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R~SQ!!!!T1QH 

RESOLUTION T-158S5. THE PONDEROSA TELEPHONE CO. 
(PONDEROSA). "(U-l014-C). REQUEST· FOR APPROVAL OF 
CUSTOMER NOTIFICATION AND EDUcATION pLAN (CNEP) IN 
COMPLIANcE WITH PUBLIC UTILITiES CODE SECTION 2893 AND 
FEOERALCOYMUNICATIbNSCOMMiSSION (FCC) RECONSIDERATION 
ORDER9S:"'187 WHICH MUST 'BE IMPLEMENTED AND-MUST ' 
THEREAFTER BE SHOloJN To" BE EFFECTIVE TO, THE COt-1MISSION' S 
SATISFACTION BEFORE" PONDEROsA cAN PASS CALLING PARTY 
NUMBERS (CPN) TO INTERCONNEcrING CARRIERS. 

"- . 

BY ADVICE LETTER'222, FILED ON FEBRUARY 21, 1996. 

SUMMARY 

This- Resolution authoriZes Ponderosa to implement a CNEP fcn:' the 
passage of' CPN suhjecttQ the conditions impOsed in this_ 
ReSOlution. "As modified and ihlplemeilted, -Pondel:'osa's CNEP will 
consfitute a~ p'ublic ed,tication p1-ogramwhich focuses on 'customer 

_ privacy and iIlformed consent. This is conf:;istent with the 
.. policies- ~uidrequi,~ements adopted for Pacific Bell (Pacific), 

GTE, of Califpinia- (GTEC) and Roseville Telephone Company - " 
(R6sevill~) ih T-15827, T-15833 and D~~isiort ~6-02-012 •. With 
this app:n)ach, Fondel"osa shOUld initlaiiy attain the customer 
awareness level indicated in this resolutioh, with a target of 
100\- cUst6mel." awareness for ongoing education efforts. 
Additionally, by adopting a program using the s~me terms, 
definitiqns ,and similai" messages developed- for Pacific's, GTEC's 
and Rosevlll~'s Gustomers, customer awareness of the passing of 
cpN will be increased through recognition of and 1ceinfOrcement 
by repetition of these messages throughout California. As 
requested by Ponderosa, Advice Letter 222 is effective on less 
than 40 days notice to allow for expeditious implementation of 
its CNEP. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1992 the Commission auth61'ized Pacific, GTEC and Contel of 
California, Inc. (Contel) to offer Caller ID service to their 
customeics. " In so doing i-the Commission took steps to aSSUl.-e 
that-the service, which allows the calling party's telephone 
numbe1" to be displayed to the called pal.-ty, would be offered 
consist~nt with-constitutional and statutory rights of privacy 
of Califor'nia oitiiens. The Commission authorized ach6ice of
blob~.i.n96ptiOI)Si _ f1'ee" qf charge, for all cust6m~rs to- pl.'event 
n6nconsensual riumhel." disc:losu:te. For customers dissatisfied 
with-thei~ initial-assignment of a blocking op~lon,it 9r~nt~d 
one free change of this blocking option. It also outlined 
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requirements foi' rigorous CNBPs to inform customers about the 
passage of CPN and the available blocking options. 

Under the Commission's 1992 de'oisions. each respondent local 
exchange carrier is required to file its pro~sed CNEP with and 
obtain approval of its CNBP h-om the Commiss10n before . 
~mple,mentin~. a CNEP. After the ~pproval and subsequent" . 
1mplementat10n of a CNEP,the ut1lity must pl.-ovlde a show1ng to 
the Corr~ission, subject to approyal by the Commission, 
indicating compliance with the adopted CNEP l.-equirements and 
pl.-oviding evidence that all customers have been informed of 
pending Caller ID service and available blocking options. 

Until re.cently California utilities have deciined to offer 
Caller 10 service, pursuing instead Federal preemption of . 

. cel."tain aspects of the Commissiorl' s conditions f6r offering 
Caller 10 service. On June'S, 1995 the FCC issued its 
interstate Callel.·· 10 rules in, Common Carrier Docket No. 91-isL 
The FCC substantially defen.-ed to' California and all other 
state?; stating that individU~.lstat·e plo'cking l.~egimes shOUld 
apply to interstate calls so long as minimum federal privacy 
standards are met •. Regarding customer education, the FCC 
adopted the Comrl'lissioll' s . inf9rmed consel)t. standai:'d and deferred 
to states to determine, in light of special circumstances 
applicable to a pal.-ticular state, appropl.~iate -requirements for 
achieving effective education. . 

The FCC's o'rder required' ali local· exchange ca.rriers to begin 
passing CPN to interconnecting carriers on December 1,1995. 
On June 22, 1995 the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division 
(CACD) Wl·ote local exchange carriers alerting them to the 
pending FCC requirement to pass CPN and to our determination of 
utility requil.-ements to develop and conduct effective CNEPs to 
satisfy the informed consent standard for the passing of CPN. 
CACD requested all local carriers to inform it of their ability 
to comply with the FCC i"ules, their intent to offer Caller 10 
service and to file a proposedCNEP with the Commission. 

On August 16, 1995 CACD sent local carriers who had not been 
authorized to offer Caller ID a letter to clarify filing 
requil."ements to request authority either to offel.' Caller ID and 
pass CPN or just to pass CPN. utilities planning to offer 
Caller 10 were instl."ucted to file an application ".;hile utilities 
not planning to offer Caller IV concurrently with beginning to 
pass CPN could file for approval of their proposed CNEPs by 
advice letter. As it became evident that thei"e ".,.as insufficient 
time for CalifOrnia utilities to implement CNEPs by December 1, 
1995, they sought waivers to the FCC of the December 1, 1995 
deadline. .Although the large1~ companies requested a 6 month 
extension, to June 1, 1996, many small companies, including 
Ponderosa, requested a \-"aiver of the requirement to pass cpN for 
6 months from the date Pacific and GTEC begin to pass CPN. On 
December 1, 1995 the FCC granted a 6 monthextensioll, until 
June 1, 1996, for all Califol."nia carriel."SI the :tequest for an 
additional 6 months for the small carriers was denied. 
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In order to explore the possibility of a statewide CNEP plan, 
the Callfol-nia Telephone Association met on January 22, 1996 for 
the purpose of being briefed on the CNEP elements developed fOl' 
Pacific b)'. its consultant with the thought of these elements 
being used by all carriers. On February 14, 1996 CACD sent a 
letter to the carriers that had not filed proposed CNEPs. This 
letter described CACO's recorr~ended basic CNEP requirements for 
small local exchange carriel-s (LECs). The goal of the lettei.
was to (I) facilitate the prompt filing by the small LECs in so 
that their CNEPs could be conducted concurrently with those of 
the large carriers in order to minimize customer confusion and 
(2) to encourage the use of common CNEP elements. 

. . 

Briefly CACO's.recommended CNEP includes: 
o Conducting a comnunity outreach effort 
o Sending two bill inserts or direct mail letters 
o Sending a special notice to non-published/unlisted 

customers 
o Sending confirmation letters to customers for. choice of 

blocking option ot- fOl~ assigned default blocking option 
o Advertising in local newspaper(s) and radio 
o Conducting an awareness surveyor achieving a 70% level 

of blocking choice by customers . 
o Establishing an 800 or local number for customer 

assistance, available during some non"-business hotlrs 
o Developing an ongoing education progl~am 

Ponderosa filed Advice Letter No. 222 on February 21, 1996, 
requesting adoption of its proposed CNEP on less than the 40 day 
no_tice period, required by General Order 96A (GO 96A) in order 
to expeditiously implement its program before passing CPN on 
June 1, 1996. POllderosa' s proposed CNEP has in all but one 
respect not only satisfied CACO's basic requil~ements but has 
exceeded it by proposing additional educational efforts. 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 

Notice of Advice Letter No. 222 was published in the 
Commission's Daily Calendar on February 23~ 1996. No protests 
or comments have been filed. 

DISCUSSION 

Ponderosa's filing is exemplary in that it satisfies all of the 
requirements mentioned above, with 011e minot- exception, and also 
proposes the following additional actions to educate its 
customers. Ponderosa plans to indicate permanently on all 
customer monthly billing statements the blocking option assigned 
to the customer's phone number. Also, Ponden.'osa plans to 
purchase and distribute posters in strategic locations 
throughout the communities it sen-ves. Finally, in the event that 
adequate customer awat-eness has not been achieved as . . 
demonstrated by customer choice of blocking options Ponderosa. . 
will conduct a telephone campaign to' educat;e customel"s aboutCPN 
passage and to acquire custorr.ers' blocking choice. 
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The one d&ficiency in Ponder6sa's plan concerns the availability 
of a live Opel"atol" Ok" employee th~()ugh its 24 hQur information 
hotline. Ponderosa does not plan to have a live operator 
available after normal business hours. While we realiz& that 
th& small comp'anies tI\ay have' limited staff and l'aSOU1"CeS to 
devote to th~s educat lonal campaign "'e bel ieve that customers 
who may not be able to call during normal business hours should 
be able to contact ot' be conta,cted by a utility employee oi.
agent during. some off hOU1"S.. AlthOUgh ",-eare not requiring the 
small companies to make a live agent available fOl" 24 houi."s ",-e 
are requiring small companies to have som~ n6n-busi~ess hout." 
covel'age. We believe,that Ponderosa 'and other small companies 
can manage this'acces~ so as to minimize the Intrusion on 
employees' personal lives. 

We ,also are ~o'ncerned about.' Pondei'osa' s 'pl:-6posed timeiine which 
will result in default ~O~fi~matioli lett~r~ being sent to . 
customel'S on 'May 20, 1996. We suggest' that' Ponderosa modify its 
timcline to allOW fOi.'; the default blocking to be assigned no 
latel" than May 1!?, 1996 as was recommended in our February 14, 
1996 lettel'.' -' 

The remaining compOnents 6£ P6hd"erosa' s CNEP al~e as follows: 

o Commu'liity Outr~ach Effort :-Po9de~osawill mail copieso£ 
its 'CNEP . to ,community leaders ~m,d 6't-ganizati6hs and ""ill 
invite them to .an 'outreach session dui-ing March. 
Additionally the comrriunltyat large ~lll be notified and 
invited'to this'session by ads in the local press. 

o nh:ect Hail- In lieu ofJ?iil inserts, Pondei-osa will 
send customet.-s two dh-ect mailings which will include 
choice ballots. ' 

o corif i'rmat ion 'lette1~s--Willbe sent with appt4opl"iate 
stickers. as qhoice ballots are receiVed. On May 20t~ 
customers having not indicated a ~locking choice will be 
notified that they ate being provided the default option. 

o Media' Coverage - ~spond'el:'osa andsieri:'a Telephone 
company setvice ai.-cas aloe covel"ed joint.ly by many news 
outlets, the ~tilitie~~illco6rdlhateand jointl~offer 
newspaper and radiQ ads. Additionally customers will be 
reached through media coverage sponsored by Pacific. 

o Oligoihg Education :- This lilcludes 'colltinuation of th~ 24 
hour infOrmation hotline and acceSs to a'n employee during 
normal business hour'~. Additionally new customers will 
be notified of thehotline~s "'''ell as a copy of the 
direct mail notice with the return choice ballot. 
Confirmatiol1 lettEn"s and' stickei"swill be provided. Also 
inc;l,u'ded,ln' pondEn-,c?s~' s Ji>roposed' CNEP is the. draft. ..' 
stat~ment fQrincl~s1on1Q.thedirectory pages. F1nally, 
Ponderosa will C iilcHtde information about passing of CPN 

, .' and Ca'ller" II> blocking options with its annual custcmer-
, notice"" 
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o Awareness Level - Ponderosa proposes to achieve a 70\ 
level of blocking choices registered by its customers in 
lieu of the 70\ aided awareness, 60\ understanding and 
30\ actiOl.l standards required for other utilities and 
requiring an opinion sUl-veY. Pond~r()sa will send a 
l-eport to CAC[) statirlg the attained level of choice of 
blocking options. 

In addition, 'Oil Januc'n-Y 31 1 i996 1 the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth circuit dellied OU1," appeal of the FCC 
decision (U.S. Court.of Appeals opinion in California v. FCC, 
9th Circuit No. 94-70197, et al.). In.the event we appeal the 
circuit COU1-t opinion and pl"evail, Ponde'l'osa should contact· 
subscribers to nortpublished· servi.ce who wEn-e assigned., select.ive 
blocking by default t~ inform each one of the change in default 
blocking option. Ponderosa should submit its proposed notice to 
customers on the change in blocking option default t6CACD for 
approval prior to mailing. 

We commend. Pondel"o'sa foi.' its thoroughness and commitment tci the 
public education campaign philosophy. We believe that if ' 
POf!.derosa·s compl-ehensive propOsed CNEP is. implemented as 
mOdified by this Resolution this should result in mOre than 
adequate awareness by its 'customei.-s. As ,with the other 
utilities, we ai-e requiring CACO to i1..e view the final drafts of 
messages and' to coOi.-dinate· w~th the Public' AdvisOl- t S l"eview and 
approval of the dire~~ mail letter, before Ponderosa issues 
th~m. This review will assuregene~al consistency with 
Pacific's and GTEC's tested messages. . 

We also ~equire Ponde~osa to provide CACO with the results from 
the comrminity outreach meeting especially if it 1"e'suits in any 
modi fication of . Ponderosa's CNEP. Finally, concEn-ning the. 
reqtlil"ement ,to file a report with CACD on the pel"centage of 
custon\.el-s choosing a blocking: option ()1- being assigned the 
blocking default, ",.~ w-ill i-equh.-e P(niderosa and othel- smali 
companies'to file this l:eport withCACO by May 15, 1996. 

Due t.o the fact that the CNEP must be implemented and awareness 
demOnstrated to the Commission be£ol'e June 1, 1996, when the FCC 
requires LECs to begin passing CPN,. it. is reasotlable to appt-ove 
Ponderosa's AL No. 222 on less than 40 days notice. 

FINDINGS 

1. The Pondet-osa Telep~one Company (Ponderosa) filed its 
proposed CUstomei' Notification' and Education Plan (CNEP) on 
February 21, 1996 in Advice Letter No. 222. 

2. The Federal Communications commission (FCC) in its 
reconsideration ordei- ,of Rutes g6veriling intel'state Caller ID 
(Docket 91-281) granted. states discretion to a.doptcustomer 
notification and education plans prior to the passage of CPN. 

-. ; 

3. The commissioll Advisory and Compliance Division: (CACO) serit 
the small local exchange carriel's (LECs) a letter on February 
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14, 1996 outlining the minimum requirements for a small LEC 
CNEP. ' 

4. Pondel."osa I s pi."oposed CNEP exceeds the minimum requi l.-ements 
for a small IJBC. 

5. Ponrlcl:osa sho~i.d be requh-ed t'o op~l-ate its ~nfol:ma.tion 
hotline allowing ,custome.rs to speak with a Ponderosa agent about 
CPN pas,sage and blocking opt ions: during some non--business hOUl"S. 

6. P6ndel.-osashoUld notify ,CACO 6f the results of, its community 
outl.-each meeting 'and allY changes to' its CNEP l.~esultiJlg from 
community feedback. . , 

•... 

7. tn '1 ieu of: l:~ach ing . ~he 'awa~>ertess .1yV.~ Is~ l·equ ired of. ot hcr 
utilities whose CNEpshaVe been authorlzed by the Commission, 
Ponderosa pk:oposes t9 achieve a 70\ level of blocking requests 
by its customers. . .. '. . 

8. P6n<if~~6's~ ,'shqtild 'b~.:i'equil.·ed· to~'pl'ovide CA6D'a revi~fed 
timeline which will allo ..... fo}.- s.ejl~Hng defa,...l~. ·~6nfirma.tion .' 
lette}.-s ~o .~ust9mei.-s Jiolatel.- .th~!l.May .. 15, 199? an~ f,i.lin~. ~ith 
Cl\CD a repol"t on the . number of .customers chooslng a blocklng 
option by May 15, 1996. 
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e 'llIRRRFORR, IT IS ORDRRRD that 2 

March 13, 1996 

1. The Ponderosa Telephone Company's (Ponderosa) Advice Letter 
No. 222 requesting authorization to implement its CUstomel.
Notification and Education ?lan (CNEP) on less than 40 days 
notice is granted subject to the following conditiohs~ 

a. Ponderosa shall operate its hotline f6r blocking 
information to allow customers to speak with a Ponderosa 
cv.lployee oCr agent during nOn-b\lSiness hours. 

b. Ponderosa. shalL l.-eport the i.-esults 6f its comm~lJUty 
outreach meeting to the Commission Advisory and Compliance 
Division (CACD) with any resulting modifications to its CNEP. 

c. Ponderosa 'shall revise its tifueline- so that default 
confirmation letter~ will be sent to customers'no later than May 
15, 1996 . 

. - d, Ponderosa shall file its report with CACD on the 
percentage of customers choosing a blocking option by May 1, 
1996. 

, e. In the event thatthe'Stale_of CalifOrnia app~ai.s the, 
u.s. _ COlirt of Appeals opinion in CaliforIliilV. FCC, 9th circuit 
No. 94-70197, et~ al. ,and pn:~vails, - Pondel."osa shall contact 
subscribers to rtonpublish~d servic~ wh6 ~ere ~ssigned Selective 
blocking by default to ihfol-m' each one of the change in default 
blocking option. -

2. This Resolution is effective today. 

I h~l'eby certify that this, Resolution was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Commission at its regular meeting on March 13, 1996. 
The follOWing Comrriissionel"s approved it: 
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w~~ WESLM. F,RANKLIN 
Executive Director 

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER 
Pl-esident 

P. GREGORY60NLON 
JESSIE J.-KNIGHT, Jr .. 

HENRY M. - DUQUE 
JOSIAHL.NEEPER 

Commissionek"s 


