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OPINION dﬂ ESTABLISHING A GENERAL ORDEﬁ:
FOR_ADMINISTRATION OF THE MOORE ACT

; By Decision (D.) BU-0L-053 dated April 18, 198“, the ;
Commission issued an interim decision on implementation of the Moore
:;'Universal ‘Telephone Service Act (Aot) Ordering Paragraph 7 of _:_,
© D.84=04-053 required the Commission staff to "conduot meetings with- _
a1l respondents and:interested parties who wish to attend to, developw'ﬁ
'Land file with the Commission for its oonsideration a proposed generai,




. ohdéf'to'gb#ern'adﬁinistration of the Act.®
‘deciﬁion, staff held the first mééting-oq May
'addftional_hgétingéfwére“ﬁéld, with the last one on September 18, . .
'Ovéfgzo parties pafticipaped in drafting the proposed general_drdeﬁ;

whig ’waS;filed_ﬁifﬁ}the'éssigned;administrativeilawtjhdée (AL3) on'
Qe er 2" :a"iévéfiééhedFaa Appendix A.
Appendix AiHave been received.

AB Pequipeﬂ by the
10, 1984; four

Only three exceptions to

General Telephone Company of California (General) prbboses; j}
Section 1.4 of the draft order which provides -that:

"Any publie utility which violates or fails to

comply with this General Order and the rules set

forth herein is subject to the penalties get

forth in Section 2107 of the California Publi¢

Utilities Code and such other penalties as may be
provided by law.," .

' .. ee Hi'fl
“'Because Seot

" to delete

h-General that the proposed section should Bé'delgted; -
ion 2107'15 operative whether ob not it is referred to in -
za#gepgral order and because of other previsions in the ?ublié.fﬂ
Utilfties (PU) Code such as Article 5 of Chapter 3, we see no need

= for ‘the proposed section, : b

Roseville Telephone Company (Roseville} reco
: *Txin.pFBposEd-Sections 4.2 and 5.3.2. Section 4.2 now reads:

"The Commission shall, at any time, have access to
all accounting data they deem necessary to verify
the telephone corporation's monthly reports, w::

Proposes to change the language to the following:

"The Commission ray have access to all accounting
data that. is needed to verify the telephone
- corporation's monthly reportsg.”

because of the provisions of the Py C
~Chapter 2, we see no need for this

ow the adopted general order,

mmends .changes - -

" Posevi11e

_Agaiﬁj_ ode such as Article 5 of o
Section at all and will delete it .




“11-05. ALJ/bg

Section 5:2.2 now reads:’ e
"Upon rejection of a claim the Commission shall
return the claim to the originating telephone
cbrpprationgalong.withsa-detailédlexplanation of
the reason{(s) for rejection. No carrying charge
"will - be applied to the time lapsed between _
. submittal of a rejected claim and the rejection
oo - ofsuech elaim. All final: . determination of -

o ;-disputed claims will be made by the

SRR Commission, "

Rose#ille proposes to change the language as follows: )

; .5, "Upon.rejection of ‘all or a part of a claim, the

w7 Commission will provide the telephone corporation
with a detailed explanation of the reason{s) for
rejection. .‘Any uncontested portions of the
claim, and the carrying charges on such

uncontested portions, will be forwarded to the .
State Controller's 0Office for payment.

"Should it later be determined that all or a8 part
" of the contested portion of a claim wag-‘valid, -

the valid charges along with carrying charges
from the midpoint of the month{s) in question
shall be paid to the telephone company.™.

By letted dated October 17, 1984 to the ALJ, Gemeral suppopts
j,ﬁésevilie's recomzendation. We will adopt Roseville's prbposal_
 f;b§cau$e_it appears unfailr to penalize a responding-telephqng.eomﬁgny_
f  1if'1t5ia later deterﬁined-thét the filing of the company which was

- contested by our staff is, indeed, valid. R
-Findings of Fact ; _ ' S i
1. 'Ordering Piragraph 7 of D.8k-04-052 required the Commission
w.staff'with thé assistance of respondents and interested parties to .
_Heveldp'a'proposed general order to govern administration . of the;Act,'.f:-
o 'ué;' Fivé'meetihgs among all those interested were held ‘
“beginning May .10 and ending September 18, 1984 and, as a result,
'-;Appendii A, the proposed general order, was fi;ed:with.thg ALJ.oﬁq

October. 2, 1984, . _ _ _
3 3. There is no need to include in the adopted general orden
Section 1.4 or 4.2 of the proposed general .order :




6n the date signed._ | |
| . ORDER |
1T Iq OBDERED that Appendix B 1is adopted as’ a general order

of the Commission.-”
: This order 15 efrective today.. R
D"t. d c V T 1984 . Lat San Francisco, Califox‘nia

VTCTnn CALvO Sl

PRISCTILLA C, GREW.
DONALDIVIAL,<' .

SWILLIAM 7. BAGLEY -
- Commisgioness -

T"‘i’ w'? 'rm'e nrr*mou-,

HApl e cleanvald, Exgon




