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Decision 88 03 042 MAR 11 1988 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investi~ation on the Commission's 
own mot1on into 97~ Information 
Access Service. 

) 
) 
) 

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

And related matters. 
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1.85-04-047 
(Filed April 17, 1985) 

Case 8~-06-012 
(Filed June S, 1986) 

Case 8'~-1~-014 
(Filed December S, 198:6), 

Case 8~-12-0~2" 
(Filed December 23, 198~,) 

, Case S.~i2-063 
(Filed December 23, 1986), ,: 

Case 86';"12-064 
(Piled December ~3, 198-6), 

case 8'7-1>1-007 
(Filed January 7, 1987) 

case 81-04-0;09 .,. 
(Filed April'S-,. 19S-7),,,': 

case 87-04-03.J. 
. (Filed Ap~il16,.1987) . 

case 8:7"':08-026-
(~iled August 1,4,. 198.7' 

",,' 

ORDER MODIFYING . DECX~XQN' 87-12=038 

APPlication~ torrehearinq of Decision (D .. ) , 87-12-038 
" . 

have been fil~d' by·Phone' Programs, Ine~ ,C:PPX) and I~or.mation· 
Providers Association,:. (IPA). In' addition:,. petitions for', .... 
modifi~tion ha.vebeen filed by Toward Ut'ility Rate Normalization' . 
(TORN:) andPaeific Bell. .' 

We .have considered .·:.thc ,alleqaticns raised in the above 
filings, and are··prepared,todayto qrantthe Petition' for 
Modification of' 'I"tT.RN'. to-redu'eethe.chargc "for non-lifeline' 
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I.85-04-047, C.86-06-012 et al. L/ cip-

residential blocking to $.01, have all sums collected to date and 
collected in the future recorded in a memorandum account subject 
to refund and order Pacific and General to' refrain from billing 
for blocking. ~he Commission may review the charge for 
unblocking 976 service in a separate proceeding~ 

~heCommission has come to this decision based on many 
factors. The testimony of public witnesses such. as Betty Defea, 
representing the California PTA and its one; million members and 
Theresa Hillman, representing Parents Against Pacific Bell first," 
raised the notion that blocking should be offered on a free of' 
charge basis. Witness J~anne Masokowski, representing Bay Area 
Citizens Against Pornography, also testifie~ that ,there should:be 
a no~charge option for blocking. These witnesses took this 
position as the most practical way to ensure that california 
ratepayers were protected from the ,abuses tbathave plagued 97& 
lAS since its inception in 1983-. The COlDlllission a9'X'ees~ 

In public witness hearingsand~ in testimony numerous 
parties testified as to the large number of consumer,complaints 
about unauthorized· 976 calls mac:leon residential phone 'lines and: ' 

"' "I; 

the difficulty that consumers have in controlling the use of 
those lines. One such case' was of a window: washer at the, state 
Building in San Francisco whose grandsons :;.pent $1500, on 976 
calls to win a Walkman7:V. Rather than being'the exception".this 
witness' story was typical of the approximately 6,000complairits,: 
that consumers have made to the commission: to date regarding 976:, 
lAS abuses. FUrther evidence otthese: pro~lelnS ea:me' in testl.lnony" 
concerning the high 10% to 14% adjustment 'rate for 976 calls that 
has" occurred in recent months. ,Pursuant to D.8$-11-02S and, 
D.87-01-042, Pacific and General' hive" implemented a one-tilllei

, 

adjustment policy for reimbursement'tocustomersfor unauthorized' 
976 calls. In: addition,' the ComrD.is~ion ~lieve$ that"byorde~~g' 
th,e blocking option to' be provided' residential" customers at no­
cost, california eonsumers will ,be' well positioned to. protect .,' 
themselves.against 97& lAS abuses. (See Exhibit, 98 regarding 

. " . . . '. ' 

Pennsylvania's implementatiol'l'of'a'l'lo charge blocking option.) 
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I.85-04-047, C.86-06-012 et al. L/ cip 

Given the large number of consumer protection problems 
. inherent in a service such as 97&, which allows commercial 
ventures to link up with the market ~f a regulated monopoly 
telephone utility and attach their billing tor 97& calls'directly 
to the revenue collection ~f the regulated utility, it is only 
equitaJ:)le that the cost of :blocking should be borne by the 976 

providers as an integral part of the cost of doing business under 
our 97& lAS tariff arrangements'. Ratepayers who have not asked 
for these services should not bear these costs. 

However, while the Commission takes this position as a 
matter of poliey, the requirements of PO: Code Section ZSS4 
mandate that the Commission charge residential 'customers for" 
blocking. 'nle amount of the charge, may not;. by statute exceed, 
$5. TORN, in its Petition for Modification, notes the mand.atoiy: , 
ianguage of PO' Code Section, 28:84 and requests that the comm.i~sion' 
order a $.O~ charge which wo~ld comply w1th the statute • 
Accordingly, for the present',. the Commission is constrained: by 
Code Section 2884 to impose some charge,. but we will adopt the, 
smallest possible charge - $0.01 and' order the billing of such 
charges suspended pending further order of the Commission. The 
Commission notes that it anticipates 'legislative ,action to revise,' 
ptT Code section Z8~4 to allow for the institution of the no , ' 

charge option for residential blocking- I 
, , . , I 

Pacific's Petition'for Modification is denied because 
it cannot be sustained in the face of the mandatory nature of PO 
Code Section 2884. 

For the above reasons, the Commission grants 'the , 
Petition for Modification of TURN and denies the Petition for 

, , ., 

Modification of Pacific,. The Applications for Rehearing ot 
Information Providers Association anClPhone Progral%lS aredenie~. 

Phone Programs request for a stay and oral argument are denied.,' ' . 
Hearings set to be held on the' cost; allocation phase of .. 

the blocking scheme shall be suspended pending' ',further order of 
the Commission. 
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'. ,I; 



• 

•••• 

I.8S-04-047, C.86-06-012 et al. L/ cip 

Therefore, 
IT IS ORDERED that 0.87-12-038 is modified as follows: 

1. Line 22 on page 2 the sum of $2 is changed to $.01. 
2. Page Sf line :3 insert after wIP'sw on line :3, wPacific 

in its Petition for Modification has changed this position. 
Pacific now advocates a no cha~ge option.w 

3. On page 27 - delete paragraphs 2 & 3. 
4. Line 11 on page 28, delete the' entire paragraph after 

W976 numbersW and insert the following: 

"In the interim and no. later than March 14, 
19S5, the telephone companies shall o.ffer 
each residential subscriber blocking of all 
intrastate 976 numbers for the sum of $.01. 
Subscribers should· be advised of this option 
by. a notice enclosed with their monthly bills 
in a timely manner •. The- notice shall be 
developed with input from the parties and 
reviewed by the Office of the PUblic Advisor, 
to inform, ratepayers of. the availability of 
blocking. Conswnersshouldbe clea.rly 
advised that the.decision to block will 
result in the inaccessibility of all 
intrastate 976 programs. The notice may 
indicate that when ordering blocking, a 
conswner may intend only.to. block certain 
programs ,however, the result of blockinq 
will be that all intrastate 976 programs, 
regardless .of subject matter, -type of 
program, or cost, will be' inaccessible. We 
hope that this Wall or.nothingW situation 
will' soon be alleviated· by the introduction 
of aninformationserviee in a format that 
enables ratepayers to selectively block. 
Tnerefore, the notice shall also apprise the 
subscriber of the interim nature of the 
present blocking, option and of .the' fact that 
the Commission will,. at a later date, revise 
the blocking service. 

5-. Delete the 1st &. 2nd paragraphs on page 29'. In its 
place insert the following sentence: 

WWe find that the direct costs of blocking 
should be recorded in a memorandum account by 
Pacific and General. " Pacif,ic' and General are 
further ordered- to refrain froxnbilling 

- 4 - .. 
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I.85-04-047, C.86-06-012 et al. 'L/ eip 

customers for non-lifeline residential 
blocking authorized in D.8.7-12-038 pending 
further order of the Commission. 

6. On page 34 - line 15 the word Htwo dollarsH should ~ 
replaced with $.01. 

7. On page 35 - Finding of Fact 18 should be deleted. 
8.. 

to :L8. 

9. 

On page 3S - Finding of Fact 19 should be renumbered 

On page 35 - Add the following Hfindings of fact"'. 

H20. All ~lockin~ charge revenues, prior t~ 
a final decision 1n this proceeding, should 
be collected subject to· refund and. recorded 
in a memorandum account. 

21~ All billing for· residential 976 lAS 
blocking should. cease effective ilmned.iately 
pending further order of the' Commission.'" 

10.. On page. 37 - line 22' delete the words "'two dollars'" ~d: 
replace them with "one cent". 

IT IS F'O'RTH:ER ORDERED, that the further hearings on 
cost alloca.tion of 976 blocking lAS oxdered by D .. 87-12-03s.. are 
hereby suspended. pending furth~.r· order of the Commission .. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated' MAR' 11 1988, at San Francisco, 

California. 

- s-

STANLEY w. HULEtt' 
President 

DONALl) VIAL 
FREDERICK It' DUDA ',' " 
C.' MITCHELL WILlC . 
JOHN B. ORANlia.N· . 

CoaunissiODeD 

't, . 
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case 8:7-04-0·3-l. 
(Filed April 16, 1987) 

) case 87~S-026 
__________________ ~~----------__ ) (Filed August 1.4, 1987 

owmL !!OJW'XXN!i !!ECWON: 81-}2-033 

APPlications for rehearing of Decision. (D.) 87-l.Z-03~ 
have l:>een filed br Phone Programs" ~~c. (PPI)' and .. I~orlnation 
ProvidersAssoci~ion (IPA). In addition, petitions for' . 
modification ha~~ l:>een filecl'l:>y Toward trtility Rate N'or.malization 
(1'ORN) and Pacific Bell. . 

We hive considered the alj~egations: raised in the above· '. .' 
/ ' . , " 

!ilinqs, and are prepared today to grant the Petition tor ..... ,,', ...... . 
Mod.ifi.catiO~ otT'tT.RN' to· reduce. the' charge for non-liteline~:0:':'~:-'-; :,:~.~~~':":.--:-"::.:' " 
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resid~ntial blocking to $.01, have all sums colle~ed to date and 
collected in the future recorded in a.memorandum account.subjeet 

. ~:~,;":;':::/" :-.;..~ :;;.... ~' .. ',.,." ~', ,_ , ..... , .... _~f.. .' ~ ," .".'," .. _"' ........ , .L- ...... ':'~.'.v- .... 10" 0: .. '. 

'... . .. ·to.'ret"Und· and order Pacific and c;ener~l ·to· refra:i:ri:""from,'-bil1inq' 
.. '._:;:". "~,'. 1~(:.~,:~ . ..,.; .. ,I."~;_.:. ,'~''' . ..-.:..:.. '~ ,,',: t,. • ,",_" '.' .... : •. 1. ", /\:.,_:<, .. :" , __ .~~.":"':. .... ,.~"":: ... : ~"~" ' . 
. : ..... :: .. " .:: :for -blocld.ng-~.· 'rhe Commission may re,view the charge' for 

' .... ' .. "" uribi~~-n~t976 .serv:.ce· in a separa~'.proceed:tng~· ." , '. 

•• 

. )' :;,:-: .... ~·:.·~::~·:.ihe'·comnuss::ton has.,come/totllis decision' based on many 
",.:-,.,.,~.j, .. ,;,t'''''~''j''. ","'.. .~. " ' , ~~ , '. . 

....... ··~a:.t~~~ .•. ~:.'I'??-~ te~~~~ny:. ~f .pul:1?i:c witn~~~es ~ueb._ as ~ttY. De~eal' 
-represent~riq"the California ~ and its' one million members ana 

• .. " .".> . ". c. • ,. ••• '. • • • • 

Theresa Killman, representinq'Parents Against Pacific Bell first 
..' . .... l . _. ',' _.' .' . 

ra~~~ .t;h~ ne>tion, :~:h~~ .. blo~kin9' .. should· .'be. offeree. ona free. o:t 
charge- basis.": witnesS. Jo~ne Mas~kowski,.. representing Bay Area: 
citizens Against pornogrciPhY, '. -also- testified that there should be' 
a 'no-~geoption for-fioCking ..... These witnedses tookthls. .' 
position -as the most practical way to ensure.· that California . 
·1· 

ratepayers were protected from the abuses that'have plagued 976 
IAS since its inception in 198,3-.. The' co:m.mission agreeS .. 

In public/witness hearings and in testimony numerous 
parties testified j,..s to· the large n\lln.ber. of consu:m.er complaints' ,,_. 
about unauthorized 97~ calls made on residential phone lines and 
the difficulty tiat consumers have in 'control1ing the use of 

f . '. . . 
those lines. One suCh case was of a window washer at the State 

Building in sarj. Francisco whose grandsons. spent $i500' on 976 

calls to· win a{ Wallanan TV. Ra.ther than being the exception,. this' 
witness' storf was typical of the approximately 6.,.000 complaints 
that consumers have made to the commission to date regarding .97& 
IAS abuses. ! Furth~r evidence of, these problems came in testilnonyl 
concerning (he high 10% to· 14,% adjUstment. rate for 97~ calls that: 
has occurred in recent :months.. Pursuant to- D.8:5-11-028: and . 

I . 
0 .. 8:7-01-042, Pacific and: General h.ave implemented a one-tilne 
adjustmen-c' policy- for reimbursement to customers for unauthorized 

I .' . 

976 C1J.l1s/~ In aaaition, the Commission b~lieves. that by ordering:: 

,. 
I, 
I 

the blo~in~ option to be providedresi4ential customers at no ,. 
cost, Ca4ifornia consumers will be well.positioned'to-proteet I ...,.,.' .. ' . 
tbemseJ..ves against 976 :tAS abuses. (See EXh.iDi~9S. reqard·:tDC]'· I' - ••• , 

.. '. pennsflvania's ilnplementa tion of a no: charqe ..l:>lock.inq., option.~) 

-'Z· -

, 
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Given the large number of consumer protection problems 
inherent in a service· such. as 976-,. 'whie"tf allows'·coi.am.~rcial, :. 
ventures. to . link up . with. the market' otl a' re9Ulated.:m6n.~p61Y _ 
teleph~~e' utility and attach. their ¥lling .tor 976 ~lis·dir.ectlY 
to the revenue collection of the regulated utility, it is only 

. eqUit~le that the cost of blOC~~ g should be borne by the- 976-
proyider~as .an . integral parto'f.- the- _cos": of doing business .under 
our 976 IAS tariff arrangement. Ratepayers.wh.o have not asked 

. I 
for these seryicc~ should not ear these co~ts. 

However, while the Commission takes this position as a 
. -':matter of 'policY, . the rCqU:t ements of PO- Cocie Section 288:4 - , 

mandate that the Commissio ch.arge· residential ~stomers for 
blocking. 'I'he amount o~e charg'e may not,. by statute exceed 
$5. TaRN, in its Petiti Xl. for'Modification, notes the mandatory 
ianguag'e of PU Code Sa ion Z8S4 and requests that the Commission 
order a $.01 charg'c W~Ch would coxnply.with the statute_ 
Accordingly, for thej~resent,. the Co~ission is constrained by 
Code: Section ZS84 ;.0" impose some charge,. but we will. adopt the 
smallest possible~arge - $0.01 and order the bil~in9' of SUcA 

charges suspended! pending further order of the Commission~ 'I'he 
conunission note 
PO' Code See-tio 

that it anticipates legislative aceion to revise 
28'84 to allow tor: the institution of the no 

charge option or residential blocking. 
Pac'fic.'s Petition for Modification is denied because 

it cannot :be tUstained in the' face of the mandatory- nature of PO' 

Code Section/ 2884.. . . 
For the a:bove reasons,. the Commission grants the . 

I 
Petition fO~ Modification of TURN and denies the Petition for 
Modification ,of Pacific.. 'I'he Applications for Rehearing of 
Informatio?P:I:'oviclers Association and Phone Programs aJ:'e denied. 
Phone Pr0Y:a:JJJ.S request for a stay and oral arqument are denied.. 

j . Hearings set to :be held on the cost allocation phase-of 
the bloCking scheme shall be suspended, pending further order of 
the commission • 

- 3- -
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l'herefore, 
:'t IS ORDERED that 0.87-12-038 is mo~ified as.follows: 

1. Line 22 on page 2' the su:m of $2 is changed to $.01. 
2. 'Page S.,'line 3 insert atte~IP's".on line, l, Irpacific 

in its. 'Petition for Modification h / changed this position. 
Pacific now advocates a no charge option. 1r 

3. On page 27 - delete p aqraphs 2 & 3. 
4. Line 11 on page 28, 

"976 nu:m.bers" and insert the 

place 

"In the interim. d ,no- .,later, .. than. Mar,ch~ 14,. 
~9SS., the te1eph ne companies shall offer 
each residentia subscriber blocking of all 
intrastate 97~ umbers for the ,sum of ~.Ol. 
Subseribers s uld be. advised' of this 'option 
by a notice e closed. with'their monthly bills 
in a timely anner. 'the notice shall be 
developed wi h input from the parties and 
reviewed. by the Offiee of the PUblic Advisor, 
to inform tepayersot the' availability of 
blocking. Cons\lll\crs should be clearly 
advised at the decision to· bloekwill 
result in the inaccessibility of all 
intrasta e 976 programs ~ 'the notice may 
indicate! that when orderinq blocking,. a 
consumei may intend only to block certain 
proqram$, however,. the result of bloekinq 
will b~ that all intrastate 975 programs, 
regardl.ess of sub:! ect matter, type of 
proqr., or cost,. will be inaccessible. We 
hope '¢hat this "all or nothing" situation 
will ~oon be alleviated by the introduction 
of an. information. service 'in. a format that· 
enab~es r~tepayers t~ selectively block. 
Thel;'efore, the notice shall also, apprise the 
sub$criber of the interim nature of the 
present blockinqoption and of the' fact that the Commission will, at a later date, revise the blocking service. 

/. ' 

S. Delete the 1st & 2nd paragraphs-on page 29. In its 
I 

insert the following sentence: 
) 

,we find that the direct costs of blocking 
should be recorded in a memorandum account by 
Pacific and General. Pacifie and General are 
further ordered to retrain from billing 

-,4 -
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customers for non-lifeline residential 
blocking authorized in 0.8-7-12-038 pending 
~urther order of the Commission. 

. . 6~. On pagc34 - line lS the~d "two dollars" should be 
replaced with $.01. ~_ _L • 

7. On page lS - Finding of Fact 18 should be deleted. 
8. • On page 3S of Fact 19 should be ren\U!ll:)e,red. 

to 18. ' 

9~ e r..,llowing "findinqz. of fact" .. 

"20.. All bloclUngcharge revenues,. prior to 
a final decision. in" this proceeding ~ "should 
be collected/Subject to refund and recorded 
in a memorandum account. 

21. All b:6.liXl9 for residential 976 IAS 
blocking Should cease effective immediately 
pending ~er order. of the Commission .. " 

10. On page/37 - line 22 delete the words "tw~ dollars" and 
replace them wi~ "one cent" .. 

I 
rI" rsl FURTHER ORDERED, that the further hearings on 

cost allocation of 916 bloekincr IAS ordered· by 0.8.7-12-038: are 
hereby suspend~d pending'" further order of the Conuuission .. 

j . 

This order i's effective today. f . 
Dated MARl 1 1988· , at San Francisco·, califOrnia/ 

) 

- S -

~ANI.Ei W. Ht'LE'l"T 
President 

DONALD VIAL 
. FREDERICK R.. D'ODA 
G. MITCHELL' WlL.IC 
JOHN·a OHANIAN 

CommissiODetJ 


