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83 95 Ol7 Decision ____ _ MAY 4 1983 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application or 
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND tELEGRAPH 
COMPANY, a eorporation, for author-
ity to increase certain intrastate 
rates and charges appl1ca~le to 
telephone serv1ee~ ~urnished within 
the State o~ California. 

, , 
) 
) , 
) , 

------------------------------, ) 
In the Matter of the Application of 
'l'SE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH 
COMPANY, a corporation, for author-
ity to increase certain intrastate 
rates and charges applica~le to 
telephone services furnished vithin 
the State or California. 

, 
) , 
) 
) 
) , 

--------------------------------, ) 
Re Advice Letter (P!&!) No. '36~O 
to reprice certain telephone 
terminal equipment and Resolution 
No. T-'0292 granting approval of 
said changes. 

, 
) , 
) 
) 

-------------------------------, ) 
In the Matter of Advice Letter 
Filing No. 1364' or THE PACIFIC 
'l'ELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY 
tor authority to increase certain 
rates tor key telephone serVice ~y 
$30.1 =111ion. 

, , 
) 
) 
) 
) 

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

Appl1eation 59849 
(Filed August " '980; 
amended August 28, '980 

and October 14, 1980) 

Application 59269 
(Filed Novem~er 13, 1919; 
amen~e~ November '5, '919) 

Applieation 59858 
(Filed August 1, 1980) 

Application 59888 
(Filed August '9, 1980) 
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e 
Investigation on the Commission's ) 
own motion into the rates, tolls, ) 
rules, charges, op~rations, costs, ) 
separations, inter-company settle- ) 011 63 
ments, contracts, service, and ) (Filed De ceml:>er 18, 1979) 
facilities of ~HE PACIFIC !ELEPHONE ) 
AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a California ) 
corporation; and of all the tele- ) 
phone corporations listed in ) 
Appendix A, attached hereto. ) 

) 
) 

Investigation on the Commission's ) 
ovn motion into the rate~, tolls, ) 
rules, charges, o~erations, costs, ) 
separations, inter-company settle- ) 
ments, contracts, service, and ) 011 ai 
facilities of THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE ) (Filed August 19, 1980) 
AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a California ) 
corporation; and of all the tele- ) 
phone corporations listed in ) 
Ap~nd1x A, attached hereto. ) 

) e ) 
Investigation on the Commission's ) 
ovn motion into the Matter of ) 
Revision of the Accounting for ) 
Station Connections and related ) OIl 814 
Ratemaking Effects and the Economic ) (Filed D~cem'ber 2, 1980) 
Consequences of Customer-ovned ) 
Premise Wiring. ) 

) 
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ORDER MODIFYING ORDERING PARAG~gS 10 ~~ 11 
OF DECISION g3367 

On September 23, 1982 The Pacific Telepho~e ~~d TeleQraph 
Company (Pacific) filed a petition requesting tbe Com~ission 
modify Ordering Paragraphs 10 and 11 0: Decision (D.) 93367 dated 
August 4, 1982. Those paragraphs now read: 

"10. Pacific, General, Continental, and 
Citizens shall submit, as a part of 
Pacific's next major rate applica-
tion, testimony and exhibits which 
address the feasibility of i~ple­
menting ORTS in all exchan~es which 
presently receive 'in' ORTS calls, 
the revenue requirement in te~s 
of added plant and additional 
expenses associated with the expansion 
of ORTS over these additional routes, 
and the customer billin; effects 
associated with iMplementing ORTS over 
the additional routes. Pacific, 
General, Continental, and Citizens 
shall also provide written notice to 
each of its customers who would be 
affected by the implementation of ORTS 
over the additional routes prior to 
submission of the testimony and 
exhibits .. 

"11. Pacific, Roseville, General, and 
Citizens shall SUbmit, as a part of 
PacifiC'S next major rate application, 
testimony ~~d exhibits which address 
the feasibility of irnplementinQ ZUM 
service over the additional routes as 
set forth in Appendix 0 0: Exhibit 242, 
the revenue requir~ent in terms of 
added plant and additional expenses 
associated with the expansion of ZUM 
over these additional routes, and 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 bv the 
implementation of ZUM over the ~ddi­
tional routes prior to submission of 
the testimony and exhibits." 

With respect to paragraph 10, Pacific claims the 
filing of the required testimony ~nd e~~ibit~ would be countcr-?roductive and 
wa$tcful .:It t.~iz time bcc.:luze it iz not rcaziblc no,.J to i'Tl?lcrnent Optional 
Residential Telephone Scrvice (OR!S) on ~dditionul rout~~. Thiz is duc to the 
fact that Pacific does not know which routes it will be able to 
serve after its divestiture from Amcricnn Telephone ~nd Telegraph 
Company. Until the final ORTS routes have been established, even 
the revenue requirement effects of an ORTS plan cannot be deter-
mined. Pacific's best forecast of when it could file ORTS 
testimony and exhibits iz when it makes its planned filing in ~ 
proceeding covering a 1984 post-divestiture test year. Pacific 
discussed its proposed modification with General Telephone Company 
of California (General), Continental Telephone, and Citizens 
Utilities (Citizens). Those companies concur with Pacific's 
proposal anc would file testimony and exhibits on ORTS in Pacific's 
proceeding and give written notice of the filings 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 Zone Usage Me3surement routes. 

Pacific also requested that the notice requirements of 
paragraphs 10 and 11 be changed so th~t only one notice would have 
to be given to customers, and it would be given as part of the 
next gener~l rate increase application notice. 
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On January 10, 1983 the Commission staff filed a reply 
to Pacific's petition. The staff docs not op~sc the request of 
Pacific to incorporate the customer notice associated with the 
expansion of ORTS and ZUM routes in the su~e notice as the rate 
increase ~pplic~tion to be filed by Pacific in NOI-8S. 

The staff opposes ?acific'~ request to postpone the 
submission of the testimony and exhibits rcc.uir~d by Ordering 
Paragraph 10 until the filinq by Pacific of a 1984 test year 
application on a post-eivestiture b~sis. The staff believes it 
is appropriate, however, to postpone consideration of possible 
expansion of ORTS until the Local Access Transport Areas (LATA's) 
contemplated under the Modified Final Judgment entered in 
u.s. X aT&T et gl. are established ane approved. It claims the 
only basis cited by Pacific for any postponement in considering 
the expansion of ORTS is the lack of approved LATA's. The staff 
recommends that Pacific be ordered to make the Paragraph 10 filing 
within 90 day= Otter occcptonce by ~~c COurt of the implemcn~tion pl~n for LA~\·z. 
The u.s. District Court icsuccl its 09inion on A?ril 21, 1983 approving nin~ LA~\'z ~ 
for californi~. In the ~lter~tive, P~cific should be directed to include its ~ 

P~r~groph 10 filing ~s a part of ~ny future ~pplicotion to eztab1ish c~r9cc for ~~~ 
provision of exchange access lor interchJnge telecommunicatio~~. The staff pointe out 
that it does not preclude Pacific from including expansion of 
ORTS as a part of a 1984 offset procccdinq, should such proceeding 
be initiated within 90 days of 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.93367 but 
recommends a different modification than PaCific's. 

Although Pacific was given ample time, it did not respond 
to the staff's co~~ents and reco~~endations. 
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We find the staff's reeo~~endation to be reasonable and 
concl~de that, under Public Utilities Code Sectio~ 1708,' it 
should be adopted as provided for i~ ~hc following order. 

IT IS ORDERED that Ordering ?ar~~rapns 10 and 11 of 
0.93367 dated August .:, 1981. are amended to read as follows: 

"10. Pacific, General, Continent\ll and 
Citizens shall submit testi~ony and 
exhibits which address (1) the feasi-
bility of implementing ORTS in all 
exchanges which prcs(mtly receive 
'in' ORTS calls. (2) the revenue 
requirement in terms of added plant 
and 3cldition'31 expenses az::;ociated 
with the expansion of ORTS over these 
additional routes, (3) ane the 
customer billing effects associated 
with imple~cnting ORTS over the 
additional routes. Such testimony 
ol."ld ex."ibits !:ihall !.ie fi100 by July 21, 1983 
or uS ~ part of the forthcoming 
applic~tion. to be filed by ?~cific 
which requests ~~thorization to 
cst~blish charges for the provi~ion of 
exchange access for interexch~nge 
telecomm~nicationz, whiChever i~ the 
sooner. Pacific, Gener~l, Continont~l, 
and Citizens sh~ll p:ovide written 
notice to e~ch of its customers who 
wo~10 b~ ~ffectod by the implcmcnt~tion 
of ORTS over the ~dditiona1 routes 
within 45 d~yz after the filing of the 
testimony ~nd exhibits ~ddrczsin9 ~uch 
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implementation of ORTS. For Pacific, 
such customer notice may be included 
as a part of Pacific's notice of an 
application which includes the 
testimony and exhibits addressing the 
implementation of ORTS over additional 
routes. 

"11. Pacific, Roseville, General, and 
Citizens shall submit, either as 
attachments to Pacific's next major 
rate application, or as separate 
doc~~ents filed coinCident with the 
filing of Pacific's next major rate 
application (1) testimony and exhibits 
which address the feasibility of im-
plementing ZUM service over the 
additional routes as set forth in 
Ap~endix 0 of Exhibit 242, (2) the 
revenue requirement in terms of added 
plant and additional expenses 
associated with implementing ZUM over 
the additional routes, and (3) the 
customer billing effects associated 
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 of ZUM over the additional 
routes as part of the notice ;iven in 
Pacific's next major rate application. 
Within 45 days after the filing of 
Pacific's next major rate application, 
Roseville, General, and Citizens shall 
also provide written notice to each of 
its customers who would be affected 
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by the implementation of zu~ over 
the ~dditional routes." 
This order ~omes effective 30 days from today. 
Dated 4~83, at San Francisco, California. 

- 8 -

:.tOr-AIm M. GP'.ntES. nt. 
Pros14oAt. 

V:C':OR CA:LVO 
~ISCILLA. C. G!\E:R 
:DO~ VIft:L 

Cocm!sz1on~s 





A.59849 et al. ALJ/ec 

customers who would be affected by the 
implementation of ZUM over the addi-
tional routes prior to submission of 
the testimony and exhibits." 

With respect to paragraph 10, Pacific claims the 
filing of the required testimony and exhibits would be counter-
productive anp w~st~~~.at this time because it is not feasible 

"o-p-~h ~./1'--e,-~ ~"f'~ ~ 
now to implementN9RTS)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 ~~erican Telephone and Telegraph 
Company. Until the final,ORTS routes have been established, even . ,/ 
the revenue requirement effects of an ORTS Pl~annot be deter-
mined. Pacific's best forecast of when it could file ORTS 

/' testimony and exhibits s planned filing in a 
proceeding covering a 1984 post-dives ture test year. Pacific 
discussed its proposed modificatio. with General Telephone Company 
of california (General), Contine .al Telephone, and Citizens 
Utilities (Citizens). Those ~panies concur with Pacific's 
proposal and would file test'. ony and exhibits on ORTS in Pacific's 
proceeding and give writte. notice of the £ilin~s to their 
affected customers. 

Concerning pa agraph 11, Paeific requests a 45-day delay 
for Roseville Telephont Company, General, and Citizens to submit 
testimony and eXhibi~ on additional Zone Usage Measurement routes. 

I 
Pacific also requested that the notice requirements of 

paraqraphs 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 Co~~ssion 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 s~~e notice as the rate 
increase application to be filed by Pacific in NOI-8S. 

The staff opposes Pacific's request to postpone the 
submission of the testimony and exhibits required by OrderinQ 
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 ':'ransport A:'eas"......·(LATA' S) 

.,/" 
contemplated under the Modified Final Judgment enterea in 
u S V ~T&T et gl. are established and approv~ It claims the 
only basis cited by Pacific for any postpon~nt in considering 
the expansion of ORTS is the l~Ck of ap~~ed LATA's. The staff 
reco~~ends that Pacific be ordered ~ake the Paragraph 10 filing 
wi thin 90 days ...,af~~rS ac~.e~:tax;.ce~y . he ~Co.urt of ,the implement~t;i.O~....., r 

.:J.A.J. VI •• -'4:./,/V'~U,,:",..vd... ~_I.I .Jp:... ~'-""',.J"'- nv .. :.p'..v ~I, I,r~ °ill. A_,v:;' 
plan for LATA'S.,., In the altern love, Pacific should be directea /..f.7A~-f'.1 

/ ft, f~ J~ -'11 , to include its ParaQraph 10 fi-1inQ as a part of any futUre ~~11 ~ -, 
application to establish ch~es for the provision of exchanqe ~ 

/ access for interchanQe te~co~~unications. The staff points out 
/ that it does not preclude Pacific from including expansion of 

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

Accordingly, the staff concurs that an ex parte order be 
issued modifyinQ OrderinQ Paragraphs 10 and 11 of D.93367 but 
reco~~ends a different modification than Pacific's. 

Although Pacific was qiven ~~le time, it did not respond 
to the staff's co~~ents ~~d reco~~endations. 
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We find the staff's reeo~~endation to be reasonable and 
eonelude that, under Public Utilities Code Section 1708, it 
should be adopted as provided for in the following order. 

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

"10. Paeifie, General, Continental and 
Citizens shall submit testimony and 
exhibits whieh address (1) the feasi-
bility of implementing ORTS in all 
exchanges which presently receive 
'in' ORTS calls, (2) the revenue 
requirement in te~s of added plant 
and additional expenses associated 
with the expansion of ORTS over these 
additional routes, (3) and the 
customer bi11in~ effects assoe:a~ed 
with implementing ORTS over th~ 
additional routes. Such tes~~ony I 

and exhibits sh~ll be'filed/~n /.~~ 
~y-s afteI tt:e-a-~C'e'P't'd.?e';;y-th·c ..; 

-un-:l.~-St-at-e-s-J>i-Stti-et-CO'\:'_... ...0... t"he 
D.:i..g.t.r-i<:-t--of Co~ml:>i-a----o£7the i:!!pl e:!!~'a­

_t.io:l-plal"l for the-es.t-a.b-l-i-sh::tc'e·ro·~ 
.t.:bo-Loca--l-A-eees-s-Tra:fsport A.-ea-s-
_~·A-'-s-)-unee=-t:b.C-MOc i f i.ed-F-i.n.a.l-
J'lJ..d.~nt en.te~d-i;n'--v-• ..g. v. ~:r'&T-
~ ~. or as a part of the forthcoming 
application to ~ filed by Pacific 
which requestsfouthorization to 
establish eha~qes fo~ the provision of 
exchange acce?s for :l.nterexchangc 
telecommunications, whichever is the 
sooner. Pacific, General, Continental, 
and Citizens shall provide .... -ritten 
notice to each of its customers who 
would be affected by the implementation 
of ORTS over the additional routes 
within 45 days after the filing of the 
testimony and exhibits addressing such 
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