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Decision @OOu~~QJm~ . 
:BEFORE THE PUBI·IC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA : 

!~vestiea-:ion on the Commission IS) . 
own motion into the m~thod of ) 
imple~entation of the Moore . ) 
Universal Telephone Se~vice Act. ~ 

OIl 83-11-05 
(Filed November 30~198~) 

(See Appendix A for appearances.) 

INTERIM OPINION -----.-
D~<:.is~~ Sum'!:lary 

This dp.cision implements the :1oore Universs.l Telephone 
Service Act 1 which beca~e law in September 198~. The Act i3 the 
Leeislature's response to potential increases in telephone ,bil13 due 
to the breakup of American Telephone a.nd Telegraph Company's, (AT&T) 
Bell Syst~:n. The Act is intended to provide affordable loca.l 
telephone $e~vice for the needy, the invCtlid, the elderly,; and rural 
customers. The Act mandates that this Commission establ,ish a 

subcidiz~d telephone service funded by a limited tax on suppliers of 
intrastate telecommunications s~rvice. 

As permi ttt:-"d by this new law, 'the CommiSSion,. by this 

deCision, establishes ~lieibility for the subsidy bseed on a 
hO".lsehold income tczt of ,~pproxim&.tely $11 ,000 or less lle,r year; the 
subsidy. os provid~d by law. applies only to service to the 
~ecipient'$ p~incip~l place of residence. and only to a c~ngle 
tcl€phone line to that r~zidenc0. 

The Commission establishes procedures for determinine 
elieibili~y based on self-certification as pe~mitted by the ,Act. ~he 

AE 1348. Ch. 1143, Stat~. 1983 • 
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eerti~ieation will be a s1m~le statement tiled by the customer-
applicant with the applicant's local telephone company. Telephone 
companies will provide all their customers with information on the 
program including a form to be returned by those who, qualify. This 
will be done once per year or at MY time the qua1itying criteria for 
recipients change. 

~he Universal lifeline service provided will include 
ins.ta.11ation of ser.vice, limited to once per year, an 'allowance tor a 
telephone instru'1:lent, a dial' tone including access line and any 
mileage rate increment cha.rges, unlimited incoming calls, and local. 
calling based on whether a :-ecipient is in a measured or unmeasured 
service area. In areas where mea.sured service is otfered the 
recipients will receive a local calling allowance; if only flat rate 
service is availa'ole customers will receive Uo."'llimi ted local calling. 

Rates tor the service will be one-half, of the measured 
se:-vice rate, or flat rate it that is not available, of the telephone 

• company serving the recipient's exchange area. For· installation, 
:::-ec1p1ents will 'oe charged one-hal:! of' the normal requ1:-ed 
i~stallation charges limited to one subsidiz.ed installation per 
yea:-. ReCipients will ha.ve three months to pay the reduced 
installation charges. No deposit will be required for es.tablishment, 
of service if no 'o1l1s are outstanding. Deta.ils on 'how to establish 
service will 'be developed 'by 'the CommiSSion through a general order 
which is expected generally to 1'0110·"" tarii"! rules and regula-:ion,~' 

now in ef~ect for most telephone co~panies. ' . 

• 

As provided tor ,under the Moo,re Act the program will be 
supported by a 4% tax on intrastate, ir.terLATA toll .calls. The 
Commission dete:':nined .that eol though it has the power to· do so. it will 
not at this time· tax intraLA:l:A toll calls. '!:he COt:l!1lissior. will 
carefully monitor program revenues and expenses 'befo:'e perhaps 
adjusting the 4~ on intertATA downward or assessi~g a ta.x·on 
intraLATA toll service • 
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Based on the records in this proceeding and those 1n 
Pacific :Bell's and Gene:-al Telephone's current general rate cases, 
the Commission bas determined that the present lifeline service, 
offered in particular by Pa.cific :Bell, should be discontinued July ,1, 
1964 and replaeed. with the li1eline serviee a.dopted by the Commission 
under the Moore Act. This will be tariffed, as· a lifeline service in 
a manner similar to the present lifeline service but limited to those 
households that meet the criteria previously outlined. This 
discontinuance of present lifeline service will be accomplished 
through decisions in the cur:-ent general rate cases of Pac'1fic, :Bell 
and General telephone. 

The subsidy program will start July 1" 198'4. A; prograJ:l 
will start 1mtled1ately to notify all telephone custome:-s of the 
possibility that they may qualify for lifeline service. This 
notification will be through the' regular billing procedures. 
Custome:-s will assess·whethe:- or not they qualify and return the seli-

• ce:-tii'ication forms t:o the telephone compan'ies; so that se~vice :lay I 

commence on July 1. " 

The Commission does not expect tax tunds to be available 
trom the program 1'rio:- t.o December 1984. Telephone companies.', in the 
meantime, will ca.rry the expens,es of the program until they are 
reimbursed through Moore Act tax funds at a. la.ter dat.e. 
Administrative details of the prog:-am will be developed in workshops 
to be held among the various parties to the proceeding"including 
respondents, the Commission statf, and staffs ot the'Boardot 
Equalization and the Contr,oller; the specific' purpose of the 
workshops will be to develop' a· Commission general o·rder to" administe: 
the,progra.:l .. 

!nclt;.ded in this order is a sSJ:ple not,ice: t'o custo:e:-z 
concerning the program. 
Introduction 

During the last two years there have been tremendous 
changes in the :-egulation and structureo! the telecommunications 

• industry.. AT&T. t,he historic telephone monopoly, was divested of 1 ts 
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local operating companies on January 1, 1984 in order to, allow 
increased competition in the long distance telephone market and entry 
ot AT&T into the competitive teleCommunications arena. Traditiona.l 
rate structures, which had allowed higher cost local service to be 
supported by long distance service charges, may require 
modification. The independent Bell Operating Companies are thus 
di vorced' from long distance telepb.one service revenues, except 
through the levying of exchange access charges, and face a diftieult 
period of adjustillent. Inevi tably, customers will be required to 
absorb a higher portion of the actual cos,te, of local' service through 
basic monthly rates. 

Higher prices for local phone' service will create a serious 
financial obstacle for many customers. Customers, who are unable to 
:-eallocate their existing resources to pay higher phone charges may 
choose 0:- be torced to give up telephone service. This could result 
in the loss ot un1:versal telephone service in California . 

• Recognizing this problem, the Califor:1ia Legisla.tu:"e enacted A:E 1;48, 
~he Moore Universal Telephone Service Act. The Act became law 1:1 
September 1983 with the' stated purpose of ensuring "availa.bili ty of 
basic local minimum telephone service to all Californians" and to 
"encourage the equi ta.ble sha.ring of the cos,ts of that service among 
all users o! telecommunications services." The Moo·re Act manda.tes 
the institution of a subsidy program for customers who, beeaus.e o! 
their particular characte:-istics, are most vulnerable, to the' riSing 
costs of phone service. Those cust·omers fall into' tour catego·ries: 
the needy, the elderly, tb:e hanc.icapped or infirm, anc. :-ural 
residents. These beneficiaries contemplated by the Act will be 
eligible to receive' a reduction in their phone b'il13 to help offset 
increased rates; the subsidy is to be funded by a tax on selected 
intrastate toll telephone services. 

Table 1 outlines the actions required ot the COI:llllissio~ to 
" 

comply with the Moore Act. The Act also requires the Com:n1s,sion, to 
issue' a decision by May 1, 1984 implement1ng the provisions'o! the 

.Act •. 
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Table 1 

Moore Universal Tele~hone Service Act . 
Reouired Commission Actions 

1. Establish eligibility criteria. 
(7~9.2(a) ) 

2. Establish p:rocedures for determining eligi bili ty. 
(7,g.2(c)) , 

,.. Define' thet:haracteris·tics of universal service.' 
(7;9.2(a), (ll)) 

4. Decide itintra-LA~A se:-vice is subject to the tax. 
(44016(2),(3)) 

5. Set u::.iversal service rates which "shall 

6. 

be not greater the.n" 50% of the "bas·ic rate for 
measured service" or the "rates for basic flat 
rate service." 
(7:;9. 2(a) , (b) ) 

Set the 'tax rate considering: 
(2' ~ Universal Service Subsidy, 
( ) Number of Recipient,s, 
(,) Fu:lc. Balance, 
(4) Ad:in~strativeCosts, 
(5) Taxable Revenues. 

(44040) 
7. Deciee if lifeline service should be continued. 

((7;9'.2(e)) 

8. Ests"olish st~.rt date for service (tax starts 7/1/84 
with first func.s due 11/'30/84) .. 
(7:;9.2(e~, 44030, 44183) 

9. Report to the Legislature. , 
(44042,) " ' 

10. Determine- service, sup:plie:"s .a.nd send list to B of' E 
with, the tax rate. 
(44042) 

'1. Establlshrules' for suomi ttal of claims ag~inst the· 
func. by service suppliers. 
( 44,1 e~ ( e ) ) 

12. Certify to the 'State Controller az:ounts to be :paid 
to service sUl':Plie:"s troe" the fund. 
(44'181 (e)) 

Note: Parentheses indicate a:pplicable sections of the 
Public Utilities and Revenue and Ta.xation Codes • 
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In response to the Act, the Commission issued. Order .. 
Instituting Investigation (OIl) 8;-11-05 (Rulemaking.) on November -;0, 
198;. Th~ Commission, in addition to outlining. So hearing :procedure, 
requested certain in:f'o:-mation from respondent communica.tion companies 
and solicited comments from all interested parties concerning means 
of implel:en~ation. These respons·es were received in Ja.nuary and 
Pebruary, 1984. Hearings were held in San Diego·, Los Angeles,' 
Sacramento, San Francisco,. and Fresno during March bef'o.re' assi"gned 
Cocl:1ssione::- Leo·narc. M. G-rimes, Jr. and ALJ Albert C~. Porter. 
Commissione:'s Priscilla C. Grew, Victor Calvo, and. Donald"Vial also 
attended most of the sessions. The Commission's Public Advisor aided 
th.e :public during the hearings, acquainting them-with Commission 
procedures :a.nd assisting thec. with their presentations. During the 
hearings, over 60 persons appeared and offered comments and 
suggestions to the Coccission including the author of the "oill, 
AssemblT~Or:lan Gwen Moore, who appeared in both Los Angeles and 

• 
Sacrar:ento. On April 2, in an en banc' deliberative session, the 
Com:ission considered. recommendations of the ALJ on ws.ys· and ':leans of 
iz:plemen~ino the Act.~ 

The ::atter is now ready for an initial deCision .. 
Eligibility Criteria 

~!le development of eligi bill ty cri terla tor the progr2.r: 
received considerable attention from hearing participants.' Most 
parties believe eligibility should be liz:lted ~o the economically 
disadvantaged based on a household income test. !t was suggested 
that any eligibility test be adjusted to reflect the greater 
telephone dependency of handicapped and elderly compared to other 
users. Others suggested that income should be only one of two 
factors used in determining. eligibility, the other being 
communication dependency. Assemblywoz:an Moore, the author of A'B 
1:;48, stated that the COQcission should take into account differenees 
in communication needs ,_ cost 0'£ providing service' caused by 
geographieal di!terenees, household income, and other a.ppropria.te 

• fac'Co:'s. 
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Recommendations tor the household income level ranged trom 
$7,.500 to $15,000 per year. Some recommended that the income test .be 
linked to the federal poverty level or some other well-known index. 
Welfare Rights Organization recommended that households with income 
at or below 150% 0: federal poverty guidelines should be eligible. 

Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TUBN) recommenoed there 
. be no eligi bili ty test for the service, but· that a comprehens.i ve . . 
publicity campaign be conducted to indicate to the public the pur;pose 
of lifeline unde.r· 'the Moore Act ... The campaign would attecpt to 
eliminate those people who do not quality by empha.sizing that the 
prograc is designed for those in need.. TURN suggested that the only 
eligibility check needed could be done by the telephone companies. ' 
Phone cor.panies would determine whether there was only one phone line 
to the primary reSidence of the person applying, and that that 
residence was the single state residence. tor that person~ 

We wil: establish three criteria tor eligibility which W~ 

• 
believe re±'lectthe intent and the lega.l requirements o! the A~t .. 
:;:b.ese cr:i'teria are (2.) the reSidence at which the service is' 
reG,uested is the principal :place of residence. in Calito:rnia 'tor the 

• 

applicant, (b) there is only one,telephone line serving that 
reSidence, a.nd (c) the total income of the applicant's household does 
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not exceed $" ,0002 !or the fiscal year for which service is 
furnished. We believe the income test will al:so take ca.re o'! the 

most pressing needs of the needy, the handicapped, the elderly, and 
the,rural customers. Defining eligibility by an income threshold 
will protect those customers who are most vulnerable to riSing 
costs. Sta.tements mao.e during the hearings 'indicate that 
handicapped 7 elderly, and rural custom~rs, on the average, have lower 
ineo::es tha.'"1 the general population. Therefore, they Will, 
proportionately; 'be participating in the program in greater numbers 
than the average customer because of their lower-than-average 
income. Most persons in those three groups who, have incomes above 
the level we have set should not require a subsidy in order ,to retain 
telephone service.. The subsidy procedure we adopt ,recogniz:es the 
higher rates that rural customers generally pay, and prov1d~s a 

" 

proportiona.tely higher subsidy to those rural customer.s whoiare 
,I ' 

eligible for the new lifeline rate. There was l.itt,le dis'cussion in 
• the hearings we held regarding the extent to which 'lower income 

handica~ped or elderly customers may require higher subsidies: to, 
l:lain-tain telephone service than does the general custooer who is 
eligible for the new liteline rate.. While we do no:t at this: time 
provide any explicit consideration ot the needs of handicap~ed or 
elderly persons 'beyond that conta.ined in the income test,.we are 
specifically intere,sted in evaluating the success of the lifeline 

:' 
rates adopted today in l:leet1ng these customers' needs. If 
appropriate, we may consider modifications, to, the eligibility c!"iteria 

". or the subsidy level for ~lderlY' or handicapped customers .. ' :: 

2 W~1le we are not tying our incooe test to any particular index at 
this ti:e $11,000 is apprOXimately 150';' of current federal "Ooverty 

• 
level guidelines for a 2.'-person household, which is 
$7,242. 
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We rejeet TURN's suggestion that no, means test be applied. 
Without a means test, a. large response 'by non-low-ineome customers 
eould severely deplete the funds. 'If funds are short, eligible 
eustomers eould be denied serviee. Although a publieity eampaign 
eould eut down the number of a!fluent persons lega.lly signing, up~ t,or 
the serviee, ex:perience with the present lifeline serviee indica.tes 
otherwise. If it is legal to choose lifeline, and'rates eontinue to 
rise,,' many customers who do not need the subsidy will sign up. 
Finally, we inte'r'pret the in'tent' of the Act' as requiring some sort of 
means test in order to target the most, amount of help' to, the at-ri,sk 
population .. The means test we are adopting is'rea.sona.ble. 
Establishing Eligibility 

There were three primary means suggested for establishing 
e~igibility.. First, self-certifieation. Seeond, establish~ng 
eligibility through the phone companies or the Commission, including 
investigations, and follow-up. And, third, designating a program ' 

• administrator who would determine and m9ni tor eustotler, eligi bili ty ~ 

• 

There was considerable support during the hearings for sel!­
certification, primarily from parties who wish to conserv~ a.va.ilable 
progra::t tu..'"lc's tor phone bill subSidies. This approa.ch would preserve 
the dignity and :privaey of eustotlers, eneourage enrollment'Oy 
eligi "ole pa.rties, and minimize administra.ti V 4! costs. It i·s 
iI:l?erati ve that a!>~liea.tion !>roeedures, remain simple for elig! "ole 
persons who migb.t otherwise be discoura.ged. from seeking ,essentia.l 
oene!its. Also, the title needed to self-certify eligibility,would 
not delay the inception of. Moore Act services •. 

Direct application to telephone companies or the Commission 
.. ~ "' 

would require questionna,i:'es to be filled out, by ap:p11ca!ltssubjeet 
to j?e:.a.:!.::y ~or perjury, and require the provision of. evidenee o! 
eurrent eligibility for one of several ineome assistance programs. 
This suggested procedure would also a..."lticipa.te monetary penalties 

" together with appropriate warnings a.nd a. repa.yment, of an.~ subsidies 
'~f. 

which were gained unlawfully. 
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In our opinion, the ide,a of a program a.dministrator would:,':: . 
create an additional unnecessary 'lay~r ,of b~rea.u.era.cy. It would ... 

:.:. , 

drain needed funds from the program for ad:ninistration and delay the ':. 
program's start date. 

Other suggestions were ·tho.t applic8.ntsap:ply to. appropriate. 
state agencies such as the Depa.rtmer.t of Socio,lServices,the 

Commission's Consumer Affairs :Branch, or the Californfa Department ot 
Consumer Affairs •. Another suggestion was some sort of proof izsued' 
by a. socio.l agency or the Commission. TURN sueges.ted tha.t since no 
income t~st 'Hould be imposed under its proposal, eligibility could be· 
established by :phon€' companieo checking 0. cu.stOtler's service records· 
!or basic service a.t a prinCipal residence against addi:tional 
addresses or services provided. No application for service or 
~urther investigation would be required. 

We will authorize self-certification, which will be easy to 
.. 

co~ply with for applicants and administratively simple for the 
telephone companies. This will also satisfy a criticism made 
concerning potential abuse 0'£ information provided to the telephone 
companies. We realize there may be so:ne recipien-: abuse of the 
program by usine this method. In the lone run, thoe., abuses will .not 
cost nea.rly as :nuch as :3_ large-scale, bureaucratic ae:min1strati ve 
program. Sel:f-certific3:tion coupled with the three simple 
~lieibility criterio. we are adopting should help those who &re 
~lieible maximize their particip~tion. 

Th<9 ~el!-certif!c8.tion should take place once per year or 
i~ eliei bi11 ty cr! to?ria cha.nge. The certifice:tion will be filed with 
the telephone company providing service to the applicant and w1l1·be 
all that is required by the tel~phone company to institute. lifeline 
:~€?rvice. vIe will r~cl,1li re the telephone com:pani~$ to send a notice 
clescri bine tht.:' proeram and the self-certification form each month tor· 
~he ~iret three Qonths of the program and yearly therea!terto sll· 
subscrioero. Appendix E is 3. oo.mple of the first no-:ice and torm /. 
reCl,uired • 

- 10 -
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Service Characteristics 
Suggestions on what should constitute basic minimum service 

ranged from only the subsidization of access, so that a phone would 
be available for true life and death emergency ca.lls. to the 
provision of complete loeal service including installation and some 
long distance calling. Most participants recommended the 
installation of simple basic s~rv1ee with a. reasonable local calling 

. 
allowance. This service would be similar to the current lifeline 
offering of Pacific :Bell •. Many persons opposed subsidizing long 
distance calls, claiming this vas not the intent of the Act. Welfare 
Rights ·Orga.nization and others advocated a subsidy or credit to . 
eligible customers· which would be fixed and.a.pplicable to any 
services the eligible customer chose. There was considerable support 
for atoll call allowance for rural eligibles and. the provision of 
enhanced or optional services if eligib,les could show specia.l neee.s 

• 

such a.s a hearing impai rment. 
.' Considering allot 'the recommenda:t10ns, we have e.ecie.ed a 

basiC lifeline service will include (1) inst2.119.~ion of a telephone 
including one modular jack if required, (2) an allowance for an 

'. 

instrument, (:;) basic dia.l tone service, (4) unlimited inco:ning 
calls, and (Sa) where measured service is available, ;0 to·GO calls 
:per ::lonth,:; or (5b) where it is not available, ur..licitedloce.:' 
calling within the customer's exchange area inelttding any extene.e~ 
area service regula.rly pro.vided to,r tha.t particula.r exchar.ge. 

3/ 'the n'tlmber per month will have to await our decisions in Pacific 
Bell's and General Telephone's rate cases. For example. if we 
adopt the staff proposal in Pacific Bell's case of continuing 
the pre'sent $3 allowance for local calling ~ this could be applied 
to the lifeline customer and equates to about 42 calls per month 
In no case will we include less than the present lifeline number· 
of 30 calls of unlimited· duration. 

-11-
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The potential use of Moore Act funds to subsidize line 
extensions was suggested by two parties during the hearings.. Line 
extension charges reflect the high cost of' installing new phone lines 
to outlying areas. Extensions, of 40,000 to 50,000 feet are not 
uncommon and, at a $1.10 per foot, present'a formidable cost to 
potential customers. :Blake Stret,ton of' :Bridgeville' believes the 
Moore Act tunds might be a means' of' paying the highli,ne extension 
cost 'for his a.rea which ,has about ;50 homeowners without tele:phone 
service.. In a s'i"milar vein, Daniel :alk, representing the Buck 
!10u."ltain Coop in Northwestern Ca.lifornia., described the high cost ot 
ex-=ensions of phone service into his area and reouested that the ... : .. ~ 
Commission consi,der using Moore Act funds to' subs,idizeextensions. 

: 
He eI:phasized the need of residents for emergency calling. 

We interpret the Act, as an attempt to mitigate the price 
etfects of di vesti ture on 'basic telephone service for;: low incoI:e and 
other vulnerable groups. ~he Act seems to implicitly mandate 

• maintenance of the, curren~ leve~ of' telephone saturation th~ough. 
special attention to those customers vulnerable to riSing service 
ra.tes.. ~he costs a.nd prices ot service extensions have not suddenly 
become una!:"ordable due to di vesti ture.. It is o,bvious that middle 
and high income households have chosen not to purchase line 
extensions because the beneti t to be gained is less than t,he cost. 
We are concerned with the financial limits of the Moore Act. 
Expending fu."lds on line e'xtensions could require lowering the 
household income crite:-ion. thereby excluding" a large nUI:iber' of 
individuals from the :prog::a.m .. 

•• 

We do not believe it appropriate or deSirable to apply 
Moore Act funds to line extensions. 
Service Rates 

The COm:lission·has many options available to it under the 
Moore Act !or setting lifeline :-ates. The p:rimar~ requirement 0'£ the I 

Act is that universa.l service :-ates be not g:-ea.ter than 50% 0'£ the 
basic rate for measured service exclusive- 0:' anY' federally mandatee. ' 
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•• access charges. In the event measured service is not offered ina 
subscriberts service area, then the universal service ~ates shall p~ 
not greater than 50~ of the rate for 'basic flat rate service, again 
exclusive o~ ~ederally mandated acce3S charges. ~he Act also 
provides that the universal service rate shall not apply to. any other 
service or charge except the basic rate., We. consider installation to 
be a mandatory part of basic 3ervice. ~herefore, it is a part of the 
basic rate and reimbursable from Moore Act funds. 

The assigned ALJ recommended that a fixed rate be 
established that would apply statewide. For· continuity the rate 
would be set at one-third of Pacific :Bell's rate fo·rba.sic flat rate 
service or one-half ot the basic flat service rate of the local 
telephone company providing the serVice, whichever provided the 
higher subsidy.. In addition, the fund would finance one-half of the 
installation charges with up to three months to pay and a limit· of 
one installation per year • 

. ~ Soce of ~he other options we have are (1) set the lifeline 
rate at one-hal! of the basic flat or measured rate of the telephone 
cocpany providing service plus a call allowance for mea:sured servi.ce, 
(2) provide a credit of one-half~of the basie flat rate of the 
telephone company providing the service, and C;) set a rate similar 
to the present lifeline service. In addition to the above" provide 
an extra allowance for special purposes such as toll calls, to,r 
emergency service. 

Our primary concern with a single statewide rate is that 
there would be reductions ~uch greater than 50~ in phone bills for 
those persons taking service in areas where local basic rates· are 
substa..~tially hig..~er than the statewide average:..For instance, the 
reco:-d shows that in the Fres!lo area,. basic se;rvice in $o:e' rural 
localities is $2; per month. ~he record also, shows that mileage 
charges can range up to $60' or $70 per month. An.eligible person . 
with that kind of a bill would be getting a very large dollar' 

~ reduction in the bill •. For instance, in· the caseot: $2~,astate"'ide 
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rate of $:3.50 would give that. person a. reduction of $19.5'0 on the $2, 
bill. We fear this would create serious problems among neighbors, 
some of whom would be eligible and some of whom would not be eligible 
~or the lifeline service. Therefore, we think it more appropriate to 
adopt a charging schedule based on one,:-half of the basic flat or 
measured rate including mileage charges of the telephone compa.nY 
providing' service plus a call allowance where measured. servic,e is 
Offered. !~ :-ecipients reside in a service area where. mileage rates 
are not included' 'in the basic rate, they would b,e charged one-hs.lf 
the nor:8.1 mileage rate in addition to one-half the basic rate. 
ReCipients would always have the option of choosing party line 
service for which they would be charged one-hal! of the rate for that 
service plus one-half of any applicable mileage charges. 

We note tha.t where measured service is offered. the lifeline 
eligible should not have the option of flat rate service'. This is 
beca.use measured service is priced well below flat rate and the Act: 

~reqUireS that lifeli~e rates shall be not greater than 50% of . . 
mea.sured service where it is a.va.ila.ble. (Public Utf11ties, CPU) Code 
739.2('0.). ) 

~ 

We believe the current·· tarif':t' provisions concerning the 
estaolish:ent of service should gene~ally apply. However, any 
special circumstances of installation for lifeline customers can be 
included in the general order to be developed covering the 
administration of lifeline service. 

~here was some concern about providing for the cost of a 
t~le:phone instrument. We .recognize there is a definite move toward 
owning an instrUIllent;. the Commission has promoted purchas,ing forsoce 
time. In order to simplify the required credit fo,r the telephone 
companies anc. the eligible recipients, we will authorize a 75 cents 
per month discount on recipients' phone bills. That 'Way it can,be 
used by the:c eitller to offset the lease charge for: a telephone, 
assist with the purchase of one, or maintain one alrea,dy purchased. 

- 14 -
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Ta.x Ease and Tax Ra.te I' 

The Moore Act authorizes the Commission to set a taxo! up 
-:0 4% on interLATA intrastate teleco~:nunications serYices, intrastat€' 
telecocmunications services on a basis not detined. by LATA boundar1ee 
and, if needed, a tax on intraLATA intrastate te·lecommunicat1ons 
services. The Act defines intrastate telecommunications service as. 
primarily service for which there is a toll charge plus certain 
limi"ted telecommunications between exchanges. From information· tiled 
with us by the telephone companies, primarily Paci!ic.Be11,Genero.l 
Telephone, and Continental, it appears that Moore Act services can be 

fin~"lced with a tax on only interLATA intrastate' services plus 
intrasta.te services not defined by LATA boundaries. During the first 
y~a-:, !1owever, we will set the tax at the maximum 4% so th:lt we can 
'be rea.sonably assured the program will suppor't itself. We recognize 
tha.t we m~y later have ~o :i.nclude intraLATA intrasta.te services if 

the tax does not genera.te enough to fund the :progra.m. We also 
anticipa::e tha.t some elieib1e households will not Ch008~ to apply tor 
the service, which will reduce the potent1'ally required funding. 
Present Lifeline Service - -

Pacific E€'ll h~z the most extensive lifeline service at the 
pret":ent time. It it": .a.v3.11able to anyon" who applies for it, and 
costs $2.67 a month. This includes up to 30 local untimed calls; 
after 30 calls there is a charge for eech ind..i vidual call ranging 
from 10 to 15 cents. General Telephone has a fore· of li:f'eline whi.ch 
iz primarily 0. reduced-cost, 1:l0F.1.$ured rate service. In both Pacitic 
Eell's and Ceneral Telephone's current.general rate cases, there ,are 
alternate proposals for revising lifeline service. Eowever, these 
we--:e made prior to the Commission's OI! in this proceeding.· At. OU:­

April 2 e:l bane hearing we agreed to discontinue current lifeli-ne 
which we will do July 1, 1984. 

, .. t,' . 

If we were to continue li~eline serVice, which is a. ba:"'gain~ ; 
r.ete ::casured rate service, W~ would have to set the service and 'the , 

- 15 -
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ch~reea somewhere between full rate service and the.lifeline service· 
we are instituti:lg in this deCiSion.~ We see no need to do'tha.t. 
:here o.re many service options ~or p~ople toCl,ay who do not use the 
telephone extensively. More than eo~ of Pacific Bell's custome~e ~ 
ha.ve optional measured rate servi.ce available, which can be used to·" " 
reduce one's telephone bill. 
"'......1 h . ~ v .. ar .. n~ t e .. rogram 

.... 
We will order the program started July 1, 1984. We 

recognize this will create some diffic~lt1es for the telephone 
companies in informing customers of the program. Also, there will be 
a delay in the receipt of revenues from the Moore Act Fund, revenues, 
:equired to reimburse the teleph.one companies. In the general order 
·.vni ch will be established to admin'ister the proe:-Dl!., we will ;i)!"ovide 
:? procedure for' the revenue :-cimbureement lag to be recovered as an 

3d~inistrative cost from the Moore Ac~ Fund. 
Attached as Appendix E ie a sample notice which we will·· 

..: .', ' 

o!'der ~ent to 3011 customers after approval by the Executive Director, '/ 
in 'the first reg'..llar billing possible after the date of this 
c€'cision. We expect, after consultation with the telephone 
COr::~:Hlnj.es, thllt the first noticeo will go 01lt between 30 a.nd 45 days 

from today. Most customers, therefore ,. will be not i!ied prior to 
,July 'I. !f 'they respone prior to Octobe:- 'I, adjustment:s to their 
bills can be made, retroacti vely to .ruly 1 if they qua.lity tor the 
~ubcidy. Applicants respondingafterOctcber 1 will receive the new 
:ifeline service at the bl?!ginning ot the next billing p~riod. Again, 
the contc::lplated eeneral order can conta.in guidelines tor that· 

situation. 
~~~er~~_~~;~ni~~ration 

Admi,nistratiol'l of the program' will involve this Commission, 
telephone companies providing service, service ouppliers deSignated 
by the CO::ll:niss10n ~'ho will be paying the tax, the State ]oard ot 
Equalizp..tion, and the State Cont:'oller. Respondents indica.ted. Q.uTing 
the hearings that a Co~~ission general order to cover adciniet~ative 
procedures was the desi~ed vehicle for administrative purpo3e~ • 

- 16 -
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Therefore, we will order establishme~t of workshops to be conducted 
by ou:, staff with oversight by the 1),3signed Commiesionerand ALJ to 
eeve10p such a general oreer. The f~rstone will be held May 10, 
1984 ::!.t 10 3..:0. in San Francisco at the State Buildi:n.e-

~~~~ice ~~liers 
The Moore Act defines those ~elecommunications companies 

subject to the t,ax <':I.S "service suppliers," (Revenue and Taxation Code 
(RT Code) § 44016), r.l.nd req,uires the Commission to send a listo! 
s~:-vicc s';,pplierc to the :Board of 'Equalization togethe:' with the tax 
['ate iI:lmediat,",ly 11Pon making its determination' of the tax rate. (R~ 

Cod~ § 44042.) Appendix C is the .list of service suppliers a.s 
detc-::ninec. by' this Com!:lic::.:ion' s Cotlmunl.catiorLs Division. 

~~i nL!.?_~~",-~~~~r:2ani I~S ' 

T::'e Moo-:e Act requiros the Commission to oreer every 
t~lephone corporation providine :ocal service to file a sch~dule of 
:-::ttes ~nc. charges for the universal telephone servic0 adopted by the 
Commieeion; c.nd those corporl3,tionz are required to acce-pt 
:."!'pplica-tions for u.niversa1 service a,ccord1.ng to a p:'ocedure spec~fied 
'by the Commission, inclucine informing their s~b$criber$ how they :cay: 
qualify for l-:md obtain the service. (PU Code § 739.2'( e). ) 
Appendix j) is the list of those, t~le:phonc corporo.tio,ns providing 
local service .9.S determined by this CommiSSion ~ s C'ommunicntions 
Division and Appendix B is the suggested notice. 

It will be noted that we have not included cable television 
corporations (Cable TV) or radiotel~phone utilities (RTUs) in 
Appendixes C and/or D. On December 29, 198; the Allied, 
Radiotelephone Uti1itie~ of Californ1~ tiled B motion to sever or 
~ismiss 01! 83-11-05 as to RTUs. By intermediate ruline' ot the ALJ 

, , 

the motion to sev6r was denied; we concur. Concerning th~ motion to 
di3mic~, '"e join it in the ru1i ne ·''0 her-eby :!lake that Cable TV .o.nd 

RTO' companil.:"Z, ao they ar~ operatineat theprceenttime, are no": 
cubject to thp. Moore Act because they are' nei ther service s'lpplier3 
nor telephone corporations providini local s~rvice as those. terms are 
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defined in or intended to be applied by the Act. However, their 
status could change as the teleconmunications industry- evolves in 
this period 0'£ transition; ~his OII will be kept open to reconsider 
that status should operational changes ot Cable TV a.nd RT'C', companies: 
bring them under the Act. 
Findings of Fact 

1. The divestiture ot' AT&T's local operating compa.nies on 
January 1, 1984 will resu1t'in customers of the local operating 
companies paying 'higher rates tor 10cs1 service. 

2. The higher rates faced by local telepho,ne service 
ratepayers in California could result:in the loss of universal 
telephone service in the sta.te. 

:;. The California Legislature enacted AB 1348~ Moore Universal 
Telephone Service Act~ which became 1:a~w in S'e:ptetlber ,198:; with the 
stated purpose of ensuring availability of basi'c 10ca.1 tlinimutl 
telephone service for all Califo'rnians. 

• 4. It is the intent of ~he Moore Act that telephone custo~er$ 
who are needy, elderly, handicapped or infirm, or rural residents 
should be eligible to apply to receive a reduction in their phone 
bills to offset increased rates,'so that universal telephone service 
can be maintained. 

5. To support the subsidy program noted in Finding ,4, e. :fund 
supported by .a tax on selected intrastat,e toll services in California 
is to be 1mpose'd. 

6. The C¢mmission issued OlI 8;-11-05 (Bulemaking)as a %:leans 
of implementing the Moore ,Act. 

7. ~he Coxm:ission has received certain reques,ted. ini"ormatior.. 
from respondent communication companies a.nd written cOIllI:lents fro1:1 
other interested parties concerning itlplementation o~ the Act. 

8. :::n order to receive comments froIll the·public on the 
itlplementation of the Act, the Commission held hea.rings in several . . 
Cali:f'ornia cities at which all parties were given the opportunity to· 
appear and be heard. • ' 
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9. ~he adoption of the following three criteria, the first two 
required by law, for eligibility to receive subsidies under the Act 
is rea.sonable: 

. a. The residence at which the service is 
requested is the applicant's principal place 
of residence in California. 

b. There is only one telephone line serving that 
residence. 

c. Eased, on current inco~e the applicant's total 
household. income does not exceedS" ,000 for 
the fiscal year for which the service' is, 
furnished. 

10. The income test noted in Finding 9 will give special 
consideration to the poor, the handica.pped, the elderly and rural 
c'\.:.stomers because, for those four groups, incomes, on the average, 
are lower tha."l the general population and they Will, therefore, 
pa.:-ticipate in the program in proportionately greater nuItbers: than 
the average California telephone customer • 

• t'.-.. e 11. Rural custome:-s will generally enj oy higher bene:f'1ts :"rol: 
." program through a hig.."'er'dol1ar subsidy because telephone- rates 

• 

are general:y higher in rural' are~s than they are in urban areas. 
'2. A reasonable means· 0: e;,tablishing ,e1igi bili ty is: selt'­

certification which will preserve the dignity and privacy of ~ 

customers and encourage eligible customers to enroll. 
1'3. The selt-certification eligibility :program will minimize 

adm1nistrati ve costs and be easy to administer by telephone' companies. 
14. Ba.sic lifeline service includes: 

a. Installation of a telephone including one 
modular ja.ck, if' required, 

b. Provis:!;on o~ or allowance for an 
instrument, 

c. :Basic dial tone service, 
d. Unlimited incoming calls, and 
e. Measured service where it is a.vaila.ble with 

an allowance of ;0 to 60 calls per montn or 
where measured service is not available, . 
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unlimited local calling'within the customer's 
area including a.ny extended area service 
regularly provided for that ,exchange. 

15. It is not appropriate or desirab~le to a:pply:Moore Act Funds 
to line extensions because it could require lowering the household 
income criteria. and thereby exclude a la.rge number of' individuals 
from the program. 

16. Installation is. a mandato,ry part of 'basic service and 
therefore i:5 a part of the basic rate and one subsidized installation 
per year is reaso'nable. 

17.. Rteasonable rates tor lifeli:o.e service under the Moore Act 
a:-e o:le-hal:!' o'! the basic fla.t rate o,r measured rate of the telephone 
company providing service, plus a call allowance. where measured 
service is o!!ered .. 

18. Seventy-five cents is a reasonable allowance per month to' 
cover the c¢st of a telephone instrument tor eligible recipients,. 

i 9. The service., together wi ththe :-e.tes for that service as, 
• established: by this deciSion,., can be financed with a 'tax. of 4% on 

only interLATA intrastate services plU8 intrastate· service~ not 
defined. by 'LATA boundaries. It· will not be·necess.arytotax 
intraLATA services at this time. 

20. The present lifeline service offered by telephone companies 
vill r..ot be required vhen the Moor~ A.ct lifeline service is' 
instituted on July 1, 1984. 

2'1. The satlple 'notice contain~a in Appendix ;:8, vill provide 
customers with reasona'ble' notice of the new' li!eline prog:'am. 

22. A CommiSSion general order ,is the most reasonable 
administrative' procedure tor the prog:,am. 

23.. Eeca'!;.se the Act requires the Commission to issue i t$ 
decision in this matter by May 1, 1984, this decision should be 
effective on the date signed • 

• O' 
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Conclueion of :'aw -- ..... _. 
Under § 739.2 of the PU Code and § 44041 of the RT Co~e, 

the Commission may orc1~r esta,blishmer;t of universal telephone servi,ce 
provieed by the following order, which. is just andree.eonable. 

INTERIM ORDER ----. 
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. By:June 1, 1984, ~very telephone corporation listed in 
App~ndix D shall file a sch~d'Ule of r~.tO$ and cha.rges for uni vers.A.l 
telephone service to become effective July 1, 1984, and in accordance 
with General Order 96-A. 

2. The service and the rates and charges of the tiline 
required oy Orderine Para,graph 1 shall be a$ outlined in Findings 9. 
i2. 14, 16. 17, and 18 of this decision. 

3. On the first billing cycle prac~icab:e, every ,telephone 
corporation listed in Appendix D shall notify each of i.ts customers 
of the aV:;l,ilabi li ty of universal telephone service with a. notice that 
is si~ilar in content and intent to that shown in Appendix D. 
Utilities sh~ll submit the draft of their notice to the Executive 
Di~ector !o~ approval prior to mailing. 

4· Th~ tax rate required by RT ,Code § 44041 io set at 4~ and 
shall apply to inte:LATA intraetate telecommunications services and 
intrastate telecommunications services not. defined 'by LATA 'boundaries. 

, ' 

5. ~he list of serviee suppliers required by RT Code § 44041 
:0 set forth in App~ndix C. 

6. The Commission's Executive Director shall immediately 
~o~ify the :Ooare. of Equaliz::l.tion that th~ Commission has set the tDX 
~.~te, the telecommunications s~rvice to which it applies, ::l.nd the 
s~rvicc suppliers to be taxed and serve this deciSion on the Board of 
Equalization. 

7. The staff of the Commission shall convorie and conduct 
m~etinez with all responeents and intereeted parties who wish to 
~~tend to develop a~d fi10 with the Commission for 'its consideration 

r 

I 
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• a. proposed general order to gov~r~ administration ot the Act. 

• 

first mee~ine shall be rilay 10, 1984 a~ 1,0 a.m. in the Stat~ :autld1ne~ 

San Francisco. 
8. Each telephone corporation shall comply with above Orderine 

Paragraphs ',2, and 3. This proceeding shall be held open to 
consid.er the gen0!'al ord~r refer:-ed to in Ordering Paragraph S~ a::enc. 
Append.ixes C and D r'1.S requi red, and adjus't the tax base and. rate if 

required. 
~his order is effective today. 
Dated ---A.....,d' lB_~.s4 ,at San Prancisco. Ca.lifornia. 

I will file a concurring opinion. 
lsi DONALD VIAL 

Commissioner 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Respondents: Daniel J. McCarthy, Attorney at Law, for Pacific 
Bell; A.."l..'"l C. Pongracz, Atto:'ney at Law, by Nelson J. Werner,. 
tor G'rE Sprint Communications Corporation; Richard E. Potter, 
Attorney at Law, and Thomas· E. Quaintance, tor General ~elephon~ 
Company o! Cali!o:'nia; Eathaway Watson I!I, Attorney at Law, 
to:- AT&~ CotU:l·unications; Palmer & Willoughby, by Warren A. 
Palmer, Attorney at Law p for R1Us-!CS Communications, Cai-' 
Autopnone, Repco Desert Mo"oilphone, Kern Valley Dispatch,. and 
Eigh Sierra Mobilfone. 

Interested Parties: P. E. John and T. D. Clarke, Attorneys at 
Law, and R. A. Cochran, for Southern California Gas· Company; 
John W. Witt, by William S. Sha:f":f"ran, Attorney at Law, for City 
of San Diego; Richard A. Elbrecht, Attorney a.t Law, and Marie 
Shi 'buya.-Snell, :'or tallfornia <Department of Consul:ler At:f'ai rs; 
Edward Duncan, for himself; and Jacoueline Valenzuela, 
Attorney at .!Jaw, for Welfare Rignts Organlzation • 

• 
Co=iss10n Staf!: Catherine A. Johnson., Public' Advisor, and 

Denise S. Mann. 

(END OPAPPENDIX A) 
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I~ORTA.~ NOTICE ABOUT LIFELINE 
~~GES ORDERED BY THE C}~IFORlTIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

EFFECTIVE JULy 1, 1984 PRESENT LIFELINE' SERVICE WILL BE DISCOtITlNUED. 
HOWEVER, A NEW DISCOUNl' SERVICE l'lILL BE AVAlr...A:SLE TO AJ-L PACIFIC 

BEI..I.. RESIDENCE CUSTOMERS WHO' MEET NEW ElIGIBILITY RULES ESTABLISHED 
I . 

IN COMPLI~~CE WITH CAlIFORNIA LAW. 

CUSTOMERS MEETING !HE ELIGIBILITY RULES WILL BE OFFERED STA.~ARD 
MEASURED SER.VICE, OR. BASIC FLA.! R.A.'IE SERVICE, IF MEASURED SERVICE . 
IS NOT AVAI~U. AT ,ABOUl' A' 50 PERCENT DISCOtmT, '," 

ElIGIBILITY RULES ARE: 

1. !HE DISCO~rr SERVICE MUS! BE THE 

ONLY SERVICE A! YOUR RESIDENCE 
AND IT MUS! BE YOUR PRINCIPAL 
PLACE OF RESIDENCE. 

2. TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME MUST NO! 
EXCEED $11,000 A.~AlLY. 

IF YOU QUALIFY AND WISH THIS SERVICE, PLEASE S·IGN THIS PAGE, ~~ 
RETURN IT WITH YOUR. BILL PAYMENT. CAutION, IF YOU P$Z NOW A LlFE-. 

• '" ___ ," (' ,,.... " l' ,. e ~ '. 

LI1~ CUSTOMER" YOU STILL MUST CERIIFY YOUR ELIGIBILIrY~OR~~OU-W~~ 
, ""' 

.' BE ~~CF..AR.GED-.1'P..E;..~iu.Lt~MEAS'JRED"SERVICE·RAl'E'·rOR~··YOi:rP;··SE~VICE:-"o·~Y-oU .. :', 
WILL-BE"'GI"VEN' ·T.-1E"O?'I'10N-TO'~··C&.A...~GE·-TO···Fl..A..T··-RAIE- . SERVI'CE ~ 

, /"' 

I CERTIFY 'I'RA.1' I MEET 'IRE ABOVEELIGIBILI'I'Y 
RULES AJ.'ID A:iPLY. FOR !HE NEW l.IFELINE' DIS-
COUNT SERVICE.. IUNDERSTA.~ TF.AI !HE PUBlIC 
U'I'ILIIIES· COMMISSION MAY AUI'HORIZE VERIFICATION 
OF MY ELIGIBILITY . 

SIGNATURE DATE 

(END OF APPENDIX 3) 
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·AP?ENPIX C 
PalJe 1 

SERVICE SUPPLIERS 

All-State Com:r.unicat1on:s, Inc .. 
875 Mahler Roaci ,. SI;1 te 140 
Burlingame, CA 94010 

. Attn: Thomas J. MacBride, Jr. 
(415) 954-0237 

Ameri~a':s Choice Telephone Inc. 
1581 Cummins Drive, Suite 145 
Mo.:iestl>, ~. 95351 

• Attn: Thomas J •. MacBride, Jr. 
(415) 954-0231 

Americall Corporation 
525 North Argonaut Street 
Stockton, CA: 95203 

Attn: Thomas· J. MacBride,. Jr .. 
(415) 954-0237 .. 

Ameritel Inc .. 
2950 Camino· Diablo, Suite 110 
Walnut Creek,. CA94596 

Attn:' Thomas. J.. MacBride, Jr .. 
(415) 954-0237 

AT&! Cocmunieations of California, Inc. 
79SFolsom Street, Room 209' 
San Francisoo, CA 94107 ' 

Attn: E.; V~ Forshee. 
C 4 1 5) 4~~2-21 8S: 

American :,!elephoneExcnange 
1005' !l.,relfth Street· 
Sacramento, CA95S14 

Attn: Vietor-10th 
(916) 443-6067 

Amptelco·, Inc .. 
7 Whatney 
Irvine, CA 92714 

Attn: Thomas·J. MacBride, Jr. 
(415) 954-0237 

... 
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Budget-Tel Corporation 
6430 Sur~t Blvd·.,. Suite 1218 
Los Angeles, CA 9002& 

Attn:1'homas J. ~oBride, Jr. 
(415,) 9~237 

CP National Network Services, Inc. 
Concord Airport Plaza 
1200 Concord Avenue 
Concord, CA 94520 

Attn: Michael Holmstrot:, Pres • 
. (415) . c 

.. 
Call U.S.A., Inc: .. 
16519 Victor Street, Suite 321 
Victorville, CA 92392 

Attn: John J. Horne, Pres. 
(619) 245-4411 

A:!-lne~; Corr:rlu!'~ications 
100 South ~acker Or. 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

Att.n: 'S~ial Serv1~es Steven Nemerovs~i 
(312) 269-1485' 

Com-Vest Telecoam~nications 
600 Wes~ Shaw Ave .. , Suite 370 
Fren.50, CA 93704 

Attn: Tracy Armstrong 
(209) 224-18'13 

Creative· Teleeom:nunieations, Inc. 
770 East Shaw,. Suite 230 . 
Fresno, CA 93710 . 

A?PENOIX C 
Pase 2 

Attn: Michael Asb...-,ore, Director of Corporate Affairs· 
(209) 225-1401 

Execuline of' Sacramento 
P.O. Box 163329 
Sacramento·, CA 95816 

Attn: John Halpin, President 
(916) 363-4050 



'. 
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G1'E Sprint. 
1350. Ole Bayshore Highway Suite 580 
Burlingame, CA 94010 

Attn: Dee.' FergUson 
(415) 37S:-20~7 -

LD.C~nicatio~s, Inc. 
1620 N. Carpenter Re. Suit.e cOD 
Modesto, CA 95351, 

Attn: Ronald- E~ Whit.eheae 
(209) 575-288". 

Lo-cALL" USA, ' Inc. 
6140 Horseshoe Bar Rei • Suite "K" 
Loomis, CA,95650 

Attn: Craig Christensen 
(801) 272-9438 ' . 

Me! Communications Corp. 
1 13319thSt. N'tl 
Was~ngton" DC' 20036, 

Attn: 
(202) 872-1600 

NCR Telecommunication Services, Inc. 
1100 South Patterson Blvd. 
Day-~n, Ohio 45479' 

Attn: H. Malovany 
(513) 445-6055 

National!elephone Exchange-Central Coast 
21 Santa Rosa St.. Suite· 200 
San Luis ObiSpo, CA . 

Attn: JohnJ. Watson, .Jr. 
(805) 544-1843 -

The New American Phone Cocpany, Inc., ("NAPeO"). 
2995 North Dixie Hi&~way 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33334 

Attn: Peter A. Haws 

APPEN:OIX C 
Page 3' 
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North America Telephone Inc. 
2050 Bundy' Drive 
Santa Monica ~ CA 90405 

Attn: Thomas. J. ':MacBride, Jr. 
(41S) 954-0237 

Northwest Network, Inc. 
1351 Yu~a Street 
Redc:1ing, CA 95001, ,. 
Attn: Rogel"" K .. Dyer, Pres. 
(916) 245-7571 

Repub11cTelcom Corporation - Pacific 
8300 Norman' Center ,Drive . 
Bloomington, Minn 55437 

Attn: Helen M. Pohlig, Ezq. 
(612) 921-3000 

Satellite Business Systems 
8283 GreensOoro Drive 
Mclean, V1r gini a 22102 

Att.n: Sherry Brown 
(703) 442-5596 

Save Net 
121SW Salmon, Suite i500 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Attn: John, S. Loewen 
(503) 241-0090, 

Southwest Interconnect Corporation 
16781' BernardO Center Drive, Suite 11 
Rancho Bernardo, CA 92':28 

Attn:' John ,Thomas 
(519) 487-3044 

TelaMarketing C~nications, Inc. 
Executive Center, Suite 200 
13902 NorthDale Mabry Highway 
Tampa, Florida 33524 

:, 
A.ttn:,' Steve Grantham 
{813), 952-Q40Ll. 

APPENDIX C 
Page 4~ 



• 

• 

OII83-11-05 ./ALJ(jt' 

Telesphere Network, Inc. 
2211 York Road·", Suite 115 
Oak Brook, Illinois 60521 

Attn: Tricia Breckenridge 
() , 

Tel-Toll,Inc~ 
156 North Main Street 
Bi~op,. CA 93515 

Attn:. John Malaer, President 
(6·19) 873-8076· 
U.. S.. Amer1-c3ll 'Inc .. 
1465l Ventura Blvd. Suite 360 
She~n O~, CA 91403 

Attn:: John Peterson 
(213) 907-9666: 

u.s. Telephone of the West, Inc. 
108 South Akard Street 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

'. 

Attn: William G. Milne, Ceneral Counsel 
(214)741-1957 . 

United 'I'elenetworks, Inc. 
226 Hillcrest Rd., 
Berkeley, Ck 94705 

Attn: Frank, Nagelmnn 
(415) 652-2786 

Western Union Telegraph Company 
745 S.flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 900,' 7 . 

Attn: D. J. Chisholm" 
(213:) 612-2000" 

lXestern tJr.ion International, Inc. 
1133 ~',Street, N ~W .. 
Washilig'ton, D .. C. 20036 

RCA Global Corr:nunications, Inc. 
60 Broad Street'· 
New York,. New'York 10004 
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'IRt' 'telecQn1l1.lnications Co:poration 
l747. per.nsylvania Ave. ,N.W. 
WaslUtl9ton, D.C. 20006· 

I'J."T World COnmmications, . Inc. 
, 00 Plaza Drive 
Secaucus, Ne'N' Jersey 07096· 

F'ICCOmmunications , Inc. 
90 John Street . 
New York, New York 10038 

Graphnet, Inc. 
99 W.· Sheffield Avenue 
Englewood,. New Jersey 0763l 

General CoIrm.mications Ser .. , Inc. 
L"'I'perial COmmunications Cotps .. 
10300 N. Central Expressway,. Bldg. 0430 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Peninsula Radio 
PeninsulaFadio Secretarial Service 
600 S .. AIrphlett Blvd. 
San !v1'.ateo, CA 94402 

. 
" 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 
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APPENDIX D 
Page 1 

TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH UTILITIES 

c.P. National 
P. O. Box 4032' 
Concord. CA 9452.1+ 

Attn: R1charc1 Wo,lf 
Revenue Requirements Manager 

(4'5) 680-7100 ' 

Calav~r~$ Telephone Co~p~ny 
P. O. Box 37 
Copperopoli3, CA 9522: 

Attn: Mr. Howar~ J. Tower 
Pre$~dent 

(209) 785-22" 

California Oregon Telephone Co~p~ny 
60' State 'Street , 
Hoo~' Ri vcr. Oregon 97031 

At.tn: T.A~ Vane 
Director or Revenues 

(503) 386-22'11 

Capay Valley Telephone System, Inc. 
P. O.Box 7 
Guinda, C~ 95637 

Attn: Mr .. Andrew E. Smit.h 
Pre3ident. 

(9,6) 79c..;.3000, 

Cit1zecs,Utilit.ie3 Company 
P. 0 .. Box 2218 
Rec~irig. CA: 9600' 

Attn: Mr. D. ~. Oe~treicher 
Vice Pre3i~ent - Cen~ral Man~ger 

(9'6) 5.1+7-53" 
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Continental lelephone Company of California 
P. O. Box 5246 
Baker3f'1eld. CA 93308 • 

Attn: J. A. Moffit 
~st. Vice Pre~1c1ent 
Revenue Requirements 

(805)393-40-' , 

_ Continental Telephone Service Corp. 
~estern Division 
P. O.:80x 521.16 
Baker$f'1eld, CA·9930e 

Attn: , Mr. Mare Stone, . 
Rate~·. &.·'I'arifr~. 
A3$ist~nt'Revenue Director 

(805) 393..1JO" 

Dorris Telephone Company 
P. O. Box.·8-47. 
Dorr1$, CA 932'1a 

Attn: Mr. Robert H. Edgar 
President 

(916) 397-22" 

Ducor Telephone Coopany 
23499 Avenue 56 
Ducor. C~' 93218·' 

Attn:' Mr .. Virgil Roome 
Pres1de:l~ 

(20~) ~34-22"1 

. Evan$Tele~hone Comp~ny 
P. O. Bo:c518 
Patterson, CA. 95363 . 
Attn: Hr .. s. E. Davis . 

:' PreSident 
(209) 892-6222 

Forezthill Telephone Company, Inc. 
P. O~ Box 236, 
Fore~thill. CA 953S1 

Attn: Mr. Ralph Hoeper 
President 

(916) 367-2222 

. . 
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General Telephone Company or Ca11~orn1a 
P.o •. Box 889 
Santa Monica, CA 90406 

Attn: Spencer Her%berger 
Vice Pl"e:s1dent 
Revenue Requ1rement~ 

(213), 393-931' 

Happy ValleyTelcphoneCoopany 
P.O. Box 9600 
Stockton, ,CA 95208,· 

Attn:: Mr. K .. J. ilater~ 
. ' Pr~~ident 

(209) 951-3361 

. Horn1to:s, Telephone Cocp3ny 
P .. 0 .. Box 9600· 
Stoekt.on. CA 9520~ 

Att.n:- Mr .. K .. J. Water~ 
Pre~1dent 

(209) 95J-336,. 

Keroan,Telepnone COlllp:;ny 
759 $outhMadera Avenue 
Kerman~' CA 93630 

Attn: 1'.1"., Wim.G. Se'Da~tian 
Pre:s1dent 

(209) 846-9318 

:"iv1:lg~:or.''l'elephonc Coopany 
P .. o. Box 51S: 
Patterson,~ CA 953~3 

Attn: ~1r·. S •. E. :Oav1~ 
~e~1dent 

(209) 892-6222 

. , .. 
" 
/ 

\' , , 

',f 

I, 

Mat'ipo~a County 'I'elf:phone Comp~ny;. Inc .. 
P. O. Box 219 
Oakhur$t" CA, 936.1:.4 

Attn: Mz. Edith Marie Baker 
P:-e:Sident 

(209) 6e3~6," 
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~ Pacit1c' Bell 

14C, New-,Mootgomery St. 
SanFraDc1'~c~., CA',94105 

Attn': R. B .. Roche 
~t. V .. P. 

(41)> 5Jl2-3S1$ 

P1nn3clez, Telephone Company 
340 Live Oak Road' 
Paie1ne$. CA 95043' 

Attn: Mr. Rex Bryan 
Prezident 

(408) 389-4500 

The Ponderosa !elephorlt~· CocpOlny 
P. O. Box 21 
O'Neol$. CA 9~654 

Attn: Mr. E. L. Silkwood 
President. 

(209) 868-3312 

',_ Rozev11h 'I'e:'ephon~ Comp~ny 
P. O. Box 969 
Roseville, Ch 95661 

Attn: Mr. Robert L. Doyle 
President-Ceneral ManOl~er 

(9'6) 786-6'6' 

Sierra Telephone Coopany, Inc. 
P. 0,. "Box 219, 
Oakhurs~, CA 93644 

Attn: Mr'. Harry H. Baker Jr. 
Prezident 

(209) 683-46", 

The Si~kiyou 'Telephone Cocp.~ny 
P. o. Box 705, 
Fort Jone~, CA 96032 

~, 

Attn: Mz. Eleanor Hendr1ck$ 
Prez1den~ and Gener~l Man~ger 

(916) 468-2222 

APPENDIX D' 
Page 4 
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Tuolumne Tele~hone Com~any 
P. O. Box 4032' 
Concor4,., CA 94524. 

Attn: Mr. John Peter~on 
Manager 

(209) 928-4202 

!he Volcano'Ielel>hone Cotnpany 
P.O. Box 1070 
Pine Grove, CA 95665,' 

. 
Attn: Mr. J. W.Welch 

Pre~1dent 

(209) 295-7502' 

", 

We3t C02St Tel~phone Comp:ny of Cal1fornia 
P. O. Box 1003 
Everett, U3sh1ngton 93206 

Attn: . Mr. Don J. Solle 
Vice Pre~ident. 

(206) 25$-5321 

(END OF APPE~IX 0) 
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DO~ALD VIAL. Commissioner, Concurring: 

1 concur in the decision, but disagree with the w~y 
the schedule 'If adopted cnarzes builds i1".to the Xoore lifeline 

/J 

rate the discri1:lin3tory impact of the restructuring of the tclephon,c 
industry on rural areas. 

I't is clear 'that rural ratepayers have experienced grea'tcr 
increases in basic r~tes than urban areas .. and arc continuing to 
do so .. as a result of the introduction of long lines competition 
and the dismantling of the Bell System. Further. at hearings 
in both Fresno and Sacramento. we rcpeatly were' remnde'd that many 
of the toll calls in rural areas arc necess.lry rather than discrctionJ.ry .. 
type calls. We were urged to take t:his, fact: into, account in 

it:l?lcr:lenting the Moore bill. Yet the schedule of charges' adopted 
today provides that the Moore lifeline rate in both rural and urban 
areas will be 50% of a.pplicab1e basic or measured rate. as the case 
may be, of 'the telephone' company providing service, thus integrating 

• • r • 

the differential rate increases in rural areas into the'Hoorelifeline 
rate itself, now and into the future. For example, if the basic 
rate in a rural area has gone up 100% Dnd the comparable rate. in 
an urban area has gone up 50,% since res truc curing , that differential 
rate increase would be. reflected in the. Moore lifeline ch~rges for the 

rural and urban areus involved. 
One of the very purposes of the Moore Universal. Telephone 

Service Act was to help overcome this ~ind of discriminatory i~pact. 
Section 739.2(a), in fact, specifically ~~ndates that we take into 
account differentials in the cost of providing service caused by 
geographical differences. While we do allow ~ 50% reduction in 
so-called "mileage rates" as part of the schedule of charges. that alone 
does not confront the more basic, problem that exists in rural areas wherr, 
mileage rates arc not applica~le.' 



• 
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" 

I ~,.;rould ha.ve preferred that we hold .:tdopted the rc:cOQr~endatiol'l. 

of our Aclministrative Law Judge. who urged us to adopt s fixed 
lifeline r.:lte. applicable sta:cwidc in both urban and '! r1;ra.l areas. 
His reco~endation also would have applied the 50% reduction ~o 
mileage rates contained in the schedule of adopted charges. By 
pegging the amount to Pacific's basic :::-ate the Al.J's approach would. 
have protected rural ratepayers qualifying for the Moore lifeline 
rate from the discriminatory consequences of the demise of our 
national. integrated telephone system. At the same ti~e his 
s~raigh~-forward approach would have provided more of a cusn~on 
to rural low-income fa1:lilies in connection with their toll call 
problems. 

Lackin,g support for this preferred approach. I proposed 
a-second alternative which was also rejected by the ~jority. It 
would have provided simply that no Moore lifelin,e rate may exceed 
150% of Pacific's comparable Moore ~ifelinc rate. In offsetting to: 
some extent the adverse impact of the industry·'s restructuring on 

rur~l areas. the effect of this latter proposal would have been to 
"cap" the growing differential between urban. and rural rates· for 
pu.~oses of implementing the Yloorc Universal Telephone Service Act. 

In shor~, we could have done a lot better job in dealing 
with the special problems of rural ratepayers without aff~cting 
in any significant way the amount of funds being generated by this 
decision for use in non-rural areas to preserve our universal 
telephone system. 

April 18, 1984 
San Francisco. California 

~~-.D VIAL. Commissioner 
"'! 
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BEFORE TEE l'U3LIC U~!LI~IES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAL'IFOmr:::A 

Investigation on the Commission's· ) 
own motion into the method of ) 
implementation of the Moore ) 
Universal Telephone S·ervice Act. ) 

-------------------------) 

OIl 8~-1 1 -05· 
(Filed Novembe "';O~ 198;) 

(See A~pendix A tor 

INTERIM ORD 

Decision Sumnary / 
This deciSion implement/the Moore Universal Telephone 

Service Act1 which became law i~SePtember 1983.' The Act is the 

Legis1.ature'sresponse to poter'tia.l increa.ses in telephone bills due 
to the: .. breakup ot American T&lephone and Telegraph Company' s (AT&~) 

.1ldl":Systet:." ~he Act is" 10nded to provide" affordable 1000.1" . . 

telephone service tor the tee9-Y, the invalid, the elderly, and :-ural' 
customers. The Act ma.nda.-tes that this· COmtlission establish:. a 

subsidized telephone selvice tunded by a limited tax on. suppliers ot 
intra.state t:leco~ions service. 

As ~ by this new law, the COmI:lission, by this 
deCision, establishe:'s eligibility for the subsidy based on a 
ho'!;.sehold income test of approximately $11 ,000 or less· :per year; the 
subsidy, as pro,vided by law, applies only to service to the 
recipient's principal place 0-: residence,· and only to ae,ingle . 

telephone line to that res'idence .. 
The COmI:l1ssion estab,lisnes procedures. for determining 

eligi bill ty be-see on sel!-certi:!iC2.tion as perci tted by th'e Act';, ,~he 

.1 A'3 1304.8, Cl':.. 1~4), Stz.::s. 198~. 

- 1 -
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In our opinion, the idea of a program administrator would 
create ~~ additional unnecessary layer o~ bureaucracy~ It would 
drain needed funds from the program tor administration and delay the 
program's start date. 

Other suggestions were that applicants apply to' a~propriate 
sta.te agencies such as th.e, Department of Social Services, the 
Commission's Consumer Affairs Branch, or the Ca.lifornia Depa.rtment of 
Consumer Affairs. Another suggestion was some sort of proof issued 
by a.social agency or the Commission. TURN suggested that since no 
income test would be imposed under its proposa.l, elig1 bili ty could be ' 
established by phone companies checking a customer's service records 
"!or basic service at a principal residence a.gainst additional 
addresses or services provided. No application tor service or 
further investigation would be required. 

We will authorize self-certification, which will be easy-to 
co~ply with for applicants and administratively sim~le for the 

• telephone companies. This will also satisfy a c.r!ticism made', 
concerning potential abuse 0'1: information pro-Vided to the telephone 
companies. We realize there may be some~i:pient abuse 'of the 
progr~ by using th.is method. In the l£g run, those abuses will not 
cost nearly as much as a large-Sca~~~uree.ucratic administrative 
program. Self-certification couPl~ with the three,sim~le 
,eligibility criteria we are ac.oPrng should hel.p those who a.re . 
eligible maxicize their partic~ation~ 

. The sel!-certi!1catilOn should take :place once per year or 

• 

/ . . 

i"! eligibility criteria cha.?Be. The certification will be tiled with 
the telephone compa.ny proviAing service to the applicant and will be 
all that is :-equired oy tlle telephone compa.ny to 1nstitute·11feline 
service. We will requir/the telephone companies to send a not1~e 
d.escribing the progra.r:l/~nd the self-certification form each month tor 
the first three month¥ of the prograc and yearly • ereatter to all 
suoscribers. Appendix ~ is 8. sample of thefi ot ce and torm required. . 

- 10 -
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Tax Base and Tax Rate 
The Moore Act authorizes the Co~ission to set a tax of u~ 

to 4~ on interLA~Aintrastate telecomtlunicat1ons services, intrastate 
telecommunications services on a basis not de:f'inedby LA~A boundaries 
and, if needec., a tax on intraLATA intrastate telecommunications 
services. The Act defines intras,tate teleco:ununications service as 
pril:larily service 'tor which there 1s a toll charge plus certain . / 

limited telecoctlunications bet ....... een exchanges. From/in~ortl3.tion filed 
.' / with usb:r the telephone companies, primarily PaC"if1c Bell, General 

Telephone, and Continental, it appears that M~e Act services can be 
, / 

financed with a. tax on only interLATA intra .. ate services plus, 
intrastate services not defined 'by LA:A b During the !irst 
year, however, we will set the tax at t maximum 4% so that we can 
be reasonably assured the program wil support itself. We rec<>gnize 
that we may later have to include il1traLATA intrastate servic,es it 
the tax does not generate enou~~ t~fund the prograc. We also 

I ' 
• an:tic.ipa::e that some eligi ole ho eholds .Ni~l not choose to apply tor 

the service, which will rec.uce e potentially :-equired funding., 
rres,ent Lifeline Service 

• 

PacifiC Bell has t~ most extensive lifeline servicea~ the 
present time. It is availa e to anyone who applies for it, and 
costs 32.67 a month. This includes up to ;0 local untimed. calls; 
after ;0 calls there is a charge for each 1ndividual call ranging 
:trom 10 to 15 cents. Ge eral ~'ele;phone has a :orm ot lifeline which 
is pricarily a redueedfost mea.sured. ra.te service. In both PaCific 
Bell's and General Tellephonets current general rate cases, there' are 

( . 
alternate proposals for revising lifeline service. However, these 
were made prior to the Commission's OII in, this' p,roceeding. At .. our 
April 2 e:: banc hearing we agreed to discontinue current li!eli·ne 
which we will do July 1, 1984. 

It we were to continue li!eline service, which. is,a ba:gain­
rate measured rate service:, we would have to s.et the service and 'the 

- 15 -
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charges somewhere between full rate service and the lifeline service 
we are instituting in this decision. We see no need. to do that. 
~here are many service options for people today who· do not use the 
telephone extensively. More than 80~ of Pacific :Bell'scus'tomers, 
have optional measured rate service available, which can be used, to, 
reduce one's telephone bill. 
Starting the Program 

We will o·rder the progratl started July 1" 1984 yWe . 
recognize this will create some difficulties tor the ~rephone 
companies in 1nforl:ing customers of the program. AJ,..$o" there will be . / 
a delay in the receipt of revenues from the Moore et Fund, revenues 
required to reimburse the telephone companies. In the general order 
which will be established to administer the ogram" we will provide 
a pr<?cedure tor the revenue reimbursemen~ Is to be recovered as an 
administrative cost 1':-00 the Moore Act Furid. 

Attached as AppendixE 1S~S ple notiee which we will 
~ order sent to all customers in the fi st regular billing possible 

a!ter the da.te of this deciSion. W expect, after consultation with 
/ 

• 

the tele:P'hone companies, that thejfirst'notices will go out between 
~O and 45 days from todey. Mo~~/cu~tom~~;t~~re, will be 
notified 1'ri.or. t~ July ~. ~ they ~j,.t.~~ 
~~ Pticr, to ~ adjustments to their b~ , ~ 
made retroa.etivelYfif~:!:uali:t'y for the SUbS:.di. JI"1gain, the ••• ~. 
contemp,lated general orde .. can contain guidelines for that situation. 
Pro~ram Ad:ir.istration ' = 

Admin1strati n o.'! the program will involve this ,Commission, 
telephone companies oviding service, service sup:p1iersdesignated 
by the COI:lI:lission wJio will be pa.ying the tax, the State :Soard' of 
Equaliza.tion, an0he' State Controller. Respondents indicated d,u:-ing 
the hearings that a. Commission genera.l order to cover administrative 
procedures was the desi:-ed vehicle f,or administrative purposes. 
~herefore, we will order est"ablishment of wo'rkshops to be conducted 

- 16 -
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by our Communications Division staff with oversight by :the a.ssigned 
Commissioner and ALJ to develop such a general order. The first one 
will 'be held May 10, 1984 at 10 a.m. in San Francisco at the State 
:Building. 
Service SUEpliers 

The Moore Act defines those telecommunicat-ions companies / . 

subject to the tax as "service suppliers," (Reveyue and Taxation Code 
(RT Code) § 44016), and requires the Commissio~to send a list o~ 

.. ~ 
service suppliers to the Board o! EqUali:::?~n together with the tax 
rate immec.iately upon making its determi/::on of the tax rs.te. (R~ 

Code § 44042.) Appendix C is the list ~ service suppliers as 
determined by this Commission's Commu~cations Division. 
Serving Tele~hone Companies J'_ 

The Moore Act requires t e Commission to· order every 
telephone corporation providing cal service to tile a sChedule o'! 
rates and charges tor the unive sal telephone service adopted by the 

• Comr:.ission; and those corpora :ions a:-e:-ec;,uired to accept . 
applications for universal s rvice according to a procedure specified 
by the Coceission, includi g informing their subscribe·rs how they may 
qualify ~or and obtain th service. (PU Code § 739.2;(c).) 
Appendix D is the lis.t 0/ those telephone corporations providing 
local service as deter~ed by this Commission's Communications 
Division and Appendix is the suggested notice. 

It will be noted the.t we have no'tincluded cable teleVision 
corporations (Cable TV) or radiotelephone utilities (RTUs) in 
Appendixes C and/or D. On, December 29, 1983 the Allie·d 
Radiotelephone Utilities o! California f'iled 'a motion to sever or 
dismiss OI! 8;-11-05 as to RT'Us. :By intermediate ruling. of the A'ZJ 
the motion to sever ·,.,as denied; we concur. C.once·rning the :lotion to' 
dismiss, we join it in the ruling we hereby make that. Cable TV and 
RTU companies, as they are operating at the present time, are not 
subject to the Moore Act because they are neither service sup,pliers 

• no~. telephone eo~pora.Hons p~oviding local service as those· terms· a.re 

- 17 -
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Conclusion of Law 
Under § 739.2 of the PU Code and § 44041 of the RT Code, 

the Commission may order establishment of universal telephone service 
provided by the following order, which is just and reasonable. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1 .. By June 1, 1984, every telephone corporatio.n:'iisted in 

, /. 
Appendix D shall tile a schedule of rates and .ch~:cges tor universal 
telephone service ~o become e!!ecti ve July 1 ,1,.9'84, and in' accordance 
with Gene'ral Orde'r 96-A. / ' 

2. The service and the rates and charges of the filing 
. / 

required by Ordering Paragraph 1 shall ~as outlined in ~indings 9, 
12, 14, 16, 17, and 18 0'£ this decisid. 

3. On the first billing CYC1~racticable, every telephon~ 
co:-poration listed in Appendix'D s ~ll notify each of'its customers 
of the availability of universal telephone service with a notice that 
is similar in content and inte. '" as that shown in. Appendix B'. 

• 4. The tax rate requir,dby RT Code § 44041, is se: at 4~ and 
shall apply to interLATA in~astate telecommunicat'ions services and 

• 

intrastate te!eCOmmunic~a"i ~s services not de,'!1nec. by·' LATA bounda,ries. 
5. I The list of ser ice suppliers required by RT Coee .§ 44041 

I ' 

is set forth in Appendi C.. ' 
6. , The Commissio"n's Executive Di:ector shall iaedi,ately 

I / 

notify the Board of Efoua.lization that the Commission has set the tax 
ra.te, the telecoI:lI:lunlica.tions service to which it applies.,,' and the 
service suppliers t-6 be taxed and serve· this de,ci3ion on the Board of 
Eoualizat'ion. j , ... . 

, ' 

7 •. The staf!,o! the Couission's Communications Division shall 
convene and conduct meetings with all respondents and interested 
parties who wish to s.ttend to develop and file with the Commiss.ion 
for its consideration a proposed general orde:- to govern 
administration of the Act. The fi:-st meeting,sha~l be May 10, .1984 
at 10 a .• ::. in the State Building, San Francisco • 

- 21 -
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8. This proceeaing shall be held open to consider the general 
order refer~ed to in Ordering Paragraph 5, amend Appendixes C and D 
as ~equired, and adjust the tax base and rate it required. 

~h.is order t~ effective today. L" 
~tJR 1 8 1984 ' Dated , at San Fran sco, California. 

I will issue a concurring opinion. 

/ 

/ 
,I 

DONALD VIAL 
Commissioner 

LZON:.RD M. GRIMES • .m. 
?:-o::i dotl:t 

VICTOR c~VO' . 
PRISCILLA C. GRZW 
DON ... \LD VIAL . 
WILLIAM' '1' • SAGLEY ) 

, .' Commis:d.o::.crs 

i 
, ' 

,.' 
..,1,' 

• 
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