DT 00-168

COVMUNI TY SERVI CES CouNcl L OF NEw HAMPSHI RE
Petition FOR 2-1-1 Approval
Preheari ng Conference O der

ORDER NO 23 597

Decenber 12, 2000

APPEARANCES: Eugene Sul livan, Esq. representing the
Community Services Council; Kenneth Traum for the Ofice of
Consumer Advocate; and Lynmarie Cusack, Esq. for the Staff of
t he New Hanmpshire Public Utilities Comm ssion.

PROCEDURAL HI STORY AND BACKGROUND

Thi s docket was opened on August 11, 2000, when the
New Hanpshire Public Uilities Conm ssion (Conm ssion)
received a petition from Community Services Council of the
State of New Hampshire, Inc. (Community Services
Counci |/ Petitioner) requesting assignment of the 2-1-1 dialing
code to Community Services Council for the provision of
community information and referral services throughout the
State of New Hanmpshire. The petition followed a Federa
Communi cati ons Conmi ssion (FCC) decision of July 21, 2000,
that assigned 2-1-1 as a national abbreviated dialing code to
be used for access to community information and referral
services. See FCC 00-256, Docket No. CC 92-105, July 31, 2000.

The Petitioner averred that its New Hanpshire Hel p

Line Programis well suited to |lead the statewi de 2-1-1
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networ k and requested all tel ecommunication service providers
to take steps necessary to conplete 2-1-1 calls from
subscribers in New Hanpshire. The Petitioner also requested
the inmplenentation of a surcharge on custoner bills to
suppl enent current funding.

Subsequent to the initial filing, the United Way of
New Hampshire, on August 23, 2000, expressed its desire to be
kept apprised of the Conmi ssion’s actions with respect to the
2-1-1 application. The United Way formally requested
intervention in the docket on October 23, 2000, as set forth
by the requirenents in this Comm ssion’s Order of Notice
dat ed Septenmber 20, 2000.

The Septenber 20, 2000 Order of Notice (OON)
specified that the filing raised issues regardi ng whet her the
Petitioner provides the kinds of services contenplated by the
FCC deci sion, whether the services are provided statew de,
whet her a surcharge is the appropriate funding mechani sm and
whether it is in the public interest to assign 2-1-1 to the
Community Services Council. The OON al so gave interested
persons until October 23, 2000 to request intervention in the
docket and schedul ed a technical session to occur imediately
foll owing the prehearing conference to be held on Cctober 26,

2000.
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No ot her request for intervention was received by
t he October 23, 2000 deadline; although, the United Way’'s
request for intervention included names of representatives
fromthe various New Hanpshire United Way organi zati ons,

I nf oLi nk, Information & Referral of G eater Nashua, Southern
New Hanpshire Services and the NH Departnment of Health and
Human Services. A |late request for intervention was filed by
Next el Communi cations, Inc. on November 10, 2000. In addition
to the requests for intervention, certain nmenbers of the New
Hanmpshire Legislature wote letters to support the
Petitioner’s request for 2-1-1.

A prehearing conference was held at the Commi ssion
on Oct ober 26, 2000. After all interested persons provided
prelimnary statenents, Staff requested that the technica
session be postponed to a date convenient for all the parties.
The Commi ssion granted the notion, requiring that Staff
propose a procedural schedule for the renmai nder of the case.
On Novenber 1, 2000, Staff informed the Comm ssion that a
techni cal session would be set for Novenmber 13, 2000, at which
time a proposed schedul e woul d be discussed. The Conm ssion
also directed Staff to attend a neeting of the intervenors
tentatively schedul ed for Novenber 17, 2000, to discuss the 2-

1-1 progranms in Connecticut.
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1. PRELI M NARY POSI TI ONS OF THE PARTI ES

A.  Community Services Counci

The Petitioner asserted that it was the only
provi der of information and referral services in New Hanpshire
avai l able to the public statew de on a 24-hour basis, 7 days
per week. As such, it represented that it could take the
calls fromtel ecommuni cati ons providers and route themto the
appropriate third-party agency or provide the caller with a
nunber of the appropriate agency.

Upon questioning fromthe Comm ssion, the Petitioner
indicated that it was not its intent to bid out this type of
service |ike bidding that was conpleted for tel ecomrunications
relay services because it would be premature to do so and
because the public would be better served by the existing
infrastructure. The Conmm ssion al so questioned the cost of
providing this type of service. Specifically, Comn ssioner
Cei ger asked what type of surcharge the Petitioner would
require to provide the service it envisions. The Petitioner
indicated that it anticipates a surcharge simlar to the 911
surcharge of about .10 - .20 cents per phone bill. This woul d
pay for developing a call center for forwarding and switching
calls, consolidating its database and maki ng t he dat abase

avai |l abl e over the web.
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Further questioning fromthe bench asked the
Petitioner to discuss other nodels such as E911 as an exanple
of how to provide the service. The Petitioner acknow edged
there were other nodels that should be eval uated but coul d not
specifically coment on whether the 911 nodel was appropriate.

B. OCA

The OCA indicated that it supported the 2-1-1
di aling code throughout the state but because it was not
fam liar with social service organizations, including
information and referral services, it had no opinion at this
time as to whether the Petitioner should be the sole provider
for the service. The OCA did note that it would look to its
own advisory board with regard to devel opi ng positions in the
docket .

Wth regard to the surcharge i ssue, OCA first
observed that it nust be determned if one is even necessary.
If a determination to use a surcharge was nade, it woul d be
the OCA's objective to keep it as | ow as possi bl e.

C. United Way

The United WAy expressed its desire to support the
2-1-1 dialing code. The United Way, however, expressed

concerns over who would be the provider of the service and
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communi cated that any entity consi dered should be thoroughly
eval uated. The United Way suggested that the process shoul d
include a statew de collaborative with all Information and
Referral Services to develop a plan for bringing the dialing
code to New Hanpshire.

D. St af f

Staff indicated that it has not taken a position on
t he proper mechanism for inplenmenting the 2-1-1 code, although
it believes that the code should be reserved for further
i npl ementation. Staff recommended that a study group be
formed to eval uate nodels for inplenentation of the service as
well as the costs of the program

Staff al so recomended that a discovery period be
i npl emented so that additional information could be obtained
on the various operating nodels already inplenented el sewhere.
I | NTERVENTI ONS

The Comm ssion granted the request for intervention
by the United Way but al so the renmmi nder of representatives
listed in the October 23, 2000 notice, with the exception of
JoAnne Strickland, a Community Services Council nmenber.

The Conmi ssion also directed that the E911
Comm ssion be notified of the proceeding as well as all | ocal

exchange carriers. As a result of that notification, Nextel
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filed its request for intervention. Additionally, Verizon and
ot her i ndependent | ocal exchange carriers attended the
techni cal session held on Novenber 13, 2000, and asked to be
involved in the docket.
V. PROPOSED PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

On Novenber 15, 2000, Staff submtted a procedural

schedul e that was agreed to by the interested parties in the
docket. The parties nmet in a technical session with Staff on
Novenber 13 and concurred that the docket should be pursued
initially in a collaborative manner. Additionally, the
Petitioner agreed to defer its request until March 30, 2001 to
allow tinme for a coll aborative discussion of the issues. |If
no consensus i s reached by that date, the Petitioner could
then ask to proceed with its filing or amend its origina

petition. Any other interested party may also file its own

pr oposal
The parties suggested the foll ow ng procedur al
schedul e:
Roundt abl e Presentati on Decenber 7,
2000
(Presentation of I and R 9:00 am - 12:00 pm
service organi zations in the state)
Roundt abl e Presentation January 4, 2001
(Presentation of varying 2-1-1 nodel s) 10: 00 am -
4: 00 pm

Roundt abl e Presentation January 25, 2001
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(Presentation of technical 10: 00 am - 4:00 pm
feasibility and cost issues)

st Wor ki ng Group Sessi on February 8,
2001
9:00 am - 4:00 pm
2" Wor ki ng Group Session February 22, 2001
9:00 am - 4:00
pm
3"d Worki ng Group Session March 8, 2001
9:00 - 4:00 pm
4th Wor ki ng Group Session (if needed) March 22, 2001
9:00 am - 4:00
Joi nt Proposal submtted to Commi ssion March 30, 2001
Heari ng Date April 19, 2001

Staff’s letter also indicated that if there is no
accept abl e col |l aborative solution to the docket, there would
be no need for the April 19, 2001 hearing date. If no
agreenent is reached by March 30, 2001, it would be expected
that the Petitioner could renew its original request. A
further technical session would be needed to establish a new
procedural schedule if no joint proposal on the nmerits were
submtted by the Staff and Parties invol ved.

As a result of the proposed schedule, the neeting
set for Novenmber 17, 2000, was cancelled. The parties agreed
to work together jointly and with the Comm ssion Staff to

resolve the issues surrounding the 2-1-1 program
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V. COWM SSI ON ANALYSI S

In reference to the use of 2-1-1 to provide access
to comunity information and referral services, the FCC has
stated that commnity service organizations should “work
cooperatively to ensure the greatest public use of this scarce
resource.” FCC Order No. FCC 00-256, para. 21. Thus, we
believe that it is in the public interest for our Staff to
work with the various Information and Referral Services in the
state to consider an appropriate nodel for potential
depl oynment of 2-1-1.
Mor eover, we believe that the procedural schedul e recommended
jointly by the parties will enable a full opportunity to
expl ore the nodels and costs involved in inplenenting this
abbrevi at ed code.

Wth regard to the intervenors, we will grant
Nextel's petition and al so order Verizon-NH and the other
| ndependent Local Exchange Carriers to participate in this
docket. We would encourage participation fromthose invol ved
in the E911 service and any other teleconmunications carrier
interested in the docket.

We understand that the National Standards have been
forwarded to Staff counsel, as such, they will be nmade a part

of the record of this proceeding. Additionally, a letter from
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the Petitioner agreeing to defer its original request insofar
as it relates to assignment of 2-1-1 to the Community Services
Counci | should be forwarded to our Executive Director no |ater
t han Decenber 15, 2000.
Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the procedural schedule as submtted
is adopted and that all interventions as discussed herein are
granted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Petitioner forward a letter to
t he Executive Director by Decenmber 15, 2000, indicating its
willingness to defer its petition.

By order of the Public Utilities Conm ssion of New

Hampshire this twelfth day of Decenber, 2000.

Douglas L. Patch Susan S. Ceiger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Comm ssi oner Comm ssi oner

Attested by:

Thomas B. CGetz
Executive Director and Secretary



