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DECISION ESTABLISHING THE CALIFORNIA LIFELINE
FOSTER YOUTH LONG-TERM PROGRAM AND PILOT PROGRAM

Summary

This decision establishes a long-term program and creates a new pilot
program for foster youth ages 13 through 20 years old within the California
Universal Telephone Service Program. This decision also provides for a
transition period to allow for the smooth transfer of foster youth pilot
participants to the new program. This decision authorizes deviations from
General Order 153 for the new foster youth pilot program.

This proceeding remains open.

1. Background
1.1. Procedural Background

In Decision (D.) 19-04-021, the Commission authorized a foster youth pilot
program (iFoster Pilot) for the California Universal Telephone Service Program
(California LifeLine) that would be administered by iFoster, Inc. (iFoster).
D.19-04-021 authorized iFoster to work with county child welfare departments to
identify potentially eligible foster youth participants and jointly conduct
outreach using county-approved outreach materials.

In D.21-07-008, the Commission extended the pilot program through
January 31, 2023 without increasing the pilot program budget authorized in
D.19-04-021. The Commission concluded in D.21-07-008 that the Commission’s
Communications Division should develop a plan to enable California’s foster
youth to participate in the general program beginning no later than February 1,
2023.

The Commission’s staff held a workshop on October 22, 2021 to seek
stakeholder input on how to develop a plan for foster youth to participate in

California LifeLine on a long-term basis. On January 24, 2022, Administrative
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Law Judge (AL]) Wang issued a ruling to request comments on the workshop
report.

On October 6, 2022, AL] Wang issued a ruling to request comments on
extending the pilot duration to July 31, 2024 to provide the Commission’s staff
with more time to develop a plan for foster youth to participate in California
LifeLine on a long-term basis. On January 12, 2023, the Commission approved
D.23-01-003 to extend the iFoster Pilot until July 31, 2024 without increasing the
budget for the pilot.

On September 5, 2023, AL] Wang issued a ruling to request comments on a
Commission staff proposal for foster youth to participate in California LifeLine
on a long-term basis (Staff Proposal). On September 26, 2023, the Center for
Accessible Technology (CforAT), iFoster, the Greenlining Institute (Greenlining),
and The Utility Reform Network (TURN) filed opening comments on the Staff
Proposal (Opening Comments on Staff Proposal). On October 13, 2023, CforAT,
iFoster, and TURN filed reply comments on the Staff Proposal (Reply Comments
on Staff Proposal).

On November 6, 2023, AL] Wang issued a ruling to request comments on a
staff proposal (November 2023 Proposal) for specific support amounts and
minimum service standards for the California LifeLine program.

1.2. Pilot Implementation

iFoster currently implements the iFoster Pilot with multiple deviations
from rules of General Order 153 and the processes for California LifeLine,
including education and outreach, the application process, the renewal process,

the appeals process, eligibility rules, and the eligibility determinations process.
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The iFoster Pilot launched in November 2019 with Boost Mobile, an
affiliate of Sprint, as the service provider. Following the merger of Sprint and
T-Mobile in 2020, T-Mobile became the service provider for the iFoster Pilot.

1.3. Submission Date

This matter was submitted on October 13, 2023, upon the filing of Reply
Comments on the Staff Proposal.

2. Issues Before the Commission

The issues before the Commission are how to establish a long-term foster
youth program within California LifeLine (Foster Youth Program) and how to
support the transition from the iFoster Pilot to the long-term program.

The Commission will consider whether to adopt recommendations in the
Staff Proposal on the Foster Youth Program’s eligibility criteria, enrollment and
verification process, renewals requirement, service providers, protecting
personally identifiable information, marketing and outreach, device
requirements, non-usage and suspension of service rules, and the transition from
the iFoster Pilot.

The Commission will also consider whether to adopt recommendations in
the November 2023 Proposal for minimum service standards or specific support
amounts for the Foster Youth Program.

3. Eligibility Criteria

D.19-04-021 provided that current and former foster youth ages 13 through
26 residing in California may participate in the iFoster Pilot. All pilot applicants
must provide either a ward of court letter or a county dependency letter as
supporting documentation. The iFoster Pilot provides one California LifeLine

subscription per foster youth.
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The Staff Proposal recommended the following eligibility criteria for the
Foster Youth Program:

e Foster youth minors ages 13 through 17;

e Non-minors in extended foster care ages 18 through 20;

e Resident of California;

e All applicants must provide a ward of court letter or a
county dependency letter;

e Foster youth minors must provide signatures from their
caseworker and/or caregiver on their application; and

e Non-minors may remain in the program for 6 months after
they leave foster care or turn 21 years old to facilitate their
transition to general participation in California LifeLine.

TURN, Greenlining, and CforAT generally supported the Staff Proposal’s
eligibility criteria.!

TURN expressed concerns about the proposed requirement for foster
youth to be residents of California. TURN supported providing California
LifeLine services to foster youth who are wards of California but are temporarily
living out of state.? iFoster argued that foster youth who are wards of California
counties but have been placed out of state should be eligible for the program.?
We agree that proof of California residency should not be a separate eligibility
requirement.

Greenlining suggested that the Commission allow foster youth to prove

eligibility through proof of participation in another state-funded program that

I TURN's and Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26,
2023, and CforAT’s reply comments on the Staff Proposal filed on October 13, 2023.

2 TURN'’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
3 iFoster’s reply comments on the Staff Proposal filed on October 13, 2023.
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serves foster youth to minimize the administrative burden on foster youth.*
iFoster replied that allowing other types of proof of eligibility is not necessary
because all current foster youth may obtain a county dependency letter or ward
of the court letter, and the turnaround time is usually one to two business days.®
We agree that it is not necessary to allow other types of proof of eligibility.

iFoster strongly opposed transitioning foster youth to the general
California LifeLine program (a) at 18 if the foster youth is out of care, and (b) at
21 for all foster youth. First, iFoster argued that all foster youth 18-26 should be
eligible for the Foster Youth Program because of barriers to participation in the
general California LifeLine Program. iFoster argued that the general Program’s
one-per-household requirement prevents foster youth in group homes from
being eligible. iFoster commented that foster youth may live with multiple
people who are eligible for California LifeLine.* TURN responded that general
California LifeLine applicants can resolve this issue by filling out a household
economic worksheet to attest they do not share resources with any other
subscriber at that address. TURN further stated that this option would also be
available to Foster Youth Program applicants.”

For non-minor foster youth (ages 18 through 20) who live in a group home,
TURN is correct that these foster youth are considered a separate household for
California LifeLine eligibility purposes if they do not share resources with others

in that home. The Moore Universal Telephone Service Act (the Moore Act)

* Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
> {Foster’s reply comments on the Staff Proposal filed on October 13, 2023.
¢ iFoster’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.

7" TURN's reply comments on the Staff Proposal filed on October 13, 2023.
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allows one California LifeLine subscription per household.® The Moore Act
defines “household” as a group of adult individuals who live together and share
finances.” Therefore, if multiple non-minor foster youth live together, but do not
share income and expenses, they are not in the same household. For example,
four non-minor foster youths who live together in a group home or an
apartment, but possess and use their own cash resources, would be considered
four separate households. All four would be eligible to have their own LifeLine
subscription under the Moore Act. Non-minor foster youth living in group
homes are eligible to participate in the Foster Youth Program by attesting to their
separate household status on the LifeLine household economic worksheet.!

For minor foster youth (ages 13 through 17), Section 878(d)(3) of the Public
Utilities (Pub. Util.) Code provides that a child who lives with their parent or
guardian is considered part of the same household as the parent or guardian. A
guardian is a person having legal custody of a minor.! A minor foster youth is a
child who is removed from their parent'? and placed in the care of a foster
caregiver who provides temporary out-of-home care.!®* Because foster caregivers
are not parents or legal guardians of foster youth minors, a foster youth is not

part of the same household as their foster caregiver under Section 878(d)(3) of the

8 Pub. Util. Code Section 878(a).

9 Pub. Util. Code Section 878(d).

10 Pub. Util. Code Section 878(c) states, “Multiple lifeline telephone subscribers may maintain
the same address if they are not members of the same household.”

11 Family Code Section 6903.

12 Education Code Section 48853.5(a)(1) states, “A foster child is a child who has been removed
from their home pursuant to Section 309 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.”

13 Section 396 of the Welfare and Institutions Code states that foster care should be a “temporary
method of care” in contrast to a “permanent living situation such as adoption or guardianship.”
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Pub. Util. Code. We clarify that minor foster youth are a household of one and
are eligible for their own California LifeLine subscription under the Moore Act.

In opening comments on the proposed decision, iFoster requested a
clarification that foster youth minors who are 17 years old may continue to
participate in the program through their 18 birthdays. We have revised this
decision to clarify that foster youth minors in care may continue to participate in
the program until their 18t birthdays and non-minors in extended care may
continue to participate in the program until their 215 birthday.

iFoster specifically opposed the exclusion of non-minors ages 18-20 who
are out of foster care. iFoster argued that there is no formal declaration from the
relevant child welfare agency when a youth leaves care, which would make it
harder to prove that a non-minor remains in care. We will consider how to
prevent administrative burdens for non-minor foster youth participants when we
address this issue in the annual renewals section of this decision.

It is reasonable to approve the following eligibility criteria for the Foster
Youth Program:

a. A participant must be either (a) a minor in foster care
between 13 years old and their 18 birthday, or (b) a non-
minor in extended foster care between 18 years old and
their 215 birthday.

b. All applicants must provide a ward of court letter or a
county dependency letter.

c. A foster youth minor must provide signatures from a
caregiver or caseworker (Authorized Applicant) on their
application.

d. A non-minor participant may continue to receive Foster
Youth Program services for 6 months after they leave foster
care or turn 21 years old.
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The program administrator for the Foster Youth Program (FY Program
Administrator) should include information about the application of the one-per-
household requirement to foster youth in its education and outreach materials
for county child welfare agencies.

4, Enroliment and Verification Process

iFoster currently administers the iFoster Pilot enrollment and verification
process. The Staff Proposal noted that the pilot eligibility verification process
involves minors obtaining approvals from both the county child welfare agencies
and their caregivers, while non-minors only require approval from county child
welfare agencies.

The Staff Proposal explained that iFoster reviews applications to confirm
compliance with eligibility requirements and checks their database to prevent
duplicate awards of California LifeLine discounts to an individual foster youth.
When it finds anomalies in an application, iFoster contacts the caregiver, case
worker, and the referred county agency to verify that all information in the
application is accurate. iFoster performs these tasks as the pilot program
administrator to safeguard the personal information of foster youth.

The Staff Proposal recommends that the FY Program Administrator
perform the same tasks to enroll foster youth while safeguarding the personal
information of foster youth. D.19-04-021 provided that “[t]he privacy needs of
children and youth in foster care require additional measures... specific checks
and approvals must be implemented to ensure the iFoster pilot program
complies with applicable county child welfare regulations ensuring the safety
and protection of minor and non-minor dependents of the state of California
while also creating a process easy enough to ensure maximum participation of

eligible children and youth.”
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The Staff Proposal recommended the following roles and tasks for the FY

Program Administrator:

Review applications for compliance with eligibility rules;
Review applications for accuracy and completeness;

Review applications against its database of foster youth
participants to prevent duplication; and

When it finds anomalies in an application, contact the
caregiver, case worker, and the referred agency to verify
the accuracy of the information provided in the
application.

The Staff Proposal recommended the following roles and responsibilities

for applying and selecting a service provider:

Authorized Applicants will submit applications on behalf
of minor foster youth (age 13-17), with the signature of the
foster youth.

After the FY Program Administrator approves the
application, Authorized Applicants will select a service
provider.

Non-minor foster youth (age 18 and up) will
independently submit applications.

After the FY Program Administrator approves the
application, non-minor foster youth will select a service
provider.

TURN and CforAT generally supported the Staff Proposal’s recommended

enrollment and verification process.!

TURN suggested that the Commission also require the FY Program

Administrator to coordinate with the California LifeLine Program Administrator

to ensure that foster youth do not receive subsidized services from both the

14 TURN'’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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Foster Youth Program and California LifeLine.!> We agree with this
recommendation.

iFoster expressed concerns with relying on caregivers to submit
applications.!® The Staff Proposal recommended allowing either caregivers or
caseworkers to submit applications on behalf of minor foster youth. The Staff
Proposal’s approach is reasonable.

iFoster also recommended allowing caseworkers to submit applications on
behalf of non-minor foster youth, noting that the majority of pilot applications
from non-minor foster youth in care are submitted by caseworkers.'”” We agree
that non-minor foster youth should have the option to authorize a caseworker
submit an application on their behalf.

It is reasonable to adopt the following enrollment and verification roles
and responsibilities for the Foster Youth Program:

a. The FY Program Administrator will review applications for
compliance with eligibility rules.

b. The FY Program Administrator will review applications for
accuracy and completeness.

c. The FY Program Administrator will review applications
against its database of foster youth participants to prevent
duplication.

d. The FY Program Administrator will coordinate with the
California LifeLine Program Administrator to prevent
duplication of services subject to all applicable privacy
laws.

15 TURN'’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023, and CforAT’s
reply comments on the Staff Proposal filed on October 13, 2023.

16 jFoster’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.

17 iFoster’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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e. When it finds anomalies in an application, the FY Program
Administrator will contact the Authorized Applicant and
the county child welfare agency to verify the accuracy of
the information provided in the application.

f. Authorized Applicants may submit applications on behalf
of minor foster youth, with the signature of the foster
youth.

g. Non-minor foster youth may independently submit
applications, or caseworkers may submit applications on
behalf of non-minor foster youth, with the signature of the
foster youth.

5. Annual Renewals

The iFoster Pilot does not have a renewal requirement. The Staff Proposal
recommended an annual renewal process for the Foster Youth Program, similar
to the general California LifeLine renewal requirement to verify continued
program eligibility each year prior to the anniversary of the participant’s
enrollment in the program.

The Staff Proposal recommended the following process for Foster Youth
Program annual renewals:

e The Authorized Applicant will complete the annual
renewal form on behalf of foster youth minors;

e Foster youth non-minors (age 18 and up) will complete the
annual renewal form; and

e FY Program Administrator will make the annual renewal
form available online or in another manner.

TURN opposed the annual renewal requirement for foster youth minors,
and iFoster opposed the annual renewal requirement for all foster youth. TURN

urged the Commission to require renewals of the eligibility of foster youth

-12 -
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minors only when there are automated solutions that do not require
administrative burdens for foster youth.!®

iFoster similarly argued that a renewal requirement is too burdensome on
foster youth and would result in loss of service for eligible foster youth. As noted
above, iFoster also raised concerns about whether non-minors in foster care will
be able to easily provide documentation showing that they remain in care.?

We agree that the Staff Proposal’s recommended annual renewal process is
too burdensome for the Foster Youth Program. It is not necessary for foster youth
or their Authorized Applicants to submit forms on an annual basis to prove the
foster youth’s continued eligibility for the program.

The FY Program Administrator should work directly with county child
welfare agencies to verify the continued eligibility of Foster Youth Program
participants. If a county child welfare agency informs the FY Program
Administrator that a Foster Youth Program participant is no longer a ward of the
court or county dependent, then the FY Program Administrator should contact
the participant. If the county child welfare agency informs the FY Program
Administrator that a non-minor is no longer in extended foster care or has turned
21 years old, then the FY Program Administrator should send text messages to
inform the foster youth (a) that program services will end in six months, and (b)

how to apply for the general California LifeLine program.

18 TURN'’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.

9 iFoster’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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6. Service Providers and Personally Identifiable
Information

The Staff Proposal noted that T-Mobile is the sole service provider for the
iFoster Pilot. iFoster serves as the account holder for all foster youth pilot
services to protect the personally identifiable information of foster youth.

The Staff Proposal recommended opening the program to all California
LifeLine service providers to increase the service coverage areas and provide
more options for foster youth. The Staff Proposal recommended allowing any
California LifeLine service provider to elect to participate in the Foster Youth
Program. The Staff Proposal recommended providing only wireless service
because foster youth frequently move to different homes and need consistent
access to communications.

The Staff Proposal recommended that the FY Program Administrator serve
as the account holder for all Foster Youth Program participants to protect the
personally identifiable information of foster youth. The Statf Proposal
recommended that the Authorized Applicant or non-minor foster youth select a
service provider and provide this information to the FY Program Administrator.

iFoster supported the Staff Proposal’s recommendation for the FY Program
Administrator to be the account holder for all participants to protect personally
identifiable information of foster youth.?

It is reasonable for the FY Program Administrator to serve as the account
holder for all Foster Youth Program participants.

TURN, Greenlining, and CforAT supported allowing all California
LifeLine service providers to participate in the Foster Youth Program. TURN

argued that expanding service provider participation may increase choices for

20 jFoster’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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foster youth participants and provide greater stability and certainty for
participants.?!

In comments on the proposed decision and the first revised proposed
decision, T-Mobile asserted that (a) it will not participate in the Foster Youth
Program or provide service to foster youth during a transition period after the
pilot ends on July 31, 2024, and (b) its subsidiary Assurance Wireless, L.P., a
California LifeLine service provider, does not intend to participate in the Foster
Youth Program.

In reply comments on the proposed decision and comments on the revised
proposed decision, TURN urged the Commission to prevent a scenario where no
California LifeLine service provider chooses to serve the Foster Youth Program
participants in time to prevent loss of service for pilot participants after July 31,
2024.

In reply comments on the first revised proposed decision, TracFone
Wireless, Inc./Cellco Partnership doing business as Verizon Wireless
(TracFone/Verizon) asserted that it would need additional time to consider
whether to participate in the Foster Youth Program.

We share TURN's concerns that no California LifeLine service provider
may choose to serve Foster Youth Program participants before the current pilot
program expires on July 31, 2024. The Commission’s staff should be given
flexibility through a pilot program to provide wireless services to Foster Youth
Program participants.

For these reasons, it is reasonable for the Commission to create a new pilot

program (Foster Youth Pilot) and to authorize the Commission’s staff to

2l TURN's and Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26,
2023. CforAT’s reply comments on the Staff Proposal filed on October 13, 2023.
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(a) directly procure wireless services from a single service provider for Foster
Youth Pilot participants, and/or (b) reimburse the FY Program Administrator or
another entity for procurement of wireless services for Foster Youth Pilot
participants.

In order to mitigate the potential for disruptions of service to iFoster Pilot
participants during the transition, it would be reasonable for the Commission’s
staff to select a wireless service provider for the Foster Youth Pilot based on
(a) how quickly the service provider expresses interest in the Foster Youth Pilot
by serving a notice to the service list of this proceeding and (b) the quality of
service plan offering.

The Foster Youth Pilot should commence on the issuance date of this
decision and should conclude five years after the issuance date of this decision.

7. Marketing, Education, and Outreach

The Staff Proposal noted that iFoster performs marketing and outreach for
the pilot to county child welfare and probation departments, department of
education foster youth liaisons, attorneys, courts, court appointed special
advocates, and child welfare organizations. The pilot service provider is not
involved in the marketing and outreach for the iFoster Pilot.

The Staff Proposal recommended that the FY Program Administrator
(a) submit marketing and outreach materials to the Commission’s staff for review
and approval, and (b) coordinate with county agencies to facilitate marketing
and outreach for the program.

TURN suggested that the Commission either (a) hire a different program
administrator for managing marketing and outreach and digital literacy for the
Foster Youth Program, or (b) specify the outreach role. TURN asserted that

outreach directly to counties is likely the most effective strategy for reaching
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eligible foster youth in each county’s care. Greenlining commented that the
Commission should require bids for the FY Program Administrator role to
include outreach plans.??

We agree that direct outreach to counties is the most efficient way to reach
eligible foster youth. It is reasonable for the marketing and outreach work of the
FY Program Administrator to focus on (a) developing marketing materials for
approval by the Commission’s staff, and (b) conducting outreach to county child
welfare and probation departments.

8. Devices and Start Date of Service

The Staff Proposal noted that the iFoster Pilot provides phones to

participants as follows:

e T-Mobile provides one mobile device, a phone case, a
charging block, and a handbook on phone set-up and care
to each participant at no cost to the participant or
California LifeLine.

o iFoster sends each phone order to T-Mobile with an
anonymized identifier (e.g. iFoster 1234) and a shipping
address (e.g. foster youth address, caseworker address, or
county liaison).

e T-Mobile configures each pilot phone at no cost to the
participant or California LifeLine. Each phone is
configured with the iFoster application and the Family
Urgent Response System (FURS) foster care crisis hotline.

e T-Mobile ships the device to the shipping address
provided by iFoster and provides iFoster with the tracking
information.

e iFoster shares the tracking information with the applicant
or county liaison.

22 TURN's and Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26,
2023.
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e When the foster youth receives a phone, the foster youth
sends a text message to iFoster to confirm receipt and
operational status of the device.

The Staff Proposal recommended a slightly modified process for the Foster
Youth Program:

e The FY Program Administrator will create digital literacy
material, which will include instructions for caregivers on
how to add the FURS foster care crisis hotline number to
the contacts list, set up parental control, and remove any
unnecessary software from the phone.

e The Commission’s staff will review and approve digital
literacy materials.

e The service provider will provide a free mobile device (4G
or better) with a compatible charging device to each foster
youth participant, along with digital literacy materials, at
no cost to the participant or California LifeLine.

e The service provider will configure the device to block all
services not included in the program’s service plan, such as
international calls.

e The service provider will inform the FY Program
Administrator of the service activation date.

e The service activation date will be considered the start date
of program service.

The Staff Proposal’s recommendations are based on the iFoster Pilot
process with modifications to reduce administrative burdens for the FY Program
Administrator and service providers while protecting the personally identifiable

information of participants.
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Greenlining supported the requirement for service providers to provide
free devices and charging devices to participants and suggested that participants
have the option to receive wireless service on their own device. 2

iFoster expressed concerns about relying on caregivers to add the FURS
crisis hotline number to the contacts list.?* In addition to including information
on how to add the hotline number to the contacts list, we will also direct the FY
Program Administrator to text each participant the FURS crisis hotline number
upon activation of service.

TURN supported the requirement for service providers to provide initial
and replacement mobile devices to participants at no cost to California LifeLine.??
The Commission has not authorized reimbursement for devices through the
California LifeLine Program and will not authorize reimbursement for devices
on a long-term basis at this time. However, we will authorize reimbursements for
devices through the new pilot program.

It is reasonable to reimburse the FY Program Administrator or another
entity for procurement of mobile devices and/or compatible charging devices for
Foster Youth Pilot participants.

It is reasonable to approve the following device-related requirements and
process for the Foster Youth Program:

a. The FY Program Administrator will create digital literacy
material, which will include instructions on how to add the
FURS foster care crisis hotline number to the contacts list.

b. The Commission’s staff will review and approve digital
literacy materials.

2 Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.

2 Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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c. The Commission will coordinate with the FY Program
Administrator and/or another entity to kit the mobile
devices and ship the digital literacy materials, mobile
devices, and charging devices.

d. The service activation date will be considered the start date
of program service.

e. The FY Program Administrator and/or another entity will
text each participant the FURS crisis hotline number upon
activation of service.

9. Non-Usage and Suspension of Service

General Order 153 provides that California LifeLine participants will be
disconnected from service if they do not use their service for 30 days. The iFoster
Pilot did not have a non-usage rule. The Staff Proposal noted that during the first
two quarters of 2023, around 50% of foster youth participants had periods of
non-usage of voice, text, and data.

The Staff Proposal recommended applying a modified version of non-
usage rule to the Foster Youth Program. After 30 days of non-usage, the service
provider would notify the FY Program Administrator, which would notify the
foster youth and any Authorized Applicants that failure to use service within
15 days of the notification date would result in the foster youth’s transfer to an
Emergency Service Access Plan. This plan would provide the foster youth with
voice and text service and reduced data service to enable a foster youth to have
sufficient communications access in the event of an emergency.

The Staff Proposal also recommended a Suspended Service Plan for
circumstances where the FY Program Administrator receives notice of a court
order to temporarily suspend communications services for 90 days or less. If it
receives a notice to suspend communications services for over 90 days, the FY

Program Administrator will terminate program services for the participant. The
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Suspension Plan will reimburse the service provider for retaining the phone
number associated with the device to enable the foster youth to easily reconnect
with their contacts after the suspension period ends.

iFoster expressed concerns that the Staff Proposal did not provide enough
time to account for temporary non-usage by foster youth. TURN initially
supported a non-usage rule but recommended applying the rule after two
consecutive months of non-usage based on its review of pilot usage data.?

iFoster and TURN also initially supported the Staff Proposal’s
recommended Suspension Plan. iFoster suggested lengthening the period of
court-ordered suspension of access to communications services.”” We will
lengthen the temporary suspension period to 120 days.

In reply comments on the proposed decision, TURN urged the
Commission to modify the proposed decision to prevent a scenario where no
California LifeLine service provider elects to serve the Foster Youth Program
participants in time to prevent loss of service for pilot participants after July 31,
2024. TURN recommended replacing the requirement for an Emergency Service
Access Plan with 6-month non-usage rule. This decision creates a new Foster
Youth Pilot to provide the Commission’s staff with flexibility to procure wireless
services, mobile devices, and charging devices for participants. The
Commission’s staff will also need flexibility to procure wireless services that do
not include an Emergency Service Access Plan, a Suspended Service Plan, or a

non-usage rule.

% jFoster’s and TURN's opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
%7 iFoster’s and TURN's opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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It is reasonable to authorize a Foster Youth Pilot that does not have any
requirements to discontinue or reduce services to pilot participants due to non-
usage of services.

It is reasonable to establish the following suspension of service provision
for the Foster Youth Pilot: if the FY Program Administrator receives notice of a
court order to suspend communications services for more than 120 days, then it
will direct the service provider to terminate program services for the participant.

10. Transition to the Foster Youth Program
The iFoster Pilot launched in November 2019 with Boost Mobile, an

affiliate of Sprint, as the service provider. Following the merger of Sprint and
T-Mobile in 2020, T-Mobile became the service provider for the iFoster Pilot. The
Staff Proposal noted that most pilot participants who received service from Boost
Mobile did not transition to service from T-Mobile without interruption.

The Staff Proposal envisioned that the Commission’s staff would issue a
request for proposal to hire the FY Program Administrator in time to commence
enrollment in the Foster Youth Program no later than July 31, 2024.

The Staff Proposal recommended that pilot participants be allowed to
continue to receive wireless services from T-Mobile for one year after the end of
the iFoster Pilot duration (August 1, 2024 to July 31, 2025). The Staff Proposal
recommended authorizing California LifeLine to reimburse T-Mobile for pilot
services during this one-year transition period to minimize the loss of service to
foster youth.

The Staff Proposal also recommended authorizing California LifeLine to
reimburse iFoster for pilot transition administration services for up to three
months after the pilot expires on July 31, 2024. During this three-month

transition period, iFoster and the FY Program Administrator would migrate
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participants from the T-Mobile network to participating service providers.
iFoster would also transfer administrative information and customer data to the
FY Program Administrator. The Staff Proposal envisioned that the transition
between iFoster and the FY Program Administrator may begin prior to the end of
the pilot period.

Greenlining supported the Staff Proposal’s focus on transitioning foster
youth to the permanent program with minimal service disruptions. Greenlining
urged the Commission to minimize enrollment barriers and prioritize the
successful transition of current participants in the permanent program without
service disruption.?®

We agree that the Commission should support the successful transition of
foster youth from the current pilot program to the new pilot program with
minimal service disruptions. All iFoster Pilot participants (as of May 15, 2024)
should be deemed eligible to participate in the new Foster Youth Pilot and Foster
Youth Program until May 14, 2025, and should be automatically transitioned to
the new Foster Youth Pilot and Foster Youth Program unless they opt out.

TURN supported use of the state procurement process to hire a FY
Program Administrator. TURN also supported providing authority for the
Commission to continue to reimburse T-Mobile for pilot services for an
additional year to minimize service disruptions for participants.?’

As discussed above, this decision was revised to establish a Foster Youth
Pilot to authorize the Commission’s staff to procure wireless services for

participants in a flexible manner. This authorization includes the option for the

2 Greenlining’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.

2 TURN'’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.
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Commission’s staff to directly or indirectly procure wireless services for Foster
Youth Pilot participants.

iFoster argued that California LifeLine should have authority to reimburse
iFoster for pilot transition administrative services for at least 6 months after the
conclusion of the pilot period.*® Three months after the end of the pilot is
sufficient because the Commission’s staff intends to hire the FY Program
Administrator and begin the transition to the new FY Program Administrator
several months prior to July 31, 2024. Further, this decision provides sufficient
notice to iFoster to transfer information to the FY Program Administrator
promptly after selection. iFoster shall transfer all administrative information and
customer data to the FY Program Administrator within 30 days of notice of
selection of the FY Program Administrator.

The Commission maintains ownership of all foster youth data from the
iFoster Pilot and retains sole authority over the creation, modification and use of
the California LifeLine program data.3! As part of the iFoster Pilot application
process, foster youth must certify that iFoster may provide their name and their
ward of the court letter to the Commission for auditing purposes.’? Additionally,

foster youth must sign a consent form authorizing iFoster to share their personal

%0 jFoster’s opening comments on the Staff Proposal filed on September 26, 2023.

31 jFoster Advice Letter 1-B states that the Commission owns the foster youth pilot data.
Additionally, it mandates that iFoster must provide access to their system to Commission staff
to view relevant data pertaining to the iFoster pilot program. Further, it specifies that LifeLine
program data created and/or managed during the pilot will be owned by the Commission.
Advice Letter 1-B was filed on April 12, 2023, and subsequently approved on May 1, 2023,
available at https:/ /www.cpuc.ca.gov/consumer-support/financial-assistance-savings-and-
discounts/lifeline/ more-information-on-california-lifeline/non-utilities-advice-letters.

32 See iFoster’s Phones for Foster Youth Application, available at
https:/ /staticl.squarespace.com/static/577c8338bebafbe36dfc1691/t/5e20b52512182f60de9e8a
10/1579201830605/iFoster+Phones+for+Foster+Youth+Application.pdf.
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information with the Commission and program partners.?* Following the
transfer of all pilot information, account ownership, phone numbers, and
customer data, the FY Program Administrator must adhere to all relevant
privacy laws to protect the confidentiality of foster youth participant data.>*
While we believe no additional consent is necessary for the data transfer, iFoster
shall assist the Commission and the FY Program Administrator in obtaining any
additional authorization from foster youth, caregivers and/or counties, if
necessary.>

The successful transfer of this data by iFoster is crucial to ensure that foster
youth who are enrolled in the iFoster Pilot are successfully transitioned to the
new Foster Youth Pilot without losing service. To accomplish a smooth
transition, the Commission will employ its full authority and available tools to
address any non-compliance with its rules and directives.

In reply comments on the proposed decision, TURN urged the
Commission to prepare for iFoster Pilot participants to migrate to the new
program and prevent disruptions of service. Upon further consideration, this
decision was revised to direct iFoster to cease to enroll participants in the pilot
after May 15, 2024 to provide sufficient time for transitioning participants from

the pilot to the permanent program.

3 See iFoster’s information release consent form, available at
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=234505071.

3 See Request for Proposal for a new LifeLine Foster Youth Program Administrator, dated
January 30, 2024, available at https:/ /caleprocure.ca.gov/event/8660/0000029986. The request
for proposal mandates that the FY Program Administrator maintain the confidentiality of the
personally identifying information of foster youth to ensure privacy and safety.

3 Out of an abundance of caution, the Commission and the FY Program Administrator may
notify foster youth participants, via text messaging, to inform them that their service will be
managed by a new program administrator and that they have the option to cancel their service.
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It is reasonable to authorize the following plan for transitioning from the
iFoster Pilot to the Foster Youth Pilot and the Foster Youth Program:

a. iFoster shall not enroll participants in the iFoster Pilot after
May 15, 2024.

b. The Commission’s staff will issue a request for proposals
and will select a FY Program Administrator.

c. iPoster shall transfer all administrative information and
customer data to the FY Program Administrator within
30 days of notice of the selection of the FY Program
Administrator.

d. The FY Program Administrator will commence enrollment
in the Foster Youth Pilot and the Foster Youth Program no
later than July 31, 2024, if feasible.

e. California LifeLine may reimburse iFoster for pilot
transition administrative services provided on or before
October 31, 2024 after approval of an advice letter with the
transition services budget.

f. iFoster may file a Tier 2 advice letter to propose a budget
for administrative transition services provided on or before
October 31, 2024.

g. California LifeLine may reimburse T-Mobile for pilot
wireless services received by participants on or before
July 31, 2025.

11. Application of California LifeLine Rules

This decision authorizes deviations from General Order 153 and other
California LifeLine Program rules for the Foster Youth Program for the duration
of the Foster Youth Pilot.

12. Minimum Service Standards and Specific Support
Amounts

The November 2023 Proposal included recommendations for setting the
specific support amounts and minimum service standards for the Foster Youth

Program. Generally, the November 2023 Proposal recommended that the Foster
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Youth Program’s specific support amounts and minimum service standards
match the structure, requirements, and subsidies of the general California
LifeLine program.

As discussed above, in reply comments on the proposed decision, TURN
urged the Commission to modify the proposed decision to prevent a scenario
where no California LifeLine service provider elects to serve the Foster Youth
Program participants in time to prevent loss of service for pilot participants after
July 31, 2024. TURN recommended modifying the Foster Youth Program’s
minimum service standards and specific support amounts to match those of the
iFoster Pilot.

The iFoster Pilot currently offers $29 specific support amount for unlimited
text, unlimited voice, unlimited data, and 10 GB hotspot.

It is reasonable to establish the following Foster Youth Program minimum
service standards: unlimited text, unlimited voice, and 25 GB data. As discussed
above, this decision authorizes the new Foster Youth Pilot to enable the
Commission’s staff to have the flexibility to procure service for foster youth
participants. The Commission’s staff will seek to obtain high quality mobile
services to foster youth participants at a reasonable cost. However, this decision
will not establish specific support amounts for the Foster Youth Pilot or the
Foster Youth Program.

13. Summary of Public Comment

Rule 1.18 of the 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

-27 -



R.20-02-008 COM/ARD/jnf/sgu PROPOSED DECISION (Rev. 2)

submitted in a proceeding be summarized in the final decision issued in that
proceeding. There are no relevant public comments on the Docket Card.

14. Comments on Proposed Decision

The proposed decision of Commissioner Alice Reynolds 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.

Comments were filed on January 30, 2024 by iFoster, T-Mobile, and TURN,
and reply comments were filed on February 5, 2024 by iFoster and TURN. This
decision includes substantive revisions to address TURN’s recommendations to
simplify program requirements for service providers to encourage participation
by service providers and prevent loss of service to foster youth when the pilot
concludes on July 31, 2024.

On February 29, 2024, the assigned AL]J issued a ruling to allow parties to
comment on the first revision of the proposed decision mailed to the service list
of this proceeding on the same date. iFoster, TURN, T-Mobile, Youth Law
Center, and TracFone/ Verizon filed comments on the first revision by March 13,
2024.

This decision includes substantive revisions to address party’s comments
on the first revision of the proposed decision. This decision was revised to create
a new Foster Youth Pilot that will provide foster youth participants with mobile
devices and wireless service from a single service provider.

15. Assignment of Proceeding

Alice Reynolds is the assigned Commissioner and Stephanie Wang is the

assigned AL]J in this proceeding.
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Findings of Fact

1. Foster youth who are wards of California counties may be placed out of
state or temporarily live out of state.

2. Non-minor foster youth who live in a group home are considered a
separate household for California LifeLine eligibility purposes if they do not
share resources with others in that home.

3. Minor foster youth are considered a household of one for California
LifeLine eligibility purposes.

4. Many iFoster Pilot applications were submitted by caseworkers on behalf
of non-minor foster youth.

5. An annual renewal requirement for all Foster Youth Program participants
is too burdensome for participants and could result in loss of service for
participants.

6. iFoster currently serves as the account holder for all pilot participants to
protect the personally identifiable information of foster youth.

7. Direct outreach to counties is the most efficient way to reach eligible foster
youth.

8. During the first two quarters of 2023, around 50% of foster youth
participants had periods of non-usage of voice, text, and data.

9. Foster Youth Program participants need access to voice and text service in
an emergency.

10. Reimbursing a service provider for retaining a device’s phone number
during a foster youth’s court-mandated temporary suspension of communication
services will make it easier for the foster youth to reconnect with contacts after

the suspension period ends.
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11. Most iFoster Pilot participants who received service from Boost Mobile did
not transition to service from T-Mobile without interruption.

Conclusions of Law

1. Itis reasonable to approve the following eligibility criteria for the Foster
Youth Program:

(a) A participant must be either (i) a foster youth between
13 years old and their 18 birthday, or (ii) a non-minor in
extended foster care between 18 years old and their
21%tbirthday.

(b) All applicants must provide a ward of court letter or a county
dependency letter.

(c) A foster youth minor must provide signatures from an
Authorized Applicant on their application.

(d) A non-minor participant may continue to receive Foster
Youth Program services for 6 months after they leave foster
care or turn 21 years old.

2. The FY Program Administrator should include information about the
application of the California LifeLine one-per-household requirement to foster
youth in its education and outreach materials for county child welfare agencies.

3. The Foster Youth Program’s processes should be designed to protect the
privacy of participants.

4. Itis reasonable to adopt the following enrollment and verification roles
and responsibilities for the Foster Youth Program:

(a) The FY Program Administrator will review applications for

compliance with eligibility rules.
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(b) The FY Program Administrator will review applications for
accuracy and completeness.

(c) The FY Program Administrator will review applications
against its database of foster youth participants to prevent
duplication.

(d) The FY Program Administrator will coordinate with the
California LifeLine Program Administrator to prevent
duplication of services subject to all applicable privacy laws.

(e) When it finds anomalies in an application, the FY Program
Administrator will contact the Authorized Applicant and the
county child welfare agency to verify the accuracy of the
information provided in the application.

(f) Authorized Applicants may submit applications on behalf of
minor foster youth, with the signature of the foster youth.

(g) Non-minor foster youth may independently submit
applications, or caseworkers may submit applications on
behalf of non-minor foster youth, with the signature of the
foster youth.

5. Itis reasonable for the FY Program Administrator to work directly with
county child welfare agencies to verify the continued eligibility of Foster Youth
Program participants.

6. If a county child welfare agency informs the FY Program Administrator
that a Foster Youth Program participant is no longer a ward of the court or
county dependent, the FY Program Administrator should contact the participant.

7. If the county child welfare agency informs the FY Program Administrator

that a non-minor is no longer in foster care or has turned 21 years old, then the

-31 -



R.20-02-008 COM/ARD/jnf/sgu PROPOSED DECISION (Rev. 2)

FY Program Administrator should send text messages to inform the foster youth
(a) that program services will end in six months, and (b) how to apply for the
general California LifeLine program.

8. Itis reasonable for the FY Program Administrator to serve as the account
holder for all Foster Youth Program participants.

9. Itis reasonable for the Commission to create a new Foster Youth Pilot and
to authorize the Commission’s staff to (a) directly procure wireless services for
Foster Youth Pilot participants from a single service provider, and/or reimburse
the FY Program Administrator or another entity for procurement of wireless
services for Foster Youth Pilot participants, and (b) select a wireless service
provider for the Foster Youth Pilot based on (i) how quickly the service provider
expresses interest in the Foster Youth Pilot by serving a notice to the service list
of this proceeding and (ii) the quality of service plan offering.

10. It is reasonable for the marketing and outreach work of the FY Program
Administrator to focus on (a) developing marketing materials for approval by
the Commission’s staff, and (b) conducting outreach to county child welfare and
probation departments.

11. It is reasonable to approve the following device-related requirements and
process for the Foster Youth Program:

(@) The FY Program Administrator will create digital literacy
materials, which will include instructions on how to add the
FURS foster care crisis hotline number to the contacts list.

(b) The Commission’s staff will review and approve digital
literacy materials.

(c) The Commission will coordinate with the FY Program

Administrator and/or another entity to kit the mobile devices

-32 -



R.20-02-008 COM/ARD/jnf/sgu PROPOSED DECISION (Rev. 2)

and ship the digital literacy materials, mobile devices, and
charging devices.

(d) The service activation date will be considered the start date
of program service.

(e) The FY Program Administrator will text each participant the
FURS crisis hotline number upon activation of service.

12. It is reasonable to authorize the Commission’s staff to reimburse the FY
Program Administrator or another entity for procurement of mobile devices
and/or compatible charging devices for Foster Youth Pilot participants.

13. It is reasonable to establish the following suspension of service provision
for the Foster Youth Pilot: if the FY Program Administrator receives notice of a
court order to suspend communications services for more than 120 days, then it
will direct the service provider to terminate program services for the participant.

14. It is reasonable to authorize the following plan for transitioning from the
iFoster Pilot to the Foster Youth Pilot and the Foster Youth Program:

(a) All iFoster Pilot participants (as of May 15, 2024) should be
deemed eligible to participate in the new Foster Youth Pilot
and Foster Youth Program until May 14, 2025, and should be
automatically transitioned to the new Foster Youth Pilot and
Foster Youth Program unless they opt out.

(b) iFoster shall not enroll participants in the iFoster Pilot after
May 15, 2024.

(c) The Commission’s staff will issue a request for proposals and

will select a FY Program Administrator.

(d) iFoster shall transfer all administrative information and

customer data to the FY Program Administrator within
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30 days of notice of the selection of the FY Program
Administrator.

(e) The FY Program Administrator will commence enrollment in
the Foster Youth Pilot and Foster Youth Program no later
than July 31, 2024, if feasible.

(f) California LifeLine may reimburse iFoster for pilot transition
administrative services provided on or before October 31,
2024 after approval of an advice letter with the transition
services budget.

(g) iFoster may file a Tier 2 advice letter to propose a budget for
administrative transition services provided on or before
October 31, 2024.

(h) California LifeLine may reimburse T-Mobile for pilot wireless
services received by participants on or before July 31, 2025.

15. It is reasonable for the Foster Youth Program to deviate from General
Order 153 and other California LifeLine Program rules for the duration of the
Foster Youth Pilot.

16. It is reasonable to establish the following Foster Youth Program minimum

service standards: unlimited text, unlimited voice, and 25 GB data.

ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The Foster Youth Program within the California Universal Telephone
Service Program is approved as described in this decision.
2. The Foster Youth Pilot Program within the California Universal Telephone

Service Program is approved as described in this decision.
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3. iFoster, Inc. shall transfer all administrative information and customer data
to the Foster Youth Program Administrator within 30 days of notice of the
selection of the Foster Youth Program Administrator.

4. Rulemaking 20-02-008 remains open.

This order is effective today.

Dated , at Sacramento, California.
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