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INTERIM OPYINION REGARDING THE PROCESSING OF
GENERAL ORDER 96-3A CENTREX CONTRACIS OF

LQSAL_EXSHbN&E_IELESQMHQEISA&IQNEL!IILIIIES”4

Summary : " L S YIRS

- on: October 19, 1990 Pacific Bell (Pacific) f:.led a
petition to clnrizy and/ox modifty Deczsions (D.) 89- 10-031 and
D.90-04-031, and for emergency relzer. Pacmfzc:regue,ted emergency
relief in the form of an ‘order: (1) dlrectlng ‘the- cOmmlssmon
Advzsory and cgmpl;ance Division (CACD).: to begxnrrev1ewzng 15
Contrex™ contracts which had already peen” submitted to’ it for
review as well as any other Centrex contracts thereafter aubnipted
and (2) approving Pacific’s advice letters for those Centrex o
contracta if the services therein were przced at or. aboveﬁthe ﬂ'
nighexr’ of direct embedded cost or’a’ rate equmvalent T AMB -7
FueL,? and otherwise complied with the- General Order (GO) 96-A .
contract guidelines. - B memonet.

Simultanecusly, Pacifit”reguested‘that”D“89—I0”031“and'”"'
D.90=04~031 be clarlfled and/or: ‘modified to provxde clear dzrect;onﬁ,
to all part;es as to how xmputatlon should be calculated in all 6o
96-A Centrex COntracts.

This interim decmslon grants, in part, the relief”
requested by Pacxflc in 1tf petztxon, by-allowzng*?aciflc to flle~ 3;
advice 1etterm transmitting all such existing and. future c«ntrex )
contracts that are priced above: .direct embedded cost or a " '
rate equivalent to 1MB + EUCL. This interim decision authorxization ~

S ’ i -t . B .
R R e e R LA PN RO a1

1 ”Centrex” as used herein means Pacific’s Centrex service, GTE-
California Incorporated (GTEC) Centranet or equivalent Local
Exchange Telcphone Company (LEC) services.

2 1MB is defined as #individual line measured business service”
and EUCL is defined as “end user common line charge” which is
imposed by the Federal Communications Commission.




I.87-11-033 et al. ' ALY/GAA/bwg

1s consistent with the stipulated terms.of the parties to these
proceedings, and is.intended; to continue until. a. further decision...
is issued, as may bhe appropriate, by. the Commission based on the . .
evidentiary record related. to such .contracts., ... ... -

' ~To. assure the orderly processing-of LEC contracts,.we. -
directed CACD- to develop guidelines. for contract .filing . - . . .-
(0.87=12=-067, December 9, 1987). - CACD: developed. those, gu;delmnes
and to guard against any anticompetitive effect therefrom, .declared.
that all services offered under these contracts-had to, be priced at
or above their fully allocated costs... When we. approved the Phase I.
Settlement of X.87-11-033 with certain medifications, we. changed
the price flooxr to- direct embedded costs-and. established-the .. ... -
requirement. that Centrex: contract,przces had. to be priced at oxr .
above the higher .of 1MB. + EUCL or direct embedded costs Lfor
Pacitic (D.88=09=059, Appendix A, p. 14). Other LECs may: offer. .
their Centrex equivalent. services below the 1MB +- EUCL.rate as. long
as the offered rate is greater than their direct embedded.costs.: .

In-subsequentg:ulings,iweqhave‘held‘tha#‘thenprincﬁples,w"
of unbundling, nondiscriminatory access, and. imputation should be .
reflected in the prices for.Category,Imservices,oztezed,byhall'LEcs 
(D.89-10-031, the Phase II decision), and the contract prices
offered by LECs for those same products, and services (D'QO-OAFO;l),_
Pacific. contends that we did . not specifically.indicate. how. .
lmputatmon was to be calculated or applied (Petition, pp-.. “-54, and
as a result, offered Centrex contracts‘prxceg_;n,agco;dgncgww;;p‘A,y
what it believed.to be the correct -imputation pricing principles . ..
(Xd., p- 6)-

with ‘160 stations' and comparable PBX offering ‘contract ‘rates.is set
forth on pages 2 and 3 of Appendix B.
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- Believing that'it‘was correct, Pacific’submittedritsici
contracts for CACD’s review. ''CACD,: by- letter,  formally advised:. "=
Pacific that it would not recommend. approval of any.Centrex-~ '
contracts with prices developed 'using Pacific’s ‘imputation method. . -
because it believed that method did not comply with D.89~10~0231:and’
D.90-04-031. -Although extensive discussions ensued:-between CACD
and Pacific, nOvdgreement‘was’reachedﬂon»theﬂimputationfissue;ﬁvAsf~
a result, Pacific did not feel confident to file: advice letters
secking Commission approval of the contracts.’ " RS S

Pacific contends that the CACD’s 1nterpretatian has
created a critical situation which needs Commission- resolution in
order to meet customers’ demands.’ Pacific alse asserted that the .
Centrex contracts were negotiated in good: faith -and’ it should be -
allowed to consummate 'those existingand: future Centrex’ contracts.

"When Pacific filed its petition, it requested that:’ .-
hearings, if required, commence on October 29, 1990.""Several.
parties protested Pacific’s request for emergency relief.:IThe -
Division ‘of Ratepayer Advocates’ (DRA) contended that! Pacific:had’
not establishcd that any emergency relief was required:or:
justxfxed “but did not oppose Pacific’s petition in:principle..
GTEC filed comments in'support of ‘Pacific’s petition.': RN

" Hearings were not 'scheduled on’ Pacific’s petition ‘on -
October 29, 1990 as it had requested. However, on November 2, 1990
during a prehearing conference scheduled in- Pacific’s aApplication
(A.) 90-03-008, seeking to- mod;fy ‘GO -96=A ‘to- elininate’ preapproval
of government contracts, DRA suggested that the petition be' -
consolidated with the Application to Modify. In addition, DRA
mentioned that Pacific intended to file an Application to .
Recategorize Centrex Service as a Category II Service, and that
this additional filing should be consolidated with the Application
to Modify GO 96-A,

S Though extensmve d;scusszons were held on the P
consolidation is uc, no consensus'wa* reached.between‘the partxo&,”

. .
e o s e e .
B R S Y T A SR
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largely because. Pacific had.not yet. flled 1ts Applxcat;on to,
Recategorize. Centrex Serv;ce as a Category II Servzce and the f:&;@w
parties had .not. yet had a chance to react to 1t.4, At the /,:‘i o
conclus;on of . the prehearlng conference, the assmgned j s
Administrative Law.Judge (ALJ) sugges sted thnt Paclrxc fmle lto;
planned Application to Recategorlze Centrex As Category II bx a .
November 9, 1990, and d;rected the partmes to fmle themr comments;vl
regarding the proprmety of, consolidatmng that Applxcat;on with "{'
A.90=-03=008 by November 26 1990. Further, the ALJ dlrected the
parties to come to. a prehearxng conterence on December 4, 1990,
prepared to state whether they would support or oppose ':wﬁh _ )
consolldatron o: some or all : the proceed;ngs-; Lastly, the ALJ ::
set December S and 6 for hearxngs on Pacific’s A. 90-03-008. .

At the December 4,.1990 prehear;ng conference, the ALT ,h'
noted that. the parties seemed d;sposed to consolzdate A. 90-0”-008
and the petition, hut not A.90- 11-010. The ALJ then ordered the .i
consolidation of A.90-03- 008 wzth the. petmtmon. After subsequent o
discussion by the partxes regardzng the zmputatzon 1ssues ralaed by
the petltlon, the ALY narrowed hle consolmdatxon rulzng only to the
issue of whether Paciftic should be granted ;nterlm rellef.‘ The ALJ.
deferred any consxderat;on of final xmputatlon prxnczples untll o
such time as the Commission dec;des the imputation issue in Phase .
III of I. 87 11-033 or some other proceedlng.

Subsequent to. thzs rulzng, all of the partzes conzerred.
Pacific, as the mov;ng party*xn the- Petition for: Emergency Relief,
drafted a St;pulatlon whlch the ‘ALY directed be placed in the
record (p. 1 of Exhibit 1. contains. a: rev;sed, current version of
the stipulation reeched,bylthelpertles).t The_St;pulat;on addresses

4 Pacific filed the Applicat;on of Paczfmc Bell to” categorzze
Centrex Sexvice As A Whole and PBX Loops as Category II Services
and to Adopt Pricing Flexibility for Centrex and’ PBX 'Service on
November 9, 1990. (A.90~11-010.)
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e ey e

Pacaflc'e request that CACD ‘be dmrected to' promptly resume
process;ng Go 96-A Centrex contracts usang the pr;clng methodology
that had prevaously been’ approved ‘{n Phase I." 'Someé ‘of the’ partaes
concurred with the Stapulataon ‘while "others stated that they would"
net oppose it. Pursuant to the Stlpulation, 211 GO '96~A Centrex"'
contracts, ‘which are pr;ced at’ or above the higher’ ‘of ‘direct - T
embedded costs or 1MB - EUCL and meet the other contract guadel;nes'
prevaously negotaated between CACD and each LEC would be B
approved. ' e B

on December 6, 1990, after further dlscussron, “all
partaes agreed to walve their rmghts under Public vtilities (PU)
Code' § sll(d) and Rule 77 2 et. eeq oz the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure, regardang the issuance of a proposed
dec;sxon on Paczric s Petxtxon for Emergency Relief as® 1ong as the
adopted decmslon approves, ln its entarety, the terms of Exhlbzt 1,
The purpose of this waiver is to enable CACD to quackly resume the B
processang of GO 96-A° Centrex contracts. ' ‘

Oon December 10, 1990, Paclfmc riled a Mot;on for’Entry of
an Interlm Declsmon as klng the Commission to adopt a proposed ) '
interrm docasmon pursuant to a Stapulation of the parties.

On December 14, 1990, Pacific !11ed an amendment to its’
December 10, 1990 motion statlng four reasons :or tne amendment as’
rollow ‘ B a

1. MCI ‘had opposed the December 10, 1990

Lo motion: however, after further discussion
on December 11, 1990, MCI. agreed to the .
revised Stlpulatron (as set torth on page 1
of Appendix B. to:this order). o .

Pacific then distributed the revised
Stipulation to the ¢ther parties on
December 12, 19290, and noted that no party
opposed the revised Stipulation.
Therefore, Pacific requests that this
revised Stipulation be referred to and
lncorporated as part of the interim
decision resolving, this. matter.“.
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Pacific. had noted in its original motmon
that DRA had stated that it would not-
oppose -the:.revised:Stipulation:and-an~ .. .
. interim decision.  Pacific now asserts that
- DRA agrees with and will suppoxt the
revised.Stipulation and: interim decision. .

In the’ orlglnal motion at pages 4 and"5,”
Pacific:indicated that: it would file -the-
-additional authorizations to the orlglnal
Stipulation for a specific interim
decision; when received..  Pacific, by
December 14, 1990, had received the
additional’ authorxzatzons ‘and accordzngly

it appended them .to:the revised motion (seec
Appendix C to this order for review of all
authorlzatlons). ‘ B

Pacx:;c has also agreed to compure
functionally equivalent Centrex and PBX
systems -as set. forth on pages 2 and 3.0f.
Exhibit 1 in the evidentiary record of
A.90-03-008. Accordingly, it provided that
specxfzc reference in-1ts amended nmetion.
Pacific further agrees to use those example
calculation references to designate the -
basis by which Pacific would offer to-
provide its customers comparable Centrex-
equivalent service contracts if they
desired to alternatively choose to purchase:

their own PBX systems in lieu of taking .
Centxex "erv1ce. ' o

The partxes have stated themr accord regardlng CACDﬁ“
rosuming the proccssing of GO 96~A Centrex contracta, o
notwithstanding the fact that their respective pos&t;oné”are not in
total alignment. . Though varying: degrees of. support or lack of
opposition~havewbeen~expressedymwewbeLieve-thatuthezStipulation is: .
fair and reasonable.. o ool e ol A R AN P ADoK

Accordingly, we will. adopt. the Stzpulatzon as: proposed.. -
and authorize Pacific to file advice letters so the CACD may
promptly resume processing GO 96~A Centrex contracts using the
pricing methodology previously approved for Pacific using the
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example calculat;on, on pages 2 and 3 or Appendix B to this order
as a guide 1n pcrform;ng the prlce rloorrcalculatzons. However, in
so doing, we "do not. ma?e l;ght of the comments or ‘the  parties
regarding the. rcservatlons whxch attend thelr support of this
resolution, nor .give them short shrlft.(,However, we. adopt this
Stipulation primarlly becausc it ;s only an.. 1nterzm‘mea-urc, it
will be nonpreccdentzal ;n nature, and is: fashzonod solely to allow
the telccommunications utillties o realizo thowpricing floxibility
we intend for .them as expressed 1n our carller dec;smons
(D.87-12-0677 D.88=09-059).. We- mnterpret.the part;es’ expressed
reservations’ as be;ng largcly d;rected at the potcnt;al for
limiting theix abmlmty to rully advocate their rcspectxvo pocitions
on the broader 1ssue of how contracts should‘be prlced us;ng
imputation, and they wxll be fully atforded the opportunzty to do
So. : L . w“i Lo

Therefore we. w;sh to makc clear that thls 1nter1m
measure shall” rema;n 1n effect only so long as la necessary for uc

to fully consxder*the issues. raised by Paclrlc.. Our intent through
this order is not to modlfy, amend, or’ otherwxse change GO 96=A nor
the contractzng guidelmnes whlch have been developed, in any way
whatsoever. Flnally, so there is no doubt of‘how thla interim
measure will proceed, we will adopt as a prlce floor for Pacztzc's

y’.'. -

Centrex or Centrex-cqulvalent contracts of other LECs.
The hmgher of IMB + EUCL per Centrex station
line or direct embedded cost ‘of Centrex'loops . Co
and features. . .. o T T

- It! is: further: understood: that: Pac;fzcnand all other LECs::

will also offer Contrex-cquivalent: services under: contractito’ . v

customers who prefer to use a customer-owned PBX of:aisimilar:

capacity. ~In-all such c¢ases Pacific and the LECs will:use
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comparable pricing for functionally equivalent Centrex:and PBX.
systems onia mondiscriminatory: basis . (See Appendix Bipages:2 and I
for examples of comp&rablvef«pri‘cing.ora functionally equivalent:. .
Centrex and' PBX systems).. At such time as these:furthex: . r.:. ..
proceedings are held, all parties will have an opportunity to ... =.~
present theilr peositions regarding how contracts should reflect:the: .
imputation:‘principles: we have enunciated.. - Foxr this -reason, we:
accept and -concur with the waiver of Section 31L(d).-.and; Rule -77.1 -
relatxve to this interim:order. . -~ . ‘ PR L T TS RS o)

rLast, s weaddress the: steps. that the CACD, may: take-when it .
finds’ that a ‘contract ‘does not meet the Phase I pricing:;standard.: -
CACD may, pursuant te this order, recommend. that such - contracts net -
be approved as has been its pract;ce in the past.

1. Pacifid;hasnrequested~a:reviewwof,aand;concuzrence;in;;aum
the basisrbYﬂwhichuit’plana«toﬁfile advice letters transmitting:-its
proposed: Centrex Ccontracts.wiry ot T L vl e N ADAD '

2. There is a-need to-have: the -CACD promptly: resume»the ST
processing of advice letters: for -approval of Centrex:contracts.» i -
which telecommunications utilities file. -« » Zwe ~ogsel

3. ‘The partics to this proceeding agree. that Pacific’s .
existing and ongoing Centrex contracts should be processed; and
approved, as approprmate, ‘consistent with the provisions of this -
Order. T o o L e L e T

~The Settlement s andardwapproved herein;ﬂor;evaluatingxpu‘
anticompet;t;ve effects of Pacific’s Centrex or other equivalent: . - .
LEC zervices is that the services should be pricédwatwor»above,the
hxgner ‘of 1MB. 4+ EUCL or direct embedded costs. =y oot ar el ey
» The appropriate EUCL.for purposes ¢f evaluat;ng, 1n~the ‘
lnterlm, whether Centrex contracts meet the pricing guidelines, is.
the applicable multiline business EUCL.. . . - oo e

SRR RN
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6. It:is reasonable to: require. Pacific: and: the:other. lLECs.to.:
provide comparable Centrex-equivalent.contract:offers Lo customers .
with comparably sized PBXs. and: which customers desire to purchase - -
their own Persystems‘Ln lieu of taking Centrex service: from.

Pacific or ‘the LECs. T R R SN T R AT
Conclusions of Law ' . - o oo el un L L TN S

1.. For the interim period, until such time.as the:Commission-
can»make‘clear-how‘imputationxshould~befimplementedfinmthe,Centrexxm.
contracts of telecommunications utilities,:and issues: a.final .
decision’ thereon, CACD should use the pricing standards:enunciated
in the Settlement: (as described in Appendix B hereto): teo satisfy~mww
the Commission’s. obligation to guard against anticompetitive,
pricing. . : Sl .

2. Pacific and other LECs may file Centrex contractslusingv
the Settlement standard approved herein for evaluating .-
anticompetitive effects of Centrex and Centrex—-like services. .

3. CACD’s remedy for Centrex contracts not priced .at or: .. .
above the floor established for such services should be-to
recommend rejection of the given contract and that its associated.:
advice lettexr not be approved by the Commission. .. .~ ... ..

'When a Centrex contract is not priced . at or -above the
floorx establzshed for its services, the Commission should reject
that advice letter and the associated contract. . . .- 7 .« -

5. All active parties in this proceeding have waived thelx
rights undexr PU Code §311(d) and 'Rule 77.1 et. seqg. to -allow.
prompt issuance of this interim order. g , , T

6. The question of what- 1mputatmon.methodolcgy should be
applied to Centrex contracts should be determined separately: from.
the need for interim relief to allow that issue-to be examined
fully - ‘ ‘ o L e

7. This order should be made effective today:to allow’
Pacific and the LECs to file advice letters transmitting executed
Centrex contracts without further delay.
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.. +8. Pacific andrthe LECs.should be required. to offer.similar
contracts for Centrex-eguivalent sexvigesﬁtq_cpstomgrgicpgpgipgrthqjx
alternative of owning their own PBX.. '

o Bﬁﬁh"

IT IS ORDERED that:

L. Pac:fzc Bell (Pacxf;c) and other California local
axchange telephona companies (LECz) may file advice letters for
Centrex contracts and;,in the interim, shall use the pricing
methodology. approved by the Commission in D.88-09-059. For
Pacific’s Centrex or other equivalent LEC services, the contract
price should be at or above the higher of 1MB + EUCL or direct
embedded customer specific costs in accordance with the example
calculations set . forth in-Appendix B hereto.

2. qu_custdﬁe;s,whétbgéfer to purchase their own PBX,
Pacific .and the- other California'LEc: shall offer equivalent trunk
capability under contract ratcs and terms similar to those set
forth in the example cfﬂerlngs ¢contained in Appendix B to this
order N : ~.;. S

3. Insofar as this interim order permitc Pacific and othex
California (LECs) to dlgcrlmxnate to the extent that the Centrex
contract terms allowed under this order are less than equivalent
tariff rates, such limited discrimination shall be deemed
reasonable, provided that any similarly situated customer who 50
requests will be offered equivalent contract terms to those in
Appendix B for similar services and features provided by trunks
through a customer-owned PBX.

4. The parties, by reaching the consensus outlined herein,
have waived, for the purpeses of this interim order only, their
' rights under PU Code § 311(d) and Rule 77.1.
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s, This interim decision shall not-be relied upon-as se'tting
any precedent in’any’ existing ox- amy future cOmm.ssion« decn.s:.on or:
order regarding these contractual’ issues. AR CATTnT

This order is effective today.
Dated January 15, 199, at San’ Francisco, California.

PATRICIA M. ECKER‘I‘
: > president”
o G. MITCI-IELLWILKM .
_JOHN B. OHANIAN |
e COmmi‘ssioners" e

oy
Iy AR I ‘,
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I CERTIFY TEAT THIF DECISIONS™ 1
W NS UAPPROVED ‘BY YHE “d.'rO‘v::
HCOMM :SS{ON'IRS" TODAY
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. APPENDIX A
Page- 1

-
_—

Respondent and APPl:.cant*- xlin D [ 'I.‘homas J' Ballo, T
David P. Discher, Ronald R. McClaln, and Janet Major, Attorneys
at Law, for PalelC Bell." oo : ,
Respondent, Applmcant, and Interooted Pnrty Kenneth XK. Qkel:; "
Robert N. Herrera, and Michael- L. ‘Allan, Attorneys at Law, for
GTE Callfornla Incorporated.,;- N
.Respondents and Interested Partles' “Bgngglph_ﬂ;_neutggn, Attorney
a2t Law, for AT&T Communzcatlons ‘ofCalifornia, Inc. and. Messrs.
Cooper, White & Cooper, by'E. Garth'Black, Alvin H. Pelavin’and
Mark P. Schreiber, Attorneys at Law, for Roseville’ Telephone
Company, Calaveras-Telephone Company,  California-Oregon.”
Telephone Company, Ducor Telephone Company, Foresthlll’Telephone
Company, Happy Valley Telephone Company, Hornitos Telephone:
Company, The Pondercsa Telephone Company,  The' Volcano-Telephone
Company, and Wlnterhaven Telephone COmpany.. ‘

Respondents: Messys. Orrick, Herrington & Sutcllffe, by nggxt_;_

Gloistein, Attorney at Law for Contel of California, Inc.:
Messrs. Beck, Young, French & Ackerman,'by~1§:1xgy;£;;ﬁggx‘and
Sheila A. Brutoco Attorneys at Law, 'for CP-National, Citizens
Utilities Company of California, Evans Telephone Company, GTE-
West Coast Incorporated, Kerman Telephone Company, Pinnacles
Telephone Company, Sierra Telephone Company, The Siskiyou .
Telephone Company, and Tuolumne Telephone Company;” and- Seth M.
Lubin, Attorney at” Law, for us Sprlnt Communicatlons Company
lelted Partncr hlp.

Protestant- Morrison & Foerster, by M Attorney at
Law, for McCaw Cellular Communications, Inc.:

Interested Parties: 'Earl Nicholas Selby,” Stephen. B. Bowen:, and -
Richard G. Avila, Attorneys at Law,  for -Bay Area’ Teleport.~- '
Messrs. Armour, Goodin, Schlotz & MacBride, by mngmgﬁ_l;' o
MagRride, Jr., Attorney at lLaw, for the California Assoc;atlon
of Long Distance Telephone Companies; Alan J. Gardner and

, Attorneys at Law, for California Cable
Television Association; Messrs. Graham & James, by Maxtin A.
Mattes and Richard L. Goldberg, Attorneys at Law, for California
Payphone Association and CENTEX Telemanagement, Inc., Messrs.
Blumenfeld & Cohen, by Jeffrey Blumenfeld and Glenn B. Manishin,
for CENTEX Telemanagement, Incé.; Messrs. Thelen, Marrin, Johnson

& Bridges, by Ellen.S. Deutsch, Attorney at Law, for Citizens
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APPENDIX: A .
Page 2 ...

Utilities of California;. Petex O. Nvce, Jr., Attorney at Law,
for The Department of Defense and all other Federal Executive
Agencles. Messrs. Widler & Berlin, Chartered, by Andrew D.
Lipman and: Russell M. Blau,. Attorneys/at Law, for. Metropolitan
Fiber 5ystems of. Calxzornla, Inc.; B;gngzg_jL_jxaﬁucz for MCI
Telecommunication Corporation; Themas J. Long., Attorney at’ Law,
for Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN): Messrs. Gold,
Marks, Ring & Pepper, by Alan L. Poppex, Attorney at Law, for.
Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association:; §. Havden Ames, for
Chickering & Gregory: Peter A. Casciate, Attorney at Law, for
Cable & WLreless/Dun & Bradstreet corporat;on and Cellular
Resellers Associates; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Dhxuv
Khaopa, -Attorney at Law, and Suzanne Tollex,. for Teleport
Communications Group and MecCaw Cellular Communications, Inc.:
, for TCS Network Services; Jexxy Q/Brien and Diane
Martlnez, Attorneys at law, for API Alarm Systems; duaust A. -
Sairapen, for State of California, General Services Department;®
, for Northern Telecom; Qghn_ﬂ;_ﬁnggl, Attorney
at Law, and Arthur J. Smithson, for Citizens Utilities Company
of California; Steven Hoffex and Mark E. Brown,. Attorneys.at.
Law, for MCI Telecommunications Corporation: Messrs. Armour,
Goodin, Schlotz & McBride, by ;gxmngz_Jﬂaagz; and Barbara.
Snider, Attorneys at Law, for GTIE Mobilnet .of Santa Barbara’
g*_g;ngﬁzgn_gglg, Attorney at lLaw, f£or. Kzngston Cole . & . ..
Associates; Messrs. Farrand, Cooper & Bruiniers.,. by _ang_ah 
Cooper, for Radio Relay COrporatlon of Callfornzam -Messrs.
Dlnkelsplel Donovan & Reder, by David A. Simpson., A:torney at
Law, for Los Angeles Cellular Telepnone Company ;..
whitten, Attorxrney at Law, for US Sprint COmmun;cat;onsACompany,
Messrs. Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by Joseph S. Faber and
Wwilliam H. Booth, Attorneys at Law, for CallfornzaxBankerﬂ'
Clearing House Assoczat;on and the County of Los Angele Exed

Glynn, for San. Francisco Research Group: m;ll;gm_lxz;ng for
County of Los Angeles; and Robert Lerary, Public Advisor.

Division of Ratepayer: Advocates: Rufus G. Thavex, Licnel . B-..ﬁ_.w_
"~ Wilson,.Attorneys at law, John M. Luatza, szothy J. Sull;van,
and Kevmn P Coughlan. L et e S

I
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STIPULATION TO ‘RESOLVE PACIFIC BELL’S
- PMIRGENCY PETITION

The parties to this prpccodihg sﬁ%puiaio'ii“tbliéwz:

That, until such time as the Commission decides in
either the Phase YII procaeding. of OII:87-11-033 or such other
proceeding as the Commission may so designate, the manner in
whick imputation shall be applied to Pacific Bell’s Centrex,
GTF~California Inc.’s Centranet ox equivalent services offered by
other LECs provided under contract by the applicable.LEC, that
tre CAZD shull be directed to process in accordance with agreed
to centract review guidelines, all such G.0. 96-A Centrex
contracts submitted Te it by the LECS using as their price floor
the stardard of D.88~09-055, which is the higher of 1MB + EUCL
per Centrex station line or direct embedded costs of Centrex
loops and features. In accordance with Commission Resolution No.
13069, Creat Western Bank, issued on May 26, 1989, wvith respect
to Centrex contracts, the LECs shall offer PBX trunks under
contract to the end user customer under the same terms and
conditions and at the same revanue to cost ratioc that was offered
to the end user under the Centrex contract.

This Stipulation is agreed to by the parties for the
sole purpose of avoiding extensive hearings at this time on the
‘issue of the appropriate imputation methodology and will not bind
any pacty in any other proceeding in the State of:California or
any other state. Additionally, all parties to-the §tipulation
have agreed to wvaive the requirements of California Public
vtilirtiec Code Section 311.d4 and Rule 77.1 et seqg. of the
Commiszion’s Rulces of Practice and Procedure solely with respect
to a Commissicon Docision limited to the adoption of the
Stipulation. : R e A

" $ince this Stipulation represents an interim compronise,
the stipulating parties entered into it on the basis that the
Stipulation not -be construed as a precedent -or policy statement
of any kind for or against any of the parties in any current or
future proceeding. Furthermore, the stipulating parties
expressly recognize that this Stipulation should not be construed
as reflecting any stipulating parties’ views or position
concerning the underlying principles applicable to a future or
peraanant standard. of imputation for these Oor other services.
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EXHIBIT 1
PAGE 2 OF 2
ILLUSTRATIVE PRICE FLOORS
-";3,96~A -CONTRACTS.
» ~CENTREX/PBX "~ e

Rz:;:as_ﬁa:n. (Monthly)

1B - f $6.35 a0 5-88
CEUCL T et _40d2 - nrBA/0 T=l=90 . oo cen
= R 512 47:f7 Total pe:xCentrex llnes¢¢~
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*“”D;rect embeddad costs on-a" customar'specxzic,basis.'f»
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thchever is- nigng:
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In a competitive s;tuat;on Y
"the, customer‘would also ‘be: offered ,
PBX. trunks at tha ggmg revycost ratxo
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EUCL - End Uéer Common Line cnarge F c C. meoseda.-?qk;;

P i P

"“f'1MDe Indiv1dual “Tine-measured.rate-business:service

- "\ b . +, “w . v - . iy gt whe, oy - n "™
DA I o S B R A S T
.

“*jPBx Trunk- Prlvate~DranchwExchange~access 1;ne

wre

DIRECT EMBEDDED COSTS< “The nistorical costs (projected over the
‘contract- period) “of providing- praducts andrservices:asrreflected
by the account;ng ‘racords ‘of the -company. " These Costs are
‘nistorical ‘and reflect 'past decisions:and-directions.>” They
include all costs of the company‘including-maintenance: expense,
capital related expenses including return and income tax and
deprec;atlon, administrative costs, other operational expenses
such as r;gnt to use fees, and wage related expenses including
relief, pension and Social Security taxes, except some common
corporate overheads.
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EXHIBIT 1
PACGE 3 OF

COMPARISON OF CENTREX TO PBX TRUNK SERVICE

Centrex Centrex
DEC Per Price Per
Line Linew

$10.46 $12.47

This price is for a 160=line Centrex with growth to 200 lines.
It includes the following’features: <touchtone, call forward =
don’t answer, call forward - busy, call forward - variable
unlimited, call forward - variable limited, call transfer, three
way calling, call hold, wiring, and flexible route selection.
DID/DOD is inhe;ent‘in the Centrex service.

Price floor = Higher of 1MB + EUCL or Direct Embedded Costs (DEC)

PBX Trunk PBX Trunk R/C
DEC per Line Price per Linex*

Basic, cut $10.49- $12.58
Assured, cut $12.83 $15.40
Growth $ 8.04 S 9.64

The price for the PBX trunks uses a 10:1 PBX trunk to station
line ratio, based on a PBX wired for 160 station lines at cut,
with growth to 200 station lines. It includes the following
features: DID, DOD, 2-way trunks, two DID call blocks,
touchtone, and hunting.

.

v Price we would quote the customer.

-3‘
(END OF APPENDIX B)
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Cvieogher L Rasmamen 2510 Caminn Ramon, Room JWS01 LPRGEND R s by PACIFlCBELL-
Sumar Counsal ™" T - GancRaman; Caitare 0458

) B8 MRS TR T © A Paqitig Telasis Company

R T Tt
[

. S A
I e e g A

December 7, 1990 e s L e

Pl

AR VTV Moem) 1wy,
[P AV T

L
f

Tt A T AW
Friends:

L A e e C ey

. -y
e a3, f s’ e

" AT T o R AN T

I have attached a copy of the complete Motion with my tEY

handwritten revisions as agreed to yesterday "and' 2 final”

(X hope)Mcopyj'fwith"’theg“rcVilionsw;typed;- in. I.believe I

recorded-all the-changes: and . have: included 'all of them in

the draft. However, in light of Marty Mattes ‘and other

opposition to pages 2 & 3 of Exhibit 1, I have deleted them
. from the. Motion and Draft Interinm Decision. oo

T have also attached an'authorization. for you. to.sign as.
appropriate and fax back to me. My fax numbers. are: (415). .
867-0150 and (415) 867-3869. By so-doing, you: agree-to let
me attach it to oux Motion as part of Exhibit 3-thereto,
provided, of .course, that the submitted Stipulation.and ..
draft Interim Ruling is identical to the copy faxed: £o -you.

Finally, I have attached the MCI version -of ﬁhe"'Stipﬁla:iiibxi

and a-related authorization. I£ this version is also
acceptable to..you, please sign it as well anddepending on
. whether MCI joins the party, I will-use the ‘appropriate:. .-
autherization. .. - . cweew R e PSR

1o

sincereiy,

Attachments
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GRAHAM & JAMES
QNE MARITIME P_oALA
reim FLOON
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA Guil)

————
TELEMEMONE (»10} BeAsORO0O

——

'1.87-11-033 et al.

ovuem OrHais
LWOD ANOLLER
WO MO SELACH, CH
NEWSORT BLACH, CA
LD ALYO, CA
Nrw YOI
WAGRINATON, DL
AARKIOH, NG
v
LONDON PACHIMILE (AIR] S@inase)

PRWVIMO ———

TONY
° o—-—- TELEX ™, C. 1. 67000 OJ BFO + W, Ve DMOMD CRARORAY BFO
APPILATER OFACER

Decanbar 7, 1990

Christopher L. Rasmussen: - .. . U 0l
Jan Major

Attorneys at law

2600 Camino Ramon _

San Ramon, CA94583--° Sl

'fhdi:“Sfipulationzbﬁu?acifici;wﬁhiréiﬁb§wff'ffJ“"“

Dear ¢hris and Jan: :

(RPN

o1y !

R 7V M

. ABBOGIAYION WI¥R
DEACONS
QALICITORE ANO NOTAMES

e
p— e m

L PR |

R

PR TR

~ Attached ploase findwcbpi‘;:6f thi$t§b“i6tnor1zhﬁ£on
forns, signcd%by—no‘on:behnlz;otpCENTEx-TOlOﬂlﬂqun‘ntr Inc.,
that you faxed to. me this aftermoon. By ny ‘signing these " -

torms, CENTEX Telemanagement agrees to either of the two ' .

versions of the "Exhibit 1™ _stipulation that you faxed to me .
along with the forms. "CENTEX. Talamanagement is satisfied with

either version, because it considers the additions, included

at MCI's request in the second varsion, to be implicit in the

first version as woll.

However, CENTEX Telemanagament's authorizatioh dhd
agreament: are conditionad upon oné change being made-to-the

»Draft Interim Decision® that was - included in- the.
The change CENTEX Telemanagement requires

you sent me today.

fax. package

is the deletion of the words "raised by Pacific® from the
third line of the oecond-to-;astmpa:qgrnph befoxe the heading,

»rindings of Fact®.

o .,

In addition, CENTEX Telemanagement proposos; bu€“',
doas not require, the following additional changes to the '
"Draft Interim Dacision,® for purposes of accuracy and

clarity.

Page 3, line 19:
linae.

Add "Centrex® at the end of the

Rafoxancing-the "clean” version of that document,
the additional proposed changes -are as follows: =

”

in, v
g ai

.
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. christopher L. Rasoussen
Jan Major :
December 7, 1950
Page 2

Paga 6, line 7: Add "concerned about the Patition
for Emergency Relief¥-aftex-“parties®.

Page 6, lines 21-32: Delete "that® after ¥agreed,"”
: ,pnd,dalete;ﬁche,nnpdmtqn? after "accoemmodating®.
e e e e e e W NP v oA R IO L

- -l -

page 8, lines 5-6: - Delete “the need to’clarify” i -o-
‘after “ragarding®. T . T AELLE 9 e Lwenen

[ —
- e e Y Y 4 o

PR~

Page 8, ifh-lfiTJEbé*‘ncviié”the”IAitiiintcncoltOMJMJ“

reaad as follows: ~“"As has been its practice in-the '
pa;t,ACACD}snallgrejact”that;contrac;;;n@ynog:“}QKJw-v

recommend its approval.®-- -~ T

'
. PR 5 o SR .-
: e

N

B T

_paga 9, ‘Conclusion 2i ‘Delate "and Centrex-Like®~ --
‘befors "servicest. o T o TR

- v et

o

Page 9, conclusion 5: “Delata“"because” it can~be’ - 7

axamined fully* at tho ond of the sentonce.

We hope that you will succead in pulling 'a semblance
of consensus together soon. If you need:.to speak _with-nme-on
Monday, I shall_be.at the I.87-11~033 prehearing conference at .
the PUC in the morning, but I expact to-be—in-my-office-in-the--
afternoon. ' BT St

with baest regards,

* o oy it
JENRUAVY Ao RtV

MAM:Dan
Enclosures (2)
cec: Christopher Ungson

our file: CENT1.1
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i .bv.x:r -ec}- "‘0 * «Te \»\“Gw«é»}: °AQ < S e
'\/“'O.Q'\"\ w'r\ Vg \LN/\, o.q': ol lemne: \d‘&-\ m \-Q‘H'tf' 2y D*"-"'MLH-T
199:0, Centex agrass to tha Stipulation, attached hareto,
and to thu entry of the Dratt Interim Decision, attached
herato, both of which are to bo attached to Pacific Ball's
Motion for Entxy of an Interinm Decision Regarding the ~
Procassing of G.0. 96~A Cantrex Contracts. The abova party
agrees to waive its rights under Section 311(d) of the
California Public Utilities Code and Rule 77.1 et seq. to
the extent set forth in the Draft Interim Decision and
Stipulation. The abova party also agrees to allow Pacitic
Ball to include a faxed signed copy of this authorization
(without the attachments bareto) as part of Exhibit 3 to the
Motion, provided the above-rsferenced attachueants to the
Moticn are the sama as the attachments hereto. ,

"-u “Uv A S T W E AN

vTif:'naiogi D.cnubcr 10, 1990~:&~

’-JM
-,
-

. '"“o""- NIt

s Lfox Centex
One Naritisas Plaza
Thirda Frloox .
San rranciuao. Calitoxnia “94211

LA
\.,. vl

PR S
!:f:/ ST omdﬂm

i " -
EpaR ﬁw‘ A-.:‘-.AND '._1 "

- P




\SENT BY: xenox:,ﬁ:.ecopi.er 70975 12=10=-50" F1TEZANTY T 4154282806~ oo, 815 BB 30B9:8 L L

"1l =)
agc -

. AUTHORIZATION

The Califernia Cable Television Asgoclation ("CCTA") is not a
party to the stipulation attached hereto. CCTA, however, does
not oppose the stipulation, aﬁ&hggkéﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁtry of tha Draft Interinm
Dacision Rogarding Procuuu;ng of G.0. 96=A Centreax Contracts.
CCTA aqranu to wuivo Ats riqntu undar'Soction 331(dm ©of-the
Calirornia Publzc Utilitias-Code and*Rulo 77 1 et-aaq. ﬁofﬁho”

CCTA also agr--l to allow Pncitic Boll to 1ncludc'a £ixed;unignod

' .
s eeoa iy am
R

copy of this autnorizationu(wuthout tna attachmonts horoto) Aa
part of Exhibit 3 of tha motion, providod the" abova retereﬁcad

Y W e ar

attachments to the Motion‘aro tho sama aa tho attachmcn:s horuto.
This authorization is based on Pacific Baell's Mot;on for "
Entry or an Interim Dacision chnrdinq the Procosuinq of G.0. 96~-

A CQntracts (and ralated exnibits)mzaxnd,ta CCTA at 2s 55 p.m. on

Dacenber 7, 1990. Any changes to that motion.and/br~ro1atod N

Y] ,4.,

exhipits matorial or otharwise, will rondqr thia gutnorizction

et v

null and veid. CRAA D0

Attorney for California
Cable Talevision
Association

4341 Pladmont Avenus
Oakland, California 94611
(415) 428~2225 :

pated: December 10, 1990
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 ys Sprant Communicstions company Lim
partnership agrees to the revised stipulatd ed.
nereto, and towtnn;antry:ozﬂthq. aft , n,
attached heresto, poth of which are to b-“abt&chcd,:poraciticﬂ
BclI’S*Motionfforﬂznzry;oz-anﬁzntp:rmADecision Regarding ‘the
Proceasing ot G-O- BG-LAc.ntrnx'cancrActs.:xmho;abQVQmparty
agraes to: waive its rights under Section 311 (d) of the
califoernia Public Utilitill“Codc"nndTRnl-,77.1;otwpoq, to.
the extant set vorth in the Draft Interin Decision SR
stipulation. paxty also agrads tOr;llqw,Pacitic
Bell to include a faxed gigned copy of this aunthorization
(without the attachmenbs nereto) bm part of Exbibit 3 to. the
Motioﬂ,'providod;thq‘abovo-rp:orencnd attachments to th

Motiqn are the same as The uttacbmcnta,h=:eta.

hd -

~pateds. . Daccmber

* L
e

Chexy¥- roo.
Attocney. :or'tJS"‘Spriht"ﬂ«’i:" R A TSP PN
" compunications Company
LLniteh”Pdrtnarshﬂﬁ“ﬂ«¢4«
700 Airportwboulevard, B3~
lingane, Cali;ornia.94olo

\‘ *

20, 1990
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LAW OFFicEs OF Page 8
A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING COOPER’WHITE& COOPER ‘ oomaosu ornec

FROFEASIONAL CORPORATIONS 101 CALIFORNIA STREET SIXTEZENTH FLOOR 1333 N CALIFORNIA BLVD
WAINUT CASEX

TELICOPIER (435) 4335530 SAN FRANGISCO CALIPORNIA 94111 CALIYORMLA 34596
TRLIX 262877 £O0P (435) 433100 (435) 9350700

December 5, 1990

R ST IC T

By _Telecopier (867-0150 or 867-3869) -

cnristopner J. Rasmussan

Senior Counsel ' . .- o
Pacific Bell Legal Dopartnnnt - e e
2600 CaminownamonyfLocation—ZWBOl o -
San Ramon, Calitorn1a~94583‘ " SR

Re Applicaticn\to-aicnd General Ordcr 96-A

Dear Chris._ th' ‘

‘We' rovert to your‘lottar ot Dccember«7ﬂw1990 in-this
matter. Enclosod please-find our written authorizations- approving
the varzous,stipulations~r¢qardinq continuing:application-of the
cost astandards established in Decision:88-09-059 cs.ptcmber 1988)
on an interim basis to CQntrex'and cquivalont contractsa "

- e
[’

Please contact us if youwhnve any quastions or need
further assistance. -

Very truly yours, M

gl

Mark P. Scnruibcrw-wf"

Enclosures
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Rosevilla Telephona Company, Calaveras Talsphone. —.. -~ °
Company, California-Oregon Talaphone Company,” Ducor. .. .. .
Telaphone Company, Forestblill Telephona” Company, Happy: . -
Valley Telephone Company, Hornitos Telaphona.Clompany,: The:- -
Pondarosa Telaphone Company, Ths Volcano Talephons Company,
and Winterhaven Telephons: Company, "Telcos', agree to. the .
Stipulation, attached barato, and to-the entry of the Draft
Interim Decision, attached hereto, both of which are to ba
attached to Pacific Bell's Motion for Entry of an Interinm -
Pecisior Regarding the Processing of G.0. 96~A Cantrax
contracts. The above PaArty agrsas Lo walvas its rigbts undex
Section 311(4) of the California Public Utilities Coda and
Rule 77.1 et seg. to the axtent set forth in the Draft
Tnterim Dacision and Stipulation. The above party also
agrees to allow Pacific Bell to include a faxed signed cCOpy
of this authorization (without the attachments hereto) as
part of Exhibit 3 to the Motlon, providsd the -
abova-refersnced attachments ¢o ths Motion are tha sanc as
the attachnents hersto. R R

By W /A Dnt.dx . Decezber 10, 1990

Mark P. Schrsibar
Cooper, Whits & Cooper
Attorneys for “"Telcoos"
101 california Btreet, 1l6th Floor
San Francisco, California 94111
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STIFULATION 10 RESOLVE“PACIFIC BELL'S,iﬁ e
Do -7 EMERGENCY [PETITION . ..liniv «oo 7wi,;;

e M ST

R N T o -,.’..‘,..r-',
D :

The parties to this proceeding stipulate ‘as—tollows:

That, until such timo as tho Conmisaion docidos-in.,ﬂ
either the Phase III proceeding of .0II -87-11-033.0r such. -other
proceeding as the Commission may so-designate, the manner.in.- .
which imputation shall be applied tocPacific Bell's Centrex, -
GTE-California Inc.'s Centranet or“oquivalontzucrvices:o::arad-by
other LECs provided under contract by the applicable.’LEC, -that
the CACD shall be directed to process in accordance with agreed
to contract review guidelines, all such G.O. 96~A Centrex
contracts submitted to it by the LECs-using as their price floor
the standard of_ D.88~09-059, which is the higher of 1MB '+ .EUCL or
direct embedded costs. 'In accordance with Commission Resolution
No. 13069, Great Western Bank, issued on 'May 26, 1989, with- <.
respect to Centrex contracts, the LECs shall offer PBX-trunks:
under contract to the end user customer under the same terms and
conditions and at the same revenue to cost ratio that was-offered
to the end user under the CentreX-Contract.- . - . 1 cor

. This Stipulation is agrood to by the parties for the:
sole purpose of avoiding extensive hearings at this time on the
issue of the appropriate imputation methodology and-“will 'mot’ bind
any party in any other proceeding in-the-State of-California or
any other state.  Additicnally, all parties to the Stipulation
have agreed to waive the requirements of California Public
Utilities Code Saction 311.4 and Rule 77.1 et seq. of the’
Commisaton's Rules of Practice and Procedurs sclely with respect
to a Commission Decision limited to the adoption o: the
Stipulation. e

Since this Stipulation roprascnts an: intnrim comproniso,
the stipulating parties entered into it on-the basis. that .the
Stipulation not be:construed as a precedent or: policy statcmont
of any kind for or against any of the parties in any eurrent or
future proceeding. Furthermore, the stipulating parties——-—-
expressly recognize that this Stipulation should not be construed
as reflecting. any stipulating parties* views.or-position
concerning the underlying principles applicable to"a future or
permanont.standard of . imputation -for these oOr. othor schicas.
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BEPORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

¢ e

In the Matter of- Alternat&veﬁ“—vl) TMINIAITE R
Regulatory Framevorks for- Local*JV~~¢¢dI.87 ~11-033
Exchange Carriers. ; (Piled November 25, 1988)
T REEE IR I TVE (R A b SRS

In the Matter of the Applzcatzon )
of PACIPIC:BELL"(U:100L:C) ;& ’”)”ﬁmJ
corporation,=for-authority. :t‘o IR Lol
increase intrastate:rates and.: ‘)
charges ‘applicable to: telepbone )=

L gervices ‘furnished:within: themr )
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il
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‘;Applxcatxon—of General Telephone“;¢q¢

e Rt R eRaden

-~ Company-0f California, a. ! RO
:rCalzfornza»corporatzon-(U 1002 C)) .Applzcatuon 87-01-002 e
for~authority to..increase nnd/or Y
restructure certain’ intrastate .)’
~rates. and. chargesmfor telepbone
- services.. .. ... | o m

N RECTotivis B v

"
RV SV

In. the.Matter. of Alternative 2
.. Regulatory Pramewvorks, tor” Local YL rnvestzgatzon»87 -11-033
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@ ST on pecenber’ 107 19907 Pacific Bell ("Pacifict) filed'a
‘Motion for Entry of an thterim Decision Regarding:the’ Processing

of G.0. 96-A’ Contracts (“Motion®) which-asked the Commission®to
adopt‘a“prbpbdéd‘Ihtdfiﬁ”beé?sibﬁ’p@fsbant”to“d”Stihthdeh”B!ﬂ
the parties. This amendment is being filed for ‘several ressons.
Pirst, "in the Motion’ at page’ '+ Pacific indicated that MCY & "
opposed  the Stipulation and entry' of the proposed ‘Interim "
Decision. After further discussions, on December 11,1990, MCI
agreed vo a Tevised Stipulation. - The revised Stipulation is™-

.-

attached ‘hereto as ExBibit L ¢ v vnT e I ndTedt
E " pacific ‘distributed the revised Stipulation to the other
piftfis'dntbiéihb&}“TQi“T99b¥“:Cdpiék”bl‘ncidd°05356€h5§‘§brffcsf
‘agreement ‘with or ‘non-epposition to ‘the revised Stipulation are
. ‘attached heréto as Exhibit 2. Since ‘no party opposes the ‘revised
Stipulation, Pacific ‘Fequésts ‘that “this’revised ‘Stipulation-be
"“referred ‘té “and incorporated as part of ‘the-Interim‘Decfsion®”

P L T

resolving -this matger.” ~"- ~ 7 T

e e .,
- P R A v =

" gecond, "in the Motion’at page 4, Pacific”indicated“that
‘DRAhad“sStated that they would not*oﬁﬁosé“ihégreﬁiiedzsf£pulaﬁion
and ‘Interim Decision: 'DRA‘ﬁis“ndv“indica:ed?:aﬂpacfffcJthattihey

""agree-with-and will support-the Stipulation and-Interim~%-V:*
‘Decision.” ‘Pacifi¢ has-attached-a-copy- of ‘DRA's-December-13’"1990
letter to that effect as part of Exhibit 2 hereto.

Third, in the Motion at pages 4 and 5, Pacific indicated

that it would file the additional authorizations to the original

bt P vk e k-

N . Or e . Yo o, . Ve g g gt e o me 4 N
L Ly e A DU STt D0
W e PRI R R I T T ey lo e
o M AR S T : LD GoaRI IO I Amal Le e

P L
PR I PO T
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Stipulation and Interim.Decision wvhen.received.  Pacific has now
_received: all such authorizations and, they, are attached hereto. as

part.of Exhibit. 3.. As of today, all active parties in, this.

PRI

proceeding (except MCI) have.either agreed to. the original . .

Stipulation and Interim Decision or indicated they vill not .
oppose. the original Stipulation and Interim Decision. . m'cf
ATST, BAT, US Sprint, MCI, Centex, DRA, the smaller LECs, and
Pacific have agreed to the original Stipulation. .The FEA/DOD and
CCTA have stated: they do not-oppose the original Stipulation.,

Pourth, pages 2 and 3 to Exhibit 1 to the record, which

_vere.requested by AL} Amsroli, (TR. Volume 1, .p.23) to illustrate
‘the calculation of the pricing floor standard agreed to by the
parties to the original Stipulation and to .compsre functionally
equivalent.Centrex and PBX systems, were not referred to in .the
original Stipulation. (Exhibit 1 to the Motion) nor the Draft .
Interim.Decision (Exhibit 2.to the Motion).. Similarly, they are
not attached to nor referred to in the revised Stipulation ..

.. (Bxhibit 1 hereto).. This was done because all the parties in

. this.proceeding.do not agree.as to. what, “costs” are included in

"direct_embedded.costs."). Nevertheless, the parties to.the..

revised Stipulation believe that pages.2.& 3 to Exhibit 1 to the

~record. should -be used nv,!.:.vqui,d';f-bi _CACD in performing.tbe.price

P - e e ki . e - e e oo e g PR
T AR P S A VA - PRSI g .

LM LT e A s s C i Syt R T N T
1 pacific” and CACD have agreed for some time on’'the”definition
of direct embedded costs and the studies supporting Pacific’'s
G.0. 96-A contracts are calculated using this agreed to
definition.
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floor calculations-agreed to in both the original,and the revised
Stipulations. Thus, the parties to this pgggggQ@ggDagfsg;egg{qr
do not oppose that the following language be added to the Interim
Decision, on: page y;ig;ppgfgggond full paragraph on line 4 at the
end of the sentenc; ending with the phrase "Phrase I":
4;.. ;nd usingrﬁides 2 and 3 of Exhibit 1 to
... to-the record.in.this proceeding as a guide in
"“performing’ the price floor calculations.”
rinallyinié-ﬁﬁaglfhé record is clear, Pacific
‘bg;ievgs,:ﬁﬁﬁfiyétﬁ@éﬁi;éféave agreed to or indicated that
th;§?9}ii not oppose’ the following price floor for G.O. 96-A
Centrex or Centrex-equivalent contracts:
The higher of IMB + EUCL per Centrex
station line or direct embedded costs of
Centrex loops and features
Wherefore, Pacific respectfully requests that the
Commission enter the Interim Decision, attached to its
December 11, 1990 Motion as Exhibit 1, as amended hereby,
and incorporate therein as Exhibit 1, the revised
Stipulation (Exhibit 1 hereto) instead of the original

Stipulation (Exhibit 1 to the Motion), ordering the CACD to

proumptly resume processing G.0. 96-A Centrex contracts in

accordance with agreed to Stipulation and Interim Decision.




I.37=-11=-033 et al. Appendix C .
Page ‘15
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REVISED
EXHIBIT 1

STIPULATION TO RESOLVE PACIFIC BELL'S
ZMYRGENCY PETITION

The parties to this proceeding stipulate as follows:

That, until such time as the Conmmission decides in
either the Phasa III proceeding of OII 87-11-033 or such other
procee¢ding as the Commission may so designate, the manner in
whick imputation shall be applied to Pacific Bell’s Cantrex,
GTF-California Inc.’s Cantranet or equivalent services offered by
othar LECs provided under contract by the applicable LEC, that
the CAZD shall be dirccted to procuss in accordance with agreed
to centract review guidelines, all such G.O. 96-A Centrex
contracts submitted Te it by the LECs using as their price floer
the standard of D.88-09-055, which is the higher of 1MB + EUCL
per Contrex station line or direct embedded costs of Centrax
loops and features. In accordance with Commission Resolution No.
13069, Creat Western Bank, issued:.on May 26, 1989, with respect
to Contrex contracts, the LECS shall offer PBX trunks under
contract to the end user customer under the same terms and
conditions and at the same revenue to cost ratio that was offered
to> the end user undar the Centrex contract.

This Stipulation is agreed to by the parties for the
s5le purpose of avoiding extensive hearings at this time on the
‘issue of the apprepriate imputation methodology and will not bind
any party in any other proceeding in the State of California or
any other state. Additicnally, all parties to the Stipulation
have agreed to waive the requirements of California Public
veilities Code Section 311.4 and Rule 77.1 et seq. of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure solely with respect
to a Commission Docision limited to the adoption of the
Stipulation.

Since this Stipulation represents an interim compronise,
the stipulating parties antered into it on the basis that the
Stipulation not ‘be construed as a precedent or policy statement
of any kind for or against any of the parties in any current or
future proceeding. Furtharmore, the stipulating parties
exprassly recognize that this Stipulation should not be construed
as reflecting any stipulating parties’ views or position
concerning the undarlying principles applicable to & future or
peraanent standard of imputation for these Or other services.
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Paci:ic_Ball,ag:..-,:o;tboﬂStipulution;Cnttacb.dwﬁ
hareto, and"towthcﬂantrymotﬁthoénrattﬁInt.:ininncisicn,
attachad hereto, both of which are to be attached to Pacific
Pell’s Motion for Entry of an Interin Decision ‘Regarding-the
Precessing of G.0. 96-A Cantrex Contracts. The adbove party
agreey. to waive its rights under Section 311(8) of the '
Califsornia Public Utilities Code. and Rule 77.1 et seq. to the
extens set forth - in the Dralt Interim. Decision and - K
Stipulztion. The above pa:ty;alsouagreos-to;allowTPncitinBcll
to incluie a faxed signed copy.of this authorization (without
the attachments heretc) as part of Exhibit 3 to the Motion,
provided the above releasad attachments to the-Motion are the
same as the attachments hereto. e, .
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w-ToslIC UTILITIES COMMISSION .o
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Pacific Bell AN
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Us Sprant COl-unicationq-COnpcnx,Linitcd Partnership agrees
to the stipulation, attached herato, and to the entry of the
praft Interis pecision, attached bhereto, poth of which are €0 be
attached to Pacific Bell's Motion for Entry of an Interim
pecision Regarding the Processing of G.0. P6~A Centrex Contracts.
The abovc party agrees to waiva its rights under section 211(d)
of the Jsalifrornia PuULlic reilities Code and Rule 77..1.eT 80gq. TO
the axtent set forth in the praft Interim Decision and
stipulaticn. The above party also agrees ta.allow-Pacizic.Dell
o inciude a fuxed signed COpPY of this authorization-(witheut. the
attachmerts perato) as part of Zxnibit 3 to thg,nption,~proy;dcd
the above-relarsnced sttachments to the Motion are the same as
the attachments hereto. - LT Tt
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Re:- SctipeiationionPacific Bcll's Emergency centrex: Petition . -
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Attached pleasa.find an axecutsd copy of the suthorization
2orm provided to AT&T ‘that indicates ATLT's concurrence in-the- -~ -
sgipulation reached -concerning Pscific Bell's- Emergency- Petition. -

ro continue offering Centrex contracts under the Phass I Decision

in I.87~11-033 for an interim period of tlme. ATLT-has-Joined

this stisuiation to avoid a lengthy hearing on an interin measure,

to protact and-user customers and to provide Pacific Bell with an @
oppcrtunity to present its position bafors the compisasion vithout

the pressure oI the need for an izmedlate decision.

LE T . ——r an an S, @4

ATLT wishes to make it a Batter of record; however, that it
continues to support the position takxan by the Commission's
Advisory and Cempliance pivision (“CACD"), as ve understand- that” .
position, on the imputation of monopoly puilding blocks. intd ..
Centrex contracts ozderod in Dacision $9=10-031 (the Phase II
decinion as nodizioda:by-..bocuion,90-04-031) . At-the appropriate

time ATLT will Tenev its advocacy of that imputation-requirement.

-~ ~plesse attach thilw letter t,of.bo ATET authorization fora
submitted to the Commission. Tt e

.-
ey

Sincersly,
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ADXHARIZATION

ATLT communications of california, Inc. ("ATLTV)
agrees to the revised stipulation, attached hersto, and to
the entry of the Dralt I=teria Decision, attachad nexreto,
poth of which are to be attachsd to Pacific Bell's Motion
ror Latsy ©f an Interim oecision Msgarding the Processing of
G.0. 96-A Cantyex Contracts. The above party agrees to
vaive izs rignts under #ectlion 311(4) of the Ccalifornia
public C=ilities Cods and Rule 77.1 at asq. to the extent
sat forti: iz the Draft Interim Dacision and stipulation.

The above. farty 41sc agress to allow Pacizic Bell to include
&- zaxed signed copy of this authorigzation (without the
sttachments terstd) as part of Ixhibit 3 to the XNotion,
previded the above-referanced attachments to the Motion axe
the sazs as the attachzments bareto.

}
Yy / pated; Decazber 1, 1990

- W uts
2ttorney for ATLT
798 Folsoa Strast
sSan Yrancisco, GA 94107
(415) 442-3850
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PR

Yodazrel

: m
Ixscutive Aganclas “o not oppose the mis Mauu,
attached hereto, and €0 the antry of the Draft :am
Decisior, sttachad hereto, doth 0f which are to.be attached
to ne:.z.tp Ball's Motlion for Rn of an. zau;-u Decision
Ragarding the Processing of 4.0. 3é~A Cantrax Contracts.:
The ahcvs DAYtY agreas to walve its T 8 under Section
311(4) of the California Mublic Usilities Code and aule 77.1
ot » to the &xTart set forth ip the Dtltt Intarin.
Decisiecn and stipulation. The above party 4180 agrees: o
allow Jacific Ball to include a faxed signed ocopy of .this
Authorizetion (without the aAttachmants Dsreto) as. part: oz
Extibiz 3 o the Motion, provided the above-resferenced
attachzants to the xm:i.o' are ﬂu sams as :ho ntumonu

w‘u .

Attornoy for the DOD/¥BA
Departaant of the my: '
Judge Advecate General e ann
901 Nerth Stlest L R
Arlington, Virginia 33203-1937 Sl I

12, 07. 90 08.00 X 249

-
-~
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. s

- The DepArtsant of Defenss and all-othar Yoderal . -
Executive Agancias.does net . the Stipulavion, atLACReE.
bereto, and to the.entry ef the. Dxaft Intaria Decision) L
Attached harete, »oth of which ars to BDe- attaaded to Macific
ltll'l;ﬂat&on'zor.luzry'pt an Intaris Dagisien. - the
Processing of G.0. 95-A Cantrax Contracts, The above party .
agreecs to- walve ita rights under Section 312(Q) of.ths. ~
California Public Utilities Cods and Rule 77.1 ot 8eq. to
the extert aset ror:h in the Draft Tntarim Desision and
Stipulaticn. The atave party also agrees to allow Jscitic
Bell to inciuds 3 faxed signed ocopy of tuis authaorisation -
(without the attackments hereto) as PaTt 0 DABIDIT I o the
Motion, provided tha Above-refaranced sttacrments to the
MOTisn ars the saxe as the sttachmants hareto.

a0

~ n
' Attorney for the DOD/FIA L
Jepartaent of ths Army, o e AN
Judge Advocats Ganary. > L wn -
901 JlorTth Stxasat NI
Arlingten, Virginia 32203-1937
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ATLT Coxpunicatio
o the Stipulation, -

oL an Interx egarding the Pro
Centrex Contracts. The e party &

rights under secticr 311(d) of the

yrititics code and fule 77.1 st seg. to

{n the Draf? xntarin‘nocisien,und‘lti ulation. ;
party elso Agress to allov Pacific Bell to includes &

¢igned copy of tnil\uuthorisation“(vithout tha 2ttACERIRLS -
nezeto) as part of Ixhibit 3 to the Notion, provided the
abcvc-ro:.ronccd.at:ccnnsntl vo the Motion axe the BABG 88
the attachmants hersto. n , . : g - o

S e T

Lt n LoD
3 DEcenbAY, :1’1& 1990

atcorney s i g e
785 Tolson Atrest;; ' T
San TIancisco, CA 4L (
(415) 442-3850
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CERTIPICATE OF SERVICE

e e O] fv,. - —— e

¥ el
tad e L A

I, Alex Kositsky, certzfy :hat the following is true and
correct._ :
gerees 1 am: a c;tzzen~o£‘the 6nzted~$tates,w3tnte~of
Calzforn;at‘nm over. e;ghteen years o£ age,~andwam NOT 8- PArLY. O
the vxthxn.causeer: S et LA T e

N wr ) o KSR Pasony foied
e el [P
- o e PO

-~ ‘,‘, '\‘N'f- v

My'busznezs |ddrezs is 140 ‘New uontgoneryWStreet,,San
rrancisco, CA.94105. ﬂjbﬁ:vﬁ ..m”,”"ﬁ e ~AmJ»:r1_; S

LR | 2
- : ~ |
- e

On~December 14 1990 1" served the attached AM!NDMENT
TO HOTION ‘QF . PACIFIC BELL—(U lOOl ‘C)Y- POR-ENTRY-'OF AN.- INTERIM--
DECISION.:REGARDING. THE .PROCESSING OFG.0. ‘96~A+CONTRACTS” wand
related - matters by placxng ‘true’ copies- thereo!“xn.envelopel
addressed to-the-parties shown on the ‘attached -list,.which. -
envelopes, with postage thereon fully'prepazd rexcept: where-
otherwise noted, I then sealed and deposited in.:amailbox- .
reqularly maintained by the United States Government in the City

and County of San Prancisco, State of Californis.

Executed this l4th day of December, 1990 at San
Prancisco, California. . -

. I
I ._/__-n.wna

ML et e
. e p e v

PACIFIC BELL e ST

P e

140 New Montgomery Street =<. vf“‘f:aa
San Prancisco,-CA. . 94105«~‘ fT“~¢ﬁ oot

Sev /é311747

Alex Xositsky

Randais GRIT TN ---..»._,_"  as
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D 11-&'1 Harbor Bav Parkw.w
Sute 10T e
R U 1 111 1Y C.;hfornaa.9450‘l
(413) 7095300

December 14, 1990

VIA FACSIMILE

Christopher L. Rasmussen, Esq.

Pacific Bell

2600 Camino Ramon,-Room 2W90L .. .. - ... v e ar_ep_ep
San Ramon, California 94583 i __.,*___W_,_”

co

Dcar Chns. ‘

" Thave rcccwcd your lcttcr of Dcccmbcr 12. 1990 (Atmchmcnt 1 hcrcto)- Imhnc lcucr. you
mdmtc that Pacific Bell and MCT have reached agreement based on'the revisions-to the:Stipulation
specified in your letter and contained-in the single page document artached 1o your letter entitled
"REVISED EXHIBIT 1, S‘IIPU'LA‘I'ION ‘1'0 RESOLVE PAC!FIC BELI.. S EWERGEN’CY
PETITION" (Am\chmcnl 2 hctcto) b LT " :

Bay Axca Tclcport agrees to- the Stxpulauon as'worded in A:tachmcn: 2 and 0 cntry of the
Proposed Interim Decision. I feel constrained to.point out that there are, to my knowledge, at
least three versions of the Stipulation.in circulation at this point: (1)-the fnitial’ Supulauon. to which
MCT objected; (2) a Stipulation with certain modifications. carrying the cnpuon “MCT'’s. Version®
at the top, which in fact was not MCI's version, because of the omission of certain language sought
by MCIL: :md (3) the Stipulation which is-Attachment 2 hereto. which includes.the language sought
by MCL To. remove any possibility of confusion over which of the three Stipulations.Bay Area
Tclcpon: is agrecing ©0, let me clmfy that Bay Area Telcport agrccs o thc chn‘d Supulanon. that
is, the one found on'Attachment 2:hereto. .~ - Te . :

By this letter, acting on behalf of Bay Area ‘I'clcpor:. 1 waive Bav A.rca Tclcport’s rights
under Section 311(d) of the California Public Utilities Code and Rule’77 of the Commission's Rules
of Practice.and.Procedure, 0 the extent set: forth in-the Draft Interim: Decision-and: Stipulaton.
Bay. Area Teleport's agreement 'to the Supulanon is conditioned’ upon Pacz.f' c Bcﬂ's mciusxon of
this letter. :md all attachments thereto’in Exhxbu 3 of xts \douon '

.. Sincerely yoursL 1L

Stephen P. Bowen
General Counsel

Attachments (2)
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Decenber 12, 1390

Friends:

Emergency Pefition

' 'Late yesterday afternoon, MCI. indicated that;they would
agree to the Stipulation and entry of the Proposed Interi
Dacision if the Stipulation is amended as set forth in the
attachment hereto. -It differs from the one we faxed Lo You-
late on Friday afternoon, attached to a handwritten note of
Jan Major by the. insertion of the words.'per Centrex station
line” in . the 10tk line of.the 2nd. paragraph.after the phrase
"lMB - EUCL” and bezore the word."or". . .

s -,’ L

».' Tre e
v

The phrase is cons;stent w;th Append;x A, paqe '4,,-0 ‘
D.88~09-059 (September 28, 1938) and Appendix A, ‘page’ 15 o
D.88-08-059 (August 24, 1938) which uses '"per line"
language. It i3 acceptable to us. If =his reVised
Stipulaticn is acceptable to you, and’ I have: no-’ reason” tc

_ believe it won’t be, please fax back to me’ an add;tiona’
"autncrization."'ﬁ““ ] e -

. .
o AT e e e s a . e
IO D] e ' ;

Onc- I 'recaive your new autnorizations I wzll tile an.
amendmaent’ £o' our Motlion, filed on. December: 10,1990,/ dﬁicn e
. served on all of you,. indicating:that MCI- has. Joined: The -
party, substituting the revised Stipulation, and aztaching .
tne new authorization.

g Finally, Jeveral cf you have zndicated that -,may have ,.ﬁww
. misunderstoed. Marty Mattes’ object;on to pages. 2. and’ 74 ‘
Exhibit.1. - You believe ne was. smmply Lnd;cat;nq that .nere
is ne "agreement" between the’ parties as to what iz~ -ncludeﬁ

in "dirsct embeddad cosTS."  YOU have suggested That th
comparative calculations/Lllustrat;on, on pages 243 o2
Exhibit 1 should be used as a guide by CACD in perZormin
the price floor calculations. We agree. Unless any of you
objecsz, I. would auqqest we add thae Zellcewing To the »ropessed
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" line 4 at the cnd of the sentence ending” wzta the parase
"Phase I":

. and:using -pages:2 and"3 of Exhibit 1 to
the record in tnz.s,‘.proceeda.ng as a guide in
performing the price floor calculations.'
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ATTACHMENT e J s

&HIBIZ 1

STIPUL&TION TC RESQLVE  PACIFIC. BELL'S o
.-  BMERGENCY: PETITION: i

I T
A

-
N L -t

The parties te this proceeding stzpulate as rcl;ows-

That, until such time as the COmmxsszon dec;dcs in
elither the Phase IIY proceeding of OII 87-11-033-.0rsuch other
proceeding as the Commission may so designate, the xanper-in
which imputation shall be applied to Pacific Bell’s Centrex,
GTE-Califernia Inc.’s Centranet or aquivalent services offared by
other LECs provided under contract by the applicable. LEC, that
the CACD shall be directed to process in accordance with agreed
to contract review quidelines, all such G.0. 96=-A Centrex
contracts submitted to it by the LECs using as their price Zloorxr
the standard of D.88-09~059, which is the higher of IMB + EUCL
per Centrex station line or direct embedded costs of Centrex
loops and features. In accordance with Commission Resclution No.
13069, Great Western Bank, issued on May 26, 1989, with respect
to Centrex contracts, the LECs 3hall offer PBX trunks under
contract to the end user customer under the same terms and
conditions and at the same revenue to cost ratio that was orffered
£0 the end user under the Cantrax contract.

This Stipulation is agreed teo by the parties for the
sole purpose of avoiding extensive aearings at this time on the
isaue of the appropriate imputation methodology and will neot bind
any party in any other proceeding in the State of California or
any other state. Additionally, all parties to the Stipulatien
have agreed to waive the requirements of California Public
Utilities Code Section 31l.d and Rule 77.1 et sag. of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure solely with respect
to a Commission Decision limited to the adoption of the
Stipulation.

Since this Stipulation represents an interin comprenise,
the stipulating parties entered into it on the basis that the
Stipulation not be construed as a precedent or policy statement
of any kind for or against any of the parties in any current or
future proceedznq. Furthermore, <the stzpulacznq parties
expressly recognize that this Sti pulat;on should not be construed
as reflecting any stipulating parties’ views or pesition
concerning the underlying principles applicable to a future or
pernanent standard of imputation Zor these or other services.

. (END OF APPENDIX C)




