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Decision 84 "01', 037January" 5, 1984 

EEPORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIPORNIA 

ORDER INSTITUTINGn .. "V"ESTIGATION to ) 
eetermine whether cocpetition should) 
be ~llowed in the provision of ~ 
teleco::1munications transmission ( 
services within the state. ) 

l 
) 
) 
) 
) 

~ 
l 
) 
) 4t Ane Relatee Matters. ) 

~ 

-------------------------------

) 

~ 

1 

l 

~ 
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OIl 83-06-01 
(Piled June 29~, 1983) 

Application 82-12-21, 
(Filed December 9, ,1982) 

Applica.tion 83-01-20, , 
(Filed Janua.ry1;,198.;) 

Application 83-05-16 
(Filed Ma.y 6,1983)' 

Applica.tion 8'-05-26 
(F:f:.led May 1':;'~ 198;) 

Appli'cation 83-05.-40, 
(Filed Ma.y1 8; 198::;.) 

Application 83.;.06,;;;,,4, 
(Filed: June 24,., 198:;) 

A:ppiic'at,i:~n 8~07~2'~ ,,' , 
(Filed July 11, 1983) , 

Application'8:;~08-26) 
(!iled A'U.gust8~ 198:;) 

, , ' 

Application ,83-09-:;7 ' 
(Filed septet:l.bcr 19" 19B}): , 

App-lication83-1:0-09 " ' 
(Filed Octo,ber 5·,." 1983)' 

Applica.tion8:;~11-07,' , 
(Filed November :5, , 1.98,:;')", 

'. 

, ' 

" ,"'" 

,"." ' 
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An4 Related Matters. 

) Application 8'3";'12-25 
) (Piled December 15, 1983)' 
) 
) 
) 
) 

~ 
) 

l 

Application 84-01-01 
(Piled January '3,' 1984) 

Case'83";05~05 
(Fi led May 12" 1983) 

(I&5) , 
case 83-11 .. 05-

(Filed' Novetr.b~t" 22, 1983) 

----------------------------) 
(Appearo.nces will be included with the fin~l deeision.) 

:i:NTERIM OPlrrION 

This is one of several proceedings in which the Commission 
co~siders -:he e:f'~ectz of the ~odii'ied Final JudStlent (MFJ),. the ," 
antit~ust consent'decree between tho De~artment of Justice and 
J,.~er1can ~elep!lo;e and Telegraph Company (AT&T). U~derthe terms of 
. , .. '" " , . 

th~' r~J, exc:b.a."lg~ areas known as Local ACC03G and Transport Are.as 
(LA:AZ) ar~'cre~ted. The LATAs provide the $tructu~al basis for the 
di~esii tur~ of :~;he Bell' OI>~ratine Compo.nies ,(BOCs) from AT&T. 

. •. • , t • 

ci:.lit~fni~'is divided into ten LATAs'. After January 1, 1984, the 
• f ~ • 

30Cs'can nrovide zervice only within LATAbound~ries (intraLATA), 
~~il~>AT&T:ser~~ti between tho LATAs (interLATA), succ~edineto the 
iuthori ~y~':6i the' BOCs. Whether AT&T may also serve within the tATAs 

~.. ~', ;'1., .' , ., , 

iz one o!"~he issues in this proceeding, although it has '!lot filed an 
.. ' ,.J> ,.' '.. 

aptiliciationfor such authority. ' , . , 
. - '-'. . ." ,;. 

, " Anticipating an emerBing compe'ti tive m3.rket, a. number of 
;, ,. " 

;>arties h~v.e a.pplied to this Commiscion tor,authority,to provide 
... .t. .. .••• ' \ ' 

in~!"astateinte:-city telecommunications services, including the 
~;iib~~ng; ., 
~ ' .. ,". ::A.82-12~21 

.. " 
, " 

A.83-01-20 
A.S3-05-16 

HC:i: Telecommunico:tions Company 
. . ' 

GTE Sprint Communications'Corpora.tion 
I •• 

U.S. Telephone of the, West,Inc.: 
.. : .:~ .' ..... '~:. ',t,:. _ ,', ~ . ....; .. ~, I • ~ ,. ~" ••• ,,_,. "'.\ ... 

2 -
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A.83-o.5-26 
A.83-o.5-40 
A .. 83-o.6-54 
A.83-o.7-21 
A.83-o.8-26 
]".83-09-37 
A.83-1o.-o.9 
A.83-1 ~-o.7 
A.83-12-25 

American Telephone Exchange 
Combined Network, Inc. 
U.S. Ameri-Call Inc. 
Telamarketing Communications, Inc. 
Telezpherc Network Inc. 
Call U.S.A.~ Inc. 
Satellite Business Systems 
Ameritel, Inc. 
L D Comcunications 

A.84-01-01 Com-Vest Telecommunications, Inc. 
In addition, Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Com~any (Pacific) !:as 

filed a complaint, C.83-o.5-o.5, alleging that MCI, Sprint and Western 
Union Telegraph Company (\1U) ho.ve unlawfully furnished intrastate 
'telecom::lunicat1ons services.. WTJ claims that 1 t has authori.ty to. 
provide such service by virtue of its prior operations within: the 
state, preceding the enactment of the Public Utilities Code •. On, . 

e November 7, 1983, wu tiled tariff revisions thit::wQuld establish!i the· 
, \" I . " !!. !1' 

int:-astate offering of WU's switched voice service~ On Novemb~rli22·, 
, : ' i ~ .. j .:: 

1983, the COm::lission suspended WU's tariff filing and in$tituted~ ; 
; ! <', I,'· f .: 

C.83-11-05 to examine· WU's filing.· Each ·of these :applicat10ns,::iithe 
I ' I ! :. I , • II , . ~ .! :' 

complaint proceeding, and the WU ta.riff s'U.3pens,ion:: have b:een" .: j:: 
. ;, .' ',I I 

consolidated with this investiga.tion. In the discussion that ,.' 
follows. a.:?plican~$ and WU are together ie.entifie,d as "App11.cants". 

The p-..:.rpose of this proceeding is to develop. the policy 
'basis for resolving these various pending matters. In the order. 
::'nstituting this investigation W~ posed. seven speci~ic issues tha.t. we 
asked the parties to address. This matter is now submitted fol;owing 
37 days of hearing, opening and. reply ·oriefs, and oral ar·gu.ment· . 
before the Commission en bane. In this interim decision.we resolve 
one of the issues, .... hile leaving the remaining issues to, .be resolved 
in a final deciSion in this proceeding. 

In the order instituting this investiga.tion we., c.bserved . , . e tha.t the MFJ presumes a competi ti ve market for. interLA~A : ser·vices •. 
We noted that no party hOod objected to intrastate ··:i::iterLA~A··:· : 

- :; -
' .. 

. I 
i: 

lei 'i~ ,',; 

.. 
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coopetition, but that there was debate about the terms under which 
! 

such competition should 'be allowed. We asked whE';ther the Commission 
should grant ce:-tificates fo:- interLATA service before deciding 
whether int::-aLATA competiton should be allowed. In this decision we 
decide that inte::-LATA competition should be authorized imnediately. 

The::-e is no opposition to interLATAcompetitlon. 
Applicants argue that immediate en~ry is necessary to coinCide with 
the timing 0:: divestiture. They .contend that failure to authorize 
e:l.try at this time would give AT&T a significant competitive 
advantage and make their later entry into the ma.rket more diff1cu.1 t. ,,: 
However, Pacific argues that such authorization ought.to be 
conditioned on Applicants ' ability to effect1 veli'blo,ck attempted 
int::-aLATA calls f::-om being completed over their networks,. so that, 

.! 

Pacific would be the :::ole p:-ovider·of intraLATA service. AT&T. also -, 

argues that blocking should be required. 
:Blocking would ::-equire that the Applicants reprogram their 

4t switches and take ce::-ta1n other measures to prevent intraLATA calls, 
from being completed. In the overall context of this pro'ceeding 
there are two stages of blocking that are under conSideration: 
blocking before and after equal a'Cces·s. 1 .. , The techniques required 
to implement blocking prior to equal access are not applicable to ,. 
blocking conditions after equal access. This decision a.ddresses only 
p:-e-equal access blocking. :Both types of blocking will be addressed 
in more detail in the final decision. 

,. 

1 InterLATA equal access is required by the }IFJ,. to be phased in tt beginning in September i984. 

, ' 0, 
j I" 
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Pacific and Applicants disagre~ regarding how such blocking 
could be accomplished, at what cost, and in what time frame.. This 
latte:- conside:-ation is most important for purposes of this decision, 
because Pacific concedes that sever~l months would be required, while 
Applicants contend that a much longer time would be necessa.ry. The 
evidence is clea:' that an interim decision that requires blocking 
p:-io:, to pe:-mittine interLATA entry would effectively :preclude 
Applics.."lts f:-om providing interLATA service tor months, at least, or . .' 
beyond the time of the final order in this proceeding- Because, the 
final o:,de:- may not :-equire blocking, Applicants would .be likely to 
wai t to:' the f'inal o:-de:- bef'ore investing their resources in blocking. 
ca.pa.bility. An inte:,im o:,der tha.t requires blocking~is therefore 
pointless. 

We tind that the public,interest is better served by an 
inte:-im decision that autho:'izes immediate inte::-LATA"entry. As 
stated above, the MFJ contemplates a competitive interLATA'market. e The development of such a. market will take time. Authorization of 
ent::-y is a necessary first step .. The timing. is propitious for an 
interim deciSion. 

Di vesti ture has foc,used. unp,recedented public attention on 
the telecommunications industry. This heightened public' a.w~reness 
c:-eates a favorable environment tor Applicants to enter the ma.rket, 
a..."l environment that is not likely to repeat itself. Failure to 
autho:-ize entry at this time would allow an unmistakable competitive 
adva..."'ltage to ATed. 

The complexity of the situation is compounded by the 
overlapping jurisdictions. Those Appl,icants tha.t do operate 
interstate a:-e likely to advertise their services to the public in .... , 

Califorr.lia. However, for many potentiai customers their services are 
likely to be less attractive if int::-aste.te interLATA calling i.s not 
authorized. 

- 5 -
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In o::-der to protect Pacific, the interLA'1:A a.uthority 
confe::-red by this decision is conditioned on Applicantz'willineness V' 
to refrain from holding out in,traLATA service. Applicants themselves 
have indica.~ed a willingness to take certa.in precaut.ions'intheir 
advertising and customer contacts to prevent the possibility of' using 

, ' 

their authority to make intraLATA calls. diminishing the risk of an 
a.dverse impc.ct on Pacific. We are satisfied that these measures will 
adequately protect Pacific's interests, pending a final decision .. 

We acknowledge tha.t ftholding out" is difficult. to- define in 
a:l possible permutations. We are most concerned about advertising' 
and customer contacts. Applicants who are unable' to c.onf'orm their 
conduct to the standard expected of' public utilities are subj'ect to 

',' 

severe penalties, including suspension or revocation of authority. 
Obviously, widespread disregard at this Commission's authority-could 
also atfect our ultimate position on blocking. 1tle will be observing 

, , 

.. t:b.eir cO:ld'Uct to deter:::line whether these measures are su~f'iCient,t~' 

.. protect Pacific, or whether further action is' required.' ,':: 
, " , I 

In D.83-12-24 in A.82-11-07 et ale we established a.ccess! 
, " 

charges for the provision of excha.."lge access services tolong:-
. " \ 

dista."lce carriers for the origination and' 'termination of lintr~:t3.te 
.: . "I I 

toll calls. One of the 'Underlying issues in this proceeding l.Sil the 
distinction between intrastate 3..1'ld interstate calis.. In. D.S;':.f'2lz4 
we found that originating ca.lls using Pa.cific's access services ,can 
be distinguished as intra.state or interstate by treating.,'the relevant 
pOint of presence as a. surroga.te ="'or the originating poi:l:t. We ~dopt 
the above principle for purposes of this proceeding. We also 
recognize' that some intraLATA calls ",\i11 be complete'd over,' 
Applica.:J.ts' networks, regardless of the,ir good' fai th, in. not holding 
out such service. Such intraLATA calls are incidental to Appliea.nts' 
i:'ltrastate interLATA authority and are subject to the access:~llarges 

. ". -< !;' '.; . 

adopted in D .83-12-24 until further order of the Commission .. , : 

' .. ', '" ' . 

, ; .. > '- I.; .. , 
" 
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There remains as a fin~l matter the rate re~lation and 
ta:-iff filing :-equirements that will oe imposed on Applicants. These 
are issues that will be addressed in· detail in the· final de'cision. 
We observe that none of the Applicants appears to have suffiCient 
:tarke-: sh.are to lll3.intain unreasonc.bly high rates. For purposes of 
this interim decision those Applicants that have tariffs on!ile with 
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) are 3.uthorizedto adopt 
such ta:-iffs for their interLATA service but with a specific 
exclusion of provision of intraLATA service. Along with the filing 
of the Notj.ce of Adoption of the FCC tariffs, the Applicant shall 
also :file a copy of those FCC tariffs.· Any Applicant that does not 

I • 

have tariffs on :-11e with. the FCC or that choses to offer different 
rates or charges in California shall file a tariff settirigfortb.:the 
p:-oposed services and cha:-ges· offered by Applicant.. Rate chsnges in 
FCC approved tariffs x:ay be made as authorized by the FCC. When'rate 
cha.:lges are made from time -to-time in the FCC tariffs, these changes e may be u'sed for inter1ATA intrastate California service by fili~~\: 
copies. o~ such change tariffs that wl,ll b~come eff:ective on' th~:\$ame 
date they are effective at the FCC. The provisions of .Genera19rder 
96-A are ¥Tai ved only to the extent, of Sec·tlon IV ,rela.ting> to, file:d, 

: , :' I, 
and <::ffecti ve dates; Section V, procedure in filin'g tariff' shee:ts 

• I, ' , 

which do not increase rates or charges; and Section VI, procedure in 
filing increazed rates. In all other respects,· to.riffs shall be, 
filed in accordance with General Order 96-A. ~ariff filings will be 
ef~ecti ve fi,ve days after filing. Applicants are subject to ordinary 
complaint jurisdiction of the Commission. 
Findings of Fact 

1 • 

2. 
The MPJ presumes a competitive market for interLATA service. 
There is no opposition to interLATA competition'. ' . 

,. Blocking· requires that A:pplicants reprogram their switch.es· 
and take certain other mea.sures topreve'nt intraLATA calls from, be'ing 
cOI:lpletec.. 

:" . 
1 \ 

r' ~ j, 
" I I., 

~ .'. :' ~ t 
" ' 
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4. Blocking capability would require several months to 
implement, at a minimum. 

S· An interim decision that requires blocking prior to 
providing service would effectively preclude applicants from offering 
interLATA service for months. 

6. Divestiture ha.s focussed unprecedented public attention on 
the telecoI:l:lunications industry. 

7. This public awareness creates a fa.vorable environment for 
, .' 

Applicants to enter the market. 
8. Failure to authorize entry at this time would allow an 

unmistakable competitive advantage to AT&T. 
9· Preca.utions in advertis.ing and customer contacts on the 

part of Applicants diminishes the risk of an adverse impa.ct on 
Pa.cific and its ratepayers. 

10. Originating calls using P"acif'ic ts access services can be 
distinguished as intra.sta.te or interstate by treating the relevant e point of presence a.s a surroga.te f'or the originating pOint. 

11. Intrastate intraLA~A calls carried by Applic~~ts are , ., .. . . ", . 
incidental ·to their intrastate interLATA tra.ffic • . 

12. None of the Applican:ts J'las ,s'l,. ... ff,icient ma.rket sha.re to· 
~intain unreasonably high rates. 

13· Because of' the public i~tere$t served by immediate 
interLATA entryp this order should be effective today. 
Co~clusions of Law ..-

1. Im::lediate interLA~A entry is in the public interest. 
2. Elocking would defea.t the purpose o~ immediate interLA~A 

entry. 
• 3· Applicants shoulc. be prohibited from holding out .intraLATA 

~. , 

services to the public pending further order of tneCommission." 

- 8 -
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INTERII-1 ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Each o~ the applications listed in the foregoing discussion 

is granted to the limited extent of providing the requested service 
on a interLATA basis, subject to the cond~tion that each applicant 
rei'rain from holding out to the public the provision of in.traLATA 
service. 

2. Western Union Telegraph-,Company is authorized to file 
tariffs offering interLATA service, subject to the cond.ition, that it 
not hold out to the public the provision 'of intr'aLATA service .. 

,. Each of the Applicants and Western Union Telegraph Company .. 
are authorized to file with this COmtlission, five dais after the 

.. effective date of this order, tariff schedules for the provision of 
interLATA service.. Applicants with effective FCC approve-d,tariffs, .... , , 

~ay file a notice adopting such FCC tariffs with a copy of the FCC 
tariff included in the filing. Such adoption not,ice shall 

4t specifically exclude the provision of intr~ATAservice •. Those 
Applicants that have no effective FCC tariffs,. or that wish to file 
tariffs applicable only to California intrastate interLATA service 
are authorized to do so, incl'Udirrg rates~" rules, regu.lations, and 
other provisions necessary to offer service to the, public. Such 
filings shall be made in a.ccordance with G-eneralOrder 96-A, 
excluding Sections IV, V, ~md VI, and shall be effective· not lees, 
th~~ one day afte~ filing. 

" 

,d. 

'(, 
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4. The require:lents of General Order 96-A relative to the 
e~fectiveness of tariffs after filing are waived in order that 
changes in FCC tariffs may become effective on the same dat:e for 
California interLATA service for those companies that adopt the FCC 
tariffs. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated JAN 5 1984 , at San Francisco J California~ 

, .' 

- 10 -

LEONAIC) M. GR!MES • .1R. 
Pr~s!de::lt 

V!Cl'ORCA'!.. VO; 
?RISCIL:.t.. c~r ern 
DONALD VIAL ." . 
WZLLIAM ~. BA.GLEY 

, CommiSSioners 
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Decision ~ 0:. 037 JAN 51984 
, ... '''"''''' i" ... \ .-~ ..... '\ .... , i-"-{ .. ,. r"'\ .. " 

.' :, " ~~ " :' p...J: I ~ \/! t 1\ ' : , " " ' . I I _ , , I 1', ;.~:- I .. ,I' : I ,~ l! I! ~. I' A I. 
',' 1 Ii 'I. I ~ 0 I ~ t I~ f nJ ;.~, 

:BEFORE TEE Pu:BLIC UTILITIES COMHISSION OF THE STATE OF"CAL!FoR'NIA L-..J 

ORDER INSTITUTING INVESTIGATION to ) 
deter~ne whether competition should) 
be allowed in the ~rovision o~ ) 
telecommunications· transmission ) 
services within the state. 

. , 

OIl 83-06-01 
(Filed June 29, 1983) 

.' , 

Al'l'lLn 82-12~. AI.. 
(Fi a' December 9, 1983) 

'I" • 

pplics.tion 8:;";'01-20 . 
Filed January 1",5; 19S:;} 

ApPli~'ation 83-05-16 
(Filed May 6" 198,3), 

Application 83-05-26 
(Filed May 13, 1983) 

e And Related I1atters. Application 83-05-40: 
(Filed May 1S,. 1983) 

.... -
Application 83-06-54 
(Filed June 24 ,19S:;) , 

r ' ' 
Application 83 .... 07,;;,21 
(Filed July 11, 1983) 

Application 8;-08-26)-: .' 
(Filed August 8,. 1983:):' 

Application 83-09';"37 '. :. 
(Filed·· September 19;.·:1983) , 

.' '," ".' , 
.\ " 

Application S3~1"0-09:," 

1
-(File~ Oct~berS,. '19~~}': : 

': App 11 oat ion., 8;';"11 -07:' "':' 
) (Filed Novemoer':;,:,1983): " "' .. , " 

" 
) 

. " 

---------------- ., "', 

. ,'.;,' 

" .,,1.;, ': 
~ ,~" 

," " . 
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And Related Matters. 

. ; 

Application 8)-1,2-25 
(Filed Decem'b~r1 ~,,, 1983) 

) 
) 
) 
< Applicatio'n: 84-01-01" 
) (Filed January 3, 1984) 

) Case 8;;"05-05 ',' 
) (Filed May , 1983) 
)~ K\_ "J 
~ " \~~ ;;qas ,3-11-05 '~ , 
) (Filed ovemb~r 22', 1983)' 

------------------------------) 
(A~pearances will final decision.) 

OPIUION 

This is one of se eral,~roceedings in which the, CommiSSion 
considers the ef~ects of t e Modified Final Judgment (MFJ), the e a.."ltitrust consent decree etween the Department of Justice and 
American Telephone and elegra~h Com~any (AT&T). Under the terms of 
the MPJ, excb.a!'lge are s known as Local Access and Transport Areas 
(LATAs) are created The LATAs provide the structural :'basis for the 
o.i vesti ture of "the Bell Operating' C'ompaniez (:BOCs) from AT&T. 
California is di ided into ten LATAs. After January 1, 1984, the 
BOCs ca.."l provid service only wi thin LATA boundaries (intraLATA), 

-

while AT&T. ser es 'between the tATAs (intertATA), succeeding to the 
Whether AT&T may als'o serve within the LATAs 

is one of t e issues in this proceeding, a.lthough it has not filed an 
a~plication-for such authority. 

AntiCipating an emerging competitive market, a num'ber'o'f 
parties have applied to th,is Commission';f'or autho,ri ty to' provide 
intra.state intercity telecommunications services, including the ,: 

~ollowing: 

A.S2-12-21 
A.83-01-20 
A.83-05-16 

MCI Tele6ommunica~ions Company 
GTE Sprint Communications- Corporation 
U.S. Telephone of the West, Inc. 

- 2 -
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A.S3-05-26 
A.8;-05-40 
A.83-06-54 
A.83-07-21 
A.83-08-26 
A.83-09-37 

American Telephone Exchange 
Combined Network, Inc. 
u.s. Ameri-Call Inc. 
Telamarketing Communications, Inc. 
Telephone Network In~. 
Call U.S.A., Inc. r 

A.83-10-09 ;,Satellite Business Systems 
A.8>-11-07 Ameritel, Inc • 
A.83-12-25 
A.84-01-01 

. : 
L D Communications 
Com-Vest Telecommunications, In-c< 

/. 
In addition. Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Comp~y (Pacific) has 
filed a complaint, C.83-05-05, alleging thil:t MCVSprint and Western 
union Telegraph Company (VtU) have unlaWfUl~lY 4'trnished in.t rastate 
teleco::lt:lunications services. WU cJ:s;ims th it has authority to 

t -, . " 

provide SUCh service by virtue of' its pr' r operations,.within the 
state, preceding the enactment of the lic Utilities Code. On e November 7, 1983, '\ro filed tariff rev'sione that would establish the 
intrastate offering of WU's switche" voice s~rvice~ On November 22, 
1983, the Co~ission suspended WU~ tariff filing and instituted 
C.83-11-05 to examine WU's fili~. Each, ot~ these applications', the­
complaint proceeding, and the yu tariff suspension have b:een. 
consolidated with this invesygation. In the discussion that 
follows, a.pplicants and WU rce together identi:t"ied as "Applicants". 

The purpose of to.s proceeding is to develop the policy 
basis for resolving thes~~rious pending matters. In the order 
insti tuting this investrption we posed seven specific issues .tha.t we 
aSked the parties to ad-dress. Thiz matter is now submitted following 
37 days of hea.ring, opening and reply 'b!ie:f's~ and oral argument . . 
before the Commission en bane. In this interim decision we resolve 
one of the issues, while leaving the remaining issues to be resolved 
in a final decision in this proceeding. 

In the order instituting this investigation we observed 
_ that the, HPJ presumes a competitive market forinterLATAservices. 

We noted that no pa.rty had objected to intrastate lnterLATA,. -

- 3 - .'1 . 
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In order to protect Pacific, the interLATA authority 
conferred by this decision is conditioned on ~licants' ~illingness ~ 
to refrain from holding out intraLATA service. Applicant"s themselves 

,.' 

have indic:lted a willingness to take certain precautions in their 
advertising and customer contacts to prevent. the possi.bility of using 
their autho:-ity to make intraLATA calls, diminishi~the risk of 'an 
adverse i:lpact on Pacific. We a:-e satisfied th~hese mea,sures will 
adequately protect Pacific's interests, pendi g a final dec·ision • . .. 

~fle acknowledge that "holding out" is difficult to define in 
all possible pe::-mutations. We are most ncerned about advertising 
and customer contacts. Applicants who are unable to conform their 
conduct to the standa.rd expected, ot:a.re subject to 
severe penalties, includinc; sus:pe~ ion or revocation 'ot: autho:ri ~y. 

)~ ObVi~ ~id~~~rega.rd. ! ~~hiS Commission's, authori ty ,could 
,a':so)~e our~_?_~t_~.?n::-_~::_,?_l._C:~~Eg.-",we will. be observing J-heir 
conduct to dete:-mine whether ... hese measures are sufficient/to protect 

__ PaCific, or whether further action is required. , 
.. ./ . 

In D.83-12-24 i A.82-11-07 et ala we established access 
charges for the provisio 
distance carriers for e . , 

of exchange access services to long­
ori,gination and .. termination of intrastate 

toll calls. One of t e underlying issues in this proceeding is the 
distinction betwe;tntrastate and intersta.te calls. In D.83-12-2'4 
we found that orig' ating ca.lls using Pacific'S access services can 
be disting.;.ished -s int:-astate or interstate by treating the- relevant 
point of presence as a surrogate for the originating pOint. We adopt 
the above princi~le for purposes ot: this proceeding. We· also 
recognize that 30:::le intraLATA calls wi.ll be completed over 
Applicants' networks, regardless of the{r good faith in not holding 
out such se:-vice. Such intraLATA calls 'are inCidenta.J.to-,Applicants' 
intrastate. interLATA authority a,."'l.d are subject to the a.ccess. char-ges 
adopted in D.83-12-24 until further order of the Commisslon~ 
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OIl 8,-06-01 et ala ALJ!jn 

There remains nos 3. final matter the rnote regula.tion and 
tariff filing re~uirements that will be imposed on Applicants. These 
are issues that will be addressed in detail in the final deciSion. 
We observe that none of the Applicants appears to have suffic'ient 
market share to maintain unres.sonably high rates. For purposes of 
this interim decision those Applicants that have tariffs on file with 
the Federal Co~unications Commission (FCC) are authorized to ,adopt 
such tari~~s for their interLATA service but with a. specific 
exclUSion of p:-ovision of intra.1ATA service. Alongwi.th-the filing 

/' 
o~ the Notice of Adoption of the FCC tariffs, the/J?Plicantshall 
also file a copy of those FCC tarii"fs. Any Appl1.cant that does not 
have ta:-iffs on file with the ,FCC or that Ch.o{es to offe'r different 
:-ates or ch3.rges in California sha.ll filyt tariff setting forth the 
p:-oposed se!"vices and charges off~red 1>1 Applicant. Rate changes in 
PCC approved tariffs may be made ~i'~thorized by the FCC. When rate 
changes are made f::-om time-to-timel'i'n the FCC tariffs', these changes e may be used fo::- int.erLATA intrari'ate California service by filing 
copies of such cha.."lge tariffs that will become effective on the same 
date they are effective at e FCC. The prov~n,s of General O'rder' 

96-A ~re, waiv~d ,onLly .to / e ~,x:ten.: .~J.e.cti~w2.~~~ M.le:'­
and effective dates,;, Se.ctio~ V, procedu~ in f~linsAincreaseJ ra,tes 

. . , J .' ,., '. . 
In a1.l other respects ta:-if.fs shall ... b.e filed in accordance with 
General O:-der 96-A. ~:i.~;C f1;:i:-p:pgQ Hill b-e c!tee t1vc .. five da;y os a~ 
fiJ ; n g .,\~. ..; bje·crto ora'fnarrcwO'm"p·~t-j4l.r.:i,.s.d.i--o:t.i-<>l'l.-Oot-

.; 

Findings 

1 • presumes a compe~i ti,ve market for interLATA service. 
2. There is no opposition to interLATA competition. 

,"" 

:;. Blocking req,uires that Applicants reprogr:.:l.m their switches 
and take ce::-tain other measures to prevent intraLATA calls:!rom being 
completed. 

- 7 -


