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Decision 89 01 015 JAN!' 1 1981') 

It~m ,z. 
Agenda 1/11/89 

(Mailed ll/29/88) 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF/THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of General Telephone) :':frmn,~rirfi., (.\ [iii 
Company of california, a california ) l0 UJi II U ;; i u\ i 1:'1 
corporation (U 1002 C), for authority ) Applicat10nlr7~-~~~ 
to increase and/or restructure )' (Filed January 5, 1987) 
certain intrastate rates and charqes ) 
for telephone services. ) 

------------------------------) 
Investiqation on the Commission's own 
motion into, the rates, tolls, rules 
charqes, operations, costs separa
tions practices, contracts, service 
and facilities of GENERAL TELEPHONE 
COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA, a California 
corporation: and of all the telephone 
corporations listed in Appendix A, 
attached hereto. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-----------------------------) 

I.S7-02-0·25 
(Filed February 11, 1987) 

(See Decisions 87-08-051 and 0.87-12-070 for appearances.) 

• :nmID INTERDLOPlNXON 

• 

I. 5yn2P;US 2' OCeisioD 

Our second interim decision (D.) 88-08-061, dated 
August 24, 1988 on this matter left for future reSOlution the 
followinq issues: final rate design, flow throuqh of the tax 
savings related to retirelnent of high interest :bearinq :bonds, 
relief souqht for women and minority business enterprises by PUblic 
Advocates, Inc. (Advocates), issues raised :by Consumers Coalition 
of California (CCC), issues raised at public participation 
hearings, and requests tor tindinq of eligibility for compensation 
:by Advocates and CCC. 

0.88-08-024, dated August 10,. 1988, provided that a 
consolidated rate desiqn proceedinq will be c~nducted.torpacifi~ 

" I- ,.' " 

Bell (Pacific) and GTE California (GTEC, formerly General Telephone. .' 
. . . "j' 
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(:-;. 

~ Company of California) after Phase XI of Investigation (I.) 
87-11-033. The decision further provides that the revenue 
requirement changes for Pacific and GTEC currently being 
accumulated in memorandum accounts will be placed in rates through 
a surcredit or surcharge mechanism. 

• 

• 

D.88-04-057 dated April 27, 1988 in our :rulemaking 
investigation (R.) 87-02-026 was an interim order establishing 
General Order (GO) 156 to implement Assembly Bill (AB) 3578 which 
became law in September 1986 and added Sections 828'1 through 828:,5. 
to the Public Utilities (PU) Code. We view R.8'7-02-026 as the 
appropriate vehicle for the future resolution of the Women and 
Minority-Owned Business Enterprises (WMBE)l problem for the major 
utilities in California including GTEC. For the test year 1988 we 
conclude that GTEC complied with the provisions of 0.82-12-101 and 
0.84-07-108 as they relate to WMBE. 

CCC made a number of recommendations relating to GTEC's 
service and bill adjustment policies. Our review of the record 
disclosed insufficient support for adoption of any of the 
recommendations made by CCC. 

A number of witnesses at the public participation 
hearings objected to the physical Size of the teleph~ne bills 
rendered by GTEC. This decision requires GTEC to prepare a study 
of the basis for the present format resulting in mUltiple pages for 
customer bills, programing changes and the cost thereof necessary 
to effect a billing format using a minimum number of pages, the 
time required to implement such changes and any difficulties that 
might render such changes infeasible and submit it to the 
Commission Advisory and Compliance Division (CACD) for review. 

1 DRA's showing reflected·.WMBE as· Fexnale/M£riorl.tY:BusineSs. ...., 
Enterprise (F /MSE). 'For pu:z:poses of this. 'proe:eed:tng-;the.two 'terms' 
are synonymous... .," '.... " .. 

,1, ), 
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Another matter raised at the public participation 
hearings was the quality of service provided by GorEC. Our review 
of this matter leads us to conclude that the overall quality of 
service is good but GTEC still has major transmission problems such 
as static or noise on the line.. The decision cancels the 
requirement for reports required by Orderinq Para9'l:'aph 3 of 
0.84-07-108 and establishes a qoal for GTEC of a reduction in 
transmission problems of 30 percent over the next three years. ~he 

decision does not adopt Division of Ratepayer Advocates' (ORA) 
recommendation that the costs associated with the ~EL-CEL program 
be disallowed for ratemakinq purposes. 

:he decision finds that the Advocates is eligible for 
compensation and that the CCC is not. 

A .. ~eral 

, ~estimony on WMBEs was presented on behalf of GTEC DY its 
president, o. E. Anderson and. by its Women and Mi~oritY Business 
Enterprises Senior Purchasing' Coordinator, Dean L. Jones and on 
behalf of ORA by economist Paul A. Grimard. 
B. Eosition 9: GTEC 

Testimony presented on behalf ot GTEC indicates that: 
1.. Gttc tra.cks its expenditures oonnected with 

WMBEs transactions unQer the following 
oategories: underqround construction and 
contract labor; office supplies, furniture 
and macb.ines; general buildinq . 
construction; janitorial and landscapinq 
services; building maintenance; fleet 
products; equipment rehabilitation and 
assembly; network :facilities;- tools and. 
test equipment;- central office equipment 
and ironwork; equipment leasi.n9", computer 
hardware and software; legal services, and 
other. . 

, .' 
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2. All WMB:;:s are sel:f-oertitied.: by their CEOs 
on GTEC's company profile torm. 

3. The tep 2$ dellar volume F/WBEs will he 
reviewed fer verification ot ownership 
status by reviewinq state business filinqs 
andon-s1te tours during business hours. 

4. GTEC has a :five-year plan in place that was 
iInplexa.ented in January, 198$ eallinq fer 
specific expenditures for and utilization 
ef WMBEs companywide. 

5. GTEC is actively involved with the 
followinq ethnic business development 
associatiens: Asian Business Association; 
Los Anqeles Black Business Association; 
National Latin Business Associatien, Inc.; 
United Indian Oevelopment Assooiatien; 
Jeint Conferenoe, Inc.;.National 
Association of Women Business OWners; 
National Minority Supplier Development 
Council; Association of Black Women 
Entrepreneurs; and california Association 

• 
ef Minority American Contractors • 

6. G'I'EC hests an annual precurement workshep' 
which has been benefioial to. ever 500 
suppliers. 

7. G'I'EC's main emphasis is to. oontinually 
bring qualified WMBEs into the purchasing 
loop until they are indistinguishable frem 
other suppliers in the company's tetal 
supplier base. 

8. Fer the year 1986 CTEC had the lowest 
centract percentage fer blacks, Hispanics, 
and all minerities cempared t~ Southern 
califernia Gas Company, Southern califernia 
Edison Company,'Pacific Gas and Electric 
cempany, san Diego. Gas and Electric 
cempany, and PaCific Bell. 

9. President Anderson has. committed. himsel:t to. 
inereasinq centracts Awarded blacks. trom . 
the 0.10 percent awarded· in 1986 tC>.O<.,:SS 
percent in19sa • 

• - 4 -
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GTEC alleges that its filings in this matter are in 
compliance with 0.82-l2-101 and 0.84-07-108. In addition, GTEC 
signed Joint Comments, along with the other major California 
utilities, in connection with this commission's generic 
investigation (R.87-02-026) regarding the implementation of PU Code 
Sections relating to WMBEs. GTEC continues to audit those WMBEs 
doing annual business in excess of $100,000 with GTEC. GTEC 
further argues that it has complied with Commission directives 
pertaining to the WMBE program but that does not mean GTEC is 
satisfiec9. with the results of the effort. GTEC recognizes the 
shortcoming in its program and is committed to making improvements. 
In response to Advocates and ORA comments to· the effect that GTEC's 
high paying management jobs are not adequately staffed by women 
and/or minorities, GTEC notes that l2 of the Q.Q. highest paid 
company employees are either women or minorities. 

GTEC further agrees that the recommendations made by ORA 
are reasonable and appropriate for moving the program forward but 
that the requirements recommended by AdVocates are unnecessary. 
c. Position of DRA . 

Testimony presented on behalf of ORA indicated that: 
l. ORA. has the responsil::>il i ty to review. and 

evaluate the utility'S minority business 
programs and to make recommendations 
concerning the program achievements, 
budgetary expenditures and their general 
effectiveness in increasing the 
participation of minority and women owned 
and operated enterprises in utility 
purchasing. 

2. The cost effectiveness of GTEC's WMBEs 
programs was $l74 of purchases per dollar 
of program cost, 6.7% above average~ 

3. ORA's recommendations are as follows: 

a. The reporting format· of Exhibit. A 
attached to- ORA's- eXhibit should· be' 
adopted as.tb.e standard fo:z:matfor:the 
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annual WMBE report required by the 
commission. 

b. The definition of WMBE should be the 
same tor all requlated California 
utilities. 

c. The utility should maintain open, 
competitive ~iddin9 as its basic 
approach to procurement. 

d. There should bc independent 
verification of WMBE status. 

e. Suppliers claiming WMBE status should 
be subject to outside validation of an 
outside agency approved tor the 
purposes, and. 

f. GTEC's WMBE budget should be increased 
to provide for outside audit of WMBE 
suppliers. 

4. In the four-year period from 1983 to 1986-
GTEC increased its WMBE purchase$ trom 
$10,487,000 annually to $42,000,000 
annually. . 

5. In 1983 GTEC purchased 1.45% of its outside 
services from WMBE contractors, 6.0S% in 
1986, and for 1988 the percentage is 
projected at 8.5%. 

D. Position 0;( Minority coal:i"tion (Coalij;ion) 
In its briefs filed on behalf of the Coalition (American 

G.I. Forum, Leaque of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) and 
Filipino American Political Association) Advocates ar9Ued that: 

1. In 1986 GTEC had the worst record for 
minority contracts of any major utility. 

2. GTEC admitted that none of its professional 
contracts went to blacks, Hispanics, or 
Asians in 1986 and that virtually no 
contracts were awarded to white women. 

. .. . 

3. 1987 was even worse than 198:6.: Althouqh . 
purchases increasec1 trom $828. tc> $844· .. · y 

million, WMBE. purchases decreased ,trom"$4S 
• ,.' ,." r.· .•• 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

to $37 million. Furthermore, the 
percentaqe of WMBE contracts decreased from 
5-.4% to. 4.4%. 

GTEC deliberately refused to separately 
analyze contracts by minority group or by 
category until the hearings demonstrated 
the inadequacies of its present practices. 

Not one of the major ethnic groups received 
even one percent of GTEC's procurement 
contracts. 

Minority populations have esta):)lislled. 
23,530 black-owned businesses, 38,331 
Asian-owned businesses and 29,98:2' Hispanic
owned businesses as of 1982. G1'EC" 
purchased goods or services trom only 473 
of these 90,000 plus minority owned. 
businesses. 

HSelf-certification" plans similar to the 
one used by G1'EC allow a substantial number 
of fraudulent WMBEs to go undetected. • 

S. Through no fault of ORA its exhibit on 
WMBEs is of questionable value and should 
be ignored, as it focuses on the very minor 
issue of dollar amount spent in-house on 
the WMBE program and its relationship to 
the dollar amount of outside contracts. 

9. No blacks, Hispanics, Asians or Women are 
among GTEC's executives earning $100,000 or 
more. 

10. GTEC should establish clear financial 
incentives for top management to achieve 
substantial WMBE performance. 

ll. Coalition's requested relief is as follows: 

a. The commission clearly and strongly 
chastise GTEC for having the worst 
record among the major utilities~ 

b.. G'l'EC provide a detailed breakdown by 
percentage and dollar a:mount,: of, 
contracts by sex and' ethnic· groUP; 

- '7 -
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(includinq Filipino-American) for each 
job category. 

c. GTEC demonstrate Hvery substantial" and 
"very signifiCdnt" programs prior t~ 
the ne~ rate case, as measured in .its 
Fe~ruary 8, 1988, twenty percent 
agreement. 

d. GTEC co~ply with the recent Edison rate 
case requirement on j o·int ventures and 
financial and insurance assistance~ 

e. GTEC adopt Pacific's Minority Busines~ 
TaSK recom:mendations in order to 
maximize the potential for reachinq and 
exceeding the twenty percent agreement. 

t. GTEC set aside 1/4 ot l% of its 1987 
contracts ($2 million) ·to help achieve 
the above objectives. 

q. 

h. 

GTEC report annually the relationship 
of bonuses awarded to top executives 
and their WMBE achievements under the 
February 8, 1988 agreement, and 

GTEe submit a "77K" salary report that 
clearly sets forth the actual salaries 
with ethnic and gender identification. 

E. ~neral order 1S§ 
0.88-04-057 dated April 27~ 1988 in ~~87-02-026 was an 

interim order establishing General Order (GO) 156 to implement 
Asseml:>ly Bill CAB) 3678 which ~ecam.e law in September 1986 and 
added §§ 8281 through 8285 to the PU Code. AS 3678 directs the 
commission to require every gas, electric, and telephone utility 
with gross annual revenues exceedinq $25,000,000 (and its 
commission requlated subsidiaries and affiliates) to-implement a 
program developed by the commission to encourage,. recrUit, .aDd 

use women and :minority ownec:l business enterprises :in the 
procurement of contracts. 

• " r , 
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In R.87-02-026 we proposed certain rules and guidelines 
regarding the ilnplem.entation of PO' Code §§ 828l-8·28$ and asked.' 
parties to provide their comments. Respondents and interested 
parties filed comments which generally were supportive of our 
proposed rules and guidelines. Respondent utilities were requested 
to file proposed rules, utilizing the benefit of the comments and 
suggestions provided by the parties, to· ilnplement PO'" Code §§ 8284-
8285-. On July 15-, 1987, an intormal conterence, chaired by the 
staff counsel, was h~ld to determine the areas of agreement and 
disagreement among parties with regard to the proposed rules and 
guidelines. Staff counsel filed a report on the informal 
conference. 

Based on the parties' proposed rules and comments 
received at the intor.mal conference, the AL:J on October l, 1987 
issued a draft general order and requested the parties' comments. 
on November l2, 1987 a workshop was held to receive comments and 
recommendations for improving the proposed rules and guidelines • 

Having received extensive comments from parties (as well 
as their input in a subsequent workshop presided over by the 
Administrative Law Judge (AL:J) on the draft GO and having addressed 
all significant issues raised, we adopted CO 1.56. We expect GO l5·0 
to govern the future resolution of WMBE issues for the major 
utilities in california including GTEC. 

R.87-02-026 remains open to address at least the 
following: 

Na. What forum should be utilized by persons 
wishing to voice their concerns and 
suggestions regarding the utilities' 
implementation of WMBE programs (i.e.,' 
should general rate cases continue to 
provide the forum, or should·a generic 
annual WMBE proceeding be developed? 

"1>. If a generic proceeding is utillzect,. how 
will any costs associated with. WMBE· . 
proqralllS be translated into, revenue ; .' 
requirement changes., for·' each . utility ~i: .a. 

- 9 -
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proeess that presently occurs in general 
rate cases?H (0.88-04-05,7" mimeo. p. 2.) 

GO 156 is qenerally structured as follows: 
section 1 - General 
Section 1.1 - Intent 
section 1.2 - Applicability 
section 1.3 - Definitions 

Section 2 - Verification. This section provides rules 
and guidelines to be used to verify the eliqibility of WMBEs for 
participation in utility WMBE procurement progralns. 

Section 3 - Central Clearinqhouse. This section provides 
for the joint establishment of a contral clQarinqhou~¢ for the 
sharinq of WMBE identification and verification information and is 
to ~e operated ~y a contractor selected by an Advisory Board. 

Section 4 - Implementation. Thi$ section provides tha~ 
each utility'S WMBE program shall be desiqned to ensure a fair 
proportion of product and service contracts are awarded WMBEs. 
The section provides for internal utility program development, 
external outreach, a proqr~ for the utilization of WMBE 
subcontractors, and an internal utility appeals process. 

Section S - Complaints. This section provides'for the 
filinq of complaints to this commission by WMBEs.' 

Section '6 - Goals. This section provides for the utility 
annual establishment of s~stantial and verifiable short-term 
(one-year), mid-term (three years) and lonq-term (five years) qoals 
for the utilization of WMBE contractors. Such qoals are to be set 
annually for each major product and service cateqory which provides 
opportunities for procurement. 

Each utility shall establish initial minimum 
long-term goals for each category ot products 
and services the utility purChases trom outside 
vendors of no~ less than lS~ for minority gJ.:ed 
business enterprises and not less than ~ for 
women owned business enterprises. The , ' 
specification ot minimwn ini tiallonq-term. . 
goals in this section shall not' prevent' .. the 
utilities from seekinq to reach. parity'with: 

- :to -
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public:: agencies, which the Legislature toun~ in 
Public Utilities Code Section, 8281 (b) (1) (S) 
are awardin~ 30% or nore of their contracts to 
WMSEs. 

Overall program goals shall also be established 
for both minority owned business enterprises 
(MaEs) and non-minority women owned business 
enterprises (WBEs). 

Section 7 - Annual Report. This section provides for 
each, utility to file an annual report on their WMBE program. The 
annual report, due March of each year, shall include a description 
of internal and external WMBE program activities engaged in during 
the previous calendar year and is to include,. among other items, a 
sUlIImary of 'WMBE purchases and/or contracts,. ,with breakdowns by 
ethnicity, product and service categories compared with total 
utility contract dollars awarded,to outside vendors in those 
categories. 

Section 8 - Annual Plan. This section provides that 
utilities shall tile with the Director ot Commission Advisory and 
Compliance Division (CACO), by March 1 of each year, beginning in 
1989, a detailed and verifiable plan tor incr¢asing wom¢n and 
minority business enterprise procurement in all categories. 

Section 9 7 Commission Report. This section provides 
that this Commission shall provide an annual report to the 
Legislature :beginning January 1989, on the progress o:1! activities 
undertaken by each utility to ilnplel!lent PU Code §§ 8281 through 

, , 

8285 and the general order, as required by Section 828'3 (e) • 
F. Discussion 

It is clear from the record that GTEC's WMBE program tell 
far short of achieving any reasonable goal for the use ot women and 
minority owned business enterprises in the procurement .of contracts 
from G'l'EC. It is equally obvious that GTEC's. method of reporting 
its WMBE' programs and achievel!lents as totals rather than by: 

"' ~', 
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component parts served to mask the true picture, particularly with 
respect to minority business enterprises. 

However, in view of the establishment of GO lS&, a 
lengthy discussion of GTEC's past shortcomings with respect to, 
WMBE practices and procedures would serve no useful purpose. 

Ordering Para9X'aph'l of D.82-l2-l0l, dated Deceml:ler 22, 
19S2, in case (C.) l0308, our investigation on our own motion into 
the regulation of employment practices of respondent utilities, 
inclUding G~EC, stated in part H • •• ,(reSpondent utilities) are 
directed to include the following information in their Notice of 
Intent (NOI) to tile a general rate increase application, or in the 

application itself for those respondent utilities not subjeet to, 
the NOI procedure: 

"a. A copy of the current F/MBE ~rogralU and any 
related policy statements, dl.rectives, 
pamphlets, brochures, and other materials 
used in implementing the programs. 

it):). Methods for determining availability o'f 
F/MBE vendors for the goods and serviees 
required by respondent utility together 
with reference to specific direetories and 
other source materials used. 

HC. 

Hf. 

Statistics for the last five years' 
recorded data showing total amount 
contracted for goods and services 
(excepting fuel costs, payments to other 
utilities, and franchise fees) and amount 
of contracted for goods and services from 
minority- and women-owned businesses. 

The utility"s ol:>jectives for its F I'MBE 
program over the next: 24 months., 

The costs assoeiated with the FfMBE 
programs. 

The benet'i ts derived from the 'F /'!:!BE 
prosrams and attendant impact on rates .• 

A detailed description of· the ·reportinq and 
recordkeeping system.. used bythe~ti~ity.to 

- l2 -
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"h. 

monitor and assess the F/MBE program 
activity. 

A aescription of the complaint proceaure 
available to F/MBE vendors including 
methoas of making F /'M:BE venaors aware of 
the procedure." (milneo. pp. 33, 34.) 

In addition in D.S4-07-108, dated July 18, 1984 on GTEC's 
A.83-07-02, we stated in Ordering Paragraph 23: 

"23. Before January 1, 198~, Gener~l shall file 
a report'with this Commission stating its 
Female/Minority Business Enterprise goals tor 
calendar years 1985 and 1986. CommenCing in 
1985, on March 1 and October 1 ot each year, 
Gener~l shall tile a report on the progress 
made by its F/MBE program. The March 1 report 
sh~ll cover program activity from July 1 
through December 31 of the previous year and 
the October lreport shall cover activity from 
January 1 through June 30. The semiannual 
reports shall present F/MBE data according to 
the ethnic cl~ssifications used by agencies of 
the State of California and by contract 
categories in which $2 million of business or 
more was done in the prior year. General shall 
meet and confer with minority group 
representatives in preparing their goals and 
reporting procedures." (mimeo. p. 20.) 

A review of the filing shows that GTEC fully complied 
with the above provisions of these decisions. 

As previously summarized, DRA proposed six specific 
recommendations acceptable to GorEC, for GTEe's WMBE progr~ as 
follows: 

, , 

a. The reporting format of Exhibit A attached 
to DRA's eXhibit should be adopted as the 
standard format for the WMBE report 
required by the Commission. 

Rule 1.3 Detinitions defines all the et!mic 
groups set forth in .E:xhibit A to t)RA,'s 
exb.i):)it.. Rule 7.1 .. 2. requires the annual, 
report to be filed with this commission to 
include:' irA s"mxn~r.( of WMBE purchases,' 
and/or contracts, Wl.th breakdowns ,by' " , 

- 13 
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b. 

ethnicity, product and service cateqories 
compared with total utility contract 
dollars awarded to outside vendors in those 
categories. H 

The definition of WMBE should be the same 
for all regulated california utilities. 

Rule 1.3.4 of GO 156, applicable to all 
utilities with gross annual revenues 
exceeding $25 million, defines WMBE as 
follows: 

"'wMBE' means a women owned or minority 
owned business enterprises; under these 
rules, the women and/or minorities 
owning such an enterprise should be 
either u.s. citizens or legal aliens 
with permanent residence status in the 
United States." 

c. The utility shall maintain open, 
competitive bidding as its basic approach 
to procurement • 

Rule 4.2.1 pertaining to outreach 
aetivities sets forth guidelines for 
utilities to follow in obtaininq bids from 
WMBE contractors as the primary means of 
expanding their WMBE programs. 

d. There should be independent verification of 
WMBE status. . 

Rule 2.1 provides for WMBE status 
verification through a central 
clearinghouse. 

e. Suppliers claiming WMBE status should be 
subject to outside validation of an outside 
agency approved for tho purposes. 

See HdH alx>ve. 

f. GXEC's WMBE budget should be l.ncreasec:! -:0 
provide for outside audit of. WMBS 
suppliers •. 

'. 
';'""" ',.,' 

':; ," 'I.' 

\ • .4, • 
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It is axiomatic that increased costs 
incurred by GTEC to comply with commission 
directives and/or ~eneral orders will be 
allowable tor ratemaking purposes. 

It can be seen that in ~eneral, ORA's recommendations are 
now mandated by GO 156. 

As noted by Advocates, GTEC~s president Anderson has 
committed himself to increasing the dollar amount and percentage ot 
contracts to blacks by eight-fold from 1986 to 1988. In 1986 GTEC 
awarded one-tenth of one percent (0.1%) of it~ contracts to bl~ckS, 
President Anderson has committed himself to increasing this to 
0.85% in 1988. Advocates also note that GTEC has siqned an 
agreement, filed with this commission on February 8, 1988 that 
provides for goals of fifteen percent for minorit;es with five 
percent for white women-owned businesses within five' years. Such 
action coupled with full compliance with the above discussed GO 1$6 

should place GTEC well on the road of meeting our goals of equal 
opportunity and anti-discriminatory practices in the contracts and 
a~reements GTEC may enter into with other parties for the provision 
of goods and services. 
G. Eligibility tor s:ompensatiot) 

On February 3, 1988 Advocates appearing for American G.I. 
FOruln, LULAC, and Filipino Alnerican Political Association, filed a 
request for a finding of eligibility to receive compensation under 
Article 18.7 of our Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules,. This 
filin~ was made within 45 days after the close of the evidentiary 
as provided by Rule 76.54. 

This request for a finding of eli~ibility of attorneys 
fees, expert witness fees, and other reasonable costs is restricted 
to the issue of female and minority busine$s enterprises and 
bilinqual services. No compensation is souC]ht tor any, work p:-ior' 
to the proceeding or for any related work outsiclethis prOceedinq • 

. ".\ . 
. \ ' 

":,:': :,' 
.. " 

, '~J 

" 

,." " 
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include 
Rule 76.54 requires that a Request tor Eligibility 

tour items: 
W{l) A showing by the customer that 

participation in the hearing or proceeding 
would pose a significant financial 
hardship ••• ; 

N (2) A statement of issues that the customer 
intends to raise in the hearing or 
proceeding; 

W(3) An estimate ot the compensation that will 
be sought; 

N(4) A budget for the customer's presentation." 
(Rule 76.54 (a) (1)-(4), as amended by 
D.85-06-126 dated 6/2"1/85, effective 
7/21/85. 

We now analyze Advoea.tes' sb.owinC], in comp,liance with these four 
requirements. 

1. Significant Financial HardshiP 
Rule 76.S2(f) defines significant financial hardship as 

meaning DOth ot the following: 
N(l) That, in the judqment of the commission, 
the customer has or represents an intorest not 
otherwise adequately represented, 
representation of which is necessary for a fair 
determination of the proceeding; and, 

W(2) Either that the customer cannot afford to 
pay the costs of effective participation, . 
including advocate's fees, expert witness fees, 
and other reasonable costs of participation and' 
the cost of obtaining judicial review, or that f 
in the case of a group or organization, the 
eeonomic interest of the individual me~ors of 
the group or organization is small in 

. comparison to the" costs of effective 
participation 'in the proceeding. 
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~he non-profit organization represented DY Advocates 
actively seek to enforce the terms of California pcr Code §§ 8281-
8285, this Commission's prior WMBE decisions and this Commission's 
commitment to Dilingual services. 

We Dclieve that it is in the public interest that the 
record be tully developed on the issues of WMBE enforcement and 
bilingual telephone service. Even though ORA has made strong 
efforts in both these areas, it is our view that participation by 
several parties helps to ensure full development of the record 
especially since GTEC has a much greater depth or resources to 
commit to the hearing process, than do any of the parties 
representing these public interest concerns, including ORk. We 
conclude then that adequate representation of these pUDlic interest 
concerns requires participation of additional partieS-f' specifically 
in this case, the parties represented by Advocates. Therefore, 
Advocates' clients have met the first prOVision of the Rule 
76.S2(f) standard • 

~he other test for finding significant financial hardship 
is whether the economic interest of the individual minority and 
female ratepayers or non-English speaking ratepayers is "small in 
comparison to the costs of effective participation in the 
proceeding." It is obviously impractical for the inciividual 
ratepayers to do much other than to send us letters or make ~rief 
statements at our public hearings, and while we appreciate such 
input it does not develop evidenee of record upon which we can make 
findings of fact as required by law. Realistically then, there 
must ~e organized groups which participate on behalf of specific 
groups of ratepayers on an ongoing basis with a reserve o'! 
experience and resources so that they can follow the continuing 
chain of ratemakinq proceedings and participate ettec:ively. Wi~ 

respect to liMBE and bililigual servic~s . Advocates , ap~rs tO~"an 
appropriate group and therefore lneetsthe secondpiovisiori of the 
standard • 
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Rule 76.54 (a) (1) also requires "A summary of the finances 
of the eustomer shall distinguish between qrant funds committed t~ 
specific funds and discretionary funds." The information for the 
organization represented by Advocates is as follows: 

a. AmeriCCM (j,I. Forum 
Total budget for california is less than $30~OOO: 

~ost of this is allocated to educational scholarships tor low
income HispaniCS. There are no salary expenses, as all officers 
and workers are volunteers and no funds are available for legal 
representation. 

b. Filipino American Political 
Association 

The Filipino American Political Association of 
California has a budget of less than $25,000... It presently has no 
assets and does not exPect to have any significant revenue until 
1985. None of this revenue will be available for legal fees. All 
officers are volunteers and no salaries are paid to any persons 
tbrouga the organization. 

c. The League of 'O'nitec1. Latin 
American CitiZenS 

LULAC of california's total budget is less than 
$50,000: one-third is allocated to a reserve foundation and cannot 
be spent. Most of the remainder is donated each year for 
educational scholarships for low-income Hispanics. N~ tOLAe 
officer receives a salary. All work is done by volunteers. There 
is no excess tor legal fees. 

The above summary provided by Advocates is totally 
responsive to, the relevant requirements of' Rule 7&.54. 

2. Statement or Issues 
The specific WMBE issues covered by Advocates are as 

follows: 
J.. Lack o! good, faithandg't'ossly inadequate 

WMBE achievements, , ' " ",' ,,' ' 
• ,'u • 
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2. Potential inaccurate data, 

3. Absence of Nsigniticant proqress,N 

4. Lack of sep~rate ethnic data and goals, 

50. Failure to develop WMBE plans consistent 
with either AS 367S or past Commission 
decisions, 

6. Need to examine WMBE achievements within 
context ot ratemaking rather than the 
generic WMBE proceeding, and 

7.. Re:nedies necessary to ensure compliance 
with AS 367S and the Commission's past WMBE 
orders. 

The bilingual issue involved development ot a 
comprehensive bilingual program and the roaching ot a stipulation 
and joint exhibit. 

3. Est:i:mate of! Compensation 
th¢ nIl be SOUght 

Advocates will request ~pproximately $25,.000 tor its work 
on WMBE, $3,000 on the bilingual portion ot this-proceeding,. and. an 
anticipated $3, 000 for attorney's fee eliqibility and compensa:~ion, 
a total ot $31,000. 
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4. ;Budget 
Advocates submitted the following budget for its 

presentation: 
Attorney Time 
Ro~rt Gnaizda (@ $16S/hour) 

ID Studen3C::i 
Andre Madeira &- Martha Raymond , 
(@ S5/hour) 

:earalegal 
Judy Nakaso & Ruth Maurice 
(@ 35/hour) 

Experts 
Joseph J~es (@ 1 day $400) 

(WMBE) 
John Gamboa (1 day @ $400) 

~SCS 
Telephone, Travel, Postage, 

copying, etc. 

$2$,000 

3,000 

2,000 

400 

400 

6~ 

$31,450 

The reasonableness of these fiqures will be reviewed at 
the compensation stage. 

5. Conclusion 
We have determined that Advocates has satisfied the four 

items required by Rule 76.54 and is therefore, eligible to' 
claim compensation. in the proceeding. 

IXI.. 8ervi0 Policy Issues and Billing Px:2Rlem§' 

A. General 

Through testimony, exhibits, and cross-examination of 
various GTEC witnesses, the Consumers Coalition of california (Cce) 
raised such issues as G'rEC's cur%'ent- customer practiCes and 
procedures, new testing' methods for l1I.easurementof'.,accuracyof 
billing software desi9D-, charging" tor one-minute~Calis,. . 

,f' • . ", \ 

',", ... ' ,,' 
.' t, ': . 
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installation of home billing devices, and the need tor conducting 
studies directed at identifying customer needs and services. 
Testimony and eXhibits on the above subject ~atters were presented 
into evidence on behalf of CCC by a member ,of the Retired Seniors 
Volunteer Progralll.,. Mildred I. Pelton; by a former employee of 
Pacific, Mark Krenieky; by a subseriber member ot CCC,. Ralph 
Gambia~ by the president of CCC, Virqinia Jarrow; and by a 
management system adviser of TRW in Redondo Beach, Robert Morris. 
Testi~ony and exhibits relative to, billinq and tariff problems were 
presented on behalf of WBFAA by the Telecommunications Division 
Manager of the API Alarm Systems Division of API, Inc., Diane 
Martinez; and on behalf of G'I'EC by its Service' Director, Jack F. 
Moore. 
B. current CUStomer Practices 

Md EXWWUres 

G'I'EC's Tariff No. 26 states in part: HGeneral Telepbone 
has the authority to issue credit adjustments for any errors or 
omission. H GTEC interprets this tariff to apply when a call or 
combination of calls (Toll and ZUM) are less than $35.00, and the 
customer indicates no, similar billinq problems in the past three 
months; GTEC then issues a one time eredit. CCC objects to the 
interpretation. CCC suqqests that up to $l5.00 a month credit 
should. be issued. to G'l'EC customers each month that a problem 
appears, consistent with Pacific's present practice. GTEC argues 
that CCC"s recommendation would turn the phone company into the 
equivalent of an automated teller machine which would dispense 
$15.00 per month to any customer who aSked for it. While we 
believe GXEC's position grossly exaggerates the situation, we are 
not persuaded that the record supports our mandating that GTEC 
replace its ad.justmerit policy with a policy similar to Pacific's. 

G'l'EC's customer representatives are turnishe<:t a decis,ion 
tree manual which: is. a traininq tool used as a gUid.e. whiOh.enaDles, 
the representatives to get all'the necessary informat:toli,'fromthe· 

'. • I. •• 'j , , ", ' .'<, I 

" : . 
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customer. The decision tree manual is used only when problems are
repeated and the customers are seeking adjustments. 

ccc regards the decision tree manual as an elaborate 
procedure desi~ed only to satisfy the goals of GTEC's customer 
service policies and not to resolve the pro~lems of the customer. 
CCC believes the practice of using the decision tree manual to 
discourage customer complaints should be replaced by a policy in 
which GTEC is ordered to inform the public that a rebate policy is 
in effect and encourage them to report problems.. Inasmuch. as the 
decision tree manual is used only for repeated problems, we· are not 
persuaded that its use is a practice desiqned to discourage 
customer complaints. 
c. New Testing Methods 

According to ccc the methods of testing customer 
equipment tor billing errors include 4 Tel, testing of GTEC's call 
patterns, and testing by the He~emian devico. 

4 Tel tests the line from the CO to the customer's phone 
and from customer's phone to the co. This testing is done 
routinely between 10:00 ~.m. and $:30 a.m. but only select lines 
are tested and only local problems can be detected, yet these tests 
are being used to deny credits to the consumer. 

Testing ot call patterns is used only to verity that all 
systems are operating to the manufacturer's specification. CCC's 

'concern is that other problems which are not tested by the software 
ean.eause billing errors and that problems on the lines cannot 
always be tested at the time of occurrence~ 

FUrther, according to CCc the He~emian. device is also 
incomplete. Because of the alleged deficiencies ot the various 
testing methods as described above, CCC does not agoree with the 
reliance of GTEC on these testing. methods to deny credits. to the 
customer and. asks that we order a study wb.ich willclotesti:ng under 
existing conditions of usage' rather than at test sites ,with 
hypothetical loads. . "; 
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According to the record the hypothesis that analog 
amplification of noise can result in inaccurate network siqnaling 
which may yield erroneous billing record indicators has never been 
proved in actual tests. Spurious transients last less than 35, 

milliseconds whereas interoffiee signaling for answer supervision 
requires a signal of a minimum duration ot two seconds. 

Furthermore, when a new system of generic design is 
placed in serviee, extensive tests are performed. These tests 
include stress conditions where simulated traffic loads of 120% of 
engineered capacity are performed simultaneously with various 
diaqnostic administrative and system performance tests. 

Also the Billing Confirmation and Coordination (Bee) 
group performs testing of COs as software changes occur and new 
'features are introduced. This testing is performed to verify the 

complete operations potential of the CO equipment and logs are 
generated to record the results obtained for that testimony. The 
logs are then compared to the actual billing data created from this 
testing to ensure that the flow from central office testing to, bill 
preparation is accurate. 

The above described testing procedures appear to us to
provide adequate ratepayer protection against uncorrectable 
erroneous billing. consequently, we w~ll not grant CCC's request 
to require GTEC to devise new test procedures. 
D. One-Minute calls 

CCC's initial showinq, presented by several witnesses~ 
indicated its belief that GTEC routinely bills customers for 
incomplete one-minute calls, does not have in place a reasonable 
system for creditinq customers who are billed for incomplete 
one-minute calls, and is disinterested in investigating the 
oeeurr~nce of the incomplete one-minute calls. For example, CCC's 
president, Virqinia Jarrow testified she was ~illed l$ one-minUte 
calls in September 1985-: 21 in October 19S5;32 inN'oVember 1935; , . 

1.7 in December 1985; 9' in January 1.986; 27 in March . 1986;Z3-in.·· 
~' ... , \ . 
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April 1986: 13 in June 1986: 11 in July 198&; 15 in August 1986: 2S 
in september 1986: 16 in Octo~r 198&; 23 in November 1980.: 17 in 
December 1986: 17 in January 1987: and 4 in February 1987. 

After its presentation, CCC requested GTEC to produce a 
number of witness tor cross-examination which GTEC did. CCC 
indicated it wanted still ~ore technical personnel to- be produced. 
It became evident that ·this proceeding was an inetticient ~ethod 
for developing tactual ~terial relevant to CCC's concern. To 
expedite the process, GTEC and CCC aqreed to conduct an audit 
outside the evidentiary hearings and produce a j oint report to- De 

received as an exhibit during the proceedinq. This jo·int report 
was introduced as Exhibit 339 and was sponsored by CCC witnesses, 
Jarrow and Morris. 

According to- GTEC the main purpose of the audit was to 
determine if the billing system was generating false one-~inute 
calls. In order to determine the types and quantities of calls 
coming into- the customer Billing Center (CSC) a tally was taken of 
customer inquiries made to the cerritos cae tor one week. The 
tally showed a total of 27,498 ~lls for the week of which 364 were 
inquiries regarding one-minute calls with 13 of these calls being 
for one-minute incomplete calls similar to the complaint of CCC. 

In addition esc made arrangements to conduct test calling 
with customers who had one-minute call complaints similar to those 
of CCC. A total of 648 incomplete intra~A Toll and ZUM test 
calls were performed on 10-customer lines with 40% of the testing 
performed during peak hours. No billings were generated for any of 
the intraLATA or ZOM incomplete test calls. 

call statistic data from Del Juno, Redondo Beach and 
Manhattan Beach eo's were analyzed by CCC's Morris. He found that 
roughly sot of all call activity is one minute or less and that 
calls of 30 seconds or less co:mprisecl. approxilDately: 3.0% or.-all 
activity • 
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Based on the review of the billing system, as well as the 
test calling pertormed, G'I'EC believes that billing for 'incomplete 
intraLATA Toll, Z'OM, and. local calls is not occurring. 

CCC's witness Jarrow disa~rees with GTEC's conclusion 
that customers are not being billed for incomplete one-minute 
calls. She testified that neither GTEC nor CCC compared a phone 
bill for any of the lines under investigation with its co oftice 
record to determine it the calls billed had actually been made on 
this basis. ORA agrees that the question ot billing for one-minute 
calls has not been resolved and that we should require GTEC to 
explore this issue further. G'I'EC arques that it and CCC created a 
record ot the calls at the customer's telephone at the time the 
test calls were placed. They then compared that log of calls with 
the customer's bill tor the period in question and tound that in 
each case not one of the incomplete calls appeared on the bill. 
Under these circumstances, G'I'EC sees no need or benefit of 
comparing the bill with the central office records • 

A review of the record supports GTEC's contention that 
incomplete calls are not billed. and. that billing incomplete 
intraIATA, Z'CM, and local calls is not occurring. Furthermore, 
trom the record it is apparent that complaints of billing for 
incomplete or unmad~ one-minute calls are tar less frequent than 
asserted by CCC. Consequently, we will order no further studies or 
action on this matter. It is noted that Ms. ~arrow tiled. an 

informal complaint with this Commission on the problems related to· 
her alleged. incomplete one-minute calls. It is hoped. that the 
review of her complaint will resolve her individual problem' in this 
respect. 
E.. So;Ctware Redesign 

CCC notes that accord.ing to the testimony, software at 
the CO has the most potential tor creating billing errors ancltha.t, 

GTEC did not ex=ine the switches and eomparcithe.res~ts··with 
customer billing to see it the switches were:puttulgout,phantom' , 
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calls and whether or not everything on the ~ill was ~ased on the 
switch data. CC~'~elieves that GTEC has a r~sponsibility tQ test 
the billing data, and would like us to· request a study on one~ 
minute call synchronization at all switches ~o find if the 
synchronicity may be due to the parameter of the software 
manufacturer's program and if this pattern e~ists in interstate as 
well· as toll, ZOM, and interstate calling. 

From our review of tho record we can find no support for 
CCC's allegations. consequently, we will deny CCC"s request of a 
study of one-minute calls. 
F. B9me Bil1llJq DEr!d&-:;i 

In its Conclusions and Recommendations section ot 
EXhibit 339, eec states in part: 

"cee would like to have the Commission make an 
investigation of one-minute calls and look into 
the possibility of a universal monitoring 
system. like the SNI being placed at the 
residence. All other utilities are monitored 
in this fashion and the customer is able to' get 
an actual read-out of charges. CCC reeommends 
that an advanced dual metering device combining 
the SNI function with an electronic function 
(similar to the Hekemian device) be installed 
to register calls originating from the 
customer's residence or small ~usiness phone to 
provide a read-out ot all calls made." 

It should be noted that a primary difference between 
telephone and other utility service is that tolophono service is 
provided ~y a pair of wires from the CO to the telephone whereas 
other utility products i.e., gas, electrieity, and water are 
comingled up to' the point O'f delivery. Consequently, the logical 
point to meter consumption of the product is at the CO for 
telephone service and at the point O'f delivery for other utility 
service. To meter telephone service at the point of delivexy wotlld 
greatly increase the cost of serviee by requiring, relatively 
expensive equipment as well as l11eter read.ing and billing' expense.' 
FUrthermore, accorclinq to the cross~examination: o!,.CCCis "~tness, 
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the installation of SNI devices on all suDseribers' telephones 
would cost in the vicinity of $1.5 billion. If such equipment is 
only to be installed for the customer to verify the accuracy of the 
telephone bills, those customers desiring such equipment can have 
it installed on their telephones at their expense. In our opinion, 
the evidence presented in this proceeding does not justify the 
expense having the utility install such equipment on all 
subscribers' telephones. 
G. C9nsume'r st,w;lies 

CCC requests this commission to order a study directly 
reviewing the needs of the telephone user. According to CCC such a 
study should include customer service contacts, recorded records of 
the time of the complaint, and other related areas of information 
such as technical pro))lems, outages,. 611 eomplaints, b·illing 
complaints, and other operator contacts tor adjustments. It is 
axiomatic that such a study would be expensive. In addition, the 
record indicates tha~ present records and intormation summaries are 
adequate and further reinforcement unnecessary. Under these 
circumstances, the requested study is not justified and will not be 

ordered. 
H. Billing ~iscrepaneie;s 

Testimony presented on behalf of WBFAA by witness 
Martinez indicated that: 

1. GTEC's private line billing is 
inconsistent, inaccurate, and unreliable. 

2. 

3 .. 

'!'here are insufficient details of 
adjustments made for a customer to 
reconcile the billing statement with 
cbarges made. 

Tbe order activity reflected on bills 
submitted by G~C docs not provide any 
breakdown ot the charges :maki:1q it .. 
impossible to verity the acCtlraey ot'.the 
bills.. " . " 
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4. The G'l'EC quote sheet is a manually prepared. 
document that lists the charge elements 
applied tQ the order. There appears to be 
no rhyme or reason as to when,GTEC sends 
this information to the customer. 

5. Since GTEC does not reeoncile actual 
services against billinq reeords, and does 
not provid.e the customer with sufficient 
detail tQ reconcile the bill~ errors 
occasioned by simple typos, may go 
undetected. 

6. G'l'EC does not proviae the detailed 
information to add and remove orders that 
Pacific provides sueh as circuit number, 
order tracking coae, customers wire center, 
customer name and address and breakdown of 
installation. 

7. Pacific can proviae every month a complete 
and detailed account of every charge on 
their bill that comprises the total monthly 
service, whereas API has requested the same 
information from GTEC for years without 
suecess. 

The above listed issues and billing discrepancies have 
been raised in C.87-06-022, API, Inc. vs G'rEC. We' will address 
these matters in that case rather than herein. 
I. Eligibility tox: Compensation . 

On April 3, 1987, CCC filed a "Request for Finding of 
Eligibility for compensation" pursuant to Rule 76.54 of this 
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure.. Rule 76.54 requires 
that a Request for Eligibility include four items: 

" (3) 

A showing by the customer that 
participation in the hearing or proceeding 
would pose a significant financial , 
hardship; 

A statement of issues that the customer 
intends to raise in the hearing, or 
proceeding; . 

An estilnate of the. compensation that will 
be sought; 
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W(4) A budget for the customer's presentation.* 
(Rule 76.54 (a) (1)-(4), as amended by 
0.$5-06-126 dated 6/21/85, effective 
7/21/8$. 

1. Significant Finanxial Ha~Ship 
Significant financial hardship,' as defined by Rule 

76.52(f), means both of the following: 
* (1) 'that in the judqment of the Commission, 
the customer has or represents an interest not 
otherwise adequately represented, 
representation of which is necessary for a fair 
~etermination of the proceeding; and, 

H(2) Either that the customer cannot affor~ to 
pay the costs of effective participation, 
including advocate's fees, expert witness fees, 
and other reasonable costs of partieipation and 
the cost of obtaining judicial review, or that, 
in the ease of a group or orqanization, the 
economic interest of the individual members of 
the group or organization is small in 
comparison t~ the costs of effective 
partiCipation in the proceeding.* 

During one of the numerous conferences between eee and 
GlEC representatives, GlEe agreed to pay a co~sultin9 tee of SlOO 
per hour tor both witnesses Jarrow and Morris, with a cap~f 
$35,000 plus expenses. Onder these circumstances, CCc does not 
meet requirement 2 above and, therefore, cannot claim siqnificant 
financial hardship. 

Included under the signifieant finaneial hardship issue 
is a requirement that the party present a summary of finances 
distinguishing between grant funds committed to specific projects 
an~ discretionary ~unds. At present the total resources of ecc are 
alleged to be approximately $2,700, none of which' are grant funds 
committed to specific projects. Consequently,. all the funds maybe 
considered as discretionary funds. . 

.;: " 

- 29 -



.1 

• 

• 

A.87-01-00Z, I.87-02-025 ALJ/NRJ/tcg 

2. statement of Issues 
The issues raised at the hearing apply to· service and 

include billing procedures, customer contact with service 
representatives, .maintenance systems, and monitorin~ of complaints. 

3. EstPnate or COJl!PeDsatism 
CCC anticipates a request for compensation in the ~ount 

of $17,500. 
4. Bg!1get 

The estimated budget tor CCC's participation is as 
follows: 

Research (200 hours @ $75/hour) 
Legal (20 hours @ $lOO/hour) 
Travel, office, and other expenses 

s. Conclusion 

$15,000 
2,000 

500 

$17,000 

As CCC does not meet the requirement for significant 
financial hardship, it is ineligible for compensation • 

"IV. EubliC:Earticipation Hearing Issues 

A. ~eral 

Public p~icipation hearings were held in Long Beach, 
Sarita Barbara, San Fernando, santa Monica, San Bernardino, Palm 
Springs, West Covina, and Los Gatos. At these hearings 7S members 
of the public made statements covering a wide. range of subjects 
pertinent of this general rate proceeding. The non rate design 
matters most frequently addressed were the physical size of bills, 
the quality of service, and the inside wirinq insurance charge of 
$0.95 a month. 
B. Bill Size 

~veral S'UJ:)serlbers made statelnents objectinq to the 
number of pages, most of which were essentially blank",· comprising 
their monthly G'rEC telephone bill.. According.· to'.~ese'~itriesses: 

" j." 
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such a practice was wasteful with respect to the paper and an 
unjustifiable expense to burden the ratepayers. In some instances, 
according to the statements, extra postage was required because of 
the number of pages included in the bill. We arc persuaded that 
there is definite need,for improvement in the bill format to cut 
down on-this apparently wasteful practice. One possible solution 
would be for Gttc to re-format its bills to, eliminato unnecessary 
pages. Consequently, the order that follows will require GTEC to 
prepare a study of the basis for the present billing format 
resulting in multiple pages for customer bills, including an 
analysis of required programing changes and the cost thereof 
necessary to effect a billing format using a minimum number of 
pages, the time required to implement such changes, and any 
difficulties that might be encountered in such implementation. 
c. Quality of Service 

At the pUblic participation hearings, l2 subscribers made 
statements complaining of the interior quality of service allegedly 
being provided by GTEC. Ten ot these complaints related to static 
on the telephone (5 of the 10 were located in a single mobile home 
park), 1 complained of no dial tone and 1 complained that the 
subscriber could not hear caller. These service complaints were' 
investigated by G'rEC and a summary of the results o,f the 
investigations were submitted to the presiding ALJ and to various 
members of the croc staff. According to the report, corrective 
action taken on these subscribers' facilities cleared the trouble 
and the subscribers expressed satisfaction with the action taken. 
Copies of the individual subscriber reports were mailed totbe 
complaining subscribers and nothing turther was heard trom them, 
indicating that G'rEC's claim that the trouble had been cleared was 
correct. 

Testimony on the quality of service was~esented on 
behalf ot ORA by Senior Utilities Engineer Oaljit'.Sin9'h. After 

, ' " '. 
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careful analysis of GTEC's operations he reached the following 
conclusions, among others: 

1. eTEe's overall quality of telephone service 
as per GO 133-A service results is adequate 
and ilnproving. 

2. GTEC's overall quality of se~ice to its 
alarm customers as per GO 152' service 
results is adequate and improving. 

3. GorEe haS ilnplemented numerous service 
improvement programs over the last three 
years which have been helpful in improving 
the quality of telephone service to' its 
customers. 

4. CTEC has consistently met or exceeded the 
service reporting requirements of Ordering 
Paragraph 3 o! 0.84-07-108, and. d.icl not 
have to pay any surcredit penalty. ORA 
believes that these reporting requirements 
are no long~r needed and should. be 
eliminated • 

5. The General Telephone Consumer Advisory 
Panel (CAP) has helped. GTEC in setting up a 
format for consumer input tor improving 
communication and interaction between the 
utility and its customers. Following 
CAP's advice, G'l'EC has revised some ot its 
practices and procedures to facilitate the 
customer contacts. DRA believes that as 
lonq as there are substantial changes 
taking place in the telecommunications 
regulatory environments, the panel's role 

2 Because of the poor quality of service being provided from 
specified COs, GTEC was ordered by 0.84-07-108 to collect data on 
customer trouble reports per '100 lines and dial service indices for 
those offices. A .sureredit of $3.80 a line was illlposed where in 
two of three consecutive monthS the customer reports·we:e ~o or 
more per 100 lines or the service index was less than 97.0%. ORk 
found that G'l'EC had :Unproved its service to the point-that no. 
surcredi ts were imposed and, therefore ,DRA believes' the; reportinq, 
requirement and. the per-line surc:harqeset forth.· in'Order:inq. . '. ' 
Paragraph 3 of D.$4-07-10a are no lonqer.neeClect.- "~." " " 

-, -
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6. 

will be helptul to G~EC in maintaining 
informative communications with its 
customers. 

~he TEL-CEL percent statistical results for 
1984 throuqh 1986 for Direct Distance 
Dialing, Repai~, Toll Operator, Directory 
Assistance Operator, and Installation do 
not show any trend in the telephone service 
quality' and also do not match with the 
service improvement trends ot internal 
service measurement results. ORA believes 
that the results of ~EL-CEL proql:alll.- do not 
retlect the quality of telephone service' 
provided by GTEC to its customers and 
therefore, the money spent on this proqram 
as it stands now is a waste of ratepayers' 
money .. 

7. The results of the CPUC customer opinion 
survey conducted in mid 1986, show that 
GTEC has made considerable progress in 
improvin~ the quality of its telephone 
service. 94% of GTEe's surveyed customers 
indicated that during the last 30 days 
their overall telephone service was 
adequate, good or excellent.. GTEC still 
has major transmission problems such as 
statie or noise on the line, the customers 
have to redial because the call did not go 
thouqh, etc.. The ORA believes that more 
work is needed to upgrade the GTEC's 
outside plant facilities .. 

8. The CPOC customer opinion survey also 
revealed customers' perceptions that some 
of GTEC's representatives who deal with the 
customers on a daily basis are rude and 
discourteous to its customers. ORA 
recommends that GTEC should provide 
additional training for its representatives 
who handle customer contacts on a daily 
~asis to minimize the problem • . 

Based on the above conclusions DRA makes the !oll~.ng 
recommendations: 

1. GT'EC should be allowed to discontinue. 
submittinq to the commission the report 
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reqt.lired by ordering Paragraph 3 of 
0.84-07-108. 

2. The surcredit penalty specitied in Orclering 
Para~aph 3 of 0.84-07-108 should be 
eliml.nated. 

The above recommendations have merit and will be adopted. 
3. GTEC should be allowed to retain its 

Conswner Advisory Panel but its total 
annual budget should not exceed $69,000. 

GTEC's retention ot its Consumer Advisory Panel appears 
warrantecl since it benetits both GTEC and its ratepayers. ORA's 
budget limitatiQn of $69,000 is not sUPPQrtcd Qn ~~Q record and 
will, therefore, nQt be adopted. 

4. The costs associated with TEL-CEL program 
($521,385 for 1988) should be disallowed 
unless GTEC develops a customer opinion 
survey program the results ot which would 
reflect the impacts of its service 
improvement efforts on the quality of 
telephone service provided to its customers 
in percent satisfaction and show trencls in 
the customer satisfaction percentages over 
a reasonable period. 

According to DRA the TEL-CEL percent satisfied results 
for 1984 through 1986 for Direct Distance Dialing Repair, Toll 
operator, Directory Assistance Operator, and Installation 
categories show no meaningful trend in customer perception ot 
telephone service quality; the survey results do· not match with 
service improvement trends of internal service measurement 
standards and do not accurately reflect the quality of telephone 
service GTEC provides its customers. 

GorEC argues that DRA has tailed to' appreciate 'the shifts 
in customer perception that are reflected in the TEL-CEL reports; 
that TEL-CEL also measures customer opinions reqarding GTEC's 
service that are different from the factors reflected in the 
GO l33A service measurements; that 'l'EL-cELhas . value': w:o.en:,. it: 

.,> .•... 
;',""',' ,':. 

.. ,t, . 

- 34 -



A.87-01-002, I.87-02-025 'ALJ/NR:J/~cg" 

4It reports changes in custom~r perceptions, even if the changes are 
not so dramatic as the service improvement,s. measured by GO 133A; 
and that m9ney spent by G~EC on ~EL-CEL is 'not wasted~ 

• 

• 

GTEC's arguments have merit. Furthermore, this 
Commission has relied on ~EL-CEL reports in the past az a help· in 
evaluating tho quality of GTEC's service. Consequently, we will 
not aaopt DRA's recommendation in this respeet. 

5. G'l'EC should be ordered to reduce 
transmission problems such as static or 
nOise on the line, having tO'redial because 
the call did not go through, etc., by at 
least 30 percent over the next three years. 

This recommendation has merit. Even GTEC admits that 
while its service quality overall is very good, it still needs to 
improve its outside plant to improve transmission quality. A 30 

percent reduction over a three-year period appears to us to be a 
reasonable goal. 

We would consider G'l'EC's failure to make signi.ficant 
advances in the reduction of transmission problems as a serious 
matter. If it becomes clear that our goal is not baing achieved, 
then ORA should bring this issue before us again in an appropriate 
forum for review of GTEC's efforts and progress as well as 
consideration of any further remedies that ORA may wish to propose. 

6. G'l'EC should provide additional training to 
its representatives who handle customer 
contacts on a daily basis. 

7. G'l'EC should make a reasonable attempt to 
resolve the informal complaints in a 
reasonable time. 

Both of the above recommendations have merit. It appears 
from the record that G'l'EC has already included their implementation 
in its continuing efforts to improve its service-.: 'S.cy.,rever, to

emphasize the importance of these items, we will include- DRA's . ., 

recommendations in appropriate ord:erin9'para9X'aph~ 

, .' . .' . 

I' ".' 
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D. Inside Wiring 
A number of subscribers protested and/or questioned 

GTEC's optional $0.95 a month ~insurance charge~ for the 
maintenance of inside wiring (IW). We are considering inside 
wiring matters in I.84, our investigation int<> the ratemaking 
effects and. economic consequence of customer owned. premise- wiring 
rather than this proceeding. 1.84 was consolidated with Pacific's 
A.8S-01-034 and related. I.SS-03-078. 0.8&-12-099 on these matters 
provided that I.84 respondents, including GTEC, shall implement a 
program of detariffed IW maintenance as of Janua%Y 1987 under which 
revenues and tariffs associated with the program shall be accorded. 
above-the-line treatment and shall establish memorandum accounts 
for revenues in which they may record incremental expenses 
aSSOCiated with IW maintenance detariffinq. The amounts-are to 
accrue interest at the three-month commercial paper rate and are 
subject to refund. This program will permit us to equ.itably 
resolve this facet of customer owned.> premise wiring in connection 
with the above matters. 
Cgmments on Proposed Peeision 

As provided in section 311 of the Public Utilities Code, 
ALJ Johnson prepared a Proposed Decision which waS filed with the 
Commission and served on all parties on November 29, 198:8:. 
Rules 77.1 through 77.S of this Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure permit parties to file comments on such a Proposed 
Decision within 20 days of its date of mailing or December 19, 1988 
and reply comments five days later. 

Comments were filed by ORA and Reply Comments by G'l'EC. 
Both the comments and reply thereto addressed a single item, the 
proposed decision's rejection of ORA's recommendation to disallow 
the 1988 test year TEL-CEL program costs of $521,38:S. In xejectinq 
ORA's recommendation, we found GT,EC's arguments.. have. merit and 
noted. we had relied on 1'EL-CEL reports-in the· p4st·asa:.help::~ ..... 
evaluating the quality ofGTEc;!'s serv.tce. 'ORA .. alieges:.'.the: abOov:e', 

'. , ," , 
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conclusion is not based on facts or evidence adduced during the 
proceeding. ORA further alleges the proposed decision has 
completely relied upon assertions found in GTEC's brief that are 
not supported by the evidence in this proceedinq. GTEC refutes 
these allegations stating that ORA has misrepresented the state of 
the record and that each of the questions raised by ORA in its 
comments was addressed during the cross-examination of ORA's 
witness on the TEL-eEL matter. 

We have carefully examined the, record on this" ZlU).tter, 
particularly the cross-examination of ORA's witness and find that 
DRA's position is Without merit. Consequently, no chdnge to the 
decision is warranted. 
lindi..ngs of. Pact 

1. 0.88-08-024 dated August 10, 19a5, provides for a 
consolidated rate design proceeding for Pacific and GTEC. 

2. D.88:-08-024 provides that the revenue requirement changes 
for Pacific and GTEC currently being accumulated in memorandum 
accounts will be placed in rates through a surcredit or surcharge 
mechanism. 

3. For the test year 1985 GTEC complies with the provision' 
of 0.82-12-101 and 0.84-07-108 as they relate to WMBE activities. 
In spite of this, however, in the past GTEC's WMBE program fell far 
short of achieving any reasonable goal for the utilization of women 
and minority owned business enterprises in the procurement of 
contracts from GTEC. 

4. By 0 .. 88-04-057 dated April 27, 1988 we established GO 156 
formulating rules governing the development of programs to increase 
participation of female and minority business enterprises in 
procurement of contra.cts from utilities as required by PU Code 
SS 8281-8285. 

5.. For the future GO l56 frames, the, issues of. WHBE prQ9ru 
compliance for (;TEC and, therefore" obviates .. the· neCe8a!ty,of~.' 
further consideration of said problem:Ln tlus prOCeed.1ng.;' , .; 

, . 
" 
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6. In general GO 156 includes ORA's proposed six specific 
recommendations for .GTE's WMBE program. 

7. GTEC has signed an agreement filed with this COmmission 
on February 8, 1988 that provides for goals of fifteen percent for 
minorities and the five percent for white-women owned businesses 
within five years. This agreement coupled with compliance with 
GO 156, should place GTEC well on the road of meeting our goals of 
equal opportunity and anti-discriminatory practices in the 
contracts and agreements GTEC may enter into with other parties for 
the provision of goods and services. 

8. The non-profit organizations represented by Advocates are 
the primary ent;i.ties who act;i.vely seek to enforce 'the terms of PO 
Code SS 8281-8285, this Commission's prior WMBE decisions, and this 
Commission's commitment to bilingual services. 

9. It is in the public interest that the record be fully 
developed on the issues of WMBE enforcement and bilingual telephone 
service • 

10. Participation by several parties helps to ensure full 
development of the record on WMBE enforcement and bilingual 
telephone service. 

11. Advocates is an organized group participating on behalf 
of specific group of ratepayers on an ongoing basis.; .. 

12. Advocates comply with the provisions of Rule 76.54 of 
Article 18.7 of our Rules of Practice and Procedure regarding 
eligibility for compensation. 

13. The record does not support our mandating that GTEC adopt 
an adjustment policy for billing disputes similar to Pacific's·. 

14. GTEC's use of a billing tree (decision tree) is not a 
practice designed to discourage customer complaints. 

, ' . 
15-. GTEC's present testing procedures as re-lateci to ,newly 

installed. CO equipment adequately protect the ratepayer . against· 
uncollectible erroneous.'billing. 

" I .' 
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16. This record supports GTEC's contention that incomplete 
calls are not billed and that the billing of incomplete intraLA~A, 
ZUM, and local calls is not occurring. 

17. The frequency of comp14ints of billing for incomplete or 
unmade one-minute calls is substantially less than alleged by CCC. 

18. The evidence considered in this proceeding indicates that 
it is impractical to meter telephone calls at the phone location 
rather than at the CO because such metering would greatly increase 
the cost of service without providing a corresponding benefit. 

19. CCC is to be compensated at a rate of $100 per hour with 
a cap of $35,000, plus expenses and therefore does not meet 
Requirement 2 of Rule 76.52(f) ~(2) Either that the customer cannot 
afford to pay the costs of effective participation ••• -

20. The prope~ forum. for the consideration of the iss':les and 
billing discrepancies raised by WBFAA is C.87-0&-022, bPL Inc. v 
~ rather than this proceeding. 

21. GTEC's present billing format results in the use of 
exc~ssive pages for the customers' 'bills resulting in waste and 
unnecessary expense to the subscribers. 

22. It is reasonable to require GTEC to prepare a study for 
Commission staff review of the time required, programing changes 
necessary, and cost of revising its billing format t~ effect a 
billing format using a minimum number of pages. 

23. Corrective action taken on the facilities of those 
subscribers who m4de statements at the pUblic participation 
hearings cleared the trouble to the subscribers' satisfAction. 

24. GTEC should be Allowed t~ discontinue submitting to the 
Commission the report required by Ordering PAragraph 3 of 
0.84-07-108. 

2S. The surcredit penalty specified .in the ~e ordering 
paragraph should be el;minated. 

26. GTEC's retention of its Consume-rAdvisoxyPanel;,appears. 
warranted, as it is of benefit to both GTEC.a.nd":"i.ta·,.X:~tep4Yers;,.:, 

, . , ; .;: " . :. . -.' ~ "', " ~ . 
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27. The costs associated with the TEL-CEL proqramshould not 
be disallowed for ratemaking purpose& because of value of the 
studies to both GTEC and this Commission in evaluating the 
improvement in service. 

28. GTEC should adopt a qoal of effecting a 30 percent 
reduction in transmission problems such as. s.tatic or noise on the 
line over a three-year period. 

29. The matter of GTEC's optional "influrance charge" of $0.95 
a month for inside wiring maintenance is being considered in I.8'4. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. GO 156 and the COmmission's implementation forums are the 
proper vehicle for the future resolution of WMBE prOblems for the 
major utilities in California, including GTEC. 

2. Advocates represents the interests of WMBE and bilingual 
ratepayers, who, as individuals, have a small economic interest 
compared to the costs of effective individual partieipation,' and 
Advocates has demonstrated significant financial hardshi~ under 
Rule 76.52(f). 

3. Advocates should be found eligible to c14i.m compensation 
under Article 18.7 of our Rules. 

4. CCC has. not met the significant financial hardshi~ 
requirement of Rule 76.52 and is, therefore, ineligible to claim 
compensation. 

S. GTEC should prepare a study for our staff review· o·f the 
time required, programing changes necessary, and the cos.t of 
revising its billing format to effect a billing format using a 
minimum num])er of pages. 

6. The reporting requirements and the surcredi t penalty 
specified in Ordering Paragraph 3 of 0.84-07-108 should be 
discontinued. 

7. (;TEC should adopt a goal of effecting, a. 30 percent 
reduction i:l transm1ssionproblems over a thre~year:·.period:_.·· . 

• ' ~. 1,' 
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IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Within 120 days of the effeetive date of the order, GTEC 

shall submit to the CACD for review a study setting forth the basis 
for the present billing format resulting in an excess1ve number of 
pages for customer bills, including analysis of required programing 
changes and the eost thereof necessary to effect a billing format 
using a. minimum number of pa.ges, the time required to implement 
such cha.nges, and any diffieulty tha~ might be eneountered in such 
implementation. 

2. Public Advocates, Inc. is eligible to claim compensation 
for its.partici~tion in th~se proceedings. 

3. The reporting requirements and the surcredit penalty 
specified in Ordering Paragraph 3 of 0.84-07-108 are hereby 
discontinued. 

4. GTEC shall provide additional training to its 
representatives who handle customer contacts on a daily basis. 

S. GTEC shall make a reasonable attempt to resolve- informal 
complaints in a reasonable time. 

This order becomes effeetive 30 days from~oday. 
:Dated January 11, 1989, at San Francisco., Ca11fornia. 

G. MITCHELL WILle 
Pl:esident 

FREDERICK R.. OOOA 
JOHN :a ~ OHANIAN 

Commissioners 

Commissioner Stanley w .. Hulett, 
being neeess~ily absent, did 
not partieipate •. 

'." "' 
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company ot california) after Phase II of Investigation 
(I.) 87-ll-033. The decision further provides that th 
requirement changes for Paeifie and GTEC currently ~ ng 
accumulated in memorandum accounts will be placed i rates through 
a surcredit or surcharge mechanism. 

0.88-04-05-7 dated April Z7, 1988 in 0 

investigation (R.) 87-02-026 was an intertm or r establishing 
General Order (GO) l5& to implement Assembly ill (AB) 3678 which 
becalIle law in September 1986 and added Sect' ns 8281 through 8285-
to the Public Utilities (PU) Code. We vie 
appropriate vehicle for the future resolu ion ot the Women and 
Minority-owned Business Enterprises ( )1 problem for the major 
utilities in California including C;'XEC For the test year 1988 we. 
conclude that G'XEC complied with the rovisions of 0.82-12-101 and 
0.84-07-l08 as they relate to WMBE. 

CCC made a number of reiSendations relating to· GTEC's 
service and bill adjustment polic'es. Our review of the record 
disclosed insufficient support t r adoption ot any of the 
recommendations ~de by CCC. 

A number ot witness s at the public participation 
hearings objected to the phy ical size of the telephone bills 
rendered by GTEC. This de sion requires GTEC to prepare a study 
of the basis for the pre t format resulting in multiple pages tor 
customer bills, programi g changes and the cost thereot necessary 
to effect a billing fo at using a minimum nu:nber of pages, the 
time required to impl ent such changes and any difficulties that 
might render such ctJ.nges infeasible and submit it to- the 
commission Ad.visor/and. compliance Division (CACD) for review. 

. ..', ' 

lORA's s owing reflected WMBE· as., Femll 1 e/Minority Business· , " .• 
Enterprise ~IF IMBE) • For purposes of this proceedin9'.the::~o'·;terms 
are SY1l7USO . .... .....< . 
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/ 
reports changes in customer perceptions, even if the changes are 
not so dramatic as the service improvements measuredl~y GO 133A; 

, / 
and that money spent by GTEC on ~EL-CEL is not wasted. 

• I. GTEC's arguments have mer~t. Furthermo~e, th~s 
/ 

Commission has relied on TEL-CEL reports in the/past as a help in 
evaluating the quality of GTEC's service. Consequently, we will 

• ~ 'I 
not adopt ORA's recommendation ~n th~s respect. 

S. GTEC should be ordered to redube 
transmission problems such' as static or 
noise on the line, having t~redial because 
the call did not go through', etc., by at 

. least 30 percent over the~ext three years. 

~his recommendation has mer}t. Even GTEC a~its that 
while its service quality overall is/very good, it still needs to 
improve its outside plan'C to ilnprove' transmission quality. A 30 
percent reduction over a three-yea! period appears to us to be a , 
reason~le goal. / 

We will addresss the progress GTEC has made in reducing 
the transmission problems in i~. next general rate proceeding. 
GTEC is placed on notice that~e will consider GTEC's failure to 
make significant advances ~n/the reduction of transmission problems 
sufficient basis to reduce the rate of return we would otherwise 

I 
authorize to reflect this fact. 

6. GTEC ShOuld/provide additional training to 
its representatives who handle customer 
contacts on a daily basis. 

7. GTEC shO~d make a reasonable attempt to 
resolve/the informal complaints in a 
reasonable time. 

I . . Both of ~e above recommendat~ons have mer~t. It appears 
from the record ~t GTEC has already included their implementation 
in its continuing efforts to improve its service. HoweveJ:'" to 
emphasize the im¢rtance of these items, we -will include' ORA"s 

I - - --. 
recommendations ;nappropriateordCrin9':paraqraPha 

, 
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D. Inside Wirins 
A number of subscribers prote ted and{or questioned 

GTEC's optional $O.9S a month "insura ce charge" for the 
maintenance of inside wiring (IW). ~e are considering inside 
wiring matters in I.84, our inves~ation into the ratemaking 
effects and economic conseque~ne of customer owned premise wiring 
rather than this proceeding. .84 was'consolidated with Pacific's 
A.S5-01-034 and related !.SS- 3-078. 0.86-12-099 on these matters 
provided that I.84 responden£s, ineluding GTEC, shall implement a 
program of detarif!ed IW ~ntcnance as of January 1987 under which 
revenues and tariffs assofiated with the program shall be accorded 
above-the-line treatmen,land shall establish memorandum accounts 
for revenues in which they may record incremental expenses 
associated with IW ma~tenance detariffing.. The amounts are to 
accrue interest at tnIe three-month commercial paper rate and are 

I 
subject to refund~'s program will permit us to equitably 
resolve this facet of customer owned premise wiring in connection 
with the above lila terse 
Fj,ndings of Fact I 

1. 0.8S-0'~-024 dated August 10, 1988, provides for a 
consolidated r~e design proceeding for Paeific and GTBC. " 

2. 0.8&L08-024 provides that the revenue requirement changes 
for Pacifie abd GTEC currently being aecumulated in memorandum 

I 

accounts will be placed in rates through a sureredit or surcharge 
mechanism. / 

I 

3. For the test year 1988 GTEC eomplies with the provision 
I 

of D.82-1~101 and 0.84-07-108 as they relate to WMBE aetivities. 
In spite of this, however, in the past GTEC"s WMBE program fell far 
short Of/achieving any reasonable goal for the utilization of women 
and minority owned business enterprises in the procure:ent of 
contraet~ from GrEc. 

4 i By D .. 8S-04-057 dated April 27,., J.9SS we established GO.1S:~ 
J .. . . 

tormul~ting rules governing the development O! .. p~oqrams to, increase' .' 
. ,.' 

- 36 -



• 

• 

A.87-01-002, I.87-02-02S ALJ/NRJ/tcg 

participation of female and minority Dusincss enterprises i~ 
procurement of contracts ~rom utilities as required by p~;Code 
§§ 8281-8285. / 

5-. For the future GO l56 frames the issues. of rE program 
compliance for G'l'EC and, therefore, obviates. the ne~ssity of 
further consideration of said problem in this prodedinq. 

6. In qeneral GO 15& includes DRA's propo ~d six specific 
recommendations for GTE's WMBE proqram. 

7. GTEC has siqned an agreement filed ith this Commission 
on February 8, 1988 that provides for qoals of fifteen percent for 
minorities and the five percent for White/. omen owned businesses 
within five years. This aqreement coupled with compliance with 
GO l56, should place GTEC well on the ~ad of meeting our goals of 
equal opportunity and anti-discriminalory practices in the 

I. . 
contracts and a9X'eements GTEC may enter lnto Wl th other parties tor 
the provision of goods and services!. 

8. The non-profit organizations represented by Advocates are 
the primary entities. who acti vel} seek to enforce the terms of PO' 

Code §§ 8281-8285, this Commission's prior WMBE decisions, and this 
conunissi~.n' s commitment to :b~nCJUal services. 

9. It is in the publi,.c interest that the record be fully 
I 

deve~oped on the issues of~E enforcement and bilingual telephone 
servl.ce. / 

10. participation~y several parties helps t~ ensure full 
development of the record on WMBE enforcement and bilingual 
telephone service. / . 

11. Advocates~s an organized group participating ~n behalf 
of specific group of ratepayers on an ongoing basis. 

l2. Advocate's comply with the provisions of Rule 76.54 of . / . Artl.cle loS. 7 of ;our Rules of Practl.ce and Procedure regarding 
eligibility fOr' compensation. . .... . .. 

13. The/record does. not support our mandating' ·tha.tGorEc·adopt· 
an adjustmen.t policy tor billing disputess;imilar. to. pa:ei~ic"$. . .. 

. . . 
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14. GTEC's use of a billing tree (decisio not a 
practice designed to discourage customer comp~aints. 

15. GTEC's present testing procedures~s related to newly 
installed co equipment adequately protect~e ratepayer against 
uncollectible erroneous billing. ;I, 

16. This record supports GTEC's contention that incomplete 
calls are not billed' and that the bil~ng of incomplete intraLATA, 
ZUM, and local calls is not occurrin'. 

17. The frequency of c01'llPlai~s of billing for inco~p'lete or 
unmade one-minute calls is subst~iallY less than alleged by CCC. 

18. The evidence considered in this proceeding indicates that 
it is impractical to meter tele;(hone calls at the phone location 
rather than at the CO because;'uch metering would greatly increase 
the cost of service without rroviding a corresponding benefit. 

19. CCC is to be comp~sated at a rate of $100 per hour with 
a cap of $35,000, plus exp~nses and therefore does not meet 
Requirement 2 of Rule 76.?2(f) "(2) Either that the customer cannot 
afford to pay the costs o~ effective participation ••• " 

I ' 
20. The proper forum for the consideration of the issues and 

billing'discrepancies '7kised by WBFAA is C.8?-06-022, API. Inc. v 
~ rather than this proceeding. 

21. GTEC's prese~t billing format results in the use of 
t 

excessive pages for the customers' bills resulting in waste and 
I th ' unnecessary expense to e subscrl.bers. 

22. It is reashnable to require GTEC to prepare a study for 
I 

Commission staff reriew of ~e time required, programing changes 
necessary, and cos~ of revising its billing format to effect a 
billing format usi~g a minimum number of pages. 

23. corrective action taken on the facilities of those 
subscribers who mkde statements at the public participation 
hearinqs cleared. /the trouble to the subscribers.' satistaction. 

I 

l) 
'," . 

,".1, . 
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24. GTEC should be allowed to disconti e submitting to the 
commission the report required by orderinyaragraph.~ o~ 
D.84-07-108. I " 

25. The surcredit penalty speci7i d in the above ordering 
paragraph should be eliminated. 

26 •. GTEC's retention of its c~sumer Advisory Panel appears 
warranted, as it is of benefit to bOth GTEC and its ratepayers. 

27. The costs associated W~th the TEL-CEL pro9r~. should not 
be disallowed for ratemaking pUljPoses because of value of the 
studies to both GTEC and this commission in evaluating the 

improvement in service. / 
28. GTEC should adopt ~90al of effecting a 30 percent 

reduction in transmission p/o:blems such as static or noise on the 
line over a three-year perJod. 

I 
29. The matter of GTEC's optional winsurance charge" of $0.95-

a month for inside wiring(maintenance is being considered in I.84. 

~onelusio.ns 0' lAw / 
1. GO 156 and the Commission's implementation forums are the 

pr~per vehicle for the! future resolution o·f WMB:E problems for the 
major utilities in california, including GTEC. 

2. Advocates depresents the interests of WMBE and bilingual 
ratepayers, who, asfndiViduals, have a small economic interest 
compared to the cojsts of effective individual participation, and 
Advocates has demo strated significant financial hardship, under 
Rule 76.52(f). 

3. Advocates should be found eligible to· claim compensation 
under Article 18 J7 of our Rules. I • 

4. cce h~ not met the siqnificant financial hardship 
requirell'lent of Rule 76.52 and is, therefore, ineligible to claim 
compensation. 

S. GTEC should prepare a study for ,our start review o~ the 
tilne required, progralD.ing changes . necessary , and., the·. cost" of . 

- 39 -



• 

• 

• 

'. . . 

A.87-01-002, I.87-02-02$ AIJ/NRJ/tcq ~ 

revisinq its billinq format to effect a billinq format'USinq a 
minimum. nwnber of pages. I 

6. The reporting requirements and tb,'e stl.rcredi t penalty 
specified in Ordering Paragraph 3 of D.84-107-io~ sbould be 
discontinued. 

7. GTEC sbould adopt a qoal of effecting a 30 percent 
reduction in tr~ssion problems ove~ three-year period. 

mmo.nrtERIH /~ 
/ 

IX IS ORDER'&D that: / 
l. Within 120 days of the e!tective date ot the order, GTEC 

shall submit to the commission s~ff tor review a study setting 
/ 

forth the basis for the presentjbilling format resulting in an 
excessive number of pages for ~stomer bills, including analysis of 
required prQ9raming changes alid the cost thereof necessary to 
effect a billing format using' a minimum number of pages, the time 
required to ilnplement such changes,.. and any a.ifficulty that might 
be encountered in suCh impl~mentation~ 

2. PUblic Advocates~ Inc. is eligible to claim compensation 
for its participation in;fhese proceedings. 

3. Tbe reporting requirements and the surcredit penalty 
specified in ordering pdragraph :3 o·f D.S4-07-10S. are hereby 
discontinued. / 

4. GTEC shall provia.e additional training to· its 
representatives who nandle customer contacts on a daily basis. 

/ 

/ 

/ 
I 

I 
I 

/ 
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/ 

5. GTEC shall make a reasonable attempt to· resolve informal 
/

1 
complaints in a reasonable time. 

/ 
This order becomes effeeti ve 0 clays from toclay., 
Dated , at san Francisco, California. 

I 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
I 
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IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Wi~hin 120 days of the effective date of th~ order, GtEC 

shall submit ~o the COmmission staff for review a study settinq 
forth ~he basis for the present billing format resulting in an 
excessive number of pages for customer bills, includinq analysis 
required programing changes and the cost thereof necessary to 
effect a billinq format usinq a minimum number of pages, the 
required to implement such changes, and any difficulty tha miqht 
be encountered in such implementation. 

2. Public Advocates, Inc. is eliqibl~ to claim c pensation 
for its participation in th~se proceedings. 

3 • The reporting requirements and. the surcre it penalty 
specified. in Ordering Paragraph 3 of O~84-07-10S e hereby 
discontinued. 

4. GTEC shall provide additional train' q to its 
representatives who handle customer contacts on a daily basis. 

5. GTEC shall tn4ke a reasonable att pt to resolve informal 
complaints in a reasonable time. 

This order becomeSs§ffective from today. 
Dated JAN 11 19 , t San FranCisco, California. 
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... ,"beingnecessarilyabsent, dief· .' 
,not particjpate~.':.'·· 


