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Decision 98-12-018 December 3, 1998 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE SlATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the MaUer of the Applic<ltion of Pl1cific Bell 
(U 1001 C) and Pacific Bell Information Services 
to notify the Commission to enter Electronic 
Publishing Services Market. 

Application 93-11-031 
(Filed Novernber 121 1993) 

Jj)OO~(jj~IN1£l 
(See Appendix A for List of Appearances.) 

OPINION 

Summary 

Pacific Ben (1.'acific) and its subsidiary: Pacific Bell Information Services 

(PHIS) tiled an applic~'tion to h\fonn the Con\ll\ission that PBlS plahned to enter 

• the eledronic publishing services market. Prior to the eVidentiary hearing, it was 

disclosed that another Pacific affiliate other than PBIS planned 10 offer those 

services. A motion to dismiss the application was filed by one of the protestants. 

Pacific and its related companies agreed that the application should be dismissed, 

but not (or the reasons dted by the protestant. 

• 

Since the applic<Hion did 1\01 name Pacific Telesis Ele(tronic Publishing 

Services (PTEPS) as the entity that is going to pursue the electronic publishing 

services, this application should be disn\issed without prejudice. 

Background 

On No\'cmber 12, 1993, Pacific and its wholly owned subsidiary, Pacific Bell 

Information Services (PBJS)I filed the above-captioned appHcation with the 
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• Commission! Both the caption and the first paragr'lph of the application indicate 

that the purpose of the filing is to "notify" the Commission of Pacific's and PBIS's 

intention for PBIS to enler into the elC(tronIc pubHshing services market.2 The 

appHcants request authorization to account (or these electronic publishing 

services on a below-the·line·basis. 

• 

• 

The application at pages 3 and 4 described the electronic pubHshing 

services as follows: 

liThe electi-orlk publishing services contenlplated by PBIS will 
function as marketing (onln\unicatiOll services for businesses 
seeking to pJace targeted marketing n\essages bdot(a their customers 
interested in purchasing products and services. (FOohlote onlittro.) 
'ElC(tronic publishing' refers totheuniveiseo( services and 

. products through which infonllation, traditionally provided in print 
(orm ~&, directories, newspapers, catalogs) i$distributed or 
accessed over the basic telephone network using electronic devices 
~ telephones, screen phones, personal computers)." 

Protests were filed by the Association of Directory Publishers (ADP), 

California Bankers Clearing House Association and the County of los Angeles 

• Originally, P~,dfic and PBlS sought to llSC the Expedited Application Do<:ket 
procedure. However, due to the time expiration provided (or in the resolution, that 
procedure is no longer availabJe to telecomnHmic.,tion utilities. (Sec Administrati\'e 
L.1W Judge (At» Resolution 161,33 CPUC2d at 240~244.) 

J Ordering Paragraph 11 of (A"'(ision (D.) 92-07·072 (45 CPUC2d 109, 139) ordered that 
I'Pacific shall inform the Commission of any new ser\'ices or lines of business that PRIS 
plans to eut..-t prior to their implen\entalion." Prior to Ihat, in 0.85·12·065 (19 CPUC2d 
4(9), the Commission allowed Pacific to transfer its directory properti(>s to Pacific Bell 
Directory (PHD) and ordered Padfic to obtilin authorit}, before PBO entered the 
electronic publishing business . 
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• (CBCH/LA), California Newspaper Publishers Association (CNPA), the Division 

of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), and Toward Utility Rate NormalizatIon (TURNV 

Following the prehearing conference of March 2S, 1994, the evidentiary 

heclring was set to begin on August 29, 1994. 

• 

• 

In a~cordan(e \vith the prehcarillg cOllfcrence schedule, PacifiC and pBIS, 

and the protestants, served their prepared tcstin\ony prior to the st.-tTt of the 

eVidentiary hearing. In prepared rebuttal testimony Pacific and PBIS disdosed 

that in April 1994,the electronic publishing services business waS transferred 

(rom PBIS to PTEPS. PTEPS Was not mentioned ill the application or described in 

an}' detail in the prepared testimony. 

On August 9, 1994, Pacific and PBIS filed a n\otion to strike (ertaln portions 

of the prepared testimony·ot the protestants. An\0I1g other things, the applicants 
. 

sought to strike the protestants' reference,s to PTEPS 01\ the grounds that the 

. activities of PTEPS were not subject to the jurisdictiOJ\ of this COn\niission. 

On August 26, 1994~ TURN filed a motion to dismiss the application on the 

grounds that the application and the prep,lted testimony were deficient. TURN 

asserts that the applicatiOI\ has failed to reflect or discuss the fact that electronic 

pubJishhlg services will be pursued by PTEPS, r~ther than b}' PBlS, as stated in 

the application. TURN requests that the appli('~tion, as presently formulated, be 

dismissed, and that Pacific be ordered to amend the application to include PTEPS 

as the entity who will pro\'ide the electronic publishing services. 

On the date set (or the evidentiary hearing, the assigl\ed Administrative" 

law Judge (ALJ) addressed TURN's motion to dismiss. Most of the other 

protest,1nts joined in TURN's motion to disriliss. The ALJ, as well as the 

) ORA is nOW c.tlled the Office of Ratepayer Ad\'ocatcs; and TURN is now c.,)Jed The 
Utility Rc-(orm Network . 
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• protestants, expressed a concern about holding <l hearing on an application 

submitted by Pacific Snd PBIS, when the actual provider of the service was to be 

PTEPS. Due to this uncertainty, and to avoid an unnecessary hearing, the AL} 

postponed the evidentiary hearing and ruled that the parties should file briefs on 

the issues of whether the Commission has jurisdiction oVer PTEPS, and OVer any 

of the electronic publishing services that I>TEPS might offer. 

• 

• 

Although it was not a party to the application and had not entered an 

appearance at the August 29, 1994 hearing, Pacific Telesis Group (PTG) filed 

briefs on its own behaU and (or I'adfic and PBIS. It also appeared specially for 

PTEPS, which PTG claims is not a utility under California Jaw and is not subject 

to regulation by this Commission. pTe requests in its briefs that the Cornmission 

dismiss the application, but not for the reasons dtedby TURN. 

Position Of The Parties 
PTG argues that the Conlnlission is precluded from exercising any 

jurisdiction o\'er PTEPS because PTEPS does not [aU within the definition o[ a 

telephone corporation and therefore is not a public utility. In additioh, PTG 

asserts that PTEPS will be offering enhanced services, and not a public utility 

service.' PTG contends that n() regulation is required [or enhanced services 

bec.\Use those kinds of services arc competitive. PTG argues that it would 

amount to discrimination if the Comntission were to regulate PTEPS as an 

, Enhanced services Me defined by the Feder~,l Communications Commission as 
"services, of(ered o\'cr (ommon carrier transmission facilities used in interstate 
communications, which employ computer processing applications that act on the 
format, contcnt, code, protocol, Or similar aspeclsof the subscriber's transmitted 
information; provide the subscriber addHiorta), di((ercnt, Or rcstructmcd information; 
or hwoh'c subscriber interaction with·stored information." (0.91-11·023 (41 CPUC2d .. 
647/ 650, fn. 7Ji D.92·07·076 [45 CPUC2d 158,176, (n.S).) 
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• enhanced services provider, but failed to regulate otherent ~cs who offer similar 

enhanced services. 

I~TG also argues that regulating PTEPS, and the services that it offers, is 

contri\ry to the Commission policy of minin\izing regulation and promoting 

competition. This policy \W\s expressed in the November 1993 reporl to the 

Governor elHiltcd "Enhallcing California's COl'npetitive Strength: A Strategy For 

lele(Otl1.n\unicatioJ\s Infrastructure.1I PTG cOl'tends that the arguments of the 

protestants reveal a desire 01\ their part to return to rate of return regulation. 

TURN contcilds that the Con'lmission has jurisdiction over the services that 

PTEPS plans to o((er \m~icr several theories. First, TURN at'gucs that the services 

that PTEPS will ot(er are pUblic utility serviCes under Public Utilities Code 

Sections 216, 233 and 234, a"nd that the COlnmission has jurisdiction o\'er diose 

services regardless of the entity that provides the scrvices.~ Secolld, TURN 

• contends that §§ 489 and 2282.5 confer spedal duties alld (e~ponsibllities with 

respect to enhanced services that are o((ered by affiliates of local exchange 

carriers (LEes).' Third, that under the case law, the Cotnluission is free to 

disteg<1rd the corporate structures of the LECs and to view the efUire operation as 

a whole. And (ourth, evell it the Commission concludes that the sCf\'ices PTEPS 

will o((er are norlutility services, the Comm.ission has the authority to ensure that 

those services do not burden basic telephone services sold by Pacific. 

•• 
S All (ode references are to the Public Utilities Code unless otherwise stated. 

, At the time of TURN's filing, § 489 was based lIpon Section 2 of Chapter 980 of the 
Statutes of 1992; and § 2282.5 was based upon SeCtion 2 of Chapter 996 of Ihe Statutes of 
1992. 
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TURN also argues that the transfer from PBIS to PTEPS should have been 

disclosed to the Commission, and that the f,lilutc to do so an\ounts to a Rule 1 

violation. ORA recommends that s.lnclions be imposed for this violation. 

111C other briefs filed by AOP, CBCH/LA, and ORA raise essentially the 

samc arguments that TURN makes. In addition, CBCH/LA and DRA contend 

that, pursuant fo § 728.2, the Commission has jurisdiction OVer any plans by 

PTEPS to enter the electronic yellow pages market. 

Discussion 

The ultir'l1ate question posed by this application appears to be quite 

straightforward, i.e'j whether or not the application should be dismisscd.\Ve 

answer this question in the affirmati\·c. 

The n\ost obvious tcaSOI\ lor dismissing the applk.)tioll is because PTEPS 

was not named as an applicant in this proceeding_ 11\ both D.92-07-072 and . 
0.85-12-065, Pacific was directed to inform the Commission of an}' new activities 

that PBIS and PBO were planli.hig to eli.ter. 111e application that was filed in this 

proceeding only named Pacific and rBIS. After Pacific's rebuttal testimOllY was 

submitted, and on the first day of the scheduled hearing, it bC((\ll\e apparent th(lt 

PBIS W(\s no longer going to offer electronic publishing services. Instead, this 

service w ... s to be offered by PTEPS. Since PTEPS was not named as one of the 

applic.\nts, this appJic(\tion should be disn\issed without prejudice. 

The underlying issue th ... t all parties seem to want addressed is whether 

the Commission has jurisdiction over PTEPS or the services that it offers. \Ve 

decline to address the first part of this issue in the context of this proceeding. 

PTEPs is not a party to this applitation and very little inlormation was provided 

about PTEpS in the prepared testimony. For us to state in thisdedsion whether 

PTEPS is a pUblic utility or not would amount to declaratory relief, which is a 

remedy the COlllmission has always been hcsit<lnt to provide. (Sec D.97-10-087, 
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• p. 63; 0.95-01-045 (58 CPUC2d at p. 576, In. 2].) As the Commission noted in 

D.92-07-072, the issue of whether it provider of enhanced services, such as PSIS 

or PTEPS, is a telephone corporation subject to our jurisdiction, should be 

resolved "in a generic proceeding that aHords all interested parties an 

opportunity to be heard." Ihe Comn\ission also stated in that decision that the 

issue of whether PBIS has to tariff the enhanced services should be tesol\'ed in 

that generic ptoteeding as well. (45 CPUC2d 109,128-129.)1 

• 

• 

\Vith respect to the issue ot jurisdiction over the services that PTEPS pJans 

to offer, our allalysis is ,,((eded by the legislative challges that occurred aftcr the 

issuance of 0.92-07-072,and the filing of this application. \Vhen 0.92-07-072 Wi:lS 

issued, the Commission requited PBIS to ~onlply with thesame tariffing 

requirements that would have been imposed on Pa~ifit it Pacific had offered the ' 

enhanced services. This tarifling requirement (or PB.IS was (0 remain in eflect in 

the absence of "any further Con\mission order to the contra ry. II The Con\n\ission 

noted that this t<uiffing requiren'lent W.15 not intended to prejudge a Commission 

decision on the t<uiWng issue, and that the issue should be looked at more 

thoroughly in the generic proceedh'g. (45 CPUC2d at p. 129.) 

In 0.92-07-072 the Commission also st:tted that it was "seeking legislation 

that would authorize liS to waive the t:triffing requirements of PU Code § 489(a), 

in full or in part, for enhanced services." (45 CPUC2d at p. 129.) The legislation 

that the decision was referring to was Chapter 980 and Chapter 996 of the 

St,ltutes of 1992, which itlnended § 489 and added § 2282.5, respedively. At the 

time the briefs were filed in this procceding, § 489 consisted of nine separate 

~ PBIS requcsted sirniJ<u relief in Application 90-12-052. In that procccditlg, PSIS filcd a 
motion (or a dedaration that I'BIS is not a public uti1ity, or in the alternative, a request 
for a waiver of § 489. That motion has not been resolved yet 
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• subdivisions, as added by Section 2 of Chapter 980 of the Statutes of 1992, 

Among other things, former § 489 addressed the tariffing requirements for all 

public utilities and described a procedure for exempting cnhallced services from 

the t.uiffing requirernents. Also in existence at the time was former § 2282.5. 

That code section set forth a series of requirements that the LECs and their 

subsidiaries and affiliates would have to n'leet before they could of(er enhanced 

services. Subdivision(d) of former § 489 specifically referenced the provisions 

contained in former § 22$2.5. 

Former § 489 was later reduced to hvo subdivisions whell it was amended 

by Chapter 809 of the Stat(ttcs of 1995. Fonner § 2282.5· was repealed by its own 

tern'lS on January 1, 1998.' A portion of Subdivisiol\(c) of former § 489 was 

jncorpor~1ted into § 495.7(b) by Chapter 809 01 the Statutes of 1995. 

At the lin\e TURN submitted its brief in this proceedingl it argued that 

• (ormer §§ 489 and 2282:5 controlled how aI\ a((iliate of aLEC could'o((er 

enhanced services. Th'(>$e former (Oae sections are no longer ill existence. Had 

these fortl'er code sections remah'\ed in effect, our analysis of what PTEPS is 

required to do prior to the offering of ;;'lny enhanced s<'rvice offering might be 

di((erent from what \ .... e conclude today. Since the Code no longer n,andatcs that 

LEes and their subsidiaries and affiliates must abide by certain cOl,ditions when 

they o((er enhanced services, our analysis must rely on the language in 

D.92~07~072 and the existing tMiffing provisions \\'hich arc found in § 489 and 

• 

§ 495.7. 

I Subdivision(l) of (ormer §2285.2 stated: "This section shall remain in e((cct only until 
January 1, 1998, and as of that date is repealed, imless a later enacted statute, which is 
enacted before January 1, 1998,dcte(cs or extends that date, 
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In 0.92-07-072 the Commission expressed its clear intent to hold a generic 

hearing into whether a provider of enhanced services is a telephone utility 

subject to its jurisdiction., and whether such serviccs should be tariffed. The 

Commission <llso intended to leave its options open until then by first requiring 

the tariffing of enhanced services b}· PBlS, and second, by announcing that it was 

seeking legislation to waive the tariC( requirement of § 489(a) as it existed in 

Julyof 1992. 

\Vith the repeal of § 228~.5, it (Quid be argued that the Corn mission was no 

longer interested in imposing conditions on the offering of enhanced services by 

the LECs' subsidiaries and affiliates because the Commission did not seek to 

extend or delete the § 2282.5 repe<ll date. However, Ordering·Paragr"'phs 13 and 

14 of 0.92-07-072 suggest that the COJ'Jlmission was planning to open a generk 

pr()(ceding to consider whether PBlS, or other affiliate$. or subsidiaries of Pacifict 

• are subje<:t to regulation as public utilities, and \vhether the enhal\cro services 

offered by such entities should be tariffed. Also, \vHh the enactment of § 495.7, 

• 

the Legislature contemplated that lI('ertain telecommunications services" o(fered 

by "telephone or telegraph ('orporations" can be partially or cOIl\pletcly 

excmpted (ron\ the tariffing requirements. The issues, howc\'er, of who is 

considered a tclephollc or telegr,lph corpor~ltion, and what are considered 

"cerlaln telccommunic~ltions services," remain unresolved. 

Since this proceeding did not hold em e"identiary heMing 01\ the kinds of 

electronic publishing sCfvices that PrEPS plans to offer, or what kind of entity 

PTE~ is, this decision is not the appropriate "generic proceeding" to decide 

whether a LEe. affiliate or subsidiary should be considered a telephone 

corpoT,ltion (or the purposes of § 495.7, or whether the enhanced services offered 

by PIEPS should be exempted (ron\ the ta~if(fng requirements . 

- 9· 



' . 

• 

• 

• 

A.93-1l-031 ALJIJS\V Ij\''' 1. 

\Vilh the lapse and repeal of former § 2282.5, and the addition of § 495.7, it 

remains an open question whether enhanced services offered by a LEC affiliate 

o( subsidiary should be tariffed. One thing is clear ho\,.,e\,er. Ordering 

Par.'graph 11 of D.92-07·072 requires Pacific to inform the Commission lIot any 

new services or lines of business that PBIS plans to enter prior to their 

implementatim\." It is clear from the context of D.92-07-072 that the reference to 

"new services or' Hnes of business" have to do with the offering of enhanced 

services. Since this Ordering Paragraph renMins itl effect, Pacific isfstill required 

to inform us of any·cnhanced se(vices that its subsidiaries or affiliatcs enter into.' 

We expect Pacific to continue to abide by that reqUirement. 

\Ve are cognizant of the desire to illinimize regulation in a fast chahging 

telecommunications enVirOl\nlent and that matlY technological changes have 

occurted since D.92-07-072 wasfirst isslled. However, any regulatory changes 

mllst be ac(onlmodated withh\ e;.,:istlng legislative mandates and Commission 

dedsiOlls. Since the Commission has not yet opened the generic proceeding, 

Pacific is frcc to file a petition (or modification of D.92-07-072 to clarify whether 

enhanced services offered b}t irs a(filiate or subsidiary must be h1dffed. Or, 

PacifiC c.'m r,1isc this issue when it submits any future application notifying the 

Commission of the plans of its affiliate or subsidiary to offer enhanced services. 

\Ve will grclnt TURN's motion to dismiss the application. This proceeding 

should be dismissed without prejudice. 

Turning 10 the alleged Rule t \'iolation, we have reviewed and considered 

the arguments of TURN, DRA and PTG. \Vc recognize that plans evolve and 

change over time. It appears that the plans ilS to which Pacific affiliate should 

'If PIEPS plans to enter the clcch'onic yenow.pages markel, PTEPS must notify the 
Commission of its intent to enter this market pursuant to 0:85-12-065 . 
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enter the clectronic publishing services market evolved over time and after the 

application was originally filed. Due to this uncertainty, we cannot conclude that 

a Rule 1 violation occurred. 

Findings of Fact 

1. On November 12, 1993, Pacific and PBlS filed an application notifying the 

COnlmissioll of PBIS' intent to ellter the electronic publishing services market. 

2. Protests to the application Werc filed. 

3. Prior to the start of the evidentiary hearing, the prepared rebuttal 

testimony of Pacific and PBIS disclosed that ill April 1994, the electronic 

publishing services business was transferred fron\ PBJS to PTEPS. 

4. Pacific and PBIS filed a motion to strike the protestant's references to 

PTEPS in theirprcpared testill,ony~ 

5. TURN filed a motiOll to dism.iss the application on the groul\ds that it was 

deficient bec.1l1se the application failed to name PTEPS as the entH}: who was 

planning to pursue the electronic publishing services. 

6. On the date scheduled for thci evidelltiary hearing, the At] postpOlledthe . 

hearing and allowed the applicants and the ptotestttnts to file briefs OJ\ the issues 

of whether the CommissiQn has jurisdiction over PTEPS, and over any of the 

electronic publishing services that PTEPS might oUer. 

7. PTG filed briefs on behalf of Pacific, PBJS, and itself, and appeared 

speciall}' on behalf ot IYfEPS. 

8. PTG's position is that the application should be dismissed for the re.lsons 

that PTEPS is not subjed to the Commission's jurisdiction because it is not a 

public utility, and it is not plmlning to oHer a public utility service. 

9. TURN's position is that the Comnllssion.has jurisdiction Over the services 

that PTEPS plans to offer . 
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10. TURN and ORA allege that Pacific and PBIS violated Rule 1 by failing to 

inform the Commission that PrEPS is the entity that is now planning to o((er the 

eJectronic publishing services. . 

11. PTEPS was not liamed as an applicant in the application. 

12. 0.92-07-072 stated that the issue of whether a provider of enhanced 

services is a telephone (orporation subject to Commission jurisdiction should be 

resolved in a generk proceeding that affords all itHcrested parties an opportunity 

to be heard. 

13. 0.92-07-072 also stated that the issue of whether Pacific's affiliate should 

be required to t<iriff the enhanced service should be resolved iIl the generic 

proceeding. 

14. Legislative (hanges have occurred sit~(e the issuance of D.92-07-072 and 

the filing of this appli<\ltion. 

• 15. \Vhen 0.92-07-072 was issued, the Conlll\issi01\ required PBIS to comply 

• 

\vith the sante tariffing requirCJllents that would have been in\poscd on Pacific if 

it had offered the enhanced services, and that such a requirel\\ent was to remain 

in effect in the absence of any further COJlU\lission order to the contrary. 

16. 0.92-07-072 stated that the Commission was seeking legislation to w.livc 

the tariffing requirements for enhanced services. 

17. The legislation that 0.92-07·072 was referring to was Chapter 980 and 

Chapter 996 of the Statutes of 1992, which amended § 489 and :tdded § 2282.5, 

respectively. 

18. Former § 489 was later amended by Chapter 809 of the Statutes of 1995 

and former § 2282.5 was rcpealed by its own terms on January I, 1998. 

19. A portion of Subdivision(c) of former § 489 was incorporated into 

§ 495.7(b) by Chaptet 809 of the St,1tutes o( 1995 . 
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• 20. Since no he-aring W.1S held on the kinds of cI(Xtronic publishing services 

• 

• 

that PIEPS plans to offer, this decision is not the appropriate generic proceeding 

to d(Xide \vhether prEPS is a telephone- corpor.ltion (or the purposes of § 495.7 Or 

whether the enhan~ed services offered by PTEPS should be exenlpted [ron\ the 

tariffing· requirements. 

21. Plans evolve and change over time-. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. Since prEPs was not named as one of the applicants, this application 

should be dismissed without prejudice. 

2. The Commission has always been hesitant to provide any declaratory 

relief. 

3. The Comrnission left open the issue of whether enhanced sCTvices offered 

by an affiliate or subsidiary of a LEC should be tariffed . 

4. D.92·07-072 de-arly suggests that the Commission was pJanni~g to open a 

generic proceeding to (onsider whether PBIS, or affiliates or subsidiaries of 

Padfic, arc subje-ct to rcgulaHoJ\ as a public utility; and whether the enhanced 

sC'rvices offered by such entities should be tariffed. 

5. \Vith the enactment o( § 495,71 the issues of what kind o( 

telecomn\unic .. ,tiolls sen'ices ~<ln be exempted from the tarilfing requirements, 

and who is C'l telephone or telegr~lph (orpomtion (or the purposes of that SectiOll, 

remain unresolved. 

6. D.92-07-07l requites P,ldfic to inform the COJl'tll\ission of any ('nhanced 

services that its subsidiaries or a((iliates enter into. 

7. Por the r('.1sons stated ill this decision, TURN's motion to dismiss the 

appJication should b~ grl1nled, and A.93·11·031 should be dismissed without 

prejudice . 
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8. No I{ule 1 violation resulted from omitting PTEPS from the application as 

the entity who will provide electronic publishing services because the plt1ns as to 

which Pacific affiliate should enter the electronic publishing services market 

c\,oh'ed o\'er time and after the appHc<ltion was originally filed. 

9. The motion of Pacific and PBIS to strikc certain portions of the proposed 

testimony of the protestatlts is moot in light of leday's dismissal. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Toward Utility Rate Norn\alization's Jllotion to dismiss AppJication 

(A.) 93-11-031 is gr<1nted (or the reaSons statcd herein. 

2. A.93-11-031 is dismissed without prejudice. 

3. This proceeding is dosed . 

This order is effective today. 

Dated December 3, 1998, at San Francisco, CaliCornia. 
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RICHARD A. BILAS 
President 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE). KNIGHT/JR. 
HENRYM. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

CommISsioners 
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List of Appearantes 

Margaret deB. Brown, Co)Jeen O'Gr.ldy and Bruce Ramsey, Attorneys at Law, (or 
Pacific Ben and Pacific Bell Information Services, Applicant. 

Peter A. Casciato, Attorney at law, for Assoc!ation of Directory Publishers, 
Protestant. 

Joseph S. Faber, Attorney at Law, of Jackson, Ttifts, C()l~ & Bl.1ck,torthe County 
of los Angeles· and California Bankers Clearing House Association, Protestants. 

Thomas Long. Attorney at Law, (or Toward Utility Rate Normalization, 
Protestant. -

Thomas lV. Newton, Attorney at law, lor CaH(ornh, Ne\vspaper Pliblishing 
Associatio'n, Protestant. -

Rufus G. Thayer, Attorney at L'l\v, and Dan Sanchez, for the Divisioh of 
Ratepayer Advocates, Protestant 

Karen PotkuJ .. Attorney at law, (or AT&T COn\n\uniC,1tions of California, Inc., 
Interested Party. 

Suzanne Toller and James Tobin .. Attorneys at Law, of Morrison & Foerster} for 
Morrison & Foerster, Interested Party. 

Margaret deB. Brown, Attorney at Law, (or Pacific Tdesis Group, IntNested 
Part}'. 

Margaret deB. Brown, Atton'ley at Law, [or Pacific Telesis Electronic Publishing 
Services . 


