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Re GTE California Incorporated

Decision 89-03-0S1
Case 86-06-004

Califomia Public Utilities Commiuion
Much 22. 1989

ORDER authorizing competitive intrUwe
interLATA telephone directory assistance ser­
vices.

1. MONOPOLY AND COMPETl110N. § 83
- Telephone services - Directory assistance
- Grounds for authorizing competition.

[CAL.] A local exchance telephone carrier
(LEC) was authorized to initiate its own intra­
state interLATA directory assistance services in
certain number plan areas (NPAs) in competi­
tion with the dominant LEC. where ratepayers
were likely to benefit with respect to price and
quality through cost reductions and improved
technology as a result of such competition; in
particular. it was noted that the competitive
LEC could offer a rec:ormect feaNre and state­
of·the-art automatic call distributors (ACDs).
p.380.

2. RATES. § 553 - Telephone rate design ­
Competitive directory assistance service ­
Cost components.

(CAL.] In authorizing a local exchange
telephone carrier (LEC) to enlale in competi­
tive intraswe interLATA directory assistance
(DA) services. the commission accepted the
LEC's estimates of calling charles of 24.5 cents
per call. relyinc on the fact that such services
are labor-intensive and that the LEC hislOrically
experienced an average actual work time of
19.8 to 20.4 seconds per DA call.
p.381.

-3. SERVICE. § 449 - Telephone - Competi-
tive directory assistance service - Merged data
bases.

[CAL] In authorizinl a local exchanle

telephone cmi. (LEe) to enaaae in competi­
tive intrulale interLATA directory aaisllnce
(DA) services. the commission recopUzed l1w
it wu imperative for LECs providinl DA ser·
vices to merle their dlla bases of customer list·
ines. especially for local callin& assistance;
however. it wu understood that no LEC should
have to provide information for a merced dau
bue without compensation for its formerly pro­
prietary information.
p.382.

APPEARANCES: Richard H. Cahill and Ken·
neth K. Okel. Auomeys It Law. by KUlMth K
Olud. for GTE Califomil Incorporated. respon­
dent. Marlin Ard and Patricia Mahoney. Allor·
neys at Law. for Pacific Bell. protestant. RQII·
dolph DeUlsch, Auomey at Law, for AT&T
Communications of Califomia. interested plJl)',

L. G. Andrego. by Melvin L. Hodges and.
Robert L, Howard. for the Division 01

Ratepayer Advocates.

By the COMMISSION:

OPINION

GTE California Incorporated (GTEC, for­
merly General Telephone Company of Califor­
nia). in Advice Lener 4999 filed March 4.1986
and in supplements filed April 10. April 30.~
May 13. 1986. respectively. requested authorIty
to provide inuutate interLATA DireaorY
Assistance (DA) Operator Service to intCfCA"
chanle curiers OEXs). The service would be
offered in competitim wiIh DA service pres"
ently offered by PlCific Bell (Pacific) 10 JEXs.

PlCific protested the advice leueI' 011
Much 24. 1986 and asked the Commission 10

reject the filing. aUelinl that the proposed stS­
vice causes unknown revenue req~t
impacts on GTEC and PlCific; PICiJic: ... ahC
Commission must examine GTEC's Cosl of-­
vice study Supponinl the offerinC; GTEC's ~i
posed service could have I neallive 6"-­
and operational impact on PlCific and its inUlo
state poolinC partners; a chance in PlCific: ....
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GTEC's interconnection terms will be required;
and GTEC's proposed service is an improper
and unlawful infringement on Pacific's
franchise right 10 provide DA throulhout
California. On April 17• 1986. GTEC responded
to Pacific's protest.·1t was obvious from the
protest. the reply. Uld the advice leuer that
additional facts were needed 10 resolve many of
the issues aaributed 10 this filinl. Consequently.
Case (C.) 86-06-004 was instituted.

In instilUlina C.86-06-004. this Commis­
sion stated:

"We believe that authorizing GTEC's
DA Service may have long-term impacts.
which could adversely affect GTEC. Pacific
and their respective ratepayers. What these
impacts are and 10 what degree they will
affect each company and its ratepayers are
issues that must be resolved. prior 10 deter­
mining the merits of GTEC's offering to pro­
vide DA service 10 interexchange carriers.
Therefore. we shall suspend the operation of
GTEC's Advice Leuer No. 4999 and order a
hearing to address the merits of the new
offering."

At the prehearing conference held on this
matter in Los Angeles on August 14. 1986
before Administrative Law Judge (AU) N. R.
Johnson. Pacific requested and was granted the
option of presenting cost studies for its intra­
state interLATA DA service performed usinl a
methodology different than that used by GTEC.

Public hearings were held in Los Angeles
before AU Johnson on December 2-5 and 8-11,
1986. and the matter was submined on concur­
rent opening briefs due January 23. 1987 and
concurrent closinl briefs due February 13.
1987. Opening and closinl briefs were submit­
ted by GTEC. Pacific. and ATItT­
Communications of California (ATitT-C).
Direct and/or rebuaaJ testimony was presented
on behalf of GTEC by its revenues director. J.
M. Jensilc; by its Operllor services staff methods
administrator. Thena Petley; by its opcrl1or ser­
vices administrllOl'-budget, results and force
administrl1or, Kay Gosney; and by its business
relations manller-compensation. Lida C. Tong;
and on behalf of Pacific by its director-

conswner product development. Valerie E.
Eachus; by its financial manlger-billing and
collections. Judilh A. Nyberg: and by its
direclOr-information resource products. Jerry M.
Abercrombie.

I. Position ofGTEC

Testimony presented on behalf of GTEC
indicated that:

1. The basic IennS and conditions for the
provision of DA service are: a minimum six­
month period. prior to the beginning of each
calendar month a subscribing lEX and GTEC
must jointly estimate the call volume for thal
month fOT each Number Plan ~ea (NPA). the
lEX is subject 10 a minimum monthly charge if
actual call volumes are less than the higher of
75% previous months calls or 75% of forecast
call volume. and GTEC will charge SO.245 for
each DA call handled.

2. The charge of SO.245 for each DA call
handled represents GTEC's fully allocated cost
10 provide the service.

3. Upon approval of the proposed tariff.
GTEC is prepared to initiate service in the 213.
619. 714. 805. and 818 NPAs.

4. The additional DA traffic can be accom­
modated using the same equipment and opera­
IOrs who currently provide local DA (41 I) ser­
vice.

5. The proposed rate of $0.245 per call
should attract more business from lEXs who, up
10 now. hive not elected 10 offer the benefits of
DA service 10 their subscribers because of the
higher rates charged by Pacific.

6. GTEC has been providing DA service
under contrICt 10 ATitT-C in the 80S NPAon a
trial basis since lale 1984 without prior notice 10

Pacific.
7. The trial has demonstrued thl1 GI'EC

can easily handle the increased traffic and that
the increased traffic lowers the fully alloca&ed
cost per call because GTEC's fixed COSIS are
sp'ead over more mUas.

8. GTEC and Pacific hive shared I com­
mon dati base for directory liSlinp for same
time because neither company can furnish
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ac:eeplIble local DA service without haYinc the
other complJ'lY's nearby listincs.

9. Punuant to qreements GTEC has been
payina PlCific one-half the cost of mainWning
the joint dala base plus the COles of providing
GTEC with a copy of the dala base.

10. GTEC presently has ae:eess to da1I
bues in NPAs 80S, 619, 818. 213, and 714.

11. GTEC has not slUdied me acquisition
of necessuy additional data bues to provide
slatewide DA.

12 It is neimer neceaurily easier nor more
efficient to provide DA service usm. equipnent
and facilities located in the NPA.

13. GTEC plans to place a limit of EWo
requests per OA can in me proposed tariff ro
make it consistent with its interstate tariff.

14. GTEC added a fifth automatic call dis·
tributor (ACO) 10 hlndle the projected
increased traffic, resulting from me proposed
DA service.

15. The fully allocated costs of the pro­
posed service conttibutes 10 the general over­
heads diminishing the amO\D1t of overheads that
have to be recovered from other cuscomers.

16. Pacific provides switched &(:Cess as a
melllS for lEX carriers co reach DA fKilities
and OTEC provides the connection between the
ACDs and the carriers' point of presence on a
dedicated line.

17. AT&T-C takes interstate DA service
from GTEC in the 213 and 818 NPAs.

..... 18. There is daily interaction with Pacific's
uperlcor Services personnel to expedite the res­
olution of DA data base errors.

19. OTEC's network configwation for pro­
viding DA in the 213 and 818 NPAs consists of
three RockweU-Collins ACDs which distribute
calls to eight OA offices for processing local
(411), intraLATA, and interstate calls.

20. GTEC's network conficwation for pro­
vidinC OA in the 619. 714, and 80s NPAs COIl­

sists of two Rockwell-Collins ACDs which dis­
tribute caUs 10 three DA offices. Two of these
DA offices process local (411) DA requests for
619 Ind 714 listincs and the third. in Goleta.
hlndles local (411) inttaLATA and
interLATA/intrasla&e and interstate DA requests
for the 80s NPA.

21. The RockweU-Collins ACD is a diaital

solid Stile. compar.er<ONrOUed swilChin. sys_
rem which IUlOmIIically dislribuleS incominC
calJs to the first available operllOr.

22. ApproxUnasely S5 of listings in the
2131818 data base, 28.s~ of listings in the:
619n14 data base, and 43~ of listinlS in the
80s data base are GTEC's customers.

23. A five-second reduction in operuor
work time wu documemed u a result of the:
installation of Directory Assistance System­
Voice (DAS-V).

24. GTEC beam processinc intentate 818
calk on Ocaober IS, 1986 and 213 U1d 80s
interstate calls on Novanber I, 1986.

25. In the Director)' Assistance System­
Compwer (OAS-C) environment. the actual
work time (Awn that GTEC wu experiencing
wu about 30 ro 31 seconds a call.

26. With DAS-V, Personal Response Sys­
tem (PRS), and NPA digitalized voice removal

. and operator data bue, an AWT of 21 ro 22 sec·
onds is to be expected.

27. When OTEC was making a decision 10

add the fifth ACD, it was expecting to get addi·
tional intrlSwe and interswe traffic.

28. The AWT after implementation of
DAS-V was approximately five seconds less
than with DAS-C.

29. The expected cost for installing PRS
equipment will be approximately 5645,000.

30. The DAS-V programs were delayed
put 1985 because the vendor-supplied retrieval
system had not interfaced with the Rockwell­
Collins ACD and the development of lh~
required software system took longer than anu­
cipated.

31. GTEe's lntruwe-lnterLATA DA cosl

slUdy was developed by using the local 411 DIt
1986 oricinal budCet followed by an overlay
budget showing the potenlial impact of AT&!­
C's inttlStl1e DA call volumes combined WIth
GTEC's local 411 call volumes. followed bY III
overlay budCet developed combininc AT&T­
C's intrlstlle and interstate DA call volUdJC5 .
with GTEC's local 411 DA call volumes.

32 The AWT used for the oripal budaet
was 23.93 seconds for ACD I, 24.13 seconds
for ACD 2. 23.56 seconds for ACD 3, and
24.78 seconds for ACD 4.

33. The AWT used for the 1986 DA cost
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study overlays WIS 20.1 seconds for ACD 1.
20.1 seconds for ACD 2. 19.8 seconds for ACD
3. and 21.4 seconds for ACD 4.

34. The DA labor COlt estimares were
based on an unloaded Jabor rale of $10.84 per
hour.

35. OTEC's statewide AWT for 1985 WIS

29.4 seconds.
36. AT&T-C is laking back its interLATA

10)) from OTEC and some of the operlIOrS thus
(reed will be available for DA work.

37. OTEC is evaluaq a plan to roUIe aU
interState and intrastlle interLATA DA calls for
213. 818. 619. and 714 NPAs throup ACD-S.

38. Fully alJocated cost sbJdies based on
Parts 67 and 69 of the Federal Conun\D1icllions
Commission (FCC) roles and regulations were
used for this DA cost study. IS wen IS slUdies
supporting a~ess wiffs filed with the FCC and
for zone unit message studies. Forward·looking
estimates rather than historical costs were used.

39. GTEC filed a Notice of Intent for a
general rate application for test year 1988. with
itS DA rates subject to review in that proceed-
ing·

40. The cost study apponions all of
GTEC's investment., operating expenses. and
,",xes between the interstate and intrastate juris­
dictions and between carrier common line. and
office switching. transport. OA. billing and col·
lection. special access and interexchange.

41. The economies of scale are not
included in the study that deveJoped the inter­
stale OA cost of 26.8¢ per call.

42. GTEC's estimated COlt of installing a
Winchester system. should OTEC decide to 10
forward with that system. would be between
S3.1 and $4.1 million cIoUus.

43. In aU probability, the Winchester sys­
tem would be installed by 0eneraI TelephoM
and Elecll'onics 0111 Service and leased to
GTEC for approximlle1y $73,000 a mondl.

44. mEL will be inItallina for OTEC one
audio response unit (ARU) per 40 operator
positions all cost of $49,000 a \mit with a rotal
of 19 ARUs being installed by year end 1986.
These units wi)) be Jeased by GTEC.

45. The overall effect on GTEC's pro­
posed DA rate of: increuin& Account 6074
expenses to reflect Ms. Petty's revised pile

lOS in Elhibit 8. inc:reuin& Operllor wales 10
eliminate 1.5 seconds AWT savinas associated
with dill bae. elimina1ine 1.0 second AWT
savinls associated with NPA voice It GoJeta.
increasq investment and Ifaffic reroute for
ACO S. increuin& invesunent for PRS. and
reducing rate of return (ROR) &om 12.7S to
12.64'll is an inaeue of $.000737 per call.

46. Sublequenl to divestiture. GTEC did
not pool on an intrlSlale interLATA basis with
P.ciJic.

47. Usm& an AWT of 2S seconds would
result in a cost per OA call of 28.6(.

48. NPA 213 and 818 would overflow onto
ACDs 1 and 2 and 619 and 714 would overflow
onto ACD 3.

49. Rerouting in~lState interLATA traffic
from ACD 1. 2. and 3 to ACO 5 decreases the
cost per call.

A'IlU1lenl

In its brief. GTEC argued that
1. GTEC's proposed inuastate interLATA

OA service is in the public interest and should
be approved.

a. The new service offering will enable
GTEC to provide the fun range of DA Hr·

yices now offered by Pacific.
b. The proposed service will result m

better utilization of GTEe's plant and per­
sonnel while providing additional revenues ro
suppon onc's basic rates.

c. The DA 1riaJ Ibat OTEC condUClld in
me 80s NPA bqirmin& in October 1984
proved Ibat GTEC is capable of providina
bilh quality intrutlle interLATA DA service.

d. By the end of 1986, alJ of GTEC's
DA offices bid been converted to DAS-V
which has enabled GTEC 10 sipificandy
increase the productivity of its DA operacors
by reducing the amount of time Ibey are
required 10 spend handlinl DA calls.

e. OTEe's proposed rate of 24.5, per
call is more aurlCCive ID IEXs than PICific's
current rate of33t per call.

f. The financial impact on Pacific onos­
ina AT&T-C's inlrUtlle interLATA DA
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lraffic is small.

2. GTEC's proposed DA service will pro­
vide IEXs with atlracuve features not available
from PlCific.

a. GTEC's merced dala bases for the
213/818 and 619n14 NPAs enable the same
operators "to provide callers with me listinls
that appec in multiple NPAs.

b. GTEC's DA service is desiped with
a recormed feabft pcnninina two listinas
with each DA call.

c. GTEC uses a stare-of-me-an diaital
ACDs IS compared to Pacific's No. S cross­
bar ACDs. Each diaital ACD can handle up
to 20 remore offices, can reroute overftow
ttaffic to maintain hiah efficiency levels. can
provide half-hour delayed call profiles. daily
operator performance statistics. and demand
repons which provide position and crunk call
totals and glle queues. Pacific's No. Scross­
bar ACDs have higher maintenance and
repair COSlS. cannot generate reports on a real
time basis, and cannot reroute ttaffle from
one ACD to another.

3. It would not be in the public interest for
OTEC or Pacific to cease merling their respec­
tive DA dill bases in the five Southern Califor­
niaNPAs.

a. Only by merging their DA HstinlS are
Pacific and OTEC both able to provide qual­
icy local DA service in Southa'n California
where the exchange areas of the two compa­
nies are interminlled.

b. GTEC has a very siprlfic:ant presence
in each of me five SoU1hem California NPAs.

4. GTEC's proposed race of 24.5. per call
reftects GTEC's cost of providinl intrastale
interLATA DA service.

a. A cost slUdy was JRPIred using pro­
cedures found in Paru 67 and 69 of the
fCC's rules and regulations.

b. AU of GTEC', opentinc overheads
as weD as all abe directly aan"butable costs
related to me provision of each service are

allocated 10 mat jurisdiction -Vor file
aory. tilt.

c. Directly laribuuble COSts ar
eated to DA service in~~.
weiahted slandard work seconds Ilk! YtUb
mon costs are allocated on me basis or~'
ous peremale disttibutions of lhe d' 'I~.
auribulable expenses and plant Vetil)

d. The SW'lin& point (or Ihe delernnn.
tion of operllOl' labor costs was CiTEc.·
1986 oripw budaet. reftec:tinC the COS S

providin. 411 local DA and irnrl$tlte ~ of
LATA DA in the 80s NPA. The fint o'ler~'
showed lhe impact of AT&T-C's additio/
intraswe DA cal} volumes combined ~
GTEC's 1986 orilinal budget call 'Volumes
~ the second ~verla~ !eftected lhe inclu.
Slon of AT&T-C s addluonal intrastate IIld
interswe DA call volumes with GTEc'
orilinal budget call volumes. S

e. The original budget reflected actual
AWT for prior two years adjusted 10 reflect
anticipated system enhancements such
DAS-V (five second saving). and DAS.~
enhancement (one second saving). am Iht
PRS (one second saving).

f. GTEC's witness updated the ori&inal
cost study to reflect: changes between the
February 1986 cost study and the December
1986 cost study, me amO\D\t of investment
associated with OTEC's ACDs !hat should
be allocaced to me new service. the rerouUnc
of DA traffic throulh me fifth ACD. IIId tJ.e
reduction in rate of return to GTEC's QI.

rently authorized ROR. The net effect of aD
the above changes was to increase the COSt

per call from 24.50 to 24.S7~.

S. PlICific's cost melhodology should DC(

be approved by mis Commission.

a. The embedded direct cost study per.
formed by PlICific:'s witness excludes lIlY
portion of acneral expenses. lnc1usioft or
these costs would have raised 1M incticlled
cost per call from 23.24 10 15.2".

b. Pacific was required 10 use GTECs
method of cost allocation (p1I'lS 67 and 69 of
fCC's rules) for its interState DA Iaiff. The
interstate DA rate mus derived. bIscd on • I
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AWT of 19.19 seconds per call was 27.43e
per call for 1986 and 2S.6~ per call for
1987.

c. This is the lhiJd DA cost scudy that
PlCific has used in as many years to deter­
mine the cost of providing its intrutate inter·
LATA DA service. The original rate WIS

61.9q: per call. This was reduced to 33e per
call based on a cost seudy filed by PlCific in
Applicalicm (A.) 83-01-22-

d. In IC:COI'dance with Exhibit 1011 in
A.83.06.06S (this Commission's ollIoing
access charge investigation), Pacific's intra­
state interLATA DA service elmed a nell­
rive rate of return of 12.09%.

e. Because Pacific keeps changing its
COSl methodology to ~btain desired results,
this new study should not be accepted.

6. Pacific's cost study cannot be used IS

the basis for the filing of a reduction in its cur·
rent DA rale.

a. In Decision (0.) 85-()6.115 in A.83·
()6.065. this Commission stared thltlbsent I

showing of "compelling need" proposals to

revise current access charges should take
place in the context of a general rate case.

b. The rate design phase of Pacific's
general rate case, A.85.o1.034, is still in
progress and is the appropriate place to file a
competitive response to General's Advice
Leuer 4999.

c. Pacific:'s cost study reftects eight
months of 1986 ICtual and foW' months pro­
jected expenses and excludes lhe impact of
certain significant equipnent costs Pacific
will be incuning in 1987, such as the S8 mil­
lion invesuncnt PlCific will be making in
1987 and 1988 in connection with its Win­
chester system.

7. This Commission has no jurisdiction to
award Pacific damages as a result of GTEC's
offering of intrastlle interLATA DA to AT&T­
e in the 80s NPA.

I. The service wu a limited trial offer­
ing to determine whether GTEC was capable
of providing quality DA service to AT&T-C

on an unrutate interLATA buis. •
b. GTEC filed Advice Leuer 4999 when

lhe results of me Dial indicaled GTEC could
provide the service.

c. This Commission lac:ks jurisdiction to

award damages or to determine the existence
of liability for alleged loss of business result­
ing &om lhe ac:ts or omissions of public utili­
ties.

d. Since PlCific is not a subKriber to
GTEC's DA service. it has no basis for
recovering reparations from GTEC in lhis
proceeding.

e. It is well-settled principle of ton and
contract law that an injured party is obligated
to minimize its damages which Pacific has
not done.

8. GTEC only has the burden of showing
that its service is in the public interest and that
its rates are reasonable, not lhal Pacific's DA
service is inadequate and its rates high.

9. While GTEC's DA service will compete
with that offered by Pacific, neither company
mUSl invade the franchise areas of the other to
provide the service.

10. The amount of time an operator is in
direct contact with the customer, IS measured
by AWf. has no direct relationship to the time it
takes for a caller to reach an operator or the
time required to provide the listing information.

11. Since the same group of Operllors who
now provide local. 411 and intrastate DA will
be used to provide the new DA service. there is
no reason to expect an upsW'ge of training costs.

12. The inclusion of costs associated with
using Pacific's DA listings would obviously be
inapprop1&1e.

13. It would be improper to include "addi­
tional costs" associated with ete&ling lhe
merged listing da1a bases until GTEC compJeu:s
its slUdy of the maUCI to ucenain wbelher or
not the costs are legitimate.

14. Pacific's witness's computations of
GTEC's DA costs ue based on I campuison of
purported 1987 costs with GTEC's estimaIe of
oper&lor labor COSIS for 1986 mel are. therefore,
invalid. Also. neither the one second AWT
reduction associated with PRS nor the one see­
ond saving associated with the eliminllion of
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the digitalized voice lJDlouncement was
included in the computations.

n. PositiOfl 01PtlCific

Evidence

Testimony and exhibias presented on
behalf of Pacific indicaled Ihat:

1. PlCific conduded Irials on PRS in Ihe
DA environment and verified U1 AWT laving of
0.6 seconds per call.

2. Customa-s dial NPA-SSS-1212 for for­
eign numberinc plan area (FNPA). intrastate
interLATA and interstlle inta'LATA DA ser­
vice.

3. lnla-LATA DA calls ue routed over Ul
. lEX network 10 the ACD usocilled with the

calledNPA.
4. On an averlle business day. Pacific: will

handle 2.604.400 caUs consisting of 1.940.400
"411" calls. 346.000 FNPA intraLATA calls.

. 166.000 interswe una-LATA calls,~ 152,000
inttastl1e interLATA calls.

S. As of September 30. 1986, Pacific's DA
operllor service center force consisted of 196
managers and 3,684 associates (operators. sa-­
vice assisLlnlS, and clerks).

6. High levels of force chum ue common
in Operllor services because the OpelllOf'S job
is considered to be entty level for Pacific.

7. Effective October 16, 1984, AT&.T-C
begUl rerouting of 818 interswe interLATA DA
traffic 10 OTEC and 80s and 213 NPAs inter­
slate interLATA calls were rerouted as of
November 1. 1986.

8. The loss of &he 213, 80s and 818 NPAs
is equal 10 the loss of 68.873 calls per averlle
day which will idle ISO ttunks and 32 operatQl'
positions and result in a 6.1~ reduction in
USAge. Total DA revenues will be reduced by
54.8 million and 84 jobs will be IoSL

9. The loss of intrUtaIe in_LATA DA
traffic in Southern California would idle the
equivalent of 320 1rUnks and 32 operllOr posi­
tions with a revenue loss of56.8 million mel the
loss of 84 jobs. On a statewide basis. the reve­
nue loss would be 513.9 miBion and the number
ofjobs lost would be 214.

10. PlCific is hlndlin& 60,000 inu
and 105.000 inunwe DA calls per Jnon"'-c
other than AT&T.c. These calls are IOu111 for
the ACD u though Ihey were 411 calls. led 10

11. The same equipment UIed 10 .

local 411 DA is used 10 provide intru:tdt
interstlle interLATA DA. ~

12. The current rate for inl:rutale .
LATA DA is 33¢ per call and for 411 OJ".11\~.
after two business mel five residtnlial ~~~
2S¢pa:calL lS

13. PICific is able 10 provide 17.3~
AWf on existinl equipment and have an
paney faclor rUlling from 94 and 94-1f2'~.

14. PlCific has 37 DA offices and i.n
operator positions. 6

IS. Conlrlct laborers are generally ne...
used in Ul operator service center environmentt1

16. Only two-tenths of 1% of 101ai D'
calls involved are reconnect whae someor:
was on the line so that feature was discontin.
ued.

17. It takes a shorter time 10 handle 1411
call than a foreign NPA call.

18. It takes longer 10 handle an intrl5latt
interLATA call than a 411 call.

19. The 106 trUnks from AT&tT.c lhat!er.
minate in AOC could be modified 10 handle 411
calls.

20. The maximum lour in optTuor savices
is 7-1 f2 hours.

21. The loss of the entire DA inlnstale
inta-LATA unounlS to 5·6% of PlCific's 10111
Slate traffic and the loss of NPA 213 and 818
inttuwe interLATA traffic uncurus 10 OM
of total Stale traffic and the iess of SouIhan
California amounlS to 2.44" of totallrlf&c:.

22. GrEC's labor expense is inc:omcUy
stated because of its reliance OIl unrealized IIId
unproven eflieiencies thal incorrecdy undersIIIe
AWf for DA opcraton; overtime expenses have
been ineoJTeclly lI'elled; and ca1Iin mvesImaH
costs were not included in GTEC's COlt SIUdy.

23. Pacific estimates GTEC'. Irue unit COIl

without consideration of the value of Ullinp is
between 2k and 30¢ per call.

24. The effect of the loss of the 213 IIIlI
818 DA traflie projecled for the operllin& yar
1986 would increue the cost per call by
$0.0009; the loss of Southern California DA

•
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D'affic would increase the cost per call by
$0.0010; and Ihe loss of all inU'uwe interLATA
D'iffic would increase the cost per call by
$0.0025.

25. The loss of Pacific's current intrastate
interLATA traffic would increase its revenue
requirement by 51 million for Ihe 213 and 818
NPAs. 53 million for all Southern California.
and 57 million for Ihe emire Stale.

26. The current per call COlt to PlCi6c for
inuasute interLATA DA service is 5.232 baed
on 1986 volume, investment costs, and labor
rates (statewide average AWT of 19.3 seconds).

27. The 1984 cost was 33¢ per call using
an embedded direct analysis model that Pacific
no longer uses.

28. With the advent of open competition
for the interLATA DA business, the expenses
and revenues from this service should be
removed from the inn-astate interLATA access
pool.

29. With the PRS savings of 0.6 seconds
and Winchester (WIN) savings of 1.5 seconds
in AWf. PlCmc's cost per call would be 21.26¢
and with PRS savings of 1.0 seconds and WIN
savings of 1.5 seconds in AWT. its cost per call
would be 20.88¢.

30. PlCific filed a new DA rate of 2S.66¢
that was effective January 1. 1987.

31. PlCific's 1986 interstate rate for DA
was 27.4( per call.

32. Pacific has 56.7~ of the lislings in the
213 NPA, 68.9~ of the lislings in the 818 NPA,
61.1'1> of the listinlS in the 714 NPA. 81.K of
the listings in the 619 NPA, and 54.7'1> of the
listings in the 805 NPA.

33. Pacific: ad GTEC provide tapes of
their respective listin.s to the Times Mirror
Press (TMP) for mer.inl on I daily basis.

34. In the merce process reprint. supple­
mall, and caption tapes from both companies
arc merged into I sinale tape which contains all
listings.

35. Until GTEC belm providinl inter­
LATA DA in the 80s NPA ad intersWe DA.
GTEC used the shared daIa bue only for 411
(intraLATA) DA whereas PICific used the
shared information for interLATA Ind intra­
LATA pmposes.

36. GTEC bears one-half 1he COlt

usociated with creating lhe data base plus all.
costs associated with providing GTEC with
copies of che dala base.

37. PlCific intends, to beain negotiating
with OTEC regarding compensation for the use
of the shared data base for GTEC's interstate
DA service.

38. On September 28. 1984, P.cific was
Idvised by AT.T-C that effective October 6.
1984. AT.T.c would be rehorrUn& its inter­
LATA 80s NPA traffic to GTEC. On October
15, 1984, GTEC requested chat Pacific: take a
portion of GTEC's SoUlhem California intra·
LATA DA n-affic because of its lack of facilities
to provide adequate service.

39. Pacific requests reparations in the
amOlmt of 51.6 million for lost revenues associ·
ated with the NPA 80s traffic volumes.

40. Should thc Commission find that com·
petitive inn-astlle interLATA DA is in the besl
interest of the California ratepayer. Pacific
should be authorized a rate of 23.5¢ per call.

41. The monthly charge to GTEC by
PlCific foy creating merged data bases for the
714. 619. and 805 NPAs should be raised from
535.594 to $96,000.

42. Thc value of Pacific's data base is
between 520 and S3S million and GTEC's data
base is 510 to SIS million.

43. Pacific has multiple data bases that
include listing information.

44. The same Operllor group of Pacific
responds and provides listings for interstate,
intrastate interLATA, and 411 DA requests.

45. The additional cost 10 provide DA ser·
vice without the DAS-V conversion would be
53.1 million.

In ill briefs. Pacific qued thac
1. OTEC's proposed price of SO.24S is

based on a very shaky foundation.
2. Fiaures that have been included in the

study were developed without rein for actual
and c:urrent facts and c.mot be used u the
bais for Ccmmission IClian.

3. Pacific's cost of providinl DA service is
$0.232 per call.
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:

4. The facts on this record establish that
GTEC's trUe cost of service for 1986 is in
excess of 2k per call and ClMOt be reasonably
expected to fall below 26¢ per call for some
time if It all.

S. PlCific's uncontested AWT is six sec­
onds Jess than the lowesl AWT GTEC has expe­
rienced to dale.

6. PlCific carries over 800 million calls
annually on 10 ACDs while GTEC used 4
ACDs in 1986 to handle 14S million calk Ind
found it neceauy to add I fifth ACD to process
an estimated total of203 million calls.

7. The use of an AWT 1CtUI11y encoun­
tered by GTEC of 28.S seconds per call raises
1986 costs by over 4¢ per call.

8. A competing service should not be
approved until a clem- and convincing demon­
stration is made that the proposed provider has
the current capability to operate in a more
efficient manner than the existing provider Ind
that it can provide the service at materially less
cost than the existing provider.

9. GTEC included several items - DAS­
V, PRS, NPA Digitized Voice removal and
projected Operator Data Base improvements ­
in its determination of AWT savings used in the
cost study, even though most have not yet been
experienced, which is contruy to the principle
that only known, established results should be
used for the approval of competitive services.

10. The test of 12 Operllors out of an oper­
ator force of 850 produces meaningless results
that CllU'tot be used to suppon a prediction of
the behavior of all GTEC's DA operalors.

11. Use of an AWT of 24.S seconds is con­
sislent with the AWf OTEC most recently pro­
vided to the FCC (October 1986) for ilS inter­
state DA service and produced a cost per call of
SO.268.

12. GTEC stared that to handle the inn­
stale, interLATA DA traffic will require an Iddi­
tional 23 operalors, but held its trainine
expenses includine these new operllOrS It the
lime level Corec:asted if ilS proposed service
WIS not approved.

13. The COIlS to GTEC to continue to
receive listines updates in the current format
after PlCific conVeril to WIN will be approxi­
mately S152,OOO per month and. further. PlCific

expects to be compensated for GTEc's Use
merced lisUnl5 dala. or

14. Even though mEC begin prt)\ti<!'

intrastate interLATA service 10 ATelT-c lilt
October 1984, it mIde no .filine of any kind .111

d1e Commission until Marth 1986. 'Th\lS ~th
approximalely I-I f2 years. GTEe prov~Or

public utility service without providinC ~
Commission. the public, or its compeUlors
oppommir;y to examine d1e reuonablOle$sany
nch service. as required by law and~
sion rule.

IS. By providine intrastate interLATA DA
service to AT&T..c in the 805 NPA, GTEc
deprived PlCific of a customer which rig}ufull
belonged to PlCifie. Y

16. As PlCific WIS, and is, the only autho­
rized provider of intrastate, interLATA DA ser.
vice in California. any revenues rec:ei'ted for
such service should belong to Pacific. 'There.
fore, the Commission should find th.t GTEc's
charges for provision of intrastate, interLATA
DA service in the 80s NPA were unreasonable
and should order GTEe to restore 10 PlCif~
those amOlmts, which should have been paid 10

Pacific.
17. Reparations to PlCific from GTE<: in

the arnolD'lt of actual volumes experienced by
GTEC times Pacific's wiffed amount minus
experienced Slved expenses should be ordeRd
for GTEe for the unauthorized provision of
intrastate interLATA DA service to AT&T.c in
the 805 NPA.

18. PlCific provides more than adequate
intrastale interL.ATA service by means of l'No
DOCs, 10 ACDs, 36 ascs, and approximaleJy
3.900 operators with an AWf of 19.3 seconds,
an averqe speed of answer of 7.3 seconds, IIId
with a customer satisflClion level of91".

19. If the competition is not approved,
Pacific should be permitted to retain its pracnt
rate of $.33 per call because if forced to reduce
its rates to S.235, it will suffer a revenue shan·
fall of 54.S million md the profit on 1he calls
would no lancer provide • lipificanl c:onuibu­
tion to the benefit of PlCific's ratepayers.

20. If the StalUS quo is maintained, it
should be maintained in its entirety. If it is
changed, commensWIIe changes in compensa·
tion for the use of listings should be made on III
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ongoing basis.
21. If Ihe Commission determines that

competition is in the bat interestofCalifomia's
ratepayers, PlCific must be permitted to make a
competitive response in the form of a revision
to its access wiff.

m. Posilion ofAT&T-C

suppon for Pacific's aUelation of sicnificanl
slrlnded plant or substantial additional expense.

8. Approval of GTEC's Advice utler
4999 will drive intruwe interLATA DA access'
rates to cost

9. PlCific has offered no explanation why
interLATA DA ratepayers should subsidize
intraLATA DA ratepayers.

,
:

IV. DiJCMSSion

AT&T.c made no evidentiary showing in G~M,aJ

this proceeding.
The component parts of this matter requir-

ArgIPMI1l ing resolution are:

In its brief AT&T-C Clued that:
1. AT&T-C fully suppons Advice Leuer

4999 and believes both AT&T-C and its inter·
LATA customers will benefit from the availabil·
ity of a DA provider that offers the highest qual.
ity service at the least COSL

2. If GTEC is precluded from offering the
proposed service. Pacific will neither reduce its
rales nor improve its service.

3. Pacific set its 1986 interstate DA rate at
27.43e per call and filed a 1987 interstate rate
of 25.6~ per call using FCC Rules and Regula.
tions, Parts 67 and 69 to allocate the costs.

4. Pacific computes its costs to be 23.2¢
per call based on I "bottoms up" embedded
direct cost study. If GTEC is precluded from
providing intrastate interLATA DA service
Pacific: plans 10 lelVe its rate of 33¢ per call. a
42' profit. showing complete disregard for the
interests of intcrLATA ratepayers.

5. Pacific:: uses the same equipment and
opcrllOTS to provide local 411, intraswe inter·
LATA and intcrsllle DA calls but cha'ps 2S¢
per call for local 411 after five free calls for RS­

idential and two free calls for business, nothing
for intraLATA Cormen NPA. 33¢ per call for
intrlSllle intcrLATA calls ind 27.63~ per call
for interstate calls.

6. MarJinalloss of intraswe intcrLATA
business, less than 6" swewide and less thin
l' for Southern California. is far outwei&hed
by advlnlagel resultin& from competition.

7. Operaaor services lie geared to make
changes on a monthly basis so there is no

1. Competitive Aspects
'2. Cost of Providing the Service
3. Data Base Treatment
4. NPA 80s Service

Competilive Asp~cts

GTEC notes that it clDTently provides local
411 DA service. intrasta1C interLATA 555-1212
DA service, interswe DA service, and intrastate
interLATA service to AT&tT-C in the 805 NPA.
The requested service would enable GTEC to

provide the full range of DA services now
offered by Pacific. According 10 GTEC not only
will the proposed service be economically
attractive to IEXs because of its lower rate., it
will also provide features not currently provided
by Pacific such as:

1. Merged data bases for 213/818 and
619n14 NPAs permitUngthe same operators
to provide callers with liSlin,s that appeIf in
multiple NPAs in c:c:Iltrut to Pacific's opera­
tors that are only able to provide callen with·
the UIlin.s for a sinlle NPA.

2. A reconnect CellUle that reconnect the
caller to III operator if belshe SlaYS on the
line after having been liven a listin& permit­
tine the caller 10 obtain two Iistincs on a
sinlle clll, and

3. The use of a slIIe-of-the-art ACDs
servinC up to 40 operator positions and per­
millinl calls 10 be routed to alt.emlle ACDs
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for hlndling as well as providina status
reports of Ihe tr'Unks. lUes, positions and
operators using video displays and automatic:
printouts.

This position is fully supponed by AT"T·
C who aJleges lhat pUblic interest is dearly
benefited by the ability of GTEC 10 provide
intraslile interLATA directory as a part of its
access services. Acc:ordinC 10 AT"T-C it is
cle. &om the evidence that imJmVemeDlI in
both qualily and price em be achieved by
allowinC GTEC 10 offer this service in competi­
tion with Pacific. Funhermore. KCOrdinC ro
AT&T-C, Pacific hIS 1rea1ed its access service
simply as a source of monopoly profit and this
lack of concern for the inlerLATA ratepayer is
only now being addressed by Pacific in Ute face
of the potential loss of portion of its DA busi­
ness. AT&T-C further notes that competition
benefits the cUSlOmer because it causes compa·
nies 10 introduce new service enhancements
more quickly in order 10 differentil1e lheir prod­
ucts and forces compenies 10 operate more
efficiently and 10 reflect that efficiency in
reduced prices.

[l] In lhis case, we are faced with an
unusual competitive situation. Given an Up-IO­

date dala base of subsaiber listings. it is appar­
ent that any number of telecommunications
firms (some utilities. others unregu1lled) could
provide interexchmge DA service; all lhat is
necessary is the right equipment. some staff,
and an ac:c:ess connee:tion 10 an IEC. We qree
with AT"T-C thll subscribers would probably
see cost ~ctions and service improvements
as I resul e key circumstance that has per.
miaed chiS petition 10 break out is the shar·
ing of the local DA databases by General and
Pacific for the primary purpose of oITering a
seamless 411 service on I 10cIl basis. or
course. PlCi6c has been usinC Ute joint dl'abue
ro provide interexchlnce DA service for some

yemWhi~)~t. 'aJ' flhi .e u.e spec1 CU'CU1nS1InCeS 0 S Sit-

uation confine the present competition ID
Pacific and General. others mipt want access
10 similar Iistincs. Tuiffs already exist for the
provision of listinlS 10 competitive publishe:n
of telephone directories. There is some

dissatisflCtion with how listinls lie no.., s
for c:ampelilive direclDries (c.88-06 '-eel
although ratepayers have I sianificant s:l.),
the contribution lhat local telephone III

direclOries now provide ~ help keep~)
affordable. At an appropriale time, "'e ~":
consider whether 10 offer broader access u
competiaors 10 the listings., IS there rna ~
sianificant value in other uses. R~
might also need proleCQon from cxploi1lli;en
amoyinc use of their ~lished te~ n~
her and address, espeCIally where priVaMi .

-; 1S I
concern.

These issues go beyond this case. Her
we must decide whether 10 permit General ~
implement its contract with AT&T-e. Because
we expect benefits from this form of competi.
tion. we will do so. We will. address the broader
questions regarding competitive access to diree.
lOry lislin.S in a later proceeding (such IS &n

011) following our Phase ndecision in 1.87.11.
033. as our holding there will probably afreel
how these issues should be addressed generally.

Pacific takes the position that GTEc does
not meet lhe historical leSt for competition
which provides thlt ei!her: (l) the existing pro.
vider was failing in its duty 10 provide an ade.
quate service at a reasonable rale. or (2) the new
provider could provide !he same or better ser.
vice at materially lower rates. Pacific acknowl.
edges lhat the above test has been established
with reference 10 lhe provision of service within
franchise areas but contends that the same leSt

logically applies 1.0 this situation.
GTEC argues that Pacific has miscon­

suued the nature of this proceeding and mis.
staleS lhe law reCarding whll must be eSlIb­
lished in • proceeding 10 obtain certification
where the proposed service only involves 1im­
ited competition with U\ existing service po­
vicler.

The historical leSt for eampetilion
espoused by Pacific is applicable in Ihosc
instances where one entity seeks a eenific:ale of
public ccnvenience and necessily (CPCAN) for
Ul area already served by I certificated utility.
That is an entirely different sibwion &han amal·

Ier such as this where a utility seeks che ricbllO
offer a limiled service in. competilion with •
exiJtinC provider of the same service. Granlin&
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the utility its request does not preclude the
original provider from competing for she right 10

provide such service. Under shae
cirewnslances, we cannot accept PlCifie's
position IS valid.

Cost ofService

GTEC's COlt slUd)' wu preplRld using
procedures found in PInS 67 ad 69 of the
FCC's Rules and Regulations. the same costing
methodology used 10 suppoft GTEC's interstale
DA rate which became effective in July 1986.
The study apponions all of GTEC's invest­
ments, operating expenses, and taxes between
the interstate and intrastate jurisdictions and
each of the Part 69 rate catelories. Under these
procedures all of the operating overheads and
directly attributable costs rell1ed to the provi­
sion of elCh service are alloeared to that juris­
diction and/or rate eatelOf)'. Directly attribut­
able costs are those costs direclJy assoeialed
with providing the service suCh IS operllOr
wages. switchboard investment, operator over·
heads. depreciation. and payroll taxes. These
costs are allocated 10 the DA service in accor·
dance with weighted stlndard work seconds.
The common costs are allocared 10 the jurisdic.
tion and rate categories, including DA service.
on the basis of various percentage disuibutions
of the directly attributable expenses md plant
GTEC's study reflected a 12.7SI& ROR and
yielded a rate per call of S.245. The .1Ud)' wu
updated to reflect known vendor cost changes,
the updated amoUllt of investment usoc:ialed
with GTEC's ACDs that should be allocated to
new service. the rerouting of all· 213/818 and
619n14 DA traffic lhroup the fifth ACD, the
then authorized ROR of 12.641&, increased
operalOt' wages to eliminate 1.5 seconds associ­
&Jed with data base and 1.0 aecond AWf .av­
ings assoc:iared with NPA 80s voice raponse
and increased investment for PRS. The Del
impacts of the above chlnles on the COlt per
caU wu an increase of $'«)00737.

Operator w... lCCOunt for appnWrnaleIy
two-thirds of 1M tow traffic npenIe. The prin­
cipII driver of operllOr labor COlts is Ihe AWf.
Because DA service is very labor intensive.

AWT is the single most important element 10 be
identified in I DA cost study. OTEC based its
cost slUd)' on an AWT oC 20.4 seconds derived
Crom the projecled AWTs for each of the ACDs
wilhin its DA Syslemr According 10 PlCific the
AWT GTEC can reasonably expect for the Core·
seeable future is between 24 and 2S seconds.
Accordina to Pacific this number is derived
&om the actual measurement of OTEe's AWT
reduced by a reasonable projection of DAS-V
sivings shown in KtUa1 working condition.
Using this higher AWf, PlCific derived a cost
per call of around $0.266. Based on this figure
PlCific alleges that OTEe's trUe cost per call is
between SO.26 and SO.28 rather than the $.245
claimed by OTEC.

[2] In A.87-01-OO2. OTEC's g~eral rate
application. OTEC computed its craffic
expenses using an AWT of 20.4 seconds
whereas the Commission's Division of
Ratepayer AdvoclleS (ORA) based its estimates
of an AWT of 19.8 seconds. In 0.88-08-061.
dated August 24, 1988. on that maner the Com­
mission adopted an A'Wf of 19.81 seconds.
When consideration is given 10 the fact that
GTEe's authorized ROR is c\DTently lower than
the 12.62% ROR used in GTEC's updated cost
sWdy. it appears that SO.245 per call would
cover the full cost of providing intrastate inter·
LATA DA service with an AWf of eilher 20.4
or 19.8 seconds.

Pacific requested and was granted author­
ity to present a cost slUdy using a different
melhodology than used by OTEC. Acamting 10

this slUdy, PlCific's direct cost of providing the
service is $.232 per call and its fully allocared
cost is S.2S2 per call. If this Commission
approves GTEC's advice lener. PlCific requests
that it be permilred 10 reduce its inb'UtIte inter­
LATA rate to S.235 based on the above COlt

stud)'. Finl of all, the sNdy does not include an
allocation for general overheads. The inclusion
of such overheads raises the COlt by $.02 per
call 10 S.2S2. Sec:ondJ)', PlCific's study is not
directly comparable ro GTEC's. Presumably,
were PlCi6c: 10 use the same methodoJoay as
GTEC, the COlt per call would be higher thin
indicaled by PlCific'. slUd)'. h would not be
approp iare &0 set competitive rates on differ­
ently prepared COlt studies. And thirdly, rhis



proceeding is not the proper vehicle for the
establishment of intruwe interLATA rates for
Pacific. Should PlCific desire 10 establish lower
rates than presently set forth in its tariffs, it
should file III appropriale advice leuer
including, cost scudy similar to GTEC's so that
we Clll set rates for Pleific that do not provide
any cross-subsidization.

. ,v ~ ... ~
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between more than one NPA and that in Older
to provide DA scmu to the residenu of theae
split communities, both GTEC and PlCific mUst
hive access to the entire DA dill base for e.ch
of the five NPAs.

Pleific now that under the existinC
arrlncemcnt between PICi6c Ind GTEC each
allows iu listincs in the merced dala base 10 be
used by the other for provision of local DA ser.
vice. GTEC also allows Pleific 10 use its list.
inp to provide intnLATA. interLATA, 11II
inlCnllle DA while Pacific: .allows GTEC to \lie

At the present time OTEC and PlCific: pro. its listin&s to provide inb'aLATA DA only. It is
vide all of their respective DA listin&s {I~.~. Pacific's position that the StilUS quo re1ardinC

.-.=::r 213, 619, 714, 80s, and 818 NPAs to TMp.: the use of listings for provision of DA service
which merCes the listinp into a simp , should remain inllCt. Should the StilUS quo
bined dala base for each NPA. The merled list· chance in any way, it is Pacific's position that
ings are then sent 10 Pacific 10 produc:e a master there should be compensation for any new use

. reprint dill base for each NPA. The reprint dlla of the lisUnIS. Pleific would regard competitiOll
bases for elCh NPA are then provided to GTEC in the provision of 1nterLATA DA • change in
in accordance with an agreement which pro- the status quo and if allowed, would expect to
vides for GTEC to pay PlCific one·half the cost belin neaotillions with GTEC to determine
of maintaining the joint daLa base plus all of the appropriate compensation.
cost incuned by Pacific 10 provide GTEC with (3] We note that LoQl "411" infomwiOll
copies of the merced data bases. calls represent, by far. the bulk of all DA calls.

Testimony was presented by Pacific incfi· It is axiomatic that for Pacific and GTEC 10 pro..
cating thll it appears that GTEC is in flet pay- vide such service in accordance with ICCepIed
ing only about 19% for these services and this standards of performance. it is essential 10 have
mll\gement has been the status quo since the a merged data base with access to the dl1a by
time it was crea1ed by an exchange of leuers in both Pacific and GTEC in the NPAs served by
the 1978 to 1980 time frame. GTEC hIS stlted these utilities. Funhermore, because of the way
it intends to study Pacific's claim carefuDy to DA service evolved, Pacific is presently Ible 10

determine whether it is legitimale or only a ploy use the merged data base in intrastate inter.
raised to confuse the issues in this proceeding. LATA DA service because it is presently pro-
Such information is obviously of inleresllO this viding such serviu.
Commission. Consequently the order that fol· Ideally, it would seem that GenerIJ IIId
lows will require GTEC and Pacific to review Pacific should distinauish the use of pooled Jisl.
the maner and submit the resuhs of such review inp for monopoly 411 service from the use of
10 us. If OTEC needs to pay additional monies the same listings for a competitive service lib
to Pacific beca.. of inadvertent underpay. interexchance DA. Neither General nor PciIic
menu, the approved intrasUle inlerLATA DA should be required 10 offer the use of a VllUlbie
tariff will be IdjUllld lCCOI'dinlly. database to the other for competitive use with·

It is OTEC's position chat only by merling out compensation. In this case, the circum·
GJ'EC's mel Pacific's DA IiItinp lie PIICiJic stances lie muddied by PICific:'s priaruse wiIb­
and OTEC both able to provide qualil)' local out compensation of General'. listinlS in the
DA service in SoUlhan California where the sune manner General now proposes to use
exchange areas of me two com)*'ies are inter· those of Pacific. This became an issue only
min&led. GTEC funher alleles that the meraer when General decided to cha11ea&e PICific's
process is pa-ticularJy imporWlt for those many rrlditional monopoly and offer competinc ••
cities and communities which were divided vice. AI has been the case in many other
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celecommlUlications muket seaments, the
outbreak of competition here does not 6t neatly
into existinc institutional Ilrlncements.

Because PlCific has used General's list­
in's without charae for this service. we will per­
mil General to use Pacific's listinp without
char,e on In interim bais. We expect to chance
this Ilrll1,ernCllt and insli&ure lOme form of
compensation in our subsequent proceedin, on
this malIC. Pacific and Oenerll shouJd confer

I lboutlll approptWe form for 1his compensation
so that they will be prepared to discuss propos­
als on the record at that time. We also expect 10

link compensation to the issue of broader indus­
IJ'Y access to the listin,s for ccmpetitive pur­
poses. In the interim. PlCific and Oenerll
should continue to meree their listings for the
conveJuCllce of customers calling 411. and
should continue sharing the costs of merging on
the present basis.

At the present time. GTEC has no acc:ess
to the data bues for other than the 213, 619,
714. 80s, and 818 NPAs. Consequently for
OTEe to provide its proposed DA service in
these other NPAs it will be necessary for it to
obtain access to these other dalI bases. We will
not It this time authorize GTEC to offer intra­
state inte:rLATA DA service to these other
NPAs. Should OTEC be able to make arran,e­
ments to obtain access to these other data bases.
it can file an advice letter for authority 10 pro­
vide the service to these other NPAs. Such a
filing shouJd contain a cost study justifyin, the
rates proposed for the other NPAs. We will con­
sider the matter further at that time.

805 HPA DA Service

On October 6, 1984 OTEC began offerinC
intrUtale interLATA DA service on alrial basis
to ATAT-C in the 805 NPA in ICCOIdance with
I wriaen COIllrICt betwem GTEC mel ATAT-C.
A copy of the acreement wu provided to Dean
Evans in the Commission Advisory and Com­
pliance Diviaion (CACD). Ac:cordin& to the
record GTEC did not file Ihe apeaneDl with
this CommiJIion bee... it concluded such •
mini wu unnecesury beeause the apeement
WIS similar to traffic acreemenll with odler

cwers that did not have to be filed with Ibis
Commission. GTEC planned to file a witT fOT

the service if the trial was a success.
On September 28, 1984 PlCific: was

advised by AT&T-C that effective October 6.
1984, AT&T-C would be rehoming its inter·
LATA 80s NPA DA traffic to GTEC.

As previously summarized under Pacific' 5
arpmcnts. PlCific: objects and asks for repIll­

lions.
We are not persulded that PlCific's posi.

tion is valid for two reasons. First of all. GTEe
contacted our staff prior to offering the service.
Our staff did nOI advise OTEe 10 submit the
all'eement to us for approval. It appears thaI
GTEC acted in good faith in its auempts to
comply with Commission requirements. Sec­
ondly, the record shows thal Pacific: was
informed on September 28. 1984 that the sere
vice would be provided by GTEC effective
OclOber 6, 1984. ThI1 was the time for Pacific
to aet to negate the act by filing a petition for a
cease and desist order. Pacific's failure to make
such a filing could reasonably be interpreted as
implied consent to the action. Under these cir­
cumstances, we will not order the reparations
requested by Pacific.

V. COI1III'&eNS on. Proposed Decision

GeMraJ

As provided in Section 311 of the Public
Utilities Code, AU Johnson prepared a Pr0­
posed Decision which wu filed with the Com­
mission Ind served on all parties on December
29. 1988. Rules 77.1 1hroup 77.5 of this
Commission's Rules of Practice Ind Procedure
permit pames to file comments on such a Pro­
posed Decision within 20 days of its date of
mailinC or JInUIrY 1a. 1989 Ind teply c:cm­
mans five days lata.

Comments and/or Reply Commenas were
filed by OTEC. Pacific, and ATAT-C. GTEC's
comments were IoUed in O\D' Sin Francisco
oftice on Janwry 19. 1989. one day after the
due dale or JInUII)' 18. 1989. Under these cir­
cumstances O\D' Docket Clerk did DOl file the
comments. On February 2. 1989 GTEC filed a
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motion for leave to file late swm, that abe
comments were proffered 10 our office on the
due date. Jmuir)' 18, 1989, but for some reason
were not a=epted until JIIlUIfY 19, 1989.
GTEC's explanation appem reasonable and we
will. therefore, IJ'Ult GTEC's motion and ac:cepl
the comments.

CtHrllPWNS by GTEC

GTEC believes Ihe decision 10 be fair IJId
weD balmced and fully supported by Ihe evi­
dentiary record but recommends two minor
chances to order IS follows: . . .

1. Conclusion of Law 4 states that if 11 lS

found that GTEC has inadvertently underpaid
its share of Ihe costs of maintainin& the joint
dala bases for Ihe five Southern California
NPAs "the underpayment. on a cost-pe:r-c&1l
basis, should be added 10 Ihe approved inter­
state inte:rLATA DA cost per call" (p. 32).
GTEC notes there is a substantial cushion buih
into the adopted rate resulting from the use of

.an AWT of 19.8 seconds rather Ihan General's
proposed 20.4 seconds and OlD' currently
adopted ROR of 11.13~ rather Ihm the 12.6:4~

used in GTEC's cost swdies. Consequently illS

GTEC's position Ihat Ihe cost-per-call rate
should only be increased if GTEC dela'mines
Ihe additional data base costs exceed Ihe sav­
ings associated with Ihe shorter AWT and lesser
ROR. When consideration is given to the fact
that General hIS not yet achieved the specified
19.8 second AWf on a system wide basis, we
are not persuaded by GTEC's logic. Conse­
quently we will not adopt GTEC's proposed
chance.

2. GTEC also recommends that the deci­
sion become effective the dale it is approved by
this Commiaion to preclude its heine IUS­

pended by m application for rehearinC filed by
PlCific 10 or more days prior to the decision's
effective dale. This recommended chanae is
supponed by ATItT.c. We will reject this pro­
posal 10 permit c..eful consideration of elCh
and every issue raised in the proceeding prior 10

the implementation of the order.

Pacific: alleles that the proposed decision
has erred in Ihat it erroneously permits competi.
tion. improperly recoanius incorrect COSIS for
GTEC's service. and improperly denies COrn.
pensllion for the use ofPlcific's listing.

PlCific first alleges the determination Ihat
access to multiple NPAs and General's "recon.
nect" feamre constitute consumer benefils is
uns1lppOl'1ed by the record. These features -ere
listed by aTEC U benefilS it would offe: pro.
spective customers in addition to economictlly
attractive rates. We made no determination that
such features were beneficial to prospective
consumers. Our motivation in permitting GTEc
to provide intraswe interLATA DA service is
"fostering competition u a means of improving
service and reducing COSlS" (p. 23). It should be
noted Ihal when faced with competition Pacific
immediately proposed substantially reduced
rates thereby validating our utilization of CCJnl.
petition u a vehicle for achieving reduced rates
for DA service. Pacific further alleged thal no
consideration wu given to its more eflicieru
operation. Such consideration is unnecessary
because we are not excluding Pacific from the
competition but merely authorizing General 10
compete and are thereby leuinglhe marketplace
make the decision u to which utility will pr0­

vide the most satisfactory service. It is PeiGe's
further position that the revenue resulting &om
the loss of DA service should be accounted for
in a balancing ac::count that could be offset
against my future reductions considered by the
Commission. We find this position without
merit because we are not ordering lIlY revenue
reduction but merely authorizing General ro
compete with Pacific for the business.

PlCifie questions our findings that the pr0­

posed rate covers the COlt of service. The reconf
clearly shows that General developed fully aJIo.
cited COIl studies based on PII1I 67 Iftd 69 of
the FCC mles and regulations. 1beIe studies
suppon our findinp that the proposed rate CO¥.

en the cost of sezvice and, therefore. we 6ftd
Pacific's position to be without maiL

rmaUy PlCific alleges that she popcllld
decision denies any compensation to it for the
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use of its listina in what will be a competitive
service. As noted by Pacific the decision staleS
chat it is essential to have a merced dIla bue
.-jib access 10 the data by both Pacific and
GfEC to provide local "411" information in
,o:ordance with accepted sllndu'ds of
performll'1ce and since the intrastate interLATA

. DA service considefed herein represents such a
relatively small portion of the tDtal DA calls,
c;(lftSideruion of compensation 10 the utility
turnishin& the DA infcrmatim is inappropiate.
'fhis decision diffen from the proposed
decision in that we endorse the concept of
compensation, although we do not order that
General pay Pacific any compensation at this
time. A$ previously dis<:ussed. Pacific and
General are in nearly the same position vis-a-vis
competitive DA service - each pays half the
costs of supponing the merged databue, and
each supplies listinas for which the other mipn
pay compensation. The difference between the
position of Pacific: and General is that Pacific
has been using General's shire of the list1nas to
provide interLATA DA service for yean, and
pacific: has never paid General any
compensation. The record clearly supports both
our position of allowing General the same
prerogative on an interim basis that Pacific: has
enjoyed up to now (the ability to use the merged
listings without plyinc compensation), and om
decision to consider 11'1 appropriale form of
compensation along with III overall
examination of ac:c:ess to listings in a later
proceeding.

CommenlS ofAT&.T-C

ATclT.c submiued only reply camments
which acldresled the benefits ofcompedcion Ind
!he effective date of the order. ATclT.c notes.
IS swed above that PICi&:'s. offerinC of
reduced rates for bUriswe service provide a
clelr foundation in the record for a findinC that
lower prices mel mote cost-effective services
rault when compedtiaft is imposed. ATILT.c
also DOleS thai it has wailed siDee M.-ch 1986
to be able to purchase inU'UtMe interLATA
from OTEC on a tariffed bases and die 3O-day
notice paiod and further p:anliaUy longer

delays for rehelrincs would unnecessarily delay
the introduction of I competitive offering. As
previously swed. we believe &he 30-day notice
period is essential.

VI. Findings flNi CondllSions

Findings ofFad

1. GTEC in Advice Letter 4999 filed
March 4, 1986 and supplemented on April 10,
April 30. and May 13, 1986. respectively
requested authority to provide intrastate inter­
LATA DA to lEXs.

2. Pacific prolested the advice letter on
March 24, 1986 resulting in our instituting
(1&5) C.86-06.Q04.

3. GTEC currently provides local 411 DA
service, intraswe intral..ATA 555-1212 DA ser·
vice, interstate DA service and intrastate inter·
LATA service to AT&T.c in &he 805 NPA.

4. GTEe's proposed ina-uwe interLATA
DA service will provide merged data bases for
the 2131818 and 619n14 NPAs permitting the
same operAtors to provide callers with listings
that appear in multiple NPAs and a recomect
feature thaI will permit the caller to obtain two
listings on a single call.

5. Grlnting GTEC authority to offer ina-a­
stale interLATA DA service will be in keeping
with the general policy of regulatory laencies
throughout the counb'y of foslainC competition
as a mell'1s of improving service and reducing
COSlS.

6. GTEC is not requesting a CPCclN type
service.

7. QTEC's COlt slUdy was JRl*ed usin&
procedures found in Pans 67 Ind 69 of the
FCC's Rules and Regulations.

8. GTEC based its cost study on III AWT
of 20.4 seconds derived &om the projected
AWTs for each of the ACDs within its OA sys­
rem.

9. In 0.88-08-061 this Commission
adoJ*cl an AWT farOTEC of 19.8 seccads.

10. AI. abe ammlly aUlharized lOR of
1l.13C11, QTEC'J proposed chlrae of SO.24S
per call would coyer the full CClIl of providing
intrutale in.LATA OA service with an AWT

•
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of eilher 20.4 or 19.8 seconds.
11. GTEC's and Pacific's cost studies

were preplred using different methodologies
and Ire, therefore. not directly comparable.

12. The purpose of this proceeding was to
determine whether or not GTEC's proposed
intruwe interLATA DA service should be
approved.

13. Under the terms of an Igreement
between Pacific: md GTEC, GTEC pays PlCific
one-half of the cost of maintainina she joint da&a
hue plus all of the COlt incurred by PICific to

provide GTEC with copies of the merged data
bases.

14. Testimony was presented by PlCific to
the effect that GTEC is paying 19" rather than
the agreed upon SK of the casu of maintain­
ing the joint d.ata bases.

15. Loc:al 411 information calls represent
the bulk of aU DA calls.

16. For Pacific and OTEC to provide local
4n service in ac:c:ordance with accepled SLan­

dards, it is essential for both to have access to
the merged da1a bases.

17. Since Pacific has until now used the
merged dill base to provide interLATA DA ser­
vice without paying compensation to OTEC
and since GTEC provides listings to the mer,ed
data base and pays half of its c:osu on the same
basis as Pacific, OTEC should be permitted on
an interim basis to use the merged data base to
provide interLATA DA service without paying
compensation to Pacific.

18. It is appropriate to consider compensa­
tion for competitive use of the merged data base
in conjunction with an overall examination in a
subsequent proceedin, of the Commission's
policies regarding access to local telephone
company listings.

19. OTEC presently does not have access
to data bases for other than the 213, 619, 714,
80s, and 818 NPAs.

20. On OcIOt. 6, 1984 GTEC belm
offerin, intrutlle interLATA DA on • aial
basis to AT&T-C in the 80s NPA in ICCOfdance
wilh • written agreement between GTEC and
AT&T-C. A copy of lhe agreement was pro­
vided to CACD.

21. GI'EC did not file • copy of &he above
Ilfecment with this Conuniuion because it felt

such a filina was umecessary, and under
pG'ticulll' circumstances, it appears that~
acted in &ood faith in its atwnprs to tanlPl
with Commission requiremenlS. ~

22. On SeplCmber 28, 1984 Pacific ~

advised by AT&T-CO that effective October ~
1984 AT&.T-C would be rehominl its inter'
LATA 805 NPA DA Ilaffic 10 GTEC. .

23. PlCific took no action as a result I
beiDa informed mil AT&T-C was trlnSf~
ill intrastlte inlllLATA DA service for the 80s
NPA from Pacific 10 GTEC.

Con&lMSions ofLaw

1. The historical test for competition which
provides that either: (1) the existing provider
was failing in its duty to provide 111~

service 11 a reasonable.rate or, (2) the new~
vider could provide the same or better senoice II

mllerially lower rates is inapplicable in Ibis
matter.

2. This proceeding is an inapprOJlriatt
vehicle for the determination of an intraslale
interLATA DA rate for Pacific.

3. A review of the monies paid Pacific by
GTEC for maintaining the joint data bases
should be made 10 determine whether or DOl

GTEC is paying the agreed-upon amount
4. If it is determined by the levin

specified in Conclusion 3 that GTEC is inadver.
tently underpaying iu share of the joint dau
base maintenlnce COIlS, the underpayment, on I

cost per can basis, should be added 10 !he
approved intraswe interLATA DA cost per call.

S. The status quo wilh respect to the_.
ing of costs for merged dlta bases should be
retained' irrespective of whether GI"EC or
Pacific provides the intrastate inltZLATA DA
service.

6. GTEC should be authorized 10 povide
intraswe interLATA DA service only to abe
213, 619, 714, 80s, and 818 NPAs 11 this time.

7. PlCific·s lack of ICtion upaa beiD&
informed that AT&T-C was llansfcrrinC ill
intraswe interLATA DA service to GTEC ca
be construed IS implied consent to such IClioD.

8. Pacific is entitled to no JqWaIians IS •

result of OTEC providinl inlnSlalC _LATA
DA service to AT&T-C in the 80s NPA.

L
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ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. Seven days after the effective dale of

this order GTE California Incorporued (GTEC)
is aulhorized to file revised tariff SMeU as set
forth in Advice Letter 4999 with Section
A.4.b.2 of the tariffmodified to read:

(2) A maximum of two requests for tele­
phone numbers will be processed per ac::cess
to me Directory AssislInce ope1alor.

such filing shall comply with the General Order
96 series. The effective dale of the revised tariff
schedules shall be 10 days after filing. Revised
schedules shall apply only to service rendered
on or after the effective dale.

2. Within 60 days after the effective dale
of this decision. GTEC and PICi6c Bell
(Pacific) shall complete a review of the monies
paid Pacific by GTEC by maintaining the joint
data bases and submit the results of the review
LO the Commission Advisory and Compliance
Division.

This order becomes effective 30 days from
wday.

Dated March 22. 1989, at San Francisco,
California.

G. MITCHELL WlLK
President

FREDERICK R. DUDA
STANLEY W. HULETT

JOHN B. OHANIAN
Commissioners

CommiJaioncr Pllricia Eckert
present but not panicipaling.

FOOTNOTES

IOn October 7. 1988 GTEC filed III AppIicaIion
for Rehearina of 0.18~.061: one of &he Rem. for
which rehearin. is requeMd is &he 19.1 AWT.
Rehearin. on 1his iIan .1. denied by 0.11·12·101
dalCd December 19. 1911.

AT&1 Communications of
California, Inc.

v.
California-Oregon Telephone

Company

Additional defendants: Citizens Utilities Com·
pany of California; Sierra Telq:i1one Company,
Inc.; and Tuolumne Telephone Company

Decision 89·03-052
Case 85-07·062

California Public Utilities Commission
March 22. 1989

COMPLAINT seeking elimination of sur­

charges added by independent leJephone com·
panies to 1011 charges billed for an irllerex­
change telephone carrier; denied.

RATES, § 260 - Surcharges - Retention ver­
sus eliminllion - Purpose - Telephone ser­
vices.

[CALl The commission refused 10 order
independent lelephane companies (lTCs) to

eliminale surcharge provisions in billing
&nlnlernenlS made with an interexchance tele­
phone cmier (lXC). where the surcharge mech­
anism was found to have been a rational
response to telephone service policy chan,es
made on the federal level; the surcharces were
deemed both nonc:onfiscalOry and nondiaaimi­
nl10ry in that they did not unreuonably deprive
the DeC of revenues. because the IXC bad vol­
unlarily aucred inIo the bill and keep arrange·
menu with the rrc. and because the S1Rbar&e
would have been applied in the same manner to
any DeC availing iuelf of an rrc·s billinC ser·
vices; furthermore. it was noted that IS I mauer
of policy. the surdwJe mechanism would be
reevaluated in Ibc c:oune of any nc·SI"'"
rate case. which could result in either reaention.
partial phase out. or total elimination of the
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ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. Seven days after the effective date of

this order GTE California Incorporated (GTEC)
is authorized 10 file revised tariff sheets as set
forth in Advice Letter 4999 with Section
A.4.b.2 of the tariff modified to read:

(2) A maximum of two requests for tele­
phone numbers will be processed per access
to the Directory Assistance operator.

Such filing shall comply with the General Order
96 series. The effective date of the revised tariff
schedules shall be 10 days after filing. Revised
schedules shall apply only to service rendered
on or after the effective date.

2. Within 60 days after the effective date
of this decision. GTEC and Pacific Bell
(Pacific) shall complete a review of the monies
paid Pacific by GTEC by maintaining the joint
data bases and submit the results of the review
to the Commission Advisory and Compliance
Division.

This order becomes effective 30 days from
today.

Dated March 22. 1989. at San Francisco.
California.

G. MITCHELL WILK
President

FREDERICK R. DUDA
STANLEY W. HULETI'

JOHN B. OHANIAN
Commissioners

Commissioner Patricia Ecken
present but not participating.

FOOTNOTES

iOn Oc:Iober 7, 1988 GTEC filed an Application
for Rehearina of 0.88.()8.()61; one of the ilemS for
which rehearina is requested is the 19.8 AWT.
Rehearina on Ibis ilem was denied by 0.88·12·101
daled December 19, 1988.

AT&T Communications of
California, Inc.

v.
California-Oregon Telephone

Company

Additional defendants: Citizens Utilities Com·
pany of California; Sierra Telephone Company.

Inc.; and Tuolumne Telephone Company

Decision 89-03-052
Case 85-07-062

California Public Utilities Commission

March 22, 1989

COMPLAINT seeking elimination of sur­
charges added by independent telephone com­
panies to toll charges billed for an interex­
change telephone carrier; denied.

RATES, § 260 - Surcharges - Retention ver­
sus elimination - Purpose - Telephone sere
vices.

[CAL.] The commission refused to order
independent telephone companies (lTCs) to

eliminate surcharge provisions in billing
arrangements made with an interexchange tele­
phone carrier axC), where the surcharge mech­
anism was found to have been a rational
response to telephone service policy changes
made on the federal level; the surcharges were
deemed both nonconfiscatory and nondiscrimi­
natory in that they did not unreasonably deprive
the IXC of revenues. because the IXC had vol­
untarily entered into the bill and keep arrange­
ments with the rrcs and because the smcharge
would have been applied in the same manner to
any IXC availing itself of an rrc's billing ser­
vices; furthermore, it was noted that as a maller
of policy, the surcharge mechanism would be
reevaluated in the course of any lTC's general
rate case, which could result in either retention.
partial phase out. or IOtal elimination of the
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of either 2~.4 or 19.8 seconds.
11. GTEC's and Pacific's cost studies

were prepared using different methodologies
and ue, therefore. not directly comparable.

12. The purpose of this proceedinc was to

determine whether or not OTEC's proposed
intrastate interLATA DA service should be
approved.

13. Under the terms of an agreement
between Pacific and GTEC, OTEC pays Pacific
one·half of the cost ofmaintainin& the joint data
base plus all of the cost incurred by Pacific to

provide OTEC with copies of the merged data
bases.

14. Testimony was presented by Pacific to

the effect that GTEC is paying 1~ rather than
the agreed upon 50% of the costs of maintain­
ing the joint data bases.

IS. Local 411 information calls represent
the bulk of all DA calls.

16. For Pacific and GTEC to provide local
41"1 service in accordance with accepted stan­
dards, it is essential for both to have access to
the merged data bases.

17. Since Pacific has until now used the
merged data base to provide interLATA DA ser­
vice without paying compensation to OTEC
and since OTEC provides listings to the merged
data base and pays half of its costs on the sune
basis as Pacific, GTEC should be permitted on
an interim basis to use the merged data base to
provide interLATA DA service without paying
compensation to Pacific.

18. It is appropriate to consider compensa­
tion for competitive use of the merled data base
in conj\D1ction with an overall exlDlination in a
subsequent proceeding of the Commission's
policies reguding access to local telephone
company listings.

19. GTEC presently does not have access
to data bases for other than the 213, 619, 714,
80s, and 818 NPAs.

20. On October 6. 1984 GTEC began
offerinl intrutale inlerLATA DA on a Dial
basis to AT&T-C in the 80s NPA in accordance
with a written agreement between OTEC and
AT&T-C. A copy of the agreement was pro­
vided to CACD.

21. GTEC did not file a copy of the above
agreement with this Commission because it felt

such a filinc was unnecessary, and under
particular circumstances, it appears that C't~
acted in lood faith in its auempts 10 COrnp/
with Commission requirements. ~

22. On September 28. 1984 Pacific ~

advised by AT&T-C' that effective OcIObt, ~
1984 AT&T-C would be rehoming its inl .
LATA 80s NPA DA traffic to GTEC. er.

23. Pacific took no action as a resUlt Of
being informed that AT&T-C was trlJlSftnin
its intrastate interLATA DA service for the~
NPA from Pacific to GTEC.

Conclusions ofLaw

1. The historical test for competition which
provides that either: (1) the existing provider
was failing in its duty to provide an adeq11lle
service at a reasonable rate or, (2) the new pro­
vider could provide the same or better service at

materially lower rates is inapplicable in this
matter.

2. This proceeding is an inappropriate
vehicle for the determination of an inlras\a1t
interLATA DA rate for Pacific.

3. A review of the monies paid Pacific by
OTEC for maintaining the joint data bases
should be made to determine whether or not
GTEC is paying the agreed-upon un01DlL

4. If it is determined by the review
specified in Conclusion 3 that GTEC is inadver.
tently underpaying its share of the joint data
base maintenance costs, the underpayment, on a
cost per call basis, should be added 10 the
approved intraslate interLATA DA cost per call.

5. The status quo with respect to the shar.
ing of costs for merged data bases should be
retained irrespective of whether GTEC or
Pacific provides the intrastate interLATA DA
service.

6. GTEC should be authorized to provide
intrastate inlerLATA DA service only 10 Ihe
213,619, 714, 80s, and 818 NPAs It this time.

7. Pacific's lack of action upon being
informed that AT&T-C was transferring its
intrastate inlerLATA DA service to GTEC em
be construed as implied consent to such action.

8. Pacific is entitled to no reparations as I

result of GTEC providing intrastate irllerLATA
DA service to AT&T-C in the 805 NPA.

,

386



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Stan Miller, do hereby certify that copies of the foregoing Opposition and Comments
were sent via first class mail, postage paid, to the following on this 4th day of December
1996.

Reed E. Hundt**
Chairman
Federal Communication Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 814
Washington, DC 20554

James H. QueUo**
Commissioner
Federal Communication Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 802
Washington, DC 20554

RacheUe E. Chong**
Commissioner
Federal Communication Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 844
Washington, DC 20554

Regina Keeney* *
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

Richard Welch**
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

International Transcription Service**
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

1

Gloria Shambley** (3)
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Room 235
Washington, D.C. 20554

Mary DeLuca**(2)
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W. ,Room 210
Washington, D.C. 20554

Susan P. Ness**
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. ,Room 832
Washington, D.C. 20554

Gerald Matisse* *
Chief, Network Services Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, M Street, Room 832
Washington, DC 20554

Don Stockdale**
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 544
Washington, D.C. 20554

Jim Schlichting **
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, D.C. 20554



Lisa Gelb**
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 544
WashUngton, D.C. 20554

Kevin C. Gallagher
3600 Communications Co.
8725 West Higgins Road
Chicago, IL 60631

Rodney L. Joyce
AD HOC Coalition
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Bettye Gardner
Afro-American Life and History, Inc.
1407 Fourteenth St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

David A. Gross
Kathleen Q. Abernathy
AirTouch Communications, Inc.
1818 N Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mary Newmeyer
John Gardner
Alabama Public Service Commission
P.O. 130x 991
Montgomery, Alabama 36101

Don Schroer
Alaska Public Utilities Commission
1016 West Sixth Avenue, Suite 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

James Rowe
Alaska Telephone Association
4341 B Street, Suite 304
Anchorage, AK 99503

2

Dr. Barbara O'Connor
Mary Gardiner Jones
Alliance for Public Technology
901 15th Street Suite 230
Washington, D.C. 20005

Curtis T. White
Allied Associated Partners, LP
4201 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008-1158

Carolyn C. Hill
ALLTEL Telephone Service Corp.
655 15th Street, N.W., Suite 220
Washington, D.C. 20005

Brad E. Mutschelknaus
Steve A. Augustino
Marieann K. Zochowski
American Communications Servs, Inc.
1200 19th Street, N.W. Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Alan Dinsmore
American Foundation for the Blind
1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 250
Washington, D.C. 20036

Alan R. Shark
American Mobile Telecommunications
Association, Inc.
1150 18th Street, N.W. Suite 250
Washington, D.C. 20036

Danny E. Adams
Steven A. Augustino
American Network Exchange, Inc..
and U.S. Long Distance, Inc.
1200 19th Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036



Anne P. Schelle
American Personal Communications
6901 Rockledge Drive, Suite 600
Bethesda, MD 20817

Wayne V. Black
C. Douglas Jarrett
Susan M. Hafeli
American Petroleum Institute
1001 G Street, N.W., Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

Albert H. Kramer
Robert F. Aldrich
American Public Communications
Council
2101 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

James Baller
Lana Meller
American Public Power Association
1820 Jefferson Place, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Charles H. Helein
America's Carriers Telecommunication
Assn.
8180 Greensboro Drive, Suite 700
McLean, VA 22102

Antoinette Cook Bush
Linda G. Morrison
1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Paul J. Berman
Alane C. Weixel
Anchorage Telephone Utility
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
P.O. Box 7566
Washington, D.C. 20044-7566
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Carl W. Northrop
Christine M. Crowe
Arch Communications Group, Inc.
1299 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., 10th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20004-2400

Christopher C. Kempley
Deborah R. Scott
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Richard 1. Metzger
Emily M. Williams
Association for Local
Telecommunications Servs.
1200 19th Street, N.W., Suite 560
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark C. Rosenblum
Roy E. Hoffinger
Stephen C. Garavito
Richard H. Rubin
AT&T Corporation
295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3245Il
Basking Ridge, New Jersey 07920

James U. Troup
L. Charles Keller
Bay Springs Telephone Co.
1801 K Street, N.W., Suite 400K
Washington, D.C. 20006

Michael E. Glover
Leslie A. Vial
James G. Pachulski
Lydia Pulley
Bell Atlantic
1320 North Court House Road, 8th Fl.
Arlington, VA 22201



John T. Scott, III
Bell Atlantic Nynex Mobile, Inc.
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Wasmngton, D.C. 20004

M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M. Sbaratta
A. Kirven Gilbert III
BellSouth
1155 Peachtree Street, N.B., Ste 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Mark 1. Palcmck
Stephen M. Howard
Buckeye Cablevision
1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 1111
Wasmngton, D.C. 20036

Wiley, Rein & Fielding for
Cable & Wireless, Inc.
1776 K Street, N.W.
Wasmngton, D.C. 20036

Michael F. Altschul
Randall S. Coleman
Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association
1250 Connecticut Ave., N.W. Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard Rubin
Steven N. Teplitz
Centennial Cellular Corporation
1400 Sixteenth St., N.W. Suite 600
Wasmngton, D.C. 20036

Winston Pittman
Chrysler Minority Dealers Association
27777 Franklin Road, Suite 1105
Southfield, MI 48034
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Thomas E. Taylor
Jack B. Harrison
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company
2500 PNC Center
201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati, Omo 45202

Richard M. Tettelbaum
Citizens Utilities Company
1400 16th Street, N.W. Suite 500
Wasmngton, D.C. 20036

Norman D. Rasmussen
Colorado Independent Telephone Assoc.
3236 Hiwan Drive
Evergreen, Colorado 80439

Robert 1. Hix
Vincent Majkowski
Colorado Public Utilities Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2
Denver, CO 80203

Terrence P. McGarty
COMAV, Corporation
60 State Street - 2nd Floor
Boston, MA 02109

Howard 1. Symons
Cherie R, Kiser
Russell C. Merbeth
COMCAST Corporation
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 900
Wasmngton, D.C. 20004

Gerald M. Zuckerman
Edward B. Myers
Communications and Energy
Dispute Resolution Associates
1825 I Street, N.W. Suite 400
Wasmngton, D.C. 20006



Ronald 1. Binz
Debra Berlyn
Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th Street, N.W. Suite 310
Washington, D.C. 20005

Reginald J. Smith
Connecticut Department of
Public Utility Control
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

Bradley C. Stillman
Dr. Mark N. Cooper
Consumer Federation of America
and Consumers Union
1424 16th Street, N.W., Suite 604
Washington, D.C. 20036

Frank W. Lloyd
Donna N. Lampert
Continental Cablevision, Inc.
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Werner K. Hartenberger
Leonard 1. Kennedy
Laura H. Phillips
1.G. Harrington
Cox Communications, Inc.
1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Desoto County, Mississippi
Economic Development Council
2475 Memphis Street
Hernando, Mississippi 38632

5

Lawrence Crocker
District of Columbia
Public Service Commission
450 Fifth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

David C. Jatlow
Ericsson Corporation
2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas K. Crowe
Excel Telecommunications, Inc.
2300 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20037

Cynthia Miller
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Michael 1. Shortley, III
Roy L. Morris
Frontier Communications Servs. Inc.
1990 M Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

B. B. Knowles
Dave Baker
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30334-57011

Robert C. Schoonmaker
GVNW Inc.lManagement
P.O. Box 25969
(2270 La Montana Way)
Colorado Springs, CO 80936 (80918)

Kathy L. Shobert
General Communication, Inc.
901 15th St. N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20005


