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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

General Telephone Company of
California (U 1002 Q),

Complainant,

)

)

)

) Case 87-07=024

vs. ) (Filed July 16, 1987)

)

)

)

)

)

Wang Communications, Ine.,

Defendant.

OQRINION i
| , | |
General Telephone Company of California (General) alleges:
in this complaint that Wang Communications, Inc. (WCI) proposesl]‘
plans, and threatens to provide telephone service within the
franchise territory: of General without having received 2a 3 o
certificate of publ¢c convenience and necessity (CPC&N) from this
Comm;ss;on authormz;ng it to do so. SN
BQSKSIQHHQ *'"V, =
- In Applzcatxon (A.) 85—07-045%WCI requested a CPCEN to |
provide intralATA przvate line high-speed data transmission
services ‘at a data speed of 1.544 megablts per second (MBPS) ox - .
h;gher ln.portions of lLocal Access Transport Area (LATA) No. 1.“‘ 
In A.85-07-046 WCI requested similar autbority in portlons,of TATA -

No. 5. In Decision (D.) 85-12-082, this Commiss;on granted those R

applications, with certain: quallficatxons which General states are
not pertinent to its complaint. WCI also has pendzng T
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A.87-02-033% for a CPC&N to provide intralATA private line high-
speed data transmission within all LATAS in California.

General’s complaint concerns WCI’s operating authority
granted in response to A.85-07=046. In that application, WCI
stated that transmission services would be provided using intexcity
facilities leased from Pacific Bell (Pacific) and distribution f
equipnent owned and maintained by WCI. It stated that the network
would consist of two terminals, one in Los Angeles and the other lw
the Anaheim area, and that services would be offered to customers |
#in the general vicinity” of the terminal locations. Pacific was i
the only likely competitor specified by WCI. B

‘ The relevant oxdering paragraph in D.85-12-082 is as
Lollows:

#2. The appllcatlon of WCI for a CPC&N to
provide intxalATA private line high=speed
data transmission services at a data speed

. of 1.544 MBPS or higher between Los
Angeles and Anaheim in LATA No. 5 is
. granted, subject to the terms and
conditions of the Stipulation filed in
this mattexr on November 20, 1985
(Appendix B hereto)....” (D.85-12-082,
mimeo-;p. 25.) _

Gepexal’s Complaint - B
General states that WCI has signed a contract with the e
Bullock’s Department Stores (Bullock’s) to provide private line e
high~speed transmission services in southern Calzrornaa, and that a ' ‘
portion of that service will be provided along a route*between.Los-

1 A.87-02-033 has been consolidated with two other mattexs: _
Case (C.) 86-10-12, a complaint filed by Pacific Bell against WCI,
and A.87-02-034 in which WCI requests'a CPC&N to provide 1nterLA2A
private line high-speed data transmisison services within

gaii!orn;a. Hearings have been held in that proceeding, and brxefs
’ l ed.
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Angeles and City of Industry. General asscrts that this route is
not along the los Angeles-to-Anaheim route authorized by
D.85-12~-082, and that it runs approximately in an east-west
direction whereas the Los Angeles-to=-Anaheinm route runs in an
approximately north-south direction.

General states that City of Industry is within General’s
franchise serving arca, and that WCI’s agreement with Bulloeck’s
will result in the replacement by WCI of services presently
provided by General to Bullock’s. It asserts that WCI is in the
process of, or has already completed, constructing facilities and
plans and intends to commenge providing service aleng this route in
July 1987.

General requests that this Commission issue a cease and
desist order directing WCI to refrain from commencing service in:. |
city of Industry or elsewhere within General’s franchise sexvice
area, or to discontinue rendering such service if WCI has already
commenced the service untml such time, if ever, as it obtains a
CPC&N. General alse requests that this CemmLSSLon require werT. to
reimburse General for any revenues lost and/or costs incurred by
General due to the alleged unlawful conduct..

General further requests that tlhe cease and desist order
be issued immediately and on an ex parte basis. General states

that it requests this extraordinary relief because WCI may already . L
be, or plans to shortly be, offering the alleged unlawful servzce- .

General asserts that we may grant such relief without hearznq,
affidavits, or declarations since, in 1ts view,'all evidence
establishing the alleged unlawful conduct is available to the
Commission.by means of ofricxal notice.

General states-that the Commission may by official notzce
ascertain the fact that the only CPC&Ns for intralATA service wh;ch
have been issued to WCI are those issued. by virtue of D. 85-12-082,ﬁ
and may note that D.85-12~082 only authorizeu WCI to provide L
service aleong a los Angeles-to-Anaheim-routee General further J
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states that the Commission may, by consulting the exchange maps of
Pacific and General, ascertain and take official notice of the fact
that a Los Angeles-to-Anaheim route is wholly within the franchise
territory served by Pacific, whereas the Los Angeles-to-City of
Industry route intrudes into General’s franchise serving territory
in and around City of Industry.

Finally, General asserts that the fact that WCI intends
to provide service aleng the Los Angeles-to-City of Industry route
commencing in July 1987 is shown by the testlmony of WCI’s wztness

Michael W. Tabb given on June 5, 1987 in A.87—02-033 et al.
General attaches copies of relevant transcrzpt pages and exhibits
from that proceedlng to its request for an immediate ex paxte cease
and desist order. ;

According to General, this evideﬁce presents a prima
facie, if not conclusiver case. that WCI’s prescnt conduct with
- regard to the Los‘hngeles~to-City of Industry leg of its routes to
provide service to Bullock’s exceeds its present authorzty to
provide intralATA service in callfornla, and thus that the ev1dence
supports its request for an immediate ex parte cease and desist
order. . | |
WCX’s Response o

WCI denies that its service to Bullock’s between Los
Angeles and City of Industry is unlawful and beyond the authorzty
granted in D.§5-12-082, and alleges.the service is authorized by -
D.85-12-082 and offered pursuant to WCI’s Tariff Schedule _
Applicable to Calrfornza Intrastate IntraLATA Prlvate Line RHigh
Speed Data Serv;ce, Original cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 7-T.2, approved o
by the cOmmlssion and effective February 3, 1987. -

WCI denies that it represented in A.85-07—046 that
service would only be oftered along the route. between Los Angeles
and Anaheim, and states instead that it represented that service .
would be provided using 1nterc1ty facilities leasel from Paclrlc
and distribution equipment owned and maintained by WCI. Accordlng

|
. I
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to WCI, the intercity facilities referred to were fiber optic
fracilities between Los Angeles and Anaheim, and the distribution
equipment referred to was that necessary to provide premise-to-
premise service to the end-user via point-to~peint digital
microwave or other digital transmission mediums. o '
In A.85-07-046 WCI stated that ”([ploint to point private o
line services will be offered to customers in the general vicinity o '!
of the terminal locations.” WCI asserts that this langquage |
contanmplated sorvice betweon customer locations in the general
vicinity of the Los Angeles terminal that would not use the
backbone intercity network (completely ~off-net”), as well as
sexrvice between customer locations in Los angeles and the Anabeim S
area that would use the intercity network (”on-net”). : ?:Z'
WCI states that it determined shortly after D. 85-12-082
was issued that it would use a digital microwave system for -
intercity transmission instead of leasing facilities from Paczrlc,”'
and that it has since constructed a microwave network between Lor N
. Angeles and Anaheim. WCI admits that certain microwave :ac,:il:.tms_ ,
used in providing service to Bullock’s between its Los Angeles and -
City of Industry«sites'are not part of WCI’s backbone network, -
between Los Angeles and Anaheim, but represents that such service' .
does use a portion of WCI’s Los Angeles-to-Anaheim network. At the = i
time WCI filed its answer, the service was being tested and = e |
acceptance was expected in September 1937.
WCI admits that Pacific was the only likely competxtor :
listed zn A.85=07=-046, but notes that General entered an appearance__.;
as an interested party and had a fall opportunity to partzc;pate in ”"”
the proceeding leading to D 85-12—082. : T
WCI admits that City of Industry is within Gemeral‘’s. = ‘iu*fﬁf[
franchise serving area, "but states that WCI is without information = . - .
sufficient to determine whether General provides any of the cross-" ']fg‘*J-
boundary tielines being replacad between City of Industry and Los -
Angeles, which is in Paciric’s serving arma.'
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Other than the instant complaint, no party has protested WCI'’s
service in any of these c¢ities.

We have no desire to evaluate these or future tariff
filings on a case-hy=-case basis to determine whether the sites are
7in the general vicinity” of either Los Angeles or Anaheim. It is
clear that gquidelines are needed to allow noncontroversial
determination of whether proposed WCI services fall within the
bounds of service authorized in D.85-12-082. However, General has
not proposed in its complaint any guidelines for defining ~general
vicinity.” ‘

in the six cities azorementioned, and those tariffs have gone into -
effect uncontested. Because of this, we conclude that WCI has -
constructed its raexlitles with a reasonable expectation that such:
service is authorized by‘zts CPC&N. :
Since General was fully'aware of WCL’s A.85-07-046 and no

WCI has filed tarztrs pursuant to D.85-12-082 Lox serv:ce‘ R

party questioned the bounds of the requested operating authority at'ff'v
that time, we conclude that ”general vic;nity’ should be construed

liberally in WCI’s favor. The Los Angeles Standard Metropolxtan )
Statistical Area (SMSA), as established by the federal government,
is a known, verifiable gecgraphic location. We find that it is
reasonable to interpret WCI’s operating authority granted in
D.85-12=-082 as encompassing the Los Angeles SMSA.

Based on this interpretation, we conclude that WCI‘’s

service in City of Industry is lawful, and that General’s complaxnt--‘

and request for an immediate, ex parte cease and desist order
should be denied. ‘
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to WCI, the intercity facilities referred to were fiber optic
facilities between Los Angeles and Anaheim, and the distribution
equipment referred to was that necessary to provide premise-to-
premise service to the end-user via point-teo-point digital
nicrowave or other digital transmission mediums.
In A.85-07-046 WCI stated that “{ploint to point private
line services will be offered to customers in the general wvicinity = -
of the terminal locations.” WCI asserts that this language I
contemplated service between customer locations in the general b
vicinity of the los Angeles terminal that would not use the | )
backbone interxrcity network (completely ~Yoff-net”), as well as ‘ L
service between customer locations in Los Angeles and the Anzheim -
area that would use the intercity netwcrk,(”on-net”). BT
WCI states that it determined shortly after D. 85-12-082 |
was issued that it would use a digital microwave system for
intercity transmission instead of leasing facilities from Pacific, . ‘
and that it has since constructed a microwave network between Los;;‘f‘  E{ﬁ
. Angeles and Anaheim. WCI admits that certain microwave facilities, |
used in providing service to Bullock’s between its Los Angeles and |
City of Industry sites are not part of WCI’s backbone network. I
between Los Angeles and Anaheim, but represents that such servmce
does use a portion of WCI’s Los Angeles-to-Anaheim network. At the
time WCI filed its answer, the service was being tested and
acceptance was expected in September 1987.
WCI admits that Pacific was the only likely competitor
listed in A.85-07-046, but notes that General entered an appearance Lo
as an interested party and had a full opportunxty to participate’ 1n : i
the proceeding leadxng to D.85-12=-082. ; -
WCI admits that City of Industry is within General’s |
franchise serving area, . but states that WCI is without information fi
sufficient to determine whether General provmdes any of the cross— M
boundary tielines being replaced between Clty of Incdustry and Los
Angeles, which is in Pacific’s serving area- -
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WCI asserts that there is no basis for the Commission to
grant an immediate ex parte cease and desist oxder, since it
believes that General has presented no evidence establishing
unlawful conduct or imminent harm from any unlawful conduct. WCI
concludes that the Commission should deny General’s request for a
cease and desist order, and should dismiss General’s complaint.

As General has noted, A.85-07-046 is entitled B
#application of Wang Communications, Inc. for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to provide intralATA private line
high-speed data transmission services at a data speed of 1.544 MBPS |
or higher between Los Angeles and Anabeim in LATA No. 5.7 Nowhere e
in the application did WCI request LATA-wide authority. However,

WCI did make clear that it‘intendgd to provide service ~in the

general vicinity” of the planned terminals to be located in lLos

Angeles and Anaheim. Thus, our determination regarding whether

WCI’s service in City of‘Industry is authorized by D.85-12-082 BN
hinges on the meaning of 'general vicinity.~ ) L .

Neither General nor any other party ralsed questzons in '
A.85-07-046 regarding the exact bounds of WCI’s recquested service
area. The specific locations of the planned terminals were not
provided in the application. Further, there was no~d;scusszon ot
so—-called ¥off-net” or ”bn—net” service in A.85-07-046 or
D.85-12-082. : |

WCI has filed tariffs Yor service in six cities in
southern Califormia pursuant to D.85-12-082:% ILos Angeles, City
of Industxy, Hollfwood, Santa Ana, Van Nuys, and Weodland Hills. . -

2 We take official notice of Sheet No. 7-T.2 and Sheet No. 7=T.3"
of WCI’s tariff elfective, respectively, February 3, 1987 and
April 23, 1987, which show the locatzons of service "which bave’ been,,
approved to date. ‘
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Other than the instant complaint, no party has protested WCI’s
sexrvice in any of these cities.

We have no desire to evaluate these or future tariff
filings on a case-by-case basis to determine whether the sites arxe
#in the general vicinity” of either Los Angeles or Anaheim. It is
clear that guidelines are needed to allow noncontroversial
determination of whether proposec WCI services fall within the
bounds of service authorized in D.35-12-082. However, General has
not proposed in its complaint any guidelines for defining “general
vicinity.”

' ' WCI has filed tariffs pursuant tc D.85-12-082 for sexrvice
in the six cities aforementioned, and those tariffs have gone into
effect uncontested. Because of this, we conclude that WCI has
constructed its facilities with a reasonable expectat;cn that such
service is autherized by its CPCiN.

Since General was fully aware of WCI’s A.85-07-046 and no:
party questioned the bounds of the requested operating authorlty at
that time, we conclude that "genetal‘vicinity” should be construed
liberally in WCI’s favor. The Los AngeleSLStandard Métropolitan
Statistical Area (SMSA), as established by the federal govermment,
is a known, verifiable geographic locat;on- We find that it is
reasonable to interpret WCI’s operating auLhorxty granted in
D.85=12-082 as encompassing the Los. Angele" SMSA.

Based on this intexrpretation, we conclude that WCI’s - .
service in City of Industry is lawful, and that General’s complalnt
and recuest for an.lmmedxate, ex parte cease and desist order
should be denied.
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We note that the extent of WCI’s operating authority in
the San Francisc¢o area granted in D.85-12-~082 is an issue
comparable to the one General has brought before us. Since no
party has raised this issue, we will not make findings in this
regard at this time. However, absent assertions otherwise, common
sense implies that a service area encompassing the San Francisco }
SMSA would be consistent with our conclusions in the instant case. fejyf
Findi £ Fact

1. General alleges that WCI proposes, plans, and threatens
to provide telephone service within General’s franchise territory
without having received a CPC&N from this Commission authorizing it
to do so. ‘ ,

2. In D.85-12-082, this Commission granted WCI‘s request in RN
A.85-07-046 to provide intraldTA private line high-speed data o o ':
transmission services in portions of LATA No. S, with certain | |
qualifications which General states are not pert;nent to its
complaint. ‘ ! R

3. WCI has sigmed a contract with Bullock’s to provide Do " ‘
private line high-speed transmission services, and‘a portion of . o
that service will be provided along a route between Los Angeles and
City of Industry. !

4. City of Industry is within General’s zraﬂohlse terrxtory-

{ 5. General requests that this Commission issue a cease and | -‘EY
desist order directing WCI to re!raln from commencﬂng service Ln f_
City of Industry or elsewhere within General’s franchase service T ‘?Lf
area, or to discontinue rendering such sexvice if WCI has already
commenced the service until such time, if! ever, as, 1t obtains a g
CPC&N. ‘

6. WCI bas filed tariffs for service to cus#omers in Los
Angeles, City of Industxy Hollywood, Santa Ana, Van Nuys, and
Woodland Hills. !

7. In A.85=-07=046, WCI represented that serv;ce would be
provided using intercity facilities 1easeo from Paez:zc with

f
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terminals in Los Angeles and Anaheim and that point-to=-point
private line service would be offered to customers in the general
vicinity of the terminal locations.

8. General entered an appearance as an interested party in
A.85-07-046.

9. Neither General nor any other party raised questions in
A.85-07-046 regarding the exact bounds of WCI’s requested service
area. ‘ ‘

10. Other than the instant complaint, no party has protested
WCI’s sexrvice in any of the six c1t1es in whlch sexvice has been
approved to date.

11. Guidelines are needed to gllow noncontroversial
determination of whether proposed WCI services fall within the
bounds of service authorized in D.85-12-082.

12. The lLos Angeles SMSA, as established by the federal
government, is a known, verifiable geographic location.

13. It is reasopable to interpret WCI’s operatlng authority
granted in D.85=12-082.as encompassxng the Los Angeles SMSA.
gonclugions of Iaw.

lw -, WCI’s sexrvice in: City of Industry as provided in Cal.
P.U. c-'Sheet‘Nba 7-T;2;,efrect1ve Febrvary 3, 1987, ls.lawful

~2.
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O R DRER

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint and request for an
immediate, ex parte cease and desist order filed by General
Telephone Company of California against Wang Communications, Inc.

is denied. _
Dated November 13, 1987, at San Francisco, California.

| STANLEY W. HULETT
! President
| FREDERICK R. DUDA
'G. MITCHELL WILK
JOHN B. OHANIAN
Commissioners

Commissioner Donald Vial, being
necessarily absent, did not
partlczpate.

| CERTIFY THAT THIS DECISION
WAS APPROVED .BY -THE ABOVE
COMMIOS[ONERS "ODAY.
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to WCI, the intercity facilities referred to were fiber Optic
facilities between Los Angeles and Anaheim, and the %;Stributlon
equipnment referred to was that necessary to provide spremise-to-
premise service to the end-user via point-to—point/éigital
microwave or other digital transmission mediums.

In A.85=07-046 WCI stated that ”[plcint to point private
line services will be offered to customexs iy the general vicinity
of the terminal locations.” WCI asserts
contemplated service between customer locitions in the general
vicinity of the Los Angeles terminal that would not use the
backbone intercity network (completely/”off-net”), as well as
service between customer locations.iy/ Los Angeles and the Anaheim .
area that would use the intercity network (“on-net”). \

'WCI states that it determiined shortly after D.85-12-082
was issued that it would use a digital microwave system for

intercity transmission instead 4f leasing facilities from Pacitic, . .

and that it has since construgted a microwave network between Los -
Angeles and Anaheim. WCI adits that certain microwave facilities' =
used in providing service $ Bullock’s between its Los Angeles and:
Ccity of Industry sites arg not part of WCI’s backbone network
between Los Angeles and eim, but represents that such sexvice
does use a portion of CI’s:Los-Anqelés-to-Anaheim network. At the
time WCI filed its apswer, the service was being tested and
acceptance was expeéted in September 1987. |

" WCI admits that Pacific was the only likely competitor
listed in A.85-07~046, but notes that General entered an appearance

rarty and had a full opportunity to participate in -
the procﬂed;n leading to’ D.85=12-082.

- We admits that City of Industry is within General’s
franchise s€rving area, but states ‘that WCI is without zntormatlonﬂ ‘
sufticient to determine whether Genexal provides. any of the cross—
boundary ielines being replaced between City of Industry and Los




C.87-07-024 ALJI/CLF/fs

WCI asserts that there is no basis for the Commi
grant an immediate ex parte cease and desist order, since/it
believes that General has presented no evidence establidhing
unlawful conduct or imminent harm from any unlawful fnduct. WCI
concludes that the Commission showld deny General’s/request for 2
cease and desist order, and should dismiss Generad’s complaint.

. . ‘

As General has noted, A.85-07-046 jif entitled
~Application of Wang Communications, Inc. fdr a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to provide intralATA private line
high-speed data transmission services a data spced of 1.544 MBPS
or higher between Los Angeles and Analeim in LATA No. 5.7 Nowhere:
in the application did WCI request JATA-wide authority. However,
WCI did make clear that it intended to provide service ”in the
general vicinity” of the planned/terminals to be located in Los
Angeles and Anaheim. Thus, ouy determination regarding whethexr
WCI’s service in City of Indybtry is authorized by D.85=12~082
hinges on the meaning of ~“g#neral vicinity.”

Neither General fior any other party raised questions in.
A.85~-07-046 regarding exact bounds of WCI‘s requested sexvice )
area. The specific loghtions of the planned terminals were not
provided in the applidation. rFurther, there was no discussion off
so=-called “off-net” or ”on-net” service in A.85-07-046 or |
D.85-12-082. ' |

WCI hay filed tariffs for service in six cities in
southern Califofnia pursuant to D.85-12-082:% Los Angeles, City
of Industry, llywood, Santa Ana, Van Nuys, and Weodland Hills.

e official notice of Sh.et No. 7-T.2 and Sheet No. 7-T.3 |
tariff effective, respectively, February 3, 1987 and no
April 23, 1987, which show the 1ocations of serv;ce which have been‘
approyed to date.. :
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N

Other than the instant complaint, no party has protested WCI’s

service in any of these cities. ﬁd////
We have no desire to evaluate these or/ ture tariff

filings on a case-by-case basis to determine w er the sites are
7in the general vicinity” of either Los Angelfs or Anaheim. It is
¢clear that quidelines are needed to allow uricontroversial
determination of whether proposed WCI ser¥ices fall within the
bounds of service authorized in D.85-12+082. However, General has
not proposed in its complaint any guigetlines for defining ”general
vicinity.” _

WCI has filed tariffs puysuant to D.85-12-082 for service
in the six cities aforementioned,/and those tariffs hdve gone into-
effect uncontested. Because of this, we ¢onclude that WCI has
constxucted its facilities with a reasonable expectatzon that such
service is authorized by its/CPC&N.

Since General was/fully aware of WCI’s A. 85-07-040 and no
party ‘questioned the boungs of the requested operat;ng authority at’
that time, we conclude tHat ”“general v1c1nity should be construed
liberally in WCI’s favor. The Leos Angeles Standard.Metxopolltan ‘
Statistical Area (SMSY), as established by the federal govermment, .
is a known, verifiab)e geographic location. We find that it is
reasonable to interxpret WCI’s operating authority granted in
D. 85—12-082 as encpmpassing the Los Angeles SMSA. i

. this lnterpretation, we conclude that WCIL’s

sexrvice in City /f Industry 1s lawful, and that General's complazn* -

and request foy an meedlate, ex parte cease and des;st ordex
should be de ed.
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We note that the extent of WCI’s operating authority” in
the San Francisco area granted in D.85-12-082 is an issue
conparable to the one General has brought before us. Singe no
party has raised this issue, we will not make findings n this
regard at this time. However, abksent assertions otherwm e, common
sense implies that a service area encompassing the san Francisc
SMSA would be consistent with our conclusions in tle instant case.

1. General alleges that WCI proposes, pXans, and threatens
to provide telephone service within Genexal’s franchise terxritory
without having received a CPC&N from this Coémmission authorizing it
to do so. ' ‘ ‘ : , ‘

2. In D.85-12-082, this Commissich granted WCI’s request in
A.85-07=046 to provide intralATA private line high-speed data
transmission services in port;ons of/YLATA No. 5, with certain
qualifications which General stateg’ are not pertinent to its
complaint. ;

3. WCI has signed a contyact with Bullock’s to provide
private line high-speed transmdssion ‘services, and a portxon ot
that sexvice will be provided along a route between Los Angeles and:
City of Industry. : ‘ , 1)

4. City of Indus is within‘General’ :ranchise-territory;

5. Genexal requeits that this Commission issue a cease and‘
desist ordex dlrectzng CI to xefrain from commencing service zn
City of Industry ox elsewhere wlthan General’s franchise service '
area, or to discontimue renderlng such sexvice if WCI has already
commenced the service until such time, if ever, as it obtains a f
CPC&N. ’

6. WCX h s filed tariffs for sexrvice to customers in Los f L
Angeles, C;ty/or Industry, Hollywood, Santa Ana, Van Nuys, and |
Woodland Hills. ‘ :

7- IA A..5-07-046, WCI represented that service would be - V
provided ysing intercity faczlxtles 1eased :rom Pacific with
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terminals in lLos Angeles and Anaheim and that point-to-pojmt
private line service would be offered to customers in the general
vicinity of the terminal locations.

8. General entered an appearance as an interdsted party in
A.85=07=046.

9. Neither General nor any other party pdised questions in
A.85=07-046 regarding the exact bounds of WCI/s requested sexvice
area.

10. Other than the instant complaing, ne party has protested

WCI’s sexvice in any of the six cities jh which sexrvice has been
approved to date. b

11. Guidelines are needed to low”%%éontroversial
determination of whether proposed WCI services fall within the
bounds of service authorized in DL85-12-082.
. 12. The Los Angeles SMSA,/as established by the federal
government, is a known, verifjable geographic location.

13. It is reasonable interpret WCI’s operating authority

granted in D.85-12-082 as ghcompassing the Los Angeles SMSA.
conclusions of Law

1. WCI’s service/in City of Industry as provided in Cal. 3

P.U.C. Sheet No. 7-T.2, effective February 3, 1987, is lawful.
2. General’s ¢gomplaint and request for an immediate, ex
parte cease and desdst order should be denied.
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QRDER

XT IS ORDERED that the complaint and request
immediate, ex parte cease and desist order filed by Ggheral

Telephone Company of California against Wang Commundcations, Inc.
is denied.

Dated NOV 1 31987 . at San Fradcisco, California.

STANLEY W. HULETT
: President
FREDERICK R. DUD.
C. MITCHELYL, WILK
JORN B. OHANIAN
Commissioners
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