
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COMMISSION ADVISORY AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION RESOLUTION T-15876 
Telecommunications Branch April 10, 1996 

B~.sQ!I.vTJ:OH 

RESOLUTION T-15876. GTE WEST C6AST INCORPORATED (GTE 
WEST COAST). (U-l020C). REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF 
CUSTOMER NOTIFICATION ~ND, EDUCATION,PLAN (CNEP) IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE SECTION 2893 AND 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION (FCC) RECONSIDERATION 
ORDER 95-187 WHICH MUST BE, IMPLEMENTED AND MUST 
THEREAFTER BE SHOWN TO BE EFFECTIVE TO THE COMMISSION'S 
SATISFACTION BEFORE GTE WEST COAST CAn pAss CALLING 
PARTY NUMBERS (CPN) TO IN'l'ERCONNECTING CARRIERS. 

BY ADVICE LETTER NO. 414, FILED ON FEBRUARY 26, 1996. 

S\JKMARY 

This Resolution authorizes GTE west Coast to implement a CNEP 
for the passage of CPN subject to the conditions imposed in this 
Resolution. As modified and implemented, GTE west coast's 
CNEP will constitute a public education program Which focuses on 
customer privacy and informed consent. This is consistent with 
the pOlicies and requirements adopted for,other utilities.' with 
this approach, GTE West Coast shOUld initially attain the 
customer awareness level indicated in this Resolution, with a 
target of 100\ customer awareness for ongoing education efforts. 
Additionally, by adopting a program using the same terms, 
definitions and similar messages being used by other utilities 
throughout the state, customer awareness of the passinq of CPN 
will be increased through recognition and reinforcement by 
repetition of these messages throughout California~ 

BACKGROUND 

In 1992 the commission authorized pacific, GTEC and contel of 
California, Inc. (Contel) to offer Caller ID service to their 
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 offered 
consistent with cons~itutional and statutory rights of privacy 
of California citizens. The commission authorized a choice of 
blocking options, free of charge, for all customers t6 prevent 
nonconsensual number disclosure. For customers-dissatisfied 
with their initial assiqnment of a blocking option, it granted 
one free change of this blocking option. It also outlined 
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rcqulremonts for rigorous CNEPs to inform customers about the 
passage of CPN and the available blocking options, 

Under the Commission's 1992 deoisions each respondent local 
exchan~e carrier is required to file Its proposed CNEP with and 
obtain. approval of its CttEP from the Commission before 
implementing a CNEP. After the approval and subsequent 
implementation of a CNEP the utility must provide a showing to 
the Commission, subject to approval by 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 recently California utilities have declined to offer 
Caller ID service, pursuing instead Federal preemption of 
certain aspects of the Commission's conditions for offering 
caller los~rvice, On June 5, 1995 the FCC issued its 
interstate caller 10 rules in Common carrier Docket No. 91-281. 
The FCC substantiallY deferred to California and all other 
states, stating that individual state blocking regimes should 
apply to interstate calls so long as minimum federal privacy 
standards are met. However, the FCC preempted California's per 
line (complete) blocking default safety net. This preemption is 
under appeal by the commission. Regarding customer ed~cation, 
the FCC adopted the commission's informed consent standard and 
deferred to states to determine, in light of speoial 
circumstances applicable to a particular state, appropriate 
requirement~ for achieving effective education. 

The FCC's order required all local exchange carriers to begin 
passing CPN to interconnectihgcarriers on ~ecemberl~ 1995. 
On JUne 22; 1995, the Commission Advisory and Compliance 
Division (CACD) wrote local e~change carriers alerting them to 
the pending FCC requirement to pass CPN and to CACD's 
determination of utility requirements to develop and conduct . 
effectiVe C~EPS 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 rules, their intent to 
offer caller 10 service and their plans to file a pr6posed CNEP 
with the commission. 

On August 16, 1995, CACD 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 planningt6 offer· 
Caller 10 service were instructed to file an application and 
include a proposed CNEP for review and approval. utilities not 
planning to offer Caller 10 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 D~cember 
1, 1995 deadline., On December 1, 19~5the FCC granted a.~ month 
extension, until June 11 1996, for all california carriers. 

In order to explore the possibility of a statewide CNEP plan, . 
the California Telephone Association met on January 22, 1996 for 
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tho purpose of being briefed On tho CNEP elements doveloped for 
Paoifio by its consultant, with the thouqht of these elements 
being used by all carriers. On February 14, 1996 CACD sent a 
letter to the carriers that had not filed propos&~ CNEPs. This 
letter described CACD's recommend&d basio CNEP requirements for 
small local exchange carriers (LECs). The goal of the letter 
was to (1) faoilitate the prompt filing by the small LECs so 
that their CNEPs could be conducted at the same tine as those of 
the large carriers in order to minimize customer confusion and 
(2) to encouraqe the use of common CNEP elements. 

Briefly CACD's recommended CNEP includes: 
o Conducting a community out~each 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 ot 

blocking option or for assigned default blocking 
o Advertising in local newspaper(s) and radio 
o Conducting an awareness surveyor achieving a 7()% level 

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

assistance, available during some non-business hours 
o Developing an ongoing education program 

GTE West Coast's proposed CUEP includes the fOllowing 
components: 

o community Outreach - copies of GTE West Coast's CNEP were 
mailed to community based organizations, schools, 
chambers of commerce, law enforcement agencies, churches 
and others in the Klamath, crescent city area. They. were 
invited to an open house/workshop held on March 28, 1996. 
Besides hearing a presentation oh the CNEP, GTE west 
Coast introduced training materials, ·a video and other 
materials Which are available for these organizations. 

Additionally, the utility staff received training on 
Caller 10 Blocking issues by GTE corporation staff who 
developed CNEP materials for GTEC's CNEP. 

6 Bill Inserts - If possible, two will be sent prior to 
June 1st. They will be provided in spanish as well as 
English and translated into other languages if necessary. 
The bill insert will also be made available at GTE West 
Coast's crescent city Phone Mart. The Phone Mart staff 
have been trained in caller 10 Blocking issues and will 
provide ballots to customers. 

o Letter to Non-published/unlisted custom&rs - The same 
letter adopted for GTEC and PacBell customers will be 
adapted for GTE west coast customers. 

o 800 or local number - The same staff for GTEC will handle 
GTE west Coast customer calls. English and 
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spanish lines are open Monday - Friday, 7am - 9pm and 
saturday 1am - 4pm. 

o Publio service a"nouncements - GTE West Coast will run 
the same ad used for GTEC and Paoifio in the local 
newspaper, the crescent City Del Norte ~riplicate. 
Additionally, the alternative media press kit developed 
for Pacifio and GTEC will be distributed to local 
agencies, 

o Confirmation Letters - The proposed CNEPstates that 
confirmation letters with stickers will be s~nt twice; on 
4/15 and 5/15 and thereafter as customers register 
blocking choices. No draft was provided. 

o Default Letter ~ GTE West Coast prop6ses sending a 
selective blocking lettetwith a sticker ori 5/1~ Drafts 
were not provided in the'draft CNEP. ' 

6 Customer awareness levels ,- GTE West Coast will 
participate with GTE california in'the survey bei"9 
conducted by Field Research. GTE west Coast did not 
estimate the aWareness levels'which it believes can be 
reached by Jun~ 1, 1996. 

o ongoing education -GTE West coast will send an. apriual 
bill insert (on caller ID Blocking) to all customers. 

.. Additionally the White Pages Directory will include CNEP 
~ bill insert information that will also be provided to all 

new customers. 
NOTICE/PROTESTS 

Notice of Advice Letter No. 414 was published in the 
Commission's Daily Calendar on February 28, 1996., No'protests 
or comments have been tiled in conjunction with this advice 
letter. 

DISCUSSION 

GTE West Coast's proposed plan contains all of the required CNEP 
components. MoreOVer, its comprehensive community outreach 
effort, shown iQ the d~velopment of training materials for the 
agencies invited to th~ workshop should contribu~e to a high 
aWareness level in GTE West Coast's served communities. 
Unfortunately, the iateness of GTE West Coast's ·fllingmay not 
allow enough time for the customers to be adequately educated by 
the June 1, 1996 deadline for passing CPN. GTE West coast did' 
not provide a timellne for its CNEP actions in it~ AL filing. 
As it plans to participate in the survey that GTEC has arranged, 
we are concerned that the program may not be completed before 
th~ survey is conducted. 

Therefore we r~c'omniand that GTE west coast either file ·at. the 
FCC for additional time to educate its customers or agte~'t6 the 
approach pro~osed by the other small companies, wh~reby they 
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will call their customers in order to achieve a 70\ action level 
demonstrated by a choice of blocking option. 

In addition, on ~anuary 31, 1996, the United states Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit denied our appeal of the FCC 
~ecision (u.s. court of Appeals opinion in California v. FCC, 
95h Circuit No. 94-70197 et al.). on March 18, 1996 the 
Commission filed a petition in the Supreme Court to ap~eal the 
circuit court opinion. Should the FCC's preemption of the 
Commission's complete (per line blocking) blocking default be 
stayed or should the Commission prevail, GTE West Coast ~hould 
contact subscribers to nonpublished service who have not chosen 
a blotyKing o)?tion to inform each one of the chan<je in default 
blocking opt1on. GTE west Coastsh6uld submit its proposed " 
notice to customers on the change in the blocking 6ption default 
to CACD for approval prior to mailing. 

concerning cAcDreview of GTE West coast's CHEP messages, we do 
not anticipate that there will be a need to review and approve 
them as the messages developed f6r GTEC will be adapted for GTE 
west Coast. However, a copy of the materials shoUld be provided 
to CACD by April 30,1996. Additionally, GTE West coast should 
provide CACD with the results of the community outreach workshop 
including any feedback resulting in a modification of its plan. 

FINDINGS 

1. GTE west Coast Incorporated" fGTE West coast) filed its 
proposed customer Notification and Education plan (CNEP) on 
February 26, 1996 in Advice Letter No. 414. 

2. The Federal communications commission (FCC) in its " 
reconsideration order 6fRules governing interstate Caller ID 
(Docket 91-281) granted states discretion to adopt customer 
notification and education plans prior to the passage of CPN. 

3. The Commission Advisory and compliance Division (CACD) sent 
the small local exchange carriers (LECs) a letter on February 
14, 1996 outlining the mltlh'n.UT!l requirements for a CNEP by a 
small LEC. -

4. GTE West cOast's proposed CHEP satisfies the minimum 
requirements for a small LEC. 

5. GTE west Coast may not be able to complete its CNEP by June 
1, 1996. 

6. GTE West Coast should be required to either file at the FCC 
for an extension of time or agree to undertake actions to re"ach 
a 70% level of blocking requests by GTE West COast's customers. 

7. GTE west Coast should. be required to provide CACD with a 
timeline for accomplishing its CNEP. " 
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that I 

1. GTE w~st coast lncorpor~ted (GTE West Coast's) Advice Letter 
No, 414, requesting authorization to implement its customer 
Notification and ~ucation ~lan (CNEP) Is qranted subject to the 
following conditionsz 

a. GTE West coast shall provide the commissIon Advisory and 
compliance Division (CACD) by April 15, 1996 a timeline 
for conducting its CNEP. 

b. GTE West coast s~all decide-either to fil~ a request for 
a waiver at theFC~ for an extension of-time to comply 
with its June 1; 1996 requirement to begin passing CPN 
or to commit to taking aotions to reach a 70\ leVel of 
blocking requ~sts by its customers,' GTE,West coast 
shall notify CACD by April 15, 1996 which aotion it will 
use. 

c. GTE West Coast shall submit to CACD its report on the 
percentage of customers ohoosing a blocking option by 
May 15, -1996. 

d. In the event that the CommissIon obtains a stay of the 
FCC's preemption of the per line (complete) blooking 
default-- or pI"evails In the supreme Court, _ GTE West Coast. 
shallcontaot sUbsoribers to nonpublished or unli~ted 
service who have not chosen a blocking option of the 
change ill thadefault blooking option. 

This Resolution is effective today. 

I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the pub1"ic 
utilIties commission at its regularmet!ting on April 10, 1996. 
The following commissioners approved it: 

M_. ~L..:...~~"-~ . . ~-
EY M. FRANKLIN 

cutive Director 

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER 
presid~nt 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, Jr. 
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HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

commissioners 


