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OPINION ON ZUK EXPANSION 

I. Introduction 

A. Procedural Background 
This proceeding arises from the proposal of GTE 

California, Inc. (GTEC, formerly General Telephone Company of 
California., Inc.) to implement Zone Usage Measurement (ZUM) 
service in the Ventura, Los Angeles, and Riverside/San Bernardino 
areas. The specific routes for which ZUM rates would be available 
were identified in GTEC's Exhibit 384, submitted in the test year 
1986 general rate case of pacific Bell (pacific), Application (A.) 
85-01-034. In ruling on that application, the commission ordered 
GTEC to renew i~s request in its test year 1988 general rate case 
proceeding, A.87-01-002/Investigation (I.) 87-02-025 (see Ordering 
paragraph 41 of Decision (D.) 88-07-022). 

GTEC, Pacific, and continental Telephone Company of 
California (Contel) served prepared testimony in accordance with 
0.88-07-022 in January 1989. ·A prehearing conference was held on 
March 15, 1989, where the procedural relationship between this 
proceeding and the Commission's investigation into alternative 
regulatory frameworks for local exchange carriers (1.87-11-033, or 
-the 011-) was discussed. In the Oil, pacific had proposed to 
expand the local calling area to include ZUM 2 routes (or where 
zOM is not in effect, Rate Band 2 toll routes). Since the 
expansion was then pending in the OIl, the parties were granted an 
extension of time to file testimony on ZUM service. The Commission 
has since determined that local calling areas should be expanded to 
include the 0 to 12 toll band, or, where ZUM is in effect, ZUM 
Zone 2. (0.89-10-031 as modified by 0.90-04-031.) However, actual 
implementation of the expansion has been postponed until the 
revenue effects of that expansion are determined in a pending phase 
of 1.87-11-033. The parties' testimony in this ZUM proceeding 
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accomodates the expansion of the local calling areas in a manner 
that avoids revenue swings and customer confusion. 

The affected utilities and the Division of Ratepayer 
Advocates (DRA) convened rr~nthly workshops intended to generate an 
agreed-upon proposal for implementing GTEC's ZUM expansion. 
Intervenors were invited to attend, and the County of Los Angeles 
(County) and Telephone Answering Services of California (TASC) did 
participate in the workshops. The workshops resulted in a joint 
ZUM proposal by GTEC, Pacific, and ORA (Joint Proposal). Notice of 
the proposed ZUM changes and of the public hearings was provided to 
u~ility customers in exchanges affected by the Joint Proposal by 
september II, 1989 pursuant to administrative law judgets (ALJ) 
ruling. Public hearings were held in Oxnard, San Bernardino, 
Temecula, and Valencia during the week of September 25, 1989. Some 
changes to the Joint proposal were made in response to public 
comments. Evidentiary hearings on the revised proposal were held 
on December 7 and 8, 1989, and on January 3, 1990. Concurrent 
briefs were submitted on January 29, 1990 • 

Given the complexity of ZUM rating in general, the level 
of detail involved in ZUM implementation, and the complexity of 
issues raised on this record, the Commission especially appreciates 
the efforts of ORA, which ably synthesized the issues, interests, 
and evidence in its testimony and brief. 

We recognized that the estimated revenue requirements for 
zUM implementation were premised on GTEC's participation in the 
statewide toll and EAS settlements pools. Since the issuance of 
the Assigned Corr~issioner's Ruling of November 22, 1989 in 
1.97-11-033 (the Investigation into Alternative Regulatory 
Frameworks for Local Exchange Carriers), GTEC and pacific have 
reconsidered their settlement arrangements. 7he parties to this 
proceeding explained how these changes to the settlements process 
impact the revenue requirements for implementing ZUH in their 
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comments on the ALJ's proposed decision. The parties' comments are 
reflected in this final decision. 
A.I Comments of the Parties 

Rule 77.3 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure provide for comments by the parties on the ALJ's proposed 
decision. Comments were received from Pacific, GTEC, the smaller 
independent Local Exchange Companies (Smaller Independents), the 
County of Los Angeles, API Alarm Systems, Toward Utility Rate 
Normalization (TURN), and DRA. In accordance with Rule 77.3, 
comments which merely reargue positions taken in brief:J will be 
accorded no weight. Accordingly, the great majority ~£ the 
County's comments should be disregarded because rather than 
focusing on factual, legal, or technical errors in the proposed 
decision as authorized by Rule 77.3, the County reargues its 
position. This 'time the commission is the intended audience, and· 
the ALJ's proposed decision is treated as if it were an opposing 
party's testimony or brief. 

The County gains no advantage by its misuse of the 
comment process. However, where the County's comments have 
identified areas needing clarification, the appropriate language 
has beert inserted. The decision now states that ever since the 
Commission's initial decision establishing the ZUM method of rating 
called, the impact of ZUM rates has been linked to revisions in 
exchange area boundaries; that a change in party responsible for 
billing does not include a shift in responsibility for payment from 
one branch of a governmental agency to another, and that. A waiver 
of nonrecurring charges for FX is distinguishable from such waiver 
for private line services. 

GTEC, pacific, and DRA have suggested corrections to 
technical discussions about telephone services and have provided 
updated billing bases for the calculation of the ZUK surcharge. 
GTEC reported the status of its participation in the statewide 
settlements pools, as requested by the ALJ. Billing surcharge 
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factors have been recalculated by DRA based on revenue requirements 
corrected to exclude settlements impacts to GTEC and the a~justed 
billing base. The hilling base should be adjusted to reflect 
changes ordered in 0.90-02-050, which authorized statewide local 
measured service and other rate changes for GTEC. GTEC also 
recommended modification of the ALJts draft to reflect these 
updates. These items have been incorporated in this final 
decision. 

DRA and ~URN point out that in adopting the -joint 
GTEC-DRA regrade mitigation plan,· the Commission did not 
articulate that one of the purposes of the customer notification 
plan was to refund customers the difference between what they had 
paid and what they would have paid under flat rate service had they 
not been regrad~d. We confirm that GTEC is required to refund this 
difference to customers it has located, regardless of whether these 
individuals are still GTEC customers of record, or not. 

GTEC, ORA, and TURN recommend that the discussion of the 
customer regxade mitigation program clarify whethex the penalty is 
in addition to, or a substitute for, the refund of customer 
overpayments. We state that the penalty is in addition to the 
restitution to regraded customers since there is a separate and 
distinct purpose to be served by each. Our objective is to place 
the customer in the position that he or she would have been in, 
according to GTEC's filed tariffs, had GTEC complied with its own 
tariffs. 

Indeed, consistency with this principle has caused us to 
amend the ALJ's proposed decision with respe?t to the service 
connection charge. The ALJ had implied that conversion of regraded 
customers to ULTS should be carried out without charge to the 
customer. Under GTEC's tariffs, a customer whose ULTS 
certification had lapsed would have to pay. this charge to return 
from regular to ULTS service irrespective of the forced regrade. 
This decision now requires a customer who wishes to convert to ULTS 
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to pay the service connection fee. Clearly, the customer refund 
program is intended to put the customer in the position he~r she 
would have been in had not the regrade from ·flat service to 
measured rate service occurred. 

GTEC recommended that the one-month refund of flat rate 
service charge to regraded ULTS customers be limited to those who 
are still customers of record. This suggestion wouid condition the 
amount of GTEC's penalty upon whether or not the regraded 
individuals are still GTEC customers of record. A condition 
precedent such as this is not appropriate because the refund is 
intended as a penalty to GTEC, not as restitution to the individual 
harmed. Therefore, GTEC's suggestion is rejected. 

Based on TURN's comments, we haVe modified the customer 
notice to state ,that GTEC's billing representatives will share the 
affected customer's billing data with the customer to help the 
customer to make an informed choice. 

The jQint GTEC-DRA regrade mitigation plan required GTEC 
to contact each customer by mail, then follow up if the customer 
had not responded for a total-of three mailed notices. If the 
customer had still not responded, GTEC personnel were to attempt to 
advise the customer of the regrade and possible refund by phone. 
In its comments, GTEC sought authorization to contact the customer 
by phone at any time after a mailed notice has not elicited a 
response. We approve this modification in the expectation that 
this will provide relief to the customer more speedily than under 
the original proposal. By speaking to the customer in person, 
GTEC's representatives may also be able to help the customer 
determine whether the customer qualifies for the ULTS rate and 
whether flat rate or measured rate service is more cost-effective, 
based on the most recent three months' hilling data. 

However, we caution GTEC against using this customer 
contact to promote telephone services other than basic exchange 
access service. GTEC has a customer list of 47,000 regraded 
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customers, who were previously certified as low income, with whom 
GTEC is expressly authorized to discuss the terms of basic ~xchange 
service. Any attempt to use this customer contact to promote any 
service besides a Category I service would amount to customer 
abuse. The customer contact pursuant to the regrade mitigation 
program is expressly limited to offering the customer the ULTS rate 
and to explaining the difference between flat and measured rate 
local exchange service as applied to the customer's prior calling 
patterns. 

We have clarified that a regraded customer who qualifies 
and seeks to subscribe to ULTS service will have to pay the 
applicable service connection charge. That customer will also be 
credited with one month's flat rate charge. That one month credit 
can be leverage~ to the advantage of the qualifying ratepayer if it 
is applied directly to the service connection charge to reduce the 
hurdle to changing from regular service to ULTS. Since GTEC is to 
contact each one of the individuals who are entitled to the one-
month credit and ask that person if he or she ~ishes to convert to 
ULTS, GTEC can easily advise that person that the otherwise 
applicable service connection charge will be reduced by $9.75. 
Accordingly, the ordering paragraph that had required GTEC to make 
the one-month refund within the next billing period is amended. 
GTEC shall complete its customer notification program within 12 
months, and all one-month refunds shall have been disbursed within 
14 months. 

We note, parenthetically, that the benefits from this 
customer notification program do not flow exclusively to the 
regraded ULTS ratepayers. GTEC may use the customer notification 
process to enhance its customer relations, which are becoming more 
vital to the company as the Commission continues to reshape the 
regulatory framework of local exchange carriers. 

The ratemaking treatment of the refunds to customers, the 
one-month penalty payments to customers, GTEC's claims on the ULTS 
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fund, and G~EC's expenses related to these items are all provided 
for in this decision to avoid potential controversy. Our ~ntent is 
that ratepayers should never pay for the refund, penalty, 
improperly accessed ULTS funds, or the costs associated with 
administering those items. Accounting and ratemaking treatment are 
specified in the ordering paragraphs. 

GTEC, API, and ORA offer suggestions to the proposed 
workshop to revise the utilities' exchange area maps. We have 
reviewed those suggestions and revised the workshop plan to ensure 
a fair and timely result. For example, these parties agreed that 
as an objective third party, CACD should have a role in the 
workshop. Accordingly, CACD, shall chair the workshop. Minutes 
shall continue to be taken by Pacific, since it has the expertise 
necessary to de~and clarification from workshop participants in the 
course of discussions. We are persuaded that one party should 
prepare the workshop report. That party will be ORA, since it, too 
is an objective party in this process. We provide notice that a 
workshop service list will be compiled and require the workshop 
report to be mailed to all persons on the service list. While GTEC 
had recommended that the workshop not be convened for 120 days so 
that the scope of the workshops may be appropriately limited, we 
believe that the problem should be addressed as quickly as possible 
given the pendency of other proceedings which concern the exchange 
area boundaries. The parties are given 15 more days to perform 
this ·scoping-; the workshop is to be held within 60 days of the 
effective date of this decision. 

ORA observes that General Order (GO) 96-A, which lists 
the information to be contained in Service Area Maps may need to be 
revised in order to require more detailed and specific information 
on service area maps for telephone exchange companies. The 
implications for GO 96-A and telecommunications service providers 
will be reviewed by the ALJ upon receipt of the workshop report. 
Smaller Independents and others will be notified and provided an 
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opportunity to comment before any revisions to GO 96-A may occur. 
~he ALJ or the Commission will determine the appropriate CQurse of 
action after reviewing the report. 

We note that if we were to expand ZUM but retain the 
exchange area boundaries as suggested by the County, the entire 
proposal would need to be redone because the exchange boundary 
reconfigurations are inherent in the Joint proposal: If this were 
so, the benefit of ZUM implementation for the vast majority of 
southern California ratepayers would be delayed. The 
implementation of expanded local calling areas, ordered in October, 
1989 would likewise be postponed. The County's proposal does more 
harm than good. 

In its Reply Comments, API urges the Commission to reject 
Appendix C of t~e ALJ's proposed decision, which contains new V&H 
coordinates for GTEC's rate centers and wire centers for exchanges 
affected ~y the Joint Proposal. Instead, the Commission should 
adopt ZUM calling routes and discount calling plan areas based on 
the V&H coordinates originally shown in the Joint proposal and 
contained in pacific's A 6 tarIff. Appendix C is based on updated 
information. API does not challenge the accuracy of the data 
contained in Appendix C. It cites no reason, other than 
consistency with the Joint Proposal, for its recommend~tion. 
Appendix C should be adopted as recommended by the ALJ. 

A new section is added to discuss the impacts of the 
Joint proposal on LECs other than GTEC and Pacific. The Joint 
Proposal will cause the toll and local billings of GTEC and pacific 
to change. While GTEC no longer participates in the statewide 
settlement pools, pacific does. Changes to pacific's billings will 
affect the amount of settlement revenues other LECs receive from 
the settlement pools. 

ORA had submitted its estimates of non-recurring and 
recurring revenue requirement effects on all LECs in its testimony. 
There, ORA had recommended that all LECs be authorized to file for 
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the recovery of the increase in their revenue requirements caused 
by implementing the Joint proposal in accordance with the 
California High Cost Fund requirements established by Appendix B Of 
0.88-07-022. No counter-proposal for LEC recovery of settlement 
costs was made by any party; no party opposed ORA's suggestion. 
The LEC's use of the High Cost Fund to recover the non-recurring 
and recurring revenue impacts shown in Appendix I of this decision 
is reasonable and should be adopted. 
B. Customer Notice 

A contel customer who attended the public participation 
hearings in Temecula on September 29, 1989 complained that he did 
not receive notice of the hearing until september 25, 1989. He 
drove more than 100 miles to attend the next scheduled public 
hearing. The C~mmission's Division of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) 
charged Contel with inadequate customer notice. Contel responded 
that this individual is not a customer in any of the three Contel 
exchanges in LATA 5 which are affected by t~is ZUM proposal. The 
customer is located in an exchange more than 40 miles away from 
exchanges where rate center c60rdinates will be relocated, and no 
route over 40 miles is affected by the Joint Proposal. Contel 
explained that the customers in the three affected Contel exchanges 
did receive notices with their bills mailed either August 25 or 
September 11. Pursuant to a request from ORA, Contel subsequently 
provided notice to all customers in LATA 5 even though they were 
not directly affected by the proposal. This notice to all LATA 5 
customers was provided at DRA's request and did not reach those 
customers until the ALJ'S September 11, 1989 deadline for notice 
had passed. It was this later notice that alerted the customer to 
the Temecula public participation hearing. 

These facts demonstrate the importance of timely customer 
notice to enable the public to participate in the Commission's 
administrative process. However, because Contel had notified the 
customers within the three exchanges affected by the Joint proposal 
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by September II, 1989, Contel need not be admonished to better 
notify its customers of ~heir opportunity to be heard. . 

Because Contel#s notice efforts were consistent with the 
method of providing notice it had employed prior to the ALJ ruling 
and the ALJ did not require broader notice, we find that contel has 
not violated any rule or order of the Commission or of the ALJ. 
Contel's cooperatio~ with the DRA in providing expanded notice is 
appreciated, and nega~es any finding of willful violation. 
C. Understanding Zone Usage Measurement 

Zone Usage Measurement or ·ZUX- is a method of rating 
~alls which substantially discounts toll rates for all customers 
calling within ZUM areas. A ZUM calling area is divided into zone~ 
which fODm concentric circles around the point from which a 
customer's call is rated. Each call goes over a -route- between 
the caller's serving central office and the called party's serving 
central office. -Rate Centers- usually coincide with central 
offices from which the mileage of call routes is determined. A 
central office may serve an entire exchange, in which case it is 
the -exchange rate center.- In the case of densely populated 
exchanges, more than one central office may be needed. Then, one 
of the central offices is designated as the exchange rate center. 
~he exchange may be divided into District Areas (OAs) with each DA 
being served by a central office known as a -DA rate center,-
Calls over routes from 0 to 8 miles are local, or Zone 1 calls. 
Zone 1 generally includes the subscriber's horne exchange and all 
contiguous exchanges, but in the case of continguous exchanges that 
are subdivided into DAs, only the contiguous VAs within those 
exchanges constitute Zone 1. 

Zone 1 is synonomous with the -local calling area- of 
customers who elect flat rate service. such customers have local 
calling at no additiona~ charge and pay ZUM or toll rates for 
non-local calls. where measured local service is available, 
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residential customers may select measured rate service. In that 
case, calls to Zone 1 are subject to local usage rates base~ on 
four units for the initial minute plus one unit for each additional 
minute. (Each unit is priced at $.01, for FEX, each unit is priced 
at $.012) 

Calls over greater distances are ZUM or toll calls. The 
8.0+ to 12.00 mile toll band coincides with Zone 2~ The 12.0+ to 
16.00 mile toll band coincides with ZOne 3. No ZUM zone covers 
routes greater than 16.00 miles in distance. Rather, within the 
LATA, routes of over 16 miles are rated as toll calls. 

In non-ZUM areas, the local calling area generally 
includes contiguous exchanges and certain other nearby exchanges. 
Business customers and measured rate residence customers pay for 
each calIon a -message unit- basis, while flat-rate residence 
customers may place calls to all exchanges within the local calling 
area on an unlimited basis. Calls beyond the local calling area 
are rated as toll calls and priced according to distance, duration 
and the time of day the call is made. A comparison between ZUM 
rates and otherwise applicable rates shows that the ZUM discount is 
a substantial onel 

comparison of ZUK and IntraLATA '1'011 -Day· Time 
Rate Structure 

In Effect Today for Pacific Bell 

ZUM IntraLATA toll 
1st Each Add'l 1st Each Add·l 

calling Distance Minute Minute Minute Kinute 

ZUM Zone 2 
(8.0+ - 12.00 miles) $0.08 $0.02 $0.17 $0.07 

ZUM Zone 3 
(12.0+ - 16.00 miles) 0.10 0.04 0.20 0.10 

ZUM was first implemented in 1980 for the San 
Francisco-East Bay Extended Area and the Los Angeles Extended Area 
as a result of 0.90642. It was proposed by the Commission staff as 
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an alternative to Pacificts conversion of mUlti-message unit routes ~ 
(9-16 miles) to message toll service (MTS). The Commission ~ 
identified the difference between ZUM service provided in a 
metropolitan area a~d short-haul toll service provided elsewhere. 
-The differences are matters of averagesl The typical ZUM route is 
denser and provides service more efficiently than the typical MTS 

route of the same distance; the typical ZUM route lies within a 
community of interest more intense than the typical MTS route.-
(D.84-06-11l, 15 CPUC 2d 232,368.) 

In 0.84-06-111, ZUM was expanded to include much of 
Orange, San Diego, and Sacramento Counties and additional areas 
within the Los Angeles Extended Area. pacific's request to extend 
ZUM and revise exchange boundaries in eastern Contra Costa County 
was granted in 0.88-07-022. In the same proceeding, GTEC proposed 
further ZUM expansion in its service area. Consideration of that 
expansion was deferred to this proceeding, GTEC's general rate 
case • 

II. The J~int ZUK Proposal 

Pacific and GTEC are proposin9 to expand their joint use 
of ZUM pricing to a number of additional exchanges in LOs Angeles, 
Ventura, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. The areas covered 
by the ZUM proposal are adjacent to the existing Los Angeles 
metropolitan ZUM areA. ORA concurs in large part with the 
proposal. Its differences with utilities are limited to the 
implementation of certain accommodations for specific customer 
groups. The proponents assert that the expansion of ZUM rate 
treatment to routes that are presently subject to toll charges will 
result in a generally reduced level of charges for services paid by 
customers both in the existing and proposed ZUM areas. This would 
reduce toll revenues. In order to maintain a neutral effect on 
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utility revenues, the decrease in toll receipts would be recovered 
through a bill and keep surcharge. 
A. Coordination with other pending Hatters 

1. Revision of Exchange Area Boundaries 
In the Joint Proposal, GTEC and Pacific simultaneously 

propose to revise the boundaries and the configurations of a number 
of individual exchanges. Under the proposal, the current 26 
exchanges in the affected areas will become 43 exchanges. In some 
instances, existing exchanges would be subdivided into several 
smaller exchanges. 

exchanges! 
The following changes a~e proposed for pacific Bell 

In Los Angeles County, the Canoga Park exchange 
would be split into separate exchanges for 
Canog~ Park and Northridge, The northern 
portion of the Reseda exchange would be 
transferred to the new Northridge exchange. 
The two DAs composing the Newhall exchange 
would be restructured into new Castaic and 
Saugus/Canyon Country DAs • 
In Ventura County, the Ventura exchange would 
be broken up into three exchanges, Oakview, 
Ventura Central, and Ventura East. In the San 
BernardinO/Riverside area, Riverside would be 
divided into four exchanges, the northern 
portion of Riverside exchange would be 
transferred to the new colton exchange, the 
southern portion of the Rialto exchange would 
be transferred to the colton exchange, and the 
Corona exchange would be divided into the 
Corona and Temescal Canyon exchanges. 

The following changes are proposed for GTEC exchanges I 
In Los Angeles County, the San Fernando 
exchange would be broken up into separat~ DAs 
for San Fernando (with sylmar), Granad~ Hills, 
Pacoima, and Sepulveda. 
In Ventura County, the Oxnard exchange would be 
subdivided into separate exchanges for Oxnard, 
Camarillo, E1 Rio, point Mugu, and somis, and 
the Thousand Oaks exchAnge would be divided 
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into the ~housand Oaks, Conejo, and Newbury 
Park exchanges. / 
The remaining restructurings would occur in the San 

Bernardino/Riverside area, including division of the San Bernardino 
exchange into two exchanges, division of the Hemet-San Jacinto 
exchange into five DAs and division of the Redlands and Perris 
exchanges into three exchanges and two exchanges, respectively. 

Each new exchange area is assigned its own rate center 
location coordinates. The ORA had introduced a list of V+H 
coordinates in its testimony in support of the Joint proposal. The 
ORA supplemented its list in its brief. There were no objections 
to the revised DRA list, so it should be adopted. 

In many instances, the reconfiguration of exchange 
boundaries will increase rates paid by individual customers. For 
example, ~here no exchange boundary existed between the western and 
eastern extremities of an exchange, the ZUM proposal would impose a 
boundary between the extremities and create two different rate 
centers. The distance between rate centers would constitute 
-mileage,· subject to distance-based rates, where no mileage was 
calculated before. Depending on the reconfiquration and mileage 
involved, a formerly "local- call might become a toll call under 
the Joint proposal. 

In other cases, the exchange boundary will remain intact, 
but the area within the exchange would be subdivided into DAs. 
Calls between different DAs within the same exchange will continue 
to be rated as local. Calls which are less than 40 miles between 
the subject DA and another exchange will be rated on the basis of 
the DA rate center V&H coordinates from which the subscribers a"re 
calling ot are being called. For calls which are over 40 miles, 
the exchange rate center V&H coordinates, rather than the DA rate 
center V&H coordinates are used to calculate the toll mileage. 

Each time a revision in ZUM boundaries has occured J the 
Commission has authorized the re-drawing of exchange area 
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boundaries. Since the concept of ZUM rating was adopted in 
0.90642, review of boundaries has become an integral part oj any -ZUM proposal, as the concept of ZUM itself recognizes that routes 
between points that share a community of interest should be priced 
at a discount. -The availability of low rates for Zones 2 and 3 
calls under ZUM obviously benefits subscribers in ZUM calling 
areas. It is a reasonable discount reflecting both-the social 
value of lower rates within local communities of interest and the 
lower cost of transmission and switching on dense urban routes.-
(0.84-06-111, 15 CPUC 2d 232, 372.) Because of the radial nature 
of ZUM Lating, the exchange area boundary serves as a convenient 
means of demarcating areas which have a community of interest. 

GTEC states that the Joint proposal will expand ZUM into 
areas in southe~n California which have experienced relatively ~ 

rapid growth since the initial and subsequent implementations of 
ZUM in highly pop~lated metropolitan areas of the state. Call 
volumes have increased so much in these areas that new central 
offices have been added. 

Pacific points out that the need to revise exchange 
boundaries arises particularly· where exceptionally large exchange 
boundaries that had been established when an area was predominantly 
rural are no longer appropriate when that area becomes more densely 
populated. The concentration of new growth in a geographic area 
can lead to an unequal number of access lines within exchanges. 
The authors of the Joint Proposal believe that revisions to the 
exchange area boundary are needed to equalize the value of basic 
exchange service for customers in every exchange. This is 
consistent with the Commission's finding in 0.84-06-111 that the 
proposed reconfiguration of exchange boundaries in San Diego and 
Orange Counties is areasonable as a means of achieving greater 
equity in the service offered to subscribers in similar 
metropolitan areas throughout pacBell's service area and in 
comparison to the service offered to subscribers in rural areas.-
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The proponents of the ZUM plan relied on the criteria 
established in 0.90642 to redraw the boundaries, modified ~y_the 
Salinas formula, as well as their personal observation of the 
service territory. They have attempted to recognize the community 
of interest within a proposed exchange. For exAmple, where 
continuity of development was observed, the call route over such an 
area was rAted Zone-I. As a rule, boundaries were drawn so that 
routes for which there is a community of interest are local or ZUM 
rated calls. Routes formerly within an exchange, but for which 
patterns of development have resulted in less community of 
interest in relation to other routes for which the community of 
interest has grown, have become ZUM or toll routes under the Joint 
proposal. 

The County of Los Angeles (County) was represented by Dr. 
Lee Selwyn. He 'objected to the proposal to reconfigure exchanges 
at the same time ZUM routes are expanded, arguing that there is no 
clear connection between these two policies. His argument is 
contradicted by established Commission policy • 

On a factual level,-the county claims that testimony of 
Pacific and GTEC's witnesses is void of any evidence of precisely 
how the factors claimed to underlie their proposal were evaluated 
and reconciled, including any demonstration that the proposed local 
calling" areas improve (1) the equity among exchanges in the LA 
area, or (2) equity of those exchanges compared to those of other 
California Communities. The companies have failed to show any 
correlation between the proposed new exchange boundaries with the 
pattern of community ties that exists in those areas. To 
illustrate its point, the County offered a summary of projected 
commuter (home to work) vehicular traffic patterns for San Fernando 
valley communities that demonstrates a high degree of inter-
community ties within that region to rebut GTEC's planned division 
of the San Fernando exchange into district areas • 
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We do not find that the County's criticism undermines the 
Joint Proposal. ~he County's attack is flawed because vehicular 
traffic is only one index of demographic patterns. Indeed; 
reliance on vehicular traffic patterns alone to establish 
communities of interest would lead to distortions in the local 
calling area because of the heavy reliance On the automobile in the 
Southern California area for trips between home and-work over 
distances in excess of the local calling area. 

The County claims that far from demonstrating any 
specific customer benefits in connection with the modifications to 
existing exchange boundaries, the changes lead to negative custome~ 
impacts. ~hat is, a significant number of customers would find 
their local calling areas reduced under the plan, and in certain 
cases, the recomputation of interexchange distance will result in 
ZUM calls being re-rated as toll or in existing toll calls being 
re-rated to a higher mileage band. Fourty-nine existing routes 
would receive rate increases under the Joint Proposal. 

~his criticism ignores the fact that far more customers 
will benefit from the availability of toll discounts under the 
Joint proposal. The Commission must balance the overall public 
interest in ZUM expansion. Overall, there is a net benefit to the 
public in the form of reduced toll rates, as is easily seen from 
the ongoing reduction in toll revenues forecasted for G~EC and 
Pacific. 

selwyn recommends that if the Commission does approve 
exchange reconfiquration, it should assure that no routes 
experience rate increases, the zu.M expansion should be a forward-
going overlay with no adverse customer impacts. Specifically, the 
joint plan should eliminate upward rate reclassifications on 31 
Pacific routes and 18 G~EC routes which are proposed to be rerated 
from ZUM Zone 1 to ZUM zone 3 or higher under the plan. This ~ould 
increase the projected revenue reductions for Pacific and GTEC by 
another $6.3 million and $3.8 million, respectively, that could be 
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recovered through the billing surcharge proposed to recover the 
revenue shortfall expected under the ZUM expansion plan. 

This proposal is unacceptable; it would insulate 
ratepayers from the cost of ZUM while providing them the benefit of 
reduced toll rates. No justification for this deviation from 
Commission policy was provided. 

Moreover, the burden imposed by the rate increases for a 
total of 49 routes is outweighed by the benefit of rate reductions 
for 620 of Pacific's routes and 440 of GTEC's routes. Since fewer 
than 5\ of the affected routes will experience increases and 95\ of 
~he impacted routes will see decreases in rates, it is clear that 
the Joint proposal on balance is in the best interest of the 
affected ratepayers. 

API Alarms, Inc. (API) provides central station alarm 
services throughout southern California and in that capacity, 
purchases private line service from Pacific and GTEC. API joins 
the County in noting that the companies have not provided any 
estimate of private line revenue effects due to boundary 
reconfiguration. They claim there is no compelling reason why the 
exchange definitions for rating switched services should apply to 
rating private lines. Boundary reconflguration would result in 
higher mileage rates in certain cases. Because private line users 
pay only monthly mileage-based rates and no usage rates, they would 
receive no offsetting benefits from lowered usage rates, which is 
the principal benefit of ZUM. Thus, according to API and the 
County, it does not follow automatically that because exchanges are 
being redefined for ZUM and toll rating purposes that an equivalent 
restructuring is also required or appropriate for dedicated private 
line services. . 

There is no reason to exempt private lines from the 
revision of exchange area boundaries. The new exchange and 
district area boundaries will be used to classify a private line 
service as intraexchange or interexchange for rating purposes • 
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~ Currently, GTEC and Pacific measure private line mileage on a wire 
center to wire center basis and this practice will continue. The 
public interest would not be served by adding yet another rayer of 
complexity to private line rates. 

API claims that the cost increases which will be incurred 

• 

• 

by private l1ne users are not justified and would be unfair if 
implemented here. API argues that the impacts on private line 
rates constitute rate impacts that would violate the. requirement of 
D.89-10-031 that any changes in phase II of the Commission's 
investigation into alternative regulatory frameworks (1.87-11-033) 
maintain -revenue neutrality.- API cites the statement by 
Pacific's witness that pacific would have no objection if the 
moratorium remained in effect until the supplemental rate design 
tariffs were approved and put into effect in 1.87-11-033. This, 
coupled with D.89-10-031, supports deferral of any rate or cost 
changes in private line services until specific evidence on private 
line costs has been considered in the supplemental rate design 
proceeding, according to API • 

The citation to D.89-10-031 is inapposite. The portion 
of the decision cited does not preclude a decrease in toll revenues 
because differences in revenues resulting from ZUK expansion may be 
recovered through surcharges. The change in billed private line 
revenues will be -revenue neutral- to the utility. 

2. Expanded Local Calling Area 
The Commission's decision to expand local calling areas 

(0.89-10-031 as modified by 0.90-04-031) would make calls over 
routes 0 to 12.00 miles long -local- or free of mileage-based 
charges for flat rate customers. The dista~ces are measured from 
existing rate centers. Those centers are subject to change as a 
result of the ZUM proposal. That is, an existing route of less 
than 8 miles would be transformed into a ZUK or toll route if one 
of the rate centers at either end of the route were moved so that 
the route became longer than 8 miles. In anticipation of this 
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problem, the proponents of this 2UM plan recommend that all routes 
which are' today rated local but will become ZUM Zone 2 routes as a 
result of the proposed ZUM expansion should continue to be rated 
local until the implementation of expanded local calling areas as 
ordered in 0.89-10-031. .No rate change should occur (1) upon the 
expansion of local calling, (2) after the implementation of ZUM 
expansion, or (3) during the interim period between· implementation 
of the ZUM expansion plan and the implementation of expanded local 
calling. ~his modification of the ZUM proposal is intended to 
avert customer confusion that would otherwise result from 
implementation of the ZUM plan before the phone companies were 
authorized to expand their local calling areas. 

3. Local Measuzed Service 
ZUM employs the tiffie of day, duration of call, mileage 

sensitive rate structure of intrastate toll rates to rate calls. 
~hus, customers can take advantage of the ZUM discount only if 
their exchange 1s equipped to provide local measured usage. Local 
measured service (k~S) is not currently available in all the 
exchanges covered by the ZUM proposal. However, all of those 
exchanges would be converted to k~S under the plan G~EC advanced in 
its test year 1988 general rate case. 0.90-02-050 authorized GTEC 
to undertake that conversion. All of the exchanges wherein ZUM is 
proposed are scheduled to be converted by December 10, 1990. Since 
the utilities estimate that they will require approximately 210 
days to effect a flash-cut conversion to ZUM , it appears that ZUM 
would be available by the end of December, 1990. By having G~EC's 
k~S schedule coincide with that utility's ZUM implementation, there 
is no need to order GTEC to incur further costs of converting to 
k~S in this proceeding. The costs of k~S conversion and billing 
losses were included in 0.90-02-050. 
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B. Impacts of the ZUK Proposal 
1. primary Effects 

By converting to ZUM, the proponents intend to provide an 
overall reduction in toll usage charges and the removal of Extended 
Area Service increments to customers in the affected exchanges. 
~he associated revision in exchange area boundaries will cause 
rates to increase for routes which are re-rated to a greater 
mileage due to movement of rate centers. 

2. Ancillary Effects 
As pointed out by the County, 31 Pacific routes and 19 

GTEC routes are proposed to be re-rated from ZUM Zone 1 to ZUH Zone 
3 or higher under the plan. 1/ 060 other routes will experience 
rate decreases under the Joint Proposal. Toll billings will be 
reduced as a result of the discounted ZUM rate. However, some 
customers will experience second-order effects of the 
reconfiguration of exchange area boUndaries that go beyond the 
weighing of overall benefits of ZUK expansion in general. 

a. Horatorium for. Hileage 
Sensitive Services 

The reconfiquration of exchange area boundaries will, 
in many cases, result in increases in rates paid by subscribers of 
-mileage sensitive- services, such as private line, Business 
Answering Lines, Secretarial Lines, and Direct Inward Dialing and 
Trunk Lines. For ease of reference, these services will be 
referred to as ·private line- services. Private line services are 
mileage-sensitive because subscribers to these services must pay 
charges based on the distance between the wire centers which are 
used in providing the private line services. The private line rate 
structure also distinguishes between private line circuits which 
originate and terminate within one exchange (intraexchange) and 
circuits which cross exchange area boundaries (interexchange). 
Currently, both GTEC and pacific assess mileage charges for their I 
intraexchange and interexchange private line circuits. Both 
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utilities' interexchange mileage charges are substanti~lly higher 
than their irttraexchange mileage charges. If a private li~e 
circuit traversed a portion of an exchange where a new boundary is 
drawn, that circuit would be re-rated under the ZUM expansion 
proposal. 

~he utilities and ORA recognized this potential 
impact. During the workshops, participants devised-a 24-month 
moratorium for customers affected by these boundary realignments. 
Because of prior ZUM expansions, Pacific already has moratorium· 
language in effect for various exchanges in san Diego, Orange, and 
Contra Costa Counties. ORA has found no complaints regarding 
Pacific's methods and procedures for implementing its current 
moratorium in those counties. Consequently, ORA would apply 
Pacific's existing moratorium language to the Pacific exchanges 
affected by this proceeding. On the other hand, G~EC has no such 
moratorium in place, so ORA prepared moratorium language for G~EC 
which includes specific direction for implementation. Both 
utilities accept the moratorium language that ORA has drafted for 
them. ~his moratorium language was introduced in Exhibit 17, 
Appendix G - Pacific, and Ex. 17, App. K and L - GTEC. 

Pacific's draft states that for services existing 
prior to the effective date of the tariff implementing the proposed 
ZUM expansion within exchanges affected by this proceeding, the 
exchange and/or district area boundary configuration prior to the 
effective date of the tariff will apply. The former boundary 
configuration would remain in effect until either an impacted 
customer made a change in its service or until two years from the 
effective date of the tariff, whichever comes first. After either 
event, the new boundary configurations, rates, and charges then in 
effect would apply. Pacific's witness testified that the 
moratorium would also be lifted in the event of a supercedure or a 
change in billing name • 
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General's draft differs from that of Pacific's 
specifically in its identification of services subject to the 
moratorium (-distance-sensitive private line-like services -rate 
elements.and secretarial lines·) and by its listing of changes 
which will void the moratorium prior to the expiration date. 

The County, API, and TASC accepted the lifting of the 
moratorium in case of physical change to the line. -However, they 
oppose the proposal to void the moratorium due to ·customer name 
changes with a change in responsibility for payment of bills,-
Pacific clarified that it would not lift the moratorium in the 
event that a change in the billing name of a customer is not 
associated with the change in the customer; however, the moratorium 
would be lifted if there was a ·true change in the customer.-
General states that a mere name change would not void the 
moratorium, but'that a change in the party responsible for payment 
would void the moratorium. ORA, as the author of the moratorium 
language, asserts that an assignment of responsibility means that a 
new customer has taken over the service. Effectively, then, the 
service is new because the customer is new. 

TASC is also dissatisfied with the difference between 
pacific and GTEC's moratoria. It recommended that uniform 
moratorium language be adopted, since customers in the Los Angeles 
region may be served by both companies and thus subjected to two 
different moratorium tariffs. TASC did not recommend which draft 
should be adopted for the two companies, however. 

The moratorium language proposed by DRA should be 
adopted. It is unnecessary to adopt identical language for GTEC 
and pacific because the substantive terms of the moratorium are the 
same. However, the utilities' administration of the moratorium 
with respect to exchanges affected by the Joint Proposal should be 
uniform. The moratorium will cease for a customer of GTEC or 
Pacific if the customer who was responsible for bill payment on the 
effective date of the tariff implementing this decision ceases to 
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be the party responsible for billing. The identity of the customer 
and responsibility for billing will be determined according to the 
ordinary business practices observed in a contractual relationship. 
For example, if a governmental agency shifts responsibility for 
billing for a private line service to a different department or the 
department is renamed, the moratorium would not be terminated for 
that private line service because the party responsible for payment 
at all times was the parent governmental agency. 

The cessation of a moratorium from tariffed rates 
upon a change in billed party is reasonable. The moratorium itself 
is an equitable benefit intended to shield an existing customer 
from hardship. It is not a form of consideration, so the fact that 
nonrecurring charges are collected for a ·Change Service Order- is 
irrelevant to whether termination is needed to compensate the 
utility. Since'the delay in the increase in mileage charges is 
intended to prevent hardship, only the current customer can claim 
it would experience a hardship upon the lifting of the moratorium • 
A new custo~er would come into the relationship with the utility 
with no equitable claim to the former rate. With this 
clarification, the moratorium should be adopted. 

API protests that private line users have no way to 
determine mileage measurement based upon either the existing or the 
proposed exchange area maps. This defect renders the moratorium 
useless, according t~ API, since one of its avowed purposes is to 
allow customers of mileage related services to evaluate and seek 
alternative services. 

'l'he absence of wire centers and wire center 
boundaries in the utilities' filed tariff maps was acknowledged by 
DRA. However, this problem cannot be resolved in this proceeding. 
The benefit to the vast majority of ratepayers that would result 
from implementation of the Joint Proposal weighs against the delay 
that would be necessary to revise the exchange area maps • 
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The Commission recognizes that the lack of accurate 
map information may contribute to misunderstanding and poor 
customer relations. Therefore, representatives of GTEC, Pacific, 
the Commission staff, API, and any other interested persons should 
meet within 60 days of the effective date of this decision to 
discuss how new exchange area maps, showing wire centers, central 
offices, V&H·coordinates, and historical toll rate points at their 
exact physical location can be generated and filed with the 
Commission as part of the companies' tariffs. 

written notice of the workshop shall be provided by a 
letter from ORA to all parties on the service list for this ZUM 
Portion of A.87-01-002 at least 10 days prior to the first day of 
the workshop. Notice of the workshop shall be provided in the 
Commission's Daily Calendar at least 7 days prior to the workshop. 
The notice shall contain the date and time of the iirst day of the 
workshop, indicate if the workshop is expected to run more than one 
day and the additional dates, if known, location; and purpose of 
the w9rkshop. Details of the notice and workshop are provided in 
Ordering Paragraph 9 of this gecision. 

Finally, the County recommends that the utilities be 
ordered to undertake the following steps to minimize the disruptive 
effects of the adjustment process for private line cUstomers' 

1. Notify customers of the anticipated 
impacts of the plan on their monthly 
billing, 

2. 

3. 

Furnish customers comparative 
statements of their existing and 
potential private line charges to 
enable the customer to plan 
reconfigurations, if any, and 

Waive all nonrecurring charqes 
associated with service reconfiquration 
undertaken by a customer to minimize 
a~y increase in private line charqes 
that are directly attributable to the 
adoption of the restructuring plan. 
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The County has not supported its request with any 
evidence of need or resultant public benefit. The value of private 
line service does not lie primarily in its ability to make exchange 
area boundaries -invisible- to callers, as in the case of FX 
service; the impact on FX service is distinguishable from the 
impact on private line services. The cost of impact of the 
boundary changes will be mitigated by the two-year moratorium for 
private lines. Moreover, private line customers are sophisticated 
business customers of the phone companies; in some cases, they 
compete directly with the utilities. The moratorilli~ provides a 
reasonable amount 'of relief. The Commission has not adopted any 
other special treatment for private line customers in any of the 
previous ZUM expansions. The County's request is denied. 

b. FX Service 
Another service affected by the ZUK proposal is 

foreign exchange (FX) service. This matter was extensively 
presented by Centex Telemanagement, Inc. (centex). Centex orders 
an array of telecommunications services from Pacific and General on 
behalf of more than 5,500 small to medium-sized businesses for 
which Centex manages telecommunications services. Among those 
services are FX services. FX service is a switched service that 
allows residential or business subscribers to obtain the equivalent 
of local telephone service in an exchange other than that in which 
the customer is located. There are several alternative means by 
which LECs provide FX service, including the use of -line haul-
interoffice facilities and the use of a -dedicated prefix.-

The exchange boundary reconfigurations proposed as 
part of the Joint plan will diminish the value of many FX services 
that are presently in place, since the purpose of FX service is to 
enable a customer headquartered in a distant exchange to maintain a 
presence in a target exchange. This presence would be compromised 
if the exchange is reconfigured so that calls from the target 
population to the customer's FX number are no longer local. Some 
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FX users will have to order new FX services either to replace or to 
supplement thos~ they use today and, thus, incur service 
installation charges as a result of implementation of the Joint 
Plan. Although FX customers would enjoy the moratorium on mileage 
charges until such time as they modify their services to suit the 
new exchange boundaries, the fact that changes in exchange area 
boundaries may requir~ the customer to change immed~ately its FX 
service will terminate the moratorium for that individual customer. 
Thus, the moratorium affords no relief to the FX customer who has 
lost the value of its current FX servic~ due to a change in the 
exchange area boundary. 

Pacific's witness volunteered a window of opportunity 
of 90 days after the Joint proposal has been implemented whereby FX 
customers could change their service in relation to the boundary 
changes that are proposed on a company initiated basis so that the 
FX customer would not have to incur any nonrecurring charges for 
th~ change. 

The Company~initiated change procedure was summarized 
in a one-page proposal by Cen~ex. Under Centex's proposal, this 
treatment would apply to the number of FX lines or FX trunks 
necessary to carry an amount of affected traffic at least equal to 
that which was carried by the customer's installed FX service base. 
That installed FX service base would consist of the FX lines or 
trunks installed before the flash-cut implementation date and "which 
carry traffic for which bills for usage would increase due to the 
redefinition of ~xchange or district area boundaries. The relevant 
traffic is that FX traffic for which usage charges would increase 
due to the redefinition of exchange or district area boundaries. 
The ~equal amount~ of affected traffic should be determined by 
standard engineering practices utilizing actual call records. The 
proposed procedure would apply to service changes initiated within 
four months after the date the flash-cut occurs. 
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The utilities and DRA did not object to Centex's 
proposal in principle. However l they urged that the Commission 
refrain from ordering the utilities to incorporate Centex's 
proposal in filed tariffs. 

It appears that Centex's suggestion is an equitable 
one, designed to protect the existing value of FX services to 
existing customers from erosion due to implementation of the Joint 
Proposal. This approach is available to FX customers, and not to 
private line customers, because the very offering of FX services is 
premised on the location of the customer with· respect to exchange 
area boundaries. The waiver is appropriate also because unlike 
private line customers, FX customers will not receive any 
moratorium on usage rates. The utilities should adopt a company-
initiated change procedure as outlined above. No tariff 
modifications are necessary to carry this out. 

e. Discount Calling Plans 
Yet another ancillary effect of the ZUM proposal 

would be experienced by customers who subscribe to one of the 
companies' discount calling plans. 

(1) Existing Services 
A Circle Calling plan provides a residence 

customer a 30 percent discount on all intraLATA toll calls within a 
·circle· with a 40-mile radius from the applicable rate center. 
customers who have subscribed to Circle calling may gain or lose 
some telephone prefixes from their roster of discounted routes due 
to the reconfiguration of the new exchanges. The establishment of 
a new rate center would require the recalculation of the 40-mile 
radius of the Circle calling area. DRA had proposed that existing 
Circle calling customers retain their discount during a 36-month 
-9race period,- However, unlike the point-to-point Community 
calling plan, Circle Calling discounts are based on the rate 
distance for calls and not the specific exchange called. There is 
no means in the utilities' billinq systems of distinguishing 
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~ existing customers with Circle Calling from new customers. 

• 

• 

Therefore, the companies cannot accomodate the billing adjustments 
that ""ould be necessary to grandfather existing Circle Call"ing 
customers. since Circle Calling discounts are based on the rate 
distance and not on the specific exchange called, DRA and the 
utilities agree that Circle Calling plans for those routes which 
have been rerated to over 40 miles should be withdrawn. 

The Community Calling plans offered by GTEC and 
Pacific provide discounted calling to selected communities within a 
40-roile radius. For Community Calling plan (point-to-point) routes 
which become greater than 40 miles as a result of the boundary 
reconfiguration, the proponents have agreed that Community Calling 
plans should continue to be available for a limited period of time. 

DRA and the utilities agree that tariff 
deviations should be used to accomodate current subscribers to 
community Calling plans for a period of 36 months. The parties 
would allow certain customers to continue to pay the Rate Group 6 
(31-40 miles) monthly recurring rates and to receive the Rate Group 
6 call allowances. Additiona~ly, Toll Band 8 (41-50 miles) usage 
rates, discounted 30\ for Community Calling, will be assessed on 
these customers. Community Calling would be terminated for 
customers whose routes become greater than 50 miles as a result of 
the reconfigurations. ORA recommends limiting the continued 
availability of Community Calling to existing customers of record 
who currently subscribe to point-to-point services and who continue 
to be customers of record at the same premises. 

The Joint Proposal provides thatt 
1. 

2. 

No point-to-point service routes 
would be added for Community 
Calling unless the route goes from 
Local to Toll Band 3 or ZUM Zone 3 
or greater. 

Where an existing exchange is 
converted into multiple exchanges, 
customers in the new exchanges 
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3. 

4. 

will be offered the Community 
Calling Service routes they had 
been offered from their exchange 
prior to ZUM expansion. 

customers in existing exchanges 
who currently have point-to-point 
service to exchanges which are 
converted to multiple exchanges 
will be offered service options to 
all the newly created ~xchanges as 
if the ZUM expansion had not 
occurred. 
Community Calling plans will be 
offered to customers on routes 
that become greater than 40 miles 
and less than 50 miles due to ZUM 
expansion, but limited to existing 
customers of record who currently 
subscribe to point-to-point 
service(s) for these routes and 
who continue to be customers of 
record at the same premises. 

5. The Commission should allow a 
36-month period, subsequent to a 
decisiQn in this case, during 
which Community Calling plans will 
be -grandfathered- through tariff 
deviations to minimize customer 
confusion and to allow for the 
Commission to review proposals 
made in the Supplemental Rate 
Design (SRDl phase of 1.87-11-033 
(the Invest gation into 
Alternative Regulatory Frameworks, 
or -ARF Proceeding.-) 

ORA witness Low attempted to set forth the 
tariff deviations for point-to-point routes over 40 miles as 
described in the parties' Joint Proposal in Appendix A-I (pacific) 
and Appendix A-2 (GTEC) of Exhibit 14. ORA fears that the listing 
is incomplete and requests the Commission to order pacific and GTEC 
to certify in writing that the routes affected by the deviations 
are complete and accurate at the time the utilities file the 
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~ deviations. This request is a reasonable one. Thus, the utilities 
should rely on ORA Exhibit 14 only as a starting point for their 
compliance filings to implement the community calling deviation and 
should certify the accuracy and completeness of their filings. 

• 

• 

(2) New Services 
GTEC recommends the adoption of Circle Calling 

for all the reconfigured exchanges and Community Calling plans for I' 
the reconfigured exchanges limited to the routes that the existing 
exchange had prior to ZUH expansion. The Circle Calling plan 
revision has been limited to the exchanges affected by the ZUK 
proposal, shown on GTEC tariff schedule B-4, section C and the 
Community Calling plan has been limited to tariff schedule B-4, 
section B. 

DRA also proposed that if the utilities do not 
receive authorization to change their current point-to-point 
service plans within three years from the effective date of the 
decision in this proceeding, the Commission should order the 
utilities to file advice letters to offer point-to-point service 
over all routes within the ex~sting and newly proposed ZUM boundary 
areas on a statewide basis, effective only after Commission 
approval of those advice letters. This recommendation would apply 
to all routes throughtout the state that originate within a ZUM 
boundary area and terminate within 40 miles in a non-ZUN area. ORA 
recommends that point-to-point service should be made available on 
a return basis if at least 20% of residence accounts placed at 
least one call monthly over a ·come-back s route (see, pp. 225-226 
of D.84-06-111). This is a reasonable reco~~endation and should be 
adopted. 

ORA and the utilities concur that the Circle 
Calling plan should be revised to provide. 

1. Circle calling will be offered in 
43 of the 43 exchanges proposed in 
the ZUM plan. It will be offered 
in the Hemet Exchange because 
Hemet will not be a ZUM exchange. 
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2. Nine non-ZUM GTEC exchanges will 
have reciprocal or ·corr.e-back· 
Circle Calling to ZUM exchanges. 

The existing Hemet exchange will be broken into 
DAs. The ZUM expansion proposal will make available, to customers 
who subscribe to Circle Calling, reduced toll calling from each new 
DA rate center within a 40 mile radius while retain~ng current 
local calling within the Hemet Exchange. The nine exchanges which 
will receive this reciprocal circle calling option aret Arrowhead, 
Banning/Beaumont, Crestline, Hemet, Idyllwild, Hi Vista, Lake 
Hughes, Lancaster and Santa Paula. Since this proposal provides a 
c·urrently available discount plan to the newly reconfigured 
exchanges and DA's, it is reasonable and shOUld be adopted. 
C. Regrading of ULTS Ratepayers 

DRA reviewed GTEC's workpapers concerning the incremental 
change in GTEC costs and billings as a result of customers being 
converted from flat rate service to LNS. DRA discovered what 
appeared to be a lar9~ decrease in flat rate residential lifeline 
customers and a large increase in residential measured service rate 
customers. GTEC admitted that. during 1997 and 1989, GTEC had 
regraded 47,379 residential customers from one-party flat rate 
lifeline service to one-party measured rate service, approximately 
16,439 and 30,940, respectively. These customers had been 
Universal Lifeline Telephone Service (ULTS) customers who had 
failed to recertify their continued eligibility for the ULTS rate 
os required on an annual basis. Because they failed to submit the 
required documentation, GTEC decided to convert these low income 
residential customers from flat rate ULTS to measured rate service. 

DRA asserted that GTEC's forced conversion constituted a 
violation of special condition 12 of GTEC tariff A-22. That tariff 
requires eligible ULTS customers to recertify annually. The 
utility will mail each ULTS customer a recertification form, and if 
the recipient fails to return the notice within 30 days, the 
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utility will assume that the customer is no longer eligible. The 
tariff statest ·The customer's service rates will be converted to 
the regular tariffed rates for the type, class, and grade o~ 
service furnished ••• • (Emphasis added.) 

G~EC admitted its error and indicated to CACD that it was 
searching its files to locate former ULTS flat rate customers whose 
service was converted to measured and who remain on.regular 
measured service. GTEC and DRA propose that after completion of 
its search, the utility notify these customers by mail, inform them 
that they were improperly regraded, and offer them an opportunity 
to recertify as lifeline customers or return to regular flat rate 
service at no charge. GTEC will send a second notice to all 
customers who do not respond, then a third notice to customers who 
have not responded to the two prior notices. However, 'if the 
customer has not responded to any of the notices, in lieu of 
subsequent notice by mail, GTEC may attempt to contact the customer 
by phone. 

G~EC testified that it is willing to work with 
consumer and community groups ,to develop the language in these 
customer notices. The notice should inform the customer that 
GTEC's representative may be able to advise them which alternative 
is more cost-effective based on the customer's usage patterns. 
GTEC should also work with the Commission's Public Advisor in 
developing the language. 

TURN strenuously protests GTEC's forced regrading of ULTS 
customers. It supports the customer notification plan and also 
urges the Commission to require GTEC to credit each one of the 
adversely affected customers with a credit of one month's basic 
residential flat rate service for every year since the customer was 
converted to measured service. Since ULTS customers were converted 
in either 1987 or 1988, and the basic residential flat rate service 
costs $9.75 per month, each customer's credit would be either 
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$29.25 or $19.50. TURN intends that the total amount of the 
credits be a penalty for GTEC. 

TURN claims that such a penalty is well justified by the 
fact that GTEC has long cultivated a plan to convert all 
residential customers to measured service, that the forced 
conversion violated the express terms of the ULTS tariff, and that 
this conversion would not have been reve~led but fo~ DRA's 
investigation. Moreover, GTEC pursued its strategic plan by 
ignoring tariff provisions enacted for the benefit of GTEC's 
poorest customers. 

TURN also condemns GTEC's delay in acknowledging its 
tariff violation. GTEC's witness stated that the company realized 
th~t the forced conversion was a violation of its tariffs in late 
1988 •. At least 232 customers had complained to GTEC about their 
conversion. However, GTEC did not advise the Commission of any 
intent to address the problem until it sent CACD a letter in 
November 1989. In the meantime, ORA had discovered some anomalies 
in access line data during its examination of GTEC's workpapers on 
the Joint Proposal. TURN sU9gests that it was the DRA's discovery 
of the situation and not GTEC's recognition of wrong, that led GTEC 
to address the situation. 

We believe the GTEC/DRA proposal has merit. The proposed 
mail and telephone contact program will provide eligible ULTS 
customers with long-term benefits. However, we caution GTEC 
against using this customer contact to promote telephone services 
other than basic exchange access service. GTEC has a customer list 
of 47,000 regraded customers, who were previously certified as low 
income, with whom GTEC is expressly authorized to discuss the terms 
of basic exchange service. Any attempt to use this customer 
contact to promote any service besides a Category I service would 
amount to customer abuse. The customer contact pursuant to the 
regrade mitigation program is expressly limited to offering the 
customer the ULTS rate and to explaining the difference between 
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flat and measured rate local exchange service as applied to the 
customer's prior calling patterns. 

Based on the comments of the parties, we feel that some 
elaboration of the notification program is necessary. TURN's 
suggestion that the GTEC representative help the ratepayer to make 
an informed choice is a good one. Thus, the notice should advise 
the customer that GTEC's representative may be able-to advise the 
customer which alternative, flat rate or measured rate service, is 
more advantageous based on the customer's usage patterns over the 
last three months. Therefore, the GTEC/DRA program of mitigating 
the forced regrade will be adopted, as modified. 

We agree with TURN that GTEC's forced regrade was 
wrongful. The fact that ULTS customers had a responsibility under 
the tariff to recertify eligibility on an annual basis does not 
excuse GTEC's conversion. We are not concerned with the re-rating 
of ULTS customers as regular customers, but with their involuntary 
conversion from flat rate to measured rate service. GTEC's 
violation of its own tariff in favor of GTEC's well established 
goal of residential measured service disregards this Commission's 
authority. 

In its brief, TURN recommends that GTEC be required to 
record in a memorandum account all its expenses of locating, 
contacting, and explaining to customers their service options plus 
expenses of service change orders incurred as a result of adoption 
of ORA's proposal. The balance should be considered a ·Z· factor ~ 
adjustment in GTEC's October 1990 price cap mechanism filing. 
Under the new regulatory framework adopted by D.89-10-031, GTEC 
would not be entitled to additional revenues to compensate it for 
the expenses of the regrade mitigation plan. We ensure that GTEC 
will not profit frOM its tariff violation by specifying here that 
GTEC shall not include the expense of the regrade mitigation 
program as a ·z· factor adjustment when it makes its annual price 
cap filing pursuant to 0.89-10-031. TURN's suggestion that GTEC 
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record those expenses for later treatment as a ·Z· factor reduction 
would tend to discourage GTEC from incurring the necessary 
expenses. The penalty would actually frustrate our aim and will 
not be adopted. 

TURN's suggested penalty goes too far. GTEC should 
credit each one of the regraded flat rate ULTS customers with one 
month's flat rate residential basic service. This token penalty is 
less onerous than the one proposed by TURN, but it will serve to 
deter GTEC from further tariff violations. We believe this action-
is necessary to send a message to GTEC that it is not free to 
pursue its business goals regardless of its filed tariffs and the 
Commission decisions expressly rejecting its proposals to advance _" 
measured rate service (See discussion of Vintage I proposal in 
0.90-02-050). Therefore, we will order GTEC to refund 1 month of 
flat rate service charge to each of the approximately 47,379 
converted customers, rather than the 2-3 months suggested by TURN. 

Thus, the customer notice should also advise the customer 
that he or she will be credited one month's flat rate and may be 
eligible for further refund, and that the additional refund would 
consist of the rates which th~ customer paid in excess of the flat 
rate during the months the customer was regraded. 

We have clarified that a regraded customer who qualifies 
and seeks to subscribe to ULTS service will have to pay the 
applicable service connection charge. That customer will also be 
credited with one month's flat rate charge. That one-month credit 
can be leveraged to the advantage of the qualifying ratepayer if it 
is applied directly to the service connection charge to lower the 
barrier to changing from regular service to ULTS. Since GTEC is to 
contact each one of the individuals who are entitled to the one-
month credit and ask that person if he or she wishes to convert to 
ULTS, GTEC can easily advise that person that the otherwise 
applicable service connection charge will be reduced by $9.75. 
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GTEC shall complete its customer notification program 
within 12 months, and all one-month refunds shall have been 
disbursed within 14 months. 

DRA believes that as a consequence of the forced regrade, 
GTEC's claims to the ULTS Fund must be adjusted. The ORA has 
estimated the annual billing effects for GTEC which reflect proper 
treatment of the improperly regraded customers. It.urges the 
Commission to adopt its estimate, rather than GTEC's estimated 
annual billing effects associated with the proposed expansion of 
ZUM, to avoid rewarding GTEC for the customer abuse which the 

. company has committed. DRA's position is reasonable. Its estimate 
and not GTEC's will be used to calculate revenues. 

III. Costs of tUM Implementation 

DRA witness Roy Lathrop presented testimony on the cost 
to implement ZUM. He had testified that the approximate cost for 
GTEC to implement ZUM would be $2,866,741. This amount does not 
include the cost to implement.Local Measur~d service in the 
affected exchanges because GTEC is already required to offer this 
service by the rate design decision (D.90-02-050) in that 
proceeding. GTEC agreed with that figure. As to Pacific, Lathrop 
testified that the total implementation cost should be $2,082,512. 
Pacific also agreed with this estimate. 

Although it is not necessary to adopt a more detailed 
breakdown of impl~mentation costs for the purpose of passing 
through the costs of ZUK implementation, a record of these costs 
may prove helpful In later ZUK proceedings. For example, pacific 
developed its accounting expenses based on its previous experience 
with a ZUK expansion. 
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Costs GTEC Pacific 
(OOO/S) (OOO's) 

Facilities $ 157 $ 73 . 
Customer notification 1,042 1,239 
Training 284 
Miscellaneous 127 
Translations 51 19 
Accounting 468 
Service Order 11 490 

Total Adopted Cost 2,867 2,083 

(differences are due to rounding) 

A more detailed breakdown of implementation costs is 
provided in the testimony of ORA witness Lathrop. None of the 
parties disputed those figures; they appear to be reasonable 
expenses and as a whole, constitute recoverable costs. 

GTEc"paclfic, and DRA have agreed that the costs 
associated with implementation of this ZUK Joint Proposal should be 
recoverable through a change in the utilities' respective hilling 
surcharge mechanisms as proposed by DRA witness Norman Low. That 
is, the incremental changes i~ revenue requirement, divided by the 
most current hilling base established for each utility, would yield 
an incremental percent change to the respective utilities' billing 
surcharge. 

However, according to ORA's brief, GTEC, Pacific, and DRA 
have agreed to certain changes in the details of the joint 
surcharge recommendation subsequent to the evidentiary hearings. 
The GTEC hilling base set forth in ORA's testimony was estimated on 
the basis of 7 months of billings. In its brief, DRA proposed a 
1989 billing base that was derived from the GTEC billing base 
adopted in 0.89-12-048. ORA recommends that if the Commission 
wishes to recognize the implementation of local measured service 
ordered in D.90-02-050 for GTEC, it should adopt a billing base for 
GTEC that incorporates the effects of that change. DRA appended a 
-1989 Adjusted Billing Base- which, according to the agreement of 
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the three parties, reflects the changes in billings that are 
anticipated to result.·from this proceeding. The adjusted billing 
base was used to develop billing surcharge increments for the two 
utilities. Those percentages are likewise appended to ORA's brief. 

No objections to the DRA's representations were received. 
Given the concurrence of the affected utilities and ORA, it would 
be reasonable to adopt the billing bases which the parties have 
adjusted to recognize the existence of local measured service for 
GTEC and the implementation of the changes sought in this 
proceeding. We adopt a 1989 Adjusted Billing Base of 
$1,520,577,000 for GTEC and a 19S9 Adjusted Billing Base of 
$5,555,647,000 for Pacific for the purpose of calculating the 
incremental billing surcharge needed to recover the cost of 
implementing the Joint proposal. 

Application of the adopted revenue requirements to the 
adopted billing base yields the following billing surcharge 
increments for GTECI 

Surcharge 
Applicable tot Nonrecurring Recurring .. 
Access Services None None 
(Schedule C-l) 

All other services 1. 749\ 1. 285\ 
(local/exchange) 

IntraLATA message 1.749\ 1. 285% 
toll and toll 
private line 
service 

The above surcharge elements should be used to revise 
Schedule No. A-38 of GTEC which is in effect as of the date on 
which the Joint proposal is implemented, consistent with the 
conditions stated on Appendix 0-2 Sheet 1 of 2 attached to the 
ORA's brief. For ease of reference, ORA's Appendix D-2 is attached 
as Appendix E hereto • 
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The above-adopted billing base yields the following 
incremental billin9 surcharges for Pacifica 

Rate Item 
Number 

1.A 
1.B 

Nonrecurring 

0.400\ 
0.400% 

Recurring 

0.320% 
0.320% 

pacific's Schedule No. A2, Rule 33 should.be revised to 
incorporate the above recommended surcharge increments in the 
manner described by Appendix D-1-of the DRA's brief. For ease of 
reference, Appendix D-l is attached as Appendix H hereto. 

IV • Conclusion 

The Joint proposal of GTEC, pacific, and DRA to implement 
ZUM pricing in certain areas of Ventura, Los Angeles, Riverside, 
and San Bernardino Counties which are adjacent to exchanges which 
already have zUM pricing is in the public interest. ZUM pricing 
~ill provide customers in the affected exchanges with substantial 
discounts in rates for calling routes in ZUM areas of up to 16 
miles. The proposed reconfiguration of exchange area boundaries 
is, on balance, fair because it recognizes the greater population 
density of the area and the relative growth of communities of 
interest over certain routes. The impacts of the Joint Proposal 
on mileage sensitive phone services will be mitigated by the 
proposed moratorium. The utilities may initiate change service 
orders on behalf of foreign exchange customers to avoid imposing 
nonrecurring charges on them when the value of existing foreign 
exchange services is diminished by the reconfiquration of 
boundaries. Finally, the reasonable 
costs of GTEC's and pacific's ZUK expansion may be recovered by an 
incremental surcharge on appropriate rates • 
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Findings of Fact 
1. ZUM is a method of ratin9 toll calls over routes in ZUM 

areas from 0 to 16 miles which grants customers a substantial 
discount from otherwise applicable mileage-based time-of-day 
differentiated toll rates. 

2. ZUM rating has been authorized in exchanges where the 
typical ZUM route lies within a community of interests more intense 
than the typical non-ZUM (message toll service) route and 
significant increase in population density has resulted in greater 
economies of scale to the local exchange company. The resultant 
cost savings are passed on to telephone customers through the 
discounted ZUM rate. 

3. The areas where population growth has occurred and merit 
ZUM treatment were previously rural areas which had geographically 
large exchange areas. 

4. The increase in population density that justifies ZUM 
rating also requires the re-evaluation of exchange area boundaries. 

5. GTEC first proposed ZUM rating of toll calls in specific 
exchanges in the Ventura, Los.Angeles, and Riverside/San Bernardino 
areas in the test year 1986 general rate case of pacific, 
A.SS-Ol-34. 

6. The Commissionks DRA, Pacific, GTEC, County, and TASC 
participated in workshops to review GTEC's ZUM proposal. The 
workshops resulted in a Joint Proposal by ORA, Pacific, and GTEC to 
implement ZUM in certain exchanges. 

1. Notice of the changes contained in the Joint proposal and 
of scheduled public hearings was provided to telephone customers 
within the affected local exchanges on or before September 11, 1989 
by notice in their telephone bills and publication in newspapers. 

8. Public hearings were held in Oxnard, San Bernardino, 
Temecula, and Valencia during the week of September 25, 1989. Soroe 
changes to the Joint proposal were made in response to public 
comments at these hearings • 
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9. Evidentiary hearings were held on December 7 and 8, 1989, 
and on January 3, 1990, before the assigned Administrative LaW 
Judge (ALJ) in San Francisco. 

10. Contel provided customer notice in the three Conte I 
exchanges affected by the Joint proposal via bill inserts mailed on 
either August 25 or September 11, 1989. Pursuant to a request from 
ORA, Contel subsequently provided notice-to all of ~ts customers in 
LATA 5. A customer whose phone service would not be affected by 
the Joint proposal because he is located more than 40 miles away 
from exchanges where rate cen~er coordinates are to be relocated 
~omplained that he did not receiVe notice of the Temecula public 
hearing until september 25, 1989. Contel did not fail to provide 
customer notice of the Joint proposal as required by the ALJ and as 
requested by ORA. Contel provided customer notice in a reasonable 
manner. 

11. Under the Joint Proposal, expansion of ZUM rate treatment 
to routes that are presently subject to toll charges will result in 
a generally reduced level of charges for services paid by customers 
both in the existing and prop?sed ZUM areas. 

12. The Joint prOpOsal will expand ZUM into areas in southern 
California which have experienced relatively rapid growth since the 
initial and subsequent implementations of ZUM in highly populated 
metropolitan areas of the state. 

13. The revisions to certain exchange area boundaries 
contained in the Joint proposal are needed to recognize the growth 
of community of interest over certain routes in relation to other 
routes within the proposed exchanges. 

14. Under the proposal to revise exchange area boundaries, 
the current 26 exchanges in the affected areas will become 43 J 
exchanges. In some instances, existing exchanges would be 
subdivided into several smaller exchanges. Other exchanges would 
be divided into district areas. 
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15. A district area differs from an exchange in the following 
respectsr Calls between different district areas within the same 
exchange will continue to be rated as local. Calls which Are less 
than 40 miles between the subject district area and another 
exchange will be rated on the basis of the district area rate 
center V&H coordinates from which the subscribers are calling or 
are being called. For calls which are over 40 miles, the exchange 
rate center V&H coordinates, rather than the district area center 
V&H coordinates are used. However, for ·private line- services, 
the wire center V&H coordinates are used to determine the distance 
~hich is subject to mileage charges. 

16. The County recommends that if the Commission does approve 
exchange reconfiguration, it should assure that no routes should 
experience rate increases. 

17. The County's proposal was not supported by precedent or 
policy argument and is rejected. It does not recognize the 
tradeoff between the greater -calling power- within the local 
calling area that has resulted from development and the relatively 
greater value of routes which. terminate beyond the local calling 
area as a result of boundary raconfiguration. 

18. API recommends that any reconfiguration of exchange area 
boundaries should not apply to private lines because private lines 
would not enjoy the benefits .of the ZUM pricing structure but would 
experience increases in their monthly rates when the relocation of 
rate centers results in greater mileage and new exchange boundaries 
are created. 

19. Private lines should not be exempted from the results of 
the revisions to exchange area boundaries. ~he new exchange and 
district area boundaries will be used to classify a private line 
service as intraexchange or interexchange for rating purposes. 
Currently, GTEC and Pacific measure private line mileage as a wire 
center to wire center basis and this practice will continue. API's 
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suggestion that private line services be exempt from the boundary 
changes would cause much confusion and should not be adopted. 

20. The Commission in 0.8~-lO-031 as modified by 0.90-04-031 
has dete~nined that local calling areas should be expanded to 
include the 0 to 12.00 mile toll band, or where ZUK rating is in 
effect, that ZUK Zone 1 should be expanded to include ZUM Zone 2. 

21. The- Joint Proposal provides that all the routes under the 
proposed ZUM expansion plan which are today rated local but will 
become ZUM Zone 2 routes as a result of the proposed ZUK expansion 
plan should continue to be rated local by the utilities during the 
~ollowin9 periodst (1) after the implementation of the proposed 
zUM expansion plan in this proceeding, (2) after the implementation 
of the requirements in 0.89-10-031, and (3) during the interim 
period between the implementation of this ZUM expansion plan and 
the implementation of the requirements in 0.89-10-031. 

22. All of the exchanges covered by the Joint proposal are 
scheduled to have LMS by the end of December 1990 as a result of 
LNS implementation that was ordered in GTEC'S Test Year 1989 
general rate case decision, 0.90-02-050. Therefore, the cost of 
implementing the Joint proposal should not include the cost of 
instituting ~~s in the affected local exchange areas. 

23. The Joint proposal provides an overall reduction in toll 
usage charges to the public and the removal of Extended Area 
Service increments to customers in the affected exchanges. The 
associated revision in exchange area boundaries will cause rates to 
increase for routes which are re-rated to a greater mileaqe due to 
movement of rate centers. ~he reconfiguration recognizes the 
change In communities of interest over certain calling routes 
relative to other routes that has occurred since the exchange area 
boun~aries were first drawn. Retention of current rates for routes 
which are re-rated to higher rates due to higher mileaqes under the 
reconfiguration is unreasonable • 
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24. The ratepayer burden from the upward rate 
reclassifications on 31 Pacific routes and 18 GTEC routes is 
outweighed by the ratepayer benefit due to rate reductions for 
approximately 620 Pacific routes and 440 GTEC routes. 

25. The Joint Proposal will produce some ancillary effects on 
certain customer groups which are not part of the trade off of 
costs and benefits that on the whole, render ZUM conversion in the 
public interest. The reconfiquration of exchange area boundaries 
will in many cases result in rate increases for subscribers of 
mileage sensitive services, such as private line, Business 
Answering Lines, secretarial Lines, and Direct Inward Dialing and 
Trunk Lines. 

26. The Joint Proposal contains a moratorium on charges for 
mileage sensitive services. Under the moratorium, mileage for 
these services will be measured based on the exchange and/or 
district area boundary configuration that existed prior to the ZUM 
conversion. The former boundary configuration would remain in 
effect until the impacted customer makes a change in its service, 
including a change in the party responsible for payment as well as 
a change in the physical circuit, or until two years from the 
effective date of the tariff, whichever comes first. At that time, 
the new boundary configurations, rates, and charges then in effect 
would apply. 

27. Intervenors TASC and the County opposed the term that 
would lift the moratorium upon a change in billed customers. TASC 
objected to the fact that the moratorium language was not the same 
for the two utilities, pacific and GTEC. 

29. The moratorium advanced by the Joint Proposal is fair, it 
reasonably protects the existing customer from hardship, and it 
should be adopted. 

29. The fact that private line users have no way to determine 
mileage measurement because the rate centers are not indicated in 
relation to exchange area boundaries is no reason to reject the ZUM 
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expansion proposal. Within 60 days of the effective date of this 
proceeding, representatives of GTEC, Pacific, the Commissioft staff, 
API, and any other interested persons should meet to discuss how 
new exchange area maps which show wire centers, central offices, 
V&H coordinates, and historical toll rate points at their exact 
physical location, can be generated and filed with the Commission 
as part of the companies' tariffs, and how GO 96-A may need to be 
revised in order to accowmodate these revisions. The notice shall 
state that CACD will conduct the workshop, and that a service list 
of persons interested in the map workshop shall be compiled. The 
list shall include all the LECs who are respondents to 1.87-11-033, 
the parties that filed briefs in this ZUM proceeding, 
representatives of DRA and CACO who participated in this 
proceeding, and,the ALJ as well as any party who submits a written 
request to be included to CACD. The notice shall summarize all of 
the followingt that pacific will take the minutes and that within 
15 days of the workshop pacific shall circulate them for comment by 
parties to the workshopJ that parties must submit comments on the 
minutes to DRA within 30 days·of the workshop; that ORA will 
prepare a report on the workshop and submit it to the workshop 
participants, CACO, and the ALJ within 45 days of the workshop; 
that comments shall be submitted to DRA within 20 days of DRA's 
service of the report; and that the report; with comments appended, 
will then be filed with the Docket Office and served on the map 
workshop service list, CACD and the ALJ no later than 150 days 
after the effective date of this decision. The foregoing notice 
will be provided to all parties on the service list for this ZUM 
expansion proceeding. GTEC, pacific, and DRA should jointly 
prepare a report of the workshop and circulate it to workshop 
participants for a 20-day comment period. Comments should be 
appended to the ~orkshop report, and the report should be filed 
with the Docket Office and served on the CACD and the ALJ no later 
than 90 days after the effective date of this decision • 
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30. The value of existing foreign exchange (FX) services may 
be diminished by the reconfiguration of exchange area boundaries, 
such 'that an FX customer would be required immediately to reorder 
its FX service in order to maintain its pre-existing level of 
service. Since this effect is also beyond the anticipated overall 
benefit of ZUM expansion, the FX customer may be relieved of many 
nonrecurring service order costs if the telephone company initiates 
the change order. The telephone company may reasonably initiate 
the change order procedure for suc~ affected FX customers, 
consistent with Centrex' proposal. 

31. The establishment of a new rate center would require the 
recalculation of the 40-mile radius of the Circle Calling area and 
the point-to-point Community Calling Plan. Residential customers 
who subscribe to these discount plans may obtain a 30% discount on 
toll calls, and 'in the case of Community calling, a call allowance. 
It is impossible to grandfather existing Circle Calling customers 
for routes which have been re-rated to more than 40 miles • 
Existing Community Calling plan customers should continue to have 
this rate over currently discounted routes for a period of 36 
months. This can be accomplished only by tariff deviations for 
point-to-point routes now reckoned as over 40 but less than 50 
miles. The Joint Proposal provisions for the limited 
grand fathering of discount calling plans is reasonable, provided it 
is limited to existing customers of record who currently subscribe 
to the discount calling plan and who continue to be customers of 
record at the sam~ premises. 

32. The Circle Calling and Community Calling plans proposed 
by pacific, GTEC, and ORA should be adopted for the reconfigured 
exchanges. 

33. GTEC admitted that it had regraded approximately 47,000 
residential customers from one-party flat rate lifeline service to 
one-party measured rate service because they were Universal 
Lifeline Telephone Service (ULTS) customers who had failed to 
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submit their annual recertification of continued eligibility for 
the ULTS rate. ".This constitutes a violation of Special Co~dition 
12 of GTEC tariff A-22. 

34. GTEC has offered to search customer records to locate 
customers who had been improperly switched and then notify them by 
mail. The notice will advise the customers that they were 
improperly switched to measured service, and enable-them to return 
to regular flat rate service at no charge. The notice shall advise 
the customer that he/she may be entitled to a refund of excess 
charges. The notice shall state that the GTEC representative may 
be able to help the customer select the more cost-effective service 
option, based on the customer's usage patterns. If the customer 
does not respond, the notice will be sent again, and a third time 
if necessary. If a customer does not respond to anyone of the 
notices, then in lieu of additional notices by mail, GTEC will 
attempt to contact the customer by phone. The purpose of this 
customer notice plan is to enable GTEC to refund all amounts that 
the customer paid as a result of the regrade in excess of what the 
customer would have paid under flat rate service. DRA joins this 
proposal. 

35. The GTEC/DRA proposal has merit so long as GTEC does not 
use its customer contacts as an opportunity to promote its non-
Category I services and limits the content of its contact to 
matters authorized by this decision and will be adopted. 

36. The ORA's estimated annual billing effects which reflect 
proper treatment of the·improperly regraded customers should be 
adopted to avoid rewarding GTEC with revenues to which it became 
entitled only because of its wrongful forced regrading of ULTS 
customers. 

37. GTEC should credit each involuntarily converted ULTS 
customer with one month's flat rate service charge because such a 
penalty will deter GTEC from further tariff violations and the 
credit will go to the specific individual who were regraded. 
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38. All amounts paid under measured rate service in excess of 
what the customer would have paid under flat rate servicel as well 
as the one-month penalty, should be provided to the individual 
regardless of whether or not the individual is currently a customer 
of GTEC because neither the right to restitution or the purpose of 
the penalty is contingent upon the individual's current status as a 
customer. In its customer notification program, GTEC shali advise 
the customer that the service connection charge assessed customers 
who convert to ULTS service may be offset by the one-Month's 
refund. 

39. TURN's recommendation to establish a memorandum account 
to record the costs of carrying out the GTEC/ORA mitigation plan 
and to consider those costs a ·Z· factor adjustment is not 
reasonable because it would deter GTEC from properly incurring 
costs to notify'customers under the regrade mitigation plan. 

40. The Joint Proposal will impact the revenue requirements 
of all LEes. The estimated annual incremental one-time and 
recurring r~venue effects are shown in Appendix I of this decision • 
The reasonable costs of ZUH expansion should be recoverable through 
a change in the utilities' respective billing surcharge mechanisms. 

41. The reasonable cost for GTEC to implement the Joint 
proposal is $2 / 866,741. 

42. The reasonable cost for pacific to implement the Joint 
proposal is $2,082,512. 

43. The estimated annual incremental revenue requirement 
effects on GTEC from the Joint Proposal are a one-time revenue 
decrease of $24,252 million and a recurring reduction in revenue of 
$21 / 904 million. 

44. The estimated annual incremental revenue requirement 
effects on Pacific from the Joint proposal are a one-time revenue 
decrease of $17.019 million and a recurring reduction in revenue ot 
$15.550 million • 
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45. The reasonable 1989 total customer billing base lor GTEC 
is $1,416,836,000. 

46. The reasonable 1989 total customer hilling base for 
Pacific is $5,555,647,000. 

47. The reasonable cost of ZUM expansion should be recovered 
by GTEC through a nonrecurring incremental hilling surcharge of 
2.057% on all services but Access Services for a period of four 
months and through a recurring incremental hilling surcharge of 
1.539% on all services but Access Services beginning on the first 
day of the fifth month. 

48. The reasonable cost of ZUM expansion should be recovered 
by Pacific through a nonrecurring incremental hilling surcharge of 
0.362\ on all services but Access Services for a period of four 
months and through a recurring incremental billing surcharge of 
0.280\ on all services but Access Services beginning on the first 
day of the fifth month. 

49. LECs other than GTEC and Pacific that are affected by 
adoptIon of the Joint Proposal should be aliowed to file for the 
recovery of the increase in .th~ir revenue requirements in 
accordance with the California High Cost Fund requirements 
established in Appendix B of 0.aS-07-022. 

50. GTEC's proposed tariff Schedule Cal. p.u.e. No. A-l, 
originally attached as Appendix F of Exhibit 2 has since been 
modified pursuant to 0.90-02-050. As modified, A-I should be 
adopted, except that sheet 30 of Schedule No. A-1 should be 
modified to read as follows. 

-The service connection, move and change charges 
shown in Schedule Cal. p.u.e. No. A-41 will not 
apply to the business customers in these 
exchanges for conversion from flat to measured 
service. The applicable service connection, 
move and change charges will apply for all 
other changes and/or additions of service(s) 
requested by the business customers without 
regard to whether such customer requested 
changes and/or additions of service(s) are 
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effectuated at the same time as the conversion 
from flat to measured service.- -Similarly, to avoid any ambiguity in the interpretation and 

application of GTEC's proposed service connection charges waiver 
for its residence customers, GTEC's proposed service connection 
waiver language, as contained in sheets 10.2 through 10.12 of 
GTEC's proposed tariff Schedule A-l should be modified to read as 
follows * 

-The service connection, move and change charges 
shown in Schedule A-41 will not apply for 
requests by residence customers within these 
exchanges who request conversion from flat to 
measured service within 90 days after 
(EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE TARIFF FILED IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMMISSION DECISION WHICH 
AUTHORIZES THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED 
ZUM EXPANSION PLAN). Residence customers who 
elect to convert back from measured rate 
service to flat rate service within 90 days 
after the change to measured service, will not 
be charged the applicable service connection, 
move and change charges shown in Schedule 
No. A-41 for such conversion. The applicable 
service connection,-move and change charges 
will apply for all other changes and/or 
additions of service(s) requested by resid~nce 
customers without regard to whether such 
customer requested changes and/or additions of 
service(s) are effectuated at the same time as 
the conversion from flat to measured service or 
the subsequent customer requested conversion 
from measured rate service to flat rate 
service.-
The above service connection, move and change charges 

waiver does not apply to additional services requested by a 
business or residence customer. It is only applicable to the 
conversion of an existing business or residence customer from a 
flat rate to measured rate service for the period stipulated in the 
proposed tariff Schedule No. A-1 • 
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51. GTEC's proposed tariff Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No~. A-28, 
A-3S, and A-41 attached as Appendix F of Exhibit 2 should be 
adopted. 

52. GTEC's proposed tariff Schedule No. B-4, providing for 
Frequent Caller Service, attached as Appendix F of Exhibit 2 should 
be adopted, except that Sheets 1.1, 1.2, 1.4.1, 2.2, 3.3, 6, 6.3.2, 
9.1, 10, 10.3 and 13 of Schedule No. 8-4 should be modified to 
exclude the point <f} sign and the corresponding proposed deviation 
language. sheet 10.3 of Schedule No. 8-4 should also be revised to 
include Burbank-Burbank OAt Mira Lorna, and Norwalk exchanges as 
part of the exchanges for the Frequent Caller Service from the San 
Gabriel Canyon exchange. 

53. GTEC'S proposed tariff Schedule No. H-1, ~hich shows 
GTEC's ZUM service areas, attached as Appendix F of Exhibit 2 
should be adopted, except that Sheet 2 of Schedule No. H-1 attached 
to Exhibit 2 should be eliminated. sheets 3.4, 4.1, 4.1.1, 4.2, 
4.3, 5.1, 5.2 and 6.1 of Schedule No. H-l should be modified to 

-exclude the_terminating ZUM ZQne 2 exchanges shown in Appendix D of 
Exhibit 17 as local calling areas of the corresponding originating 
exchanges. 

54. DRA's moratorium language, modifying GTEC Schedule Cal. 
P.U.C. No. A-4 Sheet 1 Mileage Rates and reproduced here as 
Appendix A, should be adopted. 

55. DRA's moratorium language, modifying GTEC Schedule Cal. 
'P.u.c. No. GG sheet 1.1 Private Line Services and Channels and 
reproduced here as Appendix B, should be adopted. 

56. Sheet B of Schedule No. GG attache~ as Appendix F to 
Exhibit 2 should be modified to list "Moratorium- under the table 
of contents as sheet -1.1 (N).-

51. The new exchanges and V+H coordinates proposed for GTEC ~~ 
should be adopted as shown in Appendix C. 

58. DRA's recommended deviations to GTEC's Frequent Caller ~­
Service-Community calling plans as set forth in Appendix A-2 of 
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Exhibit 14 and reproduced here as Appendix D are reasonable. These 
deviations should be adopted. GTEC should be required to ~ertify 
in writing at the time it files an advice letter to carry out the 
deviations that the listing of routes contained in the advice 
let~er includes all routes to which this deviation applies in 
principle at the time of filing. 

59. The GTEC 1989 customer billing base adopted in 
D.89-12-048 was based on more reliable data than the estimate 
contained in DRA's testimony. That estimate was submitted by GTEC 
in the proceeding which yielded D.89-12-048. It was based on seven 
months' worth of estimated billings. For GTEC, the billing 
customer bases, adopted in D.89-12-048 and adjusted to reflect 
GTEC's 1989 LMS billing changes resulting from D.90-02-050 should 
be used to calc~late the surcharge by which impacts of the Joint 
Proposal are recovered. 

60. The GTEC 1989 customer billing base should be adjusted by 
the net of the decreases and increases in billings estimated to 
result from the changes in toll and ZUM billings due to ZUM pricing 
before calculating the surcharge. 

61. The DRA proposed customer bIlling bases derived from 
0.89-12-048 for GTEC and Pacific and adjusted for (a) 1989 LNS 
billing impacts for GTEC, and (b) anticipated ZUM pricing effects. 
No parties objected to DRA's proposal. DRA's proposal recognizes 
the most recent Commission decision on the companies' 1989 billing 
bases and the foreseeable effect of the Joint proposal on customer 
billings. It should be adopted. 

62. GTEC's customer billing base, for the purpose of 
calculating the incremental bill-and-keep surcharges, Is as 
follows • 
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1989 Adjusted Billinq Base 
, . (SOOO) 

Assuming Local Measured Service in place 

Total Local 1ntraLATA Toll 

1,416,636 747,236 669,600 

63. GTEC's Schedule No. A-38 attached to Exhibit 2 should be 
revised in accordance with Appendix E. 

64. DRP~'s recommended moratorium language for Pacific, 
reproduced as Appendix F, is adopted. 

65. Pacific's proposed tariff Schedule Cal. P.U.C. Nos. AS, 
A6, A9, AI0, and B3 attached to Exhibit a and other subsequent 
tariff revisions contained in Exhibit 9 should be adopted, except 
that sheets 37, Ill, 161, 117, and 387 of Schedule No. AS; Sheets 
250.1, 256, and'263 of Schedule No. A9; Sheets 10.1 of Schedule No. 
AIO; and Sheets 25.2, 32.1, 35.1, 61.1, 66.1, 86.4, and 89.1 of 
Schedule No. B3 should be modified to reflect the adopted 
moratorium language contained in Appendix F of this decision. ~ 

66. The deviations from-Pacific's Call-Bonus Community plans 
shown in Appendix G should be authorized. Pacific should file an 
advice letter to implement the deviation and certify in writing 
that the routes listed in the advice letter constitute all the 
routes governed by the principles of deviation authorized by this 
decision. 

67. The pacific 1969 customer billing base adopted in 
0.99-12-048 should be adjusted to reflect the impact of zUM 
pricing, and these figures should be used to calculate the 
incremental bill-and-keep surcharges for pacific for the same 
reasons as stated above for General • 
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68. Pacific's customer hillin9 base, for the purpose of 
calculating the ZUM surcharge, is as follows I 

Total 

5,555,641 

1989 Adjusted Billing Base 
($000) 

Local 

3,262,525 

IntraLATA Toll 

2,293,122 

69. The billing surcharge increments for Pacific shown on 
Appendix H should be adopted. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The Joint Proposal has reasonably redra~~ exchange area 
boundaries to recognize the increase in economies of scale and 
communities of interests over routes within the reconfigured 
exchanges which have resulted from population growth in the 
affected exchanges. 

2. The Joint Proposal fairly recognizes the increasa in 
population density in the affected local exchange areas by 
conferring the discounted ZUM rate on customers within the newly 
configured exchanges. 

3. The increase in rates for certain toll routes as a result 
of the redrawing of exchange area boundaries is outweighed by the 
benefit that customers will receive from overall reductions in 
rates due to ZUM rating of toll routes. 

4. The Joint Proposal's provision of a moratorium on private 
line rates, which continues to determine the intraexchange and 
interexchange classification of private line services for rating 
purposes, based on existing exchange boundaries is a reasonable way 
of exempting existing private line services, unintended secondary 
effects of the Joint Proposal while enabling those customers to 
evaluate their options for adjusting to the reconfigured 
boundaries. 

S. It is reasonable to allow GTEC and Pacific to recover the 
cost of implementing the Joint Proposal in rates. The utilities' 
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billing surcharges should be increased by the amount necessary to 
recover the reasonable costs of implementing the Joint Proposal, 
based on the customer billing bases most recently adopted for the 
utilities. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED thatl 
1. The Joint proposal to"expand Zone Usage Measurement (ZUH) 

rating and revise local exchange area boundaries is adopted. 
2. GTE California (GTEC) shall file an advice letter nO 

later than October 31, 1990 to revise its Schedule No. A-38 to 
collect the cost of implementing the Joint proposal by using 
incremental bill-and-keep surcharges as shown in Appendix E for 
services rendered on or after the effective date of December 10, 
1990. 

3. paciftc Bell (Pacific) shall file an advice letter no 
later than October 31, 1990 to revise its Schedule No. A-2 to 
collect the cost of implementing the Joint proposal by using 
incremental bill-and-keep surc~arges shown in Appendix H for 
services rendered on or after the effective date of December 10, 
1990. 

4. GTEC and Pacific shall file an advice letter no later 
than October 31, 1990 to make revisions to their tariffs as noted 
in this decision, to become effective on December 10, 1990. 

5. GTEC shall file an advice letter to carry out the tariff 
deviations as set forth in AppendIx 0 of this decision." At the 
time GTEC files its advice letter to carry out the tariff 
deviations, GTEC shall certify in writing that the listing of 
routes contained in the advice letter includes all routes to which 
this deviation applies in principle. Additionally, if toll rates 
and charges change, GTEC shall file an advice letter to revise the 
rates and charges contained in the tariff deviations. 
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6. Pacific shall file an advice letter to carry out the 
tariff deviations as set forth in Appendix G of this decision. At 
the time Pacific files its advice letter to carry out the tariff 
deviations, Pacific shall certify in writing that the listing of 
routes contained in the advice letter includes all routes to which 
this deviation applies in principle. Additionally, if toll rates 
and charges change, pacific shall fiie an advice letter to revise 
the rates and charges contained in the tariff deviations. 

7. As required by Appendix B of 0.88-07-022, all Local 
Exchange Carriers (LECs), other than Pacific and GTEC, are 
authorized to file advice letters to recover, over a one-year 
period only, the increases in their revenue requirements contained 
in Appendix I, page 1 of 2, of this decision. In subsequent years, 
all LECs, other than pacific and G7EC, are authorized to file 
advice letters to recover the increases in their revenue 
requirements contained in Appendix I, page 2 of 2, of this 
decision • 

8. GTEC and Pacific shall file advice letters within 
30 months of the effective date of this decision to offer 
point-to-point Community Calling service over all routes within the 
existing and newly proposed ZUM boundary areas on a statewide 
basis, to be effective after Commission approval, unless GTEC and 
Pacific are authorized in the supplemental· rate design phase of 
1.87-11-033 to change their current point-to-point Community 
calling service plans within three years from the effective date of 
this decision. 

9. Within 60 days of the effective date of this proceeding, 
representatives of GTEC, pacific, and DRA shall hold a workshop, 
chaired by CACD, to discuss how new exchange area maps which show 
wire centers, central offices, V&H coordinates, and historical toll 
rate points at their exact location in relation to the adopted 
exchange area boundaries, can be proposed and filed with the 
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Commission as part of the companies' tariffs and how GO 96-A may 
need to be revised in order to accommodate these revisions. 

Written notice of the workshop shall be provided by a 
letter from DRA to all parties on the service list for this ZUM 
portion of A.87-01-002 at least 10 days prior to the first day of 
the workshop. Notice of the ~orkshop shall be provided in the 
Commission's Daily C~lendar at least 7 days prior to the ~orkshop. 
The notice shall contain the date and time of the first day of 
workshop; indicate if the workshop is expected to run more than one 
day and the additional dates, if known; location; and purpose of 
the workshop. The notice shall also state that any member of the 
public may attend; that CACD will conduct the workshop, and that a 
new service list of persons interested in the map workshop shall be 
compiled for use in this compliance phase of the ZUM decision. The 
service list at'the least shall include ali the LEes who are 
respondents to 1.87-11-033, the parties that filed briefs in this 
30M proc~eding, workshop participants, representatives of ORA and 
CACD who participated in this proceeding, and the ALJ as well as 
any party who submits a written request to be included to CACD. 
The notice shall summarize all of the followingl 

that pacific will take the minutes and that 
within 15 days of the workshop Pacific shall 
circulate them for comment by parties to the 
workshop; . 

that parties must submit comments on the 
minutes to ORA within 30 days of the workshop; 

that ORA will prepare a report on the workshop 
and submit it to the wor.kshop participants, 
CACD, and the ALJ within 45 days of the 
workshop; 

that comments shall be submitted to ORA within 
20 days of DRA's service ot the report; 

that the report, with comments appended, will 
then be filed with the Docket Office and served 
on the map workshop service list, CACD and the 
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ALJ no later than 150 days after the effective 
date of this decision; and 

that the ALJ or the Commission will issue an 
appropriate ruling or order based on the 
workshop report. 

The notice is to include the name and phone number of a person to 
contact for further information regarding the workshop. The 
standard information regarding access and facilities for the 
disabled shall be included in the workshop notice. 

10. GTEC shall mitigate its forced regrade by locating former 
flat rate Universal Lifeline Telephone Service CULTS) customers now 
on measured service and notifying these customers of their 
opportunity to return to flat rate service at no charge. The 
customer should also be advised of the opportunity to recertify for 
ULTS service and the appropriate service connection charge, less 
the refund of one month's flat rate charge. The notice shall 
advise the customer that he/she may be entitled to a refund of 
charges in excess of those the customer would have paid for flat 
rate service. The notice shall state that GTEC's representative 
may be able to help the customer select the more effective service 
option, i.e., flat rate or measured service, based on the 
customer's usage patterns. This notification may be provided by 
mail. If the customer has not responded to notice by mail, then in 
lieu of subsequent notices by mail, GTEC shall attempt to contact 
the customer by phone. GTEC will attempt to contact the customer 
by phone. The contents. of this customer contact are expressly 
limited to a discussion of ULTS, the difference between flat rate 
and measured rate, and the applicable charges. Any attempt to 
pro~ote non-Category I services in the course of this customer 
contact would violate this decision. GTEC shall work with 
community representatives and the Commission's Public Advisor to 
develop language in the customer notices that effectively 
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co~municates the offer of flat rate service to the regraded ULTS 
customer. GTEC shall otherwise conform to the GTEC/DRA prqposal. 

11. Affected customers who have already changed their service 
back to flat rate, or who elect to change their service back to 
flat rate after GTEC's notification program, shall receive a refund 
for any usage charges in excess of the amount the customer would 
have incurred if that service had been converted to" flat rate at 
the time the customer was removed from ULTS. This refund should 
appear on the customers's October or November bills. If the 
individual is no longer a customer of GTEC, GTEC shall nonetheless 
use reasonable efforts to locate that individual and calculate the 
amount of refund for those months during which, as a GTEC customer, 
the individual paid more than he or she would have under flat rate 
service. , 

12. If a regraded flat rate ULTS customer is currently a 
customer of GTEC, the company shall credit the customer's account 
with $9.75, the cost of one month's flat rate basic exchange 
service. This refund shall be used to offset the service 
connection charge required of-customers who switch back to ULTS 
rates. If the individual is no longer a customer of GTEC, the 
company shall use reasonable efforts to locate and pay the $9.75 
refund to that individual. In any event, the customer notification 
and refund program shall be completed within- 12 months of this 
decision and each improperly regraded individual shall either be 
credited or receive the $9.75 refund within 14 months of this 
decision. 

13. GTEC shall record each of the following items in a 
separate memorandum account. 

a. All costs related to notifying, locating, 
contacting, and converting former ULTS 
custOmers who were subject to GTEC's forced 
regrade. Additionally, GTEC shall record 
in this same memorandum account any refunds 
owed former ULTS customers. 

- 61 -



• 

• 

• 

A.81-01-002, 1.87-02-02S ALJ/ECL/tcg 

b. All costs related to implementation of the 
one-time penalty as a consequence of the 
forced regrade. Additionally, GTEC shall 
record in this same memorandum account the 
total penalty amount refunded to customers 
and former customers. 

c. All costs related to adjustments of claims 
against the ULTS Fund as a consequence of 
the forced regrade. Additionally, GTEC 
shall record in this same memorandum 
account the total adjustment in claims GTEC 
makes against the ULTS Fund as a 
consequence of the forced regrade. 

14. GTEC shall certify and provide workpapers to show that 
its future annual Price cap Mechanism advice letter filings, 
pursuant to Ordering paragraph 1S of 0.89-10-031 do not include any 
of the fo11owingt GTEC shall also certify and provide workpapers 
to show that its future annual Shareable Earnings Advice Letter 
filings, pursuant to Ordering paragraph 16 of 0.89-10-031 do not 
include any of the followingl 

a. any cost and revenue effects associated 
with refunds to-former ULTS customers as a 
consequence of the forced regrade, 

b. 

c. 

any cost and revenue effects associated 
with the on-time penalty as a consequence 
of the forced regrade, 

any cost and revenue effects associated 
with any GTEC adjustment in claims against 
the ULTS Fund as a consequence of the 
forced regrade • 
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15. GTEC and Pacific shall implement the Joint Proposal on a 
flash-cut basis statewide on December 10, 1990. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated JU~ 061990 , at san Francisco, CaliforrHa. 
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Proposed 

Moratorium 

APPENDIX A 

GTE CALIFORNIA, INC. 
SCHEDULE CAL. P.U.C. NO. A-4 

SHEET 1 

MILEAGE RATES 

For existing foreign exchange services prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF 
TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION) impacted by the 
Exchange or District Area boundary reconfigurations introduced by 
the Zone Usage Measurement (ZUM) Expansion plan (Cal. P.U.c. ~ 
Decision No. 90-06-016) the Exchange and/or District Area boundary v' 
configurations, rates and charges prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF 
TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION), will apply. 

This moratorium.will be in effect for a maximum of TWO YEARS from 
(EFFECTIVE DATE-OF TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION), 
or until impacted customers make a change in their service, 
whichever comes first. After either event, the new boundary 
configurations, rates and charges currently in effect, will apply. 
Changes which will void this moratorium prior to (EXPIRATION DATE 
OF THIS MORATORIUM) are as follows! 

(1) Customer requested number changes 

(2) Customer name changes with a change in responsibility 
for payment of bills 

(3) CPUC ordered rate structure changes or adjustments to 
rate elements 

(4) Any changes other than those listed above which 
physically change the service. 

This moratorium applies to customers who subscribe to 
intraexchange/interexchange private line-like and secretarial lines 
services in the following exchanges! 

Calimesa, Camarillo, Conejo, El Rio, Elsinor, Hemet, 
LakevieW-Nuevo, Harshall, Mentone, Moreno, Murrieta, 
Newbury park, Oxnard, perris, Point Mugu, Redlands, 
San Bernardino, San Fernando, Somis, sun City, 
Temecula, and Thousand Oaks. 

The new boundary configurations, rates and charges will apply to 
all new services. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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Proposed 

Moratorium 

APPENDIX B 

GTE CALIFORNIA, INC.-
SCHEDULE CAL. P.U.C. NO. GG 

SHEET 1.1 

PRIVATE LINE SERVICE AND CHANNELS 

For existing mileage-sensitive private lines and private line-like 
services, including secretarial lines prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF 
TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION) impacted by the 
Exchange or District Area boundary reconfigurations introduced by 
the Zone Usage Measurement (ZUM) Expansion plan (Cal. P.U.C. 
Decision No. 90-06-016), the Exchange and/or District Area boundary 
configurations, rates and charges prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF 
TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION), will apply. 

This moratorium'will be in effect for a maximum of two years from 
(EFFECTIVE DATE OF TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION), 
or until impacted customers make a change in their service, -
whichever comes first. After either event, the new boundary 
configurations, rates and charges currently in effect, will apply • 
Changes which will void this moratorium prior to (THE EXPIRATION 
DATE OF THIS MORATORIUM) are ~s followst 

(1) Customer requested number changes 

(2) Customer name changes with a change in responsibility 
for payment of bills 

(3) CPUC ordered rate structure changes or adjustments to 
rate elements 

(4) Any changes other than those listed above which 
physically change the service. 

This moratorium applies to customers who subscribe to 
intraexchange/interexchange private lines and private line-like 
services, including secretarial lines in the following exchanges, 

Calimesa, Camarillo, Conejo, El Rio, Elsinor, Hemet, 
Lakeview-Nuevo, Marshall, Mentone, Moreno, Murrieta, 
Newbury park, Oxnard, Perris, Point Mugu, Redlands, 
San Bernardino, San Fernando, Somis, Sun City, 
Temecula, and Thousand Oaks. 

The new boundary configurations, rates and charges will apply to 
all new services • 

(END OF APPENDIX 8) 
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APPENDIX C 

GTE CALIFORNIA . 
PRESENT AND PROPOSED EXCHANGES AND RATE CENTERS/WIRE CENTERS 

FOR ZUM EXpANSION 

Exchange Name Exchange Name 

Ventura County 
Oxnard Oxna~d 

Cama~illo­
El Rio 
Pt. Mugu 
Somis 

Thousand Oaks Thousand Oaks 
conejo 
Newbury Park 

Los Angeles County 
San Fernando San Fernando DA 

Granada Hills VA 
Pacoima DA 
Sepulveda DA 

San Bernardino/Riverside Coun~y 
Elsinore Elsinore 

Hemet-San 
Jacinto 

Moreno 

Pe~ris 

Redlands 

Hemet-Hemet DA 
Hemet-Anza DA 
Hemet-Sage DA 
Hemet-Homeland DA 
Hemet-San Jacinto 

DA 
Moreno 

Perris 
Lakeview-Nuevo 

Redlands 
Calimesa 
Mentone 

San Bernardino San Bernardino 
Marshall 

Murrieta- Murrieta 

Sun City Sun City 

Temecula Temecula 

Present 
Rate Centers 

V II 

9205 
9205 
9205 
9205 
9205 

9204 
9204 

- 9204 

9168 
9168 
9168 
9168 

9268 

9241 
9241 
9241 
9241 
9241 

9214 

9241 
9241 

9181 
9181 
9UH 

9172 
9172 

9291 

9259 

8050 
8050 
8050 
8050 
8050 

7988 
7988 
7988 

7922 
7922 
7922 
7922 

7699 

7636 
7636 
7636 
7636 
7636 

7697 

7686 
7686 

7687 
7687 
7687 

7710 
7710 

7674 

1681 

9300 7660 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 

Proposed 
Rate/wire Centers 

V H 

9206 
9197 
9199 
9216 
9188 

9202 
9193 
9201 

9168 
9174 
9172 
9119 

9269 

9241 
9274 
9276 
9241 
9231 

9210 

9241 
9232 

9181 
9190 
9171 

9113 
9165 

9291 

9259 

9300 

8049 
8025 
8046 
8041 
8019 

7991 
1994 
8004 

7920 
7933 
7917 
7923 

7699 

7636 
7516 
7624 
7656 
1639 

7698 

7684 
7669 

1687 
7663 
7677 

7709 
7710 

7673 

7614 

7658 

1/ 
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APPENDIX D 
Sheet 1 of 2 

GTE CAI.IFORNIA INCORPORATED 
DEVIATIONS 

GTEC California Incorporated is authorized to deviate from its 
effective tariffs to provide Frequent Caller Service - Community 
Calling plans over the exception routes and between the exchanges 
listed below in Item 2 at the rates, charges and message rates 
including the allowances as set forth below to customers of record 
on the same premises as of the effective date of the tariffs which 
implement this ZUM expansion. 

This deviation shall apply to customers of record on the same 
premises who subscribe to a present (as of the effective date of 
the tariffs implementing this ZUM expansion) Frequent Caller 
Service - Community Calling plan over the routes and between the 
exchanges listed below in Item 1. 

This deviation shall expire 36 months from the effective date of 
the tariffs which implement this ZUM expansion unless sooner 
cancelled or changed by order of the Commission. A supercedure or 
transfer of service will terminate these tariff deviations • 

The rates a~plicable to these exceptions routes are as followst 

Each 
Min. Addl. 

Monthly Allowance Day Min. 

$ 8.55 $17.10 $.23S $.175 
17.10 34.20 .238 .175 
25.65 51.30 .23S .175 

These rates are current Schedule Cal. P.u.C. Nos. B-1 and B-4 I 
rates. These rates will change simultaneously with "any changes in 
Schedules 8-1 and 8-4 even during the 36-month period described 
above. 

Item 1 - Present Frequent Caller Service - Community Calling plan 
Routes 

Alamitos Canoga Park 
Alamitos Reseda 
Azusa-Glendora Redlands 
Thousand Oaks compton I Gardena DA 
Thousand Oaks Pasadena, LaCanada VA 
Thousand Oaks Los Anqeles t DA 1 
Thousand Oaks • • t DA 3 
Thousand Oaks • • I DA 4 
Thousand Oaks • • I DA 5 
Thousand Oaks • • t DA 6 
Thousand Oaks • • DA a 
Diamond Bar Redlands 
La Habra San Bernardino 
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APPENDIX D 
Sheet 2 of 2 

G~E CALIFORNIA INCORPORATED 
DEVIATIONS 

Item 1 - Present Frequent Caller Service - Community Calling plan 
Routes (Cont'd) 

Monrovia 
Thousand Oaks 
San Fernando 
San Fernando 
San Gabriel Canyon 
Sierra Madre 

Riverside 
Torrance 
San Gabriel Canyon 
Saticoy 
Redlands 
Corona 

Item 2 - F~equent Caller Service - Community Calling Plan 
Exception Routes 

Alamitos Northridge 
Azusal.Glendora Calimesa 
Azusa/Glendora Mentone 
Conejo Comptont Gardena DA 
Conejo Pasadenat LaCanada 
Copejo· Los Angeles t DA 3 
Conejo .. • t DA 4 
Conejo • • t DA 5 
Conejo .. .. t DA 6 
Diamond Bar Mentone 
La Habra Marshall 
Monrovia Woodcrest 
Newbury Park Los Angeles, VA 1 .. .. .. .. t VA 3 .. .. .. " DA 4 .. .. .. .. DA 5 .. .. • .. DA 6 .. .. .. .. J DA 8 .. .. Pasadena • La Canada .. .. Torrance 
San Fernando. 

Granada Hills DA. San Gabriel Canyon 
pacoima Saticoy 

San Gabriel canyon Montone 
Sierra Madre Temescal Canyon 

Service Connection, Move and Change Charges 

DA 

DA 

The service connection, move and change charges does not apply to 
customers who request a change from an Item I - present Frequent 
Caller Service - Community Calling Plan Route to an Item 2 -
Frequent Caller Service - Community Calling Plan Route • 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 
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APPENDIX E 

GTE CALIFORNIA, INC. 
ADOPTED BILLING SURCHARGE INCREMENTS 

surcharge 
Applicable tot 

Access Services 
(Schedule C-1) 

All other services 
(local/exchange) 

IntraLATA message toll 
and toll private line 
service 

Nonrecurring .-** 
None 

2.057% 

2.057% 

Recurring ~** 

None 

1.539% 

1.539% 

*** The existing surcharge/surcredit effective on the effective 
date of the tariffs which provide for the implementation of the 
adopted ZUM expansion plan are to be adjusted by the 
nonrecurring billing surcharge increment. Such adjusted 
surcharge/surcredlt will be effective for four months following 
the effective date of the tariffs which provide for the 
implementation of the adopted ZUM expansion plan. Effective on 
the first day of the 5th month following the effective date of 
the tariffs which provide for the implementation of the adopted 
ZUM expansion, the nonrecurring hilling surcharge increment 
should be deleted and replaced with the recurring billing 
surcharge increment. 

(END OF APPENDIX E) 
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APPENDIX F 

PACIFIC BELL 

Moratorium 

Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino and ventura counties ZUM" 
Expansion 

For services existing prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF ~ARIFF 
IMPLEMENTING ~HE PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION) within the Los Angeles, 
Riverside, San Bernardino and ventura Counties exchanges impacted 
by the Exchange or District Area boundary reconfigurations 
introduced by the Zone Usage Measurement (ZUM) plan (Cal. P.U.C. 
Decision No. 90-06-016) the Exchange and/or District Area boundary 
configuration prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE 
PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION) will apply. 

The boundary configuration prior to (EFFECTIVE DATE OF TARIFF 
IMPLEMENTING TH~ PROPOSED ZUM EXPANSION) will remain in effect 
until impacted customers make a change in their service or until 
(TWO YEARS FROM EFFECTIVE DATE OF TARIFF IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED 
ZUM EXPANSION), whichever comes first. After either event, the new 
boundary configurations, rates and charges currently in effect, 
w~ll apply as set forth in C.l.b., C.2, and C.3 following • 

The new boundary configurations, rates and charges will apply to 
all new services. -: 

(END OF APPENDIX F) 
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APPENDIX G 
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PACIFIC BELL 
DEVIATIONS 

Pacific Bell is authorized to deviate from its effective tariffs to 
provide Call-Bonus Community plans over the exception routes and 
between the exchanges listed below in Item 2 at the rates, charges 
and message rates including the allowances as set forth below to 
customers of record on the same premis,~s as of the effective date 
of the tariffs which implement this zuH expansion. 

This deviation shall apply to custorner3 of record on the same 
premises who subscribe to a present (as of the effective date of 
the tariffs implementing this ZUM exp;tnsion) Call-Bonus Community 
plan over the routes and between the exchanges listed below in Item 
I. 

This deviation shall expire 36 months from the effective date of 
the tariffs which implement this ZUM expansion unless sooner 
cancelled or changed by order of the Commission. A supercedure or 
transfer of service will terminate these tariff deviations. 

The rates applicable to these exception routes are as follows. 

Each 
Min. Addl. 

Monthly Allowance Day Min 

$ 8.55 $ 17.10 $ .238 $ .175 
17.10 34.20 .238 .175 
25.65 51.30 .238 .175 

Item 1 - Present Call-Bonus Community plan Routes 

Alhambra 
Anaheim 

• 
Brea 
Comptone 

Compton DA 
Gardena DA 

Cypress 
• 

81 Monte 
Fullerton 

• 
Irvine 
La Crescenta 

Corona 
Perris 
San Bernardino 
Perris 

Corona 
Thousand Oaks 
Reseda 
Canoga Park 
Riverside 
perris 
San Bernardino 
Perris 
Thousand Oaks 
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PACIFIC BELL 
DEVIATIONS 

Item 1 - Present Call- Bonus community Plan Routes (Cont'd) 

Los Angelesa 
VA 1 
VA 3 
VA 3 
VA 4 
VA 4 
VA 5 
VA 5 
DA 6 

Newhall. 
Santa Clarita VA 

Orange 
• 

Pasadenat 
La Canada VA 
Pasadena 

Placenta 
Santa Alia 
Torrance 

Thousand Oaks 
Thousand oaks 
Thousand Oaks 
Corona 
Thousand Oaks 
Corona 
Thousand Oaks 
Thousand Oaks 

Oxnard 
Perris 
san Bernardino 

Thousand Oaks 
Corona 
Perris 
Perris 
'l'housand Oaks 

Item 2 - Call-Bonus Community plan Exception Routes 

Alhambra 
Anaheim 

• 
Brea 
Comptont 

Compton DA 
Gardena DA 

Cypress 
El Monte 
Fullerton 

• 
Irvine 
La Crescenta 
Los Angelest 

VA 1 
VA 3 
OA 3 
DA 4 
VA 4 
DA 4 

Temescal Canyon 
Lakeview-Nuevo 
Marshall . 
Lakeview-Nuevo 

Temescal Canyon 
conejo 
Northridge 
WoodcJ:est 
Lakeview-Nuevo 
Marshall 
LakevieW-Nuevo 
Newbury Park 

Newbury park 
Conejo 
Newbury park 
Temescal Canyon 
Conejo 
Newbury Park 
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PACIFIC BELL 
DEVIATIONS 

Item 2 - Call-Bonus Community plan Exception Routes (Cont/d) 

"-': 

Service Charge 

DA 5 
DA 5 
DA 5 
DA 6 
DA 8 

Santa Clarita! 
Saugus Canyon 
Country DA 

Orange 
• 

Pasadena! 
La Canada DA 
La Canada DA 
Pasadena DA 

Placentia 
Santa Ana 
Torrance 

• 

Temescal Canyon 
Conejo 
Newbury park 
Conejo 
Newbury Park 

Pt. Mugu 
Lakeview-Nuevo 
Marshall 

Conejo 
Newbury Park 
Temescal canyon 
Lakeview-Nuevo 
Lakeview-Nuevo 
Conejo 
Newbury Park 

A Service Charge does not apply to customers who request a change 
from an Item 1 - Present Call-Bonus Community plan Route to an 
Item 2 - Call Bonus Community Plan Exception Route. 

(END OF APPENDIX G) / 
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APPENDIX H 

PACIFIC BELL 

ADOPTED BILLING SURCHARGE INCREMENTS .. 

Rate Item 
Number Nonrecurring .... * Recurring ..... 

1.A 

loB 

0.362% 

0.362% 

0.280% 

0.280% 

• Example of application of the Billing Surcharge Incementa 

For Pacific Belli 

Present intraLATA toll customer hilling surcharge 
(as of 1/23/90) is <8.295%>. 

DRA proposed intraLATA toll customer billing surcharqe ist 
<8.295%> + 0.362% = <7.933%> 

Where -< >- denotes negative surcharge 

.... The existing surcharge/surcredit effective on the effective 
date of the tariffs which provide for the implementation of 
the adopted ZUM expansion plan are to be adjusted by the 
nonrecurring hilling surcharge increment. Such adjusted 
surcharge/surcredit will be effective for 4 months following 
the effective date of the tariffs which provide for the 
implementation of the adopted ZUH expansion plan. Effective 
on the first day of the 5th month following the effective date 
of the tariffs which provide for the implementation of the 
adopted ZUM expansion, the nonrecurring billing surcharge 
increment should be deleted and replaced with the recurring 
hilling surcharge increment. 

(END OF APPENDIX H) 
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