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Decision 88 09 033 SEP 14 1988 
BEFORE THE PtmLIC U'I'ILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S'I'ATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the matter of the Application of ) 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA, ) 
INC., a corporation, for authority ) 
t~ increase rates ana charges ) 
applicable to- telecommunications ) 
services !urnishea within the State of ) 
California (U S002 C). ) 

-----------------------------------, 

Application 85-l1-029 . 
(Filed. Noveml:>er 18, 19850). 

QBDER MQDIFX1NG QECISIQN (p.) 88-06-036, 
~BANTIEG LIMITEP REHEARING . 

...,QENYIm; REHEARING IN ALL OJ:HEE RES~Sf 
AND CLARIFYING p. 88-08-066 

The California Association o·f Lone; Distance Telephone 
Companies (CAtTEL); U.S. Sprint Communications Co. (TJ .5. Sprint): .. 
and. MCI Telecommunications Corp~ (MCI) (collectively 
"'Applicants") have filed applications for rehearing of D.S;S-06-
036 (the Decision), in which 'the Commission ord.ered AT&T 
Communications of California (AT&T-C) to red.uce its one;oing.rates 

. - -

and. to amort:ize previously experienced expense red.uctions- by 
means of a six-month surcred.it. AT&'I'-C has~iled a response 
opposinq these applications and the Commission"s Division of 
Ratepayer Ad.vocates, (ORk) has filed. a response supportine; them..· 

In 0.8-8-08-066 (AuCJ\l.st 24, 198:8:)., we disposed of 
several issues raised by these applications for rehearine;. 
First, we ordereel A'I'&'I'-C to make- some revisions to- its o1'1e;oi1'1e; 
rates to bring them into compliance with.the Decision .. Second" 
we stayed the six-month surcre,dit, effective Septembe-r l2,. 1988,. 
pending an anticipated rehearing. Third:,. we ord.ered AT&T-C to 
preserve all of its billing-records and arranqe with. the local 
exchange companies CLECs) whoperfonn its billing to· do the salne •• • 
We also dismisseel an application for rehearing :riled· by Extelcom., 
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Inc., as unauthorized by Publi~ Utilities (P.U.) Code §1731(b). 
We are now prepared to deal with the remaining issues raised by 
these applications for rehearing. 

Applicants contend that the sums that were being 
returned to AT&T-C's ratepayers by means of the six-month 
surcredit should have been returned in compliance with P.U. Code 
§4S3.S. We have carefully reviewed Applicants' arguments, the 
statute, and the cases they cite, including california. 
HAnu~c~urer's-bss2ciatiQO v. eYblic utilities CQrnmi§sion, 24 
Cal. 3d 836 (1979). We remain of the opinion that §4S3.S does 
not apply where no supplier rebates are· involved and the 
over~ollections being returned to ratepayers are relatively 
recent. Accordingly, we will modify the Decis.ion to- :more 
expressly state this conclusion. 

CALTEL's application does point out that a portion of 
the surcredit-retlects pre-1988 AT&T-Cexpense savings. 
Accordingly, we will grant a·limited rehearing to consider 
whether or not the Commission should adopt a method other than a 
prospective surcredit for returning to AT&T-C's ratepayers any 
AT&T-C expens.e savings from before January 1,19'88. 

The Decision ordered uniform·ong-oing rate reductions 
and a uniform surcredit for all of A'1'&T-C's switched services~ . 
The surcredit and the ongoing- rate reductions both mostly reflect 
reductions in the access charges·AT&T-C pays to· LECs. MCI and 
u.s. Sprint point out that AT&T:"'C"s several switched services cUd 
not enjoy uniform reductions in access charges; some received 
smaller reductions than others. Accordingly,MCI andU .. S. sprint 
arq\le ~at the surcredit and the ongo·ingrate reductions should 
not have been uniform, but instead should have been proportioned 
to the reduction in access charges tor each service.. A'1'&T-C 
argues that the Commission properly employed··a uniform surcredit 
and uniform rate reductions. 'We believe'that the-best'means of 
resolving this dispute is to go back to: hearing. Accordingly,,' we 
will grant a limited rehearing on the issue of whether the 
surcreditand ongoing rate reductions should be uniform. for all 
of AT&T-e'S switched services or proportional to the reduction in 
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costs for each service.1 We hope that resolution of this issue 
will provide precedent as to how future "SPF to. stU" access 
charge reductions should be spread among AT&T-C's ratepayers. We 
are aware that this limited rehearing may impact AT&T-C's 
regulatory flexibility proceeding (A.87-10-039 & I.85-11-013). 
Still, we remain committed to issuing a decision in that 
proceeding before the end of this year. Accordingly, we intend 
to rehear this issue expeditiously, so that, if necessary, we can 
incorporate our resolution of the issue into our decision in the 
regulatory flexibility proceeding'. 

Applicants challenge the Decision's Findings of Fact 
Nos. 79 and SO, which state: 

79. Allinterexchange telephone companies 
(IECsJ purchasing local exchange access have 
received proportionately similar access 
charge reductions from local exchan~e 
companies regulated by this COmltliSS10n~ 

8"0. As previously discussed·,. becau'se 
AT&T-C's competitors have received similar 
reductions in the access charqesthey pay, a 
prospective A'l'&T-C rate adjustment to, reflect 
these access charge reduetionswill not 
competitively disadvantaqe other 
interexchange carriers. 

We have carefully reviewed Applicants' argwnents and 
AT&T-C's reponses, and are of the opinion that Applicants have 
shown good cause for granting rehearing with regard· to these two. 
findinqs. 

Public Utilities Code' §17~2 requires an application for 
rehearing to set forth specifically the grounds on which the 
applicant considers the decision to- be unlawful, and bars a court 
challenge based on any ground. not so- set forth. Accordingly, and 

1 Applicants have challenged the Decision's Finding of-Fact No. 
89,. which supports these uniform adjustments. Their ehallengeto 
this finding also falls within the scope of the rehearing that we 
qrant. 
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~ecause we want the rehearing to proceed expeditiously, we will 
limit the rehearing on Finclings 79 ancl 80 to those arquxnents 
specifically raised in Applicants' applications for rehearing. 2 

After thorough consideration o.f the applications and 
responses, we are o.f the opinion that good cause exists for 
granting rehearing with regard to several other issues as well. 
First, we will permit Applicants to- show, if they- can, that the 
effects of the alleged "growth penalty" and of including sums 
relating to- the 1'ax Reform Act of 198-6 in A1'&1'-C's surcredit are 
suffiCiently detrimental that the Commission should not employ a 
surcredit. Second,. we will grant rehearing on Findings of Fact 
No.s. 81, 82, and 83. and the cost and practicability o.f 
retrospective refund plans. Finally, we will grant rehearing on 
Finding of Fact No. 84. 

CAL1'EL and MCI each contend that the Decision violated 
1>. '0. Code § 17'08: by rescinding or amending a prior order of the 
Commission without a hearing. However, neither has shown that 
the present Decision has rescinded eramencleclany prior erder er 
decisien ef the Commissien. 1'hus, they have net shown that §17'08 

applies here. Nevertheless, for ether reasons we are granting 
Applicants a rehearing, as outlined'above, concerning many of 
those issues as to which they elaim §1708 requires a hearing. 

With regard to, the ether arquxnents raised in these _ 
applications for rehearing, we are o,f theop,inion that Applicants 
have not shown good cause for granting rehearing on any 
additional issues_ In response to' one ef their arguments, we 
will, however, modify the Decision in a minor respect. 

Although we have granted, rehearing en a ,number of 
issues, we intend to proceed expeditiously, and aecordingly have 
carefully delimited the seope of ,the rehearing and the issues, we 

2 If Applicants are able t'o show that other lECs did not receive:, 
proportionately similar access eharge reductions, we will also 
consider whether A'l'&1'-C's access eharge reductions, were , _ 
suffieiently disproportionate that we should modify or abandon the::-
Deeision's sureredit plan. -
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will consider. We also hope that the following comments will 
help focus the rehearing. 

Under our current system of regulating interexchange 
carriers [IECs), the Commission directly regulates the rates,ot 
only the dominant IEC (AT&T-C). However, this regulatory system 
assumes that by directly regulating the rates ot the dominant IEC 
we can torce other lEes to· compete with the those rates~ Thus we 
indirectly regulate the rates of the non-dominant lEes. Here, 
although. the details are disputed,3 it appears that non-
dominant IECs enjoyed substantial reductions in access charges 
during the first half of 1988. By using a prospective, six-month 
surcredit to. pass through AT&T-C's first-half 1988 access charge 
reductions, we put competitive' pressure on other IECs to also 
pass through thetirst-halt 1988 access reductions they did 
receive. Thus, one ot our goals was.to ensure reaso.nable rates 
for the customers of all IECs. A one-time refund, or a retund 
based only on past use, would not have the desirable. effect of 
encouraging other lEes to pass through the first-half access 
charge reductions they did receive. Accordingly, we suggest that 
Applicants propose solutions to their problems which do. not 
entirely eliminate a pro.spectivesurcredit as a means o.f 
returning AT&T-C"s overcollections. to· its ratepayers. We also 
suggest that the parties. conside~ whether this pressure on other 
IECs to compete with AT&'I'-C"s sureredit'and pass thro.ugh first
half 1988 access charge reductions might avoid some of the 
problems about which Applicants complain. 4 Finally, we ask the 
parties to consider the extent to- which the allegedly 
anticompetitive: effects about which Applicants complain would 
have occurred even if there had :been no surcre<1it,. and AT&T-C had· 
simply passed through its cost reduetions immediately. If these 

3 'I'he rehearing we grant today.should resolve this. dispute . 

4 In its challenge to Findings 79 and SO,. CALTEL argues that'some! 
of its reseller members now purchasing services, frollt non-dominant .~ 
lECs did not receive the benefit· of access charge reductions. 
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effects would have occurred in any event, they would appear not 
to provide any reason why we should forego the advantages of a 
surcredit. 

We would also like to take this opportunity to clar,ity 
one aspect of our order in 0.88-08-066 (August 2'4,. 1988). That 
decision ordered AT&T-C to preserve all of its billing records, 
and to arrange with the local exchange companies (LEes) that 
per:form .billing' :for it to preserve all AT&T-C billing records,. in 
order to preserve our options after rehearing. 0.88-08-066 noted 
that AT&T-C's billing is generally performed by LECs and that 
AT&T-C had informed us that many of these' LECsd~ not maintain 
AT&T-C's billing records for more than 90 days. According to 
AT&T-C's response to the applications for rehearing,. it is 
"'computer processible historic data'" that these LECs do not 
maintain beyond 90 days. Therefore, we will clarify that our 
prior order requiring AT&T-C to preserve, and arrange for the 
preservation of,. "'all'" its billing records included "'computer
processible'" billing records within its scope. 

Therefore, good cause appearing, 
IT' IS ORDERED that 0.8'8.-06;"03·6 is modified. as follows.: 

1. The following sentence' is'added at the end of the first 
partial paragraph at the top of page 1'38:: 

Moreover, we have found before that a rate 
reduction will stimulate'9reater volumes of 
calling; these addit'ional calls create 
benefits t~ consumers ,that they would. not 
othe~ise receive if rates were to remain 
near current levels • 

. 2. The f.irst full paragraph on page lJ.8. is deleted .. 
l. The followin9 sentence is added at the end of 

Conclusion of, taw No. 25 .. 

Section 453.5 does not apply where no 
supplier rebates are involved and the 
overcollections l:>einqreturned t~ ratepayers 
are.relatively recent • 

6 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that: 
1. The applications for rehearing o,f CAL'I'EL, Mel, and 

u.s. sprint (Applicants) are granted on the following limited 
issues, consistent with the foregoing discussion: 

a. Whether or not the Commission should adopt a 
method other than a prospective surcredit for 
returning to A'I'&T-C's ratepayers any AT&T-C expense 
savings from before January 1, 1988. 

b. Whether the surcredit and ongoing rate reductions 
should be uniform· for all of AT&T-C's switehed 
services or proportional to the reduction in eosts 
for each serviee. (Ineludinq Applie:ants' , challenge 
to Findin9 of Fact No. 89.) 

c. Applicants' ehallenges to Findings of Fact 79 and 
80. (Limited to those arguments speeifically.raised 
in Applicants' applications !orrehearin9.) 

d. Whether the effects· of: (i) the alleged. "growth. 
penalty"; and (ii) including sums relatin9 to. the 
Tax Reform Act of 1986- in AT'&T-C's surered.it are 
sufficiently detrimental that the Commission should 
not employ a surcredit. 

e. Findinqs of Fact Nos. 81, 8Z., and 83 and the eost 
and practicability of retrospective refund. plans. 

t. Finaing of Fact, No: .. , 84. 
2. This limited rehearing shall beheld before 

Administrative Law Judge Alison Colgan and Commissioner Wilko A 
prehearing conference is set for Wec:lnesday,:September2'S at 10 
a.XIl. in the Commission'S Courtroom, 50S-Van Ness Avenue, san 
Francisco, CA to schedule ciatesfor eXchange, ot testimony and 
dates for hearings which shall be completed without delay;. 
Parties are placed on notice ,that, requests for extensions of time 
will not be routinely granted and further, that 'attempts to 
broaden the issues in this limited rehearing 'will be rejected • 

7 
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3. ~he Executive Director shall provide notice of such 
rehearing to the parties hereto, in the manner prescribed by Rule 
52 of the commission's Rules ot Practice and Procedure. 

4. Except as granted herein, rehearing of 0.88-06-03& is 
denied. 

S. The following language is added to Ordering Paragraph S 
of 0.88-08-066, to clarify the scope of that order: 

Hcomputer-proe~s&ibleH billin9 rccor4s are 
inclu4~4 within those rccor45 which AT&T-C 
shall preserve and arrange tor local exchange 
companies to preserve. 

6. AT&T-C shall promptly inform all local exchange 
companies that perform billing for it of Ordering Paragraph S of 
this decision. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated SEP 14 1988 ,·at San Francisco, california. 

S~ANLEYW. HULETT 
President 

DONALD· VIAL 
FREDERICK R; DODA 
G. MITCHELLWILK 
JOHN· B. OHANIAN 

Commissioners 
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.. 88 09 033 
Decls~on __________ _ SEP14 1988 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

In the matter of the Application of 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA, 
INC., a corporation, :for authority 
to increase rates and charges 
applica~le to telecommunications 
services furnished within the State 
california ('0' 5002 C). 

®~J~i~;J~~&~ 
TATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application 8S-11-0Z9 
(Filed November 18, 1985) 

The Californ a Association of Long Distance Telephone 
companies (CALTEt.); u.S. Sprint Communications Co.. CO' .S .. Sprint); , 
and MCI Telecommuni tions Corp. (MCI) (collectively 
*Applicants") have iled applications :for rehearing of 0.88-06-

036 (the Decision , in which the Commission ordered AT&T 
communications 0- California (AT&T"';C) to-,reduce' its ongoing rates 
and. to amortize previously experienced expense,reductions by 
means of a six month surcredit. ·AT&'I'-ehasfilec:1: a response 
opposing thes applications and the Commission's Division of 
Ratepayer Ad ocates(DRA) has :filed a response supporting them.. 

I D. 88:-08-066 (August 24, 1988)" we disposed of 
several is ues raised by these applications for rehearing,. 
First,. we ordered AT&T-C'te. make some revisions to its ongoing 
rates to ring-them into compliance with the Deeision. Second, 
we stay ,the six-month s\1rcredit, effective, September 12', 1988," 

pend in an anticipated rehearing. Third, we ordered AT&T-C to. 
prese e all of its billing records. ,and arrange with the loeal 
exeh ge eompanies racsJ who perform its billing ,t<>do. the,salIle. 
We a so d.ismissed' an application for rehearing filed by Extelcoxn,:, 

1 
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Inc~, as unauthorized ~y Public Otilities (P.O.) Code 
We are now prepared to deal with the remaining issues 
these applications tor rehearing. 

Applicants contend that the sums that were 
returned to· AT&T-C's ratepayers ~y means c! the si-><--lllLJIoI 
surcredit should have ~een returned in compliance 
§4S3.S. We have carefully reviewed Applicants' 
statute, and the cases they cite, 

Code 
the 

overcollections ~eing returned to 
recent. Accordingly, we will modify 
expressly state this conclusion. 

are relatively 
Oecision t~ more 

int out that a portion of 
_iNn-.L, expense savings. 

rehearing t~ consider 
~,.~~.~ adopt a method other than a 

CALTEL's application does 
the surcredit reflects pre-19S'S 
Accordingly, we will grant a 1 

whether or not the Commission 
prospective sur~redit for to AT&T-C's ratepayers any 

January l,. 198:8. AT&T-C expense savings from ~.~'. 
uniform ongoing rate reductions 

all Oof AT&T-C's switched services. 
The Oecision 

and a uniform surcredit 
~he surcredit and the rate reduet'ions bQth mostly reflect 

charges AT&T-,C pays to- LECs. Mel and. , 

t AT&T;"C's several switched services did' 
... r:::lIur: ..... -ions in access charges; some received 

reductions in the 
'O'.S. Sprint point 

others. Aceordingly, MCl and 'C' ~S. Sprint 
.,.tI'r"p.rH t and the on~~in~ rate reductions should 

smaller reductions 
ar~e that the 
not have ~een 
to the .,..061"1"'"'"'", 
argues that 
and uniform 

uu ....... 'u ........ , but instead should have been proportioned 
in access cha:rqes tor each serviee. AT&T-C 

Commission properly, employed a uniform surcredit 
reduetions. We believe that the best means ot 

resolving thip. dispute is to gO: baek to' hearing., Accordingly ~ we: 
will grant a/limited rehearing on the, ,issue' of whether the 
sureredit arid ongoinq rate reductions. should be uniform tor all 
ot AT&T-C's switched serviees or. proportional to the reduction in 
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costs for each servicfe. 1 We hope that resolution of t~ issue 
will provide precedent as to how future ~SPF to SLUw ~ccess 
charge re~uctions should ~e spread among AT&T-C'S r~{~payers. 

Applicants challenge the Decision's F1'nd' gs of Fact 
Nos. 79 and 80, which state: 

79. All intcrexchangc telephone c~panies 
(IEC= J purch3.=in9' local exehanqc ac;ecss have 
received. proportl.onately similar 'cess 
charge reductions from local exc n~e 
companies requlated by this Co SSl.on. 

80. As previously discussed, because 
AT&T-C's competitors have re ive~ similar 
reductions in the access eh ges .' they pay, a 
prospective AT&T-C rate adj' stment to reflect 
these acces~:; charg'e reduct ons will not 
competi ti ve:Ly disadvantag other 
interexchang~ carriers. 

We have car(~fully reviewed Applicants' arguments and 
AT&T-C's reponses, and are of e opinion that Applicants have 
shown good cause for granting ehearing with regard to these two 
findings. 

rehearing 
ode §1732' requires an application tor I 

ificallythe grounds on which the 
eeision to· be unlawful, and bars a eourt . 

round not so set forth.. Accordingly, and 
earing to· proceed expeditiously, we will 
Findings 79 and SO to· those arguments 

applicant considers the' 
challenge based on any 
because we want the rc 
limit the rehearing 
specifically raised n Applicants' applications for rehearing. Z 

ave challenged the Decision's Finding of Fact No-. 
89, which supp rts these unitormadjustments •. Their challenge to 
this finding lso falls within the scope of the rehearing that we 
grant ... 

cants are able to show that other IECs did not receive 
proportion ely similar access charge reductions, we will also . 
consider w: ether AT&T-C's access charge reductions were 
suffieien ly disproportionate that we should moclify or abandon the 
Oecisionls sureredit plan. . 

"" 
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~ After thorough consideration of the apPlications~ 
responses, we are of the opinion that good cause exists ~r 
granting rehearing with regard to several other issues /s well. 
First, we will permit ~pplicants to show, if they c , that the 
effects of the alleged *growth penalty* and of incl ding sums 
relating- to the Tax Reform Act o,f 1986 in AT&T-C' surcredit are 
sUfficiently detrimental that the Commission sh ld not employ a 
surcredit. Second, we will Findings of Fact 
Nos. 8-1, 82, and 83 and the ility of 
retrospective refund plans. Finally, we w' grant rehearing on 
Finding of Fact No. 84. 

CALTEL and MCI each at the Decision violated 
P.U. Code §1708 by rescin~ing or ame 
Commission without a hearing. Howe er, neither has shown that 
the present Decision has rescinde or amended any prior order or 
decision of the Commission. Thu ,th~y have not shown that §17.0a, 

applies here. Nevertheless, f other reasons we are qranting 
Applicants a rehearing, as 0 lined above, concerning those 
issues as to which they cla'. §1708 requires a hearing-. 

With regard to t e other arguments raised in these 
applications for reheari, we are of the opinion that Applicants 
have not shown g-ood cau e for granting rehearing on any 
aclditional issues. I response to one of their arguxnents, we 
will, however, modi! the Decision in a minor respect. 

AlthOUg-A e have granted rehearing on a nWDber of' 
issues, we intend 0 proceed exped'i tiously,. and accordingly have 
carefully deli'mi d the scope ot, the rehearing and the issues we 
will e also, hope that the following comments will 
help 

Und r our current system of regulatinq interexchanqe 
carriers [IE s), the Commi,ssion direetly regulates the ,rates of 
only the do . nant IEC (AT&T-C). However, this regulatory system 

t by d~rectly regulatinq the rates o,t the dominant IEC '. 
ce other IECs to: compete with the those rates. Thus 'We ' 

4 



4It A.8S-11-029 L/JTP/pds ~ 

indirectly regulate the rates of the non-dominant IEC~ Here, 
although the details are disputed,3 it appears that lon_ 
dominant IECs enjoyed substantial reductions in ac ess charges 
during the first half of 1988. By using a prosp tive,. six-month 
surcredit to pass through AT&T-C's first-half S8 access charge 
reductions, we put competitive pressure on ot er IECs to also 
pass through the first-half 1988 access red ions they did 
receive. Thus, one of our goals was to- en 
for the customers of all IECs. A one-ti refund, or a refund 
based only on past use, would r:ot have e desirable effect of 
encouraging other IECs to pass throug the first-half access
charge reductions they did receive., ccordingly,. we suggest that 
Applicants propo'se solutions to- the' r prob-lems wh.ieh do, not 
entirely eliminate a prospective s rcredit as a means of 
returning AT&T-C's overcollectio ,to its ratepayers. We also 
suggest that the parties consid whe.ther this pressure on other 
IECs to compete' with AT&T-C"s ureredit and pass through first
half 198.8 access eharge reduc ions might avoid some of the 
problems about which .Applic ts eomplain~ 4 Finally,- we ask the 
parties to, consider the e allegedly 
anticompetitive effects. ut which Applicants ,complain would 
have occurred even i:fth e' had been no surcredit,. and AT&T-C had 
simply passed through i~ cost reductions immediately. If these I 

effeets would have oceJ.rred in any event, they would appear not 
to provide', any reason should forego, the advantages of a 
sureredit. 

We would lso like to take this opportunity to clarify 
one aspect of our rder in 0.88-08-06-6. (August 24,., 1988). That 
decision ordered &T-C to preserve all of its billing records, 
and to arrange w. ththe loeal exchange companies (LEes) that 

grant today should resolve this dispute. 

:. 4 In its c:hallenge to. Findings 79 and' SO',. CALTEL argues that some 
'/ of its re eller members now purchasing services :from non-dominant· 

IEes did not receiv~ the benefit of access charge reductions. 

s 
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perform billin9 for it to prGserve all AT&T-C billinq reco in 
order to preserve our options after rehearing. 0.88-08- ~ noted 
that AT&T-C's billing is generally performed by LECs a a that 
AT&T-C had informed us that many of these LECs do, no maintain 
AX&T-C's billing records for more than 90 days. cording to· 
AT&T-C's response to the applications for rehear'ng, it is 
If'computer processible'historic dataif' that thes LECs do- not 
maintain beyond 90 days. Therefore, we will clarify that our 
prior order requiring AT&T-C to- preserve, d arrange for the 
prGservation of, HallH its billing recor included Ncomputer
processiblelf' billing records within its scope. 

Therefore, good cause appea ng,. 
IT IS ORDERED that D.88-06 03& is modified as follows: 

l. The following sentence i added at the end o-f the first 
partial paragraph at the top of p. ge 138: 

2. 

Moreover, we have to dbe{ore that a rate 
red.uction will s.tim ate greater volumes or 
calling;. these add' ional calls create 
benefits to, cons rs. that they would not 
otherwise receiv if rates were to, remain 
near current lev ls.. 

The first full paragraph on page 138 is deleted. 
3. The tollowin 

Conclusion of Law No. 
is added at the ena of 

Section 4 3,. S. does not apply where no 
supplier rebates are involved and>the 
overcol ections"being returned to- ratepayers 
are re atively recent. 

. . 
1. The applications for rehearing of CALTEL, MCl, and U.S. 

Sprint (Appl cants) are qrantedon the following limited issues, 
consistent ith the fore90ingdiscussion: 

Whether or not the Commission should adopt a method 
other than a prospective surcredit tor returning to 
AT&T-c"s.ratepayers any A1'&T-C expense savings :from 
before January 1, 1988. 

, , 
." ". I , .. <, '" 
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D. Whether the surcredit and ongoing 
should De uniform for all of A'I'&'I'-C's switche 
services or proportional to' the reduction 
for each service. (Including Applicants" 
to Finding of Fact No. 89.) 

c. Applicants' challenges to. Findings of 7~ and 
80. (Limited to those arguments sp ifically raised 
in Applicants' applications for rearing.) 

d. Whether the effects of: (i) th .alleged ""growth 
penalty""; and (ii) including s relating to the 
Tax Reform Act of 1~86 in AT' -C"s surcredit are 
sufficiently detrimental t the Commission should 
not employ a surcredit. 

e. Findings of Fact Nos. S, 82, and 83- and the cost 
and practicaDility O·f etrospective refund plans. 

f. Finding of Fact No. 
2. This limited rehearin De held expeditiously, at 

such commissioner or 
all hereafter be determined. 

such ti:me and place and Defor 
Administrative Law Judge as ' 

3. The Executive 01 ctor shall provide notice of such 
rehearing 
52 of the Commission's 

ereto·, in the manner prescril:>ed by RUle' 
les of·pract·ice and' Procedure. 

4. 

denied. 
5·. 

rehea.ring of 0.88-06--036- is 

ng language is added to. Ordering ParagraphS 
of 0.8S-08-066, to clarify the scope of that order: 

""compu er-processible"" billing. records are 
inclu eO. within thosereeords.whieh AT&'I'-C 
shal preserve and arrange for local exchange 

nies to p.reserve. 

7 
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6. A'r&'r-C shall promptly inform all loeal exehange 
eompanies tb.at perform billing for it of 
this deeision. 

This order is effeetive today. 
Dated SfP 14 1988 
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0, california. 

ANLEY W. HUL.E"IT 
President 

DONALD VIAL 
.FREDERICK It. DUDA. 
C. MITCHELL \.VIIX 
JOHN B. OH~1A.."T 

Commlssio:lers 


