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REPLY Brief 


Of The Office Of Ratepayer Advocates





	Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling and Rule 75 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) hereby submits its Reply Brief in the above-captioned Application.


INTRODUCTION


On January 22, 1998, Pacific Bell (Pacific) submitted its Opening Brief in this Application.  In its Opening Brief, Pacific has mischaracterized the New Regulatory Framework established for it by the California Public Utilities Commission (the CPUC or Commission).  Pacific has also attempted to introduce an additional and unproven cost to its Directory Assistance service, which new cost claim is totally unsubstantiated by the record.  Finally, Pacific has misrepresented both the evidentiary and public participation records in this case.


Pacific claims Application 98-05-038 is pro-competitive, that its Application aligns prices with the structure of an evolving competitive industry.  Nothing could be further from the truth.   Pacific’s Application is a naked attempt to secure massive revenue from what is an effective monopoly service at the cost of Pacific’s captive ratepayers.  This Application will not improve or provide enhanced access to California’s telecommunications network, it will not generate more California jobs and it will not lead to increased competition for the benefit of California’s telecommunications end-users.  For these reasons and the reasons set forth in ORAs’ Opening Brief, the Commission must deny Pacific’s Application.


PACIFIC’S APPLICATION IS WHOLLY INCONSISTENT WITH ITS NEW REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 


Pacific’s Application Seeks Impermissible Price Increases For Category II Services


Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification are Category II services under Pacific’s New Regulatory Framework.  (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief p. 4-6.)  The Commission defines Category II services as:


discretionary or partially competitive services for which there should be downward only pricing flexibility. (See, D.89-10-031, Re Alternative Regulatory Frameworks for Local Exchange Carriers (1989) 33 CPUC 2d 43, 227, Conclusion of Law 10.)


By the terms of this definition, Pacific can only obtain downward pricing flexibility for Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification services.  Pacific’s Application is inconsistent with Category II pricing rules because it seeks interim prices as well as maximum prices for these services.  This pricing proposal would permit Pacific to price Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification upward as well as downward as if these services were Category III services.  Under Pacific’s New Regulatory Framework, Category II services do not enjoy this type of pricing flexibility because Pacific retains significant market power over these services.  (See, D.89-10-031, supra, 33 CPUC 2d at 125 and 227, Conclusion of Law 10.)


Category II services, unlike Category III services, are not fully competitive.  Instead, Category II services are discretionary or partially competitive.  In this Application, Pacific has not asserted that Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt or Busy Line Verification services are fully competitive.  Thus, there is no reason to provide these services with fully competitive pricing treatment. 


The Commission Never Anticipated Application 98-05-038 In Establishing Pacific’s New Regulatory Framework 


Pacific claims its New Regulatory Framework permits it to request huge price increases for Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification services.  (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief pp.11-14.)  But it is clear from the New Regulatory Framework itself that the Commission never authorized  Pacific to file an Application requesting huge increases for such Category II services.  


In D.89-10-031, the Commission stated that it would not permit local exchange carriers to raise rates for Category II services above levels found to be reasonable.  (See, D.89-10-031, supra, 33 CPUC 2d at 125.)  The Commission recognized that it needed to set certain services above cost to “maintain a reasonable overall revenue level.”   (Id.)  However, it stated that above-cost pricing should occur only after explicit Commission review and approval in order “to protect adequately the interest of still largely captive ratepayers.”  (Id.)  


The New Regulatory Framework envisioned above-cost pricing for Category II services to ensure a reasonable overall revenue.  Pacific, however, cites this same language in defense of its Application to justify massive additional revenue, the opposite of what the Commission permitted.  Pacific has not made a showing that its price increase requests for Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification will cure an “overall revenue” shortfall.  Instead, Pacific’s Application is an attempt to obtain a massive revenue windfall (perhaps more than $400 million per annum), which its New Regulatory Framework specifically prohibits.  (See, Testimony of TURN’s witness Terry L. Murray (Murray), Exhibit M pp. 9:1-12:5 and Opening Brief of TURN p.4.) Pacific is misleading itself and this Commission in asserting that its New Regulatory Framework condones Application 98-05-038. 


In D.94-09-065, Re Alternative Frameworks for Local Exchange Carriers (1994) 56 CPUC 2d 117, 286, the Commission moved Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification services to Category II.  Also, in that Decision, the Commission described the procedure for exercising downward pricing flexibility.  (See generally, 56 CPUC 2d at 262-264.)  The Commission did not expect that Pacific would attempt to exercise pricing flexibility for Category II services by increasing prices by over 400%.  Price increases of such magnitude do not represent “market-based pricing” in any competitive market scenario envisioned for a telecommunications service, but are instead clear examples of monopoly pricing abuse.


The second triennial review of Pacific’s New Regulatory Framework provided further guidance concerning the pricing treatment of Category II services.  In that Decision, the Commission stated that:


Our framework explicitly continues to allow the LECs flexibility to reduce rates within the cap and floor for Category II services.  (See, D.95-12-052, Re Incentive-Based Regulatory Framework for Local Exchange Carriers (1995) 63 CPUC 2d 377, 394.)


Under its New Regulatory Framework Pacific remains free to exercise downward pricing flexibility only for all Category II services.�  This incentive-based regulatory framework is founded on the goals of economic efficiency and protecting ratepayers during a period of rapid market changes.  (Id., 63 CPUC 2d at 381.)  The Commission should continue to apply these standards and goals to Pacific.  The Commission certainly never anticipated--and should not now accept-- Pacific’s Application to increase its prices for services over which Pacific retains significant market power.  


	As the Commission initially stated in developing Pacific’s New Regulatory Framework:


we do not wish to provide discretion, even within narrow guidelines, to the local exchange carriers to raise rates for services for which they retain significant market power above the rate levels we have scrutinized and found reasonable.  (See, D.89-10-031, supra, 33 CPUC 2d at 128.) 


In D. 94-09-065, the Commission scrutinized the rate Pacific charges for Directory Assistance and found it to be reasonable given Pacific’s overall revenue.  (See, D.94-09-065, supra, 56 CPUC 2d at 164-165.)  With this Application, however, Pacific is seeking discretion to price Directory Assistance as much as 400% above its current price.  


The New Regulatory Framework demands that the Commission give Pacific the incentive to become more efficient, not more avaricious.  Granting Pacific price increases for services over which it retains significant market power provides Pacific with no incentive to operate more efficiently.  (See, Testimony of Murray, Exhibit M, pp.16:19-18:3.)   Competition demands efficient operations.  Pacific’s Application is a step backward in the transition to competition.  Pacific is seeking ratepayer financed reward for its continued market dominance under the guise of a request to raise rates to compensate for inefficient operation at rising costs.


PACIFIC IS ATTEMPTING IN ITS OPENING BRIEF TO MODIFY ITS PURPORTED COST FOR RETAIL DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICE BASED ON UNSUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATIONS THAT ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY THE RECORD


In its Opening Brief, Pacific asserts that the Commission must consider its proposed price for Directory Assistance in light of its asserted and unproven total service long run incremental cost (TSLRIC) of approximately $0.32 as well as a “mark-up” of shared and common costs of $0.15.  (Pacific’s Opening Brief, p. v.)   Pacific’s position is untenable.  First, Pacific has not met its initial burden of proof with regard to its purported TSLRIC for providing Directory Assistance of approximately $0.32 per call.  Second, for the first time in this proceeding, more than eight months after it filed Application 98-05-038, Pacific suddenly claims that the Commission must factor an additional $0.15 (46% of $0.32) into the per unit cost of Directory Assistance for purposes of setting retail prices. 


	Pacific has pulled the 46 percent margin for “total shared and common costs” out of its infamous “black box,” without citing any Commission authority whatsoever.  (See, Statement of TURN Attorney Paul Stein Reporter’s Transcript (RT) 572:11-17 referring to Pacific’s “special studies;” see also, Testimony of Pacific’s witness Judith A. Timmermans (Timmermans) RT 738:21-22.)   Pacific’s claim that 46% is the average mark-up for shared and common costs arising from TSLRIC studies for retail services finds absolutely no support in the evidentiary record of this proceeding, nor has the Commission approved such a margin in any proceeding.  This new cost claim is even more alarming when set against the statements of Pacific’s attorney at evidentiary hearings:


ALJ GALVIN:  Mr. Dawson, did I hear you correctly that you’re not recommending new numbers in this cost study?


MR. DAWSON:  That’s – that’s correct.


ALJ GALVIN:  So, basically, you’re standing on your original numbers.  The rebuttal testimony is the result of interested parties’ testimony?


Mr. DAWSON:  Correct.  (See, RT 572:20-28.)


There is no foundation for increasing Pacific’s purported per unit cost for Directory Assistance by 46% to reflect shared and common costs for purposes of setting a retail price, and Pacific’s own statements with regard to its purported Directory Assistance cost preclude it from now asserting such a justification for the price increases it seeks. 


Moreover, even assuming that it is legitimate to mark-up retail services to reflect shared and common costs, Pacific has chosen the improper proceeding to raise such an issue.  Application 98-05-038 concerns retail prices for Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt, Busy Line Verification and certain Centrex services.  Pacific is attempting to assert in this proceeding what percentage of shared and common costs should be included in the price for a unbundled network element (UNE).  Currently, parties are addressing that issue in the UNE pricing phase of the Open Access Network Architecture Development (OANAD) proceeding.  (See, D.98-12-079, mimeo. p.32.).  Pacific is seeking a finding in this case to use as a precedent for pricing in OANAD.  Pacific’s attempt to gain a procedural advantage over parties in the OANAD proceeding by depriving them of the opportunity to comment on Pacific’s price for its Directory Assistance UNE is highly improper.  Furthermore, as the protesting parties have demonstrated in this proceeding, Pacific has yet to make an adequate showing of its costs for providing Directory Assistance.  Pacific’s shared and common cost argument still leaves the fundamental questioned unanswered:  46% of what?  


PACIFIC HAS MISREPRESENTED THE EVIDENTIARY RECORD 


In its Opening Brief, Pacific has misrepresented the evidentiary record by assuming what it did not prove. 


Pacific Did Not Demonstrate That Its Cost Studies Were Forward Looking Or Accurate


	In its Opening Brief, Pacific asserts that its cost expert confirmed that Pacific’s 1994 Directory Assistance cost study anticipated staff reductions and facilities consolidations.  (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief p. 18, citing to Testimony of Timmermans Exhibit G, pp.2-3.)   Pacific’s citation of its cost expert’s rebuttal testimony does not support Pacific’s assertion that its Directory Assistance cost study is forward looking.  As explained in ORAs’ Opening Brief, Pacific’s cost study does not take account of post 1994 events such as the SBC-Pacific Telesis merger, a large reduction in its operator workforce and Directory Assistance office closures and consolidations.  (See, Opening Brief of ORA pp. 11-13.)


	Furthermore, Pacific’s Directory Assistance cost study is clearly not accurate.  Pacific has implemented automated greetings and number recordings to its Directory Assistance service since 1994.  (See, Testimony of Timmermans, RT 676: 9-17.)  Despite this modernization, Pacific asserts the average work time that a Directory Assistance operator spends on a call has increased since 1994.  (Id. RT 677:13-21.)  Such a contradiction is crippling.  When questioned on the average work time of Directory Assistance Operators, Pacific’s cost expert admitted she had no personal knowledge of the process for measuring the average work time of Directory Assistance operators used in the cost study.  (Id. RT 681:15-685:15 and 724:23-725:19.)  Pacific has not justified its cost assertions in this proceeding because it has not established the reliability of the component elements of its cost study.


Pacific’s Reference To The Price Other LECs Charge For Directory Assistance Is Misleading 


	Pacific’s discussion of Directory Assistance pricing in other states pivots on its $0.50 proposed price per call, not its request for a maximum price of $1.10 per 


Directory Assistance call.   (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief p. 19.)  If the Commission were to allow Pacific the discretion to raise the price of Directory Assistance to the maximum proposed price for this service (and for the Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification services), the comparison to other states’ pricing regimes becomes markedly less compelling.  According to Pacific’s own compilation, the $1.10 price per call would put Pacific well off the chart Pacific submitted with its Application.  (See, Testimony of Nelson W. Cain (Cain), Exhibit 1, Attachment A.)  The closest jurisdiction would be Vermont, with a Directory Assistance price of $0.64 per call.   Perhaps Pacific believes it needs to be the national price leader, to be well ahead of everyone else. The Commission should remind Pacific, in rejecting Application 98-05-038, that Pacific Bell is a local phone company in California and that what matters are market conditions, costs and pricing rules applicable to this state.


	Moreover, the Commission should be aware that the Public Service Commission of North Dakota recently rejected  U.S. West’s price increase request for Directory Assistance service because U.S. West failed to submit adequate cost studies.  (See, Decision of the North Dakota Public Service Commission, Case No. PU-314-98-229, attached hereto as Exhibit A, p. 4, Finding of Fact 14.)�  Pacific’s comparison of itself to other Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs)  should include the fact that these RBOCs must also provide a justification for any requested price increase.  U.S. West, like Pacific in this proceeding, did not meet its burden of proof.  (Id.)


Pacific’s Pricing Proposals Are Not Consistent With Other California LECs 


	In its Opening Brief, Pacific compares itself to long distance carriers and wireless providers.  (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief p. 19-21).  The logic in this comparison is like the dog in Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes story The Hound of the Baskervilles, conspicuous for its not having barked:  Pacific does not compare itself to other incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) in California.  The Commission should remind Pacific that it is a local exchange carrier here in California and that there are other ILECs in the state offering 4-1-1 Directory Assistance services.  Other ILECs subject to the New Regulatory Framework in California provide Directory Assistance at a cost substantially below Pacific’s asserted per unit cost.   (See, Testimony of ORA witness William E. Johnston, Exhibit 17, p. 25 ¶ 12.)  Furthermore, California’s large and medium ILECs all provide five monthly Directory Assistance call allowances.  (See, D. 96-12-074, mimeo., p.129, In the Matter of Roseville Telephone Company to Restructure Intrastate Rates and Charges (1996) 1996 Cal. PUC LEXIS 1138, *200.) 


Pacific’s Application, Testimony and Opening Brief fail to show how its proposed pricing structure would compare to that of other ILECs subject to the New Regulatory Framework in California.  Pacific’s pricing proposals, if approved by the Commission, would explode the pricing structure for operator services in California.  Immediately, Pacific’s maximum price of $1.10 per call for Directory Assistance would be the standard which other carriers would look to match; immediately, other local carriers would want to match Pacific’s reduction in or elimination of call allowances for residential and business customers; immediately, the price structure of local telephone service in California would be undone. 


Pacific’s Application Is A Step Backward For Competition





	Pacific makes much of “industry restructuring.”  Its proposed operator services pricing structure is not derived in a competitive market place, but imposed, absent competition, on captive users who have no place to go for the services in question. These customers cannot  “presubscribe” to another carrier to answer their 4-1-1 calls in Pacific’s service territory, nor can they call another carrier by dialing operators to meet their Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification needs.


	Pacific’s overall scheme is to remain on “a competitive footing” by maximizing profits from those services where it has no direct competition.   (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief p. 9.)�  Pacific has introduced a novel idea of subsidy as the industry restructures:  use effective monopolies to extract much higher prices without competitive penalty (or revenue loss) to support competitive services, where prices are directly challenged by rivals.� The Commission should not allow this new form of cross-subsidy to flourish.  Further, no price increase or call allowance reduction should be considered without requiring Pacific to reduce Pacific’s per line draw from the California High Cost Fund-B, thus thwarting Pacific’s attempt to leverage universal service subsidy to competitive advantage.


PACIFIC HAS SHOWN NO RESPECT FOR THE PUBLIC’S RESPONSE TO APPLICATION 98-05-038 OR THE COMMISSION’S PROCESS 


	In its Opening Brief, Pacific dismisses the fact that the Commission has received over 4,000 protests from Pacific’s customers regarding Application 98-05-038.�  (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief pp. 26-27.)  Pacific claims it did not have access to these protests and that these protests and the comments received by the Commission at public participation hearings should be afforded little weight because these comments are not indicative of California’s telecommunications end-users “in the big scheme of things.”


Public Opposition to Application 98-05-038 Is Clear And Available


	Application 98-05-038 drew more customer protests than any other utility proceeding at the Commission in 1998.  This fact speaks for itself.  Pacific’s claim that it did not have access to these protests is completely without merit.  All protests to Pacific’s Application, including written mail, electronic mail and petitions that the Commission has received have become a part of the formal files of Application 98-05-038. 


	Pacific also alleges in its Opening Brief that protesters had no right to question its cost claims because they were allegedly “litigated” in OANAD. Not only is this allegation disrespectful of a legitimate public question, but it assumes what remains to be proven: that Pacific’s OANAD cost study accurately reflects Pacific’s forward looking cost for Directory Assistance service. 


	Pacific should have more respect for the concerns of its customers.  Rather than attend to these protests, Pacific claims that AT&T engineered the public outcry at the public participation hearings.   Such a paranoid corporate mentality begs the question asked by the final speaker at the public participation hearings:


I would like to know what consideration PacBell has given to those who have spoken in favor of the application.  (See, Statement of Mr. Halezukas RT 435:13-18.)


The Response Provided To Application 98-05-038 By Pacific’s Captive Customers Should Be Accorded Great Consideration 


	Pacific’s lack of respect for the voice of its customers is also a lack of respect for the Commission’s hearing process.  As Commissioner Neeper stated at the end the San Diego Public Participation Hearing: 


The Judge has attended many public participation hearings.  I’ve attended many. Rarely in any experience has there been one that was as so intelligent, well informed, passionate in viewpoint but really good.  (See, RT 73:2-6.)


	Commissioner Duque, the Assigned Commissioner for this proceeding, who attended several of the Public Participation Hearings, stated at the start of the Fresno hearing: 


	I’m delighted to see so many of you here. This – what you’re taking part in is an integral part of our process; and what you say, what you’re telling us here, as the Judge said, will be transcribed, it will be put into hard copy, and all five Commissioners will ultimately read it before we reach our decision. So what you’re saying here – don’t feel that it’s unimportant, because I can promise you, it’s not. (See, RT 77:18-27.)





	Against the suspicion of many of the protesters that the Commission would not take their opposition seriously, Commissioner Duque explicitly offered the following statement: 


	This Commission is not a rubber stamp for utilities. Just keep that in mind. . . . We are not a rubber stamp for anyone.  (See, RT 202:14-21.) 





And at the last of the Public Participation Hearings, in San Francisco on December 3, 1998, Commissioner Duque concluded by remarking: 


 I appreciate what you’ve said. It’s all in the record, and we will pay attention to it. So thank you very much for coming. It’s very meaningful to us.” (See, RT 435:1-5.)





	The Commission clearly values the input of Pacific’s ratepayers in assessing the merits of Pacific’s regulated actions.  Despite the Commission’s stated intent to weigh the public’s voice, Pacific suggests that the Commission disregard public comments, an attitude which shows contempt for the lawful administrative process.


In disparaging these protests, Pacific is disparaging its own customers.   Pacific’s customers were responding to bill inserts Pacific distributed describing Application 98-05-038. They were not responding to descriptions of this Application conveyed to them in their bills by “AT&T and the consumer advocacy community,” as Pacific so misleadingly alleges.   It is perhaps a symptom of Pacific’s over-reaching in this Application that Pacific believes it necessary to slight the views of those who use its services and pay its bills, including its legal bills.  


	Pacific arrogantly points to the number of residential lines and the number of business lines it serves in the State, implying that these figures overshadow the number of protests to Application 98-05-038 in the “big scheme of things.”  Such a citation might be impressive if those customers had a choice of local exchange service providers and that those customers had actually “selected” Pacific from rivals.  Sadly, this is not the case.  Pacific’s customers have no place to go for protection but to this Commission.  Pacific is now asking the Commission to turn away these customers as well.  


The Big Scheme Of Things


	As for “the big scheme of things,” the captive status of Pacific’s customers is a critical consideration for the Commission to keep in mind while deliberating on Application 98-05-038.   For Pacific’s customers, the big scheme of things is not the total number of Pacific’s access lines, but that the revenue Pacific gains from them is being channeled through Texas to contribute to the purchase of an Illinois telephone company. 


	Pacific should give its long-suffering customers the respect they are due. Given the fact that Pacific aims to take at least an additional $125 million from its customers each year for the services at issue in this Application, that respect should be considerable.  Until Pacific’s subscribers are given the opportunity to vote with their feet, their written communications should be accorded weighty consideration. That Pacific is inclined to denigrate its own customers says a good deal about its priorities in serving California.  The Commission should not tolerate the attitude expressed by Pacific toward California’s telecommunications end-users.  By denying Application 98-05-038, the Commission must remind Pacific that it is a public telephone utility which must answer to the public convenience and necessity of the people of the State of California.


VI.	CONCLUSION





	Pacific’s strategy in this proceeding has been to mislead its customers and the Commission.  Its customers did not learn of Pacific’s maximum price proposals until the Commission ordered Pacific to provide notice of this huge request in a second bill insert announcing the schedule for the public participation hearings.  Respecting this same request, Pacific has never supplied the Commission or the public with a revenue estimate for these proposed maximum prices. 


Pacific has mischaracterized its obligations under the Commission’s New Regulatory Framework and has invented a record from OANAD to supply undeserved legitimacy to its pricing proposals.  Furthermore, Pacific has engaged in a systematic campaign to confuse the record in this proceeding and to obscure its own objectives, which have nothing to do with competition and everything to do with manufacturing a huge revenue windfall from its captive customers.


	Pacific has also mischaracterized the nature of the public participation hearings in this proceeding and has shown no respect for the thousands of its customers who have responded to the public notice of Pacific’s Application by writing to the Commission’s Public Advisor’s Office.  Pacific’s strategy is clearly to besmirch its critics, and to avoid or bury the material issues in this proceeding.   Pacific’s smear tactics and refusal to confront the main issue of Application 98-05-038--which is that Pacific’s outdated estimates of costs for these operator services do not warrant an increase in rates, let alone an increase of the magnitude Pacific has proposed--are an affront to the evidentiary process. 


	Pacific has told the Commission, in effect, not to listen to the facts (which it thinks unimportant), not to heed established policies on universal service, to flout the carefully wrought New Regulatory Framework, and to listen only to Pacific and its constant revenue cries.  A better opportunity for the Commission to turn a deaf ear on Pacific’s unreasonable and unjustifiable requests is not likely to come along anytime soon.


	Based on the reasons stated above and the reasons set forth in ORAs’ Opening Brief, Pacific’s proposed price increases are neither just and reasonable nor in the public interest.  ORA recommends that the Commission deny Application 98-05-038 in its entirety.
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� Pacific’s price cap for Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification are its current charges.  Pacific’s price floors are its long run incremental costs for providing these services.  (See, D.94-09-065, supra, 56 CPUC 2d at 263.  As stated in ORAs’ Opening Brief, Pacific has failed to submit an accurate cost study to demonstrate its cost for providing these services.  The Commission should instruct Pacific that the submission of an accurate forward-looking cost is a necessary step to establish a price floor.  (See generally, 56 CPUC 2d at 263-264.)


� Of interest in the North Dakota case, is that U.S. West claimed that its combined TSLRIC and Shared Cost for Directory Assistance was $0.29—$0.19 less than the cost Pacific claimed in its Opening Brief.  The North Dakota Public Service Commission still rejected this claim because U.S. West, like Pacific, failed to demonstrate that its claimed cost was accurate.  (See, Exhibit A attached hereto, p. 3, Finding of Fact 10.) 


� Pacific’s pricing proposals for its Centrex optional features reveal a great deal concerning Pacific’s belief that it retains an effective monopoly for Directory Assistance, Emergency Interrupt and Busy Line Verification.  (See, Pacific’s Opening Brief, Attachment A.)  Unlike the operator services, where widely differing prices and ceilings are sought, Pacific has proposed the same price for the floor and ceiling of its Centrex services.  These partially competitive services cannot support the same pricing structure it claims appropriate for the other, more lucrative services.  Apparently, what is good for operator services (to the tune of  more than $120 million per year in added revenue) is not good for Centrex services. 





� The Commission should realize that Pacific already is and will be gaining substantial revenues from Emergency Call Completion and National Listing Service, which services are within the Directory Assistance family of services.   (See, Opening Brief of Los Angeles county pp.39-42.)


� Pacific claims that the Commission received many letters in support of its Application, including 400 from the Communications Workers of America.  These, however, were form letters submitted by Pacific’s employees.  They concern job security in the face of Directory Assistance office closures.   As for other communications in support of Pacific’s Application, Pacific does not cite even one.  As of November 19, 1998, however, the Commission’s correspondence file for Application 98-05-038 revealed that there was in fact one unaffiliated comment which favored Pacific’s Application.  (See, Brief of the County of Los Angeles, pp. 13-14)
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