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ROB BONTA 
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Supervising Deputy Attorney General 
CAMILLE FRAMROZE 
Deputy Attorney General 
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455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000 
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Fax:  (415) 703-5480 
E-mail:  Camille.Framroze@doj.ca.gov 

Attorneys for Defendants 
John Reynolds, Darcie L. Houck, Karen 
Douglas, Matthew Baker, Christine Harada, 
and Rob Bonta, in their Official Capacities  

 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE 
COMPANY d/b/a AT&T 
CALIFORNIA, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

JOHN REYNOLDS, in his official 
capacity as President of the California 
Public Utilities Commission; 
DARCIE L. HOUCK, KAREN 
DOUGLAS, MATTHEW BAKER, 
and CHRISTINE HARADA, in their 
official capacities as Commissioners 
of the California Public Utilities 
Commission; ROB BONTA, in his 
official capacity as Attorney General 
of the State of California, 

Defendants. 
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I, Camille Framroze, hereby declare and state as follows:  

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California, 

admitted to the bar of this Court, and a Deputy Attorney General in the Office of 

the Attorney General, California Department of Justice.  The Attorney General is 

counsel to Defendants John Reynolds, Darcie L. Houck, Karen Douglas, Matthew 

Baker, Christine Harada, and Rob Bonta, in their official capacities (collectively, 

Defendants) in this action. I make this declaration in support of Defendants’ 

Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction in this matter.   

2. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 

California Public Utilities Commission’s (“CPUC”) Decision 96-10-066 in 

Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion into Universal Service and to 

Comply with the Mandates of Assembly Bill 3643, R. 95-01-020, and Investigation 

on the Commission’s Own Motion into Universal Service and to Comply with the 

Mandates of Assembly Bill 3643, I. 95-01-021, issued on October 25, 1996. 

3. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of excerpts from 

CPUC’s Decision 12-12-038 in Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Revisions 

to the California High Cost Fund B Program, R. 09-06-019, issued on December 

24, 2012. 

4. Attached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of excerpts from 

CPUC’s Decision 08-11-033 in Rulemaking Regarding Whether to Adopt, Amend, 

or Repeal Regulations Governing the Retirement by Incumbent Local Exchange 

Carriers of Copper Loops and Related Facilities Used to Provide 

Telecommunications Services, R. 08-01-005, issued on November 13, 2008. 

5. Attached as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 

Response of Frontier California Inc., et al., to Administrative Law Judge’s October 

1, 2025 Ruling Regarding Comments on Topics Discussed at August 22, 2025 

Workshop (Public Version), in Order Instituting Rulemaking Proceeding to 
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Consider Changes to the Commission’s Carrier of Last Resort Rules, R. 24-06-012, 

filed on November 21, 2025. 

6. Attached as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 

Response of Consolidated Communications of California Company, LLC to 

Administrative Law Judge’s October 1, 2025 Ruling Regarding Comments on 

Topics Discussed at August 22, 2025 Workshop, in Order Instituting Rulemaking 

Proceeding to Consider Changes to the Commission’s Carrier of Last Resort Rules, 

R. 24-06-012, filed on November 21, 2025. 

7. Attached as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of CPUC’s Decision 24-

06-024 in Application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California 

(U1001C) for Targeted Relief from its Carrier of Last Resort Obligation and 

Certain Associated Tariff Obligations, A. 23-03-003, issued on June 25, 2024. 

8. Attached as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of excerpts from Pacific 

Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California’s (U1001C) Opening Comments 

on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Regarding Comments on Topics Discussed 

at August Workshop, in Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider Changes to the 

Commission’s Carrier of Last Resort Rules, R. 24-06-012, filed on November 21, 

2025. 

9. Attached as Exhibit H is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 

Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC”) Report and Order in In the Matter 

of Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and Service Changes, WC Docket 

No. 25-209, and In the Matter of Accelerating Network Modernization, WC Docket 

No. 25-208, dated March 26, 2026. 

10. Attached as Exhibit I is a true and correct copy of the Section 63.71 

Application of AT&T Services, Inc., on behalf of its affiliate, Pacific Bell 

Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California, for Authority Pursuant to Section 214 

of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, to Discontinue the Provision of 

Service, WC Docket No. 26-120, filed on May 20, 2026.  

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.202     Page 3
of 365



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

  3  
Declaration of Camille Framroze ISO Opp. to Mtn. for Preliminary Injunction (3:26-cv-03148)  

 

11. Attached as Exhibit J is a true and correct copy of the Section 63.71 

Application of AT&T Services, Inc., on behalf of its affiliate, Pacific Bell 

Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California, for Authority Pursuant to Section 214 

of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, to Discontinue the Provision of 

Service, WC Docket No. 26-121, filed on May 20, 2026. 

12. Attached as Exhibit K is a true and correct copy of AT&T’s Petition for 

Preemption and Declaratory Ruling, in In the Matter of Petition for Preemption and 

Declaratory Ruling Regarding California’s Carrier of Last Resort and Related 

Requirements, WC Docket No. 26-125, filed on May 20, 2026. 

13. Attached as Exhibit L is a true and correct copy of AT&T’s Petition for 

Forbearance under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c), in In the Matter of Petition of AT&T for 

Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160(c) from Requirements Imposed on Eligible 

Telecommunications Carriers by 47 U.S.C. § 214(e), WC Docket No. 26-123, filed 

on May 20, 2026. 
 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and 

the United States that the foregoing is true and correct.   

 

Executed this 17 day of June, 2026, in San Francisco, California. 

 

        

       ___________________________ 
        Camille Framroze 
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0 The def initio(r_of ]l>~_sic_':f?_~,_-vice mar be 
revisited to evaluate whether serv ce 
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l '. , i ,, [Jil f, '{d go"ei-nme'Ht'1~lffft ft.1.it:'idrftiL8'ihcb1'! 'po'~i £i'o\fe~( t'-6 "1 Jc:~[, I '-'
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,_ ;!J lo r. ;,r .take .advantagehof>these technologiesi.hu Hl t:o_U·1cq lo 

, · ~:i?:.,Y. ·S,0 "A11f~bba1· eJlfhltfli~-i dNVrilr~1:'(tE~s)'J ;;;ha.r uH e •·norenfr:,:~: 
l ~,fx--:·, j;;,):.> f.Qfl\p~t-!tive~ local ~arr-iersu(CLCs)( shal•l be"?. . o~ af J1 1' 

· , . resP9:nsible for. nursuipg. th~ o)>je~t-iv~- oF • • . . 
\'ff, L Jil':hiachii·v1W?,')"a 95'\( iub~c'i-ib'irslilif rtt"b ~lnhn~H Jf.."1I. Jen w] 

,- 1u-, -~ :,tw··:·. -~l l_,~\19tomer, i groups. a·.1They/shalli: also> bei rlT . t~r:11 i ·1r;')ff 
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!..,d J ::o '}:)),"ates, •)rLi oJ ,.i,~n·:---qn·:n rd LsI r1 st!':,.-. jc-dJ BJn.::,;•·;10'..> sd..l 

Exhibit A 
8

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.213     Page 14
of 365



Cal!fo~nia High .Cost;•·Fund-BL(CHCF,B) .O~'rhe 
seventeen amallei;i:._LBCs, shall, nobibe. subject 
to the_ rules applicable to the CHCF-B fund. 

i:~~r Jnstead,n,the, ·seventeen, smallev• l.ECs~ shall <1 

d., contin\le) to { her eligible) for-_1uni versal"{u,, 
i>Yf ~ei·vice1 supp<>t-t1 under I the1 existing ,w,vcvr 

ca_lifoxnia)High1 Cost-, Fund., :1tfo, shal'li r~£er 
to.:ithe existing dund,asithe( CHCF;..A';;r,·.u:,d:l 

1c::n~vrflt1 9JLj~:n~Jjftl <:riJ b:u; , (:).U:J) 0c-u,rh 
o In order to avoid a windfallhto·ithei five 

large and mid-size LECs, any subsidy support 
f;,)ji-~~eived cfrom \:he CHCP,S-.-!~halL1be·>reduded by 

J·1tl}e;;saf{lei amount 1 thr6ugh7tm :eq(ialrfpei;'centage 
ft ,1 l ,:-eduction:) f orna l l!_· Stlr\i ices /~xdeptof or :ib.islc 

service rates. The f i ve~incumbeqt,f·,LECd :may 
file applications to decide what rates 
flbO.\Jl.d ~~2reb~lanced·:downwardsf to J fr. HA 0 

c pet:<M.nentily .roff ~ebr,the;::explidit rsubsidy j 
B\lpp<>rt ,•cw,:.·1& '{1Ji 2:duc H-'-i'J}t) 0d j J:)9i fo:'.J_ 

. i'U>. ~ ,1 i ..-- n"J:r:-ri'J·iu~ I.::)Jt:-'11Je:1 
o The cost Proxy Model (CPM) .spcmsot·ed by . 

yd !.~<\G.ifi<;::,B.ell:1:(Paoif.ic) •.h'a·st-been-selecte'd as 
1, tb~ ,pi;px~ rnodeL·_to est imat:~ r the rcost ~-of ii 

providing Xrer:.i.dentiab basic ( servic·e ::.t'c>'<:the 
five large and mid-size LECs. The C~M 

, r..:: .. .e.e.t i_ro_a_t.ed i the statewide, subsidy- -rie'eded 1 for<) 
pi.):~vi_cUng _universal,_service ~at· $1!~7- billion, 
of which _i~a:dific ·_estimated that'.'it•:would· 
receive $1.3 billion in subsidy support. _ 

r:,:..Th~; GJ?_M ,model,, tit-i·•inputs/ ,ahd fits1iresults o 
n _bely~ ~l1e~n.. examined by, the .parties to: thip 

proceeding .. :As· a;,resulti of::theser critiques, 
we have made adjustments to the model which 
t_q,~9_1~,_to _$lv)).6:· billioih1 l-Ast adjus'ted/:'!.we t.:) 

o_beJJeye;'-th~, adj\jste"d· .CPM: is" c9J1.si?tentl'\Vith 
!-:,.t_h_e_.,c~:m.s~n~us ~osting: principles: (CCP~):):> 

a.9-pp_t_e.d:·J.n: tJle::_Open·-~ccessJ an~1 Nett/ork ffJB 
Architecture Developmei:it1(9ANAD)1proceeding. 

o Usjng; t]l_e}_adjuet.ed, CPM• a~ statewide)average, 
10 c911_l;.:.~1 o.f:i $20J·.30jW{lB> derivedJ:-1 t That r statewlde 

c::'.)2.~Y~X~ge.1 co~_t;.t serves ~s} the'3 cut~offt poil)tG for 
r:~~E~I"QliDJ.og whj.c!l I census 1block gr6uj>s):(CBGs) 

81\Htr~.ibigb!COBt,IF.,.! CBGS)Whoseicgsts exceedi the • 
s tg.~e~ J.4.~.)~yerage .Cost of if $2 0 Y30 3 aha liln be 
d~~ro9d.shHJb.3cO.st areas,land eligibleiforl 
~HJPP9.J::t-◊ from the.-: CijC?F:tB. p:1 i:,bo',1 pn .i: J~:n(·rr,~1 

·.10 l f?H i j 9j,.-:i: Gm 1 r,·iJ u sn y f sv l Ji :1 £;q-,-:O:l. 9b i vo:i q 
o The benchmark for determining.COL8osijppdrt 

shall be the statewide average cost of 

- 4 C. 
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~-~{ $20. 30 ,TorJ _th~ ·cark'ierls :f,)at ,rate) }>luli) 
Jy, ~UCL,,, whicheverf,is:•higher~. r v'a n'J')Jn0v::,,~ 
.bm;l H-··-L.1B) ,_-.rtJ oJ ::,[dr,•;llq,p", 2~,Iwr !.-dJ <?:I 
o .r The: subsidy.• amount;.s; which, deslgna·ted, COLRs 

may; expect,, tor receive_: shalUbeJ offs~t;1with 
revenues\ that-) the, LECsi orJ CL<°$J recelvef3 from 

1 ·tbasicr servi~e,. the·i end ,useri:cominon)llntf) 
charge\ (EUCL)r,dthe; d:xrrnon_)carrl~r line:)J 
charge (CCLC),.and· the interstate Universal 
ServicetFundtic)Lnlw" hiovE 0·1. 10lno nl u 

~ Jc Cth!b {~~~~~nf ~ tEc:~ ~~d'-' ;~;- ~~he~;:~e-;r;~~ted 
r,ercCOLR1-: f!hallrber:enli!t led Jto·1subaidyr-aupp6rt 
~i2fOr1thos~~high~co~tJCBGi!in~aacorddnu~swfth 
yc the?adoptddu~ulesvil 9riT .a9J~~ 9~lv~oa 

es. JF,1 J nrlw 9£,l ~:::if> oJ enoi J.,:>l Iqqc, ~'lli 1 
o An all end;:.userc surcharge I (AEUS) ,;t f>athd~ 

tl}ar\ Lill neb itran.s ~ ac<:!o_urtt,y hH·l l: Jljt;;~\I~~d ::t"o 
collect the CHCF-B subsidy amount .1·IcThe·n 
estimated surcharge is 2.87%. 

'{d b:YiOr!ftC-'F~ o-:T)) 1:::·L--:,~-, '{Xo·1q :JRO') ~,df 0 

o ,, The :.CHCF.-A' an·d, the (Clt0FfB t-may fappeaf .rside by 
side _as'.:a!'single,line item!'fOr, pur~ses'"of 

,_,;collection on :a :cu·st:omer~s ,blll rr1 U1i vcnq 
:-:•j~) :-:,iiT .e'Y-!l ~)sl:3-bc,:1 trir, !)L•·r;;I ~vll 

o uThe :Califq_rriia'1Teleconnect- ~hdfsl(al_f ~appear 
,t:o:a·s 0a 1 aep~rate <line'. item; for· pur-pos·~s'of.<I 

collection ;on· ,Lcustoo.er's billf. ,h bfw 1(1 

. j 1-cuc11,1? vi;j ::-~du3 n r n(d _r f rd £. r ~ '.JV l •:,:)Tr 

0 ~; .The; CHCF,-B f shall~ Un$3.ergo' 'a review: it\) three 
iyearsd ;TJie· vs~ off aJ1' auat'.ion: me<;hahism 1i_n 

, E 0::i,the1 future ,remains ,an-·optio·n .. ~?n J: b:10:x..,·H1 
fL,;:;;•.~· 1i~r:c,1_::,iU oJ 2-:t,;::_._-,j<)iJtbr. ~,l)f:f•l 0Vf:d ~·.: 

o -The ;Universal- Lifeline /J'elephohe •Ser'vicet 
ii :1 ~(ULTS)J program, is'.'Yevised! ·t"o·, allOW'J"CLCa",to 

co(npete· fori,\JLTS: ovstomers, ·and1 t:c>••Yecel.ve 
subsidy) support~,for,,.provJ.aingl set-vi:cet t!o• 

_ r,:. this:. cu~tomer.·i group'-·:e:_;of ::.v,~;~1 .__, 111 ·j~)0J irl~:.-1,1 

o,r In1 orde·ri to1 avoid sitt1a'tions~ "'7herifJ ULTS?U o 
::.i hf unds J are? ba_!ng_}_ used~ ·to1 promote~ l:he") nAfrfe~ of 

'iO 1 a:J part iculard carrier•, thlH fn~rketJng--! ~XiY~nses 
{ 0::2as-3ootatefl with fpromoting) th~ ULTStprogr~m 
9if shall':lno ,1onger0Jbei recoVerabllo fr6fnr thtft ULTS 

fundr ithaccord~rtce with tbt~ft~chedule')seta 
forthJit\i thls aeaision·ts Il'H~te4difiabULTS-:) 
Marketing .... WorJdng.<Jroup)wiil be-:rlormed'.!to -_ 
provide competitively neutral marketing for 

.:ith~:1program.11ninii:,·1a19b ·.r:ol ;h1,•-;!d~rnsd gr{T o 
~o jao? s~rr1ov& 9bl~sjfije arlJ 9d LI6rla 

• 
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' 
':'

0

:i $20-. 30,TorJ the ·carrier ls if,lat ,rat~) plus'1 
J ) '.--, ~UCL,".': whicheverf ,is,'higher;. < f:-·,,~ _ r1c:,·,:J<1!)v::,;--: 
.i::11~11 Jl-'•DH) '.)J{j oJ ~•fd,,-Jcfq,Jf, t~011n ! 1 1fJ oJ 
o J The1 subsidy,. airiount;s> which-. designatedt COLRs· 

mayi expecb, tor receive_• shall·i be1 of fs~t,1with 
revenu~s~ that:; the1 LECs1 ori CL<;'$ 1 recelVtf) from 

f :ibasicr servl~e,. the"I end )llseri:•corninol'P line') 
charge\ (EUCL) 1d the:o common ?carrier 1 {i\e -->J 
charge (CCLC), and the interstate Universal 
Se:tvice1FundCJ;:,)hdw G blovfi o.1- E,Jno nJ o 

j·Jcqqu~ vhl:cc((ua '{!16 ,.:o:~-1 •:;,~cc:-h.i:n hnr, t)!::>Tr.I 
\'o r.-Thebincun\bt?ntriLEC1 ·-rattd any othart:deiiignated 
• ~>L''"~LRtsf!hal lr be~ert~.\tledJ to~i eu~sidy;: auppdrt 

,:, £ ;:for 1thosEphigh::.coet 1CBGsJ in·raccordal\c:e<:With 
y,~·.the:-=adoptedt,-ruleav i l 9dT . ~!•..J jJ;•1 !..Y.>i v 1n;, 

a!.IH,"! Jr,r{w ,_,r;i~;)h OJ 8CI01jF,?liqqr, Diil 
o An all endo-userrsurcharge f (AEUSh{ rathe'r. 

tllan ta I neb i tran.s r: acce>urtti r- 3~ i•l J: fot, '=\ls~d ~ t·o 
collect the CHCF-B subsidy am<>unt ;i·IcThen 
estimated surcharge is 2.87%. 

'{d b::.toam .. ~..--F~ 0-~T)) Isbc•!-~ '{Xo·,1q Jso') ')ilT o 
o,, The :.CHCR-A'.·anchtlie :cltOFe-Bcmay .rappeaiHi:1ide by 

side .as ::.a :single ··line it-etl\dor, p_urp6:SEfd ... of 
::.,.collection, on :a ,cu'st:omer!s 1bi1·1 r·n i:o.i:v.:nq 

:•:T) ,;ri1' .P.'.)~-:.t ,.JSIB-bi::·:1 {or;5 ~)e·u--i ')\-'l~t 

o HThe-'..Cal ifo_r1Ha·;Teleconn·ect, Fuhd fstfal_l' a~pear 
, 1:,--: ·a·s_ ~a: sep~rate dine· item i for: .·purp0ses •of,q 

<:?ollection ion a:cust'orner 'a ·01111. :h rd\: lu 
. J ·1c-qq;;3 '{Lr 2,J_c~ rd_ no i r i id f. l ~. c"N l ~''.) ·:,·.1 

o ,,_ThEkCHCF.--:B fshall~ Unflergo· ·a review aW thx'ee 
,years'l,1 .-Tne· us~ 0£1 ap1 auat:ion: meQhahi·snrrln 

';,<;,,t;:he1 future ;remains~1an··optioh .. l:)Cl .f 0~1'3'.J:nq 
s{~~;, !r{·J~*~ J:~[>c, __ '.}. 0-Ii J (_)_:; Bj[1~-~-~tJ8lJ(l;f; 0f,_(;~r 9\rf::ff ~,-..~~~ 

o •The,,Universal· Lifelin'e' ifelephoh~e 1SerVice1 

d J i(ULTS)J program: is'.1"evisedr"J;o·, allbWl'CLCg:,f::o 
co{npete· for~•VLTS: oµst.otners} 'a11d1 to"1•Yeceltre 
subsidy; support~ ,for,.providingt sebJtceT~0> 

. ~II this_; cu~tofner-·t group·~·,:qo [ t•V•·CI •)11J Jr.J!)J iti-:ni\ 

o::p In, orde·rt toJ avoid sitltati6ns~ \ihei:'~i ULTs~U. o 
0b fundsJ are, being">usedirto1 profnote·~t:h!f)rtafn~)of 

·101 a1 particula~.Jcarrierr, th~t: tn~rket!ng-?~xtienses 
< ,~;.:,as)3oc~atesf withipromoting) the ULTSt progr~m 

91f shall·)no ,16nger~,bei recciverahle") fr61nr the·1 ULTS 
fund£ in~accordance with tblritrchedul'e:.lf1eta 
forthJirii~hls deoision(r, tnsteadirlahULTS~ 
Marketing Working. GroWpJwill be·1formed:1t:o 
provide competitively neutral marketing for 

jthe::iprograin. p!lln Lrn:D::leh ·.!o:l ;houbn9d 9t1T o 
0

10 jao~ sefi~ovs oblw9Jfija ertJ ~d !fsrlB 
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-:,:The1abovei rules)and1pollcies1are discushed ;fh theH>JH ndJ 

sections which follow. :E•,:0Jfol ;:r. cibw ptdb:J0:,-YHf. 

In addition3_t6·,the!CHCF~A,eCHCF-BJJand<th'd .CAlifornia 
Teleconnect yµ)'id:]'.i tft~?b~~.~ bHfi_iv.?.£.l6:il0 w1xi1 <l.;r,i C)ri taM,l~ luolude the 

!""H.\.l:( ~•,1l ,1,., ... }',1if,~ u tn ... ~ ,:-rS' .. ;,t,Er --~~1J_,,-.,.J!t 
Deaf and Disabled-;Telecomn\unfcationiPProgram;-iand.•the·iULTS program. 
As shown in Appendix B, these five univet~al(~~l~ic8°pr84rams total 
to approximatelyi~$855nmi l 1iqn~o1f·1~n-fannual • b~f!ii~, l?c1 ( ~) ·• 

• ;-,!)ft !'.,r{j it! !Y)JVt<:'n Jr:;a.·t9V!flU .fUl,JH{f:-~1 
• J9;,l·11:r.i ~viJlJn~n:0::i 

II. Procedural Background • • 
hf;1y1d firrn nldt-J.iup•; f-inr.:-,,·,,o:i~:n bur, fll?i:8:JO (£) '' 

ui ~::>l.v·tn?. r,,<=n~vlnu ·.i:ol j·1Q(il{lJH '{hledua b'3aHf 
In D.95-07-050, we described the:bac~dropyleadlng up to 

the issuance,,,.itvt~i~1~!~Ys~~\~~ ~9Ifiaq50 flt19~-~~1~i~~J 't~1" 
investigation HOI·I· 6r•:.?l'r-95r.Ol-3.021)dirltc>1uiilveI'sal: iser-vice. A brief 
recap of some of thoG-J 0~~n'tB!1~aXci0Ji n~J9ritM9 llu15i34]3Jt 0 to the 
issuance of D. 9.5.,._()_7~()5() •_wil·l-:be~of .=aidd:o'"those~wli6tseeK •·an 
understanding -"'&{?the 1pr8l:~Jdi'fJJcfeJai'!iI1J,"·t).isf!-W ,: J·i,~a:n 

\. \t,) ~ 1 
•• ):J<'.", ,'r.R.:.-. .'4,.,11.) .,.~C! 

R.95-01-020 and I.95-01-021 were opened in January of 
19 95· 1t~ ·<1J1v'e16p1 ' ruleai · to1 f't1Jrt~li 2t t?J {i8ai1/F{S'f 0J-J{vJJJJ"1 11"ervice in 
a competl~{\te~ t~'i~'coWriuWl8a'ffon'~f Jrt-,,i1r1'&rfMA\?:~rithiG° i~Vo6~l:eJi1r? \J~-~qh 

d ,.,- . ..,,r<tf:u:Lr·,.cfruLh,•:>rJ_n:L".1ui6,u,r·.-.· i,11r, .~ ,SO\' ilvnf~:) 1<tN)0 f~;,1iJrf 1:.tU opene ·as pare. ·u ·~nis ·commiss ,n s compreuens1. e .1.ev ew- now . 
state re ul tor~'='~i'ibfe,f'ft\l{eij:y61!~~;f~Hl{,i'-\: -~Ft;ti1JW62J-I .CJJ_'ot 

g i lE :,;:,_r;3•:;·:,.=--iq &laH:,·101 Jjj J?P u~h.1~'-'hJ '1~P 1J\.\J?-)f1.:: 
monopoly markets to ~ornpetttion.:1o In :a'ddit_ion;Htlie,·enactment of 

Assembly Bill (AB) 3643 (Stats. 1994, Chapter 278), which became 
. -

effective January 1, ·1995, provided ,some guidance as to the· tYPe of 
issuest,_t_he, .. ~o.rnmie~_ioil_: should' concerndtself1 with'. eo\' -~ sb·,~-j-ff{ • J- :· 

{Ji ,•'jfu' 364~J!Pail"t{d'!"f1 :-{(l:.h ?,fi l) r '{fl. Sff1 JF,rl:I ?.(,"dih&r-;1: bitG ehctil 
!)'_).iv·.t~;,· jr,~·1ovlfft1 :l'.HO ~Sffirno~, ~!"'°Jen\1Pi9 0 :~\.?0.P..1.i;J.f8.n, ~.,P,; t?.c1rMi"}l\E?.) 

th~,.9\.1.rfent:~ ·.anct1 :future·:-def inibiorts ,.of 1.uni vers(\__l! service;d and,:.,j l r.n~o'.J 

mand tk&, thh~,·'\ t;1>111: l-Jlfa~1i1i~rrgi"'b1.aw-1 o'(_:'J i:lrt:me1Pcbd 1.le'{Ji~ i:~fi;I ~_£V~ it :flt'j~.•',{Oi-..f9n .t,f(f, H:Tne.11qt;'t9VVJ) ! . .<UY He.;·fJh:J1?~ \.Jl 'ttf, , enr,.rn:rnl.£ {r,) 
par~J. .. cipa\:J.oruJXcnbbroad1 ahd:·div~rse!,int~restsrf5rom all::-~r!!as>Of--~.en 
nuoj.iupidu .~ir:£1 89J21:,lUO:>H9 bns -b09n -1~,iurn':10':l aj~~rn '{fjn~.c::>~l~!,J rl?I!fw 

oT (?) .ae~Jv~ea J~s-orlJ-lo-Oj£Jn lo s?rod~ 9b1w n lo '{ji!1dsI.r~v6 
fr,r:,oa !F.i1:1rH,jBdue ocfJ fo16 \no1J£~-.:·.:, dot ,rlJwo·Jl! ~imono~s ojo;-no-.iq 

h~~n~vbs lo no1JsJns~9lqml blqfi~ erlJ mO~l jluao~ I1lw j6rlj ajllori9d 
l.-:i.f.·'fl:ie,)~_af9st.nd.-,Oiea:t,led)T~l~colia11urdcationsi Prograrn)•is fundedi:by.,1 

the California Relay service1andr communic{lt•ions>DevicetnFund-;:nje;)vni 

- 6- -\' 

Exhibit A 
12

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.217     Page 18
of 365



the state Lt AB •36431aHio stated' thatJ the-:,objectlvesfof:)the 
proceeding were as follows: .:-;,){ lo1 ibidw '-'-nol j-:-;!1..J __ 

,,j ll H,l f' (1) Define~ tlt~- goals, 6f-ilinlver~al Jservice~n ill 

r g iven tho new t.,,,.G'\..nol99leA and J;nqreastngly .
1 

4 • - _ .• r ,,. 
;-,;;' ~-l•!J. ~'c&nb·ef!f'_~-v'~ mai-~afs,. rQitY.V~Hii~~6'f(J0 oW~_~he''1ig eJ'._~~~::~:~:'')~I_ !), 

,- 1rJi:q .-.of,_1bas1c-._•seryice~:-inied~oation,1,health·-'caref,Jand, ,,,,,, tr;~;O 
in the workplace1 •. . . •-. , 1 -.1 - t' • - . • • 1 , ,~--f•· ,,_ fl~,:.)j ~-:~-.f.'!t?~J-.f!j ~~:).1,/'19,;~ ]fiH- Q'VlflaJ '-...tVL.J_ 03-~fl...- ,,, X [):f·~""J·J(li\ lll 1,·,,.__,-~ c! f~t\ 

n (2) Def irieate the:1eubsidy.)supp6fb neededxt.OJt:·-,h:<Y:iqqc. OJ 
maintain universal service in the new 
competitive market. . 

hnH<HPX'_)[,H r f,'tLlb~):)0-tll • I 1 
"(3) Design-and recommend-equitable and broad 
based subsidy support for universal service in 

oJ qu l'f•freely(icotnpetitive.fnarketa~b :Y.,' .o~o-ro-2e.o 111 _ 

n <'•H· rlGv~1JB-A(> ~~o<!&siJie}, j)g}t&irJK11~iQJvi8w~)'Jflnl/:Hl i ')[iJ 

t :)i-rd A .and-.-reviser.:.the idef initior\5:6r hiniveisai, sefvice i: j1:,pl j8'JV'1 i 
~-,d .1 0 S0 _l/1!-t},ii~u~e~ l/t,<3-~nq~~Y.,,a'!~ .J']\~J-hJet~~-:d;I lo s,1,0:1 1o (~6:)~-X 

.,r_," (5)_,,Address cthecissties "of ~!cariier-.:·6f Hast". G )() 9'.J;"!f,IJ28 l 
resort• and •.fran.-;)lise obligation$.'" .(Stata •r _ , __ . ____ _ 

- 1994, ch!(p!'-'21~€:' Sed!;f-£J(aj"_-') dr_>';__I_J,>J':i ~_;;L, t'C• 1JfJ ~fj.,_;_,. i~,l)fl!J 

"re, '{!f'Lil1hl• HI i<Jf1,JU0 fJ(::·.-; !~Cl- .f(l-2\?. I l'flf, O~O f0-2(:.;i -

,1.f ':>::>l •.r·.i~Afl a,~,_1/t}}flfP ;'t~1h~. r:'iW? ~J<iLst
1~•~1E:. l~p,_a'i,,J~~.j\J:P'?JllPl~_P..<!,~~tpp~ (~12 ( 

de~'-;~l<tP.Pri}-Px:A~l Ef3 R1~0CE:E:li1Aj~108Jl~.th ~Yw~~n~.\~1~1e,nt:_;\f,\~h, ~~1}A ~CF~").) fa 

Util~J-}r81}~PJ.tv<i?fEt✓~ ~JR,t,~no~f!t 'tl~!b1\hA ,,f~}}<?~{~g .PJ~rsJp\~~ Lsn:~cro 
- _ n (1), Essential. telecommunicatiop~ .services. 1 - -~ 

J(11h6Uld"(be·!i',~ovlc1~n-r{~t"'a'ff<:>htible 'p¥ic:1e~'bi 1crlY' llf_)')'f 
0

JDJd 

10 .1r1.Californians.1regardless of rli'ng'uisJ;.ic, oJ ~:10;{-H_ er '{foqono:;1 

!:-!£,:-,,,j fl':,h{·_., , [B\''.S: v,-i{Fd'J ,:,ne~ .'-1-1F,j,c':} [I,2d' -(UA} [[HJ '{ic':,'.'}'.~3•\ 

_il) ~T{J :c,;U oj c:F ,.,-:,w,bJup 'Y'C_)[~,b~,b[V(Y!-q ,~eer _,I y_U;!Jflnl• ':J\'l1:J9lla_ 

2 _ PU Code § 709 states~: as: follows,n 'fThe1;Legislatllre,'heYebYo0veai 

2t1r-1~J«ftt ~=~i\-Iif~ar-r~~~~<T t~~it~f dH! li hit 11
l{v1t~i}~«i~P:eteice 

commitment-, by., assuring,,the; cont"inued} ·affo'raabi'lity11tridl\./iclespt'ead'dj 

C
a val iiflabi li itY.--.8lc·,,hjJil1;CJY¥l.J..}~JJ->~~lr.f_:PdlTJWµ1'fl?itFi,?.nt.lf ~JJ~"-'G_ tf e1J tM>J a.lJJf;_bm;m a orn ans> o -10 encoura:::1c cne eve.1opmen anu ae oymen1. of 
new technolOgies :arid! the: equitable: provlsiorf> of 1,set-vi e'ti>1n,,ai w~y~,:;.q 
which efficiently meets consume~ need and encourages the ubiqUitous 
availability of a wide choice of state-of-the~art services. (c) To 
promote economic growth, job creation, and the substantial social 
benefits that will result from the rapid implementation o(___advanced_ 
infor.rnatioh ahd ,cO{flffiunicationsi technolbgies) by,1 adea\tate'l •long~termt 
investmeht•.1 irn the,necessary.) infrastructuret tt-r02 ysf 0>1 ,;.r n-ioI_i: Ir,:) DifJ 

- 7- -o -

Exhibit A 
13

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.218     Page 19
of 365



R. 95-01-020, 1. 95-01-021 AW/uf;W/jac·--1,\ n:o- ro -2t_'. r . o~o - co- ,'t. >l 

'.•!I 1 c;:ultural, ethnlon physical Ji geQgraphio J or 1 J .r I id h1w;<p'n 

{ll. [;';·,:;_; r, ,: ,~'t~-sm~~)f9-?f,fde~ttJ?n~:••qqA· ,H, L,.f'..)£,~J Jr, <_nr, n~s ff, b':'H)<;cp HJ 

•:al ,:•_,·; ;,, 1 ~ ti> 1 ln ◊rder,,to1avoid :an't' information; rich!- '{J iiw_uoqi.{O 
• and 'fnformation ~r' s~r~tification ~ho,·~- .. 

,_, f <· -1('.:";•!'ri\us:t"'be ai\~'ongot~r-evalti~tf6r\1\:,fV~llfchL~~-l-~l'~~l~:.JO ~?f!I f I~ 

, t ;i 1 ·s 1, .. ,r '{ \are.-,deemed,:essenthah.and11therefQre rat part ~-of. n1 •(l 1 Jw:•hI 

. 8 ::-,1miye~~tls~~ry1~1 !,v l (!!} :_:d .i }o \'i16 '.W f O,~!'.n (', _i f)r•L~,:•H ~n::Y,,' 

i, t•:•:t 1x, i~:;11 (3),:.·AnY Js~bsidy ·thatnnay ·be ::--required itofensuie 
. . that universa1 .service remainR a ytabl~ reality, . 
J t ': ! ,-~\' J f1 {J [·musBC Have11d 6ftljr1'9 !sfat'ed !p\\'ilpdJe'jancl '-dcoiJ'i, -~ .n·,, 9 Jq:; 2 r, 

1 di'l'l > ,jpn tJ.nQl.Ude ia r.~road-~b~sed land__ competit-ively rneutral1 t ~.nl v DB 

ihJ r{-.~ • ePfu:1f1~Ie:i~~i1li~ert·W.i?l~~fil~~;pi~lJil~·ti~n~!t~rr Oi~ { r, n"ViW 

-1~•·$1JQSidy.i:16' t)Jf_.J~~ rdJ fm~. nohrnic:::o'J 9r{J '{d b9Ji.~Od-o'..> !"J".f')"<'J 

if JGd fl 1 •·f4)' 2 Pur:11iJcpl;f(ly ttti~ifd'vptHvltitriinc!Efh'l:iVe')J19Jif" 09 ~>l·n 'Jc 

._.if J , ,w·i n ~neede.d !.to EI)l'.'.omot·e depl6ym~nt1 of1r:advanced, I cn,n bdi; utd·.111 

~:~4~u~:~~ff?~{\i1Ni11~f~!1?Plm \~R) ,r-\\; J~~PA<?w~rJ JJCd F, ~)CI d u_q 

:)lf()i<];StJ~1 .Jvqnr-i'nr, aG:ibl .rlsd:J Ji::>liec~ OJ btlf~ ,JI16.,·r:cnJ'lf1') 

,! : 1' \' J-•• ~!1(.15},~h<;~<J,'lf!~.,er~ .~,1},qy~~,· pdevdfipi],~i ~fl~,tit1Yf~.-P.<ifhE\SJ3 JR.-.,, ~ T) jj~)I ... ' 'a - ·c t! -1ncormat1ou uee e 'rt order or C em co 
make timely and informed choices about . enli1 s:):;,;:-;-.rq :::dliJ 

~!CJ J -i~!~{h~~~}f,j~~pih~,~~°t1-µ9~r ~~pj :3t~YN?t~.s,_,t'. ~pq! r 
c, ;i J J () · . P-r'n .i: ''( ,:;~;rf '{ ! F, [ t rwbl V:) b:J J tJ ~ urn·r U:) ! :J 'j fJ.{ fl'.J ! r{w ·10 j .C';)!Jp;~d 

I·,, f) f
0 

!"• P :;-< ~) Bt"'~ct _.p.du Ei._e,.,, .et-~!: ~?-t t 1-f,~t __ oh. noof. f ,f,~SL~pc;i;i·, \l lG 0 i '.!(~) c, J f, '.) ~n:n f1 j 
• _._ • ., 1ID_paC I e UCac1vn, nea.i. cdre, COtnmUn ty, ana· - . 

"· 1u n9o-~e.rni:n~nt ,instit\,\tions, must- he; position~d! to! uLi bsbi :)'clh 
be early recinients of the benefi~s oF the -. S"lnformat1orit ag~ _:rn"Y~ 9r{ J !_.)ft !If ,q 1-Yr•_,n t"o.1 ·UHi ::_I'"' 180'.) '{XO.f<f 

,3~,1,,1C":'.~ I6e1,:,v rilu ';).{j o_i- b'S'[br1r;ri. '.;J bfL;oria r,J1;J,~ 9rf:t :J1joripu,yH{J 
. n (7) All p~rties involyed in- P:roviding s~_J"vices. , • _ ... 

• -, rh l;fli 'f {J J ·utli'iiitih- ;~VbivTri~{puh i1<'.:'3)\et~l>'iks~'"3hobld •• l_j • {:'II r[y):.,'.)Viq 

n:-; f j:, ::<T:-..: aJlh~:re.H:o: th~~ s·ame guideiinel!J regal."ding 1mutual bm, nr;.r 8;.lb 
interc9pnectivity ~nd in~eroperabili~y c9mmon, . 

nJ hflro- \ &=lrtlaefe;') re1Tabi11ly~O ptlv1.ic'y~ 9 ll\\(l ~·et:u~i\:y: h!'.)1-;l o-1 ,JSl:3 

(Stats. 1994, Chap. 278, Secw2 (b)?)j :to ~"10:.1r; 9rlJ .,,,..oTH3r1 

h I uo:J Th~ 1 ·uw1 ve'f ial O si'i'v'lce8 0117ofRW s81181 t@d 0. in1 t ili comments 

on ho~.!i1 to>hle~tf>ttti ~~v~ 6b3ec'f{Q~fl aha<Jb~iRclB1J~'.:i·10~e~Uni1vi9
"1[?S 

cotrutients<i{/~l'~l rl:f~d-, i~jUArcB!'f§'~s. nrcorlqa1i:U '.).l?.J:d {?Hlblvo·rq_ lo Jeo~ 

'eJuqrt t As<)affle~uH: b1!')'tHosaj ilHltl11?~6mfaeHt'lt'tHg$c8i&Af~sY8R a£w 

iii~ued i.'i)-: 95Q'37-()5ij?rlBtfi'iff aec1~i6fi aJB3fl18€a'.)artd0 ie£!tlortfl0 £ Jq :men 6 

prJpos&cl 5 s~t i ot~,,wn~s0 pir~§iniil9 , e8°i1Ht~gf'sa~ j aJPv 18~,-n 9 
in Pfi 

10 
)\~fi 

1 
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,·-:•i .t c1,1ltu);a.l, ethnioo physical; igeqgraphioj or i Jr i id h!1vx1s~Y1 

:•,, Le:.-:';! 1 C .!-1J.<;.smr.,f?1?f,fde~~tJ?Pff.~rn/i ;i;, f_,.-.,i()r,·J 1fi 9ft, ,lOftn b"JRG<VdCJ 

•.;d ;,·,'ii!! {i(2)1ln ordervto1avoid;an:;'iriformation·rich!- '{:nnujj()Ij(l'.J 

and •information,noor• s~~~til~ca~iQ.q ~hOfA._ .. 
'·' J k .•.:~••i!'muat· be fiif"6ngcHn~~Jvalu~~i61'l\~f Y~Hfci/)iie'rvrcMJ(J,) l-.'llI f 11 

-t :! h '~ ·•,) '<. 1~n;e:-,deemed,'.essentiial-. and1.therefQrer al part-of, rd •(U J11r,h { 

. ·;~}d~~ye}:~t~.J~~ry!~~·\v rnu '.:·di 1o '{ilG -~•v ro"~n oJ h0b'.)')H •Yi''l·..,· 

i, [ 'Si\ i~O h-: 0_/1 (3),:·Any.-;sQbsidy ,.that<..may ·be:: required jt'of ensure 
. that universa\ servic~ rem.:d)jR a yiable reality . . .-

Ii.:-; cv.- uw f'•mua6CHave"a 8it!art~Ps1:'·aeeJT!pWPpdJ~uar\d~dco~~. -• YF,'.JJ<.!Dd 6 

1 ,JHt!) "' PHJ~nol.ude iarJ~toad :b~sed land. competit-ivelyineutral1·:1: t•·->1 vTJn 
- fµ,nding mechanism - aiy' he imp¢.Aed iQ a manne~ . 

Ji'.) u-;--,, 'el'fttaet'dleaffy f id~nt:ffi~t)"lth~11 so\I'r1d~:..>o'f','tiM· "fH
1JII 0 " Cr~ !'J J'"JW 

-1 ::,·.e\lb.aidyr~· •:,Jr,:l2 s;{i f>,Jr, noi:a~~Jr~.~o:> £HU '{d h!1J,!od-o::-, r;,·1!Y.v 

if Jed fl 1 Ji' ('.f)1('Pu'bl'i<l1)>6f f6y Gho\ffcf "pl~vlHt'1irf<lirli: ivJWUJ:W .::~·::, i ·nn?. 
'.'iL1 :,:io:tu~ne:e,de:<hto~p.rQmQte deploym~nt! ofi':advanced, ££:wt br1r, nr;cI-111 

j~~~~~.~~~c,_,~.\YJNl:.n~l~>hl]81~Y, --~R,~a.1i\JP}t~tRI!Jr~t uod 6 ~) I J d u_q 
~::unr~"'UJi-1 . .:1ut1n.c·i)nfi BE~•bl ·rl:sdJ Ji::1lio~! o:1 bnc, ,J11i1:,,f1o·tjvn~ 

"· (5) Consumers should .pe able to \.,,;iive pccess to - .• 
;f .U·.-: H 0aYf'°tMVl,f(oirtra't:1ori "rleecl¥d; ii\{ d¥'d~'y1 ~fbz- 'th'dm l~V'' e-.i:,_fjG ( 

make timely and informed· "choices about . prd b9-,:yYrr1 rd riJ 

-J. ~~.l~ct,f>~~mtt.c,~,~~fOI)fl,~ .~f.f>dc ),l¢f)S ,f\Jnn s,~_t;y_i,cJe-~ ,,, ~pdl '• I 
r,_, ·now. o1 ~es 'use tnem·:- - . ' 1·r '" ' - ·'- -· ... 

,·,d-; to. ,3nnl·ri:;:.,d '{fr:,i jr:::,blv9 b:,:i;~s-ur,0·( a0t.:Ltr,q r{Jiri\; ·.101 ·301:~~nl 

f ••. -, h-- p ;fi"• <fh ~~rF~edU_El~ .... p,~~'l'tIJ~~hi,r1.!?lcct·rh9"?~1:f lli1~~J>PO ~i·,~ 1
c.0 i_-.f(),'')'.:!J6:) u:r.1rl:1 

- • ., --- ffitJt1C1.-·, • ucacivn, ea c~re, • comrnun ty, ana· -
'-' 1c n,99.V~tnr:nJ:mt d,nstitt!_tions:. must: b~; position~d1t6i£:1L1 b-:hl·J'.)h 

· 0t~f~ffu!r1}rl?!~±~nt~J OJrI}~~,1 lwnErfJ}.S,n of,j tl\i)[J J8 J20'.) '{XCnq 

.,-.i_·1J•-j2 i1;~-.1•)vinu '.)tU ni bsihnf:d ::-:d b.fuo.ic:: ~J,-,Jc:! ~r!J J1;odpucnd::l 
• "(7) All p~rties involred in.prov~dirtg s~rvices , 

- d ·J r-,.:, •1111 utrriiin~ ~Vt>ivli'ig1 puh i 1lti~\:.w6'ikt/·ihoh1c1-::. "1 • e11 cr-;'J •):)O"!(_J 

oc·: (E. -:,f·,;,'r~t!i~~~~~~~!~f~;e a~it~l!~~ie~:t1r1i~g1~i~~!. bnr, flf?(3~)h 

DJ L;:r, 'Garriage';J r~·11·abi11ty! 0 pt1~~·cy~ 9 ai\<l i3'et:ui11:y: h!'.)n:l 0
~
1 Joa 

(Stats. 1994, Chap. 278, Sec:iJJ2(b)')lJ Jo i:qco~3 !Jr{j •,,;o-r.um 

f-,J i!O':J Th~•j•uiY:i ve'i-lJa1°stfr'v'lctloi176'ffi"'' s&l'.lHltgao. 1R1i1ii comments 
'On h6~1 t"cPlneetbtfii 1i:R>'~'E! 6b'lec'f{Q~~ afian~~diclS1ifJ':".i0 ~e~Un~1vi9

•
1 pr, 

co·ffi:entsr;V,:r~'t tlfJd, l~jUArcRl 'f~~s • enoriq9f 9J ~hu:d Qil! blVO'iq lo Jao:> 

\ B j uqn i. As<)l.U tesul t b1t'tHos~P iRil fa i l?~o~gite fi ;-ithg9 c81fuf.iB s'i8R a fiW 

lfit¼uedi"o?~5Q'o1-0so?rfafh'lt aec1Ji6fi ad!rn2I8~ci'.)arlcl.0 Jeffffoif8°i1 q :waas 
pt"6pc)sbd 6 s~t i 3f-;-,2U 1gs0 t3i~e& inirtg \ t8°diB'.vf?fisaf j sJfv 18iTi99

--i PE l O 
)\'.)fi f 
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Judge (AW):,,·J.~pued a_, ruling• on: Feoruary,-21•, (1996,H sett=ihg 1.forthr tha 
type o,f3:h1f.9rmat.-lott, that1.wa,:3, ;to: he·: inoluded1 ln)-the' pr~pared,.~11 rnncn 

t,~f3_ti.!Jn9.n.Yt otr.t;h~ { part ie~: for1 th~H evidentiarY) hear-1ngs1 f dr. Ji up:) < :-i) 

~·- 1 -:ihl ... Jp 1AW; rµlihg~1 datedi March ·l~ p:-·1·996:,n and1 April-~ 3 1J 1996·)0 

delay_s 1Jra:t.h~ ~chedu1e·1were, grant~d 1 to' allow! the pArtiei) 1adciit.l6flA1 
~_!~~--. \:9r pr~p~r~:i fo:rr hear.ings ~ rl Thirteenr days~ Ofi'~Videntihry:ni v·19n 

, 1J.,~~-'('iJ}g§ 0~W~X~ theoi held in, later April-:iand:!f1ay.1ofvi996 J cThiFmat!t:~i-2 
was submitted following;,th1pf•l\ing rof'-{openinfpand,,closing:bl'iefitJlJ 
and thesb9.ld!ng of ~ral~argumentJheforeJthe assignadnAlJ, and 
commissioner Jessie J. Knight /£:Jr. J2the--:assi9rled ,COrM\isai<Snef ,>V6fi'' 
June 10, 1996.<. l?fllriJo~- - . '{Jl·{orUoA •c.1.o_jcf vi:,_:i:,J 9:Jr, J?. (~)" 

The ,prd" HJci IJEfcH st2nj"l 1 1H 1A~Hr ngj ji"llq ~ 1:L'mailed to 
1h1Jmfl '-{h)YLJ_cJYi(1,J~'J t ?io 1!J"iu_,,.L {V:f's.Ji.Jw 

the parties on Augus~s.s.;01996".' 1'.0pening.Jari.dr.replyrcon\men'ts to the 
proposed d€cfiHi>W j;g_ reDfffe.:J"lj8nC)'audJs·f 226';'\/il12di;1;~WJJ.!W~Jtember 3, 

. '{:1~li;c'~ '.)J lduq !':lTT ·-1~~\\_,~1q ,.._,_ • .>; i~u ~-::~-10,,.,T~• 

1996, respec~lv~ly/ r;L~f.enr banc'.:~ral: argu"!ent ~wa.s ihelg_!J:>n 
Au ust 27 199 tYH,,H~~)1E,! t'lJIL ,:---''">c>IV f":'8. 21:,,1jr.:)!CHJ: :''?:_i0[~:1 

g ' • , j:)/. 0:_l [sT} ''. 2·1,,,, :r:u2nco 11..1 ;.:.Jiil?J--( s,nJ 
During the time that parties were 'pre~aYihg •,fo'r the 

universal service wor~?lJ.fP/1,H ~?.~{.:n~Jlr,swnm~'l\<iations Act of ·1996 
(Telco Act) underwent -fli1aT·r~vfsions. 3 - On February 8, 1996, 

President Clinton signed the T~lco Act into law. Th1~fi~P~tfP.P~ o~, 
the Telco Act is intend~<:l.to promot~ c~J>:etition and._ rednce the 

'i\~-: •:J·1£,q '{lHD sdJ aF..'.-1 ~J_.-11_.n, t)CfSt;-1c,~_1.1v_..,1 i.;1.llHY:i.L fl,_, ,,J<r • -

re9~}t1}~J1~,<;fdJ~};..~f~J11b\f~}J<Plt8 8 .~riXJPJ:~.:j•_r~_0~n~~J-~_~1.Pf9~l~J9P'i'lJ,~ 
the creation of a. Federal-State Joint. Bo-"lid (,Toim· t B<;>ard\ ,t? ., , ')' ,_--,) 
J~~~1~t1

1-~~i>rr::n~n~~~{ ch1c;:g~~
3
-~~:~h~:<~~~J~~e~L:~~ -~:g;i~i(~_9.'na': : :· 

1

: . 
. .Jql:!:J8flf,·_1J -8 -19J!Cqa·r QllJ .to '{'1V,J ~:·L(•J".1.,-clr," -----' :..,t nJ .•DF,,· 

regar:_ding. uni versa,}. .. serv_ice __ .. The ___ .T(>t' ~t Boc\f·•A 's qol-i9ies, to -
l'ili 1LJD r,•3J<3C:•Up<.:,·1 p.,>-;_;JU t!01Js,,-._cJ°t-,,,f"c,, .Jjh,; T! l.! ~•J J-1~¥> 0••--'l 

p~~/!fJY.f:.,;.rg t1Jt8NtfF,NnJ;trJ8-fJ {fJ~t5,fG al!rnS? ~tJ hg-tNr? 2Q,1!l1.~arl ~dJ 

foJ ~i_rt r~;;P;r-¼ gf 1?Jg,~t1o f;: f 1Jtt ;ua~J}X:rlWJ'VJ.f,i~t)j't JJY\JS1 l rsa\.~~9-a9J~ 1 ·..:orl 
and afford~ble.rates• 12) access to adyancP-~.teJecommunlcati2ns and er, Jo1 .1:::i!J (_do jl!l.~r{J 1w ~Y)!l~;O!V~ oTn o:J'lT~ J~j - i;nr;---.,.:,~r1: ,, , , .. •, ,.; 

i.pf~i{m.~(~ ~P1~rir1g~,o~:?otlt11Ett~~0 !NH -!Jl ~88Sfilfo,\0
9riT .ail Jldilix3 

I:);-1 bm; (T~TJ\) . ::in I , f:,!!no1 l Ir,'J 1o anol j.r,•)i ,i1.r,-,1:o':) 

noj Ji:;-:,i 1 l jn•:;bi ·101 b,:;-;b:f:,'Jl er:.w { I°J!·H noi J.&"1c<p:o:) eaoi Jr,~i niwr,:O"J9!!)T 

3 9 n'!'e!~g~©IDYOitJqt~onJJ~Aot Ofjl99'6Jal>ublio Law Mo~ 104"1O-i~llflo P.6 
8tat. 5 ~;; f}F.,c( 2,9,j: J·H,q ,19rfjo !)dJ 10 9non ~--onl2 . enl.:Fs-ri :to '{f'.b j,Hd 

- 10 -f. I ·-
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,,J9l.~.~9!JIInUj\l~a.td .. on13J·and ~nfolmationi servic'e's1 to·; row 1,it1cohfeTA) 0pb11t. 

consume.J'~ • ., ~J1d1 th¢B81 in, rurabr insular,,:and= high) boetr1'"\-'~as)'-:-- ~•-r-P 
(4) equitabl~, .~ndr riond~scriminatoryr contribution! byf all'.">ptoVid~Ys1 

s9" ~~1 t9~ pree~,;ve 1 an~: advance univ~rsa1, .. ·se~v1H,r1 (s)l~prbvide foi.· 
;· t~g~>;{l_l: ~rt<:h &tat~ mechanisms) to: preserver af\d) adva'r\c~ oi\i VE'!i:"salr; f ~b 
se1·vice t { ,(~) 11p>;Ovide)scpools;:) health ca;retprovidetsrr andr,librari~s 
~it;ta.c,~c~~~s to2{ldvanc~d,-!telecbinml!flicatlons sbrvic~d1 and,..sUchi 6th~r 
P\'in..qJ..p},_e~.,that-•;ate:: n~c~ss~ryl an~:l-tappropiiatet· ... •,)I f o'i b~)J J fr·i:foa ucw 

_ Lfu·, .tli~_htt:'~{JP,ect t6.1the:,stattHs,a~thofity to t>e'go1at!e')ri.J £rni; 

untv~~f!~l iB.e.tvice, bth~iTelcO:fAct. states1 [{J){ .1, 9lB89l, ·19nolc1uir,,,,()') 

"Cb) state Regulatory. Authority. - -»othing inve i , o.r N111'(, 

. this sectfon shall aFf~ct t"~ -~b-C 1 -c tv of. a _ ... 
o) b,.d u:,·,sfAt'e \ t'c5 'mpos~;- 6onna .c&nB~'tif f~i1$:..ii~titi~l !:1,l! .• 

'-''1 J oJ 2 .:.l;>.~siQ '.:.aqd;contdst~nt 1.wJ..th Secfioni:'254 .F(HJJ\ HO wH J·u:q oiiJ 
-; ',vl ••'l 1~~qui i_J,imel13_t: ,r 1n4:~!8~~TY.1r~\0 ,.etr~.~,\~be ,.ai._13<! ~~fxat_,l}S~b h9zoqo·H1 

''· • •• • ' - • UO Ver~a Serv~..,.;c, pi'oceCC ne pU .1 C sa: e y _ 
: ~nd .Me.lfare,it ensl,!re the cconti'rtued1qualit'y'tif; y:,,-1a0·1 , oee I 
telecorrrnunications services, and safegua1:1ee r ~•,~~ JermH1\ 

the rights of consumers." (Telco Act, . ' 
,, 1u ·_Se_c4_:r;;!53(p):,_) ,:,·i-,;-,; ;}:).i:J"1,q :tuU ,:,.-ii·J 0,U pn.r·wn • 

·. ,_ •. ·, l O ~." j,' '· ,· .-, ,, ;. 1 f 1"'1;.1.-•1 ;:c: '"p•·•· 1.i1JA1'.~- .s:f..11i M <"t•"'·ifc ;h <j',/ '::•::;JV ! s 8 I£,: "l GV j fl iJ 
,_, .. - . ~· --·. ' ..... ~ - • •• r\,X;cOULd a ters 

,Jl:'f'.f ,i; '{1CJ!d'l'-:i i:0 < . .-inol,Lh.'!Yi {,,fti1 J11•y,;·i--?bn11 (,::.,,\ o:J1!3T) 

/\:·, Ba-ckgrciUhdriT . ';;f:-( O)il[ j')f,. c,·.Ji~ff ~,:Lt f)'."•fll:)iS~ f1Qjf1 ( (') Jw,b.tH;rJ'l 

c,ri .t ~L"cl¥1f ca'lif0Ynlk1'1rtdbl~1a'ttld1. t&~cYJ•w~1s1 lire1 d~Y} p~v·~~ ~h1o 

s\.lbmil tea ''tk'anhbl-f p(-'•'~brreallb1i1:P.8 ;S1ilc!J' 11~1 
[6'~

1~::•·1f~ ~f ioYed_l:i~j ft~1 
~yn: 

GTEC's 'proi}6s~dI c6rWic'ti61fs:~1 tl{h~oJ:, cfbVrkt-t1i<>h111 i111 1i f~d~tt~~ a~ri~ 

made in1th1t' clomriilJ1;11bJi'rllitl6'py'Y~f l'kt Y~p61'rJf¥\1 1t1~N"if~i1pl~ ~◊I DV::Ov 

0 j Tow~r~~ Uti1'ltVRidl' W6~rn~flizat1b~l YfTuJ/, 8 1-i¥t'J[~tJJ/}lt~Vl~~ 
the heaiing?J 'tha't1 d1~ m&f~1" spbh'fuB¥iJ pYov1¥itwiiafi~~i ~iici-\hl2 g1

q 

how• tb'J" twb"'al f tit1efitJ ~lO~f~1h'✓ bpiriHi. rdJTh~1 han~~112>f1 'i>il/I¥1~J~01 

C

'·p·•i »u,--.i: ti::~,,.<J'.i"··,•a~"'½fr1.·t ·'l~.'Jr.1.r,•1nf,- o.:i n~<J::>:)fi (S\h_ i..a~j&:t
6

.;).(:({F;b·tol16 ba& 

r1 was marKeu·aua·rece Vea nco ev~uence wit out<? Jectiop as . 
:Exhibit 116. The0 hanaB66k lb~ i:h1l?M&\l11 ~rx,iioii;:v 1&I~tiyJ:6ylil~[ 
Communications of California, Inc. (AT&T} and MCI 

Telecommunications Corpora·tion (MCI) was marked for identification 
as ~~l}iqitHll 71 and was n6t,:!distribut~d to<\thes~aru!es"ufttTfSfit~f .. -· 

. . . -_ .~c .j.Gj2 
last day of hearing. since none of the other parties had an 

11 QI -
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Jr_) ~·;r,;~~; l "firf . 1 [::·.-.' ;~rf n·il,~_·:~·_JJ2JJ') ;~;~':)iJlt:!J,f ·:-:d"H![~>ni <~f,~-,-if.. 1nc.;-~) rlt?frl 

Al'· ,Tho ;IJeflnltloncOf Daeio service tri II~ ;~-i~-, ,:,j2.w1- 8,,.,o b:;Jd !!>d~JryrL~· 

1. Introduction .11,-_,Ju.fY,b t-:krlJ rrC t:,Js,I f:~Hw,th!:r:. nl 

In, order- to :effectuat'.e :a•1 p6licy_ of, univ,,ersaL:aervice 
through6ut·, th~- sta.te/'.: the !CormHss'i'on. first• :need~.- to develop: atllab i 
of the~ servic~_,,E3le'mentsrwhich :make \Up rre'sident-ial l basio::_service,,Em!) 
If• the : basic-- gervict:f rde f ini t ion : is I too, narr6wly ~drawnf'r'aome c s~rvic~ 

elemenfa: that-,tl'la'y.~l5e ·eesent:ial• for,, partiicipat:ion•,iri societiy may J t9cl • 

only be ·enj6yed b'y-•'tbos~. who:can·Ea'fford ::1t:p1rco~/ tcertiait'l'.Urban rcr,d} 
area'ti rof )the ,atatei •.may enjoy>:some ?esse·nt,ial!'service :elements~ that: 1 

customers' :.;irl(rri0t"e ruta-1 rafea·s -may (hot• have 1n~2tn:b'alarioing _'what.r.,\~ ·Ji: 

service- 'elemer\tis ,should ,:}je' Hridluded- An_1 the' rdef-irift.ion ,of,'lSasio l v-19~ 

service,. the':commi·ssiori1 rnust,Jalso fbe _·c_ognizar\t rof,ft_he i extra f-cosbqqF.. 

If too broad,"of,,:a :de£initiori \is ,adopte<li-•:con_sum·e~rs may.:endiupr1iv-iNi 

paying' fot·.,s·ervrce ·-e1aments :that ~they.<do •not need :.or ,wanti" i: Jn'Jhi B~n 

: : •• ·TtL'>l []n- n;,-95-.,c-07~oso r,:proposed 'l."'Ule -4-. inclu(!ed -the r fQllowing·,,.Ed 

elements in the basic service definition.t,J;:-: ·"rLr 1o ,c:,·.,::.-rA :::r.}J dphi 

·_ ( ,1:d on AcS;!ess :tor'single ·party ,locali_excharige .,,,i ::err.I", 

,,--, ;-s•r<'-::- ., '~'el~Yi,c~;_-.c.,,·, [ .-·· ,;,!;." ,.-,,1'J , .. ,q ·1r •1· ·j··r·o--· 11· :., .-,1_' -~~- 'r• ·~ • ~ _, . . _ ~ ·--- , .,, .) .J. •-~ _ 1 .,. T,.,. .... , ,- ~-· _ ~ .... , ·: _ 1 --. . . . ~-" ~ ••• _ .. r . _J . <.. L _,,. .... • . -;, i l =,. ~· < _. \ .,;__, .... ~ _ -..' .{ ..-) .:_::: 

,_,d J J ~o· , Acce_ss' toi interexcharige £carriers;:f',:) i rn;, --::)::-,') r 0.t ·.~'i)rt t~i\ 

': ;,. _t[l~---: ~)f<jilic,{).1i:y1' f8siS'ik2J)1art{1'1~~~J~ifi iJ-a(fs? l u Fd }o [;0f j in j) 9h 

::,u:F.d ,:_,JfJ "'';_~,J·1cr,r, a·,': ,•,;of [ol n:::i !/1',·.· r:,:(-,I.::1:, 11,i !•iiJ nI 

·'.•·,-.---. -·1't··; ·1' Q .. J -:rouGh J~_on.e .,dia1,ing;1' ·,,);..., r' ,,,· -- ' -"-! ,- ,{!(·~.1• _-,·1· ,,,.1-·.1~'-'' .. ,~_.• c·" .i ..... ~--. 
_ -:::~·- _,,. c ..:.: t .i, ... .., _.5 _t7 ,.l'l ................ 1 c.-t. .1 ...:U -t~-'" .llh .._1. • ., -.J'.1.\ 1 -·J _, J _ L.." _ ~ " ~_,~~ 

o Lifeline rate for eligible customers; 

o customer choice of flat or measured rate 
·service:~-

o Access to directory assistance; 
if() [ J l ii£ l <)~) h 011 j ... 1 Eff J b~a 2u:-e .ib . 9~:,,; _\~I '9!.16(1 jn oc O - r O - ce ·~o- ·n-r-· ----~·-··· 
~ w.>l _j:):';-'O J.(Adqess. itoca rdh:1~ctory i:list-illg r, , "9'.) i v·-102 1 r.,;nsv .IfTU 10 

. 5:).(VJS2. ~_fBf0 ,l oJ !)'.)(19"!~)1•)".( ·1110 86 !),">'F;D ~HfJ ,1f1Ec0 '1 , f_ t-iH flA lo 
o Access to operator services; 

-- 19 -€ l -_ 
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R.95-01-020, I.95-01-021 

. . o. Voi~1.grade copneotion ·t6 nuhl~o qw•tched 
fr,!__!f!l•P!F'felepnohe'(h~t\}ofk1{'JH ?.•[lJ !fl. "ii'f?1rrn~J n,, '{d (ublV()H! 

(), { .,,. f. 9J1n inaoao·11) . rniv·i,H: 
o Access to information servicep artli R0O'. 

servicesJ ~~L1~1- 1•'LD1J- __ JQ_ 'tlrr<,n. J_p_H)'l • ~ 

b-,.idLJr:,y_. i_o•)f11.1 £:,3,~cqfnq r.,J{J lo ~'.)ili;IJP.?.i !HL:J enh:oI(o'{ 
. o One-time free hlocking fot inform;1tj.9n .. •r -

oJ '{Jlfli1J~s6rvicesf~ttd' 10~-,-E'iirt~ i>l'ifirl~ 1aci'~:illi\:'m~ht ,O<..'C-\t.1-?l?.O 

Y. [ .,,___,-1 f,j :i·i:~,.-: (9~-c_})~,g~JJ. J,n.<Hl):_J."~d.d .. na4Yerten\7;lr;r f f,19(10D ' Jfl;"'." \)'.) 

. '.' I in :!°dl~?1k,~\X-Jq8l1 tJ1J'W<::"'tf~ J!W\}11:Jt~rc., le~l J lo ov i: J.i:oqqua 

'< f-1 ~"";',1 to 1 o. < ,flc..9~~PJtil:o~-... t~i,epho.n.e r.eJ..siy, 13_e):'vJ.ce1 asrw 'fJTA, 

Jc:U f.;,:,frf~ffc~~d.· .f~fr. 1?erfJ'Lf.?.s1.rm,:-:JJJ1-islu!Ir./) ,-n;·):-;~•! ,~,, ii;,cnx 

1 ::_,,.::>J ?.In ~- -'i,_Acc~JHht-.◊ P1-\!>J.Jq_:· wJioy; p,ayJ t:~lephones, j:)!}(i~:i, ft C rJ J·.t~':) 

,?'f'"} f'j"!f;,•J 6 1 Lrre~') a?R!e1/sS't?.f·~tli.tom11 W~W1~?P'f8r!?0 1 jr:;!n'J •-1.d ')•.)iorb 

_ ad J OJ (rin_f.s>.rrri~lJ...Qn ?l.9.9}1.K)Y!ff.~,9§~.J".VJt~~'>~.C.ti.vation-, Bnq'{J b(u; 
srrvlce terroinati9.n, s~rvice.repair and .... 

'.:<)!VI~lc'. ,,:,;{j jb 1f'l.!inquiries\~'".!!;.,. T.:nA .~:>·.1v·1:1a c)fac,·.:t io HOIJHU19b 

ni: ,· ,ftJH'::11 ''~•~iv·.icia f:i9·J:t1e.r;~::1 ·.ro Jisll lo !J:.:dorto ·.t~•.;;o1eu:.l'' lo Jn9_;;9f!) • 
. Under our propqsed rule, all 16 6f the service.elemen~s 

whic'i'.l)~~J<~~l u1/ ~h1~~e'ttirt'i0 ~ tf9 h~11i ~!r~~~~n~~~idI~a~~ L ~~ ~b~"cb F> 
iJ:~J-t::.>11ffJ ~-,.·16 JH{J ("·'1att!f::r'.)•··.1 EH!:J!'U.! l?fll3U 0'.)!\.'1'-'8 '..)fDE:,'.l 10 <'·'l.!0~ 

. - ,· -.,\'!) i:: [ ,yj c_,_ ,~ t• [ ,_, ·-11 w ·r,~ TA . ~- :; i: m::, (b ':> I ~) jr,·.1 j b ( j If:. nu i:H l.H, ·t j :cHU 11 f"fiJ 

r,,1~ yii:,:, h.fuo,f:> r!oiJqv r:rdf{r,,_, ,,Jc-·.r JEf1 b<J1i,;ii.fnu !"'1rlJ j1,i{j 

.<:.-rf, '-'~•}v!··,·s ')tdqr;jt:,oc,p r, id ~!JCn !H,u '{fr:,:, ,_;t :,·1:~dJ (1·f0ri·.-: y1:0Jd::nt;1 

•/Jl•r1s~, '3rSJ ,020-\'0·t~\?.CT )o A xlbllS'.JqA :lot, nitn b:•2.cqo:.ic1-1l1' ____ J __ -,--._ 
bcn i,'Y.fqr, '{ f H::d r; J ;_~ i: ,:1 "~):xu, J3 L:e r:. '{'loJ•_;~·, l h oJ B 8~):.:>'.)fi '' ·101 .1ns-·r9 I 9 

. 9:).[WJ 

rrth-:0JI01 eJi lo 1i£rbd no e1n9~:T.v::) ejl 09111 ae9f!nHi T~TA ,_ 
:B9~iv~o2 ea9J9~iW T~TA as ae9niaud ob ffiOrlw lo !ifi ,anJ£11ll1~ 

·1i-:.IulI0') oflai:n'-I , .::rnI ,·.ff,luiI'J'J ABM o:>1:ri::l , ,<I.J ,£-,\') onlqIA 
•,-:1o'.)~1!~ , ym;cp:o'J ~nor{q91~T ·1.r,Iuff 9'.J b-1nnxO ,'{Ilnq;-;,o') nnoriq9I9T 

. , q .i: rle:1: a r11 ·1 .-;q ·.rrd u I J 9') J:H l bn~5l , . -:in I , no j i'.Jo j?, 1 o eno.d n'.) l n un-.-16') 

·ff,Ivif:O r,·1cd·rr,8" J:.Jnr;?. bnc,. ,'{n6q;::o'.) 9-nonq')fr)T' 'J.Bf11ff,_:o oJHen6J"'.:>F-2 
• f).jLf- ~~~~~.Ji3y8---
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Provided b 1~YY'·llai.i\-feVJhih <th~11.1ft~e"iu~o.9 ti·.cg1J'i1¥.Xs1ci'en"tial y 6 '.-'\ J (;" - ., J? -1?, jt.'I).' [ -~ , . 

service. (Proposed rule 4.A.) _ 
Posit'tt>"hd"''H't ptl?ei ·.1P~a.1:it{b0J Jc,;·_to 1 n i oj (,c';:):)~,,\ " 

2 • ==~=:.::..=.-----===--=:...=.::.=== ; t::_;:_)j.,.,i ·1~JC-: 

Following the issuance of the propos~d rules contained in 

_o. 95-07-~50, Ji~J~-~~j~~~~~f.~!l=J-kf:_V¢Xi~~~)jq:w,~~ ~[t{}~~~W,rt,fnity to 
comment. Generally; speaking,i;,the,.coMit\et1ting·•·paY-tiell were largely 

. • f l.b-:.,~i'.-·to,i1uc1-,u, 9·,•i,: J11fij _"H) ,yir!_t'l~1f,Jati,.r.t 1. supportive o tne i6 serv ce eiemencs proposeu n :ne rue. 
AT&T ffh:·ele8f1! Se>:Vices~ :Jfitftq~(AT~T-' Wi~elel(s)-,O·formerly 

- , t Fifi~ ~ r,bo•J fJ'l or . ·1ol i)9b1. vo·.iq 
known as Mccaw Cellular-~ommuriications, Inc. commented that 
certain aspectsJ of,..J thef proposed> tul~s'l bb-61d ~unduly,:fimft customer 

choice by creatingfgi~cyJpJt,&\~ ~'~~iJ9.J.9a__9ya.!)!:_s'l9~, CJ!J .. t:jlirlJ carriers 
and types of·'.)¢0fnh'IUi'li¢atibYltP tecnrlologie'l(i fIWit:h 1 ~g'a~d to the 

bur, ·1 i r;qrn "•::>iv 1 n;~ , [ll':{' 1. J ~Hii:r.t 9J 9::>IV"!<'la 
defi~ition of Dasie service, AT&T W re~~§P1P!_t\~~s~th~t the, service 

• element of "customer choice-of flat ·or measured service" results in 
a 86f.\p;tftie~1dli&d;~Atl~e,}fo1 b~rrl~~i ~hit~~r1 ·-::~i,?11:ir -vide .. 
forms!-'8t~'tia~r~t1sgl~1~e ':•a~li1§3 pf l~1ig 1ie~£~~l~fn!)fth~lj a'i!~ ~11lt/~'.~1dt-l 
than the tradit!onal flat rate mechanism. AT&T Wireless believes -
that the unlimited flat rate calling option should only be 
mandatory where there is oniy one COLR in a geographic service area 
(GSA). 

6 In proposed rule 4 of Appendix A of D.95-07-050, the service 
element for "access to dir~ctory assistance" mistakenly appeared 
twice. 

7 AT&T Wireless filed its comments on behalf of its_foll9wing 
affiliates,· all of whom do business as AT&T Wireless Services: 
Alpine CA-3,- L,P., Chico MSA Cellular, Inc~. Fresno Cellular 
Telephone Company; Oxnard Cellular Telephone Co.-npany, Mccaw 
Communications of Stockton, Inc., R~dding Cellular Partnership, . 
Sacramento Cellular Telephone Company, and Santa Barbara Cellular 
Systems Ltd. 

21 

---
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The California/Nevada Community Action Association 

(Cal/Neval l1~.r~rro_-•r;~Ptrl,~~n,)8f~tn, R~IJD~1 __ w, ,r_,{F_~~-=19J<?Ski9g and one­
time billing adj\l~tmeot:t;·,for1 in_f6:rmation·1s·erv!ces,!)t6 include 

. ~rH irl ~~~n1{ r-~~-1~,\?c~ iJ)~ l i'!H~-! U!J ! iJl).\ ~,~1 )?i ~ l i '19 i <J~jµ§~m~n~s for 

-,lJp~u~h?f1 ~'5?.1f~3~9~~-'·J bor, ._o:-f,i :::•Yt111p:n: rbi,iw Jn~•.1:Jf0 ::nlv1on :-:;rt::, 

1 , i J w,h L, ~'fh~tJ?)A _t~gg~~tl~~qth~\ .1~~i:~9ditf !on~J,,_,~~F.Y~,'r~0e ~~m~n~l?EJ '.)B 

add~~--j t~ f'.~hei ,?i~f Anf ~~sm ?,~ i\17a~!,~ l StJtV!S--'!t._.;!}>£~ :Pf9.P,OS,~~ritQ j_~q~Lt\-\~ 
f~fl.<?'i~~g b~½fifil1~\ti ~.i\5C~¥8 ::i':,9,,il ~t0 s~t ·1t~},'t_~~':W,~ ::.dlf'.~C~<>,rY \<\~. :,nQ J ,,.{ 

additional charae.,. . 1,·) ... '> • -·'J'JtJ c-., •·Jc''.) )HU f)')1fl~';,·.,e,::> {<--:CJ<";SI.:11.J '{ilf;(j ,0. 301.IL L ,,CDS£ , 

. b 9 J~)l 9W~,.1a!>ff?;o?i\1,9~~~~\~ tt1J.ct\"-Ji•~:1f!?.l{6-:l~{'r,4 ~;<?,<-\~,0~1>,!J,tfl :A'1i,r~-~-~ 
code overlays tr1ke plare that: there -wt 11 he an -increAse An t'-e J • 'J C'''J t) l U0:1 « ~-_, 1 v-.r ~r. :fL?. J-,U _1"1) no j_"j i Tl .L :1 ~:it., :.•l (J _, c, • J <, ~,, J]_-'- ·"·• -~r, '.J~ • I 

number °o~ ?>~t\io\~ it~Ei~t1~tY dU?f!11.i8 \c1?:£f! ~01Jl<1!., __ pr_,~~JH:Ylr,~4ati .tt;_.h.P~r.E!. n 
be unlimited access to dire"'torv asf?istance. at .no ,..dAitinnal. t... • " -

)l'{(;"dJ~fl '.JL8.E(t o:, lF..r.1dfJdd:/ Vd -J.ln IIJ(Tln ~.1c:.,I..T.,c~..., .. --ui;..,.,!)pi~~'{ 

C1\~f~l11 ,fb~ l 11'1~ wieti ~~~) ,:~·11tt11rl-Jri:P'r,;~J~fti utq ~~Ht~q,=__,oty, ~ffJf }._pt~Jl<:;~;IJ 

':~ 1 n~rfb1Pi1t19o,n~l R1h\rJ!.~o~--1°r;..! R}!P~Bn1ie_,r~>,}iRt p.qjpj.p}.__Jl_!~; ar,et-,~ ,tJm!h.PJl..C1il, 
~~l~,}'1 t\~1 sc1~!f1tpmJ}lf;\8 ,<ltm),~~fm, ~~)1(._)_f?t)~H1~,:.; tJ1E:rfJe tR~. Jt:yi I <pi GffJ 

re~~ift.fl~pt 5--h~~ lf?f;__, 1~~Jf Pft_,01}rr, ~~tlirPtRf~fJJ tpv ~~J; ~G\\~_f:pyte_r!31Jn.)JLIE 
?reas whe,rt _Ahe, -fl?flr~: <ff✓ PYfFAr~\J>q~u,::r~H, P~.) J>l'J~Y,Jp~<t ~f~-,.: .~~h .. jl~r~~~ 
code_~;:Yi i:iip~n '{bl:·,d[r2 lu Jauc•,E sdJ ~'.'x u-:cf! rt1 b:tc J c

0 1i I o__t Jit(--.i•.1.o·:y,11 

. f,,.:;j~suIRr ,Cai~~~~r11f?1l~Jst~,?mw,rJyJJ:l?11P,; 9?.st.lJFJ.fW ~Hi C 

<ff ~iJ t s~?r )c J ~fi~P?8~:r .M1~\ !t?-t1.Pt"f.'>fl.,_ ~J fJ~\~ ~J?~8 i , __ t;,9 I ,~O{t\~ 1 ,9f _) !,h~.0 d j 
service elements which make up·the proposed definition of basic 
service: 
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j!(, ! t f, j -~ ,_, ;.; ;) ;\ ;:c, ( j ,,A '{ J i f!I' -· • ',_,._) 1,bfN' .~1, f; i ri-.i:o] i r j;'_, :,df 

- ~-•lh' f.:u, Poi :-'.a(1fi-e~"'white 1 j>ag~·e ~~ie~)io\\'aid1£-~:~to~}0 '&Yi:i ~r,v~,H\fr;_~)­
,d,id'Ji, ~ free ,yellow ,pages- telephone1directory-:hi; t:H r r f rd !'.,· 1 c J 

1 -·1 t ~-TH~ ~C6allfibH { !iV~p{xh¼iaf t31:P~31f'ia' ~:-:~tioW-Mi'iid&t1tlii t tH~t 
the service element which requires LECs and CLcal'tb,'{6f

1tif1fi~~u~~re 
serv'ice j' ·, oJ '..'el itlllnafed ~!IC''I'Ji~f-coal'. l t ibH jp8intfF"8UtAtilatlifesidential 
ctis'tbili~rs .:'hav,r: liad (~tlie;]choi2J v of 2 f l'A t f.~a tg !lifJ f H~ 1 aHd')M~aidrg~tb_r, 
rate ,,se'rvl'ce,1:.'and l'tfiat r1trle jrcife0 Je:fvl'Je 8 ! s·:.tH~ pJ8f 6Qfidl_)8~€tJJ ~'1 

- . 9 ''\Yt c.d-. I S::{10 ( Ji bf:H, Citizens Utilities Company (Citizens) ·commented chat -
th'e fp6l'fcy ifftafem~nt' f n·-~.s-rop6s'ed r-niH} :•3 ~A ;2!--'P'1'Roufd r-b~')deleted. 
Citiz~ns<b~lfeVes•itii'ift ~t\uf 1difffrlft:1i\,J 1¥Jt' ba'if'J<1s~'iQrcBVA1IJ111<1' -B/!00

' 

str-ictlyfl'itnfted ~oqn~"'i\ide ~i'ify-Pitt85e VJfi!~1<1JJJ p;o{}lJGJ J8 ·_mcl,;;Oit 

residential~ -1:\f stomers; rwh{c\f 1r.;G PJh VE{Gs1~1i\:'f{ h ~o Pi]Gilf8 kieJfi.l~ n 11 ~,d 
-.;_·ii''- jf"L·~,c-..r; ,. ,-,-,-{::-,rt·· rh ,-,,-f b"..,o"'u..,l~-5,-fib h 0 d·• r_(,',~e'j,'lf !."·,~;! n:torL:1 tih<',1{j ·!o 'dor,·irJ.{J usa~e, • \;Ila'- no -cus omer s o e - en1 a ac'-'ess on - e groun s or 

a ff ordabi '.I. it:V'.! r-, Git'i :ietil'•f 6'a\.-s-""tnlH:i ?this{1i<,fl.l;tf rlfil:J{JWJrtV bJ~ht? J'1r?J> 
the implicatiob 'lha.11 aY-·r~"kclinoi~~• cfd\t1{h~ij·~, <'t'it\ft:;1'1:~\iJ'ie 9t1\1r-i fb€-~rf 
autofnht Hf ·expans i6tl' of1 thi!' -ere !"i 1i''i'e iott!(6l 1'ilci.1icr 1le\J[/ej. j (c1ttiz"'JWJ' •1 

stateii1'l:l1a'F' ~irl~'bra~r"lo'(fdste\.1!'a"to'frfp'etit'lv1F irtk\:-1<¥t ,'Hit 1~•Jh! fl£.!~'-i l, -

important to limit and minimize the amount of subsidy require·l.~b)::> 
_ - The bl\rtsibi\) of''R~t~i>~Ye'r';-Aciv~&Sit:e\f11fo1&:)'10 1(h~gested -
that:i seVeritFmfnbr~·chkiilfe~1 ilifci 1 dftt~ifi~~t{tih11I¾l~(irl1.~~-l t~{'l1ie1 b1tea~> 

r:,i;;J•i ·1,, ::,,r::!i,,rJ:.-,L b··,:,c,t':-.-rq ·,rfJ fl[! 0A;, rhc,1\; n:Joe·:;,,f-:; o:,-.;lv·19~, 

9 C1t1zens. comments represe'nt[ thtb c6'~611fa'ii1lcfpe,\it1on of 
Citizens' f ! Y'r _sepa_!"?,~~~~~J:r~o.m,mµn.ic~~1iob~ .~v.\.iiiJe.s.; r fit,jzens 
T~lecommun1cAtions <;ompafiy•~,f rriitf?>fnl~~J!]c,\;,·.trrftliian LE~; -
c1tizens Telecommun1cations•C&fipany,!d~b.a.-c1t1zens·Long D1stance 
Company, an !nter~>f~ha~ge ~arrJertJI~C),i E.l~~t:~ic.~Lightwave, Inc., 
a CLC; CitizenslTelecomh\GnH!Ati3' ;~c~gip~fiy~i$f!3Vc)JY,1Wf~. ~ small 
LEC, which purchased the operatl8 s 0 atta"'~ssets-·ot· Tuolumne 
Telephone Company (See D.95-07-037); and citizens 
Telecorrrounications Company of the Golden State, a small LEC, which 
purchased the operations_ and aa~ets of CP National. (See ____________ . 
o.,1~-Q(3r..◊.2~).-,; uoljlfe,o:.> srfJ ,n6t::_<Jd enib~9:)o·tq sldj E':nlj !HiJ Ji\ 8 • 

9'.JffnJBiG em:,,J lo no.i:jr,.r~oaeA Bln·1ollffi'J ·,1'>1TJ\ : {2'Hhmiiol 91fj lo 
£mi Jsl ~oeaA Hoia .t v9f GT 9f dr;:) si,nol if n'J i o!3i c1r.q1:o'J nI1orfq:3f 91' 

10 D:..l!n~~r r~tb~;.,C~isa.ion ts·.-.Visioh ~000 JreQ.rgafii~a.tii6nTl?!att, aliany:>) 
of the .::f.l!l'\Q.~iqQQr.Qf ,the.~DRArhavet,b~efH ta~efi J6Vet'li:py, tha 1qff.i:qeP6f-:.>/i. 
l~Jll:;,_epqy~>;;-)),d~~c\t_eQ;n(QRA)d nw:~•:-:o::> J 1oq9f 9T • \. q. ,I • : o'.) BIIOI j F,:,1 m;;n,;o:> 

• .Vi?.U1' fo,£ ,,q,,I ,.1;;crnolrfr,::> lo RxA ·.1an-r;;W 
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stfr\>i'ce 1oefTni'tf6n !:o ii'ri 1tl~i·s ''r1e1p1\' c'SMrii~n~s~-'oRR 1St1Jt~d'-liic1V It? lJ 

a l'sd 1~U}>poit s ;-tlit!"ie"J6h-.rne'Jd~cl' cltci'i\gJs•nSf 0 t'hbl')28~i' 1'{1bi{ ~Wcf\Jcf\N'•·;~6l 
the basrc::sJtvi.Je·~dE!'f.tW:t:~"i'~h!1:lf·0

·.' U'<ff r 1n t•,d,:ohdvi>1(1 ·niJ ,_;Luf;,,d 

--.U Iili(:,CITBC ~c6Mm~n~t!tf th1at~1t· ~di<1''"nde l~'tJ"J1''Ji'ttlf't'lle <coai\~-'[tlft's 
sugge's;t'ioh 'Hf 'add{ tH~} 11-\()~d r,, ,~~{e',f'\/&1L~f~~J~td t·w6 :,·,fo1:"~k~f i1f (,ti) 
p1'o'p61:fetf·'fuie\ 4".i{.'111

' GTEb 1sl~~Ei'J1ft:h¼~ JJ'ff Pth'o?4'dJJ1~\ce f~1tk!e1ritiil1.'-t"e 
p~rt of basnl-1/Iifvl~~l~ ·-.;t.l 1ttl~y1 a"ik .:ir{J~11t?loi1li~ci''foji'''rie0J~) 13\ifsb o:J 

coiit~\ia!f·rui~'t1.rfli~f to;ti\: f(jf" th61i~· rset·1/1J1/ J"1~?n\ihPJi1:fhcRi'1<1f~{l? r ih ':,•:iun 
rt!tiJ<iti{if'lr{\ tiuf pfi-~i?p~iil 1r6i- ·{hh) i1?J1\f 1JWivi'c1lJf~bk{i~l.r~U 'l<"Jb~iU 

;: hi r Ini:'~1.f'corporat.Hlr?1(i'tft'~1}° b"e\f.;vJ}.f·~Ha~ 1 'lei\,1t~iriuti..2 a{? 
Integrated S~rvi~es Digita'P ifetwfil-Jtifisoib ·{i1-tfJ1J)11t>cftui-:e1fJ.nlb\ude'd'1 i 
iil 1 Ehe1 'bi{¥f6 'hbV~i?fl?1det1i1ltl~,\1 c1t?tfff~'0tJ.w~f?J Ih~~f p:cilhts out 
that 1 iso~ 111?t>1cb'"rliin'?f in6~i?11iln'§i'sFiv~t11'1>~1/,'1 i>ltt!) cit' 1il0 1i1i~i- i-'fte~rt:t 
and al')hl'gliJp¥.lt:i~'..) JF-,i.J j,E' .. ,'Ji t"L'P'H •. ru ·.101 JC_!9'.)X•3 ,9fU1 h!:,C1()·:io·.:i:q 

} l) '{iif, -, Pa~itll{ l:bmti:it.tedf th1'.t'~'fl~ a9-~e~~\ii1t11 l1i0 {ielrn1tftiNji:>19
:n 

re'~iai~i1i1tbat1ic::°'~ei~lci~'t1m\t~ec;6~~fld~ 1.i{~i; {'h~ '\ d1¥tA1r1i1•) ',,~Jil J 

sh?>~'id nbft;•li1a\\clatf!j 1si1otf~~Ih~c,: dt'J'bb'th_-,·il 11~1i:.~/lt~;-~Ai ~~l1
~~;~dJO!t 

se"i-vlce~? t;"iia:diti.c[ p~~p6J~ii 1 that)N§W~fit r~~eW~~t11lfila 'b161t~!,ii l'!!'<.JllO') 

~'xcH.id~d [ ft3k-1 ih~i; cal~ui~t{~i{'-;6r1 ~11i1·n1hd 1>k161u~i1 tri~:ll vil;b~ii'ln~J 
plans are likely to bePiti~rba_Jgkdf_;~h'iiii"\;,11'1-' h~ci~i1 t:tii ift1eHQI~:W2

f<"':
1 

elih\ih~tirlgndi~f lnl:ti6fis('i;Jtw~~ri'116ii11°iia.1';i~1f"tir1~. Qf\T 

-'" 1 ,fuq J i"~biil{'j.clt8clt~s; ~·1A6 :'lij '.(~lib'i ib<; A'd'.~b~1i!l51. ibg~~iits ~-d J 

{,:-ur-q ,;1v)l·:-_qo ,-.:,·1 :i - b!,uni :ino~, •)Jo;r rc-o'•I} 
01 uJu~-•:)B::dci'::-A ,,.nlJnvl..10:-: ~,~-~-ys/. yr,!! 0:::-::.c~JH~-1·1 flf:-~~ 0dJ :io 2JrfJ?iH 

11 .! ."Ptlblid JAdvocat'efi "JrepresentsstheJ intei:'est·s )(:jf_ theJ folYowin§'.):".,'l/C 
groups :-iSouthet'n~.ChrisbianrLead~rshiprCoflfereftcef-:NaE!ofialtcolin6i'l'H 
of La Raza, Korean Youth and Communi.ty.1<7etiter·{ Jpilipitidssforiie. .t IILqc. 

Affirm·atlve Action, Filipino Civil Rights Advocates, Associat.iort of 
Mexican--Amer.icafi'.'.-Edudat6rs1i .::call f6t'nia"!A~sooihtioffifoi" j AsiafiL'W ~J. 
PaG~f5io-•Bi1lirtg,,1~1 fEducat-ion, rcalifoi'nia Asso6iAtliont:f6i::';:Bfling\(~1 ! 0 

Educal!"iOnfiiCal_i~for_ni8 Rural~ntn_dianc:Healt;~!)J;\6iifdJC(?}i{cafl6CFederA'tfo(l~ 
of San Diego lCouhtyp.:~ou1Icll;cf()1'Ith'er Spcinisfi speakiflg)n Bl) Pr&9.ect.8 i 
del Barr-ior,!Esc4ela_r-d€ La cR"a_za ~Unida,>1Foufida~lofi Cefif~f~lof nonq:j l~T 
Phenomenol6gica r f Rese·arcti ;) lt~rmal'idad Meidcafia ::Na6i:ort§l t K8r€ann Joo 1 
Comrm}n it y 1Cerif.erc¢-f. th'e' East, fnocyy Itawyef s li 'Comm.i t·te& F.f&p'.'cfvilfq~ I ?T 

• Jon oh c'.)'.·n ff c::2. ~,rU oJ esi:;ns,·r:::i'b:n: Jn'JIJ}F1:..C?dua ·1110 . en0~ I j 1:-> 

.2n9si.1.i.~ lo 2:')i·.u;ifd2due. owJ :'.H1'::'ffJ sbu[::iftj 

(Footnote continue.a on next page) 

! 

Exhibit A 
23

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.228     Page 29
of 365



(Footnote continued from previous page) 
Rights of the San Francisco Bay Area, Motivating Adolescents to 
Sucq~~q.,-,)~9YQtg.i,!) YieWJ(:9fl\IBv.nity,~Health·:..CeJ1teri",!~Mult-ict1ltur"ai 1'Ar~A 
Hf}~ iJn ;:;.~dt.!£?.~!90>~C4r!lt~!"-, e $P{lDi(!b: !Speaking: .Ci ti zeri ! s r· Fotindat ion~: r_rancj 
Spanish-.1~Pea.k~t19 l \JQtty Jg9:!JD9i\ ii mJ :, ,:,J') f1n E rl :J110Y nf>•.r10X , f;:s-r,H r,,l :lo 
1 ,) noi Jf, i :;oa ;3J\ ; es.11>'::l~J\•j-,.-\ a ;dpl ;{ Ji vi:') on i qi l i'-l i no i: j :.,q. 9V i -j ,:·,xr? J }/, 

12 Wh~~.ithisc prgg~eP.!09?.t.,1,.rQtrJiegan,:.:.tl}e ·~smal·H:LECs :.were/made 1up>~ 
of 1~1J~:ri{q\ !011J.ng,1tn.1~lti~iJJ,, C.Pdl@tional ,.rEvans 1trelephQn~ rnomp~ny;,.o<J 
<ft,& :;,\iE~)H~-!>G.O~ftt'.:)!ngon>Qf~testt !Ke1:rn~niTelephone Company J•Pinnadles llb:i 
T~f.~P.!lQ.Jlq ~Q:mJ.?~nY1'.r:it_l}a ~U.~kiY;QU;)'f.elepbone ~cornpany,11fI'u6lu(l111eU nsa 10 
Telepliom~ 0qo~PcJPYi' ~O~/fbftuYQlq~t\Q. n:Teleph.o()e: _C6mpany;1a:.~A~(rlOted -inb : 
f ootn9J..~-1i;: ~l.!~r,9P~I~t AP.IH~ .i au~ eQ&~.t.Q. ·:..Qfi <:;lkNa~iorta l r, ::aQ.d 1TU61 umneq 
Telepl}qqq :,Cql!lpa~y, :)~~i,~e,§Ub~E/!qq~uttly\_$.o..l<l t.tQ~ t~◊- 8\Jbsidiat",i~s lo(·1T,1JO:) 
citizens. our subsequent refere11ces to the Small LECs qo not 
include these two subsidiaries of Citizens. 

(GH&q Jxen no 29uni~no~ ojon1oo~) 
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policy pay telephones should be included in therdef-initiion, ~} 
They contefld'1thatJ therd~f iJ\ition:~of basic service r.sHou1d:-~encompass 
the servicE1'·comp6n.6nta(-that llhould''be, provided ,·,in lcon'ru}oti6n ::.,Hth,)r; 
eacfr··tdsid~ntliil, Ahdibusfn·ess caccess'lli'ne~• !'::They, believe that'; the11:) 

availability .of\·publid rpay t~lephones Jis_:_not ,,relevant.: tOi thecs6ope J 
of·,basic:rs~rvide~h:a"d-;tha.t pubfio payitelephon.es fflicSuldi:b_e0 :~ i ,d1fr" 

addtessediirl ~th6 l6cal1:~xchartg?tcc6Ml')&titloncpi1'oceeding Jil\s~ead. OVC/i1 

J:·•~l'-!;<!J ._;~, Ifi·•:footi10te'{8rft!o, th~·: C6alitiort(s_!:Sept~mb~:t.4 i1-s-'ll199SnJN !)r{ 1 

comrneflt:El; \"'l'UR..tl, i"ndlcattid { {ttr,,.c6J\ddrfi.:7that-fthe :-dustomGrs' I ,;1oqcil•"{ l1nr, 

calling Jareatah6u1d::,bef atlnleast cisJlal."ge ~as the rcurret)t fll'ocal • 
ca111:i19Ydrealc10f.:?\'._!IW !lfj ~•'.)iv·19~ '.jj_af:.~.i qi! 3i.,J fbidw HJH~;;-;')[~ :,~){1/J')a 

'-(i_ir.,,n ! r Uti lity-:coJ\sumera !. 2AotlonrNetw6ik U(Ut'AN)rrs.ug§listscdercaifi 
clar.if-icatldna:-: tosthe is,roposedrJrulee-r.:.egardi'ng,tlitftd.ef-lnit•ionco._fo:m t 
basic service i'{]UCAN"JsUggestSEthe· fol·lowing~un~erl.i_ned porti,orlsc_bbt 
added=-to ther:rul~r.i:nt~sb f-mr, ,anol-.-11,Ivr,:..,·1 ,._-::9.f,n: ·_u:o btrn ,~n!:• . .i!J,•n(:i•J 

o free and unlimited access to 911/89111 
:1t1'.1!.l_ hu, [181 ~, iJJ;~~ot8tl6h yl{ofigJdfl..Tl'iig re(~)_};, t ·,_"•)"j ~--:Li 10 ~~::;,)8 

• ',; ')'.).i ".' J-38 {J [ r,.t .{,:)~) 10) ' ')cY.f 1 '' i·,.u::·.,· '.:,U ,) :l '.-'.)fl!'.H9) ~d !:d} '-1lH! r :1il r 
f' .,o.; ~i.~~1ine .. ,r~t;:.~ ~~r both ,monthly service as 1 ".; • .,.· ···--1 i·,-) 

fl' :-; -· we11 1~s i'1sfa'11atio'n 'for eligible'cfri'tftorne'rs;-_,{1 [<-,! "'-· • 
';ii~1;d qP f",;~f,, cf-::,ld·.: eJn-:-,.1,0fs :l'.>CV1:,n ;':!at JrcdJ htn ,Jno:) h:,J·CI:JO,if:"!~. 

ilr r_> c.· ,Q ,-. free -a.9~ess- tQ .. Jlh:::ec;:tor~ as~i_1;1,ta_nc~ .. for -t ,, • - - -'- ~flrsl'•l1v~'-'Ja1iM p~i···i66Nlh'1-''-" l~. \ -~ .,o,._ !) !fi ·Y.HV'HH.! 

o_• b~1bnc:L1Hi ai: a011n !):)i:Vt~-•:1 1.;a-E,'.'ffll.f !:dJ rd Fn~.J D!iJ 1o :;:i:n, 
.- . 9..r~ free .. ac.~~§s .-,'iQ-_'30~ .- s~r.v_i_c~:1;1 and 800 .like .1 .. ·{ J ,.,,~- i- •1l ___ ." ... 1 ~-:_~·1-),..,..,_.,,~1•cee;"" ... __. (:.l...:--.1 J.__41-•.,.1. ... ~.- ~-.a.-1-• _._...__ • ....,. __ .. _.._J. "'""'-' -flL ~"-~--1 ~JJJ • 

'~c.t!:?·1u{~ 1Fno.tjibh, oH ~,-u; ::n-!::•riJ c.;H,;':1""!1 ''sn--d" 1fitU ,(£1.h'3l1o 

;; yd t,<;>,21,~f~: ;y~~1-:s~p~i~~~~t'!~~-~~~~-€?~~~~gf'6~~/;.11<!.rf :t •<d b')THDHl 

. ·{-·y-:-:,J P. JJ ') 

o free access to customer service-in both 
Englis~ and non-English formats. 

. . 
13 -1,'.b6 _Sma~ le:bnIJ\~~pendeJ\t,1Lgcs ~-refe'1.·h~o··~the :folrl6.-1i'ng teni"{'ti'feifr­

<!alave r as I-rel_~phone 'l{;Ompany ,u:ca l,i f orn ia'-f Pi'egonf :JI'eleppo_!1e rco_rr;npdddi' 
Telephone·r.comparty?JForesthill Telephorie rCoJ!" Happy~va111ey£ltE!l'e'phone 
Company, Hornitos Telephone Company, ·The POnderosac..Telephone't)io,1plrl 
Sierra Telephone Company, Inc., and Winterhaven Telephone co. 
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~ ! . ,·D1scueolon•<\ _I 1d f:,nf.:11 -:,n t ~,d fd l!C•;{:.~ ,~ _,n,~,drp I':) J '{1,(J y:_1 r I oq 

,, ·,1 'l ''l'.)r1' we !believe .ithat it,·ie impor~~n~ ito~:ad◊pt.ta:t\lnJ.fQrl'Q.y) '{•~Iir 
definition :'.of.r basio ;s~rvl<::e -~o,,thatcall. ren!dentiA1:1telephoue~,n :,d j­

cust'omera,i no,rMtt'e:r,: where,-they,ilive;,irbG{'lit<:>rn~a. cor 1what;;the,\>;r,0 
lev_el:.of,.--rincomef'is;, rcan .exp_ect,a,.cei:;tahi ll'il}iID\l!JI Il~vel (?( u~etviC'~(r, 

·This is espeoially import_artt-.1iJ1r.~ m¢bilEt sor.1ietyr,w};lerevp~ople0@<!Yh1 
movo. llctoss it(2WI\{-.:or~ fr.om·_one, p~rt,·_ otr~h~ .:at:at:e_1 t◊ (lfiOther:. <•c:f'Q~ifh;, 

the vast: cmajqrity::of. _t.elepho.ne _;¢\lst;:.ometo, oti.hQYDh~X~c.<;Om~n to expect 

and rely,:on •the: service i:eleme·ntP. 1that-·_.we 11 ia.ted:,ln::Q. 9:~oQ7~~51h ,::,1vJ. 

£ ,.,,~.ewe ,will r adopt, some ;_Qf I the auggested0teY.iQi~m_sr,tQoth!:l:i 1 f ,,._-, 

service elements which make up basic service as auggeste~hbYr:Muif D'.":> 

coal i tJon ;t rD~, ,r.al\d r.UC~ ,._\"t.,,. /I'her.suggested<.2rev.l'l:io11s 1a:reealready • 
incorporated r as tpart: ~<>tr.thos~ :partioularc ~er~ic~:felement:8i' rilndibY I:.; 
adopting ;the. tmggested ,r~visiorte; we .:'are,ao~!Yr;clai:ifying iwhat :>i 8 Gd 

consumers., and our rules, regulations, and decisions••1haYe com(L,t();, 

expect. 

Some ?f the revision~l??i\l~i1iti?i}?Yri~TT5Jc~~\\_tign and UCAN a 
include the reference to the word "free" for certain services. W' 
GTEC ints tltAt ·:e~cH:se:lJ!~t~,,-~-l~rrte'iit 1&i 6 'IH.c·~'sti{}\!J h~s an 

po • B ·.r•··i :o_J::JIJ') ~) i or D 1 1 :) ·101 Ho l J r_.'I l 1/t'!n r 2 G l \ ·Y,·: 
associated 'cost., and t'1at '-the seivlc~--efeinents ·whfch-make up basic 

service are not :!ft1ee\'JifGiW<l€~4\!~~§.'rrlefJ ita9 ;'t8¥:)3a§i~?sJrvfce. our 
, !~,JJ_!J>l )' c. ·!,:-!J,_..,L 3_~J.1- J ~ J.: !A. 

use of the term in the universal serv1ce rules is intended to 
recognize that ~a=J lpci'r't 6t'Ft11~<)~oiidfedc-6aii'fcasei1~fce)3Jcka'ge 

. • r;. :) ~) I V .l ,.) ,~ • 

offering, that 11 free 11 means there are no addiFional·chaj'ges 

incurred by t hJ'f11l~;~~~ ;i~~~1?::t¾tf;1~4itf'.~ftt&{T~~t ~tf{us~'d by a 
customer. 

fi_J,.::,:(_ n i: :.1'Jf.'.''i'.'-~; ·1:-,-:()Jnir.:i oj B~c-:-i::,c ~0-11 o 

_,_?.1,- '.dQJ. Ji."-'J f1;r({_-J;r,r~ fin£,_ !f2) {pn_'.i 

14 9J':rhes:adQpted Irules r:are ~-attached:·hereinras(;APpendt)( 18~a-··1m9··-. ·[r­
di ff er~nces t:betw.een ~.the tadopted ·Jrules::~11<t ntl\e,:prop6s'e~d Irules n.whioh 
are fc\t tiaohe.d Jh'exet.<>.cf18: App~ncJ be r'A. ~for E!ase .:of,·1 ref ~~enq_e _.~~are orfq!> I oT 
highl•ightedc:in ~bold,n:gfmoq !311T , '{nr.,q.·m::J !JHorfq9! 91' aoJ l rcroH , ynnq,no'.> 

.o".) ~JfI<)f{qi)f0T lf!.3VMh:iJJrdh' hrrn ,.~)(11 ,\'H.Cff<:O'.) Dtto.rfqnS.~T r,T.!912 

·- 27 0~ -
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•: 11.r 1 ;c;J 9Jl~!J>(Lth~_,p~gge_s.t..l9flS.; f?f • ~h~J C¢flJJJ.i_9nic, ~An A'n~1--U~A'f,JtHi 

is to have a free white PJ~ge.ll.di.lrect.oJ~Y.1 apd ~f.r~~hY~lJ◊X, p_ag~-~ J t Jnu 
dire.c.t:o}:y~1 :T~~~Ph◊l\~ _<:iµ_~t:9IDJ~)::tJJ l)~Yfc!jJ>~S~r;n~ ,(lq9.v_st<>J11~~ J,Q receiving . 
a fr.~~ ~hlt~( pjig~_~; ~"i.f-<?C:~9.fYi,{'..Pc11,Yft.lJ9.l'l PJ\9~~1!lir~o.t9ry ~yery":,y~ar• 
Free directories. 111t1JJJni~z.e. rJ:1\~_; Jlµl$e1-:.-.9.f:, ~slJl? .. [J\a.Qei t9 9Jr.~9~◊!'YJ,~ Jh 

as~}sJ:.~Af~,: 1 ~nsl-.pr~t~~, tfl~ 1W!~~' .slJ,~_triJ~\tti9)?_,.◊f y~).Jo~;pages 
ady~~J.J.~i.l)g .,38 ~~-,.91\':'-J)..:_, p.d~., th_e.1 ~fr~~-~ ~llJ~~i P.~9e9::~tr~_yt~:ry l.Qf t.h.e)~:-1 
defi.1:1.H:.i.9.1,11ofob:c;l§J..91S~J'.)'ic~.3-J~i'.)b ::;J bir,o,in .~~G£Wt{q~i~)J '{tiCJ ·c,rh,,J 

i '- ._, , 11 ,:; f\.EJ.f 9T_E.9., pqj. pt;.ei;t> pµt-:,Jn_.J_!:a::.~~~nt~ ~tP J;J1J1J P.\"9p<;,.!3e~.,1 '✓ 1 'Jl< 

decision,'{y~ll9i"J P~9~PI.9JJ"ec.t_QJ"Y>.<t.dY.~~t:ipJpg 1.fei nol; P\lbjec;:tfJ.t◊i. th~:1 

CommippJ9nJ;, j9tJ.13_<;)}c,\:}6n,a.~K.c.~p\:.:; .9_~ PJ"QV.i!i~p.., f9r_1 J_Q y~);><iiYJEJJRfl[ ~Lt 

(b) of Public Utilities Code§ 728,2~ Thus, we will not require 
carriers to provide free yellow pages directories as part of basic 

. . . 
service. Although we cannot require the distribution of free 
yellow pages, as noted earlier, the continued free distribution of 
yellow pages is clearly in the best interests of the c~rriers, 
their advertisers, and the public. 

Iri the September 5, 1996 proposed decision, and in the 
revised proposed decision, the assigned ALJ recommended that there 
be an allowance of five lo~al directory.assistance calls at no . . 
additional charge. We agree with the comments that there is a ·cost 
associated with answering· these calls, and that this is an issue 
best left to the marketplace to decide.· We will, however, require 
the incumbent LECs to·continue to·provide the same number of free 
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dh1ect'6ry1 assltH:antfe' -cililtP that 1tre~:·prbVided"fo~i lnl'thefr tariffs 
unti 1 ·otherwiser ;order~d ~by; the) Cott,n,!ssion·~q c:d j c;•,; ')<'_,·_f} r. ~---•:.cd O I ~"1 I 

:t'.-·i,,·,:•n ;As :f_o:rtJcAN•s 's"\fgg·eiJt'ionf tnat>thet'~ 'bhoUl~flie free'acfce~J-s 
t6· -cusU>rrier 'serVH:e<ffn! both 'En.giistt'rahd'fto'rP-E:nilisli1 f6rmat'iji rotir~ t, 

discussion·i: t>f. 'bi 11119ua1r servl"te:a-,··t:oversi thatlrf~·stu~ ,a') 1 ·10J'):J·1 .tt, ']'":",·1·--. 

U:)t'J:q We) will ·a:dopti th~; ·augg=estfibn by1 th?fl Smalle{r-1•lndependeht:i; 
LECs{ that the·:pr6p:qs-~d:·s~rvl~t?' elemint:i l-ergardihgf ic<iesa• toi: p~bliS)r. 
policy pay telephones, should be deletedPi The'l fob'usiof-'tnet b~·sHf•b 
servid~·-:idef i'f'titi6n 'is to1def-lne' the\ i3et'vic'e7 ~l~m:~nfhl 'th'af. are to be 
pr6vid~dJ to:_ ~11 retddtmt•ibll housrehcffdlft:)8 Piihl'i?;'.'lpol'.icyi iYay,110lrd·;.,c;-h 

teleph~h"etl:,J·re i'lbt ! p}o\,td~'dJ t"6 houlJ"eholds-.nOTheYe"f,6re~ we'IwJ.'ltir.· r;o'.) 

,-.,·.1.tu1>n :0;1 f!L.- 9·,; .~11dT .C..:.8~,· ;! 9bo'.) 29ljiJJ_jl! ·.>l.Iduq lo (d) 

~,[,:J;~(l 'Jo j u:q c~G n0.t·soJ'.)~·df) ~'}Ef:t! •,..;of_f:J'{ 9')'il S:ll1VO'H] OJ rn0rTJB'._l 

,:,.Ysl 1o 1!:ilJudl·1.J,dh ndJ ::niup::,'.t Jonru,-:J 9·.-: dpuorfJiA .fj'.Jlv·f·:•H 

; ,1 n cd J ii, l :. -_: 1-c~ H. ~--0-·(1 b::, fl j d JH..-:,::, ,::, ;L, ' "j •y j_ [ ·.!f, :Cl h O :1 on ~, r, 'G 9pi:q ·,:c I [ :iy 

,_:.ri:~ ,,£ ·.r~:J!~ ,fi,_""':.{nj~_)~~f; l-):.)~_~Ci:Jt)·.ftJ ·)l~et ,<! .. !:J~r;-~).f({~)':~ ~Y:.l·J i,1 - . 

i r:f1 .. i.J .~Dd: f_1:.:f•-i1:)- )\-.-<_)~)-1 1_., Ti\ 11-):!t:l~:~:f=. t .. riJ ,PcLL-21:J:io f.1::;·~r><J<Y!(J r~.::.El"'-.to·1 

en _:i;; <'- r (F'J ::,:·,jf1~Jr:i~:2i, ~<-!0:1"_):n:ib J fs-::.,nf r,vj 1 )o ·-•'Jfli;.',,~)[Jf, fie, Yi 

--.- - - - - ·- - - · .. -
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delete~ accessnto .publici'pol icy,ipay .. telephones from 1ourLdef init)ion F",! 

of baeio service. 15 .,1·J~•:ro!nu:) ·d:=::,dJ oJ b'1·E:,l)o 

I We ld6 fnot;_ adoptrthe,,auggeetlons·_ by Pa6ificc·and,'AT&T 
Wireless ,th~ti,:flab ~atecservice ~be,elimiriatedJ ~-AbF ther,PPH~,<• many cb 
consumers expressed:!sati,sfacbion:.withf hav1ng\a Johoice; of ~·flat::·orho·.> 

tneasut·e.d .:_,rate· _servlce, r-,Depend!ng--:onr,theircoircumstances/t.some ,,biv~::. 

preferred\measured ratecse,rvic~;r ,while·:others p·refetre·d iflat-frat·eo:.., 

service b I r.'l'h'e flat ·:and i measured\rate ,·options ·:pr'eserve'Tcustome~~ c. D c:r, 

choice,, :and provide· :consumeisi wi.thr'a ri\ethod .byEwhich to ;comparisort~ 
shopcarnong .::carr1ers·.i Hie ~~lieve·:tihat•dff.wirelesslpl'oViclers fdesir~·q 
t.o ~compete. in Jt}le d6cal-!e)(change < market-r, ft.hey rsho\11.d ,lie 'req\lired r to: 

of fer basic service in the same type of pricing formats thatltji't'(f r;: i 

offered today_, by . ._\f_.ll'elir1e ·.ca·r.ri~rs q0b1:, oj DHr J'.)::cb 03 U; 9'.1 

·10] F_Ol;'i<_the JS_malter. 'li~cst~ . .in ;californla·/~of, ~which :there,a'r~:/J • 

11 1 we t~h_all :JtXemp~_;them ,from .ithe service ~elerriellti~ tnati t:.hey ·be~ .111£.f_W 

requ!,red.\ to :offer,,cust~il',ers r the·;cli_6ic~:;of. _;flat1tor,1measured irate· lvn i 
sex:_v_i~~f:-._upless ._the· Lsmal ler1• LEO ,currently,wf fers• ·that: :opt ion:.; ~1 f,,;;':') 

however, a ·nek carrier- _decides '.to :offe·r,rlocal1 ·exchange· ~_ervi'ce,fin-cd 
the serv.i.c~.,:.areas.·.of, these, sJllalV companies,·,·_the! new fcarrier> 'wilb,bef . . 
re(J\1-1,rec\ ·,t_o p~oYid~ :.all _ofi_the <servi'ce !elements: listed fJ\1 Rule 4 of 
Appeml.ix:,B.-1 Once_ c.ompetitiop rarrives,fin .these-: a-reas,rithe,·incµ~~nt:• 
LEC~, t_h_a41 ~-o,,no~: of.fe_r measured rate· ·service· will1·be· force9 1 byo:·i ;,If; 

, E: .".). t· ~·:ifuJI nl [1,)r1lf;Jno::> r,L1aJl·1:) c;,,iJ lo Jcipll ,d s::,lv!'.'iB 
15 Public nolicv pay te~ephones play a role in the universal 

ser,JicEP caht{'![t>''b~'b'atis~1 thb'ife • fypks 1 bf )f~iihrie!i drtf lll~c!fd' "1here the 
publiq:,sa_fet:,y,l or-; convenience,•re~Jre:S~tit .r s::(25 CPUc2a,~2s1,F.. 2841iv·1:1n 

fn. , 11.b) il'Tl~osfr,..tryp!e_lif?pt ~~~.lep_llfhll~Jl ,fi~\1:ffi;J~.~~~-d~~ abfl?J1.tl1:SJld~dj Pf, "hr.,"J GI ava1 a cy oi ~be .~nes, wnere·tney s11oui e pace, ana w o 
should! have) to!-place·) thein1 tihere1 ... .; , rUfl<J,1 -.. ~o:) '{ iq·1·1 ~ui lo r r nJonJcol. 

!3::>.iv·Hrn ~Jin Jr,.Cl s ·19:llo r.-J ~~nl ~d bluor{a 9::>l•r:rna IsljH9h.i:B~·1 

16 t'l:'h..e..: J:.e.rm:~•srnalle.r rLBCs''d·refe'rs .tor al,h·of Lt,he~ LECs~t:inclu<;ted··,in~w. 
the referen.~9 to Small LEps . the sm~ller J;Jide~endent ~ECtJ CJJize~s 
Telecomrntfn'Tcat16n's1~mp~ny ~sf) th~'] d81de\'r'Sl:~td~9 ('~'Wlf'1cit~z-£riti .~h~ .!n 

Telecommunications Company of Tuolumne. . 
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market ic6i\eiderations to::dcqide ;wl)oti,h~ri suqhr-an.'optlonr should" be L· t, 

ff h i ,:, J ' . . 1\. o ered tot er customers. .,.,·Hvr·.,,~ ·>rnr,, 10 

;xi·; AsPf6r rOCAt a l,"ecommendattone,·regar:dlng .:unl imiti:id 
dh.:ector;yl"ttssistan~e f6rjth6se r cust'ome:rs ,who' may be J aubj~ot c:t6 I ~tea· 
code, splits ~and· overlay~~• iwe:'deoline •t:o·~adoptrtha_t< sugg~stlonrrH.ThO 
evidence -presented-during .1the.·hearings,'.ol_etirlyr shows, that-·ithare,are_ 
costs ·:assooiated'c.with_ the rLECs lha'ving: to :p1·ovide directorytrd _! ') 1 :nq 
assistance.,:; Jl'he --numbe.r .. of.Jdi.rec tory fas s ls ta nee rcalr s sh'6\lld ,·bd v·vi ::i 

curtaile}l ,.with out radoptioI:i .'of- the ::requirement,: thati •.cus_t6mara ~becri:., 
provid~d .with •.a ·1l_9eal, itelephone rdirectoiy,i and the !riObif-iq_ationqorl2 
process 1.'i-hat d's iput,r-int.o:pla,ce :befor~ran':area rcode_ispliti or-~o_ver-lay 
is adopted.-t ,.::H,/11oi pni::,i:·u1 to s,f{J [:::\f,.c:, sriJ nl ,_,-_1.i:v·t0c~ 8(}.!C'f ·r0llo 

We also decline to adopt---.cal/Neva·!s !sugges_tio_n Ito· have no 
unl-imited free iblocking rand :unli.mitJJ i bil•ling .radjustments· for 
unauthori_zed information •services cal'1s ,Y!"Such'-a change Wou'.ld :,:c"' , \ 1 

invite ian £avalanche ,ofubilling ·adjustment,·complaints•~over, w>ietnar-cn. 
calls were· aµthorized ,or-,no.t'.'.-1r1,The"et1d,.user: "should: be::ye'sponsibie·0" 
for, deciding: wl)_ether-.,iriformat-iori 1services -calis,~frotl\• their, , ·1 ::i·:,-~.·cd 

household should ·.be: blocked ·aft~r,·.thTs -problem'.first,·occurs':r; :,,, ,.,fiJ 

, -, ;, ,_,£,1;'-i Gitizens•.r recomme'ndati'on ·to ~·dele·te "the ,pol-icy£ statleme~r\t1'-' 'f 

in· propos·ed,1rule .-3•:A·. 2··" willt ·notdje··adopt·ed.i,::"Citizens1 fear;:tlhatnA 
the poJ.idy .. ·statemenF.wil·l1 :result; in- tih~·1autotnati'cf'cexpat1sfon1 rof1 the',T 
definition of basic service is unfounded. In_order for the basic 
service definition to be expanded, the Commission will review the 
service in light of the criteria contained _.in ·Rule 4 .c. 3. ___________ _ 

' I i'.,E'~rfuhlf r1iite!<l t'h~_?'·bfnc'EfYiq th'"lspn<1ll--3 :J e'<Jo(~ ~:>1Ht=h :Jit'f~1'1 ~ I 
~.',l j :) "is,----.·,: I) :)'.Jfi J_q !)"f h a ~i!Cll(! H.l 1l{ ~q ,t., J'i::o:PJ T\J c!u nJl.J~r J .... :.d 1?-.,_.., ,_t_.., _,_n_g_ •"j B 

servi,:e~<; a __ cust:otl'lers/ ,local c'alling;1area--i·sho\Jld•,be, at) l~asb,'as•l iduq 
lar e s the~r61Jr1:'lfi{~ lt>'t!~l"; .rcil1; • .-,-!J 8 1rwn::1!} fth=k ~ :Yfflo~ao;F .. < • 1 . • fl 1 

t~1·.-;'1\,u, ,P'.J'.JG!•J •cd Ol!'Oib '{'01B
1 .-it,~.?- ,~'.!ilt>dft 1r_tlJ..-.: _ iJl 1 '{.J-A rdG{lf,Vf', 

footnote 13 of its reply comments, stated! thatt CLCs~,\o-'ho1 furnifjh'11c,r{2. 

residential service should be free to offer a flat rate service 
withfm!a, locah~calling area' ,that differs':fi"ofu ·the~ 1local,i·call'ibg 3 ! 
rJ?)/ ·t 1 •t:)~-P .Jfu<)r~~,,l~h:kT -:f 9 r C.e1? [\rt, '.l .• e')';q I (.F.,_l~ 0 I l1{Jp:t9 I[rt '.Hi j 

a a_ 9Jn<c~~':r.eJ t~q_,J1l> "!1dl'1f~rshn!b ~nr-Jeys -tJi.~W~,.99 .lb9tJo_.1.u~.~~-,10'.)!)1cJT 
. •)n-•:11IouT lo ynnqco-::> eilOI JB'Jlftu:;·,;";~o'..)c:,l~T 
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• . . 

cQncerns, are '-more ipt'op~rly addres$ed r irl~ ttie tlocallcompetitiotl JrtJr. 1 

proceeding ~ratl\er-1 than< )le·re ,r w , ~111::-,· ,'"Jr Ji J11~-t ,.;,,a r; :U r-~·n ·> -hJ irur1 ~:-.-1 t J _ 

Yu, S(){1'1e .Qf• :the 0·commerits fmade qit fthe'. PPl-lsp"ahd :~iri letters' ;t:O' 
the Cornmi,ssion i' suggest:ed. ;t_na.ti i Iriternet' access-;, f cGYt"ai "~ ki tidff rdt l fC_,;J 

cu~t;Qnl ·cal ling, features, , and ·advahced ,broadband,(set·vlc~s/; !sliolil ~agY1 

iISDN, :ahould 1be:· incorporated into.£tne1 ba·sic 1·servide•definitiott1.JE We 
fit·,Elt-, note.·that, the -basic: service: definition.., adopte<Ftod·a:yl enabl~a' 
anyo_n_e ,who; ha·si.the, computer ·harowaret and software t<)i·conne'Ot:i lo1 anf 

Intern.et: pt'ovider:.1.i: •All-ilthat, is"· ne~ded1 froh\1 a/ t~lecommln1i"cat:fon~fHl { 

standpoint !fa :a,i"Voice' grade te.lephbne: line") and\ tbuchtohef diallti{H~c 
both of which are •included• in'f the-;. basic service d~f-inil,ion1i j 111 D !"Jf.> 

AltJ1*\l9hi manyj have1 taJkedt abollt,1 access :(or la.ck ther(;!of)Tt6 the 
Inte~re~·) ttndt the •informat-ioh, superhighway ;r,;wei musta1pointi:·6u·t:,th'at·1q 
this_,.C9(Mli~sion t onlyi has) jurisdiction')over-:1the·< tel~phbn~l companHfsq 
who_~~ L "tli ies '¢onfieqt-.1 the) c9mputer to~ the 1 inf ormat lon·-1 pi:"ovid~~~, 17 PK.>.( 

To~ br9ao.en the,, definition ;,of~1 im i versa 12 service :r And~1basf c1 ae'.rv ice:• to - - - - . . 
incl\19~.· access :-to a I computer; 1111'10d_em;.:0 s6ftware1~and.rthe:2 iilformation1 

provider, is clearly outside -this Commission's juri~diot ion I Jin r] !)b 

Broadening the 91;3J:i.1_1iti<?t\ ◊f i basic~)sarVica ftl{Jittaiude • H 

broadband services, will also impose more costsI:6n~1l:heJir\cumoent 
LEC and the1new car~i~rbJthat,wint0to en~dr~thaJlo6Alfei6hange 
market.,,~ cl\scsometof ·1tqe r:speakers rnentiottedl·aD:: the: PPHs,rcsorhe a"I~,v l illf 

cusl;9mers ·1may not•. want J those i seri ices 1 at£ al 111 ::•in addi tioJ'.i ;t t_he :,,n.q 

fumU,ng1.baeer:wouldineeq tolbe £increc1sed;-as;-a:1 result r,,:, :we !agree :'with' 
".i(;~:,1 wd:Jr',1.01nr h,G 1i::-Ji·1 rror:lUYl01fd lo f_l:J8DE'>f') bf,-;Vf\ oJ 

"c!~'.ni '.' .l ,, :::: 11') r fr.-; 10 no!.. j f,H [ r,•;~) "('il .i,:,cno HF '")l -Je 11;:1 !".J"f•3d J \ ,n ':'. ,-.:-J_,1 tJ::> 

. ,:;~) r v 1•YJ I Ern:av lcw 10 j•xu.1 f> 9·!0:l 0·1~d.t bHG , 1 fi i:_:Jn92,-:9 iY}:T3'Jh tY1c; 

17 ..DF1,9-.~tt·1?~~~Pl,er,.r1?v.>~i,t-~:~?-i'j_,9,c,a~~tt'v jtS"$t~':~ Qd,t,.Re~~,11\t~d11Rf~~A4. fIOJ 
Organ za 1OfiS," a BUrvel qu,;;:SC v'n poSeO ne nee anu aeman Or 
Internet; :.ft.~r::.~icel cf:3.7 r21% :of ~tlie !resphnderitS!}iad the:<fj_ervide'f.10{ !)V~b 
93. 94% of the reaP<:>ndents wh? did not have the service, 1:1tm?A<1-fl1sb 
that they would use the serv1~e if it was affordable. Tne 
unaffordable portion may be the cQrnp(ltetLhak'ililare~r:r_.ah<i!th .. e -~ 
information Piroyide~•s➔ p;\<?~thly fee., .~ath~r1.t}F~Jh.1tl}P.{Jik6nt~y cost of 
the telepno'h:e .. ~fihe'. w (seEf' Plih11c:rJAdv'~kte°s·P·Rgp.1y Corrinte·Hts, . . - - . 
D~.G-~rn®r:c..lncl99-5·1 i::survey, atta'chrnent•.1}) s'.)lv·.:rna fr,nol :1lhhs HG 9huJ~t1r 

- ' 
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Intel! ,S, ~~Qrrtnept,:.that,r to ,-.fncltld~ r_great~r. ~~ndwJdth '"Services< at,,·this ' 
time would create a new entitlement, whioh;pres·enbly. <IOe$ rri6t-o'.<.•i<J 

ex;i~t--,-,_and !ncr."ease.~the: need .for-fadditional-:funaing, !.'·· Before 
man_d~t,ing ;~he_ 1in_ol:u_s.ion,~of, ~-,broadband 1pipel•in~ tinto (QVery1r ,·(l') r1I-fJ 

_ 1-EtQi(j~ntJ.a,l·,._t_e_lephor1e,.cuatomei'fs,1hot1se/;,as .wel-1 1 as·"'other :-dallingi_;:;- - -­

(~at.~KeJJ,11W.e~~need,_to_._keep :-.i.nr mihd ttha·t Ja, numb~r,·of• houdeholcla sti-fl 
~x;i_~~·.llJt!)in,_CalJ.tp.tnia1-.that1 ·a--re, without~ tlie· ,means' tb' rafford, any .i:l 
t:~ __ lep]10J1~,;~(tJ'.'_vic_e at?-~·all-.,~ ,we, therefore ·deolJne) atLthisf tim~ 'to•'{m; 
inqt\1.~~1-~nY1.othcr=:. aerviceJ elements1 in''. the! def-ihitiori) of>·basl·d119Jn r 
sery,1-9~.; l h T~e).s.erv ice ~.elements, .whi~hr we liave:i inc 1 uded ,i h hh'e,qbw-; JS) 

def initiQlJ.LO_fj .baei~ setvice .are, c0Jjtainecl1·i"n1 Rule ·4\ B.d":> rdw 10 ff jcd 

~-dJ oj T<>re11~1J..te .that al:l resident,ials t:e_lephone, custotn~rs.?"aYet it\ 
pr9Y..l~e~;,_dib1 tl}eJlOinifflum, ·!ev~Jt 6f•) ,ervice1 ~_hatl we ad6pti1 todayi~J!II 

• R~l(!!.1~ !~3:J in.11\.ppendiXJBjprovidesi: that~al•lt carf-ier,,9, that~ pt-ovio:e: i:d J 

local r e~9hange .. 1r~sJ.d.(mt-ia1"( service shal•t;,provlde1 al-la th~1. «~rvh'.:lfH{w 
~ lem~p~~A:;>f-_:, }>a$iC:·-J:1ervice k•~ Such t a1 rulel does i- no,t C prevent cal:'r:i~f s~(f' 

f,;o[!'l_j pf {~t.irtgc· more, :service J elem~nts::-: than )Wh~t••the bas'ic) servi~e( ~it I 

definittpnrrequirest 8'w~Li;?l-· •J) r~°idJ •)!.,i:::~lcio ·yru·,'.:1 h ,d ,·(•.,f}i_vo·tq 

B. ReviewrOf 1ThetBasic--sen;i.t:e Definition ::id J pit rr~r.,b;o·1H 

-HF J. •·!J:..' Introduot.ion·,~ en 9·.1,~-~ ::-,c;c--.·r:1i o:J J ,., J -~ f ;: , B !):.').£ v ·.t ~'U bru~dhr,0~1d 

•:,fnC:~:·3643cStates·1thab one~of·.,t"he·!objeo{:ives ofHthe:f J::,nr, ::>?,1 

uni vers~l.<:.~ei;vi.c.e proceeding ~,1s;·1to develop,a qieriod.lo.:.review. :1px"'_1F • .1 

proc@~!;l l;o.:c:teviee the definition·:of\univeraal _rs~rvice to·;reflect:aw,_ ;~­
i:i.~w-.. ,te.QhJJologiea :«;ind ,_marketsL:~;;AB·13643 ~.:also p:rovldear:thati:,fntoidei::'1 . ~ . . 
to avoid classes of information· rich and inf~rmatiqn poor 
customers, there must be an ongoing evaluation. of ~hich services •• • 
are deemed essential, an<! therefore a ~par~ of un~verifal s~x.Yi? .. e.. _____ _ 
Com~Is1:eht=·\Sf\:~''-tnbJ.&1 d1¥'e<l:"fi 'i][JdF-t'Rif'"e :l.J.{ :iur. '11:tri1:l:'§1~·~G-i:~~4\ r ! 

·.101.0 bnr;~~10 1)fl6 f)'.J9fl gnJ Y,9c.:l:q HOIJ?t!:rnv '{~~I\l.t~ h _,Ji'LO'i~JF.,~: ... y,1;,e_:co 
devel<>P.El<l _pr.<>PQaed rules:~for,:th.e ~review "'of ibh'e \};asic-:-rier.vh:e0n-19jril 
def"lt"t{o!l".( ,9'JiY'J!,~~ 9IU 9-Vf;r(_.:.tf.)il I:lb ?riW aJfl9hl19qa9·t !}j]j lo -lt-~.(e 

l. 1. ~ii1' .n!ddl·.10111> ar.w Ji 11 9:>1v·1~a 9riJ mw biuo"'f, "{DrlJ jijrlj 

2. ,Positio:ns,of•lthe~ Parties J 9r{j ')d '{Ml ·nol-J-.ioq 9Idnlr.ro) },:.nu 
1o j2():) 'xfCit'1l,r~11t3r{ l:nilfJkktsqflTh'l'I- tti.')1 'ilJfj&'~lhi:.\~WhiJfJfLJt~l.j<fll"!Oln? 

. ,a:1ne:;1:,10~ y1q:..?,1 - • ae.1t~~"f1b1\ ~A{.uP:i. l!t:.,01 .<?.H1.J...1. ~li~fl1cf,1,.sj, 9rfJ 
include an additional service e'letnenti· into t)le··def irifti"on ."of.:ib'asioG 

.. _..,,.· 
32- -!( 
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·Jidq1,1tx.l'JP ., 101 ~nj\poPTED!UHIVERSJ\L'1SBRVICE>RULHS..:~ f1.:ll>f 
. -,;, i Yth'.) 1i')llil '{d b'l r 1 i~rHJH f',~)·1 (, 

1. DEFINITI NS . 
,:1U to nofJ» tl[!'ft _Jl;dJ hrnmY> ,Hit' :'{.J11r,1Jua11 GViJiJ~1rno'.> .t, 

1 • dA1Ju Al lh81'd 1usat~1sutchltr96 s (AEUS)fJri i A·! funding ,meonanlsm used to 
collect m¢,t1~y:1fo>:qCOmmission·1mandat:~d)pr6gramsJ '{The AEUS is 

! ; n,_-, r J ,~ ap~l iCableri t:o l al•lu telecommunications i carr,lers ,:}with the 
• n 1 exc~pt: i6fi of 0one ~way) paging 1 c6mpal) ies s r,v rrhe:1 sure ha rge is a 

percentage of the ·customers• total expenditures on 
rnJ tel~eofrunut\lcat ionfl services\ The.r,svroharge:f ~B 1yisible>!:on 

rh f ti·.1 i-::Ucusl:oiters ~·Jbi lHnas·;a·ll ine·, item Joliarge (Ci cJ i 1fqr,·1eo~t[! 
qJ( J ·101 b~v i ·1~>h no nc,'..) u•-,j bi nd1,:1 JHO:J rl1!i ,I hHr; c.Jnh ~•co:} 

B. Basic- S~rviceiar.,\ certain1definedtmlnimum·>leve).i:ofb 
teleconnunicatione service which each carrier of local 

. l!fi ~ ~icchMg~:i~~rv1~~') ia::•'.r~quire~) ~o-Jprovide, t~·>all! 0£0-ita., 1 
,~1;,_)1 J f;'_)J ~esid~ntial ... :cutJtomers)whot,re@estalocalrf exchange •service. 

;, '.,pi:;,::! ,·eaeic:f servlce·! ta·-: e~times ,referied)to:>as~-}baolo exchange 
service. .;:dHioq lioJ w:,,;-..,Jf"l:-J 

:>l'IH· C}X'JC~l i fornia'..iHighr Co~f Fu{id ;, (CHCFi or.-:,CHQF.-iA)"·ixHJ\hr, exlstittg 
1 o A .1 fond:~eseablish~d 1by ther;eocnmlssion9f:0·1ansure·1 bhat,0 oustomers 

in areas served by· small and mid-size LECslhavtnaddess to 
telephone services at reasonahl~ rates. The Commission 

p~) ( r; col let:t avMney 1 forJ ti her.. f ur\dr, through i al_\(IAEUS'"i and i<;list r iliutes 
,:'", ,·,::i~ lit"{{o·;the s(MHl and tnid-size ILH.Cslba1;1ed ohr;tbe~.fndividual 

,, _i:; ; ·,,: :'.need of2.thtt·1c:otnpanies::as authoriz~d'°,bY r a:-'.Comn\ission 
i.1 r:,-,r J::.resolutiota. h) :;ur.c'f .i':HiJo ','ilf·- ·10 C::,,'F,!l nol.tirdr·rL!rb 

;-;.-f(_)~,.'•J~)ii 1 r:•,,/~t_f :)_((?f3(f ~-..if j 2.0 ff'•,•l.Jlf;{ (!;·: ff,. , ;{-1(;'_,.~j~)l( J:-LJ ".=-'·fi-J 

D. California High Cost Furtd-B (CHCF-B) t I<..,the·ffund·;developed in 
this proceeding to subsidize high cost areas·of the state. 

~ (Th~"fund 1inQludes'Ja·icollection~mechaniem;Pa~dietr.:$,bution 
meohaniem;,nand:·a1methOd:;for,,calcilla,tirtgJthenamouht,-:of the 

• :. ,:,·.::-,::i ,, n .1 required (subsidy:~ e. I im ,; E :)o .-- 0 - r._e . s:i} Hor J r,v i: :1s,:;•1n t 
<_ , :.J.,; J ,-; i1 ·1 o l ;{ ·ff,.,:'.:"C.11 6 d ,~ .i: ! d.., J 2 a f.,ri ,, 2 r.,-_, iv ·1 'J ~~ ~ '.J 0 nc:>l j .Jod o j 

R. :.n·california•1TeleconneotbFun_dtn~5tbe! fund develo~ed)in this • 
- proceeding to provide diecounte for telecommunications 

._:·;i r.:=:u bc:a~ivicea:-:to::-qualifying t;Jchoolli}6librariea}nhoapitals •. health 
• r> .1olinlcs;r;and fcommunity 1haai!d forgarlizations·.,;:. 1 '{X<:nq 

1 !cPr 2 Carriar ,ofBLaatJResortG (COLR) 1 ·roA-:-carrierJwho p'rovidee")local 
-_;::! t:.r,; l J 0::·:--ex.chaitge st:irvicej:)arld stai\d9-:,readyJto·.:provide'1baaic serv1ce 

· f ,'")I :J·.,r,·1torany ouatoo~~;,reqoeeting)eUohJservic~~witliin?iJ.Bep~cified . 
area. To be a COLR, the provider must meet Convnieeion­
appr0Vedl'4llalificat:dorui ,)"l'.Jrtl rrnH pno..I n::Ji v .tn2 11,JoT . H 
<JAi1i\O '.:-rJJ rd b9:-J6L,vah al jfsnJ ')!9.,IaT lo noi.Ji:nil~b 

s,iT 
.Il0\9.IO 

G. Census Block Group (CBG): An area defined by the united 
States Census Bureau for purposes ·of the CHCF-B. The CBG 
serve·s <;IS the geographic study area. 

JI, -Common carriage: Provision of _telecommunications services 
available to the public_ con c:t non .. dis~riminatory basis. 

I. Competitive Logal Carrier (CLC)i A common carrier which-has 
been issued a certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity effective ori or after January 1, 1996, to provide 
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local ex:~11~!\9~J.t(}l-et::~u_nj_~a
1
tiont11 ae_:rv~ce for a geographic 

area specified by eucu carr er. 

J. · Competitive neutrality a The concept .that re~1~f1~k
1il th~ 

1 i,,.,w telec6mmun,tcatione\indv.at:ry, sh~ul<J_,be.~etJ:V<;t1.1,:edfl.._q eµ_qh a 
~-u.-:/, : way that 1 !,t.111-either,1 favors ,nor,·itnpedeat~;,n.e,1 .h:1 I Io::. 

·, ! J telecommuilicationat carrier :or-,9roup1 of-:.,tele~Q{NJI\UJ-l,Gatione 
. .. : .-. t carr iera, i! over,: any,: qthe1y carr1ef, ~ or•- group Qf 1- t;~n:J.~rs. 

::, K~ 1c:o~~;~phi~ ~~~Ja~,:-~;~~J c~1~r: ;~~/ c~;!;i~K~:·JH;1!Jii1ted 
geographic are~ 1 that- serves t aa.c., a.~ x-eteren.ce.1wf Ot:J ti:om which 
cost data and high cost subsidies can be derived for the 
designated ~carrler;jori carrler,Jtof _].as~'.)J"eso~t-~ior,H . H 

[r,~)Ol lo -l!JiTHi'.) 1hr;9 ,r~irh-1 ~,:liVj!Ja u110.iJr.'.>in11;,,_.1o~!l[1j 
L.n JLocal c Exc~angoh•oA:i tele_<;Qmgl1J]li~atJ.oneH1y~~el!l._~Pl9Y ging . 

• 1)'.1 j v -i. serv ~ce:{w,1. t.hin Jar spec i.f ied:)are& i withi.1bwbi¢b:1gQroYQicat ions 
'., uac,<f are c6nsideredJ e)(ohange 1 mes8~ges J ~xq~pt:)tQJ"9 th9~~.r: messages 

between toll points. . ~:.,iv t~)a 

i:Mi.Jt)Local-\Excl,.ange:icarrier:r(J.EC) n Tbe)iJl~\l~D~·1lQ<:~).::ex~hange 
. : ·;; ,, -· - .) J n:. carrier-:. or .. ,. carriers t whoae_,nam¢s ~P~~:r:-2.◊n_!Att~cJ-iroent A of 

<,·• ,,~,,these .. ,rulea,J .-",s;;l::;:-bJ-i-:, bnn L [f;•::: "\'d b•)Vf•)n 2i,':>"!f, rti:: _ 
~l~-"> i :..':~~.if;·-.~:.·:<) ".:·~r{ T . 8 ' .. L1 h-i ~) f <i r.~ llCH~ fi ~J·r J h i~ ~)'Ji -._,·1 !"l F! :") !l(h·i1.J:~ .( !3 J 

. • ~.!i Ni s :L6op·:HrAr:transmis~ion_ipath ;capable.~of'idalive:riug,u111alog 
£1:1,i,1· ... ·voice::.grade signals_,between-300 and 3!000 Hz.onlY1ibetween A 

the,,n~twork,,interface:atca custotner,'is:prerois~s and tthe main ., 
distribution frame or any other point of.interconnection to 
the LEC network, Also known as the basic level network 

,11 b0q1) f <::access1Jchartnel i (H-T)lD} H -hmt1 Jao') ,fl?j-lf 1;.i ,no 1 i: f c/> . Cl 

.:Lft; la 01{ f 1o HG~Hf, Jmn tf{?irf '.1:-;ihhitfoa oJ pnib3•.J:){)"j(l uitf.J 
LO, JLOj>en:Accesq: Network ·Arohitecture~Devel6prn~nti1 OANJU>) : 

~,d .. 1 :h.Order ,,Instlitp.bing f Rulemaking·;artd-:ordet'uln'?tituting n 
Investigation (R.93-04-003 and I.93t04~002)btoigpvern access 
to bottleneck services and establish a framework for network 

.i i:d 1 archit;_ecture developmentLof·1dominantr:,¢arri~r 1nGtworks.::1 
,Hio.i JFJ.i tll! ;-:,-:0:l-:>l:1.J ·101 :dntJlY.>:~ib 0h i vo·HJ oJ {!II i b~8'.JOHJ • 

ii n 1;!1P. , ,iProxyBC9BfrEJ: i ~,Geogtaphic~lly ~pe~if ict,posbsnde.Yeloped using 
proxy fa<;toi;tnrathe,; ,tihan-.dir~'3t!lmeaeureroen~r.of n¢Oste. 

I 1,'.)0 fQ1-:iE,P~o~ f'a.otorJ YtF~c.tor: 4sao0Jated·1with 01cost~, ·1in1.<:1bsas ).QOp 
;n iv 19a lengtih:-,Ot'vpQpu :tat·!On'.,c;Jensi ty, whicti., car:i 1be. u~edrt t;Q.:.est ima te 

h~) ;- J; '.):~qost:snwheJ\,,direotaroeasure~~n)tB isi)\mavail~ble qi.:., irppractical. 
-Ho.ianir,J,;o'J J09:,1 Jrw,,1 ·p,bivoH) ~JdJ ,H,IO'J G ud oT .. £!:>·Jc. . 

R. Total service Long Run Increcnental?C◊sts:11(TSU.lC)-\fi The 
definition of TSLRIC that is developed in the OANAD OIR/OII. 

b~jJnU !HfJ '{d JJ~wi. l!)b fi'Y.1G HJ\ : (DWJ). q110·.1n x~oHl aunno~ .D 
DH',) :,J{T . fl--'>i'.)H'J a1tJ lo ;;,0;1cxpuq ·iol Ufi!l'.tufl oun11-:>'..) nnJr;J;! 

. 1,:_nr-, ybuJa ~itfqc.-ipor>{? !JILf 1ir; O!JY-tDH 

2~1:l..i•risa (Htoljr,':>cnu,'.:,~0:>9Iru_ lo noi;:;ivo·1q :8t?r.1r.u,'.)· Hc:::;.-10') ,fl 
. ai2cd '{'fOJFilimirrnHJ·f!Oft r, f!O '.j(fduq ~1iJ oj 9_idcI.ir)'16 

nc:.ci 1f'Ji1fw ·_r9j_-r_u:,~ lIO,T.il10:J I\ : (~,1'.)) 'f!).f"'C16~ Jr;~)o,I !)V.l:tlJ~q,·;o') , , I 
bur, s::-,n91:fmvHo'.) ~1 Cdu<J lo ojr-.'J_il i j·1o'J » b!luonl n!l!)d 

abivo·.iq ·01 ,aeer • I x·J"fiHHfit -:t!lJlr; 10 no ov.iJ~!)lln yJim-1-!>~n\1 
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,_ ,vi ;B~•=H Onivereal.: Lifol-ineiTelephone·:se~.i<:eq(QUfS)1l /the .tJLTS 
programi,isf a atatewiqefexplioit (___<Ju.stome~t.sJJl).s{.<j.y t.hat 

, :: 111•,, l?'·ensureSPlow Hncorcte\l:!o\lseholds lha\fe1a«;Jce~~-t .. lQ. 1l;>cAsio telephone 
ln··, 1r1 ! :- servicE:s ,q\iia, f ixcd ,and~aff_orda_hle n.:a~.e.(1 c'f.he{.VJ.,TS program 
In ~: J 1 iwas,'created inj,response\t"O• thed~QQr~1.VJl!V.~(~~- : iTelephone 

Service Act which became law f:ln S.ept.~UW~J:.:o ,19.$.3,. The ULTS 
program is sometimes referred to as Lifeline, 

. : '(l ,T .. '.< ~nit~~;~r.: ~~~r~~ :: !~~Th~ f.~intc~~t,:\~~J~~k~iQ '.i()~J_ice ,.should be 
i;!u-1 available to1virtually :.e'ieryQIJ.~_rin ,~CcillfQi::ni..'~ ;~.t affordable 

,-,·-~ivr~rates.ci lo !?ilff!Ot:':~ivo.tq ,-i•:jJj_J9:r·:o:> -101 ,:__>bivc,1,1 
,.':.,1uc,:_i 1InH:i1t1J) B hnf, ,~:bn1.1l -:,~ii•.ie;a Jr,.;1·1svio11 oJ aug•y_;r, 
2. SCOPE OF RULES. ~1dnd r,J;wa .h;u:. f,')c>.ro~i - o;;o-xd u j tb)riw -

These rules govern universal service to California 
telecommunications users. For the purposes g~~(q1g!Jl~~un~v~rsal 
service, these rules apply to all California telecommunications 

'{ I ;- u ~carr;,i_ers "h For r.the tpurpose 1bf 0 provi;cllng_ (..\.!I'll v~r~_c\l -~er~i,_ce, these 
rules,, apply f.t6 -:-~l_l•r.Cali fornic\: .;.tele~omntuni_c<\,t~i:onfl. i,Qjlrrier~ 

-providingd:>asic::ser.vice,U·s J,db b:a; ~:nrJO~ rnl":>1rnn.r l 
-1211:-1 ,,:a.rn.ubs-·,1 J.Jnibrw1 ~)riT .n?eI ,I 'QTH11r;t, nr:dJ 

3. :'· UNIVERSAiuSRRVICBr·PRINOIPLES ,AND OBJEOTIVES ~•hivo-w 
-:,-_-, i:Y.1 '.::,;.: I t,a-r~JV l l!lf ·101 b:n i tJp'Y! '(b.i: t-;dr;:_: ~>Jf:-(?'Yrpr,:·, i>;{i 
A. Principles: -~~iJ 10vo 

-·1-,·_cr,11,1., ;,clt- is the~policy, of.the Con_mii.s~iQn~_tQ e.ns'-!xe t,.l1at high­
,., r ., '} :~ J rqual.i,ty Jbasi¢ 0 tele<torrununiGatJQn·s_ :~e,rv..i.c_~~ ,x~main 

j: , ; t available ian<l iilf f.ordable .. to call,;~]:al__.t{Q,r:ni~ns regardless 
- , :, 1 ,, ,: 1 i:-, I~f :--linguistic1i c\Jltur~l 1":·.ethriicr;rphy~i-~alr.,:geographic, 

or income con~idexa.t-ions ~ n r: -:d .1 h) ,.: 1 i "t :-,,r::,.d 

!H!J ~2\,1qlt. t~ theaX?-lfcy 9~:.tl\e C.~ll!it.iQnd.:.l!at.~ ciq;.orq~~ to 
·l-:,;~>Jntn avo1d.at~c}\i1_{.1,_c~t;:!,Q:rf ~t'l!(~en i,Qf9~~lQ~.cX'.l-.ch and 

Lm, , :-,J i:,h,1-lnfo~ti.on iP<>qJ:".,_<:;Qp_Q_WQeXBp:.th.e.~erPhqu.lpL~- _a 
~Hft ,progreas\V'..e ,eW~Q.i.,QQ1P{i.~h..e.~<l.e.fl.)l.i.fJ.iQA.-◊.trpa.sic . 

service, as appropriat~n.a.n<J.,.thtpµ~l)._ lt;:.1!.~ ttmplementation 
of other policies, programs, artd incentives to promote 

r.•11 i wn oq ·101tbe~clepl~~nt~.o{H1d.v.anc,eg tc.1.ec.QQJI\Ullic;:itti.QJis techrtology 
:·) h-.-r q ida .1~(fit0,.'1ll QUQt~:,:: i9TQ\lp~. Jo !:>'Ii _J::,!>tdo nrf J 

,n::o::;r1i. wol \~nilw("Jflc ,uquo-Jp 1"0c-,ojnu:.> IIG pno:n; . 
pc!l /r;!!l,t., i.~ .i\iQ~:;p<;>l_J_cy,19..f ,tl:!~1.<;_orpro!_sqi.o.nct9. ~~11sure that 

. ~.c¢neumei::8: :.h~v.4 \<:\C~.e~fi r.t..Q blfqun&.~.i.9..ll ,ne.eded to make 
timely and informed choices about basic service artd 

1101 !.JV')b o.:f \U~TS,Hxo Cl ~JJ{:J !)Vc.tl r It,tfn n').t'.J hi'!.» rO~I.t . d • 
~rfJ oJ· nJudL1J1to:;> oJ O!)lp!.)jt;·:iJa !JV.iJ»\'om1i 

4. - It is the wliQY!..~fctliet.CO®niQ~.lonitQ~provide consumers 
with the ability to choose among cotnpetJng basic service 

f;; i. j n ,-; J 2riu.s.carr.iet'Q ~~egc!tJlJ..e.s~ ~Qf(.tlJ.e. :J;ecooqlqgi.e~. ;__employed by the 
· e • ·.1si i ·n~arri~t"~ ~YhQc_pr9.v.i4lEcr h.a~.iQ. lt~rv.l~~ cI uqoq 

·, i.:}f{j _ nl ~n9.1:0Jauc) rbua tijlw :.1J6::)I!W•~:r:o:.i oJ p,J-iol 1:3 
5 Ni jlvd-.f} ~b~ :RQllcy~of lt.~~ C.QJ®iqi;JJ_Q_n ~t;<L~_J_l_sure that. basic 
I;, '.)cSetyt~et;:9.c!rt:.t~tQ Rc;lh~x~f.'1.◊.r:lQt~X.<J.Q.))I}~g.t·i vit;.y, . 

.f r;;n:svintet◊P~n::~btl~ty;- •· ~~Wlll<'!~rxtage .r~t€!.li.<1hil ity, privacy 
and se~urity guidalirtes .. aJop~GJ B~lv19a 
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,/1\'6:. •.:,rift i1Htlie'Jpolfoyc6f! the1,Coomisal6nJt.<> provide,dncentivea 
, -'1,rl J. va·,j_:·ri'e·eded • to ,pr(){ft()tO 'd.eplo~nb E of· advancedpo·H1 . 

• . , • ,1, £') f ,d ".') r. tel~coartnlnicatlon·e, t.dchilology~. to·:all tcuetomerf segments, 
I;;·, t•. _,-, '-1 ,·.T, 'a'nd i't~o p6sit-ioii<healt:h rcare, r cOlivfiunity, r and 1,government. 

,,u_ ilT➔ f ,•Titlst-ltutiiohs ·-to'.be1'early,:-reoipients 6£,_ the· benefits of 
;a,j"J!J ·,!\·!, ·tne"{i11f6~_~iori ag~\'••l -:-• 0 '.i:'.~,, j ,_f·d{i·.: h,~ ,nivt0? 

•'-'ilrice:•tJd :~c ()j t;9·rrc,1:,·.c ')·•--:J_):.,;,;c:,:::, ;u ;•h"il'-YHI 

7. It is the nlicy of the Commission to provide a .. 
; . 1; i :•Oi1:; _ c::,·_, rc'orrip'et:it-~velY 1n'etftr~,1.rcuni vifrsal•: ~ervtcd f mechantsm. which 
'' ,i,;, ,·rot 1" -\.ii llTmirlinHze rmarket--·dtst◊rtion·e, \.The mechanism must 

provide for competitive provisioning of basio,service, 
access to universal seryice funds, and a funding source 
which is broad-based and sustainable. ?,'.1_.H,lp.__'lO __ :-}'J_i:))~ . i~ 

rd1nolif1,·) oJ :1'JlVJ0;:! fr2·.r:,·-.drw ui,wop <','){111 ~t,!0d·.· . 

:-,,,:"I:8)1110bj«!dtlVesP a~)P.O·THJq 0:L.1 ·10·-1 ,.;:;·F~i!U [:ffOl)c.:>lmr:,•:v'.)~f,,1 
;!noiJ,-,•.:>.tm:c·~,)'):_d9J .,,cn:ollt.,:; fii; oJ ylqqf, e0iu1 92s1U ,Q.:).£v·19a • 

'· ;:,c,;f 1 , ~:i·,f ,:-r.1~,1t ffs ·-thi robjedtfve •00.f :the tCO:JTVDi_ssion ·ito develop·1a ·- fully 
en~, l ·1 ··operabfe•v·dom.petitfveiy Jnetlt3rat:-\.l~iv_ersal: f~e_rvice IFI 

f inartcing source and distribution !tnechani'scnr ri6 Hate_r 
than January 1, 1997. • The funding mechanism must 
provide ef f.foiei\cy:.. incentTveiPl:o '~slgiU, fi¢~nt·1 y;~K,e_di.{ce . L 
the aggregate subsidy required for urtiver~al .s~rvi~e 
over time. . : ?.__ .. ,Ju c:.ir1r :~\1_ .A 

,(;,j ri .L2'.., ·Itidi:f' th'e iObje•otive' of:.tlie conWis_sion: to adopt ;universal A 
_ il r r-•'''i.iervide·.policie•s•,wnich· allow-'edticat:i~n/Jhe~lth care, ., 

,;;:•· ! i,"H~l~"Yt ,communfty,ahd 'governnfeht>·drlstitutiorls'ft'd,be in a 
,•;.rdqr.t~/)',1.positf6t'fithati'allbws ;themfto be :'e·arlyrrecipients of the 

benefits of the information f·a:ge rn :·· (Y)fl j ·so 

oi -~3,fnc.1tdis' 1th'ero1:5j~dtive' 6f;_·ttte C6mrrHeslori t.d improve the 
bru-. rC·--tiub1r(ft'i~rs6i{i rat·e·,'6f; baliio~·deivi<:!~•t6 iall- customer 

" gi"ouptiplfinolud"ing t:16w l,fndomeP.---disaliled,1 c rl.oi:\-whi te, and 
~l i. n Unol'f-Rrtgl!.f sli ~si>ealc1'ng c h6udeh6lds, ~ byr~arte-:1of the 

uoi ~;r,:1 wx,:~·i fcfdl],dJin'g·; mecliai\isms pJ_r;i :t<10-1.<_flt: m; , !}~,i v1:3a • 
~lJo·:oHt o.J u,,v1.Jn0:H1l fH11> ,1F'£df:-:LHJ ,a~J~>r loq ·r~11Uo lo 

-,:poiomf·)!JJ ~wa--.i :hA.ilttLECs '.'"aJid CLCtFehalf (l)er:responelbleJfor -pursuing 
• the objective of -achieviftg:ra-:!9st- subsOtiberehip rate 

among all customer groups, including low income, 
jrrfJ ') W?.fdiaabledJFrlon·~whitEt, ='and::rlon.!.E:nglieh speaking 

s.;f.,, 1 0:1 h:..'ih=houselioldt:1" p'::iri tneir:('servicer'territories. . 
bnr; 0·.)i:V 1',2. -:>LP.Ed juod,~ 20-:>lo:b fJ~-.-.HoJn.i: bnr, xls:"LrJ 

b.. LECs and CLCs shall have the flexibil'it:y to develop 
innovative strategies to contribute to the 

ff{~}:,wu110:1 !)blvo.rat.tailimE!nt;fOf,(thid~'oBjeat-ivli\l DliJ ai JI . t, 
ix>iv.1!)a ~,inr,d l~n.i.1!>tjmo:> vnonrn !>Boorl::> oj '{Jl(ldi:; nrU rlJ1w 

!Hf J yd h9yofo :.;~Iii r-s~r\llc·~~t:e·rr·fto~tes ~-wlll3-Yetthef'EJnf s::ra~,substantial 
populat:-idtf·'of~ ndns.l(ngl·Ish'l'tfp~t{kef'spia-rcarrier I s • . 
efforts to communicate with such customers in their 

~Ji2,,d .. :h;d j cnu,,rative ntdngtlages'- sh'ali<be:-ci Iftictd'r that! I thee 
• - . . 'l J 1,conuni•irsion' -='c<insi'dersrlln as§Eissifig~eci.ah~local 

y:>r,v i ·cq , y Jl f .i~cciir•hn~ '-s•dontrfihuti<1n ~h' :;-~Jitl~i t-c:6f luniveraal . 
service targets .. aen c f-:inlue yjrcu:J-::rn bnE -
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4 ';: f BAS!O SERVICE ,,y;<):,.:9 r,j i r FiiH D'.):l,t ·1') (If J''.C W)~•JIViV~rn '.Hl i' . :.) 
J -·, 1 •-•;·,:,Jn!J'.> ·t·d:1u C)J b,,!ilip,,·1 :..'Id yorLI _1r,rL1 Jlli'.,191'l ~:>CV(')<~ 
-, ! iA·,,=: carrierorprQvidingr-local exchange residential r8er(.ice eh~ll~ 

at a minimum, provide Jal.l· ele·ments ~of \)jao\.Q • serv!co, except 
as provided for in Rule 4.C. below. 

:<.i .,, !')(~ :_)j~~.c:,f{ lo ·,-:c:, C\'9)J :,.i:i:ni:·1011 .U 
B. naoic service includes the following service ele~ntei 

''l''i\•)rJrJn:1 ,,.of!:,d ~ dqf,1\~t,1f",(J oi -i;o1 fy_1hivo-:i1.i Hb J,1:.)'.)XH . i_ 

d ,; 1i·-1 l ;tr,, access: t:o ,singl'e pa:t·ty,aocal, exchange !.s,e,vice; 
•1oia1d'..."lf1C,'_) 'JffJ "1').Llh H"lfi!>'{ !)!',n.dJ t)').lVl~~, :>iar;d qu :)x1:n 

, 1;1d J2'Jo accee.atto:all intero:xchartge(·carriel."a~offe~i.ng service to 
O\O - ro 2e.H)cvstbmere1J.rua.11localtexchangthrun lc.n-t!o,vJnu 

lo \!:} i V~){ Ja-1 r l ~HU ~)JIJ_J iJano'.) l { iw (I ~0- r O - cC. l bn;. 
, in l nil ·, n3 ~•o abilityctd Ipiacecd~lls1:. D1f'l' • ~>'.)iv urn ~>.i~r;.d 

. n:Ji,h wo i w.n n11J -:noh,d '{T,b 1fJ08I mt:J _ 
4. ability to receive free unlimited incoming calls; 

~1dJ Hnlv!n _oJ nolnoir, ... ·,10~) mf:J uoiJjj:J(f yr-,n tnnnoiJLJn'J .~ 
1 LJ yu,, s,. !•fiee~toudhf t'ol\e dial1Iig;' 1h1 tijH'W,~l f•r 9'.>iv·Hnt 

1·,1iHor{11 9j_•_1r;l 1,•.1hq ~, n?;,(fim ·wHo.cj.cJoq !)EU ~h:,ffJ bnbivoxq 
ic i: h!H.6 r- J,,free land i_unlimited!accese ~to:_.9111/89.1111, :Jr1U 

-..: ) i:v,"it ·to] HttoiJiJ!":-.'l .. J!:\JJ lf')9d 0v,-;1{ ,,oJnd [ fiq&1ef'>·11,q 
, ( ._,) i: 1107 ,· i \ access I to: •local£ directory 1 a.s.sistance /:' and _:ac;cess to 

:i • nni nn i r.: foreign ·_NPAa; nf llH Jo (r{} bttr, . (c~) , en . (!➔) 
. 0:rirb:-,:JCnlJ lHth o:d- J!)o-it{ lo nn [LJ}I 

8. Lifeline rates and charges for eligible customers; 
(,,,h111·. t'd hJ110di: fLffF,·,1:1l~ tniv.tDa -1~}:1:L"'nH pHLJl·.11lr.v~J nl· .f 

I r i w 9 ~"' i, cuetomer-rchoice • of, f•lat < or< measured~ rate service; 
:ni·r,J.Jj·1::> pui\,;off(l) 01fJ -1:!)hlllflO'...l 

10. free provision of one directory listing per year as 
at no;pr~videdsfpr-cin.D.96.-02'"'.072; :nc·,11~<! ::I!J .r, 

''{ _j ~i l ::r)t? 
11. free white.pages telephone directory; 
Jr:.iJn•Jbin~·t lo ,Ji!.iJ ,\'_H-1otr,,1 Ji.i JtrnJ,:,fun f", .d 

:-i;r t 12 ~,; access :.to _operator,.services-,m ll"ff<,'o.lHu'.) 

: f'Hh:o(Io l 
13. voice grade connection ~o publ1c switched telephone 

networ~1,'.>lv1<.n ~Hf J lo •,cH I idr;.Jic,vr, (I) 

w_,14. rfree:acceae!.tO 8.0.0. cOrc800,--:'.l:i,ce_. tQ.1:1 f,r-~e services; 
~ ·1<).t ·nc,-::> !:1if.f 'id b'.>Jo;xn.q .. 

15. one-time free blocking for information services and one 
w>!,d 01,d rb itiime(bi1ll,ing a.<ij~&tments1 for•~oharges ~i.J)curred 

inadverteQt ly 1· _mi_stakenly, Lor; lthat: were unauthorized; 

vn i:16. 1.accef?s •1tp i:.tele))ltone r.relaY1tservice~_as 'p:(ovided for in PU 
. !i~i. '✓ -1:!.rn ~rLCoder § 1:2881,c; {?a i: j9;,(n;m -10:J fnj01tu,:.t . 

pr, i hfJc. 11.7 -.· 1f tee !:a'ccese d,<i ;."c_us~omer. set'lice_ JfO'.fl inf.ormat ion about 
ULTS, se:r;v..ic.e-t_a~yi-va.~:ion·,1, service !t.et'mination, - service 

- repair and bill inquiries. 
lo ·.rod,,mn nrU -:io , s~iv-i:~n • arfJ lo yJi .l_.i<fof .ir,vi. . h 

. noi .:-Jn~vr1nJn c Juor{J h, !H!6~r1Q11.c Jou bI r,ow n·.1Dd i-.1'...>ndun 
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c. The seventeen smaller LECs shall be exempt~dJfiQm_ tl:\~1pas1Q 
service element that they be required to offer customers the 

. l·i r-1fn :J:·dhoice 'of. _;f-lAtifOl'.' m~_asured iate1s@r.vide,,1\\rtlee1hthe smaller 
iq','_):-{'I ,LFX?s ·currently"'offer,•that;d1lt•ionivo1,1 ,l"IJ l{fl(!'l fi Jt> 

.;.;,_,l!,d .'.Lr- ~,fuH 1d ·rol h'.1hi:vo1q lH, 
o. Periodic Review of Basic Service 

::Llo•,,·;uf~l u~iVt'.)a f~rti·..-oilol ~)tlJ W)huJ•,,r,i: !.Y.oiVi~):\ '.>f!H;!I .H 

1. Except as provided for in paragraph 2 below, petitioners 
,,,~~y:pet:ltioh:-forEre,JiEtW of! tli~rserviceuHementfl which 

make up basic service three years after the conclusion 
·, 1 '.•·dv·rnn pc•df.,.d-~review·:of,•-ba~_icr·servlcei ITheradopbion o_f~final 

universal service,rulesiincthia1proceeding~(R.95-01-020 
and I.95-01-021) will constitute the first review of 
basic service. The petiit,ion:: elic\,11~: bqJfiled • Oll for before 
the-l80th day before the review date. _ 

-.rd fr,r_) enlro:O~Hli h-:,Jini.Jnu G!Hl !IV.C!J'.)."J"J. oj yJl Ude, . t-
2. Petitioners may petition the Commission to review the 

service elements whl~hjniaJce upctiaslotservide at any time 
provided that the petitioner makes a prima facie showing 
that atf il'eastrCthreerof,::th~!fdurfoviteria:cdntained in 
paragraph 3 below have been met. Petttions for review 

o:J an-:,:">'willo_be racte·d ,\i.pon. '!.in :·accdtdance fwithrsubdivlsions (c), 
(e), (f), (g). and (h) of Rule,47.l"6ftthe1Commisaion•a 
Rules of Practice and Procedure.· 

;,rn•1:'.0Jnu:, '.)fdipif9 ·10'1 ,!'J{.-J1;fL, hllf, nc,Jtd i;1df:')li,I .8 • 
3. In evaluating whether service elements should be added 

,!·>·,iv to or:rdeleted ,from<ba'sio service,·the~coamission will 
consid~r ~he follow~ng criteria~ . 

,H, lb'•, r~,q eniJnrl '{foJ:_):Yffh !)110 lo notnfVOH{ .u~ll .OJ 
a. the service is"felfsent-iAl f for.tpait-i<lipaQion in 

society; 
~ ,poJ:;:, r i h Df1C.1dq·,J 'd w,pC(l •)J if!'J ~ifnl . r I 

b. a substantial majority, 65\, of residential 
customers subscribe ,to,the·'"service?·YAssess the 
following: _ 

:;~r~::..-Ji·.~f:~(:.:_-,J f-,.· •. \ .. ;-tr~ ... ;~ ,..){ Ir!H"! ()-:- lft')f jr'.-~J'rr,()r) c,br;r~·_) ~,--~{(;\t ff 
- • ti)-- - a:..afl~b:tlit:y ~f t-he- s~~ic~j'.·1~,·~:iH·, • • 

,H~niv H_q q2r ,.the' degree'fto·whicli ttierservlce~has .been 
promoted by the carrier; 

:·,,rs, L:H, L"..Oi.'.''f9.:: flO_!)f')i01fli. ·10) p;t.bbofd :)9'.!1 ~};li:1-9!10 .c!( 
h•)·_crn: (3) 8,tha·rlevelt of,rcuatotr\er, edu:datlon • \fhich has been 

;_ CH:-... l ·ro:i j!,ff,:lt! c,·r <,,; provided .f9r,',the';-fiervi'de'110J·1!;Vf.H,!rl 

;___;q Hi ·101 b::hl v,:(4) n1the ~coamutdtiiea :which fare cpri!senbly ,being 
targeted for marketing :and!'user6f,:the serviC"e. 

Juod& r:oi :'ci'r.Hthci qUalitative andtqUantit'atlve:benefits\'6f adding 
:::.:Jlv i<.J~ ,trc,i j1;rtha-r-serv~ce ,outweigh \tlie rcostBrGe , 2TJU 

. B9b: i i1pn i i 1 i:d bur; ·:d£q•.n . 
d. availability of the service, or the 11u~r pf 

subscribers would not increase without intervention. 

• • 
-. 

e 
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!•W.1 1fJ ·i:ol Jwy,·.~rnudml!Yl H'f,HJ !>ili~!'>qn' ·.1~,l·1 ,:c..:.) OH 

5 ,,f J UNIVER~AIJ) LrFELtNEHtELEPUONE i SERVICE >J(Ul/fS)lm .r ;{ 
.•.d!f_!_ uJ,IJ l'11i.lqofH, {l().[U{~J!)b nff.1 Jo r,Ji;f; ~•VCJ:1011~} 

A. Carrier Responsibilities • 
,yn oo~ PH l f1arf-I 8'1\ llJ . ll 

1. All carriers prov~ding eligible low.income cuatornera 
i'i1·,h c,; f wlth.,residentiali.basiciae:tviceFaB)defined;in. rulo •LB. 

·>if sh~ll thave ,acc~ss{to •tnei'ULTS! fim<_Jn:qqc ,,fi 1 

• ,ir:,::r J.r;:">i11u,:,:o:1~d~1J 1o ,n:0~~u bi1'.1 lir, no ,nr-d.-1.~j,,, o') 
.. ·,. 1pu_HJ :~T,lit.~,1{Carriera1arefrequireqrto1 info~!cuetomera of the 

option for ULTS service when customers first inquire 
;;, i\ m •Ht J lo noor> sign ,up t for,basic~;exchange)servicej"1'and:::annually 

• hui; cao- eth~reafter,J:Ltol JGa ~,norf:t o·.ff• !>p·u;1['.n1Jn 
f,iL'I Jrrr;n-uio:.> ,npnj[f1d 3T,1U :'{l(r,~)i)h)fJqa .o~0-~0-.:!(>.O 

, l!tLi vcq bH>uA ~arrier • QJtJ!,TSirates,sball')be P-etr in ,accor<;l.ance 
H!Y)l v 1,rn elf i vwith1 PublioJUtil!ti~iflCode1Sgct-ion·)~74!Jand General 

~, H.11,,d ·10 no k,JuOrder,·(oo).J,163,nand1irnno.'.ev~nt1(1shalluthe carrier 
. prd n i charge 1p0rtn thah the statewide 1 UIJrs .I ~ate, as set by 

the Commission. 

c. Carriers, on a per UI,TS customer basis, shall be 
entitled to coll!!.ct•JffQ111'.th~·1uurs~1J@dJJthe_JHJr . a 
difference between their tariffed rate for-other 

:: r;r~sidentia! r customersTfor-~, the feo:rre~p6rtdihg service, 
and their ULTS rate._ 

.tu J;,<''.> ,,;{_1 oJ l7itr.hrc,·YJf:, '{·tr,v [[h-: ,J,)i:l>J;.,rJ1n: H-',J:)lf) -.! 
d. carriers .most1'"'serv~i:eachi:eligiQlei custQmer -

requesting Lifeline service within the carriers' 
, .:,:n •_~if J 1:11 i'{ l .i: Jnspecitied':s~rv~ng,fareai fr:::;w nr. A~i~) ::1iir . {: 
/1 ·.CY.Hi ·t1,fll'.JiJ·.u;11 r, ()j !Y)iVI!)H JEHI~)V!f!IJ puih.i:voHJ 1o 

e. Pursuant to pro'1isionsr:establiahed:!ffi1:oo 153, 
Resolution T-15826, and the workshops held on April 

ni- ~>:>ivr::-,1 :>l7r;4,1fand 67r,19951!::ct'!rriersif!hall submit the 
d:,.i: rl·, .. fft_OJ'.)f:O:teqtlired i i"mortthlyJreportPAftd claim,statement" for 

,iih: In.tr;i~},'"nrnfi nreimbursement!·~ ~lrt addition)to the')information. 
'{ Ji an r,b no.i .1 ,:. r 1rqoi;equired Jby j GOJ153 J ,,N.eaglubi6:nriT-16826;• and the 
ui i 11 in, 1~J<)h ·10J •,(q_>r•ilo1995 w6rk~liops1Itl}e-:. monthly11report shall 

-yJ Cf j ·-~· ::n1rtolud~)(bh4 numberiofnUL'I'Srcuetome~s :served that 
_ month. f!',The QLTSicustomer Jcatego~i~evsliall "indicate 

the number of ULTS customers with measured service, 
n.i fJ~ifH,J~.>ni '>dandd:ihose-.:withcflab,rate a~rvicevil !HiT . r-

=:,d I Ic.tfn n:}8,I ·10II1;na ff99Jn~v9a :.,1IT .fl-~-J:)113 rn:iJ 
·1ol "dd2~i. I'Iri.divi.dualncarrieri,fiwill'-::no:ilongei- be!.·ablee;to claim 

:~·n,1 'J~ in--1) c,, 1reimbursetilettb for it_s~marketiqg,jexpensesr:adooiated_ with 
the ULTS program except as provided for:below: · • • 

,nwo ·ci:mfJ a:- uUlll'Sjadverbi~iilg.:campaigna) qufreabh activlties~ and 
related marketing expenses; that are the subject of 
existing contracts which call for the continued 

s:•p·ff,1 Dii J .1o ~ftO q.ispl~y!or~c~rO:J.c!lc~ir0time::ofq;he .advertising 
medium, or other continuing ULTS)adtivities, after 
the effective date of this decision, shall continue 

lo JCO'..) nrf:J ? i Ato be:>r~i{!lbtlrsea1by,)th~'JULT$ £fu\d fo'r tihe".perlod . 
!HU nvodli aI A2called f6r«1innbhe11cohtraohllor0untilvthree months 

. r,n J nrf j f :rom) theTef fgcti vd:.:date:_:Oft3thia\Jdeolalon, whichever 
occurs first. It i~ our intent that there ~ill be 

.• 
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~in~_;r~lir;9:~1!I!~i ~r!tf:hli:~~~i:r~l~n{h~f!~~~he: 
effect ve date of tne decis on adopt ng this rule • 

. .r, 
. n. ULTS Funding source 

1:1~1·;0Jrnr.:., ~<•>.):H1i: \.."Of '.)Jdipirn pnihlv<..nq uiai-i-tr:.'l llA .I 
. u. :- ') c "l .o l Allri t·elecotrun\lnicat-ionsc ca triers 1a-re, requit-ed to charge 

the appropr,i:tterULTSfsurcharge1Las,s~tl by.fthe 
Commission, on all end users of telecommunications 

• 11fJ lo n.1 servicesnahci, totremib>_such\moniesl to.the. ULTS program. 
·, i r ,,pn i .hn i l rn:v:oJnu~> ni>:h, !K> i. v £<.H! B't\IIJ -.io'J nol Jqo . 

y l r 1~1,n111;21.;,c1r.The.leervice!J iexcluded1fiom)th~ 1coJ.lect,ion of the ULTS 
surcharge are those set forthl·in1D~94409-065 and .. 
D.95-02-050, speoifica~lya ULTS billings; coin-sent paid 

!J~>11Lfno::,:>.r,calling,~debitdcar~1mes·sttges1 • one~way radio paging, 
I ,-,·1~Hr,,u 1,m,ueage ,oharg~s:Jto'"lCOPTss 1 tnfetoinbts·1 r~t:eiving services 
1~)ir1c,·, !)1fJunde:t,.1e~letingicontractelthAt(we):'elexecuted on or before 

'{d .1•);! nr. , 0September~116;il1994 and d rectory a~veitdelng . 
. 110 c eidG·.~o·J ~),U 

ud [ I r,1fn , a.i ur,d ·1n.·:<r1ru1:.l 8.T.IU ·1:iq r:. no , 1n:ol·1::tc,') . ::> 
6. THE CALIFORNJA·~HIGH,COST,.)FUNihBCfo:.> 1.)t h')(Ji:Jn~ 

·1<cHl.fo .·r.ol 0J1>:1 f)•Jll i .r£.J '".Ii~HU il'J9W:t0d !):HI(Y1!):l1ih 

, 'ni •,;A•.'n !dehti~ying ,The ·reos-b1To 1Serve:1Highieosbi:Areas 
• . . ~)Jfd 2'1\lll "fr orfJ bnr, 

1. CHCF-B subsidies will vary according to·the cost of 
·c--:· providing i~ervicerwithin,c:a :GSA. rncd.1 ·H/) . b -

\ ~ ~ t '--♦ ! -1 • ~ r) ~' ~ f { .J l 1 f .d J .i '.-! ~} .. _l j_ .. ~ 1 0 3 ::) n [ I ~~t J [ , f l? f! f j ;:.~ :3 i Jr·:) ~1 

2. • The GSA ie used for 1th~:1jmrposeolof:d(Jentifying the coat 
of providing universal service to a particular area. A 

,£.:1 CCBGi:ohalliserve:as\theiGSA';! oJ Jnr,vu·w(t .!, 

J ,. tq/\ no hl•)Jf nqo1lak1ow •)1U fmfi .o~Ui!I ·'f uoiJ11loaDH 
!~·3 ., JCoste f6r,Jproviding :cv.stOme:r;a with, ba1;Jic service in 

H)l ''J11!):·0 r1individual GSAejWi].l·1~ldetermihediby.-,factora which 
,wLtr<11aerve·:as p:toxiesifor the characteristics associated with 

!)1f J fHH, <;Osts1-inoludingrbut;ffi6tol:itt1ited t to,,~populat.:J_on .density 
I ic.ifu iand.·-av~tage)loop:Jl~ngtH.i;,The methodolqgy for determining 

.h.1f .i k:iv ,proxyc:,costo .:-afid .lthe::dnitiial pioxy::ifAotors will be 
~·,11,:.d hff i [ r •·devel6pe~•Jiff)the·'.COBb'JPr6xY Mddel .cf:fw,;n 
,!_)~)CVc:>P. h•ntJBGc>:-.J rlJiw rr.1~J;;i0Jntr.) HT,lll lo ·.isch1un Sflj . 

4. The five·~large artd,midfsizeiLEC'a~shallFbe included in 
the CHCF".-~. The s~venteen smaller LECa sha,11 be 

nj r-,J·..> o:"!excluded frQm·Jther,CHCF .. Br1and1insteattiarentHigible for 
11.Hw hr., 1rd~chighscoatp:eupp6rbxthrougb th~ cmcF~A:1uoThtnmid-size LECs 

: wccari n:o] h3hl.vo HJ nr. Jq9'JX!') n,:;-:1po-rq ?.'l\llJ !Hf J 

bnr;. ,u~>ljiviJar tidevalop f6X'l!ci.r<J,1 loo~ii:tgi:costtstudles of their own; 
1o J:-.1nt<fua Drfj ~or Jc.rfJ ,B!JBflD<JX9 pnlJoxu-;m b!3Jhl!n • 

hi:mni :Jno::> !.HfJ ·101 ( fG~> rbj•hl aj::>n-:tJno:l ('Hi Joix~ 
tJJT ial J-iovtb. tHfSelect.,nthe-:iproxy icosts.-:develqp~c};Jby one of the large 

·1~JJ1, ,n~-,JjivljLBCen'.IU i~nirm.i:Jno9 ·1s1fJo :to ,muib~)m • 
!•JJniJim~ !Ir.rla • -.nolalo!Jb olrfJ lo ojc,h n.viJ!>!):11!> oti:,J . . . . 

boi·.iofi. !JrfA GSA will .betcondid~i'ed1a1high·Jc6sti GSA. if the CQSt of • 
mfJnom n~ serving 1 resident ialcoU:ot:~rs 1,in thflt£0SA •is above the '"'° W 

.{':lV:Hbirlw \ netatewide raverageJcostva.BJg~nerat:edrbyl the CPM. 
~xf [I I'i" !.)"I9rl:1 Ji;rf:I' JnaJHr '.IUO AI JJ . Jn-t il ffJIJ'..)~0 
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'{d n·~;1 "carriet. •Respofl"sibilit,ies, t] w1, ·d1 e I H,10'.) nllT (h) 
~1!1 J no---. l !·;r,c I h~J:,;: rfd .~(rua ·1!J{J ~j•J11',Y!>., c '}UO~> !'lrU 

"di' .f Nf'·I carr.ler·e fshall•.ir~port,!the fol'1ow-1ng•,!lnformation to the 
lo 1r 1ut,.}J, !H1J'elecommunicatii'ona Dlvi'sion· on la _n\Qnt;.hly basis z 

1 1 Jt•od J h, 1;~ c-..;~; ~';;~;,r~~··•~it1~lb1,;; ~~~'1J!~{i~'f basic service 
lines being served by the car·rter in each high -cost 

Ur. lo n:YGSI\. !)iAn.el:lgible1residential,basJ..q_ ~,:_zyi~~- line is 
y.f 11:ufJVo:) n~,Jr, -aLline: that·.la :used, to: provide ,se~.lc.e.cto a 
• ,' 1 , •:d,,,,)-J<p!~ !) 1:resitlential f cu·stomer ! in·, a ~high ._cQa~ J.l.$1\ . 

. :'nod.i lo 1 fr. lHHY.t!.)f_, :JflH(.Y1:h lfifJ{19 Ht, ui fnM;uwoh ,t-eer 
yb it:dtrn J.i~J iUox~Jrhe :·ratee<Jor,iresident-ial!.bae!o t.Q.~_i::,(.i,.~~- the carrier 

i 1,1Jp'.~ J J 1:rfn J1F)n.iis {charging.in ea·oh high::c.0st,1QS~,\!uo-ufJ 
, o t} ~:-1,l- .lcc:dr,:u:Hd. !Hf J y,f b!)V1Dc>!n J--xoqqua \'bln_duo arlJ 

c. A calculation.of the eubsidy.~mo.@~ t~~~ the carrier 
ie claiming for providing its residential c~atomera 

ni yhindua ~HfJ \-With·ba_eic!a~rvicei inte·a.ch.Jl:i.glir,(:!◊.~.t~~A .. r, 
·d·11{J ni !,:H,lq !:dGJ _f~~r!o wpJvrn Ic,_lJin.i: t1dT .f\2D 1bw·, 

,brml ~1,fJ do :Such:other-,•.1nformat1on,as~mayr~-~r~.<Ni.~ed by the 
Coumisaion~r,'l.t~•Jf 1 ffff;')\' f·,,,-HU '{tnv:~ hn1, 

110 io;,11tSubsidy,·Applicability; YI n nw:;:::,rntI H')i v.-:n: !)1i'i' . £, 

(>! ,!'.)lLIJ rmh11;i{'.)!:J'.'l uoi.l::>1Jf, :.,r:\i".J!lqa rUlv ,narru-;l{:)~~,7 
1. The CHCF-B will :apply,;only,1tO ,_r~Q!Q~l;ltfa,1 basic service, 

priced at the tariffed rate, in high cost GSM. Only 
one residential line per hott~ell9ld11:1h<\_l,l ·_~ :_aJ~Jn:Ji<U.?!ed. 
For purposes of this rule, the term 0 household" shall • 

1,> A Ju,have .thet same. meaning. asiprovided! f.Qr 1ln .. ~pe:r:~l Order -
] i_,_d_1 (fr. ni: 153'.) !.carriers.sh<!_ll•~be-:.reguir~dLtQ1.Qh\:-~Jn._from their 

tr.d J ~'- 1 i .J .1 high Icoet, area Jcuetomers, !.a icert~if:l<1ati,Qp1Y;in a fortn to 
. >!-rcn ,.,,u H,beipre~oribed-byfthe _coavni11eiQrt,nthat.:-.t.h.~rhousehold is 

not presently receiving residential basic service. 
h:) rr,ne i: a~ through ~an'y(oth"er,, t~lecorrmunicabions 1 carxler .. ,~ 

1; ll'JJ1~r,!!in0h·r?11i!)d JuorUi-., /\?.Di; ni ~J::xi::o".) oJ ·10 ,.H,lO'J 
2. The subsidy that a designated COLR sha~l.be entitled to 

will be based on the following: 
H·'.JJ!l'> •~1IfJ oJ_~m!>"..)';'h ~wr,11 llr,lf? aH,ICO f,9J1:;11plwih xfno .£. .- . . 

,; t'.;>~oJmn(a). r _,The1bei:1chmark(.W.l..:l:l!.be def!ne.d~_.a~p~.li~,greater of· the 
atat~w.1.de~average:l;~osv. ia~ ~.<Jete.rm~n~<Jr.bY the CPH, or 
the incumbent•s fat rate plus KUCL. · 

f-n.1!;11pi:w•h Del oJ P.HLfrmu H~}~ ~rnod'l' : ICa .H,10'.Y b~.JJ£fJe.i:aGn . t, 
en dJi,1 D'.Jmd(~),o'.Jl~ithe_pe( l,i,I\~IC..o~.t Q(l~e:r;'li..µg ~ .. ~t.exceeds the 

fy).lfiH{) i B!)b 9d n:J b(mcbmarkf)ithe~CQJM wi.TJ.. f~<1~iY.Q ~ne~qifference 
or, ni nvi::l!J:>11~> !:between1the be1JQM'a.rt1.and the ~l!.tl.J.n~. CPM cost 

9IIJ oJ Juojo-HI estiinate ~QPith~ <ffl(h)~fr,h ollJ n;cn:l oyc.;h 
nlr,JiW".) [Ir:,ffn 'I!lJJnI ~x>.ivbfi rniT .hnlll uc -~t!l:JJ9I a:>i:voG . 

1 I hi uoinnim(o); 9Jn areas "f\!t\.:tec.tbe.1i:mlYmwntiUh~!,st,1Jcr~te plus &UCL 
!:-d hiuoffn twJr,Jais1lesar1th<lnntbth-.~nChi:Pa:i::k, nt.h~r,001£::.~ill receive 

the difference between the ben<;hoo,::k-1~d the . 
incumbent LEC'a flat rate plus EUCL, 1n addit1on to 

a1U ·.10 ~>'.)fi ft1th~ subeidy1deact:ibed'liOl8U-txUviflion. (2) above. 
ni oJni -.r9Jn~ o.J. nufi{q ·ralT!L•~ !Jtf3 ·.Ji;1fj nJH~',H!ll?I1r,-rr» 

, r.1:liVl!)8 !.>lnr,d !)hivo·.1q oJ ·.t~lfno 
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(d) The COLR's draw from ·ttie :e11cF.~B.,.wlll,be-.offsot.'. by 
the COLR 1 s revenue per subsidized line from tho 

• ,{ J (~) I HO r ),' uo"'cdl£rattd rthe fe<leralHUnivereal :Set-vice Fund. The 
: ;--~ ( '! ,-,{ y rainount f()f~the 'offset ,willljnot-,exceed ·.the amount of 

'.•'.) rv f~)B ~dn,,d d~=·!~rl(~;~~ ~,~~ft{~~.;«~~)l~!)~~~J~I ~~{~~i~~-d without the 
:(11 dp,tf rbi;') 1d Hii·1rr,·, rnU '{d h,1Vt!)B ['HCDd lV11ti [ 

11 '"'i I J•.:lhThe' .iricumbenti LECritshalr(adjuet1the .prices of all 
1, u 'sewic~s, ~6tiher,_thanfbaeic ·servicecand,rates covered by 

coiitra·cts 1"t}ia\:. rwere ·execUted .~ori .·o:r-fbefore September 15, 
1994, downward in an equal amount across all of those . 

1 • 1 i 1 H,._, :·Hf J s~"iv1ce·e~totr'e£lect•~tlie~receipt..~of-1the'1expl,icit subsidy 
througli~the'•CHCF.tli1< ifrhe doWI1Wa(.d«aajuatment shall equal 

. the subsidy support received by the Incumbent LHC from 
l'IJ1 H,') ntl j 'the· titCF,L;B. 'i&indrm !}ff} ]o .noi".Jti!U~>JC.rJ I\ . .',) 
;;·tu·.,oJew, frd Ju~h.iu~n nJl 1~11ihivo·1<1 ·101 {!Cllmi:nl~> ui 

4. -btli'e :comml't'hiion'~shal•l ~r.lodically< reView the subsidy in 
each GSA. The initial review shall take place in three 

udJ xd h:ydc1rs ,fr6m\the rdat~ ;of-' the,eatabtiehment of, the fund, 
and every three years thereafterirnb,·,:t.O 

a. The review process may ®' Hri(the ff.9_rm\6f ;ahcauction 
. __m~chan~sm,· with specific ~u~tion mechanism rules to 

• n i '/ l!l~l ._, 1 Hf.(f be 'developed ~at.· 'a·c1at'e)."lltime}' H··'•1'J11') _!)iil' .r 
'{IHO J>/\2~) teo~> 1tp.ri{ ni ,~1.tf,t h:J11i1r.J !JilJ ,If; b,Y)J·f<f 

• h:)'[> j> bdiriie~ .fdf-fLaatf<R'esortl l:J~J !3Jl i l (L;i Ji DU i:n~n !HIO -
!J1,1fn •hlC1l{~1nuo,f•• ,,,1•)J ~)d1 ,'J(11t uidJ lo :;r;U{'THHf ·:10·-1 

•1 ~)!"10 ~1:;~1~-•iAll tdf-·ttte f indumbent1LECs c1lieted do!·Attachment A of 
fi ,Hf t r:c,.1 ~th·ase'<rule's fshall•! he cdesignated :-as ·]the COLR in all their 

0 -'. 1.nol c; niresp¢cit-bid jser-vice .areas ·at.:1least- unt-i,11·1J_lich time that 
ru bf orh,iu<an6tlier.rcarrieiroricarrier·s '~a'rl! '.designat_ed•ae the COLR. 

!):Ji:v:i:~n~. ~.liard f1;;~Jnr,biw.n t:nivi:!J'.YYt yLJ11<rnrncJ JQ11 

2 .• ·other,'.·qualifiedrcr.cs '. may:eeek'. to\beco'!pe<a1'designated 
. COLR, or to compete in a GSA without being designated a 

l•.f b:)fJ.tJnc.t coiJiJr,1fH S!-TCO f.,)JElll!I<l~}{> fi 1E,[f1 yhind1Jn 011'1' -~ 

:pnivo.f Col ~:-,Uno b,>:{,,,d ~-,d Jfiw 
·, 3. Only designated COLRs shall have access to the·CHcF-B 

·::nJ lo '.t!JJr.r;-·suhti'ioy {bAsed "loft th'e I1hitnbe'r.rof.~ res'idential-)customers 
1 0 \ H'1:) c;1f j ',that:r.fc, fseiveii r;in~ high [COstit GS1uh:-:.>Jc.Jn 

. .l'.JUH aufq nJfi'.t jr;() u'J11sd0L1:)Hi !)r{J 

4. Designat~d COLR NOi: Those CLCs seeking to be designated· 
~-iif J Hh9'~:•x~-a~'eqLR s~.illf-f;~~~ anctJ.dvi'cie let,_te1:Uii\Icompliance with 00 

9 '.:Ju-:.,-:1t)i J '~6£A,' at!"at?ing thati tli~'cart.lerbint'endd to be designated 
.JHO'..) Wl:.> {l'fCQL.R?<J Ttte AdvictJC;}ettttz! sliall 'become effective in 40 

days from the datet'6t trl'ing} 1111lessPa protest to the 
advice letter is filed. The advice letter shall contain 

.I~)U::r n11Iq DJa:rat!ateroor\tif'Of,-·thaifoflowlngy whi(lh the commission will 
DY c ~)'.)!} :t 11 j coiidi'de~J{fr1 ,deoidittg :'whethar;ftbe t COLR i status should be 

. ~riJ hPgr.ittt:edi'nnd nrt1 fl?!YrlJ!><f D~ll'n!>llib n,LJ _ 
OJ no.tJ.1bbG rt( .d~m-1 01/lq 9Jr·,.1 J£I1 a'~H,I Jnodi'lll::)!li 

• ~)Vc-.,dG {S'a. HCt:ht!Vf&dilitliessti'iia::-oarribraliae i1I-Jplace or the 
arrangements that the carrier plans to·enter into in A. 
order to provide basic servicer W' 
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r h;i <d uoi bao th6 ability.·6f bhe carrler..1~0-,p~~t·e ~he .goals of 
. 'i 1, i-,q fu Jn~•unlvereal earvlce t6fall cuetoiler,,~egmenta 

throughout the COLR's service area. 
'.-' l(f) 11 .•·)y- !)~- 11U n,U lo 110 C Jt,·.t i,p:•, !'lfJ oJ 1oi ·rq O'{r.b OfH . l 

; 1, .up i n·~•6, ,, A··designatedi COLR:ishall-ibe·)requiredi: to:_serve all 
'~n,i J I_J,7 f j(!Ust<>mer~ ,up6n 1requestJ J bdthl\~esiddntial•'arld business, 

11:d:1 "1hb are·nocatediwithiri Jthe :COLR"-s deeignated service 
n•,tU 1 J a-rei.nas ~ specified int' subseotion'.16·srbel6w /lq 

·,d hJ uolfB }I,10'..> b0Jr-npin:>h !);,11,n 01f:I ·1~1fJ~i{w !Hrit~i1•1 l!lh 
,-1 I 6 ~ J J A':designated t:cOLJt11shal1-,be~required:: tor serve the 

1,-1i\.1 Jr, lHH, fOllbwln9s0d bCuoifa Jlo~\•)1 Jnr.{ lo rn~~·n1<> 
.hf:1d •·;,:I t,[ucdn 11or·J0Ht\ J<)tfJ011r; tI 10 ,Jrru1yn1, '\hrnd1m 

a. Until such time as provided for in rule 6.D.1. 
above 1 all incumbent LRCe~l -ifil'ord«ii:' toi avail , "-i 
themselves of the subsidy for a high coat GSA, shall 

lo a11>e:1requlied toiservefall thenhigh·:-costiTGSM that are 
• 't! H,ff·nun H--',J~ll'.JwitHihtr theJincumbent:; LROf El,exi&tirtg:-ex.ahartge area 

.J;'HiUr.~ hfrl)otindar!ea;- ,r!prd:Jiid 2'1\JU :·-101 Jqn:.>X9 
;; •, l!'f c,if •, 0e,., n 11 , (?Hi f?G<J oi b r.-i '{ r;w- ono , B'.ipr; tH~ 9,,1 b -1· fi'.> .J .rd!'ih 

r•ri i Jn i x0 ·1br_.,wA11::cr.carwhOiaie!~designatedr.COLRs~1cincorder to avail 
, •' r ·, ~"'' ;:JJq:,n ,y1tht:mselvea b~:::ithe-;.subsidy:1for a::pa1.-t:1icular high cost 

GSA, shallrneirequire(J1to-::'servelthetefit:ire GSA(e) 
that is (are) within the CLC'a designated service 

::e1 ti!h ,·>J btn rvt:erritory ,for ,whichnitifhas1 eleoted...'COL.R status. 
~HI :i '{d :J-:,~ HC, ,•·trl'if',ii:nua H,,'..J'.)Jr) •)lh['1(i()'H]qr. ~1({.I 

,'1i<Yi .' r,·,Ac··design.ited lCOLR"mayfopt Joutr~of ;itsr·otiligations in a 
. '.t\GgA by. adviceulett'er, i u.nless:;ib is the ;Only carrier 

remaining in the GSA, in which case it must file an 
H· '>:l'.)H'_)- ~)i{J lapplicatiion it61with'.dra'wfasr~th8lCOLRr-·"afid~c'onti:rfue to act 

!>hi:,:ib '-(as ththroLR::unttl: the.Japplication· is.rgranted or·a new 
COLR has been designated as a resultrof•a'n'cauction. 

JlC.'{<}l!B ~•-1~i""J.iVJ d'.)F~ :rlr.;fo: .. >Ir:,':'l { J (\l nocnair.-,,o') ,·HIT . ; 

:, , l1·E·;<· 1 rCornpeti_t,iv.~,Bidding1!fd•·ServeJAs The''COLRrl J r:fftl 
• .tnai t1f;~> !1:fj 

1. If there is only one carrier in a 'GSA and that carrier 
lias~f.i1ledr a·n~appl·icationrto:~lthd:iaw1Js1 thli :cot.R in'• that 
GSA, and no other provider is willing to assume the COLR 

,f,:--;·,:ol {i; gf_ L~esponsibi1lityrat•t.the'~current-<'subsidyPleveT: . J 
,ol ~>~>iv ·r~m •)pne,rl: . .lX~ c> h:nI 1 r.i. Jn:3bitl'.)l to l y&indua !)JU 

·a: {i~,TnecCoamissi'on: \Jilli fri~tHate:;,a_.,~·~uct:ion· whereby . 
service providers shall bid on the amount of subsidy 

ai: Jdoa~n y.Hfeacli wouldjrequire':tdc-opeiat_e!·a's tlfe COLR. Such 
kmcd u91 J ilaucfiiQn i"(ill•f~- held ,witbiil Asordaya from the time 

.f,Ion H!l~)iV"Iml 01-:thecappl,ica·t,lonr·t·o~withdraw~as .ithac_COLR is filed. 

u i: bion!l·.I b .• l1i'he Jqualif,ied r biddEfr :?who :places' :'a 3Hid .represent :l.ng 
,a Je.OJ [,:J[!fi'.l~Vfi".:f:her:;loweabca,_mount,rof ·1subsidy r~quired to offer 

(>.J 0~lv·:ina a[?ru,rl~:servicedin ftibe GSA' 1itould1becomertlie' subsidized COLR 
a1_U !lV i !D?'l: I1~dforracpe.:r:iiodcoflr t~~~~yeara .-br<;~titiye en_try 

~:H'rt!Hl fr,rjrmhn.wouldr~ al!lowed;t bubtbnly: l/~1tlieFsuhs1dy would be 
03i--rq (Jaoc> wof available ft'of.bhEl 1competito:b~:>.i-iq o.i 

. noi:r.nl,,,,,~o~ !JIU '-(d Jna 
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lo ld1,<>?.01•A COLR,wbolloseb1tha bid shallihave the option to sell 
n _1,dtp )faci1itios in·,the ar~aito anyt interested party . 

. ,,,n,; !YJivt-:>n n•~l,l{Yl ~irtJ Juodp110-11IJ _ 
3. 180 days prior to the expiration of the three-year COJ~ 

r r.-; ~obligation, i a).l-1.ca:tri~r,Ldesiring ,to,?become a. designated 
, ::;1 •.HI, n!Jd t COLRr,in 1the_,GSA·fahall Jfil~ 1appl~cations ,stating their 

:v>iv \·rn f>inteptioh tO;-'becomeJtht'.Udesignatedl COLR for that 
particular.:-isarvice '.area,_. r ThelCoroqussion ;Will then . 
determine whether the same.designated COLR should be 

i1il .1 ~-rctained:·at i tpo1curr~nt!fsubsidyi•~·,whe~heri;multiple 
carriers of last resort should be:pennitted and at what 
subsidy amount, or if another auction should be held . 

. LU.,l aI1n ni -101 b:ihivcnq nc. £uiJ 1bun liJnU .r, 
F. I Funding The1CHOF-~:n:-f,l Jr10d:--u:m r 1 le, , !wo,-:fr-, 

r f r;Jta ,/\~~D Je.<Y:> tft~ld ,; 101 \':hind~,a ~)1{J lo p~iv f!Jt!<,J':H{J 
•, , r; ir,if I l-t:~VI'hoc.~if:fsion "illc-require all iepd 1users of 

.,~.tr, r_Jt?tlf',[iteleeommunications earvices itor:pay i th~,.CIICF-B. surcharge 
except for: ULTS billings, ~ohhsenb•.::paid calling, 
debit card messages, one-way radio paging, usage charges 

1 r t,v1, <xJ ·_1~Jlnt61.COJrl's,rccustomepir-r~ceiving, servic~sAunder existing 
1"0:, 1I\!i1{ -u; rcontraqts that'tweiecexecuted on\Or;.0 before September 15, 

{ n} A:_~~) !,1 r1994 [aild,.directory~ adv~rtistng I ,;•fa ,l\~~n 
~n.ivJD::t (uJi:;ilera,ib a•~),1~l 91f:J ni:rLJiw (~'!Ii} ni Jl;1{J 

_ rn., _•2 .,a A11.-~telecommunicabions ,carrier~ 1are ,required to charge 
the appropriate CHCF-B surcharge, as set by the 

1, 11 i nnc) i -CQCM1i"ssion, 10n :all _:~nd\uaerscofltele26nununicat:lons e 
-1:,.h:.r1<, ~ervices in accordance ,with, Rulei6S..F.\·.' ab6ve. 
111, ,_,[jJ JP.li-1 :Ir !HH,'.) ,i:lith~ ni ,/\~~:) udJ ni• pili:nir.•:c··)i 

,:,,, oi ~w3.l .ie!TheJC~ission1'shall ,ber the. a,dministrat:6:t;<,of the CHCF-B 
.. ;,m .1, -H> ,mechaQ_isn\ until•.sllc.}vtime the; Commission may decide 

.ftoi-f'.JlfLOtherwise,•w-,·t fi BC h9Jr,i1prn:,h H'l:,d ,11:d }!,IO') 

4. The Commission will calculate each carrier's support _ 
from the _Cl{CR:.a and,_diatribute :ther~appropriate· amount to 
the carriers. - , 

·f-'_~·1 u;:) Jt:iiJ Ln6 /,:~:) f, cd ·1•:,i:·rn-.,·; ,,no yl,:o c.d: tq,;riJ 11 . r 
• t-r{ .1 <J.--:_ 5pieti;j.}:~uting r_"rhe: __ CilCF,-:B dn :_Ar Res.a.le 1 Knvil'.'6:nmenb 
.[r_f) -'.·dJ 9:•;1;:,:,2.F, :)j poi.£ ( iw .:d ·E•b.i:•;u·.i:q ·10I1J(; on bru; ,A2D 

1. :If,,.resc\_le ,_of-,)>a~_i,o ·_e)(change rs(trvice tor"l,oops is allowed, 
the subsidy for r~sidential basic exchange service for 

'(tfrntJfh-1 tbab'..C\1Btomer-1_~hal,l be- itreated Jascfollows: r, 

'('hi wfun Jo Jn110-d, or{J no hid 1 I c.d~~ a-s0hi VO-Hf ir:,lv1!Ja . 
1bua . H, _a~) !:If• the! pric~t.Of•~the is~rvice,or facility resold ia 

!:n i: J ~Hi:f r,o-.d :~loweito_icoat·, lthe underlying ifaoilities based 
._b9Cil nJ .H,f<Y.provider\.reCeivesc.thecsubsidY.•1for,1ithe services sold. 

pn i JJJ%~!.n<J-:b. b elf 1.the::pri._ce ,~of -ith~ Uiervice ror-i)fadllity resold ie 
'10llo oJ (yrnar)$eti J:iadedLor:-basedcuponractualr~deaveraged costs, 

H,IO::> b-:5~ibiBdua then1:the~catrie:v who sel1lsibasio:iexchange service to 
'i-:O:Jn':l nvi Jc .. tl\ecend-;ueer-~reaidential,c.dual:_omerd}hall receive. tha 

sd biuo;..; '{blndu;:_aubsidy:, pto.vided t;hat·c.tlie ba"aicvreaidential service 
- - is pric~dcatiJtqecaffordableI(butrbelow cost) price A 

set by the Corrmiesion. w 
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7v_ 11,UNIVBRSAL ·SBRYlCIJ WORXING OROUP~,.w,, ·10 :.>l Id1u1 yr no 
'.JVf~r( Jon oh ,fr,Jrh1 hflr. ,,1oj H,:n11Jcll '{H:,h(t0·)9B "Jt_) 

1•1 l l.\i { rThp C4)Mf,eq.\QJ) {Q}J~llc•tOJ;\ll,\t,ho. ll!n y~r~~i,.l?,~u,ic,e 
Group (USWO) •. n C<md~,a ·101 ,;•_u,;·t b~)1111ro:H1 i h !,1f J 

( r) 

Working 

B. The purpc>fJffi{>ftth~.1VS~.~ijh~!l·1~:1f;Q 9~~~EJBf1J~i\YBJ\? which 
, -:i hr acceaa Jandl d~pl,QY,JD~ntr.Qf i-~~y~ns:;¢d.J;Q!~GQlll4\Y11i5at ona 

.1:.•1\ nor Jtechnologifu~ c.a.:o i.~~ pr~'(~q~<J._1tQ,;{lllvcvqt;o~~ 19egmento, and 
holf_;c<Juca~l<m,·.tbe~l\:h:.ca~~f~-~O@I9UflttYt. ~ml gqyernment 
institutions cag: -~ , PQff{ I; iQi\~"di]:9 r.trake. .. ~~V~t\t;{lge of these 
technologies. 

di u!lJor1-n'3:dvp:rn 9rLJ vrrlt!.,llo n-.l~Lnr,·> [fA (f:) • 
. ,i lCi ·H:,'l'he iSteei.-ingLC~~t~~~f.Qf .flJ~:.1.J.Sljij P.b<!tl\IT;;..~¢.m_. po1:3ed of 24 

!<) 1 H!) i. H.meiJtbert11o~ u'J'b~r~ ,.alj~1,J\ !~ r.~tg})~ 1r~p!:~fie\'.\ti\t ~ Y.~IJ from the 
o.t b'.)p 1t:fllC¢.OO.lro~nic.~ttQilOc! IJQ\1-Btcy / LJJlpz'(H!~Q.~~-pg iL~pectrum of 

telecommunic.~t!Qil~t.c~~rJ,~rqvJ 'f.lJ~t~I.fJb~tl--~Jtwo 
representatives each from the following kinda of concernet 

n-) 1 t i re(l~,u:at;iQO;•LhEt{\l llb ·~Q.~n:eF,1 ;~O\I}Q)uni_ t,.y f l1-.l>t-1r!~~ ,:,t an<f 1:iocal • 
government, (Ql;,d'\ t:.Qt;al 1Q~c..t~n-t~ept~~~:nt\\t:!Y.~EJ.. There shall 

• be two representatives from the bus1rtess sector, two_ 
l • ,;ep~~~~nt~tt! Y~-~ !:( t~ \ thi~ :.,CQl]mi~rnt9n it ,.Qne 12.J:.qI?~~f_lrQtat\ v,e_ 

<d 1,,, l.tf;J;Q\tt t.lle l9f~~l-~<lr,qQl9£llWl\\:Y,! ~~ QIJ.~,~:J;~P.f~S~,l!t;~~.Yt~·. from 
u1 J_apqtll~r ~l;ate ,;;i.g~_l}cy~? fy,rbJi,;,: -iol 9.h,t IJ9Jrn10:rnih 

.. ' - ,HJff!))hVJU1,.l~l .fr.norJ~>nH:\ 1.C~)l(J • • 
D .. The USWG will be funded at ~250,060 per year for a period of 

i.! i ntW(HY~~!:~ ,(r~:ml!i:~.a ~J{i t~~ \~c:f!t.fQt::l!\c\ff.~.1~<;9.,El41; Fund. 
~;d J 1t1he~<n{l!TI<ls ... <!~~--:i~~e1y;\~. (;~9c p~Q.Y,J .. dt;r.~<!t~LJJ-\~.~:r,~t ve support, 

( 1 - , and 1·rA~mbµ· z'A.Ament-, fnr, a,n.:i.r~ioipant-.~JJ- reason"'"le expenses 
,,f I .,;c:{i ~-:~r;;i~t;~--~Q1Il\el,i:ii~~ti{ci~tJ<id1in:~~~ tv.s~cfi~~sent 

'};-.~Qtlll9~(3_Jti,Orh.,c!C~.:y;>.~,J[,~1w,.u~g .. ~h~~l 1 .l:~::t;q1}-_r:\a\:.~ :.,9,Il December 31, 
1998tB,1fJ')rr,v.r!JpCt (rnoi J~HHl1_ d:r;:{) ·.ro ,n:)'.)i..,-1~c 
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only public or nonp~o£itJ ifoli&ls" pr6Vidingi'lijleb\~ttt!aryi· 
o~ secondary ~ducation, and w~ich do not have 

!•endo{rtnet\fiPof rfn8re 1fthirJ\c$s6 Imtll'i6i\~1nj,hall qualify for 
the discounted ratee for schools. - (D~:;~tJ) q110 ,n 

ib j I{;; (~) HY()i)ly!'tHM:ie li~~i:lr{~s'fthali<-'are!'t!l:lgibHnfor. •nlT • (I 
l , ◄ tu f J Cpat't'i6ipation C ifi i 'st!'hte Jbased 'pldfls Cf br;; furtde' 'Under 

bilf, ,nJ11•: q~~--r1t1er::.11r·ot lthe ;Llbfci.fy 1Sef'iJlclrn andt:C6:r\ath:·udtion Act 
lw-:,~ 11 {~} (20 use §3356l'et'-'Heq.1) i•~'slta11,qual ify;;for,,thG'.I 

',:i~,rl J lo ~)l'ditfcohnt@df ratesl:fot' iifbt>arit!s~, f:.'.) r·110.i Ju J f Jun C 
. U\li r-o!oruh•)J 

(3) All carriers offering the services listed in 
:,, Io h:H:oq"·ew:>4i'vl1Hdfl e~·H'ab6i!Ef, Js11a1r-=-~rovld~!l{i\~~ttte~r.ft'ariffs 

i)d J r:o tl that:. :!t}it!!:flat:eb 1 fot'rqualify1ng~·sch60l's attd0Iib'.taries for 
Jo f,:u t J:.>"oiich setvie(!iPahall '•lSe(50t· jbel6"..,; :th~nratetJ!"chcirged to 

o· .. ·othtfr fliutfineeiiE!a fot'- 1 thbife-:.·servfd(!ft i mr,, 'iO'.)'Jf fLl 
: rn1 tf>'.JEJO:> lo ebn i ;,{ vu i-..;oI fol !HU no11 rl~)r.~ H'>Y l .h,J,19a!>I<J!Yt 

f J:,'.)0(4 J)fl LThefEi 'jfa1-'rlc:S lim1t 1'oJ\( the~·nufnber f6f 1'eubs!dl~ed '3linee 
f [Hin .!fl!'ldT -thaiJa:1sch6olr'ortilibracyr-cari have} ,J11--:•;ff1:1!WO(l. 

O'...,J • ·.10J~!:la nn'.'.ln i nrrd ~JjLJ co·,: l H!1Vi J.,Jn<Jn!).Hfl-J o·,.,J ad 
!-(! i J r0u41 if}l'irtg ... munlai~al iand·--~qltiit'y:-gove:min~~ti ~'of,,fiied ::artd 
1•-•.) 1 t- 6i>erat:ed[ hospitaltt lind h~falth 'olinlcd<-"shal-ltlie ~ntitled to a 

discounted rate for switched 56i'JISDN, r-'}'£<f P and:;I)gc-3, or 
_ _ their functional equivalents. 

1,, i:ou•·,q r, ·101 "'ft;'>'( S!Y{ ooo,O?,?· Jr, fy}bnul 'hf ( I i_\.t t,,,;2,lJ n_1[T .<I 

• hpu•-1 f1))1.1rA11•fqii);riers··•~lferi:tlg t11~rtiJfxices··l1iated'iifi\thia 
, 1 1t,q,1rrn ~,v r · 'sulxlivielon ~l'aliall' pro{dde~:fn ftliefr, tat'lffs~tliat the 

; -i·rn,,<p: '.) rd,i!at'etl_lJqr"~a:I~fyf#g i-grqv~rninent:•:o~ed·:h~spitals artd 
. _,,.,.,.-,w llealfhc'flinfcs 1 for 1e·uclF'serviced ~·sliall oo·-:26t·1below the 

'i ( l ':d ·l~Y)<;{( :fates"6Harged J t61'oth'6:flhudi'neiii1ds':.:fof'thode ,·same 
services, or their function~l equivalents, f<ee I 

f " 1})£1 1'; Qual'ify'iffg' Jdrmlunlt'ylhade'd 't6rga'iii'iationa'll tcaosr sliill ·be 
, WY.' ;'J:}~eqt'itied -~to•'a; 1'di'acq,'unf:ed rat!~ 1for ~swH;'ched lS6,;J'~ISON service, 

arldf}t-i1flror l'th'efzkfililctional ~eclu'.ivAlents • WHrna [ n:{ t 
9JU oJ h,lt~Hrdtm 0d [fr,lfn I\O(yJ.t !HH' .:Jr1ojJ1,hw_., <'.o:l~:f 

( 1){ J OnlyCcf t'fa(x:·e'xempe ot'gA'nlzati6i1 bf ferifigc nJaltH care, 
job training,- Cjotirpi-a:Jer6entlt'~r ··educat'i6rlai l!~J.J 
instruction, shall qualify for the discounted rates for 
CBOs. A •tax exempt organization" shall refer t·o an 
organization described~•:iiflsi'c'tlo~r1sof'(cf (3) 1:•8p~;5(lf (d) o 
of the Internal Revenue Code, Title 26 of the united 

!HU fmr. .~}Ql'stat'eJ:·~ooeVfJf;')f{IJf".::(}:n{!'1T ~FU OJ !lBllOqa~n .nl .I\ 
n Jnm.nn ib 9J1;"1: lo mh'lp<nq r., , £tat H/\ Hi. hGa391qx9 U~) Cq i::..ln i ·Hl 

. hnJB!:n (2)1d frt rlfrdef if!J :•quc;Jlify~fJrt'thE!<'ci36 1'di'st!<,\iinf?~tH~lCBo must 
l?• 1 HUo-:;1 • hrn/.tprqvfdtFpr86f Faff rt He lffme~if tf~plfc!af:ll>fiL"thfifl 6i t is a • 

·r-:ip-rn J r;. t'ruf'·re,!Jmpl.'0 oiainizaf;ion 2 an'd Jtha6 it:l'df fJtiii HAalth 
• - • !"'c!are!dJob'"irai'diliglHj6l>fprciceme':ift~•F6r eduea.€:i~rtal 

, 1 1 
tnstruction. . i. f . . • 

c. oJ. )!> j.cJcw !3d 1 Jr;s{a tWrtff'J( rI bn6 aioor ::rn en1'{l.1lG1JO .fl 

• a~ bnrb(:i)'[} A1-ri<!af:ri~f§f'6£filrlngl'tfler'iseN~ c~iPlie_ted0 iflifhis 
1 ··? , !)'J.lV-iJG&JHH'.iJfon "IaHiIIY ~tc1v.rdg 10:-~nel~ l:arlf fitjefiat the 

rbua f:crn . .. aJH':'/at'~lil'forr-i.jq.u'.l£Vln<JICBOs-1forfso'.8hbB~rvlc~lflsliall be 
flOian HiY,O~) 2!i~1Het6Ql!f:1KPt~t~~~~Har§fl;£S ~'o~f!et'-~O..~ii\f!jl~0 for those 

same serviced~ r3Br:-tlief:.()func€'iona:P)eqUiva1'~nth. . 
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(4) The CBO shall be limited to:taf to_tfl_l.,_m.u:nhe,: ,Qif.Jc1,t-,~ . e 
switched 56 lines or their 'funct-ioiial -equivalent"i11 - two 

J•;rl ISDN).{J.inea. or1 their., fUJ1otionalr.equ!v~l~ntp1 .9.tl.e . /\ 
kJJr,'.)i ·switched,-56 lin~, or, ite11funo\;iopa).f ~qu;l.ypJent:d1nd one 

. -, ~> i , u,') ISDN1 line· or1•ite,iunot-ional 1,f!guJ.v~l<m\: 1, <>Tr 91\(b T-1 line 
. !> i brvj.tel funcbional; equivalent, I fr,lfn , toqr, t ,L)J/;~ 

11 B. Jr car'riera:lwho'_ pp~wiqeJ th~::. iU>Qye,-x~efe_r~nce~1.(?i\\:ltJeJJ/.l!ith1 _ . 
: o t r,,;,u those~_disco\lnted eervi!:!~$ pJ1~J.J~ .J'.'~_C_(}:j.y~ -~~ s_\JP.'l.i.QY.c,f.9r each 

qualJ f ied; ep,t i.ty, .t:h;;it..> !.l;i se.cy~_s_ hr- Th~ 1.~llPjtJ..9Yl.~.\00\1£J: shal 1 
_,, t JJ ·, !~be: d (l)J tbe:_diff.e.l'."enc~1 );>eJ:)11.e~_l\.)._~h~1.!il.J-·Jf~c_g_\~~J~J J9r 
f, y, l .JH01:?usines(J~a: :f.or1 suc_b.: ~e.JYi~~B~1; ilJ\9-1,t:h~.>_t:a_J:j.~f~sl.: gfs_¢_punt 

r; 110 •rlltet ,.oru(2)c!t.:>_t.he -r._~t.e..1.~Q~J.\lt._e.~hj.Eh~loj,11J::h$.1.\:.s'J"iffed 
~)1U .Jr. disc6\.UltJ·r"te~·-·:,t:h~,_caT.:rJ.e.:ri .liJh~JJ..J~_. ep_t,jJd-!.~d~_t;gJ .~,\1.9,j sum that 

!•If I x•rcpres~nt e J:he: 1 perceP!:age t<;U.P_(:_9PJ\t:t qf_ff of t}!.~I »e9,?.tJated 
:won l ·tt;•rate.·-:oJ f Fi OJ Hohm irc,.co:> B!.li Ji fl JU !").[ fdu{I (j tn 10]: j J EO 

lo !Hf'( J !)~1f;U !HLJ ·10·1 ln~J ru·.~) ·1!J1Uo 'J'd L:.)l!"l Gib {l~):h~-{ rfj.iw 
F. These discounted rates may not be resold toi.9XiPh~:r~d with, 

any other non-qualifying entity or person. 
mU ]o Joinno:> fJi;ifa no1JL•;.Jolni ·1•:,:;iimno:J h~niup!:n 01iT .~}· 

G. Funding The California Teleconn~ct Fund : t~niwoJ [ol 

:) i J ,1· ,,1 trhe.r ,cotntnissJoJ1 ttJ. lJ. ~ i-.e~Jre.1 al.l.::,~J\d a \1!1.P.:rP Qf j woJ Co 1 !>dT" 
, "•, JI) \'.d b·,1~ 1 .teleCOPVnuill.c.ati9.ps1 .P~ryic.es . .-'-tJ>.: .~Q1;1.!;1.J._\>!l..t;.~1 ~<:>.,th~J LU .Li. JU 

California Teleconnept,1 F\u.ld1,eX~W-P.t. J<>'r:I ~).~T$_)piJJ.Jpg(J,:, 
coin-sent paid calling, debit card messages, one-way • 
radio paging, usage charges to COP'fs, customers 
receiving services.under existing contracts that were 
entered into on or before September 15, 1994, and 
directory advertising. 

2. All telecommunications carriers are required to charge 
the appropriate California Teleconnect Fund surcharge, 
as set by the Commission, on all end users of 
telecomnunications services in accordance with Rule 
s.0.1. above. • 

3.· The commission shall be the administrator of the 
California Telcoruiect Fund until such time the 
Commission may decide otherwise. 

4. Carriers supplying telecommunications services t6· 
qualifying institutions and Qrganizations at discounted 
rates shall report the information required by the 
Commission to the Teleconvnunications Division on a 
monthly basis. • 

5. The Connission will calculate each carrier's support 
from the California Teleconnect Fund, and distribute t:he 
appropriate amount to the carriers. 
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9. CONS~ INFORMATI()Ni RULEt brd ;,,,H n<I rr 1:-.J!n OEn 0fl·•• ( r-) 
,,·.,·I ,,i:h~,vi11p~ 1cnot.:J:)nul ·11,,r(J -io ~l0tdJ ~~ h:Hl:>Jlwa 

A. The conmU:feib:J'\Vshalb ctxnpiler anf fmnual,,repottB that 
',w, hfl ·aulDlfa~izcHP the-.'Coinplaiht.1 hietoryj of eadhl.Cerbificated 

'·"if J -'fcfirrier,~ and~·anyr,opeh.iJn\tesbibatiops>into•_s.(foli· carrier. 
such report shal 1 bb·t made'" ·av a I lable f tor the, publ lo. 

B 11 i All'.l LECh1 and> CLCiP lnust)·pr6videl tne! ·applicable,,ihformation 
i hr,') ·pcbnt'ain~dl in ·suhsEfct ibh, .01 belbw: to ,J'aaidentlal Yconeurnera I 
I I r-da -{l)Owhetl~vei<ranyiroark~ting1 information~ i:'egardihg' )3tJ{) 

•1 te1e·b"omnfunlbht:ionef aei-vlce,·offeriflgs'l desoribe(l ln' ·the matrix 
Jn~r'i"e'1 trfafledl to•retJldentJav·cut1tomerbfr<>r:<(2), upon• request by a 

h·> l l 1 ·cohmimeriOLTfu!l ke@lred 1'Coi\sumer !fnforinal:;ibnttnuatt be Ort a 
li dJ r.ua separatefYeh~efi}'.) and bonl;tifi"l tha-,:fo116wlng,·stbtetoen\h at the _ 

h<)j ~ begin'.nin&l "h•Thtf> fblloWltig :infortnation~,,ia ;t'~quh.·ed.• by the 
California Public Utilities Ccxnmission to allow'cbtnpariaons­
wlth rates charged by other carriers for the same type of 

,1Uh1 h:J"fjervi<re.r->J h[oat..1·.r !ld .1011 yr,r1 U!))r_;·.1 b'.:li!WO~_)nih ~U9ft't' .··J 
.noa-.10q ·.10 '{Jijn~ poi'{lifc-JJp-noct ·1nrUo '{iH, 

c. The required consumer information shall consist of the 
followirtg1 fmuq .1:.J;Jnno-:>0{n'i' 1,Jn_.ro)lf13tJ niiT pnrbmt>J .a 

11 The followlhg :111formationf;fa1r~quirear hs, th~1 California Public 
Ut ilit iesl Commlesibi-ft t'6'"'1ll low: ·cottiparisOris ~ with 1;rates) chbrged by other 
car'ri~k-s' '{or!' f:l1e sam"e t"ypEFOfi, servica-1no:.>!"1! 0T rdn ro 1 if r:-'> 

yt-·,; •,Ho • n~.:,pnnn~,:u fnc,~ J ilhh , pn i r ii~:, b ic;q JH~.,a trio•_; -
i1•1r,,,:o.h:l_i'._) , ;fj'q(.)'.) oJ ;,.:)p-.f f,d:) r:rr,t:IJ , pn f pcq O i:f;;:,i 

'>1'"<1 Juf-1 oJ:_,I-iJ Jno:-) pn.iJtiix~, ·u,f>mr u~Y>!V\~Hi pntvi~·J:Yt 
!--in; .~l'('f ,,>f ·1:xf.;:•1qr:2 :)Jo10d ·10 no oJol Jy,,·J:'JJfE-, 

. p;d n i J 1~1vhr; y_ .ro:h:Y.d h 

''l!lf-c{•i o.1 b~r1i1tp91 !)"tr; ;n:-0.i.tH,'> P<1oiJr.:>imJ,'••:-:-.:J3{!d lf/\ .~ 
, ')P ! r-ikn lJ~t iirut>J i'>'.Ynno:}~.f -c.,1• r,1:H u,1; fr,:) !lJril "HjO-HJqr. 91{J 

lo rna,iu 1-..11'"> J 1 r, no ,110.i.anJi·,. ~o'.) ~if t yd J!,a cir; 
:1iuH Jffi•,1 n:HH,{n~Y,.-::n, n~ u,;•1.i•.,,-t•)a anoiJc,~iin<r,J;,)'.J!l(!lJ 

. ,wc..xfr; . I. D. 8 

~d J ]o ·JoJf, 1Jn in irbr, 0rlJ ')d i 1 t,fi,i nolnnh,tf1;,'"J D1f"i.' . f 
!HlJ 0;1i:f ,hria fiJnu [,ml·I· :J:.>'.1J1110:>fnT 1,in1olifJ.:..:J 

• 0u iH 1:111Jo 0hj9~h yr.11 noina.ic;oo:J 

o.J n•,:>iv r!"m nnoi Jfi?icw,.-,·o:>~)f9J pHi\'Jqqun B".l!JC"iH/) . r, 
Ln_hwo·)ui b Jfi anoiJfi~ 1 rtfit(10 hnr; oonl.JuJc Jnrr i vnlyJJ I :;op 

!HU yd f;3·!ir_1p~-.l H\Ji:Ju.110:tni 0riJ_J-H"x1~n:- lIH_lu r_1c,Jr,1. 
C. ll0 HOHU_VJCI 8f10r:Jr,'JflllJ;"-'..,",:-·)'.J~fa'f oifJ o.t HOCUOJ:F.,,,o:J 

. nlor:d x1,Uno11 • 

.J-J:oqqun n 1 ·.!or·~)".i.·, d'.::>£9 ~Jr,fu:Jff>":J ICiw 11oiuaimff10:> 9r{T .c 
•)ri:I :dudi-cjnfb hm; ,f1nrJ'-l Jo!'.Hrrzo:x)fr,T £.in-toliJr/J ~ru 1r:o--.'l 

. ,no i.·1 111~) ::J1i:J oJ Jm1o;h; !)jr,i-iqo-:iq(jt; 
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• i l L,· oa ll ( .l1,1(A "'(() , ( { f<J f (N»m OF,'ChRIU~R) l'\:J_'/\,f/\S:llJH\,J,T/\'} _,_,!lOJ' . <: 
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California-01'.'egQ]l __ 'I'Eilephone !Company. Jon :fo!:H,'{r.<J ;11v-;t1'(r.'1 oJi:;,I 
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(END OF APPENDIX B) 

1 Now known as Citizens Telecommunications Com.p~ny of the Golden. -
State. 

2 Now known as Citizens Telecommunication Company of Tuolumne 

.. 

Exhibit A 
52

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.257     Page 58
of 365



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.258     Page 59
of 365



 

39603602 - 1 - 

COM/MP1/gd2/lil  Date of Issuance 12/24/2012 
 
 
 
Decision 12-12-038  December 20, 2012 

 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding 
Revisions to the California High Cost 
Fund B Program. 
 

 
Rulemaking 09-06-019 
(Filed June 18, 2009) 

 
 

DECISION ADOPTING BASIC TELEPHONE SERVICE REVISIONS 

 

 

Exhibit B 
54

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.259     Page 60
of 365



R.09-06-019  COM/MP1/gd2/lil 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Title  Page 
 

- i - 

 

DECISION ADOPTING BASIC TELEPHONE SERVICE REVISIONS ................... 1 

1. Introduction ............................................................................................................... 2 

2. Procedural Background ........................................................................................... 6 

3. Overview of Revisions to Basic Service Definition ............................................ 10 

4. Revised Basic Service Requirements .................................................................... 17 

4.1. Ability to Place and Receive Voice-grade Calls  
over all Distances Utilizing the Public Switched  
Telephone Network or Successor Network ............................................... 18 

4.2. Provision of Free and Unlimited Access to Emergency Services ........... 22 

4.3. Billing Provisions ........................................................................................... 24 

4.3.1. Lifeline Rates to Eligible Customers ................................................ 24 

4.3.2. Provision of Unlimited Incoming Calls at No  
Additional Charge .............................................................................. 26 

4.3.3. Customer Option of Fixed Rate for Unlimited  
Outgoing Local Calling ...................................................................... 28 

4.3.3.1. Affordability Provisions in High-Cost Areas ................... 31 

4.4. Provision of Directory Services .................................................................... 32 

4.4.1. Access to Directory Assistance ......................................................... 33 

4.4.2. Provision of Directory Listing ........................................................... 34 

4.4.3. Provision of White Pages Directory ................................................. 35 

4.5. Access to 800 or 8YY Toll-Free Services...................................................... 38 

4.6. Access to Telephone Relay Service as Provided for  
in Pub. Util. Code § 2881 ............................................................................... 39 

4.7. Free Access to Customer Service for Information about  
Universal Lifeline Telephone Service, Service Activation,  
Service Termination, Service Repair and Bill Inquiries ............................ 40 

4.8. One-Time Free Blocking for Information Services,  
and One-Time Billing Adjustments for Charges  
Incurred Inadvertently, Mistakenly, or Without Authorization ............ 40 

4.9. Access to Operator Service ........................................................................... 41 

5. Service Quality Standards ..................................................................................... 41 

5.1. Importance of Service Quality Standards for Basic Service..................... 41 

5.2. Positions of Parties ......................................................................................... 42 

Exhibit B 
55

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.260     Page 61
of 365



R.09-06-019  COM/MP1/gd2/lil 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Title  Page 
 

- ii - 

5.3. Discussion ....................................................................................................... 45 

6. Assignment of Proceeding .................................................................................... 47 

7. Comments on Proposed Decision ........................................................................ 47 

Findings of Fact ............................................................................................................. 48 

Conclusions of Law ....................................................................................................... 53 

ORDER  ........................................................................................................................... 55 

 

APPENDIX A – Revised Definition of Basic Telecommunications Service 
Elements 

APPENDIX B – Cross-References of Existing to Revised Service Element 
Listings 

APPENDIX C – Rules Governing Carrier of Last Resort  
 

Exhibit B 
56

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.261     Page 62
of 365



R.09-06-019  COM/MP1/gd2/lil 
 
 

 - 2 - 

DECISION ADOPTING BASIC TELEPHONE SERVICE REVISIONS 

 

1. Introduction  

By this decision, we adopt updated requirements for residential basic 

telephone service (basic service).  Appendix A contains the updated list of service 

elements that comprise residential basic telephone service, along with the related 

requirements for offering these service elements.  Although today’s 

telecommunications marketplace offers an increasingly diverse range of products 

and technology options to consumers, the scope of this decision addresses only 

those basic telecommunications services, defined as those services essential to 

meet universal service needs.1  Although the term “basic telephone service” 

appeared in many Commission decisions over the years, the Commission 

formally defined what the term meant for the first time in Decision 

(D.) 96-10-066.  As stated in D.96-10-066, a uniform definition of basic service is 

important so that all residential telephone customers, no matter where they live 

in California, can expect a certain minimum level of service.  Our updated basic 

service definition shall apply to any telephone corporation serving as Carrier of 

Last Resort (COLR) and/or offering Universal Lifeline Telephone Service within 

California.2  The adopted basic service elements are designed to apply on a 

technology-neutral basis to all forms of communications technology that may be 

utilized, including wireline, wireless, and Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) or 

                                                           
1  The principles underlying the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC or 
Commission) universal telephone service goals within a competitive environment are 
set forth in detail in D.95-07-050 (60 CPUC2d, 536, 546-547.) 

2  A “telephone corporation” is defined in Public Utilities Code Section 234 to include 
every corporation or person owning, controlling, operating, or managing any telephone 
line (with or without the use of transmission wires) for compensation within California.   
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any other future technology that may be used in the provision of telephone 

service.   

Under Commission rules set forth in D.96-10-066, COLR status is required 

to receive California High Cost Fund–B (CHCF-B or B-Fund) support.3  The 

CHCF-B program supports the Commission’s universal service goal to keep 

basic telephone service affordable.  A COLR must offer basic service to all 

residential customers within its designated service territory, including those 

areas that are more costly or difficult to serve.  Prior to the B-Fund, a system of 

implicit cross-subsidies kept basic rates affordable.4  By replacing these implicit 

subsidies with an explicit subsidy fund, the CHCF-B was designed to facilitate 

competitive pricing for services other than basic service, while preserving the 

affordability of essential basic service.    

The basic service obligation applies on a statewide basis to all 

telecommunications carriers wishing to offer basic residential telephone service.  

Accordingly, the basic service obligation applies, not just in regions subject to 

high-cost support, but throughout California.  

Another important universal service program designed to preserve the 

availability of basic telephone service to low-income customers at affordable 

                                                           
3  The rights and responsibilities of a carrier of last resort are set forth in D.96-10-066, 
Appendix B.6.D. attached hereto for reference purposes as Appendix C.  Pursuant to 
Public Utilities (Pub. Util.) Code Section (§) 739.3, the CHCF-B was established in 1996 
as part of a broader policy to ensure that universal telephone service continued to be 
available as local markets were opened to competition.   

4  Because the Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs) basic rates were set based 
upon an average between high and low cost areas, including profitable and 
less-profitable areas, basic residential rates in High-Cost areas were internally 
subsidized by revenues from more profitable exchanges, subsidies between product 
lines, and from other sources of revenues.  (See D.95-07-050; 60 CPUC2d, 536, 546.)   
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prices is Universal Lifeline Telephone Service.5  Any carrier that seeks Lifeline 

support even if they are not a COLR, must offer the basic service elements as 

specified in Appendix A.  Our revised definition adopted in Appendix A shall 

apply to Lifeline service as a starting point subject to further analysis and 

possible refinements that the Commission may consider in the Lifeline 

Rulemaking (R.) 11-03-013.  Some households that qualify for Lifeline discounts 

may need telephone service that differs in important respects from the basic 

service elements in Appendix A.  We thus find it in the public interest to provide 

additional flexibility in the manner in which carriers must provide basic service 

to qualify to receive support for discounted Lifeline services.  The Commission 

may add, subtract, or refine the elements a California Lifeline Service Provider is 

required to offer its California Lifeline subscribers in the Lifeline proceeding 

(R.11-03-013), depending on the record developed therein.  Our intent in this 

regard is to provide low-income customers with a broader range of flexibility for 

discounted Lifeline options, consistent with their Lifeline service needs and 

appropriate consumer protections.   

A comprehensive definition of “basic telephone service” was last adopted 

in D.96-10-066.  Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 1708, by ruling dated May 28, 2008, 

parties in R.06-06-028 were served notice with opportunity to comment that basic 

service definitions in D.96-10-066 may be modified.6   

                                                           
5  The Lifeline program was established in 1984 (D.84-11-028) to comply with the Moore 
Universal Telephone Service Act, Pub. Util. Code §§ 871-884 as a means to provide 
affordable basic residential telephone service to low-income households.   

6  Pub. Util. Code § 1708 states:  “The commission may at any time, upon notice to the 
parties, and with opportunity to be heard as provided in the case of complaints, rescind, 
alter, or amend any order or decision made by it.  Any order rescinding, altering, or 
amending a prior order or decision shall, when served upon the parties, have the same 
effect as an original order or decision.” 

Exhibit B 
59

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.264     Page 65
of 365



R.09-06-019  COM/MP1/gd2/lil 
 
 

- 5 - 

The definition of basic service was established in the mid-1990s, and has 

not been updated until now.  When the Commission last adopted a basic service 

definition, competition within the wireline local exchange market had not yet 

fully commenced.  Wireless service subscriptions were still nascent, and VoIP 

services were not readily available to residential consumers.  The definition 

adopted in D.96-10-066 was based on wireline exchange technology offered by 

the large ILECs,7 the small regional Local Exchange Carriers (LECs),8 and 

competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs).9    

Today’s decision updates the basic service definition, recognizing the 

increasing diversity of choices among communications technologies since the 

1990s.  Our updated definition is designed to promote competition by 

technological neutrality while preserving the essential consumer protections.  

The Consumer Bill of Rights, adopted in GO 168, asserts that consumers 

have a right to receive clear and complete information about all material terms 

and conditions, such as material limitations, for products and service plans they 

select or for which they request information.  It also provides that consumers 

have a right to clear and complete disclosure of material limitations on access to 

911 emergency services. 

We recognize that many factors may affect a customer’s ability to make 

and receive voice connections when utilizing wireless devices, as discussed in 

                                                           
7  An ILEC is a local telephone corporation that was the exclusive certificated 
local telephone service provider in a franchise territory established before the federal 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and is now regulated under the Uniform Regulatory 
Framework, as established in D.06-08-030.  (See Pub. Util. Code §§ 234 and 1001.)   

8  The Commission regulates the small regional LECs through cost-of-service reviews as 
required by General Order (GO) 96-B.   

9  The Commission regulates CLECs under rules established in R.95-04-043/I.95-04-044.  
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Section 4.1 below.  Other factors that may affect a customer’s ability to make and 

receive voice connections, regardless of technology, include natural disasters 

such as hurricanes, floods, and fires; or security breaches of the communications 

or electrical infrastructure. 

To ensure that customers can make fully informed choices regarding the 

communications services that best meet their needs, with full knowledge of the 

tradeoffs among the benefits and limitations of different communications 

technologies, we require all companies offering basic service to provide 

customers and potential customers with information regarding 911 reliability 

and accuracy, as well as clear and conspicuous disclosures of the capabilities and 

material limitations in service coverage, service availability, and service quality.  

These information disclosures must be offered in a form that is readily accessible 

and available to existing and prospective customers.  The disclosures must be of 

sufficient clarity and detail to enable customers to make an informed choice as to 

whether the service coverage, availability, reliability, and quality being offered is 

sufficient and suitable to meet the customer’s expectations and needs.   

To help achieve our goal of promoting informed consumer choice, we also 

direct the Communications Division to insure that the marketing for the 

California Lifeline program include information and educational materials 

explaining the capabilities and limitations of the communications technologies 

that Lifeline supports.  These materials should reference Consumer Affairs 

Branch complaint data wherever possible. 

2. Procedural Background  

This rulemaking (successor to Rulemaking (R.) 06-06-028) was instituted to 

reform the California High Cost Fund-B program (CHCF-B or B-Fund) program.  

This phase of the proceeding focuses on basic telephone service revisions on a 

Exhibit B 
61

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.266     Page 67
of 365



R.09-06-019  COM/MP1/gd2/lil 
 
 

- 10 - 

Communications Company of California.  Comments were also filed by the small 

regional LECs and by parties representing other carriers’ interests including 

Sprint Nextel, Time Warner Telecom of California, L.P, the California Cable and 

Telecommunications Association, Cox California Telecom LLC (Cox), Omnipoint 

Communications, Inc. (d/b/a T-Mobile), and Cricket Wireless.    

Comments representing consumers’ perspectives have been filed by the 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), and jointly by The Utility Reform 

Network (TURN), Disability Rights Advocates, and the National Consumer Law 

Center.  

3. Overview of Revisions to Basic Service Definition 

Based on the comprehensive record, we hereby adopt the revised 

definition of residential basic telephone service set forth in Appendix A of this 

decision.  In revising the definition, we also consolidate the existing elements 

into a more concise listing.12  To the extent a carrier offers basic service, it must be 

offered on a nondiscriminatory basis to all residential households within the 

service provider’s defined service territory.  

In keeping with the essential nature of basic service, we require that all 

basic service providers must file and maintain tariffs or schedules with the 

Commission by a Tier 2 Advice Letter for its basic service offerings which must 

include its basic service rates, charges, terms, and conditions; and must make 

them publicly available.  If a carrier chooses to offer basic service in all or part of 

its service territory using multiple, different technologies, each type of offering 

                                                           
12  For ease of comparison between the service elements defined in D.96-10-066 and the 
revised list adopted in this decision, we provide a cross-reference of the prior and 
current elements by description and number in Appendix B of this decision. 
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must be tariffed or scheduled with the Commission.  This requirement does not 

extend beyond basic service. 

Each basic service provider must clearly inform all potential residential 

subscribers who contact the provider of their option to purchase basic service 

prior to initiating service.  A provider must not represent to customers, or in 

advertising or by any other means, that any services, service elements, or service 

conditions, except those authorized by the Commission, constitute basic service 

in California.  Carriers providing basic service must offer an option with monthly 

rates and without contract or early termination penalties.  

Although basic service offerings must include the elements set forth in 

Appendix A, a carrier may elect also to offer added features and/or enhanced 

service elements without additional charge(s) as part of a basic service offering.  

The basic service provider must not, however, obligate the customer to subscribe 

to service bundles that require subscribing to video and or data services, as a 

condition of receiving basic telephone service.  There is no restriction on offering 

customers such bundled service packages, provided that the customer is offered 

the option of subscribing to telecommunications services without being forced 

also to subscribe to bundled video or data services.   

While carriers may offer basic service in conjunction with larger or 

enhanced service bundles, the carrier must not represent that any such additional 

services constitute “basic service” as defined by the Commission.  At a minimum 

the service elements in the following section must be offered by any telephone 

corporation providing basic service within California.  These revised basic 

service elements do not impose an obligation to provide basic service upon any 

carrier where no such obligation exists today.  Nor do they prohibit a carrier 

from electing to provide additional elements as part of its basic service offering.  
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Any carrier may use any technology to satisfy any obligation to provide basic 

service as detailed below. 

As a framework for adopting basic service revisions, we apply guiding 

principles and criteria designed to: 

a. Consolidate and streamline existing listings of service 
elements. 

b. Apply technology-neutral terminology and definitions. 

c. Preserve standards necessary to meet essential universal 
service needs while not degrading existing basic service or 
standards. 

An appropriate definition of basic telecommunications service is 

fundamental in supporting the Commission’s goal of universal service, 

grounded in essential consumer protections providing: 

 a minimum level of telecommunications services available 
to virtually everyone in the state, i.e., there is ubiquitous 
presence of telecommunications services throughout the 
state, and  

 that the rates for such services remain reasonable. 

Consistent with our universal service goals, we previously defined basic 

service as consisting of those communications needs essential for participation in 

modern society.  In D.95-07-050, we characterized basic service as the minimum 

level of service that consumers had come to expect, or services that are essential 

to all residential telephone customers.  A provider can always offer more than 

what the basic service definition provides.  (60 CPUC2d, 536, 549).    

Our revised definition continues to uphold these same guiding principles, 

preserving essential consumer protections while also being flexible to 

accommodate evolving marketplace technologies and differences in how basic 

service may be offered.  The revised definition focuses on meeting the end-user 
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customer’s service needs rather than the specific technology used to provide it.  

Setting an appropriate definition thus requires a balanced approach, as noted in 

D.96-10-066: 

If the service definition is too narrowly drawn, some service 
elements that may be essential for participation in society may 
only be enjoyed by those who can afford it.  Or, certain urban 
areas of the state may enjoy some essential service elements that 
customers in more rural areas may not have.  In balancing what 
services elements should be included in the definition of basic 
service, the Commission must also be cognizant of the extra cost.  
If too broad of a definition is adopted, consumers may end up 
paying for services that they do not need or want.13 

Although communications technologies and regulatory rules have evolved 

since 1996, consumers are still entitled to basic service elements essential for their 

participation in society.  Different modes of technology may accommodate 

variations in how basic service is provided.  A definition designed to be 

technologically and competitively neutral, however, does not require that all 

modes of technology provide basic service in identical fashion.  The adopted 

definition must be broad enough to accommodate variations in service features 

and billing arrangements.  As technology and network architecture varies, the 

trade-offs of competing basic service options may also vary.  At the same time, a 

technology-neutral definition does not mean settling for the lowest common 

denominator of service standards.  Allowing such degradation in standards 

would undermine principles of universal service.  Essential basic needs, 

particularly among the most vulnerable segments of the customer base (e.g., the 

elderly, those with disabilities, low-income segments, etc.) must continue to be 

met consistent with the Commission’s universal service policies.    

                                                           
13  68 CPUC2d; 542, 549. 
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Various parties argue that changes in technology and consumer behavior 

since the mid-1990s warrant eliminating service elements previously deemed 

essential for participation in society.  To evaluate this argument, we consider the 

relevant data relating to the contemporary essential needs of consumers.  Parties 

representing industry interests point to increasing numbers of consumers 

abandoning landline in favor of other communications technology alternatives, 

particularly wireless.  Such parties infer that this trend toward use of wireless as 

a primary or sole source of communications indicates that residential consumers, 

in general, no longer require many currently available basic service elements.   

Based on the growing use of wireless or broadband technologies, various 

carriers thus argue that existing basic service standards should no longer be 

required nor imposed.  Verizon, for example, points to the diversity of products 

offered by wireless service in addition to mobility, including voice mail, texting 

and smart phones that provide broadband connectivity allowing music, video 

and other valued applications.  

Verizon’s recitation, however, blurs relevant distinctions between basic 

essentials and more diverse service options.  We recognize that modern 

communication preferences and expectations among consumers reflect a diverse 

spectrum.  The growing demand for this broader diversity of communications 

services is separate and distinct from the continuing need for essential basic 

service elements upon which a significant sector of consumers rely.  The growing 

demand for music and video communications does not eliminate the need for 

basic service elements among those who rely upon them.   

Likewise, the statistics showing increasing numbers of customers 

migrating toward wireless service does not negate the importance of existing 

basic service features for the majority of consumers.  The relevant data source for 
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identifying basic service needs is the 95% share of residential market penetration 

that represents the Commission’s universal service goal.  By contrast, less than 

50% of California consumers have chosen to discontinue wireline service.  While 

a growing number of consumers may be willing to give up some basic service 

elements in favor of current wireless offerings, this minority does not determine 

the preferences or needs of customers that continue to rely upon basic service.    

The principles of universal service extend to all segments of the public, not 

just the technologically sophisticated whose calling needs may be met by 

wireless or other alternative technologies.  In particular, many among the 

elderly, disabled, economically disadvantaged, or non-English-speaking sectors 

may exhibit different needs compared to younger, technologically sophisticated, 

or more affluent sectors.  As expressed by speakers at the PPHs held during 

March 2011, more vulnerable sectors of the public are not prepared or equipped 

to forfeit current protections offered through wireline basic service.  Also, 

consumers in urban settings with multiple telecommunications choices face 

different constraints compared with those residing in rural or remote regions 

with fewer or only one choice of provider for basic service.   

For many, the choice is not an either-or alternative between wireline 

versus wireless.  Most Californian consumers today own both a wireline and a 

wireless phone.  Wireline and wireless services may be complementary rather 

than complete substitutes for each other.   

As noted in the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) report on 

wireless markets for the first half of 2009, 22.7% of households were wireless 

only, up from 17.5% a year earlier, and 13.6% a year before that.  Also, as noted 

in the CPUC Staff Report on Affordability of Telephone Service, on a statewide 

basis, of the households subscribing to landline, 24% of the households are 
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landline only, and 76% subscribe to both landline and wireless.  In CHCF-B areas 

only 13% of households rely solely on landline and 87% of households subscribe 

to both landline and wireless services.  Similarly, statewide Lifeline subscribers 

rely upon landline only service more so than those in CHCF-B areas.  Of the 

statewide survey households subscribing to LifeLine, 49% have wireless, while 

83% of the non-LifeLine customers have wireless. 

These statistics signify that while a majority of the consuming public 

utilizes wireless communications, most wireless customers still concurrently 

subscribe to basic service.  Consequently, these statistics indicate that most 

customers still value features currently available through wireline basic service 

that may not otherwise be available through a current wireless service plan.  

Accordingly, while these statistics indicate a growing use of wireless, current 

wireless service plans —without wireline at least as a back up — are still not 

exclusively meeting most consumers’ basic service needs.  The protections 

offered by basic service as set forth in Appendix A thus remain essential in 

meeting universal service goals.  

Certain parties characterize as outdated or “legacy Incumbent Local 

Exchange Carriers (ILEC)-centric” a definition of basic service that retains the 

existing elements in the definition.  The essential principle that guides any 

revisions in the definition does not depend on whether the service is provisioned 

by an ILEC or another technology.  The relevant factor is what a consumer needs 

today in terms of essential service features in today’s competitive marketplace 

irrespective of network architecture or technology.  Although the essential basic 

service protections have traditionally been offered principally by the ILEC 

through wireline circuit-switched technology, the type of the network 

architecture used is not the determining factor in defining basic service needs.  
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Even with the current limitations in participation in the B-Fund and 

Lifeline programs, the market is still providing customers with a growing array 

of communications technologies through different types of service options.  

Adopting the revised basic service definition set forth herein will not diminish 

the growing array of alternative service and technology options that are 

available.  Even to the extent that competitive providers choose not to meet the 

requirements for basic service, they retain the same competitive opportunities 

currently available in offering an array of consumer choices.    

Certain parties argue that the basic service definition should be revised to 

conform to FCC universal service requirements.  We conclude that it would be 

inappropriate to simply adopt the FCC-jurisdictional definitions for purposes of 

our updated basic service definition.  The FCC definitions as presented in 

parties’ comments lack sufficient detail or clarity to apply for our purposes here 

without further elaboration.  Moreover, parties’ proposal relied upon FCC 

service element definitions that have since been revised. 

Relying on the FCC’s definition as presented in parties’ comments would 

still require this Commission to fill in the details associated with what many of 

the FCC’s components would mean for a Carrier of Last Resort (COLR).   

In any event, we choose to address the merits of each service element 

rather than simply discarding the entire definition and replacing it with one from 

a federal agency that was developed under different circumstances and for 

different purposes.  We address each element of basic service in the following 

section.  

4. Revised Basic Service Requirements 

The updated residential basic telephone service elements adopted by this 

decision, and as further elaborated in Appendix A, are listed below:  
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1. The ability to place and receive voice-grade calls over all 
distances utilizing the public switched telephone network or its 
successor network; 

2. Free Access to 911/Enhanced 911 service; 

3. Billing provisions:  flat rate options for unlimited incoming and 
outgoing calls, and California Lifeline rates and charges for 
eligible customers; 

4. Directory services:  access to directory assistance within the 
customer’s local community; options for listed or unlisted 
directory listings; and options for free white pages telephone 
directory; 

5. Access to 800 and 8YY toll-free services; 

6. Access to telephone relay service as provided in Pub. Util. Code 
Section 2881; 

7. Access to customer service information about Universal Lifeline 
Telephone Service, service activation, termination, and repair, 
and bill inquiries; 

8. One-time free blocking for information services and one-time 
billing adjustments for charges incurred inadvertently, 
mistakenly, or without authorization; and 

9. Access to operator services.  

4.1. Ability to Place and Receive Voice-grade  
Calls over all Distances Utilizing the Public 
Switched Telephone Network or Successor Network 

As the first revised element of basic service, we consolidate the following 

separate existing service elements:   

-- Access to single-party local exchange service 

-- Equal access to interexchange carriers 

-- Ability to place calls 

-- Voice-grade connection to the public switched telephone network 
or its successor network 

-- Provision of touch-tone dialing 
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These elements are replaced with the following summary requirement, as 

further specified in Appendix A, that:  

The provider must offer customers the ability to place and 
receive voice-grade calls within a local exchange or an 
equivalent or larger-sized local calling area utilizing the public 
telephone network.    

The existing five elements listed above, taken together, define customers’ 

ability to send and receive voice calls both locally and by longer distance.  The 

revised requirement consolidates these separate existing basic service elements 

on a technology-neutral basis.    

The restated definition replaces language requiring access to “single party 

local exchange” service which relates to wireline network architecture and 

geographically-based exchange boundaries.   

The existing service elements describe wireline network technology, but 

do not reflect how other technologies may offer two-way voice service.  

Non-wireline carriers may have different local calling boundaries or, in the case 

of wireless, no geographically limited calling boundaries at all.  Wireless 

networks are not designed for interexchange access requirements that apply to 

wireline networks.  Many wireless plans include nationwide long distance, 

encouraging customers to use the same network for local and longer distance 

calling.  Wireless and Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) carriers typically 

combine local and long distance.  For some customers, the benefits of such 

combined service from a single carrier may outweigh access to multiple carriers 

for only one segment (i.e. interexchange) of their telecommunications needs.    

This revised element does not entail any change to the flat rate billing 

practices that existing wireline basic service providers currently use.  Existing 

basic service customers will retain their ability to make calls within their local 
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community as they currently do.  (We address the revised flat rate requirement 

in detail below.)  At the same time, wireless or other non-ILEC providers that 

seek to offer basic service will not be required to conform to wireline 

exchange-based network architecture.    

The existing basic service definition also requires that customers be given 

access to interexchange carriers serving in the local exchange regions.  This 

interexchange access provides customers with the ability to make and receive 

calls over longer distances, even though the basic service focus is on the local 

community in which the customer resides.  Where basic service is offered by a 

wireline provider, customers will continue to be able to access interexchange 

carriers offering service within the local exchange.  Customers can thereby access 

a pre-subscribed long distance carrier.  Wireline carriers offering basic service 

will remain subject to applicable federal law requiring access to the customer’s 

presubscribed long distance carrier using 1+ dialing.   

The revised definition can be satisfied by wireless service providers that 

do not have legal obligations to provide interexchange access.  Unlike traditional 

wireline carriers; wireless and VoIP providers often have calling plans and 

network designs that do not necessarily distinguish between local, intrastate toll, 

or interstate toll calling; they may not have networks currently capable of 

providing equal access to interexchange carriers.  By making wireless and other 

intermodal carriers subject to the revised definition above, however, they can 

satisfy basic service requirements, without being subject to the requirement to 

provide access to presubscribed long distance carriers. 

The revised definition therefore requires that the basic service carrier 

provide the customer with a voice-grade connection from the customer residence 

-
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to the public switched telephone network or its successor network.  Basic service 

customers have come to rely on dependable voice-grade transmissions.14   

We recognize that there are many factors that may impact a wireless 

customer’s ability to make and receive calls, including but not limited to the 

building materials used to construct the customer’s residence; where the 

customer is in the house (e.g., in the basement or attic); amount and stature of 

surrounding vegetation; weather; call volume within the network cell at the time 

the call is attempted; potential sources of interference; and the type of phone 

used by the customer.  These limitations, however, would not necessarily 

prevent a basic service customer from receiving a voice-grade connection from 

the customer’s residence to the public switched telephone network or its 

successor network.    

Carriers offering basic service must disclose to each customer before 

subscription that they are entitled to a voice-grade connection and the conditions 

under which the customer may terminate service without penalty if one cannot 

be provided.  If at any time, a basic service customer fails to receive a voice-grade 

connection to the residence and notifies the provider, the basic service provider 

is required to (1) restore the voice grade connection, or if not possible; (2) provide 

basic service to that customer using a different technology if offered by the 

provider and if the customer agrees; or (3) allow the customer to discontinue 

service without incurring early termination fees, if applicable.15 

We disagree with parties’ claims that customers do not require a 

voice-grade connection within their homes as long as they have access to the 
                                                           
14  Current voice data quality on an Internet Protocol (IP) network may be sensitive to 
degradation in the form of latency, jitter, and packet loss.   

15  Nothing in these rules should be inferred as modifying the service obligations of a 
COLR to ensure continuity of customers’ basic service. 
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mobility advantage offered by wireless.  This argument ignores the essential 

nature of basic service as a residentially-based service.  While we recognize that 

wireless phones offer mobility advantages, those advantages do not negate the 

essential basic service need to be able to communicate within the customer’s own 

residence.  

Providing customers with the above-referenced options in the event of a 

loss of voice-grade connection will offer some degree of protection to customers.  

We recognize, however, that additional questions must be resolved in order to 

protect customers’ rights to maintain a voice-grade connection in the case of 

COLR service where the option to switch to a different basic service provider 

may not be available to the customer.  We shall address these additional issues in 

a separate proceeding to be instituted at a later date to address relevant service 

quality issues relating to COLR service. 

We remove explicit reference to touch tone dialing, otherwise known as 

Dual Tone Multi Frequency signaling.  This feature is implied in the requirement 

to provide the ability to send and receive calls over the public telephone 

network.   

4.2. Provision of Free and Unlimited Access to 
Emergency Services  

The basic service definition currently requires that customers be provided 

free and unlimited access to emergency 911/E911 services.  Access to emergency 

services is essential to all consumers.  Accordingly, the existing basic service 

standards and requirements for 911/E911 service access shall continue to apply.   

Some additional clarification of the definition is necessary, however, to 

recognize the applicability of this service element to providers utilizing wireless 

or other alternative technologies.  As various parties observe, although wireless 
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and other alternative technology providers are required by law to offer free 

access to emergency 911/E911, the technology and call routing protocols used to 

provide emergency access differs from those used by traditional wireline 

providers.   

For purposes of the basic service definition, we recognize that carriers can 

utilize different technologies and procedures to provide emergency 911/E911 

access.  We do not dictate the use of any particular technology or network design 

for the purpose of satisfying the basic service requirement for 911/E911 access, 

but recognize that a carrier must comply with applicable state and federal laws 

pertaining to 911/E911 access.16    

Any carrier that is not a traditional wireline provider of basic service will 

be required to make a showing by filing a Tier 3 Advice Letter17 that 

demonstrates its capability to provide 911/E911 that at a minimum provides 

location accuracy and reliability that is at least reasonably comparable but not 

necessarily identical to that offered by the existing COLR.  Although we are 

requiring the 911 and service quality filings referred to in Ordering Paragraph 

(OP) 5 and Appendix A and elsewhere in this Decision to initially be filed as Tier 

3 Advice Letters, once the necessary rules and guidelines are established through 

an approved Resolution, carriers will be allowed to file Tier 2 Advice Letters for 

                                                           
16  Public Utilities Code Section 2891 sets forth the requirements for wireless carriers to 
“provide access to the local emergency telephone systems described in the 
Warren-911-Emergency Assistance Act (Article 6 (commencing with Section 53100) of 
Chapter 1of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of the Government Code) . . . in accordance 
with all Federal Communications Commission orders.” Applicable FCC orders include 
Wireless 911 Location Accuracy Requirements, 26 FCC Rcd 10074 (FCC 2011). 

17  If a Tier 2 advice letter has not been suspended by staff by the end of a 30-day review 
period, it is deemed approved.  The Commission has discretion to review further, 
where deemed warranted.  A Tier 3 Advice Letter is effective only after Commission 
approval. 
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technologically similar modes for delivering basic service.  The basic service 

provider will further be required to certify in the above mentioned Advice Letter 

that it is compliant with 911/E911 standards established by federal law and 

regulations, and will not be deemed to provide basic service if it has obtained a 

waiver from such federal laws and regulations.  Each basic service provider must 

provide its potential and existing customers information regarding its 911/E911 

location accuracy and reliability standards. 

4.3. Billing Provisions  

The basic service elements currently include the following billing 

affordability provisions: 

-- Provision of Lifeline Rates to Eligible Customers 

-- Customer Choice of flat rate or measured service for local calls  

-- Provision for “free” unlimited incoming calls 

We shall incorporate these elements into one consolidated requirement to 

provide billing affordability protections in the form of (a) Lifeline rates to eligible 

customers, (b) a flat rate option for unlimited outgoing calling, and (c) unlimited 

incoming calls at no additional per-call or per-minute charge.  We address each 

of these three component elements below.  

4.3.1. Lifeline Rates to Eligible Customers 

We retain the basic service requirement to offer Universal Lifeline 

Telephone Service rates and charges to all eligible basic service customers 

pursuant to the Moore Universal Telephone Service Act (Lifeline Program).  

Traditionally, the Lifeline rate is determined as a discount from the otherwise 

applicable stand-alone basic service rate.  The manner in which the Lifeline rate 

will be calculated and applied is addressed in R.11-03-013 (successor to 

R.06-05-028).  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Basic Telecommunications Service Elements 

 

At a minimum, the following service elements must be offered on a 

nondiscriminatory basis by any carrier providing Residential Basic Telephone 

Service (basic service) within California.  These revised basic service elements do 

not impose an obligation to provide basic service upon any carrier where no such 

obligation exists today.  Nor do they prohibit a carrier from electing to provide 

additional elements as part of its basic service offering.  Any carrier may use any 

technology to satisfy any obligation to provide basic service as detailed below: 

I. Basic Service Elements:  

1. The provider must offer customers the ability to place and receive 
voice-grade calls over all distances utilizing the public switched 
telephone network or successor network.   

a. Carriers offering basic service must at a minimum enable calls 
to be sent and received within a local exchange or over an 
equivalent or larger-sized local calling area.   

b. A basic service provider must allow equal access to all 
interexchange carriers within the local calling area in 
accordance with state and federal law and regulation.   

c. Carriers offering basic service must provide a voice-grade 
connection from the customer residence to the public switched 
telephone network or successor network.  

d. Carriers offering basic service must disclose to each customer 
before subscription that they are entitled to a voice-grade 
connection and the conditions under which the customer may 
terminate service without penalty if one cannot be provided.   

e. If at any time, a basic service customer fails to receive a 
voice-grade connection to the residence and notifies the 
provider, the basic service provider is required to 
(1) promptly restore the voice-grade connection, or if not 
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possible (2) provide basic service to that customer using a 
different technology if offered by the provider and if the 
customer agrees; or (3) allow the customer to discontinue 
service without incurring early termination fees, if applicable.  
Nothing in these rules should be inferred as modifying the 
service obligation of a COLR to ensure continuity of 
customers’ basic service.  

2. Free access to 911/Enhanced (E) 911 service.   

(a) A basic service provider must provide free access to 911/E911 
emergency services, in compliance with current state and 
federal laws and regulations.   

(b) Any carrier that is not a traditional wireline provider of basic 
service will be required to make a showing by filing a Tier 3 
Advice Letter that demonstrates its ability to provide 
911/E911 location accuracy and reliability that is at a 
minimum at least reasonably comparable, but not necessarily 
identical to, that traditional wireline service offered by the 
existing COLR. 

(c) The basic service provider will further be required to certify in 
a Tier 3 Advice Letter filing that it is compliant with 911/E911 
standards established by state and federal laws and 
regulations, and will not be deemed to provide basic service if 
it has obtained a waiver from such state and federal laws and 
regulations. 

(d) Each basic service provider must provide its potential and 
existing customers information regarding its 911/E911 
emergency services location accuracy and reliability 
standards.  
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3. Access to directory services.   

(a) Each basic service provider must offer access to directory 
assistance within the customer’s local community that 
covers an area at least equivalent to the size of the 
geographic area the existing COLR’s directory assistance 
service provides.  

(b) For basic service provided by other than a traditional 
wireline carrier, a customer’s listing may be excluded from 
the local directory and directory assistance as a default 
unless the subscriber affirmatively requests to have the 
number listed.  

(c) For basic service provided by a traditional wireline carrier, a 
customer’s listing shall be included for free in the local 
directory and directory assistance as a default unless the 
customer affirmatively requests to have the number 
unlisted.   

(d) A basic service provider must provide customers the option 
to receive a free white pages directory covering the local 
community in which the customer resides.  For purposes of 
this definition, the local community shall include a 
geographic region at least equivalent to the area covered by 
the white pages directory that the existing COLR currently 
provides.    

(e) Because Verizon California, Inc. (Verizon) and other 
providers of basic service to customers residing in Verizon’s 
service territory have been authorized to provide electronic 
delivery pursuant to Resolution T-17302, that authorization 
is compliant with the white pages directory requirement for 
basic service in Verizon’s territory. 
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(f) The requirement to provide a free published directory can be 
satisfied using the procedures authorized in Resolution 
T-17302 in other territories upon the filing of a Tier 2 Advice 
Letter.  Under this authorization, the affected customers will 
receive delivery of the directory electronically by CD-ROM 
or by on-line access, unless a customer affirmatively elects to 
receive a traditional printed paper copy by contacting the 
basic service provider under the procedures authorized in 
Resolution T-17302. 

4. Billing Provisions    

(a) Providers of basic service must offer customers the option to 
receive unlimited incoming calls without incurring a 
per-minute or per-call charge.   

(b) Carriers offering basic service must offer a flat rate option 
for unlimited outgoing calls that at a minimum mirrors the 
local exchange or an equivalent or larger sized local calling 
area in which the basic service customer resides.    

(c) Basic service must be offered on a non-disriminatory basis to 
all residential households within the provider’s service 
territory.  A carrier may satisfy this obligation using 
different technologies throughout its service territory.   

(d) Basic service providers must offer Lifeline rates on a non-
discriminatory basis to any customers meeting Lifeline 
eligibility requirements residing within the service territory 
where the provider offers basic service.   

(e) Carriers providing basic service must offer an option with 
monthly rates and without contract or early termination 
penalties.  

(f) Carriers may offer added features and/or enhanced serve 
elements without additional charge(s) as part of a basic 
service offering.  For example, carriers must not obligate 
customers to also subscribe to service bundles that require 
subscription to data and/or video services as a condition of 
receiving basic service. 

(g) As of January 1, 2011, the Commission no longer imposes 
caps on basic rates.  A COLR serving in a high-cost area, 
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however, will continue to be required to certify that its basic 
rate in a designated high-cost area does not exceed 150% of 
the highest basic rate charged by a COLR in California 
outside of the high-cost area. 

5. Access to 800 and 8YY Toll-Free Services.  

(a.) Each provider of basic service must offer at least one basic 
service option that allows unlimited calls to 800 and 8YY 
toll-free numbers with no additional usage charges for such 
calls.  A provider may offer alternative billing plans for basic 
service that may include usage charges for calls to 800 and 
8YY toll-free numbers.  

(b) In any event, the carrier must provide full disclosure to the 
customer concerning how charges for 800 numbers would 
apply if the customer does not subscribe to an unlimited 
calling flat rate option. 

6. Access to Telephone Relay Service as Provided for in Pub. Util. 
Code § 2881.  

Basic service providers must offer free access to California Relay 
Service pursuant to § 2881 for deaf or hearing-impaired persons 
or individuals with speech disabilities.   

7. Free Access to Customer Service for Information about Universal 
Lifeline Telephone Service (ULTS) Service Activation, Service 
Termination, Service Repair and Bill Inquiries. 

The basic service provider shall provide free access to customer 
service for information about the above-referenced services. 

8. One-Time Free Blocking for Information Services, and One-Time Billing 
Adjustments for Charges Incurred Inadvertently, Mistakenly, or 
Without Authorization. 

Basic service must include the provision of one-time free blocking 
for 900/976 information services and one-time free billing 
adjustments for changes inadvertently or mistakenly incurred, or 
without authorization.   

9. Access to operator services 

Basic service shall include free access to operator services.  
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II. General Requirements 

In addition to the basic service elements and related requirements 
listed above, basic service shall be provided consistent with the 
following requirements. 
 
a) A basic service provider must file and maintain tariffs or 

schedules with the Commission by a Tier 2 Advice Letter for its 
basic service offerings which must include its basic service rates, 
charges, terms, and conditions; and must make them publicly 
available.  Requirements for customer notice and/or Commission 
filings for revisions in basic service rates, charges, terms, and/or 
conditions must be made in accordance with the applicable 
requirements for tariff filings set forth in General Order 96-B. 

 
b) If a carrier chooses to offer basic service in all or part of its service 

territory using multiple, different technologies, each type of 
offering must be tariffed or scheduled with the Commission.  
This requirement does not extend beyond basic service. 
 

c) Each basic service provider must clearly inform all potential 
residential subscribers who contact the provider prior to 
initiating service of their option to purchase basic service and to 
subscribe to basic service on a month-to-month basis with no 
termed contracts. 

 
d) A provider must not represent to customers, or in advertising or 

by any other means, that any services, service elements, or 
service conditions, except those authorized by the Commission, 
constitute basic service in California. 

 
e) Until the Commission determines the extent to which new 

service quality standards should be adopted for carriers, a 
provider that wishes to offer basic service utilizing anything 
other than traditional exchange-based wireline technology that 
cannot comply with all the requirements of General Order 133-C 
must file a Tier 3 advice letter. 
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f) This filing must indicate what General Order 133-C service 
quality measurements and reporting procedures it can comply 
with, those it can provide functionally equivalent reporting 
information for and lastly what measurement and reporting 
requirements are not applicable to the technology it is using to 
provide basic service.  This filing must further indicate how the 
new service or new technology maintains essential basic services 
or standards.  

 
 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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Decision 08-11-033  November 6, 2008 
 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 
Rulemaking Regarding Whether to Adopt, 
Amend, or Repeal Regulations Governing 
the Retirement by Incumbent Local 
Exchange Carriers of Copper Loops and 
Related Facilities Used to Provide 
Telecommunications Services. 
 

Rulemaking 08-01-005 
(Filed January 10, 2008) 

 
 

 
 

DECISION ADOPTING PROCESS GOVERNING RETIREMENT BY 
INCUMBENT LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIERS  

OF COPPER LOOPS AND RELATED FACILITIES USED TO PROVIDE  
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES  

 
1. Summary 

The Commission declines to adopt CALTEL’s proposed rules requiring 

California's incumbent local exchange carriers to seek this Commission’s 

permission before permanently retiring copper wire local loops from the 

telephone network.1  We find that the party requesting such rules, the California 

Association of Competitive Telecommunications Companies (CALTEL), has not 

                                              
1 For the purposes of this proceeding, we define copper retirement as the replacement of 
copper loops or copper subloops with fiber to the home or fiber to the curb loops, as 
referred to in the Federal Communications Commission’s Triennial Review Order and in 
47 C.F.R. § 51.333(b)(2).  See also Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of 
Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996; Development of Wireline Services Offering Advanced 
Telecommunications Capability, 18 FCC Rcd 16978 (2003) (TRO) at ¶  281.  
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demonstrated a current need for action by this Commission.  We also believe that 

the rules proposed by CALTEL will discourage and delay fiber systems from 

being built in California, contrary to clear state legislative direction to bring 

affordable and widespread high quality communications services to all 

Californians.  We therefore decline to adopt the proposed CALTEL rules at this 

time; however, as discussed below, we do establish a notice and negotiation 

process at the state level for the incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) to 

comply with when retiring copper loops. 

We find that CALTEL has not demonstrated any current harm that 

necessitates the issuance of its proposed rules.2  The record of this proceeding 

contains no evidence showing that the installation of facilities to replace the 

copper network by ILECs has resulted in adverse impacts to consumers or 

competition.  However, we will require the ILECs to file concurrently with our 

Communications Division any notices of network changes that the carriers file 

with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for fiber to the home 

(FTTH) or fiber to the curb (FTTC) deployment that results in the retirement of 

copper plant.  Filing such notices with our Communications Division staff will 

allow this Commission to monitor ILEC copper retirement practices.  The FCC 

has found, and we concur, that such notices will ensure that incumbent and 

competitive carriers can work together to ensure the competitive LECs maintain 

                                              
2  We note that evidence of harm or absence of harm is not the standard for adopting 
rules in a quasi-legislative proceeding.  However, we have considered harm, in addition 
to other factors, including our pro-investment policies, in determining whether to adopt 
CALTEL’s proposed rules.   
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access to loop facilities.  We strongly encourage the carriers to coordinate in such 

instances to ensure that service to CLEC customers is not unduly disrupted.   

Moreover, to facilitate negotiations to access the loop, we will require the 

ILEC to serve concurrently with its filing at the CPUC, notice of the copper 

retirement upon all CLECs that are interconnected with the ILEC, regardless of 

whether the CLEC is serving customers currently on the specific retiring copper 

loop.3  Within 20 days of the date that the notice of network change has been 

filed with the FCC, the CLEC must request, in writing, negotiations with the 

ILEC either to purchase the entire copper loop from the ILEC or to reach an 

agreement with the ILEC on price and terms and conditions for continued access 

to loop facilities.  The CLEC shall include in its request for negotiations the 

following information:  

a. Whether the CLEC seeks to purchase the copper loop, or 
whether the CLEC seeks only to have the ILEC maintain 
access to a loop; 

b. the number of current or planned customers on the copper 
loop;  

c. the services that the CLEC provides over the loop or plans to 
provide over the loop; and 

d. the number of UNEs that the CLEC currently purchases. 

We will require the ILEC to enter into good faith negotiations with the 

CLEC for a period of 60 days either to sell the copper loop at issue at fair market 

                                              
3 Effectively, the ILEC shall serve its notice on CLECs and Commission 
Communications Division staff at the same time that it files it with the FCC.  By copper 
loop, we refer to the copper “transmission facility between a distribution frame (or its 
equivalent) in an incumbent LEC central office and the loop demarcation point at an 
 

Footnote continued on next page 
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value; or to reach a fair and equitable agreement with the CLEC on price and 

terms to ensure access to loop facilities.  A “fair and equitable” agreement for 

access to the copper loop should include all fair and reasonable costs incurred by 

the ILEC for maintaining access to the copper loop facility for the requesting 

party, vis-à-vis the retirement of the copper loop facility.  If a requesting party 

seeks to purchase the copper facility from the ILEC, the price shall be the fair 

market value of the copper facility to the ILEC, and all maintenance and 

operating costs of the copper facility thereafter shall be the responsibility of the 

purchasing party from the date of purchase. 

2. Background 
Copper wiring has been used in telephone networks across the country for 

more than 100 years, but as fiber optic cable becomes more widely used, 

competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs) and consumer groups have raised 

questions about whether this Commission should impose rules to preserve the 

copper facilities in order to safeguard choices by consumers and protect 

competition by CLECs. 

We therefore opened this rulemaking on CALTEL's petition (Petition 

(P.) 07-07-009) to examine:  (1) whether we should establish procedural rules that 

ILECs and others must follow when an ILEC intends to retire or permanently 

remove copper loop facilities, and if so, what the rules should be; (2) whether we 

should adopt substantive prohibitions or conditions on the removal of such 

facilities, and, if we require that the facilities be maintained, who shall pay for 

such maintenance; and (3) whether ILECs are permanently removing copper 

                                                                                                                                                  
end-user customer premises, including inside wire owned by the incumbent LEC.”  See 
TRO, at n. 638.    
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drops and, if so, what action we may take to ensure their replacement where a 

customer so requests. 

In examining these issues, we specifically reviewed the extent to which 

ILECs that are installing fiber are removing the copper network, whether 

customers or ILEC competitors have been harmed by any such practice, and 

whether we should adopt rules to preserve the copper network for future 

generations. 

In addition to the comments and data we received in response to 

P.07-07-009, we took comments in connection with this Rulemaking.  CALTEL, 

Integra Telecom of California, Inc. (Integra), the United States Department of 

Defense/Federal Executive Agencies (DOD/FEA), the Commission's Division of 

Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), and The Utility Reform Network (TURN) filed 

comments generally supporting CALTEL's proposed rules, while the ILECs –

Pacific Bell Telephone Company dba AT&T California (AT&T), Verizon 

California Inc. (Verizon), SureWest Telephone (SureWest) and the small 

California ILECs4 (Small LECs) – each filed comments, data request responses, or 

both in P.07-07-009 (with comments filed on August 13, 2007, August 23, 2007, 

                                              
4 Calaveras Telephone Company (U1004C), Cal-Ore Telephone Co. (U1006C), Ducor 
Telephone Company (U1007C), Foresthill Telephone Co. (U1009C), Global Valley 
Networks, Inc. (U1008C), Happy Valley Telephone Company (U1010C), Hornitos 
Telephone Company (U1011C), Kerman Telephone Company (U1012C), Pinnacles 
Telephone Co. (U1013C), The Ponderosa Telephone Co. (U1014C), Sierra Telephone 
Company, Inc. (U1016C), The Siskiyou Telephone Company (U1017C), Volcano 
Telephone Company (U1019C), Winterhaven Telephone Company (U1021C) (“Small 
LECs”). 
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and October 16, 2007, and data request responses5 filed on October 4, 2007) and 

in this proceeding (with comments filed on March 14, 2008 and May 28, 2008). 

We sought information from the ILECs as to whether they were 

permanently removing or retiring copper facilities in the “local loop,” located 

between the ILECs’ central offices and customers’ homes and businesses, 

including the “drop” line that attaches underground or overhead telephone 

facilities to individual customer premises.6  Based on the record, it appears that 

Verizon is the only large ILEC whose new broadband-based network – called 

FiOS – consists entirely of fiber.  Thus, Verizon is the ILEC most likely to remove 

copper plant from its central office all the way to the home (FTTH), although its 

removal of copper loops to date and plans for future removal are somewhat 

limited, as we discuss below.   

Verizon's actions to date consist of removal of approximately 40,000 

copper drops, the short span between customers' premises and Verizon's poles 

                                              
5 The Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued a ruling on September 14, 2007 asking the 
ILECs to disclose the extent of their removal of copper facilities, how they defined 
retirement, the impact of such retirement, and related information.  The ILECs' 
responses are the data request responses referred to in text above. 

6 Rulemaking Regarding Whether to Adopt, Amend, or Repeal Regulations Governing 
the Retirement by Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers of Copper Loops and Related 
Facilities Used to Provide Telecommunications Carriers of Copper Loops and Related 
Facilities Used to Provide Telecommunications Services, Rulemaking (R.) 08-01-005, 
Order Granting Petition for Rulemaking and Instituting Rulemaking as to Whether to 
Adopt, Amend or Repeal Regulations Governing the Retirement by Incumbent Local 
Exchange Carriers of Copper Loops and Related Facilities Used to Provide 
Telecommunications Carriers of Copper Loops and Related Facilities Used to Provide 
Telecommunications Services (OIR), Appendix A, at 2 (R.08-01-005). 
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or underground facilities.7  Because Verizon will replace these facilities upon 

customer request, Verizon contends that removal of copper drops does not 

constitute permanent removal of copper loops.  We agree that as long as Verizon 

continues to replace drops upon request, such action does not constitute 

permanent removal of the copper loop. 

In contrast, AT&T's network, U-Verse, is a hybrid network of fiber and 

copper that will require AT&T to leave the copper portion of the network in its 

system.  AT&T’s current network plan does not involve either an FTTH or FTTC 

approach; instead, it is placing fiber in the system between the central office and 

the remote terminal, but the copper loop from the remote terminal to the home 

remains in place.  Thus, AT&T asserts, it has no plans to remove the copper 

network in the foreseeable future.8 

While SureWest is in the process of rebuilding its network to install fiber 

all the way to the home, it has no CLEC in its service territory that obtains 

unbundled network element (UNE) loops from SureWest using copper plant.  

Thus, SureWest claims, removing its copper network will not deprive any CLEC 

of its right to lease UNEs on the SureWest network. 

                                              
7 P.07-07-009, Additional Comments and Information Request Responses of Verizon 
California, Inc, October 16, 2007, Attachment A, at A-2, Response to Question 3 and 
Question 4 (Verizon Additional Comments and Information); see also Initial Comments 
of The Utility Reform Network to Order Granting Petition for Rulemaking, R.08-01-005, 
filed March 14, 2008 (TURN Opening Comments) at 17; Reply Comments of Verizon 
California Inc. and Verizon West Coast Inc. on Order Instituting Rulemaking, 
R.08-01-005, filed May 28, 2008 (Verizon Reply Comments) at 19. 

8 Comments of AT&T on Order Granting Petition for Rulemaking, R.08-01-005, filed 
March 14, 2008 (AT&T Opening Comments) at 27.   

Exhibit C 
91

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.296     Page 97
of 365



R.08-01-005  COM/CRC/mto 
 
 

- 8 - 

Finally, the Small LECs are not building fiber optic networks to replace 

copper facilities, and have no CLECs leasing their lines, so they too claim the 

facts do not support action in this proceeding. 

We also asked CALTEL to identify any harm it had suffered as a result of 

the status quo.9  Neither CALTEL nor the other parties favoring CALTEL's 

proposed rules were able to identify any harm, or pattern of harm relevant to 

copper retirement, that convinces us to adopt prescriptive rules at this time.  

CALTEL could point to no customer of its members that had lost service, no 

customers who had complained, and no member companies that had lost their 

ability to serve customers as a result of ILEC removal of copper facilities to date.  

This Commission believes that extensive rules on this issue could discourage the 

significant investment of carriers in advanced fiber communications systems in 

our State, contrary to Pub. Util. Code § 709.10 

3. The Commission has Jurisdiction to Act 
We find that we have jurisdiction to address the issues raised by the 

CALTEL petition and to establish the process we adopt here.  As an initial 

matter, we note that in its Triennial Review Order (TRO),11 the FCC declined to 

                                              
9 Order Instituting Rulemaking, § 4.3 (Issues to be Considered) & Appendix A; 
P.07-07-009, Administrative Law Judge's Requesting Additional Information and Noticing 
Prehearing Conference, filed Sept. 14, 2007. 
10 Pub. Util. Code § 709 sets forth the Legislature’s policies for telecommunications in 
California as, among other things, to encourage the development and deployment of 
new technologies and the equitable provision of services in a way that efficiently meets 
consumer need and encourages the ubiquitous availability of a wide choice of state-of-
the-art services. 

11 Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange 
Carriers; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the 
 

Footnote continued on next page 
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adopt any rules to prohibit the ILECs from retiring copper loops or subloops that 

they have replaced with FTTH loops.12  The FCC explicitly left open for state 

commissions “to evaluate whether retirement of copper loops complies with 

state legal or regulatory requirements":  

…[W]e stress that we are not preempting the ability of any state 
commission to evaluate an incumbent LEC’s retirement of its 
copper loops to ensure such retirement complies with any 
applicable state legal or regulatory requirements.  We also stress 
that we are not establishing independent authority based on 
federal law for states to review incumbent LEC copper loop 
retirement policies.  We understand that many states have their 
own requirements related to discontinuance of service, and our 
rules do not override these requirements.13 

We find that in this passage the FCC recognized this Commission’s 

express authority to consider whether state law, rules or procedures exist or 

should exist to govern ILEC retirement of copper facilities.  Even if, as the ILECs 

contend, the state law had to pre-date the 2003 TRO decision by virtue of the 

FCC's use of the present tense in stating that "many states have their own 

requirements,"14 at least two California statutes qualify. 

Pub. Util. Code § 709, effective January 1, 2003, requires the Commission 

to facilitate the availability of broadband networks in California, as follows: 

                                                                                                                                                  
Telecommunications Act of 1996; Development of Wireline Services Offering Advanced 
Telecommunications Capability, 18 FCC Rcd 16978 (2003) (TRO). 

12 Id. at ¶ 281. 

13 Id. ¶ 284. 

14 We do not necessarily agree with the ILECs' interpretation of the FCC language as 
applying only to pre-existing state law, but assume that interpretation for purposes of 
argument. 
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1) "continue our universal service commitment by assuring the 
continued affordability and widespread availability of high-
quality telecommunications services to all Californians" 
(§ 709(a)); 

2) "encourage the development and deployment of new 
technologies and the equitable provision of services in a way 
that efficiently meets consumer need and encourages the 
ubiquitous availability of a wide choice of state-of-the-art 
services" (§ 709(c)); and 

3) make efforts to "assist in bridging the `digital divide' by 
encouraging expanded access to state-of-the-art technologies 
for rural, inner-city, low-income and disabled Californians" 
(§ 709(d)). 

The record of this proceeding demonstrates that the copper network is 

increasingly useful to facilitate advanced services in this state.  As Integra points 

out in material submitted with its comments,15 digital subscriber line (DSL) is but 

one use of copper plant to facilitate broadband.  While ADSL started out with up 

to 1.5 megabits per second (Mbps) of capacity, ADSL2 can provide 25 

Mbps/pair.  VDSL2 can provide up to 100 Mbps/pair on short loops of less than 

1,000 feet, enough bandwidth to support services such as high definition 

television and video-on-demand.  Ethernet over copper is a relatively recent 

robust application (with speeds up to 20 Mbps) for California business, 

especially small business.  Thus, use of copper wiring for broadband purposes is 

one way of meeting our obligations to advance broadband deployment under § 

709.  Thus, § 709 is a statute under which we have authority to act. 

                                              
15 Comments of Integra Telecom of California, Inc. on Order Instituting Rulemaking, 
R.08-01-005, dated March 14, 2008, Exhibit 1, at 8-9. 
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Pub. Util. Code § 851, enacted in 1951, requires utilities to apply for 

Commission approval to sell, lease, assign, mortgage, or otherwise dispose of or 

encumber facilities that are necessary or useful in the performance of their duties 

to the public.  CALTEL argues that the retirement of copper loops is removal of 

plant that is necessary or useful and that the ILECs must obtain Commission 

approval regarding such retirement.16  AT&T argues on the other hand that 

Section 851 “by its own terms, does not apply to property that is no longer 

necessary or useful to the ILEC in the performance of the ILEC’s duties to the 

public.”17   

Verizon argues that Pub. Util. Code § 851 does not apply to the 

“retirement” of copper loops, as it only applies to “transactions” such as the sale, 

lease, encumbrance or “disposition” of public utility property that is necessary or 

useful to its public service obligations.18  We disagree, and find that the term 

"otherwise dispose of" is broad enough to encompass copper loop retirements, as 

CALTEL asserts.19  See Crum v. Mt. Shasta Power Corp., 220 Cal. 295, 308 (1934) 

(holding that a hydroelectric power company could not release excess water 

                                              
16 Comments of CALTEL on Order Instituting Rulemaking, R.08-01-005, dated March 14, 
2008 (CALTEL Opening Comments), at 14-15.  CALTEL’s argument is that Section 851 
applies to the retirement of copper facilities because the facilities are an integrated part 
of the network that is used by the ILECs and CLECs.  CALTEL also asserts that the 
ILECs have a duty to serve the CLECs; and that copper facilities are used to provide 
wholesale services.  

17 Comments of AT&T on Order Granting Petition for Rulemaking, R.08-01-005, filed 
March 14, 2008 (AT&T Opening Comments) at 8.  

18 Verizon Reply Comments, at 29-30.  Verizon further asserts that absent a “transaction,” 
Section 851 does not apply on its face to copper loop retirement.  
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from a river to maintain the level of a pool without the prior approval of the 

Railroad Commission [this Commission's precursor] because the river water had 

been dedicated to a public purpose).  The common dictionary definition of 

"dispose" includes "to get rid of, or to deal with conclusively," and therefore 

includes retirement.20  

However, for the following reasons, we believe that we should not require 

Section 851 approval for the retirement of individual copper loops.  The 

Commission has previously stated that “[o]ne of the fundamental purposes of 

Section 851 approval of the sale or transfer of utility assets is to permit the 

Commission to make a determination that the assets transfer will not impair the 

ability of the utility to provide adequate service to its customers following the 

transaction.”21  Section 851 applies to plant that is “necessary or useful in the 

performance of the utility’s duties to the public.”  Pub. Util. Code § 851.  The 

FCC permitted ILECs to retire copper loops if they are replacing the loop with 

FTTH or FTTC loops; therefore, the FCC effectively relieved ILECs of the duty to 

provide the copper loop if the ILEC is actually retiring the copper facility. 

We take a similar approach to the FCC’s policy of permitting ILECs to 

retire copper loops under specific circumstances.  We note that there is not 

evidence of actual harm that has occurred in this State with ILEC copper 

                                                                                                                                                  
19 CALTEL Opening Comments, filed Sept. 2, 2008, at 5. 

20 Id. at 3, citing Merriam Webster Online Dictionary, http://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/dispose. 

21 See D.07-03-008; D.05-09-008 (noting that “Our primary objective in reviewing the sale 
of utility property is to ensure that disposition or encumbrance of public utility 
property does not impair a utility's public service to customers”). 
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retirement.  Further, two statutes establish our policy to encourage the 

deployment of broadband networks.  Our State policy under Section 709 is to 

promote advanced services networks and to encourage the deployment of new 

technologies.  Moreover the Digital Infrastructure and Video Competition Act 

(DIVCA), at Pub. Util. Code § 5800 et seq., establishes our State policy to 

“[p]romote the widespread access to the most technologically advanced cable 

and video services to all California communities in a nondiscriminatory 

manner.”  Pursuant to DIVCA, the ILECs are deploying their fiber-based 

networks in part to support broadband and video services.  We have a legislative 

mandate to ensure that our policies do not deter network investment, and, 

instead, promote such investment.  The ILECs have asserted that maintaining 

copper networks along with new fiber networks would prevent them from fully 

deploying their fiber networks.22  A requirement that the ILECs seek approval for 

retirement of their individual copper loops may thus deter or prevent the ILECs 

from proceeding with their network plans.  For these reasons, we decline to 

interfere with the network investment plans of ILECs, by requiring Section 851 

approvals for copper retirement. 

Therefore, consistent with the FCC’s policy in the TRO, and pursuant to 

our authority under Section 853(b), we find that it is not necessary in the public 

interest for ILECs to obtain Section 851 approval for the retirement of copper 

loops.  We thus exempt ILECs from seeking Commission approval pursuant to 

Section 851 of the retirement of copper loops, on the condition that the ILEC 

complies with obligations under FCC rules and with the notice and good faith 

                                              
22 See, e.g., AT&T Opening Comments at 25-26, Verizon Opening Comments at 33-34.  
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negotiation provisions that we establish herein.  If there is evidence that the 

ILECs are engaging in anti-competitive behavior in this regard, we may revisit 

the issue.  As for the impact of the ILEC’s retirement of copper loop on its retail 

customers, when retiring a copper loop, we require the ILEC to offer to its retail 

end-user customer the comparable service over fiber that the customer was 

previously receiving.  

As discussed above, the Commission has jurisdiction with regard to the 

issues raised by CALTEL’s petition.  However, we do not believe that there is 

adequate evidence in the record that the ILECs are unilaterally disrupting 

competitors’ service over copper lines, or that consumers are being harmed.  The 

Commission has a strong interest in advancing policies that promote the 

widespread availability of broadband networks (including fiber deployment) to 

ensure global competitiveness and economic development in our State.  Thus, we 

decline to adopt a policy that is inconsistent with the FCC TRO.   
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I. INTRODUCTION. 

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s (“ALJ”) Ruling Regarding Comments on Topics 

Discussed at August 22, 2025 Workshop, issued on October 1, 2025 (the “Ruling”) and as 

permitted by the October 20, 2025 ALJ ruling granting three additional weeks to respond, Frontier 

California Inc. (U 1002 C), Citizens Telecommunications Company of California Inc. dba Frontier 

Communications of California (U 1024 C), and Frontier Communications of the Southwest Inc. (U 

1026 C) (collectively, “Frontier”) hereby address each of the questions posed in the Ruling and 

provide the information requested by the ALJ to the extent that it exists and is reasonably 

obtainable.  Frontier viewed the August 22, 2025 workshop through the California Public Utilities 

Commission’s (“Commission”) online webcast, but it was not an active participant in the event 

and is not necessarily familiar with all of the references and perspectives that the various 

workshop speakers advanced.  Frontier nevertheless offers its views and responsive information in 

connection with the issues raised during that workshop, as described herein.  Additionally, per the 

directive in the Ruling, this submission also includes Frontier’s responses to the ALJ’s questions 

from the May 19, 2025 Ruling regarding topics discussed at the April workshops.  

II. RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FOR PARTIES BASED ON WORKSHOP #3 
(RULING, SECTION 3). 

The Ruling asks parties to comment on various representations and topics presented during 

the August 22, 2025 workshop.  As a threshold matter, Frontier maintains that the scope of this 

proceeding should be limited to evaluating the extent to which any Carrier of Last Resort 

(“COLR”) requirements should remain in place if and only if:  (1) an existing carrier with COLR 

obligations is the only carrier offering telecommunications services in a particular geographic area 

and (2) that sole provider affirmatively elects to withdraw from providing telecommunications 

service in that area.  New regulatory obligations should not be imposed based on the hypothetical 

and potential withdrawal of service by a carrier and COLR requirements should not be unilaterally 

or uniquely imposed on the Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (“ILEC”) that, in the contemporary 

market dynamic, services only a fraction of the voice communications lines in California.   

Frontier’s responses to the questions posed in the Ruling are presented with these 
Exhibit D 
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perspectives in mind and are detailed below.  Where appropriate, Frontier’s responses include its 

perspectives or disagreement with the framing of the questions, or the factual or legal assertions 

reflected therein.  Frontier reserves the right to address these questions in further detail in 

additional submissions in this proceeding. 

Federal Policy 

1. Panelist Harold Feld indicated that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
has adopted “streamlined proceedings” for applications to discontinue service under 
Section 214 of the federal Telecommunications Act, in which “there is a very short 
period of time to raise objections…and if the FCC does not act to take the application 
off of fast track, the application is granted automatically.” Was Mr. Feld’s 
description of the FCC’s Domestic Section 214 Discontinuance process accurate? Do 
parties wish to clarify any details? How does the FCC’s Domestic Section 214 
Discontinuance process impact COLR obligations? Given this process, should the 
Commission assume that a COLR granted relief from its obligation to provide basic 
service in a given area also is likely to receive FCC Section 214 “Fast Track” 
approval from the FCC to discontinue service in that same area? Should FCC 
approval be a precondition for applying for COLR withdrawal?   

Response:   Regarding Mr. Feld’s characterization of the FCC section 214 “fast track” process, it 

is correct that there is an expedited approval path for applications meeting certain detailed criteria, 

but not all Section 214 requests are eligible for the “fast track” procedure.  Under the expedited 

process for discontinuance of service (not COLR relief), certain applications will be deemed 

approved after a 31-day review process.  Interested parties have an opportunity to respond and 

submit comments on Section 214 applications.  

In addition, the COLR requirements are California state requirements governed by 

Commission decisions establishing service obligations applicable to only ILECs despite the fact 

that ILEC markets have been open to competition for more than two decades and ILECs serve a 

small fraction of voice lines in the state.  The “Section 214” process, by contrast, involves a 

request to discontinue a specific interstate or domestic service, relying on the standards in 47 

U.S.C. Section 214 and FCC rules promulgated thereunder.  See 47 U.S.C. § 214; 47 C.F.R. § 

63.71.  Section 214 relief is a distinct procedural mechanism and should not be treated as a 

precondition for COLR relief, nor should the Commission assume that a designation of COLR 

status would necessarily lead to a granting of Section 214 authority.  If an ILEC can demonstrate 

that it meets the criteria for withdrawing as a COLR, the COLR obligations should be eliminated. 
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Accessibility 

1. To what extent is California Relay Service, or any other element of basic service, 
necessary to ensure accessibility of essential communications services, compatible 
with IP enabled advanced networks, Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP), or wireless 
products?   

Response:   Frontier does not provide California Relay Service (“CRS”) to customers, but it 

provides access to CRS over its network by dialing the “711” code.  Frontier’s service is 

consistent with the definition of basic service which requires that COLRs provide “[a]ccess to 

telephone relay service.”  See D.12-12-038 at 18 (emphasis added).  With respect to CRS, Frontier 

also notes that the Commission’s authority to design, implement and enforce CRS obligations 

under Public Utilities Code Section 2881 is not dependent on a carrier’s COLR status.  Frontier is 

not aware of any technical incompatibility that would impede accessing CRS services over VoIP 

connections.  Frontier defers to wireless service providers regarding the extent of alignment with 

wireless products. 

2. To what extent are the equipment and services, such as Teletypewriters/TTY services, 
and other equipment and services provided through California Connect, compatible 
with advanced, IP-enabled networks and Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) 
products? To what extent are these compatible with wireless networks? For 
responding carriers, please specify which equipment and services are not compatible 
with your networks.   

Response:   Frontier does not provide teletypewriter or “TYY” services, but customers utilize 

such services and equipment on Frontier’s network.  Frontier is not aware of compatibility issues 

with using TYY devices over VoIP connections.  Frontier defers to wireless providers on the 

wireless aspects of this question. 

3. What customer protections or other rules are necessary or appropriate to ensure the 
continuity of service for customers reliant on California Relay Service, TTY services, 
or other equipment and services provided by California Connect, if COLRs are 
granted relief from the obligation to provide basic service, or choose to no longer 
offer it over plain old telephone service (POTS)?    

Response:   Frontier understands that customers can connect their TTY devices and dial 711 to 

regardless of the technology used (e.g., VoIP).  The requirement for carriers to continue 

connecting 711 calls for their customers is unrelated to COLR designations and no additional 

protections are needed. 
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4. Basic service requires free access to California Relay Service. Are there any cases in 
which a provider has charged for access to relay service in the absence of an 
obligation to provide it for free? Should the Commission consider placing the 
requirement to offer free access to California Relay Service on other carriers if the 
COLR withdraws? Is access to California Relay Service possible through wireless 
and VoIP services.   

Response:   As explained above, Frontier is not a CRS provider, but it provides access to CRS 

over its network.  Frontier does not charge for such access, nor is it aware of any provider who 

charges for connecting CRS calls.  Again, Frontier does not know of any limitations on accessing 

CRS through VoIP connections, and Frontier will defer to wireless carriers as to the capabilities of 

wireless networks.  To the extent that this question assumes that COLR relief would involve a 

withdrawal of service, that premise is not correct.  CRS access should not be an indirect or 

independent basis for retaining COLR obligations. 

Ancillary Services 

1. What requirements, both legal and technical, are needed to ensure communications 
service continuity if an incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) elects to retire 
copper infrastructure as a result of COLR withdrawal? Parties are asked to identify 
any specific changes recommended for General Order 138, “Rules for the Connection 
of Customer Provided Equipment to Public Utility Telephone Company Systems,” or 
General Order 152-A, “Rules Governing Private Line Alarm Service,” or other rules 
and regulations under the Commission’s jurisdiction.   

Response:   COLR relief is not the equivalent of copper retirement under 47 C.F.R. Sections 

51.325 through 51.333.  See 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.325(a)(3) (defining copper retirement); 51.333 

(explaining public notice and objection process).  These provisions relate to discontinuing service 

using copper facilities and do not necessarily involve or suggest a carrier will discontinue 

providing telecommunications services to consumers in the area using fiber or other technology.  

G.O. 138 and G.O. 152-A do not bear on the issues in this proceeding.  G.O. 138 is designed to 

promote the safety of telecommunications personnel by ensuring that “[c]ustomer-provided 

equipment” interfaces appropriately with telecommunications network equipment.  See G.O. 138 § 

1.4.  Separately, G.O. 152-A contains certain reporting requirements and standards for certain 

types of “private line alarm systems,” which Frontier does not provide.  See G.O. 152-A § 1.2.   

As other commenters have noted, the issue of whether ancillary services are interoperable 

with next generation technologies has already been considered extensively at the California state 
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and federal levels.1  These issues should be separate and distinct from the requirement to serve 

customers as a COLR in California.  Frontier further notes that it does not provide any home 

security systems to customers.  While certain alarm systems still rely on legacy technology for 

remote monitoring, consumers who use these services have many different options for home 

monitoring available today.  To the extent that the General Orders referenced in this question 

require updates or clarifications, those should be addressed through a separate rulemaking 

proceeding. 

2. At the August 22 Workshop, panelists identified the following ancillary services that 
rely primarily on copper telecommunications infrastructure: highway call boxes, 
electronic highway signage, and alarm systems. This Ruling also inquires about 
emergency communications service for elevators. Are there other ancillary services 
that may be impacted by a COLR withdrawal? Is it reasonable to make any special 
provisions for alarm systems serving schools compared to alarm systems serving 
other customers?   

Response:   Frontier is not aware of the full range of technical configurations that may be 

involved in enabling call boxes, highway signage, and alarm systems because Frontier does not 

provide those services; rather, it provides service connections to customers who may use those 

connections for those purposes.  Frontier understands that such devices could be supported by a 

variety of telecommunications or broadband services.  As such, Frontier believes there is no legal 

or analytical nexus between the specified communications infrastructure referenced in this 

question and “COLR withdrawal.”    

3. What notice and engagement should a COLR be required to provide to ancillary 
service providers prior to being granted withdrawal? What entities should receive 
notice prior to withdrawal? What information should be provided in the notice? How 
should the notice be distributed? How far in advance should ancillary service 
providers be notified? What should the steps be if the service is incompatible with the 
change in service or technology?   

Response:   A withdrawing COLR should provide reasonable notice to all customers.  There is no 

need for any special notice for “ancillary service providers,” as they would receive reasonable 

notice associated with any COLR designation ending.  As Frontier has emphasized in this 

proceeding, any notice that is required with respect to a change in COLR status should be worded 

 
1 See, e.g., Cal Broadband Opening Comments (Jun. 13, 2025) at 3–4; see also Consolidated Opening 
Comments (Jun. 13, 2025) at 1–2; see also AT&T Opening Comments (Jun. 13, 2025) at 8–10. Exhibit D 
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with precision to avoid implying that the carrier is ceasing operations or terminating service to 

existing customers because the elimination of a COLR obligation is separate and independent 

from the issue of discontinuing service.  Improperly conflating COLR withdrawal with 

termination of service in the customer notice would confuse and cause unnecessary concern 

among customers.   

4. What impacts are possible in a transition from legacy network elements companies 
claim they use to satisfy the COLR obligations to modern networks if COLR 
obligations were eliminated? What impacts could the public or customers 
experience?   

Response:   The technological transition from copper to fiber network elements infrastructure and 

other network technologies has been occurring for more than a decade and is therefore already 

well underway.  Frontier is not aware of any limitations on its ability to satisfy basic service 

requirements over fiber or other network facilities.  The definition of basic service includes 

various unnecessary elements, including equal access requirements, white pages directory listing 

mandates, and other requirements that are not applicable to the expansive and growing list of 

competitors that are currently providing the vast majority of voice connections in California today.  

These features should be removed from the definition of basic service promote fairness and 

competition, as discussed in Frontier’s prior comments in this proceeding.2  Frontier can fulfill 

COLR obligations over copper or fiber facilities, as can other competitive service providers in 

California.  As such, Frontier is not aware of any adverse “impacts” to the public or customers 

from the ongoing transition from copper to fiber.  In fact, the impacts in transitioning from legacy 

copper to more modern network infrastructure relying on fiber and other technologies are 

overwhelmingly positive, including improved reliability, increased bandwidth and speed and 

expanded service options now and in the future as technologies and applications advance. 
  

 
2 Frontier Opening Comments on OIR (Sept. 30, 2024) at 5 (supporting a revision to the requirements of 
basic service to “to focus on the delivery of a “voice-grade” connection and E911 support.”). Exhibit D 
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I. INTRODUCTION.

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s (“ALJ”) Ruling Regarding Comments on

Topics Discussed at August 22, 2025 Workshop, issued on October 1, 2025 (the “Ruling”) and the 

October 20, 2025 ALJ ruling granting three additional weeks to respond, Consolidated 

Communications of California Company, LLC (“Consolidated”) hereby addresses each of the 

questions posed in the Ruling and provides the information requested by the ALJ to the extent that 

it exists and is reasonably obtainable.  This response is accompanied by a contemporaneously-

filed Motion to Seal seeking confidential treatment for specific data presented herewith that 

depicts the specific locations of Consolidated’s subscribers. 

Consolidated monitored the August 22, 2025 workshop, but it was not an active participant 

and is not necessarily familiar with all of the references and perspectives that the various 

workshop speakers advanced.  As an overall observation, Consolidated does not believe that the 

presentations during this “Workshop No. 3” identified material impediments to the Carrier of Last 

Resort (“COLR”) relief that Consolidated and other Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers 

(“ILECs”) have proposed in this proceeding.  Some of the presentations conflated the lifting of 

COLR obligations with copper retirement or service withdrawal under 47 U.S.C. Section 214, but 

Consolidated reiterates that COLR relief remains a separate consideration backed by important 

competitive parity concerns specific to state law and California public policy.  Consolidated also 

notes that the speakers at Workshop No. 3 did not devote sufficient attention to the market 

distortions and cost disparities that the retention of the current COLR obligations create.  

Furthermore, to the extent that the workshop focused on access to specific dialing codes and 

support for specific types of customer equipment, those are generic regulatory issues unrelated to 

the specific question of whether there should be a COLR in a market that is robustly competitive.  

The COLR concept is a relic of the rate-of-return regulatory paradigm of the 1980s and 1990s, and 

the Commission should move expeditiously to remove this construct in all competitive markets. 

With that context noted, Consolidated addresses each of the questions posed in the Ruling.  

In some cases, Consolidated has noted temporal or categorical limitations on the availability of 

data.  Some of the requested information is not stored or retained in the format requested, and, in 
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many cases, there is no business reason or regulatory requirement to retain such data.  

Consolidated has explained these limitations where they exist and responded to the questions to 

the best of its ability following a good faith search for responsive information. 

II. RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FOR PARTIES BASED ON WORKSHOP #3 
(RULING, SECTION 3). 

The Ruling asks parties, including Consolidated, to respond to various representations and 

perspectives presented during the third workshop in this proceeding.  The Ruling posits that the 

following questions are drawn from the commentary during the third workshop, but Consolidated 

does not necessarily agree with the factual predicates presented in these prompts.  Nevertheless, 

Consolidated responds as follows to the questions posed.  Where appropriate, Consolidated has 

provided its perspectives on the factual propositions and legal assertions reflected in the questions.  

Consolidated reserves the right to address these questions in further detail in additional 

submissions in this proceeding. 

Federal Policy 
1. Panelist Harold Feld indicated that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 

has adopted “streamlined proceedings” for applications to discontinue service under 
Section 214 of the federal Telecommunications Act, in which “there is a very short 
period of time to raise objections…and if the FCC does not act to take the application 
off of fast track, the application is granted automatically.” Was Mr. Feld’s 
description of the FCC’s Domestic Section 214 Discontinuance process accurate? Do 
parties wish to clarify any details? How does the FCC’s Domestic Section 214 
Discontinuance process impact COLR obligations? Given this process, should the 
Commission assume that a COLR granted relief from its obligation to provide basic 
service in a given area also is likely to receive FCC Section 214 “Fast Track” 
approval from the FCC to discontinue service in that same area? Should FCC 
approval be a precondition for applying for COLR withdrawal?   

Response:  The COLR relief process and the FCC “Section 214” service discontinuation 

procedure are neither coextensive nor interdependent.  COLR requirements are state-level 

requirements governed by Commission decisions that define the scope of service obligations for 

Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (“ILECs”), who are currently the only COLRs.  By contrast, 

the “Section 214” process involves a request to discontinue a specific interstate or domestic 

service, relying on the standards in 47 U.S.C. Section 214 and FCC rules implementing that code 

section.  See 47 U.S.C. § 214; 47 C.F.R. § 63.71. A lifting of COLR obligations does not equate to 

withdrawal from service, and a carrier may receive COLR relief but choose not to submit a 
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Section 214 filing.  Therefore, COLR relief and Section 214 requests should not be treated as 

preconditions for one another, nor should the Commission assume that granting relief of COLR 

status would automatically lead to a granting of a Section 214 discontinuance application, or vice 

versa.  Regarding Mr. Feld’s characterization of the 214 process, there is an expedited approval 

path for applications meeting certain specifications, but not all Section 214 requests fall within 

that “fast track” procedure.  The expedited process is structured so that certain applications will be 

deemed approved after a 31-day review process, which typically includes a 15-day public notice 

and comment timeframe.  Any party could submit comments as part of that process.   

Accessibility 

1. To what extent is California Relay Service, or any other element of basic service, 
necessary to ensure accessibility of essential communications services, compatible 
with IP enabled advanced networks, Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP), or wireless 
products?   

Response:   Consolidated is not a provider of California Relay Service (“CRS”), but it enables 

CRS calls to be made over its network by dialing the “711” code.  The definition of basic service 

reflects this clarification, requiring that COLRs provide “[a]ccess to telephone relay service.”  See 

D.12-12-038 at 18 (emphasis added).  Consolidated does not object to retaining this CRS access 

requirement as part of basic service, and Consolidated has not proposed to remove this element of 

basic service in this proceeding.  Rather, Consolidated endorsed the Independent Small LECs’ 

proposal to revise the definition of basic service, which retains CRS access.  Consolidated Reply 

Comments on OIR at 5 (supporting Independent Small LECs’ revisions to basic service 

definition); Independent Small LECs Opening Comments on OIR at 9 (proposing to retain basic 

service elements 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7, including CRS).  However, the other aspects of basic service 

should be eliminated as outdated and unnecessary, including directory service, white pages 

delivery, operator service, free blocking, and the “billing provisions” in Element 4.  With respect 

to CRS, Consolidated also notes that the Commission has authority to “design and implement” the 

program and mandate compliance from carriers under Public Utilities Code Section 2881, 

regardless of COLR designations or COLR relief determinations.  Consolidated is not aware of 

compatibility issues in accessing CRS services over VoIP connections.  Consolidated is not a 
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wireless provider, so it will defer to other providers on the wireless aspects of this question. 

2. To what extent are the equipment and services, such as Teletypewriters/TTY services, 
and other equipment and services provided through California Connect, compatible 
with advanced, IP-enabled networks and Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) 
products? To what extent are these compatible with wireless networks? For 
responding carriers, please specify which equipment and services are not compatible 
with your networks.   

Response:   Consolidated does not provide teletypewriter or “TYY” services or equipment, but 

customers may access such services and utilize such equipment on Consolidated’s network.  

Consolidated is not aware of compatibility issues with using TYY devices over VoIP connections.  

Consolidated will defer to wireless providers on the wireless aspects of this question. 

3. What customer protections or other rules are necessary or appropriate to ensure the 
continuity of service for customers reliant on California Relay Service, TTY services, 
or other equipment and services provided by California Connect, if COLRs are 
granted relief from the obligation to provide basic service, or choose to no longer 
offer it over plain old telephone service (POTS)?    

Response:   Consolidated understands that customers can connect their TTY devices and dial 711 

to reach the appropriate service providers regardless of the technology used to dial the call.  Other 

than the requirement for carriers to continue connecting 711 calls to their customers, which is 

unrelated to COLR designations, no protections are needed. 

4. Basic service requires free access to California Relay Service. Are there any cases in 
which a provider has charged for access to relay service in the absence of an 
obligation to provide it for free? Should the Commission consider placing the 
requirement to offer free access to California Relay Service on other carriers if the 
COLR withdraws? Is access to California Relay Service possible through wireless 
and VoIP services.   

Response:   As explained above, Consolidated does not provide CRS; it provides access to CRS.  

Consolidated does not charge for such access, nor is it aware of any provider who charges for 

connecting CRS calls.  Again, Consolidated does not know of any limitations on accessing CRS 

through VoIP connections, and Consolidated will defer to wireless carriers as to the capabilities of 

wireless networks.  To the extent that this question assumes that COLR relief would involve a 

withdrawal of service, that premise is not correct.  Consolidated has no intention of withdrawing 

from serving existing customers even if its COLR designation is lifted.  Rather, the immediate 

practical ramifications of COLR relief for Consolidated would be that it is no longer forced to 
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serve new locations that may be costly or uneconomical to reach just because it is designated as a 

COLR in its ILEC exchange area.  As Consolidated has explained, the retention of this service 

obligation for Consolidated is inequitable and unnecessary given the many competitors who serve 

the same area who are not saddled with this same requirement.  In this context, Consolidated has 

no objection to continuing to provide access to CRS where it provides service, but CRS access 

should not be an indirect or independent basis for retaining COLR obligations. 

Ancillary Services 

1. What requirements, both legal and technical, are needed to ensure communications 
service continuity if an incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) elects to retire 
copper infrastructure as a result of COLR withdrawal? Parties are asked to identify 
any specific changes recommended for General Order 138, “Rules for the Connection 
of Customer Provided Equipment to Public Utility Telephone Company Systems,” or 
General Order 152-A, “Rules Governing Private Line Alarm Service,” or other rules 
and regulations under the Commission’s jurisdiction.   

Response:   COLR relief is not the equivalent of copper retirement, nor would a lifting of COLR 

obligations relate to the ongoing transition toward fiber-based networks.  Consolidated has not 

proposed to retire copper in California, and if it did, it would be a separate consideration from the 

issues in this proceeding and Consolidated would follow FCC procedures, including the notice 

requirements under 47 C.F.R. Sections 51.325 through 51.333.  See 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.325(a)(3) 

(defining copper retirement); 51.333 (explaining public notice and objection process).  Regarding 

G.O. 138 and G.O. 152-A, these are archaic general orders that do not have any direct relationship 

to the issues in this proceeding.  G.O. 138 is designed to promote the safety of telecommunications 

personnel by ensuring that “[c]ustomer-provided equipment” interfaces appropriately with 

telecommunications network equipment.  See G.O. 138 § 1.4.  Separately, G.O. 152-A contains 

reporting requirements and standards for certain types of “private line alarm systems.”  See G.O. 

152-A § 1.2.  Consolidated does not provide any services that fall within the framework governing 

“private line alarm systems” under G.O. 152-A.  Consolidated is not aware of any relevance of 

either G.O. 138 or G.O. 152-A to the issues in this proceeding.  To the extent these rules require 

updates or clarifications, that should be a separate exercise in a separate proceeding. 
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2. At the August 22 Workshop, panelists identified the following ancillary services that 
rely primarily on copper telecommunications infrastructure: highway call boxes, 
electronic highway signage, and alarm systems. This Ruling also inquires about 
emergency communications service for elevators. Are there other ancillary services 
that may be impacted by a COLR withdrawal? Is it reasonable to make any special 
provisions for alarm systems serving schools compared to alarm systems serving 
other customers?   

Response:   Consolidated is not a provider of “call boxes” or “electronic highway signage,” but 

customers who manage those devices can purchase services from Consolidated to support or 

enable the necessary equipment.  Fundamentally, call boxes are wireline telephones, so they could 

be provisioned using traditional circuit-switched technology or VoIP, without any material 

functional differences.  Although Consolidated is not aware of the full range of technical 

configurations that may be involved in enabling highway signage, Consolidated understands that 

such devices could be supported by a variety of telecommunications or broadband services, so 

there is no connection between highway signage and “COLR withdrawal.”  With regard to alarm 

systems, Consolidated does not provide security services, although it does provide basic service 

lines to business and institutional customers that may be used for alarm services provided by third 

parties.  Consolidated understands that alarm systems could be supported by traditional circuit-

switched connections or VoIP connections, so there is no need for any special rules in this 

proceeding to address alarm systems.  

3. What notice and engagement should a COLR be required to provide to ancillary 
service providers prior to being granted withdrawal? What entities should receive 
notice prior to withdrawal? What information should be provided in the notice? How 
should the notice be distributed? How far in advance should ancillary service 
providers be notified? What should the steps be if the service is incompatible with the 
change in service or technology?   

Response:   A reasonable notice should be provided to all customers if a carrier’s COLR 

designation is lifted.  There is no need for any special notice for “ancillary service providers.”  As 

Consolidated has emphasized in this proceeding, any notice that is required with respect to a 

change in COLR status should be worded with precision to avoid implying that the carrier is 

ceasing operations or terminating service to existing customers.  If COLR relief were equated with 

a withdrawal of service in a notice to customers, the notice would be misleading and risk causing 

alarm amongst customers.  
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4. What impacts are possible in a transition from legacy network elements companies 
claim they use to satisfy the COLR obligations to modern networks if COLR 
obligations were eliminated? What impacts could the public or customers 
experience?   

Response:   The technological transition from copper to fiber network elements is already well 

underway.  Consolidated is not aware of any limitations on its ability to satisfy basic service 

requirements over fiber facilities.  The definition of basic service includes various unnecessary 

elements, including equal access requirements, white pages delivery mandates, and other dictates 

that are not applicable to Consolidated’s competitors.  These features should be removed from the 

basic service definition to level the playing field, as discussed in Consolidated’s prior comments in 

this proceeding.  Consolidated can satisfy COLR obligations over copper and fiber facilities, so 

Consolidated is not aware of any “impacts” to the public or customers from the ongoing transition.  

The Commission should nevertheless be concerned about the regulatory disparity that its COLR 

rules represent, particularly as applied to a carrier like Consolidated that faces nearly ubiquitous 

wireline competition and 100% wireless coverage. 

Miscellaneous 

1. If a COLR applies to relinquish its obligation, what are reasonable restrictions on the 
area covered by a single application? Should there be a maximum number of affected 
customers, a maximum population size, and/or a maximum geographic area? Should 
there be a limit on the number of applications submitted in a calendar year? Aside 
from broadband maps and mobile coverage maps, what data driven resources are 
available for providers to demonstrate the presence of other voice providers within 
COLR territories that can be evaluated appropriately by the Commission and 
affected stakeholders?   

Response:  Consolidated has a specific, geographically-defined service territory in the greater 

Sacramento metropolitan area in which it is designated as the COLR.  This entire area is robustly 

competitive, so any COLR relief should be provided in the entirety of Consolidated’s footprint.  

Consolidated should be de-designated as a COLR in this proceeding throughout its service area, 

or, at a minimum, it should be provided a path for efficient COLR relief impacting all areas that it 

serves.  There is no need to address COLR relief on a piecemeal or transitional basis as applied to 

Consolidated, and the mapping information already submitted is sufficient to show that 

Consolidated’s service areas is robustly competitive.  Because of its unique situation as a smaller 

provider besieged by extensive wireline and wireless competitors that are far larger than 
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Consolidated, the Commission should consider a pilot program as part of this proceeding in which 

Consolidated’s COLR designation is lifted, subject to reasonable reporting requirements.  

Consolidated has no intention of exiting the market or abandoning existing customers, but COLR 

relief would put Consolidated on a more even playing field with other market participants who are 

not compelled to serve new locations even where it is uneconomical to do so.  Using Consolidated 

as a “test case” for COLR relief would be a reasonable first step to determine how best to manage 

requests to lift COLR designations going forward. 

2. Panelist Harold Feld indicated, “Copper is extremely expensive to maintain.  The 
equipment which is used to support traditional copper phone networks is no longer 
being manufactured.” Is this statement accurate? COLRs shall explain how they 
source necessary equipment when repairs to the legacy copper network are needed. 
COLRs also shall provide information on the cost of maintaining legacy copper 
networks broken out by relevant cost categories (such as cost of technicians, cost of 
equipment, etc.) with as much detail as possible. 

Response:  Copper is more expensive to maintain than fiber and many supporting network 

elements and switches are “end-of-life” and no longer supported by the vendors.  Even the supply 

of refurbished or “grey” market replacements is dramatically decreasing.  Maintenance of copper 

facilities is being phased out by telecommunications vendors as networks shift to fiber.  This 

reduces the supply of copper maintenance services and increases the overall cost of repairing, 

maintaining, and replacing copper facilities.  Copper facilities are also more susceptible to theft, 

which increases the risk of maintaining a copper network.  However, fiber facilities have a long 

service life and are scalable by upgrading central office electronics.  Consolidated does not have a 

detailed breakdown of copper maintenance costs relative to fiber because such costs are not 

tracked on a facility-specific basis, but Consolidated agrees with the premise of this question that 

copper facilities are more costly to maintain than fiber. 
 
III. RESPONSES TO DIRECTIVE ORDERING CARRIERS TO PROVIDE 

INFORMATION (RULING, SECTION 4). 

The Ruling directs carriers, including Consolidated, to provide a wide range of information 

regarding the customer subscription, calling patterns, and network functionalities relative to 

specific “ancillary” services that the Ruling identifies as potentially dependent upon COLR 

networks and traditional basic service platforms.  Consolidated does not have information 
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responsive to all of these questions, but it has conducted a reasonable, good faith inquiry to obtain 

the data requested, and it has offered alternatives where appropriate to account for data limitations. 

1. All respondent COLRs are ordered to submit a .shp file indicating the point-level 
locations of all customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 2025. 

Response:  Consolidated has prepared two maps depicting the locations where customers are 

subscribed to basic service—one showing the location of business customers and the other 

displaying the location of residential customers.  These maps are collectively identified as 

Attachment A.  Because .shp files cannot be filed as part of docketed pleadings before the 

Commission, these files will be uploaded to the Commission’s File Transfer Portal (“FTP”) site on 

a confidential basis.  These are competitively sensitive and confidential, and they are provided 

subject to the motion to seal filed contemporaneously with this response. 

2. All respondent COLRs are ordered to respond to the following questions:  

• How many customers were subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 2025? 
Please provide separate totals for residential and non-residential customers, 
and report totals statewide and by county based on the customer’s billing 
address.  

Response:  Consolidated serves portions of two counties:  Placer and Sacramento.  The number of 

basic service subscriptions in each county are set forth in the table below, divided between 

residential and business service.  To the extent that Consolidated serves institutional customers 

such as government agencies, those customers are included in the business category.  Consolidated 

also notes that it has used the “service address” for this data rather than the “billing address” 

because the billing address could be in a county outside Consolidated’s service territory, or even 

in another state or country.  Using billing addresses would create a misleading picture of the 

subscribership in Consolidated’s footprint, but Consolidated notes that the vast majority of 

customers have a billing address in the same county as their service address. 

County Residential Business Total 
Placer 1,827 1,900 3,727 
Sacramento 1,206 442 1,648 
Total 3,033 2,342 5,375 
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• Of customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 2025, how many are 
served by copper wiring at the customer premises? How many are served by 
technology other than copper?   

Response:  Currently, 4,909 of Consolidated’s basic service subscribers are served over copper 

drops.  The remaining 466 are served with fiber drops. 

• Of customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 2025, how many are 
participants in the California Connect (also known as DDTP) program? 

Response:  Consolidated provides basic service to customers, but it does not know how many of 

those customers participate in the California Connect or Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications 

Program (“DDTP”).  

• Of customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 2025, how many are 
California LifeLine participants?   

Response:  Consolidated had 293 customers on the California LifeLine program as of January 1, 

2025. 

• How many voice calls were made in 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, and 2024? Please 
provide totals statewide and by county of the customer placing the call. 

Response:  Consolidated does not track the number of total voice calls that are made over its 

network.  While Consolidated’s switches retain some historical information, it is not collected or 

formally tracked because there is no current business purpose or regulatory requirement to engage 

in such tracking.  Basic service customers predominantly subscribe to flat-rate service, and VoIP 

services are also billed a single rate for domestic calls, without any variations in price based on the 

number of nature of calls made or received.  Therefore, Consolidated lacks information to fully 

answer this question.  Nevertheless, Consolidated has conducted a query using its switching 

equipment, and, based on a sample from a 15-day period in December 2024, Consolidated 

estimates that its network carries approximately 8.4 million voice calls per year.  The source data 

for this estimate, organized by county and by call type, is provided in the document provided 

herewith as Attachment B.  As these data illustrate, Consolidated has experienced a continued 

decline in voice calls, so the use of a sample from December 2024 likely understates the annual 

call volumes that would have occurred in the earlier years.  Nevertheless, Consolidated used the 
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DECISION DISMISSING WITH PREJUDICE THE APPLICATION OF AT&T 

CALIFORNIA TO WITHDRAW AS A CARRIER OF LAST RESORT 

Summary 
This decision grants the Motion to Dismiss, filed by the California Public 

Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Public Advocates Office on June 30, 2023. 

Granting this motion dismisses with prejudice the Application of Pacific Bell 

Telephone Company d/b/a/ AT&T California (AT&T) “for Targeted Relief from 

its Carrier of Last Resort (COLR) Obligation” filed and served on March 3, 2023 

and amended on May 17, 2023. 

The Commission’s COLR withdrawal rules, adopted in Decision (D.) 96-

10-066 and affirmed in D.12-12-038, require either the presence of an existing 

COLR in the service territory a current COLR wishes to withdraw from, or for a 

new COLR to volunteer to replace the COLR seeking permission to withdrawal. 

No other COLR serves AT&T’s service territory. No potential COLR applied to 

replace AT&T. 

Given that AT&T’s Application, as amended, does not meet the 

requirements of the Commission’s COLR withdrawal rules, and the existing 

undisputed facts of this case make that clear, AT&T’s Application is dismissed 

with prejudice.  

This proceeding is closed. 

Finally, the Commission intends to initiate an Order Instituting 

Rulemaking to consider whether to revise its COLR rules.   
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1. Procedural Background 
On March 3, 2023, Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a/ AT&T 

California (AT&T) filed its Application “for Targeted Relief from its Carrier of 

Last Resort (COLR)1 Obligation.”  

On May 3, 2023, the assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) ordered 

AT&T to amend its Application, due to substantial incompleteness.2  

On May 17, 2023, AT&T filed its Amended Application.3  

On June 30, 2023, Cal Advocates filed its Motion to Dismiss.  

A prehearing conference (PHC) was held on August 3, 2023, to address the 

issues of law and fact, determine the need for hearing, set the schedule for 

resolving the matter, and address other matters as necessary. 

 
1 The definition of a COLR is “A local exchange service provider that stands ready to provide 
basic service to any customer requesting such service within a specified area. To be a COLR, the 
provider must meet Commission-approved qualifications.” A COLR is required to provide all 
elements of basic service, including: 

 Offering customers the ability to place and receive voice-grade calls over all distances 
utilizing the public switched telephone network or successor network;  

 Free access to 9-1-1/Enhanced (E) 9-1-1 service; 
 Access to directory services; 
 Billing Provisions; 
 Access to 800 and 8YY Toll-Free Services; 
 Access to Telephone Relay Service as provided for in Pub. Util. Code, § 2881; 
 Free access to customer service for information about Universal Lifeline Telephone Service 

(ULTS) service activation, service termination, service repair and bill inquiries; 
 One-time free blocking for information services, and one-time billing adjustments for 

charges incurred inadvertently, mistakenly, or without authorization; and 
 Access to operator services. 
Additional requirements of COLRs include participation in California LifeLine. 
2 For a number of reasons, the assigned ALJ found that AT&T’s application was deficient and 
insufficient to scope the proceeding, including that AT&T did not identify the specific areas or 
communities where it sought relief. See Ruling at 3. 
3 Unless otherwise specified for the purposes of a citation, “Application” will refer to either 
AT&T’s Application or its Amended Application.   
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On November 21, 2023, the Assigned Commissioner issued a Scoping 

Memo and Ruling, setting forth the issues, need for hearing, schedule, category, 

and other matters necessary to scope this proceeding pursuant to Public Utilities 

Code (Pub. Util. Code) section 1701.1 and Article 7 of the Commission’s Rules of 

Practice and Procedure.  

On February 20, 2024, the assigned ALJ notified potential COLRs 

regarding AT&T’s Application, as well as the opportunity to apply to replace 

AT&T as a COLR in those territories. Potential COLRs had until April 30, 2024 to 

inform the Commission if they wished to replace AT&T.4,5 

No potential COLR responded to the February 20 Notice by the April 30, 

2024 deadline.  

2. The Commission’s COLR Rules  
Assembly Bill (AB) 3643, enacted in 1994, directed the Commission to 

initiate a proceeding to ensure universal telecommunications service includes 

“[e]ssential telecommunications services” that is “provided at affordable prices 

to all Californians regardless of linguistic, cultural, ethnic, physical, geographic, 

or income considerations.”6  

In Decision (D.) 95-07-050, the Commission proposed that the incumbent 

Local Exchange Carriers (LEC) be the designated COLR in all of their service 

areas until such time that another carrier or carriers are designated to be a COLR. 

The Commission adopted its COLR rules in D.96-10-066, stressing that the COLR 

 
4 On February 28, 2024, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling, apprising the Service List in this 
proceeding that the notice was served.  
5 Ahead of the assigned ALJ serving the notice, parties received an opportunity to review and 
offer edits.   
6 Stats. 1994, Ch. 278 (Polanco and Moore) 
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concept “is important to universal service policy because it ensures that 

customers receive service.”7 All of the incumbent LECs listed in Attachment A of 

D.96-10-066 were designated as the COLR in all their respective service areas 

(also called geographic study areas, or GSAs) at least until such time that another 

carrier or carriers are designated as the COLR.8 To that end, the Commission’s 

COLR rules required a designated COLR to retain its obligations until another 

carrier is designated.9 The COLR Rules also include a procedure to replace the 

last remaining COLR.10  

A designated COLR may opt out of its obligations GSA by advice letter 

unless it is the only COLR remaining in its service territory. If no other COLRs 

serve the territory in question, a COLR must file an application to withdraw as 

the COLR and continue to act as the COLR until the application is granted 

(because a new COLR has come forward) or a new COLR has been designated as 

a result of an auction.11   

In adopting D.12-12-038, the Commission affirmed, among other items, the 

Commission’s COLR withdrawal rules.  

3. AT&T’s Amended Application 
AT&T asks the Commission to relieve it of its COLR obligations in much 

of its service territory. Specifically, AT&T requests the following relief: 

 
7 D.96-10-066 at 109. 
8 Id., at 163. 
9 Id., at 109. 
10 Id. 
11 Id.  
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 In areas where “voice alternatives”12 that offer voice 
service, AT&T would be relieved of its COLR obligations; 

 AT&T customers would have a six-month transition 
period; 

 Modification to AT&T’s basic service tariff; and 

 For areas currently without voice alternatives, the 
Commission would adopt an Advice Letter process for 
when those areas become served by voice alternatives.13   

AT&T contends the COLR obligation made sense during an era of 

monopolies, but makes no sense today, given the current marketplace. AT&T 

asserts its COLR customers have a number of alternatives for voice services, 

including VoIP service from cable companies such as Comcast or Cox, and 

mobile voice service from providers such as Verizon, T-Mobile, and AT&T 

Mobility.14 AT&T also insists its COLR responsibilities unfairly discriminate 

against AT&T, placing the carrier at a competitive disadvantage versus these 

other companies which, unburdened by COLR requirements, are able to 

innovate and otherwise respond to market forces.15 AT&T also claims that the 

funds it spends on expenses related to its duties as a COLR “could” instead be 

used on other activities.16   

 
12 Application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California (U 1001 C) for Targeted Relief 
from Its Carrier of Last Resort Obligation and Certain Associated Tariff Obligations (AT&T’s 
Application), filed March 3, 2023, at 38. “Voice alternatives” are providers of wireline VoIP and 
fixed and wireless voice services. Note: AT&T’s “alternative voice providers” are not COLRs. 
13 AT&T’s Application at 37-38. 
14 Id., at 3. 
15 Id., at 3-4. 
16 AT&T repeatedly uses the words “could” or “would” as part of its claims that funds spent on 
its COLR obligation might be used on other activities. See AT&T’s Amended Application at 14: 
“With freed-up resources, AT&T California could deploy fiber broadband to additional 

Footnote continued on next page. 
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AT&T opines that the Commission has broad authority to grant the relief it 

requests, citing Pub. Util. Code §§ 1708,17 701,18 70919 and 709.5.20 AT&T further 

 
households in rural areas across the state…” See also AT&T’s Amended Application at 
Attachment A 1 (Declaration of Dr. Mark Israel): “…[the] COLR obligation ties up scarce 
resources that could better serve consumers elsewhere, including via reallocation to investment 
in the superior technologies.” See also, AT&T’s Amended Application at 13: “The COLR relief 
sought here would free up critical resources for similar efforts around the state.” Here, AT&T is 
referring its work with customers who are eligible to participate in the federal Affordable 
Connectivity Program, as well as five Connected Learning Centers in Los Angeles. At no time 
does AT&T specifically commit to any activities if the Commission grants its requested relief.    
17 “The commission may at any time, upon notice to the parties, and with opportunity to be 
heard as provided in the case of complaints, rescind, alter, or amend any order or decision 
made by it.” 
18 “The commission may supervise and regulate every public utility in the State and may do all 
things, whether specifically designated in this part or in addition thereto, which are necessary 
and convenient in the exercise of such power and jurisdiction.” 
19 AT&T cites, in part, to §§ 709. In full, § 709 reads as follows:   

“The Legislature hereby finds and declares that the policies for telecommunications in 
California are as follows: 

(a) To continue our universal service commitment by assuring the continued affordability and 
widespread availability of high-quality telecommunications services to all Californians. 

(b) To focus efforts on providing educational institutions, health care institutions, community-
based organizations, and governmental institutions with access to advanced 
telecommunications services in recognition of their economic and societal impact. 

(c) To encourage the development and deployment of new technologies and the equitable 
provision of services in a way that efficiently meets consumer need and encourages the 
ubiquitous availability of a wide choice of state-of-the-art services. 

(d) To assist in bridging the “digital divide” by encouraging expanded access to state-of-the-art 
technologies for rural, inner-city, low-income, and disabled Californians. 

(e) To promote economic growth, job creation, and the substantial social benefits that will result 
from the rapid implementation of advanced information and communications technologies by 
adequate long-term investment in the necessary infrastructure. 

(f) To promote lower prices, broader consumer choice, and avoidance of anticompetitive 
conduct. 

Footnote continued on next page. 
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declares that the Commission’s intended policy is that once competition takes 

root, COLR status is voluntary, with carriers not only applying to become 

COLRs, but also requesting permission to withdraw.21  

4. Issues Before the Commission 
The Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling identified the 

issues to be determined or otherwise considered, including those listed below. 

1.  Does this application meet the Commission’s Universal 
Service Rules and standards in D. 96-10-066, as well as the 
definition of universal service and obligations therein? 

2.  Should AT&T be relieved of its COLR obligation? 

3.  Are other potential COLRs interested in replacing AT&T’s 
COLR service? Where has AT&T demonstrated there are 
alternative COLRs? 

4.  Would granting this application impact public safety, 
including for residents in High Fire Threat Districts and 
Flood Zones? If yes, what is the impact? For example, will 
it impact access to emergency services during an 
emergency? 

5.  Would not granting this application negatively impact 
AT&T’s ability to offer voice or broadband service in 

 
(g) To remove the barriers to open and competitive markets and promote fair product and price 
competition in a way that encourages greater efficiency, lower prices, and more consumer 
choice. 

(h) To encourage fair treatment of consumers through provision of sufficient information for 
making informed choices, establishment of reasonable service quality standards, and 
establishment of processes for equitable resolution of billing and service problems.”  
 
20 § 709.5 (a) reads as follows:  “It is the intent of the Legislature that all telecommunications 
markets subject to commission jurisdiction be opened to competition not later than January 1, 
1997. The commission shall take steps to ensure that competition in telecommunications 
markets is fair and that the state's universal service policy is observed.” 
21 Application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California (U 1001 C) for Targeted Relief 
from Its Carrier of Last Resort Obligation and Certain Associated Tariff Obligations (AT&T’s 
Application), filed March 3, 2023, at 6. 
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California? Where would AT&T spend funds if it 
eliminates its COLR obligation that it would not spend 
otherwise? 

6.  Will granting the application result in a direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment such that such environmental review 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) is required? 

7.  Does the requested action have any impact on 
environmental and social justice communities, including 
the extent to which it impacts the achievement of any of 
the goals of the Commission’s Environmental and Social 
Justice Action Plan? Are there other impacted individuals, 
such as persons with disabilities? 

8.  Do the potential benefits of granting this application exceed 
any potential negative effects on customers? 

9.  Should the Commission adopt Applicant’s proposed 
Advice Letter process for communities it asserts currently 
do not have another voice option beyond AT&T 
California? 

5. Cal Advocates’ Motion to Dismiss 
Cal Advocates requests the Commission dismiss the Application with 

prejudice, or dismiss without prejudice “and make clear that if AT&T continues 

its failure to comply with rulings and rules, its application will be dismissed with 

prejudice.”22 Cal Advocates asserts AT&T’s Application does not comply with 

the Commission’s COLR Rules, and is incompatible with California’s 

 
22 Motion of Cal Advocates to Dismiss Amended Application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a 
AT&T California (U 1001 C) for Targeted Relief from Its Carrier of Last Resort Obligation and Certain 
Associated Tariff Obligations (Motion to Dismiss), filed June 30, 2023, at 1-2.  
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commitment to universal service, espoused in AB 3643 and Pub. Util. Code § 

709(a).23  

Relying on D.18-11-028 and D.99-11-023, among other authorities, Cal 

Advocates argues the Commission must dismiss an application when the 

outcome is a forgone conclusion.24 

6. AT&T’s Response 
AT&T claims that Cal Advocates’ argument “pushes the envelope of 

advocacy.”25 AT&T also opines that Rule 6.D.7 of the Commission’s Universal 

Service Rules provides that a carrier that has applied for COLR relief must 

“continue to act as the COLR” only until either (emphasis added) “[1] the 

application is granted or (emphasis added) [2] a new COLR has been designated 

as a result of an auction.”26 AT&T claims the Commission may grant its COLR 

relief application for good cause shown, whether or not it has designated a new 

COLR. AT&T further contends that Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 1708 and 701 allow 

the Commission to “rescind, alter, or amend any order or decision made by it, 

including when market conditions underlying the decision “have undergone a 

material change.”27  

 
23 “The Legislature hereby finds and declares that the policies for telecommunications in 
California are as follows: (a) To continue our universal service commitment by assuring the 
continued affordability and widespread availability of high quality telecommunications 
services to all Californians. . .” 
24 Motion to Dismiss at 5-6.  
25 Pacific Bell Telephone Company D/B/A AT&T California’s Response to the Motion to Dismiss of the 
Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (AT&T’s Response), filed July 
14, 2023, at 2. 
26 Id. 
27 AT&T’s Response at 3. 
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Additionally, AT&T argues that the Commission abandoned the reverse 

auction mechanism in D.14-06-008.   

7. COLR Withdrawal Rules 
Under Appendix C, Section 6(c) in D.12-12-038 and Appendix B, Section C 

in D.96-10-066,  the Commission can grant a COLR withdrawal application in 

one of two ways: (a) another carrier is identified and is willing to serve as a 

COLR or (b) a reverse auction is held, the result of which another carrier comes 

forward and is willing (and able) to serve as a COLR. If no replacement COLR is 

identified in the application or if a replacement COLR does not come forward 

once the application has been filed, the Commission must hold a reverse auction. 

The Commission cannot grant an application to withdraw as a COLR if there is 

no replacement COLR.  

Appendix B contains the Commission’s Universal Service Rules, including 

6.D.1, which designates all incumbent LECs listed in Attachment A as the COLR 

in all their respective service areas at least until such time that another carrier or 

carriers are designated as the COLR,28 and Rule 6.D.7, which allows a designated 

COLR to may opt out of its obligations by advice letter, unless it is the only 

carrier remaining in the service territory or a new COLR has been designated as a 

result of an auction.29   

Although AT&T argues that the “or” in Rule 6.D.7 indicates that the 

Commission could just grant its application without a new designated COLR in 

place, that is not only an inaccurate reading of the Commission’s COLR Rules, 

but it would render the COLR and Universal Service Rules meaningless. The 

 
28 D. 96-10-066 at 163. 
29 Id. 
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Commission cannot ignore the other COLR Rules requiring a designated COLR, 

or the statute and Rule’s clear intent for universal service to operate as a safety 

net. The accurate and more consistent reading of 6.D.7 is the last COLR must 

continue its obligations until the application is granted, because another carrier 

has entered the market and taken on COLR obligations.    

8. Standard for Granting a Motion to Dismiss 
The Commission treats a motion to dismiss as a court of general 

jurisdiction would treat motions for summary judgment in civil practice.30 While 

there is no Commission rule expressly for summary judgment motions, Rule 11.2 

of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure allows parties to file a 

motion to dismiss a proceeding based on the pleadings (other than a motion 

based upon a lack of jurisdiction) by no later than five days prior to the first day 

of hearing. The Commission has held that the purpose of both types of motions is 

to permit determination before hearing whether there are any triable issues as to 

any material fact.31 The interpretation of a statute or regulation is generally seen 

to be a pure legal issue.32 

A further purpose of such a motion is that it promotes and protects the 

administration of justice and expedites litigation by the elimination of needless 

 
30 Westcom Long Distance, Inc. v. Pacific Bell et al., Decision (D.) 94-04-082, 54 CPUC2d 244, 

249. 
31 Id.  
32 See Manriquez v. Gourley, 105 Cal. App. 4th 1227, 1234-35 (2003), quoting from 
Culligan Water Conditioning v. State Bd. of Equalization, 17 Cal.3d 86, 93 (1976). 
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trials.33 As such, where appropriate, the Commission regularly grants motions 

for summary judgment or summary adjudication.34 

When reviewing a motion to dismiss, the Commission assumes “the facts 

as alleged in the application are true for the purposes of deciding whether to 

grant a motion to dismiss… [and]… the applicant will be able to prove 

everything the applicant alleged in its application…’”35 However, the 

Commission does ”not accept as true the ultimate facts, or conclusions, that 

Applicant alleges, for instance, that granting the [application] would be in the 

public interest.”36 Applications have been dismissed on policy grounds, to 

husband limited resources, to avoid conflict with statutory policy, to avoid 

inefficiency, “and many other reasons.”37 Additionally, the Commission has held 

that,  “[a]fter accepting the facts as stated, the Commission then merely looks to 

its own law and policy. The question becomes whether the Commission and the 

parties would be squandering their resources by proceeding to an evidentiary 

hearing when the outcome is a foregone conclusion under the current law and 

 
33 Westcom Long Distance, Inc. v. Pacific Bell et al., D. 94-04-082, 54 CPUC2d 244, 

249. 
34 See D.07-07-040 (granting Chevron judgment against Equilon “as a matter of law”); 
D.07-01-004 (granting Cox Telecom judgment against Global NAPs of California); 
D.02-04-051 (granting summary adjudication of a claim by County Sanitation District 
against Southern California Edison Company). 
35 Application of GoGo Technologies, Inc. (dba GoGoGrandparent) for order declaring Applicant to be a 
non-regulated entity; to stay enforcement action pending resolution, D.18-11-028 (2018 WL 6566916 at 
2) (quoting Application of Western Gas Resources-California, Inc. for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity to Provide Public Utility Gas Transmission and Distribution Services,  
D.99-11-023, 1999 Cal. PUC LEXIS 856, 10-11 (Cal. PUC 1999). 
36 Id. 
37 D.99-11-023 at 2. 
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policy of the Commission.”38 While the Commission may elect to alter policy in 

connection with an application, it can make the choice not to do so at the outset 

of an application in response to a motion to dismiss.39 

Cal Advocates filed its Motion to Dismiss on June 30, 2023 and no hearing 

has been held in this proceeding.  

9. Based on the Existing Record AT&T’s Legal and 
Factual Analysis is Fatally Flawed 
The purpose of the Commission’s COLR Rules is to ensure that there is a 

public utility which is obligated to serve all the customers that request service in 

its service area.40   

There can be no misconstruing the Commission’s intent, even though 

AT&T attempts to do that, with its argument that the Commission’s COLR Rules 

allow the Commission to grant AT&T’s application without the presence of a 

replacement COLR.  

AT&T’s Application contains additional flaws that it cannot overcome. 

9.1. The Commission Must Allow Potential 
Replacement COLRs to Replace AT&T 

AT&T has repeatedly misstated that, in adopting D.14-06-008, the 

Commission abandoned the reverse auction mechanism in D.96-10-066.41 As 

noted in the Assigned Commissioner Scoping Memo and Ruling for this 

 
38 Id., at 3. 
39 Id. 
40 D.96-10-066 at 193. 
41 In addition to making this incorrect claims in filings, AT&T representatives repeated its 
incorrect statement at the PHC (See, Reporters’ Transcript, August 3, 2023, at 92:6-93:8) at an ex 
parte meeting with advisors for the assigned Commissioner and another Commissioner (See, 
Notice of Ex Parte Communication of AT&T California, filed February 16, 2024 at 3-4) and at 
another ex parte meeting with advisors for another Commissioner (See, Notice of Ex Parte 
Communication of AT&T California, filed February 29, 2024 at 2-4). 
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proceeding, D.14-06-008 concerns calculating cost support amounts, not the 

safety net auction to identify a COLR that would replace the COLR seeking to 

withdraw from a specific territory.42 D.14-06-008 does not impact the 

Commission’s ability to carry out a COLR auction process. A more thorough 

review of R.09-06-19 confirms this.  

D.14-06-008 was issued in R.09-06-019, an Order Instituting Rulemaking 

(OIR) Regarding Revisions to the California High Cost Fund B Program. D.14-06-

008 adopted provisions to implement updated methodologies to calculate cost 

support amounts. Amending High Cost Fund B support amount is a completely 

separate issue from amending the COLR requirement, including changing the 

requirement for a reverse auction. 

The full reference in D.14-06-008 that AT&T relies on is: 

“Although we initially undertook to further consider the issue 
of a reverse auction process in this rulemaking, the assigned 
Commissioner ultimately determined to first address 
updating basic telephone service requirements before 
considering the merits of a reverse auction or other measures 
to update high cost support amounts.”43 (emphasis added) 

The Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling for R. 

09-06-019, issued January 23, 2013, is even more explicit that the reverse auction 

discussed was focused on setting high-cost support amounts: 

“Prior to the most recent Amended Scoping Memo, this 
proceeding had been considering the design of a reverse 
auction as a mechanism to set high-cost support amounts 
based on market forces. The assigned Commissioner, 
however, had determined to address the updating of 

 
42 See, Footnote 4 
43 D. 14-06-008 at 5. 
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requirements for basic telephone service as a priority before 
considering whether to continue to implement a reverse 
auction or to pursue other measures to update high cost 
support amounts.”44  

Furthermore, in order to amend the reverse auction process adopted in 

D.96-10-066 (and reaffirmed in D.12-12-038), the Commission would have 

needed to scope the issue in R.09-06-019 and provide parties to R.95-01-020/I.95-

01-021 (the proceedings in which D.96-10-066 was issued) with notice and an 

opportunity to be heard on this issue in order to comply with Pub. Util. Code §  

1708.  

The Commission did neither of these things. The reverse auction process to 

replace COLRs/allow for a COLR withdrawal as adopted in D.96-10-066, and 

affirmed in D.12-12-038, has never been amended. Furthermore, consistent with 

Pub. Util. Code § 1708, the Commission typically revises industry-wide rules 

issued in a rulemaking in a new industry-wide rulemaking, not in an application 

filed by a particular provider for specific relief. 

The only way to not hold a reverse auction in the current AT&T COLR 

proceeding would be to give notice and opportunity to be heard to the service 

lists of R.95-01-020/I.95-01-021 and R.09-06-019 because the Commission would 

be deviating from the requirements of D.96-10-066 and D.12-12-038, which would 

take a significant amount of time.  

It would also not make sense to address the reverse auction within the 

confines of AT&T’s Application, as D.96-10-066 and D.12-12-038 were issued in 

rulemakings, and this is an industry-wide issue.  

 
44 Assigned Commissioner Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling (R. 09-06-019), issued January 
29, 2013, at 2.   
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Thus, under the COLR Rules, the Commission must conduct the reverse 

auction process. 

9.2. No Potential COLR Volunteered to Replace AT&T 
AT&T has already indicated that there is not another COLR in AT&T's 

service territory.45 Further, no carrier eligible to replace AT&T as a COLR 

volunteered to do so. 

9.3. AT&T’s Proposed Alternatives are not COLRs 
The alternatives for voice service that AT&T claims can replace its COLR 

service -- including VoIP service from cable companies such as Comcast or Cox, 

and mobile voice providers such as Verizon, T-Mobile, and AT&T Mobility46 -- 

do not meet the definition of a COLR.47 These companies did not apply to be 

COLRs and the Commission has not designated them as such. The voice 

alternatives AT&T claims can replace its COLR service are not required to offer 

voice service to everyone that requests it. Further, these companies may not even 

be able to meet that requirement.   

Depending on the area in question, a cable company may need to build out 

its network in order to meet the requirement of offering service to any potential 

customers that request the service. In the case of the mobile voice providers, 

many comments at public participation hearings and on the Docket Card for this 

proceeding48 call into question whether the companies are able to offer service to 

 
45 Amended Application at 7-8 and PHC Transcripts at 13:22-24. 
46 Id., at 3. 
47 AT&T does not claim otherwise. 
48 Examples of these public comments include, but are not limited to, the ones discussed below.  

Public Comment of Wallace Stahl, Reporters’ Transcript, Ukiah, California, February 22, 2024 at   
292:9-15:   

Footnote continued on next page. 
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every potential customer that requests it, given the gaps in these wireless  
“These existing lines still go to where the signals, tower signal dependent cell towers 
don't reach … allowing AT&T to abandon the far flown customers who live outside or 
below the available microwave signals stopped by the mountains or below them in 
canyons like (indecipherable) and Brooktrails just a mile or two outside of Willits.” 

Public Comment of Neil Altimari, Reporters’ Transcript, Ukiah, California, February 22, 2024 at   
293: 24-295:9:   

“…I live locally here in Mendocino County, Redwood Valley... we have got two cell 
phone carriers up there, and I have my landline through AT&T. One cell phone is 
through T-Mobile and it gets one bar, a lot of dropped calls; and another one is through 
AT&T, and it gets one bar and a lot of dropped calls… I work up here in Laytonville 
California (indecipherable) if you're not sure where it's at. And in that fire station -- in 
the fire station, I have got no cell phone service through T-Mobile and nothing on the 
AT&T cell phone...” 

Public Comment of Victor Aparicio, Reporters’ Transcript, Ukiah, California, February 22, 2024 
at   299:7-300:9: 

“I am a tribal member from the Manchester Point Arena Band of Pomo Indians. I am 
also on the Board of Trustee for Point Arena School District… 

I heard … the AT&T rep, talk about Comcast and all these wonderful things and, you 
know, AT&T wireless and all of that. Well, anybody that lives on the South Coast in 
Point Arena specifically knows that that is merely impossible. 

I am the water operator for my tribe. I was a former tow truck driver also, and I covered 
almost 100 miles of … land while I was a tow truck driver and probably had cell service 
maybe 30 percent of the time… 

[My Aunt] can't get cell service out where she's at because of the -- because of the trees. 
So, there is no help for her. She's tried T-Mobile, AT&T, Verizon, US Cellular, none of 
them work…” 

Public Comment of Liz Cooper, Browns Valley, CA, submitted on April 28, 2024: 

“…I live in the Yuba County Foothills. My home is in a valley and does not receive any  
cell phone coverage unless I climb up a hill about 1000 yards…” 

Public Comment of Armen Carlon, Forest Ranch, CA, submitted on April 28, 2024: 

“The proposed map submitted by AT&T for relief from landline obligations is absolutely 
NOT correct for our address…. The alleged wireless coverage at this location is 
unreliable and cannot be depended on in an emergency, such as the Camp Fire, when 
wireless communications systems were rendered useless. This is a safety and hazard 
issue, and removing this service will put lives in danger...” 

Public Comment of William Carriere, Glenn, CA, submitted on April 26, 2024: 

“Our home is located along the Sacramento River in Glenn County. Cell service is spotty 
at best. This area is completely covered in Blue by the map, indicating that service exists. 

Footnote continued on next page. 
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providers’ coverage due to changes in terrain, dense foliage, geographic or 

structural obstacles and other characteristics that limit wireless signal 

propagation.49  

The Commission’s COLR Rules do not allow for non-COLR alternatives to 

replace a COLR. Further, during the 2015-2016 session, the Legislature 

considered legislation, AB 2395, that, if passed into law, would have changed 

 
I have calls dropped all the time along the river and especially along Hwy 45 in Glenn 
and Colusa counties. Unfortunately T-Mobile, Verizon and others I have tried are even 
worse than ATT, so stuck with spotty ATT service.” 

49 The Commission has made similar observations regarding wireless eligible 
telecommunication carriers not being able to serve everywhere in their claimed service 
territories. See, e.g., Resolution T-17437, which conditionally approved the ETC application of 
TAG Mobile, LLC at 15, Resolution T-17436, which conditionally approved the ETC application 
of Boomerang Wireless, LLC, at 15, Resolution T-17466, which conditionally approved the ETC 
application of Global Connection, Inc. of America, doing business as “Stand Up Wireless,” at 14 
and Resolution T-17448, which conditionally granted the ETC application of Air Voice Wireless, 
LLC at 17: 

“Although wireless phone service offers great mobility for consumers, there are safety 
concerns related to wireless mobile phone service and E-911 and/or 911 connection 
limitations. Where there is a lack of coverage, poor signal strength, or atmospheric or 
terrain conditions that affect connections, emergency calls may not be completed. In 
rural areas, for example, with spotty connectivity or interference (e.g. due to geographic 
or structural obstacles), wireless mobile resellers of wholesale facilities service cannot 
guarantee full, accessible emergency connections for their own direct customers.” 

See also, Resolution T-17473, which conditionally approved the ETC application of Blue Jay 
Wireless, LLC at 11: “Blue Jay will require consumers to make an outbound call to activate their 
service.” At 18: 

“CD staff has safety concerns in two main areas of wireless phone service: the coverage 
of wireless mobile phone service and the ability of emergency first responders to find 
the location of the caller when using a mobile phone. 

Where there is a lack of coverage, poor signal strength, or atmospheric or terrain 
conditions that affect connections, emergency calls may not be completed. In rural areas, 
for example, with spotty connectivity or interference (e.g. due to geographic or 
structural obstacles), wireless mobile resellers of wholesale facilities service cannot 
guarantee full, accessible emergency connections for their own customers. An 
incomplete emergency call can have devastating results.“ 

Exhibit F 
139

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.344     Page
145 of 365



A.23-03-003  ALJ/TJG/hma 

- 21 -

existing law to allow for the relief AT&T seeks in its Application, if these 

purported alternatives met certain requirements.50 That legislation did not pass. 

In essence, AT&T seeks to effectuate the relevant portion of AB 2395, while 

asking the Commission to overlook that AB 2395 never became law. The 

Commission’s COLR Rules currently do not allow for such relief, as the 

alternatives AT&T suggests might replace it are not COLRs, which could lead to 

customers being denied voice service.     

10. Application Dismissed with Prejudice 
The law and facts of this case are such that AT&T’s Application must be 

dismissed with prejudice. The Commission’s COLR Rules require the presence of 

another COLR, either one already in place or one willing to replace AT&T, for 

the Commission to relieve AT&T of its COLR duties. No other COLR serves 

AT&T’s service territory and no potential COLR volunteered to replace AT&T. 

Thus, even if AT&T were to prove all other facts it asserts, its Application still 

fails to meet this standard.  

It is not clear why AT&T filed this Application, under existing rules, and 

then attempted to convince the Commission that it should ignore its rules, based 

on flawed and erroneous assertions regarding the law and regulatory policy that 

slowed down the adjudication of this proceeding. The scope of this Application 

 
50 The bill would require the alternate service to provide, among other functions: 

- Voice grade access to the public switched telephone network or its successor;  

- Real-time, two-way voice communications;  

- Access to 911; and  

- Backup-battery capability meeting FCC standards (for household customer premise 
equipment). Notably missing from these requirements are critical basic service components 
such as access to LifeLine and relay services. 
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is not modest, as AT&T claims.51 If AT&T had wished to make industry-wide 

changes to the Commission’s COLR Rules, it could have filed a Petition for 

Rulemaking under Rule 6.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  

Given the unsuitability of this Application, the resources that another 

application would require, and the fact that the Commission intends to initiate a 

rulemaking regarding its COLR Rules, AT&T’s Application is dismissed with 

prejudice. AT&T shall not file another application for COLR relief, nor a similar 

one, until one year after the issuance of a decision closing the new OIR discussed 

in Section 14.   

11. AT&T Already is Able to Modernize its Network 
At least publicly, AT&T has attempted to present its Application as an 

attempt to modernize its network. This effort includes a letter AT&T sent to 

customers on April 8, 2024, as well as the following statement from an AT&T 

representative at the public participation hearing held on February 22, 2024 in 

Ukiah:  

“We are simply asking the PUC to work with us in a proven, 
measured, thoughtful, and transparent way to ensure that our 
customers in California have access to the most advanced 
reliable technology available.”52  

AT&T’s public arguments paint the picture that the Commission’s COLR 

Rules require AT&T to retain outdated copper-based landline facilities that are 

expensive to maintain, or that AT&T needs Commission approval in order to be 

able to retire copper facilities and instead, invest in more modern technologies 

such as VoIP, wireless, and fiber.  

 
51 Amended Application at 4-5. 
52 Reporters’ Transcript, Ukiah, California, February 22, 2024, at 127:4-7. 
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These arguments are not accurate.   

The Commission does not have rules preventing AT&T from retiring 

copper facilities.53 Furthermore, the Commission does not have rules preventing 

AT&T from investing in fiber or other facilities/technologies to improve its 

network. Indeed, AT&T reported that in Q2-4 2023 it invested over $150 million 

on fiber deployment projects in California.54 If AT&T’s arguments were accurate, 

this activity would be illegal.  

Finally, it should be noted that the Commission defines a COLR as a local 

exchange carrier, the COLR Rules do not distinguish between the voice services 

offered (VoIP vs. POTS).    

12. Summary of Public Comment 
Rule 1.18 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure allows any 

member of the public to submit written comment in any Commission proceeding 

using the “Public Comment” tab of the online Docket Card for that proceeding 

on the Commission’s website. Rule 1.18(b) requires that relevant written 

comment submitted in a proceeding be summarized in the final decision issued 

in that proceeding. The Commission has received more than 5,000 public 

comments on the Docket Card in this proceeding, in addition to the public 

comments made at public participation hearings, at Commission voting 

 
53 D.08-11-033 adopted the process governing retirement of copper loops and related facilities to 
provide telecommunications services by ILECs such as AT&T. In that decision, the Commission 
declined to adopt rules for the retirement of copper facilities. The Commission did adopt 
notification requirements and rules regarding CLEC requests to purchase the copper facilities 
from the ILECs. However, these requirements and rules do not include any limitations or 
restrictions to the ILECs’ ability to retire copper facilities. 
54 See, AT&T California’s Revised Corrective Action Plan [Supplemental Advice Letter 
No.49420B of Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California (U-1001-C)], filed June 
23, 2023, at 9. The actual amount is confidential. 
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meetings, and other venues. There has also been considerable interest and 

engagement from elected officials through letters to the Commission and local 

initiatives. An overwhelming majority of public comments do not support 

AT&T’s Application. 

13. Procedural Matters 
This decision affirms all rulings made by the Administrative Law Judge 

and assigned Commissioner in this proceeding. All motions not ruled on are 

deemed denied. 

14. Ordering Instituting Rulemaking 
Given the age of its COLR rules, as well as changes in the marketplace, it is 

appropriate for the Commission to consider whether its COLR rules should be 

revised, and, if so, how the rules should be revised.  

15. Comments on Proposed Decision 
The proposed decision of ALJ Thomas J. Glegola in this matter was mailed 

to the parties in accordance with Section 311 of the Public Utilities Code and 

comments were allowed under Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice 

and Procedure.   

On May 30, 2024, the following parties filed opening comments:  Cal 

Advocates, CforAT, TURN, AT&T, RCRC, County of San Mateo, County of Santa 

Clara, Tahoe Energy Ratepayers Group, and Catalina Island Connect. On June 4, 

2024, the following parties filed reply comments:  AT&T, TURN, Cal Advocates, 

and CforAT.   

No revisions have been made to this decision.  

16. Assignment of Proceeding 
John Reynolds is the assigned Commissioner and Thomas J. Glegola is the 

assigned Administrative Law Judge in this proceeding. 
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Findings of Fact 
1. The definition of a COLR is a local exchange service provider that stands 

ready to provide basic service to any customer requesting such service within a 

specified area. To be a COLR, the provider must meet Commission-approved 

qualifications. 

2. The purpose of the COLR is to ensure that there is a public utility which is 

obligated to serve all the customers in its service area that request service.  

3. D.96-10-066 designated the incumbent LECs as the COLR in all of their 

service areas until such time that another carrier or carriers are designated to be a 

COLR. 

4. No hearing has been held in this proceeding. 

5. AT&T is the only COLR in its service territory. 

6. No potential COLR volunteered to replace AT&T as a COLR. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. The Commission’s Universal Service Rules, adopted in D.96-10-066 and  

affirmed in D.12-12-038, require the presence of another COLR or a replacement 

COLR to grant a COLR withdrawal application. 

2. The Commission’s Universal Service Rules, adopted in D.96-10-066 and  

affirmed in D.12-12-038, require the Commission to offer potential COLRs the 

opportunity to replace AT&T as a COLR. 

3. The Commission’s Universal Service Rules, adopted in D.96-10-066 and 

affirmed in D.12-12-038, require the presence of another COLR or a replacement 

COLR to grant a COLR withdrawal application. 

4. The Commission should dismiss this application. 

Exhibit F 
144

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.349     Page
150 of 365



A.23-03-003  ALJ/TJG/hma 

- 26 -

O R D E R  
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The Application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a/ AT&T 

California (U1001C) for Targeted Relief from its Carrier of Last Resort Obligation 

and Certain Associated Tariff Obligations is dismissed, with prejudice.  

2. Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a/ AT&T California (U1001C) shall 

not file another application for relief from its Carrier of Last Resort obligations 

until at least one year after the issuance of a decision closing the new Order 

Instituting Rulemaking discussed in Section 14.   

3. Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a/ AT&T California (U1001C) shall 

not file a similar application to the dismissed application until at least until one 

year after the issuance of a decision closing the new Order Instituting 

Rulemaking discussed in Section 14.    

4. Application 23-03-003 is closed. 

This order is effective upon issuance. 

Dated June 20, 2024, at San Luis Obispo, California.  

 

ALICE REYNOLDS 
                            President 

DARCIE L. HOUCK 
JOHN REYNOLDS 
KAREN DOUGLAS 

            Commissioners 
 

Commissioner Matthew Baker recused 
himself from this agenda item and was not 
part of the quorum in its consideration. 
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 28 

and RGX.86 In rare cases, and mostly as a last resort, AT&T will see if it can buy a part on eBay. 

AT&T tries to avoid eBay because most parts sold on eBay come “as is” and without a warranty, 

necessitating the use of a repair vendor (or a subcontractor) to check and, if necessary, repair the 

part before installation.87  

Across all these efforts, AT&T spends ***BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL  

 END CONFIDENTIAL*** annually to source parts for AT&T California’s legacy 

copper network. Nevertheless, AT&T California often cannot find the necessary parts. For 

example, it is extremely difficult to find a certain type of maintenance interface cards to keep 

Connect DX transport equipment operational. This high-capacity transport equipment, with four 

OC48 ports, constitutes important nodes in AT&T California’s TDM network. Unfortunately, the 

manufacturer no longer produces new maintenance interface cards for this equipment, and 

AT&T California generally cannot purchase them from others. Not all of the cards that were 

produced are of the required type, and the manufacturer did not distinguish one type of these 

cards from another. As a result, AT&T California has to engage in trial and error each time it 

needs to replace this particular type of maintenance interface card.  

E. Ordering Carriers to Provide Information 

To respond to these requests for data, AT&T California conducted a diligent search and 

reasonable inquiry of those personnel most likely to have the requested information. For 

questions E.2.b–j, AT&T California has only located full-year data on the number of each type 

of voice call for 2023 and 2024 and only at the statewide level. AT&T California does not 

maintain these call volume data in the ordinary course of its business; does not use or rely on 

 
86 See B-Stock Home Page, B-Stock, https://bstock.com/ (last visited Nov. 19, 2025); RGX Home Page, 
Recycle Glob. Exch., https://www.recyclegx.com/ (last visited Nov. 19, 2025).  
87 In contrast, parts sold on B-stock and RGX typically come with one- to two-year warranties. 
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them in its operations, strategies, and decision-making; and extracted these data only for 

purposes of this proceeding.88 

1. All respondent COLRs are ordered to submit a .shp file indicating the 
point-level locations of all customers subscribed to basic service as of 
January 1, 2025. 

See Attachments C (residential customers) and D (business customers). 

2. All respondent COLRs are ordered to respond to the following questions: 

a. How many customers were subscribed to basic service as of 
January 1, 2025? Please provide separate totals for residential and 
non-residential customers, and report totals statewide and by 
county based on the customer’s billing address. 

In the ordinary course of its business, AT&T California retains data on the number of 

customers subscribed to basic service as of the end of each month, so it is providing data for 

December 31, 2024 instead of January 1, 2025. As of December 31, 2024, AT&T California had 

422,968 residential customers subscribed to basic service and 309,803 business customers 

subscribed to basic service. The breakdown per county of service address is attached as 

Attachment E.89 

(i) Of customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 
2025, how many are served by copper wiring at the 
customer premises? How many are served by technology 
other than copper? 

AT&T California states that it only has data from October 2025 on the type of last-mile 

technology used to provide basic service to residential customers. As of October 31, 2025, 

AT&T California had approximately 5,600 residential basic service customers serviced over last-

 
88 Because of these factors, AT&T California has not been able to validate the accuracy of these data. 
89 Especially, but not only, for business customers, the billing address may not be the same as the service 
address. Indeed, AT&T California customers have billing addresses outside of California for service 
inside the state. 
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mile fiber connections and approximately 319,000 residential basic service customers serviced 

over last-mile copper connections. Based on its research to date, AT&T California has been 

unable to determine how many of its business basic service customers are serviced over last-mile 

fiber connections and how many are serviced over last-mile copper connections. AT&T 

California continues to pursue the requested information and will supplement its response if it 

identifies a way to separate its business basic service customers by last-mile connection type. 

(ii) Of customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 
2025, how many are participants in the California Connect 
(also known as DDTP) program? 

California Connect is a program operated by the Commission, which “1) distributes 

specialized telecommunications equipment to persons with disabilities; 2) provides a dual-party 

relay system called California Relay Service; and 3) supplies assistance for speech generating 

devices”; individuals desiring such assistance apply directly to the Commission, and not through 

their communications provider, to receive this assistance.90 As of October 2025,91 AT&T 

California did, however, make available three custom-calling features for free (Speed Dial 8, 

Speed Dial 30, and Three Way Calling) to approximately 400 POTS customers for which it 

claims reimbursement from the California Connect program’s fund. Apart from the customers 

receiving those features, AT&T California does not know which of its customers are enrolled in 

California Connect. 

(iii) Of customers subscribed to basic service as of January 1, 
2025, how many are California LifeLine participants? 

 
90 See Deaf and Disabled Telecommunication Program, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/consumer-support/financial-assistance-savings-and-discounts/ddtp (last visited 
Nov. 20, 2025). 
91 After a diligent search and reasonable inquiry of those personnel most likely to have such information, 
AT&T California states that it only has current, but not historical, data on the number of POTS customers 
that receive these three custom-calling features. 
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. The FCC acts today to unleash new, high-speed infrastructure builds in communities all 
across the country.  We do so by cutting through the red tape that has both required providers to keep 
aging copper lines in place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern infrastructure 
that Americans want and deserve.  This action can free up billions of dollars for new builds and represents 
another step forward in the FCC’s Build America Agenda. 

2. Today’s communications marketplace offers consumers and businesses a vast array of 
advanced communications services far beyond the legacy voice service that first connected Americans in 
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discontinuances and expanding the range of applications eligible for a 31-day streamlined review, it is not 
necessary to adopt additional rules restricting the Bureau’s application review or creating additional time 
periods for objections and responses.  USTelecom does not point to specific applications that have 
previously been subject to unnecessary discretionary delay under the current rules.  Indeed, over the last 
five years, Bureau staff have removed only 11 discontinuance applications from streamlined processing, 
nine of which were in 2025 and were the result of a shutdown of certain agency operations due to a lapse 
in federal appropriations.  In all 11 instances, staff released Public Notices granting all of those 
applications 51 days after such removal.  And we believe that the rule changes we adopt today will make 
delay even less likely, because this Order broadens and clarifies the circumstances in which an alternative 
service is to be considered an adequate replacement for the service being discontinued.  The Commission 
therefore maintains the necessary flexibility to address proposed discontinuances that would otherwise 
result in the loss of service altogether, while the treatment of discontinuances that include an adequate 
replacement for customers is clarified and expedited.  

2. Eliminating Grandfathering Filing Requirements for Certain Services

60. We revise our rules to grant blanket section 214(a) authority for carriers to grandfather 
the following services to the extent they come within the purview of section 214(a):  (1) any legacy voice 
service; (2) any lower-speed data telecommunications service; and (3) any interconnected VoIP service 
provisioned over copper wire.212  We define low-speed data telecommunications services as those 
operating at speeds below 25/3 Mbps while we consider forbearance from the incumbent LEC-specific 
interconnection and related obligations as proposed in the IP Interconnection Notice, after which we will 
revisit this definition.213  This blanket grant of authority eliminates the need for carriers to file a section 
214(a) application when grandfathering these services, allowing carriers to focus their resources on the 
development and deployment of next-generation networks while still providing service to current 
customers.

61. In the Network and Services Modernization Notice, we proposed to codify the relief 
granted in the Bureau’s March 2025 Grandfathering Order and May 2025 Grandfathering and Technical 
Appendix Order.214  In the March 2025 Grandfathering Order, the Bureau granted section 214(a) 
authority for carriers to grandfather any legacy voice or telecommunications data service covered by 
sections 63.71(k)-(1) of the Commission’s rules and waived the requirement that carriers file a section 
214(a) application seeking Commission authorization in that instance.215  The May 2025 Grandfathering 
and Technical Appendix Order extended the relief granted in the March 2025 Grandfathering Order to 
interconnected VoIP service provisioned over copper lines.216  The Bureau determined in both Orders that 
granting blanket section 214(a) authority was warranted due to developments in communications 
technologies that allow consumers to be less dependent on these legacy services.217

212 See VoIP Discontinuance Order, 24 FCC Rcd 6039, 6044-47, paras. 9-13 (2009) (VoIP Discontinuance Order) 
(exercising ancillary authority under Title I of the Act to extend section 214 discontinuance obligations to 
interconnected VoIP service providers).
213 This definition is consistent with sections 63.71(k)-(l) of our current rules.  47 CFR §§ 63.71(k)-(l); see also 
March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 2021, para. 6; May 2025 Grandfathering and Technical 
Appendix Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 3360, para. 9; IP Interconnection Notice at 3, para. 4.
214 Network and Services Modernization Notice, 40 FCC Rcd at 5356, para. 69; March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 
40 FCC Rcd at 2021 para. 6; May 2025 Grandfathering and Technical Appendix Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 3360, para. 
9.
215 March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 2021, para 6.
216 May 2025 Grandfathering and Technical Appendix Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 3360, para. 9.
217 March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 2023, para. 10; May 2025 Grandfathering and Technical 
Appendix Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 3361, para. 12.
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62. We agree with commenters that eliminating unnecessary grandfathering requirements 
reduces carriers’ burdens while not affecting existing subscribers, as current customers are entitled to 
keep the grandfathered service.218  A carrier still must file a discontinuance application seeking authority 
to permanently discontinue one of these services, and affected customers will be notified of the planned 
discontinuance and have the opportunity to comment.219  In the March 2025 Grandfathering Order, the 
Bureau noted that “carriers grandfathering these services will necessarily need to communicate to 
customers the grandfathering status of their service beforehand.”220  We take the next step and require that 
carriers continue to notify current customers before grandfathering a service, including TDM-based 
transport services and services reliant on TDM-based trunk lines, 911 TDM circuits, and TDM private 
line circuits, which shall include (1) a “no earlier than” date, by which it intends to seek to permanently 
discontinue the service, and (2) a statement regarding alternative services available in the affected service 
area.221  

63. We retain a notification requirement because this relatively low burden on carriers will 
help ensure that customers learn as soon as possible that their service is likely to be discontinued at some 
point in the future, so they can make informed decisions about what services to purchase even before a 
discontinuance is imminent.222  And any customers that still subscribe to the grandfathered service when 
the carrier later seeks permanent discontinuance authority will have the ability to object and ask to have 
the application removed from streamlined processing.223  These requirements alleviate concerns raised in 
the record that eliminating the need to file grandfathering applications in the above scenarios will allow 
carriers to eliminate services without any notice.224

64. We define “lower-speed” data telecommunications service for purposes of this blanket 
grant of authority consistent with our existing grandfathering rules—i.e., encompassing the data 
telecommunications services currently subject to sections 63.71(k) and (l) of our rules.225  We proposed in 
the Network and Services Modernization Notice to define lower-speed data telecommunications service as 

218 See March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 2023-24, para. 11; May 2025 Grandfathering and 
Technical Appendix Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 3361, para. 13; US Chamber of Commerce Comments at 1; WTA 
Comments at 4; USTelecom Comments at 35-36.  But see Bandwidth Feb. 27, 2026 Ex Parte Letter, Att. (proposing 
that the Commission except from any grant of blanket grandfathering authority low-speed data telecommunications 
services subject to sections 63.500 or 63.501).
219 March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 2021, para. 6; May 2025 Grandfathering and Technical 
Appendix Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 3361-63, para. 13. 
220 March 2025 Grandfathering Order, 40 FCC Rcd at 2021, para. 6.  Indeed, to the extent that an incumbent LEC 
has already retired its copper facilities before grandfathering or seeking to permanently discontinue any of the 
services covered by our actions today, it will have already engaged with its customers.  See, e.g., 2016 Technology 
Transitions Order, 31 FCC Rcd at 11147, para. 45 (noting incumbent LECs’ “strong incentives to work closely with 
their retail customers in order to retain their business given the competition they face from competitive LECs, cable 
providers, and wireless providers” and that “these communications must necessarily occur for the incumbent LEC to 
continue providing the services to which its customers subscribe”).  But see NASUCA et al. Reply at 17-24 
(“Forbearance from . . . the Section 251(c)(5) public notice rules would remove the only transparent mechanism by 
which consumers, local governments, and competitive carriers can track where and when network changes occur.”); 
Public Knowledge/CWA Comments at 10-16 (“The Commission should not dilute the remaining notice 
requirements. Impacted customers already face little notice and short timelines for the opportunity to urge the 
Commission to remove an application from streamlined treatment.”) (emphasis in original).
221 See infra Appx. A, § 63.71(j).
222 INCOMPAS Comments at 8. 
223 47 CFR §§ 63.71(a)(5), (f).
224 See Rural County Representatives of California Comments at 4.
225 See 47 CFR §§ 63.71(k)-(l); see also infra Appx. A, § 63.71(j).
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a data telecommunications service operating at speeds below 25/3 Mbps.226  When the Commission 
adopted section 63.71(k), which allows streamlined treatment of applications to grandfather low-speed 
services, it defined that term as those operating at speeds below 1.544 Mbps.227  The Commission 
accounted for rising network speeds in the Second Wireline Infrastructure Order by extending the 
streamlined treatment of grandfathering applications to services operating at speeds below 25/3 Mbps if 
replaced with services operating at 25/3 Mbps or higher.228  

65. In connection with our proposed definition, we sought comment on whether we should 
define lower-speed service as services operating below 45 Mbps symmetrical “given the rapidly 
increasing bandwidths of networks today.”229  As discussed below, we agree with commenters’ concerns 
regarding potential unintended impacts, particularly for emergency services, if we raise the speed 
threshold for blanket grandfathering authority too soon.230  We thus find it appropriate to defer 
consideration of such action until after the Commission acts on the proposed forbearance from the 
incumbent LEC-specific interconnection and related obligations.231  Defining lower-speed data 
telecommunications service as those services operating under 25/3 Mbps strikes the appropriate balance 
between acknowledging the increased bandwidth capabilities of modern networks and minimizing any 
unintended impacts on emergency services. 

66. Finally, we decline to extend the scope of the blanket grandfathering authority we grant 
today to all interconnected VoIP services, regardless of transmission medium.232  While we agree with 
USTelecom that many consumers use interconnected VoIP lines provisioned over a variety of 
transmission mediums, we limit the blanket section 214(a) authority we grant today to interconnected 
VoIP services provisioned over copper lines to promote the ongoing transition from legacy and copper-
based networks to IP networks.233  Many consumers use interconnected VoIP service as a replacement 
service234 and have expectations about its availability, and we continue to find that the section 214(a) 
discontinuance requirements applicable to grandfathering for the majority of interconnected VoIP 
services is an important safeguard.235 

3. Additional Requirements for Applications to Discontinue a Service 
Supporting Interconnection Trunks or the Exchange of Traffic

67. As part of the rules we adopt today, we require carriers seeking authority to discontinue a 

226 Network and Services Modernization Notice, 40 FCC Rcd at 5356, paras. 69-70.
227 First Wireline Infrastructure Order, 32 FCC Rcd at 1161, para. 84.
228 Second Wireline Infrastructure Order, 32 FCC Rcd at 5662-64, paras. 5, 7, 11.
229 Network and Services Modernization Notice, 40 FCC Rcd at 5356, para. 70.
230 See Intrado Comments at 12-13; Bandwidth Comments at 9-12; Rural County Representatives of California 
Comments at 4; see also infra Section III.B.3.
231 See USTelecom Comments at 37 (stating that the definition of lower-speed data telecommunications service 
should be updated to speeds below 45 Mbps symmetrical).
232 See id. at 35-36.
233 See Intrado Comments at 1-2, 12-13 (describing the potential impact to emergency services should the 
Commission eliminate discontinuance requirements too quickly).
234 Interconnected VoIP lines accounted for 79% of all retail voice service connections by June of 2024, the last time 
the Commission reported such data.  See December 2024 Voice Telephone Services Report at 3, Fig. 2.
235 See VoIP Discontinuance Order, 24 FCC Rcd at 6043-49, paras. 8-17 (applying section 214(a) discontinuance 
requirements to interconnected VoIP service so customers have notice and to safeguard against “abrupt” changes to 
availability).
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STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER ANNA M. GOMEZ

Re: Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and Service Changes; Accelerating Network and 
Service Modernization, WC Docket Nos. 25-209 and 25-208, Report and Order (March 26, 2026).

Today the Commission takes a meaningful step in modernizing our regulatory framework for the 
transition away from legacy copper telephone networks to IP-based services.

Our nation's copper infrastructure is aging, costly to maintain, and increasingly vulnerable to theft 
and natural disaster. The future is IP-based, and our rules should facilitate, not obstruct, carriers' ability to 
build it.

I also want to recognize that this proceeding generated a serious and substantive record. Carriers, 
public safety advocates, rural providers, competitive carriers, and consumer organizations each engaged 
with the hard questions this transition raises. The Commission is better for that engagement, and it shows 
in this Order. I am pleased to support this item, and I want to thank the Chairman for his willingness to 
work collaboratively to strengthen the public safety, consumer, and competition safeguards in it.

The transition from legacy copper to IP-based services is not a uniform experience. Those who 
are most affected are often in rural, remote, tribal, and low-income communities, where alternatives are 
least mature and the consequences of a gap in service are most severe.

Getting the public safety, consumer protection, and competition pieces right matters enormously, 
and I am pleased that after working through some of our requested edits, this Order strikes the right 
balance between moving the transition forward, protecting our nation’s 911 network, which has special 
considerations as the states migrate to next generation 911 services, fostering a robust and competitive 
market for the services that will replace legacy voice, and ensuring no one is left without a path forward 
when their service changes.

One concrete example of our collaboration with the Chair’s office is worth highlighting. This 
Order now establishes a centralized docket where consumers can file objections and track concerns 
related to service discontinuances, and it requires carriers to include notice of that docket and how to 
access it when notifying customers of a planned discontinuance. It also directs the relevant bureaus to 
update consumer-facing pages on the Commission's website so that people know how to use the docket, 
how to file, and how to access the express filing process.

That is a practical, meaningful step. A consumer who receives notice that their existing phone 
service is going away should also receive clear information about where to go if something goes wrong. 
This Order now ensures that. Of course, we recognize that not all consumers have ready access to the 
internet or the resources to navigate these processes on their own. With our assistance, we hope that 
consumer advocates, community organizations, and state and local partners will help ensure that those 
consumers are also able to make their voices heard.

I also want to recognize the important role that states play in protecting consumers, safeguarding 
public safety, and combating fraud. States are often the first line of defense for consumers navigating 
problems with their communications services, and their authority in these areas is not diminished by 
today's action. The preemption framework adopted here is appropriately scoped to the discontinuance of 
interstate and jurisdictionally mixed services, and does not reach state consumer protection laws, state 
universal service obligations, or state authority over 911 service.

That is the right line to draw. The Commission has seen firsthand how powerful the federal and 
state partnership can be, including through our memoranda of understanding with state attorneys general 
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to combat illegal robocalls. That same spirit of partnership will be essential as this transition unfolds, and 
I look forward to continuing to build on it.

I want to thank the Chairman for the collaborative process through which we were able to work 
together to ensure consumers are not left behind as this transition unfolds.

And I also want to express my sincere appreciation to the Wireline Competition Bureau for their 
careful and thorough work on a genuinely complex rulemaking, and for their time walking me and my 
staff through our questions. I look forward to continuing this work together.
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 

 
In the Matter of 

 
Section 63.71 Application of 

 
AT&T Services, Inc., on behalf of its affiliate; 
Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T 
California 

 
 

Authority Pursuant to Section 214 of 
The Communications Act of 1934, As Amended, 
To Discontinue the Provision of Service 

 
 
 
 

File No. 

 

SECTION 63.71 APPLICATION OF AT&T 
 

AT&T1 applies for authority under section 214(a) of the Communications Act, as 

amended, 47 U.S.C. § 214, and section 63.71 of the Federal Communications Commission’s 

(“Commission”) rules, 47 C.F.R. § 63.71, to discontinue certain legacy TDM-based voice 

services in certain wire centers located in California. 

INTRODUCTION 

In its recent Network Modernization Order, the Commission made clear its desire to 

accelerate the modernization of America’s communications infrastructure.2 This Application 

takes an important step toward that goal. The copper wires that once served every home now 

 
1 AT&T Services, Inc. files this Application on behalf of its affiliate Pacific Bell Telephone 
Company d/b/a AT&T California. The FRN associated with this filing is 0001551530. 
2 See Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and Serv. Changes, Report and Order, FCC 
26-19, WC Dkt. No. 25-209, ¶ 1 (Mar. 27, 2026) (“Network Modernization Order”). 
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serve just three percent of Californian households in AT&T’s service territory, and that number 

shrinks every day as customers switch to modern broadband options that are more affordable, 

reliable, and energy efficient. AT&T must spend $1 billion a year to maintain a nearly-empty 

copper network that has become an easy mark for criminals—California has already suffered 

about 2,000 outages from copper thefts this year—and that is estimated to drain the power grid 

of over 100 million of kilowatt-hours each year.   

AT&T thus seeks to discontinue AT&T Business Individual Access Line Service3 (the 

“Affected Service”)—a copper-wire-based legacy service often referred to as “POTS”—to 

approximately 15,000 customers (the “Affected Customers”) in portions of 360 wire centers in 

California (the “Affected Service Area”).4 This Application complements actions AT&T is 

concurrently taking to grandfather POTS in the Affected Service Area.5 AT&T is filing 

concurrently a related Application to discontinue AT&T Residential Local Service in the 

Affected Service Area. 

The Affected Service Area is one of the most competitive areas in the country, and this 

Application thus presents a paradigmatic case for streamlined approval. The Affected Service 

Area is blanketed by three wireless networks offering both voice and broadband services. Cable 

companies and fiber providers have likewise deployed extensive wireline broadband networks 

throughout these wire centers. These providers offer the type of modern IP-based services that 

 
3 AT&T Business Individual Access Line Service may also be called Measured Rate Business 
Service or AT&T Business Local Exchange Line Service. 
4 This Application also includes the wholesale version of the Affected Service, which is sold to 
carrier customers. 
5 See Accelerating Wireline Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure 
Invest., Order, 40 FCC Rcd. 2019 (2025) (waiving the requirement to file applications to 
grandfather legacy voice services).  
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customers crave but that POTS cannot deliver, which is why the number of businesses that 

subscriber to the Affected Service has dramatically declined.  

The National Broadband Map confirms this competitive reality. Over 99.9 percent of 

serviceable locations in the 360 wire centers are covered by at least three facilities-based, 

terrestrial fixed broadband or mobile voice providers. And this is without even counting 

emerging satellite-based services that are increasingly capable of serving virtually everywhere.         

Critically, every Affected Customer has an alternative: all can receive the AT&T Phone 

for Business – Advanced (“APB-A”)6 service, which is not merely an adequate substitute for 

POTS, but superior to it.  

And because this is the case, this Application abundantly satisfies the requirements for 

discontinuance as currently set forth in 47 C.F.R. §§ 63.71, 63.602.7 The Commission has 

repeatedly granted AT&T discontinuance of the Affected Service on a streamlined basis for 

other AT&T wire centers.8 In granting those applications, the Commission recognized each time 

that APB-A is an adequate replacement for business POTS under the Adequate Replacement 

 
6 AT&T recently introduced an updated and renamed version of APB-A called AT&T Business 
Voice (“ABV”). ABV uses the same technology and customer equipment as APB-A and has all 
the same features plus additional ones, including improved voicemail, call handling, and call 
screening functionality. The technical performance of ABV does not vary from APB-A. ABV 
launched on June 17, 2025, and is in the process of being introduced to different market 
segments. Currently, depending on the market segment, the service may be sold to customers as 
ABV or APB-A. For simplicity’s sake, in this application references to “APB-A” include ABV 
as well as APB-A. 
7 AT&T files this Application under the Commission’s existing rules, as the new rules adopted in 
the Network Modernization Order have not yet gone into effect (and likely will not have gone 
into effect if this Application is granted on a streamlined basis). However, this Application also 
independently satisfies the requirements of the Commission’s new rules, as explained herein.  
8 See Section 63.71 Application of AT&T, WC Dkt. No. 25-25 (filed Apr. 1, 2025); id., WC Dkt. 
No. 25-228 (filed July 15, 2025); id., WC Dkt. No. 25-333 (filed Dec. 1, 2025). 
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Test outlined in the Commission’s 2016 Tech Transitions Order.9 As with AT&T’s previously  

approved discontinuance applications, discontinuing the Affected Service here will benefit the 

public and serve as an important step toward meeting AT&T’s and the Commission’s shared 

goal of advancing next-generation communication technologies.10 

AT&T’s request for streamlined treatment of this Application rests upon the availability 

of APB-A—an “Adequate Replacement” service—to all Affected Customers. However, as 

noted, this is only one of many alternatives available. Affected Customers are also served by one 

or more “facilities-based mobile wireless” providers, including Verizon, whose mobile voice 

service the Commission recently found to be an adequate replacement for POTS.11 Likewise, as 

noted, Affected Customers will also continue to be able to obtain voice service using the 

broadband connections provided by cable, fiber, fixed wireless, and satellite providers.  

Given that virtually all voice customers in the Affected Service Area have switched to 

these superior alternatives, AT&T now seeks to discontinue the Affected Service in the Affected 

 
9 See generally Tech. Transitions; et al., Declaratory Ruling, Second Report and Order, and 
Order on Reconsideration, 31 FCC Rcd. 8283 (2016) (“Tech Transitions Order”). 
10 See, e.g., Network Modernization Order ¶ 1; Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and 
Service Changes; et al., Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 40 FCC Rcd. 5329, 5391, Statement of 
Chairman Brendan Carr (2025) (“We are looking to unleash the private sector to build the 
modern networks of the future and ensure that providers are no longer forced to invest billions of 
dollars in aging technology.”); FCC, Connecting America: The National Broadband Plan, at 59 
(Mar. 16, 2010), https://transition.fcc.gov/national-broadband-plan/national-broadband-plan.pdf  
(“requir[ing] certain carriers to maintain POTS … is not sustainable—and … can have a number 
of unintended consequences, including siphoning investments away from new networks and 
services”). 
11 Section 63.71 Application (filed May 16, 2025), in Section 63.71 Application of Qwest 
Corporation d/b/a CenturyLink QC, WC Docket No. 25-177. AT&T’s and T-Mobile’s mobile 
voice services do not differ from Verizon’s in any way relevant to the Adequate Replacement 
Test and, as a practical matter, should also be considered adequate replacements for POTS 
service as well. In all events, the Network Modernization Order has conclusively determined that 
facilities-based mobile wireless service is an adequate replacement service. See Network 
Modernization Order ¶ 34. 
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Service Area so that it can redeploy its resources towards its next-generation fiber and wireless 

networks and services. 

Streamlined approval of this Application will demonstrate that the Commission has 

succeeded in cutting the “red tape that has both required providers to keep aging copper lines in 

place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern infrastructure that Americans 

want and deserve.”12 It will also serve as the predicate for preempting California’s outdated 

regulatory regime that “needlessly constrain[s] the deployment of modern, next-generation IP-

based networks.”13 With last-century “Carrier of Last Resort” (“COLR”) rules, California 

requires AT&T to continue offering POTS throughout its territory. But once the Commission has 

authorized discontinuance, AT&T may proceed to do so without securing “any other 

approval.”14 

APPLICATION 

I. AT&T Satisfies The Adequate Replacement Test 

A. APB-A Satisfies the Adequate Replacement Test 

When the Commission adopted the Adequate Replacement Test in 2016, it noted that “a 

repeat applicant for a 214 discontinuance application in the technology transition context can 

rely on its successful certification of compliance with all three prongs of the Adequate 

Replacement Test in a previously approved application involving a substantially similar 

service.”15 A “substantially similar service” is defined as “one offered by the same applicant 

 
12 Network Modernization Order ¶ 1. 
13 Id. ¶ 7. 
14 Id. ¶ 114. 
15 Tech Transitions Order ¶ 82. The Commission noted at the time that “[t]his approach should 
go a long way to addressing incumbent LEC concerns that the adoption of new requirements for 
section 214 discontinuances will slow technology transitions.” Id. ¶ 83. 
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relying on the same technology and utilizing a comparable network infrastructure.”16 Both 

prongs are met here. In this Application, AT&T relies on APB-A, which the Commission 

previously found to satisfy the Adequate Replacement Test, as an adequate replacement for 

POTS.17 APB-A in the Affected Service Area uses “a comparable”—in fact, the same—network 

architecture as in the previously approved applications.  

APB-A is available to all Affected Customers. As reflected in the FCC National 

Broadband Map – Mobile, AT&T’s LTE network covers all Affected Customers.18 APB-A uses 

AT&T’s LTE network for connectivity; therefore, APB-A is available to all Affected 

Customers.19 Because the Commission previously found APB-A to be an adequate replacement 

for the Affected Service, and because APB-A is available to all Affected Customers, it is an 

adequate replacement for the Affected Service in the Affected Service Area.20  

B. Other Alternatives Are Also Widely Available and Support Discontinuance  

Although not required to approve this Application, the Affected Customers have 

numerous options beyond APB-A.  

 
16 Id. ¶ 82. 
17 See n.9, supra. 
18 See FCC, FCC National Broadband Map, https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov (last visited May 15, 
2026). AT&T relied on the LTE “voice” coverage depicted on the National Broadband Map to 
provide the most accurate depiction of APB-A coverage given its low bandwidth and given it sits 
in a fixed location. 
19 APB-A can work over any kind of Internet connection, but it is capable of operating over 
AT&T’s LTE network. 
20 In addition to AT&T’s own mobile service, as noted above, Verizon’s mobile wireless service 
also would constitute an adequate replacement service for Affected Customers, but AT&T does 
not rely on that service in making the showing necessary for streamlined treatment of this 
Application.  
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Mobile Wireless Service. There are over 390 million mobile retail voice lines in the 

United States, which represent approximately 83 percent of all voice lines.21 Californians, like 

most Americans, overwhelmingly rely on mobile wireless service. As of three years ago, over 

three quarters of California adults relied exclusively on their mobile phones.22 That fraction 

likely has increased, given prevailing trends. 

The predominance of mobile wireless substitution stems from the near-ubiquitous 

availability of mobile networks in the country and in California specifically. In addition to 

AT&T’s own mobile service, Verizon and T-Mobile blanket AT&T’s legacy incumbent service 

area with mobile service that qualifies as an “adequate replacement service.”23 Individually, 

AT&T’s LTE mobile service reaches all Affected Customers, as well as approximately 99.9 

percent of locations in the 360 wire centers. But virtually all of these locations also have access 

to Verizon or T-Mobile (or both) as well. Collectively, approximately 99.9 percent of Affected 

Customers and approximately 99.9 percent of serviceable locations in the 360 wire centers have 

access to at least two of the national mobile wireless providers.24 

 
21 See FCC, Voice Telephone Services Report: Status as of June 30, 2025, at 2 fig. 1 (May 2026), 
https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/DOC-421558A1.pdf (“Voice Telephone Services 
Report”). 
22 See Nat’l Ctr. for Health Stat., National Health Interview Survey Early Release Program 1 
(2025), https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/Wireless_state_202506.pdf (finding 
that, as of 2023, California adults relied exclusively (76.6 percent) or mostly (14.7 percent) on 
their wireless phones and that 3.8 percent relied equally on their wireless phones and landline 
(i.e., POTS or broadband VoIP); only 1.7 percent of California adults were “landline-only” and 
only 1.9 percent were “landline-mostly”).   
23 See n.11, supra.   
24 Declaration of Sandra Charneski ¶¶ 10–11 (“Charneski Decl.”) (attached as Exhibit 1 to 
AT&T Forbearance Petition). 
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IP-Enabled Fixed Offerings. Customers in AT&T’s California service territory also 

enjoy many other cost-effective options for voice service, including offerings provided over 

cable, fiber, and fixed wireless services. Indeed, approximately 99.7 percent of serviceable 

locations in the 360 wire centers have access to one or more facilities-based fixed broadband 

providers, and approximately 96 percent have access to two or more.25 The Commission has 

recognized that facilities-based interconnected VoIP services have “brought advanced 

communications services to the marketplace to the benefit of consumers,” ensuring robust 

competition for voice services wherever broadband is available.26 

Enabled by the expansion of fixed broadband networks, interconnected VoIP has become 

the predominant fixed voice offering. It accounted for approximately 80 percent of all retail fixed 

voice service business connections as of June of 2025.27 Interconnected VoIP services bundled 

with broadband are often comparably priced or cheaper than POTS.28 

Cable providers such as Comcast, Charter, and Cox collectively have far surpassed 

AT&T as the leading wireline provider in California29 and use their broadband networks to offer 

 
25 Charneski Decl. ¶ 10. 
26 Network Modernization Order ¶ 43 (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Numbering 
Policies for Modern Commc’ns; et al., Second Report and Order and Second Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, 38 FCC Rcd 8951, ¶ 1 (2023)). 
27 Voice Telephone Services Report at 3 fig. 2. 
28 Compare Xfinity Internet Plans, Deals and Promotions, BroadbandNow, 
https://broadbandnow.com/XFINITY-deals (last visited May 15, 2026) (Comcast bundled VoIP 
and Internet start at $40/month), and Get Our Best Bundle, Cox Authorized Retailer, 
https://www.coxbundledeals.com/ (last visited May 15, 2026) (Cox VoIP service is priced at 
$20/month when purchased as part of a bundle), with Home Phone Service, AT&T, 
https://www.att.com/home-phone/landline/ (last visited May 15, 2026) (AT&T traditional home 
phone priced at around $63/month).   
29 See FCC, FCC National Broadband Map, https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov/data-download/data-
by-provider?version=jun2025&pubDataVer=jun2025 (last visited May 15, 2026) (showing 
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VoIP services that directly compete with legacy POTS.30 As a result, VoIP connections in 

California substantially outnumber traditional POTS connections.31 

Mobile wireless networks also enable fixed wireless offerings capable of supporting 

voice service. Fixed wireless service now reaches more households nationwide than cable 

broadband.32 Combined, T-Mobile and Verizon served more than 14 million fixed wireless 

subscribers nationwide by the end of 2025—a more than 15-fold increase from just four years 

ago.33 AT&T has also begun expanding its fixed wireless offering in nearly every state and now 

 
Charter, Comcast, and Cox offer wireline service at 9.3 million combined locations to AT&T’s 
6.5 million).  
30 See Comcast XFINITY® Voice: Residential, xfinity, 
https://www.xfinity.com/corporate/about/phonetermsofservice/comcastdigitalvoice/cdvresidentia
l (last visited May 15, 2026); Spectrum Voice, Spectrum, https://www.spectrum.com/home-
phone (last visited May 15, 2026); Cox Voice Preferred Home Phone, Cox, 
https://www.cox.com/residential/phone.html (last visited May 15, 2026). 
31 See Voice Telephone Services Report at 12 (as of June 30, 2025, there were roughly 489,000 
consumer-grade switched access voice connections and 2,199,000 consumer-grade 
interconnected VoIP connections in California); see also FCC, Voice Telephone Services Report 
– State Subscriptions as of June 30, 2025 (May 2026), 
https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/VTS_State_Subscriptions_J24_to_J25.xlsx.  
32 2024 Commc’ns Marketplace Rep., 39 FCC Rcd. 14116, 14125 fig. II.A.4 (2024).   
33 See Verizon, Verizon Financial and Operating Information, at 9 (Apr. 27, 2026), 
https://www.verizon.com/about/file/77795/download?token=fagvmEEg (reporting over 6 million 
fixed wireless subscribers for Q1 2026); T-Mobile, T-Mobile Delivers Best-in-Class Customer 
Results in Q4, Translating into Durable and Profitable Financial Growth Driven by Widening 
Differentiation (Feb. 11, 2026), 
https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2025/q4/Q4-2025-Earnings-Release.pdf 
(reporting over 8.4 million 5G broadband customers); T-Mobile US Inc. Earnings Call, at 3 (Apr. 
28, 2026), https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2026/q1/TMUS-
USQ_Transcript_2026-04-28.pdf (reporting adding more than 500,000 net broadband customers 
for Q1 2026); Monica Alleven, T-Mobile, Verizon FWA Subs Take Center Stage in Q1 
Forecasts, Fierce Network (Apr. 15, 2022), https://www.fierce-network.com/wireless/t-mobile-verizon-
fwa-takes-center-stage-q1-forecasts (Verizon ended 2021 with 228,000 fixed wireless subscribers 
while T-Mobile ended 2021 with 646,000 fixed wireless subscribers). 
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has over 2.3 million subscribers.34 Again, these networks blanket AT&T’s California service 

territory and cover the vast majority of AT&T’s California POTS customers.  

Satellite. Finally, Affected Customers also can purchase VoIP services that run on top of 

satellite broadband connections. While the Commission has not yet recognized satellite as an 

“adequate replacement service,” it has observed that satellite may be a “widely available 

alternative.”35 As the Commission has recognized, satellite is quickly emerging as an “innovative 

new [voice] service offering[].”36 Indeed, Starlink, Amazon LEO, Globalstar, and AST 

SpaceMobile are deploying and swiftly expanding their fleets of satellites in low-earth orbit 

(“LEO”) to offer voice and broadband service.37 Satellite broadband speed and latency are 

 
34 AT&T, Financial and Operational Schedules & Non-GAAP Reconciliations, at 6 (Apr. 22, 
2026), https://investors.att.com/~/media/Files/A/ATT-IR-V2/financial-reports/quarterly-
earnings/2026/1Q-
2026/1Q26_ATT_Financial_and_Operational_Schedules_and_Non_GAAP_Reconciliations.pdf.  
35 Network Modernization Order ¶ 39 (“Permitting third-party alternative voice service with 
access to 911 and substantially similar levels of network performance and availability as the 
service being discontinued to serve as a replacement service will enable innovative new service 
offerings, such as low-earth orbit satellite-based services, to qualify as replacement services 
without requiring the Commission to engage in additional time-consuming rulemaking 
proceedings … .”). 
36 Id. 
37 See, e.g., Starlink, Progress Report 2024, at 3 (2024), https://starlink.com/public-
files/starlinkProgressReport_2024.pdf (“In just over five years, SpaceX designed, deployed, and 
activated high-quality internet, which is now available for over 2.8 billion people around the 
world.”); Martyn Wingrove, Second ULA Launch Doubles Amazon’s Kuiper Satellite Fleet, 
Riviera (July 8, 2025), https://www.rivieramm.com/news-content-hub/news-content-hub/second-
ula-launch-doubles-amazon-kuiper-satellite-fleet-85363 (reporting that, in June 2025, Amazon’s 
LEO constellation doubled to 54); Globalstar To Enter Next Era of Mobile Satellite Connectivity 
with Expanded Operational Frequencies, Globalstar (Sept. 15, 2025), 
https://investors.globalstar.com/news-releases/news-release-details/globalstar-enter-next-era-
mobile-satellite-connectivity-expanded/ (announcing the deployment of its third-generation 
mobile satellite system, “which will include 48 additional satellites supported by approximately 
90 new ground station antennas installed globally” and will provide service over the Big LEO 
frequency bands); AST Space Mobile, https://ast-science.com/spacemobile-network/ 
(announcing the ongoing launches of its Next-Gen Bluebird satellites, which will provide 
coverage for millions of daily connections such as voice and video calls, texts, and streaming and 
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rapidly improving with LEO technology.38 For example, Starlink has substantially increased its 

median upload and download speeds in the United States to 104.71/14.84 Mbps in 2025 and 

currently has the ability to deliver broadband speeds of 100/20 Mbps.39 Recent Starlink updates 

have further “reduce[d] latency through laser-based inter-satellite links,” and Starlink can now 

“deliver[] latency as low as 12 milliseconds”—which not only is sufficient for real-time voice 

service but also can “mak[e] real-time applications like video calls and cloud gaming viable 

almost anywhere on Earth.”40  

BEAD eligibility and funding for LEO mean that satellite VoIP’s presence across the 

Affected Service Area will increase and that more locations will have access to satellite VoIP. 

Indeed, over 40 percent of locations that received BEAD funding in California are slated for 

LEO satellite deployment, with SpaceX and Amazon the two largest winners by locations 

 
advertising its already-deployed satellites, which are ready to deliver broadband to billions of 
users worldwide). In addition, Viasat, which offers voice and broadband services, is partnering 
with LEO satellite operators to enhance its capabilities. See Viasat Voice, Viasat, 
https://www.viasat.com/isg/voice/ (last visited May 15, 2026); European Space Agency (ESA) 
and Viasat Partner on D2D, Viasat (Jan. 28, 2025), https://www.viasat.com/news/latest-
news/corporate/2025/european-space-agency--esa--and-viasat-partner-on-d2d/.  
38 See Mateusz Kaczmarek, Satellite vs. Fiber Internet: The 2025 Latency & Bandwidth 
Showdown, TechStock 2 (June 4, 2025), https://ts2.tech/en/satellite-vs-fiber-internet-the-2025-
latency-bandwidth-showdown/ (“Satellite internet (particularly modern LEO-based) has greatly 
improved and is now capable of supporting everyday activities–including streaming and video 
calls–that were once very challenging on satellite.”). 
39 Sue Marek, Starlink’s U.S. Performance Is on the Rise, Making It a Viable Broadband Option 
in Some States, Ookla (June 10, 2025), https://www.ookla.com/articles/starlink-us-performance-
2025.  
40 Glanze Patrick, Starlink Global Coverage Expands as Satellite Improves Internet Speed and 
Lower Latency, Tech Times (Dec. 23, 2025), 
https://www.techtimes.com/articles/313567/20251223/starlink-global-coverage-expands-
satellite-improves-internet-speed-lower-latency.htm.  
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overall.41 As satellite broadband continues to improve and proliferate, it will be increasingly 

important in the broadband ecosystem, including for voice applications, and will make POTS 

irrelevant even in remote areas.  

II. Additional Information Required By 47 C.F.R. §§ 63.71, 63.602 And 63.505  

As required by sections 63.71, 63.602, and 63.505 of the Commission’s rules, AT&T 

provides the following additional information: 

Name and Address of Carrier: 

Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California. 

The address for purposes of this application is: 

430 Bush Street, Sixth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Date of Planned Service Discontinuance: 

Effective on or after June 1, 2027,42 pending regulatory approval, AT&T’s Affected 

Service will be discontinued. 

Points of Geographic Areas of Service Affected and Description of the Affected Service 
Area: 

AT&T plans to discontinue the Affected Service in the Affected Service Area in 

California. Exhibit 1 identifies the list of AT&T wire centers in California that include any 

service areas that fall within the Affected Service Area.  

 
41 Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, California BEAD Final Proposal – Deployment Projects, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/communications-
division/documents/broadband-implementation-for-california/bead/final-proposal/appendix-b---
data-files-excel/final/fp_deployment_projects.csv (last visited May 15, 2026); Jake Neenan, 
California Announces Grant Winners with BEAD Final Proposal, BroadbandBreakfast (Dec. 3, 
2025), https://broadbandbreakfast.com/california-announces-grant-winners-with-bead-final-
proposal/.  
42 AT&T will of course continue to honor any term commitments in contracts with existing 
business POTS customers. 
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Brief Description of the Type of Service Affected: 

AT&T plans to discontinue AT&T Business Local Exchange Access Line Service in the 

Affected Service Area. AT&T Business Local Exchange Access Line Service provides 

individual business customers with telecommunications service within a specified geographical 

area for local calling and access to and from the telecommunications network for long-distance 

service. 

Brief Description of the Dates and Method of Notice to All Affected Customers: 

Customer notices were sent via U.S. Mail on May 20, 2026.43 Copies of this Application 

are being sent via first class U.S. Mail to the governor, public utility commission, and federally 

recognized tribes (if any) in the Affected Service Area, and to the Special Assistant for 

Telecommunications to the Secretary of War, as required by section 63.71(a) of the 

Commission’s rules.44 

Regulatory Classification of Carrier: 

AT&T offers the Affected Service pursuant to non-dominant carrier regulation. 

Public Convenience and Necessity: 

As explained in the Introduction, the public convenience and necessity will be advanced, 

not impaired, by the discontinuance of the Affected Service. The demand for the Affected 

 
43 Representative notices are attached as Exhibit 2. These notices also notified customers of 
AT&T’s intent to grandfather the Affected Service in the wire centers included in this 
Application effective July 19, 2026. Because the Commission has waived the requirement to file 
applications to grandfather legacy services, this Application does not address this grandfathering 
action. See n.5, supra. 
44 Section 63.71(a) directs applicants to submit a copy of the application to the Secretary of 
Defense (now Secretary of War), Special Assistant for Telecommunications. However, due to 
restructuring within the Department of Defense, that position no longer exists. Commission staff 
has advised that a copy of the application be sent instead to the Department of Defense Chief 
Information Officer. 
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Service is very low, and it is not economically rational for AT&T to continue to provide it. As 

the Commission’s recent Network Modernization Order recognizes, “incumbent LECs now 

hold[] a minority share of the voice services market.45 That is true in AT&T’s incumbent service 

territory in California. 

Customers of the Affected Service have many voice alternatives to choose from, 

including services already found to be adequate replacements for POTS, such as APB-A and 

Verizon’s mobile wireless service. Customers also have access to other wireless services 

available from T-Mobile and AT&T, in particular. 

Statement Identifying the Application as a Technology Transition (47 C.F.R. 
§ 63.602(a)(2)): 

The proposed discontinuance constitutes a “technology transition”46 because Affected 

Customers will be required to replace their TDM-based voice service with a different technology 

or transmission medium when AT&T discontinues legacy voice service in this area, as there is 

no other TDM-based voice service available in the Affected Service Area. 

Information Regarding the Price of the Service for Which Discontinuance Is Sought and 
the Price of the Proposed Replacement Service (47 C.F.R. § 63.602(a)(3)): 

The guidebook rate for AT&T Business Local Exchange Access Line Service in the vast 

majority of wire centers covered by this application is approximately $2,700 per month, plus 

taxes, surcharges, and fees. In some areas it can be somewhat higher or lower. The price is 

before any applicable volume or term discounts. APB-A is offered as a service that includes the 

 
45 Network Modernization Order ¶ 9. 
46 See 47 C.F.R. § 63.60(i) (defining a technology transition as “any change in service that would 
result in the replacement of a wireline TDM-based voice service with a service using a different 
technology of medium for transmission to the end user, whether internet Protocol (IP), wireless, 
or another type”). 
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AT&T-owned and managed device installed at the customer’s premises and is available for 

$99.99 per month, plus taxes, surcharges, and fees. The price is before any applicable volume or 

term discounts. 

Business customers also will realize substantial cost savings from APB-A’s 

interoperability with legacy technologies and peripherals, which enables customers to extend the 

useable lifespan of their TDM-based devices. 

Certification That the Information Submitted in This Application Is True and Accurate (47 
C.F.R. § 63.602(a)(4): 

See the attached certification of authorized AT&T representative Susan Johnson at 

Exhibit 3.  

Applicable Tariff Listing (47 C.F.R. § 63.505(e)): 

APB-A is not a tariffed service. 

Name of Any Other Carrier or Carriers Providing Telephone Service to the Community 
(47 C.F.R. § 63.505(g)): 

As set forth above, a number of competitors offer voice services to some or all of the 

Affected Service Area via cable, fiber, fixed wireless, satellite, CMRS, or over-the-top services. 

Description of Any Previous Discontinuance, Reduction, or Impairment of Service to the 
Community Affected by the Application (47 C.F.R. § 63.605(j)): 

AT&T will grandfather the Affected Service in the Affected Service Area.47 

Number of Toll Messages (47 C.F.R. § 63.505(l)): 

The amount of toll traffic on AT&T’s entire network has steadily decreased as its legacy 

voice customers have migrated to other wireline and wireless voice service providers. Toll traffic 

 
47 See n.5, supra. 
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in the Affected Service Area is likely consistent with this overall trend, although AT&T does not 

track the monthly number of toll messages or toll revenues in the Affected Service Area. 

III. The Application Also Satisfies The Requirements Of New Rule 63.71(f) 

AT&T has filed this Application under the Commission’s existing rules. The revised 

rules that the Commission adopted in the Network Modernization Order contain new or modified 

information collection requirements, and they are currently subject to Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) review and are not yet effective.48 However, as the Commission generally 

simplified the standards for technology transition discontinuance, AT&T’s Application generally 

satisfies the new rules the Commission has adopted.49 

In this Application, AT&T relies on APB-A, which is a “facilities-based interconnected 

VoIP service” under new Rule 63.71(f)(2)(i).50 APB-A meets all the definitional requirements of 

such a service under Rule 9.3.51 Furthermore, as explained above, the Commission previously 

found that APB-A satisfied the Adequate Replacement Test under the 2016 Technology 

Transitions Order, as an adequate replacement for POTS.52 APB-A in the Affected Service Area 

uses the same network architecture as in the prior, approved applications. As such, it is a 

“facilities-based interconnected VoIP service” under new Rule 63.71(f)(2)(i). Likewise, as 

reflected in the FCC’s National Broadband Map – Mobile, AT&T’s LTE network covers all 

 
48 Network Modernization Order ¶ 120. 
49 As explained below, however, AT&T is providing the notice to its customers required by 
existing Rule 63.71(a). 
50 Network Modernization Order, app. A. 
51 47 C.F.R. § 9.3 (defining “Interconnected VoIP service”). 
52 See n.9, supra. 
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Affected Customers.53 Because APB-A is capable of operating over AT&T’s LTE network, 

APB-A is available to all Affected Customers. 

Moreover, while APB-A alone constitutes an adequate replacement, customers of the 

Affected Service can choose from many other alternatives for voice service. These include 

Verizon’s mobile wireless service—a service already found to be an adequate replacement for 

POTS—as well as other wireless services, particularly from T-Mobile and AT&T.54 AT&T’s 

mobile wireless service is a “facilities-based mobile wireless service” operating at the speeds of 

at least 5 Mbps download and 1 Mbps upload required under Rule 63.71(f)(2)(ii). Indeed, in the 

360 wire centers, virtually all Affected Customers have access to at least two facilities-based 

mobile wireless services available. 

In addition, AT&T’s notice satisfies new Rule 63.71(j), which requires notice to existing 

customers that AT&T is grandfathering a service they currently receive.55 As described above, 

AT&T has sent notices to existing customers to effectuate grandfathering in the wire centers 

included in this Application. 

AT&T also has complied with the notice provisions of Rule 63.71(a), including the 

statement describing the objection process contained in existing Rule 63.71(a)(5). As described 

above, customer notices were sent via U.S. Mail on May 20, 2026. Copies of this Application are 

 
53 See n.18, supra. 
54 See n.11, supra (“AT&T’s and T-Mobile’s mobile voice services do not differ from Verizon’s 
in any way relevant to the Adequate Replacement Test and, as a practical matter, should also be 
considered adequate replacements for POTS service as well. In all events, the Network 
Modernization Order has conclusively determined that facilities-based mobile wireless service is 
an adequate replacement service. See Network Modernization Order ¶ 34.”). 
55 See Network Modernization Order, app. A (“Such notice shall include (i) an approximate date 
by which it intends to seek to permanently discontinue the service, and (ii) a statement regarding 
alternative services available in the affected service area.”). 
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being sent via first class U.S. Mail to the governor, public utility commission, and federally 

recognized tribes (if any) in the Affected Service Area, and to the Special Assistant for 

Telecommunications to the Secretary of War, as required by new Rule 63.71(a).56

* * * 

Questions about this application may be addressed to Meredith Williams, AT&T 

Services, Inc., AVP – Federal Regulatory, 601 New Jersey Ave NW, Suite 650, Washington, 

DC, (202) 227-9725. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons identified above, the public convenience and necessity will not be 

adversely affected by the discontinuance of the Affected Service. AT&T respectfully requests 

the Commission approve its section 63.71 Application to discontinue services. 

       By:  /s/ Brett Farley  

 BRETT FARLEY 
 CHRISTOPHER HEIMANN 
 DAVID CHORZEMPA   
 DAVID LAWSON 
 AT&T SERVICES, INC. 
 601 New Jersey Ave NW, Suite 650 
 Washington, DC 20001 
 

May 20, 2026 

 
56 See n.44, supra. 
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List of Affected Wire Centers 
 

Sections of California: Certain areas currently served by the following wire centers: 

Albany-Solano (ALBYCA11), Alhambra (ALHBCA01), Anaheim-Lemon (ANHMCA01), 

Anaheim-Cypress (ANHMCA11), Anaheim-La Palma (ANHMCA12), Antioch (ANTCCA11), 

Arcadia (ARCDCA11), Arcata (ARCTCA11), Aromas (ARMSCA11), Anderson (ARSNCA11), 

Arlington (ARTNCA11), Arvin (ARVNCA11), Atwater (ATWRCA12), Avenal (AVNLCA12), 

N Tahoe Brockway (BCWYCA11), Beale-Msvl Sterling (BEALCA11), Bell (BELLCA11), 

Biggs (BGGSCA11), Bakersfield-Empire (BKFDCA11), Bakersfield-Main (BKFDCA12), 

Bakersfield-Columbus (BKFDCA13), Bakersfield-Temple (BKFDCA14), Bakersfield-Mettler 

(BKFDCA15), Bakersfield-West (BKFDCA17), Bakersfield-Nomad (BKFDCA19), Berkeley-

Bancroft (BKLYCA01), Benicia (BNCICA11), Ben Lomond (BNLMCA11), Buena Park 

(BNPKCA11), Burbank-Palm (BRBNCA11), Bradley (BRDLCA90), Brea (BREACA12), 

Burlingame (BRLNCA01), Brentwood (BRWDCA12), Brawley (BRWLCA11), Bishop Ranch 

(BSRNCA70), Butte City (BTCYCA11), Bethel Island (BTISCA11), Burrel (BURLCA11), 

Beverly Hills (BVHLCA01), Bear Valley (BVLYCA11), Bear Valley Springs (BVSPCA11), 

Cobb Mountain (CBMTCA11), Chualar (CHLRCA11), Chula Vista-Third Avenue 

(CHVSCA11), Chula Vista Apache (CHVSCA12), Chowchilla (CHWCCA11), Culver City 

(CLCYCA11), Calipatria (CLPTCA11), Calistoga (CLSTCA11), Clovis (CLVSCA11), Calexico 

(CLXCCA12), Compton (CMTNCA01), Concord (CNCRCA01), Colma (COLACA01), 

Cordelia (CORDCA12), Corona (CORNCA11), Colton (COTNCA11), Crockett (CRCTCA02), 

Corona Del Mar (CRDMCA11), Carlsbad-La Costa (CRLSCA12), Corning (CRNGCA12), 

Caruthers (CRTHCA11), Costa Mesa (CSMSCA11), Crows Landing (CWLDCA12), Coyote 

Wells (CYWLCA11), Danville (DAVLCA12), Tassajara (DAVLCA13), Davis (DAVSCA11), 
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Delano (DELNCA11), Dinuba (DINBCA01), Dixon (DIXNCA11), Del Mar (DLMRCA12), Del 

Rey (DLRYCA11), Dunnigan (DNGNCA12), Dunsmuir (DNSMCA11), El Cajon (ELCJCA11), 

El Centro (ELCNCA01), Rich-Appian Way (ELSBCA11), El Segundo-Douglas (ELSGCA12), 

El Toro (ELTRCA11), Encinitas (ENCTCA12), Earlimart (ERLMCA11), Escalon 

(ESCLCA11), Escondido (ESCNCA01), Esparto (ESPRCA11), Felton (FETNCA11), Flsm-

Nimbus (FLSMCA12), Flsm-El Dorado (FLSMCA13), Fontana (FNTACA11), Firebaugh 

(FRBHCA11), Fremont-Main (FRMTCA11), Fair Oaks (FROKCA11), Fresno-Main 

(FRSNCA01), Fresno-Baldwin (FRSNCA11), Fresno-Clinton (FRSNCA12), Fresno-Sierra 

(FRSNCA13), Fresno-West (FRSNCA14), Fresno-Woodward (FRSNCA15), Farmersville 

(FRVLCA11), Fortuna (FTUNCA11), Fullerton (FUTNCA01), Five Points (FVPNCA11), 

Frazier Park (FZPKCA11), Galt (GALTCA11), Glendale (GLDLCA11), Gonzales 

(GNZLCA11), Gerber (GRBRCA11), Gridley (GRDLCA11), Gardena (GRDNCA01), Grenada 

(GRNDCA13), Goshen (GSHNCA11), Gustine (GUSTCA11), Geyserville (GYVLCA11), 

Herald (HERLCA11), Highland (HGLDCA11), Hughson (HGSNCA11), Holtville 

(HLVLCA11), Hollywood (HLWDCA01), Hamilton City (HMCYCA11), Homewood 

(HMWDCA11), Hanford (HNFRCA01), Huntington Park (HNPKCA01), Hopland 

(HPLDCA12), Huron (HURNCA11), Hayward-Depot Ct (HYWRCA11), Ignacio (IGNCCA12), 

Imperial (IMPRCA11), Ione (IONECA11), Irvine-Main (IRVNCA01), Irvine-Spectrum 

(IRVNCA12), Ivanhoe (IVNHCA11), Jamul (JAMLCA60), Jackson (JCSNCA01), Kingsburg 

(KGBGCA11), Kelseyville (KLVLCA12), Knights Ferry (KNFYCA11), Kyburz (KYBRCA11), 

La Canada-Oak Grove (LACNCA11), La Crescenta (LACRCA11), La Jolla-Girard 

(LAJLCA11), La Mesa (LAMSCA01), Lamont (LAMTCA11), Laton (LATNCA11), Lockeford 

(LCFRCA11), Lebec-Main (LEBCCA11), Lemoore-Main (LEMRCA11), Lemoore-Wyman 
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(LEMRCA12), Lafayette (LFYTCA11), Laguna Niguel (LGNGCA12), Le Grand 

(LGRDCA11), La Grange (LGRNCA12), Lakeport (LKPTCA02), Lincoln (LNCLCA11), Lodi 

(LODICA01), Loleta (LOLTCA11), Loomis (LOMSCA11), Lomita (LOMTCA11), Larkspur 

(LRKSCA11), Lsan-Madison 02 (LSANCA02), Lsan-Madison 03 (LSANCA03), Lsan-Pleasant 

(LSANCA05), Lsan-Union (LSANCA06), Lsan-Airport (LSANCA07), Lsan-Melrose 

(LSANCA08), Lsan-Richmond (LSANCA09), Lsan-Webster (LSANCA10), Lsan-Rampart 

(LSANCA11), Lsan-Normandy (LSANCA12), Lsan-Plymouth (LSANCA13), Lsan-Adams 

(LSANCA14), Lsan-Axminster (LSANCA15), Lsan-Capitol (LSANCA23), Lsan-Sunset 

(LSANCA29), Lsan-Angelus (LSANCA34), Lsan-Montebello (LSANCA35), Lsan-Republic 

(LSANCA38), Los Banos (LSBNCA12), Los Molinos (LSMLCA11), Live Oak (LVOKCA11), 

Madera-Bonadelle (MADRCA12), Marina (MARNCA11), Modesto-Main (MDSTCA02), 

Modesto-Kellog (MDSTCA03), Modesto-Kingswood (MDSTCA04), Modesto-Tally 

(MDSTCA05), Modesto-Davis (MDSTCA52), Middletown (MDTWCA11), Mokelumne Hill 

(MKHLCA12), Mckinleyville (MKVLCA11), Millbrae (MLBRCA11), Mendota (MNDTCA11), 

Mojave (MOJVCA01), Moraga (MORGCA12), Merced (MRCDCA01), Meridian 

(MRDNCA11), Moorpark (MRPKCA12), Mission Viejo (MSVJCAAT), Mountain Pass 

(MTPSCA11), Monterey (MTRYCA01), Mt Shasta (MTSHCA12), Mountain View 

(MTVWCA11), Marysville (MYVICA01), Nicolaus (NCLSCA12), Newhall (NHLLCA01), 

Nhwd-Lankershim (NHWDCA01), Nhwd-Magnolia (NHWDCA02), Nice (NICECA11), Niland 

Main (NILDCA11), Niland Bombay Beach (NILDCA12), Nipomo (NIPMCA11), Northridge 

(NORGCA11), Nscr-Wabash (NSCRCA11), Nscr-North Natomas (NSCRCA12), National City-

Highland (NTCYCA11), Newcastle (NWCSCA11), Newman (NWMNCA12), Oceanside-

Mission (OCSDCA11), Oakdale (OKDLCA11), Okld-45Th (OKLDCA11), Okld-Holly 
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(OKLDCA12), Okld-Mountain (OKLDCA13), Oakley (OKLYCA11), Orange Cove 

(ORCVCA11), Orland (ORLDCA11), Orinda (ORNDCA11), Orange-Chapman (ORNGCA11), 

Orange-Olive (ORNGCA13), Orosi (ORSICA11), Orangevale (ORVACA11), Otay Mesa 

(OTMSCA11), Pacifica (PCFCCA11), Pedley (PDLYCA11), Palo Alto-Main (PLALCA02), 

Palo Alto-South (PLALCA12), Pleasant Grove (PLGVCA12), Planada (PLNDCA11), 

Pleasanton-Main (PLTNCA12), Pleasanton-Hacienda (PLTNCA13), Placerville-Main 

(PLVLCA11), Pepperwood (PPWDCA11), Paradise-Main (PRDSCA11), Parlier (PRLRCA11), 

Paramount (PRMTCA01), Pittsburg-Main (PSBGCA01), Pittsburg-Willow (PSBGCA11), Pismo 

Beach (PSBHCA11), Pixley (PXLYCA11), Rancho Bernardo (RBRNCA11), Rocklin 11 

(RCKLCA11), Richmond (RCMDCA11), Richvale (RCVACA11), Redwood City 

(RDCYCA01), Redding-Main (RDNGCA02), Redding-Enterprise (RDNGCA11), Rio Dell 

(RIDECA11), RIo Linda (RILNCA12), Rialto (RILTCA11), Rancho Murieta (RNMRCA11), 

Rancho Penasquitos (RNPSCA11), Rancho San Diego (RNSDCA11), Rosemead (ROSMCA11), 

Rancho Santa Fe (RSFECA12), Rosamond (RSMDCA11), Rohnert Park (RTPKCA11), 

Riverdale (RVDLCA11), Riverbank (RVRBCA11), Riverside-Orange (RVSDCA01), Riverside-

Woodcrest (RVSDCA11), Santee (SANTCA01), Scrm-Main (SCRMCA01), Scrm-Garden 

(SCRMCA03), Scrm-Gladstone (SCRMCA11), Scrm-Empire (SCRMCA12), Scrm-Fruitridge 

(SCRMCA13), Scotts Valley (SCVYCA01), Selma (SELMCA11), Seaside (SESDCA11), South 

Gate (SGATCA01), Shingle Springs (SGSPCA11), Shafter (SHFTCA11), Sherman Oaks 

(SHOKCA01), Stockton-Main (SKTNCA01), Stockton-Granite (SKTNCA11), Stockton-Ashley 

(SKTNCA12), Stockton-Redwood (SKTNCA14), Soledad (SLDDCA11), Solamint 

(SLMNCA11), Salinas-Main (SLNSCA01), Salinas-Hickory (SLNSCA11), Salinas-Glenview 

(SLNSCA12), Moro (SLNSCA14), Silverado (SLVRCA11), Santa Ana-Bristol (SNANCA11), 
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Santa Ana-Bolsa (SNANCA12), San Carlos (SNCRCA11), Sndg-C Street (SNDGCA01), Sndg-

University (SNDGCA02), Sndg-Linda Vista (SNDGCA03), Sndg-Saipan (SNDGCA05), Sndg-

37Th Street (SNDGCA06), Sndg-College (SNDGCA11), Sndg-Market (SNDGCA12), Sndg-

Regents (SNDGCA15), Sndg-Mira Mesa (SNDGCA16), Snfc-Mccoppin (SNFCCA04), Snfc-

25Th Street (SNFCCA05), Snfc-Onondaga (SNFCCA06), Snfc-9Th Avenue (SNFCCA13), 

Snfc-3Rd Street (SNFCCA17), Snfc-Folsom St (SNFCCA21), Snfc-U C Med Center 

(SNFCCA64), San Gabriel (SNGBCA01), San Geronimo (SNGNCA11), San Jose-Main 

(SNJSCA02), San Jose-Chynoweth (SNJSCA13), San Jose-Foxworthy (SNJSCA14), San Jose-

Junction Avenue (SNJSCA21), San Lucas (SNLCCA11), San Martin (SNMACA11), San 

Marcos (SNMCCA11), San Mateo (SNMTCA11), Milton (SNRACA13), San Rafael-Main 

(SNRFCA01), San Ramon (SNRMCA11), Space Park (SNTCCA01), Bellomy (SNTCCA11), 

Carroll (SNVACA01), Mathilda (SNVACA11), San Ysidro (SNYSCA12), South Pasadena-

Mission (SPSDCA11), Stratford (SRFRCA11), South Tahoe-Tamarack (STAHCA12), South 

Tahoe-Meyers (STAHCA13), Suison City (SUISCA11), Thornton (THTNCA11), Tipton 

(TPTNCA11), Terra Bella (TRBLCA11), Turlock (TRLCCA11), Tulare (TULRCA11), Tustin-

Main (TUSTCA11), Tustin-Redhill (TUSTCA70), Twain Harte (TWHRCA11), Union City 

(UNCYCA11), Vina (VINACA12), Visalia (VISLCA11), Vista (VISTCA12), Van Nuys 

(VNNYCA02), Ventura-Main (VNTRCA11), Valley Ford (VYFRCA11), Wasco 

(WASCCA01), Woodland (WDLDCA11), Woodlake (WDLKCA11), Weed (WEEDCA01), 

Century City (WLANCA01), Walnut Creek (WNCKCA11), Windsor (WNDSCA11), Frontier 

(WSCRCA11), Waterford (WTFRCA11), Yorba Linda (YRLNCA11)
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We are required by the FCC to provide the following statement:

The FCC will normally authorize this proposed discontinuance of service (or reduction or impairment) unless it is shown that customers would be unable to

receive service or a reasonable substitute from another carrier or that the public convenience and necessity is otherwise adversely affected. If you wish to object,

you should file your comments as soon as possible, but no later than 15 days after the Commission releases public notice of the proposed discontinuance.  You

may file your comments electronically through the FCC’s Electronic Comment Filing System using the docket number established in the Commission’s public

notice for this proceeding, or you may address them to the Federal Communications Commission, Wireline Competition Bureau, Competition Policy Division,

Washington, DC 20554, and include in your comments a reference to the section 63.71 application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T California.

Comments should include specific information about the impact of this proposed discontinuance (or reduction or impairment) upon you or your company,

including any inability to acquire reasonable substitute service.

To the extent your contract with AT&T is inconsistent with the above, these planned changes may not apply to you.

Please check your contract or contact us with questions.

Service addresses in areas impacted by this notice:

BAL

SERVICE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
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We are required by the FCC to provide the following statement:
The FCC will normally authorize this proposed discontinuance of service (or reduction or impairment) unless it is shown
that customers would be unable to receive service or a reasonable substitute from another carrier or that the public
convenience and necessity is otherwise adversely affected. If you wish to object, you should file your comments as soon
as possible, but no later than 15 days after the Commission releases public notice of the proposed discontinuance.  You
may file your comments electronically through the FCC’s Electronic Comment Filing System using the docket number
established in the Commission’s public notice for this proceeding, or you may address them to the Federal
Communications Commission, Wireline Competition Bureau, Competition Policy Division, Washington, DC 20554, and
include in your comments a reference to the section 63.71 application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
California. Comments should include specific information about the impact of this proposed discontinuance (or reduction
or impairment) upon you or your company, including any inability to acquire reasonable substitute service..

To the extent your contract with AT&T is inconsistent with the above, these planned changes may not apply to you.

Please check your contract or contact us with questions.

Service addresses in areas impacted by this notice:

RAL

SERVICE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I, Martha Flaherty, certify that on May 20, 2026, will cause a copy of the foregoing 

Section 63.71 Application of AT&T by U.S. Mail postage prepaid to be served on the addresses 

below. 

       /s/ Martha Flaherty  
       Martha Flaherty 
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Office of the Governor 
Governor's Office  
State Capitol                       
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
California Public Utilities  
Commission  
505 Van Ness Avenue                    
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Department of Defense 
Chief Information Officer 
6000 Defense Pentagon                                 
Washington, D.C.20301 
 
Table Mountain Rancheria                                                
of California 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 410                                                              
Friant, CA, 93626 
 
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki 
Indians of California 
22580 Olivewood Avenue 
Corning, California 96021 
 
Sycuan Band of the                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Kumeyaay Nation                               
Chairman 
1 Kwaaypaay Court                                           
El Cajon, CA, 92019 
 
 
Bear River Band of the                                      
Rohnerville Rancheria                                          
Chairman 
266 Keisner Road, 
Loleta, CA, 95551 
 
Quartz Valley Indian  
Community of the                                               
Quartz Valley Reservation                              
Chairman 
13601 Quartz Valley Road                                      
Fort Jones, CA, 96032 
 
Dry Creek Rancheria                                             
Band of Pomo Indians                                     
Chairman 
P.O. Box 607                                                        
Geyserville, CA, 95441 
 
 
 

San Manuel Band                                                        
of Mission Indians 
Chairman 
26569 Community Center Dr 
Highland, CA, 92346 
 
Hopland Band                                                             
of Pomo Indians 
Chairman 
3000 Shanel Road, 
Hopland, CA, 95449 
 
Jamul Indian Village                                              
Chairman 
P.O. Box 612                                                        
Jamul, CA, 91935 
 
Jackson Band                                                               
of Miwuk Indians 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 1090                                                          
Jackson, CA, 95642 
 
Santa Rosa Indian                                        
Community of the                                                      
Santa Rosa Rancheria                                              
Chairman 
P.O. Box 8                                                       
Lemoore, CA, 93245 
 
Robinson Rancheria Band                                              
of Pomo Indians 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 4015                                                          
Nice, CA, 95464 
 
Big Valley Band of Pomo                                                
Indians of the Big Valley                                             
Rancheria Chairman                                              
2726 Mission Rancheria Rd                                    
Lakeport, CA, 95453 
 
United Auburn Indian                                   
Community of the Auburn                                    
Rancheria 
Chairman 
10720 Indian Hill Rd                                             
Auburn, CA, 95603 
 
Table Bluff Rancheria                     
Wiyot Tribe  
Chairman 
1000 Wiyot Dr.  
Loleta, CA 95551 

Middletown Rancheria of Pomo 
Indians 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 1035                   
Middletown, CA, 95461 
 
Cher-Ae Heights Indian 
Community 
of the Trinidad Rancheria 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 630                  
Trinidad, CA, 95570 
 
Enterprise Rancheria of Maidu 
Indians                              
Chairman                               
2133 Montevista Ave 
Oroville, CA, 95966 
 
Lytton Rancheria                   
Chairman 
1500 Falling Oak Way                
Windsor, CA, 95492 
 
Redding Rancheria                     
Chairman 
2000 Redding Rancheria Rd 
Redding, CA, 96001 
 
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok 
Indians, 
Shingle Springs Rancheria 
(Verona Tract), California 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 1340 
Shingle Springs, CA, 95682 

 

Exhibit I 
200

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.405     Page
206 of 365



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT J 

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.406     Page
207 of 365



   
  

1 
 
 
 

Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 

 
In the Matter of 

 
Section 63.71 Application of 

 
AT&T Services, Inc., on behalf of its affiliate; 
Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T 
California 

 
 

Authority Pursuant to Section 214 of 
The Communications Act of 1934, As Amended, 
To Discontinue the Provision of Service 

 
 
 
 

File No. 

 

SECTION 63.71 APPLICATION OF AT&T 
 

AT&T1 applies for authority under section 214(a) of the Communications Act, as 

amended, 47 U.S.C. § 214, and section 63.71 of the Federal Communications Commission’s 

(“Commission”) rules, 47 C.F.R. § 63.71, to discontinue certain legacy TDM-based voice 

services in certain wire centers located in California. 

INTRODUCTION 

In its recent Network Modernization Order, the Commission made clear its desire to 

accelerate the modernization of America’s communications infrastructure.2 This Application 

takes an important step toward that goal. The copper wires that once served every home now 

 
1 AT&T Services, Inc. files this Application on behalf of its affiliate Pacific Bell Telephone 
Company d/b/a AT&T California. The FRN associated with this filing is 0001551530. 
2 See Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and Serv. Changes, Report and Order, FCC 
26-19, WC Dkt. No. 25-209, ¶ 1 (Mar. 27, 2026) (“Network Modernization Order”). 
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serve just three percent of Californian households in AT&T’s service territory, and that number 

shrinks every day as customers switch to modern broadband options that are more affordable, 

reliable, and energy efficient. AT&T must spend $1 billion a year to maintain a nearly empty 

copper network that has become an easy mark for criminals—California has already suffered 

about 2,000 outages from copper thefts this year—and that is estimated to drain the power grid 

of over 100 million of kilowatt-hours each year.   

AT&T thus seeks to discontinue AT&T Residential Local Service (the “Affected 

Service”)—a copper-wire-based legacy service often referred to as “POTS”—to approximately 

184,000 residential customers (the “Affected Customers”) in portions of 360 wire centers in 

California (the “Affected Service Area”).3 This Application complements actions AT&T is 

concurrently taking to grandfather POTS in the Affected Service Area.4 AT&T is filing 

concurrently a related Application to discontinue AT&T Business Individual Access Line 

Service5 in the Affected Service Area. 

The Affected Service Area is one of the most competitive areas in the country, and this 

Application thus presents a paradigmatic case for streamlined approval. The Affected Service 

Area is blanketed by three wireless networks offering both voice and broadband services. Cable 

companies and fiber providers have likewise deployed extensive wireline broadband networks 

throughout these wire centers. These providers offer the type of modern IP-based services that 

 
3 This Application also includes the wholesale version of the Affected Service, which is sold to 
carrier customers. 
4 See Accelerating Wireline Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure 
Invest., Order, 40 FCC Rcd. 2019 (2025) (waiving the requirement to file applications to 
grandfather legacy voice services). 
5 AT&T Business Individual Access Line Service may also be called Measured Rate Business 
Service or AT&T Business Local Exchange Line Service. 
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customers crave but that POTS cannot deliver, which is why only about three percent of 

households in AT&T’s incumbent service territory in California subscribe to POTS.6  

The National Broadband Map confirms this competitive reality. Over 99.9 percent of 

serviceable locations in the 360 wire centers are covered by at least three facilities-based, 

terrestrial fixed broadband or mobile voice providers. And this is without even counting 

emerging satellite-based services that are increasingly capable of serving virtually everywhere.         

Critically, every Affected Customer has an alternative: all can receive the AT&T Phone – 

Advanced (“AP-A”) service, which is not merely an adequate substitute for POTS, but superior 

to it.  

And because this is the case, this Application abundantly satisfies the requirements for 

discontinuance as currently set forth in 47 C.F.R. §§ 63.71, 63.602.7 The Commission has 

repeatedly granted AT&T discontinuance of the Affected Service on a streamlined basis for 

other AT&T wire centers.8 In granting those applications, the Commission recognized each time 

that AP-A was an adequate replacement for residential POTS under the Adequate Replacement 

 
6 AT&T calculates this figure by dividing the number of its residential POTS customers as of 
February 2026 by the latest U.S. Census Bureau estimate of the number of households in census 
block groups overlapping AT&T’s California service territory. See Household Income in the 
Past 12 Months (in 2024 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars), U.S. Census Bureau, 
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDT5Y2024.B19001?q=B19001&g=040XX00US06$1500000 
(last visited May 15, 2026).  
7 AT&T files this Application under the Commission’s existing rules, as the new rules adopted in 
the Network Modernization Order have not yet gone into effect (and likely will not have gone 
into effect if this Application is granted on a streamlined basis). However, this Application also 
independently satisfies the requirements of the Commission’s new rules, as explained herein.  
8 See Section 63.71 Application of AT&T, WC Dkt. No. 24-220 (filed Nov. 1, 2024); id., WC 
Dkt. No. 25-228 (filed July 15, 2025); id., WC Dkt. No. 25-333 (filed Dec. 1, 2025). 
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Test outlined in the Commission’s 2016 Tech Transitions Order.9 As with AT&T’s previously 

approved discontinuance applications, discontinuing the Affected Service here will benefit the 

public and serve as an important step toward meeting AT&T’s and the Commission’s shared 

goal of advancing next-generation communication technologies.10 

AT&T’s request for streamlined treatment of this Application rests upon the availability 

of AP-A—an “Adequate Replacement” service—to all Affected Customers. However, as noted, 

this is only one of many alternatives available. Affected Customers are also served by one or 

more “facilities-based mobile wireless” providers, including Verizon, whose mobile voice 

service the Commission recently found to be an adequate replacement for POTS.11 Likewise, as 

noted, Affected Customers will also continue to be able to obtain voice service using the 

broadband connections provided by cable, fiber, fixed wireless, and satellite providers.  

 
9 See generally Tech. Transitions; et al., Declaratory Ruling, Second Report and Order, and 
Order on Reconsideration, 31 FCC Rcd. 8283 (2016) (“Tech Transitions Order”). 
10 See, e.g., Network Modernization Order ¶ 1; Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and 
Service Changes et al., Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 40 FCC Rcd. 5329, 5391, Statement of 
Chairman Brendan Carr (2025) (“We are looking to unleash the private sector to build the 
modern networks of the future and ensure that providers are no longer forced to invest billions of 
dollars in aging technology.”); FCC, Connecting America: The National Broadband Plan, at 59 
(Mar. 16, 2010), https://transition.fcc.gov/national-broadband-plan/national-broadband-plan.pdf 
(“requir[ing] certain carriers to maintain POTS … is not sustainable—and … can have a number 
of unintended consequences, including siphoning investments away from new networks and 
services”). 
11 Section 63.71 Application (filed May 16, 2025), in Section 63.71 Application of Qwest 
Corporation d/b/a CenturyLink QC, WC Docket. No. 25-177. AT&T’s and T-Mobile’s mobile 
voice services do not differ from Verizon’s in any way relevant to the Adequate Replacement 
Test and, as a practical matter, should also be considered adequate replacements for POTS 
service as well. In all events, the Network Modernization Order has conclusively determined that 
facilities-based mobile wireless service is an adequate replacement service. See Network 
Modernization Order ¶ 34. 
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Given that virtually all voice customers in the Affected Service Area have switched to 

these superior alternatives, AT&T now seeks to discontinue the Affected Service in the Affected 

Service Area so that it can redeploy its resources towards its next-generation fiber and wireless 

networks and services. 

Streamlined approval of this Application will demonstrate that the Commission has 

succeeded in cutting the “red tape that has both required providers to keep aging copper lines in 

place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern infrastructure that Americans 

want and deserve.”12 It will also serve as the predicate for preempting California’s outdated 

regulatory regime that “needlessly constrain[s] the deployment of modern, next-generation IP-

based networks.”13 With last-century “Carrier of Last Resort” (“COLR”) rules, California 

requires AT&T to continue offering POTS throughout its territory. But once the Commission has 

authorized discontinuance, AT&T may proceed to do so without securing “any other 

approval.”14 

APPLICATION 

I. AT&T Satisfies The Adequate Replacement Test 

A. AP-A Satisfies the Adequate Replacement Test 

When the Commission adopted the Adequate Replacement Test in 2016, it noted that “a 

repeat applicant for a 214 discontinuance application in the technology transition context can 

rely on its successful certification of compliance with all three prongs of the Adequate 

Replacement Test in a previously approved application involving a substantially similar 

 
12 Network Modernization Order ¶ 1. 
13 Id. ¶ 7. 
14 Id. ¶ 114. 
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service.”15 A “substantially similar service” is defined as “one offered by the same applicant 

relying on the same technology and utilizing a comparable network infrastructure.”16 Both 

prongs are met here. In this Application, AT&T relies on AP-A, which the Commission 

previously found to satisfy the Adequate Replacement Test, as an adequate replacement for 

POTS.17 AP-A in the Affected Service Area uses “a comparable”—in fact, the same—network 

architecture as in the previously approved applications.  

AP-A is available to all Affected Customers. As reflected in the FCC National Broadband 

Map – Mobile, AT&T’s LTE network covers all Affected Customers.18 AP-A uses AT&T’s LTE 

network for connectivity; therefore, AP-A is available to all Affected Customers.19 Because the 

Commission previously found AP-A to be an adequate replacement for the Affected Service, and 

because AP-A is available to all Affected Customers, it is an adequate replacement for the 

Affected Service in the Affected Service Area.20  

 
15 Tech Transitions Order ¶ 82. The Commission noted at the time that “[t]his approach should 
go a long way to addressing incumbent LEC concerns that the adoption of new requirements for 
section 214 discontinuances will slow technology transitions.” Id. ¶ 83. 
16 Id. ¶ 82. 
17 See n.9, supra. 
18 See FCC, FCC National Broadband Map, https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov (last visited May 15, 
2026). AT&T relied on the LTE “voice” coverage depicted on the National Broadband Map to 
provide the most accurate depiction of AP-A coverage given its low bandwidth and given it sits 
in a fixed location. 
19 AP-A can work over any kind of Internet connection, but it primarily operates over AT&T’s 
LTE network. 
20 In addition to AT&T’s own mobile service, as noted above, Verizon’s mobile wireless service 
also would constitute an adequate replacement service for Affected Customers, but AT&T does 
not rely on that service in making the showing necessary for streamlined treatment of this 
Application.  
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B. Other Alternatives Are Also Widely Available and Support Discontinuance  

Although not required to approve this Application, the Affected Customers have 

numerous options beyond AP-A.  

Mobile Wireless Service. There are over 390 million mobile retail voice lines in the 

United States, which represent approximately 83 percent of all voice lines.21 Californians, like 

most Americans, overwhelmingly rely on mobile wireless service. As of three years ago, over 

three quarters of California adults relied exclusively on their mobile phones.22 That fraction 

likely has increased, given prevailing trends. 

The predominance of mobile wireless substitution stems from the near-ubiquitous 

availability of mobile networks in the country and in California specifically. In addition to 

AT&T’s own mobile service, Verizon and T-Mobile blanket AT&T’s legacy incumbent service 

area with mobile service that qualifies as an “adequate replacement service.”23 Individually, 

AT&T’s LTE mobile service reaches all Affected Customers, as well as approximately 99.9 

percent of locations in the 360 wire centers. But virtually all of these locations also have access 

to Verizon or T-Mobile (or both) as well. Collectively, approximately 99.9 percent of Affected 

 
21 See FCC, Voice Telephone Services Report: Status as of June 30, 2025, at 2 fig. 1 (May 2026), 
https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/DOC-421558A1.pdf (“Voice Telephone Services 
Report”). 
22 See Nat’l Ctr. for Health Stat., National Health Interview Survey Early Release Program 1 
(2025), https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/Wireless_state_202506.pdf (finding 
that, as of 2023, California adults relied exclusively (76.6 percent) or mostly (14.7 percent) on 
their wireless phones and that 3.8 percent relied equally on their wireless phones and landline 
(i.e., POTS or broadband VoIP); only 1.7 percent of California adults were “landline-only” and 
only 1.9 percent were “landline-mostly”).   
23 See n.11, supra.   
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Customers and approximately 99.9 percent of serviceable locations in the 360 wire centers have 

access to at least two of the national mobile wireless providers.24 

IP-Enabled Fixed Offerings. Customers in AT&T’s California service territory also 

enjoy many other cost-effective options for voice service, including offerings provided over 

cable, fiber, and fixed wireless services. Indeed, approximately 99.7 percent of serviceable 

locations in the 360 wire centers have access to one or more facilities-based fixed broadband 

providers, and approximately 96 percent have access to two or more.25 The Commission has 

recognized that facilities-based interconnected VoIP services have “brought advanced 

communications services to the marketplace to the benefit of consumers,” ensuring robust 

competition for voice services wherever broadband is available.26 

Enabled by the expansion of fixed broadband networks, interconnected VoIP has become 

the predominant fixed voice offering. It accounted for approximately 80 percent of all retail fixed 

voice service connections as of June of 2025.27 Interconnected VoIP services bundled with 

broadband are often comparably priced or cheaper than POTS.28 

 
24 Declaration of Sandra Charneski ¶¶ 10–11 (“Charneski Decl.”) (attached as Exhibit 1 to 
AT&T Forbearance Petition). 
25 Charneski Decl. ¶ 10. 
26 Network Modernization Order ¶ 43 (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting Numbering 
Policies for Modern Commc’ns; et al., Second Report and Order and Second Further Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, 38 FCC Rcd 8951, ¶ 1 (2023)). 
27 Voice Telephone Services Report at 3 fig. 2. 
28 Compare Xfinity Internet Plans, Deals and Promotions, BroadbandNow, 
https://broadbandnow.com/XFINITY-deals (last visited May 15, 2026) (Comcast bundled VoIP 
and Internet start at $40/month), and Get Our Best Bundle, Cox Authorized Retailer, 
https://www.coxbundledeals.com/ (last visited May 15, 2026) (Cox VoIP service is priced at 
$20/month when purchased as part of a bundle), with Home Phone Service, AT&T, 
https://www.att.com/home-phone/landline/ (last visited May 15, 2026) (AT&T traditional home 
phone priced at around $63/month).   
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Cable providers such as Comcast, Charter, and Cox collectively have far surpassed 

AT&T as the leading wireline provider in California29 and use their broadband networks to offer 

VoIP services that directly compete with legacy POTS.30 As a result, VoIP connections in 

California substantially outnumber traditional POTS connections.31 

Mobile wireless networks also enable fixed wireless offerings capable of supporting 

voice service. Fixed wireless service now reaches more households nationwide than cable 

broadband.32 Combined, T-Mobile and Verizon served more than 14 million fixed wireless 

subscribers nationwide by the end of 2025—a more than 15-fold increase from just four years 

ago.33 AT&T has also begun expanding its fixed wireless offering in nearly every state and now 

 
29 See FCC, FCC National Broadband Map, https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov/data-download/data-
by-provider?version=jun2025&pubDataVer=jun2025 (last visited May 15, 2026) (showing 
Charter, Comcast, and Cox offer wireline service at 9.3 million combined locations to AT&T’s 
6.5 million).  
30 See Comcast XFINITY® Voice: Residential, xfinity, 
https://www.xfinity.com/corporate/about/phonetermsofservice/comcastdigitalvoice/cdvresidentia
l (last visited May 15, 2026); Spectrum Voice, Spectrum, https://www.spectrum.com/home-
phone (last visited May 15, 2026); Cox Voice Preferred Home Phone, Cox, 
https://www.cox.com/residential/phone.html (last visited May 15, 2026). 
31 See Voice Telephone Services Report at 12 (as of June 30, 2025, there were roughly 489,000 
consumer-grade switched access voice connections and 2,199,000 consumer-grade 
interconnected VoIP connections in California); see also FCC, Voice Telephone Services Report 
– State Subscriptions as of June 30, 2025 (May 2026), 
https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/VTS_State_Subscriptions_J24_to_J25.xlsx. 
32 2024 Commc’ns Marketplace Rep., 39 FCC Rcd. 14116, 14125 fig. II.A.4 (2024).   
33 See Verizon, Verizon Financial and Operating Information, at 9 (Apr. 27, 2026),  
https://www.verizon.com/about/investors/quarterly-reports/1q-2026-earnings-conference-call-
webcast (reporting over 6 million fixed wireless subscribers for Q1 2026); T-Mobile, T-Mobile 
Delivers Best-in-Class Customer Results in Q4, Translating into Durable and Profitable 
Financial Growth Driven by Widening Differentiation (Feb. 11, 2026), 
https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2025/q4/Q4-2025-Earnings-Release.pdf 
(reporting over 8.4 million 5G broadband customers); T-Mobile US Inc. Earnings Call, at 3 (Apr. 
28, 2026), https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2026/q1/TMUS-
USQ_Transcript_2026-04-28.pdf  (reporting adding more than 500,000 net broadband customers 
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https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.spectrum.com%2Fhome-phone&data=05%7C02%7CPeter.Schildkraut%40arnoldporter.com%7Ce8cf1288d1914b4b8cfc08de9bb8e6ba%7Cd22d141fae37447facfa2e1d0e5b4969%7C0%7C0%7C639119415634146536%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ynKXcQw3ngLVZ9wBRI0c4oXzCfv2voOkP4dJdzp8he8%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cox.com%2Fresidential%2Fphone.html&data=05%7C02%7CPeter.Schildkraut%40arnoldporter.com%7Ce8cf1288d1914b4b8cfc08de9bb8e6ba%7Cd22d141fae37447facfa2e1d0e5b4969%7C0%7C0%7C639119415634159725%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XW1XB9HEZkvXjq1JrLvjNp7guYHe3UOt%2FFBxcDjRwro%3D&reserved=0
https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/VTS_State_Subscriptions_J24_to_J25.xlsx
https://www.verizon.com/about/investors/quarterly-reports/1q-2026-earnings-conference-call-webcast
https://www.verizon.com/about/investors/quarterly-reports/1q-2026-earnings-conference-call-webcast
https://www.verizon.com/about/investors/quarterly-reports/1q-2026-earnings-conference-call-webcast
https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2025/q4/Q4-2025-Earnings-Release.pdf
https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2026/q1/TMUS-USQ_Transcript_2026-04-28.pdf
https://s29.q4cdn.com/310188824/files/doc_financials/2026/q1/TMUS-USQ_Transcript_2026-04-28.pdf
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has over 2.3 million subscribers.34 Again, these networks blanket AT&T’s California service 

territory and cover the vast majority of AT&T’s California POTS customers.  

Satellite. Finally, Affected Customers also can purchase VoIP services that run on top of 

satellite broadband connections. While the Commission has not yet recognized satellite as an 

“adequate replacement service,” it has observed that satellite may be a “widely available 

alternative.”35 As the Commission has recognized, satellite is quickly emerging as an “innovative 

new [voice] service offering[].”36 Indeed, Starlink, Amazon LEO, Globalstar, and AST 

SpaceMobile are deploying and swiftly expanding their fleets of satellites in low-earth orbit 

(“LEO”) to offer voice and broadband service.37 Satellite broadband speed and latency are 

 
for Q1 2026); Monica Alleven, T-Mobile, Verizon FWA Subs Take Center Stage in Q1 
Forecasts, Fierce Network (Apr. 15, 2022), https://www.fierce-network.com/wireless/t-mobile-verizon-
fwa-takes-center-stage-q1-forecasts (Verizon ended 2021 with 228,000 fixed wireless subscribers 
while T-Mobile ended 2021 with 646,000 fixed wireless subscribers). 
34 AT&T, Financial and Operational Schedules & Non-GAAP Reconciliations, at 6 (Apr. 22, 
2026), https://investors.att.com/~/media/Files/A/ATT-IR-V2/financial-reports/quarterly-
earnings/2026/1Q-
2026/1Q26_ATT_Financial_and_Operational_Schedules_and_Non_GAAP_Reconciliations.pdf.   
35 Network Modernization Order ¶ 39 (“Permitting third-party alternative voice service with 
access to 911 and substantially similar levels of network performance and availability as the 
service being discontinued to serve as a replacement service will enable innovative new service 
offerings, such as low-earth orbit satellite-based services, to qualify as replacement services 
without requiring the Commission to engage in additional time-consuming rulemaking 
proceedings … .”). 
36 Id. 
37 See, e.g., Starlink, Progress Report 2024, at 3 (2024), https://starlink.com/public-
files/starlinkProgressReport_2024.pdf (“In just over five years, SpaceX designed, deployed, and 
activated high-quality internet, which is now available for over 2.8 billion people around the 
world.”); Martyn Wingrove, Second ULA Launch Doubles Amazon’s Kuiper Satellite Fleet, 
Riviera (July 8, 2025), https://www.rivieramm.com/news-content-hub/news-content-hub/second-
ula-launch-doubles-amazon-kuiper-satellite-fleet-85363 (reporting that, in June 2025, Amazon’s 
LEO constellation doubled to 54); Globalstar To Enter Next Era of Mobile Satellite Connectivity 
with Expanded Operational Frequencies, Globalstar (Sept. 15, 2025), 
https://investors.globalstar.com/news-releases/news-release-details/globalstar-enter-next-era-
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rapidly improving with LEO technology.38 For example, Starlink has substantially increased its 

median upload and download speeds in the United States to 104.71/14.84 Mbps in 2025 and 

currently has the ability to deliver broadband speeds of 100/20 Mbps.39 Recent Starlink updates 

have further “reduce[d] latency through laser-based inter-satellite links,” and Starlink can now 

“deliver[] latency as low as 12 milliseconds”—which not only is sufficient for real-time voice 

service but also can “mak[e] real-time applications like video calls and cloud gaming viable 

almost anywhere on Earth.”40  

BEAD eligibility and funding for LEO mean that satellite VoIP’s presence across the 

Affected Service Area will increase and that more locations will have access to satellite VoIP. 

 
mobile-satellite-connectivity-expanded/ (announcing the deployment of its third-generation 
mobile satellite system, “which will include 48 additional satellites supported by approximately 
90 new ground station antennas installed globally” and will provide service over the Big LEO 
frequency bands); AST Space Mobile, https://ast-science.com/spacemobile-network/ 
(announcing the ongoing launches of its Next-Gen Bluebird satellites, which will provide 
coverage for millions of daily connections such as voice and video calls, texts, and streaming and 
advertising its already-deployed satellites, which are ready to deliver broadband to billions of 
users worldwide). In addition, Viasat, which offers voice and broadband services, is partnering 
with LEO satellite operators to enhance its capabilities. See Viasat Voice, Viasat, 
https://www.viasat.com/isg/voice/ (last visited May 15, 2026); European Space Agency (ESA) 
and Viasat Partner on D2D, Viasat (Jan. 28, 2025), https://www.viasat.com/news/latest-
news/corporate/2025/european-space-agency--esa--and-viasat-partner-on-d2d/.  
38 See Mateusz Kaczmarek, Satellite vs. Fiber Internet: The 2025 Latency & Bandwidth 
Showdown, TechStock 2 (June 4, 2025), https://ts2.tech/en/satellite-vs-fiber-internet-the-2025-
latency-bandwidth-showdown/ (“Satellite internet (particularly modern LEO-based) has greatly 
improved and is now capable of supporting everyday activities–including streaming and video 
calls–that were once very challenging on satellite.”). 
39 Sue Marek, Starlink’s U.S. Performance Is on the Rise, Making It a Viable Broadband Option 
in Some States, Ookla (June 10, 2025), https://www.ookla.com/articles/starlink-us-performance-
2025.  
40 Glanze Patrick, Starlink Global Coverage Expands as Satellite Improves Internet Speed and 
Lower Latency, Tech Times (Dec. 23, 2025), 
https://www.techtimes.com/articles/313567/20251223/starlink-global-coverage-expands-
satellite-improves-internet-speed-lower-latency.htm.  
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Indeed, over 40 percent of locations that received BEAD funding in California are slated for 

LEO satellite deployment, with SpaceX and Amazon the two largest winners by locations 

overall.41 As satellite broadband continues to improve and proliferate, it will be increasingly 

important in the broadband ecosystem, including for voice applications, and will make POTS 

irrelevant even in remote areas.  

II. Additional Information Required By 47 C.F.R. §§ 63.71, 63.602 And 63.505  

As required by sections 63.71, 63.602, and 63.505 of the Commission’s rules, AT&T 

provides the following additional information: 

Name and Address of Carrier: 

Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California. 

The address for purposes of this application is: 

430 Bush Street, Sixth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Date of Planned Service Discontinuance: 

Effective on or after June 1, 2027, pending regulatory approval, AT&T’s Affected 

Service will be discontinued. 

 
41 Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, California BEAD Final Proposal – Deployment Projects, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/communications-
division/documents/broadband-implementation-for-california/bead/final-proposal/appendix-b---
data-files-excel/final/fp_deployment_projects.csv (last visited May 15, 2026); Jake Neenan, 
California Announces Grant Winners with BEAD Final Proposal, BroadbandBreakfast (Dec. 3, 
2025), https://broadbandbreakfast.com/california-announces-grant-winners-with-bead-final-
proposal/.  
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Points of Geographic Areas of Service Affected and Description of the Affected Service 
Area: 

AT&T plans to discontinue the Affected Service in the Affected Service Area in 

California. Exhibit 1 identifies the list of AT&T wire centers in California that include any 

service areas that fall within the Affected Service Area.  

Brief Description of the Type of Service Affected: 

AT&T plans to discontinue AT&T Residential Local Service in the Affected Service 

Area. AT&T Residential Local Service is a TDM-based exchange access line service. It includes 

the serving central office line equipment and all outside plant facilities needed to connect that 

office with the network interface at the demarcation point of the customer premises. The service 

includes optional custom calling features and the End User Common Line service, which allows 

the line to facilitate local exchange, intrastate interexchange, and interstate voice calling. 

Brief Description of the Dates and Method of Notice to All Affected Customers: 

Customer notices were sent via U.S. Mail on May 20, 2026.42 Copies of this Application 

are being sent via first class U.S. Mail to the governor, public utility commission, and federally 

recognized tribes (if any) in the Affected Service Area, and to the Special Assistant for 

Telecommunications to the Secretary of War, as required by section 63.71(a) of the 

Commission’s rules.43 

 
42 A representative template notice to residential customers is attached at Exhibit 2. Also 
attached at Exhibit 2 is a representative notice letter to wholesale customers of the Affected 
Service. See n.3, supra. These notices also notified customers of AT&T’s intent to grandfather 
the Affected Service in the wire centers included in this Application effective July 19, 2026. 
Because the Commission has waived the requirement to file applications to grandfather legacy 
services, this Application does not address this grandfathering action. See n.4, supra. 
43 Section 63.71(a) directs applicants to submit a copy of the application to the Secretary of 
Defense (now Secretary of War), Special Assistant for Telecommunications. However, due to 
restructuring within the Department of Defense, that position no longer exists. Commission staff 
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Regulatory Classification of Carrier: 

AT&T offers the Affected Service pursuant to non-dominant carrier regulation. 

Public Convenience and Necessity: 

As explained in the Introduction, the public convenience and necessity will be advanced, 

not impaired, by the discontinuance of the Affected Service. The demand for the Affected 

Service is very low, and it is not economically rational for AT&T to continue to provide it. As 

the Commission’s recent Network Modernization Order recognizes, “incumbent LECs now 

hold[] a minority share of the voice services market.44 That is true in AT&T’s incumbent service 

territory in California, where only about three percent of households continue to subscribe to 

AT&T’s POTS. 

Today, only a small fraction of Californians rely exclusively on landline service, while 

the overwhelming majority rely at least as much on mobile wireless phones.45 Moreover, 

customers of the Affected Service have many voice alternatives to choose from, including 

services already found to be adequate replacements for POTS, such as AP-A and Verizon’s 

mobile wireless service. Customers also have access to other wireless services available from 

T-Mobile and AT&T, in particular. 

 
has advised that a copy of the application be sent instead to the Department of Defense Chief 
Information Officer. 
44 Network Modernization Order ¶ 9. 
45 See n.22, supra. 
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Statement Identifying the Application as a Technology Transition (47 C.F.R. 
§ 63.602(a)(2)): 

The proposed discontinuance constitutes a “technology transition”46 because Affected 

Customers will be required to replace their TDM-based voice service with a different technology 

or transmission medium when AT&T discontinues legacy voice service in this area, as there is 

no other TDM-based voice service available in the Affected Service Area. 

Information Regarding the Price of the Service for Which Discontinuance Is Sought and 
the Price of the Proposed Replacement Service (47 C.F.R. § 63.602(a)(3)): 

The price of AT&T Residential Local Service in California is $50 per month, plus taxes, 

surcharges, and fees. AP-A for consumers is available for $45 per month, plus taxes, surcharges, 

and fees.  

Customers also will realize substantial cost savings from AP-A’s interoperability with 

legacy technologies and peripherals, which enables customers to extend the useable lifespan of 

their TDM-based devices. 

Certification That the Information Submitted in This Application Is True and Accurate (47 
C.F.R. § 63.602(a)(4): 

See the attached certification of authorized AT&T representative Susan Johnson at 

Exhibit 3.  

Applicable Tariff Listing (47 C.F.R. § 63.505(e)): 

AP-A is not a tariffed service. 

 
46 See 47 C.F.R. § 63.60(i) (defining a technology transition as “any change in service that would 
result in the replacement of a wireline TDM-based voice service with a service using a different 
technology of medium for transmission to the end user, whether internet Protocol (IP), wireless, 
or another type”). 
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Name of Any Other Carrier or Carriers Providing Telephone Service to the Community 
(47 C.F.R. § 63.505(g)): 

As set forth above, a number of competitors offer voice services to some or all of the 

Affected Service Area via cable, fiber, fixed wireless, satellite, CMRS, or over-the-top services. 

Description of Any Previous Discontinuance, Reduction, or Impairment of Service to the 
Community Affected by the Application (47 C.F.R. § 63.605(j)): 

AT&T will grandfather the Affected Service in the Affected Service Area.47 

Number of Toll Messages (47 C.F.R. § 63.505(l)): 

The amount of toll traffic on AT&T’s entire network has steadily decreased as its legacy 

voice customers have migrated to other wireline and wireless voice service providers. Toll traffic 

in the Affected Service Area is likely consistent with this overall trend, although AT&T does not 

track the monthly number of toll messages or toll revenues in the Affected Service Area. 

III. The Application Also Satisfies The Requirements Of New Rule 63.71(f) 

AT&T has filed this Application under the Commission’s existing rules. The revised 

rules that the Commission adopted in the Network Modernization Order contain new or modified 

information collection requirements, and they are currently subject to Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) review and are not yet effective.48 However, as the Commission generally 

simplified the standards for technology transition discontinuance, AT&T’s Application generally 

satisfies the new rules the Commission has adopted.49 

 
47 See n.4, supra. 
48 Network Modernization Order ¶ 120. 
49 As explained below, however, AT&T is providing the notice to its customers required by 
existing Rule 63.71(a). 
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In this Application, AT&T relies on AP-A, which is a “facilities-based interconnected 

VoIP service” under new Rule 63.71(f)(2)(i).50 AP-A meets all the definitional requirements of 

such a service under Rule 9.3.51 Furthermore, as explained above, the Commission previously 

found that AP-A satisfied the Adequate Replacement Test under the 2016 Technology 

Transitions Order, as an adequate replacement for POTS.52 AP-A in the Affected Service Area 

uses the same network architecture as in the prior, approved applications. As such, it is a 

“facilities-based interconnected VoIP service” under new Rule 63.71(f)(2)(i). Likewise, as 

reflected in the FCC’s National Broadband Map – Mobile, AT&T’s LTE network covers all 

Affected Customers.53 Because AP-A primarily operates over AT&T’s LTE network, AP-A is 

available to all Affected Customers. 

Moreover, while AP-A alone constitutes an adequate replacement, customers of the 

Affected Service can choose from many other alternatives for voice service. These include 

Verizon’s mobile wireless service—a service already found to be an adequate replacement for 

POTS—as well as other wireless services, particularly from T-Mobile and AT&T.54 AT&T’s 

mobile wireless service is a “facilities-based mobile wireless service” operating at the speeds of 

at least 5 Mbps download and 1 Mbps upload required under Rule 63.71(f)(2)(ii). Indeed, in the 

 
50 Network Modernization Order, app. A. 
51 47 C.F.R. § 9.3 (defining “Interconnected VoIP service”). 
52 See n.9, supra. 
53 See n.18, supra. 
54 See n. 11, supra (“AT&T’s and T-Mobile’s mobile voice services do not differ from Verizon’s 
in any way relevant to the Adequate Replacement Test and, as a practical matter, should also be 
considered adequate replacements for POTS service as well. In all events, the Network 
Modernization Order has conclusively determined that facilities-based mobile wireless service is 
an adequate replacement service. See Network Modernization Order ¶ 34.”). 
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360 wire centers, virtually all Affected Customers have access to at least two facilities-based 

mobile wireless services available. 

In addition, AT&T’s notice satisfies new Rule 63.71(j), which requires notice to existing 

customers that AT&T is grandfathering a service they currently receive.55 As described above, 

AT&T has sent notices to existing customers to effectuate grandfathering in the wire centers 

included in this Application. 

AT&T also has complied with the notice provisions of Rule 63.71(a), including the 

statement describing the objection process contained in existing Rule 63.71(a)(5). As described 

above, customer notices were sent via U.S. Mail on May 20, 2026. Copies of this Application are 

being sent via first class U.S. Mail to the governor, public utility commission, and federally 

recognized tribes (if any) in the Affected Service Area, and to the Special Assistant for 

Telecommunications to the Secretary of War, as required by new Rule 63.71(a).56

* * * 

Questions about this application may be addressed to Meredith Williams, AT&T 

Services, Inc., AVP – Federal Regulatory, 601 New Jersey Ave NW, Suite 650, Washington, 

DC, (202) 227-9725. 

 
55 See Network Modernization Order, app. A (“Such notice shall include (i) an approximate date 
by which it intends to seek to permanently discontinue the service, and (ii) a statement regarding 
alternative services available in the affected service area.”). 
56 See n.43, supra. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the reasons identified above, the public convenience and necessity will not be 

adversely affected by the discontinuance of the Affected Service. AT&T respectfully requests 

the Commission approve its section 63.71 Application to discontinue services. 

By:  /s/ Brett Farley  

 BRETT FARLEY 
 CHRISTOPHER HEIMANN 
 DAVID CHORZEMPA   
 DAVID LAWSON 
 AT&T SERVICES, INC. 
 601 New Jersey Ave NW, Suite 650 
 Washington, DC 20001 
 

May 20, 2026 

Exhibit J 
220

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.425     Page
226 of 365



   
  

 
 

Exhibit 1

Exhibit J 
221

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.426     Page
227 of 365



   
  

1 
 

List of Affected Wire Centers 
 

Sections of California: Certain areas currently served by the following wire centers: 

Albany-Solano (ALBYCA11), Alhambra (ALHBCA01), Anaheim-Lemon (ANHMCA01), 

Anaheim-Cypress (ANHMCA11), Anaheim-La Palma (ANHMCA12), Antioch (ANTCCA11), 

Arcadia (ARCDCA11), Arcata (ARCTCA11), Aromas (ARMSCA11), Anderson (ARSNCA11), 

Arlington (ARTNCA11), Arvin (ARVNCA11), Atwater (ATWRCA12), Avenal (AVNLCA12), 

N Tahoe Brockway (BCWYCA11), Beale-Msvl Sterling (BEALCA11), Bell (BELLCA11), 

Biggs (BGGSCA11), Bakersfield-Empire (BKFDCA11), Bakersfield-Main (BKFDCA12), 

Bakersfield-Columbus (BKFDCA13), Bakersfield-Temple (BKFDCA14), Bakersfield-Mettler 

(BKFDCA15), Bakersfield-West (BKFDCA17), Bakersfield-Nomad (BKFDCA19), Berkeley-

Bancroft (BKLYCA01), Benicia (BNCICA11), Ben Lomond (BNLMCA11), Buena Park 

(BNPKCA11), Burbank-Palm (BRBNCA11), Bradley (BRDLCA90), Brea (BREACA12), 

Burlingame (BRLNCA01), Brentwood (BRWDCA12), Brawley (BRWLCA11), Bishop Ranch 

(BSRNCA70), Butte City (BTCYCA11), Bethel Island (BTISCA11), Burrel (BURLCA11), 

Beverly Hills (BVHLCA01), Bear Valley (BVLYCA11), Bear Valley Springs (BVSPCA11), 

Cobb Mountain (CBMTCA11), Chualar (CHLRCA11), Chula Vista-Third Avenue 

(CHVSCA11), Chula Vista Apache (CHVSCA12), Chowchilla (CHWCCA11), Culver City 

(CLCYCA11), Calipatria (CLPTCA11), Calistoga (CLSTCA11), Clovis (CLVSCA11), Calexico 

(CLXCCA12), Compton (CMTNCA01), Concord (CNCRCA01), Colma (COLACA01), 

Cordelia (CORDCA12), Corona (CORNCA11), Colton (COTNCA11), Crockett (CRCTCA02), 

Corona Del Mar (CRDMCA11), Carlsbad-La Costa (CRLSCA12), Corning (CRNGCA12), 

Caruthers (CRTHCA11), Costa Mesa (CSMSCA11), Crows Landing (CWLDCA12), Coyote 

Wells (CYWLCA11), Danville (DAVLCA12), Tassajara (DAVLCA13), Davis (DAVSCA11), 
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Delano (DELNCA11), Dinuba (DINBCA01), Dixon (DIXNCA11), Del Mar (DLMRCA12), Del 

Rey (DLRYCA11), Dunnigan (DNGNCA12), Dunsmuir (DNSMCA11), El Cajon (ELCJCA11), 

El Centro (ELCNCA01), Rich-Appian Way (ELSBCA11), El Segundo-Douglas (ELSGCA12), 

El Toro (ELTRCA11), Encinitas (ENCTCA12), Earlimart (ERLMCA11), Escalon 

(ESCLCA11), Escondido (ESCNCA01), Esparto (ESPRCA11), Felton (FETNCA11), Flsm-

Nimbus (FLSMCA12), Flsm-El Dorado (FLSMCA13), Fontana (FNTACA11), Firebaugh 

(FRBHCA11), Fremont-Main (FRMTCA11), Fair Oaks (FROKCA11), Fresno-Main 

(FRSNCA01), Fresno-Baldwin (FRSNCA11), Fresno-Clinton (FRSNCA12), Fresno-Sierra 

(FRSNCA13), Fresno-West (FRSNCA14), Fresno-Woodward (FRSNCA15), Farmersville 

(FRVLCA11), Fortuna (FTUNCA11), Fullerton (FUTNCA01), Five Points (FVPNCA11), 

Frazier Park (FZPKCA11), Galt (GALTCA11), Glendale (GLDLCA11), Gonzales 

(GNZLCA11), Gerber (GRBRCA11), Gridley (GRDLCA11), Gardena (GRDNCA01), Grenada 

(GRNDCA13), Goshen (GSHNCA11), Gustine (GUSTCA11), Geyserville (GYVLCA11), 

Herald (HERLCA11), Highland (HGLDCA11), Hughson (HGSNCA11), Holtville 

(HLVLCA11), Hollywood (HLWDCA01), Hamilton City (HMCYCA11), Homewood 

(HMWDCA11), Hanford (HNFRCA01), Huntington Park (HNPKCA01), Hopland 

(HPLDCA12), Huron (HURNCA11), Hayward-Depot Ct (HYWRCA11), Ignacio (IGNCCA12), 

Imperial (IMPRCA11), Ione (IONECA11), Irvine-Main (IRVNCA01), Irvine-Spectrum 

(IRVNCA12), Ivanhoe (IVNHCA11), Jamul (JAMLCA60), Jackson (JCSNCA01), Kingsburg 

(KGBGCA11), Kelseyville (KLVLCA12), Knights Ferry (KNFYCA11), Kyburz (KYBRCA11), 

La Canada-Oak Grove (LACNCA11), La Crescenta (LACRCA11), La Jolla-Girard 

(LAJLCA11), La Mesa (LAMSCA01), Lamont (LAMTCA11), Laton (LATNCA11), Lockeford 

(LCFRCA11), Lebec-Main (LEBCCA11), Lemoore-Main (LEMRCA11), Lemoore-Wyman 
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(LEMRCA12), Lafayette (LFYTCA11), Laguna Niguel (LGNGCA12), Le Grand 

(LGRDCA11), La Grange (LGRNCA12), Lakeport (LKPTCA02), Lincoln (LNCLCA11), Lodi 

(LODICA01), Loleta (LOLTCA11), Loomis (LOMSCA11), Lomita (LOMTCA11), Larkspur 

(LRKSCA11), Lsan-Madison 02 (LSANCA02), Lsan-Madison 03 (LSANCA03), Lsan-Pleasant 

(LSANCA05), Lsan-Union (LSANCA06), Lsan-Airport (LSANCA07), Lsan-Melrose 

(LSANCA08), Lsan-Richmond (LSANCA09), Lsan-Webster (LSANCA10), Lsan-Rampart 

(LSANCA11), Lsan-Normandy (LSANCA12), Lsan-Plymouth (LSANCA13), Lsan-Adams 

(LSANCA14), Lsan-Axminster (LSANCA15), Lsan-Capitol (LSANCA23), Lsan-Sunset 

(LSANCA29), Lsan-Angelus (LSANCA34), Lsan-Montebello (LSANCA35), Lsan-Republic 

(LSANCA38), Los Banos (LSBNCA12), Los Molinos (LSMLCA11), Live Oak (LVOKCA11), 

Madera-Bonadelle (MADRCA12), Marina (MARNCA11), Modesto-Main (MDSTCA02), 

Modesto-Kellog (MDSTCA03), Modesto-Kingswood (MDSTCA04), Modesto-Tally 

(MDSTCA05), Modesto-Davis (MDSTCA52), Middletown (MDTWCA11), Mokelumne Hill 

(MKHLCA12), Mckinleyville (MKVLCA11), Millbrae (MLBRCA11), Mendota (MNDTCA11), 

Mojave (MOJVCA01), Moraga (MORGCA12), Merced (MRCDCA01), Meridian 

(MRDNCA11), Moorpark (MRPKCA12), Mission Viejo (MSVJCAAT), Mountain Pass 

(MTPSCA11), Monterey (MTRYCA01), Mt Shasta (MTSHCA12), Mountain View 

(MTVWCA11), Marysville (MYVICA01), Nicolaus (NCLSCA12), Newhall (NHLLCA01), 

Nhwd-Lankershim (NHWDCA01), Nhwd-Magnolia (NHWDCA02), Nice (NICECA11), Niland 

Main (NILDCA11), Niland Bombay Beach (NILDCA12), Nipomo (NIPMCA11), Northridge 

(NORGCA11), Nscr-Wabash (NSCRCA11), Nscr-North Natomas (NSCRCA12), National City-

Highland (NTCYCA11), Newcastle (NWCSCA11), Newman (NWMNCA12), Oceanside-

Mission (OCSDCA11), Oakdale (OKDLCA11), Okld-45Th (OKLDCA11), Okld-Holly 
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(OKLDCA12), Okld-Mountain (OKLDCA13), Oakley (OKLYCA11), Orange Cove 

(ORCVCA11), Orland (ORLDCA11), Orinda (ORNDCA11), Orange-Chapman (ORNGCA11), 

Orange-Olive (ORNGCA13), Orosi (ORSICA11), Orangevale (ORVACA11), Otay Mesa 

(OTMSCA11), Pacifica (PCFCCA11), Pedley (PDLYCA11), Palo Alto-Main (PLALCA02), 

Palo Alto-South (PLALCA12), Pleasant Grove (PLGVCA12), Planada (PLNDCA11), 

Pleasanton-Main (PLTNCA12), Pleasanton-Hacienda (PLTNCA13), Placerville-Main 

(PLVLCA11), Pepperwood (PPWDCA11), Paradise-Main (PRDSCA11), Parlier (PRLRCA11), 

Paramount (PRMTCA01), Pittsburg-Main (PSBGCA01), Pittsburg-Willow (PSBGCA11), Pismo 

Beach (PSBHCA11), Pixley (PXLYCA11), Rancho Bernardo (RBRNCA11), Rocklin 11 

(RCKLCA11), Richmond (RCMDCA11), Richvale (RCVACA11), Redwood City 

(RDCYCA01), Redding-Main (RDNGCA02), Redding-Enterprise (RDNGCA11), Rio Dell 

(RIDECA11), RIo Linda (RILNCA12), Rialto (RILTCA11), Rancho Murieta (RNMRCA11), 

Rancho Penasquitos (RNPSCA11), Rancho San Diego (RNSDCA11), Rosemead (ROSMCA11), 

Rancho Santa Fe (RSFECA12), Rosamond (RSMDCA11), Rohnert Park (RTPKCA11), 

Riverdale (RVDLCA11), Riverbank (RVRBCA11), Riverside-Orange (RVSDCA01), Riverside-

Woodcrest (RVSDCA11), Santee (SANTCA01), Scrm-Main (SCRMCA01), Scrm-Garden 

(SCRMCA03), Scrm-Gladstone (SCRMCA11), Scrm-Empire (SCRMCA12), Scrm-Fruitridge 

(SCRMCA13), Scotts Valley (SCVYCA01), Selma (SELMCA11), Seaside (SESDCA11), South 

Gate (SGATCA01), Shingle Springs (SGSPCA11), Shafter (SHFTCA11), Sherman Oaks 

(SHOKCA01), Stockton-Main (SKTNCA01), Stockton-Granite (SKTNCA11), Stockton-Ashley 

(SKTNCA12), Stockton-Redwood (SKTNCA14), Soledad (SLDDCA11), Solamint 

(SLMNCA11), Salinas-Main (SLNSCA01), Salinas-Hickory (SLNSCA11), Salinas-Glenview 

(SLNSCA12), Moro (SLNSCA14), Silverado (SLVRCA11), Santa Ana-Bristol (SNANCA11), 
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Santa Ana-Bolsa (SNANCA12), San Carlos (SNCRCA11), Sndg-C Street (SNDGCA01), Sndg-

University (SNDGCA02), Sndg-Linda Vista (SNDGCA03), Sndg-Saipan (SNDGCA05), Sndg-

37Th Street (SNDGCA06), Sndg-College (SNDGCA11), Sndg-Market (SNDGCA12), Sndg-

Regents (SNDGCA15), Sndg-Mira Mesa (SNDGCA16), Snfc-Mccoppin (SNFCCA04), Snfc-

25Th Street (SNFCCA05), Snfc-Onondaga (SNFCCA06), Snfc-9Th Avenue (SNFCCA13), 

Snfc-3Rd Street (SNFCCA17), Snfc-Folsom St (SNFCCA21), Snfc-U C Med Center 

(SNFCCA64), San Gabriel (SNGBCA01), San Geronimo (SNGNCA11), San Jose-Main 

(SNJSCA02), San Jose-Chynoweth (SNJSCA13), San Jose-Foxworthy (SNJSCA14), San Jose-

Junction Avenue (SNJSCA21), San Lucas (SNLCCA11), San Martin (SNMACA11), San 

Marcos (SNMCCA11), San Mateo (SNMTCA11), Milton (SNRACA13), San Rafael-Main 

(SNRFCA01), San Ramon (SNRMCA11), Space Park (SNTCCA01), Bellomy (SNTCCA11), 

Carroll (SNVACA01), Mathilda (SNVACA11), San Ysidro (SNYSCA12), South Pasadena-

Mission (SPSDCA11), Stratford (SRFRCA11), South Tahoe-Tamarack (STAHCA12), South 

Tahoe-Meyers (STAHCA13), Suison City (SUISCA11), Thornton (THTNCA11), Tipton 

(TPTNCA11), Terra Bella (TRBLCA11), Turlock (TRLCCA11), Tulare (TULRCA11), Tustin-

Main (TUSTCA11), Tustin-Redhill (TUSTCA70), Twain Harte (TWHRCA11), Union City 

(UNCYCA11), Vina (VINACA12), Visalia (VISLCA11), Vista (VISTCA12), Van Nuys 

(VNNYCA02), Ventura-Main (VNTRCA11), Valley Ford (VYFRCA11), Wasco 

(WASCCA01), Woodland (WDLDCA11), Woodlake (WDLKCA11), Weed (WEEDCA01), 

Century City (WLANCA01), Walnut Creek (WNCKCA11), Windsor (WNDSCA11), Frontier 

(WSCRCA11), Waterford (WTFRCA11), Yorba Linda (YRLNCA11) 
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At AT&T, we are always working to bring you the best connectivity in the industry. That’s why we’re upgrading 
home phone service in your area to a new, enhanced solution that’s more reliable and affordable.

Upgrading your home phone service:
Our customers are asking for faster and more reliable service, so we’re upgrading our network in California to 
give you connectivity you can count on for everyday needs. California’s aging copper network doesn’t deliver 
the same level of service, quality and reliability as newer technology. Now, we have more ways to connect than 
ever before with newer, faster technology that is more reliable, energy efficient, and affordable. As we upgrade 
our network across the country, we’re doing the same in California and delivering better technology for our 
customers across the state.

As part of this transition, the home phone service¹ you’re currently using will be discontinued on or 
after June 1, 2027. We know how important it is to keep your phone number and stay connected, and we’re 
here to make this transition as easy as possible for you. 

We want to work with you to upgrade your home phone service to AT&T Phone – Advanced, which is 
designed to better support your essential needs and help keep your calling experience seamless. Visit 
www.att.com/home-phone/phone-advanced to learn more. Key benefits include:

• Keep your current home number
• Works with most existing home phones
• Comparable or in some cases less expensive than traditional home phone service
• Unlimited nationwide calling at no extra cost
• 911 location detection for added peace of mind
• Better reliability during power outages with 24-hour battery back up
• AT&T Call Protect, a service that helps block unwanted calls, including spam and fraud

1 In the areas impacted by this notice, your home phone service is called AT&T Residential Local Service and is provided by Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T California.  A complete list of 

impacted areas is attached.

Important Update About Your AT&T 
Home Phone Service

©2026 AT&T Intellectual Property. AT&T, and globe logo are registered trademarks of AT&T Intellectual Property and/or AT&T affiliated companies. All other marks are the property of their 
respective owners.

AT&T, 208 S. Akard St., Dallas, TX 75201

A7353729 | A000000010

Over

<FIRSTNAME><LASTNAME>
<ADDRESS>
<CITY>,<STATE> <ZIP>-<PLUS4>

Account Information
Phone number ending in: <UV_1>

Hi <First Name> or Hello, (if no first name available or UV_22=Y)

May 20, 2026

1
Exhibit J 

228

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.433     Page
234 of 365



Here’s what you can expect over the next year: 
   •   We’ll send additional information over the coming months regarding this transition and how you can 		
          upgrade to AT&T Phone – Advanced or AT&T Wireless. 
   •   We’ll no longer accept new orders for traditional home phone service in your area, effective on or after                                   	
          July 19, 2026.  This means you won’t be able to make changes to your existing service, including 		
          moving it to a different address.  
   •   You will continue to be able to make phone calls using your existing service until on or after 
          June 1, 2027, when we will stop providing service, pending FCC approval. 

What are my next steps?
We’re ready to help you upgrade your AT&T service at any time before June 1, 2027, so you continue to have 
access to home phone service and 911. Please call 855.845.1472 Monday through Friday, 6:00 AM – 6:00 PM 
PST, and Saturday, 7:00 AM – 5:00 PM PST to understand your options for phone service from AT&T -- often 
for less than you pay today. For more information and answers to frequently asked questions, please visit 
www.att.com/connectca.

Thank you for being a loyal AT&T customer. We look forward to continuing to serve you and providing a 
better and more reliable experience for your home phone service.

Your AT&T Team
AT&T
2260 E Imperial Highway
Flr. 212b
El Segundo, CA 90245-3501 
www.att.com

2
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Account Information 
Phone number ending in: <UV_1> 

1 In the areas impacted by this notice, your home phone service is called AT&T Residential Local Service and is provided by Pacific Bell Telephone 
Company, d/b/a AT&T California.  A complete list of impacted areas is attached. 

©2026 AT&T Intellectual Property. AT&T, and globe logo are registered trademarks of AT&T Intellectual Property and/or AT&T affiliated companies. 
All other marks are the property of their respective owners. 

AT&T, 208 S. Akard St., Dallas, TX 75201 

A7353729 | A000000010 

We’re required by the FCC to provide the following statement: 
The FCC will normally authorize this proposed discontinuance of service (or 
reduction or impairment) unless it is shown that customers would be unable to 
receive service or a reasonable substitute from another carrier or that the public 
convenience and necessity is otherwise adversely affected. If you wish to object, 
you should file your comments as soon as possible, but no later than 15 days after 
the Commission releases public notice of the proposed discontinuance. You may 
file your comments electronically through the FCC’s Electronic Comment Filing 
System using the docket number established in the Commission’s public notice for 
this proceeding, or you may address them to the Federal Communications 
Commission, Wireline Competition Bureau, Competition Policy Division, 
Washington, DC 20554, and include in your comments a reference to the section 
63.71 application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T California. 
Comments should include specific information about the impact of this proposed 
discontinuance (or reduction or impairment) upon you or your company, including 
any inability to acquire reasonable substitute service. 

Your language. Delivered. Plus 200 more. Call 855.845.1472 
致電 855.845.1472獲取中文資訊. 
でこの情報を得るには 855.845.1472にお電話ください。. 
이 정보를 한국어로 원하시면 855.845.1472로 전화하시기 바랍니다.
Tumawag sa 855.845.1472 upang makuha itong impormasyon sa Tagalog.
Gọi số 855.845.1472 để có được thông tin này bằng tiếng Việt.
позвоните по телефону: 855.845.1472 чтобы получить эту информацию на русском языке.
zadzwoń pod numer 855.845.1472, aby uzyskać te informacje w języku polskim.
Por favor, llame al 855.845.1472 para obtener esta información en español.

AT&T’s National Center for Customers with Disabilities (NCCD) 

• 📞📞📞📞 Voice: 8662416568
• 📞📞📞📞 TTY: 8662416567
• 🕘🕘🕘🕘 Hours:

ο Mon–Fri: 11 a.m. – 9 p.m. PST 
ο Sat: 11 a.m. – 8 p.m. PST 
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California: 
Albany-Solano (ALBYCA11), Alhambra (ALHBCA01), Anaheim-Lemon (ANHMCA01), 
Anaheim-Cypress (ANHMCA11), Anaheim-La Palma (ANHMCA12), Antioch (ANTCCA11), 
Arcadia (ARCDCA11), Arcata (ARCTCA11), Aromas (ARMSCA11), Anderson (ARSNCA11), 
Arlington (ARTNCA11), Arvin (ARVNCA11), Atwater (ATWRCA12), Avenal (AVNLCA12), N 
Tahoe Brockway (BCWYCA11), Beale-Msvl Sterling (BEALCA11), Bell (BELLCA11), Biggs 
(BGGSCA11), Bakersfield-Empire (BKFDCA11), Bakersfield-Main (BKFDCA12), 
Bakersfield-Columbus (BKFDCA13), Bakersfield-Temple (BKFDCA14), Bakersfield-
Mettler (BKFDCA15), Bakersfield-West (BKFDCA17), Bakersfield-Nomad (BKFDCA19), 
Berkeley-Bancroft (BKLYCA01), Benicia (BNCICA11), Ben Lomond (BNLMCA11), Buena 
Park (BNPKCA11), Burbank-Palm (BRBNCA11), Bradley (BRDLCA90), Brea (BREACA12), 
Burlingame (BRLNCA01), Brentwood (BRWDCA12), Brawley (BRWLCA11), Bishop Ranch 
(BSRNCA70), Butte City (BTCYCA11), Bethel Island (BTISCA11), Burrel (BURLCA11), 
Beverly Hills (BVHLCA01), Bear Valley (BVLYCA11), Bear Valley Springs (BVSPCA11), 
Cobb Mountain (CBMTCA11), Chualar (CHLRCA11), Chula Vista-Third A (CHVSCA11), 
Chula Vista Apache (CHVSCA12), Chowchilla (CHWCCA11), Culver City (CLCYCA11), 
Calipatria (CLPTCA11), Calistoga (CLSTCA11), Clovis (CLVSCA11), Calexico (CLXCCA12), 
Compton (CMTNCA01), Concord (CNCRCA01), Colma (COLACA01), Cordelia 
(CORDCA12), Corona (CORNCA11), Colton (COTNCA11), Crockett (CRCTCA02), Corona 
Del Mar (CRDMCA11), Carlsbad-La Costa (CRLSCA12), Corning (CRNGCA12), Caruthers 
(CRTHCA11), Costa Mesa (CSMSCA11), Crows Landing (CWLDCA12), Coyote Wells 
(CYWLCA11), Danville (DAVLCA12), Tassajara (DAVLCA13), Davis (DAVSCA11), Delano 
(DELNCA11), Dinuba (DINBCA01), Dixon (DIXNCA11), Del Mar (DLMRCA12), Del Rey 
(DLRYCA11), Dunnigan (DNGNCA12), Dunsmuir (DNSMCA11), El Cajon (ELCJCA11), El 
Centro (ELCNCA01), Rich-Appian Way (ELSBCA11), El Segundo-Douglas (ELSGCA12), El 
Toro (ELTRCA11), Encinitas (ENCTCA12), Earlimart (ERLMCA11), Escalon (ESCLCA11), 
Escondido (ESCNCA01), Esparto (ESPRCA11), Felton (FETNCA11), Flsm-Nimbus 
(FLSMCA12), Flsm-El Dorado (FLSMCA13), Fontana (FNTACA11), Firebaugh (FRBHCA11), 
Fremont-Main (FRMTCA11), Fair Oaks (FROKCA11), Fresno-Main (FRSNCA01), Fresno-
Baldwin (FRSNCA11), Fresno-Clinton (FRSNCA12), Fresno-Sierra (FRSNCA13), Fresno-
West (FRSNCA14), Fresno-Woodward (FRSNCA15), Farmersville (FRVLCA11), Fortuna 
(FTUNCA11), Fullerton (FUTNCA01), Five Points (FVPNCA11), Frazier Park (FZPKCA11), 
Galt (GALTCA11), Glendale (GLDLCA11), Gonzales (GNZLCA11), Gerber (GRBRCA11), 
Gridley (GRDLCA11), Gardena (GRDNCA01), Grenada (GRNDCA13), Goshen (GSHNCA11), 
Gustine (GUSTCA11), Geyserville (GYVLCA11), Herald (HERLCA11), Highland 
(HGLDCA11), Hughson (HGSNCA11), Holtville (HLVLCA11), Hollywood (HLWDCA01), 
Hamilton City (HMCYCA11), Homewood (HMWDCA11), Hanford (HNFRCA01), 
Huntington Park (HNPKCA01), Hopland (HPLDCA12), Huron (HURNCA11), Hayward-
Depot Ct (HYWRCA11), Ignacio (IGNCCA12), Imperial (IMPRCA11), Ione (IONECA11), 
Irvine-Main (IRVNCA01), Irvine-Spectrum (IRVNCA12), Ivanhoe (IVNHCA11), Jamul 
(JAMLCA60), Jackson (JCSNCA01), Kingsburg (KGBGCA11), Kelseyville (KLVLCA12), 

4
Exhibit J 

231

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.436     Page
237 of 365



Knights Ferry (KNFYCA11), Kyburz (KYBRCA11), La Canada-Oak Grove (LACNCA11), La 
Crescenta (LACRCA11), La Jolla-Girard (LAJLCA11), La Mesa (LAMSCA01), Lamont 
(LAMTCA11), Laton (LATNCA11), Lockeford (LCFRCA11), Lebec-Main (LEBCCA11), 
Lemoore-Main (LEMRCA11), Lemoore-Wyman (LEMRCA12), Lafayette (LFYTCA11), 
Laguna Niguel (LGNGCA12), Le Grand (LGRDCA11), La Grange (LGRNCA12), Lakeport 
(LKPTCA02), Lincoln (LNCLCA11), Lodi (LODICA01), Loleta (LOLTCA11), Loomis 
(LOMSCA11), Lomita (LOMTCA11), Larkspur (LRKSCA11), Lsan-Madison 02 (LSANCA02), 
Lsan-Madison 03 (LSANCA03), Lsan-Pleasant (LSANCA05), Lsan-Union (LSANCA06), 
Lsan-Airport (LSANCA07), Lsan-Melrose (LSANCA08), Lsan-Richmond (LSANCA09), 
Lsan-Webster (LSANCA10), Lsan-Rampart (LSANCA11), Lsan-Normandy (LSANCA12), 
Lsan-Plymouth (LSANCA13), Lsan-Adams (LSANCA14), Lsan-Axminster (LSANCA15), 
Lsan-Capitol (LSANCA23), Lsan-Sunset (LSANCA29), Lsan-Angelus (LSANCA34), Lsan-
Montebello (LSANCA35), Lsan-Republic (LSANCA38), Los Banos (LSBNCA12), Los 
Molinos (LSMLCA11), Live Oak (LVOKCA11), Madera-Bonadelle (MADRCA12), Marina 
(MARNCA11), Modesto-Main (MDSTCA02), Modesto-Kellog (MDSTCA03), Modesto-
Kingswood (MDSTCA04), Modesto-Tally (MDSTCA05), Modesto-Davis (MDSTCA52), 
Middletown (MDTWCA11), Mokelumne Hill (MKHLCA12), Mckinleyville (MKVLCA11), 
Millbrae (MLBRCA11), Mendota (MNDTCA11), Mojave (MOJVCA01), Moraga 
(MORGCA12), Merced (MRCDCA01), Meridian (MRDNCA11), Moorpark (MRPKCA12), 
Mission Viejo (MSVJCAAT), Mountain Pass (MTPSCA11), Monterey (MTRYCA01), Mt 
Shasta (MTSHCA12), Mountain View (MTVWCA11), Marysville (MYVICA01), Nicolaus 
(NCLSCA12), Newhall (NHLLCA01), Nhwd-Lankershim (NHWDCA01), Nhwd-Magnolia 
(NHWDCA02), Nice (NICECA11), Niland Main (NILDCA11), Niland Bombay Beach 
(NILDCA12), Nipomo (NIPMCA11), Northridge (NORGCA11), Nscr-Wabash (NSCRCA11), 
Nscr-North Natomas (NSCRCA12), National City-Highl (NTCYCA11), Newcastle 
(NWCSCA11), Newman (NWMNCA12), Oceanside-Mission (OCSDCA11), Oakdale 
(OKDLCA11), Okld-45Th (OKLDCA11), Okld-Holly (OKLDCA12), Okld-Mountain 
(OKLDCA13), Oakley (OKLYCA11), Orange Cove (ORCVCA11), Orland (ORLDCA11), 
Orinda (ORNDCA11), Orange-Chapman (ORNGCA11), Orange-Olive (ORNGCA13), Orosi 
(ORSICA11), Orangevale (ORVACA11), Otay Mesa (OTMSCA11), Pacifica (PCFCCA11), 
Pedley (PDLYCA11), Palo Alto-Main (PLALCA02), Palo Alto-South (PLALCA12), Pleasant 
Grove (PLGVCA12), Planada (PLNDCA11), Pleasanton-Main (PLTNCA12), Pleasanton-
Hacienda (PLTNCA13), Placerville-Main (PLVLCA11), Pepperwood (PPWDCA11), 
Paradise-Main (PRDSCA11), Parlier (PRLRCA11), Paramount (PRMTCA01), Pittsburg-
Main (PSBGCA01), Pittsburg-Willow (PSBGCA11), Pismo Beach (PSBHCA11), Pixley 
(PXLYCA11), Rancho Bernardo (RBRNCA11), Rocklin 11 (RCKLCA11), Richmond 
(RCMDCA11), Richvale (RCVACA11), Redwood City (RDCYCA01), Redding-Main 
(RDNGCA02), Redding-Enterprise (RDNGCA11), Rio Dell (RIDECA11), RIo Linda 
(RILNCA12), Rialto (RILTCA11), Rancho Murieta (RNMRCA11), Rancho Penasquitos 
(RNPSCA11), Rancho San Diego (RNSDCA11), Rosemead (ROSMCA11), Rancho Santa Fe 
(RSFECA12), Rosamond (RSMDCA11), Rohnert Park (RTPKCA11), Riverdale (RVDLCA11), 
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Riverbank (RVRBCA11), Riverside-Orange (RVSDCA01), Riverside-Woodcrest 
(RVSDCA11), Santee (SANTCA01), Scrm-Main (SCRMCA01), Scrm-Garden (SCRMCA03), 
Scrm-Gladstone (SCRMCA11), Scrm-Empire (SCRMCA12), Scrm-Fruitridge 
(SCRMCA13), Scotts Valley (SCVYCA01), Selma (SELMCA11), Seaside (SESDCA11), South 
Gate (SGATCA01), Shingle Springs (SGSPCA11), Shafter (SHFTCA11), Sherman Oaks 
(SHOKCA01), Stockton-Main (SKTNCA01), Stockton-Granite (SKTNCA11), Stockton-
Ashley (SKTNCA12), Stockton-Redwood (SKTNCA14), Soledad (SLDDCA11), Solamint 
(SLMNCA11), Salinas-Main (SLNSCA01), Salinas-Hickory (SLNSCA11), Salinas-Glenview 
(SLNSCA12), Moro (SLNSCA14), Silverado (SLVRCA11), Santa Ana-Bristol (SNANCA11), 
Santa Ana-Bolsa (SNANCA12), San Carlos (SNCRCA11), Sndg-C Street (SNDGCA01), 
Sndg-University (SNDGCA02), Sndg-Linda Vista (SNDGCA03), Sndg-Saipan 
(SNDGCA05), Sndg-37Th Street (SNDGCA06), Sndg-College (SNDGCA11), Sndg-Market 
(SNDGCA12), Sndg-Regents (SNDGCA15), Sndg-Mira Mesa (SNDGCA16), Snfc-
Mccoppin (SNFCCA04), Snfc-25Th Street (SNFCCA05), Snfc-Onondaga (SNFCCA06), 
Snfc-9Th Avenue (SNFCCA13), Snfc-3Rd Street (SNFCCA17), Snfc-Folsom St 
(SNFCCA21), Snfc-U C Med Center (SNFCCA64), San Gabriel (SNGBCA01), San 
Geronimo (SNGNCA11), San Jose-Main (SNJSCA02), San Jose-Chynoweth (SNJSCA13), 
San Jose-Foxworthy (SNJSCA14), San Jose-Junction A (SNJSCA21), San Lucas 
(SNLCCA11), San Martin (SNMACA11), San Marcos (SNMCCA11), San Mateo (SNMTCA11), 
Milton (SNRACA13), San Rafael-Main (SNRFCA01), San Ramon (SNRMCA11), Space Park 
(SNTCCA01), Bellomy (SNTCCA11), Carroll (SNVACA01), Mathilda (SNVACA11), San 
Ysidro (SNYSCA12), South Pasadena-Miss (SPSDCA11), Stratford (SRFRCA11), South 
Tahoe-Tamarack (STAHCA12), South Tahoe-Meyers (STAHCA13), Suison City 
(SUISCA11), Thornton (THTNCA11), Tipton (TPTNCA11), Terra Bella (TRBLCA11), Turlock 
(TRLCCA11), Tulare (TULRCA11), Tustin-Main (TUSTCA11), Tustin-Redhill (TUSTCA70), 
Twain Harte (TWHRCA11), Union City (UNCYCA11), Vina (VINACA12), Visalia (VISLCA11), 
Vista (VISTCA12), Van Nuys (VNNYCA02), Ventura-Main (VNTRCA11), Valley Ford 
(VYFRCA11), Wasco (WASCCA01), Woodland (WDLDCA11), Woodlake (WDLKCA11), 
Weed (WEEDCA01), Century City (WLANCA01), Walnut Creek (WNCKCA11), Windsor 
(WNDSCA11), Frontier (WSCRCA11), Waterford (WTFRCA11), Yorba Linda (YRLNCA11) 
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Important Information About AT&T Phone – Advanced (AP-A) and Battery Backup 

AT&T Phone – Advanced includes Backup Power 
• Capability to Accept Backup Power.  If there is an electrical power outage that 

affects the electricity in your home, your AP-A device will continue to function 
by using its built-in back-up battery.

• Backup Battery Duration and Line Power.  The built-in, rechargeable back-up 
battery provides up to 24 hours of power on standby. AT&T Phone – Advanced 
works over our wireless network or any broadband connection. It does not 
provide line power but with its built-in battery back-up, AP-A will keep you 
connected if electricity goes out.

• Purchase and Replacement Information.  The back-up battery is included at no 
additional cost.  If you would like to purchase an additional battery, you may do 
so through AT&T for $89 before sales tax.

• Self-Testing and Self-Monitoring Instructions.  The built-in backup battery is part 
of the AP-A device.  No testing is necessary on the battery as long as the AP-A 
service is active.

• Service Limitations with and without Backup Power.  The backup battery will 
power the AP-A device, but it will not power other equipment like medical and 
security-monitoring systems.  During a power outage, customers should use 
the AP-A device sparingly to preserve battery life.

• Warranty Details.  The AP-A device carries a one-year warranty, which also 
covers the built-in backup battery.

• Proper Usage and Storage Conditions, Including the Impact on Duration of Failing 
to Adhere to Proper Usage and Storage.  Since the backup battery is integrated 
into the AP-A device, it should be maintained under the same conditions as the 
device.  The AP-A device should be used inside the home, keeping the internal 
temperature between 32 °F and 113 °F (0 °C and 45 °C).  Storing the device at 
higher or lower temperatures could adversely impact the duration of backup 
power available from the battery.

• Security Responsibilities and Other Steps You May Take to Ensure Safe Use of AP-
A.  As noted, AP-A has a built-in battery backup device that can provide power 
for up to 24 hours.  However, if the device does not have electrical or battery 
power, then the AP-A service will not work, including emergency 911 service.  
The AP-A device should remain plugged in to an electrical power source for the 
service to continue working and to ensure that the battery remains fully 
charged.
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We are required by the FCC to provide the following statement:
The FCC will normally authorize this proposed discontinuance of service (or reduction or impairment) unless it is shown
that customers would be unable to receive service or a reasonable substitute from another carrier or that the public
convenience and necessity is otherwise adversely affected. If you wish to object, you should file your comments as soon
as possible, but no later than 15 days after the Commission releases public notice of the proposed discontinuance.  You
may file your comments electronically through the FCC’s Electronic Comment Filing System using the docket number
established in the Commission’s public notice for this proceeding, or you may address them to the Federal
Communications Commission, Wireline Competition Bureau, Competition Policy Division, Washington, DC 20554, and
include in your comments a reference to the section 63.71 application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
California. Comments should include specific information about the impact of this proposed discontinuance (or reduction
or impairment) upon you or your company, including any inability to acquire reasonable substitute service..

To the extent your contract with AT&T is inconsistent with the above, these planned changes may not apply to you.

Please check your contract or contact us with questions.

Service addresses in areas impacted by this notice:

RAL

SERVICE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
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SERVICE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
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SERVICE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Martha Flaherty, certify that on May 20, 2026, I will cause a copy of the foregoing 

Section 63.71 Application of AT&T by U.S. Mail postage prepaid to be served on the addresses 

below. 

 

       /s/ Martha Flaherty  
       Martha Flaherty 

Exhibit J 
243

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.448     Page
249 of 365



   
  

 
 

Office of the Governor 
Governor's Office  
State Capitol                       
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
California Public Utilities  
Commission  
505 Van Ness Avenue                    
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Department of Defense 
Chief Information Officer 
6000 Defense Pentagon                                 
Washington, D.C.20301 
 
Table Mountain Rancheria                                                
of California 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 410                                                              
Friant, CA, 93626 
 
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki 
Indians of California 
22580 Olivewood Avenue 
Corning, California 96021 
 
Sycuan Band of the                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Kumeyaay Nation                               
Chairman 
1 Kwaaypaay Court                                           
El Cajon, CA, 92019 
 
 
Bear River Band of the                                      
Rohnerville Rancheria                                          
Chairman 
266 Keisner Road, 
Loleta, CA, 95551 
 
Quartz Valley Indian  
Community of the                                               
Quartz Valley Reservation                              
Chairman 
13601 Quartz Valley Road                                      
Fort Jones, CA, 96032 
 
Dry Creek Rancheria                                             
Band of Pomo Indians                                     
Chairman 
P.O. Box 607                                                        
Geyserville, CA, 95441 
 
 
 
San Manuel Band                                                        
of Mission Indians 

Chairman 
26569 Community Center Dr 
Highland, CA, 92346 
 
Hopland Band                                                             
of Pomo Indians 
Chairman 
3000 Shanel Road, 
Hopland, CA, 95449 
 
Jamul Indian Village                                              
Chairman 
P.O. Box 612                                                        
Jamul, CA, 91935 
 
Jackson Band                                                               
of Miwuk Indians 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 1090                                                          
Jackson, CA, 95642 
 
Santa Rosa Indian                                        
Community of the                                                      
Santa Rosa Rancheria                                              
Chairman 
P.O. Box 8                                                       
Lemoore, CA, 93245 
 
Robinson Rancheria Band                                              
of Pomo Indians 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 4015                                                          
Nice, CA, 95464 
 
Big Valley Band of Pomo                                                
Indians of the Big Valley                                             
Rancheria Chairman                                              
2726 Mission Rancheria Rd                                    
Lakeport, CA, 95453 
 
United Auburn Indian                                   
Community of the Auburn                                    
Rancheria 
Chairman 
10720 Indian Hill Rd                                             
Auburn, CA, 95603 
 
Table Bluff Rancheria                     
Wiyot Tribe  
Chairman 
1000 Wiyot Dr.  
Loleta, CA 95551 
Middletown Rancheria of Pomo 
Indians 
Chairman 

P.O. Box 1035                   
Middletown, CA, 95461 
 
Cher-Ae Heights Indian 
Community 
of the Trinidad Rancheria 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 630                  
Trinidad, CA, 95570 
 
Enterprise Rancheria of Maidu 
Indians                              
Chairman                               
2133 Montevista Ave 
Oroville, CA, 95966 
 
Lytton Rancheria                   
Chairman 
1500 Falling Oak Way                
Windsor, CA, 95492 
 
Redding Rancheria                     
Chairman 
2000 Redding Rancheria Rd 
Redding, CA, 96001 
 
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok 
Indians, 
Shingle Springs Rancheria 
(Verona Tract), California 
Chairman 
P.O. Box 1340 
Shingle Springs, CA, 95682 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 

       
In the Matter of    ) 
      ) 
Petition of AT&T for Preemption and )  Docket No. ______ 
Declaratory Ruling Regarding   ) 
California’s Carrier of Last Resort  ) 
and Related Requirements   ) 
      ) 

 

 

 

PETITION FOR PREEMPTION AND DECLARATORY RULING 

 

 

 

BRETT FARLEY    C. FREDERICK BECKNER III 
CHRISTOPHER HEIMANN   MAUREEN R. JEFFREYS 
DAVID CHORZEMPA    WILLIAM C. PERDUE  
DAVID LAWSON    ARNOLD PORTER KAYE SCHOLER LLP 
AT&T SERVICES, INC.    601 Massachusetts Ave. N.W. 
601 New Jersey Ave. N.W., Ste. 650  Washington, DC 20001-3743 
Washington, DC 20001-3051 
 
 
      Counsel for AT&T Services, Inc. 
 
May 20, 2026       
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Building the communications infrastructure necessary to meet the demands of America’s 

future requires policies that encourage investment and embrace modern technologies. 

Unfortunately, in the case of California, outdated regulations don’t reflect today’s 

communications landscape but rather require AT&T to power, repair, and sell “Plain Old 

Telephone Service” (POTS) on a century-old telephone network that almost no one uses. The 

copper wires that once served every home now serve just three percent of Californian households 

in AT&T’s service territory, and that number shrinks every day as customers switch to modern 

broadband options that are more affordable, reliable, and energy efficient. Yet California’s 

outdated regulations persist, requiring AT&T to spend $1 billion a year to maintain a nearly-

empty copper network that has become an easy mark for criminals—California has already 

suffered about 2,000 outages from copper thefts this year—and that is estimated to drain the 

power grid of over 100 million kilowatt-hours each year.      

In its Network Modernization Order,1 the Commission stepped in to break such a self-

defeating cycle of regulatory gridlock. Among other things, the Commission took decisive and 

necessary steps to cut “red tape that has both required providers to keep aging copper lines in 

place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern infrastructure that Americans 

want and deserve.”2 It also made clear that, when the Commission applies its streamlined 

procedures and grants a discontinuance, “federal law preempts state and local requirements” that 

“needlessly constrain the deployment of modern, next-generation IP-based networks.”3 Indeed, 

 
1 Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and Service Changes, WC Dkt. No. 25-209, 
Report and Order, FCC 26-19, (Mar. 27, 2026) (“Network Modernization Order”). 
2 Id. ¶ 1. 
3 Id. ¶ 7 (emphasis added). 
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after Commission authorization, a carrier may act “without securing [any other] approval,”4 and 

the Commission invited carriers “to seek a determination from the Commission that [a] state 

requirement is preempted” if the state requirement impedes the modernization efforts the 

Commission has authorized and encouraged.5   

In this filing, AT&T accepts the Commission’s invitation. Under the Communications 

Act, Commission authorization is all that is required for AT&T to discontinue POTS in 

California, but unlike other states, California clings to last-century “Carrier of Last Resort” 

(COLR) rules that requires AT&T to continue offering POTS throughout the state even after the 

Commission has authorized the service to be phased out. Under federal law, those COLR rules 

can no longer stand. The Commission should declare California’s COLR regime preempted, 

clearing the way for AT&T to bring more consumers the communication technologies of today 

rather than those of the late 1800s, all while leaving no customer behind. 

* * * 

In 1876, Alexander Graham Bell uttered nine now-famous words: “Mr. Watson, come 

here; I want to see you.” Over the decades that followed, AT&T’s predecessor, the Bell 

Telephone company, crisscrossed the country with copper wires running down virtually every 

street, fueling the growth of a young nation and allowing millions of Americans to make phone 

calls. The telecommunications industry has come a long way since Bell’s first phone call, and 

copper wires have been replaced by a multitude of modern communications services available to 

customers nationwide. AT&T has invested hundreds of billions to deploy fiber and 5G wireless 

networks, and it plans to accelerate that deployment over the next five years. But in California, 

 
4 47 U.S.C. § 214(c); see Network Modernization Order ¶ 114. 
5 Network Modernization Order ¶ 115. 
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the aging, fragile, and expensive copper lines are still there, frozen in time by California 

regulations enacted by prior generations for the benefit of prior generations.  

Although the copper wires in AT&T’s legacy network are stuck in the past, customers are 

not. The vast majority of consumers now rely solely on wireless phone service, and of those who 

still have a wired home phone, almost all use a modern, IP-based phone service provided over 

their broadband connection.6 It’s no wonder. After all:  

Copper is less reliable. In emergencies, wireless networks keep people connected on the 

go. When disasters like wildfires strike, fiber and wireless services can be restored far faster than 

copper-based POTS. And criminals also target copper lines for their raw-material value, leaving 

POTS customers without service. All too often, the criminals return to steal the replacement lines 

as soon as service is restored. 

Copper is worse for the environment. Fiber delivers gigabit-plus speeds with significantly 

lower energy use. Transitioning from copper will save an estimated 300 million kilowatt-hours 

annually by 2030—the equivalent to eliminating emissions from 17 million gallons of gasoline. 

Copper is more expensive. AT&T spends roughly $1 billion a year in California to 

operate, maintain, and repair hundreds of thousands of miles of largely obsolete copper lines, 

ancient “circuit” switches, and other POTS facilities. Even finding replacement parts for 

decades-old equipment is a near insurmountable challenge. All that spending diverts finite 

resources from the modern technologies that could be used to provide consumers what they 

actually want—fiber and wireless.  

As a result, consumers and markets have moved on from copper-based POTS. The goal 

of robust, full-scale intermodal competition has been reached just as Congress intended when it 

 
6 Id. ¶ 34. 
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passed the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Virtually all states in AT&T’s footprint have 

recognized this, eliminating outdated COLR barriers to new investment, and this Commission 

has now acted decisively to eliminate red tape. But in California, outdated regulations remain, 

seemingly frozen in time with no rational application to today’s marketplace of superior and 

ever-improving products.  

Unlike its peer states, California maintains procedural and substantive roadblocks that 

require AT&T to continue providing POTS regardless of the available alternatives. In particular, 

California’s enduring COLR regime prevents AT&T from discontinuing service unless it 

receives permission from the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).7 The process of 

seeking and receiving approval is onerous. It is also fruitless: California has made clear that it 

will not allow AT&T to relinquish its COLR obligations unless another carrier first agrees to 

become a COLR.8 Unsurprisingly, no other carrier is willing to assume AT&T’s outdated 

obligations.  

Even setting aside these basic substantive barriers, the CPUC’s protracted processes 

independently prevent any meaningful transition. To discontinue POTS, AT&T must navigate 

years-long proceedings, obtain multiple layers of approval, and satisfy extensive notice and 

customer-migration requirements. The CPUC would also require AT&T to tariff a replacement 

“basic service”—subject to full regulatory review—even though the only service that currently 

satisfies that definition is the very POTS that AT&T seeks to retire. Past experience underscores 

 
7 See Rulemaking on the Comm’n’s Own Motion into Universal Serv. & To Comply with the 
Mandates of Assembly Bill 3643, D.96-10-066, 1996 Cal. PUC LEXIS 1046, app. B at *468–70 
(Universal Service Rule 6.D) (Oct. 25, 1996) (“1996 CPUC COLR Decision”). 
8 See Decision Dismissing with Prejudice the Application of AT&T Cal. To Withdraw as a 
Carrier of Last Resort, D.24-06-024, 2024 Cal. PUC LEXIS 331, at *12–19 (June 25, 2024) 
(“CPUC COLR Dismissal Order”). 
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the futility of this process: when AT&T previously sought targeted relief, the CPUC subjected 

the request to lengthy proceedings, ultimately rejecting it on procedural grounds, and directed 

AT&T not to ask again for at least a year.9 In practice, these byzantine requirements ensure that 

any effort to modernize will be delayed indefinitely, underscoring the need for federal 

preemption to allow investments to shift from maintaining a nearly-empty POTS network to 

deploying next-generation technologies that will allow consumers and businesses alike to 

participate in the coming generation of AI and other digital applications. 

* * * 

Importantly, no customer will be left behind in AT&T’s transition to modern 

technologies. Even for any customers who are still wary of parting with the familiar functionality 

of POTS, AT&T has a complete modern solution: AT&T Phone Advanced (AP-A). AP-A 

preserves the same look and feel of POTS, while delivering improved reliability and efficiency 

by connecting to AT&T’s wireless network (or any broadband connection). The service lets 

customers use their traditional landline phones but submits calls in an IP, internet-friendly 

format. It even works with fax machines, elevators, medical monitors, and accessibility devices 

for people with hearing or speech difficulties. And in emergencies, it has a 24-hour back-up 

battery and can take advantage of wireless and wired internet in the event of a service disruption. 

In short, AP-A is better than POTS—and usually cheaper too. After rigorous testing and review, 

the Commission has already declared it an adequate replacement for POTS and allowed AT&T 

to discontinue POTS across much of its footprint. 

 
9 Id. at *18. 
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In contemporaneous filings, AT&T seeks to discontinue POTS in areas of California 

where superior, alternative AP-A service is available.10 These applications would allow AT&T 

to focus investment on its modern, IP-based networks and should be approved on a streamlined 

basis, as they are predicated on an established “adequate replacement” service that is available 

for all existing AT&T POTS customers in the areas for which relief is sought. If the Commission 

grants those applications—as it should—AT&T will be stuck with conflicting rules. The 

Commission will have authorized AT&T to discontinue POTS so that it may retire the 

underlying copper network and free up resources to construct modern networks that consumers 

overwhelmingly prefer, but California regulations on the books will still require AT&T to 

continue offering POTS throughout its service territory. These contradictory regimes cannot be 

reconciled; one must go.  

Fortunately, Congress anticipated just such a clash and, in the Communications Act, 

decided that the Commission wins. With respect to services with an interstate component, 

Congress directed the Commission to authorize any “discontinuance, reduction, or impairment of 

service” to a community.11 Before granting authorization, the Commission must determine that 

“neither the present nor future public convenience and necessity will be adversely affected” by 

the change.12 Then the Commission’s determination controls. Once the Commission authorizes a 

 
10 AT&T has concurrently filed separate applications for residential and business POTS, 
including resold POTS service. These are collectively referred to as the AT&T Discontinuance 
Applications. Although separate applications, the underlying support for discontinuance is 
largely the same. To avoid unnecessary duplication, AT&T herein cites to the Residential 
Discontinuance Application rather than both applications.  
11 47 U.S.C. § 214(a), (c); see id. § 152(a). 
12 Id. § 214(a). 

Exhibit K 
253

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.458     Page
259 of 365



  

7 

reduction or discontinuance in service, a carrier can act “without securing approval other than 

such certificate” from the Commission.13  

The Communications Act preempts California’s COLR and related requirements as 

applied to AT&T’s discontinuance of POTS in California under any of three well-established 

strands of preemption doctrine recognized in the Network Modernization Order. 

First, express preemption. Section 214 of the Communications Act expressly preempts 

state requirements that impinge on modifications to interstate or jurisdictionally mixed services 

where the Commission has authorized “discontinuance, reduction, or impairment of service.”14 

Congress provided that, after the Commission has authorized a discontinuance, reduction, or 

impairment, a carrier may perform the authorized activity “without securing [other] approval.”15 

The Commission has “grant[ed] blanket section 214(a) authority for carriers to grandfather 

legacy voice services.”16 In direct contravention of section 214(c), California requires AT&T to 

seek additional regulatory “approval[s]” before discontinuing POTS. That should be the end of 

the matter.  

Second, impossibility preemption. California and the CPUC cannot separate and regulate 

any nominally intrastate component of POTS.17 In section 2 of the Communications Act, 

Congress attempted “to divide the world of domestic telephone service neatly into two 

hemispheres—one comprised of interstate service, over which the FCC would have plenary 

authority, and the other made up of intrastate service, over which the States would retain 

 
13 Id. § 214(c) (emphasis added). 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
16 Network Modernization Order ¶ 6; see id. ¶¶ 60–66. 
17 Id. ¶ 113. 
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exclusive jurisdiction.”18 However, “the realities of technology and economics belie such a clean 

parceling of responsibility.”19 Courts have thus recognized an “impossibility exception” to the 

division of authority in section 2, under which an intrastate regulation is preempted if “(1) it is 

not possible to separate the interstate and intrastate aspects of the service, and (2) federal 

regulation is necessary to further a valid federal regulatory objective, i.e., state regulation would 

conflict with federal regulatory policies.”20  

Both criteria are met here. Modern voice services are provided over integrated, all-

distance networks, and the concept of “local” telephone service has faded into irrelevance. When 

it comes to the physical maintenance of a POTS system, interstate and intrastate telephone 

services are inseparable: the facilities and wires used to provide each service are the same, 

making it impossible to retire the interstate network while maintaining the intrastate one.  

Third, conflict preemption. CPUC rules blocking AT&T from discontinuing POTS 

cannot stand because they would effectively force AT&T to continue service after the 

Commission has said otherwise, nullifying the Commission’s exclusive section 214 authority. 

Those rules would also undermine the Commission’s explicit objective of “spur[ring] network 

modernization.”21 And they would allow California to assume a different role than the one 

section 214 specifically prescribes for states. 

Under any one of these three preemption theories, California cannot apply its COLR and 

related requirements to force AT&T to continue to offer POTS once the Commission grants the 

 
18 La. Pub. Serv. Comm’n v. FCC, 476 U.S. 355, 360 (1986); see 47 U.S.C. § 152. 
19 La. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 476 U.S. at 360. 
20 Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n v. FCC, 483 F.3d 570, 578 (8th Cir. 2007); see California v. FCC, 
75 F.3d 1350, 1359 (9th Cir. 1996) (impossibility preemption applies where it is “not possible to 
separate the interstate and intrastate components of the asserted FCC regulation”). 
21 Network Modernization Order ¶ 2. 

Exhibit K 
255

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.460     Page
261 of 365



  

9 

discontinuance applications. As the Commission explained in the Network Modernization Order, 

where “state and local requirements prevent a provider from discontinuing the interstate portion 

of a legacy voice service for which the Commission has already granted discontinuance 

authorization pursuant to section 214, then the requirements negate a valid federal regulatory 

objective” and are thus “subject to preemption.”22 That is precisely how California law operates 

here. 

AT&T23 thus seeks a declaration that any California law or regulation that interferes with 

or otherwise conditions AT&T’s ability to discontinue POTS as authorized by the Commission is 

preempted.  

BACKGROUND 

As explained in AT&T’s Discontinuance Applications, customers in California have 

many alternatives to POTS. AT&T faces competition from a host of providers that have 

deployed wireless and wireline, mobile and fixed, terrestrial and satellite, facilities-based and 

over-the-top VoIP service. And for customers who want a more traditional phone experience, 

AT&T developed AP-A, which provides the functionality of landline POTS using existing phone 

equipment.24 AP-A can be used anywhere covered by AT&T’s wireless or fiber networks, as 

 
22 Id. ¶ 114. 
23 AT&T Services, Inc., files this Petition, pursuant to 47 C.F.R § 1.2, on behalf of its affiliate 
Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California. “AT&T” refers to AT&T affiliated 
entities collectively or AT&T California specifically depending on context. 
24 An over-the-top service, AP-A can use AT&T’s LTE network for connectivity (although it is 
compatible with most broadband connections). See AT&T Residential Discontinuance 
Application at 6–7 & n.19. AT&T offers AP-A for both residential and business customers. See 
AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 3; AT&T Business Discontinuance 
Application at 3. Although marketed under different names, for convenience these services are 
referred to here as “AP-A.” The Commission has already found AP-A to be an “adequate 
replacement” service for POTS and has approved section 214 discontinuance on the basis of this 
service. AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 3–5. Indeed, based on AP-A, the 
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well as on broadband connections from other providers. As a result of these superior alternatives, 

AT&T now provides POTS to approximately three percent of households in its California 

service territory.25  

Nearly all locations in the 360 wire centers covered by its Discontinuance Applications 

can receive broadband service from multiple providers. Of the over five million serviceable 

locations in those 360 wire centers, more than 99.9 percent have access to at least two of the 

national mobile voice providers and three or more facilities-based, terrestrial fixed broadband or 

mobile voice providers.26 And most relevantly here, all of AT&T’s existing POTS customers 

(“Affected Customers”) in the areas covered by the Discontinuance Application (“Affected 

Service Area”) have an alternative provider of high-quality voice service, and 99.9 percent have 

access to at least two others beyond AT&T.27 Accordingly, POTS is no longer necessary to 

provide Affected Customers with voice service. 

A. California’s Outdated “Universal Service” Regulatory Regime 

Despite these developments, the CPUC still maintains the legacy COLR regime enacted 

before local competition was unleashed. Key here, California law imposes both substantive and 

procedural barriers to AT&T’s discontinuance of POTS. Substantively, the CPUC requires 

 
Commission has approved AT&T discontinuance applications covering 18 states. See id. at 4 n.8 
(citing prior approved applications). 
25 AT&T calculates this figure by dividing the number of its residential POTS customers as of 
February 2026 by the latest U.S. Census Bureau estimate of the number of households in census 
block groups overlapping AT&T’s California service territory. See Household Income in the 
Past 12 Months (in 2024 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars), U.S. Census Bureau, 
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDT5Y2024.B19001?q=B19001&g=040XX00US06$1500000 
(last visited May 15, 2026).  
26 See Declaration of Sandra Charneski ¶¶ 10–11 (“Charneski Decl.”) (attached as Exhibit 1 to 
AT&T’s concurrently filed Forbearance Petition). 
27 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 7–8. 

Exhibit K 
257

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.462     Page
263 of 365



  

11 

AT&T—but not its cable and wireless rivals—to offer an anachronistic “basic service” to 

residential customers that includes features and functions that consumers do not want and its 

competitors do not offer, and to do so pursuant to rates, terms, and conditions contained in a 

tariff that the CPUC must approve, and that cannot be altered without CPUC approval. This 

basic service must include interstate service, which the CPUC purports to regulate. Procedurally, 

the CPUC requires AT&T to secure its formal permission to discontinue POTS and to approve a 

replacement “basic service.” The CPUC also approves customer notice and “migration” plans 

necessary under California law for discontinuance of POTS. The CPUC also independently 

compels AT&T to provide voice service to all businesses in its territory. 

1. California COLR Obligations Effectively Require POTS 

As a California COLR, AT&T must provide “basic service” to “all residential households 

within [its] defined service territory.”28 The CPUC has prescribed numerous “elements” of 

residential “basic service,”29 as well as additional “general requirements” that a COLR must 

satisfy when providing basic service.30 Although ostensibly “technologically and competitively 

 
28 Ord. Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Revisions to the Cal. High Cost Fund B Program, 
D.12-12-038, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, at *16 (Dec. 24, 2012) (“2012 CPUC COLR Order”). 
The AT&T POTS that satisfies California’s basic service obligation in California is tariffed as 
Network and Exchange Services Tariff of AT&T California, Sched. C.P.U.C. No. A5 (Oct. 10, 
2018), https://cpr.att.com/pdf/ca/a005.pdf. 
29 See 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, pt. I, at *88–95; Admin. L. 
Judge’s Ruling Issuing Staff Proposal for Comment, R.24-06-012, attach. A at 12–13 (C.P.U.C. 
Dec. 15, 2025), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M591/K255/591255757.PDF (“Staff COLR 
Proposal”). 
30 See 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, pt. II, at *95–97. As long 
as AT&T has an obligation to offer basic service, it also must participate in the California 
LifeLine program, regardless of the technology it uses. See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 876; 2012 
CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, pt. I.4(d), at *93; Cal. Pub. Utils. 
Comm’n, General Order 153-A § 3.2, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M588/K780/588780806.PDF (“General 
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neutral,”31 these requirements effectively dictate that AT&T can satisfy its COLR obligation 

only by offering POTS. 

In particular, a number of the basic-service “elements” required by the CPUC are POTS-

specific features rooted to the past. They are not included in modern services because customers 

simply do not value them. For example, the CPUC requires AT&T to provide “[d]irectory 

services,” such as “access to directory assistance within the customer’s local community,” 

directory listings, and the “option to receive a free white pages directory.”32 The CPUC similarly 

mandates that AT&T provide “free access to operator services.”33 AT&T offers none of these 

elements as part of its nationwide mobile wireless or VoIP services; they simply make no sense 

for nationwide networks.  

The CPUC also rejects other Commission-approved alternatives to POTS that could 

otherwise satisfy the basic-service requirements. In particular, it requires any COLR “that wishes 

to offer basic service utilizing anything other than traditional exchange-based wireline 

technology” to obtain special approval from the CPUC unless and until the CPUC adopts 

service-quality standards for the proposed technology.34 The CPUC has yet to adopt such 

standards for mobile wireless service.35 Thus, AT&T’s mobile wireless services cannot meet the 

 
Order 153-A”); see also id. § 1.3 (“Participation in California LifeLine by Non-Traditional 
Providers (wireless, VoIP, Internet Service Providers, etc.) is optional.”). 
31 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, at *20; see also id. at *2, *8, *18, *20–
21, *29, *75, *82, *83. 
32 Id. app. A, pt. I.3, at *91–92. In the ongoing COLR rulemaking the CPUC staff has proposed 
eliminating some of these elements, but some parties have opposed this proposal, and the 
Commission has yet to adopt it. See Staff COLR Proposal at 54–56. 
33 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, pt. I.9, at *95.  
34 Id. at *36–37 & n.17, app. A, pt. II, at *96–97. 
35 The CPUC recently commenced a proceeding to consider service-quality standards for mobile 
wireless. See Ord. Instituting Rulemaking To Consider Serv. Quality Rules for Wireless Carriers, 
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CPUC’s requirements without CPUC approval, even though the Commission has concluded that 

mobile service is an adequate replacement for POTS.36  

In addition, although POTS provided to businesses is not itself a “basic service,” the 

CPUC nonetheless compels COLRs to provide voice service to business customers territory wide 

as well. The CPUC’s rules specify: “A designated COLR shall be required to serve all customers 

upon request, both residential and business, who are located within the COLR’s designated 

service area.”37 

2. California Imposes Additional Hurdles to Discontinuance 

These core COLR obligations are not the only aspect of a regulatory regime developed 

for monopoly utilities rather than the highly competitive modern communications marketplace. 

The CPUC also requires that a COLR must “maintain tariffs or schedules with the [CPUC] . . . 

for its basic service offerings[,] which must include its basic service rates, charges, terms, and 

conditions; and must make them publicly available.”38 This CPUC mandate implements 

California’s statutory requirement that basic service must be tariffed.39 To make any changes to 

its residential basic service, a COLR thus must provide the CPUC with advance notice of a tariff 

 
R.26-02-017, 2026 Cal. PUC LEXIS 102 (Feb. 26, 2026) (wireless); see also Decision Adopting 
Gen. Ord. 133-E, D.25-09-031, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 455 (Sept. 18, 2025) (fixed VoIP). CPUC 
rulemaking proceedings can last years, and this proceeding has only recently commenced. See 
generally R2602017 – Proceeding, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2602017 
(last visited May 15, 2026). 
36 See Network Modernization Order ¶¶ 34–36. It is also not clear whether the CPUC would 
permit AT&T to use AP-A to satisfy its basic service obligation without additional scrutiny 
given that service is typically delivered to customers over AT&T’s mobile network. 
37 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. C at *99 (emphasis added). 
38 Id. at *16.  
39 See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 495.7(b). 
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change, and the CPUC has authority to reject the revised tariff if it finds the “rates, charges, 

terms, and conditions” unsatisfactory.40 A tariff change requiring CPUC approval would be 

necessary for AT&T to discontinue POTS or to provide basic service through an IP-based 

service. And in order to withdraw a “basic service” tariff, the CPUC’s rules require a formal 

proceeding,41 leaving no way to avoid seeking and gaining this approval. 

This tariffing requirement also means that, to the extent AT&T seeks to satisfy its COLR 

obligations with a service other than POTS, the CPUC applies substantive standards to rate-

regulate an interstate service—and those substantive standards may depart from the 

Commission’s own. As noted, the CPUC tariffing regime gives it direct authority over the “rates, 

charges, terms, and conditions” of the tariffed service. Critically, any eligible “basic service” 

must provide “the ability to place and receive voice-grade calls over all distances”42—i.e., 

including interstate calling. AT&T’s traditional POTS provides interstate calling by offering 

federally regulated long-distance service; indeed, California requires basic-service POTS to 

include “equal access” to a presubscribed long-distance carrier, a quintessentially interstate 

service.43 However, like other market offerings, AT&T’s VoIP and mobile wireless offerings do 

not include separate local and long-distance components; each is a jurisdictionally mixed “all-

distance” service provided over common, inseparable facilities. But section 2 of the 

Communications Act grants the Commission exclusive authority over interstate services.44 

 
40 Id. §§ 454, 489, 491, 495. 
41 Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, General Order 96-B, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/word pdf/GENERAL ORDER/100177.pdf (“General Order 96-B”) 
(Telecommunication Industry Rules 7.4 & 8.5). 
42 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, pt. I.1, at *89. 
43 Id. app. A, pt. I.1, at *89. 
44 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 114. 
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Nevertheless, in order to use either VoIP or wireless service to satisfy its COLR obligation, 

AT&T—but not its rivals—would have to tariff that jurisdictionally mixed service and subject it 

to the CPUC’s regulatory authority, in violation of section 2. 

In addition, to discontinue residential POTS, AT&T would need to comply with CPUC-

mandated notice requirements, including CPUC approval of its proposed notices,45 even though 

the Network Modernization Order already prescribes requirements for such discontinuation 

notices.46 AT&T also would have to obtain CPUC approval for an “exit plan” under the CPUC’s 

Mass Migration Guidelines, even though AT&T would not in fact exit the voice market but 

would continue to offer existing and new customers service via a modern IP-based service.47 

Accordingly, even apart from California’s COLR rules and tariffing requirements, AT&T still 

would have to navigate multiple, sequential CPUC approval processes to discontinue its POTS 

service.  

B. California Has Steadfastly Maintained Its COLR Regime Notwithstanding 
Widespread Competition 

The CPUC adopted its COLR rules shortly after Congress opened local markets to 

competition in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, but before that competition took root. The 

CPUC designated AT&T and other incumbent telephone companies—and only these entities—as 

 
45 See General Order 96-B (Telecommunication Industry Rules 3, 3.2, 5 & 7.4). 
46 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 46. 
47 General Order 96-B (Telecommunication Industry Rule 8.5); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Mass 
Migration Guidelines (2010), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/word_pdf/FINAL_DECISION/121590.pdf. 
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COLRs48 and implemented a subsidy fund to support service to high-cost areas.49 At the time, 

the CPUC recognized that its COLR regime should only be temporary, explaining that as the 

marketplace “moves from a monopoly provider to multiple providers, the universal service 

program needs to be readjusted to meet the challenges of increasing competition.”50 Today, 

nearly 30 years later, California has largely eliminated its high-cost subsidy for COLRs,51 and 

Californians have more voice offerings to choose from than ever before. Yet, while other states 

in AT&T’s service territory have eliminated their COLR regimes,52 the promised COLR 

“readjust[ment]” has yet to occur in California. 

As the local marketplace became increasingly competitive, AT&T has sought relief from 

the COLR rules that require AT&T, but not its many rivals, to provide the CPUC’s defined basic 

service. None of these state-level efforts has succeeded. For example, in 2016, AT&T supported 

a California bill that would have allowed companies to discontinue POTS in areas with an 

 
48 1996 CPUC COLR Decision, 1996 Cal. PUC LEXIS 1046, at *300–308 (Findings of Fact 
¶¶ 165, 169); id. app. B at *468–70 (Universal Service Rule 6.D). 
49 California High Cost Fund-B, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-
and-topics/internet-and-phone/california-high-cost-fund-b (last visited May 15, 2026). 
50 1996 CPUC COLR Decision, 1996 Cal. PUC LEXIS 1046, at *369 (Findings of Fact ¶ 16). 
51 See Ord. Instituting Rulemaking Proceeding To Consider Changes to the Comm’n’s Carrier of 
Last Resort Rules, R.24-06-012, 2024 Cal. PUC LEXIS 359, at *6 n.13 (June 28, 2024) (“CPUC 
COLR OIR”) (“The available CHCF-B support for residential basic service in California has 
decreased since 1996, when it totaled $352 million per year for all carriers to $22 million in 
2020–21.”). 
52 See Appl. of Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal. (U 1001 C) for Targeted Relief from Its 
Carrier of Last Resort Obligations & Certain Associated Tariff Obligations 5, attach. B 
(C.P.U.C. filed Mar. 3, 2023), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M502/K977/502977267.PDF (“AT&T 
COLR Application”). 
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alternative voice service available, after compliance with certain procedures.53 That effort stalled 

out in committee.54  

Eight years later, AT&T tried again, this time in a March 2023 application with the 

CPUC to relinquish the COLR designation and associated tariff obligations. AT&T presented 

evidence that over 99 percent of the population in AT&T’s service territory had access to at least 

three facilities-based alternatives to POTS.55 AT&T’s POTS subscribership had plummeted,56 

yet AT&T was incurring costs of approximately $1 billion a year for its California TDM network 

and related services.57 Even so, AT&T sought to relinquish its COLR obligations only where a 

voice alternative existed.58 And to ensure an orderly transition for consumers, AT&T agreed to 

serve existing customers in relinquishment areas under its then-current tariffs for at least six 

months following approval of its application.59 

Nevertheless, after over a year of contested regulatory proceedings,60 the CPUC 

 
53 See A.B. 2395, 2015–2016 Leg., Reg. Sess., sec. 2 § 711 (Cal. 2016). 
54 See, e.g., Steve Blum, AT&T’s Attempt To Rewrite California Law Shredded by a Higher 
Power, Tellus Venture Assocs. (May 28, 2016), https://www.tellusventure.com/atts-attempt-
rewrite-california-law-shredded-higher-power/. 
55 See AT&T COLR Application at 3. 
56 See id. 
57 See id. at 31. 
58 See id. at 7–8, 37–39. 
59 See id.  
60 In support of its detailed application, AT&T was required to file numerous pleadings, respond 
to massive discovery requests, attend live hearings, provide notices to customers and 
governments of its application, and participate in public participation hearings across the state. 
See generally AT&T Applications Regarding Carrier of Last Resort and Eligible 
Telecommunications Carrier Designation, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/internet-and-phone/att-colr-etc-proceedings (last 
visited May 15, 2026) (Under “Quick Links, AT&T’s Carrier of Last Resort (COLR 
Proceeding),” click “Proceeding documents”). Overall, there are more than 130 entries in the 
docket prior to the CPUC’s decision. Id.  
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dismissed AT&T’s application on the basis of a motion filed at the outset of the proceeding.61 

The CPUC insisted that its rules barred AT&T from withdrawing as a COLR unless another 

COLR took its place—but, of course, none has done so,62 and no rational entity would do so. 

The CPUC then opened a rulemaking proceeding to consider whether to modify its existing 

COLR rules “[g]iven the age of its COLR rules, as well as changes in the marketplace.”63 But 

the CPUC effectively punished AT&T for applying for COLR relief, forbidding AT&T from 

filing “another application for COLR relief” for at least one year after the conclusion of the 

COLR rulemaking.64 

That CPUC rulemaking has now been ongoing for nearly two years,65 but no reforms 

have been enacted, nor are meaningful reforms likely. The CPUC staff has proposed a scheme 

that would erect significant barriers to COLR relinquishment while adding to the obligations 

imposed on existing COLRs.66 Although the CPUC staff proposes two “paths” to 

relinquishment, neither would provide significant relief, leaving AT&T as the COLR for large 

 
61 See generally CPUC COLR Dismissal Order, 2024 Cal. PUC LEXIS 331, at *12–18. 
62 See id. at *15–17. 
63 Id. at *20. 
64 Id. at *18. 
65 See CPUC COLR OIR, 2024 Cal. PUC LEXIS 359. 
66 See generally Staff COLR Proposal; see also Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal.’s (U 1001 C) 
Opening Comments on the Admin. L. Judge’s Ruling Issuing Staff Proposal for Comment, R.24-
06-012, at 1–31 (C.P.U.C. filed Jan. 30, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M598/K101/598101785.PDF (“AT&T 
Comments on Staff Proposal”); Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal.’s (U 1001 C) Reply 
Comments on the Admin. L. Judge’s Ruling Issuing Staff Proposal for Comment, R. 24-06-012, 
at 4–6, 11–14 (C.P.U.C. filed Feb. 13, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K152/599152770.PDF (“AT&T 
Reply Comments on Staff Proposal”).  
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swaths of its territory—still without a realistic way to discontinue POTS.67 And, even where all 

of the other proposed criteria for relinquishment were met, AT&T would have to offer wireline 

broadband service—even though COLR is a voice obligation (and no funding mechanism is 

contemplated for the required broadband service).68 Simply put, no state-level solution to 

California’s outdated POTS system is forthcoming. 

C. The Commission’s Efforts To Encourage Network Modernization 

The Commission has taken a far different approach to network modernization. For well 

over a decade, and on a bipartisan basis, the Commission has recognized that requiring carriers 

to maintain POTS can “siphon[] investments away from new networks and services.”69 For that 

reason, the Commission in 2014 found that it would be in the public interest to release AT&T 

and other incumbent carriers from the high-cost requirement under section 214(e) for eligible 

telecommunications carriers (ETCs) to offer voice telephony service throughout their service 

territories.70 The Commission explained that “carriers can reallocate their resources towards 

making upgrades to their networks to meet the broadband needs of their existing or new 

customers” instead of “spend[ing] their resources on maintaining existing voice telephony 

services or deploying new infrastructure to offer voice telephony service in newly constructed 

 
67 See AT&T Comments on Staff Proposal at 6–14, 31–64; AT&T Reply Comments on Staff 
Proposal at 5–6, 19–39. 
68 See Staff COLR Proposal at 20–22 (making COLR relinquishment pathway available only in 
areas where the COLR offers broadband); id. at 80 (specifying COLR must provide “wireline” 
broadband to relinquish); see also AT&T Comments on Staff Proposal at 7, 9–10; AT&T Reply 
Comments on Staff Proposal at 9, 19. 
69 FCC, Connecting America: The National Broadband Plan 59 (2010), 
https://transition.fcc.gov/national-broadband-plan/national-broadband-plan.pdf.   
70 See Connect America Fund, Report and Order, 29 FCC Rcd. 15644, ¶ 65 (2014).  
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homes where there are already reasonable substitutes.”71 The Commission again lifted legacy 

universal service obligations with respect to Lifeline in 2016, reasoning that doing so was “likely 

to free up service provider funds for broadband investment.”72 And more recently, the 

Commission has furthered network modernization by approving several applications by AT&T 

to discontinue POTS service where AP-A is available as an alternative.73  

Most recently, in its Network Modernization Order, the Commission on a unanimous, 

bipartisan basis recognized that further reform of federal section 214 discontinuance regulation 

was necessary.74 But it also recognized that state service mandates may impede network 

modernization—and it explained that Congress had preempted many of them. As the 

Commission explained, “the record shows that certain state and local requirements have been 

unduly prolonging the use of legacy networks and actually preventing providers from building 

modern ones by limiting the types of services that may qualify as adequate replacements,” which 

was inconsistent with the Commission’s determination to encourage such modernization.75 

Declaring that section 214 “creates an exclusively federal discontinuance regime for 

interstate or jurisdictionally mixed telecommunications services,”76 the Commission set forth the 

controlling federal framework.77 The Commission found that “the expansion of . . . modern 

 
71 Id. 
72 Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, Third Report and Order, Further Report and 
Order, and Order on Reconsideration, 31 FCC Rcd. 3962, ¶ 337 (2016).  
73 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 3 n.8. 
74 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 1; see also id. ¶ 10 (discussing section 214 reforms 
adopted in 2016). 
75 Id. ¶ 4. 
76 Id. ¶ 108. 
77 See generally id. 
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networks, and benefits they afford, have been hindered by the need for carriers to divert 

important resources to the maintenance of aging and deteriorating legacy networks that deliver 

outdated services to an ever-decreasing number of subscribers.”78 The Commission thus adopted 

a set of “common sense reforms” to eliminate “red tape that has both required providers to keep 

aging copper lines in place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern 

infrastructure that Americans want and deserve.”79  

To start, the Commission codified a prior grant of blanket section 214(a) authority, 

permitting carriers to grandfather legacy voice service (and certain other lower-speed services) 

without filing a section 214(a) discontinuance application.80 The Commission also streamlined 

the discontinuance process.81 In particular, the Commission adopted a “consolidated rule” that 

identified “explicit categories of adequate replacement services” that would support 

discontinuance.82 These include facilities-based VoIP, mobile wireless service, and voice 

services supported by the Commission’s modernized high-cost programs.83  

Having cut its own bureaucratic “red tape,” the Commission then determined “that 

federal law preempts state and local requirements to the extent they needlessly constrain the 

deployment of modern, next-generation IP-based networks by impeding providers’ ability to 

discontinue providing … legacy services and to retire outdated and deteriorating legacy 

 
78 Id. ¶ 2. 
79 Id. ¶¶ 1, 4. 
80 See id. ¶¶ 6, 60–66. 
81 See id. ¶¶ 22, 25, 30, 46–47, 54–55, 58–59. 
82 Id. ¶¶ 6, 22, 23–25, 29. 
83 See id. ¶¶ 26–40. 
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networks.”84 The Commission emphasized that “states lack authority to regulate interstate 

services”85 and that once the Commission has “exercised its section 214 authority to allow 

discontinuance of a service within its regulatory sphere, section 214(c) expressly provides that 

carriers do not require any other ‘approval’ to discontinue the covered service.”86  

The Commission confirmed that federal law thus preempts any state requirement that, on 

its face or in effect, requires a carrier to continue providing legacy voice service after the 

Commission has authorized discontinuance, or that discourages carriers from seeking such 

authorization.87 Also preempted are state requirements obligating carriers to provide 

grandfathered legacy services to new customers, as such state requirements are incompatible 

with the Commission’s blanket grandfathering authority and federal discontinuance regime.88  

Finally, the Commission made clear that states cannot avoid preemption by claiming they 

are regulating purely “intrastate” services.89 Section 214 makes the Commission’s authority to 

permit discontinuance exclusive, and even purportedly intrastate requirements can contravene or 

interfere with that exclusive authority. Under the “impossibility exception” to state jurisdiction 

under section 2 of the Communications Act, the Commission’s orders “preempt state law when 

(1) it is impossible or impracticable to regulate the intrastate aspects of a service without 

 
84 Id. ¶ 7. 
85 Id. ¶ 114. 
86 Id. 
87 See id. ¶¶ 7, 106, 115. 
88 See id. ¶¶ 6–7, 114 & n.415. 
89 Id. ¶¶ 112–115. 
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affecting interstate communications and (2) the Commission determines that such regulation 

would interfere with federal regulatory objectives.”90  

The Commission recognized that, for legacy copper networks, even where nominally 

“local” and “long distance” services are being provided, “these services are provisioned over the 

same network using the same technology.”91 Thus, where joint facilities are used to provide 

intra- and interstate service, state requirements may “prevent a provider from discontinuing the 

interstate portion of a legacy voice service for which the Commission has already granted 

discontinuance authorization pursuant to section 214.”92 Such state requirements “negate a valid 

federal regulatory objective because the interstate impacts of the state or local requirements 

cannot be unbundled from the intrastate aspects of those requirements” and are therefore 

preempted.93  

ARGUMENT 

The Commission should declare that California’s anachronistic COLR rules and all other 

regulatory barriers to network modernization are preempted. As the Commission correctly 

recognized in the Network Modernization Order, “where the Commission has lawfully exercised 

its section 214 authority to allow discontinuance of a service within its regulatory sphere, section 

214(c) expressly provides that carriers do not require any other ‘approval’ to discontinue the 

covered service.”94 Here, AT&T’s residential POTS is clearly “within [the Commission’s] 

 
90 Id. ¶ 113 (quoting Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578). 
91 Id. ¶ 107. 
92 Id. ¶ 114. 
93 Id. 
94 Id. ¶ 114; id. ¶ 7 (explaining that, under section 214(c), “after a carrier obtains Commission 
authorization to discontinue a service, it need not obtain any additional authorizations before 
implementing that discontinuance of service” (emphasis added)); id. ¶ 110 (“After issuance of 
such certificate, . . . the carrier may, without securing approval other than such certificate, 
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regulatory sphere.” It is a jurisdictionally mixed service—not only technologically, but also 

operationally and economically—providing customers the ability to make or receive local and 

interstate long-distance calls over common facilities. Once the Commission allows AT&T to 

discontinue POTS, no other “approval” is required before AT&T may lawfully do so. 

California, however, imposes two additional sets of requirements, each of which forces 

AT&T to obtain additional state “approvals” before discontinuing POTS and retiring the 

underlying legacy facilities. First and foremost, California’s COLR rules require AT&T to offer 

“basic service” to all customers in its service territory, and AT&T can satisfy that state-law 

obligation only by continuing to provide POTS. Second, California’s tariffing and other 

associated regulatory requirements independently prevent AT&T California from discontinuing 

POTS upon Commission approval. Both sets of state requirements must yield to federal law.  

A. Federal Law Preempts State Requirements That Require Additional 
Authorizations Before Implementing Commission-Approved Discontinuance 

As the Commission correctly recognized, Congress in section 214 “create[d] an 

exclusively federal discontinuance regime for interstate or jurisdictionally mixed 

telecommunications services.”95 Section 214(a) provides that “[n]o carrier shall discontinue . . . 

service to a community, or part of a community, unless and until there shall first have been 

obtained from the Commission a certificate that neither the present nor future public convenience 

and necessity will be adversely affected thereby.”96 States play a consultative role in the 

Commission’s discontinuance determinations: under section 214(b), the Commission must 

 
comply with the terms and conditions” and “proceed with the . . . discontinuance.” (emphasis 
added) (cleaned up)). 
95 Id. ¶ 108. 
96 47 U.S.C. § 214(a). 
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provide “notice” to “the Governor of each State . . . in which such discontinuance . . . of service 

is proposed, with the right to those notified to be heard.”97 “This provision allows states to object 

to any federal discontinuance application prior to any Commission authorization.”98 But 

Congress did not grant states any decision-making authority over the discontinuance of interstate 

or jurisdictionally mixed services. 

To the contrary, under section 214(c), the Commission alone “shall have power” to grant 

discontinuance and to “attach to the issuance of the certificate such terms and conditions as in its 

judgment the public convenience and necessity may require.”99 Critically, section 214(c) 

expressly preempts inconsistent state requirements: “After issuance of such certificate, . . . the 

carrier may, without securing approval other than such certificate, comply with the terms and 

conditions” and “proceed with the . . . discontinuance.”100 Thus, “it is the Commission that has 

sole jurisdiction to decide whether a carrier’s proposed discontinuance adversely affects the 

public convenience and necessity and whether it should be approved or rejected.”101 

Reinforcing the point, section 214(c) provides that a “court of competent jurisdiction” 

“may enjoin any discontinuance of service that occurs ‘contrary to the provisions of’ section 

214.”102 By negative inference, therefore, courts may not enjoin a discontinuance that is 

 
97 Id. § 214(b). 
98 Network Modernization Order ¶ 110. 
99 47 U.S.C. § 214(c). 
100 Id. (emphasis added); see Cablevision of Tex. III, L.P. v. Okla. W. Tel. Co., 993 F.2d 208, 210 
(10th Cir. 1993). 
101 Network Modernization Order ¶ 110. 
102 Id. (quoting 47 U.S.C. § 214(c) (emphasis added)). And, even where a state obtains an 
injunction against a carrier from discontinuing service contrary to section 214, the basis for the 
injunction “evaporate[s]” once the carrier obtains proper approval from the Commission. 
Cablevision of Tex., 993 F.2d at 210; see Network Modernization Order ¶ 110 n.397. 
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consistent with section 214—i.e., a discontinuance approved by the Commission under section 

214(a).103 

The statute thus “leaves exclusively within the jurisdiction of the Commission the 

determination of whether to grant a certificate of convenience and necessity” to “discontinue a 

service.”104 These “powers . . . over . . . the discontinuance of service over existing facilities” are 

“central to [the Commission’s] mission.”105 “[N]either section 214(b) nor section 214(c) 

provides states with the power to decide whether a carrier may discontinue interstate or 

jurisdictionally mixed service, or empowers states to impose requirements that frustrate or add 

extra conditions to Commission decisions allowing discontinuance.”106 By the plain terms of the 

statute, therefore, state law that obstructs the Commission’s exercise of its discontinuance 

authority over interstate and jurisdictionally mixed services is preempted and must yield.  

Section 2(b) is not to the contrary. As the Commission correctly recognized in the 

Network Modernization Order, section 2(b)’s general division of authority does not displace the 

more specific and “express[]” terms of section 214(c), which provides that a carrier may proceed 

with a Commission-approved discontinuance without any “other” approval—including any 

approval required by state law.107 Section 2(b) likewise does not displace general principles of 

conflict preemption, under which, “[e]ven where Congress has not entirely displaced state 

regulation in a specific area, state law is pre-empted to the extent that it actually conflicts with 

 
103 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 110. 
104 ITT World Commc’ns, Inc. v. N.Y. Tel. Co., 381 F. Supp. 113, 120 (S.D.N.Y. 1974). 
105 Litton Sys., Inc. v. Am. Tel. & Tel. Co., 487 F. Supp. 942, 948 (S.D.N.Y. 1980); see MCI 
Commc’ns Corp. v. Am. Tel. & Tel. Co., 462 F. Supp. 1072, 1080 (N.D. Ill. 1978) (similar). 
106 Network Modernization Order ¶ 110. 
107 Id. ¶ 114. 
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federal law.”108 Consistent with those principles, “[i]t is well established that, under the 

‘impossibility exception’ to state jurisdiction, the Commission may preempt state law when (1) it 

is impossible or impracticable to regulate the intrastate aspects of a service without affecting 

interstate communications and (2) the Commission determines that such regulation would 

interfere with federal regulatory objectives.”109 Similarly, state law that “stands as an obstacle to 

the accomplishment and execution of the full purposes and objectives of Congress” is 

preempted.110 

Faithfully applying these principles, the Commission determined in the Network 

Modernization Order that, “where the Commission has exercised its section 214 discontinuance 

authority over interstate and/or jurisdictionally mixed services to allow a carrier to discontinue 

legacy voice service, state requirements that operate to require the carrier to continue providing 

those services conflict with federal law.”111 For starters, section 214(c) “expressly provides that 

carriers do not require any other ‘approval’ to discontinue the covered service.”112 As to the first 

prong of the impossibility exception test, these state requirements “effectively ‘negate the 

Commission’s exercise of its lawful authority because regulation of the interstate aspects of the 

 
108 Exxon Corp. v. Eagerton, 462 U.S. 176, 182 (1983). 
109 Network Modernization Order ¶ 113 (quoting Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578); 
see also, e.g., N.C. Utils. Comm’n v. FCC, 552 F.2d 1036 (4th Cir. 1977) (“North Carolina II”); 
Comput. & Commc’ns Indus. Ass’n v. FCC, 693 F.2d 198 (D.C. Cir. 1982); State Corp. Comm’n 
v. FCC, 787 F.2d 1421 (10th Cir. 1986); Nat’l Ass’n of Regul. Comm’rs v. FCC, 880 F.2d 422 
(D.C. Cir. 1989); Pub. Serv. Comm’n of Md. v. FCC, 909 F.2d 1510 (D.C. Cir. 1990); California 
v. FCC, 905 F.2d 1217 (9th Cir. 1990). 
110 Network Modernization Order ¶ 113 (quoting Sickle v. Torres Advanced Enter. Sols., LLC, 
884 F.3d 338, 347 (D.C. Cir. 2018)). 
111 Id. ¶ 114. 
112 Id. 
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matter cannot be severed from regulation of the intrastate aspects.’ ”113 And, as to the second 

prong, these state requirements “negate” the Commission’s “critical” federal regulatory 

objective: encouraging “the transition to next-generation networks and services.”114 At the very 

least, such state requirements conflict with the clear congressional choice to allow states to 

participate in the Commission’s discontinuance process rather than to regulate on top of it. 

Consequently, “any such state requirements, to the degree they regulate services shown to be 

jurisdictionally mixed, are subject to preemption pursuant to both the impossibility exception and 

general principles of conflict preemption”—as well as express preemption.115 

B. POTS Is A Jurisdictionally Mixed Service With An Inseverable Interstate 
Component 

As the Commission noted in the Network Modernization Order, legacy voice services 

transmit voice communications “using circuit-switched [TDM] technology,” “usually over 

copper wires.”116 While this service “generally includes what is sometimes colloquially 

described as ‘local telephone service,’ . . . that term does not accurately reflect the jurisdictional 

nature of the service as a practical matter in today’s networks.”117 In fact, “[f]ew, if any, 

networks today operate on a purely local or even intrastate level”; rather, “[t]he vast majority of 

consumers use the same provider for both their local and long distance service,” and “these 

services are provisioned over the same network using the same technology.”118 

 
113 Id. 
114 Id. 
115 Id. 
116 Id. ¶ 107. 
117 Id. 
118 Id. 
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Although the Commission declined in the Network Modernization Order to decide 

whether any particular POTS service is jurisdictionally mixed, it stated that it “will consider on a 

case-by-case basis whether certain legacy voice services are interstate or jurisdictionally 

mixed.”119 The Commission should find now, for two reasons, that AT&T’s POTS is a 

“jurisdictionally mixed” service.  

First, as set forth in more detail in the attached declaration of Dr. Hany Fahmy, it is 

impossible for AT&T to discontinue the interstate aspects of POTS and retire the associated 

legacy infrastructure without also discontinuing the intrastate aspects of POTS.120 The wires and 

switches that AT&T’s POTS customers in California use to make or receive local or intrastate 

calls are the same wires and switches they use to make or receive long-distance calls.121 Indeed, 

this network architecture is inherent to the CPUC’s definition of “basic service,” which requires 

AT&T to use its local network to provide exchange access, enabling subscribers to make and 

receive interstate, long-distance calls.122 Whether a customer places a call to a destination across 

the street or across the country, the same copper wires transmit the signal to the same switches in 

the same local AT&T wire center to be routed appropriately.123 In short, “these services,” inter- 

and intrastate, “are provisioned over the same network using the same technology.”124 

 
119 Id. ¶ 107 n.383. 
120 Declaration of Dr. Hany Fahmy ¶¶ 10–12 (“Fahmy Decl.”) (attached at Exhibit 1). 
121 See id. ¶ 9; see also USTelecom Ex Parte Letter, WC Dkt. No. 25-208, at 7–9 (Feb. 6, 2026). 
122 See supra Part I.A.2; 2012 California COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app A, pt. 
I.1, at *89 (stating that a COLR “must offer customers the ability to place and receive voice-
grade calls over all distances utilizing the public switched telephone network or successor 
network” and that “[a] basic service provider must allow equal access to all interexchange 
carriers within the local calling area in accordance with state and federal law and regulation”). 
123 See Fahmy Decl. ¶ 9. 
124 Network Modernization Order ¶ 107. 
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Critically, the discontinuance contemplated by the Network Modernization Order (and 

simultaneously requested in the AT&T Discontinuance Applications) is intended to allow 

carriers like AT&T not just to cease providing legacy voice services, but also “to retire outdated 

and deteriorating legacy networks.”125 Whatever ability there may be to separate intra- and 

interstate components of POTS for purposes of rate regulation, there is no such ability for 

discontinuance and facilities retirement. The Commission declared its goal of “cutting through 

the red tape that has . . . required providers to keep aging copper lines in place.”126 But, if AT&T 

were to retire the copper lines and associated infrastructure that support the interstate aspects of 

POTS, it necessarily would have to retire the infrastructure that supports the intrastate aspects as 

well. It is all the same infrastructure.127 California, however, precludes AT&T from 

discontinuing intrastate service, which effectively precludes AT&T from discontinuing the 

interstate service and achieving the Commission’s policy goal of retiring outdated POTS network 

facilities.128 As courts have made clear, the requirements of the impossibility exception are met 

in these circumstances.129 

In section 214, Congress has confirmed the Commission’s authority over jurisdictionally 

mixed infrastructure. Section 214(a) provides that a carrier need not obtain Commission approval 

to construct, acquire, or operate a “line within a single state unless such line constitutes part of 

an interstate line.”130 It follows that Commission approval is required to construct, acquire, or 

 
125 Id. ¶ 7; see id. ¶ 114 (similar). 
126 Id. ¶ 1. 
127 See Fahmy Decl. ¶ 12. 
128 See id. 
129 See, e.g., N.C. Utils. Comm’n v. FCC, 537 F.2d 787 (4th Cir. 1976) (“North Carolina I”); 
North Carolina II, 552 F.2d 1036; Comput. & Commc’ns Indus. Ass’n, 693 F.2d at 215. 
130 47 U.S.C. § 214(a) (emphasis added). 
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operate an intrastate line that is part of an interstate line. The Commission thus necessarily 

possesses jurisdiction—and its discontinuance decisions thus preempt state law—with respect to 

the intrastate portion of interstate lines. Here, to the extent POTS is an intrastate service, it is 

provided over intrastate lines that are part of interstate lines. 

Second, even if the infrastructure supporting the inter- and intrastate aspects of POTS 

were physically separable, discontinuing the interstate aspects of POTS while continuing the 

intrastate aspects still would be “impracticable.”131 The Commission and courts alike have 

repeatedly recognized that Commission actions preempt state law not only where it is physically 

impossible to separate intra- and interstate service, but also where doing so is infeasible “as a 

practical matter” and “on a practical level.”132 Even if physical separation is “possible 

technologically,” the Commission may appropriately determine “that such separation [i]s not 

practical”133 based on “economic and operational factors.”134  

Courts have upheld such determinations, for example, where “the economic burden of 

identifying” a jurisdictional dividing line was substantial135 or where the Commission has found 

that consumers “generally wish[ed] to purchase both interstate and intrastate” services, and 

enforcing jurisdictional separation would be “detrimental to the consumer and the interstate 

communications system.”136 And “[s]ervice providers are not required to develop a mechanism 

 
131 Network Modernization Order ¶ 113 (quoting Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578). 
132 Id. ¶ 107. 
133 Pub. Serv. Comm’n of Md., 909 F.2d at 1516. 
134 California, 39 F.3d at 932; see Peter W. Huber, Michael K. Kellogg & John Thorne, Federal 
Telecommunications Law § 3:7 (3d ed. 2026) (discussing same). 
135 Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578. 
136 Comput. & Commc’ns Indus. Ass’n, 693 F.2d at 215. 
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for distinguishing between interstate and intrastate communications merely to provide state 

commissions with an intrastate communication they can regulate.”137  

The Fourth Circuit’s North Carolina Utilities Commission decisions,138 cited with 

approval by the Supreme Court in Louisiana Public Service Commission v. FCC,139 are 

instructive. There, the court upheld the Commission’s preemption of state regulations barring the 

use of customer-provided telephone equipment in intrastate communications, which conflicted 

with the Commission’s regulations permitting such equipment for interstate use.140 The court 

acknowledged that it was physically possible to reconcile the differing state and federal 

regulations because customers theoretically could maintain separate equipment for intrastate and 

interstate use.141 But the court upheld the Commission’s determination that such a separation was 

“a practical and economic impossibility.”142  

Here, too, retiring legacy interstate POTS while retaining purely intrastate basic service 

would be operationally and economically impracticable. As an initial matter, the CPUC itself has 

made clear that subscribers generally require the ability to receive and make interstate, long-

distance calls and has made “the ability to place and receive voice-grade calls over all distances” 

a core COLR requirement.143 Thus, AT&T has no option but to offer interstate service. Even 

apart from that, AT&T’s POTS customers use its legacy facilities interchangeably for local and 

 
137 Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578. 
138 North Carolina I, 537 F.2d 787; North Carolina II, 552 F.2d 1036. 
139 476 U.S. at 385 n.4. 
140 See North Carolina II, 552 F.2d at 1043. 
141 See North Carolina I, 537 F.2d at 791–92. 
142 North Carolina II, 552 F.2d at 1043. 
143 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, I.1, at *89. 
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long-distance calls, showing that they “generally wish to purchase both interstate and intrastate” 

services over shared infrastructure.144 As it stands today, AT&T’s POTS is a jurisdictionally 

mixed service, and AT&T is not required to develop a new, purely intrastate version of POTS 

“merely to provide [the CPUC] with an intrastate communication [it] can regulate.”145 

In any event, providing purely intrastate POTS would be uneconomical and thus 

unsustainable. Because AT&T uses the same infrastructure for intra- and interstate calling, 

offering a purely intrastate service would still require AT&T to continue maintaining 

substantially the same legacy network. As noted, the costs of maintaining and operating AT&T’s 

TDM network and legacy services in California are enormous, about $1 billion annually.146 This 

network consumes a vast amount of power and requires ceaseless maintenance.147 Replacement 

parts are often not commercially available—indeed, in some cases, AT&T is forced to turn to 

eBay to replace important equipment such as line cards for circuit switches.148 Ongoing copper 

theft issues have only exacerbated these challenges.149 At the same time, the customer base 

available to fund AT&T’s POTS network in California is already small and declining—only 

 
144 Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578. 
145 Id. 
146 See supra Part I.B; see also Network Modernization Order ¶ 9 n.19; Fahmy Decl. ¶ 12. 
147 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 9. 
148 See Comments of USTelecom – The Broadband Ass’n on ALJ Ruling Regarding Comments on 
Topics Discussed at the Aug. 22, 2025, Workshop, R.24-06-012, at 27–28 (C.P.U.C. filed Nov. 
21, 2025), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M588/K915/588915231.PDF. 
149 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 9; Susan Santana, Teaming Up to Tackle Copper Theft, 
AT&T Connects (July 16, 2025), https://www.attconnects.com/teaming-up-to-tackle-copper-
theft/. 
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three percent of households in AT&T’s service territory subscribe to the current, jurisdictionally 

mixed version of POTS.150  

As noted, the CPUC has made clear that the ability to place and receive interstate, long-

distance calls is an essential part of the voice service consumers expect and require.151 If, in the 

North Carolina Utilities Commission decisions, requiring customers merely to maintain separate 

telephones for local and long-distance calls was “a practical and economic impossibility,”152 then 

requiring AT&T to maintain an entire legacy copper network for a purely intrastate service 

serving a tiny or non-existent customer base is a fortiori impracticable—and would directly 

frustrate the Commission’s objective of freeing up resources for investment in modern network 

technologies. 

C. California’s COLR Rules Conflict With Federal Law 

The only remaining question is whether the California state requirements “interfere with 

federal regulatory objectives.”153 They do. California’s COLR rules fit those identified in the 

Network Modernization Order to a tee: they “have the effect of preventing carriers from seeking 

to retire deteriorating legacy networks and discontinuing outdated TDM-based services taken by 

ever-fewer customers for undetermined periods of time, leaving these providers unable to 

 
150 See Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal.’s (U 1001 C) Opening Comments on the Proposed 
Decision Dismissing with Prejudice the Appl. of AT&T Cal. To Withdraw as a Carrier of Last 
Resort, A.23-03-003, at 7 (C.P.U.C. filed May 30, 2024), 
docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M532/K621/532621192.PDF (“AT&T California 
Comments on COLR PD”). 
151 See 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, I.1, at *89. 
152 North Carolina II, 552 F.2d at 1043. 
153 Network Modernization Order ¶ 113 (quoting Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578). 
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redirect time and resources away from the development and deployment of next-generation 

networks and technologies.”154  

Because AT&T is the only COLR within its service territory, the only way for AT&T to 

escape its state-law obligation to provide “basic service” is for some other carrier to take 

AT&T’s place. As the CPUC has explained, its “current rules require that there be a COLR for 

every Californian and no telecommunications service provider may stop being a COLR unless 

another telecommunications service provider stands ready to assume the legal obligation to offer 

basic service in the designated COLR territory.”155 Over 200 carriers recently were offered the 

opportunity to assume AT&T’s COLR obligations; unsurprisingly, none accepted the invitation 

to be bound by outdated and onerous regulations.156 

Notwithstanding the POTS-focused requirements of “basic service,” the CPUC has 

argued that its COLR regime does not prevent AT&T from discontinuing POTS because the 

COLR rules are “technology neutral” and thus allow AT&T to retire its copper network while 

continuing to provide the required “basic service” over an IP-based network.157 But that 

 
154 Id. ¶ 114 & n.411. 
155 Carrier of Last Resort Rulemaking, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/internet-and-phone/carrier-of-last-resort-
rulemaking (last visited May 17, 2026). 
156 See AT&T California Comments on COLR PD at 9; CPUC COLR Dismissal Order, 2024 
Cal. PUC LEXIS 331, at *15 (“[N]o carrier eligible to replace AT&T as a COLR volunteered to 
do so.”). 
157 CPUC Reply Comments, WC Dkt. No. 25-208, at 2–4 & nn.2, 7 (Nov. 18, 2025). The CPUC 
also cannot justify COLR on universal service grounds. See 1996 CPUC COLR Decision, 1996 
Cal. PUC LEXIS 1046, at *1. Any universal service justification COLR may have had in 1996 
no longer exists. Moreover, section 254(f) provides that a state “may adopt regulations to provide 
for additional definitions and standards to preserve and advance universal service within that 
State only to the extent that such regulations adopt additional specific, predictable, and sufficient 
mechanisms to support such definitions or standards.” 47 U.S.C. § 254(f) (emphasis added). The 
Commission has emphasized that section 254 imposes a “competitive neutrality” principle and 
that “universal service support mechanisms and rules [must] neither unfairly advantage nor 
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justification fails for two fundamental reasons: First, the Commission has made clear that the 

“practical effect” of a state’s COLR regime controls—not the labels a state assigns to it. Second, 

and independently, the CPUC’s supposedly “technologically neutral” approach represents an 

attempt to leverage its limited authority over intrastate services to control interstate services, 

which federal law forbids. 

1. California’s COLR Regime Impedes AT&T’s Ability To Discontinue 

The CPUC’s COLR regime directly impedes AT&T from discontinuing residential POTS 

as permitted by the Commission. The basic services a COLR must provide include “free access 

to operator services” or “[d]irectory services,” such as “access to directory assistance within the 

customer’s local community,” directory listings, and the “option to receive a free white pages 

telephone directory.”158 These features are foreign to any service other than POTS. To AT&T’s 

knowledge, no wireless, VoIP, mobile, or cable carrier includes them in its modern nationwide 

offerings. And forcing AT&T—but not its rivals—to develop and add these vestigial POTS 

features to its nationwide IP-based services would impede AT&T’s ability to discontinue POTS. 

It would require AT&T to bear the costs of reconfiguring its IP-based services, all in order to 

 
disadvantage one provider over another.” Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, 
Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd. 8776, ¶¶ 46–47 (1997). Yet that is precisely what California’s 
COLR rules do. They impose a compulsory service obligation on AT&T, and AT&T alone, 
within its legacy service territory. And they do so based on AT&T’s historical status as an 
incumbent telephone provider in 1996, even though the marketplace is now fiercely competitive, 
and AT&T has numerous competitors with larger customer bases. Whatever the CPUC’s 
universal service authority, it cannot impose an almost entirely unfunded mandate on AT&T 
alone, nor require AT&T to use POTS to meet a universal service obligation after the 
Commission has authorized discontinuance of POTS based on a finding that modern services are, 
in fact, available to POTS customers. 
158 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, pt. I.1, at *89; see supra Part 
I.A.1. But see Staff COLR Proposal at 54–56 (proposing to eliminate the operator-services and 
directory-services elements). 
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provide features that consumers do not want. It would severely slow down discontinuance 

approvals, and perhaps make them economically unviable altogether.  

Even if the CPUC were to eliminate the POTS-focused elements of its basic-service 

definition, that would not create a “technology neutral” regime. While AT&T has aggressively 

deployed fiber, AT&T as a practical matter would have to use its mobile wireless network to 

provide “basic service” to the substantial majority of its service territory.159 But it is 

demonstrably implausible that the CPUC would ultimately allow AT&T to use its mobile 

network to fulfill its “basic service” obligation. The CPUC views mobile as a second-class 

service. In its recent proposal for COLR “reform,” for example, the CPUC staff would only 

allow COLRs to obtain relief where they provide “wireline” broadband service.160 That is 

because it does “not consider mobile service as a full substitute for a COLR.”161 CPUC staff also 

cast doubt on the accuracy of wireless maps that would be critical to establish the availability of 

any wireless service in a practical way, asserting that these “maps cannot be considered reliable 

determinants for COLR substitution.”162 These views stand in stark contrast to those of the 

Commission, which has found that mobile service and interconnected wireless VoIP service are 

adequate replacements for POTS and that coverage of these services can be established by the 

National Broadband Maps.163 

 
159 While not itself a mobile service, as noted, AT&T’s AP-A offering is typically delivered to 
customers over AT&T’s mobile network. 
160 Staff COLR Proposal at 80. 
161 Id. at 22. 
162 Id. at 25. 
163 See supra Part I.C; see also AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 7–10.  
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The CPUC likewise demonstrated its belief that mobile wireless service is not an 

adequate alternative to wireline service like POTS in denying AT&T’s application to relinquish 

its designation as an ETC.164 There, even though the statute commands that the CPUC “shall 

permit” relinquishment “in any area served by more than one” ETC,165 the CPUC determined 

categorically that AT&T may not relinquish based on any mobile wireless alternative ETC.166 In 

this regard, the CPUC also determined that AT&T cannot rely on wireless coverage maps.167 

Instead, the CPUC determined that AT&T must prove “indoor[]” signal strength “at the 

individual customer level” for hundreds of thousands of residential customers—a standard no 

ETC could practically meet.168 That evidentiary standard, if applied to the COLR context, would 

likewise make it practically impossible for COLRs to retire POTS in favor of mobile wireless. 

Just as problematically, even if the CPUC somehow ultimately allowed AT&T to provide 

non-POTS “basic service,” AT&T would still have to play “mother-may-I” in order to 

discontinue POTS in favor of superior alternatives, like mobile wireless or AP-A. As described 

above, AT&T would need to create new state tariffs for these services and have the CPUC sign 

off on (and thus regulate) the terms, conditions, and rates of those services.169 To be able to use 

mobile service in particular, AT&T also would need to convince the CPUC that it can use mobile 

 
164 See Decision Denying in Part Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal.’s Application To Relinquish 
Eligible Telecomms. Carrier Designation, D.25-12-004, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579, at *32, 
*64–65 (Dec. 5, 2025) (“CPUC ETC Denial”). AT&T discusses the errors pervading the 
CPUC’s ETC denial in greater detail in its Forbearance Petition. 
165 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(4). 
166 See CPUC ETC Denial, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579, at *31, *50–54, *64–72. 
167 See id. at *40–48, *59–67. 
168 Id. at *2, *22, *61 (citation omitted). 
169 See supra Part I.A.2. 

Exhibit K 
285

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.490     Page
291 of 365



  

39 

service to provide basic service notwithstanding that the CPUC has not issued service-quality 

regulations for mobile service.170 

Again, federal law does not permit the CPUC to delay discontinuance or add its own 

substantive requirements for doing so. Under section 214(c), once the Commission grants 

discontinuance, AT&T “may, without securing approval other than [federal discontinuance], . . . 

proceed with the . . . discontinuance.” By its plain terms, that language means that, with the 

Commission’s approval, AT&T may discontinue POTS without securing CPUC approval.171 The 

Commission’s grant of discontinuance authorizes AT&T to discontinue upon satisfying the 

Commission’s conditions—and no others. As the Supreme Court has explained, California “may 

not enforce . . . requirements . . . which impose upon the performance of activity sanctioned by 

federal [law] additional conditions not contemplated by Congress.”172 So if the Commission’s 

approval “is unqualified, then, by virtue of the Supremacy Clause, [California] may not deny to 

those failing to meet its own qualifications the right to perform the functions within the scope of 

the federal authority.”173 Yet in allowing AT&T to discontinue POTS only on the condition that 

AT&T offers a state-approved substitute service, that is precisely what California is doing. 

Experience shows that the need to secure the CPUC’s affirmative “approval” here is 

highly problematic. Given the CPUC’s history, obtaining the necessary approvals would, at a 

minimum, be costly and burdensome. AT&T would need to endure contested regulatory 

 
170 See supra note 35. It is thus also unclear whether the CPUC would view AP-A as having 
established service quality metrics or new metrics would need to be developed given its reliance 
on AT&T’s mobile network. See supra note 24. 
171 See Cablevision of Tex., 993 F.2d at 210 (“[T]he statute clearly provides that the carrier may 
proceed in compliance with the [discontinuance] certificate once it is issued.”). 
172 Sperry v. Florida, 373 U.S. 379, 385 (1963) (citation omitted). 
173 Id.; see Haywood v. Drown, 556 U.S. 729, 737 (2009) (explaining that states may not place 
conditions on federal rights). 
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proceedings to relitigate what the Commission will have already concluded: that adequate 

replacement services exist for AT&T’s existing POTS customers in the Affected Service Area. 

At best, this would take years, with no certainty that the CPUC would ultimately allow AT&T to 

discontinue POTS or what conditions would be attached. 

By mandating that basic service include POTS-specific elements, requiring AT&T to 

obtain CPUC approval before providing basic service over modern networks, and signaling an 

unwillingness to allow AT&T to provide basic service over wireless, California has made clear 

that its COLR regime places additional conditions on AT&T’s ability to discontinue POTS over 

and above approval from the Commission under section 214(a). Under section 214(c) and basic 

preemption principles, that is unlawful.  

2. The CPUC’s Requirements Are Preempted Because the CPUC Seeks 
To Regulate Interstate Services Contrary to Federal Policy 

The Commission also should find that the CPUC’s supposedly “technologically neutral” 

COLR regime is independently preempted because it attempts to bootstrap the CPUC’s limited 

authority over purely intrastate service into sweeping authority to regulate the core terms and 

rates of interstate services. Unlike POTS, modern services like wireless and VoIP are not offered 

with a segregable intrastate component that could be subject to state jurisdiction. They are 

jurisdictionally mixed offerings that draw no technological or economic distinction between 

communications where the participants are in the same state or different states. Indeed, as noted, 

the CPUC expressly requires COLRs to provide the ability of customers to make calls of “all 

distances.”174 AT&T thus cannot fulfill its COLR obligations through a service other than POTS 

without subjecting an interstate service to state regulatory authority. 

 
174 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. A, I.1, at *89. 
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In the Network Modernization Order, however, the Commission “stress[ed] that states 

lack authority to regulate interstate services.”175 California cannot leverage its historical 

authority to regulate the then-separable, intrastate aspects of POTS into authority—which federal 

law denies it—over all-distance IP-based services. Nor can it mandate that AT&T spend to 

develop a new service that includes a separate intrastate-only component “merely to provide [the 

CPUC] with an intrastate communication [it] can regulate.”176 This problem is particularly acute 

for mobile wireless services—section 332(c)(3) of the Communications Act expressly strips the 

CPUC of “any authority to regulate the entry of or the rates charged” by mobile wireless carriers, 

including through tariffs.177  

The Commission should expressly confirm and declare that state “basic service” 

regulation of jurisdictionally mixed, all-distance wireless and VoIP service is itself preempted. 

Having “emphasize[d] that states lack authority to regulate interstate services,” the Commission 

should confirm that that principle precludes California from conditioning a COLR’s 

discontinuance of POTS on the COLR’s agreement to subject replacement interstate services to 

the CPUC’s regulatory authority.178 Indeed, Congress has occupied the field of interstate 

communications for more than a century.179 But even if California somehow had authority to 

 
175 Network Modernization Order ¶ 114.  
176 Minn. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d at 578. 
177 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(3). 
178 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 114. 
179 Congress first occupied the field of interstate communications in 1910, when it brought 
“under federal control the interstate business of telegraph companies” and thereby “excluded 
state action”—including a state effort to enact a telegraph neutrality statute. Postal Tel.-Cable 
Co. v. Warren-Godwin Lumber Co., 251 U.S. 27, 31 (1919); see W. Union Tel. Co. v. Boegli, 
251 U.S. 315, 316–17 (1920) (explaining that the 1910 Act prohibited “the continuance of state 
power” over that interstate service). The Communications Act carried forward that “intent . . . to 
occupy the field to the exclusion of state law.” Ivy Broad. Co. v. Am. Tel. & Tel. Co., 391 F.2d 
486, 490–91 (2d Cir. 1968); see O’Brien v. W. Union Tel. Co., 113 F.2d 539, 541 (1st Cir. 1940) 
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regulate interstate services in the absence of a conflict with federal regulation, the Commission 

should expressly declare that the CPUC’s supposedly “technologically neutral” approach 

“prevent[s] or frustrate[s] the accomplishment of a federal objective” and is preempted for that 

reason as well.180  

The conflict is particularly stark in the context of tariffing. As noted, the CPUC would 

require a COLR to tariff replacement interstate wireless and VoIP residential services and 

subject them to state public utility regulation.181 But the Commission has imposed mandatory 

detariffing of competitive interstate services precisely to avoid such regulation182—and has 

preempted “tariffing” requirements as “directly conflict[ing] with our pro-competitive 

deregulatory rules and policies.”183 The Commission has found: 

a regime without nondominant interexchange carrier tariffs for interstate, 
domestic, interexchange services is the most pro-competitive, deregulatory 

 
(same). Congress’s intent to occupy the field is reflected in 47 U.S.C. § 152, which in 
subsection (a) grants the Commission “comprehensive authority” to “regulate all aspects of 
interstate communication by wire or radio.” Cap. Cities Cable, Inc. v. Crisp, 467 U.S. 691, 700 
(1984); see La. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 476 U.S. at 360 (describing § 152(a) as giving the FCC 
“plenary authority” over interstate service). 
180 Network Modernization Order ¶ 114. 
181 See supra Part I.A.2. 
182 See, e.g., Policy and Rules Concerning the Interstate, Interexchange Marketplace, 
Implementation of Section 254(g) of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, Second 
Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd. 20730, ¶ 3 (1996) (“Interexchange Detariffing Order”) 
(“order[ing] all nondominant interexchange carriers to cancel their tariffs for interstate, domestic, 
interexchange services”); Implementation of Sections 3(n) and 332 of the Communications Act 
Regulatory Treatment of Mobile Services, Second Report and Order, 9 FCC Rcd. 1411, ¶ 16 
(1994) (forbearing “from imposing any tariff filing obligations upon CMRS providers”); see also 
Vonage Holdings Co. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Concerning an Order of the Minnesota 
Public Utilities Commission, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 19 FCC Rcd. 22404, ¶ 20 (2004) 
(explaining that Vonage’s VoIP service, if classified as a telecommunications service, “would be 
considered a nondominant, competitive telecommunications provider for which the Commission 
has eliminated entry and tariff filing requirements”) (“Vonage Preemption Order”), aff’d, Minn. 
Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 483 F.3d 570. 
183 Vonage Preemption Order ¶ 20 (preempting state tariffing requirements for VoIP service).  
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system. Specifically, we find that not permitting nondominant interexchange 
carriers to file tariffs . . . will enhance competition among providers of such 
services, promote competitive market conditions, and achieve other objectives 
that are in the public interest, including . . . establishing market conditions that 
most closely resemble an unregulated environment.184  

In this regard, the Commission emphasized that “tariff filings by nondominant interexchange 

carriers for interstate, domestic, interexchange services may facilitate, rather than deter, price 

coordination, because under a tariffing regime, all rate and service information is collected in 

one, central location.”185 In addition, the Commission found that tariffing “(1) remov[es] 

incentives for competitive price discounting; (2) reduc[es] or tak[es] away carriers’ ability to 

make rapid, efficient responses to changes in demand and cost; (3) impos[es] costs on carriers 

that attempt to make new offerings; and (4) prevent[s] consumers from seeking out or obtaining 

service arrangements specifically tailored to their needs.”186 Indeed, the Commission’s 

detariffing mandate creates a direct instance of impossibility preemption187—it is impossible for 

AT&T to satisfy its state-law obligation to provide tariffed basic service while still complying 

with federal law prohibiting tariffing.  

3. The COLR Requirements Compelling Business Service Are also 
Preempted 

The CPUC’s COLR regime would also negate a Commission decision approving 

discontinuance of AT&T’s POTS with respect to business customers. To obtain discontinuance 

 
184 Interexchange Detariffing Order ¶ 52. 
185 Id. ¶ 23; see id. ¶¶ 37, 42, 53, 61. 
186 Id. ¶ 53; see id. ¶¶ 54–55, 60. 
187 See Mut. Pharm. Co. v. Bartlett, 570 U.S. 472, 486–87 (2013) (“When federal law forbids an 
action required by state law, the state law is without effect.” (cleaned up)); Cap. Cities Cable, 
467 U.S. at 706 (holding state law preempted where it “compels conduct that federal law 
forbids”). 

Exhibit K 
290

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.495     Page
296 of 365



  

44 

approval, AT&T need only show that its existing business customers can receive AP-A service, 

and once discontinuance is granted, AT&T would be free to cease offering POTS.  

But the CPUC would impose additional conditions on that grant. As noted, the CPUC’s 

COLR rules require AT&T to provide voice service to any business customer in its territory, 

including in the Affected Service Area.188 And, as such, it would effectively require AT&T to 

maintain its POTS network in many wire centers where it is not able to use AP-A to serve every 

location in the wire center, as the COLR rule requires. This requirement clearly imposes an 

additional condition—indeed, an enormously burdensome one—on the Commission’s conclusive 

grant of discontinuance.  

Further, even as to those wire centers where it has complete AP-A coverage, there is still 

a barrier. As discussed above, given the CPUC’s hostility to wireless service, it is highly unlikely 

that the CPUC would agree that AT&T could satisfy its COLR obligation to serve all locations 

using AP-A. AT&T accordingly would need to maintain its POTS network to satisfy the CPUC 

that it can “serve all customers upon request.”189     

D. California’s Tariffing And Other Regulatory Requirements Independently 
Impede AT&T From Discontinuing POTS 

In addition to its COLR rules, the CPUC also enforces additional tariffing and other 

regulatory requirements that would independently prevent AT&T California from discontinuing 

POTS on the terms set by the Commission. Those state requirements, too, are preempted.  

First, California law precludes detariffing of basic service. As noted, COLRs are required 

to tariff their basic service, and AT&T has done so.190 Eliminating any basic-service element in 

 
188 See 2012 CPUC COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597, app. C at *99. 
189 Id. 
190 See supra Part I.A.2. 
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AT&T’s tariff would require prior CPUC approval.191 Although the CPUC otherwise has 

authority to exempt competitive offerings from tariff regulation, the relevant California statute 

expressly excludes basic exchange services from the class of services the CPUC may detariff.192 

Under state law, therefore, AT&T would not only be required to “secur[e] approval” from the 

CPUC despite the Commission’s permission to discontinue POTS—in direct contravention of 

section 214(c) and the Commission’s approval of AT&T’s Discontinuance Applications—but 

also would have no possibility of actually securing that approval.193 

Second, even apart from tariffing, California law requires CPUC approval to discontinue 

basic service under its “General Order” industry rules.194 Obtaining this approval would 

necessitate a formal CPUC proceeding, along with separate notice obligations beyond those 

required by the Commission’s rules governing service changes and customer transitions.195 

Again, such proceedings are lengthy and contested. The CPUC would have no obligation to 

decide AT&T’s application on a timely basis—while the CPUC is nominally subject to an 18-

 
191 See Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 489, 491, 495.7. 
192 See id. § 495.7(b) (allowing the CPUC “partially or completely” to “exempt certain 
telecommunications services, except basic exchange service offered by telephone or telegraph 
corporations, from the tariffing requirements of Sections 454, 489, 491, and 495” if a statutory 
condition is met (emphasis added)); Decision Establishing Regul. Framework for Tel. Corps. 
Providing Interconnected Voice over Internet Protocol Serv., D.24-11-003, 2024 Cal. PUC 
LEXIS 623, *102–106 (Nov. 7, 2024)(discussing tariffing requirements of Public Utility Code). 
193 And so long as AT&T retains an obligation to offer basic service, it also has an obligation to 
participate in the California LifeLine program. See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 876; 2012 CPUC 
COLR Order, 2012 Cal. PUC LEXIS 597 app. A, pt. I.4(d), at *93; Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 
General Order 153-A § 3.2; see also id. § 1.3 (“Participation in California LifeLine by Non-
Traditional Providers (wireless, VoIP, Internet Service Providers, etc.) is optional.”). 
194 General Order 96-B (Telecommunications Industry Rules 3.3 & 7.4). The CPUC would also 
require formal proceedings in order for AT&T to withdraw its wholesale POTS tariff. Id.  
195 Id. (Telecommunications Industry Rules 3, 3.2, 5, 7.4 & 8.5). 
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month deadline to decide applications, it routinely extends that deadline.196 And ultimately, the 

CPUC could simply deny relief. AT&T’s experience confirms that these concerns are not 

hypothetical: the CPUC took nearly 15 months to adjudicate AT&T’s COLR and tariff 

relinquishment application—only to grant a motion to dismiss that had been filed shortly after 

the application was filed.197 

Finally, even though it would continue to offer AP-A, AT&T would have to comply with 

the CPUC’s Mass Migration Guidelines, which impose yet further CPUC application and 

customer-notice requirements when discontinuing service.198 These “guidelines” require that, to 

withdraw from providing local voice service (like POTS) to customers, a provider must file a 

formal application and submit a 19-point “Exit Plan”—and must continue to offer existing 

service until the CPUC approves these submissions.199  

The cumulative effect of these requirements is to give the CPUC a practical veto over 

AT&T’s discontinuance of POTS. To discontinue service in the Affected Service Area, 

California law requires AT&T to navigate a gauntlet of sequential state proceedings, each with 

its own timeline, each requiring separate CPUC approval, and none of which the CPUC is 

obligated to resolve promptly, favorably, or even on the merits. All of these barriers constitute 

“additional conditions on the Commission’s authorization of discontinuance” that the Network 

 
196 See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 1701.5 (setting the deadline and permitting extensions). 
197 See supra note 60. 
198 See General Order 96-B (Telecommunications Industry Rule 8.5). 
199 Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Mass Migration Guidelines (2010), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/word_pdf/FINAL_DECISION/121590.pdf. Further, as these guidelines 
contemplate discontinuance by “competitive local exchange carriers,” it is possible the CPUC 
would require different and more burdensome requirements for discontinuance of POTS by 
AT&T as an incumbent local exchange carrier.  
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Modernization Order recognizes are inconsistent with section 214.200 Accordingly, the 

Commission should declare these and any other requirements preempted to the extent they 

condition, delay, or otherwise impede AT&T’s ability to proceed with discontinuance upon 

receipt of the Commission’s approval. 

* * * 

There is no justifiable basis for California to retain its COLR rules and other regulatory 

barriers to network modernization. They force AT&T to keep in place a largely empty copper 

network that is less reliable, less energy-efficient, and more expensive than modern networks. 

None of AT&T’s many rivals in California must shoulder this burden. Compelling AT&T alone 

to offer POTS not only tilts the competitive playing field, but is no longer necessary to ensure 

that Californians have universal access to voice service. Consumers have overwhelmingly 

abandoned legacy voice services in favor of reliable, cost-effective, superior alternatives 

provided over modern IP-based networks. Californians can now choose from among numerous 

carriers providing competitive voice offerings over cable, fiber, fixed wireless, and satellite 

technologies.201 None of AT&T’s existing POTS customers will be left behind as a result of 

granting this Petition, as every Affected Customer in the Affected Service Area has access to an 

adequate replacement for POTS. On the other side of the ledger, granting this Petition will fulfill 

the promise the Commission made in the Network Modernization Order to cut through the “red 

tape” that prevents “invest[ment] in the modern infrastructure that Americans want and 

deserve.”202 

 
200 Network Modernization Order ¶ 112. 
201 See id. ¶ 9. 
202 Id. ¶ 1. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should declare that its approval of AT&T’s 

Discontinuance Applications preempts the CPUC’s COLR rules, tariffing requirements, General 

Orders, Mass Migration Guidelines, LifeLine participation rules, and any other state 

requirements to the extent they impede AT&T from fully discontinuing POTS to existing 

customers in the Affected Service Area, such that AT&T may proceed with discontinuance 

without securing any additional state authorization. 

       

Respectfully Submitted, 

      /s/ C. Frederick Beckner III       
BRETT FARLEY    C. FREDERICK BECKNER III 
CHRISTOPHER HEIMANN   MAUREEN R. JEFFREYS 
DAVID CHORZEMPA    WILLIAM C. PERDUE  
DAVID LAWSON    ARNOLD PORTER KAYE SCHOLER LLP 
AT&T SERVICES, INC.    601 Massachusetts Ave. N.W. 
601 New Jersey Ave. N.W., Ste. 650  Washington, DC 20001-3743 
Washington, DC 20001-3051 
 
 
      Counsel for AT&T Services, Inc. 
 
May 20, 2026 
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DECLARATION OF DR. HANY FAHMY 

I, Hany Fahmy, declare as follows: 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND BACKGROUND 

1. I am an Assistant Vice President of AT&T Services, Inc. in the areas of 

Technology Policy and Regulatory. I have worked for AT&T since 1998, including 17 years in 

AT&T Bell Labs. I have extensive technical experience in wireless and wireline 

telecommunications and data networks, including all aspects of service, technology, and 

regulatory development. Prior to joining AT&T, I was a Research Staff Member with Racal 

DataComm USA, a manufacturer of modems, data communications, and networking equipment. 

I hold a Ph.D. in Electric and Computer Engineering from the University of Miami and an M.B.A. 

in Data Analytics from Georgia State University.  

II. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY 

2. The purpose of this declaration is to describe the architecture of the converged 

network platform that AT&T California uses to provides plain old telephone service (“POTS”) 

and show that the facilities and elements in the network that AT&T California uses to provide 

FCC-regulated voice service are the same facilities and elements that AT&T California uses to 

provide state-regulated voice service.1 The declaration demonstrates that AT&T California cannot 

decommission the FCC-regulated facilities on its POTS network without also ending its provision 

of state-regulated service. As such, unless AT&T California can discontinue fully its POTS 

network, AT&T California will not free up resources that can be used to support innovation and 

 
1 Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California owns and operates AT&T’s POTS network in California.  
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investment in modern, IP-based broadband networks that support the services that consumers now 

demand. 

III. POTS NETWORK ARCHITECTURE 

3. The network that AT&T California uses to provide POTS today is similar to the 

one its predecessors used in the days of Alexander Graham Bell. A pair of copper wires runs from 

the customer’s premises to a switch – this connection is sometimes called the “local loop,” as the 

pair of copper wires form a loop (also known as a “circuit”) between the customer’s premises and 

the switch. The customer speaks into the telephone, which converts the customer’s voice into an 

analog electrical current, which mirrors the frequency and amplitude of the customer’s voice. One 

of the copper wires transmits that analog electric current from the customer’s premises to the 

switch, and the other copper wire transmits the analog electric current from the switch to the 

customer’s premises. To provide service, the customer’s line is always powered. When the 

customer wants to make a telephone call, the switch creates a connection between the customer’s 

pair of copper wires and the pair of copper wires of the person that the customer is calling. The 

result is a continuous circuit between the two parties to the telephone call.  

4. To be sure, there have been some notable updates to the POTS network over the 

last century and a half. For example, switching was originally done manually, with a switchboard 

operator connecting calls with a pair of phone plugs. Today, by contrast, switching is done 

automatically. Most significantly, however, is the ability to make calls between customers on 

different switches, and the use of a network architecture with multiple switches to accommodate 

this.  

5. In today’s POTS network, the first switch after a customer’s premises is a “Class-

5 switch” or a “local circuit switch.” If the customer and the person the customer is calling are on 
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the same Class-5 switch, then the Class-5 switch connects the two. If not, the Class-5 switch 

sends the call over lines called “trunks” to a “Class-4 switch” or the “Tandem switch.” If the call 

is going to a nearby Class-5 switch (more specifically, if the call stays within a “Local Access and 

Transport Area” or “LATA”), the Class-4 switch will route the call there. If the call is going 

farther afield (more specifically, outside the LATA), the Class-4 switch will hand the call over to 

the switch of the long distance telephone company at the long distance telephone company’s 

“point-of-presence” or “POP,” which is typically located adjacent to or near the Class-4 switch.2 

The long distance telephone company carries the call from its POP at the Class-4 switch of the 

person calling to its POP at the Class-4 switch of the person being called. The local telephone 

company of the person being called then carries the call from the Class-4 switch to the Class-5 

switch and from the Class-5 switch on to the person’s premises over the local loop. 

IV. THE LEGACY SERVICES PROVIDED OVER THE POTS NETWORK 

6. AT&T California provides both “exchange access” and “telephone exchange 

service.” The same POTS facilities (i.e., the local loop, the Class-4 and Class-5 switches, the 

trunks that connect the switches, and the supporting systems) are jointly used to provide both 

services. There are not separate POTS facilities for exchange access and telephone exchange 

service.  

7. Exchange access provides customers with the ability to make and receive long 

distance (interLATA) calls, which are frequently interstate. Exchange access is the connection 

between the customer’s premises and the long distance telephone company’s POP over the local 

loop via the Class-5 switch and the Class-4 switch. Without this connection, the customer would 

have no ability to place or receive long distance telephone calls, as long distance telephone 

 
2 While historically the long distance and local telephone companies may have been separate, as noted below, the 
marketplace has shifted to “all distance” service offered by a single company. 
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companies do not have networks that run all the way to customers’ premises. When the customer 

places a long distance call, AT&T California carries the call from the customer’s premises to the 

Class-5 switch over the local loop, then on to the Class-4 switch, where AT&T California hands 

over the call to the long distance carrier’s switch at the long distance carrier’s POP. The same is 

true in reverse when a customer of AT&T California receives a long distance call – AT&T 

California picks up the call at the long distance carrier’s switch at the long-distance carrier’s POP, 

where it goes to the Class-4 switch, then the Class-5 switch, and on to the customer’s premises via 

the local loop. When a long distance call crosses state lines, the exchange access that provides the 

connection between the long distance carrier’s POP and the customer’s premises is treated as an 

interstate service subject to FCC regulation.3 

8. Telephone exchange service is a local voice service within an exchange or 

connected system of exchanges (intraLATA) and typically wholly intrastate. The customer places 

a call, which travels over the local loop to the Class-5 switch. If the called party is on the same 

Class-5 switch, the call is routed directly by the same Class-5 switch to the called party. If not, the 

call goes to the Class-4 switch, which then sends the call to the Class-5 switch of the called party, 

and then on from there over the local loop to the called party. These facilities and elements that 

provide telephone exchange service are the same facilities and elements that provide exchange 

access. Historically, telephone exchange service has been considered an intrastate service subject 

to state regulation, unlike exchange access, which is subject to FCC regulation when the 

associated long distance call is interstate.4 

 
3 The foregoing describes the historical paradigm. AT&T’s voice competitors today offer “all-distance” services 
using IP-based networks that merge the functions of historically distinct interstate and intrastate services/networks.  
 
4 I understand that the California Public Utilities Commission requires AT&T California to offer “Residential Basic 
Telephone Service,” which is also called “basic service.” I also understand that telephone exchange service is one of 
the elements of basic service.  
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9. While AT&T California’s POTS network provides two services that may have 

been distinct for cost recovery and ratemaking purposes (exchange access and telephone exchange 

service), the facilities and elements are the same (the local loop, the switches, the connecting 

trunks, and the supporting systems). There are not separate local loops, separate switches, 

separate connecting trunks, or separate supporting systems for exchange access and telephone 

exchange service. The same POTS facilities are used for both exchange access and telephone 

exchange service, regardless of whether someone is calling the person next door or a person 

across the country or even around the world.  

V. INSEPARABILITY OF JURISDICTIONALLY-MIXED POTS SERVICES FOR 
NETWORK RETIREMENT 
 
10. The POTS network provides a “jurisdictionally mixed service.” In other words, 

some of the services that the POTS network provides (e.g., interstate exchange access) are subject 

to federal regulation, and some of the services that the POTS network provides (e.g., local, and 

typically intrastate, telephone exchange services) are generally subject to state regulation. 

I understand that there are complicated rules about how much of the costs can be recovered from 

the different services. Similarly, I understand that the FCC has regulatory authority over interstate 

exchange access, while state commissions have regulatory authority over some aspects of 

telephone exchange service to the extent the end points of a call are in the same state.  

11. While the federal government and the state governments historically shared 

jurisdiction over the POTS network for certain purposes such as some types of retail rate 

regulation, this is not possible for purposes of network retirement. That shared jurisdiction for rate 

regulation could be achieved with accounting and other economic conventions, but those types of 

conceptual approaches do not apply to actual operation of loops, switches, connecting trunks, and 

supporting systems that are jointly used for all types of calls. Of course, most states and the 
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Commission have abandoned rate regulation in most circumstances, given the competitive 

marketplace. 

12. Either the POTS network remains up and running, or it does not. AT&T California 

cannot retire a portion of the local loop, or a portion of a switch, or a portion of a connecting 

trunk, or a portion of the supporting systems. AT&T California cannot cease offering long 

distance service and decommission its facilities provisioning long distance service without also 

decommissioning its facilities that provide intrastate service – these facilities are one and the 

same. Thus, either AT&T California continues to spend around $1 billion a year keeping its POTS 

network in California running or AT&T California does not. There is no option for a partial 

retirement of just the interstate long-distance part of the POTS network. And if AT&T California 

cannot retire its loops, switches, connecting trunks, and supporting systems, AT&T California will 

not be able to achieve savings that can be used for the modern, IP-based broadband networks and 

services that consumers prefer. 

13. In this regard, as noted, AT&T California’s competitors typically offer “all 

distance” services. Consumers value these services because they allow the consumer to make 

domestic calls of any distance without incurring additional charges. Thus, even if AT&T 

California sought to cease providing only the interstate component of its POTS while leaving in 

place telephone exchange service, consumers would view the resulting “intrastate-only” version 

of POTS as an even more inferior service than it is today. Unlike subscribers to all of the available 

voice services using modern networks, POTS subscribers in California would have no ability to 

make or receive calls that cross the state’s border. This would only exacerbate the economic 

impact of having to maintain the POTS network. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This Petition complements other contemporaneous filings AT&T1 is making to realize 

the Commission’s vision of accelerating the nation’s transition from legacy copper networks to 

modern IP-based infrastructure. As contemplated in the recent Network Modernization Order,2 

AT&T is filing two applications under 47 U.S.C. § 214(a) to discontinue, respectively, 

residential and business “plain old telephone service” (“POTS”) in certain wire centers in 

California where consumers have access to superior alternative service. AT&T also is filing a 

petition to determine that the Commission’s grant of discontinuance preempts certain California 

rules and procedural requirements that would impede AT&T’s ability to discontinue POTS and 

retire the associated infrastructure. In this Petition, AT&T seeks forbearance under 47 U.S.C. 

§ 160 from its remaining obligations as an eligible telecommunications carrier (“ETC”) under 47 

U.S.C. § 214(e), which likewise threaten to impede AT&T from modernizing its network in 

California. As explained below, AT&T amply satisfies the statutory forbearance criteria, as it 

seeks relief based on a modest extension of prior Commission forbearance from section 214(e). 

ETC is a regulatory status established in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 as part of 

an effort to spur local competition while promoting universal service. Recognizing that 

competition would undermine prior universal service regimes, which relied on monopolists’ 

ability to cross-subsidize service in high-cost areas, Congress required federal and state universal 

service policies to be explicit and competitively neutral. As relevant here, Congress directed the 

Commission to maintain a universal service fund, from which ETCs could receive support in 

 
1 AT&T Services, Inc., files this Petition, pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 1.2, on behalf of its affiliate 
Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California. 
2 Reducing Barriers to Network Improvements and Service Changes, WC Dkt. No. 25-209, 
Report and Order, FCC 26-19 (Mar. 27, 2026) (“Network Modernization Order”). 
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exchange for offering and advertising supported services throughout their designated areas. 

Under this regime, ETC designation is generally voluntary. Carriers are entitled to be designated 

as ETCs if they demonstrate the requisite capability and commitment to provide service, and are 

entitled to relinquish their designations if another ETC has been designated to serve their areas. 

Although the standards for ETC designation are spelled out in federal law and overseen by the 

Commission, the statute delegates authority over ETC designations and relinquishments thereof 

to state public utilities commissions. 

Following the 1996 Act, incumbent local exchange carriers (“ILECs”) like AT&T were 

designated as ETCs. As such, ILECs were obligated to offer voice telephony service throughout 

their service territories and, in return, were eligible to receive federal “high-cost” support. ILECs 

also were obligated to offer Lifeline voice service to eligible low-income households throughout 

their service territories and, in return, received reimbursement for that Lifeline benefit.  

As local competition developed and demand for broadband grew, however, the 

Commission reformed these ETC obligations. In the 2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order, the 

Commission overhauled the high-cost program to transition support from voice service to 

broadband.3 The Commission then issued two significant forbearance orders reflecting this 

reform and the competitive marketplace. First, in its 2014 CAF Order, the Commission granted 

forbearance from the general voice telephony obligation in census blocks that either are low-cost 

or have certain alternatives available.4 The Commission reasoned that this forbearance would 

relieve carriers from having “to spend their resources on maintaining existing voice telephony 

 
3 Connect America Fund, Report and Order and FNPRM, 26 FCC Rcd. 17663, ¶¶ 17–25 (2011) 
(“2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order”). 
4 Connect America Fund, Report and Order, 29 FCC Rcd. 15644, ¶ 51 (2014) (“2014 CAF 
Order”). 
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services . . . where there are already reasonable substitutes,” enabling them to “reallocate their 

resources towards making upgrades to their networks to meet the broadband needs of their 

existing or new customers.”5 Second, in its 2016 Lifeline Order, the Commission granted 

conditional forbearance from the obligation to offer Lifeline voice service to new customers in 

counties meeting certain competitive criteria.6 The Commission again reasoned that this 

forbearance would “create additional incentives for providers to promote the deployment and 

availability of broadband networks and services.”7 

Most recently, in the Network Modernization Order, the Commission implemented 

needed reforms to cut “red tape that has both required providers to keep aging copper lines in 

place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern infrastructure that Americans 

want and deserve.”8 The Commission streamlined its rules to accelerate “technology transitions 

discontinuance applications” and “grant[ed] blanket section 214(a) authority for carriers to 

grandfather legacy voice services.”9 The Commission also invited carriers “to seek a 

determination from the Commission that [a] state requirement is preempted” if the Commission 

“has authorized a carrier to discontinue legacy voice service and any state requirement conflicts 

with that authorization.”10 At the same time, the Commission recognized that ETC designations 

 
5 Id. ¶ 65. 
6 Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, Third Report and Order, Further Report and 
Order, and Order on Reconsideration, 31 FCC Rcd. 3962, ¶¶ 34–35 (2016) (“2016 Lifeline 
Order”). 
7 Id. ¶ 336. 
8 Network Modernization Order ¶ 1. 
9 Id. ¶ 6. 
10 Id. ¶ 115. 
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could impede the goals of the Commission’s discontinuance and preemption determinations by 

requiring a carrier to offer services the Commission authorized it to discontinue.11 

AT&T attempted to forestall any conflict between its residual ETC obligations and its 

network modernization efforts in 2023 by filing an application with the California Public 

Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) to relinquish AT&T’s ETC designation throughout its 

California service territory.12 Granting AT&T’s application should have been straightforward, as 

it has been in many other states where AT&T entities have successfully relinquished their ETC 

designations. AT&T has not received any high-cost support in California since 2021, and AT&T 

demonstrated that there was at least one alternative ETC (and typically multiple alternative 

ETCs) designated to serve every wire center and census block in its California service territory.13 

AT&T’s application thus amply satisfied the statute, which provides that the CPUC “shall permit 

[AT&T] to relinquish its designation as [an ETC] in any area served by more than one [ETC].”14 

Reinforcing that language, the Commission has admonished that state commissions may not 

erect “additional hurdles” or “exit barriers” for carriers seeking to shed their ETC designations.15 

 
11 See id. ¶ 99. 
12 See Application of Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal. (U 1001 C) To Relinquish Its Eligible 
Telecomms. Carrier Designation, A.23-03-002, at 1–3 (C.P.U.C. filed Mar. 3, 2023), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M502/K987/502987683.PDF (“AT&T ETC 
Application”). 
13 See id. at 5–7 & attach. A. 
14 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(4). 
15 Network Modernization Order ¶ 104; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Report 
and Order, 12 FCC Rcd. 8776, ¶ 143 (1997) (“1997 USF Order”).  
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Yet that is precisely what the CPUC did. After lengthy, contested proceedings, the CPUC 

issued a decision effectively denying AT&T’s application in full.16 The CPUC did not dispute 

AT&T’s showing that alternative ETCs have been designated throughout its service territory. 

Instead, the CPUC announced novel legal and evidentiary requirements that transform AT&T’s 

ETC status in California from a largely voluntary federal funding condition into a compulsory 

mandate, untethered from the receipt of federal support or the availability of voice alternatives. 

In adjudicating this Petition, the Commission need not directly review the CPUC’s 

deeply flawed decision. Instead, AT&T seeks a modest extension of the forbearance the 

Commission already granted, which will give AT&T full forbearance from any residual ETC 

obligations within its California service territory. This relief will facilitate AT&T’s 

discontinuance of POTS and retirement of the associated legacy copper infrastructure, 

notwithstanding the CPUC’s erroneous denial of AT&T’s relinquishment application. 

The forbearance AT&T seeks falls easily within the Commission’s authority. Under 

section 10(a) of the Communications Act, the Commission “shall forbear from applying” certain 

provisions, including section 214(e), if it determines that doing so is (1) not necessary to ensure 

that rates are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory; (2) not necessary to protect consumers; 

and (3) in the public interest.17 AT&T seeks an extension of the previously granted forbearance 

as to AT&T’s general voice and Lifeline voice obligations, which satisfy all three conditions.  

As to the general voice obligation, it simply makes no sense to impose a general voice 

obligation on AT&T when it receives no high-cost support. And the Commission has already 

 
16 Decision Denying in Part Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal.’s Application To Relinquish 
Eligible Telecomms. Carrier Designation, D.25-12-004, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579 (Dec. 5, 
2025) (“CPUC ETC Denial”). 
17 47 U.S.C. § 160(a). 

Exhibit L 
312

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.517     Page
318 of 365



 

6 

granted forbearance substantially aligning that obligation with funding by eliminating it in 

approximately 94 percent of the census blocks within AT&T’s California service territory.18 But 

the existing forbearance is tied to fixed alternative service, even though consumers now 

overwhelmingly prefer mobile voice service and the Commission has recognized mobile wireless 

as an adequate replacement for POTS. Within the six percent of census blocks that do not 

already have forbearance, nearly all serviceable locations have access to at least one alternative 

provider of facilities-based fixed broadband or mobile voice service, and often several. 

Extending the existing forbearance to these census blocks will not create competitive problems 

or harm consumers, and it will serve the public interest by placing AT&T on equal regulatory 

footing with other carriers and allowing it to reallocate resources toward modernizing its 

network.  

As to the Lifeline voice obligation, the Commission has already granted conditional 

forbearance with respect to new consumers in almost all of AT&T’s service territory—all except 

Sierra and Trinity Counties. AT&T accordingly seeks to extend the existing forbearance to those 

counties, apply it to existing customers, and make it permanent rather than conditional. These 

extensions, too, meet the forbearance criteria. Most serviceable locations in Sierra and Trinity 

Counties have wireless coverage from AT&T, Verizon, and/or T-Mobile, and thus are served by 

the numerous ETCs that rely on those carriers’ networks. Similarly, virtually all existing AT&T 

Lifeline customers in AT&T’s full service territory have wireless coverage from AT&T, 

Verizon, and/or T-Mobile. And the Commission’s discontinuance process serves as an additional 

 
18 Price Cap Resources, FCC, https://www.fcc.gov/general/price-cap-resources (last visited May 
17, 2026). This Petition uses 2010 census blocks, as the Commission did when it last identified 
the census blocks not subject to forbearance. See FCC, List of Census Blocks Subject to Federal 
High-Cost Voice Obligations (as of 1/13/23), 
https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/pc_etc_voice_oblig_1_13_23.xlsx. 
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“backstop” against any customer losing service. These widespread alternatives reflect structural 

trends; there is no reasonable prospect that all alternative ETCs will exit the market. 

The relief AT&T seeks in this Petition is incremental but necessary. In denying AT&T’s 

relinquishment application, the CPUC not only flouted the clear terms of section 214(e)(4), but 

also threatened AT&T’s ability to discontinue POTS. As an ETC, AT&T has a federal obligation 

to continue (1) to offer voice service in scattered areas representing six percent of census blocks 

in its service territory, (2) to offer Lifeline voice service to new customers in Sierra and Trinity 

Counties, and (3) to offer Lifeline voice service to existing Lifeline customers throughout its 

service territory. AT&T meets those obligations with POTS. And because AT&T operationalizes 

discontinuance of POTS on a wire-center basis, these residual ETC obligations restrict AT&T’s 

ability to complete its network modernization in California. Full, permanent ETC forbearance 

thus is necessary to ensure the full realization of the Commission’s network modernization goals.  

II. BACKGROUND 

A. Statutory Framework Governing ETCs 

Congress enacted section 214(e) as part of the 1996 Act,19 which sought to open local 

telephone markets to competition while preserving universal service.20 Before 1996, universal 

service was promoted through a system of implicit cross-subsidies—ILECs operated as regulated 

monopolies, charging above-cost rates to low-cost (generally urban) customers and below-cost 

rates to high-cost (generally rural) customers.21 But Congress recognized that competition would 

undermine this system by allowing new entrants to undercut the above-cost rates charged to low-

 
19 Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, § 102, 110 Stat. 56, 80–81. 
20 See 47 U.S.C. §§ 251–54. 
21 See 1997 USF Order ¶¶ 9–12. 
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cost customers. Congress accordingly sought to decouple federal and state universal service 

subsidies from the monopoly market structure and make them explicit and competitively 

neutral.22 To facilitate this goal, it created the federal Universal Service Fund (“USF”), which 

was intended to provide explicit support for universal service where market competition alone 

would not sustain it.23 

Section 214(e) defines the class of carriers eligible to receive support from the USF—

known as “eligible telecommunications carriers,” or ETCs—and sets forth the obligations that 

accompany that status. In exchange for support, an ETC must “offer the services that are 

supported by Federal universal service support mechanisms” and “advertise the availability of 

such services” throughout its designated service area.24 The Commission determines which 

services qualify and bears primary responsibility for administering the USF and section 214(e).25 

State commissions play a largely ministerial role with respect to ETCs subject to their 

jurisdiction: they define service areas, designate ETCs, and permit relinquishment, applying 

mandatory federal criteria established by Congress and implemented by the Commission.26 

Section 214(e) establishes straightforward standards governing designation as an ETC 

and relinquishment of that designation. On the front end, a carrier may request ETC designation 

from a state commission, and the commission “shall” designate the carrier upon a showing of the 

 
22 See 47 U.S.C. § 254(d)–(f). 
23 See id. § 254(e). 
24 Id. § 214(e)(1)(A)–(B). 
25 See id. § 254(a), (c). 
26 See id. § 214(e)(2)–(5); see also id. § 214(e)(6) (assigning these responsibilities to the 
Commission as to carriers that, unlike AT&T in California, are not subject to the jurisdiction of a 
state commission).  
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requisite capability and commitment to serve.27 Multiple ETCs may be designated in a given 

area.28 Designation is involuntary in only one narrow circumstance not at issue here: where “no 

common carrier will provide” supported services in a given area.29 

On the back end, a state commission “shall permit [an ETC] to relinquish its designation 

. . . in any area served by more than one [ETC],” provided the ETC gives “advance notice.”30 A 

relinquishing ETC thus does not need to show anything beyond the designation of at least one 

other ETC in the area. As the Commission has explained, a relinquishing ETC “need only show 

in its advance notice . . . that the affected service area is ‘served by more than one [ETC].’ ”31 

The statute separately directs the state commission to “require the remaining [ETCs] to ensure 

that all customers served by the relinquishing carrier will continue to be served” and gives those 

ETCs up to “one year” to construct or acquire any necessary facilities.32 But that duty falls on the 

state commission and the remaining ETCs, not the relinquishing ETC.33 The Commission has 

confirmed—and recently reiterated—that state commissions may not erect “additional hurdles” 

or “exit barriers” for relinquishing ETCs beyond what section 214(e) requires.34 

The statute thus reflects Congress’s recognition that ETC status is a generally voluntary 

bargain: carriers accept service conditions in exchange for federal support. They are free to enter 

 
27 Id. § 214(e)(2); see Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Report and Order, 20 
FCC Rcd. 6371, ¶ 20 (2005). 
28 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(2). 
29 Id. § 214(e)(3). 
30 Id. § 214(e)(4). 
31 Network Modernization Order ¶ 99. 
32 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(4). 
33 See id. 
34 Network Modernization Order ¶ 104; 1997 USF Order ¶ 143. 
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ETC status when it serves their interests and exit when it does not, so long as another ETC has 

been designated. Congress thus ensured that, as local competition eroded the monopoly-era 

assumptions underlying universal service mandates, ILECs and other carriers alike would have a 

clear pathway to shed ETC designations the market has rendered unnecessary. 

B. The FCC’s USF Reforms And Section 214(e) Forbearance Orders 

Following the 1996 Act, state commissions designated ILECs as ETCs for their entire 

service territories.35 ILECs thus received high-cost support to provide voice telephony service 

throughout their service territories, as well as reimbursement to provide Lifeline voice service to 

eligible low-income households.36 But as alternative voice services became ubiquitous and 

technological advancements rendered incumbents’ legacy copper networks increasingly obsolete, 

the Commission reformed these ETC obligations to promote broadband deployment. 

Thus, in the 2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order, the Commission overhauled the high-

cost USF program, phasing out voice-focused support in favor of a new framework, under which 

ETCs could receive USF support to deploy broadband in unserved areas.37 But the Commission 

quickly recognized that additional reforms were necessary. In light of the elimination of 

traditional high-cost voice support and the acceleration of local competition, legacy section 

214(e) requirements no longer served their intended purpose. Accordingly, in two separate orders 

discussed immediately below, the Commission granted substantial, albeit incomplete, relief from 

section 214(e) in order to allow ILECs like AT&T to free up resources for broadband. 

 
35 See 2016 Lifeline Order ¶ 34. 
36 See id. The high-cost support discussed in this Petition is federal high-cost support, not any 
state-provided high-cost support.  
37 See 2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order ¶¶ 17–25. 
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The 2014 CAF Order. In 2014, USTelecom sought forbearance from ILECs’ general 

voice telephony obligation under section 214(e) in areas where they were no longer receiving 

high-cost support.38 USTelecom and other commenters supporting forbearance explained that 

voice service mandates were increasingly unnecessary in light of local competition.39 They also 

emphasized that the scope of any section 214(e) obligations should align with the reduced scope 

of USF support resulting from the 2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order.40  

Granting forbearance, on the other hand, would promote competitive neutrality by 

placing these ILECs on equal regulatory footing with cable, wireless, and VoIP competitors that 

faced no equivalent voice service mandate.41 Commenters further explained that the voice 

obligation drained resources from broadband investment by forcing ILECs to maintain “rapidly 

obsolescing facilities and services” rather than deploying next-generation networks.42  

In its 2014 CAF Order, the Commission granted substantial forbearance from the general 

telephony obligation. Specifically, the Commission granted forbearance in (1) low-cost census 

blocks, (2) census blocks served by an unsubsidized competitor offering voice and 10/1 Mbps 

 
38 2014 CAF Order ¶ 50 & n.111. 
39 See, e.g., USTelecom Ex Parte Letter, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, attach. at 2–3, 15–17 (Mar. 14, 
2014); Verizon Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 2, 9–12 (Jan. 18, 2012); AT&T Comments, 
WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 2–4, 25–26 (Aug. 8, 2014). 
40 See, e.g., AT&T Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 13 (Aug. 8, 2014) (“Now that the 
Commission has transformed the USF program and created the CAF to target funding to specific 
areas of need and to a single carrier willing to take on the obligations, it must also ‘transform’ its 
ETC rules to match the new vision.”); see also Verizon Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 3–7 
(Jan. 18, 2012); Frontier Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 9 (Jan. 18, 2012); Alaska 
Communications Systems Group Reply Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 8–9 (Feb. 17, 2012); 
Windstream Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 32–35 (Jan. 18, 2012). 
41 2014 CAF Order ¶ 66; see also, e.g., Verizon Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 5 (Jan. 18, 
2012); Windstream Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 34 (Jan. 18, 2012). 
42 Verizon Comments, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, at 2–3 (Jan. 18, 2012); see also, e.g., USTelecom Ex 
Parte Letter, WC Dkt. No. 10-90, attach. at 3 (Mar. 14, 2014).  
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broadband to all eligible locations, and (3) census blocks where another ETC is receiving high-

cost support to deploy a modern network.43 Notably, however, these forbearance conditions 

included only alternative providers of fixed services—not mobile.44  

In granting forbearance, the Commission recognized that “ETC service obligations and 

funding should be appropriately matched.”45 It further recognized that the voice obligation 

forced ILECs to devote resources to maintaining legacy infrastructure that otherwise could be 

invested in broadband.46 With forbearance, however, ILECs would “no longer be required to 

spend their resources on maintaining existing voice telephony services or deploying new 

infrastructure to offer voice telephony service in newly constructed homes where there are 

already reasonable substitutes.”47 Rather, they could “reallocate their resources towards making 

upgrades to their networks to meet the broadband needs of their existing or new customers.”48 

The Commission rejected arguments from consumer advocates who claimed that carriers 

had not sufficiently quantified the costs of maintaining voice service.49 The Commission found 

that even a partial reallocation of funds from voice to broadband would benefit consumers. “If a 

price cap carrier that is relieved of a federal ETC obligation to offer voice service in some areas 

spends even a portion of the funds that it otherwise would have used to provide voice in those 

 
43 2014 CAF Order ¶ 51. 
44 The third prong does so explicitly, referencing other ETCs that “offer voice and broadband to 
fixed locations.” Id. (emphasis added). The second prong does so implicitly, referencing “an 
‘unsubsidized’ competitor, as defined in our rules.” Id. (citing 47 C.F.R. § 54.5). Section 54.5 
defines “unsubsidized competitor” as a provider of “fixed” services. 47 C.F.R. § 54.5. 
45 2014 CAF Order ¶ 50. 
46 See id. ¶ 65. 
47 Id. 
48 Id. 
49 See id. ¶ 66 & n.146. 
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areas to upgrade its broadband networks or deploy broadband to new customers, that would help 

advance our goal of ensuring that all Americans have access to advanced networks.”50  

The Commission also noted the lack of any possible consumer harm. Other voice 

alternatives were broadly available, and section 214(e) was not necessary to ensure consumers 

had access to at least one voice provider.51 The Commission emphasized that forbearance from 

the ETC voice obligation did “not mean that price cap carriers c[ould] immediately cease 

providing voice telephony service,” since they would still be required to provide notice to 

customers and obtain discontinuance authority from the Commission.52 And the Commission 

would “not authorize a proposed discontinuance of service if customers or other end users would 

be unable to receive service or a reasonable alternative.”53  

According to the Commission’s most recent list, approximately 94 percent of census 

blocks in AT&T’s California service territory have forbearance.54 But it has been three years 

since the Commission updated that list, which does not reflect the substantial expansion of 

wireline and fixed wireless broadband networks from subsidized and unsubsidized carriers in the 

interim. As discussed below, applying the 2014 CAF Order’s test based on the latest version of 

the National Broadband Map, AT&T estimates that about 98 percent of census blocks in its 

California service territory would qualify for forbearance.55 If the Commission takes into 

 
50 Id. ¶ 66 n.146. 
51 See id. ¶¶ 60–63. 
52 Id. ¶ 61. 
53 Id. ¶ 60. 
54 See FCC, List of Census Blocks Subject to Federal High-Cost Voice Obligations (as of 
1/13/23), https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/pc_etc_voice_oblig_1_13_23.xlsx. 
55 See Declaration of Sandra Charneski ¶ 13 (“Charneski Decl.”) (attached as Exhibit 1). 
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account mobile wireless services, virtually all serviceable locations in the remaining census 

blocks have an alternative provider.56  

The 2016 Lifeline Order. Two years later, the Commission turned to the Lifeline voice 

obligation.57 As the Commission recognized, ILECs’ ETC designations generally required them 

to provide Lifeline voice service throughout their entire service territories, including in areas 

where they received no high-cost support.58 That Lifeline obligation raised a policy concern 

mirroring that identified in the 2014 CAF Order: ETC obligations continued to require carriers 

like AT&T to maintain legacy voice infrastructure to serve a small and declining segment of 

subscribers, often in areas where they did not receive high-cost support or have an obligation to 

deploy broadband.59 As a result, a number of carriers that historically had provided Lifeline 

voice service “no longer wish[ed] to do so, at least not to the full extent they did so in the past.”60 

The Commission therefore granted conditional forbearance from the Lifeline voice 

obligation with respect to new Lifeline customers for ETCs designated to receive both high-cost 

and Lifeline support.61 The Commission granted this forbearance on a county basis where the 

following conditions were met: (a) at least 51 percent of Lifeline subscribers have broadband; 

(b) at least three other providers of Lifeline broadband internet access service (“BIAS”) each 

serve at least five percent of Lifeline broadband subscribers; and (c) the ETC does not receive 

 
56 See id. ¶ 15. 
57 See 2016 Lifeline Order ¶ 324. 
58 See id. ¶ 16. 
59 See id. ¶ 341. 
60 Id. ¶ 336. 
61 See id. 
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federal high-cost support.62 But even where these conditions were met, the Commission required 

ETCs to continue serving existing Lifeline voice customers, subject to the Commission’s 

discontinuance authority under section 214(a).63 And because the grant of forbearance was 

“conditional,” the Commission stated that it would update the list of counties with forbearance 

on an annual basis.64 

Again, the Commission’s forbearance analysis was driven by concern that ETC 

obligations deterred broadband investment. “[O]n net,” the Commission concluded, conditional 

forbearance “str[uck] the right balance between creating additional incentives for providers to 

promote the deployment and availability of broadband networks and services while adequately 

protecting the interests of low-income voice service users.”65 Absent forbearance, ETCs “would 

need to retain much, if not all, of their infrastructure used to serve Lifeline voice subscribers just 

to potentially serve that narrower segment of overall Lifeline subscribers, not knowing if or 

when such subscribers might seek service.”66 As a result, these ETCs “would continue incurring 

costs that they otherwise could direct to broadband investment.”67 And the Commission made 

clear that Lifeline “infrastructure” encompasses “not only physical network infrastructure, but 

also other infrastructure like that required for billing and other administrative functions 

associated with providing Lifeline voice service.”68 Thus, the mere existence of the Lifeline 

 
62 See id. ¶ 354. 
63 See id. ¶ 340. 
64 Id. ¶ 360. 
65 Id. ¶ 336. 
66 Id. ¶ 341. 
67 Id.  
68 Id. ¶ 341 n.856. 
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voice obligation—regardless of the size of the subscriber base—imposed significant costs that 

diverted resources away from broadband deployment. And forbearance would “at least 

incrementally” be “likely to free up service provider funds for broadband investment.”69 

The Commission also again emphasized the lack of consumer harm. Forbearance did “not 

preclude carriers from electing to provide the supported Lifeline voice service and from 

receiving universal service support for doing so”; it “simply eliminate[d] that mandatory 

obligation.”70 The Commission also reiterated that forbearance is not discontinuance and that the 

Commission’s section 214(a) rules provide a “backstop” ensuring that customers would not be 

left without a voice alternative.71 

Today, the forbearance granted by the 2016 Lifeline Order covers most of AT&T’s 

California service territory. According to the Commission’s most recent annual list, of the 56 

counties that overlap with AT&T’s California service territory, only two relatively low-

population counties—Sierra and Trinity—do not qualify for this forbearance.72  

C. AT&T’s ETC Designation In California  

Since 1997, AT&T has been designated as an ETC throughout its California incumbent 

service territory.73 Initially, AT&T received federal high-cost support in California, but as a 

 
69 Id. ¶ 337. 
70 Id. ¶ 342. 
71 Id. & n.857. 
72 See Wireline Competition Bureau Announces Counties Where Conditional Forbearance from 
the Lifeline Voice Obligation Applies, Public Notice, 40 FCC Rcd. 5759 (2025). 
73 Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-16105 (Dec. 16, 1997), 
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-data/telecom/T16105.doc.  
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result of the reforms enacted in the 2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order, AT&T has not 

received any high-cost support in California since the end of 2021.74  

While AT&T continues to receive federal reimbursement to provide the Lifeline voice 

benefit to eligible households over its POTS network, AT&T’s Lifeline subscribership has 

plummeted as customers migrate to wireless. Today, AT&T has about 40,000 Lifeline 

subscribers in California. Similarly, over 96 percent of subscribers to California’s parallel state 

“LifeLine” program have chosen a wireless provider, and AT&T serves fewer than three percent 

of the state’s LifeLine customers.75 Eight other ETCs individually serve more LifeLine 

customers than AT&T.76 

In 2023, AT&T filed an application with the CPUC to relinquish its ETC designation 

throughout its California service territory. After a fully litigated proceeding, which included 

expert testimony, evidentiary hearings, and post-hearing briefing, the CPUC issued a decision on 

December 5, 2025, which formally denied the application in substantial part and effectively 

denied it in full.77 AT&T filed a timely application for rehearing, which remains pending.78  

 
74 See AT&T ETC Application at 2 & n.5. 
75 See California LifeLine Related Forms and Notices for Carriers, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/consumer-support/financial-assistance-savings-and-
discounts/lifeline/lifeline-related-forms-and-notices-for-service-providers (last visited May 17, 
2026) (choose “2026” under “THIRD PARTY ADMINISTRATOR LIFELINE CUSTOMER 
COUNTS”) (showing 1.82 million total Lifeline subscribers in March 2026, with wireless ETCs 
having 1.75 million). The CPUC’s data includes subscribers that potentially qualify only for 
California’s parallel state “LifeLine” support but not federal Lifeline support. While the CPUC’s 
data thus overstates the number of AT&T California’s federal Lifeline customers, it provides a 
reasonable approximation of the extent to which Lifeline subscribers use wireless service. 
76 See id. 
77 See CPUC ETC Denial, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579, at *1–2, *4–6. 
78 Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal. (U 1001 C) Appl. for Reh’g of Decision 25-12-004, A.23-
03-002 (C.P.U.C. filed Jan. 5, 2026), 
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In its relinquishment application, AT&T presented unrebutted evidence satisfying the 

one-alternative-ETC standard under section 214(e)(4). Specifically, AT&T showed that at least 

one alternative ETC is designated in every wire center and census block in its service territory, 

and no party introduced evidence to the contrary.79 Indeed, AT&T demonstrated that the 

available alternatives far exceeded section 214(e)(4)’s standard. For example, 99.6 percent of 

AT&T’s then-current Lifeline customers could choose among at least five alternative ETCs.80 

Wire centers with 99.8 percent of the population had twelve or more alternative ETCs, and 

census blocks with 99.9 percent of the population had at least five.81 The CPUC accordingly had 

a mandatory statutory duty that it “shall permit [AT&T] to relinquish its designation.”82  

In denying AT&T’s relinquishment application, the CPUC adopted a novel interpretation 

of section 214(e)(4) that conflated the statute’s distinct provisions and imposed prerequisites the 

statute does not authorize.83 The CPUC’s decision reflects three basic errors. 

First, the CPUC ruled that it was not sufficient for AT&T to demonstrate that alternative 

ETCs have been designated throughout its service territory (the actual statutory requirement), 

and that AT&T also had to prove that alternative ETCs have the “practical ability” to serve “all” 

 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M593/K230/593230773.PDF (“AT&T 
California Application for Rehearing”). 
79 See Pac. Bell Tel. Co. d/b/a AT&T Cal.’s (U 1001 C) Post-Hr’g Br., A.23-03-002, at 1 
(C.P.U.C. filed Sept. 6, 2024), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M539/K998/539998939.PDF (“AT&T 
California Post-Hearing Brief”). 
80 See id.; Rebuttal Testimony of Mark A. Israel on Behalf of AT&T, A.23-03-002, ¶ 15 (C.P.U.C. 
filed Jan. 19, 2024), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2303002/6991/523725016.pdf (“Israel 
Rebuttal Testimony”). 
81 See AT&T California Post-Hearing Brief at 12; Israel Rebuttal Testimony ¶¶ 40, 72. 
82 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(4). 
83 See AT&T California Application for Rehearing at 2. 
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customers in AT&T’s service territory.84 By definition, however, designated alternative ETCs 

have a statutory duty to “offer” and “advertise” supported services “throughout the service area 

for which the designation is received.”85 And while the statute requires that “all customers 

served by the relinquishing carrier will continue to be served,” it is the CPUC and remaining 

ETCs—not AT&T—who must ensure that that requirement is met.86 Moreover, the CPUC made 

no attempt to reconcile its newly minted “all customers” standard with the forbearance the 

Commission had already granted AT&T from the obligation to provide voice telephony service, 

as well as the Lifeline voice benefit to new customers, in most of its California service territory. 

Second, the CPUC also ruled that AT&T cannot rely on wireless ETCs. The CPUC 

reasoned that its state-law jurisdiction over wireless ETCs is preempted by 47 U.S.C. 

§ 332(c)(3),87 even though, in designating wireless ETCs under section 214(e), the CPUC was 

exercising delegated federal authority. The CPUC also reasoned that AT&T cannot rely on the 

CPUC’s own wireless coverage maps to show the availability of alternative service, citing 

decade-old “reservations” about wireless coverage.88 The CPUC thus required AT&T to prove 

that remaining ETCs will serve all of AT&T’s residential customers “indoors.”89 This standard 

has never been applied to another ETC, and the CPUC did not explain how AT&T could feasibly 

measure wireless signal strength inside hundreds of thousands of customer locations.90 

 
84 CPUC ETC Denial, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579, at *1–2, *33. 
85 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(1). 
86 Id. § 214(e)(4). 
87 See CPUC ETC Denial, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579, at *32, *65, *105. 
88 Id. at *53, *67–68, *104. 
89 Id. at *1; see AT&T California Application for Rehearing at 24–25. 
90 See CPUC ETC Denial, 2025 Cal. PUC LEXIS 579, at *23. 
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Third, the CPUC ruled that AT&T, as an ETC designated to receive both high-cost and 

Lifeline support, cannot rely on any alternative ETC that receives only Lifeline support.91 But 

the CPUC identified no basis for this requirement in the statute, which does not distinguish 

between different types of ETCs. In any event, as a result of the overhaul of the high-cost 

program in the 2011 ICC/USF Transformation Order, AT&T has not actually received any high-

cost support in years, and in light of the forbearance granted from the high-cost obligation in the 

2014 CAF Order, AT&T “effectively became a Lifeline-only ETC” in almost all of its service 

territory.92 

D. The Network Modernization Order And AT&T’s Related Filings  

In its recent Network Modernization Order, the Commission took “decisive and 

necessary steps” to cut “red tape that has both required providers to keep aging copper lines in 

place and effectively prevented them from investing in the modern infrastructure that Americans 

want and deserve.”93 The Commission found that “the expansion of . . . modern networks, and 

benefits they afford, have been hindered by the need for carriers to divert important resources to 

the maintenance of aging and deteriorating legacy networks that deliver outdated services to an 

ever-decreasing number of subscribers.”94 To address this problem, the Commission streamlined 

its rules to accelerate “technology transitions discontinuance applications” and “grant[ed] blanket 

section 214(a) authority for carriers to grandfather legacy voice services.”95 With these reforms, 

 
91 See id. at *24–29. 
92 2014 CAF Order ¶ 70. And even then, as noted, as a result of the 2016 Lifeline Order, AT&T 
only had an obligation as to its dwindling number of existing Lifeline subscribers. 
93 Network Modernization Order ¶ 1. 
94 Id. ¶ 2. 
95 Id. ¶ 6. 
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the Commission sought to “free up billions of dollars for new builds,” representing “another step 

forward in the FCC’s Build America Agenda.”96  

As part of these reforms, the Commission adopted a single “consolidated rule” that 

identified “explicit categories of adequate replacement services” that will support 

discontinuance.97 These categories include facilities-based VoIP, mobile wireless service, and 

voice services supported by the Commission’s modernized high-cost programs.98 Notably, as to 

mobile wireless service, the Commission emphasized that the majority of consumers are mobile-

only and expressly found that facilities-based mobile wireless service operating at speeds 

reflected on the National Broadband Map is an adequate replacement for POTS for purposes of 

streamlined processing.99 The Commission further declined to adopt additional verification 

requirements beyond the data reflected in the National Broadband Map, finding “sufficient 

safeguards in place to account for discrepancies, including in rural areas, without the need to 

adopt more stringent, mobile-specific verification requirements at this time.”100  

In addition to federal barriers to network modernization, the Commission addressed state 

barriers as well. The Commission recognized that “certain state and local requirements have been 

unduly prolonging the use of legacy networks and actually preventing providers from building 

modern ones by limiting the types of services that may qualify as adequate replacements.”101 

Recognizing that section 214(a) “creates an exclusively federal discontinuance regime for 

 
96 Id. ¶ 1. 
97 Id. ¶¶ 6, 22, 23–25, 29. 
98 See id. ¶¶ 26–40. 
99 See id. ¶¶ 34–35. 
100 Id. ¶ 35. 
101 Id. ¶ 4. 
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interstate or jurisdictionally mixed telecommunications services,”102 the Commission found “that 

federal law preempts state and local requirements to the extent they needlessly constrain the 

deployment of modern, next-generation IP-based networks by impeding providers’ ability to 

discontinue providing legacy services and to retire outdated and deteriorating legacy 

networks.”103 The Commission invited carriers “to seek a determination from the Commission 

that [a] state requirement is preempted” if “the Commission has authorized a carrier to 

discontinue legacy voice service and any state requirement conflicts with that authorization.”104 

As contemplated in the Network Modernization Order, AT&T is contemporaneously 

filing two section 214(a) discontinuance applications (“Discontinuance Applications”) and a 

preemption petition (“Preemption Petition”). In its Discontinuance Applications, AT&T seeks 

Commission authorization to discontinue residential and business POTS for 360 wire centers 

within its California service territory.105 As explained in the Discontinuance Applications, 

discontinuing POTS in these wire centers will not strand any of AT&T’s existing customers, 

who have access to many voice alternatives. AT&T faces competition from a host of providers, 

and for customers who want a more traditional phone experience, AT&T has developed AT&T 

Phone – Advanced and AT&T Phone for Business – Advanced (collectively, “AP-A”), which 

provide the functionality of POTS using wireless or another broadband connection.106 As 

reflected in the National Broadband Map, AT&T’s LTE network covers all of AT&T’s existing 

 
102 Id. ¶ 108. 
103 Id. ¶ 7. 
104 Id. ¶ 105. 
105 AT&T has filed separate residential and business Discontinuance Applications, but to avoid 
unnecessary duplication, AT&T herein cites only to the Residential Discontinuance Application 
rather than both applications.  
106 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 3. 
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POTS customers where AT&T seeks discontinuance, and thus AP-A is available to all of those 

customers.107 And AT&T has announced an offer of discounted AP-A for existing Lifeline 

customers in the areas where AT&T is seeking discontinuance. In its Preemption Petition, AT&T 

seeks a determination that the Commission’s approval of the Discontinuance Applications 

preempts California’s carrier of last resort regime, as well as related state-law requirements that 

would require AT&T to secure numerous other “approvals” before discontinuing POTS.108  

This Forbearance Petition complements the Discontinuance Applications and the 

Preemption Petition. And while granting forbearance will facilitate AT&T’s network 

modernization, it does not call into question AT&T’s commitment to continue to offer AP-A and 

its wireless services to most serviceable locations in its California territory. AT&T is not walking 

away from California; it is simply focused on offering consumers there the type of modern 

services they demand. 

III. CONSUMERS HAVE NUMEROUS ALTERNATIVES TO POTS IN AT&T’S 
CALIFORNIA SERVICE TERRITORY 

As the Commission has recognized, “[c]ompetition in the communications marketplace 

has flourished, with incumbent LECs now holding a minority share of the voice services 

market.”109 Consumers nationally and in California now have numerous alternatives to POTS. 

Starting with mobile wireless, consumers continue to abandon POTS. There are over 390 

million mobile retail voice lines in the United States, representing approximately 83 percent of 

 
107 See id. at 6–7. 
108 See AT&T Preemption Petition at 1–2. 
109 Network Modernization Order ¶ 9. 
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all voice lines.110 As of three years ago, over three quarters of California adults relied exclusively 

on their mobile phones,111 and that fraction has only increased in the interim. These trends have 

resulted from the near ubiquitous deployment of mobile wireless networks. In addition to 

AT&T’s own mobile service, Verizon and T-Mobile blanket California with mobile service that 

the Commission has found qualifies as an “adequate replacement service” for POTS.112  

Facilities-based interconnected VoIP services have likewise “brought advanced 

communications services to the marketplace to the benefit of consumers,” ensuring robust 

competition for voice services wherever broadband is available.113 Enabled by the expansion of 

fixed broadband networks, interconnected VoIP has become the predominant fixed-voice 

offering.114 As the Commission recently recognized, “th[e] disparity between legacy voice 

service and interconnected VoIP connections will only increase as fiber deployments around the 

country continue.”115 And wireless networks also support fixed broadband capable of supporting 

voice service. Indeed, fixed wireless now reaches more households than cable broadband.116  

California is not immune to these trends. Cable providers such as Comcast, Charter, and 

Cox collectively have far surpassed AT&T as the leading wireline provider and use their 

 
110 See FCC, Voice Telephone Service: Status as of June 30, 2025, at 2 fig. 1 (May 2026), 
https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/DOC-421558A1.pdf (“Voice Telephone Services 
Report”). 
111 See Nat’l Ctr. for Health Stat., National Health Interview Survey Early Release Program 1 
(2025), https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/Wireless_state_202506.pdf.  
112 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 8. 
113 Network Modernization Order ¶ 43 (quotation marks omitted). 
114 See Voice Telephone Services Report at 2 fig. 1. 
115 Network Modernization Order ¶ 28. 
116 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 10. 
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broadband networks to offer VoIP services that directly compete with legacy POTS.117 As a 

result, VoIP connections in California substantially outnumber traditional POTS connections.118 

Finally, consumers also can purchase VoIP services that run on top of satellite broadband 

connections. While the Commission has not yet recognized satellite as an “adequate replacement 

service,” it is an “innovative new service offering” that is establishing itself as a “widely 

available alternative.”119 As detailed in AT&T’s Discontinuance Applications, Starlink, Amazon 

LEO, Globalstar, and AST SpaceMobile are expanding their fleets of satellites in low-earth orbit 

(“LEO”) to offer voice and broadband service and are improving the quality of their services.120 

Eligibility and funding for LEO under the Broadband Equity, Access, and Deployment Program 

mean that satellite VoIP’s presence will expand even further.121 

As a result, voice options abound in AT&T’s California service territory. Based on the 

National Broadband Map, approximately 99.9 percent of serviceable locations have two or more 

facilities-based fixed broadband or mobile voice providers, and about 99.7 percent have three or 

more.122 The same story is true for AT&T’s dwindling Lifeline customer base. All existing 

Lifeline customers subject to the pending Discontinuance Applications are served by AT&T’s 

mobile wireless network and, therefore, the Lifeline ETCs that resell AT&T’s mobile wireless 

service. And approximately 99.99 percent of these Lifeline customers are also covered by the 

 
117 See id. at 9.  
118 See id. at 9 & n.31. 
119 Network Modernization Order ¶ 29. 
120 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 11–12. 
121 See id. at 12. 
122 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 9. 
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mobile wireless networks of Verizon, T-Mobile, or both.123 Verizon subsidiary TracFone and T-

Mobile subsidiary Assurance Wireless both are Lifeline ETCs in California, and numerous other 

Lifeline ETCs provide service over Verizon’s and T-Mobile’s mobile wireless networks.124 

Footprint-wide, virtually all of AT&T’s existing Lifeline subscribers (99.8 percent) are covered 

by at least one of the major mobile wireless networks and thus have access to multiple Lifeline 

ETCs.125 

IV. THE PETITION SATISFIES THE STANDARD FOR FORBEARANCE 

As noted, section 10(a) of the Communications Act allows the Commission to “forbear 

from applying . . . any provision” of the Communications Act “to a telecommunications carrier 

. . . in any or some of its or their geographic markets.” Here, AT&T seeks full forbearance from 

section 214(e) for the entirety of its California incumbent service territory. In particular, AT&T 

seeks an extension of the forbearance the Commission previously granted with respect to 

AT&T’s general voice obligation and its Lifeline obligation.  

As to general voice, the Commission’s 2014 CAF Order already grants forbearance in 

approximately 94 percent of the census blocks in AT&T’s California service territory. AT&T 

accordingly seeks to extend that forbearance to the remaining relatively small number of census 

blocks that are not already covered by the existing grant of forbearance. As to Lifeline, the 

Commission’s 2016 Lifeline Order granted AT&T conditional forbearance with respect to new 

customers in all but two counties that overlap AT&T’s California service territory—Sierra and 

 
123 See id. ¶ 19. 
124 See infra notes 162–163. 
125 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 18. 
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Trinity. AT&T accordingly seeks to extend that forbearance to Sierra and Trinity Counties, apply 

it to new and existing customers, and make it permanent rather than conditional. 

These extensions of the Commission’s existing grants of forbearance easily satisfy the 

statutory criteria under section 10(a) and are necessary to realize the Commission’s network 

modernization goals. Under section 214(e)(4), AT&T is entitled to relinquish its ETC 

designation so long as just one alternative ETC is designated to serve the relevant area, and here, 

customers throughout AT&T’s California service territory have numerous high-quality 

alternatives. There is simply no need to compel AT&T to provide voice service, and freeing 

AT&T from that obligation will enable it to accelerate the transition from copper to modern IP-

based networks.  

A. Forbearance From AT&T’s General Voice Obligation Is Warranted 

AT&T seeks full forbearance from the general voice obligation under section 214(e) 

throughout AT&T’s California service territory. That relief involves extending the 

Commission’s existing grant of forbearance under the 2014 CAF Order to three categories of 

additional census blocks: (1) census blocks that already qualify for forbearance under the 2014 

CAF Order once the Commission updates its data; (2) census blocks where there are no 

serviceable locations; and (3) census blocks where alternative broadband service is ubiquitous. 

Each category of census block easily satisfies the criteria for forbearance in section 10(a). 

1. Census Blocks That Already Qualify Under the 2014 CAF Order 

The vast majority of census blocks in AT&T’s California service territory already have 

forbearance from the general voice obligation under the 2014 CAF Order. There, the 

Commission granted forbearance in three categories of census blocks: (1) census blocks that are 

low-cost; (2) census blocks served by an “unsubsidized competitor” offering voice and 

broadband at speeds of 10/1 Mbps to all eligible locations; and (3) census blocks where another 
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ETC is receiving support to offer voice and broadband to fixed locations.126 Based on its most 

recent (January 2023) list of census blocks still subject to the general voice obligation, the 

Commission has recognized that approximately 94 percent of the about 469,000 census blocks in 

AT&T’s California service territory satisfy these criteria.127 Only about six percent, or 

approximately 29,000 census blocks, are not currently recognized as qualifying for forbearance 

under the 2014 CAF Order (“Remaining Census Blocks”).128  

Because the Commission’s list was last updated as of January 2023, however, it does not 

reflect the significant fixed broadband deployment that has occurred since then—including the 

explosive growth of fixed wireless services. Based on current data, AT&T estimates that about 

19,000 of the Remaining Census Blocks satisfy the forbearance criteria under the 2014 CAF 

Order.129 AT&T accordingly requests that the Commission update its list of census blocks and 

extend forbearance to all census blocks that qualify. Because the Commission has already 

determined that its 2014 criteria suffice to satisfy the forbearance standard under section 10(a), 

no further showing is necessary—only an updated analysis based on current data. With this 

update, AT&T estimates that about 98 percent of the census blocks in its California service 

territory would qualify for forbearance.130 

 
126 See 2014 CAF Order ¶ 51. 
127 See FCC, List of Census Blocks Subject to Federal High-Cost Voice Obligations (as of 
1/13/23), https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/pc_etc_voice_oblig_1_13_23.xlsx. 
128 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 12. 
129 See id. ¶ 13. 
130 See id. 
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2. Census Blocks with No Serviceable Locations 

Of the around 10,000 Remaining Census Blocks that do not already qualify for 

forbearance under the 2014 CAF Order, an additional approximately 4,500 census blocks have 

no serviceable locations according to the National Broadband Map.131 The 2014 CAF Order did 

not address these census blocks, which is unsurprising. The National Broadband Map did not yet 

exist, and the Commission had no precise way to identify areas lacking serviceable locations.132 

Now that such data exists, the case for forbearance in these census blocks is 

straightforward. Where there are no serviceable locations, the section 10(a) criteria are satisfied 

almost by definition. Enforcing the ETC general voice obligation is not necessary to ensure just 

and reasonable rates or to protect consumers because there are no rates to charge and no 

consumers to protect. And forbearance in these census blocks plainly serves the public interest 

because it relieves AT&T of the burden of maintaining service capabilities in areas where there 

is no demand, freeing resources for investment in areas where consumers actually reside.  

The Commission reached precisely this conclusion when granting a closely related form 

of forbearance in the 2018 Tech Transition Order.133 There, the Commission granted full 

forbearance from the obligation to seek discontinuance under section 214(a) for services with no 

customers, reasoning that, “when a service has no customers, it necessarily follows that the 

section 214 discontinuance processes are not necessary.”134 If the more protective discontinuance 

 
131 See id. ¶ 14. 
132 See Broadband Data Task Force Releases Pre-Production Draft of the National Broadband 
Map, Public Notice, 37 FCC Rcd. 13348 (BDTF/WTB/WCB/OEA/CGB 2022). 
133 See Accelerating Wireline Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure 
Investment, Order, 33 FCC Rcd. 5660 (2018). 
134 Id. ¶¶ 15–21. 
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obligation under section 214(a) is unnecessary in areas with no demand, then a fortiori the ETC 

general voice obligation under section 214(e) is unnecessary as well. 

3. Other Census Blocks with Near-Ubiquitous Fixed and Mobile 
Broadband Service 

After accounting for the Remaining Census Blocks that would qualify for forbearance 

under the 2014 CAF Order and those with no serviceable locations, AT&T estimates that only 

about 5,500 census blocks remain.135 Although these blocks were not captured by the 2014 CAF 

Order’s fixed-broadband framework (which considered only fixed services providing 10/1 Mbps 

speeds),136 forbearance is now warranted when the analysis properly accounts for mobile 

wireless alternatives. 

Accounting for mobile wireless follows naturally from the determination the Commission 

has already made that mobile wireless is an adequate replacement for POTS. As the Commission 

has recognized, the marketplace has irreversibly shifted toward mobile. As of December 2024, 

there were approximately 395 million mobile voice subscriptions in the United States.137 And as 

of three years ago, over 76 percent of adults were living in wireless-only households—with 

adults in younger age groups even more likely to do so.138 The Commission has recognized this 

transformation, observing in the Network Modernization Order that “the market has . . . spoken”: 

“consumers continue to rely more heavily on mobile wireless services, and . . . these services 

have thus become an essential part of everyday life.”139 On that basis, the Commission 

 
135 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 15. 
136 See supra note 44. 
137 See Voice Telephone Services Report at 2 fig. 1. 
138 See Network Modernization Order ¶ 34. 
139 Id. 
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concluded that mobile is an “adequate alternative” to POTS for purposes of technology transition 

discontinuance applications under section 214(a).140 

The Commission’s discontinuance reasoning regarding mobile wireless in the Network 

Modernization Order applies with equal force to the forbearance analysis here. Discontinuance is 

the point at which customers actually lose access to their existing service. If mobile wireless 

service is an adequate alternative at that point, it necessarily follows that it is sufficient for 

purposes of forbearance, where the question is merely whether, in light of the alternatives 

available, the ETC general voice obligation is no longer necessary.141  

Once the Commission accounts for mobile wireless, the case for forbearance is 

overwhelming. As noted, after accounting for census blocks that already qualify for forbearance 

with updated data and census blocks with no serviceable locations, AT&T estimates that only 

about 5,500 census blocks remain.142 For virtually all of the serviceable locations within those 

census blocks—about 75,000 out of the about 77,000—the National Broadband Map shows that 

 
140 Id. ¶¶ 34–35. Before the Network Modernization Order, the Commission also found that 
Verizon’s mobile wireless service met the Commission’s prior “Adequate Replacement Test.” 
See Section 63.71 Application of Qwest Corp. d/b/a CenturyLink QC, WC Dkt. No. 25-177 (May 
16, 2025). 
141 The 2014 CAF Order also required that a competitor offer broadband at speeds of 10/1 Mbps 
for a census block to qualify for forbearance. But this Petition seeks forbearance from AT&T’s 
voice obligation, and AT&T does not receive section 254(e) support for broadband. There is no 
reason to condition relief from a voice obligation on the broadband speeds offered by alternative 
providers. The Commission included the 10/1 Mbps requirement in 2014 to help “avoid 
consumer disruption in access to communications services,” 2014 CAF Order ¶ 50 (quoting 2011 
ICC/USF Transformation Order ¶ 1089), but that concern is fully addressed here: mobile 
providers offer voice service that is superior to POTS and generally offer high-quality broadband 
as well, see Communications Marketplace Report, 39 FCC Rcd. 14116, ¶ 94 (2024). 
Accordingly, in determining alternatives available for the remaining approximately 5,500 census 
blocks, AT&T’s analysis looked at coverage for any terrestrial fixed broadband service at any 
speed and for mobile voice service. 
142 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 15. 
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there is broadband service from a fixed broadband provider or voice service from the mobile 

wireless networks of AT&T, Verizon, or T-Mobile.143 Indeed, in the vast majority of these 

census blocks, every serviceable location has access to fixed broadband or mobile wireless 

service from AT&T, Verizon, or T-Mobile.144 And these figures actually understate the 

availability of voice service, as they do not account for satellite-based providers that are capable 

of reaching virtually any location. 

Given these competitive conditions, forbearance in these remaining census blocks 

satisfies each of the section 10(a) criteria. Enforcing the ETC voice obligation in these census 

blocks is not necessary to ensure just and reasonable rates; competition for voice services is 

robust, and AT&T will continue to offer AP-A, a superior replacement.145 Even if granting 

forbearance led to the elimination of AT&T’s legacy POTS in these census blocks, that service is 

not a competitively significant offering.146 As the Commission has recognized, “[t]he 19th 

century technology of copper-based networks . . . has been rendered obsolete by more advanced 

networks.”147 And over the longer run, forbearance will free resources that AT&T can devote to 

competitively relevant services, which will increase competition rather than diminish it.148 

As to the protection of consumers, forbearance is not discontinuance. The Commission 

emphasized in the 2014 CAF Order that relieving AT&T of its general voice obligation “does 

 
143 See id. 
144 See id. 
145 See AT&T Residential Discontinuance Application at 2–5. 
146 See 2014 CAF Order ¶ 56; Network Modernization Order ¶ 9. 
147 Network Modernization Order ¶ 9. 
148 See id. ¶ 2. 
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not mean that price cap carriers can immediately cease providing voice telephony service.”149 

And the Commission explained in the Network Modernization Order that, “while a carrier’s ETC 

status determines whether that carrier may receive universal service support . . . , the question of 

whether a carrier may discontinue a specific interstate service is wholly governed by Section 

214(a) through (c).”150 AT&T thus may cease service only if the Commission authorizes 

discontinuance under section 214(a), and the Commission will do so only upon finding that 

adequate replacement services are available.151 That process provides a robust backstop: if any 

customer in these census blocks would be left without service, then the Commission “will not 

authorize” discontinuance.152 Forbearance simply removes a regulatory obligation that is 

unnecessary in light of these additional protections and the overwhelming availability of 

alternatives. 

Finally, forbearance in these remaining census blocks will serve the public interest. It will 

allow AT&T to “reallocate resources towards making upgrades to [its] network[] to meet the 

broadband needs of [its] existing or new customers.”153 Given that AT&T receives no high-cost 

funding, forbearance also will ensure that “ETC service obligations and funding should be 

appropriately matched.”154 And it will further the principle that universal service policies should 

 
149 2014 CAF Order ¶ 60. 
150 Network Modernization Order ¶ 99. 
151 See 2014 CAF Order ¶ 61; Network Modernization Order ¶¶ 22–47. 
152 2014 CAF Order ¶ 61. 
153 Id. 
154 Id. ¶ 50; see also 47 U.S.C. § 254. 
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be equitable and nondiscriminatory, enabling AT&T to compete on equal regulatory footing with 

providers that face no equivalent voice mandate.155  

Retaining AT&T’s general voice obligation in these census blocks, by contrast, would 

threaten to tether AT&T to legacy copper infrastructure in scattered census blocks throughout its 

California service territory, preventing it from operationalizing discontinuance on a wire-center 

basis and diverting resources from the broadband investment the Commission has sought to 

encourage.156 That is precisely the kind of regulatory impediment the Network Modernization 

Order was designed to eliminate. 

B. Forbearance From AT&T’s Lifeline Voice Obligation Is Warranted 

AT&T seeks a modest expansion of the Lifeline voice forbearance granted in the 2016 

Lifeline Order along three dimensions. AT&T seeks: (1) to extend the geographic scope of 

forbearance to Sierra and Trinity Counties; (2) to extend the substantive scope of forbearance to 

encompass existing Lifeline customers, not just new ones; and (3) to make forbearance 

permanent rather than conditional. Extending the Commission’s existing grant of forbearance 

along each of these dimensions satisfies the criteria for forbearance under section 10(a). 

1. Sierra and Trinity Counties 

As noted, the 2016 Lifeline Order granted conditional forbearance from ETCs’ obligation 

to provide Lifeline voice service to new customers in counties meeting a three-part test.157 In the 

 
155 See 2014 CAF Order ¶ 66. 
156 See id. ¶ 46; Network Modernization Order ¶ 1. 
157 See 2016 Lifeline Order ¶ 354. 
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Commission’s most recent update, 54 of the 56 counties overlapping with AT&T’s California 

service territory satisfy these conditions.158 Only two counties do not: Sierra and Trinity.159 

Extending this forbearance to Sierra and Trinity Counties satisfies the section 10(a) 

forbearance criteria. AT&T’s Lifeline voice obligation in these two counties is not necessary to 

ensure just and reasonable rates because alternative voice providers abound in both counties. 

Although these counties do not meet the 2016 Lifeline Order’s test, those criteria are highly 

conservative in that they require the presence of multiple Lifeline BIAS providers. But the 

Network Modernization Order finds that a single mobile wireless provider is an adequate 

replacement for POTS for purposes of discontinuance under section 214(a), and section 

214(e)(4) provides that an ETC is entitled to relinquish its designation if a single alternative ETC 

has been designated to serve the relevant area. Further, the BIAS penetration limitation is 

unnecessary given that many wireless ETCs offer broadband in addition to voice service.160  

Based on coverage data from the National Broadband Map that was not available to the 

Commission in 2016, it is now clear that the mobile wireless networks of AT&T, Verizon, and 

T-Mobile broadly cover both counties. According to the Commission’s data, the substantial 

 
158 See Wireline Competition Bureau Announces Counties Where Conditional Forbearance from 
the Lifeline Voice Obligation Applies, Public Notice, 40 FCC Rcd. 5759 (2025). 
159 See id. 
160 See, e.g., Lifeline Program, Tracfone Wireless, Inc., 
https://www.tracfonewirelessinc.com/en/lifeline (last visited May 17, 2026); Lifeline Questions, 
SafeLink Wireless, 
https://support.safelinkwireless.com/en/brands/General/SLaccounthelp/faq/3101183/ (last visited 
May 17, 2026); California Lifeline, Assurance Wireless, 
https://www.assurancewireless.com/lifeline-services/states/california-lifeline-free-government-
phone-service (last visited May 17, 2026); Lifeline Program, Boomerang Wireless (enTouch 
Wireless), https://entouchwireless.com/lifeline/ (last visited May 17, 2026). 
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majority of the 2,800 total serviceable locations in the two counties have mobile voice service.161 

And even that figure does not account for satellite. 

This extensive wireless coverage in Sierra and Trinity Counties facilitates Lifeline 

service from numerous designated ETCs. For example, Air Voice Wireless, Boomerang 

Wireless, IM Telecom, and Telrite Corporation provide Lifeline service over AT&T’s mobile 

network,162 and TracFone Wireless, Assurance Wireless, TruConnect Communications, TAG 

Mobile, and others provide Lifeline service over Verizon’s or T-Mobile’s networks.163 As noted, 

these providers collectively serve far more Lifeline customers than AT&T, whose Lifeline 

subscriber base has been in steady decline.164 Nearly all consumers in these two counties thus 

have multiple Lifeline voice alternatives. For Lifeline customers in those counties served by a 

 
161 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 16 (about 2300 of the 2800 serviceable locations have coverage). 
162 See Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17481 (July 23, 2015), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M152/K878/152878009.PDF (Air 
Voice Wireless); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17436 (May 15, 2014), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M088/K410/88410241.PDF 
(Boomerang Wireless); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17729 (June 3, 2021), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M386/K113/386113149.pdf (IM 
Telecom); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17462 (Nov. 20, 2014), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M124/K582/124582478., PDF (Telrite 
Corporation).  
163 See, e.g., Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17467 (Aug. 13, 2015), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M153/K271/153271605.PDF 
(TracFone Wireless); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17284 (May 5, 2011), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_RESOLUTION/135062.htm (Assurance 
Wireless); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17339 (Oct. 6, 2011), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/COMMENT_RESOLUTION/142659.htm (TruConnect 
Communications); Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17587 (Mar. 5, 2018), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M211/K788/211788688.pdf (same); 
Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, Resolution T-17437 (May 20, 2014), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M089/K938/89938993.PDF (TAG 
Mobile). 
164 See supra Parts II.C, III. 
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provider other than AT&T, grant of forbearance to AT&T will have no practical effect; they will 

continue to receive service from their chosen alternative provider without interruption. 

Nor is federal Lifeline the only program supporting low-income consumers. California 

operates its own state LifeLine program, which provides substantially greater voice support than 

federal Lifeline and does not require providers to be designated as an ETC.165 California has also 

recently expanded support for broadband service.166 Separately, AT&T provides discounted 

fixed broadband service for eligible consumers through “Access from AT&T.”167 Other 

broadband providers do so as well.168  

Modestly extending forbearance to Sierra and Trinity Counties is consistent with the 

public interest. As the 2016 Lifeline Order recognized, absent forbearance, carriers must “retain 

much, if not all, of their infrastructure used to serve Lifeline voice subscribers just to potentially 

serve that narrower segment of overall Lifeline subscribers.”169 The result is that AT&T would 

continue “incurring costs that [it] otherwise could direct to broadband investment.”170 Retaining 

 
165 See Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, California Lifeline Factsheet, Fiscal Year 2024–2025 (2025), 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/communications-
division/documents/lifeline/fact-sheets/ca-lifeline-fact-sheet-fy-24-25.pdf. 
166 See CPUC Launches Pilot To Improve Broadband for Low-Income Households Through 
California LifeLine, Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm’n, https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/news-and-updates/all-
news/cpuc-launches-pilot-to-improve-broadband-for-low-income-households-through-california-
lifeline (last visited May 17, 2026). 
167 See Internet Access, AT&T, https://www.att.com/internet/access/ (last visited May 17, 2026). 
AT&T self-funds the Access from AT&T program, which is not supported by federal Lifeline.  
168 See, e.g., Spectrum Internet for Low-Income Households, Charter (Spectrum), 
https://www.spectrum.com/internet/spectrum-internet-assist (last visited May 17, 2026); 
Affordable Internet, Cox, https://www.cox.com/residential/internet/low-cost-internet-plans.html 
(last visited May 17, 2026); Internet Essentials, Comcast (Xfinity), 
https://www.xfinity.com/learn/internet-service/internet-essentials (last visited May 17, 2026). 
169 2016 Lifeline Order ¶ 341. 
170 Id. 
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the Lifeline voice obligation for a dwindling number of customers in these two sparsely 

populated counties would divert resources from broadband investment with no corresponding 

benefit to consumers—all while forbearance applies to every other county in AT&T’s California 

service territory.171 And because AT&T operationalizes network transitions on a wire-center 

basis, retaining residual Lifeline voice obligations in Sierra and Trinity Counties would 

potentially prevent AT&T from retiring copper not just in those two counties, but also in entire 

wire centers that encompass them in part—delaying the deployment of modern infrastructure that 

would benefit consumers across those wire centers.  

2. Existing Customers 

The 2016 Lifeline Order requires ETCs to continue serving existing Lifeline voice 

customers even in counties where forbearance was granted.172 Extending forbearance to these 

customers satisfies section 10(a) because, as discussed above, AT&T’s Lifeline service has 

become competitively irrelevant.173  

AT&T’s existing Lifeline customers have a wealth of alternatives. Every existing AT&T 

Lifeline customer covered by the Discontinuance Applications has multiple alternative ETCs.174 

All can receive mobile service from AT&T, which, as noted, enables them to receive Lifeline 

services from multiple ETCs.175 Virtually all (99.99 percent) are also covered by the wireless 

networks of Verizon or T-Mobile—which support Lifeline services from additional ETCs.176  

 
171 See id. & n.856. 
172 See id. ¶ 340.  
173 See supra Parts II.C, III. 
174 See id. 
175 See supra Part III. 
176 See Charneski Decl. ¶ 19. 
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Overall, more than 99.8 percent of AT&T’s approximately 40,000 existing Lifeline 

customers in California are covered by at least one mobile wireless network and over 99.5 

percent are covered by at least two.177 As such, virtually all have access to Lifeline services 

offered by multiple other ETCs. Further, AT&T’s Lifeline voice subscribers continue to drop 

POTS in favor of other modern services. For existing AT&T Lifeline customers not covered by 

the pending residential Discontinuance Application, a future discontinuance process still would 

remain as a backstop ensuring voice service. And, as noted, there are also other available 

programs to support low-income subscribers.  

To eliminate any possible concern, however, AT&T commits, in California, to continue 

participating in the federal Lifeline program for existing Lifeline subscribers, providing the 

federal Lifeline discount and receiving reimbursement, until AT&T obtains Commission 

authorization for discontinuance of residential POTS as to that Lifeline subscriber.178 This 

commitment will allow existing Lifeline subscribers to continue obtaining federal Lifeline-

supported service from AT&T until voice alternatives become available and AT&T obtains 

discontinuance authority, while ensuring that ETC obligations do not stand as an obstacle to 

network modernization when AT&T satisfies the standards for discontinuance.179  

 
177 See id. ¶ 18. 
178 This commitment mirrors what AT&T does today: while AT&T has forbearance from the 
federal Lifeline obligation for most of its service territory, it continues to participate in the 
federal Lifeline program even where it has forbearance, providing the federal Lifeline discount 
and receiving federal support when it does. In the 2016 Lifeline Order, the Commission made 
clear that “forbearance from the Lifeline voice service obligation . . . does not preclude carriers 
from electing to provide the supported Lifeline voice service and from receiving universal 
service support for doing so,” but rather “simply eliminates that mandatory obligation for them 
to do so.” 2016 Lifeline Order ¶ 342. 
179 As noted above, AT&T also is offering discounted AP-A to existing Lifeline customers in 
areas where AT&T is seeking discontinuance. 

Exhibit L 
346

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.551     Page
352 of 365



 

40 

3. Permanent Forbearance 

Finally, the forbearance granted in the 2016 Lifeline Order was conditional.180 That 

approach reflected appropriate caution at the time, when the competitive landscape for Lifeline 

broadband was still developing. But the conditions that justified forbearance in 2016 have only 

solidified in the decade since, and there is no realistic prospect that they will reverse. 

The coverage of the three national mobile wireless networks will not shrink; to the 

contrary, the wireless industry continues to invest heavily to expand and enhance mobile service. 

AT&T itself has committed $250 billion over the next five years to expand its broadband 

networks, including its mobile wireless network.181 As noted, there are numerous wireless ETCs 

providing Lifeline service in AT&T’s California service territory.182 And the two largest mobile 

wireless Lifeline providers in California are bound by merger commitments that ensure their 

continued participation: T-Mobile’s affiliate Assurance Wireless has committed to offer Lifeline 

in California indefinitely, while Verizon’s affiliate TracFone has committed to offer California 

LifeLine service for 20 years following its 2021 acquisition.183  

 
180 See id. ¶¶ 354, 360. 
181 See AT&T Announces $250 Billion Commitment To Advance U.S. Connectivity, AT&T (Mar. 
10, 2026), https://about.att.com/story/2026/att-announces-250-billion-commitment.html. 
182 See supra notes 162–163. 
183 See Joint Application of Sprint Commc’ns Co. L.P. (U5112) & T-Mobile USA, Inc., a Del. 
Corp., for Approval of Transfer of Control of Sprint Commc’ns Co. L.P. Pursuant to Cal. Pub. 
Util. Code Section 854(a), D.20-04-008, 2020 Cal. PUC LEXIS 529, at *26, *104, *117 (Apr. 
16, 2020); Joint Application of TracFone Wireless, Inc. (U4321C), América Móvil, S.A.B. de 
C.V. & Verizon Commc’ns, Inc. for Approval of Transfer of Control over TracFone Wireless, 
Inc., D.21-11-030, 2021 Cal. PUC LEXIS 564, at *1, *52 (Nov. 18, 2021); see also Application 
of Verizon Communications Inc. and América Móvil, S.A.B. de C.V. for Consent To Transfer 
Control of International Section 214 Authorization, 36 FCC Rcd. 16994, ¶¶ 131–35 (2021) 
(seven-year federal Lifeline commitment). 
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Keeping forbearance conditional accordingly is no longer necessary. And granting AT&T 

permanent forbearance will provide it with the regulatory certainty necessary to plan for long-

term copper retirement—precisely the kind of investment the Network Modernization Order was 

designed to encourage.184 Making forbearance permanent satisfies section 10(a) for the same 

reasons the Commission found in 2016: enforcement of the Lifeline voice obligation is not 

necessary to ensure just and reasonable rates or to protect consumers given the abundance of 

alternatives, and permanent forbearance will serve the public interest by enabling AT&T to 

commit resources to network modernization rather than legacy infrastructure maintenance.185 

*          *          * 

The modest, incremental relief sought in this Petition would not be necessary if not for 

the CPUC’s erroneous denial of AT&T’s ETC relinquishment application, which failed to heed 

the Commission’s prior forbearance orders. In light of the CPUC’s effort to transform AT&T’s 

residual ETC obligations from a voluntary funding condition into a largely unfunded mandate to 

guarantee universal service, the Commission should take two steps to ensure that the CPUC does 

not undermine any further forbearance the Commission grants. 

First, the Commission should confirm that, upon obtaining discontinuance authorization 

from the Commission under section 214(a), no other approval is necessary for AT&T to 

discontinue POTS, including CPUC approval to formally “relinquish” its ETC designation.186 In 

its 2014 CAF Order, the Commission observed that, while it was granting forbearance from the 

general voice obligation, “any incumbent price cap carrier must still comply with the 

 
184 See Network Modernization Order ¶¶ 1–2. 
185 See 2016 Lifeline Order ¶¶ 249–50, 353. 
186 Network Modernization Order ¶¶ 109, 114. 
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requirements of section 214(e)(4) of the Act regarding relinquishment of ETC designation.”187 

That statement made sense at the time, when the Commission had not yet conditionally forborne 

in certain counties from the ETC obligation to provide Lifeline voice service. When the 

Commission later did so in its 2016 Lifeline Order, it did not indicate that ETCs would continue 

to have any ETC obligation in areas where both forms of forbearance apply.188 Here, if the 

Commission grants this Petition, it will have forborne from the entirety of AT&T’s obligations 

as an ETC, obviating any need for AT&T to seek relinquishment. Nevertheless, for the 

avoidance of doubt, the Commission should clarify that, notwithstanding AT&T’s nominal status 

as an “ETC,” that status poses no barrier to discontinuance. 

Second, in granting the Petition, the Commission also should confirm that the CPUC is 

prohibited from contradicting the Commission’s forbearance decisions. Under section 10(e), 

“[a] State commission may not continue to apply or enforce any provision . . . that the 

Commission has determined to forbear from applying.”189 Accordingly, the Commission should 

make clear that its grant of forbearance bars the CPUC from imposing or enforcing any 

obligation against AT&T based on its nominal status as an ETC. 

 
187 2014 CAF Order ¶ 68. Notably, in making this observation, the Commission characterized as 
“speculative” the concern that seeking ETC relinquishment would be burdensome. Id. n.155. As 
shown above, AT&T’s experience in California shows this concern is no longer “speculative.” 
188 See 2016 Lifeline Order ¶ 355. 
189 47 U.S.C. § 160(e); see N.Y. State Telecomms. Ass’n v. James, 101 F.4th 135, 155 (2d Cir. 
2024) (“If the FCC decides to forbear from imposing a common carrier obligation, the states are 
prohibited from imposing that same obligation on the telecommunications service.”). 
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V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should grant forbearance from any obligation 

imposed on AT&T by virtue of its designation as an ETC under section 214(e) throughout its 

California incumbent service territory. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/ C. Frederick Beckner III  
BRETT FARLEY    C. FREDERICK BECKNER III 
CHRISTOPHER HEIMANN   MAUREEN R. JEFFREYS 
DAVID CHORZEMPA    WILLIAM C. PERDUE  
DAVID LAWSON    ARNOLD PORTER KAYE SCHOLER LLP 
AT&T SERVICES, INC.    601 Massachusetts Ave. N.W. 
601 New Jersey Ave. N.W., Ste. 650  Washington, DC 20001-3743 
Washington, DC 20001-3051 
 
 
      Counsel for AT&T Services, Inc. 
 
May 20, 2026      
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DECLARATION OF SANDRA CHARNESKI 

I, Sandra Charneski, declare as follows: 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND PURPOSE

1. I am an Assistant Vice President of AT&T Services, Inc. in the areas of Public

Policy and Data Analytics. I have worked for AT&T since 1984, and I have extensive experience 

in mapping and analyzing the coverage of fixed and mobile broadband and voice providers. I 

lead the team with a key role in providing AT&T’s coverage data as part of the Commission’s 

Broadband Data Collections for the National Broadband Map and am familiar with how carrier 

coverage data underlie that map. I also am familiar with how AT&T developed the coverage and 

related data it presents in its petition for forbearance (“the Petition”) and the filings it is making 

in connection with seeking discontinuance for 360 wire centers in California (the 

“Discontinuance Applications”).  

2. The purpose of this declaration is to explain how AT&T used the Commission’s

National Broadband Map and other information sources to develop the coverage and related data 

it presents in the Petition. 

II. AT&T’S DATA ANALYSES

3. AT&T’s data analyses began with shapefiles of the boundaries of AT&T’s 613

wire centers in California.1 AT&T overlaid those wire center shapefiles with the boundaries of 

the census blocks from the 2010 U.S. census,2 which also define county boundaries because 

1 “A shapefile is a simple, nontopological format for storing the geometric location and attribute 
information of geographic features. Geographic features in a shapefile can be represented by 
points, lines, or polygons (areas).” What Is a Shapefile?, ArcMap, 
https://desktop.arcgis.com/en/arcmap/latest/manage-data/shapefiles/what-is-a-shapefile.htm (last 
visited May 15, 2026). 
2 The U.S. Census Bureau changed census block boundaries between the 2010 and 2020 
censuses. For purposes of its analysis, AT&T uses the 2010 census block boundaries as the 
Commission did when it most recently identified the census blocks that are not subject to 

Exhibit L 
352

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.557     Page
358 of 365

https://desktop.arcgis.com/en/arcmap/latest/manage-data/shapefiles/what-is-a-shapefile.htm


 2 

census blocks are entirely contained within counties. AT&T then overlaid version 7 of 

CostQuest’s Broadband Data Collection location fabric to identify each broadband serviceable 

location in the 613 wire centers using the latitude and longitude, and capturing address, unit 

count, and building type code for each. A broadband serviceable location is “a business or 

residential location in the United States at which mass-market fixed broadband Internet access 

service is, or can be, installed.”3 

4. AT&T also overlaid data for each of its active POTS residential and business 

service locations (as of February 28, 2026) and, for residential service, whether the customer 

receives the Lifeline discount for POTS service at that location. The service location data also 

identify the wire center serving each location. 

5. AT&T also overlaid coverage data from the “Data Download” tab of the National 

Broadband Map website, using the data as of June 30, 2025 (the latest data available). For 

mobile coverage, the data for each provider comprise a set of shapefiles depicting the areas the 

provider covers. For fixed coverage, the data for each provider comprise the specific locations 

where the provider offers service. Specifically, AT&T overlaid mobile voice coverage data from 

AT&T, T-Mobile, and Verizon and fixed broadband coverage data by speed from every fixed 

broadband provider in California that offers service using cable, copper wire, fiber to the 

premises, licensed-by-rule terrestrial fixed wireless, licensed terrestrial fixed wireless, and 

unlicensed terrestrial fixed wireless (i.e., every terrestrial fixed broadband technology but “other” 

 
forbearance. See FCC, List of Census Blocks Subject to Federal High-Cost Voice Obligations (as 
of 1/13/23), https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/pc_etc_voice_oblig_1_13_23.xlsx, available 
at Price Cap Resources, FCC, https://www.fcc.gov/general/price-cap-resources (last visited May 
15, 2026). Using 2010 census block boundaries allows an apples-to-apples comparison. 
3 About the Fabric: What a Broadband Serviceable Location (BSL) Is and Is Not, FCC (July 31, 
2025), https://help.bdc.fcc.gov/hc/en-us/articles/16842264428059-About-the-Fabric-What-a-
Broadband-Serviceable-Location-BSL-Is-and-Is-Not.  
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technologies).4 AT&T similarly determined satellite-based coverage from the National 

Broadband Map data. 

6. In addition, AT&T identified whether the Commission had forborne from 

enforcing the “federal high-cost requirement that price cap carriers offer voice telephony service 

throughout their service areas pursuant to section 214(e)(1)(A)” for each of the 2010 census 

blocks overlapping any of the 613 wire centers (“2014 Forbearance”).5 For the 56 counties 

overlapping any of the 613 wire centers, AT&T also identified whether the Commission had 

forborne from the requirement that eligible telecommunications carriers (“ETCs”) with 

designations enabling them to receive both federal high-cost and Lifeline support provide 

Lifeline voice service (“2016 Forbearance”).6 

7. Together, these overlaid sets of data allowed AT&T to: 

• determine the mobile voice and fixed broadband providers that can serve each 
broadband serviceable location in the 613 wire centers; 

• determine the mobile voice providers that can serve each of AT&T’s POTS customer 
locations; 

• determine whether mobile wireless ETCs can serve AT&T’s Lifeline customers based 
on wireless coverage of the customer;7 

 
4 AT&T excluded fixed broadband coverage using its own copper wires from this analysis. 
5 Connect Am. Fund, Report and Order, 29 FCC Rcd. 15644, ¶ 51 (2014); see FCC, List of 
Census Blocks Subject to Federal High-Cost Voice Obligations (as of 1/13/23), 
https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/pc_etc_voice_oblig_1_13_23.xlsx, available at Price Cap 
Resources, FCC, https://www.fcc.gov/general/price-cap-resources (last visited May 15, 2026). 
To account for imprecisions in mapping data, AT&T excludes de minimis overlaps of less than 
or equal to 0.1 percent of the census block’s area.  
6 See Lifeline & Link Up Reform & Modernization, Third Report and Order, Further Report and 
Order, and Order on Reconsideration, 31 FCC Rcd. 3962, ¶¶ 335, 360 (2016); Wireline 
Competition Bureau Announces Counties Where Conditional Forbearance from the Lifeline 
Voice Obligation Applies, Public Notice, 40 FCC Rcd. 5759 (WCB 2025). 
7 I understand that, when the California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) designates a 
provider as an ETC, the CPUC specifies the geographic area for which it designates the provider 
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• aggregate these coverage determinations by census block and wire center; 

• identify how these coverage determinations interact with the Commission’s 2014 
Forbearance and 2016 Forbearance determinations; and 

• estimate which additional census blocks would qualify for 2014 Forbearance based 
on the most recent National Broadband Map coverage data. 

III. THE RESULTS OF AT&T’S DATA ANALYSES 

8. AT&T determined the scope of competitive alternatives generally in its service 

territory, as well as specifically with respect to the wire centers where it is seeking 

discontinuance, the 2014 and 2016 forbearance orders, and Lifeline customers. 

9. AT&T’s Service Territory. Across all of AT&T’s 613 California wire centers, 

approximately 99.9 percent of broadband serviceable locations have two or more facilities-based 

fixed broadband or mobile voice providers and about 99.7 percent have three or more providers.  

10. Wire Centers Where AT&T Is Seeking Discontinuance. Of the over five 

million broadband serviceable locations in the 360 wire centers where AT&T is seeking to 

discontinue service, AT&T’s LTE mobile voice service reaches more than 99.9 percent. 

Virtually all of these broadband serviceable locations also have access to multiple alternatives. 

Over 99.9 percent of these broadband serviceable locations have access to at least two of the 

national mobile voice providers and three or more facilities-based, terrestrial fixed broadband or 

mobile voice providers. Even considering just fixed broadband providers, approximately 99.7 

percent of broadband serviceable locations have access to one or more facilities-based fixed 

broadband providers, and approximately 96 percent have access to two or more. 

11. AT&T serves approximately 184,000 residential and approximately 15,000 

business POTS customers in those 360 wire centers. AT&T’s LTE mobile voice service reaches 

 
and, in the case of resellers, the underlying facilities-based providers. I further understand that 
there are multiple mobile ETCs reselling AT&T, Verizon, and T-Mobile wireless service. 
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each of those locations, and approximately 99.9 percent of those locations have access to at least 

two of the national mobile wireless providers.  

12. 2014 Forbearance. There are about 469,000 census blocks in AT&T’s service 

territory in California. The Commission has forborne from the general voice obligation for most 

these census blocks: Only about six percent, or about 29,000 census blocks, are on the 

Commission’s most recent list of census blocks without 2014 Forbearance (“Remaining Census 

Blocks”).8 However, as I now explain, the Commission’s data show that nearly all broadband 

serviceable locations in those Remaining Census Blocks have access to at least one alternative 

provider of facilities-based fixed broadband or mobile voice service, and often several.  

13. The Commission’s list of census blocks without 2014 Forbearance is over three 

years old and does not reflect substantial expansions of fixed broadband network coverage in 

recent years. Applying the National Broadband Map data as of June 30, 2025 to the test for 2014 

Forbearance,9 AT&T estimates that about 19,000 of the Remaining Census Blocks would qualify 

for 2014 Forbearance. With this update, AT&T estimates that about 98 percent of the census 

blocks in its California service territory would qualify for 2014 Forbearance. 

14. Of the roughly 10,000 Remaining Census Blocks that AT&T estimates would not 

qualify for 2014 Forbearance, an additional approximately 4,500 census blocks have no 

broadband serviceable locations according to the National Broadband Map.  

 
8 See FCC, List of Census Blocks Subject to Federal High-Cost Voice Obligations (as of 
1/13/23), https://www.fcc.gov/sites/default/files/pc_etc_voice_oblig_1_13_23.xlsx, available at 
Price Cap Resources, FCC, https://www.fcc.gov/general/price-cap-resources (last visited May 
15, 2026). The Commission’s list attributes a small number of census blocks exclusively to other 
incumbent local exchange carriers even though they overlap AT&T’s 613 California wire 
centers. For completeness, AT&T includes those census blocks in its analysis. 
9 The Commission’s test is set forth in Paragraph 51 of its 2014 Order. See Connect Am. Fund, 
Report and Order, 29 FCC Rcd. 15644, ¶ 51 (2014). 
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15. After accounting for census blocks that AT&T estimates would qualify for 2014 

Forbearance with updated data and for census blocks with no broadband serviceable locations, 

only about 5,500 census blocks remain. For virtually all of the broadband serviceable locations 

within those census blocks—about 75,000 out of about 77,000—the National Broadband Map 

shows that there is broadband service from a fixed broadband provider or voice service from the 

mobile wireless network of AT&T, Verizon, or T-Mobile. Indeed, in all but about 400 of these 

census blocks, every broadband serviceable location has access to service from a fixed 

broadband provider or from the mobile wireless network of AT&T, Verizon, or T-Mobile. And 

all broadband serviceable locations in the last roughly 400 census blocks are covered if satellite-

based service is included. 

16. 2016 Forbearance. The Commission has granted forbearance from serving new 

Lifeline customers in every county within AT&T’s service territory except two, Sierra and 

Trinity Counties.10 Based on the National Broadband Map, of the approximately 2,800 total 

broadband serviceable locations in these two counties combined, only about 500 lack mobile 

wireless voice service.  

17. That figure does not account for satellite. All of those locations are shown as 

being covered by satellite-based service. 

18. Existing Lifeline Customers. As noted, mobile wireless ETCs resell mobile 

voice service throughout AT&T’s California incumbent local exchange carrier service territory. 

Across all of AT&T’s 613 California wire centers, over 99.8 percent of AT&T’s approximately 

 
10 See Lifeline & Link Up Reform & Modernization, Third Report and Order, Further Report and 
Order, and Order on Reconsideration, 31 FCC Rcd. 3962, ¶¶ 335, 360 (2016); Wireline 
Competition Bureau Announces Counties Where Conditional Forbearance from the Lifeline 
Voice Obligation Applies, Public Notice, 40 FCC Rcd. 5759, 5763–5764 (WCB 2025). 

Exhibit L 
357

Case 3:26-cv-03148-LL-JAC     Document 31-2     Filed 06/17/26     PageID.562     Page
363 of 365



 7 

40,000 existing Lifeline customers in California are covered by at least one mobile wireless 

network, and over 99.5 percent are covered by at least two. Each of these covered Lifeline 

customers thus has access to multiple alternative ETCs. 

19. With regard to the 360 wire centers covered by AT&T’s Discontinuance 

Applications, AT&T’s LTE mobile voice network reaches all of AT&T’s existing Lifeline 

customers. Therefore, all of AT&T’s existing Lifeline customers in these 360 wire centers have 

access to multiple alternative ETCs. Further, approximately 99.99 percent are also covered by 

the mobile wireless networks of Verizon, T-Mobile, or both, providing them access to additional 

alternative ETCs (Verizon and T-Mobile affiliates as well as resellers). 
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lare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on May

Pando Charo
Sandra Charneski
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