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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the-Application )
of THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a c¢orporation,
for authority to inerease certain
intrastate rates and charges
applicable to telephone services
furnished within the. State of
California due to increased
depreciation expense.

Application. 82-11=07
\Filed November 4, 1982)

In the Matter of the Application
of THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a c¢orporation,
for authority to increase certain
interstate rates and charges
applicable to telephone services
furnished within the State of
California.

Application 83-01-22
(Filed January 17, 1983)
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Investigation on the Commission s )

own motion into the rates, tolls, )

rules, charges, operations, costs,)

separations, inter-company settle-)

ments, contracts, service, and

facilities of THE PACIFIC . 0IX 83-04~02 '
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY, (Filed April 20, 1983)
a California corporation; and of

all the telephone corporations

listed in Appendix A, attached

hereto.

of THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPE COMPANY, a corporation,
for authority to adopt intrastate
access charge tariffs applicable
to telephone services furnished
within the State of California.

Application 83-06=-65
(Filed June 30 1983)

)
)
)
)
)
)
In the Matter. of the Application %
)
)
)
)
)
)
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TELEPHONE ANSWERING SERVICES
UF CALIFORNIA

-

Complainant,

' Case‘824T0-09“’n
(Filed October 28, 1982)

vs.

TRE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPH COMPANY,

Defendant.

In the Matter of the Suspension and
Investigation on the Commission's
own motion of the tariff schedules
to offer interLATA telecommunica-
tions services filed under Advice
Letter 1 of AT&T Communications.

(I&S) Case 83=11-06
(Filed November 22, 1983)

In the Matter of the Suspension and
Investigation on the Commission's
own motion of tariffs to reflect
corporate divestiture and the Tarif?
Information Management System filed
under Advice Letter 14641 of The
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph
Company.

(I&S) Case 83-11-07
(Filed November 22, 1983)
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ORDER MODIFYING DECISION 8%-12-02&
' A N A

| On Decembder 7, 1983, the Commission issued Decision (D.)
83-12-024, which authorized the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph
Company, now Pacific Bell (Pacific), to establish and colleot,
effective January 1, 1984, tariffed rates and charges for the
provision of exchange access services to long-diatance canriers
for the origination and termination of intrastate toll calls.
‘Applications for rehearing orlpetitions for modification or i-
reconsideration were filed by the American Telephone and Telegraph

{
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Company (AT&T), MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI), Toward
Utility Rate Normalization (TURN), U.S. Telephome, Inc. (U.S.'
Tel), and Allnet Communication Services, Inc. (Allnet). We have
considered every allegation of legal error and are of the oﬁ;nion‘
that sufficient grounds for granting rehearing have not been"
shown. We have also reviewed the requests for modirication, and
find them to be lacking in merit as well. However, our: turther
review has identified several areas of the deeision requiring
clarification. We also make several modirications to portions of
the decision questioned by some of the petitioners, while not |
specifically granting thelir requests, we believe these changes are
responsive to their concerns.

We note at the outset that, as every party to these
proceedings is aware, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC\
issued a decision which was released on February 15, 1984 which:
further postponed any federally authorized end user nnarges until
at least June of this year. 0.83-12-024% adopts intrastate charges
which for the most part are intended to achieve parity with the
charges which were to be in place on the interstate'levelvbyd
April 3, 198%. These interstate chargee have not,taken'erfeétfas
expected. We put all parties to our comnsolidated proceeding on
notice that one of the first items of business te be considered in
Phase 2 of the access charges portion will be an examination of |
the inmpacts of the FCC's orders on the rates and charges
established by D.83=12-024. The relevant issues will be- expléred
more fully at the prehearing conrerence scheduled ror May 8 '
1984, ‘

A. Reporting Requirements.. , E o

We return to D.83-12-024. The first matter'ror .
clarification concerns the reporting requirements adopted for the .
interexchange carriers (IECs). Both MCI and U.S. Iel raised
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objections £o these requirementa.

We first note that contrary to MCI's allegation, prqposed
requirements quite similar to those we have adopted were °
introduced into the record by one of our staff witnesses, who?was,
of ¢course, available for cross examination. We-noée alsovthat our
staff was the only party providing suggestions on how to
coordinate IEC reporting and utility billing.

Secondly, our‘review of Pacific's filed tariff ﬁrovisions
addressing this sudbject persuades us that many of MCI's and U.S.
Tel's objections are resolved by these provisions; others we
believe we can ameliorate by the modifications set. forth: below.

Pacific's tariffs (see Schedule 175-T,. Sections 2.3, 14
and 2.3.15), provide for the IECs to designate how and when their
records are maintained. Our intent is that if Pacific finds these‘
records inadequate for purposes of assessing the apprOpriate -
access cnarges, it demonstrate to the IEC in question just what
its problens are. If the two cannot work out a satisfactory
solution, the IEC may seek Commission resolution of the matter.

Furthernore, both D.83-12-024 andfPaciric?s.tariffa
provide for Pacific to audit the IECs' books, if the need should
arise. The Commission's intent is that this shouId‘oecuE only in
extreme circumstances, not as a matter of course, and only after
Pacitie has given good reason to the xEC why such action is
necessary. Here, t0o, if the matter remains in controversy, the
IEC may seek Commission resolution.

MCI and U.S. Tel express congcerns over anticompetitive
impacts of allowing audits by Pacific. Section 2.3.1%(A)(1)(b) of
Pacific's tariff states that an IEC shall agree in writing to |
provide Pacific¢ with all necessary materiais;te«eonduct,an.audit
and 20 assess appropriate billing, under~a§prqpriate preprietagz
agreements, if necessary. We understand thisvlanguage to mean
these proprietary agreements will safeggardfany,in:orma;ionﬁihet&e .

oo
A




A.82-11-07, A.83-01-22, OIT 83-04-02 et al. L/AKM:lz

naturé of an IEC's trade secrets, marketing or businéSs plaaning
information, or other proprietary data, such that 1t will not be
disseminated to any competitors, nor to ‘any personnel or Paciric
not directly concerned at the operating level with the
administration of access services. We expect Pacific to provide, -
such assurances in writing, whether through its own auditors or
through its contracts with any non—utility auditor. ‘ .
Concerning the percentages of intra- and interstate -
usages, Pacific's’tariffs‘leave these determinations to‘*he IECs.
See Sections 2.3.14(A)(2) and (3). Finally, as Pacific notes, it
will dill all usage as intrastate only in the event an. IEC fails ‘
to provide adequate records. We reiterate our intent that .
unresolvable controversies over what constitutes adequate records
may be brought by an IEC before the Commission for rnsolution.
Pacific notes that an IEC may, like any other customer,
bring any billing disputes before the Commission.‘ As -our above
discussion indicates, matters in controversy long before they
reach the actual billing stage may also be brought before the
Commission. We believe such is necessary to-ensure that Pacific
does not usurp proper management prerogatives of the IECs, and to
further ensure that Pacific does not treat any IEC in an arbitrary
manner. It should go without saying that we expect both parties he
to deal in good faith on all matters of controversy.‘ ,
Finally, although we believe Pacific's tarifs provisions
and our clarifications address the petitioners' main objections,
. we will require Pacific to submit a status report in Phaae 2 of
the access charges proceeding addressing the matter of how these
requ-rementa are workingiin practice. The IECs will be able to
cross examine on and redut Paciric s report. Ir problems uith the
requirements still remain, we will resolve them in Phase 2.ﬂ,_
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B.. Billing and Collection Services. _

. The billing and collection services prcposed by Pacific
and adopted by D.83-12-024 inelude a provision allowing Pacific to
terminate local service if a customer s IEC. toll bill is in .
arrears. TOURN has vigorously opposed this provision as being an
abuse of Pacific's monopoly power and contrnvening state policies
on the rights of consumers. : C

We are not ready to adopt TUBN's position and eliminate
this provision. However, we are of the opinion that TURN's
arguments raise serious issues which warrant further ‘examination.
We will, therefore, denominate this service as interim in nature.
In Phase 2 of the access charges portion of this case, we will
require Pacific to provide a progress report of how the servicc is
working with AT&T (to date the only IEC having contracted with
Pacific for it), including an analysis of the risks Pacific has
incurred by its purchase of AT&T's accounts receivable in view of
AT&T's distridbution of unsolicited credit cards. We will also
require the Commission staff, Pacifie, TURN, and-any other
interested party to brief the question of whether the Commission
may lawfully authorize the termination provision.. Wc will make a
firal determination in our Phase 2 decision, after evaluation of
all of the above.

C. Interim Access Charge to AT&T.

AT&T raises a number of objections to the Commission s
application of an interim access charge to AT&T over and above the
premium charge reflecting the greater value of AT&T's access.
These arguments have not persuaded us to reverse our: position.

Our decision to impose this interim charge on AT&T is
well supported dy sound ratemaking principles. The surcharge
adopted by D.83-12~025 was necessitated by the phasing: of the rate
portion of these procecdings to better accommodate the impacts of
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was taking place, no specific cost studies exiated support-ng a ‘
rate design which allocated those costs among the various services
provided by Pacific. However, Pacific demonstrated a mved Tor
inmediate rate relief, hence the Commission adopted thefunirorm :
interim surcharge approach. No evidemtiary basis exisoed to
Justify excluding interLATA toll from the surcharge. Moreover, we
found in D.83-12-024 that it was not appropriate to shield either
intra- or interLATA users of toll services from the uniform‘*'
surcharge pending resolution of the second phase or the rate

case. o g :«\,

We structured the aurcharge as we did in order to
noderate the transition from an integrated network to a divested
network by maintaining existing rate relationships until the' ‘
necessary ¢ost studies could be completed and evaluated. In this
interinm period, before we ‘have resolved the numerous divestiture-‘
related issues presented to us, we consider it only equitable that
all toll services, intra and interlLATA, which will ultimately reap
much greater benefits from divestiture than will loealﬂservices,
bear a somewhat greater burden of the transition. We remain
firmly committed to this objective. ”

However, our application of the surcharge in this way
meant AT&T would experience a windfall in earnings considerably
above the rate of return we had found reasonable for it in this
interim period. We thus required AT&T to pay this windfall. to
Pacific as an interim access charge, to terminate upon 1ssuance of
our decision in Phase 2 of the rate case, expected this May. The
interim access charge is not and was not intended to de a premium
charge in the sense used by AT&T; it does not reflect relative
cost and value of the access provided to AT&T; ‘But it is en‘

access charge in the sense that it is a eondition placed on AT&T
for being provided with access.
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IT IS ORDERED that D.83~12-024% is moditied”?a follows:
1. The above discussion ;a incorporated'by reference int

and superaedes‘any inconsistencies in D. 83-12-02%4.
2. The following paragraphs are added to page 146:

"Further consideration of whether the'
Jurisdietional reporting requirements are
achieving their stated goals, and any problems
which have arisen with these requirenents, for.
either Pacific or the IECs. ‘ ,

"Further consideration of the interim billing
and collection services for IECs adopted for
Pacific, including an assessment of the risks
incurred by Pacific by its purchase of AT&T's
accounts receivadble, in view of AT&T's
distridbution of unsolicited ¢redit ‘cards; the
revenues its contract with AT&T has produced
for Pacific, and the lawfulness of the
termination of service provision.™

. - 3. Conclusion of Law 5 is modified to read:

"1f an IEC fails to provide adequate usage .
reports for its operations requiring access
services from Pacific, Pacific may b{ll all
such usage as intrastate usage. Before such
billing occurs, Pacific should apprise the IEC
of the inadequacy of its reports and both
parties should attempt in good faith to resolve
the problem. An IEC may seek Commission .
resolution of an irreconcilable confliet with
Pacific over adequacy of reports or billing.™

4. Conclusion of Law 6 is modified to‘reéd:

"Pacific should be permitted to audit IEC toll
billing records under extreme circumstances,
and to require the IECs to maintain such
records in a conveniently auditable form.
Before undertaking an audit, Pacif{c shall
specify to the IEC why an audit is required.

In cases of irreconcilabdle conflict between an
IEC and Pacific concerning the necessity of an
audit, the IEC may seek Commission resolution.”
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5.

New Comelusion of Law 6A is added to read:

"Pacific should Be required to assure an IEC

in writing that proprietary information will be
kept confidential in the course of the auditing
process and thereafter." S e

Conclusion of Law 21 is modified to read:

"Pacific's billing and collection services
should be reexamined in the further access
c¢harge phase of this proceeding: in the
interim, Pacific should be permitted to deny
local service for nonpayment of IEC charges,
but not in connection with the extension of its
billing services to new types of services."

New QOrdering ?aragraph 54 is added to read:

"Pacific should be prepared to submit as
evidence in the further access charge phase of
this proceeding a status report detailing how |
the reporting requirements listed at page 56 of
D.83-12-024% are working, with special attention
§o problems identified by either Pacific or the

ECs." : '

New Ordering Paragraph 5B is added to read:

"Pacific should provide assurances to all IECs
in writing, whether using its own auditors or
contracting with a non-utility auditor, that
information received from an IEC in the course
of conducting an audit or assessing appropriate
billing, whick is proprietary in nature as
defined dy the IEC, will not be disseminated to
any competitors of the IEC, nor to any of ‘
Pacific's personnel not directly concerned at
the operating level with the administration of
access services." : : :

9. New Ordering Paragraph 10A is added to read:

"Pacific should de prepared to submit as
evidence in the further phase of our access
¢harge proceeding a progress report congcerning
its dilling and collection services which are
available to the IECs through contract.
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Pacifi¢ shall present figures on how much
revenue it has received through the contracts
it has made to date; as well as an analysis of
the risks it has incurred dy purchasing AT&T's
accounts recelvable, in view of AT&I's
unsolicited distribution of credit cards. ' The
Commission staff, Pacific, and TURN should de
prepared to submit written legal arguments on
the lawfulness of the Commission's’
authorization of the termination ¢of service
provision. Any other interested party may
brief this issue as well."

IT Is FURTHER-ORDERED that rehearing,'reconsideration,
and modification of D.83~12=-024, except as provided herein, are
hereby denied.

This order .x.s eff‘écfglaf today.

Dated , at San Francisco, California;

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR..
President

VICIOR'GALVO R

FRISCILLA C.. GREW

DONALD- VIAL

M;LLIAMHr.!MMIE!

: o Commiasionorl

.

' CERTIFY. THAT TEIS DECTSTON
WAo BEPL ..r asv'*m.mmz
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TELBPHONE ANSWERING SERVICES
CF CALIFORNIA

Complainant, _ , - .
vs. . ' DI ‘ Case 83,}0-09

(Filed Octo 28 1982)
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND -
TELEGRAPE COMPANY, -

Defendant.‘

ORDER MODIFYING DECISIO 83-12FO2M
AND DENYING REBEAR IN G -

On Decenber 7, 1983, the. ommission issued Decision (D.)
83=-12-024, which authorized the acific Telephone and Telegraph
Company, now Pacifie Bell (Pac fic) to establish and collect,
effective January 1, 198& tofiffed rates and charges for the
provision of exchange access services to longrdistance carriere
for the origination and t¢rmination of‘intraState toll calls.
Applications for rehear g or petitions for modification or
reconsideration were filed by the American Telephone and’ Telegraph
Company (AT&T), MCI Tglecommunications. Corporation (MCT), Toward
Utility Rate Normalifation (TURN), U.S. Telephone, Inc. (U S.
Tel), and Allnet Cobmunication Services, Ino. (Allnet). We have
considered every Hllegation of legal error. and are Of the opinion
that sufficient” rounds for granting rehearing.havevnot been °
shown. We hav?'also reviewed the requests. for nodification;'and
find them to be lacking in merit as well. However, our further
review has idéntified several areas of the decision requiringl
clarification. We also make several modifications to portions of
tneldecision questioned by some ©f the petitioners, while. not

specifically granting their requests, we' believe these changes are’
responsive to their concerns. ‘ | S :
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We note a2t the outset that, as every party to these
proceedings is aware, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
issued a deeision which was released on February 15,_1984 which
further postponed any federally authorized end user charges until
at least June of this year. D.83-12- 024 adopts intrastate charges
which for the most part are intended to achieve parity with the
charges which were to be in place on the interstate level DY -

April 3, 1984, These’ interstate charges have not/t/ﬁen effect as
1expected. We put all parties to our consolidat/d proceeding on’
notice that one of the first items of bus, ess.to be. considered in
Phase 2 of the access charges portion will be. an examination of
the impacts of the FCC's orders on the rates and charges ' ,
established by D. 83-12-02& The p levant issues will be. explored
more fully at the prehearing ¢ ‘ference scheduled for May 8 |
1984. | A ~ ' '

A. Reporting Requirements' \ o ,

We return to D.§3-12-024. The first matter for
¢larification conoerns he'reportingerequirements adopted for the
interexchange carriers (IECs). Both Mci{andrU.S. Tel raised
objections to these/requirements. . .

We first/note that contrary to MCI's allegation, proposed
requirements quite’ similar to those we have adopted were

introduced into the record by one of our staff witnesses,‘who was,
of c¢ourse, ailable for cross examination. We note also that our
staff wasvtne only party providing suggestions on how to
coordinate IEC reporting and utility biiJing.,

Secondly, our review of Pacific 8 filed tarifr provisions
addressing this subject persuades us that many of Mcx s and. U S.
Tel's objections are resolved by these provisions, others: we
believe we can ameliorate by the modifications«setutorth,below.
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Pacific's tariffs (see Schedule 175-T Sections 2.3. 1“
and 2. 3 15), provide for the IECs to designate how and when their
records are maintained. Our intent is that 1f Paciflc rinds these
records inadequate for purposes of assessing the,appropriate
access charges, it demonstrate to the IEC in qucstion‘juStﬂwhat
its problems are. If the two cannot work out a satisfactory
solution, tnevIEC’may seek Commission resolution of the matter.

Furthermore, both D.83-12-024 and Paoific 's tariffs
provide"ror Pacific to audit the IECs' %o ér if the need sbould
arise. The Commission's intent is that/tiis should oceur only in’
extrene c¢ircumstances, not as a matter of course, and only after.
Pacific has given good reason to e IEC why such action is'

necessary. Here, too, if the m ter remains in controversy, the
IEC may seek Commission resolufiorn. -

MCI and U.S. Tel express concerns over anticompetitive
impacts of allowing audits by Pacific. Section 2.3.14(A) (1) (D) of

provide Pacific with al necessary materials to conduct an- audit
and to assess appropsiate billing, under appropriate’ proprietary
agreements, if necessary. We understand this language o mean
these proprietary dgreements will safeguard any information in the
nature of an IEC'Y trade secrets,. marketing or business planning
information, or ther proprietary data, such that it will not be
disseminated to any competitors, nor to any personnel of Pacific
not directly oncerned at the operating level with- the
administratign of access services. We,expect Pacific t0 provide
such assurances in writing, whether through its own auditors or
through its contracts with any non-utility auditor.

Concerning ‘the percentages of intra- and interstate ‘
usages, Pacific's tariffs leave these determinations to the IECs.»
See Sections 2.3.14(A)(2) and (3). Finally, as Pacific ‘notes, it
will bill all usage as intrastate only'in[theneyent“an}IEC'rails |

Pacific's tariffstate;r}hat an IEC shall’ agree in writing to
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to provide adequate records. We reiterate our intent that
unresoclvadle controversies over what constitutes adequate records
may be bdrought by an IEC before the Comm‘ssion forcresolution.

Pa¢ific notes that an IEC may, ‘ 1ike any other customer,
bring any billing disputes delore the Commission.' Az our above .
discussion indicates, matters in controversy long be’ore they
reach the ac¢tual billing stage may also be brought betore the
Commission. We believe such is necessary to ens ure that Paciric
does not usurp proper management prerogatives/of the InCs, and to
further ensure that Pacific does not. treat/any IEC in. an arbitrary
manner. It should go without saying that we expect both parties
to deal in good faith. on all matters oL controversy.

Finally, although we belleve Pacific's tariff provisions
and our clarifications address tﬁ}epetitioners' main objections,
we will require Pacific to sudmit a status report. in Phase 2 of
the access charges proceedd addressing the matter of how these
requirements are working id practice. The, IECs will be able to =
cross examine on and rebdt Pacific's report. -If problems with the“

requirements still rem n, we will resolve them in Phase 2.
B. Billing and Collection Services.

The billing/ and collection services proposed by Pacific
and adopted by D.83-12-024 include 2 provision allowing Pacific to
terminate local sfrvice if a customer's IEC toll bill is in
arrears. TURN s vigorously opposed this provision as being an
abuse of Paciffc's monopoly power and contravening state policies
on the rights of consumers.. « ‘

We /are not ready to adopt TURN's position and eliminate
this provision. However, we are of the opinion that TURN' '

arguments raise serious issues which warrant further examination.
We will, therefore, denominate this’ service as interim in nature.
In Phase 2 of the access charges portion of this case, we will

require Pacific to provide a progress report of. how the‘service i3
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working with AT&T (to date the only IEC. having contracted with ’
Pacific for it), including an analysis of the risks Pacif*c has 1
incurred by its purchase of AT&T's accounts receivable in view of‘
AT&T's distribution of unsolicited credit cards. We will also
require the Commission staff, Pacific IURN ‘and any other
interested party to brief the question oL whether the Commission
may lawfully authorize the termination provision. We will make a .:
final determination in our Phase 2 decision after evaluation of
all of the above. - ‘

C. Interim Access Charge to ATE&T. ‘

AT&T raises a number of objecticns the Commission's
application of an interim access charge to/i§:T over and‘above the
premium charge reflecting the greate:/;alue of AT&T's access.
These arguments have not persuaded ug/to/reverse our position. ;

Qur decision to impose th-é’interim charge on AT&T is
well supported by sound ratemaking. principles. The surcharge
adopted dy D.83-12-025 was nece/;itated by the phasing of the rate
portion of these proceedings/to better accommodate the impacts of
divestiture. At the time the fir t phase of the rate proceeding
was taking place, no specdfic cost studies existed supporting au
rate design which allocated those costs among the various services
provided by Pacific.‘/ owever, Pacific demonstrated a need for _j‘
immediate rate reli £, hence the Commission adopted the uniform
interim surcharge #pproach. No evidentiary basis existed to

justify excludin interLATA toll from the surcharge. Moreover, we_ ;

found in D. 836;2102h that it was ‘not appropriate to shield either
intra— or interLATA users of toll services from the unirorm '
surcharge p/nding resolution of the second phase of the rate
case. ‘ ‘ ' :

We structured the surcharge as we did in order to
moderate the transition from an integrated network to a divested
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network by maintaining existing rate relationships until the |
necessary ¢ost studies could be completed and evaluaoed.v In this
dinterim period, before we have resolved the numerous divestiture-
related Iissues presented to us, we consider it only equitable that
all toll services, intra and interLAIA, which will ultimately reap
much greater benefits from divestiture than will local serviceu,_
bear a somewhat greater burden of the. transition. We«remain
firply committed t¢ this ‘
objective. .
However, our application of the spdrcharge in this way
meant AT&T would experience a windfall An ‘earnings conoiderably o
above the rate of return'we had found reasonable for it in this“
interim period. We thus required AT&T %0 pay this windfall to
Pacific¢c as an interim access ¢ rge to terminate upon is suance of
our decision in Phase 2 of thé rate case, expected this May.‘ Ihe
interim access charge is nod and was not intended to be a: premium
charge in the sense used y‘AT&T it does not reflect reladive,
cost and value of the access provided to AT&T. But it is an,
access charge in the ense that it is a condition placed on AT&T
for dbeing provided with access. '
IT IS OR RED that D. 83~12-024 is modified as follows.
e diucussion is incorporated by’ reference into
and supersedes/any inconsistencies in D. 82- 12-02&. o
2. The following paragraphs are added to page 146z
"Fupther consideration or whether the -
Jérisdictional«reporting requirements are
/achieving their stated goals, and any problems

which have arisen with these requirements, for
either Pacific or the IECs.-

"Further consideration of the interim billing
and collectior services for IECs adopted for
Pacific, including an assessment of the risks.
incurred by Pacifi¢ by its purchase of AT&T's

»,/ “‘

o

\/‘
:
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ageounts receivable, in view of AT&T's
distribution of unsolicited credit cardz, the
revenues 1ts contract with AT&T has produced
‘for Pacific; and the lawfulness of the
termination of service provision."

Conclusion of Laszgis-mcdified_tc~read;

"If an IEC fails to provide adequate usage
reports for its operations requiring access
services from Pacific,. Pacifie mag vLll all”
such usage as intrastate usage. efore such
billing occurs, Pacific should apprise the’ IEC
of the inadequacy of its reports and bcfh
parties 'should attempt in good faith Yo resolve
the problem. An IEC may seek Commission ‘
resolution of an irreconcilable conflict with
Pacific over adequacy of reports/cr billing " -

Conclusicn of Law 6 is mcdif ed . to read~

TPacific¢ should de permitt d to audit. IEC toll
billing records under extreme ¢ircumstances,
and to require the IECY to maintain. such o
records in a conveniedtly auditable form.
Before undertaking an audit, Pacific shall
specify to the IEC,Why an audit is required.
In cases of irreconcilable conflict between an
IEC and Pacific c¢oncerning the necessity of an
audit, the IE:/7ay seek Commission resolution.”

5. New Conclusio £ Law 6A isfadded-to~read"”
"Pacific shoudd be required to assure an IEC :

in writlng hat proprietary information will be .
Kept confgdential in the course of the auditing '
process ?nd ‘thereafter.m - , i

6. Concl:zﬂbn of Law 27 ’is modified to read°

"Pacific's billing and collegtion servicea

should be reexamined in the further access

charge phase of this proceeding; in the

interim, Pacific should be permitted to deny
local service for nonpayment of IEC charges,

but not in connection with the extension of 1its
billing services to new types or services.
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7. New Ordering Paragraph 5A is added.to read:

"Pacific. should be prepared to submit as
evidence:in the further access charge . phaqe of P
this proceeding a status report detailing how,/
the reporting requirements listed at page Sﬁfbf
D.83-12-024 are working, with special attention
to problems identified by either Pacific’or the
IECs.™ o

New Ordering-Pardgraph TOA is added‘to read:

"Pacific should be prepared to/submit as
evidence:in the further phase of our access
¢charge proceeding a progres% report ¢oncerning
its piliing and collection services which are
available .to the IECs through contract.
Pacific shall present Aigures on how much
revenue it has receiyved through the contracts
it has made to datesf as well as an analysis of
the risks it has idcurred by purchasing AT&T'
accounts receivable, in view of AT&I's
unsolicited distribution of credit ¢ards. The
Commission staff, Pacific, and TURN should be

prepared %o sudmit written legal arguments on
the lawfulness of the Commission's
authorizatidn of the termination of service
provisionx’ Any other interested party may
brief this issue as well." ‘

IT Is Fé;IHER ORDERED. that rehearing, reconsideration,

and modification or D. 83-12-02& except aa provided herein, are .
hereby denied.
: Th order is effective today.
Daéed ' APR 18 1984 , 3%t San Francisco, California.
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