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POST-WORKSHOP POSITION STATEMENT 

OF THE OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the November 15, 2001 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling (ACR) and the January 11, 2002 ruling of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) hereby submits its Post-Workshop Position Statement (Statement) on Universal Service Advisory Board membership and related issues.  In addition, this Statement includes ORA proposed modifications to certain provisions in the interim charters.  The proposed charter modifications are intended to facilitate the performance of  the roles and responsibilities of the Advisory Boards in furtherance of the goals of Senate Bill (SB) 669.   The proposed modifications relate to Advisory Board purpose and responsibilities, monitoring of financial information consistent with the Boards’ budgetary and advisory responsibilities, conflict of interest, and public input.

II. DISCUSSION

The Commission and interim Advisory Boards have now had four months of experience during which monies in excess of $1 billion have moved to the State Treasury as required by SB 669.  Many of these Boards are still in a transition phase, in particular those whose duties prior to October 1, 2001 were primarily administrative, with an emphasis on review of carrier claims.
  The specific roles and responsibilities of the Commission staff administering the program funds, the staff liaisons to the Advisory Boards, and the number of and qualifications of Board members are still being defined.  

ORA’s board composition proposals are aimed at making the universal service programs more responsive to the continual changes in the telecommunications industry, including both the changes in technology and the needs of consumers.  ORA’s proposals are also aimed at ensuring that the programs operate in a cost-effective manner and serve the intended program recipients.  

III. ADVISORY BOARD COMPOSITION

In establishing Interim Charters, the Commission reaffirmed that “[e]very committee and board must function consistent with SB 669 and its respective charter” as follows:

…an advisory board to advise the commission regarding development, implementation, and administration of the associated program or programs…and to carry out the program pursuant to the commission’s direction, control, and approval.  (See Pub. Util. Code Secs. 275(a), 276(a), 277(a), 279(a), 280(a), emphasis added; See also D.01-09-064, p. 10.)

SB 669 also requires the Commission to consider the “purpose of the program,” and “achieve balanced public participation” including “ethnic and gender diversity” in establishing the composition of the Boards.  In order to achieve balanced public participation, board expertise is needed from end users of services, the broader ratepayer or consumer community to whom the surcharge is assessed, and providers of various telecommunications and social services.  The needs of diverse income and geographic populations, urban and rural, must also find voice on the Boards.  California remains at the forefront of providing universal service programs that address these needs.  Therefore, it is essential that the composition of the Advisory Boards reflect the diverse needs of the various communities.  In addition, as the policy goals of the programs and the needs of the program recipients change, so should the programs and the composition of the Boards.

A. CHCF-A and CHCF-B Advisory Board Composition

CHCF-A and CHCF-B Funds provide subsidies to the small local exchange carriers (LECs) and large/mid-sized local exchange carriers respectively to equalize basic local service charges across high-cost and low-cost areas served.  Program size is about $30-40 million for CHCF-A and $450 million for CHCF-B, although fund balances can vary as a result of timing in processing of carrier claims.  Given the substantial cost of these programs to ratepayers, ORA’s proposals for these high-cost fund Boards include representatives who are both sensitive to consumer costs and skilled in analyzing the cost-effectiveness of the programs.  

ORA recommends Advisory Boards of five members for both the CHCF-A and the CHCF-B.  Some of the members could potentially serve on both Boards, and the two Boards could hold back-to-back meetings on the same day.  ORA proposes the following for the CHCF-A and the CHCF-B Advisory Boards:

· 1 LEC (small LEC for CHCF-A; lg/med. LEC for CHCF-B), possibly rotating if desired (non-voting)
· 1 CLEC (non-voting)
· ORA Director or Designee or Other Ratepayer Representative

· 1 CBO/Consumer Organization in/with constituency in un-served area of CA

· 1 CBO/Consumer Organization with constituents in both high-cost areas and low-income urban communities

· 3  CPUC staff liaisons (non-voting):  

· TD; 

· IMSD; and 

· Legal

A CBO or consumer representative of un-served areas familiar with basic telecommunications options would be a valuable voice and resource on the Board.  For additional diversity, ORA recommends a representative of a large, geographically diverse CBO or consumer group which covers a constituency of both residents of high-cost areas and lower income residents who are nevertheless above the ULTS qualification income level and thus must pay user surcharges to subsidize high-cost areas.  On carrier representation, ORA agrees with the Commission that carriers possess valuable insights to the CHCF-A and the CHCF-B programs given that they have first-hand experience with the day-to-day operations.  However, since many receive significant monies from these funds, carriers should have a non-voting position, but continue to lend their expertise to the board.  This will ensure that the programs remain competitively neutral.  The three non-voting liaisons established in the Interim Charter, from the CPUC’s Telecommunications Division, Information and Management Services Division, and Legal Division should be continued.
B. CTF Advisory Board Composition

CTF’s longer-term mission should be considered when deciding upon the composition of the fund’s new advisory board.  Any CTF Advisory Board must be equipped to advise the Commission on cost-effective delivery of program services serving the needs of California ratepayers. ORA recommends that the following constituencies be reflected in the CTF Advisory Board
:

· Education sector

· Public library sector

· CBO involved in public access Internet

· Deaf & disabled

· Rural 

· Public hospitals/clinics/telemedicine

· ORA Director or Designee, or Consumer Organization

· Carrier (non-voting)

· Three (non-voting) Liaisons from the Commission’s

· TD;

· IMSD; and 

· Legal
CTF was created with the Commission’s affirmation that among the “key universal service rules and policies,” was the need to address ways in which “advanced telecommunications technologies can be provided to all customer segments, and how education, health care, community and government institutions can be positioned to take advantage of these technologies” (R. 96-10-066, p.3).  In the years since then, CTF has gradually expanded, achieving notable successes in supporting the spread of advanced telecommunications technologies to schools and public libraries.  To refine and improve the ways CTF serves these institutions and the people who depend on them, one representative each from schools and public libraries should be on the Board.

In other areas, particularly health care and community institutions, CTF has had a minimal impact, providing under $200,000 per year to these types of organizations despite a $10 million original maximum allocation (Resolution T-16542, July 12, 2001). There are substantial unmet health care and community-level information needs that CTF could help meet.  Including Board members representing these sectors is needed to provide expertise in spreading the benefits of advanced telecommunications to constituents such as medically underserved communities, low income and rural communities, and deaf and disabled persons.  Therefore, ORA recommends the CTF Advisory Board include representatives from: public hospitals, clinics or an organization with expertise in telemedicine issues; a community based organization with experience in providing low income communities with Internet access and training; deaf & disabled organizations; and rural constituencies.

The CTF Advisory Board should also have one representative of ORA and ratepayers, as well as a non-voting carrier.  ORA is particularly suited to advocate for cost containment and program efficiency, brings knowledge of CPUC procedures to the Board, and has recently worked with various organizations on digital divide problems related to CTF. A carrier representative familiar with the mechanisms of CTF application processing, claims reimbursement, and new potentially CTF-eligible telecommunications technologies, should be recommended from among carriers involved in the CTF program.  This can facilitate smoothing of program administration and making informed technical recommendations; the carrier representative must be able to serve the constituency in a technologically and competitively neutral way. 

The three non-voting liaisons established in the Interim Charter, from the CPUC’s Telecommunications Division, Information and Management Services Division, and Legal Division, should be continued.

CTF has great potential to both fulfill the objectives outlined in the original universal service decision as well as confront the digital divide concerns of the more recent SB 1712 (Polanco), which mandated the CPUC to investigate universal service options.  CTF does need a proactive Advisory Board to advise the CPUC on implementing an effective and efficient program to fulfill fiduciary and cost containment objectives.  ORA has been active in the CTF ad-hoc working group, which produced the report, Proposed Improvements in the California Teleconnect Fund (CTF): A Targeted, Cost-effective Approach to Digital Divide Problems (Dec. 2001).  The report recommends a number of ways to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the CTF, and the new Advisory Board will be critical in implementing improvements such as those recommended in the report.

C. ULTS-AC and ULTS-MB Merged Board Composition
ORA supports the proposed merger of the ULTS-AC and ULTS-MB, although the current board composition of each is very different.  The basic mission of the combined board in the future will be the marketing of basic telephone service to low income ratepayers on a competitively neutral basis.  The merged board will be expected to advise the Commission on low-income telecommunications issues and serve as a liaison for the Commission to low-income telecommunications ratepayers and representatives.  ORA believes a merged board will make better use of Commission liaison staff.

The existing ULTS-AC has five members.  The ULTS-AC includes two statewide consumer organizations (Consumer Action and The Utility Reform Network (TURN)), ORA, Consumer Services Division (CSD) and the Legal Division.
  The ULTS-AC is identified by statute SB 669.   The ULTS-MB, on the other hand, is not specifically identified in SB 669 and has twelve voting member positions as follows:
· 3 large and medium size LECs;

· 3 inter-exchange carriers (IECs) or the competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs)

· 3 CBOs

· 1 small LEC

· 1 wireless carrier

· Consumer Services Division Director or designee.
· Commission Staff Liaison: TD, IMSD, and Legal

The current ULTS –MB composition includes twice as many carriers as consumer groups.  Although, at present, four of the eight carrier positions are vacant, if all carrier positions were to be filled, carriers would dominate the board 2 to1.  Presently, ORA has no permanent voting position on the ULTS-MB.   It is currently filling a vacant position of the large/medium LECs.  ORA recommends that the ORA Director or a designee be provided a permanent voting membership on any merged ULTS Board.  

Furthermore,  ORA recommends that the four vacant carrier positions of the ULTS-MB be eliminated and that the four remaining carriers of the ULTS-MB have non-voting positions on the board.  This is consistent with D.00-10-028.  In that decision, the Commission ordered that representatives of the utilities and other carriers be excluded from serving on the ULTS AC.  (D. 00-10-028, p. 165.)  While the ULTS-AC no longer approves carrier claims, a primary focus of a merged ULTS-AC and ULTS-MB will be ensuring competitively neutral marketing of basic service to low-income ratepayers.  Carriers possess valuable insights to the ULTS program given that they have the first-hand experience with the day-to-day operations.  However, ORA also agrees with the Commission that carriers do not need to have a voting position to lend their expertise to the board.  If the ULTS-AC and ULTS –MB are merged, the functions of the AC and the MB will also necessarily be merged.  Thus, unless carriers that are currently on the ULTS-MB are also excluded from the merged board, there may exist a potential conflict of interest as discussed in D.00-10-028.  Therefore, ORA recommends that carriers have non-voting positions to ensure that the marketing program remains competitively neutral, but benefits from carrier input.  Non-voting membership is preferable to the alternatives of excluding carriers and of forcing carrier representatives to recuse themselves from discussions and votes in which they have a material interest.
One of the purposes of SB 669 is to address some of the out-dated practices of some Commission Boards and Committees.  ORA applauds the Commission’s D.01-07-023, wherein it changed the membership structure of the DDTP to establish non-voting status for carriers and those who may have financial and/or market interest in Board or Committee recommendations.  In D.01-07-023 the Commission broadened interested party participation on the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program (DDTP), while at the same time strengthening the integrity of the Boards and committees.  ORA believes this policy and practice should be replicated across all of its Boards and committees. 


As the Commission has shown by its decisions and rulemaking reasoning, it is appropriate to retain a slot for carriers or providers of service as non-voting positions.  "Such representatives provide valuable insight into the state of current technology, telephone network operations, possible innovations and the like"
.  By this decision the Commission acknowledges that carrier participation serves first and foremost to provide guidance to the program on technical matters, and to advise on the implementation of its mission.  The Commission assures the integrity of the Board and removes questions of carrier conflict of interest.  ORA recommends the following composition for a merged ULTS Advisory Board:

	Proposed ULTS Advisory Board Membership 

	
	Voting

	2-3 CBOs or State Agency 
	Yes

	Commission Executive Director designee;

Or CSD Director or designee
	No;

Yes

	Public Advisor or Consumer Affairs Branch (CSD)
	Yes

	ORA Director or designee or Ratepayer Representative
	Yes

	1-2 Consumer Organizations
	Yes

	1-2 ILECs
	No

	1-2 CLECs or Wireless Carrier 
	No

	3 Commission liaisons: TD; IMSD; and Legal
	No


ORA’s recommended merged board reflects elimination of the four vacant carrier positions: consolidation of 2 CSD positions to one CSD Director or designee position or Commission Executive Director Appointee; consolidation of 2 ORA positions to 1 ORA Director or designee position or Ratepayer Representative, and elimination of the Legal position given its liaison status to the Board.  Regarding carrier representations, given that the they are recipients of significant monies from these funds, ORA recommends that carriers are non-voting.

D. PSPC Advisory Board Composition

  The PSPC Advisory Board is charged with advising the Commission regarding development, implementation, and administration of programs, educating payphone service providers and the public on payphone related matters, and ensuring compliance with Commission requirements. The Board must address the universal service goals of broad public access to telecommunications services, as well as cost and competitiveness issues.  The Public Policy Payphone program is also in this area.  ORA recommends the following composition for the Payphone Service Providers Committee:

· ORA Director or designee (or Consumer Organization);

· Public Advisor or Consumer Affairs Branch (CSD);

· CBO/Consumer Organization/Senior Group or Other Person


With Interest or Expertise in Payphone Area and Universal


Service

· LEC (Non-voting)

· Independent Payphone Owner Association Representative (Non-Voting)

· Commission Staff Liaisons: CSD, IMSD, Legal, and TD as appropriate.

If the TPIC (Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf Placement Interim Committee) remains with the PSPC, then ORA recommends two additional members to the PSPC to ensure that these concerns are represented:

· Deaf community representative;

· Hearing impaired representative 

IV. ORA MEMBERSHIP ON BOARDS

Notwithstanding any membership it might have on an advisory board and positions it might take as a board member, ORA notes that it has a statutory obligation (or right) under PU Code Section 309.5 to take exception to these positions, which it will exercise as needed to advocate separately before the Commission on an issue addressed by the advisory board.  For example, the board may say they recommend that the Commission do “X” and ORA as a member of the Board says no, we should do “Y”, but the Board goes ahead and recommends “X.”  Under such scenario, ORA preserves the right to separately advocate “Y” or another position to the Commission. 

In addition, while ORA welcomes the opportunity to serve on these Advisory Boards to ensure that ratepayer interests are represented, our commitment on these Boards will require significant resources.  Given ORA’s resource constraints, it is ORA’s expectation that, over time, the composition of at least some of these Advisory Boards will change to rely increasingly on outside disinterested persons with no financial interest and less on ORA.

V. OTHER ISSUES

A. Subcommittee Member Compensation

ORA recommends that per diem and expense reimbursement related to meetings of Commission-established subcommittees be permitted for meetings duly noticed and open to the public in accordance with provisions of the Bagley-Keene Open Meetings Act.  This conforms to current and/or recent Commission practice for DDTP committees and Electric Education Trust Administrative Committee subcommittees.  Subcommittees facilitate Commission objectives, perform useful functions, and promote Advisory Board efficiency.  Participation by CBO or consumer organization members on some subcommittees is often vital.  Therefore, eligible non-governmental and non-carrier members of formally established subcommittees should receive per diem and expenses for work authorized to be performed by those subcommittees. Possible abuses which needlessly increase per diem or expense costs, such as double per diems for multiple meetings on the same day, or exotic meeting locations, should be addressed in general Commission administrative policies. The Commission should determine whether to pay per diems to individual board members, or to their employing organizations.
B. TPIC


In light of the discussion at the January 9, 2002 workshop, ORA now supports transferring the Telecommunications Devices for the Deaf Placement Interim Committee (TPIC), which funds placement of telecommunications equipment for the deaf and hearing impaired in public buildings and public accommodations, from PSPC to the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications Program (DDTP) if the Commission determines that this is feasible.   TPIC funds already come from the same user surcharge as DDTP programs, and serve the deaf and hearing-impaired user populations.  Public input and expertise on deployment of the TPIC program is more suited to the composition of the DDTP Advisory Board than the PSPC, which could concentrate on enforcement and public payphone issues.

In addition to the end user fit, the DDTP equipment program already works with the same types of equipment and technologies as those needed for the TPIC program, and DDTP installers serve the entire state with skills in handling such equipment.  From this standpoint, shifting TPIC to DDTP appears to have cost control advantages.  ORA does, however have concerns about the absence of ratepayer representation on DDTPAC and recommends that this be addressed.

VI. AMENDMENTS TO INTERIM CHARTER LANGUAGE FOR ALL ADVISORY BOARDS

In addition to the above, ORA recommends that certain provisions in the interim charters be modified to further the goals of SB 669.  SB 669 specifies that fund monies shall be utilized within funds for “costs of the board and commission associated with the administration and oversight of the program and the fund.”  While the administrative functions have been fairly clear, the oversight functions need additional clarification in the charter language. The original charters contained language specifying that, among the administrative committees’ duties and responsibilities was to “(i)nitiate recommendations to the CPUC” to make the funds “more effective and efficient.”  ORA believes this language, which was deleted in the interim charters, should be restored.

The board, having immediate experience with not only the fund, but the program and its performance as well, will be well positioned to fulfill its advisory role to the Commission by making recommendations about program re-evaluation. This can include recommending administrative or performance audits, if deemed necessary, as a component of oversight.  These proposed amendments are reflected in Attachment A and discussed herein:

· Purpose of the Committee  - The interim charter language for “Purpose of the Committee” for all of the funds should be changed.  Specifically, the Advisory Boards should be mandated to advise the CPUC, in addition to the “development, implementation and administration” of the program, on the “effectiveness and efficiency” of the program.  In recent years, the administrative scope of some of the administrative committees has been too narrowly limited to the carrier claims approval process and other administrative issues, while overall program performance has been neglected. The impacts of the programs on achieving stated consumer and social benefits and the cost-effectiveness of the programs, should be evaluated on a regular basis.  The “effectiveness and efficiency” language, which was included in the original charter language in effect prior to the October 1, 2001 interim charters, should be included to highlight the importance of program performance.

· Audits and efficiency – There is a need to implement clear auditing procedures governing the universal service funds generally.  The interim charters are silent on these details.  An advisory board should specifically be charged with recommending administrative or performance audits, to the extent not performed by other state agencies or bodies, when it believes this could aid in making the program more effective or efficient.  Such audits can aid in reducing wasteful spending and re-direct programs to efficiently meet their objectives.  Normally, the detailed review mandated every three years should accomplish these tasks, but administrative/performance audit should be an additional option for the board and Commission.   It is anticipated that Telecommunications Division will ensure that the necessary financial and compliance audits are undertaken and completed in a timely manner. 

· Budget and Tracking of Financial Data - Board members should receive monthly financial and accounting data from liaison staff to enable them to perform their Advisory Board duties and responsibilities, including ensuring consistency of these data with budgetary projections and anticipation of any required  surcharge changes.

· Conflicts of Interest – Current conflict of interest language covering Board members only obliges disclosure.  Voting Board members should also be required to recuse themselves from voting on a decision which may materially affect a member’s personal or organizational interests.  Conflicts may involve carrier or CBO representatives voting on Board decisions benefiting their organizations, or organizations with which they have business relationships.  Disclosure provisions are not adequate.  The Legal Division liaison can advise Board members on potential conflict votes.  This would seem the most expeditious way to deal with these matters, without delaying votes.  If other Board members or members of the public contest the conflicts, either the CPUC Executive Director or the Commission could settle the matter. ORA’s proposed charter language in the Appendix is based on the boilerplate charter language for CHCF-A, but should be applied to the charters of all the fund Advisory Boards.

· Public input – The interim charters should allow for written comments from the members of the public and these comments should be made available to the board members and the public prior to each meeting.  The Commission should facilitate public input for individuals for whom travel to San Francisco, or any other meeting location, is difficult. Efforts should be made to provide teleconferencing for members of the public upon request as well as the Board members.  These recommendations should apply to subcommittees as well.
· Proxies:  The interim charter prohibits proxies.  The Commission should permit proxy representation of Board members, or Alternate Designees, so that the members may vote in person or by proxy.
· Teleconferencing by Board and Subcommittee Members:  Efforts should be made to permit teleconferencing for all meetings, including Board, subcommittee or workgroup meetings, to encourage the broadest input to the Commission.
· Concurring or Dissenting Opinions:  Any Board member shall be permitted to record a concurring or a dissenting opinion on any vote taken, commented submitted, or any other position stated or expressed by the Board as a whole.

///

///

///

VII. CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed herein, ORA recommends that the Commission adopt its recommendations regarding amendments to the interim charters, advisory board composition for CHCF-A, CHCF-B, CTF, the merged ULTS-AC and ULTS-MB, and the PSPC, and other issues raised by the ACR 
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VIII. ATTACHMENT A
ORA’s proposed charter language amendments to the current interim charters are indicated in underlined and strikeout text below.  Although the CHCF-A language is used as boilerplate text, these amendments apply to the CHCFA-AC, CHCFB-AC, CTF-AC, PSPC, ULTSMB and ULTSAC interim charters.  It equally serves for a merged ULTS charter.

2.  ARTICLE TWO:  PURPOSE

2.1 Purpose of the Committee.  The purpose of the CHCFA-AC is to function, pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 275(a), as an advisory board to advise the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) regarding the development, implementation, effectiveness, efficiency, and administration of the California High Cost Fund-A (CHCF-A) program, which provides transfer payments to small independent telephone corporations providing local exchange services in high-cost rural and small metropolitan areas in the state in order to create fair and equitable local rate structures, as provided for in Pub. Util. Code § 739.3, and to carry out the program under the Commission's direction, control, and approval.
4.  ARTICLE FOUR:  DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

4.1 Duties.  The CHCFA-AC shall have the following duties and responsibilities.  While performing these duties and responsibilities, Committee members at all times shall be subject to the direction, control and approval of the Commission.  The Committee shall act in an advisory capacity to the Commission, which shall have all policy and program decision-making authority.

a) Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 273(a), on or before June 1 of each year the CHCFA-AC shall submit a proposed budget to the Commission’s Telecommunications Division.  The proposed budget shall include estimated program expenditures,  the Committee’s projected expenses, and necessary surcharge changes for the fiscal year (July 1 to June 30) that will commence thirteen (13) months thereafter.

b) Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 273(b), on or before October 1 of each year the CHCFA-AC shall submit a report to the Commission describing Committee activities during the prior fiscal year. 

c) Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 275(a), the CHCFA-AC shall advise the Commission regarding the development, implementation, effectiveness, efficiency, and administration of the CHCF-A program, within the context of the Committee’s purpose, as described in Paragraph 2.1. The Board shall recommend to the Commission audits as needed, including administrative or performance audits, to the extent not performed by other state agencies or bodies, when the Board determines such audits could make the program more effective or efficient.  Audits shall be considered an administrative expense of the fund.

4.3 Conflict of Interest Rules. Until affirmed as the final rules or modified by Commission order, the CHCFA-AC shall comply with the Fair Political Practices Commission Conflict of Interest Code, 2 Cal. Code of Regulations, § 18730.  For purposes of applying these rules, all members of the CHCFA-AC shall be defined as “designated employees” required to disclose the following “economic interests”:

Any investment or business position in, or income from, any of the following:

1.  An entity seeking to provide any product or service related to the Committee’s function or that has plans to come before the Committee to seek funds from the monies under the control of this group.

2.  A parent or a subsidiary of an entity described in subsection (1).

Advisory Board members representing carriers or other organizations with a direct or indirect material interest in a Board decision shall be recused from voting on that issue.

5.  ARTICLE FIVE:  MEETINGS AND RECORDS

5.1 General.  The CHCFA-AC shall act only in the course of a duly noticed meeting.  The Committee shall meet at least quarterly.  Notification of the date, place, and time of each meeting shall be given to each member and shall be published as required by the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act (Gov. Code §11120 et seq.) and in the Commission’s Daily Calendar at least ten (10) calendar days in advance of the meeting.  Unless another location is stated in the notice, meetings shall be at the Public Utilities Commission Building in San Francisco.  Notice shall include the name, address, and telephone number of a person who can provide additional information prior to the meeting, an address for written comments on agenda items, as well as a brief, general description of the business to be transacted and shall highlight important pending decisions, including those to be sent to the Commission for approval.  The agenda, once published, shall not be revised ten (10) days prior to the meeting.  The Committee may take action on an item of business not appearing on the published agenda, as long as the action is taken in accordance with Gov. Code § 11125.3. Sub-committees established by the Commission shall be subject to the same notification, open meeting, and public participation provisions.

5.1 (a)
   Concurring or Dissenting Opinions:  Any Board member may ask for the opportunity to record a concurring or a dissenting opinion on any vote taken, comments submitted, or any other position stated or expressed by the Board as a whole.

5.2  Open Meetings. All meetings, including those of any Commission-established sub-committees, shall be open to the public and shall be held in accordance with the provisions of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act.  A copy of the Act shall be given to every existing and new member of the Committee.

5.6 Public Participation.  The CHCFA-AC shall provide an opportunity for members of the public to address the Committee directly on each agenda item before or during the Committee’s discussion or consideration of the item.  The Committee shall provide a sign-up sheet for members of the public who wish to address the Committee. The sign-up sheet shall be available prior to the commencement of the public meeting and shall provide space for the name of the member of the public wishing to address the Committee, whom the individual represents, and the agenda item to be addressed.  The public may participate via teleconferencing whenever technically feasible. The Committee shall make its best efforts to recognize the public members during the appropriate comment periods at each meeting, consistent with the Committee’s obligation to conduct business in an orderly manner. Written comments on agenda items submitted pursuant to section 5.1 shall be made available to all Board members.

5.7 Teleconferencing:  Teleconferencing should be permitted for all meetings, including board, subcommittee, and workgroup meetings to encourage the broadest input to the Commission.

5.8 Budget and Tracking of Financial Data: Liaison staff shall provide to Board members financial and accounting data on a monthly basis.

� ORA understands that carrier claim dollars constitute the bulk of the funds for all but the Payphone Service Providers  Committee.


� ORA supports the appointment and removal of board members by the Commission’s Executive Director, upon the recommendation of organizations or constituencies designated for representational slots.


� Commission D. 01-10-028 replaced three carrier positions with Board members from ORA and the Commission Consumer Services Division (CSD) and Legal Division. 


� D.01-07-023, FOF, Number 5
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