laskan's r igh t to p rivacy and personal 
safety:

• W ould provide C a lle r Id en tifica tio n  "c a ll b lo ck ing ' or "lin e  blocking" 
services w ith o u t charge to telephone u tility  custom ers. Th is zv ill protect 
those who fo r their own safety m ust keep their location confidential.

A dd itio n s and am endm ents to A laska Statutes p ro v ided  b y  th is leg isla tion 
w o u ld  m ake it  clear that a c itizen ’s r igh t to in d iv id u a l p rivacy  in c lude s the righ t 
to p revent e lectron ic iden tifica tion  o f the subscriber's name, phone num ber, or 
address.

li'ti'Utiyc /ii'i'fMwfii'if <
'1 1 1  C M r i v t  
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HB 54--Rep. Kay Brown

CS for House Bill 54 (L&C) 
Telephone Privacy

Representative Kay Brown

Sec t i ona l  An a l y s i s

Section 1.

A dd s a new  section to A laska Statute 42.05. AS 42.05.335 CALLER 
ID EN T IF IC A T IO N  SERV ICES A N D  CALL BLO CK ING , (a) If  a telephone 
u t i l ity  offers ca lle r iden tif ica tion  se rv ice to its custom ers, then it m u st also 
o ffer to its custom ers, w ith o u t charge, "call b lock ing" and "line b lock ing" 
services. Th is w o u ld  a llow  a subscribe r the option of keep ing the ir phone 
num ber, subscriber's name and add re ss con fiden tia l.

(b) Defines "ca ller iden tifica tion " as the un it that d isp la y s  the te lephone 
num ber o f a ca llin g  party.

Section 2.

Im m ed ia te  e ffec tive  date.
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B ill N o.: HB 54 Date: March 8, 1993
Contact: Marcia Lynn McKenzie
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T itle : "An Act relating to eavesdropping, telephone caller identification, and telephone 
directory listings and solicitations."

The Council on Domestic Violence & Sexual Assault supports HB 54 which would ensure that 
telephone caller identification (caller ID ) service must be accompanied by a service, without 
charge to the customer, that prevents the caller’ s number from being read by the party with 
caller ID  service.

The availability of unrestricted caller ID  service would jeopardize the lives and safety of victims 
o f domestic violence. A battered woman may have physically escaped her perpetrator but have 
need to contact him concerning child visitation or financial support. I f  the perpetrator subscribed 
to caller ID  service, when a victim called him, he would easily be able to track down where she 
was through the use of a reverse telephone directory. This would not only endanger the victim 
herself, but could result in harassment or danger for those sheltering her, such as a safe home 
provider or shelter staff and other residents.

At least thirty-seven states have dealt with the issue o f privacy and caller ID  services. In New 
Jersey, which is one of only a very few states which allows caller ID  service without blocking, 
shelters have reported that confidentiality of clients’ whereabouts have been breached and that 
shelter staff have received abusive phone calls as a result of the caller ID  service. Thus it is 
critical that caller ID  service be accompanied by a blocking service.

The Council is also concerned that the blocking service be made available at no charge to the 
customer. Victim s of domestic violence who flee their homes for protection often have little or 
no money. A lso, shelter programs are non-profit community-based agencies with minimal 
financial resources. The addidonal financial burden of having to pay for caller ID  blocking 
services w ill only reduce resources available for direct services for victims.

CZ3

O
Cu W illie Kinnebrew, Acting Chair 

Council on Domestic Violence 
& Sexual Assault

. ■ . '
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HB 54: "An Act relating to eavesdropping, telephone
identification, and telephone directory listings and 
solicitations."

Most states have required utilities to provide free blocking of caller I.D. Free 
blocking is consistent with the commission’s proposed statement of privacy 
principles. The commission has scheduled a workshop on the proposed privacy 
principles later in February and will work with the public and the utilities to 
refine those principles.

Eavearopping: This section falls outside normal commission jurisdiction.

Telephone Solicitation: The commission has reviewed the proposed changes 
to AS 45.50.475 regarding telephone solicitation and believes the requirements 
are clearly outlined in statutes and, therefore, no regulations are necessary.

The commission would like the Legislature to consider amending 475(c) to give 
local exchange telecommunications companies the responsibility of informing 
parties of the telephone solicitation provisions of this section.

Section 475(c) could be amended as follows:

[THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION SHALL, BY 
REGULATION, REQUIRE THAT] Local exchange telecommunications 
companies are required to inform parties of the provisions of this 
section. Notification may be made by

(1) annual inserts in the billing statements mailed to parties;

(2) conspicuous publication of the notice in the consumer 
information pages of local telephone directories.

This change would effectively make enforcement of these provisions a matter 
for the Attorney General’s office under fair trade practices.

(/^ au l Fuhs, Cormffussioner tr

/ u. - ?!
Date

dgl/076pp.apuc



N O V E M B E R  1992 PRIVACY J O U R N A L

C A L L E R  ID  U P D A T E

O n l y  f o u r  s t a t e s  p e r m i t  C a l l e r  ID w i t h ­

o u t  a n y  a c c o m p a n y i n g  b l o c k i n g  s e r v i c e ,  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  r e p o r t  by  

t h e  N a t i o n a l  R e g u l a t o r y  R e s e a r c h  I n s t i­

t u t e  at O h i o  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y .  T h e  

D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  a n d  31 s t a t e s  r e­

q u i r e  s o m e  f o r m  o f  b l o c k i n g ,  e i t h e r  

p e r - c a l l  b l o c k i n g  (in w h i c h  t h e  c a l l e r  

a c t i v a t e s  a c o d e  e a c h  t i m e  he  o r  s h e  

w i s h e s  n o t  t o  h a v e  t h e  n u m b e r  d i s p l a y e d  

to  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  o f  t h e  c a l l )  o r  p e r -  

l i n e  b l o c k i n g  (in w h i c h  d i s p l a y  is 

b l o c k e d  o n  a l l  c a l l s  f r o m  t h e  l i n e  u n­

le s s  a n o n - b l o c k i n g  c o d e  is a c t i v a t e d ) ,  

o r  a c o m b i n a t i o n .

T h e  2 5 0 - p a g e  r e f e r e n c e  b o o k  p r o v i d e s  

t h e  m o s t  c o m p l e t e  a v a i l a b l e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

o f  s t a t e  r e g u l a t o r y  a c t i o n  o n  C a l l e r  ID 

(as of  A u g u s t  1 9 9 2 ) .  It g o e s  f a r  b e­

y o n d  C a l l e r  ID a n d  t h e  a c c o m p a n y i n g  C L A S S  t e l e p h o n e  s e r v i c e s ;  it a l s o  d e s c r i b e s  p u b -  

l i c - s e r v i c e  c o m m i s s i o n  a c t i o n s  o n  o t h e r  p r i v a c y - s e n s i t i v e  p o l i c i e s  b y  t e l e p h o n e  c o m ­

p a n i e s  a n d  o t h e r  u t i l i t i e s .  T h e  r e p o r t  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  C a l l e r  ID is o n l y  t h e  t i p  of  

t h e  i c e b e r g ,  b e c a u s e  t e l e p h o n e  c o m p a n i e s  a r e  h a n d l i n g  m o r e  t r a n s a c t i o n - g e n e r a t e d  i n­

f o r m a t i o n  a n d  b e c a u s e  " t h e  u t i l i t y  c u l t u r e  is c h a n g i n g  f r o m  o n e  b a s e d  o n  t h e  p u b l i c  

i n t e r e s t  t o  o n e  b a s e d  o n  m a r k e t i n g . "

"A u t i l i t y  is in t h e  u n i q u e  s i t u a t i o n  of  h a v i n g  b e e n  g r a n t e d  a f r a n c h i s e  a r e a  in 

w h i c h  it is a m o n o p o l y .... T h i s  p r o v i d e s  t h e  u t i l i t y  w i t h  a n e a r - t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n  of  

c o n s u m e r s  f r o m  w h i c h  it c a n  o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n , "  s a y  t h e  a u t h o r s ,  l a w y e r  R o b e r t  E. 

B u r n s ,  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  s p e c i a l i s t  R o h a n  S a m a r a j i v a ,  a n d  r e s e a r c h e r  R c o p a l i  M u k h e r j e e .  

" A n  a r g u m e n t  c a n  be  m a d e  t h a t  u t i l i t i e s  m u s t  be h e l d  t o  a h i g h e r  s t a n d a r d  t h a n  t h a t

c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  c o m­

m o n  l a w  o f  p r i v a c y . "  

U t i l i t y  C u s t o m e r  I n­

f o r m a t i o n :  P r i v a c y  

a n d  C o m p e t i t i v e  I m­

p l i c a t i o n s  is a v a i l ­

a b l e  f o r  $ 3 9 . 5 0  f r o m  

N R R I  P u b l i c a t i o n s ,  

1 0 8 0  C a r m a c k  Rd., 

C o l u m b u s ,  O h i o  4 3 2 1 0 -  

1 0 02, 5 1 4 / 2 9 2 - 9 4 0 4 ,  

f a x  6 1 4 / 2 9 2 - 7 1 9 6 .

N e w  J e r s e y  w a s  t h e  

f i r s t  s t a t e  to a p ­

p r o v e  C a l l e r  ID a n d  

g a v e  it c a r t e  b l a n c h e  

—  no  b l o c k i n g  at 

ail .  N o w  t h e  A C L U  

h a s  p e t i t i o n e d  f o r  a 

r e h e a r i n g  (No. T O  

9 2 0 7 0 6 9 9 ) .  B e l l  A t ­

l a n t i c  h a s  m o v e d  t o  

d i s m i s s .
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N E W  J E R S E Y  C O A L IT IO N  F O R  B A T T E R E D  W O M E N
2520 WHITEHORSE-HAMILTON SQUARE RD.. TRENTON. NJ 08590

609-584-8107

MEMORANDUM

DATE: M arch . 13, 1391

TO: A d vo ca te s

FROM: B a rb a ra  P r ic e , E x e c u t iv e  D ire c to r
SUBJECT : C a lle r  ID

By now many of you are aware that New Jersey has Caller ID. It has existed in New 
Jersey for over three years. As such we now have the dubious distinction of being the 
model for Caller ID in every other state. Bell Companies seeking to have Caller ID 
implemented in their states point with pride to New Jersey to prove the success of 
this new technology. They have documented many stones on how Caller ID has 
saved lives, cut down on bomb threats, saved business dollars, and reduced the 
complaints of harassing phone calls by fifty percent. We do not question the validity 
of these stories, however in all fairness, we feel we must present another view of the 
effects of Caller ID in New Jersey.

As I have stated in a previous memo, Caller ID is available in eighty percent of the 
state. Only three to four percent of New Jersey Bell's customers subscribe to the 
cervlce which has risen to this level over a three year period. Many of the customers 

e police, fire departments and businesses. Without knowing tbc.nuufoaa involved, 
it is probably safe to assume that this group represents possibly one third to one half 
of tire subscribers or one to two percent. This means the remaining 2 percent could 
be residential customers . If we assume that all of these residential customers are 
Living with or involved with another person, and extrapolate from national domestic 
violence statistics, we could say that one half are possible abusers. The population in 
New Jersey is 7.7 million and the domestic violence programs in New Jersey 
responded to 53,706 hot line calls and provided shelter or outreacn services to 
13,559 victims in 1989. The prtoability that we are making contact with all Caller ID 
customers who are also abusers Is minuscule.' .Given this limited statistical sample, 
the NJ Coalition for Battered Women feels strongly that it is impossible to accept the 
blanket statement by New Jersey Beil that Caller ID is a success.

Contrary to the picture painted by New Jersey Bell, there are problems with Caller ID. 
Some of these problems can be solved by the remedy suggested by the phone 
company which requires the placement of additional phones for special outgoing only 
lines wherever phones currently exist. Clients and staff alike would be asked to use 
the outgoing only phones when they do not wish to reveal their location. The phone 
number for this outgoing only phone would still go forward to the Caller ID phone. 
However anyone returning a call to that line would get a recording saying the number 
reached is not in service. NJ Bell offered these extra phones to ail shelters, 
counselors in their nomes. and even clients. After a test effort in one shelter, they 
have not continued to offer these phones to counselors or clients and have only 
responded to two other programs' Inquiries. Both have had technicians In to look at 
W ‘ng, and one received credit cards for two counselors to use. They have not 
c. .acted the Coalition about any further efforts. Since we are currently pursuing 
other means of resolving the Caller ID issue, we have made no further requests of NJ



The solutions suggested by New Jersey Bell are cumbersome and do nothing for 
individual women who don't contact our programs. Given the nature of domestic 
violence and the way victims respond, there is no way for the Coalition to know how 
many abusers are using Caller ID to isolate and control their victims. The following 
incidents have been reported by domestic violence programs in New' Jersey since the 
summer of 1S90.

•  Hotlines are receiving calls from males wanting to know where the phone number 
they're calling originates. In the space of ten days, one shelter received three such 
calls. This program works with victims on a non-shelter basis who are still with their 
batterers. They have been forced to revise their intake procedures to include asking 
clients if they have Caller ID and if it is safe to call them at home. In addition they ask 
if they know how to erase the number from the tape and provide instruction on how to 
do so if they do not know. Many of our programs are now adopting this procedure.

® Several shelters have reported that men calling asking where this number originates 
have been very nasty and verbally abusive.

•  A resident used the shelter phone to speak with her landlord. At some later point he 
called the shelter and asked to speak with her. He was told they could not confirm or 
deny her residence. He informed them he knew she was there because she had called 
him. and he had Caller ID. He also said he was a government worker and if they didn't 
let him speak with her, he could easily find the shelter and her. They did not comply.

•  A volunteer made a personal call from one of the direct shelter lines that is 
unpublished. She called her son who was not home. When he returned, he called the 
number that showed up on his Caller ID tape. His mother answered the phone and

is shocked to hear her son's voice. .It became immediately apparenc to cne 
.olunteer how dangerous Cailer ID could be for the shelter. The program has now 
instituted a new policy that does not allow personal rails on the house phone.

• A student researcher from a local university contacted a client, with permission from 
the client and shelter, to interview her for a reserach project When the woman's 
husband returned home, he found the number on the Caller ID tape. He called the 
number and told the student to leave his wife alone. He was very abusive and 
threatening. This program Is near a major university and frequently has students 
Involved as Interns and res crackers. Cailer ID puts this work in Jeopardy.

> Counselors from another program often call clients from home to cancel or 
re-schedule support groups or meetings with clients. A counselor did not know the 
client had Caller ID. Later that evening the client now having the counselor's home 
phone number, called her. While this situation did not present a particular problem 
for this counselor, it did illustrate the potential for possible abuse, harassment or 
disruption of the couselor’s private life. This will certainly have a chilling effect on a 
program's ability to employ counselors who may not be able to do all their work from 
the program offices. New Jersey Bell has not given us any Indication that they will 
change phone numbers for people caught In this situation for free.

Another program which offers batterers counseling had a man participating who 
had been referred by his employer. His wife was not part of the program for victims 
and may have been unaware that he was doing this. A counselor had occasion to call 
the man, and the program number showed up on the Caller ID machine. The wife 
c .d the number and upon discovering what it was. became very upset about what 
the program might be telling her husband. When her husband returned they got 
into an argument and a fight ensued. The police were called. Both husband ana wife 
•.vere arrested ana now both are court ordered into counseling.



A l a s k a  W o m e n ' s  R e s o u r c e  C e n t e r
111 U/. 9th Avenue • Anchorage, A laska 99501 •  (907) 276-0528 • Fax: (907) 278-8944

April 27, 1992

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
522 Hart Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-0201

Dear Senator Stevens:

I am writing to alert you to problems which I believe will be 
created for Alaska's substance abuse and domestic violence 
program providers under the provisions of S, 652, the 
Telephone Privacy Act of 1991.

Host people don't have a clue to the fact that when they call
an 800 or a 900 number, the number they call from and the 
name/address of the phone they use are —  or soon will be —
readily available to the owner of the number.

I understand this is true even if the call is made from an
'unlisted' number end that the situation will get even worse
if the only remedy for Caller ID is per call blocking as
proposed in S. 652 for states like Alaska which have taken no
action on such services.

Safety is the first and most important issue domestic violence 
victims must address for themselves and their children. It 
has been clearly documented that violence often increases when 
a victim first takes steps to prevent continued battering.
The requirement to enter a special code prior to making any 
call in order to protect the privacy of the location from 
which one is calling (per call blocking) is an absurd concept 
for a victim of domestic violence. In addition, as a service 
provider, AWRC would have to start warning its clients that 
even incidental calls made from the Center might help their 
batcerer to track them down.

Legally, the situation would be even worse for AWRC and it3 
substance abuse clients. New Dawn, AWRC's halfway house for 
women In recovery and their children, presently has a pay 
telephone in the residence for the use of residential clients. 
Under federal law we are required to maintain the identity of 
such clients in absolute privacy and may not even acknowledge 
that someone is, or has been, a client.

The location of that phone (111 W 9th) and the name of the 
account, even if we managed to use a name less well-known than



"New Dawn," established through Caller ID would clearly 
undermine our efforts to comply with federal confidentiality 
requirements.

Caller ID is being promoted as a way to keep people safe, but 
I believe it will have just the opposite effect for a great 
many. The anecdote for Caller ID must not be costly or 
impractical to use. It appears that Alaska is in a 
particularly vulnerable position since there has been no 
regulatory debate on Caller ID or decision concerning its 
availability.

I urge you to examine the proposals of S. 652 carefully and 
work to assure that privacy interests are not sacrificed 
through it.

Sincerely

Theda Pittman 
Executive Director
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August 26, 1992

Rosemary Karish
Rep. Kay Brown
3111 "C" Street, Suite 435
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Rosemary:

Sorry for the delay in sending this material to you.

As I explained, Caller ID provides recipients of phone calls 
with the phone number of the caller through a device installed on 
the telephone. I understand that one company has begun listing the 
account name as well. This concerns the Network because it 'vill
place domestic violence victims in immediate danger. I've enclosed 
several statements and memos from other State coalitions on that 
point. Other groups, such as doctors, attorneys, and counselors, 
are also likely to oppose unrestricted Caller ID—  not to mention 
the great number of Alaskans that currently have unlisted numbers 
for privacy.

For some time, the Network has been following the problems 
raised by Caller ID for domestic violence victims. We were prompted 
to look into action here in Alaska when a piece of federal 
legislation was introduced which prevented State regulation of 
Caller ID more restrictive than that outlined in the bill. That 
legislation eventually stalled. It is only a matter of time before 
this service is marketed in Alaska.



Rosemary Karish
Page Two

The Network would like to look at legislation that, at a 
minimum, requires companies marketing Caller ID in Alaska to provide 
free per call and per line blocking. This solution was adopted by 
the Oregon Utilities Commission after hearings on the issue there. 
I have asked Fran Ulmer's staff to see if she might be interested in 
sponsoring such legislation, and have not yet heard back from them. 
I'll let you know as soon as I hear anything.

I hope you're having a great summer!

Best wishes,

Executive Director
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February 4, 1993

The Honorable Kay Brown 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 9981 1

The Honorable Mike Navarre 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 9981 1

Dear Representative Brown r 4id Navarre:

I have recently reviewed a copy of HB 54, involving, among other things, telephone 
caller ID. I am the co-author of a paper on the subject of cailer ID, entitled:
Privacy and Technology: A Workable Balance. This paper was presented a the 
eighth Biennial Regulatory Information Conference sponsored by the National 
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC). I believe this paper may 
be of in terest to you.

I hope you find this paper useful as HB 54 moves through the legislature.

Yours truly.

' Michael Tavella, P.E.
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PRIVACY AND TECHNOLOGY: A WORKABLE BALANCE
By

The Honorable Daniel Patrick O'Tiernev, Esq.
And

Michael Tavella, P.E.
Alaska Public Utilities Commission1

Technological'advances often affect privacy. 'At times, techno­
logical change has outpaced the legal parameters of privacy or 
has, otherwise, presented a dilemma for policy makers. Ironical­
ly, the very technology that threatens privacy rights can engen­
der related technology to protect or enhance privacy. The 
current state of the evolution of Caller ID2 technology is an 
example of that dynamic.

Caller ID has created controversy involving the use, ownership 
and control of telephone numbers. With the announcement last 
November of proposed FCC rules on Caller ID, this controversy 
reached federal proportions. Caller ID represents an ongoing 
attempt to achieve a balance between competing expectations of 
privacy - between telephone callers and those who are called.
This paper will explore that balance by considering a fundamental 
question: Does a caller have a legal right to prevent his or her
identity from being transmitted to the call recipient by trans­
mitting the caller's phone number to the recipient?

Introduction

Although people are social beings, individuals require and value 
privacy in their lives. Society's view of what is considered 
private has changed considerably over time. Technology has 
reduced distances between continents and the time needed to send 
information. Facsimile machines and cellular phones now enable 
almost continuous accessibility to anyone in the world. As 
access is increased, many people feel pressured by the seemingly 
constant information flow, as well as disturbed by the prolifera­
tion of detailed marketing databases. Thus, while people seek 
greater accessibility through improved communications, they also 
seek to restrict access to their identities. One might say that 
people desire some type of anonymous accessibility.

'The views and opinions of the authors do not state or reflect 
the views, opinions, or policies of the Alaska Public Utilities 
Commission, the NPHI, NARUC, or other NARUC member commissions.

2Caller ID is a system that provides the caller's telephone 
number to the receiving telephone. A translator device can then 
display this number to the call recipient prior to answering the 
phone. Some systems include a database that will also give the 
name of the caller.



Historically, the telephone has been strongly associated with 
privacy by its users. To a large extent, perhaps, telecommunica­
tions technology is representative of the general concern about 
the (mis) uses of individual personal information by businesses 
and the government.

Clearly people have a sense of privacy about their affairs. The 
right to privacy, however, is bounded by the law of privacy.
Thus, an examination of the basic tenets of privacy law is in 
order. As part of that analysis, we will initially consider the 
idea of property rights associated with a phone number. Further, 
we will examine the constitutional aspects of privacy with 
respect to a caller's expectation of privacy regarding his phone 
number. This is the pivotal issue in Caller ID cases: does the
person making a call have an absolute right to anonymity so as to
prevent involuntary transmission of his phone number?

Another issue that may emerge is the possibility of federal
preemption on Caller ID. The FCC has issued proposed Caller ID
regulations that will seek to create some uniformity among the 
states. At this point, the proposed regulations conflict with 
some state decisions with respect to acceptable blocking methods.

When the Abstract for this paper was prepared, we intended to 
explore the diversity of opinion on these issues. At that point, 
only a handful of state public utility commissions had addressed 
them. Today, .23 commissions have issued orders approving Caller 
ID. Essentially, these commissions have uniformly addressed 
privacy concerns through a technological means: call blocking.
In most of the cases decided t:o date, commissions found that the 
best way to balance the need cor the service provided by Caller 
ID and the need for customer privacy is to simply provide the 
customers with the ability to block calls from being identified. 
This can be accomplished by either per-call blocking or by per- 
line blocking3 and the respective requirements of the state 
commissions differ in this regard. Four commissions have ap­
proved caller ID without mandating blocking.4

In view of the number of decisions that have been forthcoming, 
this paper will consider whether an emerging de facto Caller ID 
policy is discernible from the various state commission deci­
sions.

3Per-call blocking is a system that permits the caller to enter
a code that prevents her number from being transmitted to a person 
with a Caller-ID device for that call. Per-line blocking automati­
cally prevents the caller's number from being transmitted on every 
call made.

4Status of Caller ID Service and Privacy 1992 Telecom Publish­
ing Group, Briefing Report, p. 2.



Property Rights of a Phone Number

One preliminary question that should be examined is whether a 
telephone subscriber has a proprietary interest in his phone 
number. If that were the case, the subscriber would have some 
legal rights regarding whether his phone number can be dissemi­
nated to others without consent. Phone numbers are typically 
issued by the phone company upon subscription and are retained by 
the company after the customer ceases service.

The question of whether a phone company has a copyrightable 
interest in the white page listing of phone numbers was addressed 
in Feist Publications. Inc.. v. Rural Telephone Service Co.5 
Feist Publications sought to publish a regional phone book that 
contained subscriber telephone numbers of several telephone 
companies. Rural Telephone refused to give Feist the numbers of 
its subscribers. Feist used Rural's numbers anyway by copying 
them and Rural sued Feist for copyright infringement. The United 
States Supreme Court held that the mere alphabetical listing of 
names, addresses and phone numbers in a telephone white pages 
directory is a non-copyrightable compilation of facts. In so 
holding, the court characterized the alphabetical compilation, as 
well as the information contained in the white pages (including 
telephone numbers) as ordinary:

\s mentioned at the outset, Rural's white pages are 
entirely typical. Persons desiring telephone service 
in Rural's service area fill out an application and 
Rural issues them a telephone number. In preparing its 
white pages, Rural simply takes the data provided by 
its subscribers and lists it alphabetically by surname.
The end product is a garden-variety white pages direc­
tory, devoid of even the slightest trace of creativity.

• • s

Rural's selection of listings could not be more obvi­
ous: it publishes the most basic information —  name, 
town, and telephone number — • about each person who 
applies to it for telephone service. (Emphasis added; 
citations omitted.)6

In Feist, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected a telephone company's 
claim that compilation of telephone white page information into a 
directory was entitled to protection under copyright law. The 
Court did so on the basis that such a compilation was not suffi­
ciently original or creative. As such, the court rejected an 
alleged proprietary interest by a third party in, among other 
things, subscriber telephone numbers. Although Caller ID clearly 
has nothing to do with copyright law, the Feist court's charac­
terization of telephone subscriber numbers as "the most basic

5 U . S .  , 11 1  S.Ct. 1282. (1991)



information" certainly does not suggest any particular signifi­
cance would necessarily be given to a telephone number in and of 
itself.

In the case of Caller ID, the question is whether the telephone 
subscriber, as opposed to the telephone company, has any propri­
etary interest in her telephone number which would entitle the 
subscriber to control over involuntary display of that number to 
the person called. Arguably, there is a closer nexus between a 
telephone subscriber and her telephone number than between a 
telephone company and the numbers it issues to its subscribers.7 
Telephone subscribers already have the option to elect to have 
their number treated in a more private manner as an unpublished 
number. It may be unlikely that a subscriber has a property 
right in a telephone number. However, it is also unclear whether 
the Feist copyright decision is necessarily relevant to whether 
there exists a proprietary relationship between a telephone 
subscriber and his telephone number.

The Right of Privacy and Caller ID

Until recently, existing telephone bechn<_^ogy could not transmit 
any information as to the phone number or identity of a caller. 
Thus a caller has enjoyed the ability to remain anonymous while 
making a call. For the vast majority of calls, this anonymity is 
unimportant. People call others to pass information and, usual­
ly, they want the receivers to know who they are. This is true 
when calling friends and relatives or when calling to transact 
business, schedule appointments, and to gather information. 
However, the 1980's saw a great increase in phone calls from 
total strangers, largely because of the growth in telemarketing 
technology and the possibility that businesses would collect, 
process and resell calling number information without the cal­
ler's consent.3

For subscribers that consider cold sales calls over the telephone 
to be intrusive, Caller ID can alert them to the telephone number 
of the caller before they answer, enabling them to refuse to take 
the call. Similarly, Caller ID (without blocking) can effective­
ly curtail the practice of obscene or harassing telephone calls. 
On the other hand, use of Caller ID (without blocking) can 
jeopardize police investigations and threaten the safety of 
victims of domestic abuse who seek to maintain the anonymity of 
their place of refuge.

7See Kester v State. 291 S.E.2d 497,504 (Ga 1982) (no expecta­
tion of privacy in telephone toll or billing records because 
records belong to telephone company, not defendant).

3Status of Caller ID Service and Privacy 1992 Telecom Publish­
ing Group, Briefing Report, p. 2.



These competing concerns inform the perceptions cf what "rights" 
one possesses when using a telephone. They are bounded, however, 
by the law of privacy. We must then ask: does a caller have a 
legal right to prevent his or her identity from being transmitted 
to the call recipient by the Caller ID display of the caller's 
phone number to the recipient?

Common law privacy rights have evolved under both federal and 
state law.9 The U.S. Constitution does not explicitly provide 
for the right of privacy. However, the Supreme Court has recog­
nized that a right of personal privacy or a guarantee of certain 
areas or zones of privacy, does exist under the Constitution.
This federal constitutional right to privacy emanates from the 
penumbra of certain guarantees provided by specific amendments to 
the Constitution.10 This source of the right to privacy has not 
been explicitly defined, other than on a case by case basis. The 
Supreme Court has noted, however, that "personal rights found in 
this guarantee of personal privacy must be limited to those which 
are fundamental or implicit in the concept of ordered liberty."11 
Where competing privacy interests are at issue, the legitimacy of 
chose interests must be weighed in the balance.12

To date, the U.S. Supreme Court has not had occasion to review 
the privacy issues specifically related to Caller ID. However, 
in Smith v. Maryland13 the Court addressed the privacy expecta­
tions of a caller relating to disclosure of the caller's phone 
number in the context of constitutional search and seizure law.14 
Smith involved a robbery where the victim later began receiving 
threatening and obscene calls from a man identifying himself as 
the robber. The telephone company, at police request, installed

9Federal and state statutory bases for privacy protection are 
beyond the scope of this paper and, therefore, are not discussed.

10See Roe v. Wade. 410 U.S. 113 (1973).

uPaul v. Davis. 424 U.S. 693, 713 (1976).

12See Whalen v. Roe. 429 U.S. 589 (1977)

13442 U.S. 735 (1979)

14The Fourth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides that 
"[t]he right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, 
papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, 
shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, but upon 
probable cause, supported by Cath or affirmation, and particularly 
describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to 
be seized."



a pen register15 at its central offices to record the numbers 
dialed from the telephone at the defendant's home. Using the pen 
register, the police were able to obtain sufficient evidence 
linking the defendant to the robbery. The defendant was tried 
and convicted.

On appeal, the defendant argued th_L .he use of the pen register 
constituted an illegal search under the Fourth and Fourteenth 
Amendments. The court rejected the defendant's privacy arguments 
in holding that the defendant caller had no reasonable expecta­
tion of privacy in relation to the phone number of the victim he 
had called.

In examining the privacy questions, the Court cited a two-part 
test: "first is whether the individual, by his conduct, has
exhibited an actual (subjective) expectation of privacy . . .
whether . . . the individual has shown that he seeks to preserve
[something] as private . . . .  The second question is whether the 
individual's subjective expectation of privacy is one that 
society is prepared to recognize as 'reasonable' . . . whether 
. . . the individual's expectation, viewed objectively, is

justifiable under the circumstances."16

The Court then reviewed the use of pen registers in terms of a 
Fourth Amendment search and found that

"[gjiven a pen register's limited capabilities, there­
fore, [defendant's] argument that its installation and 
use constituted a 'search' necessarily rests upon a 
claim that he had a 'legitimate expectation of privacy' 
regarding the numbers he dialed on his phone. First, 
we doubt that people in general entertain any actual 
expectation of privacy in the numbers they dial. All 
telephone users realize that they must 'convey' phone 
numbers to the telephone company, since it is through 
telephone company switching equipment that their calls 
are completed. All subscribers realize, moreover, that 
the phone company has facilities for making permanent 
records of the numbers they dial, for they see a list 
of their long distance (toll) calls on their monthly 
bills." (Emphasis added.)17

The court went on to add that " it is too much to believe tele­
phone subscribers, under these circumstances, harbor any general

15A pen register is a mechanical device that monitors the 
electrical impulses produced by a rotary or pulse type dialer, 
records these impulses, and translates them into the numbers 
dialed.

16442 U.S. 735, 740 (citations omitted).

17Id. at 742.



expectation that the numbers they dial will remain secret."18

In rejecting the petitioner's argument that he had a reasonable 
expectation of privacy in making a call from the privacy of his 
own home, the Court noted that his conduct may have been calcu­
lated to keep the contents of his conversation private, but added 
that his conduct "was not and could not have been calculated to 
preserve the privacy of the number he had dialed. 1,19 The Court 
then found that even if the petitioner had held an expectation of 
privacy this expectation was not one that society recognized as 
"reasonable. "20

In the criminal procedure circumstances of this case, the Smith 
court did not find any reasonable expectation of privacy in a 
phone number dialed by a caller for the purpose of Fourth Amend­
ment protection. It seems apparent that the Court did not view 
phone numbers as generally having any special quality that 
entitled the defendant to constitutional protection of his 
alleged privacy related to the phone number he had dialed.

The operation of Caller ID is different, however, from the 
situation involving the pen register in Smith. Smith involved, 
among other things, the question of privacy expectations regard­
ing the number dialed by a caller. Caller ID involves the 
privacy interests in the number that the caller dials from. 
Nevertheless, the stated rationale of the Smith court may well be 
relevant to Caller ID. In Smith, the court indicated that 
subscribers realize that the phone company keeps permanent 
records of the numbers dialed for billing purposes and, there­
fore, they do not generally entertain an actual expectation of 
privacy in the numbers they dial. By the same token, the number 
of the dialer must also be transmitted to enable the phone 
company to allocate the bills to the proper customers. To that 
extent, the Smith rationale would argue against the reasonable­
ness of the caller's expectation of privacy regarding Caller ID 
transmission of her number.

In any event, while Smith is certainly not dispositive of the 
questions involving Caller ID privacy, it offers little to 
support the notion that one's telephone number is afforded 
special constitutional protection.

State Constitutional Protection

Most state constitutions follow the federal model. A minority of 
state constitutions, however, provide explicit privacy protec­
tion.

13Id. at 742.

19Id.

20Id. at 74 3.



The right of the people to privacy is recognized and
shall net be infringed.21

This provision is not absolute, however, and courts have defined 
limits to that privacy right. For example, in a recent criminal 
case22, the Alaska Court of Appeals reversed the court below in 
holding that the defendant had no "reasonable expectation of 
privacy which society is prepared to recognize in his name and 
address and the locations where he received utility services . ',23

The trial court found that the defendant had a reasonable expec­
tation of privacy partially because the utility had a written 
policy that prohibited disclosure of the name, address or tele­
phone number of a customer absent his consent, a subpoena or a 
court order. The Alaska Court of Appeals found, however, that 
the disputed information "was information which was available 
because Chryst [the defendant] was a consumer of a public utili­
ty. Few people would regard the fact that they are consumers of 
the services of a public utility to be private information."24

The Court noted "what appears to be the majority rule that a 
person's name and address, by themselves, do not constitute 
information about which a person can have a reasonable expecta­
tion of privacy which society is willing to recognize.1,25 Of 
course, the facts of this case dealt specifically and exclusively 
with the consumer's name and address, not his telephone number. 
The question remains whether the Alaska court would hold that a 
caller has an expectation of privacy in his or her telephone 
number when making a call.

Similar explicit privacy protection is found in the constitutions 
of ether states. Arizona's privacy provision was recently 
examined in a Caller ID proceeding.26 The Arizona Commission 
found that there are no constitutional impediments to the

For example, the Alaska Constitution, provides that:

“Constitution of the State of Alaska, Article I, Section 22.

“state v. Chryst. 793 P.2d 538 (Alaska Ct. App., 1990).

“Id. at 542.

24 Id.

“id.; Contra People v. Chapman. 679 P.2d 62 (1984); State v. 
Butterworth. 737 P.2d 1297 (1987).

26See Re U.S. West Communications, Inc.. 131 PUR4th 486, 502 
(Arizona Corporation Commission, March 27, 1992).



provision of Caller ID in Arizona.27

Many other Commissions have decided that Caller ID, when some 
type of blocking is available, does not present a constitutional 
problem.23

Therefore, it appears that Caller ID, offered with blocking op­
tions, will be found constitutionally sound in nearly all state 
jurisdictions, at lease at the administrative agency level.29

The Federal Preemption Question

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has announced that it 
intends to promulgate regulations regarding the provision of 
Caller ID.30 There is apparently some federal concern about 
state regulations which would prohibit Caller ID unless customers 
have the option of per-line (as opposed to per-call) blocking.
The proposed FCC regulations which have been noticed for comment 
do not provide for per-line blocking on demand where the phone 
company would automatically be required to block a customer's 
number from being displayed at any time. If this remains the 
case, there will be a direct conflict between the states that 
provide for per-line blocking and a national policy that excludes 
per-line blocking. At this time, the FCC has received over 130 
comments that cover a wide range of opinions. The FCC is expect­
ed to complete work on these regulations this year.

Conclusion

Throughout history, technology has helped form society and its 
institutions. From the first tools of agriculture to satellite 
communications, our institutions have evolved to address the 
impact that technology has had on society. Likewise, over time, 
the law has been modified to address new technologies and the 
effects of those technologies on privacy rights. Often, the 
issues developed in these cases have ethical and moral, as well 
as, legal implications. Suicide machines and test tube babies 
are often sensationalized, contemporaneous examples of technology 
clashing with societal norms, as reflected in current legal 
doctrine. Caller ID is only one small link in a chain of techno­
logical innovations that are rapidly changing the fabric of the 
telecommunications industry.

^Id. at 503.

28See, e.g., Re U.S. West Communications, Inc.. 133 PUR4th 326 
(Colorado PUC, May 20, 1992).

29 The Pennsylvania Supreme Court struck down a Caller ID 
offering as being illegal under a state wire-tapping statute. 
Barasch v. Penn. P.U.C., 576 A.2d 79 (Pa. Corcmw. Ct. 1990)

30See FCC Docket CC 91-2 81.
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Changes in telecommunication tecnnology are not merely the stuff 
of academics or engineers. Caller ID is a perfect example of the 
fact that these changes are staring consumers in the face. In 
the case of Caller ID - it is the electronic display of the 
number of the incoming telephone caller.

From our review, call blocking options provide a simple techno­
logical solution that should forestall, if not eliminate, many of 
the current privacy problems associated with Caller ID. The use 
of blocking, however, is not without cost. The value of Caller 
ID is reduced with each customer that subscribes to blocking. 
Nevertheless, call blocking provides a simple technological 
solution that balances the privacy needs of the caller and 
recipient. The provision for blocking varies by state.31

The clear trend among state utility commissions over the past 
year has been to approve Caller ID service, so long as blocking 
is readily available (and, in some cases, available without cost 
to the consumer). The federal scheme is still under review. It 
appears that the current controversy regarding Caller ID privacy 
is being adequately resolved by blocking technology. In that 
respect, related technology has provided the resolution to the 
privacy issue that the introduction of Caller ID technology 
created.

3,See fn. 4, supra.
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2, introduction

PTI Communication* soak* authority from the Washington 
Utilities and Transportation commission (Commission) to offer, on 
a trial basis, sevoral exciting now telecommunication* eervices- 
As described in more detail in Section 111*, tha new services are 
Last Call Return, continuous Radial, Calling Humber 
Identification, Calling Kama and Humber Identification, Selective 
call Forwarding and Call Traee. All the new services are 
coiwonly referred to in the telephone industry as customized 
Loaal Area Signalling Services, or c l a s s. The Company is 
proposing its service asfM in dig Harbor as the aits or a one- 
year trial,

The now CLASS services will be offered to customers under 
the product name "Custom calling II.n Many customers ara 
familiar existing custom calling reatures known as call 
Forwarding, uall Waiting, Three Way Calling, end Speed Cai.'* Ing. 
Tile new CLASS services are the next generation of Central or.’ice 
based services available in the emerging world of intelligent 
telecommunication* networks. Tha company hopes to gain useful 
osrpori enaa and information from tho trial, with the eventual gual 
of introducing these services throughout its servioe areas.

ii. Public Interact Bsaafits

Cuotom Calling II aervlcee provide customers with new 
options and increased flexibility in managing telephone calls. 
They else, offer customers' greater convenience in placing, calls. 
Many, customers nay already be familiar with the advanced 
telecommunications services and featuros that are commonly 
available in tho workplace. How, residential customers can have 
aoma of the mors powerful, convenient, and flexible 
telecommunications features as well.

Some of tha custom Calling II services enable called parties 
to identify in advanoo, and temporarily retain, information about 
calls plaood to their telephone lino.. As discussed in Section 
IV, PTI Communication* i« proposing to provide two blocking 
options so part of the. trial offering of thame services.



02/04/1393 16:24 FROM PTI/Alascam. Wash. DC TO
i

i

'0 4 / 9 3  1 4 :1 2  © 9 0 7  276  0 1 6 0  AK PUB U T IL  COMM ®003 003
S07 276 0160 P.02

III. custom calling. II teryiees

Last Call 
Return

Continuous
Radial

This servigs allows customers to place a call 
to the[telephone number of tha last incoming 
call without having to know tha actual 

. telephone number associated with the call. 
Customers initiate'Last Call Return by 
dialing tha short activation coda *69 (1169 

■ for rotary | lints). h benefit of Last call 
Returnl is tha inclusion or a two-lovel 
activation;preciso that gives customars 
.increased flexibility for returning calls. 
After dialing tha activation code customers 
receive the telephone number (unblocked only, 
of the| last incoming call, customers then 
have the option, of dialing "lu which 
initiates bast call Return. If the called 
number, i* £u«y, processing of the call 
attempt continues until the called lip la 
idle. | Continual processing of calls . .aced 
using Last Call Return can be deactivated by 
dialing the code *89 (1189 for rotary lines)♦ 
If customers do not want to place a call to 
tho telephone number of the last incoming 
ball, after Identifying that number using 
Last Call Return, they may simply hang up and 
terminate use of the service. Thus, 
flexibility is provided to customers who, for 
example, may not want to return calls to 
pertain parties.

This servibo allows customers to 
automatically place a call to the last dialed 
telephone number without having to redial 
that number. Customers initiate Continuous 
Redial by dialing the short activation code 
+66 (1166 for rotary lines). The aerviae 
enables customers to contact partiaB they 
have bean unable to reach or re-initiate 
•interrupted conversation*. The service works 
regardless uf whether the last number dialed 
is answered, unanswered, or buey. If, when 
plaoirig a call using continuous Redial, the 
called line is busy, processing of the call 
attempt continues until the called line is 
idle.1 Whan both lines are idle, the calling 
partyjwil^ be prompted by a special ring and,

P A G E  2 - A P P E N D I X  A

P T I  C O M M U N I C A T I O N S , INC.



0 2 / 0 4 / 9 3  1 4 :1 2  © 9 0 7  278 0 16 0  a K  PUB U T IL  COMM
0 2 / 0 4 / 1 9 9 3  1 6 :2 4  FROM P T I /O la s c o m .  W ash . DC TO

0004- 008
907 276 0160 P.03

celling
Number
Identification

calling 
Nana and 
Number
identification

selective call 
Forwarding

Call Trace

whan the calling party picks up tha line, the 
celled line rings, continual processing of 
cells placed using Continuous Redial can be 
deactivated by dialing the cods *86 (1186 for 
rotary lines}..

This service allows customers to identify, 
and temporarily store telephone numbers of 
inaoaing calls. Depending on the capability 
of the telephone set o r  separate display 
unit, the date and tine of incoming calls are 
also d is p la y e d  which e n a b le s  customers to 
determine the order in vhiah calls ere 
received. Celling number information is 
displayed on telephone seta o r  adjunct 
display devices capable of displaying 
incoming numbers.

T h is  a a rv ic a  a l lo w s  c u s tom e rs  t o  i d e n t i f y  
the listed name associated with the telephone 
number of incoming c a l l s .  Calling Name 
and Number Identification allows faster 
recognition of the eource of incoming calls 
and gives customers more information a s  they 
determine whether to answer calls.

This service- allows customers to designate 
that incoming calls from up to 31 telephone 
numbers be automatically fo rw a rd e d  to another 
location. Customers activate forwarding of 
the designated incoming telephone numbers by 
dialing, the code +62. Tho deactivation cede 
is *63. Customers also have tha ability to 
change the designated numbers at any time.

This service allows customers who have been 
receiving haraselng or ©bacon© calls to place 
an immediate trace of the last incoming call. 
The service may ba accessed by  customers by 
dialing th e  activation code  *57 (1157 from 
rotary lines). Upon activation, customers 
will be informed that there is a charge 
($1.50 for residential customers and $3.00 
for business customers) if they wish to 
proceed with the trace. Information from 
successful traces will be produced on an 
output report which will be held In 
confidence by PTI Communications and will

P A G E  3 - A P P E N D I X  A
C O M M U N I C A T I O N S ,  INC.
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only be forwarded to lav enforcement agencies 
pursuant to the arrangement discussed in 
Section VIZI. Por each successful trace, the 
calling p a r t y 1• t a le p h o r e  number blocking 
a^atus, date, and time of call will be 
specifically recorded.

iv. privacy Considerations and Special Customer Notification

Tho Company will p ro v id e  cu s tom e rs  with P e r  Call Blocking 
or, when requested, A l l  Call B lo c k in g . Both blocking cervices 
will be available to all customers at no charge. Per Call 
Blocking allows calling parties to entor the code *67 (1167 for 
rotary lines) which instructs the telephone central office to 
block transmission of the telephone number (and name) to the 
receiving telephone line f o r  a single c a l l .  All call Blocking 
allows calling parties t o  b lo c k  th e  transmission of the telephone 
number (and name) f o r  a l l  call* *&dfc from  a particular line. Per 
call Blocking is more flexible th a n  A l l  Call Blocking.

The Company will provide all customers w ith  an initial 
option to select All Call B lo c k in g  w ith o u t  i n c u r r in g  a recurring 
or non-recurring charge. This option may be escarcised at any 
time by present and future customers. There will be no charge 
for removal of All Call Bl ocking, however subsequent requests for 
All Call Blocking will in c u r  a modest non-recurring c h a rg e  to 
.recover administrative costs. This arrangement i s  similar to the 
manner in which 900 service blocking is now being provided.i *

Beoause It is important to provide notice to all customers 
of the blocking options for tha Raw CLASS eorvicas before 
implementation of the services, PTI Communications proposes the 
following implementation schedule?

March 9 Data of Tariff Piling

March 20 special Customer Notice Mailed to All 
Customers

April 22 commission Approves Trial Tariff

May 1 Tariff Becomes Effective and 
iBplanantfition Bogins

P A G E  4 - A P P E N D I X  A
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In response to the special customer notice, all customers 
will be able to call PTI Communications toll-free to learn more 
about the service options that are available- Furthermore, 
customers that desire All Call Blocking, will be able to designate 
verbally their choice through the Company's customer service 
representatives. No written notice or special form will be 
required.

Cl IIs placed by a calling Tarty that is using althsr 
blocking option will n o t  b* id O R t i f lO d  on the C IA S 8» lH ied  CPE 
uaad by customers of Last Call Return, Calling Number 
Identification, and Calling Name and Number Identification. 
Instead the words "Private Callor" are shown on the display 
device. Additionally, It should be noted that for all the 
Identification related Custom Calling II services, only unblocked 
calls which both originate and terminate within the trial service 
area will be displayed. Long distance calls from outside the 
Company's Gig Harbor serviae area or miscellaneous calls 
(including cellular), will be shown on the display device as "out 
of Area" or "Unknown Caller".

Calls placed to £-911 syotams will not ba affected by either 
Per call Blocking or All Call Blocking. Additionally, par Call 
Blocking or All Call Blocking dose not affect the provision of 
automatic number identification (ANI) used by other 
telecommunications companies for identification and billing 
purpoees.

• To prevent possible problems with telephone lines that ore 
normally used in a transitory fashion, tha Company is proposing 
to bar both forms of blocking from asmi-publia lines, public 
access lines (PAL lines) and Its own public telephone lines. 
Because there is not a c om p e llin g  privacy interest a t ta c h e d  to 
public and semi-public pay telephone llnee tha Company believes 
that in the interest of curbing or eliminating the possibility of 
harassment from such lines, blocking in either form should be 
prohibited.

V, Trial Length

• The Company la proposing a ona-yaar trial to obtain 
practical experience with the services on a manageable basis, 
implementation la contingent on approval of the proposed tariff 
by the Commission. Assuming a successful trial, PTI 
communications will file tariff revisions to continue the 
services on a permanent basis.

P A G E  5 - A P P E N D I X  A
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The concept of a trial is not unusual for new 
telecommunications services. Thera h&va baon many CLASS trials 
across tha country. Tho useful experience from a limited market 
trial will provide the information ultimately necessary to 
introduce these services statewide.

vz. c l a s s  Based Customer Premises Equipment (CLASJ»Based o p s )

Beeauaa some of the new eervioes require special Customer 
Premises Equipment (CPE), and because the Company is initially 
proposing a trial, CL&ss-basad c p e  will only be available on a 
lease basis from PTI Communications (with an option to apply 
lease ‘payments towards purchase if the services become permanent) 
for customers who subscribe to Custom calling n  cervices. PTI 
communications will not be selling CLAflS-baaed CPE during tho 
trial. The leasing approach addressee any concern that customers 
could be stranded with unnecessary equipment in the event that 
the services are discontinued at the end of the trial period.
The leasing approach also ensures that customers will be able to 
return tho CPE to PTI Communications at no additional charge. 
Equipment obtained from any other vendor will not toe aoverod by 
the Company’s offer. PTI communications may also elect to offer 
special equipment promotions from time to time for CLASS-based 
CPE.

VZX. Location

The trial will be conducted in tLa Company's Gig Harbor 
service area which encompasses the communities of Gig Harbor, 
Arietta, Burley, Pox Island, Key Canter, Purdy and Lekebay, All 
th® communities covered by the trial are PTI Communications1 
service areas and long distance charges do not apply to calling 
within and between each community (i.e., calling within the 
entire trial area is toll-free).. There are approximately 22,700 
residential and business customers in these communities.

vizi, community Issues

P T I C om m un ica tions has been working with various community 
organisations in the Gig Harbor area to help them understand feho 
Company’s proposal. JPormtl presentation* were made to tho 
following organizations; Gig Harbor Rotary club, Gig Harbor 
Chamber of Commerce, Gig Harbor Business Association, and Gig 
Harbor Kiwania Club.

P A G E  6 -  A P P E N D I X  A
P T I  C O M M U N I C A T I O N S ,  INC.



04/93 14; 13 ©907 278 0160 .AK PUB UTIL COMM 0008-008

02 /04 /1993 16:27 FROM PT I/flla scom . Dash. DC TO S07 276 0160 P .07

.Tha company ha a also discussed the now service offerings 
with law enforcement agencies and other potential emergency 
related organizations. The Company's goal was to identify and 
solve any problems associated with the services in advance to 
address as many concerns as possible in advance of the trial.

For call Traoe, the Company has developed the following 
arrangement with the Pierce County Sheriff's Department and aig 
Harbor Police Department. Customers who successfully place a 
trace using Call Trace, will be instructed to cell a special 
telephone number for further information. The recorded message 
on that number and all further procedures that must be followed 
by customers in pursuing obscene or harassing telephone oalla 
will be the responsibility of, and will be provided by, those law 
enforcement agencies.

The distinct advantage of Call Trees is the ability to 
generate permanent information about a call without going through 
the current and costly process which requires manual intervention 
by telephone operating company personnel. Use of the information 
generated by Call Trace will be restricted. PTI Communications 
will not release this information without an appropriate court 
order. However upon request, the Company will confirm to lav 
enforcement agencies that a auccossful trace has occurred.

xx. Conclusion

The digital age of telecommunications enables companies Ilka 
PTI Communications to offer aervidift t h  ft BllOV pdOple to 
communicate as never before. The Gig Harbor trial is a small yet 
notable step forward for enhanced communications capabilities for 
all consumers. PTI Communications is pleased to be taking that 
step.

P A G E  7 - A P P E N D I X  A
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MAR 1 5 1933
March 12, 1993

Bill Hudson, Chairman 
House Labor & Commerce 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99811-1182

Dear Representative Hudson,

I am writing to support the CS HB 54 on telephone caller 
identification which was discussed yesterday in your 
committee. I was at the teleconference site in Anchorage 
and was unable to testify because of the time constraints.

I urge the committee to move the bill out, preferably with 
favorable recommendations. In addition I hope that members 
of the committee will consider co-sponsoring this 
legislation and work for passage during this year's Session.

Prompt enactment of this proposal —  especially the section 
1 provisions on caller identification - is essential in 
order for you to assure that Alaskans' privacy interests are 
protected. Absent such a provision, tne telephone companies

 Tvriirbuy whatever 'equipment they want- (especially now that
they are aware of the restrictions we seek). Once that 
happens, any effort to protect us will be drowned out by 
cries, "we've already made a substantial investment —  it's 
too late to change it now."

It offends me that the industry wants to, in Mr. Roy's 
words, "aggressively market" my identity and address simply 
because I have a telephone. Mr. Roy's testimony to the 
effect that caller ID could never be a reality under the 
proposed legislation is alarmist rhetoric. Perhaps the 
service will not be quite as profitable, but the technology 
can certainly be arranged to accomplish the necessary 
service. Why should the phone companies be allowed to 
double dip by charging you for subscribing to caller 
identification and then charging me to keep my name out of 
your hands?

Those who testified yesterday concerning the safety concerns 
of women and domestic violence victims covered those topics 
quite well. AWRC also serves domestic violence victims by 
providing outpatient counseling. Many times victims do not 
want us to even try to call them at home for fear the ab”ser



will simply find out that they're talking to someone at 
AWRC. Even in cases where we have arranged to call at a 
specific time, a system which allowed our business line 
number to be displayed (or recorded it if the phone is not 
answered) would create additional risk for these victims.

There is an additional category of telephone users for whom 
caller identification could pose serious difficulties. AWRC 
has a residential program for women recovering from 
substance abuse. We are required by federal law to maintain 
confidentiality concerning the identity of these clients. 
They don/t have phones in their rooms and we don't even 
provide them with free local phone service. We do provide a 
pay phone in the residence. Without an effective system for 
blocking identification on that line, allowing a client to 
use the pay phone jeopardizes her confidentiality rights.

Sincerely, 

Theda Pittman

I think this last example is important tecause it highlights 
the fact that we aren't discussing only individual 
subscribers or only private (as opposed to pay) telephones.

 ■ -J--am--grateful to you and the-Committee for giving this
important subject a hearing —  I urge you to move the bill 
promptly and will be happy to answer ar.y questions.
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HOUSE B IL L  54 
CALLER*ID TECHNOLOGY

The Alaska Network on Domestic Violence and sexual Assault is a
statewide coalition of nonprofit programs which provide services to
victims of domestic violence and sexual assault throughout Alaska. 
The Network currently has a membership of 22 programs which offer 
shelter, counseling and assistance on a statewide basis. Last year, 
programs served over 9000 victims and minor children.

The Network ha3 been following the development and introduction of 
caller ID technology in the lower 4 8 for some time, and with 
increasing concern. One of the most frightening threats that a 
victim of domestic violence hears from the perpetrator is "if you 
leave me, I'll find you. If I find you, I'll kill you." In seeking 
help, in arranging for shelter, in finding support and assistance,
one of the most important facilities a victim has at her disposal is 
the telephone. With a telephone, a victim can safely —  and up until 
now, anonymously —  arrange for shelter with our program or a friend 
or relation. She can safely make the necessary contacts with the 
batterer regarding finances, issues about the children, or any of 
the myriad of issues that come up during separation. She can call a 
relative or be called by a counselor and not fear exposure and 
resulting punishment.

When Caller ID and connected services are marketed in a state, all 
that changes profoundly. Caller ID is a service whereby when you 
call me, your phone number is made available to me. It doesn't 
matter if your number is unlisted as about 30% of Alaskan telephones 
are. You won't know that I have this service, and so won't 
necessarily know that I have your phone number. It won't matter if 
you're a doctor returning an emergency weekend call, or a 
psychiatrist returning a call to a disturbed patient, or just a 
consumer asking about or ordering a product. If the recipient of 
your call has Caller ID, they have your number. In Alaska's small 
towns, having your number is often the same thing as knowing exactly 
where you are.



Unregulated Caller ID will have a tremendoue adverse impact on our 
programs' ability to serve victims. and on victims themselves. 
Domestic violence victims often cannot initiate calls but can tall 
us when it's safe to call them, and during these times we're able to 
provide safety chacks, counseling and assistance. In addition, some 
of our hotlines are fielded in off-hours by a third party, such as a 
hospital or police department, and volunteers then return the call. 
Under Caller ID, these calls can be traced by the batterer. It's 
important to understand that domestic violence and sexual assault 
programs rely heavily on volunteers such as these. Programs 
generated over Si million in volunteer hour* iact year. In other 
state* Caller ID hae affected tha willingness of people to provide 
the services I'vo described.

In many smaller communities in Alaska, families open their homes to 
domestic violence victims on a volunteer basis. Those "safe homes" 
rely on confidentiality, not just to protect the victim but for the 
very safety of tha family itself. With Caller *ID, a phone call by 
a victim, not just to the batterer but even to an unwary relative, 
can result in disclosure of a victim's location.

We know this to be so because we've seen it happen in other states, 
where shelter counselors have been harrassad and threatened at home 
after performing victim safety checks, where shelters have received 
obscene or abusive phone call* from batterers, and where women 
seeking assistance have dropped out of sight after communications 
with shelter staff were discovered.

The Network does not oppose marketing of this service, but believes 
that Alaskans should be given a choice as to whether their telephone 
numbers are released under the service, and that the cost of the 
service should be born by the parties who want it. Utilities should 
not be able to charge both the customers who want the service and 
tha customers who don't. About a dozen states require free per-line 
and per-coll blocking. These include Washington, Oregon,
California, Nevada, New York, Arizona, Wyoming, North Carolina and 
Georgia. Several states require all unpublished numbers to be 
blocked.

The Network believes that there are other, important consumer issues 
presented by caller ID that merit attention, including the use of 
Caller ID by businesses to retrieve names, addresses and demographic 
information on unknowing consumers (e.g., Metronet handout), but the 
primary issue that concerns our programs is the immediate safety and 
privacy of the 9,000 victims and children we sea each year. The 
Network urges your support for section 1 of House Bill 54 so that as 
Caller ID is introduced in Alaska, it will not endanger our efforts 
to end domestic violenca.



If Caller ID is marketed in Alaska, will unlisted telephone numbers be 
available to persons and businesses with Caller ID?

Yes. Caller ID  w il l , in effect, n u lli fy  the p r ivacy  p ro v ided  b v  un lis ted  
numbers. C urren tly  about 30% of a ll A laskans have unp ub lish ed  numbers. 
Several states have requ ired  that unp ub lish ed  phone num bers be au tom atica lly  
b locked under Caller ID  in o rder to protect these consumers.

What is the average cost to consumers of Caller ID in states in which it is 
offered?

Cost varies by state, b u t averages between $4 to $8 per month for 
residen tia l customers. There is no apparent increased cost to customers in  states 
w h ich requ ire  free per-line and per-call b lock ing . For instance; in  W ashington, 
PTI markets C aller ID at around $4 per month (w ith free b locking), w h ile  N ew  
Jersey residen ts, w ith  no b lock ing , are pay ing $6.50 per month.

------------------- DISTRICT 15----- --------------
D o w n t o w n  • F a i r v ie w  •  N o r t h s t a r  • R o m ig  •  S o u t n  A d d i t i o n  • S p e n n rd
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R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  K a y  B r o i v n  Alaska State Legislature
L e g is la t iv e  In fo rm a t io n  O f fic e  
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During Session 
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March 16,1993

Representative Bill H udson
Chair, H ouse Labor and Commerce Comm ittee

Dear Chairm an Hudson:

A t the last hearing on HB 54, Telephone P rivacy , you asked me to p rov ide 
w ritten  testim ony on some pertinent facts concern ing "Caller ID." I hope this 
letter adequa te ly  addresses your questions.

How many states currently have Caller ID and offer free per-line and per-call 
blocking?

U tilit ie s in 26 states p ro v ide  C a ller ID . O f those, o n ly  6 states do not 
requ ire some form  of ca ll b lock ing . 13 states requ ire free per-line and per-call 
b locking. Those states are: W ash ington , O regon, C a lifo rn ia , N evada , W yom ing , 
A rizona, N orth  Caro lina, N ew  Hampshire , Vermont, M assachusetts , Georgia, 
N ew  York, and N ew  Mexico.
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What percentage of the population subscribes to Caller ID in states which 
offer the service?

A round  2% to 5% . For example, in N ew  Jersey ou t of 3 m illio n  customers, 
about 200,000 have C ailer ID . It isn't c lear how  many o f these are business 
customers rather than residen tia l. It means that over 90% of the population , 
w h ich does not want the service, has its p rivacy c ircum scribed b y  the 2% to 5% 
who do.

Thank you  for your consideration of H ouse B ill 54, Telephone P rivacy.

S incerely



Nonlisted Telephone Customers in Alaska
(Nonlisted includes "nonpubllshad")

Anchorage Te lephone Utility (ATU1 - 1990: Serving:
Residential Lines 76,982 —  • N Anchorage, Bird, Inaian, Girdwood
Nonlisted 18,560 f 24% ̂ Hooe

L Z J

Telephone Utilities of Alaska (TUA) • 1992:
Access Lines 
Nonlisted

22,715
7,675

Juneau. Douglas, Ft. Wamwngnt

Telephone Utilities of the Northland (TUNO - 1992:
Access Lines 
Nonlisted

43,723

13,503 /o \
y

Coffman Cove, Delta Junction, False Pass, 
Halibut Cove, Homer, Nonh Pole, Pedro Bay 
etc.

GTE Alaska - 1992: 
Access Lines 14,253
Nonlisted 2.743 / 19%

Barrow, Bethel, Haines, Hyder 
Nome. Petersburg. Seward, etc

Interior Telephone Company - 1992: 
Access Lines 3,146
Nonlisted 935

Cold Bay. Cooper Landing, Ft. Yukon 
Galena, King Cove, Port Lions, etc.

Sources:
Director/ Assistance, Docket R-89-2, APUC 
ATU Cost of Sen/ice Study, Docket U-92-6, AfUC
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Exhibit 3 
Per-Call Blocking Has Emerged as the Dom inant Scheme
Source: the Yankee Croup, 1993

RBOC

Caller ID 
Approved 
Without 
Blocking

Caller ID Approved 
With Free Per-Call 

Blocking

Caller ID Approved 
With Per*Line 
Blocking

Caller ID 
Rejected or 
Tariffs 

Withdrawn

Caller ID 
Decision 
Pending

ell Atlantic Virginia, New 
Jersey, and 
West Virginia

District of Columbia, 
Delaware*, and 
Maryland*

Pennsylvania

ellSouth Louisiana,
Mississippi,
and
Tennessee

Alabama” , Geo'gia, 
Florida*, South 
Carolina, Kentucky*, 
and North Carolina

South Carolina*, 
North Carolina'1', and 
Georgia7

I meritech # Illinois, Ohio” , 
Indiana*, and 
Michigan

Wisconsin

I ynex

'Pi

New York*, New 
Hampshire’ ,
Maine*,
Massachusetts” , and 
Vermont*

New Yorks New 
Hampshire*, 
Massachusetts7 , and 
Vermont*

Rhode Island

S WEST Arizona*, Colorado*, 
Idaho”, Iowa*, 
Nebraska” , New 
Mexico*, Oregon*, 
Washington” , and 
Wyoming*

Arizona*, 
Colorado*, Idaho*, 
Iowa*, Nebraska*, 
New Mexico*, 
Oregon*, 
Washington*, and 
Wyoming*

1 uthwestern

1 :>I

Oklahoma, 
Arkansas” , and 
Kansas*

Texas Missouri

9  ciric Telesis | Nevada Nevada* California
;e: Tarirf tentatively approved, pending lega l review  o r  tria l results.

» Per.tine b locking ava ilab le  fo r a one-tim e fee.
’  Per-tine blocking must be o ffe red  to special organizations, such as law  enforcem ent,
t Free upon request

Yanl<eeCroup

(ho Yankee Croup. 200 Portland Srreoi. Boston. MA 02'.'.a 
Telephone. (612)367.1000 Fav (617) 267-S760 
Copyright 1993, the Yankee Group All nghu reserved
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MCI Telecommunications 
Corporation

M CI
ARCO Tcwer Suite 3900 
707 17th Street 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
303 291 6400

Gail Garey 
Public Policy 
Western Division

March 11, 1993
Representative Bill Hudson
Chair, Labor and Commerce Cor;r.'JLee
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99801 
Dear Mr. Chairman:
I am writing to express MCI’s concerns about HB 54.
MCI is a long distance telecommunications provider and we view telemarketing as a vital 
marketing tool in providing competitive long-distance service. It is an essential outlet for 
businesses whose products are not sold in stores.
Telemarketing promotes one-on-one communication that gives customers time to ask questions, 
compare prices and select the best product. Consumers and companies alike rely on 
telemarketing and have a strong and mutual interest in honest and accurate telemarketing. Fraud, 
abuse and annoyance are in no one’s best interest.
The telemarketing industry is undergoing tremendous growth with more and more businesses and 
organizations using telemarketing extensively. Telemarketing provides a low-cost, efficient 
method to advertise and educate consumers, particularly for small companies or new businesses. 
Without telemarketing, for example, MCI would not, have been able to compete with AT&T's 
near-monopoly for residential long distance consumers.
MCI's first area of concern with HB 54 relates to a company's ability to control what is being 
said on its behalf by a telemarketing representative. Section 2 of the legislation states that a 
person is prohibited from using an eavesdropping device to hear any part of a conversation 
without the consent of EACH party.
For telemarketing companies, the ability to monitor or to hear the call is a valuable quality 
assurance tool. Unannounced monitoring ensures higher quality control and better service for 
customers.
Call monitoring is the most effective tool for controlling the quality of work being done on behalf 
of the company. Monitoring calls enables supervisors to observe and evaluate an employee's 
performance and protect against ill-informed and unprofessional call handling. Monitoring a call 
helps the supervisor identify weaknesses and provide objective feedback and coach for 
improvement.



If monitoring is announced or subject to the consent of each party, it will not yield a true picture 
of the call.
MCI does support, however, the following policy guidelines for monitoring procedures: (1) 
separate phones be available for the employees to make personal phone calls; (2) employees be 
notified at the time of hiring that telemarketing calls will be monitored for quality assurance 
purposes; (3) monitoring results be shared with each telemarketing representative on a regular 
basis; and (4) with limited exceptions such as clearly obscene, illegal, offensive or abusive sales 
tactics, that the results of one monitoring session should not be the sole basis for management 
decisions affecting a telemarketer.
The second area of MCI's concern regarding HB 54 is Section 4 "UNLAWFUL TELEPHONE 
SOLICITATION IF PARTY IDENTIFIED IN TELEPHONE DIRECTORY". MCI's believes 
that this section is unnecessary given the Federal Communications Commission 12/20/92 order 
implementing the telemarketing provision in the Telephone Consumer Protection Act of 1991. 
A summary of that decision prepared by MCI is attached for your review.
The FCC order requires all telemar keters to maintain a list of consumers who have requested not 
to be called by the telemarketer. The Commission cites do-not-call lists as the most effective and 
efficient means for consumers to avoid unwanted telephone solicitations.
The order states that do-not-call lists allow the consumer to selectively halt calls from 
telemarketers from which they do not want to hear. Do-not-call lists are also the best alternative 
for protecting a consumer's confidentiality because do-not-call lists would not be universally 
accessible.
Company specific do-not-call lists, the order states, impose the cost of protecting consumer 
privacy on the telemarketing company rather than telephone companies or on consumers who do 
not wish to be called. The order also states that the costs are likely to be less than any other 
alternative since do-not-call lists only involve the addition of the do-not-call preference to existing 
calling lists.
The FCC established the following minimum standards for do-not-call lists.

1. Companies telemarketing must have a written policy, available upon demand, for
maintaining a do-not-call list.

2. Personnel engaged in any aspect of telephone solicitation must be trained in the
existence and use of the do-not-call list.

3. When a consumer requests to be placed on the company's do-not-call list, the
telemarketing personnel must register the request and place the consumer's name 
and telephone number on the do-not-call list at that time. The telemarketer cannot 
share the list with another person or entity without the express permission of the 
consumer.



4. The telemarketer must provide the called party with the name of the individual 
caller, the name of the person or entity for whom the call is being made, and the 
telephone number or address at which the person/entity may be contacted.

5. A consumer's request to be placed on the do-not-call list applies to the company 
making the call, but will not apply to affiliated entities unless the consumer 
reasonably would expect them to be included.

6. A telemarketer must maintain a do-not-call list for the purpose of future telephone 
solicitations.

Telemarketers are also required by the order to maintain a do-not-call list on a permanent basis, 
so that consumers will not have to make periodic calls to renew their status.
The FCC also considered other methods for restricting telephone solicitations to consumers 
including markings in telephone directories. The Commission decided against this option for the 
following reasons:

■ the time lag between when a consumer elects the option and the annual printing 
of directories, during which time the consumer will receive unwanted calls

“ the tremendous burden and cost to telemarketers of acquiring and reviewing 
thousands of telephone directories

■ telemarketing firms compile calling lists from many sources other than telephone
directories

■ the consumer would be required to make an all or nothing choice about receiving
telemarketing calls

■ unpublished and unlisted numbers could not be included in such a system
In the order, the Commission stated that the option of directory markings "combines the
disadvantages of maximum cost to all participants with minimal potential effectiveness".
MCI encourages the Committee to delete Section 4.
Thank you for the opportunity to express MCI's concerns regarding HB 54.
Sincerely,

ryy
(jaiTGarey j



THE PEDERAL COMMUNICATION COMMISSION 
ORDERS AND RULES 

FOR THE
TELEPHONE CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1991

The Federal Communications Commission has issued its order 
and rules, effective as of December 20, 1992, implementing the 
telemarketing provisions in the Telephone Consumer Protection Act 
of 1991 (TCPA).

MAJOR TELEMARKETING PROVISIONS:

* Telemarketers are required to maintain company-specific
residential do-not-call lists. [64.1200(e)(vi)]

* Telemarketers may not call residences before 8:00 a.m.
or after 9:00 p.m. [64.1200(e)]

* Telemarketers may not use an artificial or prerecorded
voice to deliver a message to a residence, except in 
the case of an emergency or where there is prior, 
express consent of the called party. [64.1200(a)(2)]

RELATED PROVISIONS:

* The rules prohibit calls using autodialers or 
prerecorded messages to emergency lines, health care 
facilities; to guests or patients in hospitals, health 
care facilities, elderly homes and other similar 
facilities; and calls to a paging service, cellular 
telephone service, mobile radio, radio common carrier 
services or other numbers where the called party may be 
charged for the call. [64.1200(a)(1)(i-iii)]

* Where exempt from the above prohibitions, prerecorded 
calls made using an autodialer must identify the 
caller, give the caller's telephone number or address, 
and release the called party's line within five seconds 
of the called party hanging up. [64.1200(d)(1) and 
68.318(c)(2)]

An autodialer is defined as: "...equipment which has
the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to 
be called using a random or sequential number generator 
and to dial such numbers." [64.1200(f)(1)]



* "Junk faxes" are banned and the rules require that a 
fax clearly indicate the sender's name and the 
telephone number of the sending fax equipment. 
[64.1200(a)(3) and 68.318(c)(3)]

* Consumers, businesses and state authorities may sue
telemarketers who violate the Act or the rules [TCPA 
S227.(c)(5)] —  consumers may sue telemarketers in
state court to enjoin violations or to recover actual 
monetary damages or up to $500 in damages. States may 
sue for the same remedies in federal court. Also, 
consumers may request the Federal Communications 
Commission to take action against violators.

THE SPECIFICS OF THE DO-NOT-CALL PROVISIONS:

* A telemarketer must maintain a do-not-call list for the
purpose of future telephone solicitations.

* When a consumer requests to be placed on the company's
do-not-call list, the telemarketing personnel must 
register the request and place the consumer's name and 
telephone number on the do-not-call list at that time. 
The telemarketer cannot share the list with another 
person or entity without the express permission of the 
consumer. [64.1200(e)(iii)]

* The telemarketer must provide the called party with the
name of the individual caller, the name of the person
or entity for whom the call is being made, and the
telephone number or address at which the person/entity
made be contacted. [64.1200(e)(iv)]

* A consumer's request to be placed on the residential
do-not-call list shall apply to the particular business 
entity making the call, and will not apply to 
affiliated entities unless the consumer reasonably 
would expect them to be included. [64.1200(e)(v)]

* Telemarketers must have a written policy, available
upon demand, for maintaining a do-not-call list.
[64.1200(e)(i)]

* Personnel engaged in any aspect of telephone 
solicitation must be informed and trained in the 
existence and usage of the do-not-call list.
[64.1200(e)(ii)]



OTHER RELATED PROVISIONS:

* Telemarketers are required to maintain the residential 
do-not-call list on a permanent basis, so that 
consumers will not have to make periodic calls to renew 
their status.

* The restrictions do not apply to calls made to 
consumers with whom the business has an established 
relationship. Consumers may revoke that relationship 
by asking to be placed on the do-not-call list.

WHY DID THE FCC OPT FOR COMPANY-BASED DO-NOT-CALL LISTS?

Through the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the FCC 
identified many reasons to reject a national no-call database as 
a means of implementing the TCPA. After weighing the advantages 
and disadvantages of a national database, the FCC decided to 
order industry-based or company-specific do-not-call lists.

HERE ARE THEIR REASONS:

A national database is too costly - $20 million is the 
most conservative estimate.

A national database would risk the privacy of those who 
have paid to have unpublished/unlisted numbers.

Small business or starting businesses would experience 
disproportionate costs to comply with a national 
database - personnel costs and computer support.

The increased costs to small businesses would be placed 
directly on consumers.

Frequently-updated databases leave the system open for 
a greater margin of error.

The success of telemarketing sales indicates that 
consumers would like to maintain their ability to 
choose among those telemarketers from whom they would 
like to hear.

Several networking technologies - a special area code 
or telephone number prefix, for example - were rejected 
due to high costs and uncertain technologies.



The FCC also rejected the use of specially marked telephone 
directories because of the tremendous burden to telemarketers of 
acquiring thousands of telephone directories, the time lag for 
consumers to avoid unwanted calls due to the annual printing of 
directories, and the exorbitant costs of purchasing computerized 
telephone directories.

In its final analysis, the FCC decided to order industry 
based or company specific do-not call lists for the following 
reasons:

* It is the most effective and efficient means to permit
telephone subscribers to avoid unwanted telephone 
solicitations.

* Company-specific do-not-call lists would impose the
costs of protecting consumer privacy squarely on
telemarketers rather than on telephone companies or
consumers who do not wish to be called.

* This alternative would best protect residential 
subscriber confidentiality because do-not-call lists 
would not be universally accessible, and could be 
verified with a telemarketer's own customer 
information.

* The costs for maintaining a do-not-call list are less 
likely to be passed on to residential telephone 
subscribers even indirectly, because they are minimal.

* Such lists are more likely to be accurate than a 
national database because a single party is responsible 
for recording and maintaining do-not-call requests.

* Lists would allow subscribers to selectively halt calls 
from telemarketers from whom they do not wish to hear.

* Company-based and industry-specific do-not-call lists 
satisfy the statutory requirements of the TCPA.

The FCC summarized its decision as follows: "In sum, the
company-specific do-not-call list represents a careful balancing 
of the privacy interests of residential telephone subscribers 
against the commercial speech rights of telemarketers and the 
continued viability of a valuable business service."
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Non l i s t ed  Te lephone  Cu s tome r s  in A la ska
(Nonlisted includes "nonpubllsned")

Anchorage Telephone Utility (ATU) - 1990: Serving:
Residential Lines 76,982 ^  Anchorage, Bird, Indian, Girdwood
Nonlisted 18,560 /  24% \ Hope

Telephone Utilities of Alaska (TUA) • 1992:
Access Lines 22,715 Juneau, Douglas, Ft. Wamwrighi
Nonlisted 7,675 f  34% \

Telephone Utilities of the Northland (TUNh - 1992:
Access Lines 
Nonlisted

43,723
13,503

Coffman Cove, Delta Junction, False Pass, 
Halibut Cove, Homer, North Pole, Pedro Bay 
etc.

G T E  A laska - 1992: 
Access Lines 14,253
Nonlisted 2,743

Barrow, Bethel. Haines, Hyder 
Nome, Petersburg, Seward, etc.

In te rio r Te le phone  C o m pan y  - 1992:
Access Lines 3,146
Nonlisted 935 (  30% )

Cold Bay, Cooper Landing, Ft. Yukon 
Galena, King Cove, Port Lions, etc.

S urces:
Directory Assistance, Docket R-89-2, APUC 
ATU Cost of Service Study, Docket U-32-6. AfUC
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Exhibit 3 
Per-Call Blocking Has Emerged as the Dominant Scheme 
Source: the Yankee Croup, 1993
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Caller ID 
Approved 
Without 
Blocking

Caller ID
Caller ID Approved Ca.ier ID Approved Rejected or 
With Free Per-Call TWith Per-Line 

Blocking
Tariffs 

V> ithdrawn

Caller ID 
Decision

| ell Atlantic Virginia, New 
Jersey, and 
West Virginia

District of Columbia, 
Delaware’ , and 
Maryland’

Pennsylvania |
I
I

|  ellSouth Louisiana,
Mississippi,
and
Tennessee

Alabama*, Georgia, 
Florida*, South 
Carolina. Kentucky*, 
and North Carolina

South Carolina*, 
North Carolina1", and 
Georgia1"

•

1
Bmeritech Illinois, Ohio’ , 

Indiana*, and 
Michigan

I i —
, Wisconsin
|
1

liYNEX New York*, New
Hampshire*,
Maine*,
Massachusetts’ , and 
Vermont’

New York1", New 
Hampshire1", 
Massachusetts1" , and 
Vermont1"

Rhode Island

I S WEST Arizona*, Colorado*, 
Idaho*, Iowa*, 
Nebraska*, New 
Mexico’ , Oregon*, 
Washington*, and 
Wyoming*

Arizona1",
Colorado1", Idaho**, 
Iowa#, Nebraska#, 
New Mexico1", 
Oregon1", 
Washington1", and 
Wyoming1"

. - -

|)uthwestern Oklahoma, 
Arkansas*, and 
Kansas*

Texas 1 Missouri
ii

gacitic Telesis| Nevada | Nevada"1" 1 California
|;:e. Tanri tentatively approved, pending lega l rev iew  o r  trial results.

» Per-line b locking availab le lo r a one-time lee.
* Per-line b locking must be o ffe red  to special organizations, such as law  enforcement,
t Free upon request

Y a n l < e e C r o u p

tho Yanl.ee Group. 200 Portland Street Boston. MA 02114 
Telephone (61') 367-1000 Fax (617) 367-5760 
Copvright 1993. the Yinkte Group All righn reserved



W h o  A m  I ?

You remember me don't you? You spent thousands or perhaps millions of dollars to get me to buy your product or service, call your 800 number, or purchase out of your catalog.
And as you continue to invest milMons of dollars each year to reach customers like me, it is more important than ever that you understand precisely who I am...
The first step to knowing me better is as easy as retrieving my phone number in an Automatic Number Identification environment. Within seconds, you can search your internal database to see if I‘ve purchased from you before. And if it's not to be found, there's only one place to go — to MetroNet®.
MetroNet® gives you immediate access to information on 117 million consumers in 83 

million households nationwide: recentaddresses; phone numbers; specific demographics and household information.

By matching my telephone number against the MetroNet® system, you can discover my name and address in just moments. This vital information can then be used to increase operator productivity by reducing the amount of information you need to take from me dunng a sales pitch. Or use it to develop detailed customer profiles for future marketing strategies.
What used to be a monumeMsl tssk »> now as simple as matching my phone nuinU't 3-gwdnst the extensive data resources of the MetroNet® system.
For more information about MetroNet®, call us at (708) 620-3012 or 1 (800) MMM-MAIL.

IJ M M M M M E T R O N E T

f dwr tmk* cord mwilwf Y05



SERVICE STATISTICS 
NUMBER OF SERVICES PROVIDED 

FY91

ALL PROGRAMS

ADVOCACY:
M e d ic a l Accompaniment 788
T ra n a p o r ta t io n  2 ,569
A l l O th e r Advocacy 5,113

LEGAL ASSISTANCE:
Temporary R e s t ra in in g  O rde r 1,852
D iv o r c e /D is s o lu t io n  609
C ou rt S e rv ic e s ( in c lu d e s  897
accompaniment & re p re s e n ta t io n ) 

Advocacy to  Law En fo rcem en t 598
A l l O th e r L e ga l A s s is ta n c e  4 ,611

CLIENT SERVICES PROVIDED:

COUNSELING:
Group 28 ,130
C r is is  C o un se lin g 8 ,499 
O th e r C o u n se lin g 43 ,190

/O THER : 
i. F o llo w -u  
>as» S a fe ty  C

P
Checks 

C h ild  Care 
O the r
R epo rt to  DFYS 
C o n s u lta t io n s

REFERRALS:

Number from :
S o c ia l S e rv ic e s 106
DV/SA Agency 350
M ed ic a l 171
M en ta l H e a lth  92
A lc o h o l Agency 2 ,40 ,'
Program O u tre a ch 753
C r im in a l J u s t ic e  860
A l l O th e r qqq

Number to :
S o c ia l S e rv ic e s 295
DV/SA Agency 1 ,169
M ed ic a l 2 ,086
M en ta l H e a lth  Agency 1,569
A lc o h o l Agency 295
C r im in a l J u s t ic e  1 ,160
A l l O th e r 2 ,066

31



Victims Served by Council-Funded Programs 
FY1987 to FY1992

N u m b e r  o f  V ic tim s S erv ed

FY87 FY88 FY89 FY90 FY91 FY92

P e rce n t C h a n g e  fro m  FY87 to  FY92 = 44%  In c re ase

Provided by the Alaska Network on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 
Source: Council on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault



NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY
D avid C. R ussoAfiflSMRLYMAN 40TH DISTRICT »C*0£rJ.PAMAlO COUNTIW 22 PaTSWON AVJCXUS

M tsuN t Park, nj <maa
(201) 444*710 

FAX (201) 444*732

COMMITTSM
Vice CHAIRMAN,
ENVIRONMENTAL

Quality

***FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE***
ENKROY C HAZARDOUS

W asteState Government
February 1, 1993 NJ H istowoal

COMUlMiON

ASSEMBLYMAN RUSSO INTRODUCES LEGISLATION 
TO BLOCK CALLER ID

Assemblyman David C. Russo, R-R idgewood, has in tro d u c e d  
le g i s l a t i o n  th a t w i l l  r e q u i r t  New Je rs e y B e l l to  p ro v id e  i t s  custom ers 
w i th  th e  n o -o o s t o p t io n  o f h a v in g C a l le r ID b lo c k e d . C a l le r ID is  a 
s e r v ic e  t h a t  p ro v id e s th e  d a te , tim e , and te le p h o n e number o f an 
in com in g c a l l .

A p p ro x im a te ly  200 ,000 o f New Je rs e y B e l l ' s  3 m i l l i o n  cus tom e rs 
have C a l le r  ID . The s e r v ic e  c o s ts $<5.50 a month.

S in c e  th e  s e rv ic e  was in tro d u c e d  t o  s u b s c r ib e rs  in  1988, New 
J e rs e y B e l l has o f fe re d  i t  o n ly  in  u n r e s t r ic t e d  fo rm . The s e rv ic e  was 
in t r o d u c e d  t o  New Je rs e y © e l l cus tom ers as a way to  d is c o u ra g e obscene 
c a l le r©  and o th e r h a ra s s e rs . Bu t o th e rs  b e l ie v e  t h a t i t  in va de s th e  
p r iv a c y  o f th e s e  who have t h e i r  te le p h o n e numbers u n l is t e d . Soma even 
c i t e  in s ta n c e s  where i t  has been h a rm fu l t o  women who ar© se e k in g 
s h e l t e r  fro m  t h e i r  a b u s iv e b o y fr ie n d s  o r husbands,

The s t a t e  Board o f R e g u la to ry comm iss ione rs r e c e n t ly  v o te d  to  
re c o n s id e r i t s  19S6 d e c is io n  a p p ro v in g u n r e s t r ic t e d  C a lle r ID . Tho 
case w i l l  be se n t to  a s ta t s  a d m in is t r a t iv e  law ju d g e . However, th e 
boa rd w i l l  s t i l l  have th e  a u th o r i t y  to  a c c e p t o r r e j e c t  th e d e c is io n  
o f th e  ju d g e .

RUSSO'S p ro p o s a l w i l l  o f f e r  b lo c k in g  o f C a l le r ID as a n o -c o s t 
o p t io n  t o  th e  te le p hone s u b s c r ib e r . O f th e  26 s ta te s  th a t c u r r e n t ly  
p ro v id e  C a l le r  ID , a l l  b u t s ix  o f f e r  th e  b lo c k in g  o p t io n . In  fa c t , 
P e n n s y lv a n ia  banned th a  s e rv ic e  o u t r i g h t , a f t a r  a c o u r t r u l in g  th e re  
fo und c a l l e r  id e n t i f i c a t i o n  s e rv ic e s  t o  be an i l l e g a l  in v a s io n  o f 
p r iv a c y  and v io la t io n  o f th e s ta t e 's  w ir e ta p  law ,

" I t ' s  im p o r ta n t th a t New Je rse y B e l l o f f e r s  th e  n o -o o s t o p t io n  to  
b lo c k  C a l le r  ID fo r th o se in d iv id u a ls  t h a t may want t h e i r  p r iv a c y  
p r o te c te d , " e xp la in e d Russo. "Te lephone companies in  o th e r s ta te s  
o f f e r  b lo o k in g  o f C a l le r ID s e rv io e . I  d o n ' t see why we c a n ' t have 
th e  same o p t io n  he rs in  New J e rs e y , "

The m easu re , A -2236, has been r e fe r r e d  to  th e Assembly 
T ra n s p o r ta t io n  and Communications Comm ittee f o r  re v ie w .

J
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Are you concerned 
about the amount u( tomputoniud 
information that business and tho 
govemmorrt collect and store about you?

on PRIVACY
Not very I 

concerned
I Vary/somswnat 
concerned

23% I 76%

In detail.
how concerned are you about the amount of 
information collected by;
Iho furfural Co»emmeirt?

cred it ortan irsdons?
B B B B 9 7 8%

2 1% w a SKSBSE1 7 8%
insurance companies?

2 1%  m l n ra i7 8 %

26% SORB 

29%

29%

employers?WKBaammaamaBm 71%
banks?
— — — ■  69%
companies that market products?

69%

Companies that collect 
and sell information
Should they be allowed to sell or prohibited 
by law from selling information about your:

A'ljwec H  PQnijitec
household Income?

90%
blll-oeylng history?
n B U B H n U U H B n i  86%
medical hltto ry7 

(irmlucl purc.huinn?
2 7% M M M M B M — — ■  68%

8% I 

12%!

33%  B
arrosl record? 
— — 161%

31%

38% 

46%
require job ono'icanto to mke pa»choiogical tustn?

■ ■ U m n B M B I  45%

76% I

38% a

require employee* to take drug tests?
119%

Movie rentals
Muny video stoies compile information about 
the types of movies people rent. Should 
they be allowed to sell or prohibited by 
law from celling thiH type of information?
n W H H B i  54%

Legal protection 
Should companies that sell information 
to others be required by law to ask 
permission from individuals before 
making the information available?

v a  Vi

Should they be required by law to mako the 
information available to Individuals so that 
possible Inaccuracies may be corrected?

Employers
Should employers bo allowed or not allowed to: 

MiOweoMBNdaowec
listen m on employer* phone corrverruitiona? 

check ttie erw ift history of job applicants?
167%

scan work areas with video cameras?
f lS H H B B B B H B H  56%

>u.u to gdvr.-r.mcnt agencies. m e : t£ a f : 
lenders, retailers, small businesses, me: 
keters and insurers, \S her. making ioan Je 
c.sior.s, banks rely on credit-burcau reports 
about the applicant's bill-paying lustor.  
Employers often refer to them in making 
luring decisions. M arketers use informs- 
non about buying nabus and income lo ta r ­
get their mail-order and te lephone puchc*. 
Even government agencies are plugging in 
to commercial data  bases to make dec: 
sions about eligibility tor health-care b e n e ­
fits and Social Security

"In the not too distant future, consumers 
| lace the prospect that a compute: some 
, where will compiie records about every 
! place they go and everything they purchase."

says Democrat Boc Wise of W est Virginia.
I who heads the House subcommittee that 
1 oversees the government's use of data. "I m 

not sure this is the vision of the future that 
will make Americans comfortable."

B e c a u s e  c o m p u t e r  i n f o r m a t io n  is 
stored on small disks, it tenas to be more 
enduring than paper records o f  old, which 
had to be discarded from time to time to 

, make room  for new files. As a result, lor.g- 
ago personal setbacks can now em red  
themselves in the perm anent record. Two 
influential trade groups, the American 
Business Conference and the National .Al­
liance of Business, have even jo incc w.-.h 
the Educational Testing Service. «hivb 
conducts the Scholastic A ptitude  Tests, in 
creating a pilot program tor a naiionw.ee 
data base of high school records. It wou.b 
give employers access to a job applicant s 
grades, a ttendance  history and the ancient 

I evaluations of teachers. Just like M oiher 
i warned you— a mnth-grade report Card 

aouid follow you for life
Privacy watendogs are warning that the 

combination of invasive technologies and 
I las laws th reatens to make the U.S. a na- 
I tion oi people who live in glass houses.
I their every move open to scrutiny Dy o u t ­

siders. T Sec no reason why M cD onald 's  
needs to know my Social Security num ber 
or my previous job title,' compiains New 
York Law School professor E. D onmd 
Shapiro, a privacy specialist. "T he  danger 
iS not that direct-marketing companies w hi 
clog your mailbox or call you d u n n e  d inner 
to hawk comm emorative coins." says Da- 

1 vid Ltnowes. former chairman o f  the U S 
| Privacy Protection Commission. "T he  dan 
I ger is that employers, banks and jo v e r r -  

meat agencies wul use data bases to ;r.u-.. 
i decisions about out lives without o_r 
! knowing about it "

At the same :ime, privacy is not an ar 
1 soluia value. With L’ 5 banks being usco .is 

a conouu for drug money, for e.yarr.p.e 
law-entorcemcnt officials have pressed 
them to report any suspicious movement 
of cash. Though thai rattv involve a c o r . r . r t  
with traditional notions of banxer-cnem 
confidentiality, many banks have peer, w hi- 
,ng to comply 'Foe social value of helpmg 
to nght drugs ourweigns. at least to >o.::c 

I extent, the privacy issue," says Jacx K,.-

3b TIME,NOVEMBER II. 1991
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

FURTHER REFERRALS:
v* 1^:, ■* fr '• v« » i.

Date of Committee Action: ̂ sJMe-l̂ L3
7  /

The LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered:

Judiciar}
Finance

HB 54
HOUSE BILL NO. 54 TELEPHONE CONSUMER PROTECTION
"An Act relating to eavesdropping, telephone caller identification, and telephone directory listings anc 
solicitations."

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
be replaced with _

•NS: , /
a s  t t g

[ ] the same title 
a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[ ] do pass 
[ ] do not pass 
[ ] no recommendations 
[ ] individual recommendations 
[ ] additional referral to the___ Committee

ADOPTS: leaer of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): ^
[ ] fiscal impact______________________
p>4 zero fiscal note

APPROVES PREVIOUS:
[ ] fiscal note(s)______
[ ] zero fiscal note(s)

(Dept/Due)
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ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

/
WALTER J .  HICKEL, GOVERNOR

101S WEST OTH AVENUE 
SUITE 400
ANCHORAGE, ALOKA 00601 
PHONE: (007) 276-6222

April 1, 1993

Dan Austin
c/o Representative Kay Brown 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
FAX 465-2278

Dear Mr. Austin:

You asked about the implications of "call blocking" of calling number 
identification services, a.k.a. "caller ID", on the ability of emergency services 
providers to identify the calling number.

To the extent that the emergency service provider subscribes to an enhanced 911 
service, such as the one described in the enclosed literature from Northern 
Telecom, the identification of the call is obtained through use of the Automatic 
Number Identification (ANI). This information is obtained independent of whether 
the calling party has employed either per-call or per-line blocking of calling 
number identification service.

Also, please note that Call Trace is a feature that allows a called party to have a 
calling party number traced whether or not the calling party has employed either 
per-call or per-line blocking of calling number identification service.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

—

/Mark A. Foster 
Commissioner

Enclosures

D'in lvd on lucyclo il p^iim 0 y CO .
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Enhanced 911

ENHANCED 911 (E911) EMERGENCY SERVICES
Enhanced 911 (E911) is a quick, efficient, and reliable method of reaching the appropriate 
emergency services. These services include police, fire, and hospital. Primarily, what makes 
E911 different from basic 911 service Is the ability to selectively route an E911 call so that it 
reaches the correct emergency service located closest to the caller. Automatic selective routing is 
made possible because the DMS-100 is programmed with E911 software to direct the call based 
on geographical and other information contained in the caller’s incoming signal.

The call is received by the closest agency which answers emergency calls for police, fire, 
hospital, and other services 2nd is known os a Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) agency. At 
the PSAP, infomiaiion containing the caJJeris address as well as those agencies serving the caller 
is automatically and instantly displayed to the attendant from an external database. Emergency 
calls are processed quickly since all required information is readily available as soon as the call is 
answered. With E911 service, emergency assistance is sent immediately— even if the connection 
is broken or if the calling party is unable to provide a location.

HosplialH o jp iu l ,

End
Office

End
Office

Emergency Service 
Zone 0

Emergency Service 
Zone 1 

Pohcc c:„ Hospiul

Emergency Service 
Zone n

Police

E911 Tandem

E911 Service Configuration

Two'software packages— E911 Tandem (NTX447AA) and E911 Database (NTX451AA)— form 
the basis of E911 service. The tandem package allows one end office to serve as tandem access 
and receive 911 emergency calls from other end offices as well as from customers served by the 
same E911 tandem office.

The tandem office routes an emergency call, using the Automatic Number Identification (AN!) of 
the railing party, to the calling party’s PSAP. The AN1 information is used by the PSAP 
equipment to access an external database and retrieve informal) on, including the calling party's 
address and any pertinent medical information. The information obtained is displayed to the 
PSAP attendant.



Enhanced 911
c

With the DMS-100 Family Selective Routing Database provided in the database package, the 
£911 tandem provides an optional capability to route a 911 call selectively to the primary PSAP 
associated with the originating telephone number. The selective routing database (SRDB) 
associates the telephone number served by the tandem with its appropriate Emergency Service 
Number (ESN). An ESN is a unique combination of throe digits that is assigned to an 
Emergency Service Zone (ESZ). Each ESN distinguishes a specific ESZ and points to a 
particular set of PSAPs that serve a particular area (sec illustrau'on). Every ESN is assigned a 
primary PSAP and up to six secondary PSAPs.

Since BCS33, E911 PSAPs can obtain the advantages of DMS Meridian Autom?’ic Call 
Distribution (ACD) service (NTXF61AA).

B C S 3 3  At a  G la n c e

P a c k a g e F ea tu re N am e D e sc r ip t io n

NTXN59AA NCD030 Ringback \o E911 
Callers

Gives the Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) agent the capability 
to ringback a line to attract the attention of someone else at tha 
caller's location when an £911 caller reaches an agent and is unable 
to communicata.

NTXN17AA AF2146 E911 Direct 
Access to ALI 
Database

Provides interfaces that allow the E911 tandem to facilitate the supply 
of Automatic Location Identification (ALI) service to the PSAP* 
without the need for extensive, non-swltch-based equipment.

NTXN60AA NC0162 Dial-Up Into ALI 
Database for 
SRDB Update

Allows a DMS-100 switching system serving as an £911 access 
tandem to schedule periodic evonts that will initiate the asynchronous 
transfer oi recent change information from tha ALI database and tha 
subsequent update of the E911 Selective Routing Database (SRDB).

Future Deliverables
P a c k a g e F ea tu re N am e D e sc r ip t io n GA

NTXP58AA NC029S VFG Support for 
£911

Eliminates need for loop-around trunks for local E911 calls 
and non-dedlcated trunks, thus saving telephone operating 
companies money and Increasing overflow capabilities.

34

NC0294 Local Access to 
E911

Provides E911 Orlghold and Ringback functionality tor local 
access 911 calls routed through an £911 VFG.

34

NTXP99AA NCQ317 E911 Remota Call 
Event Record

Allows Remote Call Event Records (RCERs) to ba 
transmitted over an asynchronous ASCII Multi-Protocol 
Controller (MPC) link.

?4

NTXQ18AA NC0337 E911 Memory 
Management

Provides information regarding use and capacity 
consumption of table £911 selective routing database 
memory.

35

NTXN60AA NC0501 SRDB Update 
Enhancements

Updates to the SRDB data base can bo done directly without 
the delays and inconvenience of reformatting tape and file 
formats.

36

NTXR63AA AWU102 Large Capacity 
SRDB

Provides the ability to address the special SRDB 
requirements of large metropolitan areas.

36

192
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President Executive Director

STATEMENT FROM THE ALASKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 
regarding HB54 before the 

ALASKA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Judiciary Committee

The Alaska Telephone Association, representing all 21 local telephone companies In 
the state, testified on March 11 before the House Labor & Commerce Committee opposing 
H854. At that time, ATA had serious reservations about the three sections that then 
constituted the bill. As it now lays before the House Judiciary Committee, the bill deals only 
with the provision of Caller ID, s  '

Due to rapid technological Innovations, the telecommunications Industry in Alaska Is 
preparing to offer state-of-the-art Advanced Custom Calling Services (CLASS) to Alaska 
consumers. Caller ID has proven to be the most popular of these new services since they 
were Introduced a few years ago/ln the lower 48.

As HB54 presently reads, the offering of Caller ID to pur customers would have to be 
accompanied with free pei call an^ per line blocking. We recognize the need and desire for 
some calls to be blocked from lden{ificationi:..especially in domestic violence shelters, referral 
agencies, and some areab of law enforcement. We also recognize that all of us, as 
consumers, are having to- adjust moF̂ f rapidly than we would-sometimes like, to the exploding 
technology in the area of ielecbmmunitJatlons. .%,■.*** fv'r

v •„ * * ' , •. /• . ’ f *•
In an effort to strike a middle ground between offering TV new and, popular service to 

our customers and protecting our customers need for privacy, ATA suppdrte retention of per 
call blocking and deletion of per line blocking as found on line 9 of the bill;

■This language Wduld allow any customer, without charge and at any ti’iT».̂ *ioĵ lp-ck 
their number from being Identified to those who have purchased the Caller ID opj|bg.vIt would 
also allow our member companies to fully market and develop Caller ID and other CLASS 
services.

Finally, we urge caution In the legislative treatment of emerging new services in the 
national public telecommunications network. As we struggle to revitalize our economies by 
answering the calf for an "information highway" across our nation, It Is essential that 
Alaskans be afforded the best technology we have to offer.

Respectfully,
• S fm

Tom E. Rov 
Executive Director
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Revision Date:_________________________  ,__________  Department Affected: Commerce and Economic Development
Title: An Act relating to eavesdropping, telephone caller I.P..______  8RU: Alaska Public Utilities Commission __
 telephone listings and solicitations.____________________ Component: Alaska Public Utilities Commission__________
Sponsor: Brown/Navarre ________________________
Requestor: Labor & Commerce____________________________ COMPONENT SERIAL NO.  __

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:

OPERATING FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0

TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0

CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0

EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0

LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0

GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0

MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 . 0

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING:

1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0

1003 GF Match 0 0 0 0 0 0

1004 GF 0 0 0 0 0 0

1005 GF/Program Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0

1006 GF/MHT1A 0 0 0 0 0 0

OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY 93) impact: 0 
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page rl necessary.)

Prepared by: Robert A. Lohr. Executive Director
Division: Alaska Public Utilities Commission

Approved by Commissioner: Paul Fuhs < ____ £ - A  ___________________________________________
Agency: Commerce and Economic Development_______________________ Date: J  • / J- - I
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