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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COMMISSION ADVISORY AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION 
Telecommunications Branch 

RESOLUTION T-14006 
November 3, 1989 

RE~QLUT'!QN 

PACIFIC BELL., ORDER RE~AR~ING PACIFIC BELL'S REQUEST TO 
REDUCE THE RATE FOR INTAASTATE INTERLATA DIRECTORY 
ASSISTANCE SERVICE TO INTEREXCHANGE CARRIERS IN THE' 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA (NPAs 805, 818, 213, .619; 714). 

BY ADVICE LETTER NO. 15603, FILED oN SEPTEMBER 15; 1989. 

suMMARy 

This order rejects pacific Bell's (pacific's) reqUest, in Advice 
Letter No. 15603; to:reduce the rate for intrastate intE!rLATA 
directory assistance service to interekchange carriers (IECs) by 
27% in, the Sou~hern, caii~ornia area only' (NPAs 80s, 818;' 213, 
619, 714). The requested rate reduction does not comply with 
PUblic ut:ii~ties c¥e section 453 (0) ,whiCh prohibits '. 
wunrecls6nableW differences in rates between localities. ' 
FUrther, Pacific has failed to demonstrate that the'tev~nues 
generated by the reduced rates will cover the costs of the 
associated services. ' 

BACKGROUND 

, In Advice Letter No. 15603, filed september 15, 1989; 'pacific 
propos'es to reduce the rate for its intrastate int:erLATA'. , . " 
Dir~ctory Assist~nce service to IECs in southern cali(or~i~ only 
by 27%. Tt,lis req.uction is in direct response to. CommissioI)' ,', 
authorization in' D.89:-03-6~1· (stay lifted inD.89~07~O~2) (ot; " 
GTEC to offer the same service in Southern california at a rata'· 
of $ 0,245 per call,ver~us Pacific's $.33 pius transport per 'ca~L 
Pacific seeks to reduce its rate inS6uthernCalifornia to $.24 
plus transpo~ per caiitand l~~ve Northern, c~iif6rn~a 'at .. $~~3',' 
p1ustrailspo'rt'·per. call. ~acific projects loss .of all.~6uthern· 
california intrastate interLATA lEe, Directory Assistance traffl.c 
without it rate red.uction tc? match GTEC's competiti.ve offer.' ' 
Intrastate'int:erLATAIEC Direc~ory Assist:ance:repres~nts S.6%Qt 
Pacilfc's tot~i- Directory 'As'sistance Volume, 'and the conb~nded" 
Southern California volumes represent·~pproximately 1.46%. :The 
projected revenue loss is about $2.5 million. 

PROTESTS 

GTE California Incorporated (GTEC) filed a timely protest with 
the CACD on September 26, 1989. Pacific B$ll responded to 
GTEC's protest on october 3, 1989, as reqUired by G.6.96-A, . 
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sectioh III.H. AT&T Communications of california, Ino. (AT&T) 
flled timely comments on October 5, 1989 • 

GTEC's Protestt GTEC oites what it charaoterizes to be a 'aajor 
policy issue" 1n establishing a 'deaveraged" rate in Southern 
california t as well as concerns about whether the request~d rate 
will support tully allocated costs as ordered by O.89-03-~51, 
and the pendancy of the rehearing ordered 1n D.89-07~032 to 
consider the appropriate compensation for competitive Uses of 
merged data bases. GTEC requ~sts that the commission reject 
Paoifio's Advice Letter No. 156031 .or suspend it in order to 
hold pUblic hearings on the 'sign ficant policy and economio 
issues· it raises. ) 

pa.citicis Response to GTEC: Pacific dismisses GTEC's'contention 
that the p~oposed rate. reduction rep~estmts a ge6<j~aphically,· 
"deaveraged" rate, citing local exchange service as an example· 
of ho~ rates often vary by. location for the· same service. . 
Pacific assures GTEC that it may review the cost supportforAL 
15603·by signing it nondisclosure agreement, and further.invokes 
the ability of the commission's st~ff to w~nsu~e no improper 
cross-subsi<:liz~tio~ occ¥rs.-. Pacific r~buftsGTEC's sU(JlJes~~6n 
that the pendin<7. ~eh~ar1ng. on com~ensat10n for c()mpeti~~ve.· ~~es 
of the merged D1rectory A~sistance data,base warrants delay 1n 
implementing AL 15603, alleging that only GTEC's rate will be 
affected by its outcome. 

AT&T's Comments: AT&T does not oppose Pacitic's Advice Letter· 
. No. 1560j, hut identifies the *deaveraging- of rates as the 
harbinger of potentially anticompetitive Local Exchange carrier 
(LEe) pricing practices. AT&T is concerned that LECs could 
subsidize competitive services with revenues from monopOly . 
services. priced ab9ve.costs. As does GTEC, AT&T ~uggests that 
geographically-sensitive rates shQuld be supPC?rted by .. . 
geographically-sensitive cost studies.AT~T further contends 
thatt based.on th~ current earnings cited in the propos~d phase 
II decision, pacific should be able to reduce the rate for 
intrastate intraLATA IEC Directory Assistance statewide. 

DISCUSSION 

Public utilities Code section 453 (c) states: 

"No public utility shall estabiish~ormaintainany . . 
unreasonable· difference as to rates, ·charges, service,· 
facilities,or in any other respec~, either as between 
localities or as between classes of service.-

While ~ P1.cific·- is":c<>~rect ih :6bs~rvhlq that ~itf~rerices, in rat~~ 
do e~ist among localities for the same service, such asl6cal' 
exchange service, the operatiVe word is "unreasonable.*. . 
Differences among local~ties currently tariffed ar~ ostensiblY 
based on reasonable differences in the cost of delivering the 
service in different locales. pacific's cost support fOr Advic~ 
Letter No. 15603 is presented in an aggregate form. CACD staff 
requested cost data to be analyzed for Northern and Southern 
California separately, but were told this segregation could not 
reasonably be made. Therefore, it could not be determined that 
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there are reasonable differences in th$cost 6fdelive~in9 ' 
intrastate interLATA Dir~ct6~ Assistance (OA) se'rVices tq, lEes 
in Northern and Southern California. In the absence'of sUch a 
showing of reasonable differences, the mandate of P.U. Code 
sect. 435 (0) must be observed. 

FINDINGS 

1. In its Advice Letter No. 15603, Paoifio seeks t6 redu-ce the 
rate for intrastate interLATA Directory Assistance service to 
lEes in southern California by 27\. 

2. This reduction is in direct response to commission "- ' 
au~horization in D.89-03-051 (stayllfted in D.89-07~032) for 
GTEC to offer the same 'service in Southern CaiitorlHa at a -rate 
of $.245 per call versus pacific's $.33 plus transp6rt per call.' 

3. Intrastate interLATA IEC Directory Assistance represents 5,6\ 
of Pacific's total Directory Ass~stance volume, and the, 
contended ~6uth~rn califo~nia volum~s represent appro)(imately 
1.46%. The proJected revenue loss 1sabout $2.5 million. 

4. PUblic utilities C6d~ section 453- (c)'statesa 

"No public utilit:-y shall. establish or maintalnany . 
unreaso~able differ~nce as to rates, charges, service, 
iaoilities,or in any other ~espect, either as between 
localities 'or as between classes 6f service.- ' 

5. Pacific f~iled to- pr~v~de dat~-dfimonstratirig re~sonable . _ . 
differen~es in the cost of providing lEe DA service in Northern 
california and Southern california. 

6. ,~herefor~{ ',it ,cou~d ,}ot be determine<:i ~hat .there ar~ _ . 
reasonable d1fferences 1n the cost of del1ver1ng intrastate -
interLATA Directory Assistance (DA) services to IECs in Northern 
and Southern California. ' 

7. In the absence of such reasonable differences, the mandate of 
P.u. code sect. 435 (e) must be observed. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that: 

pacific Bell I s Advice Letter No. 15603, . flied on september 
~5, 1989, is rejected. 

~ he~el?Y ,certify that'--this.R~-soll:ltion wa,sadopt.ed by the P\lbi~ 
utilities c61l1hlisslon 'at· ibs-reqular meeting on November 3, 1989. 
The following commissioners approved it: . , '_ . _-

G. MITCHELL WILK 
Ptesrdeot 

FREDEFr.-GK R. OUOA 
STANLEY W. HULETT 
JOHU B. OHAt\tAN 
PATRlCtA M. EC,i<ERT 

Cornmissiooers 

\\,H\~; i.i" -

t!~>~~. 
WESity FRANKLIN 

Actiilg'Executive Director' 
~ .... I 
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