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PURI.le urn.ITIRS COMMISSION OF TIJR STATR OF CALIFORNIA 

OO~WISSION ADVISORY AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION 
Telecommunications Branch 

RESOLUTION T-15883 AAA 

May 22, 1996 

RE~Q!!UT'!QH 

RESOLUTION T-15a83. VARIOUS LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIERS 
(LECS). REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF CUSTOMER AWARENESS 
LEVELS THAT CALLING PARTY NUMBERS (CPN) WILL BEGIN TO BE 
PASSED JUNE 1, 1996, AND OF AVAILABLE CALLER ID BLOCKING 
OPTIONS, WHICH AWARENESS LEVELS MUST BE SHOWN TO BE 
EFFECTIVE TO THE CO~~ISSION'S SATISFACTION BEFORE LECS 
CAN OFFER CALLER ID SERVICE OR PASS CALLING PARTY 
NUMBERS (CPN) TO INTERCONNECTING CARRIERS. 

BY l\DVICB 
Lh"I-YRR NO. FILED BY 
18218 
8086 
362 
231 

198 
1030 
250 

• 
162 
223 
194 

SUMMl\RY 

(PACIFIC) 
(GTEC) 
(ROSEVILLE) 
(SISKIYOU) 

DATE FILED 
5/03/96 
5/03/96 
5/06/96 
5/07/96 

(CTC-TUOLUNNE) 

(CTC-GOIJDEN STATE) 

(CTC-CALIFORNIA) 
(CAL-OREGON) 
(CONTEL) 
(EVANS) 

(GTE WEST COAST) 
(HAPPY VALLEY) 
(PONDEROSA) 
(SIERRA) 

5/16/96 
5/16/96 
5/14/96 

5/14/96 
5/15/96 
5/15/96 

This resolution authorizes. GTE of California (GTEC), Roseville 
Telephone Company (Roseville), The Siskiyou Telephone Company 
(Siskiyou), CaliforI'lia-01'egon Telephone Co. (Cal-01"e), Ponderosa 
Telephone Co. (Ponderosa), Sierra Telephone Co., Inc. (Sierra). 
Happy Valley Telephone Company (Happy Valley), Evans Telephone 
Company (Evans), and Contel of Califo1"nia, Inc. (Conte}) to begin 
passing calling pa1-ty number (CPN), subject to conditions imposed 

. . 

1 Instead of filing an advice letter GTE West Coast submitted a 
letter to the Commission AdvisOl"Y and Compliance Division (CACO) 
which provided the numbel' of customers choosing a blocking option. 
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in this resolution. and to offer Callo}.' ID sel."vice upon appi:oval 
of their respective advice letters or applications. Except as 
specifically noted, the Commission finds that_ the majority of 
companies have attained or exceeded the established standards for 
customer awareness levels required br the Commission when it 
authorized the LECs to implement then,' customer notification and 
educatioll programs (CN8Ps). As 'requested by the LEes, these 
advice letters are effective on less than 40dars notice to allow 
for compliance with the- FCC requirements tobeg~n passing CPN 
beginnin~ June 1. 19~~. As Pacific has requested-an extension of 
time unt~l July I, 1996 to complete its CN8P we are not 
authol-izing it to pass CPNor offer Caller 10 until it completes 
its CNEP. Additionally, we find GTE West Coast Inc. not to be in 
compliance with our requirements for achieving customer awareness 
and also do not authorize it to pass CPN on June 1, 1996. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1992 the Cornrnission auth(>l-i~ed pacific, ·GTEC and Contel of 
Califor~ia, Inc. (Contel) to offer caller ID service to their 
customers. In so doing; tl)e commission took steps to aSSUl.-e that 
the service, which al19ws the calling party's telephone number to 
be displayed to th6 called p~rty, ~oUld beoffered'~ondistent with 
constitutional and statutory rights of. pl'ivacy of. Califoi-nia -
citizens. The Commission authorized a·choice of blocking options, 
free of charge, for all custc:>mers- t6 pl.·eyent llonconse-hsual number 
disclosure. For custom6rs dissatisfied with their initial 
assignment of a blocking ,option, it gl.'anted one free change of 
this blocking option. It also outlined requh,-ements for rigorous 
CNEPs to inform customers about the passage of CPN and the 
available blocking options. 

Undel' the Commission's 1992 decisions, each respondent local 
exchange carrier is required to file its proposed CNEP with and 
obtain approval of its CNEP fl'om the commission befol."e 
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 pi.-oviding . 
evidence that all customers have been informed of pending Caller 
ID service and available blocking options. 

On June 5, 1995, the FCC issued .its interstate Caller ID rules in 
Common Carrier Docket No. 91-281. The FCC substantially deferred 
to California and all other states, stating that individual state 
blocking i.-egimes should apply to interstate calls so long as 
minimum federal privacy standards are met. The FCC's ot'der 
required all local exchange carriers to begin passing CPN to 
interconnecting carriers on December 1, 1995; howevet-, pursuant to 
waivers filed by California carriel:s for additional time to 
implement their customer notification and education prbgrams, the 
FCC granted a 6 month extension, until June 1, 1996, for all 
California carriers to begin passing CPN. 

Pacifia-'s pt"op6sed CNEP~ filed on October 11, 1995, was apptoVed 
by the Commission in Resolution No. T-15827 on December- 20, 1995; 
GTEC's proposed CNEP, filed on November 1, 1995, was approved in 
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Resohltion No. T-15833 on Janual."y 24, 1996. Conte!'s pt"oposed 
CNEP. filed on february 21, 1996 was approved in Resolution No. T-
15858 on March 13, 1996. Roseville's application for approval to 
implement its propOsed CNEP and to offer Caller ID service was 
filed on September 5, 1995. An interim opinion, D. 96-02-()12, 
authorized Roseville to implement its CNEP. SimilarlY, Siskiyou 
filed its application on September 25, 1995, to offer Caller ID 
and other CLASS services; an interim decision, D. 96-03-011, 
authorized Siskiyou's proposed CNBP. 

In conductin~ their CNEPs, the Commission ~'equired all five of 
these compan1es to initially attain the following. awareness 
levels: 70% aided a~'areness that numbers will be passed, 60% 
volunteel:ed unde~~standing of blocking options and 30\ action 
(affirmative choice of a blocking choice). The companies were 
directed to file a report with the Commission demonstrating the 
attained awareness levels by May 1, 1996, ~ith the exception of 
Contel which was allowed to file on May 15, 1996. If their 
reports indicated that the awareness levels will not be. attained 
prior to June 1, 1996, the burden was placed on the utilities to 
explain why these levels could not be attained and to provide the 
Commission with a plan for attaining those levels in a timely 
manner. 

Regarding the remaining companies who had hot yet filed 
applications to offel.' Caller iD 01' who did not 1>lal1 to offer 
Caller ID service concurrently with passing CPN, the Commission 
authorized them to file Advice Letters for approval to implement 
CNEPs. The Commission provided these companies (generally small 
LEes) with two options for demonstrating satisfactory customer 
notice. They could attain the awarenesS standards mentioned 
above, or could choose an alte~"native approach (requested by two 
of the small companies) whel.-eby they would demonstrate customer 
awareness by achieving a 70% level of requests of a blocking . 
option by their customers. 

Ponderosa filed Advice Letter No. 222, Siei.-ra filed Advice. Letter 
No. 192, Cal-Ore filed Advice Letter No. 195 and Happy Valley 
filed Al 159 on February 21, 1996. On March 13, Ig96, the 
Commission authoi"ized Sierra in T-15856, POndel"OSa in T-15880, 
Cal-Ore in T-15857 and Happy Valley in T-15854 to implement their. 
CNEPs and choose one of the two methods of demonstrating customer 
awareness. 

Evans filed Advice Letter No. 249 on February 26,1996 and Advice 
Letter Supplement No. 249A on March 25, 1996. GTE West Coast 
filed Advice Letter No. 414 on February 26, 1996. CTC-Tuolumne 
filed its Advice Letter No. 6 on March 14, 1996; CTC-Golden State 
filed its Advice Letter No. 6 on March 14, 1996. On April 10, 
1996, the Commission authorized Evans in T-15875, CTC-TWolumne in 
T-15877. eTC-Golden State in T-15878 and GTE West Coast in T-1587() 
to implement their CNEPs. 

Additionally these LECs were given until May IS, 19~6, to file 
their reports with cheD demonstrating their achieved customer 
awareness levels. Due to the lateness of their filing. the LEes 
approved on April lOth were directed to file, if necessary, at the 
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FCC for a waiver of the June 1, 1996, date to begin passing CPN in 
ot"der to have additional time to ed\lcate their customers. Evans 
and GTE Nest Coast indicated that they would not need additional 
time and therefore would not file at the FCC. 

eTC-Tuolumne and Golden State, however, had indicated in their 
Advice Letters their intent to file fc)}'" a waiver at the FCC. On 
May 2, 1996, CTC-California filed its extension request at the FCC 
to apply to CTC-Tuolumne and Golden State as well. Additionally, 
on April 10, 1996, eTC-California was authorized to implement its 
draft CNEP as well as to offer Caller ID service, pursuant to its 
application filed on December 22, 1995. 

All of the advice letters requested Commission approval on less 
than the 40 day notice period, required by General Order 96A (GO 
9GA) in order to comply with the FCC requirement to begin passing 
CPN on June 1, 1996. 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 

Public notice of the LECs' advice lettel-s and supplements appeal-ed 
in the Commission's Daily Calendar throughout May, 1996. ChCD 
l"eceived no protests o i." cornments filed in conjunction with these 
Advice L~tter filings. 

DISCUSSION 

Two thresholds must be met by carriers before the COrTh'llission can 
allow them to offer Calle1~ ID service and pass CPN. One is 
aSSU1"ance that a carrier's CNEP will be completed by June 1, 1996 
(with exception to ongoing education activities and community 
outreach programs which will t"utl well past June 1 for GTEC aJ'ld 
Pacific). The other is that the carrier's customers have adequate 
awareness of the passing of cpN and blocking options to satisfy 
the FCC and the Commission' s infol-med consent standard. 

For the most part, the cal.Tiers· CNEPs have met or exceeded the 
Commission I s awareness s'tandards. Regardirlg the thl"ee awareness 
standards l-equil"ed fOl- Contel, Pacific, GTEC, Roseville and 
Siskiyou, all have met or exceeded the action ,standard, whereby at 
least 30% of their customers must make an affirmative choice of a 
blocking option. For the second standard, that 70\ of their 
customers must demonstrate aided awareness of Caller ID service, 
sufficient awareness has been demonstrated by customers 
intervie\~'ed by opinion research companies for Roseville, GTEC, 
Pacific and Contel. Regarding the third standard, that 60% of 
customers demOJlstrate an unaided understanding of CAller ID and of 
blocking options, this will be discussed in conjunction with each 
utility. 

For those companies choosing the alternate awareness standard, 
whereby they achieve 70% choice by customers of a blocking option, 
all but two have met or exceeded the requirement. 

Pacific 
Pacific's advice letter summarizes its consultant's research 
report, entitled "Callet" Id/Blocking Awa1'Emess Tl"acking" to 
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demonstrato the following succesful achievement of the t."equired 
customer awareness standards. It states that 74\ of those 
interviewed were aware of number delivery (aided awareness) • 
Regarding the understanding of how to block, 67\ of those 
intePJiewed, according to the survey. could volunteer how to . 
block, thus exceeding the 60\ goal. Last, in terms of action, 63\ 
of those interviewed understand what action they have to take to 
prevent number delivery. Additionally, as of May 15, 1996, \o,'ell 
over 30\ of Pacific's customers haye chosen a blocking form either 
by returning a choice ballot or calling the 800 number. 

Regarding the 67\ \loderstancHng level, Commission staff. questions 
the complex analysis needed to achi..~ve the l."equired _60\ level. 
Raw data fl"Om the survey indicates that ~. level at.'ound 27\ had 
been achieved at the .time the survey wascO~ducted. 
As these SU1"Veys wei-e conducted in mid and late Apl."il, however, we 
believe they are not a~cu(ate reflecti~nof the aWarenesS which 
will be achieVed at completion of the CNEP._ Pacific and G'rEC's 
CNEP activities and commu-nity _ cmtl"each programs will continue . 
throllghout the SUrruner. Therefore, a.higher leVel of understanding 
may be shown later.· . In De9isiqn 9~.'-11""062~ Ordfn'ing Paragl-aph 11 
t-equires Contel, GTEC and Pacific to "contract with a reputable 
independent public opinion survey company ••• to monitor the ongoing 
level of consumer awareness and undet"standing that has been 
attained during the period-eXtending from the date of this 
decisioh to the date of eXp:h"ation of . the two-ye~n~ tt.'ial period 
established herein." consistent with this requirement, Pacific's 
monitoring i."epOrts will provide the· Commission with accurate 
information on which to recommend, if needed, remedial action to 
raise the level of customer understanding of Caller 10 service. 

Regal."ditlg completion of the CNEP, P~cific requested from t_he 
Executive Director on May 13th, 1996, a formal extension of one . 
month. until July 1, to complete the sending of selective blocking 
confirmation letters to customers who had either (1) chosen 
selective blocking or (2) made no choice qf a blocking option and 
who therefo're were being assigned selective blocking by default. 
Pacific had committed to sel'lding out these letters by May is, 
1996, to give customers ample time. to request·a change before CPN 
begins to be passed on june 1, 1996. 

Pacific states it needs this additional month in order to minimize 
customer confusion caused by customers obtaining the selective 
blocking choice letter when they had all."eady submitted a blocking 
request which had not been processed in time to pt."event them fl"Om 
receiving the selective blocking lettel' by mistake. _ 
Pacific requests that it be allowed to begin passing CPN as well 
as offering Caller ID service beginning June 1, 1996 before it has 
completed its CNEP. 

Pacific I s l'equest fot.' art extension of time is granted upon 
obtaining a grant of its waiver ·from the FCC. It should not be 
aJlo .... ·edto pass CPN, insofar as it is jurisdictional to this 
commission, or to offer Caller ID service Ullti1 it completes its 
CNEP. 
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GTEe's CNEP survey results also indicate that it has attained the 
required awareness levels. GTEC believes its survey demonstrates 
76\ aided awareness has been achieved, a 61\ level of unaided 
understanding and ability to describe blocking options. As 41\ of 
its customers have registered blocking requests, it has exceeded 
the required 30\ action level. GTEC's survey also used the same 
methodology as did Pacific's cohcerning understanding of passage 
of CPN and the ability to volunteer specific infol-mation about 
blocking levels. 

Our recommendations for Pacific should apply to GTEC as well. 
GTEC should continue to monitor awareness and to pl.'ovide i,-eports 
to CACD on the results. Additionally, when GTEe's consultant 
performs the follow-up surveys required in OPt 11 of 92-11-062, 
the universe number for demonstrating awareness should be the 
total number interviewed, rather than the number of any subtotal. 
If the level of understanding is still below 60\, GTEC should 
recommend remedial measures to increase it to 60\. 

GTEC has met all of its stated obligations for completing its 
CNEP. Due to problems loading on customer blocking requests with 
some of its switches, GTEC has requested of the FCC a two week 
extension, uhtil June 15th, to complete this task befol.-e it begins 
passing CPN. GTEC should be au~horized to begin passing CPN and 
to offer Caller ID on June 15, 1996, if the FCC-grants its waiver 
request. 

CONTEL 
Contel's advice letter also indicates a successful completion of 
its CNEP in terms of reaching the requi~ed awareness levels. 
Contel's awareness levels were also determined by a customer 
opinion survey using the same methodology as that for Pacific and 
GTEC. 

Contel has received blockiJ~g requests for 40.9\ of its customers 
whose numbers can be passed on June 1, 1996. Contel believes it 
has reached an aided awareness level of 13\ and an unaided 
awareness level of 66%. We haVe the same concerns for Contel 
concerning the requirement for unaided understanding of CAller ID 
service and blocking options that we have for Pacific and-GTEC. 
Due to the use of a subset data number rather than the total 
universe (of persons interviewed) in the confirmation we believe 
the actual understanding of customers may not have been m~t. 

As Contel is subject to the same monitoring requirements specified 
in OP 11 in 92-11-062 mentioned above for Pacific and GTEC, we 
will have a more accurate understanding of customer aWa1-eness 
after receipt of these reports. Other than this concern, we 
believe that Contel has completed its CNEP and should be 
authol.-ized to begin passing CPN and offering Caller ID as of June 
1, 1996. 

ROSEVILLE 
Ros~ville has also exceeded the required awareness levels. Its 
customer opinion survey shows an aided awareness level of S4%, 77\ 
awareness by customers of at least one blocking option and, 
finally, both the opinion survey and Roseville's record of 
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customer requests for blocldng indicate a 44\ action level • 
Although Roseville's survey used the same questions as did that of 
Pacific and GTEC's, the methodology for determining the 
Undel"standing level did not follow the methodology used by the 
consultant for Pacific, GTEC and Contel. 

Roseville has completed or will complete its CNEP l-equirements by 
June 1, 1996 and should be authorized to pass CPN and offer Caller 
ID service as of June 1, 1996. 

SISKIYOU 
Siskiyou was requil-ed to. attai!) the. three Septll'ate aWal-eness 
levels (70\ aided awareness, 60\ understartding and 30\ actio~). 
Siskiyou has filed a'repol.-t with CACD which indicates that it has 
achieved an 84\ level of customer requests for blocking_ We 
believe that this level, b~ing higher than all three Of the 
awareness level standards, shoUld be considered as satisfactory 
completion of all the l"equil'ed awareness standards. 

Siskiyou has als6 cornpletedits CNEP requil-ements and should be 
authorized to begin offering Caller ID service and to pass CPN as 
of June 1,1996. 

PONDEROSA 
Pondei."osa's advice lettel.- shows the success of its CNEP through an 
attained lev~l of 79\ choice by its customers of a blocking 
option. It also has'compleb'!d its CNEP program and can begin 
passing cpN as of June 1, 1996 • 

SIERRA 
Sierra's advice letter shows that 74.2\ of its customers responded 
to th~ CNEP by affirmatively choosing one of the Caller ID 
blocking options. All of the CNEP elements have been completed 
in order to pass CPN begining June 1, 1996. 

HAPPY VALLEY 
Happy Valley has als6 achieved the required awareness level of 
Caller ID service through all affirmative choice by 11% of its 
customers of a blocking choice. It has also completed its CNEP. 
It should be authorized to begin passing CPN and offering Caller 
ID service as of June 1, 1996. 

Cal-Ore 
As of May 15, 1996, Cal Ore reports a 48\ customer choice of a 
blocking option. As Cal-Ore's filing indicates, however, this 
level doesn't reflect subsequent ongoing CNEP actions, such as the 
customer receipt of the second bill insert and of confirmation 
letters indicating the assignirtg of selective blocking by default. 
Cal-Ore states that it is still receiving blocking requests and 
will report to the Commission on May 30, 1996 the achieved 
percentage. Additionally, it has started a telephone campaign to 
determine the blocking choice of its customers. 

If Cal-Ore doesn't 'achIeve the 70% level by June 1, i996, Cal-Ore 
shoUld continue its telephone campaign and· shoUld ertdeaV01- to 
reach the 70% awareness level by July 1, 1996. CAl-Ore shoUld 
report its results on July 1, 1996. Based on Cal-Ore's assertions 
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we believe that it will meet the awareness levels and therefore it 
should be authorized to pass epN on June 1, 1996 • 

GTE , .. SST COAST 
As of May 15, 1996 when GTE West Coast wrote CACD a letter on its 
customer awareness levels, it had not achieved an acceptable level 
of awareness, as only 14\ of its customers had affirmativelr 
chosen a blocking option. This can not be considered campI ance ' 
with our requirement that customer awareness of the passing of CPN 
be demonstrated by 10\ cus~omel:' choice of a blocking option, .the 
alternative chosen by GTE West Coast. GTE West Coast should not 
be allowed to pass CPN until it demonstrates an acce~table 
awareness by its customers of Caller ID service and 1ts affect on 
privacy. 

As stated earlier, GTE West Coast had been given the option of 
f.iling ai.-equest fOl- a waiver at the FCC for more, time to complete 
~ts CNEP',if I}ccessary, due to tl;te latel}ess of filin~its CNEP and 
implementing its CNEP. Alternat1vely, it was also g1ven the 
option of achieving an awareness level of an affirmative blocking 
choice by 10\ of its customers. GTE West Coast chose the latter 
option. 

At this point there is no WaY, absent an adequate level of 
customer choice of blocking options or the results of a survey, 
either of which could illuminate us of the extent of customer 
awareness of ,the passing of CPN, that it can be determined if 
customers understand the ramifications of the iwminerit passing of 
CPN. GTS West Coast should not pass CPN until it has achieved an 
acceptable level of customer awareness. The commission should 
require GTE West Coast to file at the FCC for a waiver from the 
requirement to passCPN until it can demonstrate that its 
customers aloe satisfactorily educated about passing CPN. 

CTC-Tuolumne/erC-Golden State 
erC-California and its affiliates, erC-Tuolu~le and CTC-Golden 
State filed on May 2, 1996, a joint 1'equest at the FCC for an 
extension of time until July 1, 1996 in order to complete their 
CNEPs before passing CPN. 

Summary 
Due to the fact that the LECs who have implemented and completed 
CNEPsai.-e required by the FCC to begin passing CPN begining June 
1, 1996, it is reasonable to approve their advice letters on less 
than 40 days notice. 

J!INDINGS 

1. The FCC in its reconsideration ol·der of Rules governing 
interstate Caller ID (Docket 99-11) granted states discretion to 
adopt customei.' notification and education programs prior to the 
passage of calling party number. 

2. The Callel' ID decisiol\S (D. 92~11-065, 44 CPUC 44 2d 693 and D. 
92-11-062, 46 CPUC 2d 482) require Pacific, GTEC and Contel to 
make a showing that they have completed their CNEP l"equirements 
and have notified all their customers of the nature of Caller ID 
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service and the means by which they can protect their privacy, 
consistent with the pl.-ovisions of this order and to "contract with 
a reputable independent public opinion SU1-ver company free of 
conflict of interest to monitor the ongoing evel of consumer 
awareness and understanding that has been attained." 

3. Orderi.ng paragraph 3 of D.92-11-06~ requires that carriers 
notify each subs¢ribert "(1) of the blocking option applicable to 
that party's tele~hone service, (2) whether that option was 
determined by cho1ce 0'1' by default, (3) of the right of the 
subscriber to change the blocking option applicable to that 
sub~criber's service one time free of charge~ and (4) of the 
nature of the available blocking options to which the subscriber 
might wish to change. (46CPUC2d 482, Attachment 1,491). 

4. Commission resolutions and decisions have been issued which 
have authorized Roseville, siskiyou, erC-TUolumne, erC-Golden 
State, cTC-Caiifornia, Evans, GTE West Coast, Happy Valley, 
Ponderosa, Sierra and Cal-Ore to implement CNEPs. 

5. These resolutions and decisions haVel."equi):ed LECs implementing 
CNEPs to make a compliance filing with CACD which demonstrates 
that they have attained. satisfactory customer awareness levels 
conCel.-nillg CPN passing .as described in this resolution. 

6. The compliance filings by the majority of carl-i f3 rs, to date, 
indicate that they have met or exceeded. the required awareness 
levels and have e~ther completed Or will complete their CNEPs by 
Jllne 1, 1996 . 

. 7. Contel, .Roseville, Evans, Happy Valley, Siskiyou, Ponderosa, 
Cal-Ore and Sierra should be authorized to pass CPN and to offer 
Caller 1D service, if requested and authorized, as of June 1, 
1996; GTEC should be authorized to pass CPN insofar as it is 
jurisdictional to this Commission and to offer Caller 1D service 
as of June 15, 1996. 

B. GTEC, eTC-California, CTC-Twolumne, CTC-Golden State and 
Pacific have filed limited waivers at the FCC in order to complete 
thei1' CNEPs. 

9. GTE West Coast has not attained a satisfactory customer 
awareness level and should be required to file at the FCC for 
additional time to educate its customers. 

10. Pacific's request for an extension of one mollth to complete 
its CNEP should be granted; however, Paci.fic should be allowed to 
pass CPN and to offer Caller 1D service when it has completed its 
CNEP. 

11. Pacific will have completed its CNEP in order to pass CPN and 
offer Caller 1D service once the selective blocking confirmation 
letter has been sent to customers who have either (i) chosen 
selective blocking or (2) made no choice· of a blocking option and 
who therefore are assigned selective blocking by default . 
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12. Pacific, GTEC and Contel are requh."ed by Ordering Paragraph 11 
of O. 92-11-062 to conduct ongoing customer awareness surveys for 
two years after offering Caller 10 service. 

13. Pacific, GTEC and Contel should file surveys to the Commission 
which demonstrate that the level of unaided understanding by 
customers of Caller 10 service and the ability to specify how to 
block has been incn~ased to the 60\ level required by the 
Commission. 

14. CTC-Tuolumne, CTC-Golden State and CTC-California have not 
completed. their CNEPs and have not attailled satisfactory awareness 
levels and have filed a temporary waiver at the FCC for additional 
time to complete their CNEPs before passing CPN and offering 
Caller 10. 

15. CTC-Tuolumne, CTC-Golden State and eTC-California shOUld not 
be allowed to offer Caller 10 service or pass CPN until they have 
comp1etedtheir CNEPs. 

TIIERIWORR. I'l' IS ORDERED that: 

1. We appl.'oVe Roseville Telephone Company's (Roseville) Advice 
I .. etter No. 362, The siskiyou Telephone Company's (Siskiyou) Advice 
Lettei.- No. 231, Pondel.-osa Telephone Co.' s (Potldel.-osa) Advice Letter 
No. 223, Sierra Telephone Co., Inc.'s Advice Let tel.' No. 194, Evans 
Telephone Company's (Evans) Advice Letter No. 250, Happy Valley. 
Telephone Company's (Happy Valley) Advice Letter No. 162, Contel's 
Advice Letter No. 1030, and California Oregon Telephone Co.'s 
(Cal-Ore) Advice Letter No. 162 and therefore authorize these 
companies to begin passing calling pal.-ty numbel: (CPN) beginning 
June 1, 1996 and we approve GTE of California's (GTEC) Advice 
Letter No. 8086 but authorize it to begin passing CPN beginillng 
June 15, 1996. 

2. Contel, Siskiyou, Roseville, Evans, and Happy Valley are 
authorized to offer Caller 10 service beginning June 1, 1996; GTEC 
is authorized to offer Caller 10 service beginning June 15, 1996. 

3. California-Oregon should continue its customer education 
program and pl.-ovide the Commission with monthly reports to 
demonstrate the status of its attaining a 70% level of choice by 
its customers of a blocking option. 

4. Pacific is granted an extension of time until July 1, 1996, in 
order to complete its CNEP. 

5. Insofar as it is jurisdictional to this Commissioll, Pacific is 
authorized to begin passing CPN and offer Caller ID upon 
completion of its CNEP. 

6. Pacific is required to comply with Ordering Paragraph 3 of 
0.92-11-062, prior to Offering Caller ID, other privacy related 
CLASS services and/or passing CPN . 

7. Pacific is granted the flexibility to adjust its CNEP time 
1 ine in any manne~' it deems necessary to ensure that the 
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notification requh.-ed by Ordering Pal.-agl-aph 3 of D.92-12-062 is 
accomplished prior to the offering of Callal- ID. ot' passing CPN, 
insofar as it is jurisdictional to this Commission. 

S. Insofal.:' as it is jurisdictional to this Commission, Pacific 
shall 1l0t pass CPN Ol~ offer Caller ID service until it has 
completed its CNEP. 

9. The chief of the Telecommunications Branch shall determine 
when 'Pacific has' compieted its CNBP and shail hotify Pacific, upon 
the determination that pac~fic has, completed its CNBP, that 
Pacific is authorized to offer Caller ID and pass CPN, insofar as 
it is jurisdictional to this commission. . 

10. GTB West Coast, Inc. has failed to demonstrate requh.'ed . . 
customer awareness of Caller ID service and blocking options and 
should file a waiver at the Federal Communications commission 
(FCC) £Ol." addi.tional time to complete. its cUstom(n.' liotificati6ri 
and education, pl"Ogram. GTE West Coast, Inc. is not authorized to 
pass CPN until it has completed its CNEP. 

11. cTC~Calif6rnia, CTC-Tuolumne, CTC-Golden state are not 
authorized to pass CPN until they have completed their CNEPs. 

The effective date of this Resolution i~ May 22, 1996. 

I certify that this Resolution ~'as adopted by the Public utilities 
Commissioll at its regular meeting on May 22, 1996. The following 
Commissione'l-S aPPl.·oved it! 
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WESLM. 
Executive 

DAN I EL Wm.· FESSLER 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, Jr. 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Comrnissioners 

president·P. Gregory conlon,. 
being necessarily absent, did 
not participate. 


