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Executive Summary 

When   the  Moore   Universal   Telephone   Service   Act   (Moore   Act)1  was   passed  
more   than   twenty   years   ago,   very   few   people   could   have   foreseen   the  
changes   that   have   since   taken   place   in   California’s   telecommunications  
landscape.     The   Act’s   purpose   was   to   ensure   that   high   quality,   basic  
residential   telephone   service  was   available   to   the   public   in   general   ‐   and   to  
low   income   citizens   in   particular   ‐   at   affordable   rates.     It   emphasized   the  
importance   of   universal   service   and   put   in   motion   the   programs   and  
initiatives  that  furthered  that  goal  over  the  next  two  decades.  
 
With   the   explosive   growth   of  wireless   phone   service,   cable   technology,   and  
all   things   Internet,   the   service  paradigm   for  phone   service  has   changed   from  
wireline   technology  provided  by   local   exchange   telephone   companies   (LECs)  
to   multiple   technologies   provided   by   a   host   of   different   service   providers.    
This   new   intermodal   paradigm   has   resulted   in   an   environment  where  many  
consumers   can   choose   phone   service   from   one   of   several   regulated   or  
unregulated   providers   using   differing   technologies.     There   are   now   more  
wireless  subscribers   in  California  than  wireline  subscribers,  and  the  1  million  
Voice   over   Internet   Protocol   (VoIP)   service   subscribers   are   adding   to   the  
number   of   those   consumers   opting   out   of   traditional  wireline   phone   service  
provided   by   l icensed   local   exchange   companies.     It   should   come   as   no  
surprise  that  California  now  finds   itself  with  more  phones  than  people.  
 
Coincident  with   the  growth  of  new   technologies  and   service  providers   is   the  
erosion   of   the  wireline   base   of   the   traditional   telephone   companies.     These  
l ine   losses   started   at   the   beginning   of   the   millennium   and   have   continued  
unabated.    During   this   same   period,   however,   the   percentage   of   households  
with  some   type  of  phone  service,  or   the  penetration   rate,  has   remained   fairly  
steady  –  up  some  years  and  down   in  others  –  underscoring  the  change   in  how  
we  communicate.      
 
The  current   statewide  penetration   rate  exceeds   the  95  percent  goal   set  by   the  
California  Public  Utilities  Commission   (Commission)   and  now   stands   at   96.7  
percent  of  all  households   in  California  as  compared   to  95.5  percent   last  year.    
There   are   variations   in   the   penetration   rate   in   different   geographies:   higher  
in   urban   than   rural   areas;   differences   in   subscribership   among   racial   and  

                                                 
1 AB 1348, Ch.1143 ,  Sta t s .  1983   [Ca l i f .  Pub .  Uti l .Code  §871  e t  seq . ] .  as  amended .  
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ethnic   groups;   and  most   notably,   differences   dependent   upon   income   level.    
But   overall   current   subscribership   levels   indicate   that   the   policies   and  
programs  designed   to   foster  universal   service  have  had   the  desired  effect  on  
the  penetration  rate.  
 
The  California  LifeLine  Program,   the  High  Cost  Fund  A  and  B  Programs,   the  
Deaf   and   Disabled   Telecommunications   Program   (DDTP)   and   the   Rural  
Telecommunications   Infrastructure   Grant   Program   are   long   standing  
initiatives   aimed   at   addressing   subscribership   by   keeping   telephone   service  
affordable.     LifeLine   and   the   Rural   Grant   programs   address   affordability  
directly,  LifeLine  by   subsidizing  basic   rates  and   the  Rural  Grant  program  by  
funding   infrastructure  projects   in   rural,   low‐ income   communities.    The  High  
Cost   programs   take   an   indirect   approach   by   subsidizing   carrier’s   cost   in  
rural,   high‐cost   areas.     The   DDTP   program   provides   equipment   to   the   deaf  
and  disabled  community  to  facil itate  telephone  communications.  
 
The   Commission   is   confident   that   the   penetration   rate   will   remain   high.      
This   confidence   is   buttressed   by   the   growth   in   subscribers   of   competitive  
alternatives   to  wireline   telephone   service,   the   recent  auction  of  new  wireless  
spectrum  by   the  Federal  Communications  Commission   (FCC),   the   continuing  
decrease   in   the   cost   to   provide   communications   technologies,   and   improved  
service  reliability   in  rural  areas.      
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Overview 
 
As   of  November   2007,   residential   telephone   subscribership   in   the  U.S.   stood  
at   94.9   percent,   an   increase   of   some   1.7   million   households2  since   the  
Commission’s   last  penetration  report   in  August  2007.    During   this  same   t ime,  
California   has   seen   subscribership   rise   from   95.5   percent   to   96.7   percent   of  
all  households,  and   the   state  moved  up   several   spots   in   the  national   ranking  
from  15th  to  11th  place.      
 

State  Nov 1983  Nov 2007  % Change  Rank 

North Dakota  95.10  98.50  3.40  1 
Minnesota  96.40  97.80  1.40  2 
South Dakota  92.70  97.70  5.00  3 
Connecticut  95.50  97.60  2.10  4 
Pennsylvania  95.10  97.60  2.50  5 
New Hampshire  95.00  97.50  2.50  6 
Colorado  94.40  97.00  2.60  7 
Massachusetts  94.30  97.00  2.70  8 
Alaska  83.80  96.90  13.20  9 
Iowa  95.40  96.90  1.50  10 
California  91.70  96.70  4.90  11 
Wisconsin  94.80  96.60  1.80  12 
Wyoming  89.70  96.60  6.80  13 
Missouri  92.10  96.50  4.40  14 
Oklahoma  91.50  96.50  5.00  15 
Kansas  94.90  96.40  1.50  16 
Nevada  89.40  96.40  6.90  17 
Vermont  92.70  96.40  3.70  18 
New Jersey  94.10  96.30  2.20  19 
Washington  92.50  96.30  3.80  20 

 
Tab le  1  –  Telephone  Pene t ra t ion  by  S ta te   (%  of  Househo lds  with  Telephone  Serv i ce )  

Source :    FCC  Repor t  Telephone  Subscr ibe rsh ip   in   the  United  States ;   re l eased  March  2008  

 
This   subscribership   level,   or   penetration   rate,   is   calculated   by   the   Federal  
Communications  Commission  and   is  based  upon  data  supplied  by   the  Census  
Bureau’s  monthly  Current  Population  Survey,  or  CPS3.          

                                                 
2 Based  upon  U.S .  Census  es t imate  of  114  mil l ion  househo lds  as  of  2006 .  
3  The   CPS   i s   a   month ly   survey   of   about   50 ,000   households   nat ionwide   ‐   about   10%   of   them   in  
Cal i forn ia .     The   FCC   has   cont rac ted   with   the   census   depar tment   to   ask   ques t ions   on   t e l ephone  
ava i lab i l i ty   in  order   to   ca lcu la te  pene t ra t ion   l eve l s .    Unfor tuna te ly ,   these   re su l t s  do  not   t ra ck  nice ly  
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In   an   effort   to   accurately   include   all   available   telephone   technologies   in   the  
survey,   the   survey   asks   “Does   this   house,   apartment,   or  mobile   home   have  
telephone   service   from  which   you   can   both  make   and   receive   calls?     Please  
include   cell  phones,   regular  phones,   and   any  other   type  of   telephone.”  Prior  
to   2004,   the   question   simply   asked   “is   there   a   telephone   in   this   house   or  
apartment?”    With   the   increasing  number  of  households  having  only  wireless  
service,   the   Census   Bureau   was   concerned   that   some   wireless   respondents  
were  answering   ‘no’  to  this  question  and  changed  the  survey  accordingly.      
 
California’s   year   over   year   increase   of   1.2   percent   represents   almost   150,000  
households.4   Chart  1  shows   the  year  over  year  change  from  1983   to  2004,  and  
then   every   four   months   from   2005   to   2007.     There   are   two   values   for   each  
time   period   measured,   “In   Unit”,   and   “Available”,   where   the   value   for  
“available”   is  always   the  greater  of   the   two.     If  a   respondent  answers   ‘no’   to  
the   survey   question,   it   is   followed   up  with   “Is   there   a   telephone   elsewhere  
on  which  people   in  this  household  can  be  called?”  

Chart 1 - Telephone Penetration Rates in California
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The   general   trend   has   been   an   increasing   penetration   rate.    Coincident  with  
this   is   with   the   increasing   widespread   use   of   alternatives   to   landline  
telephone   service.    Also,   the  availability  of   the  California  LifeLine  and  other  
                                                                                                                                                         
with   the   pene t ra t ion   f igures   f rom   the   decennia l   census ,   pr imar i ly   due   to   sampl ing   t e chniques   and  
survey   methodologies .     For   example ,   the   CPS   pegs   the   pene tra t ion   ra te   in   CA   a t   96 .7%   whi le   the  
2000   census   –   e ight   years   pr ior   –   s ta ted   tha t   only   1 .5%   of   occup ied   hous ing   uni t s   in   CA   l a cked  
t e l ephone   serv i ce ,   indi ca t ing   a   pene tra t ion   ra te   of   98 .5%.     Thi s   i s   a   s ta t i s t i ca l ly   s ign i f i cant  
di f f e rence .     The   FCC   be l i eves   tha t   the  CPS   va lue  may   be   on   the   l ow   s ide   and   the   2000   census   va lue  
on   the  high  s ide ,  with   the  “most  probab le  va lue   l y ing  somewhere   in  be tween .”      
4 Based  upon  Census  Bureau ’ s  2006  Amer i can  Communi ty  Survey  es t imate  of  12 .2M  househo lds .  
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public   purpose   programs   designed   to   make   phone   service   more   affordable  
for   lower   income   citizens   are   factors   having   a   positive   influence   on  
subscribership.    
 
This   report   looks   at   subscribership   from   various   geographic,   technological  
and   socio‐economic   perspectives   to   see   how   these   factors   contribute   to   or  
influence  the  penetration  rate  for  phone  service.      
 
The   first   section   looks   at   the   different   technologies   being   used   today   to  
provide  phone  service.     In  addition   to   traditional  wireline  service,   the   report  
examines   the   growth   of  wireless   and  VoIP.     Section   two   explores   the   extent  
to  which   penetration   levels   differ  with   geography,   from   the   statewide   level  
down   to   the  community   level.    The  next  section  discusses  how  subscribership  
levels   differ   among   racial   and   ethnic   groups,   and   section   four   examines  
subscribership   based   upon   levels   of   income.     Finally,   the   report   discusses  
California   LifeLine   and   other   state   public   purpose   programs   created   to  
address   penetration   rates   among   lower   income   groups   and   to   achieve  
universal  service.      
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Technologies & Providers 
 
Wireline  Telephone Service 
 
Traditional  plain   old   telephone   service,   or   “POTS”,  has   been   on   the  wane   in  
recent  years,  not  only   in  California  but  throughout  the  nation.    The   l ine  gains  
seen   after   the   introduction   of   local   exchange   competition   in   the  mid‐1990’s  
have  given  way   to  accelerating   l ine   loss,  particularly  over   the  past   couple  of  
years.     The   chart   below   shows   l ines   in   service   provided   by   incumbent   local  
exchange   companies,   and   includes   both   the   number   of   retail   l ines   and   those  
provided   wholesale   to   other   carriers5.     From   a   peak   of   188  million   l ines   in  
2000,   total   incumbent   carrier   end‐user   l ines   have   decreased   in   each  
successive  year  and  now  stand  at  78  percent  of  what   they  were  at   the  start  of  
the  millennium.      

Chart 2 - Nationwide End User ILEC  lines and % Change
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This   trend   is   also   true   in   California.     Since   they   peaked   in   2001,   the   total  
number  of   end‐user   l ines  has  been   steadily  dropping,  despite   the  millions  of  
l ines   added   from   competitive   local   exchange   companies   (CLECs).     The  
following  chart  shows  a  very  similar  picture   to   the  nationwide  picture  except  
that   in   addition   to   the   incumbent   LEC   (ILEC)   retail   and  wholesale   l ines,   it  
also   includes  CLEC‐owned   l ines,   including   cable   and   other   technologies.     It  

                                                 
5 Source :  Local  Telephone  Compet it ion :  Status  as  of  December  31 ,  2006 ,  FCC’s   Indus t ry  Analys i s  
Technology  Div i s ion .    Released  December  2007 .  
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is   striking   that   even  with   CLEC   adds   of   almost   3  million   l ines,   the   total   is  
nearly  15  percent   less  than   it  was  at  the  start  of  the  decade.      

Chart 3 - California LEC Line Loss
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While  overall   the   trend   is  clear,   rural  areas  have  had   the  opposite  experience  
–   they   have  managed   to   eke   out   small   l ine   gains   over   the   past   eight   years.    
Chart   4   below   compares   end   user   l ines   in   service   for   the   large   incumbent  
LECs   to   those   of   the   small   incumbent   LECs   and   their   growth   rates6.    While  
large   ILECs  have   lost   25  percent   of   their   embedded  wireline  base7,   the   small  
ILECs  have  seen  a  3  percent   increase.    

Chart 4 - Comparison:  Large ILEC/ Small ILEC Line Losses in California
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6 Large   ILECs   inc lude  AT&T,  Ver izon ,  Surewes t ,  and  Front i e r .    Smal l   ILECs  opera te   in  rura l  areas  
and  are   l i s t ed   in   the   fo l lowing  sec t ion  on   the  Cal i forn ia  High  Cost  Fund   ‐  A  
7 CLEC   l ine  addi t ions  are  not   inc luded   in   the   l ine  count  and  percen tage  changes .  
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There   are   a   couple   of   l ikely   reasons   for   the   ILEC   l ine   losses   in   California.  
First,   some   l ine   loss   is   due   to   the   introduction   of   broadband   in   the   late  
1990’s.     Digital   Subscriber   Line   (DSL)   and   cable   Internet   access   service  
eliminated   the   need   for   a   second   telephone   l ine   to   connect   to   the   Internet   ‐‐  
consequently   l ines   that  were  dedicated   to   Internet  and   fax  applications  were  
disconnected   in   favor   of   these   new   technologies.     A   second   reason   for   the  
decline   is   the   substitution   of  wireless   and  VoIP   service   for  wireline   service.    
As   the   next   section   discusses,   there   are   now   more   wireless   than   wireline  
subscribers   in   California,   a   number   that   has   increased   over   three‐fold   since  
19998.  

 
Wireless 

 
At   the   end   of   2006,   the   FCC   had   calculated   that   there   were   241.8   million  
mobile   telephone   subscribers   in   the  U.S.,   an   increase   of   13   percent   over   the  
previous  year,  equating   to  approximately  80  percent  of   the  population9.    This  
is  approximately  80  million  more   ‛ l ines’   than   traditional  wireline  service  and  
convincing   evidence   that  wireless   is   becoming   as   important   –   in   some   cases  
more   so   ‐   than   traditional  wireline   service.   In   our   August   2007   penetration  
report,  we  mentioned   that   one   of   every   eight   adults  now   l ives   in   a  wireless‐
only   household.   A   recent   study   by   Telephia10  found   that   recent   movers   ‐‐  
those   people  who   have  moved   residences   in   the   past   year   ‐‐   are  more   l ikely  
to   subscribe   to   a   home   phone   service   from   a   “non‐traditional”   telephone  
service   provider.     It   found   that   25   percent   of   recent  movers   have   opted   for  
wireless  only11.        
 
As   one   would   expect,   wireless   subscribership   is   particularly   strong   in  
California,  where  by   June  of  2007,  wireless   subscribership  was  30.2  million12,  
or  82.7  percent  of   the  state’s  population13.    Like  most  states,   this   is  more   than  
double  where   it  stood  at  the  beginning  of  the  decade.  
 

                                                 
8  In  December  of  1999   the  FCC  had  ca l cula ted  8 .54  mil l ion  wire le s s  subscr iber s   in  Cal i fo rnia .    Today  
there  are  over  30  mil l ion .  
9 See  Annual  Report  and  Analys is  of  Compet i t ive  Market  Condi t ions  with  Respect   to  Commerc ia l  
Mobi le  Serv ices  –  Twel f th  Report ;  Released  Feb .  4 ,  2008 .    CTIA   ( the  wire le s s   indus t ry ’ s  assoc ia t ion)  
es t imates  255  mil l ion  subscr iber s  a t   the  end  of  2007 .  
10 Telephia   (now  Nie l sen  mobi l e ,  par t  of   the  Nie l sen  company)  prov ides  syndica ted  consumer  
research   to   the   t e l ecom  and  mobi le  media  markets .  
11 Telephia ,   Inc .  press  re l ease  Apr i l  17 ,  2007 .     I t  a l so   found   tha t  13%  of  recent  movers  have  chosen  a  
cab le  phone  opt ion ;  and  6%  have  swi t ched   to  a  VoIP  phone  serv i ce .        
12 See  FCC’s  Local  Telephone  Compet i t ion :  Status  as  of   June  30 ,  2007  –  March  2008  
13   Based  on  US  Census  Bureau ’ s  2007  Cal i fo rn ia  popula t ion  es t imate  of  36 .5  mil l ion .  
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Table  2   shows   the   state   rankings   for  mobile   telephone   subscribership   for   the  
years   2001   through   2007.     California   tops   the   l ist   by   a   large   margin,   with  
almost  12  million  more  subscribers  than  second  ranked  Texas.  

 
 

Mobile Telephone Subscribers (in Millions) 

2001  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007      State 

June  June June June June June June 
California  14.2  16.0  18.9  21.6  24.6  27.5  30.2  
Texas  8.3  9.7  10.8  12.1  14.4  16.9  18.8  
New York  6.7  7.9  8.8  9.9  13.0  14.6  15.9  
Florida  7.5  8.6  10.3  11.9  12.6  14.2  15.3  
Illinois  5.6  5.4  6.8  7.5  8.2  9.1  9.9  
Pennsylvania  4.4  5.0  5.7  6.4  7.4  8.3  9.2  
Ohio  4.3  4.9  5.7  6.2  7.0  7.9  8.7  
Georgia  4.1  4.3  4.7  5.3  6.0  6.9  7.6  
New Jersey  3.9  4.5  5.4  6.3  6.2  7.0  7.4  
Michigan  4.1  4.8  4.9  5.4  6.2  6.9  7.3  
North Carolina  3.4  4.6  4.3  4.9  5.5  6.2  7.0  
Virginia  3.1  3.4  3.9  4.4  4.9  5.3  6.1  
Massachusetts  2.8  3.3  3.5  3.9  4.5  4.9  5.3  
Tennessee  2.5  2.8  3.1  3.6  4.1  4.5  5.0  
Washington  2.3  2.7  2.8  3.2  4.1  4.7  5.0  

Table  2  
 

Once   focused   primarily   on   dense   urban   areas   and   high   traffic   corridors,  
wireless   has   now   penetrated   into   rural   America.         According   to   the   FCC,  
wireless   service   from   at   least   one  wireless  provider   is  now   available   to   over  
99   percent   of   the   total   population   in   rural   counties,   and   though   there   are  
some  areas   in  California  where  wireless   is  not  available,   there   is  at   least  one  
operator   in  each  of   its  fifty  eight  counties14.  
 
Auctions  73  &  66  
 
In   March   of   this   year   the   FCC   concluded   its   auction   73   of   the   700   MHz  
wireless   spectrum,   sell ing  1091   l icenses  at  an  aggregate  price  of  $19  billion15.    

                                                 
14 Annual  Report  and  Analys is  of  Compet i t ive  Market  Condi t ions  with  Respect   to  Commerc ia l  
Mobi le  Serv ices  –  Twel f th  Report  ¶  106 .  
15L i censes   inc luded   in   the  auc t ion  were  of   f ive  di f fe ren t  Blocks   ‐  Block  A:  176  Economic  Area   (EA)  
l i censes ,  Block  B:  734   fo r  Cel lu la r  Market  Area   (CMA’s ) ,  Block  E:  176   fo r  Economic  Areas   (EA) ,  
Block  C:  12  Regiona l  Economic  Area  Grouping   (REAG)   l i c enses ,  and  Block  D:  1  na t ionwide   l i c ense .    
See  FCC’s   fa c t  shee t   fo r  Auct ion  73  a t  ht tp : / /wi re le ss . f c c .gov /auct ions /  
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This  bandwidth,   formerly  assigned   to  broadcast  TV,  was  made  available  as  a  
result   of   the   digital   television   (DTV)   transition.     The   FCC   anticipates  many  
uses   for   this   spectrum,   but   considering   the   number   of   winning   bids   by  
established   wireless   companies,   fixed   and   mobile   wireless   applications   are  
certainly  the  majority  planned  for  deployment.  
 
The  winning   bidders   obtained   l icenses   for   enough   bandwidth   to   blanket   the  
state   twice  over,   including  all  of  California’s  rural  areas  with  a  population  of  
nearly   two  million16.    Because  of   the   ‛use   it  or   lose   it ’  provision   in   the  FCC’s  
requirements17,  winning  bidders  will  be  disinclined   to   sit  on   the   l icenses  and  
will  need  to  provide  coverage  and  offer  service   if  they  want  to  keep  them.      
 
Similarly,   in   2006,   the   FCC   concluded   Auction   66   for   Advanced   Wireless  
Services,   selling  1087   l icenses  at  an  aggregate  of  $13  billion.    This  auction  of  
the   1710‐1755   MHz   and   2110‐2155   MHz   bands   was   for   fixed   and   mobile  
terrestrial   wireless   applications   using   bandwidth   that   is   sufficient   for   the  
provision   of   a   variety   of   applications   including   those   using   voice   and   data.    
Plenty   of   bandwidth   planned   for   California   deployment   was   acquired   by  
both   large  (Cingular,  T‐Mobile)  and  small  (Volcano  Internet)  providers.    
 
Mobility  Fund  
 
In   its   recommended  decision   last  November,   the  Federal‐State   Joint  Board  on  
Universal  Service  proposed   the  adoption  of   the  Mobility  Fund   that  would  be  
charged  with   (1)   bringing  wireless   service   to   unserved   areas   throughout   the  
country,   and   (2)   providing   for   carrier   subsidies   in   areas  where   usage   is   so  
low   that   it   is   uneconomic   to   build   and   operate   without   them.       The   Joint  
Board   considers   it   a   legitimate   goal   that   “all   consumers   should   have   access  
to  at   least  one  carrier  that  provides  a  reliable  signal18.”  
 

                                                 
16  Rura l   areas   in  wire le s s   te rmino logy   are   as   def ined   by   Rura l   Serv i ce  Areas   (RSA’s ) .     In  Cal i fo rn ia  
they   inc lude   the   Mono ,   Del   Nor te ,   Modoc ,   Tehama ,   Mendoc ino ,   Imper ia l ,   Alpine ,   S ie r ra ,   Madera ,  
Kings ,   San   Luis   Obispo ,   and   El   Dorado   RSA’s .     Some   are   synonymous   with   county   boundar ie s ,  
o ther s   inc lude  areas  compr i s ing  mul t ip le  count ies .  
17  The   l i c enses   are   fo r   a   t e rm   of   t en   years .     For   CMA   and   EA   l i censes ,   the   l i c ensees  must   provide  
s igna l   coverage   and   of fe r   se rv i ce   to   (1 )   a t   l eas t   35   percent   of   the   geograph ic   areas   of   the i r   l i censes  
with in   four   years   of   the   end   of   the   DTV   t rans i t ion ,   and   ( 2 )   a t   l eas t   70   percent   of   the   geograph ic  
areas   of   the i r   l i c enses   a t   the   end   of   the   l i cense   t e rm.     For   Reg iona l   l i censes ,   the   l i censees   must  
provide   s igna l   coverage   and   of fe r   serv i ce   on   an   EA   bas i s ,   spec i f i ca l ly   to   ( 1 )   a t   l eas t   40   percent   of  
the   popula t ion   in   each   EA   in   i t s   l i c ense   area   with in   four   years ,   and   ( 2 )   a t   l eas t   75   percen t   of   the  
popula t ion   in   each   EA   by   the   end   of   the   l i cense   t e rm.     I f   these   t e rms   are   not   met ,   the   unused  
por t ion  of   the   l i c ense  wi l l   t e rmina te  automat i ca l ly  and  wi l l  become  ava i l ab le   fo r  r eass ignment .  
18 See   In   the  Matter  of    High ‐Cost  Universa l  Serv ice  Suppor t  Federa l ‐Sta te   Jo in t  Board  on  
Universa l  Service ,  Recommended  Dec i s i on ,  WC  Docke t  No.  05 ‐337 ;  CC  Docke t  No.  96 ‐45 ,   re leased  
Nov.  20 ,  2007  
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Though   it  may   take   a   few   years   for   the   effects   of   these   new  wireless   build‐
outs   to   be   felt ,   these   developments   are   certain   to   increase   both   wireless  
subscriptions  and  the  penetration  rate   in  California.  
 

Population density: 1 dot = 7,500 peoplePopulation density: 1 dot = 7,500 people
 

 
Map  1  –  Wireless  Avai lab i l i ty   in  Cal i forn ia  

Source :  Commerc ia l  Mobi l e  Serv i ces  –  Twel f th  Repor t  
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Map  2  –  Wireless  Broadband  Avai lab i l i ty   in  Cal i forn ia  

Source :  Broadband  Task  Force  Fina l  Repor t  
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Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) 
 
Phone  service  provided  via  Voice  over  Internet  Protocol,  or  VoIP,  has  quickly  
been  gaining  popularity  with  consumers,  especially  cable  provided  VoIP.    We  
estimate   there   are   approximately   1  million   current   VoIP   users   in   California  
alone.   VoIP   is   a   technology   for   communicating   using   Internet   protocol  
instead   of   traditional   telephone   technology,   and   works   by   converting   the  
voice  signal   from  your   telephone   into  a  digital  signal   that  can   travel  over   the  
Internet.     If  a  VoIP  customer  calls  a   traditional   landline   telephone,   the  signal  
is   then  converted  back   into  analog  signals  at   the   terminating  end.  Depending  
on   the   type   of   VoIP   service,   you   can  make   a   VoIP   call   from   a   special   VoIP  
phone,   from   a   traditional   phone   with   or   without   an   adapter,   or   from   a  
computer.    There  are  essentially   three  different   type  of  VoIP  providers:  Pure‐
Play   providers,   Cable   VoIP,   and   computer‐based.     Table   3   on   page   fifteen  
summarizes  the  major  differences   in  VoIP  service  offerings.  
 

 
Figure  1 :  Typica l  VoIP  se rv ing  arrangements  
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Pure  Play  VoIP  Providers  
 
Vonage,  with  2.6  million  subscribers,19 and  Packet8  are   just  a  few  of   the  many  
that   are  pure‐play  VoIP   service  providers.    These   companies  provide   service  
that   uses   a   subscriber’s   current   broadband   connection   and   generally   require  
a  company‐provided  telephone  adapter  to  enable  the  service.  
 
Cable  VoIP  
 
Cable   providers,   particularly   Comcast,   Time  Warner,   Cox   Communications,  
Cablevision   and  Charter  Communications,   have   captured   the   l ion’s   share   of  
the   VoIP  market  with   over   10  million   subscribers20.     In   contrast   to   the   Pure  
Play  and  Computer‐based   (below)  providers,  most  cable  providers  route  calls  
over   their   own   backbone   and   distribution   facilit ies   instead   of   the   public  
Internet.    
 
Computer‐based  VoIP  
 
Computer‐to‐Computer,   or,   “Peer‐to‐Peer”  providers   l ike   Skype   (276  million  
registered   users   worldwide 21)   and   Gizmo5,   account   for   the   majority   of   the  
balance   of   the   market.     Computer‐based   VoIP   is   ‘unplugged’   from   the  
traditional   telephone   set   ‐‐   their   free   software,   a   microphone   plugged   into  
your   computer,   and   a   pair   of   computer   speakers   are   all   that   are   needed.        
Calls   that   both   originate   and   terminate   on   the   Internet   are   free  while   those  
that   terminate   to   or   originate   from   the   Public   Switched   Telephone  Network  
are  not.  
 

                                                 
19 Vonage  Holdings  Corp .   form  8 ‐K;  February  12 ,  2008 .  
20 Comcas t  –  4 .4  mil l ion  subscr iber s ;  Time  Warner   ‐  2 .9  mil l ion ;  Cablev i s ion  –  1 .6  mil l ion ;  and  
Char ter   ‐   . 9  mil l ion .    Data  was  obta ined   f rom  each  of   the i r  2007  annua l  repor ts .  Comcas t ’ s  
subscr iber   f igures   inc lude  some  sma l l  number   tha t  are  c i r cui t  swi t ched ,  a  se rv i ce   they  are  due   to  
comple te ly  phase  out   in  2008 .    Cox  has  2 .4  mil l ion   t e l ephone  subscr iber s   (Cox  press  re l ease  Feb .  13 ,  
2008 )  served  by  both  c i r cui t  swi t ched  and  VoIP   t e chno log ies  –  but   they  do  not  break  out  how  many  
subs  are  served  by  each .  
21 eBay  2007  Annua l  Repor t .    Skype   i s  an  eBay  subs id ia ry .    “Regi s t ered  users”  does  not  cor re la te  
nea t ly  with  subscr iber s ,  or  households ,  as   there  are  users  who  have   reg i s te red  and  downloaded  
Skype  so f tware  but   ra re ly ,   i f  ever ,  use   the  se rv i ce .    Espec ia l ly   in format ive   i s  ca lcu la t ing   the  
month ly  usage  per  user .    Skype  s ta te s   to ta l  2007  SkypeOut   (outgo ing  ca l l s  placed  “o f f ‐ne t” )  minutes  
of  5 .6B .    Divid ing   th i s  by   to ta l   reg i s te red  users  of  276M  yie lds  only  20  minutes  per  year ,  or   l e ss  
than  2  minutes  per  month ,  as  compared   to   the  average   re s ident i a l  wire l ine  month ly   to l l  
minutes /month  of  51   tha t   the  FCC  ca l cu la ted   in  2005   (Trends   i n  Te l ephone  Serv i c e  –  Re l e a s ed  Feb .  
2007 ) .    One  s tudy  ca l cula te s  what   i t  ca l l s  Skype  “rea l  users” ,  or   those  who  regu lar ly  use   the  se rv i ce ,  
a t  approx imate ly  30  mil l ion  worldwide .  ht tp : / /www.g l imfea ther . com/border le ss / .    
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Provider  Hardware  Network Dis tr ibut ion 
Plant  

Voicemai l  & 
Features  

Inc luded Free  

Monthly  
Charge  

Vonage  Phone  Adapte r  In te rne t  
Subscr iber ' s  

In te rne t  
Provide r  

Yes  $24.99  

Packet8  Phone  Adapte r  In te rne t  
Subscr iber ' s  

In te rne t  
Provide r  

Yes  $24.99  

Skype  
Computer  

Microphone  & 
Speakers   

In te rne t  
Subscr iber ' s  

In te rne t  
Provide r  

Voicemai l  Only  
Free  for  on-
ne t ;  $3 .00 
fo r  of f -ne t  

Comcast   Standard  
Te lephone  

Comcas t  
Backbone

Comcas t  
Dis t r ibut ion  

Fac i l i t i e s  
Yes  $39.95 22 

Table  3  –  VoIP  Serv ice  Compar ison  

 
The  number   of  VoIP   subscribers   in  California   is  not  precisely  known.    Many  
providers,  particularly   the   cable   companies,  are   required   to  provide   the  FCC  
with   data   such   as   phone   subscribers   by   state,   but   they   are   not   required   to  
declare  how  many   of   them   are   served   via  VoIP,   even   though  many   are.    The  
pure   play   and   computer   based   providers   are   not   required   to   provide   any  
subscriber   data   to   the   State   or   FCC,   but   those   that   are   publicly   traded   do  
give   aggregated   numbers   in   their   annual   reports.     Using   that   information,  
press   releases  and  other  news   sources,  and   information  provided   to   the  FCC,  
we   conservatively   estimate   that   there   are   currently   between   900,00   and   1.2  
million  VoIP  subscribers   in  California23.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
22 Ref lec t s  s tanda lone  pr i ce .    Often  of fered  bundled  with  Cab le   t e lev i s ion  and  High ‐speed   In terne t  
( aka  Tr ip l e  Play )  a t  a  discount .  
23 The  Cab le  VoIP  subscr iber  es t imate   i s  based  on   the  FCC’s   fo rm  477 ,  discuss ions  with  cab le  
company  representa t ives ,  and  annual   repor t  data .    Est imates   for   the  Pure  Play  and  Computer  based  
VoIP  provider s   i s  based  on  our  es t imates  of    Cal i fo rn ia  subscr iber s  as  a  percentage  of   the  VoIP   to ta l  
base ,  as  repor ted   in   the i r  annua l  repor ts   ( e .g .  Vonage  &   eBay . ) ,  and   in  var ious  news  sources .  
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Adding it Up 
 
At   the   end  of  2006,  California  had  36  million  people,  12.2  million   residential  
wireline   household   subscribers24,   approximately   one   million   VoIP   users  
(almost   entirely   residential   customers),   and   over   30   million   wireless  
subscribers   –   all   together   many   more   subscribers   than   there   are   California  
residents.    When   it  seems   that  everyone  of  school  age  or  beyond  carries   their  
own  phone   in  purse  or  pocket,   it ’s  not  surprising   that   the  penetration   rate   in  
California   is   96.7   percent   and   climbing.     Though   we   have   exceeded   the   95  
percent   goal   of   the   Moore   Act,   there   is   stil l   some   work   to   be   done.   The  
statewide  penetration  rate   is  an  average,  and  by  definition,   it   is  comprised  of  
areas  with   penetration   rates   both   higher   and   lower   than   96.7   percent.     The  
next  sections   take  a  more  detailed   look  at  some  of   the  numbers   to  see   if   there  
is  more   to   the   picture   than   the   averages   and   totals   indicate.     The   following  
sections   examine   penetration   rates   by   geography,   race   and   ethnic  
classifications,  and   income  ranges.      
 

                                                 
24 Twenty  one  mil l ion  wire l ine  access   l ines   (LEC  and  CLEC)  mul t ip l ied  by   the  58%   tha t  are  re s idence  
cus tomers .    See  FCC   repor t  Local  Telephone  Compet it ion :  Status  as  of   June  30 ,  2007  
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Geographic Differences 
 
Penetration   rates   are   generally   higher   in   denser,  more   urban   areas   than   in  
rural   areas   and   rural   areas   are   also  more   costly   to   serve.   Table   4   shows   the  
telephone  penetration  rate  by  county  and  compares   it   to  housing  density.    Of  
the  ten  counties  with  the   lowest  penetration  rates,  all  but  one  rank  within  the  
lowest  quartile   in   terms  of  housing  density,   including   the  bottom   ranked   six  
counties.     Seemingly,   this   would   lend   weight   to   a   density/penetration   rate  
relationship.     However   what   the   table   also   reveals   is   that   the   influence   of  
income   level  on  penetration  rate  appears   to  be   just  as  significant,   if  not  more  
so.  
 
Drilling   down   another   level,   we   look   at   geographic   penetration   from   the  
city/town/CDP25  (collectively   places)   level.   Map   3   displays   all   places   in  
California   that   have   a   penetration   rate   less   than   the   95   percent   benchmark.    
Table  5   in  the  appendix   l ists  each  place  with   its  respective  penetration  rate.  
 
The   observation   that   none   of   the   places   identified   have   more   than   6,000  
households   may   lead   to   the   conclusion   that   only   small   communities   have  
penetration   rates   less   than   95   percent.     That   is   not   necessarily   the   case.    
There   are   certain   pockets   in   the   state   that   have   similar,   low   penetration  
rates,  but  that  granularity   is   lost   in  the  averages.      

                                                 
25 CDP  s tands   f o r  Census  Des igna ted  Place   ‐  a  geographic  ent i ty   tha t  se rves  as   the  s ta t i s t i ca l  
counterpar t  of  an   incorpora ted  place   for   the  purpose  of  present ing  census  data   fo r  an  area  with  a  
concent ra t ion  of  popula t ion ,  hous ing ,  and  commerc ia l  s t ruc tures   tha t   i s   ident i f i ab le  by  name ,  but   i s  
not  with in  an   incorpora ted  place .  CDPs  do  not  need   to  meet  a  minimum  popula t ion   thresho ld   to  
qua l i fy   for   the   tabu la t ion  of  census  data .  
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Map 3 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%Map 3 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%
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County 
Occupied 
Housing 

Units 

 Penetration 
Rate  

 Penetration 
Rank  

 Median 
Household 
Income (1)  

 Income 
Rank  

 Housing 
Density/   
Sq Mile  

 Housing 
Density 
Rank  

Marin 100,650  99.6% 1             71,306                  2          202.00  11 
San Mateo 254,103  99.4% 2             70,819                  3          580.30  5 
Santa Clara 565,863  99.4% 3             74,335                  1          448.90  8 
El Dorado 58,939  99.3% 4             51,484                15            41.70  26 
Nevada 36,894  99.3% 5             45,864                19            46.20  24 
Orange 935,287  99.3% 6             58,820                  6       1,228.10  2 
Placer 93,382  99.3% 7             57,535                  7            76.40  18 
Sonoma 172,403  99.3% 8             53,076                13          116.20  15 
Contra Costa 344,129  99.2% 9             63,675                  4          492.50  6 
Napa 45,402  99.1% 10             51,738                14            64.40  19 
Ventura 243,234  99.1% 11             59,666                  5          136.40  13 
Monterey 121,236  99.0% 12             48,305                16            39.60  27 
San Diego 994,677  99.0% 13             47,067                17          247.70  9 
San Luis Obispo 92,739  99.0% 14             42,428                23            31.00  30 
Alameda 523,366  98.9% 15             55,946                  9          732.40  4 
Santa Barbara 136,622  98.9% 16             46,677                18            52.20  22 
Santa Cruz 91,139  98.9% 17             53,998                12          222.10  10 
Solano 130,403  98.8% 18             54,099                11          162.20  12 
Yolo 59,375  98.7% 19             40,769                30            60.80  20 
Amador 12,759  98.6% 20             42,280                24            25.40  35 
Sacramento 453,602  98.6% 21             43,816                21          491.70  7 
Tuolumne 21,004  98.6% 22             38,725                32            12.70  41 
San Benito 15,885  98.5% 23             57,469                  8            11.90  42 
Los Angeles 3,133,774  98.3% 24             42,189                25          805.50  3 
San Francisco 329,700  98.3% 25             55,221                10       7,421.20  1 
Shasta 63,426  98.3% 26             34,335                46            18.20  39 
Butte 79,566  98.2% 27             31,924                49            52.20  21 
Riverside 506,218  98.2% 28             42,887                22            81.10  17 
Stanislaus 145,146  98.1% 29             40,101                31          101.00  16 
Sutter 27,033  98.1% 30             38,375                33            47.00  23 
Glenn 9,172  98.0% 31             32,107                48              7.60  47 
San Joaquin 181,629  98.0% 32             41,282                28          135.20  14 
Calaveras 16,469  97.9% 33             41,022                29            22.50  37 
San Bernardino 528,594  97.8% 34             42,066                26            30.00  31 
Madera 36,155  97.7% 35             36,286                36            18.90  38 
Tehama 21,013  97.7% 36             31,206                52              8.00  46 
Mono 5,137  97.6% 37             44,992                20              3.90  51 
Fresno 252,940  97.5% 38             34,725                44            45.40  25 
Kern 208,652  97.4% 39             35,446                41            28.40  32 
Kings 34,418  97.3% 40             35,749                39            26.30  33 
Mendocino 33,266  97.3% 41             35,996                37            10.50  44 
Plumas 9,000  97.3% 42             36,351                34              5.20  50 
Siskiyou 18,556  97.3% 43             29,530                56              3.50  52 
Tulare 110,385  97.3% 44             33,983                47            24.80  36 
Merced 63,815  97.1% 45             35,532                40            35.50  29 
Yuba 20,535  97.1% 46             30,460                53            35.90  28 
Mariposa 6,613  96.9% 47             34,626                45              6.10  48 
Lake 23,974  96.8% 48             29,627                55            25.90  34 
Humboldt 51,238  96.6% 49             31,226                51            15.70  40 
Modoc 3,784  96.3% 50             27,522                58              1.20  57 
Del Norte 9,170  96.2% 51             29,642                54            10.40  45 
Lassen 9,625  95.8% 52             36,310                35              2.60  53 
Colusa 6,097  95.4% 53             35,062                42              5.90  49 
Inyo 7,703  95.4% 54             35,006                43              0.90  58 
Sierra 1,520  95.4% 55             35,827                38              2.30  55 
Imperial 39,384  95.2% 56             31,870                50            10.50  43 
Trinity 5,587  91.7% 57             27,711                57              2.50  54 
Alpine 483  89.2% 58             41,875                27              2.00  56 

( 1 )   1 9 9 9  do l l a r s  

Table  4  –  Penet rat ion  Rate  by  County ;   Income  and  Housing  Density  Rankings  
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Racial & Ethnic Differences 
 
Telephone   subscribership   varies   along   racial   and   ethnic   l ines   sufficiently  
that   it  needs  to  be  examined   in  some  detail.      
 

Chart 5 - Subscribership by Racial & Ethnic Classifications - California
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The   chart   above   summarizes   2000   census  data   showing   subscribership   levels  
along   racial   and   ethnic   divisions26.     The   penetration   rates   for   all   racial   and  
ethnic   classifications   exceeds   the   95  percent   objective   at   the   statewide   level,  
though  some  areas  at  county   level  and  below  fall  short.  
 
Table  6   shows,  by   county,   the   respective  penetration   rates   for   selected   racial  
and   ethnic   classifications27.     The   data   are   sorted   by   the   overall   penetration  
                                                 
26   The  di f fe rence   in  pene tra t ion   ra te s  between   the  2000  census  data  and   the  CPS  shows  up  c lea r ly   in  
th i s  char t .  S imply  eyeba l l ing   i t  one  would  es t imate   ( c o r r e c t l y   i f  us ing   c ensus  data )   tha t   the  overa l l  
pene t ra t ion   ra te  was  wel l  over  97%.    
27 Some  explana t ion   i s  needed  here  concern ing   the  Census  Bureau ’s   rac ia l  and  e thn i c  c lass i f i ca t ions .    
On   the  census  ques t ionna i re ,   the   f i f th  ques t ion  asked  “ I s   th i s  person  Spani sh /Hispani c /La t ino?”  
Tha t   i s   f o l l owed  by   the  ques t ion  “What   i s   th i s  person ’s   race?”    Both  ques t ions  are  answered  by  a l l  
par t i c ipant s   in   the  survey .    The  cho ices   to   the   f i r s t   i s  e i ther  “No,  Not  Hispan i c” ,  or ,  “Yes” ,  with   four  
addi t iona l  checkboxes  where  one   ident i f i e s   the i r  e thn i c  or ig in   (Mex i can ,  Cuban ,  e tc . ) .    The  cho i ces   to  
the  second  are :  Whi t e ,  Black  o r  Afr i c an  Amer i c an ,  Amer i can   Ind i an  or  Alaskan  na t iv e ,  As ian   Ind i an ,  
Ch ine s e ,   J apane s e ,  F i l i p ino ,  Korean ,  Vie tnames e ,  Othe r  As ian ,  Nat iv e  Hawawa i i an ,  Samoan ,  Guaman ian  o r  
Chamorro ,  Other  Pac i f i c   I s l and e r ,  or  Some  Other  Race .    The  census  bureau  does  not  view  Hispani c /  
Lat ino  as  a  race  c las s i f i ca t ion ,  but  an  e thn i c  dis t inc t ion .    Al l   those  who   ident i fy   themse lves  as  
Hispani c /La t ino   in  ques t ion   f ive  a l so  need   to  se l f   ident i fy  with  one  of   the  race  c la ss i f i ca t ions .    The  
poin t  be ing   th i s :   tha t   ident i f i ca t ion  of  onese l f  as  Hispani c  or  non ‐Hispani c   i s   independent  of   rac ia l  
c las s i f i ca t ion .     I t   i s   in format ive   to  note   tha t  43%  of  Hispanics  or  Lat inos  c la ss i f i ed   themse lves  as  
“Some  Other  Race” ,  whi le  97%  of  people  who  repor ted  as  “Some  Other  Race”  were  Hispanic  or  
Lat ino .    See  US  Census  Bureau  presenta t ion  An  Overv iew:  Census  2000  and   I t s  Data  Products .  
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rate   by   county   in   ascending   order.     Data   highlighted   in   bold   with   white  
background   indicate   a   penetration   level   that   is   lower   than   the   95   percent  
goal.     Based   upon   census   data,   only   two   counties   fail   to  meet   the   objective,  
although   eleven   of   the   lowest‐ranking   twelve   have   minority28  penetration  
rates   below   95   percent.     Among   minority   penetration   rates   by   county,   we  
observe   that   the   penetration   rate   is   lowest   among   Native   Americans.   Also  
noteworthy   is   that   these   counties   are   sparsely   populated   with   large   rural  
areas;  eight  of  them  having  the   lowest  housing  density   in  the  state.  
 
Map   4   looks   at   the   data   in   the   next   level   of   detail ,   depicting   places   (cities,  
towns,   and   CDP’s)   that   have   penetration   rates   both   below   the   benchmark,  
and  where   50   percent   or  more   of   the   households   are  members   of   a  minority  
racial  or  ethnic  classification.    Table  7   in  the  appendix   l ists  each  community.  

                                                 
28 “Minor i ty”   fo r   these  purposes ,   i s  def ined  as  non ‐whi te  race  and  e thn i c  groups .  
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Map 4 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%, and 
where 50% of the Households are of a Racial or Ethnic Minority

Map 4 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%, and 
where 50% of the Households are of a Racial or Ethnic Minority
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County Total 
Households White  African 

American  
Native 

American  Asian   Hispanic / 
Latino  

All 
Minority  Total 

Alpine  483 91.2% - 85.1% - 82.4% 82.4% 89.2% 
Trinity  5,587 92.0% 90.0% 87.7% 100.0% 94.5% 88.4% 91.7% 
Imperial  39,384 94.9% 93.1% 85.9% 100.0% 95.7% 95.7% 95.2% 
Colusa  6,097 97.1% 100.0% 89.0% 86.2% 92.8% 90.7% 95.4% 
Inyo  7,703 96.8% 100.0% 85.1% 95.7% 90.4% 87.7% 95.4% 
Sierra  1,520 95.6% - 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 90.8% 95.4% 
Lassen  9,625 96.2% 89.0% 95.2% 100.0% 95.5% 92.8% 95.8% 
Del Norte  9,170 97.0% 73.9% 87.0% 87.6% 97.2% 91.9% 96.2% 
Modoc  3,784 97.2% 100.0% 81.8% 100.0% 91.2% 89.7% 96.3% 
Humboldt  51,238 97.2% 92.3% 88.1% 100.0% 97.7% 91.8% 96.6% 
Lake  23,974 97.2% 91.1% 89.6% 97.6% 94.6% 93.2% 96.8% 
Mariposa  6,613 97.3% 100.0% 88.2% 100.0% 91.0% 92.0% 96.9% 
Merced  63,815 97.7% 95.2% 95.5% 96.7% 96.0% 96.0% 97.1% 
Yuba  20,535 97.5% 93.5% 92.7% 99.1% 96.6% 95.7% 97.1% 
Tulare  110,385 98.2% 92.0% 91.6% 96.6% 95.7% 95.4% 97.3% 
Mendocino  33,266 97.8% 95.8% 87.0% 96.0% 97.1% 93.8% 97.3% 
Siskiyou  18,556 97.5% 98.3% 91.9% 96.8% 96.8% 94.9% 97.3% 
Kings  34,418 98.2% 97.1% 96.6% 97.7% 95.0% 95.6% 97.3% 
Plumas  9,000 97.6% 100.0% 94.9% 100.0% 95.4% 93.7% 97.3% 
Kern  208,652 98.0% 95.7% 95.1% 98.9% 95.7% 95.8% 97.4% 
Fresno  252,940 98.5% 95.5% 94.8% 98.1% 95.6% 95.8% 97.5% 
Mono  5,137 97.6% 100.0% 85.5% 100.0% 94.9% 97.6% 97.6% 
Madera  36,155 98.4% 96.4% 96.8% 100.0% 95.9% 95.7% 97.7% 
Tehama  21,013 98.0% 100.0% 96.3% 93.4% 94.1% 95.3% 97.7% 
San Bernardino  528,594 98.3% 97.1% 95.7% 99.0% 96.8% 96.9% 97.8% 
Calaveras  16,469 98.0% 100.0% 91.8% 100.0% 95.9% 96.7% 97.9% 
San Joaquin  181,629 98.4% 96.1% 96.4% 98.5% 96.5% 97.0% 98.0% 
Glenn  9,172 98.5% 100.0% 98.2% 100.0% 95.3% 96.1% 98.0% 
Sutter  27,033 98.2% 98.7% 97.6% 99.1% 96.4% 97.7% 98.1% 
Stanislaus  145,146 98.5% 95.2% 97.4% 98.2% 97.1% 97.1% 98.1% 
Riverside  506,218 98.6% 97.4% 93.8% 99.2% 96.7% 97.0% 98.2% 
Butte  79,566 98.5% 93.6% 95.0% 98.1% 97.8% 96.6% 98.2% 
Los Angeles  3,133,774 98.8% 97.3% 96.2% 99.3% 97.0% 97.6% 98.3% 
San Francisco  329,700 98.7% 95.5% 92.9% 98.5% 97.5% 97.6% 98.3% 
Shasta  63,426 98.6% 97.4% 88.2% 100.0% 97.1% 94.8% 98.3% 
San Benito  15,885 98.7% 93.7% 99.0% 100.0% 98.2% 97.8% 98.5% 
Amador  12,759 98.7% 100.0% 98.8% 100.0% 95.5% 96.0% 98.6% 
Tuolumne  21,004 98.8% 100.0% 88.6% 91.6% 99.5% 95.5% 98.6% 
Sacramento  453,602 98.9% 97.2% 96.0% 99.3% 97.4% 97.9% 98.6% 
Yolo  59,375 98.9% 98.3% 97.2% 99.1% 97.4% 98.1% 98.7% 
Solano  130,403 99.1% 98.0% 96.6% 99.4% 97.9% 98.4% 98.8% 
Santa Barbara  136,622 99.2% 97.9% 97.8% 99.2% 97.2% 97.5% 98.9% 
Santa Cruz  91,139 99.1% 97.8% 96.8% 99.1% 97.5% 98.0% 98.9% 
Alameda  523,366 99.4% 97.5% 97.4% 99.4% 98.4% 98.4% 98.9% 
San Diego  994,677 99.2% 98.1% 95.6% 99.4% 97.9% 98.2% 99.0% 
San Luis Obispo  92,739 99.1% 98.8% 94.3% 98.0% 98.1% 97.9% 99.0% 
Monterey  121,236 99.3% 99.1% 99.2% 99.5% 97.9% 98.4% 99.0% 
Napa  45,402 99.2% 100.0% 91.3% 100.0% 98.1% 98.0% 99.1% 
Ventura  243,234 99.3% 99.5% 97.7% 99.6% 97.8% 98.2% 99.1% 
Contra Costa  344,129 99.4% 98.1% 97.8% 99.5% 98.4% 98.5% 99.2% 
Placer  93,382 99.3% 97.2% 98.4% 98.9% 98.7% 98.6% 99.3% 
Nevada  36,894 99.4% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 98.9% 97.4% 99.3% 
Sonoma  172,403 99.4% 98.9% 98.9% 99.4% 98.4% 98.6% 99.3% 
El Dorado  58,939 99.3% 100.0% 99.0% 97.4% 98.7% 99.1% 99.3% 
Orange  935,287 99.5% 99.0% 98.5% 99.4% 98.5% 98.9% 99.3% 
Santa Clara  565,863 99.5% 99.2% 97.1% 99.6% 98.6% 99.2% 99.4% 
San Mateo  254,103 99.6% 98.4% 98.5% 99.5% 98.9% 99.2% 99.4% 
Marin  100,650 99.6% 98.3% 100.0% 99.7% 99.2% 99.2% 99.6% 

 
Table  6  –  Penet rat ion  Rates  by  County  and  Racia l /Ethnic  Class i f i cat ion  
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Telephone Penetration by Income 
 
Chart   6   below   traces   the   history   of   the   telephone   penetration   rate   in  
California   stratified   by   differing   levels   of   income29.     Penetration   rates   at   the  
higher   income   levels  have  remained   fairly   flat  over   this  period  while   those  at  
the   two   lowest   income   levels   have   increased  markedly,   particularly   the   rate  
for   those   in   the   lowest   income   range.     At   the   time   of   this   report,   only   the  
penetration  rate   (93.2  percent)   for   the   lowest   income  bracket   fails   to  meet   the  
stated  95  percent  goal.      
 

Chart 6 - Percent Subscribership by Annual Income
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Source :  FCC  Repor t  –  Te lephone  Penetra t ion  by   Income  by  S ta te   (Da ta  Through  March  2007)  

 

                                                 
29  Income   l eve l s  are   in  cons tant  1984  dol la r s  –   today ’ s  dol la r s  are  approx imate ly  double .  
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Chart   7   compares   contemporary   income   and   subscribership   data30  from   the  
Current   Population   Survey.     Consistent   with   the   historical   view   above,   the  
penetration   rate   for   households  with   annual   incomes   below   $20,000   fails   to  
meet  the  95  percent  goal.  

Chart 7 - Penetration Rate by Income at Current Dollars
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Viewing   the   data   at   a   finer   level   of   detail ,   Charts   8   and   9   examine  
penetration   rates   by   county   and   compare   them   to   the   median   household  
income31.     Chart   8   plots   income   and   penetration   rates   for   each   county   and  
shows  a   loose,  but  unmistakable  correlation  between   the   two:     the  higher   the  
income,   the  higher   the  penetration   rate.    The   rapid   fall  off  of   the  penetration  
rate   at   the   far   right   of   the   chart   represents   counties   with   outlier32  values,  
those   that  have  penetration   rates  significantly  below   the   rest   ‐  Trinity  at  91.7  
percent  and  Alpine  at  89.2  percent.      

                                                 
30 Survey  data   f rom   J anuary  2008  
31 Househo ld   Incomes   in  1999 ;   f rom   the  2000  Decennia l  Census  
32 Out l i e r  data  are  def ined  as  unusua l  observa t ions   tha t  are   fa r   removed   f rom   the  mass  of  data .  
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Chart   9   looks   at   the   same   data   slightly   differently,   plotting   the   two   values  
(income   and   penetration   rate)   against   each   other,   resulting   in   a   single   data  
point   representing   each   of   the   fifty‐eight   counties33.     Here   the   correlation  
between  the  two  variables  becomes  apparent34.    

Chart 9 - Penetration Rate vs. Income Scatter Chart
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33 Data   for   the  out l i e r  va lues   in  Tr in i ty  and  Alpine  count i e s  was  exc luded  in order to f ac i l i ta t e  c lar i ty  
and  comprehens ion .  
34 An   impor tant  s ta t i s t i c   in  dete rmin ing   to  what  degree  one   fa c tor  corre la te s  with  ano ther   i s  ca l l ed  
the  coe f f i c ient  of  determina t ion ,  or  R2 ,  and   i s   l abe led  as   ‘R 2  =  0 .5911”   ins ide   the  upper   l e f t  area  of  
the  char t .    The  coe f f i c i en t  of  determina t ion   i s  a  measure  of  how  wel l   the   regress ion   l ine   ( in  red)    
represent s   the  data .     I f   the   regress ion   l ine  passed  exac t ly   through  every  po int  on   the  sca t te r  plo t ,   i t  
would  represent   tha t  a l l   the  var ia t ions   in  pene t ra t ion   ra te s  can  be  expla ined  by   the  di f f e rences   in  
income ,  and  would  have  an  R2  va lue  equa l   to  1 .     In   the  case  above ,  an  R2  of   . 5911  means   tha t  59 .11%  
of   the  var iab i l i ty   in   the  pene t ra t ion  ra te  can  be  expla ined  by   the  di f f e rence   in   l eve l  of   income .      A  
R2  va lue  of  zero  would  sugges t   tha t   there   i s  no  cor re la t ion  be tween   the   two   f ac to r s .  
 

Chart 8 - Penetration Rate & Income by County
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Charts   10   and   11   below   plot   similar   data,   comparing   penetration   rates  
against   both   housing   density   and   the   percent   of   minority   households  
residing   in   each   county.    Neither   reflects   the   strength   of   correlation   seen   in  
the   penetration   rate   to   income   comparison   ‐   with   virtually   no   correlation  
seen   when   plotting   a   county’s   penetration   rate   against   its   percentage   of  
ethnic/minority  households.  

Chart 10 - Penetration Rate vs. Housing Density Scatter Chart
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Chart 11 - Penetration Rate vs Race/Ethnicity Scatter Chart
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Referring   back   to   table   4,   at   page   23,   those   counties   with   the   highest  
penetration   rates   have   the   highest   median   household   income.     Of   the   ten  
counties   with   the   highest   penetration   rate,   nine   are   in   the   top   income  
quartile   including   the   top   seven   ranked   counties.     Similarly,   five   of   the  
bottom‐ranked   counties   have   household   incomes   in   the   bottom   quartile   and  
all  but  one  rank   in  the  bottom  half.  
 
Map   5  displays   all  places   that  have  penetration   rates  below   95  percent,  with  
annual   household   incomes   below   $40,00035.     It   is   instructive   to   compare   this  
map   with  Map   2   –   they   appear   almost   identical.     In   fact,   there   are   only   a  
handful  of  places  not   appearing  on  Map   4   that  appear  on  Map   2.    Of   the   103  
total   communities   with   less   than   95   percent   subscribership,   92   have  
household   incomes   under   $40,000,   lending   further  weight   to   the   correlation  
between  the  two  factors.      
 
Finally,  Map   6   combines  both   socio‐economic   factors,   showing   locations   that  
have   penetration   rates   less   than   the   benchmark,   comprised   of   households  
that   are   both   50   percent   or  more  minority,   and   that   have   annual   incomes   of  
less   than  $40,000.    Tables  8  and  9   in   the  appendix   l ist  all   the  places   identified  
on  Maps  4  and  5.  
 

                                                 
35 In  1999  do l lar s .     In  1999   the  median  annua l   income   fo r  a l l  Cal i forn ia  househo lds  was  $47 ,493 .  



UNIVERSAL  RESIDENTIAL  TELEPHONE  SERVICE  
Report   to   the  California  Legislature   ‐  May  2008  

 

 29

Map 5 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%, and: 
where 50% of the Households have less than $40,000 in Annual Income
Map 5 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%, and: 
where 50% of the Households have less than $40,000 in Annual Income
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Map 6 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%, and where 50% of the 
Households are of a Racial or Ethnic Minority and have less than $40,000 in Annual Income
Map 6 – Cities, Towns, and CDP’s with Penetration Rates < 95%, and where 50% of the 

Households are of a Racial or Ethnic Minority and have less than $40,000 in Annual Income
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 Public Purpose Programs     
 
Though   population   and   housing   density   are   factors   that   have   some  
correlation   with   telephone   subscribership   (with   racial/ethnic   factors  
presenting   almost   none),   the  most   determinate   factor   is   income,   confirming  
the   traditional  wisdom   that  created   the  public  purpose  programs.    California  
has   instituted   several   programs   over   the   years   to   promote   the   goal   of  
affordable,   universal   telephone   service.     Some   l ike   the   California   LifeLine  
program   are   targeted   directly   at   end‐users,   while   others   take   an   indirect  
approach   by   subsidizing   carrier   costs   serving   high‐cost,   generally   rural  
areas.    But   all   are   aimed   at   increasing   telephone   subscribership,  particularly  
among   the   lower   income   populations   identified   in   the   previous   sections,  
many  of  whom   l ive   in  rural  California.  
 
California LifeLine  
 
To   address   telephone   subscribership   for   low   income   households,   the  
California   LifeLine   program,   formerly  Universal   Lifeline   Telephone   Service,  
was  established   in  1984  pursuant  to  the  Moore  Act.    
 
LifeLine   subsidizes   basic   landline   service   for   low‐ income   households   and  
provides   a   means   to   achieve   universal   service   by   offering   affordable  
residential   telephone   service.   It   provides   for   discounted   residential  
telephone   services,   including   reduced   rates   for  basic,   flat‐rate   and  measured  
local   service   and  discounts   for   certain  nonrecurring   charges,   such   as   service  
connection.     Surcharges   on   the   billed   intrastate   services   of   non   LifeLine  
telephone  customers  fund  the  program.  
 
LifeLine   subscribership   in   California   has   experienced   some   slight   erosion  
over   the   past   several   years   and   now   stands   just   under   three   million  
customers.    As  Chart   12   indicates,   this   attrit ion   is   in   near   lockstep  with   the  
loss   in   overall   residential   subscribership   and   reflects   the   continuing   loss   in  
wireline  end  user   l ines   that  began   in  200036.      Lifeline  enrollment  continues   to  
account   for   a   l itt le   over   20   percent   of   all   residential   subscribers   as   it   has  
relatively   consistently   since   the   start   of   the   decade   –   a   number   the  
Commission  has  found  to  be  unrepresentative  of  the  total  number  eligible37.      
 

                                                 
36 Some loss in LifeLine subscribership may be due to the new certification process that requires customers to 
present proof of eligibility.  
37 Report  on  Strateg i es   to   Improve   the  Cal i forn ia  Li feLine  Cert i f i cat ion  and  Ver i f i cat ion  Processes ,  
Apr i l  2 ,  2007 .  
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The  Commission   staff   issued   a   report   in  April   2007   that   identified   a  number  
of   factors   contributing   to   the   low   response   rate   and   have   proposed  multiple  
initiatives   to  address   that   response   rate,   including  better  data   reconciliation,  
greater  emphasis  on  outreach  and   increased   customer  education  efforts,  plus  
measures   to   address   customer   billing   issues   and   expedite   customer   appeal  
and  complaint  handling38.      
 

. 

Chart 12  - Li feLine Growth
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Chart 13 - LifeLine subs as % of Residence customers
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California High Cost  Fund‐B  
 
The   California   High   Cost   Fund‐B   (CHCF‐B)   program   was   implemented   in  
accordance   with   Public   Utilities   Code   §   739.3.     It   provides   subsidies   to  
AT&T,   Verizon,   Frontier,   SureWest,   and,   in   some   areas,   by   Cox  
Communications,   for  provision  of  basic   local   telephone   service   to   residential  
customers   in   high‐cost   areas.     The   purpose   of   the   subsidies   is   to   keep   basic  
telephone   service   affordable   and   to  meet   the  Commission ʹs  universal   service  
goals.  
 
The   CHCF‐B   program   is   funded   by   an   all‐end‐user   surcharge   billed   and  
collected  by  telecommunications  carriers.    
 
In  September  of   last  year,  the  Commission  proposed   interim  reforms  to  Fund‐
B   that  may  have   a  measurable   effect   on   landline  penetration   rates.    The   cost  
thresholds   at   which   the   carriers   are   subsidized   would   change,   but   more  
importantly   for   subscribers,   the   carriers   would   be   allowed   full   pricing  
flexibility,   allowing   rates   for   basic   service   to   move   up   from   the   current  
subsidized   rate   to   cost‐based   rates,   as   “disciplined   by   competitive   market  
forces39.”    The   change   is   to  be  managed  during   a  phase‐ in  period  where   step  
increases   take  place  gradually  over   time   to  prevent  rate  shock,  and  at  sunset,  
will   allow   for   full   pricing   flexibility   including   geographically   de‐averaged  
prices.    How  basic  rates  would  change  under  this  new  regime   is  not  yet  clear,  
though   logic   suggests   that   it  will  put  upward  price  pressure   on   those   in   the  
high‐cost,  rural  areas.    
 
The   funding   for   this   program   will   sunset   on   January   1,   2009.     However  
pending   legislation  would  extend  the  fund  to  2013.  
 
The California High Cost Fund‐A  
 
The   California   High   Cost   Fund‐A   (CHCF‐A)   program   makes   a   source   of  
supplemental   revenues   available   to   17   small   incumbent   local   exchange  
carriers40  for   the  purpose  of  minimizing  any   rate  disparity   in  basic   telephone  

                                                 
39 D.07 ‐09 ‐020   In te r im  Opin ion  Adopt ing  Reforms   to   the  High  Cost  Fund ‐B  Mechanisms ;  p .  93  
40  These   17   sma l l   lo ca l   LECs   inc lude ,   Calaveras   Telephone   Company ,   Cal i forn ia ‐Oregon   Telephone  
Company ,   Ci t izens   Te lecommunica t ions   Company   Of   The   Golden   S ta te ,   Ci t izens  
Telecommunica t ions   Company   Of   Tuo lumne ,   Ducor   Telephone   Company ,   Evans   Te lephone  
Company ,   Fores th i l l   Telephone   Company ,   Happy   Val l ey   Telephone   Company ,   Horni tos   Te lephone  
Company ,   Kerman   Te lephone   Company ,   Pinnac le s   Telephone   Company ,   The   Ponderosa   Te lephone  
Company ,   S ier ra   Te lephone   Company ,   S i sk iyou   Te lephone   Company ,   Ver izon   West   Coas t  
Incorpora ted ,  The  Volcano  Telephone  Company ,  and  Winterhaven  Telephone  Company  
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service   between   rural   and  metropolitan   areas41.     It   l imits   the   rates   for   basic  
service   to   150   percent   of   the  urban   rates   charged   by   the  AT&T   and  Verizon,  
and   subsidizes   the  difference  between   the   carrier’s   costs   and   the   revenues   it  
realizes   at   those   rates,  plus   a   10  percent   rate   of   return.    One   resulting   effect  
of   the   program   is   that   current   rates   in  many   rural   areas   are   higher   than   in  
urban   areas.   With   the   large   LEC   rates   in   a   state   of   flux   due   to   reforms  
proposed   for    Fund‐B,   the   trajectory  of   rural   rates   is  also  unclear,  with   rural  
rates  150  percent  of  a  moving  target.      
 
Like   the  B   fund,   the  CHCF‐A   is   funded   through  a  surcharge  billed   to  all  end‐
users   by   their   respective   carriers.     As  mentioned   above,   current   legislation  
may  continue  this  program  until  2013.  
 
Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program (DDTP)  
 
DDTP   is   a   public   program  mandated   by   the  California   State   legislature   and  
administered   by   the   CPUC.   It   has   two   components:   the   California   Relay  
Service  which   includes  Speech  to  Speech  and  the  California  Telephone  Access  
Program   (CTAP)   which   provides   assistive   telecommunications   equipment.  
Their  purpose   is   to  provide  access   to  basic   telephone  service   for  Californians  
who  have  difficulty  using  the  telephone.    In  2007  the  Commission  approved  a  
resolution  that  established  a  pilot  program  which  offsets  the  costs  of  wireless  
equipment  for  CTAP‐certified  participants  who  are  also   low   income.  
 
Rural Telecommunications Infrastructure Grant  Program 
 
California   Assembly   Bill   140   created   the   Rural   Telecommunications  
Infrastructure  Grant  Program.  The   first  of   its  kind   in   the  nation,   the  program  
provides  grants  of  up   to  $2.5  million  per  project,  with   total  grant   funding  of  
$10  million  per  year,  for  construction  of  telecommunications   infrastructure  to  
low‐ income,  rural  communities  currently  without  telephone  service.    
 
To   date,   five   projects   have   been   approved,  with   several  more   under   review.        
Those  underway   include:  
 

Indian  Springs  School  District;  Big  Bend,  Shasta  County  
•  Installation   of   up   to   eight   towers   for   cellular,   WiMax,   Forest  

Service  and  emergency  services  for  Big  Bend.  
•  Grant  Amount:  $2,500,000    

                                                 
41 Not  a l l  of   the  sma l l  LECs  draw   f rom   the   fund .    Cer ta in  requ i rements  must  be  met   inc lud ing   the  
f i l ing  and  approva l  of  a   ra te  case  showing  how   revenues  a t  150%  of  urban   ra te s   fa l l  shor t  of   the  
LEC’s  cos t s .  
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•  This   area   represents   444   families.     The   lack   of   phone   service   is  
also  a  public  safety   issue  for  police  and  fire  services.  

 
Trinity  County  

•  Installation   of   up   to   eight   cell   towers   throughout   county   for  
cellular,  Forest  Service  and  emergency  services.  

•  Grant  Amount:  $2,500,000    
•  Trinity  County   has   a   population   of   a   l itt le   over   13,000   as   of   the  

last  census.      
 
Iowa  Hill;  Placer  County  

•  Tower   relocation   to   Iowa   Hill   using   a   point‐to‐point   wireless  
system  with   a   copper   cable   distribution   system   to   the   Iowa  Hill  
community.  

•  Grant  Amount:    $2,500,000  
•  Iowa   Hill   is   a   low   income   area   in   rural   Placer   County   and   the  

home  of  the  only  U.S.  Post  office  without  telephone  service.  
   
Tule  River  Indian  Tribe;  Tulare  County  

•  Location:   Tule  River   Indian  Reservation   is  a  55,356  acre  parcel  
of   land.   Fiber   optic   based,   passive   optical   network   l ine  
architecture.  

•  Grant  Amount:    $860,000  
•  The   Tule   River   Indian   Housing   Authority   estimates   there   are  

presently   some  250   residential  dwellings  on   the   reservation  with  
three  housing  areas  not  currently  served  by  AT&T.  

 
Yurok  Indian  Tribe;  Humboldt  County  

•  Construction   of   approximately   35   miles   of   telephone   lines  
enabling   Verizon   to   utilize   the   fiber   source/hubs   for  
telephone/data   l ines   to   the   approximately   124   households   not  
served  by  the  Verizon  fiber.  

•  Grant  Amount:  $2,500,000  
 

 
Projects   being   considered   include   those   to   provide   cellular,   landline   and  
Internet   service   to   the   Channel   Islands,   and   multiple   projects   in   Siskiyou  
County   to  construct   l ine  extensions   in   the   following  communities:  Nordheimer  
Flat,  Butler  Flat,  Eddy  Gulch,  Sandy  Bar  Road,  Godfrey  Ranch,  Elk  Creek,  Swillup  
Creek,  and    Dillon  Creek.  
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Conclusion 
 
The  California  communications   landscape  continues   to  evolve  rapidly.    When  
AT&T  was   broken   up   some   twenty   four   years   ago,   the   Internet,   broadband,  
VoIP,   and   ubiquitous  mobile   telephony  were   of   interest   only   to   those   in   the  
lab  –   l iterally  decades  from  how  commonplace  they  are  today.    There  are  now  
more   telephone   subscribers   than   there   are   people,   with   most   Californian’s  
subscribing   to   both   wireline   and   wireless   services.     Some   consumers   are  
foregoing   traditional   wireline   service   for   cable   telephone   and   other   VoIP  
services   while   others   are   completely   cutting   the   cord   in   favor   of   wireless  
exclusively.    Where  twenty‐five  years  ago  consumers  were   l imited  to   landline  
telephone   service   from   a   single   full‐service   service   and   equipment  provider,  
they   now   have   the   quality   problem   of   choosing   from   among  many   options.    
Customers  now  choose   their  service  providers   ‐  a  single  provider   for  all   their  
communications   needs,   or   one   for   wireline   service,   another   for   wireless,  
another   for   VoIP,   and   stil l   another   for   Internet   access.     Phones   come   in   all  
shapes   and   sizes   –   even   colors   –   and   some   service   providers   do   not   even  
require   a   telephone,   only   a   headset   plugged   into   a   computer.     As   this   new  
dynamic   suggests,  a   look   into   the   future  of  voice   communication   signals   less  
reliance   upon   traditional   telephone   technology   and   networks,   and  more   on  
voice   being   simply   one   of   many   applications,   offered   by   many   different  
providers,  over  many  different  types  of  networks.  
 
This   paradigm   shift   towards   giving   consumers  more   choices   has   also   led   to  
greater   convenience,  better  prices,  and  more   consumers  having  at   least   some  
type   of   phone   service.     This   is   borne   out   by   the   96.7   percent   (and   climbing)  
statewide  penetration   rate,  although  subscribership  among  some  populations  
is   lower.    
 
Penetration   rates  varies  along   racial  and   ethnic   l ines,  and  by  geography,  but  
the  principal  driver  behind   these  variations   is   simply  one  of  economics  –   the  
lower   the   income   the   lower   the   penetration   rate;   the   higher   the   income,   the  
higher   the   penetration   rate.   The   penetration   rate   is   the   lowest   for   those  
consumers   of   modest   incomes   l iving   in   rural   areas.     These   customers  
generally   have   fewer   choices   than   those   in   urban   areas,   a   fact   supported   by  
the  observation  that  these  areas  have  seen  gains   in  wireline  subscribers  while  
the   rest  of   the  state  has  seen  steep   l ine   losses.    The  Commission  believes   that  
it   is   important   to  continue   the  policies  and  programs  which  ensure   that   there  
are   adequate   choices   among   providers   and   services   in   rural   California   at  
affordable  prices.  
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California  has  wisely   recognized   the   value   and  need   for  universal   telephone  
service.   The   LifeLine   and   the   other   public   purpose   programs   designed   to  
promote   this   goal   have   a   dynamic   nature   and   are   undergoing   changes   to  
continue  meeting   this   goal   even   as   this   report   is   being  written.     Initiatives  
are   underway   to   increase   LifeLine   enrollment,   changes   to   the   Fund‐A   and  
Fund‐B   programs   are   being   considered,  DDTP   is   being   expanded   to   include  
wireless   equipment,   and  more   projects   are   entering   the   Rural   Infrastructure  
Grant   Program   pipeline.     Ancillary   to   these   is   the   California   Advanced  
Services   Fund,   aimed   at   promoting   the   build   out   and   penetration   of  
broadband   services   throughout  California.    This   fund  will  be  discussed  with  
the   other   broadband   initiatives   in   the   Commission’s   Broadband   Report   due  
to  the  Legislature   in  June,  2008.  
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Appendix 
 
Table  5  –  Cities,  Towns,  CDP ʹs  with  Penetration  Rates  <  95%  
 
Table  7  –  Cities,  Towns,  CDP ʹs  with  Penetration  Rates  <95%  and  with  
>  50%  Minority/Ethnic  Households  
 
Table  8  –  Cities,  Towns,  CDP ʹs  with  Penetration  Rates  <95%  and  with  
50%  or  more  Households  with  Annual  Income  under  $40,000  
 
Table  9  –  Cities,  Towns,  CDP ʹs  with  Penetration  Rates  <95%  and  with  
50%  or  more  Households  both  of  Racial/Ethnic  Minority  and  with  
Annual  Income  under  $40,000  
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Table  5  
Cities, Towns, CDP’s with Penetration Rates > 95% 

County City/Town/Census Designated Place Total Households Penetration Rate 

 Alpine Kirkwood CDP 22 28.57% 
 Shasta Montgomery Creek CDP 41 74.42% 
 Inyo Darwin CDP 48 77.27% 
 Kern Randsburg CDP 40 78.05% 
 Fresno Cantua Creek CDP 105 79.53% 
 Mendocino Covelo CDP 425 83.45% 
 Trinity Hayfork CDP 983 83.61% 
 Kings Home Garden CDP 429 85.06% 
 Imperial Winterhaven CDP 211 85.16% 
 Kern McKittrick CDP 40 85.42% 
 Inyo Tecopa CDP 95 86.14% 
 Alpine Alpine Village CDP 61 86.21% 
 Imperial Palo Verde CDP 117 86.40% 
 Imperial Niland CDP 440 86.98% 
 Tulare Alpaugh CDP 207 87.20% 
 San Bernardino Bluewater CDP 132 87.22% 
 Shasta Big Bend CDP 67 87.50% 
 Imperial Ocotillo CDP 151 87.59% 
 Kern Tupman CDP 66 88.24% 
 Stanislaus Shackelford CDP 1,304 88.31% 
 Riverside Mecca CDP 1,049 88.66% 
 Shasta Round Mountain CDP 45 89.13% 
 Monterey San Ardo CDP 179 89.60% 
 Del Norte Klamath CDP 236 89.81% 
 Imperial Desert Shores CDP 257 89.96% 
 Kern McFarland City 1,977 89.98% 
 Shasta McArthur CDP 159 90.71% 
 Fresno Mendota City 1,819 90.72% 
 Imperial Salton Sea Beach CDP 207 90.73% 
 Marin Tomales CDP 77 90.79% 
 Madera Parksdale CDP 613 91.07% 
 Humboldt Willow Creek CDP 769 91.10% 
 Siskiyou Dunsmuir City 865 91.36% 
 Kern Fellows CDP 55 91.38% 
 San Joaquin Kennedy CDP 817 91.42% 
 Fresno Friant CDP 291 91.53% 
 Siskiyou Gazelle CDP 55 91.67% 
 Kern Lost Hills CDP 350 91.71% 
 Tulare Terra Bella CDP 769 91.75% 
 Riverside Cabazon CDP 759 91.85% 
 Tulare Woodville CDP 351 91.99% 
 Tulare East Orosi CDP 82 92.22% 
 Kings Kettleman City CDP 318 92.28% 
 Stanislaus West Modesto CDP 1,713 92.30% 
 Tulare East Porterville CDP 1,740 92.37% 
 Tulare Goshen CDP 598 92.49% 
 Lassen Westwood CDP 792 92.57% 
 San Bernardino Muscoy CDP 2,033 92.63% 
 Kern Arvin City 3,010 92.78% 
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Table  5  
Cities, Towns, CDP’s with Penetration Rates > 95% 

County City/Town/Census Designated Place Total Households Penetration Rate 

 Kern Shafter City 3,289 92.78% 
 Plumas Delleker CDP 290 92.96% 
 Kern Valley Acres CDP 222 92.97% 
 Yuba Linda CDP 4,074 92.98% 
 Santa Clara Sunol-Midtown CDP 273 93.00% 
 Kern Maricopa City 403 93.00% 
 Fresno Huron City 1,412 93.04% 
 Lake Upper Lake CDP 360 93.26% 
 Imperial Bombay Beach CDP 169 93.30% 
 Siskiyou Mount Hebron CDP 33 93.33% 
 Merced Dos Palos City 1,447 93.42% 
 Kings Avenal City 1,927 93.44% 
 San Luis Obispo San Miguel CDP 571 93.46% 
 Siskiyou Hornbrook CDP 123 93.50% 
 Butte South Oroville CDP 2,494 93.72% 
 Imperial Salton City CDP 441 93.89% 
 Kings Stratford CDP 283 93.96% 
 Inyo Olancha CDP 54 94.00% 
 Stanislaus Hickman CDP 140 94.03% 
 Kern Mojave CDP 1,369 94.04% 
 Tulare Earlimart CDP 1,523 94.07% 
 Stanislaus Bystrom CDP 1,278 94.09% 
 Kern China Lake Acres CDP 679 94.13% 
 Mariposa Mariposa CDP 733 94.14% 
 Inyo Lone Pine CDP 708 94.31% 
 Plumas Iron Horse CDP 132 94.31% 
 Kern Ford City CDP 1,236 94.33% 
 Contra Costa Bethel Island CDP 1,122 94.33% 
 Colusa Arbuckle CDP 690 94.35% 
 Butte Oroville City 4,882 94.40% 
 Imperial Heber CDP 729 94.40% 
 Riverside Quail Valley CDP 481 94.49% 
 Colusa Williams City 904 94.50% 
 Modoc Alturas City 1,215 94.51% 
 Lake Clearlake City 5,546 94.52% 
 Imperial Westmorland City 633 94.60% 
 Calaveras Rail Road Flat CDP 242 94.62% 
 Placer Foresthill CDP 684 94.63% 
 Tulare Richgrove CDP 568 94.68% 
 Tulare Poplar-Cotton Center CDP 340 94.69% 
 Imperial Seeley CDP 422 94.70% 
 Kern South Taft CDP 662 94.70% 
 Kern Boron CDP 869 94.70% 
 Stanislaus Riverdale Park CDP 272 94.72% 
 Kern Buttonwillow CDP 332 94.82% 
 Santa Barbara Guadalupe City 1,439 94.83% 
 San Bernardino Needles City 1,977 94.87% 
 San Bernardino Searles Valley CDP 728 94.90% 
 Plumas Chilcoot-Vinton CDP 146 94.93% 
 Plumas East Quincy CDP 1,006 94.94% 
 Humboldt Rio Dell City 1,241 94.98% 
 Fresno Tranquillity CDP 236 94.98% 
 Stanislaus Grayson CDP 274 94.98% 
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Table  7  
Cities, Towns, CDP’s with Penetration Rates > 95% and with Minority/Ethnic Households 

County City/Census Designated 
Place 

Total 
Households 

% 
Racial/Ethnic 

Minority 
Households 

Penetration Rate - 
Racial/Ethnic 

Minority 
Households 

Total 
Penetration 

Rate 

 Kings Home Garden CDP 429 63.2% 82.5% 85.06% 
 Riverside Mecca CDP 1,049 78.6% 85.6% 88.66% 
 Kern McFarland city 1,977 70.7% 90.8% 89.98% 
 Fresno Mendota city 1,819 74.7% 89.0% 90.72% 
 Madera Parksdale CDP 613 60.3% 87.7% 91.07% 
 San Joaquin Kennedy CDP 817 63.6% 92.6% 91.42% 
 Kern Lost Hills CDP 350 86.3% 90.4% 91.71% 
 Tulare Terra Bella CDP 769 66.0% 93.1% 91.75% 
 Tulare Woodville CDP 351 69.6% 90.9% 91.99% 
 Kings Kettleman City CDP 318 67.0% 90.3% 92.28% 
 San Bernardino Muscoy CDP 2,033 50.1% 90.6% 92.63% 
 Kern Arvin city 3,010 53.0% 95.2% 92.78% 
 Fresno Huron city 1,412 80.1% 92.7% 93.04% 
 Kings Stratford CDP 283 54.7% 100.0% 93.96% 
 Tulare Earlimart CDP 1,523 79.9% 94.6% 94.07% 
 Imperial Heber CDP 729 64.8% 94.3% 94.40% 
 Tulare Richgrove CDP 568 82.1% 93.5% 94.68% 
 Tulare Poplar-Cotton Center CDP 340 63.7% 91.7% 94.69% 
 Kern Buttonwillow CDP 332 58.2% 92.1% 94.82% 
 Santa Barbara Guadalupe city 1,439 52.7% 96.3% 94.83% 
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Table  8  
Cities, Towns, CDP’s with Penetration Rates > 95% and with 50% of more Households with Annual 

Income under $40,000  

County City/Census Designated 
Place 

Total 
Households 

% Households 
With Annual 

Income < $40K 

Penetration 
Rate 

 Shasta Montgomery Creek CDP 41 85.4% 74.42% 
 Inyo Darwin CDP 48 93.8% 77.27% 
 Fresno Cantua Creek CDP 105 90.5% 79.53% 
 Mendocino Covelo CDP 425 66.1% 83.45% 
 Trinity Hayfork CDP 983 79.3% 83.61% 
 Kings Home Garden CDP 429 70.4% 85.06% 
 Imperial Winterhaven CDP 211 85.3% 85.16% 
 Inyo Tecopa CDP 95 90.5% 86.14% 
 Imperial Palo Verde CDP 117 96.6% 86.40% 
 Imperial Niland CDP 440 76.6% 86.98% 
 Tulare Alpaugh CDP 207 83.1% 87.20% 
 San Bernardino Bluewater CDP 132 80.3% 87.22% 
 Shasta Big Bend CDP 67 73.1% 87.50% 
 Imperial Ocotillo CDP 151 67.5% 87.59% 
 Kern Tupman CDP 66 59.1% 88.24% 
 Stanislaus Shackelford CDP 1,304 78.3% 88.31% 
 Riverside Mecca CDP 1,049 77.2% 88.66% 
 Shasta Round Mountain CDP 45 73.3% 89.13% 
 Monterey San Ardo CDP 179 72.1% 89.60% 
 Del Norte Klamath CDP 236 70.3% 89.81% 
 Imperial Desert Shores CDP 257 82.5% 89.96% 
 Kern McFarland city 1,977 74.0% 89.98% 
 Shasta McArthur CDP 159 84.9% 90.71% 
 Fresno Mendota city 1,819 76.6% 90.72% 
 Imperial Salton Sea Beach CDP 207 93.7% 90.73% 
 Madera Parksdale CDP 613 73.9% 91.07% 
 Humboldt Willow Creek CDP 769 61.6% 91.10% 
 Siskiyou Dunsmuir city 865 72.8% 91.36% 
 Kern Fellows CDP 55 70.9% 91.38% 
 San Joaquin Kennedy CDP 817 69.6% 91.42% 
 Fresno Friant CDP 291 70.1% 91.53% 
 Siskiyou Gazelle CDP 55 74.5% 91.67% 
 Kern Lost Hills CDP 350 60.9% 91.71% 
 Tulare Terra Bella CDP 769 76.3% 91.75% 
 Kern Weedpatch CDP 653 83.6% 91.83% 
 Riverside Cabazon CDP 759 79.1% 91.85% 
 Tulare Woodville CDP 351 76.6% 91.99% 
 Tulare East Orosi CDP 82 85.4% 92.22% 
 Kings Kettleman City CDP 318 68.6% 92.28% 
 Stanislaus West Modesto CDP 1,713 66.6% 92.30% 
 Tulare East Porterville CDP 1,740 77.0% 92.37% 
 Tulare Goshen CDP 598 69.9% 92.49% 
 Lassen Westwood CDP 792 72.6% 92.57% 
 San Bernardino Muscoy CDP 2,033 70.6% 92.63% 
 Kern Arvin city 3,010 75.6% 92.78% 
 Kern Shafter city 3,289 66.5% 92.78% 
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Table  8  
Cities, Towns, CDP’s with Penetration Rates > 95% and with 50% of more Households with Annual 

Income under $40,000  

County City/Census Designated 
Place 

Total 
Households 

% Households 
With Annual 

Income < $40K 

Penetration 
Rate 

 Plumas Delleker CDP 290 57.2% 92.96% 
 Yuba Linda CDP 4,074 75.9% 92.98% 
 Kern Maricopa city 403 65.5% 93.00% 
 Fresno Huron city 1,412 77.1% 93.04% 
 Lake Upper Lake CDP 360 73.3% 93.26% 
 Imperial Bombay Beach CDP 169 84.0% 93.30% 
 Siskiyou Mount Hebron CDP 33 69.7% 93.33% 
 Merced Dos Palos city 1,447 60.5% 93.42% 
 Kings Avenal city 1,927 65.6% 93.44% 
 San Luis Obispo San Miguel CDP 571 58.3% 93.46% 
 Siskiyou Hornbrook CDP 123 66.7% 93.50% 
 Butte South Oroville CDP 2,494 73.9% 93.72% 
 Imperial Salton City CDP 441 79.4% 93.89% 
 Kings Stratford CDP 283 62.2% 93.96% 
 Inyo Olancha CDP 54 53.7% 94.00% 
 Stanislaus Hickman CDP 140 59.3% 94.03% 
 Kern Mojave CDP 1,369 68.7% 94.04% 
 Tulare Earlimart CDP 1,523 81.3% 94.07% 
 Stanislaus Bystrom CDP 1,278 65.4% 94.09% 
 Kern China Lake Acres CDP 679 56.6% 94.13% 
 Mariposa Mariposa CDP 733 72.7% 94.14% 
 Inyo Lone Pine CDP 708 66.7% 94.31% 
 Plumas Iron Horse CDP 132 71.2% 94.31% 
 Kern Ford City CDP 1,236 72.4% 94.33% 
 Colusa Arbuckle CDP 690 56.2% 94.35% 
 Butte Oroville city 4,882 74.1% 94.40% 
 Imperial Heber CDP 729 68.4% 94.40% 
 Riverside Quail Valley CDP 481 55.1% 94.49% 
 Colusa Williams city 904 60.7% 94.50% 
 Modoc Alturas city 1,215 68.2% 94.51% 
 Lake Clearlake city 5,546 78.8% 94.52% 
 Imperial Westmorland city 633 72.4% 94.60% 
 Calaveras Rail Road Flat CDP 242 58.3% 94.62% 
 Placer Foresthill CDP 684 56.0% 94.63% 
 Tulare Richgrove CDP 568 79.2% 94.68% 
 Tulare Poplar-Cotton Center CDP 340 68.5% 94.69% 
 Imperial Seeley CDP 422 68.2% 94.70% 
 Kern South Taft CDP 662 73.6% 94.70% 
 Stanislaus Riverdale Park CDP 272 65.1% 94.72% 
 Kern Buttonwillow CDP 332 71.1% 94.82% 
 Santa Barbara Guadalupe city 1,439 59.0% 94.83% 
 San Bernardino Needles city 1,977 64.8% 94.87% 
 San Bernardino Searles Valley CDP 728 52.7% 94.90% 
 Plumas Chilcoot-Vinton CDP 146 57.5% 94.93% 
 Plumas East Quincy CDP 1,006 54.2% 94.94% 
 Humboldt Rio Dell city 1,241 67.4% 94.98% 
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Table  9  
Cities, Towns, CDP’s with Penetration Rates > 95% and with 50% of more Households both of 

Racial/Ethnic Minority and with Annual Income under $40,000  

County City/Census Designated 
Place 

Total 
Households 

% Households 
With Annual 

Income < $40K 

% 
Racial/Ethnic 

Minority 
Households 

Penetration 
Rate 

 Kings Home Garden CDP 429 70.4% 63.2% 85.06% 
 Riverside Mecca CDP 1,049 77.2% 78.6% 88.66% 
 Kern McFarland city 1,977 74.0% 70.7% 89.98% 
 Fresno Mendota city 1,819 76.6% 74.7% 90.72% 
 Madera Parksdale CDP 613 73.9% 60.3% 91.07% 
 San Joaquin Kennedy CDP 817 69.6% 63.6% 91.42% 
 Kern Lost Hills CDP 350 60.9% 86.3% 91.71% 
 Tulare Terra Bella CDP 769 76.3% 66.0% 91.75% 
 Tulare Woodville CDP 351 76.6% 69.6% 91.99% 
 Kings Kettleman City CDP 318 68.6% 67.0% 92.28% 
 San Bernardino Muscoy CDP 2,033 70.6% 50.1% 92.63% 
 Kern Arvin city 3,010 75.6% 53.0% 92.78% 
 Fresno Huron city 1,412 77.1% 80.1% 93.04% 
 Kings Stratford CDP 283 62.2% 54.7% 93.96% 
 Tulare Earlimart CDP 1,523 81.3% 79.9% 94.07% 
 Imperial Heber CDP 729 68.4% 64.8% 94.40% 
 Tulare Richgrove CDP 568 79.2% 82.1% 94.68% 
 Tulare Poplar-Cotton Center CDP 340 68.5% 63.7% 94.69% 
 Kern Buttonwillow CDP 332 71.1% 58.2% 94.82% 
 Santa Barbara Guadalupe city 1,439 59.0% 52.7% 94.83% 

 
 


