
P U B L I C H E A R I N G 

before 

ASSEMBLY REVENUE, FINANCE AND APPROPRIATIONS CD~ITTEE 

MEMBERS CT CO~ITTEE PRESENT: 

on 

ASSEMBLY, No. 3913 

Held: 
October 17, 1983 
Assembly Chamber 
State House 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Assemblyman Robert C. Janiszewski, Chairman 
Assemblywoman Barbara F. Kalik, Vice Chairwoman 
Assemblywoman Catherine A. Costa 
Assemblyman Richard Van Wagner 
Asse~blyman C. William Haines 
Assemblyman Anthony M. Villane, Jr. 
Assemblyman Karl Weidel 

ALSO PRESENT: 

William D. Zuzzio, Supervisor 
Office of Legislative Services 
Aide, Assembly Revenue, Finance and Appropriations Committee 

* * * * * * * * 



___________________________ , 



John Paul Doyle 
New Jersey State Assembly 
I )i ~ll. r i ct 1ll 

Senator Frank R. Lautenburg 
United States Congress 

Thomas H. Paterniti 
New Jersey State Assembly 
District 18 

.1R:1-21 

I N D E X 

3 

22 

* • * * * * * * 





f OFFICTAL COPY HTiJPRlNTl 

ASSEMBLY, No. 3913 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

By Assemblymen DOYLl<J, PArrF}RO and BOCCHINI 

AN AcT providi11~ certain senior and disablcll citizens with financial 

assistance for ll·h•phone service, supplcmellting TitlP 48 of the 

Revisc1l :StatulPs. and making a1i appropriation. 
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1. rl'his act ~dial] be known a11d may be cited as the mrefophone 

Lifeline Uri'dit Act." 

2. 'l'he L1•gislature finds that the divestiture of the American 

'l\~lephone and TPIPgTaph Cornpally, due to take effect .Taimary l, 

1!)~4, will l'l'Sllli in increased ra1<'S J'or tch~phone service for New 

.forspy residents; that Ruhshu,tial and precipitous incrPases in the 

cm;t of hasi<' td1·plio11e sNvice will have a disproportionate impact 

on se11inr a11d disabll~<l citizens, wlio are often 1forH~1Hk1 1 t on fixed 

incon"·~\ and wlto n·ly 011 1l1<~ir l«'l<'phorn• servicP HS a Ii l'dille to 

JipaJth SPrVite:,:, fri(~llfls :tlld fami !ies j and that the VOtl'l'S Ol tJiis 

~talc r<•cogniznd the importance of reducing tlin cost of basic 

tPlephonP Sl'l'Vi<'f~ lo SPnior a11d disahl0d citizrrn.: by a1iproving in 

197G an ai11<m<lrnP11t to the Constitution of the State of NPw .Tersey 

µrovidi11g that Stat<~ rev<>11ues dt'rived from the taxation of' gamb­

ling in Atla11tic City may lw used to n'dnce the telephorw charges 

of sPnior a11d disabled citizens. 

'l1he Legislature therefore determines that it is in the puhlic 

i11ter<>st 1o estal1lish a telephone lifeline <'redit program for senior 

and disahlnd citizens, to fund this ]ll'ogram with revmrnes from the 

C:~'-'ino H(•Vf'llllP F1111d Pstahlisl1Pd 1111der section 14;) of P. L. 1 D77, 

e. UO (C. G:J2-14!'1), tt]l(l to thus ii1sun' that i1l<'n':ises in basic 

EXPI.ANATION-~latler enclosed in bold-faced brackets [thus] in the above bill 
is twl t•1u1clt·tl and i~ iu11t•11<le1! lo be omitted in the law. 

MallPI' printt'd in italics thus is new mailer. 
Muller endoef'1l in u~tcri,ks or 8lar~ ha~ been adopted as follows: 

,._A,s<'mbly t'ommittet> amendments adopted November 21, 1983. 



2 

20 telephone servi('c will not :ulw~rscly afTcct lhmw nwst unahk to 

21 bear them. 

1 3. '!'ho Commissioner of Llw Department of ll 11111:111 S1~rvi1·Ps 

2 shall establish and ad111i11i:·d1·r a pro~>,TaJll \':l1i<'h s!1n ll he known as 

3 the "Telepl1011e Lifolii!e Cn!<lit Pro,!.';rurn." 

l 4. Any residential teh•plro11n c11sto111er wl10 011 .July 1 of n11y 

~ year or at ;u1y 1i1;11: duri11i-'; t!Jf' l'ollowirrg :.ix 1no11tl1:; i~;: a. 1:11roll1·d 

3 in, foun<l eligiLle for, or, exeept for the JJrovisiou:; of twctioit 4 of 

4 P. L. 1!)75, c. 1!)4 ( C. 30 :40-2:1), would b1~ 1·li;.;ilJle for !H•11t:fits 

;) Ull(ler the program of "Pharmaceutical ,'\ssista111'." to the ,\ged and 

6 Disabled," l'stalilishe<l pursuant to P. L. l!J7!"'>, <'. 1!)4 (C. :10:4D-21 

7 ct seq.), as ame11<led and supplerncuted; or, b. reeeiving or i~ 

8 eligible to n~ceive he1wfits undc>r the vrogrnm ol" ~uppkrnentary 

9 Security focome (P. L. 1973, c. 25(); C. 4J :7--8~ el seq.); or, <' 

10 receiving disahility be11ctits pursua11t to the li'l'deral Social Su~urit) 

11 Act (42 U.S.C. ~41G(i)) and meet:s the incouw and rm;ide11cy 

12 requircme11ts of the "Phannaerutical Assistance to the Aged and 

13 Di:-mbled" program shall be (digible for thP "'l'<.Jcpho111~ Lifolirn· 

14 Cn~dit Progr:.un" 1·stalilished punrna11t to tl1i:-; ad. '1'11e Commis-

15 sio11cr of the Dcpartrneut of l tumau Services shall (~slal.Jlish a 

16 scheuule of eligible customers who meet these qualifi('atio11s. 

1 5. 'l'he "Telephone Lifeline Credit Program" shall consist of 

2 an amrnal credit against the telephone bill of each (digihl<' l'l!Si-

3 dential telephone customer at his principal residc11ec. For custonwrs 

4 found to be eligible by January 1, 1!)84, the eredit shall be applied 

5 to their telephone hills hy April 1984. l1'or cuslo1llen; found to be 

6 eligible after January 1, 1!>84, the credit shall be applied to the 

7 bill issued no later than October of each year or as soon thereafter 

8 as eligibility is determined. '11he aimual credit shall be applied to 

9 an eligible customer's telephone bill in 12 equal monthly install-

10 ments. F'or tlie period January l, 1984 to July l, 1!)84 the arn1ual 

11 credit shall be $GO.OO. Begirn1i11g .July l, 1!)84, the a1111ual crPdit 

12 may be increased or decn'.ase<l as providP(l by law. 

1 6. U pou ccrtificatiou ],y the Commissioner of the DepartrnP11t 

2 of Human Servict~s, the State 'l'reasnrer shull 1iay to each telephone 

3 company t]w arnouut of the credit providetl for each 1digible re::;i-

4 dential customer served by the tclt~plwne con1pany. rl'Jw pay1m~11ts 

5 shall be made pursuant to a. ::;chedulP approved by 1h<' Dircdor 

6 of the Divisio11 of J:ndgd ~wd .\cc,011nti11,'.\" and paynw1i1s rnwk l'or 

7 unused credit shall he n·111r11•d to Utl' l'a::;i110 ltevt•rtlll' 11'1111d 

8 pursuant to a plan apprnv1~d l1y Uw din·dor. For eligible n·si-

9 deutial custonwrs receiving IH'.Iwfits pursuant to tlw pro~·;ralll of 

10 Suvph·mellfary Security I 11('01nP under P. L. 197:~, c. ~5G ( C. 44 :7-85 
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11 et seq.), the credit shall <·011sist of a SJH~cial State 1~tility supplement 

12 to the Suppl('flH'rifary ~<'<'Urity I 11<·0111p program all{l shall he made 

rn in 12 monthly irnitalhrn~nlf;. 'l1his special Statt• snppfoment shall 

14 be u1 a<lditio11 to 1•xisti11g suppk111entary pay111e11ts which have 

15 been or may he authorizPd and 111adc pursuant to P. L. 1973, <'. 256 

16 (C. 44:7-SG <>t seq.). 

J 7. 'J1he Con11nissio11<'r of tlw Dt~partrnent of Ilurnai1 Services is 

2 authorized to direct each telephone company to inform each eligible 

i) residential cm;torn<~r· of tlw '"l\,lephonp Lifeli11e Credit Program" 

4 hy separate 110ticc. 'l'he co111mi::isioner shall approve the content 

5 of this notice. Prior to is:rni11g this directio11 to a telephone com­

() vany, and prior to approvi11p; this uotice, the conunissioner shall 

7 consult with the Board of Puhlic Utilities. 

8. 'L1lie eo111111issio11cr shall submit a report on the "Telepho11e 

2 Lifeli11e Credit Program'' to the Legislature and the Governor on 

;3 Augm;t 15 of each year, hegim1i11g in 1985. This report shall in-

4 elude, but shall not be limited to, a summary of the implementation 

5 of the program, a study of its impact, aud auy recommendations 

G for its revision. 

!l. a. '11he c·o111rnissio1wr is authorized to prornulgate, pursuant to 

~ the "Admiuistrative J>rocedun~ Act," P. L.19GS, c. 410 (C. 52:14B-1 

3 et seq.), a11y rules and regulatio11s necessary to implement the 

4 provisions of this act. 

5 b. '11he co111missio11er shall be Pntitlcd to call upon the assistance, 

() or contract for 1 he services, of any State department, board, 

7 bureau, cornrnissiou or agency as may be uecessary to implement 

8 the provisions of this act. 

1 10. There is appropriated to the Departiuent of Human Services 

2 from the revenues deposited in the Casino Revenue Fund estab-

3 lishecl pursmwt to sc~etiou 145 of P. L. 1977, c. 110 (C. 5:12-145) 

4 the 1-illlll ol' ~[$1 ri,000,000.00]* ''$7,5()(),000.00~' to irnplcment the pro­

;, visions ol' thi:-; act. * .1lny purtiou of this appropriation rnay be 

{) e.xpendl'rl fort he 111trz)()se of providing the nun[ ederal share of any 

7 federal pro.r;ram, providing financial assistance to senior and dis-

8 abled citizens for the cost of basic telephone service a,o; determined 

!) by the Diri'do1 of the Division of Budget and Accouuting i,n the 

10 Dcpadnwnt of the Treasury.• 

1 ] l. 'I1 his act shall take effect '*irnmedia.tely, but shall remain 

~ i11ow~rativ<' 1111/i/* .laarnary ], 1984 *or the implementation of ra.te 

~~ i111·n·as1's for fmsi1: telepho11c servi('(' attrilmtafile to thr divcstifttrP 

·l nf thr .-in<"1·rinw 'l'el<'Jiho11e aud Trleyraph Cum7>rwy, ichichevcr ·is 

;) later". 'i 1
]1p l>1•partnwnt of' I Inman Rervices shall take all actions 

f) n<'rPssary prior to the effective date of this act to implement the 

7 provisionH nf t11is act 011 the effoctive date thereof. 
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Thi::; bill (•stablishe::; a "'11elepho1w Lifrline Credit Program" to 

prnvidP t>ligible seuior un<l disabled citizens with an annual credit 

uf $60.0() aga.inst their telephone bills. The divestiture of the American 

'l'elcphune and Telegraph Company, which will take effect January 1, 

1!184, is expected to increase the cost of telephmw scn·ice, and financial 

as,s.istanec providetl by this bill is intended to mitigate that increase. 

'l'Jtp $(i0 no annual credit would he applied in 12 monthly installments, 

which would provide an eligible senior or disabled citizen with a 

monthly credit of $5.00. 

'l'hc program established by this bill would utilize the same eligibility 

requirPnienis as the "Lifeline Credit Program," P. L. 1979, c. 197 

( C. 48 :2-2~U5 et seq.) and the' "l'cnants Lifeline Assistance Program," 

P. L. l!J81, e. 210 (C. 48:2-29.31 ct seq.). Senior and disabled citizens 

eligible for these programs would he eligible for the "Telephone Life­

line Credit Program" established in this bill. 

'l'hiH bill would take effect January 1, 1984. After July 1, 1984, the 

amount of credit cau be increased or decreased by law. A companion 

measure to t!tis bill, Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 3061 of 1983, 

PHtablislics a legislative study oommissiou to ddenniue precisely what 

t 111· a111ou11t ol' telephone bill rusisiHfancc would he. ThiR comrnissrion is 

cliargcd with reporting to the Legi1Hlaturc by .J mw I, 1984, and, based 

on tlw comrnis:._;ion 's recommendation, the a.mount of telephone bill 

:issistance provided ill this bill may ht• i11crea,.;cd or decreased 

acoordingly. 

(~OM l\f 11"l'Eg A MJ~NDM gNTS 

Uorn111ittec anwnumcnts reduce the appropriatiou from $15 million to 

$7.G million in recognition of a maximum 1ialf year cost in fiscal year 

Hl84; permit the use of that appropriation to match any li'ederal 

As1sistauce Program for this same purpoRe; and modify the effective 

date to he the later of ,January 1, 1984, or the implementation of rate 

incrf'aHes for baRic telephone s1ervice attributable to the divestiture of 

the American '1\~lopho1w and Telegraph Company. 





ASSEMBLYMAN ROBERT C. JANISZEWSKI (Chairman): This public 

hearing is being conducted today on Assembly Bill 3913. The hearing is 

being conducted by the Assembly Revenue, Finance and Appropriations 

Cnmmittee. Assembly Bill 3913 is· sponsored by Assemblyman Doyle, and 

it provides certain senior citizens and disabled citizens with 

financial assistance for telephone service, and it supplements Title 48 

of the revised statutes, also making it an appropriation. 

I would like to first call upon the bill's principal sponsor, 

Assemblyman Doyle, for introductory remarks. John, I would like to ask 

you to keep your comments brief. We will come back for questions from 

members of the Committee in a few moments, but I would like you to open 

with a conceptual discussion of what the bill intends to do and what 

segments of the community would be impacted by it and in what way. 

Assemblyman Doyle? 

A S S E H B L Y M A N J 0 H N P A U L D 0 Y l E: Thank you, 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, for the opportunity to 

appear before you to discuss this matter, which I think is of utmost 

concern to the elderly and handicapped citizens of this State. 

On January 1, a divestiture of the Bell Telephone system will 

take place. There will be increased costs to local service because of 

the loss of long-distance subsidization that will no longer occur. It 

is estimated at this time that the base telephone rate will be 

increased from $8. 50 to as much as $20. 50 per month, or more than a 

100% increase. I think it is in the essence of our legislative service 

to try to foresee a problem, particularly when it is going to impact 

upon those citizens least able to afford the kind of financial impact 

of that problem, and to do something about it so that we are not coming 

in after the fact to put a fire out that is already raging. 

I'm pleased to see that Senator Lautenburg is here. He has 

responded to the problem with appropriate and needed Federal 

legislation. The Senator and I have discussed it at length, and we 

think that our two approaches, taken together, will provide a full 

response to the problem we can foresee of these increased rates. 

Let me just talk in a very human way about the problem in 

a conceptual way, as you have asked, Mr. Chairman. My district 

1 



probably has as large a proportion of senior citizens as any 

legislative district. Oftentimes, it is senior citizens who are 

lonely, widowed, or widowered, who live in the circumstances where 

their families are removed from them, and who for them, the telephone 

is truly a lifeline -- a line to life -- a line to the first aid squad, 

to an emergency phone call -- to families who live far away. On top of 

rising utility bills, inflationary costs, and every other problem, if 

they have to face a base phone bi 11 that almost doubles, I think that 

is something that we should not allow to happen. 

Fortunately, we have the opportunity and the availability of 

funds to meet the problem. The Casino Revenue Fund, is dedicated, as 

we all know, to the reduction of utility rates for senior citizens and 

the disabled, as one of its purposes. Really, that has been its 

principal purpose since the 1976 legislation. It has $21 mil lion in 

surplus right now, and that surplus is growing. Given the problem and 

that source of funds, what this bi 11 would do is, it would provide for 

a $5 per month payment, which would approximate half the increase 

expected. That $5 would be paid on behalf of the 298, 0(10 people who 

presently qualify under existing threshold standards of the 

Pharmaceutical Assistance for the Aged and Disabled Program. 

As you know, the income limits for that program are $15,000 

for qualified senior couples, and $12,000 for qualified senior and 

disabled senior single persons. Given administrative costs, the 

numbers I've just given you, the approximate cost would be $17 million 

-- less than the surplus. The payments, as they are done with the 

existing Lifeline bill, of which I was the prime sponsor, for 

homeowners -- Assemblyman VanWagner was the prime sponsor for tenants 

-- would be paid to the uti 1 it y company to minimize administrative 

costs so that there would be one large check on a roonthly or quarterly 

basis paid to the telephone company. 

The bill further provides for annual studies as to the 

efficacy of the program and how well it is working. 

In summary, that is the program. I know that Senator 

Lautenburg wi 11 be speaking next, and I wi 11 await your quest ions. 

Suffice it to say, since this program was first proposed by Senator 

2 



Laut enburg and me in August of this year, I have heard senior citizen 

groups in my area say that the program is worthwhile, that is something 

they are concerned about, and this wi 11 alleviate the burden. 

I have heard from other state legislators who are interested 

in this model legislation, because this will be a nationwide problem. 

I appreciate your time in coming here, and I look forward to 

your questions. I hope at your next meeting, you will vote the bill 

out favorably. Thank you, members and Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblyman Doyle. I 

would like to ask Senator Frank Lautenburg if he will come forward to 

this microphone. While the Senator is doing that, I would like to 

thank him for his presence here today. Senator, this Committee is 

honored by your presence, and I would like to compliment you for your 

interest in the New Jersey legislative process, particularly in our 

Chamber. 

S E N A T 0 R f R A N K R. L A U T E N B U R G: Thank you for 

the opportunity to be here. I assume that it was just a coincidence 

that I sat on the other side of the aisle, because this is not a 

political thing at all. It would be amusing to my colleagues in 

Washington if they saw me on the Republican side of the aisle. They 

have never seen me there. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a formal statement. I am pleased to be 

here today. I would like to first commend you and your colleagues for 

calling and attending this hearing to examine on a State level what can 

be done to preserve affordable, universal telephone service. I also 

want to commend Maj or it y Leader Doy le, along with Assemblymen Patera 

and Bocchini for their leadership in sponsoring Assembly Bill 3915, the 

Telephone Lifeline Credit Act. 

I think I would best serve the Commit tee by discussing the 

coming new aids in telecommunications in America and the challenges 

they present. I want to tell you what Congress is doing to meet these 

challenges and to suggest what might be done here, as well, through 

this legislation. 

3 



This January 1 wil 1 mark the beginning of a new era in 

telecommunications. AT&T, the Bell System as we knew it, at present so 

prominant in our State, is on its way to being broken up. Competition 

will be the watchword. Efficiency and technological innovation will be 

the goals. But, preserving affordable, dependable telephone service 

for local consumers will be the challenge. 

Long-standing programs for subsidizing local service with 

long-distance revenues are slated for repeal. Local telephone 

companies forced to modernize to compete wi 11 pass on new costs to 

subscribers. What is boils down to next year is a minimum 70% hike in 

the average residential rate in New Jersey, according to the New Jersey 

BPU. But, that is only the beginning. 

Rates will continue to rise, and as they rise, we wi 11 face 

the risk of pushing thousands of people. off the telephone network. 

Disconnected will be the poor and the unemployed. Disconnected also 

will be the elderly of limited means who rely on the local telephone 

often as a lifeline to their friends and to the world outside. We 

can't let that happen. Yet, we must seek solutions that are efficient, 

that are compatible with the competitive environment, and that bring a 

fair share of help back to New Jersey. 

Let me explain what we have done in the Senate Commerce 

Committee on which I serve to meet these challenges. We have released 

legislation by a fifteen to two vote that would establish a program for 

the support of basic lifeline telephone service for people of limited 

means. That simply means access to the outside world. It is not 

luxury service by a longshot. 

The program would be funded evenly by surcharges on 

long-distance companies AT&T -- and also its competitors -- MCI, 

Sprint, and the so-called bypassers companies that build private 

networks outside the public telephone systems. Unfortunately, they use 

part of what is a resource, and that is, the communication waves. The 

fund would be used to support up to 50% of the subsidy needed to keep 

people on line. Any state would be eligible, but it is important to 

highlight what the Committee rejected, as well. 
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It rejected a proposal by the Committee Chairman, Packwood of 

Oregon, and thirty Senate Republicans, to subsidize not only the poor, 

but other areas of the country. In any region of the country where 

;ixed costs of telephone service are more than 10~~ of the national 

average, 9m~ to 10m~ of those costs would be picked up by everyone 

else. 

I opposed that proposal, and it is obvious why. I'll explain 

it further. Believe it or not, New Jersey is blessed with a relatively 

low fixed-cost telephone system because of its dense population and the 

fact that much of its capital is paid for over a number of years. 

Costs are very high in states like Florida where Sunbelt growth has 

forced the laying on of a whole new telephone infrastructure. That is 

preparing for the future. 

needs. 

That is not to take care of their current 

Costs are high in states like Alaska, Wyoming and Texas, 

where it takes miles of wire to link far-flung residents. 

A program to subsidize high-cost areas would subsidize 

everyone everyone -- in those high-costs states, whether they needed 

help or not. It would subsidize virtually no one in states like New 

Jersey, New York, or Pennsylvania -- those where the system developed 

over a number of years, and satisfies essentially a stable population. 

It would remove the incentive for high-cost areas to become efficient, 

because someone else like we would be paying for their inefficiencies. 

It would also rob New Jersey of a natural competitive advantage. We 

don't have too many, but this one is a good one for us. It is 

relatively low telecommunications costs in an information age when such 

costs figure critically in business decisions about where to locate. 

New Jersey can ill afford to give up a natural advantage. 

Certainly, Alaska, Texas, and Florida aren't subsidizing New 

Jersey's high energy costs. 

Under the proposal first offered, one billion, two hundred 

million dollars would have flowed to high-cost states. One hundred and 

two mi 11 ion dollars of that would have come from the pockets of New 

Jersey consumers, and two million dollars would come back to help those 

who are needy in terms of telephone service -- one hundred million out, 

two million in. That doesn't sound like a good idea to me. 
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I am pleased to report that I helped de feat that proposal. 

What the Committee agreed on was a scheme one-sixth the size for 

subsidizing very small rural telephone companies. It also okayed a 

$200 mi Ilion program for targeted lifeline assistance for the poor 

the kind of assistance that will come to New Jersey, the kind of 

complements that the program contemplated in the Assembly bill 

proposed. 

There was another important element in the Senate Committee's 

bill that affects residential telephone rates. The bi 11 suspends for 

two years the imposition of a so-called access charge on residential 

and small business customers. Small business customers are defined as 

single-line users. 

The FCC, in an effort to· free long-distance carriers to 

compete, had proposed to gradually repeal the long-distance subsidy of 

local rates, to shift all fixed-costs of local service onto local 

customers in the form of a flat, per line, so-called access charge. 

The charges would start in 1984 at $2. 00 a month for residents and 

$6.00 a month for businesses. By 1990, the access charge in New Jersey 

would amount to a doubling of the current average local telephone 

rate. In other words, the access charges alone would have equaled the 

present basic telephone rate. 

Given the uncertainty that the climate will face after 

January 1, my colleagues and I agreed that it would be unwise and 

unfair to shift these costs to residential and smal 1 business users. 

Our bill would, however, allow access charges on the larger businesses, 

so long-distance companies like AT&T and other carriers would be 

relieved of over $2 billion in subsidy costs. But, residential 

customers would be spared the initial price shock. 

While the Senate bill awaits floor action, legislation is 

pending before the House Committee on Energy and Commerce 

legislation, I might add, that goes farther in a number of ways than 

the Senate bill -- farther than I think is justified or fair. 

For example, the 

advantage now enjoyed by 

main House bil 1 tries to freeze a price 

long-distance competitors, like MCI and 
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Sprint, to the detriment of AT & T, and even New Jersey Bell, which 

serves HS the long-distance company in our State. Basically, the bill, 

by freezing the so-called enfia tariffs, would guarantee MCI and Sprint 

a 45% discount on the price they pay to hook up to the local network 

45~~ less than what AT & T or New Jersey Bell pays. That is unfair to 

AT & T and its shareholders. Someone is selecting out the parts they 

want to hear and subduing the others. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Perhaps they are MCI and Sprint. 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: They didn't seek competition, but they 

have a right, and now I am referring to AT & T and New Jersey Bell 

they weren't looking for competition, but they should have a right to 

expect fair competition. It is absolutely wrong to have them, with 

increasing costs, fix the amount of the charges that they are going to 

pass on to MCI or Sprint or the others. 

I might add that New Jersey Bell says that the freeze on 

enfia -- that portion passed on to other carriers -- would cost them 

$24 mil lion -- $24 mil lion that would have to be passed on to local 

consumers, the very people we are trying to help. 

Now, I would just like to turn briefly to the Assembly bill 

under consideration. I commend the sponsors for proposing a program 

that targets assistance to those in need -- the elderly and the 

disabled of limited means. Indeed, those people, more than others, 

rely upon the telephone as being a basic lifeline to friends, with 

emergency service to families. The program would complement, to a 

degree, the program set out in the United States Senate bill, which 

requires at least a 50% match from state sources. 

Of course, since the bill draws on funds which are dedicated 

to the elderly and the disabled, this bi 11 would be narrower than a 

Federal program geared to low-income people generally. 

I would, however, like to make a couple of suggestions, if I 

may. First, it may be that the effective date on the bill proposed is 

early -- premature -- depending on when the BPU actually orders certain 

rate hikes. Secondly, I would strongly suggest that the bill mandate 

the completion of a study by the BPU or an appropriate agency on the 

over al 1 impact of the coming rate increases. We have ordered that in 

the Senate bill from the FCC. 
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I am concerned by fhe studies that predict a 1 ?~ dropoff in 

subscribers for every 10% rise in price, which means that if rates go 

up 100%, which we are talking about, that 10% of the people could lose 

telephone service. We are talking about something as basic, my 

friends, as heat and light today. A telephone is not a luxury anymore 

in our society. 

We should be developing hard data based on hard New Jersey 

facts as they develop. In the meantime, however, we must act to set up 

mechanisms to ensure that the competitive era in telecommunications 

does not result in two classes -- those who enjoy the best in 

technological innovation, and those who can no longer afford basic 

local telephone service. 

I look forward to working with you on this in the future, and 

I would be happy to take a limited number of questions before I run 

off. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Senator Lautenburg, thank you very 

much for being with us here today. 

Let me just ask first, the cost estimate of the bi 11 that was 
released by the Senate Committee was how much? 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: Well, we' re talking about a subsidy of 

roughly $200 million for the rural, small telephone companies, and 

a $200 million lifeline service. That is the subsidy for high-cost 

areas, which were reduced from an initial estimate of a bill ion, two 

hundred million dollars. So, we've cut that by a billion dollars worth 

of assistance, in which New Jersey would have taken a significant part. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: In terms of the states which would 

qualify for participation in the receipt of this funding for purposes 

of telephone lifeline, what might be any requirement that the State may 

have to fulfill in order to qualify for the receipt of those funds? 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: The states would have to certify the 

number of those who need help, but it would also be a portion based on 

general telephone revenues to make the formula fairly simple. It would 

be distributed to every state in the Union. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you. Are there any other 

questions from members of the Committee? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN COSTA: Mr. Chairman? 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Yes, Assemblywoman Costa? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN COSTA: These gentleman would like to interrupt 

for just a moment. They would like to fix the sound boxes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Assemblyman Villane? 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Senator, I want to congratulate you and 

thank you for coming here to Trenton. I know you've got a busy 

schedule like lots of other people on the Federal level. 

This is really an important issue, and I'm glad to see you 

lend your support. I know you're busy, but I have one or two 

questions. 

It is truly a bipartisan spirit with which we enter into 

this. The problems of the elderly are problems of all of our parties 

-- Republicans, Democrats, and independents. By example of how 

nonpartisan or bipartisan this is, there is a Republican sponsor to an 

almost idential bill that does exactly the same thing. That is 

Assemblyman Muziani's bill. 

So, it is a uni versa! bi 11, and it is a bi 11 that we' re all 

behind. We' re very glad that you are going to help us at the Federal 

level. 

What I would like to know is, will the -- I think we ought to 

consider the amendments that you recommended at our meeting this 

afternoon. I am sure the Chairman will consider those, along with the 

sponsor, Assemblyman Doyle. How will we merge the two bills? How will 

the Federal assistance be put together with the State assistance if the 

bills both pass? 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: What we are looking for at the Federal 

level is, we think the responsibility ultimately passes back to the 

states. We want to give them funding at the Federal level, but it 

should only be 5m~ of that which is required. The other 5m~ of the 

revenue has to be generated by state programs, wherever they may come 

from, and I don't want to suggest the sources for the funding. 
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I would encourage you, as you examine this legislation, to 

include the poor, regardless of age, and regardless of the reasons for 

their poverty, whether it is fixed income, unemployed, or what have 

you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Would that be a problem with our bill, 

because we are going to tie in our bill, as we traditionally have done 

to New Jersey, with a means test and an age requirement? Would Federal 

funds still be applicable to kind of joining together with a thrust of 

our legislation? 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: We are only going to be looking at the 

means test for that, but again, that is to be deternined by the 

states. We' re going to allocate a portion of the trust fund to each 

state, based on the number of residents and the telephone revenues. It 

wi 11 be up to the states to use the test that they devise as being 

appropriate. But, it is so important. 

You know, people fail to recognize what the telephone means, 

because we' re so accustomed to having it in every one of our homes -­

our kids will have it. Even at colleges today, very often kids will 

chip in in a dormitory and buy phone service. But, to someone who is 

unemployed, whose only means of quick access to information as to 

whether or not a job finally comes, is the telephone -- or the working 

mother who is out on the job and can only be on the job as long as she 

can communicate with her kids at home. "Did Jerry get home? Did Bob 

get home? What is happening? What is going on?" It is that ability 

to communicate quickly that has made the difference in the growth of 

our society. As a result, people have become accustomed to it. 

We just can't cut people off because they don't have the 

means. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Thank you, Senator. That is the end of 

my questioning, but you are absolutely right. It is no longer a 

luxury. It is seven digits away from your position, your dentist, your 

first aid squad, your hospital, and it is absolutely a necessity. I 

appreciate your being here today. 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: I've spoken to social workers who have 

described the worst circumstances in the world about someone who lives 
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isolated in an apartment, either immobiled or imprisioned because of 

circumstances, and unable to communicate. It is emotionally a disaster 

for that person. It is depressing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblyman Villane. 

Assemblyman Weidel? 

ASSEMBLYMAN WEIDEL: Senator, you mentioned that your 

legislation would fund 5mo, and Mr. Doy le' s bi 11 would take effect 

january 1, 1987. Wi 11 you tell me when you expect -- is it possible 

that this bill in the United States Senate and the whole Congress would 

be passed before Doyle's bill? 

SENA TOR LAUTENBURG: It was my understanding that the bill 

that is proposed is a 1984 commencement date -- January 1, 1984. Our 

bill has to take place, in my view, in January 1984, because otherwise, 

there is an FCC mandate to increase local rates by $2. 00 per month. 

Barring any act ion, that will take place. Now we' re in a position 

where no action wi 11 lead to a very signigicant increase in costs in 

New Jersey. It represents about 25~o of the local rates just in that 

one quick moment on January 1. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WEIDEL: What I am leading up to, Senator, is 

this bill appropriates $15 million, and I don't know if we were aware 

that your bill was coming too. With the constraints on the budget this 

year, should we appropriate half of that amount? 

Doesn't the Board of Public Utilities have final approval as 

to these telephone rates? We're all assuming right now, aren't we, 

that they are going to go along with these project ions? Won't the 

Board of Public Utilities have the final say here in the State whether 

or not it is going to be $15 million or $20 million or $5 million? 

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: The Board of Public Utilities in every 

state, as far as we' re concerned, will be the determining factor as 

to what happens to rates. However, the amount of suhsidy that we are 

looking at is something that says, "Beyond the present base rate, we 

are concerned about increases." Those who can afford the base rate 

now, we think, have to share unfortunately in that revenue and will 

continue to share in that revenue. 
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What we' re talking about is the rate that is determined by 

the public utilities as the standard rate. We're offering this sum of 

money to the State of New Jersey and other states around the country to 

be distributed as the states see fit to use whatever yardsUck they 

see as the poverty yardstick. 

I'm not going to enter into the funding for the local 

subsidy what its source is and the extent of it. I think what 

Assemblyman Doyle had in mind, and he is certainly able to describe it 

himself, is the sharing of the burden between Federal and State. I'll 

leave it to you people here, in your good judgment, to determine how 

the share of the State gets to where it is going to go. That is not 

for me to do. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WEIDEL: I have one other question, sir. There 

was a statement distributed by the New Jersey Federation of Senior 

Citizens objecting to this bi 11 Doy le' s bil 1. We have a study 

commission going on right now to determine the expenditures from the 

Casino Revenue Fund. It is their statement that right now home health 

care and rental assistance are more important to them than phone 

assistance. So, that is another item that this Committee will have to 

take into consideration, because this bill is on top of your bill, and 

your bill in the United States Congress would take half of the monies 

available the 5m~ or whatever that figure would be -- it would be 

50% of the total. We don't know what the total is going to be because 

we're projecting now. It could be that we might have to compromise 

not that the thought isn't good, not that it isn't effective. Both of 

these bills shouldn't be put into place. It is just a matter of 

funding the logistics and whether or not we' re going to use all of the 

Casino Revenue Fund for this. So, you can understand the dilemma that 

we can be in. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Assemblyman Weidel, I think that 

the document you are talking about, which each Cammi ttee member, I am 

sure, is--

ASSEMBLYMAN WEIDEL: I don't know the authenticity of this. 

It is just printed on a statement. You must have authorized it. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Yes, I have the same thing. It has 

come from the source that is noted there. However, I should say that 

they point more to the utilization of the funding as a mechanism for 

funding the State bi 11 than to the concept of lifeline telephones 

themselves. I want it to be very clear that it is not a commique 

received by us which is, in any way, opposing Senator Lautenburg' s 

legislati.on. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WEIDEL: Oh, no. I'm saying that his is the 

primary. This is secondary; this to fill in what over the sm~--

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: Legislation will have to be developed 

here to fund the remaining portion of the lifeline assistance. Again, 

I'll leave it to the experienced heads here on how to figure that out. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Assemblywoman Kalik? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN KAUK: I just want to say that although the 

senior citizens have made it very clear that rental assistance is one 

of their very high priorities, whether you get $60 a year towards 

paying the rent or $60 a year towards paying your phone bi 11, if you 

are renting, I don't think it matters whether that money goes directly 

to the landlord or directly to the phone company. It is $60 less that 

you have to come up with. 

My objection to some of the casino monies was that it wasn't, 

in fact, going to renters, and that is extremely important. I think we 

have rrore renters who are senior citizens in low-income levels than we 

have homeowners. I can live with that difference. As long as the help 

comes, I don't think it really matters in which form it comes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblywoman Kalik. 

Assemblyman VanWagner? 

ASSEMBLYMAN VAN WAGNER: Senator, I would like to also 

thank you and commend you for your concern for New Jersey and your 

interest in the State legislative process. 

I have a concern that perhaps does not go directly to the 

legislation proposed in Congress, which is here is our Assembly. It is 

a concern that goes to the concept that I think probably came about 

through action of the court and ultimatey action of the FCC. That was 

the ultimate breakup of AT & T. I happen to believe that that was 

13 



probably one of the worst mistakes that has ever been made in this 

country, and we will rue the day that that occurred. Besides the 

dilemma, it is going to continue--

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: I share your view comple~ely. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VAN WAGNER: I ;<now you do. Bes ides the di lemma 

that is goi~g to be created in terms of what '!'le will fund with casino 

revenues -- and this argument is an ongoing argument -- it has been 

going on since 1978 -- the dilemma of the costs of installing service 

will be a factor that we will face -- of the costs to prepare, not only 

access. My question is a very simple one: Do you feel, or do you 

sense in Congress -- I realize it is early yet that there will be an 

ongoing evaluation of the impact of both the court and FCC decisions on 

what has taken place in terms of breaking up the AT&T so-called 

monopoly? 

I should mention that the monopoly was established, I 

believe, by Congress in the early 1930's as an acceptable social 

monopoly because of the importance of communications. I was just 

wondering if you have seen anything in the Senate or in the House. 

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: The question, I think, is a very 

appropriate one. There are people walking around the halls of 

legislation in Washington asking why it happened, what permitted it. 

If you ever saw the classic example of what was working well, and the 

old story about, "If it ain't broke, why did we bother to fix it?" -­

everybody is looking in Washington. 

I know what occasioned it. What occasioned it was 

competition from other carriers. It was the appropriate concern of 

AT&T that it would fall prey to open competition when there was no 

longer a monopoly condition, and it would not be able to continue to 

render the service that it really has rendered exceptionally well in 

our society. 

I've traveled the war ld over, and I'm sure many of you have, 

and when you see other countries' communication systrnns and how 

difficult -- I'll never forget one time when I was visiting in Italy -­

I speak a little bit of Italian -- and when I asked for a phone number, 

the woman said to me, (woman answers in Italian) -- which means that I 
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have a reservation to make a phone call from one city to another. The 

first time she could give me was a day later. 

So, when you see that around the world, and you see how well 

developed our communications system is, again, it makes you wonder why 

we had to change it. Technology forced change, demand competition 

forced changed, and I 'm a fr aid we are going to have to live with this 

change. I wish we could put Humpty Dumpty back together again. There 

are many people in the Senate whom I talk to, and who would like to do 

the same thing now. I hate to say that aloud because I know Mr. Brown, 

the Chairman of AT & T, spent years and mil lions of dollars and the 

efforts of thousands of people in preparing for this eventuality. The 

prospect of going back now would probably give him additional 

nightmarns to the ones that he is already having. 

I wish that we could return to the former position, and allow 

AT&T to compete more effectively in some areas. It has happened, and 

we are griing to have to deal with the different ways. I am hopeful -­

mur.h mor1 ~ optimistic than either the phone company or some of the other 

carriers a re out there. The technology is going to make an enormous 

differenC"e, as it has in the past, to continue to keep rates from 

escalati11g even further than they did. New Jersey has done very wel 1. 

I am hopeful that we wi 11 find other ways to fund this 

change, as opposed to simply laying off the responsibility on the 

residential or small business users. We have to work toward that, and 

we have to promote legislation that will encourage research and 

development. We have to make sure that our country doesn't fall 

behind, and let others take our communications' business from under our 

noses. There are lots of foreign manufacturers who want to bring 

communication equipment into this country. It would be a tragedy if we 

permitted that to happen. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VAN WAGNER: Considering the fact that I sense 

that communications, even under an open, competitive system, will 

continue to be regulated by both State Boards of Public Utilities and 

the Federal Communications Commission, there seems to be almost a 

diochotomy being created between the issue of open competition and the 

issue of subsidization, if you will. 
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Now, I think, what has occurred by this bill and bills that 

we have unfortunately had to submit at the congressional level to 

assure people of telephone service -- the Governor will now be involved 

in subsidizing service to a large extent. 

I just wondered again if you think or sense that at leust 

evaluation now -- what we are living with -- wi 11 continue to take 

place in the Congress. 

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: I think that the record should be 

straight on the fact that the subsidy that is proposed at the F ederdl 

level is not by way of tax on the citizens, but rather by way of a 

continued subsidy on long-distance service. Obviously, we all pay the 

price one way or the other to some point, but I think that we' re 

committed to this course of action for now. The legislation which I 

proposed was designed to give us a breathing period after the thing was 

in place to further examine the effects of that and to be ab le to 

perhaps legislate with a little more knowledge at hand. That is not 

what has happened. 

The rate increases will go into effect on January 1 unless we 

do something about them. I would rather take the time that way, not 

having the elderly or the poor pony up to pay something that they 

didn't have in the first place while we examine the facts. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VAN WAGNER: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblyman VanWagner. 

Assemblywoman Costa, do you have any questions? 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN COSTA: Yes. First of all, I would like to 

make a statement. 

Phone 

I want 

Act, and 

to commend you, Senator, for sponsoring this Horne 

also for looking out for New Jersey as far as 

subsidizing other states. New Jersey, at the present time, subsid tzes 

enough and in the past has not gotten enough of its dollars back. 

I have just one quest ion. I didn't get if, if you did say 

it, about what the bottom line would be as far as how much New Jersey 

would be receiving. 

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: I don't have that calculation yet 

because we have to get information from the pub lie uti 1 ities, but it 

16 



• 

wi 11 be distributed on a pro rat a basis throughout the country. We 

will get a figure from those who are on the various subsistance 

programs, and that will determine the share of the total pool of the $2 

mi 11 ion, which is what has been recommended for New Jersey and the 

other states. I don't know yet how much that is going to be. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblywoman Costa. 

Senator Lautenburg, again, the Committee thanks you for your presence. 

You are not only a credit to yourself, but you are also a credit to 

this Committee. We feel that we are the hardest working Committee in 

the Legislature. 

We thank you for all the time you spent in response to the 

questions put forward by members of the Committee. We know you have a 

tight schedule, so thanks again. We would like to have you back on 

another occasion when you feel it appropriate to appear before us. 

SENATOR LAUTENBURG: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: I would like to call Assemblyman 

Doyle back to the microphone for any additional questions that the 

Committee members may have of the bill's sponsor. I would like to also 

note that Assemblyman Paterniti has requested to speak on this 

particular measure. 

If there are any others who may wish to speak on this, we 

have witness lists at the front here. They should be at the staff 

table. If you wish to speak, please notify the Committee staff so that 

you might be called at the appropriate time. 

Assemblyman Doyle. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: I don't have any additional statements. 

I would just like to talk about some of the comments that were made -­

Assemblywoman Kalik's appropriate comments with respect to the 

renters. As we have had to do in the past, we have had to draw 

separate bills. The telephone is, in fact, universal, to use the 

Senator's word, and so, a single bill suffices. 

Secondly, there was some mention made of dollars. With 

respect to dollars, there are sufficient funds in the Casino Fund. It 

is not a question of using that money for some other purpose. It is a 

dedicated fund, and this is one of the dedicated purposes. 
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I'm aware of the Federation's statement, and it is not a 

statement of abject opposition, but one rather, it seems to me, of 

timing that was called in today. 

With respect to the tie in between the Federal and State, 

certainly, I am very pleased and proud that Senator Lautenburg cared 

enough to come to testify about my bill, and that we do have this joint 

approach. There is no need, I don't think, in either F edu·al or State 

legislation to tie in. I think that would hamstring both measures. 

The fact is that the tie in is one that is more conceptua 1, that is, 

two separate approaches to a similar problem using separatE! funds. The 

net effect of both approaches, in toto, would be that thost· who qual i ry 

for both programs would not have to pay for the increase, given ti 1e 

fact that these same disabled and senior citizens with low incomes are 

already burdened. At least we want to leave them in the statusquo. 

They would be no worse than they would have been because of something 

that they had no control over whatsoever -- the divestiture of Ma Bell. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Assemblyman, just for purposes of 

the record, let me be clear. There was some discussion a little hit 

ear lier when the Senator was at the microphone that there might be a 

connection between the two bills, both the Federal and the legislation 

proposed by yourself, with regard to some direct connection between the 

two, which would make one a match against the other. I don't think 

that is the case. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: I don't think that is the case, nor du I 

think it should be. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: No, it is not the case. The 

Federal bill is aimed at, in the Senator's 

approximately sm~ of the problem across the board." 

on the other hand, would pull up the other 50%. 

Assemblyman Villane? 

words, "addressing 

Your legislation, 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Now I'm confused, John. In an effort 

to clear it up in my own mind, I thought that the Senator said that the 

Federal dollars would be utilized in the State of New Jersey, provided 

that there is a match at the State level. I'm pretty sure that is what 

he said. 
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ASS[MBL YMAN DOYLE: Number one~ I don't know that there has 

to be a 1natch. Secondly, we' re not providing this as a match in the 

rlo I I ::i r-f or--do l lar sense. When we use the term "match," I think we' re 

both thirlking in terms of -- to give a local example -- a sure 

protection where you only get the State's Sm~ if you put up a local 

50?~. 

I don't understand their debate -- that mandatory max so that 

we have to come up with the money to get the Federal money. The 

Federal money would be there. It would go to the State, and the State 

would appropriate it and disburse it in a way that they thought was 

apµ rop r i ate. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I thought what he said was, and I don't 

want to belabor the point--

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: Let me just finish the thought. 

ASSEMRL YMAN VILLANE: (continuing) I thought what he sHid 

was that the legislation ought to be written so that-- What I 

understand Senator Laut enburg to say is that the Federal money is 

available if the State is willing to match that for that particular 

utility cost. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: The Federal money would be available, 

period. The fact of the matter is that the Federal money is only 

covering half of the proposed increase. It would not do all of the job 

of the cost forced upon the senior citizens and dis ab led. This would 

be matching in the sense that they would both be about half the 

problem, but they are not integrated or depending or relying on the 

other. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: You say the appropriation is about $15 

million. 1 think the bill addresses a six-month period. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: That is $15 mil lion, and really, the 

figure more appropriately is $17 million. That is on an annualized 

basis. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: And, you' re appropriating $15 million 

in this piece of legislation, but it only provides for six months. 

Isn't that too much money? 
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ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: It may wel 1 be that that number on an 

annualized basis for a six-month period should be reduced to a figtJre 

that probab 1 y would be more appropriate on the six -month basis -- $8. 5 

million. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Okay, that is one problem. The other 

prc~lem is that you're talking about implementation before there is any 

increase from the divestiture. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: We 11, let's look. I have a note to 

myself -- timing about two things: one is, what the Cammi ttee does 

today; and the second thing is, the ultimate adoption of the hill. 

~our question was about the ultimate adoption of the bill. 

Based on what we are now told, that January 1 figure, or ;it 

least what we were given to understand when the bi 11 was dn1 fted 1 n 

late August, the January 1 figure date was appropriate. Based upon the 

Senator's comments today, it is sugge~;ted that maybe that date is a 

little on the early side. You might want to provide a differe11t 

triggering mechanism. 

On the other hand, if that date is right, or close to right, 

given the fact that, sure it is good news to al 1 of us that we will not 

be meeting until after November 8, which has some significance 

obviously, we will be faced with limited time to get this bill enacted 

into law. It st i 11 has to move th rough the who 1 e House and the other 

House. So, I woulrl think that if it is at least in a position to make 

that difficult transit in limited time -- if we're faced wi.th January 1 

-- then this Committee would respectfully, after doing whatever it 

needs to do to amend it, vote it out today, so that it could be in that 

pas i ti on to move as quick 1 y as possible. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I don't see any problem in voting Lhe 

bill out, John. I just hope that we amend the bill in a proper fashion 

that utilizes the right time. The rate increase is not supposed to 

take effect until the Spring of 1984, and I think we have to look at a 

couple of things. 

Number one is the number of dollars we are talking about for 

the number of months that we' re talking about ut-. i 1 izing it for. 
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think that ought to be accurate. I think that the implementation date 

ought to be accurate, and I think we ought to be clear about if and 

when Federal dollars come down, that this program is not outmoded or 

doesn't properly match with the Federal program. 

I don't have any problem with the bi 11, but I think we ought 

to be specific on the bi 11. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: The dollars, I think, we've discussed 

already. It is just an arithmetic calculation multiplying the 

number of people who are on Lifeline presently. We know that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: John, Lifeline is the same as the PAA, 

right? 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: Fifteen for couples--

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: That is right, twelve and fifteen, 

multiplying that by $60.00 per year annualized, and adding a factor for 

administration. 

The second issue was picking a date from the calendar. That 

is obviously Hrbitrary based upon the best information you have. If 

there is another way of setting that date, such as April 1, or not a 

fixed date, but a date that wi 11 say, "The program will go into effect 

within thirty days after," or whatever, fine. I think the Committee 

could arrive at that and amend it very easily, so as to report it out. 

The third question you raised was the Federal and State 

measure. As I've said, and I think I'm correct, there is not, nor 

should there be language such as we are familiar with, that this does 

not become effective until a Federal enactment or whatever -- that is 

not the present concept of it. The mesh is that they both happen to be 

taking 50% of a problem, which in toto is 100%. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: I wouldn't suggest that you put that 

language in the bi 11, but merely the language to say that if and when 

the Federal legislation is implemented, Federal funds may require a 

match so that this program could be utilized in that fashion. In that 

way, if the $15 mi 11 ion is needed out of that Casino Revenue money to 

get a $15 million draw-down from the Federal government, if that is the 

way that the thing finally comes out of the Feds, then the program will 

still be effective. 
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bill. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: I understand that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN VILLANE: It might be a good thing to add to your 

ASSEMBLYMAN DOYLE: Fine, I have no problem with that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblyman Villane, and 

others on the Committee. Since there are no further questions, 

Assemblyman Doyle, thank you very much. 

I would next like to call Assemblyman Paterniti who is going 

to speak on Assembly Bill 3913. 

A S S E M B L Y M A N T H 0 M A S H. P A T E R N I T I: Thank 

you very much, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I would like to applaud 

Assemblyman John Doyle on A-3913, and also Senator Frank Lautenburg for 

the input he had on this bill from the Federal level. 

I think it is a much needed subsidized service for the 

elderly and disabled. I chair the Committee on Aging, and th~t is ~hy 

I am very interested in this particular piece of legislation. 

This past year I conducted several public hearings U.roughout 

the State of New Jersey to get input from various groups on what some 

of the needs of the senior citizens are. I had approx i.mately sixty 

various groups come before me, and some of the needs that they 

highlighted were housing, utility costs, and food. 

We use the term Li feline. Actually the telephone probably is 

really a true lifeline. 

Earlier today, I happened to be speaking to someone in the 

Chamber, and he mentioned that a member of his family had becrime 

seriously ill -- an elderly person. Naturally, he tried to assist that 

particular person, but the first thing he reached for was the telephone 

to get the paramedics. Today, that person is alive. So, it is truly a 

necessity and something that is really needed. 

I also feel that the seniors have made a very much needed 

contribution, and we must provide for those who have provided for us. 

As you know, the senior citizen population is on a drama'~ic increase. 

In 1910, it was estimated that they were about 4% of our population or 

three million people. Today they are up to about twenty-six million or 

11 ~~. By the year 2020, they will be up to about 18~~ of our population. 
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fhe important thing is that we have to keep them from 

becoming seriously i 11. It is better medicine to treat someone when 

they are vertical than when they are horizontal. If they are treated 

early enough, they may not be completely bedridden for the rest of 

their li ve'.3. 

Again, I want to commend both our U. S. Senator and our 

Assemblyman for this fantastic piece of legislation. Thank you very 

much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN JANISZEWSKI: Thank you, Assemblyman Paterniti. 

Are there any other people who wish to be heard at this public 

hearing? (no response) 

Seeing none, the public hearing on A-3913 will stand closed. 

I should note that the Committee has a regular Committee meeting 

scheduled in Room 348 of the State House Annex. An agenda for that 

meeting has been passed out, and those interested in bills on that 

agenda should report to Room 348. It is now 12:20 P.M., and we should 

reassemble at 12:30 P.M. in Room 348. 

Thank you • 

(Hearing concluded) 
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