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PUDI.IC lITII,ITIRS COMMISSION OF TIIR STATR OF CAl,IFORNIl\ 

COMMISSION ADVISORY AND COMPI.IANCR DIVISION RHSOI.UTION T-15856 
Telecommunications Branch March 13, 1996 

BR~QI!!!:r'!QN 

RESOLUTION T-15856. SIERRA TELEPHONE CO. (SIERRA). 
(U-I016C). REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF CUSTOMER 
NOTiFICATION AND EDUCATION pLAN (CNEP).IN COMPLiANCE 
WITH PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE SECTioN 2893 ANO"FEDERAL 
COM.~UNICATioNS CO~ll-iISSION (FCC) RECONSIDERATION ORDER 
95-187 WHICH MUST BE IMPLgMENTED AND'MUST THEREA~~ER BE 
SHOWN TO BEEFFECl'IVE TO THE COM.'-!tSS'lON'S'SATISFACTION 
BEFORE,SIERRA CAN PASS CALLING PARTY NUMBERS (CPN) TO 
INTERCONNEctING CARRIERS. 

BY ADVICE LETTER 192, FILED ON FEBRUARY 21, 1996. 

SUMMARY 

This Resolution authori2;~s Sierl-a to implement a CNEP foi- the 
passage of CPN subject 'to the conditions imposed in this 
Resolution. As modified and implemente'd, "Sierl-a's CNEP will 
constitute a public education prOgram which focuses on customer 
privacy alld informed consent. This is consistent with the 
pOlicies and ~ l-equirements adopted for Pacific Bell (Pacific), 
GTE of California (GTEC) and Roseville Telephone Company 
(Roseville) in T-15827~ T-15833 and Decision 96-02~012. With 
this approach, Sierra should ,initially attain the customer 
awareness level indi.cated in this Resolution, with a ta'l-get of 
100% customel~awal'eness for ongoing educatiollefforts. 

'Additionally, by adopting a program using the same terms, 
definitions andsimila~ messages ~eveloped fOr Pacific'~,GTEC's 
and Roseville's customers, customer awareness of the passing of 
CPN will be increased through recognition and reinforcement by 
l.-epetitioIi of ,these messages thl·oughout California. As 
requested by Sierl.'a, Advice Letter 192 is effective on less than 
40 days notice to allow for expeditious implementation of its 
CNEP. . 

BACKGROUND 

In 1992 the Commi~si.on authol-ized Pacific, GTEC and Contel of 
California, Inc. (Contel) to offer Caller ID service to thei~ 
customers. In so doing, the Commission took steps to,assure 
that the service, "which allows the calling party's telephone 
number to be displayed to" the called party, would be offe'l-ed " 
consistent with constitutional and statutory rights of privacy 
of California citizens. The CommissiOll autho'l-ized a choice of 
blocking optlcins," freeo'f charge, for all custornerst6 prev~nt . 
nonconseIisual "i1umbei- disclosure. For customers dissatisfied 
with their initial assignment of a blockin~optibn, it granted 
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one free change of this blocking option. It also outlined 
requirements for rigorous CNBPs to infol-m customers aoout the 
passage of CPN and the available blocking options. 

Under the Commission's 1992 decisions, each respondent local 
exchange carrier is required to file its proposed CNEP with and 
?btain apJ?l'oval of its CNEP, from· th~ Commission before 
1mplement1n~ a CNEP. After the approval and s~bsequent 
implementat16n of a CNEP the utility must provide a showing to 
the Commission, subject to appi-oval bye the Commission, 
indicating compliance with the adopted CNEP requirements and 
providing evidence that all 'customers'have been informed of 
pending Caller ID service and available blocking options. 

Until 'ree'ently CalifOrnia utilities have declined 'to offer 
Caller ID service, pursuing instead Federal preemption of 
certain aspects, of,the Commission's condition~ for offering 
Caller ID service. On JuneS, 1995 the FCC issued its 
interstate Caller ID l:u1es in Common Cal'rier DOcket No. 91 ~281. 
The FCc substantiallY deferred to California and all other 
states, stating that individual state blocking l..:eglrnes should 
apply to intel·state calls so, long as minimum fede'ral priVacy 
standards are met •. Regarding customer education, the FCC " 
adop"ted the CommissiOn' $ infoi:med conse)\t standard and defel-l.<ed 
to states to determine, in light of special circumstances 
applicable to a particular state, appropriate requirements for 
achieving effective education. 

The FCC's order l:equired all local exchange cal:riers to begin 
passing CPN to interconnecting cal-riers on December 1, 1995. 
On June 22, 1995, the Commission Advisory and Compliance 
Division (CACO) wrote local exchange carriers alerting them to 
the pending FCC requirement t9 pass CPN and to CACO's 
dete1-mination . of utility requirements to develop and conduct 
effective CNEP~ to satisfy the infol~med consent standard fOr the 
passing of CPN. CACD requested all local car1-iers to infol.'mit 
of their ability to comply with the FCC rules, theil: intent to -
offei- Caller ID service and their plans to file a proposed CNEP 
with the Commission. 

OIl August 16, 1995,. CACO sent local carriers who' had not been 
authorized to offer Caller 10 a letter to clarify filing 
requirements to request authority either to offer Caller ID and 
pass CPN or just to pass CPN. Utilities planning to offer 
Caller.ID service wel'e. instl:ucted to file an application and 
include a proposed CNEP for review and approval. Utilities not 
planning to offer Caller ID concurrently with beginning to pass 
CPN were instructed to file for approval of their proposed CNEPs 
by advice letter. As it became evident that there was 
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 lat"ge companies requested a 6 
month extension, to June 1, 1996, many small companies, . 
inclUding sierrai requested a walve~ Of the requirementt6 pass 
CPN for 6 months h:om the date Pacific and GTEC begin to'pass 
CPN. On December 1, 1995, the FCC granted a 6 month extension, 
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until June 1, 1996, for all California caiTiers; the request for 
an additional 6 months fo\' the small carriers was denied. 

In ordet.' to explol.-e the Possibility of a'statewide CNEP plan, 
the Califot~iaTelephone Asso6i~tiOrt ~et 91'1. January 22~ 1996, 
for the purpose of' being briefed on the CN~P eletnents developed 
for Pabific by its,consult~nt, with the thought of these 
elements being used by all carriers. On Feb_ruary 14,1996, CACD 
sent a letter to the carl~iers that had Qot filed _propos~d CNBPs. 
This letter desci.-ibed CACD's l-ecommetlded basic CNEP t-equit.-ements 
for small local~xcharige carriers (tECS). Th~ ~oal of the 
letter was to (1) facilitate the pxompt filing by the small LEes 
so-that their CNEPs could be conducted at the same time as those 
of the large cart-iel-S in-ol~<iei;" to minim~zecust6mer confusion 
and (2) to encourage the use of commonCNEPelements. 

Briefly CAClr'~'recommerided<;NEP inclUdes:, " 
, 0 Cond\lc~ing 'a -commUllity -6UU-each, effot-t , 

o Sending t~o bill- inserts or diiect lIlail lettel-s 
o Sending a special notice to noh~published/unlisted 

custotnei.-s -- . -. _ _ _ . 
6 sending col'lfirmation lettel'S to' custot}i.el-s fOl" choice of 

blocking option 01.~ fot' assigned default blocking 
o Advel-t ising- in local newspapel- (8) ,and l.'adio 
o Cohducting 'an aw~l.·ene$s sUl-veY <;>1.' achieving a 70% level 

Of blocking· choice by· cu~toiners·· - '. 
o Establishihg- an 800 or 10¢al, putnber for cUstomel.­

assistan,ce, • available.dul:ing some;·non'-business hours 
o·Developing an ongoing education prOgram 

siei.-ra £ i led Advice Let tel- No. i 95, on Febru-ary 21, -199 6 ~ 
i-equesting a~optl<?l\ ofits'pl.'oposed eNEP on' less. than the 40 day 
notice periOd required by General order 96A (GO 96A) in order to 
expeditiously implement its program bef9re passing CPNon June 
1, 1996. 

Siel.-ra I S proposed CNEP includes the following components: 

o community Qutl."each - Includes participation in community 
meetings, personal 'contacts with agencies 'and businesses 
having "need to know" ~tatus and pers6nalcust6me~ 
contacts by customer service representatives. sierra 
has ~ncluded a list of some of the otganizations and 
events included in its outreach program.' 

o Lettei. ... to non-published/unlisted customers - Will be sent 
after the fil.'st direct mailing to all customel-S. Draft 
of letter provided. 

o Bill inserts/direct m.ail -. Siel.-ra proposes sending two 
direct mail t\otificattons ~:ith a postage paid. return 
enV~lope' to l."etut.-n the customer t s blocking selection 
ballot. Draft Qf letter provided. 

o 800 or' io~.3l' rtuiruj~r '- ·S:le1~i"a.pl."0~ses 'th~ establishment " 
of a 24 hOul-local voice "mail number which will pi.-ovide 
h'lfonl'lati6n, ·:instl.-uctions a'nd the opportunity to leave a. 
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message for a customer service representative to call 
back. 

o Public sel"vice announcements - Siert"a will rtm ads both 
in local radio and ne'o'lspapers in collaboration with The 
POndel"OSa Telephone Company. 

o Confh.'mation Lettet'S - CNEP includes draft letters and 
stickers, to be sent as blocking choice ballots are 
received. Proposes to send default confirmation lettel." 
011 May IS, 1996. 

o C\lstom~l." awat-eness levels -: Sierra propos~s in lieu of 
attaining the levels required f6r the larger utilities, 
necessitating a professional survey, to instead reach a 
70\ blocking choice bal~ot "return by its customers. 
After the two direct mail notices have been sent sierra 
will .conduct a telephone calling campaign to increase 
ballot returns and take verbal instructions about 
blocking choices. - sierra will. send a report to the 
Commission by "June I, 19~6 which descri.bes the pet-centage 
of customers choosing a blocking option or being assigned 
the default. " 

o On!iJoing education - Siel."ra will contin\le its 24 hour 
vOlcemail system indefinitely. Additionally Siel."ra 
will sefld new cus~omers notIces, and. ball<?ts cOhcernin~ 
CPN,passage andwl11 send them cpnflrmatlon letters wlth 
stickers fOi" blocking choice ,'The telephone directot-y 
will include infol.-mation about CpN· passage ahd blocking 
options. Monthly billing statements will include a line 
item that indicates the blocking option assigned to the 
customer's telephone numbet' • Finally , Siel-ra' s annual 
notice on telephone services will include information 
about passing CPN and blocking options. 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 

Notice of Advice Letter No. 192 Was published in the 
Commission's Daily Calendar on Februat"y 23, 1996. No protests 
or comments have been filed in conjlinction with this advice . 
letter. 

DISCUSSION 

sierra's exemplai.'y commitment to thi~ education campaign is 
shown in many:t·espects.This includes its plan to distribute 
posters in strategic locations and to identify the blocking 
option assigned to "a telephone line on the customer's monthly 
bill .. It plans to continue its 24 hour voice mail information 
hotline' beyond the June 1 date, not only for new customers but 
for existing customers. Finally, Sierra will call customers to 
obtain blocking requests if at the end of" the campaign adequate 
awareness has not be achieved. 
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We do feel, however, that in t\l.'O areas Sierra's educat ion 
components should be modified. The first concerns Sierra's 
community O\lt'reach effort. We believe that to be consistent 
\.,.ith other utilities Sierra. should develop a complete list of' 
the agenoies and o1.-ganizations who should be notified of the 
passin~ of CPN alld sent a coPy of Sierra's adopted CNEP, along 
with S1crra's offer to meet with them, etc. Sieri.-a should be 
required to submit this list to CACO as a supplement to its plan 
by April 1, 1996, 

Secoll<i, Sierra's voice mail information hotline will not 
enable callers to speak with a live op~ratoi- on non-business 
hours, While we l-calize" that t~e small companies may have 
limited staff and 1"eSOUrces to devote t6 this ectucational 
campaign, we believe that customel-s wh() may not be able to call 
dur"ing noi'mal business hours sho\.lld be able to"' contact ·01.- be 
contacted by a utility employee 'ol'agent dUl.-iilg soine non­
business hours. Although \I.'e are not l.-equil'ing· the small 
companies to ~ake a live agent available for all 24 hours \<"e 
will require small companies to have some nOri-busines's hour 
covet-age. We believe that sierl"a and other small companies can 
manage this access s6 as to minimize the intrusion on employees' 
persOnal lives. . 

As with the othel- utilities, ,';e aloe i'equiring CACD to l.'eview the 
. final dl-afts of messages and to coordinate them with the Public 
Advisoi..-' s review and approval of the dil.'ect mail letter before 
Sierra issues them. This will' assure ,general co)\sistency with 
Pacific' sand GTEC's tested messages. Concel-nil1.g the i-equii.-ed 
repOrt or survey submitted to CACD on the achieved awareness 
levels, we will requil."e Sierra and other' small companies to file 
a report with CACD on May 15, 1996. 

In the event the State appeals' the u.s. Court of Appeals opinion 
in Califc)l."nia v. F.C.C., 9th circuit No. 94-70197, et al., and 
prevails, Sien."a should contact subscribers to non-published 
service who have been assigned selective blocking by default to 
inform each one of the change in default blocking. 

In general we commend Sierra for its commitment to the public 
education campaign philosophy. We believe that if Sierra's CNEP 
is implemented as modified by this Resolution this should result 
in more than adequ'~te' a,,'areness by its cu~tomers. Additionally, 
sierra's CNEP should generate good will and trust with its 
customers. 

Due to the fact that the CNEP must be implemented and awal"Emess 
demonstl:'ated· to the Commission before June 1, 1996, when the FCC 
requires LECs to begin passing CPN, it is reasonable to approve 
Sierra's Advice Letter No. 192 on less than 40 days notice. 

FINDINGS 

1. Sierra Telephone company (Siel.-t;'a) filed .its . proposed Customer 
Notification. and Education Plan (CNEP) on Febl.-uary 21, 1996 'in 
Advice Letter No. 192. 
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2. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in its 
reconsideration order of Rules govel-ning interstate Caller 10 
(Docket 91-281) granted states discretion to adopt customer 
notificatioll and education plans prior to the passage of CPN. 

3. The Commission Advisory and compliance Division (CACD) sent 
the small local exchange carriers (LEes) a letter on February 
14, 1996 outlining the minimum requirements for a CNEP by a 
small LEC. 

4. Sierra's proposed CNEP exceeds the minimum requirements for a 
small LEC. 

5. ~Heri.-a should b~' requil,-ed, to operat'e its information hotline 
allowihg custome'l-s to cOlltact"o~- be 'contacted by an employee 
dUl.'ing some non-business hours. ' .' 

6. In 'lieu of ,reach~ng the' awa!-'eness' leyelsl.-equii,-ed of' othei­
utilities. whose CNEPS ~ave been ~uth6ri~ed by the Commission 
sierra proposes to achieve a'70\' level of blocking requests by 
Sierra1s customers. 

7. sitn't-a' should bf! required· t<? 'submit to CA<::o a complete list 
of agencies alid oi-ganizat;ions for its community outreach 
compOnent by AP1'"il 1, 1996. 

8. Sierra' should send each of these agencies and, oiCganizatic)Jls a 
copy '6f its adopted 'CNEP, before the fit-st direct mail letter' is 
sent to sierra customers. 

9. Sierra shoUld be l-equil."ed to file a t"ep(n-t ~ith CA~D by May 
15; 1996 stating the numbe't- of cust6mei.-schOosing a blocking 
option or being assigned the default'option • 

. ' 

-6-



Resolution T-15856** 
SielTa/AL 192/MJP 

TItERE~~RRt IT IS ORDERED thatl 

Ma"t-ch 13, 1996 

1. Sie"t-ra Telephone Company's (SielTa) Advice Letter No. 192 
requesting. authorization to imJ?lernent its CUstomer.Not~fication 
and Educat10n Plan (CNEP) on less than 40 days not1ce 1S gt'anted 
subject to the following conditionst 

a. Sierra shall operate itshotline for Calling party 
Number blocking information to allow customers to speak w1th a 
Siexra employee ()l' agent during some non-business hours. 

b. sierra shall develop a complete list of agencies and 
,organizations reqUiring informatioll abOut the passing of 
Calling Party Number issues -and shall submit this list to the 
commission Advisory and Compliance Division (CACn) by April I, 
1996. 

~~Sieri~ shall-send e&c~ of the agericies andor9a~ization~ 
identi fied in 1. b~ aboVe a" copy of Sie't-ra' s adopted CNEP befol.'"e 
Sierra issues its fh"st direct mail letter to customel."s. 

_ d. Sieri.'a- shall subtOit to C~CD it~l-ep(n~t on the percentage 
of custornel.':~~ho()sin9 a blocki119 option or being assigned the 
blocking default by May 15,1996. 

_ "e. In the event the_ stale appeals the U.s. Court of Appeals 
opinion in califo't-nla v. F.C.C •• 9thch--cuit t-lo. 94-'10197, et 
al ~l and pi.-evails.SieiT~ should contact subscribers to non­
published service Who haVe been assigned selective blocking by 
default to inform each one of the change in default blocking. 

" 

2. This Res61ution is effective today. 

I he,l.-eby certify that this RescHuti6n was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Con:unissioh at its regular meeting on March 13, 1996. 
The following Commissioners approved it: 
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DANIEL Wm. FESSLER 
Presidel'lt 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, Jr. 

HENRY M. DUQUE' 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

commissioners 


