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COMMISSION ADVISORY AND COMPI,IANCR DIVISION 
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RRSOI.UTION T-15858 
March 13, 1996 

RESOLUTION T-15858. CONTEL OF CALIFORNIA, INC. (oONTEL). 
(U-1003-C). REQUEST FOR APPROVAl .. OF CUSTOMER 
NOTIFICATION AND EDUCATION PIAN (CNEP) IN COMPLIANCE 
tilTH D. 92-06-065 AND 92-11-062 h'HICHMUST BE 
IMPLEMENTED AND MUST THEREAFTER BE SHOWN TO BE EFFECTIVE 
TO THE CO~~IS$ION'S SATISFACTION BEFORE CONTEL CAN PASS 
CALLING PARTY NuMBERS (CPN) TO iNTERCONNECTING CARRIERS. 

BY ADVICE LETTER 1023, FILED ON FEBRUARY 21, 1996 AND 
SUPpi .. EMENTED BY ADVICE U~TTER l023A FILED ON MARCH 5, 
1996. 

SUMMARY 

This Resolutiol) authorizes Contel of California Inc. (Conte!) to 
implement a CNEP {Oi.- the passage of CPN subject to the 
conditions imposed in this Resolution., As modified and 
implemented, Contel-' s CNEP will constitute a public education 
progl."am which focuses 011 customer privacy and informed consent. 
This is consistent with the'policies-and requirements adopted 
fOi.- Pacific Bell (Pacific), GTE of Califol'nia (GTEC) and 
Roseville Telephone company (Roseville) in '1'-15827, '1'-15833 arid 
Decision 96~02-()12. With thisapproach;Contel should initially 
attain the ctlStomel." awareness level indicated in this 
Resolution, wi_th' a target of 100% c\lstomel- awareness for ongoing 
educatioI1, efforts. Additionally, by adopting a program using 
the same terms, definitions and similar messages deVeloped fOl" 
Pacific's, GTEC's and Roseville's customers, customer awa1'elless 
of the passing of CPN will be increased thl'ough recognition and 
reinforcement ,by repetition of these messages thi.-oughout 
California. As requested by contel, Advice Letter 1023 is 
effective on less than 40 days notice to allow for expeditious 
implementation of its CNEP. 

BACKGROUND 

Iri 1992 the ~ommission auth6rized pacific, GTEC and Contel to 
offer Caller, ID-service to their customers. In so doing,_ the 
Commission took steps ~o aSSUl'e that the sel"vice, which allows 
the calling pai.~ty' S telephone number to be displayed to th~ 
called party, would be offered consistent with constitutional 
and st"atutory rights of p1-ivacy of California citizens. , The 
C()mmissionauthol'~zed' a ch6ice of blocking options, free of 
charge, £01' all customers to prevent rionconsensUal nUmber 
disclosure. For ctistomersdissatisfied with their-initial 
assignment of a blocking option, it gl.-allted one free change of 
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this blocking option. It also outlined requi1"ements for 
rigorous CNEPs to inform custOtn<n:S about the passage of CPN and 
the available blocking options. 

Under the Commission's 1992 decisions l each respOndent local 
exchange carrier is req\lh:ed to file l.ts J?l."oposed CNB~ with and 
obtain aPJ?roval of. its. CNEP from the Comrinssion before 
implementl.l\~ a C~EP,. A~ter the approval and s\lbseqltont . 
implementat10n of a CNBP the utility must pi."ovide a showing to 
the commission, subject to appl-oval by the Commission', 
indicating compliance with the adopted CNEP :l."equirements ('lind 
providing evidence that all customers have been informed of 
pending Caller ID sei-vice and available blocking opt,ions. 

Until recently' calrlo:n~ia utilities haVe declined to offer 
Caller ID sel'vice, pUl·suing instead Federal preemption of 
certain aspects of the Commissi9Tl'S conditions for offel"ing 
Caller ID service. On June 5,1995 the FCC issued its . 
intel.'state Caller ID rul~s in COrnmOil Can.-ie).', i:>6cke't No. 91-281. 
The FCC substalltiallydefei-red to California and all 'other. 
states, stating'that ipdivid~a~"stateblocki~~~egimes~hould 
apply to interstate callss~ long as minimum. federal privacy 
standards are met". Regal.~dilig c~stomei.- edUcation, . the FCC 
adopted the Cornmissi<:m's infonned consent staiidai:d and deferl-ed 
to states to determine, in light of special circumstances 
applicable to a: p!irticuLll.- state, appropl"iate l."equirements for 
achieving effective education. 

The FCC's order required all local exchange carriers. to begin 
passing CPN to interconnecting _ carriers on -Decembel" 1, 1995. 
On June 22, 1995, the Commission Advisory . .andCompliance 
DivisiOn (CACD) wrote local exchange cari."iei~salerting them to 
the pending FCC 'requirement to pass CPN and to ou't- determination 
of utility requil.·ement~ to develop and conduct effective CNEPs 
to satisfy the informed consent standard for the passing of CPN. 
CACD request-ed all local carriers to infol.-m it of their ability 
to comply with the FCC l.cules ," their intent to offel- Caller iO 
service and their plans to file a proposed CNEP with the 
Commission. 

Contel prov,rded CACD a draft CNEP in Septembel-" 1995. -CACD 
requested <;6pies of proposed messages and media, which hadn't 
been include-d in the draft. ~ACP sellt Contel copies of the CACD 
consultant's evaluation of Pacific andGTEC, in order for Contel 
to learn about the public educatioll approach which the _ 
consultallt believed necessary to meet the Commission's infol-med' 
consent mandate, and to help Contel understand why its product 
marketing approach was' inappropriate. 

In October, as it became evident that there was insufficient 
time for California utilities to implement CNEPs by DeCember 1, 
1995, carl."iers sought waivers to the FCC of the Decembel." ,1, 1995 
deadline. On_Decetnber 1, 1995, the FCC granted a 6 month' 
extension, until ~une 1, 1~96t for all Californi~ ca~riers. 

In JanUary CACD staff met with Contel repi-esentatives to discuss 
how the public education campaign concept which the commission 
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had adopted for GTEC and Pacific should be applied by Contel to 
its proposed CNEP. CACD staff suggested that Contel adopt, 
where possible, common tel-ms and messages being developed and 
tested for Pacific and GTEC by their consultant. On January 22, 
the California Telephone Association met to be briefed on the 
messages and terms being developed and tested by Pacific and 
GTEe's"consultant, with the goal, that these material~ could be 
used by all cari.-iel"S, thei.-eby creating a statewide plan. On 
February 8, COlltel sent a revised draft CNEP to CACO. 

Contel filed Advice Lettel- No.1023 on Febl-Ua'l-y 21, 1996, 
requesting adoption of its proposed CNEP on less than the 40 day 
notice period required by General Order 96A (GO 96A) in order to 
expeditiously implement its prOgram ?~fore passing CPN on June 
1, 1996. On March 5, 1996, Contel f1led Advice Letter (AL) No. 
1023A. 

Conte), • s pl-oposed CNEP includes the following components which 
are required in oui.- 1992 decisions t 

o Community Outreach ~Contel proposes holding a workshop 
once a ",'eek for six \o,·eeks. Three will be in Gilroy and 
the other thl"ee' in Victol-ville, the t""o majo'l- comnll.ll1ities 
~hei.-e CPN will' be passed. Besides mailing community 
orgal)izations,comrnunity leaders, etc. cop~es of its'CNEP 
and inviting them to ~he wO'l-kshops, it will advettise the 

'workshops in local newspapers so that all customers will 
be itlvited. Results will, be provided to CACD and, where 
relevant, Contel's CNEP will be modified. 

o Bill inserts/ dii.-ect mail - Contel will send out two bill 
inserts and a ballot by a separate direct mail letter. 

o Letter to non-published/unlisted customers ..:. Will be sent 
shortly before first bill insert is sent. Will be sent 
irt English and Spanish. 

o 'Con£irmationletters - will include sticker and will be 
sent as blocking orders are received. 

o Media Campaign - Besides advertising on local newspapelcs, 
TV and radio, Contel will distribute posters, brochures 
in strategic locations. Education on Caller ID blocking 
will also be reinforced by Pacific·s advertising which 
will reach Contel customers. 

o 800 or local number -:- CUstomers will have access to it 
24 hour toll free number. It is not clear if customers 
will be able to speak to a Contel employee or agent on 
non-business hours. 

o Permanent' blocki.ng not'ice on bills - Contel will have the 
blocking option assigned to the' telepl!oile number 
permanently listed on the customer hill. 
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o Contel will contract with an independent public opinion 
s\u-vey to monitor the ongoing level of consumer 
awareness. 

o CUstorne~" awal-(mess levels - Contel believes that due to 
the lack of time available for it to accomplish its CNEP, 
it will not be able tb achieVe the·70\ awarene~s levels 
required by the Commission for Pacific,GTEC and 
Roseville:" Contel believes that the 70\ awareness level 
will not be reacheduntill998 .. Contel believes it can 
achieve the 30\ action level by June 1, 1996. Contel 
will conduct two surveys, one in 1996 and one in 1997. 

o Ongoing education - Contel will include information about 
CPN passage and blocking options in its Quarterly 
newsletter, 

o SOO number to. veri fy. blocking form assigned to immber -
Contel will advertise this 

On Ma1.·ch 4, 1996, 01.'. Brenda Dervin, CACD'~ consultant who 
evaluated Pacific and GTEC's pi-oposedCN8Ps, also' performed an 
abbreviated evu~lati()n of Contel's CNEP. Besides commenting on 
Contel's plim- in gene1."'al, she- was asked to focus specifically on 
Contel's plan to include information abOut its othel" CI.ASS 
se1."vices iil its proposed CN8P. 

In her gerteral comments she stated that Contel is to be 
commended for showing serious attention to the comments provided 
on the Pacific and GTEC plans. In pa~"ticular she noted that 
Contel has allocated an impressive budget to the CNEP, has 
committed itself to a permanent statement on the phone bill 
identifyirtg that phone's blocking status; has provided in some 
messages useful examples of potential privacy invasions from CPN 
passing and has taken the proposed outcome goals established for 
GTEC and Pacific and has offet"ed a contingency time-line for 
reaching them. 

The difficulties noted, however, are similar to those found in 
Pacific's and GT8C's CN8Ps. She found in some CNEP components 
that there is still evidence of (a) a marketing force~ (b) less 
than direct attention to privacy concerns (c) less than honest 
message components (d) confusing language and (e) company 
controlled top-down program for the community outreach. 

One of_Dr. Dervin's concerns, also mentioned by CACD to Contel, 
was addressed in Contel's Supplemental Advi~e Letter. _ Contel . 
removed the User Guide from its community outreach effort. This 
brochure consisted of a description of all of Contel's CLASS 
services which were approved in the cons6lidated decision (92-
06-065) . CACD believed this brochul'e could be construed as 
advertising for,Caller ID and would thereby not be appropriate 
fei" the CN8P. 

AdditionallY the SUpplemental clat-{fied Contel' s> plan' f6:t~ . 
sending bill inserts to notify those customers whose CPN will be 
passed as well SUbmitting bill inserts to customers Who will not 
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be affect~~ by the FCC requirement due to lack of switch 
capabilities. This supplement also included clarification ~bout 
Contel ' s proposed awareness goals attained by JUlie 1, 1996. 
Last, Contel submitted revised community outreach materials and 
agreed to mail copies of Contel's adopted CNEP to the agencies 
on its community oull-each 1 ist. 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 

Notice of Advice Lette'r No. 1023 \'1as published in the 
Commission's Daily Calendar on February 23, 1996. Notice of 
Supplemental Advice Letter'No.1023A was published in the 
Cowmissioll'Oaily Calendar of March 8, 1996. No protests or 
comments have been filed in conjunction with this advice letter. 

DISCUSSION 

We comme'rid Conte! for the extensive reSOU1"CeS' and effort made by 
its staff to transf~rm its earliel." CNEP' draft from a prOduct ' 
advertising to a publiceducation'campaign. We are certain that 
Contel's CNEP, if implemented as propOsed and as modified by our 
conditions, will adequately educate itsctlstomers about pl.~ivacy 
issues ~tesented by CPNPassage and available blockin~ 6ption~. 

We recomm(md that the foll()wi.ng comPonents of contel' s pl'oposed 
plan be modi.fi~d or strengthened to satisfy,the Commission's 
mandate fol." informed consent by cllstome'rs. 

Contelhas included a list of agencies which would not be 
allowed t9subscribe to CallEn' 10 service. .Thisproposal was 
not included in our 1992 Caller ID decisions and is not 
appropriate for consideration in Contel's pt-oPosed CNEP. We 
direct Contel to l"emove this item fl.-om its CNEP. Contel would 
need to modify OU1': 1992 decisions in order to obtairi authol.~ity 
to restrict agencies from subscl."ibing to Caller 10. 

Concerning Contel's community outreach compOnent, we suggest 
that Contel should explore the alternative of holding fewer and 
mOl.-e in'depth meetings and, as suggested by Dr. Dervin, , 
delegating some of the community education action to agencies 
whose clients are at risk of being harmed by the passing of CPN. 
Contel should be required to submit to CACD by April 1, 1996 an 
alternate plan for consideration. 

Although Contel's draft messages in general focus on privacy and 
describe the blocking options available to customers, \o,'e will 
instruct CACD to review Contel' s final draft messages to aSSU1-e 
that they 4re consistent with other state-wide materials and 
free of any bias against blocking. 

It is not clear if Contel's 800 information hotllne will allow 
for a customer to speak with a live agent on non-business hours. 
Contel sho~ld be' l'equh,-ed to allow customers to speak to an , 
agentofl some non-business. hours . FinallY, contel shOUld ',' 
provide more ihformati6n abOut its ongoing education effort to 
achieve the levels whicllit states will only be achieved in one 
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Although Contel's supplemental AL stated that .it believes it can 
attain the 30\ action goal by June 1, 1996, Contel' has not 
stated ..... hat can be achieved by june 1, 1996 in te1-ms of aided 
awareness and unde~standing. It also hasn't stated what will 
cause customers to reach the desired 70\ awareness 9~al by 1998. 
Contel shO\'ld be h~ld to the standai.-ds required for GTEC, 
Pacific and Roseville, namely. of 70\ aided awareness, 60\ 
understanding of CPN passing and blocking options and 30\ 
action, demonsti.-ated by the pei."centage of customer request for 
blocking option. We w11l, howover, allow Contel to delay uhtil 
May 15th its i."equirement to submit itssui~vey results on . 
customer awal."cnes s • As ",,'e stat;ed for GTEC and Pac if ic i our 
action, if a utility does not· meet the required awai."eness goals 
will. depend on the acttial r~sul~~ and the coqsid~red rea~ons for 
the lack of success...We will allow Contel to delay until May 
15, 1996 its requirement to submit to Chen the results of its 
survey and its plans to achieve our stat-ed goals. 

In the event the State appeais ~he U.S. Court of· Appeals opinion 
in 'California v. F.C.C. 9th Circuit No. 94,:70197, et ill., al1d' 
prevails, contel should c6htact subscl"ibei."s to non-published 
service who have been assigned.selective blocking by default to 
infol.°m each one of The chapge in default blocking. 

DUe to the fact that the CNEP must beimplernented and awareiieas. 
demonst1'ated to the co~issiori before June 1, 1996, when the FCC 
1"equi1"es LEes to begin passing CPN, it is reasonable to approve 
Contel's Advice Letter No. 1023 and Supplemental Advice Letter 
No. 1023A on tess than 40 days notice. 

FINDINGS 

1. Contel of California, Inc. (Contel) tiled its prOpOsed 
CUstome1' Notifica~tion and Education Plan (CNEP) on Februa~-y 21, 
1996 in Advice Letter No. 1023 and Supplemental Advice Letter 
1023A on March 5, 1996-as required by Decision92~06-065 and 
Debision 9~-11-062 before it may offer Caller ID ~ervice or pass 
calling party number (CPN) to interexchange carriers. 

2. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in its 
reconsidei."ation order of Rules governing interstate Caller ID 
(Docket 91-281) granted states discretion to adopt customer 
notification and education plans prior to the passage of CPN. 

2. Contel's proposed CNEP includes the required actions ~'equired 
in· our 1992 decisions on Caller ID service. -

3. CACH's consultant hired to assist it in evaluating Pacific 
Bell and OTEC's CNEP also evaluated Contel's proposed CNEP and 
p1-ovid~d CACD with a letter on M~1"ch 4, 1996. 

4. We believe that D~·. Dervin's recommendations will I."esult in a 
strengthened CNEP. 
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5. Contel should be l-equired to operate its infol-mation hotline 
allowing customers to contact'or be contacted by an employee 
during some non-busIness hours. 

6. Contel ·should be required to teach the awareness, levels 
required for Pacific, GTEC and Roseville, which includes a 70\ 
aided awareness level, 60\: \lndel-standing of CPN passing and 
blocking optioris and a deinonstration of 30\ action level in the 
request of a blocking option. 

7. Conte). should be aliowed to file on May 15, 1996, its 1-eport 
to the Commission on the attained awareness levels by its 
ctlstome1-S. 

8. Contel should clarify its plan for ongoing education beyond 
June I. 1996 not only for existing customers but also for new 
customers. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED· that: 

1. Contel of California Inc. (CoJ)tel's) Advice Letter No. 1023,
supplemented by Advice' Letter 1023A requesting authorizatiOll to 
implement its CUstome,r Notificati<:)ll. and Education Plan (CNEP) on 
less than 40 days notice is granted subject to the following 
conditions: ,-

a. contel shall opei-ate its hotline f01~ Calling Pai-ty 
Numbel--CPN blocking inf6i.·m~tion to allow customers to speak with 
a Contel employee or agent during some non-business hours. 

c. Contel shall submit to CACD a plan for ongoing educatioll 
for existing customers as well as information for educating new 
custome1-S. 

d. contei shall submit to CACD an alternate community 
outreach plan which p't-ovide's for fe .... ·er and mOre in-depth 
meetings and delegating 'education on CpN to community agencies 
serving customers at risk of harm by passing of CPN. 

e. Contel shall have until May 15th to fiie to the 
Commission its repol-t on customer awareness of CPN passit'lg and 
blocking options. 

g. Contel shall be required to i.-each the awareness levels 
required for Pacific Bell, GTE California, Inc. and Roseville 
Telephone Comp~ny, which it'lcludes a 70% ai?ed a .... ·areness level. 
60\ understanding of CPN pa~sing and blocking levels and a 
demonstration of 30~ action level in the request of a blocking 
option. 
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h. In the event the State appeals the U.S. court of 
Appeals opinion in California v. F-.C.E. 9th Circuit No. 94-
70197, et -al. f and prevails, Contel sho\lld contact subcribers_ to 
non-p~blished service who have been assigned selective blocking 
by default to inform each one of the change in default blocking. 

2. This Resolution is effective today. 

I hereby certify that this Resolut!~~ was adopted by the- Public 
Utilities commission at its 1-egulai.-meeting orl March 13, 1996. 
The following Commissioners approved it: 

-S-

Executive Director 

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER 
- . president 

- P. GREGORY -CONLON 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, Jr. 

HENRY M. DUQUE' 
JOSIAH IJ. NEEPER 

Commissionei's 


