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Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
COMPANY, a corporation, for authorw
ity to increase certain intrastate
rates and charges applicadle %o
telephone services furnished within
the State of California.

In the Matter of the Application of
THE PACIFIC TELEPEONE AND TELEGRAPH
COMPANY, a corporation, for author-
ity t0 increase certain intrastate
rates and charges applicadle to
telephone services furnished within
the State of California.

Re Advice Letter (PT&T) No. 13640
1o reprice certain telephone
terminal equipment and Resolution
No. T-10292 granting approval of
sald changes.

In the Matter of Advice Letter
Filing No. 13641 of THE PACIFIC
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPE COMPANY
for authority to increase certain
rates for key telephone service by
$30.1 pillion.
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Application 59849
(Filed August 1, 1980;
anended August 28, 1980

and October 14, 1980)

Application 59269
(Filed Novenber 13, 1979;
amended Noveamber 15, 1979)

Application 59858
(Filed August 1, 1980)

Application 59888
(Filed August 19, 1980)
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Investigation on the Commission's
own motion into the rates, tolls,
rules, charges, operations, costs,
separations, inter~company settle-
ments, contracts, service, and
facilities of TEE PACIFIC TELEPHONE
AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a California
corporation; and of all the tele-
phone corporations listed in
Appendix A, attached hereto.

Investigation on the Commission's
own motion into the rates, tolls,
rules, charges, operations, costs,
separations, inter-company settle-
ments, contracts, service, and
facilities of THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE
AND TELEGRAPE COMPANY, a California
corporation; and of all the tele=-
phone corporations listed in
Appendix A, attached hereto.

Investigation on the Commission's
own motion into the Matter of
Revision of the Accounting for
Station Connections and related
Ratemaking Effects and the Econonmic
Consequences of Customer-owned
Premise Wiring.
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0II 63
(Filed Decembdber 13, 1979)

0II 81
(Filed August 19, 1980)

0XX 84
(Filed Decender 2, 1980)
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ORDER MODIFYING ORPDERING PARAGRAPHS 10 AND 11
OF DECISION 93367

On September 23, 1982 The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph
Company (Pacific) £iled a petition reguesting the Commission
modify Ordering Paragraphs 10 and 11 of Decision (D.) 93367 dated
August 4, 1982. Those paragraphs now read:

“1l0. Pacific, General, Continental, and
Citizens shall submit, as a part of
racific's next major rate applica-
tion, testimony and exhibits which
adéress the feasibility of inple-
menting ORTS in all exchanges which
presently receive 'in' ORTS calls,
the revenue requirement in terms
of added plant and additional
expenses associated with the expansion
0f ORTS over these additional routes,
anéd the customer billing effects
associated with implementing QRTS over
the additional routes. Pacific,
General, Continental, and Citizens

shall alseo provide written notice to
each of its customers who would be
affected by the implementation of ORTS
over the additional routes vrior to
submission of the testimony and
exhibits.

Pacific, Roseville, General, and
Citizens shall submit, as a part of
Pacific's next major rate application,
testimony and exhibits which adéress
the feasibility of implementing ZUM
service over the additional routes as
set forth in Appendix O of Exhibit 242,
the revenue requirement in terms of
added plant and additional expenses
associated with the expansion 0 ZUM
over these additional routes, anéd the
customer billing effects associated
with implementing ZUM over the
additional routes. Pacific, General,
Roseville, and Citizens shall also
provide written notice to each of its
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customers who would be affected by the
implementation of 2UM over the addi-~
tional routes prior £o submission of
the testimony and coxhibits.”

with respect to paragraph 10, Pacific claims the
filing of the required testimony and exhibits would be counter-productive and
wacteful at thic time because it iz not {cacible now to implement Optional
Residential Telephone Service (ORTS) on additional routes. Thiz iz due to the
fact that Pacific doez not know which routes it will be able to
serve after its divestiture from American Telephone and Telegraph
Company. Until the £inal ORTS routes have becn established, even
the revenuc requirement cffects of an ORTS gplan cannot be deter-
mincd. Pacific's best forccast of when it could file ORTS
testimony and exhibits iz when it makes its planned £iling in 2
proceeding covering a 1924 post-divestiture test yecar. Pacific
discussed its proposceé modification with General Telephone Company
of California (Gencral), Continental Telephone, and Citizens
Utilities (Citizens). Those companics concur with Pacific's
proposal and would file testimony and exhibits on ORTS in Pacific's
proceeding and give written notice of the f£ilings to their
affected customers.

Concerning paragraph 11, Pacific requests a 45-day delay
for Roseville Telephone Company, General, and Citizens to submit
testimony and exhibits on additional Zonc Usage Measurement routes.

Pacific also regquested that the notice reguirements of
paragraphns 10 and 11 be changed so that only one notice would have
to be given to customers, and it would be given as part of the
next general rate increase application notice.
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On January 10, 1982 the Commission staff £iled a reply
£to Pacific's petition. The staff cdoes not oprose the request of
Pacific to incorporatc the customer notice associated with the
expansion of ORTS and 2UM routes in the same notice as the rate
increasze application to be filed by Pacific in NOI-85.

The staff opposes Pacific's requezt to postpone the
submission o0f the testimony and exhibits required by Ordering
Paragraph 10 until the filing bv Pacific of a 19845 test vear
application on a post-divestiture basis. The staff believes it
15 appropriate, however, to postpone consideration of possible
expansion of ORTS until the Local Access Transport Arcas (LATA's)
contemplated under the Modified Final Judgment entered in
DS X AZ&T et al. are cstablished and approved. It claims the
only basis cited by Pacific for any postponement in considering
the cxpansion of ORTS is the lack of approved LATA's. The staff
recommenids that Pacific be ordered to make the Paragraph 10 filing
within 90 dayc after acceptance by the Court of the implementation plan for LATA’=.

The U.S. District Court icsued its Opinion on April 21, 1983 approving nine ILATA's ;/”//
for California. In the alternasive, Pacific chould be directed to include its

Paragraph 10 filing as a part of any future application to cztablish charges for the
provision of exchange access for interchange telecommunications. The staff points out
that it does not preclude Pacific £rom including cxpansion of

ORTS as a pact of a 1984 offset proceeding, should such procecding

be injitiated within 90 days of the approval of the implementation

of the LATA's.

Accordingly, the staff concurs that an ox parte order be
issued modifying Ordering Paragraphs 10 and 11 of D.93367 but
recommends a diffcrent modification than Pacific's.

Although Pacific was given ample time, it did not respond
to the staff's comments and recommendations.
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We £ind the staff's recommendation to be reasonadble and
conclude that, under Public Utilities Code Section 1708, it
should be adopted as provided for in the following order.

I7T IS ORDERED that Ordering Pa:éqraphs 10 ané 11 of
D.92367 dated August 4, 1981, are amended to read as follows:

"l0. Pacific., General, Continental andé
Citizens shall submit testimony an
exhibits which address (1) the feasi-
bility of implementing ORTS in all
exchanges which preosently reccive
‘in’' ORTS calls, (2) the revenue
reguirement in terms of added plant
and additional expenses associated
with the expansion of ORTS over these
additional routes, (2) and the
customer billing effects associated
with implementing QRTS over the
additional routes. Such testimony
and exhibits shall be filed by July 21, 19383
or as 2 part of the forthcoming
application to be filed by Pacific
which requests authorization ¢o
cstablish charges for the provision of
exchange access for interexchange
telecommunications, whichever is the
sooner. Pacific, General, Continental,
and Citizens shall provide written
notice to each of its customers who
would be affected by the implementation
of ORTS over the additional routes
within 45 days after the £iling of the
testimony and exhibits 2ddrezsing such
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implementation of ORTS. For Pacific,
such customer notice may be inecluded
as a part of Pacific's notice of an
application which includes the
testimony and exhibits addressing the
implementation of ORTS over additional
routes.

Pacific, Roseville, General, and
Citizens shall submit, either as
attachments to Pacific's next major
rate application, or as separate
documents filed coincident with the
£iling of Pacific's next major rate
application (1) testimony ané exhibits
which address the feasibility of im-
plementing ZUM service over the
additional routes as set forth in
Appendix O of Exhibit 242, (2) the
revenue reguirement in  terms 0f added
plant and additional expenses
associated with implementing ZUM over
the additieonal routes, and (3) the
customer billing effects asszociated
with implementing ZUM over the addi-
tional routes. Pacific shall provide
written notice to each of its customers
who would be affected by the imple-
mentation ¢f ZUM over the additional
routes as part of the notice given in
Pacific's next major rate application.
Within 45 days after the £iling of
Pacific's next major rate application,
Roseville, General, and Citizens shall
2lso provide written notice to each of
its customers who would be z2£fected
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by the implementation of ZUM over
the additional routes."

This oxder mcmes effective 30 days £rom today.
Dated 4 1983 ., At San Francisco, California.

~EORARD M. GRIMES, JIR.
Prosident
VICD0R CALVO
TRISCILLA C. GREW
DONALD VIAL
Commissioners

I CERTIFY T T THIS DECISI
Wis LYPRS 1" " ‘B" IS ﬁ‘BGVE
COMAISSIUERS TORAY.
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customers who would be affected by the
implementation 0f ZUM over the addi-
tional routes prior to submission oz
the testimony and exhibits.”

With respect to paragraph 10, Pacific claims the
f£iling of the reguired testimony and exhibits would be counter-
productive éﬁi_ziftegu; 3§%§BEE'§&E£'because it is not feasible
now to imp ementMgRTs)on additional routes. This is due to the
fact that Pacific does not know which routes it will be able to
serve after its divestiture from American Telephone and Telegraph
Company. Until the £final.ORTS routes have been established, even
the revenue requirement effects of an ORTS p%ig/cggﬁot be deter-
mined. Pacific's best forecast of when it ¢ouléd £ile ORTS
testimony and exhibits is when it makes ifs planned £iling in a
proceeding covering a 1984 post-divespiture test year. Pacific
discussed its proposed modification/with General Telephone Company
of California (General), Contineptal Telephone, and Citizens
Utilities (Citizens). Those 3pmpanies concur with Pacifice's
proposal and would f£ile testjimony and exhibits on ORTS in Pacific's
proceeding and give writterw notice of the £ilings to their
affected customers.

Concerning paragraph ll, Pacific requests a 45-day delay
for Roseville Telephoné’Company, General, and Citizens to submit
testimony and exhib% s on additional Zone Usage Measurement routes.

Pacific also regquested that the notice requirements of
paragraphs 10 and 11 be changed so that only one notice would have
to be given to customers, and it would be given as part of the
next general rate increase application notice.
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On January 10, 1983 the Commission staff £filed a reply
to Pacific's petition. The staff does not oppose the request of
Pacific to incorporate the customer notice associated with the
expansion of ORTS and ZUM routes in the same notice as the rate
increase application to be £iled by Pacific in NOI-85.
The staff opposes Pacific's request to postpone the
submission of the testimony and exhibits recquired by Ordering
Paragraph 10 until the filing by Pacific of a 1984 test year
application on a post-divestiture basis. The staff believes it
is appropriate, however, to postpone consideration of possible
expansion of ORTS until the Local Access Transport Argi§/4zhmk's)
contemplated under the Modified Final Judgment entered in
U S._ v AT&T et al. are established ané approved. It claims the
only basis cited by Pacific fog any postponeﬁggt in considering
the expansion of ORTS is the lack of appréged LATA's. The stafs
recommends that Pacific be ordered to f;ke the Paragraph 10 £filing
aeRin 90 Savs RTYEN SSRGS PYANS COER £F She IMELenentarion ey 7
plarn for LATA's., In the alternarive, Pacific should be directel “LA74% 7év
to include its Paragraph 10 fiigng as a part of any future C;lé@V*:*-Q
application to establish charges for the provision of exchange
access for interchange telé;ommunications. The staff points out

that it does not precluqélpacific from including expansion of

ORTS as a part of a 1984 offset procecding, should such proceeding
be initiated within 90 days ¢f the approval of the implementation
of the LATA's.

Accordingly, the staff concurs that an ex parte order be
issued modifying Ordering Paragraphs 10 and 11 of D.923267 but
recommnends a different modification than Pacific's.

Although Pacific was ¢given ample time, it did not respond
to the staff's comments and recommendations.
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We £inéd the staff's recommendation to be reasonable and
conclude that, under Public Utilities Code Section 1708, it
should be adopted as provided for in the following order.

IT IS ORDERED that Ordering Parégraphs 10 and 11 of
D.93367 dated August 4, 1981, are amended to zead as follows:

"10. Pacific, General, Continental and
Citizens shall submit testimony and
exhibits which address (1) the feasi-
Pility of implementing ORTS in all
exchanges which presently reccive
'in' ORTS calls, (2) the revenue
requirement in terms of added plant
and additional expenses associated
with the expansion ¢f ORTS over these
additional routes, (2) and the
customer billing effects associated
with implementing ORTS over the
additional routes. Such testimony |, N7 e P T
and exhibits shall be‘filed-ﬁéﬁ%&n S, >%”A”u CRY '9“'3
90d&ankeﬂ&xm~theﬂacceptarté‘by—the ¢ 7 47
~United—-States-District—Colrt—Lo—the
District—of _Colunbi LA he—imolenes
_tion plan . for-the—estadlishment—os
Lhe-Local—-Access—Transport—Arcas—
~(LATA-sI—under _the Modified-Pinal-—
—Judgment—entered—in—l- ST ATYT—
LL—2is. Or as a part of the fortheoming
application to be £iled by Pacific
which requests guthorization to
establish chazges for the provision of
exchange access for interexchange
telecommunications, whichever is the
sooner. Pacific, General, Continental,
anéd Citizens shall provide written
notice to each of its customers who
would be affected by the implementation
£ ORTS over the additienal routes
within 45 days after the £iling of the
testimony and exhibits addressing such
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