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BEFORE TiiE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIS! ON 

In Re: Application for oertifiCI!C to 
provide alternative local ~ 
tclecommunlcatlonsiCI'VIce by 
Bci!South BSE,Inc. 

Docket No. 97 I OS6-TX 

Filed: July 21, 1998 

------------------~' 
REQUEST FOR OFFICIAL RECOGNITION 

Pursuant to Seetion 120.569, Florida Swutes. BcllSoulh BSE, loc:., lhroujh IIJ'Idenianed 

counsel. rcq~ the Commi.ssloo 10 lake ofnclal rcco&Jiition of the Opinion cntctod by the 

California PubUc Utilities CAlmmlaicm In Rutcmaklna Cue No. 95-04-043 and In lnvcstlption 

Case No. 95..()4..()4.4, Decision91.Q7.034 (July 2, 1998). In the Opinion, the California Public 

Utilities Commiaion granted the application ofCitittns Lona Dista.ncc CompMy to provi<ic 

resold loc.al exchange service in the KrVice area ofCl!L.au Tclccommuni~:~~tions CAlmpMy of 

Dallfomla. Bolh companies arc oWMCI by the ume pam11. Citlz.ens Utlllty CAlmpany, but c:acb 

company iJ organized, and opentc.s u llepll'lte sublidiary. 

A oopy of the Opinion iJ II1ICbcd. 

WHEREFORE. BcllSouth BSE, lnc. respectfully rcqucsu t' IC Commission to take 

officinl fCCOiJlition of the attocbed Oj)inion. 
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Decision 98-0?..()34 July 2, 1998 

BEFORE THE PUBUC UT1UT1E8 OOMMI8810N 0 

Order Instituting Ru1emaldns on the 
Commission's Own Motion into Competition for 
Local Exchange Service. 

Order Instituting Investig•tion on the 
Commlsslon's Own Motion into Competition for 
Local Exchange Service. 

OPINION 

Rulemaldng 95-04-043 
(Filed Aprll26, 1995) 

investigation 95~.()44 
(Ried April26, 1995) 

By today's decision, we approve the petition of Citizens 

Telecommunications Company (U 5429 C) doing business as Citiz.ens Long 

Distance Company (CTC-lD) for expansion of Its current certificate of public 

convenience and necessity (CPCN) ~.,g authority to provide resold 

competitive local exchange services In the se.vlce territory of its affiliate. Citizens 

Telecommundcations Company of California, . nc. (CTC-Callfomia). Both 

companies ue owned by the same parent (O•lzens Utilities Company), but each 

company ls organized, and operates, as a sep• rate subsidiary. 

Qtiz.ens Utilities Company, a Delaware' orporation, provides 

telecommunications, natural gas, electric. water, and wastewater tre:ttment 

services to approximately 1.7 mllllon customers In 20 states. Citizens Utilities 

Company (CitizeN). through Itt various telecommun!cationa aubtldlaries, 

provides local exchange ae:rvices In 13 s~tes. long distance aerviees In over 40 

stater, and competitive local services in 4 states. CTC-Call.fomla is an incumbent 

local exchange carrier (It&:) whose terdtory was opened to resale competition 

on Aprill, 1998, pW"SU&nt to DeciJion (D.) 97..()9-115. CTC·LD Is currenU~ 
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authoriud to provide intetl.oal Access and Transport Area (LATA) and 

lntraLATA services within California and both resold Md facilities-based 

competitive local exchange telecommurucations servic -s within the service areas 

of Padfic Bell (Pacific) and CTE California lncorporat~:d (GTEC).' Pursuant to 

0 .97.()9-115, CTC-LD aeelcs to expand Its authority to resell the services of ere

California. U granted this adcUtionalauthority, CTC-LD will continue to operate. 

as a separate entity from crc-calliomia. 

Background 

W'! inJtWly established rules for resale and facilities-based competitive 

local carriers (CLC.a) to be granted CPCNs in 0 .95-07-054. Under those 

procedures, we processed a group of CLC cancUdates that filed petitions for 

CPCN approval by September 1, 1995, and granted authority eff«tive 

January 1, 1996, for qualifying CLCs to provide facilities-based competitive local 

exchange service within the territories of incumbents Pacific and CTEC. Since 

January 1, 1996, we have continued to review and approve individual CPCN 

applications and petitions for a number ~,.-.f CLCs seeXlng authority to offer 

facilities- or resale-based local exchange sen!ce within the servke territories of 

Padfic and CTEC.1 

1 In 0.94-11-070, CI'C-LO wu granted a CPCN to provide statewide intuLA TA 

servlc:s. DecWon 95-09-001 expanded CTC-LO's authority to provide Intra LATA 

services. Decision 97.()5..()82 expanded CI'C·LO's authority to operate u a .~rand 

facllltiet-bued provider of competiti\"e local ex.c:hanp telecommunications .ervlca. 

1 1n 0 .96-12-020, we adopted a IC.hedule for the qu.arterty plOCieMing of fadllties-bued 

CLC petitioN c:overit1g the Padflc and C1EC territories on a CONOildated bull to 

cormpond to the proceMing of the Mitigated Negative Dedantion required under the 

Cr dfomla Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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On SeptemLer 24. 1997, we adopted 0 .97-09-115 in which we extended the 

coverage of our 1dopted rules for local exchange competition to include the 

service territories of Callfomi1's two midsized local ext .ange carriers (MSLECs), 

Roseville Telephone Company (RTC), and CTC. In tha Jecislon, we also 

authorized c:andJdates seeking CLC CPCN authority within the MSLECs' 

territories to immediately begin making filings following the applicable entry 

Nles prevloualy adopted in D.9S.07-o54 and subsequent decisions. SpeciRcally, 

requests for CLC CPCN authority were to be filed in the form or a petition 

docketed in Investigation (L) 95-04-044. following the same rules and procedures 

previously adopted for fillngs to compete within the Padfic and GTEC service 

territories. 

We esmblished two separate groups of consolidated petiti<li\S: (1) those 

seeking facilities-based authority (a CLC could also request authority to offer 

resale-based local exchange service as part of its facilities-based petition) and 

(2) those seeking only resale authority. Petitions in the first group filed with the 

Commission's Docket Office by November 1, 1997, were to be processed and 

approved by February 1, 1998. Those CLC pet: +ions for tadlities-based authority 

filed after November 1,1997, were to be included'"' subsequent CLC groups 

subject to consideration during future quarterly rev tews in accordance with the 

procedure adopted in 0.96-U-()20. 

In 0.98-01.{)55, we 1pproved CPCNs forth~'! CLC petitioners which filed 

petitions by November 1, 1997, for authority to prov ,de both resale and facUlties

based service within the MSLECs' territories and satisfi~ all appUcable rules for 

certification as estl\bl.l.ahed in Rulernaldng (R.) 95-04-043/L9~. 1 The 

1 The CPCN application prevloualy filed by Blectrlc Ughtwave, lnc.(EU) on Apri130, 
1997, wu converted Into a petition to be Included within this &st group or petitioners 
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petitioners Identified in Appendix B of 0 .98-01-055 were authorized to begin 

facilities-based service on or after February 1,1998, ru j resale service on or after 

April1, 1998, upon the filing of tariffs in accordance ' 1th the terms and 

conditions~~ forth in the Orderirlg Paragraphs of that decision. 

in the case of those additional CLC candidates that filed by 

December 1, D.997, seeking resale authority exclusively, the CPCN requests were 

also to be made as petitions docketed in 1.95-04-044. We established the deadline 

of December 1, 1997, for the5e filings in 0.97-09·115. They were to be processed 

with qualifying petitioners to be granted authority to offer resale beginning on or 

after April1, 1998. Any requests from CLCs for exclusive resale-based authority 

only filed after December 1, 1997, shall be docketed as separate applications. 

Since ere-to was the only petitioner to file on December 1, 1997, for resale 

authority exclusively, this decision addresses this petition only. 

As we stated in 0.97-09·115, until the time that tariffed wholesale discount 

rates are adopted for RTC and COC-Calllomi.a, individual CLCs may enter into 

negotiations with each of the MSLECs to seek 'greement on an interim wholesale 

discount rate. Disputes over the tenns of resale ammgements may be submJtted 

to the CoiJUJ'dssion for lllbitration pursuant to the p rovisions of Section 252(b)(l) 

of the Telecommunication Act of 1996 and Comm ssion Resolution AL}-174. Any 

negotiated agteements containing interim discoun.' rates are subject to revision 

on.c-e tariffed wholesale discount rates are adopted I ;t the OANAD proceeding. 

Protest of AT&T 

AT&:T CoD"munlcatiol'\S of California, Inc. (AT&T) Bll'd a U:m.lted Protf:St 

to the Petition ofCOC-LD. AT&T doa not oppose the expansion of CI'C-lD's 

seeking fadl.itfes.baled CLC CPCN authority within the! the MSLECs' territory. m.J'a 
plan to serve within RTC'a territory wu approved. BU II an affiliate of ere. 
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authority to resell local service within the service territory of ita afflUate, Cltiuns, 

but does, oppose granting CTC·LD nondomlnant s~ tus when operating in CTC

Califomla'tlel'Vice territory. AT&T clAims that, wit ., :~ut a price floor 

requirement. Citizens c;o\ll!i eng~ge In anti-competitive pricing and cross

subsid.i.zation by allowing CTC-LD to price its service at a loss, while ensuring 

the flnan~ success of CJI:iuns' operation as a whole. . 

AT&T recommends that CTC-LD, when operating in CTC-Califomia's 

service territory, should be truted u a dominant carrier, and held to the same 

tariff filing n!q\'.lrementa u CTC..Califomia, as well as requirements for cost 

support and price floors. AT&T claims that, absent such restrictions, CTC·LD 

will have the Incentive, as well as the wherewithal, to stifle local exchange 

competition through its affiliate relationship with CTC..Callfomia which holds a 

monopoly In the provision of local service within its service territory. AT&T 

argues that CTC-Califomla's monopoly control over local facilities and 

recognlud brand identity confers significant market power on its affiliate, 

CTC-LD. AT&T believes this issue is identic..ol to that raised in Application (A.) 

96-12-0471n which GTE Card Services requested a.uthority to offer local exchange 

service in Its affiliate, GTEC's service territory. By 1).97·11~28. the Commission 

ordered the uslgned AdmJ.nlstrative Law Judge {A Lfl to request comments on 

that portion of the application. AT&T believe. that this petition raises Identical 

Issues to the GTE Card Services application, and the ,:ommisslon may wish to 

consolidate the two proceed.lngs. 

Grn Card Services subsequently 6lf:d a motion to withdraw the remaining 

portion of the Instant application on December 17, 1997. The motion to withdraw 

the application wu granted by 0.98-02..()28. 

CTC•LD meet a reply to tho Protcat on }IUl\WY 7, 1998. CTC·LD argues 

that AT&:T't Protest Is without precedent IUld is, in fact. contrary to the 
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Commission's holdings in 0.96-02-072. In that decision. approvinf~ authority for 

59 c.anie.rs to provide resold local exchange HrVIces .,I thin Padfic•s and GTEC's 

territories, the Comml.Jslon granted to affiliate, GTE ~ :ard Services, authority to 

provide resold IO<!AI exchange arner services in both Pad fie's Md. GTEC's 

service territori.es under the same terms and conditions as nll other CLCs. CTC· 
' 

LO claims it would be Inconsistent for the Commission to now require CTC-LO 

as a CLC be subject to tariffing, cost support, and price floor requirements 

appropriate to ILECs while allowing GTBC's competitive affiliate to provide the 

same services subject to the same terms and conditions for all CLCs. 

Dlacuaalon 

We find no basis to grant AT&T's protest It would be lnco111Sistent with 

our prior practice to subject CI'C-LO to the same pricing restrictions as a 

dominant carrier. Contrary to AT&T's claim. the request of CTC-LO f.or CLC 

reseller authority Is not analogous to the request of GTE Card Services in 

A.96-12-047. That lattu requestspedflcally involved fadlities-based local service 

by GTE Card Services, a CLC affiliate, within ~e same service territory as GTEC, 

its ILEC counterpart The ALJ in A.%--12-047 was directed to take comments on 

whether and how GTE Card Services should be pet mitted to compete with GTEC 

on a fadlities basis in GI'EC's local exchange territo ry. GTE Card Servl~ 

subsequently· filed a motion to withdraw Its reques, for fadlltles·b.ased CLC 

authority within GTEC's territory, and the applicatlc n was closed by 0 .98-0:?-028. 

The pending request of CTC-LO merely involves authority to engage in 

resale within the service tmitory of Its ILEC affiliate, CTC-Califomla. The CTC· 

LO request is; more closely analogous to the petition of GTE Card Services for 

authority to engage in resale of local exchange services within the .service 

territory of its affillate, GTEC. This authority was granted without prote$t In 

0.9~-<m.. In approving G1'B Card Services' petition, we treated It as a 
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.· R.9.~,L9~ ALJ/TRP/avs * 
nondominant carrier subject to the same terms and conditions as other CLC.. 

Unlike facilities-based CLC., resel.le.rs own no t.clll es, but are constrained by 

the wholesale nta of the underlying facilities-based JLEC, whlch are based on 

the ILEC's ~tall rates, less avoided retail cost. In granting GTE Card Services 

CLC reseller authority within Gn:C's local exchange territory in 0 .96-02-0n, we 

found no evidence of market power sufficient to warrant imposing. pricing 

restrictionaalmllar to those imposed on Its ILEC affiliate, GTEC. Ukewise, no 

basis has been shown to justify treating CI'C·LD ln a more restrictive manner 

than we have treated an affillate of GTEC ln authorizing the resale of local 

exchange lei'Vices, except as noted below. 

We are :also unperauaded by AT&:T's argument that the restr.ictions on joint 

marketing between CI'C-LO and CI'C-cal.l.fomia &mposed in 0 .94-11-()7() indicate 

that CI'C-LO should be regulated as a dominant carrier in the context of reselling 

local exchange~· In 0 .94-11-()7() \A.94-()3.()29), the Commission granted 

CTC-LO authority to provide long dlstan~.. .. service subject to the terms of a 

Settlement Agteement which set forth various J-"lnt marketing restrictions of long 

distance and local exchange services between CT<..'-LD and CI'C-C.,lifomia. 

We note that May 5, 1997, CI'C-LD filed a p ttition to modify the 

Agreement by adopting the new stipulation on m.\fketlng restrictions.• Due to 

the Commission's less ~trlctive treatment of GTEC as to joint marketing 

arrangements with its long d.1stance affiliate, GTE Card Services,' the Stipulating 

Parties agreed to modify the Agreement adopted in 0.94-11-070 to remove the 

• On June 12.1998, CTC filed a motion to withdraw the Petition to modlfy. An Order of 
Dismissal wu granted on June 23, 1998. 

'While GTFC II aLEC Uke CTC-<:&llfomla, It does not compete with Its unregulated 
.!filiAte Gn1 Card Services in the lntraLATA toll market. 
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.. R.95-04-043, 1:9~ ALJ/TRP /avs * 
joint marketing restrictions u long as crc-LD agreed to the same competitively 

neutral marketing safeguard procedures included in the GTEC intr.tLA TA Equal 

Access Settlement Agreement adopted in 0.96-12-07 . There are some 

differences from the GTEC procedures because petit .mer voluntarily opened up 

its service territory to fuU 2-PIC l.ntral.A T A equal access In 1995. Therefore, there 

are no cu~tomer notification and similar implementation requlrements in the 

modified agreement. The petition was not contested. 

The ALJ assigned to review the proposed modification prepared a draft 

order which \/as placed on the Coll'\D'\ission'a September 3, 1997 agend11. 

Because draft decisions concerning marketing restrictions on facilities-based 

CLC affiliates of Pacific and GTEC were on the same agenda, the matter was held 

when they were held. Eventually, l.n Ught of concerns about cross-subsidization 

and joint marketing which were raised in the •!'pllcations of the a.ffillate's of 

Pacific and GTEC, the draft decision on the CI'C-LD stipulation was withdrawn 

from the Conunisslon'a agenda l.n order to obtaln a more complete record. The 

ALJ assigned In A.94-03-029 issued a n·Ung in Febnwy,1998, solldting 

comments regarding any potential anticom;letitive impacts of modifying the joint 

marketing restrictions pursuant to the Stipula1\ng Parties' proposed 0 .94-11-{)70. 

Therefore, CI'C-LD remains subject to th.e joint marketing restrictions which are 

currently In place. 

We find no reason to impose dominant ,,.rrier regulation on crc-LD's 

resale of local exch.an$e services as a CLC, lm:spective of whatever disposition is 

reached concerning joint marketing restrictions for crc-LD and.CfC-catifomia. 

It is consistent with our CLC CPCN polldes to treat crc-LD as being subject to 

the same pricing rules for resold local exchange services u are other CLC 

reseUm. However, until we detmni.ne the proper wholesale discount that will 

app:y to CTC-<:*llfomla'a retail services, we will not permit CfC-LC to purchase 
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those services at a discount. We do not believe that two affiliates CI'Ul negotiate at 

arms' length for a wholesale discount, as called fori " 0.97-09-115. 

Proposed Services to be Offered 

CTC·LD proposes to offer local exchange services on resale basis 

including: business measured rate service (local area and private branch 

exchange [PBX) services}; local usage (Local and Zone Usage Measured); custom 

calling features (Including call forwarding. call waiting. speed calling. busy 

number redial, infonnatlon services (900 number) blocking. caller ID (with 

selective bloc:lrJng); centrex; private line services; operator services; d irectory 

asSistance; and Integrated Service Digital Network Services. In addition, crc

LD will offer customers various combinations or packages of these services. 

Review of Petition 

The petition of crc-LD has been reviewed for compUance with the 

certification-and-entry rules (rules) adopted In Appendices A and B of 

0 .95..()7-o54 a:nd subsequent decisions in R.95-04-043/I.95-04-044. The rules are 

intended to pTOtect the publlc against unq..:allfied or unscrupulous carriers, while 

also encouraging and easing the entry of CLC providers to promote the rapid 

growth of competition. 

CI'C-LD had to demonstrate that it po~.sed the requisite managerial 

qualifications, technJcal competence, and financ a1 resources to provide facilities· 

based local exchange service. Petitioners were ah o required to submit proposed 

tariffs which conform to the consumer protection rules set forth in Appendix 8 of 

0.95-07-o54. For instance, asp~ in Rule 4.8.(1), prospective CLC resel.lers 

must show that they possess a minimum of $25,000 in cuh or c:aah-equivalent 

resources, as defined In the rule. 

-9-
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Based upon our review, we conclude that crc-LD has satisfactorily 

complied with our c:ertification requirements for entry, inc·uding the consumer 

protection rut es set forth in D .95-07 .()54. 

ln 0.94-11.()70, 0.95-09-<JOl, and 0.97-05-082, we detennined that CfC-LD 

had the necessary managerial and technical expertise necessary to provide 

intrastate interLATA and intraLATA telecommw\ications services and to operate 

as a reseller and facilities-based provider of competitive local exchange 

telecommunications services. The names and biographies of the top 

management of crc-LD are provided in Exhibit A of the Petition. We conclude 

that CTC-LD's key employees possess the requisite management and technical 

expertise in operating a telecommunications corporation. Accordirlgly, we grant 

CTC-LD authority to offer resold local exchange services within the territory of 

CTC..Califomia effective immediately. 

Finding of Facts 

1. CTC-LD filed a petition for competitive local exchange CPCN authority as 

a reseller within the territory of Its affiljate, Cl (" ..Callfom.ia, an incumbent local 

exchange carrier. 

2. A protest was filed by AT&T, seeking to havt CTC-LD made subject to the 

same pricing and tariffing requirements as a dominant ILEC. 

3. It is consistent with our prior CPCN authoril:ation in D.9!H>2..()72 to grant 

crc-LD authority to engage in resale within ere-<. alifomia's service territory 

and to be subject to the same pricing rules as other CLCs. 

4. As long as crc-LD merely acts as a re&eller of local exchange service 

within the CLC<:allfomla service territory, U will not be ln a poslti.on to lmpede 

competition, except as provided in FOPS. 
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5. As afflllates, CI'C-LO and CI'C-Califomia cannot negotiate at arms' length 

the wholesale discounts for those services subject to resale as called fo1 in 

0 .97-{)9-115. 

6. A hearing Ia not required. 

7. By prior Commission decisions, we authorized competition in providing 

local exchange teleeo~unications service within the service territo~es of 

Pacific, GTEC, RTC, and CfC..Ca.llfomia for ca.rriers meeting specified criteria. 

8. CTC-LD has demon!trated that it has a minimum of $25.000 in cash or cash 

equivalent reasouably liquid and readily avallable to meet their start-up 

expenses. 

9. CI'C-LD's technial experience is demonstrated by supporting 

documentation which provides surrunary biographies of their key management 

personnel. 

10. CI'C·LD submitted a draft of its initial tariff which complies with the 

requirements established by the Commi.asion, Including prohibitions on 

unreasonable deposit requirements. 

11. By 0.97~107, Petitioners or applicanb. for CLC authority Me exempt 

fTom Rule 18(b). 

12. Exemption from the provisions of PU Codt §§ 816-830 has been granted to 

other nondominant carriers. (Set, e.g., 0.~1().0(/7 and 0 .88-12-o76.) 

13. The transfer or encumbrance of property 01 nondomlnant carriers hAs been 

exempted from the requirements of PU Code§ 851 whenever such transfer or 

encumbrance serves to secure debt. (Su 0.85-11-044.) 

Col"'cluslona of lAw 

1. CI'C-LD has the 8n&nda1 abllity to provide the proposed services, and has 

made a reasonable showing of ttchnicnl expertise in telecommunicatioN. 
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2. Public convenience and necessity require the competitive local exchange 

services to be offered by CI'C·LO. 

3. COC·LD IJ subjed to: 

a. The current 2.4% surcharge applicable to all lntra.state services 
except for those excluded by 0.94-09-065, as modified by 
0.95-02-0SO, to fund the Universal Lifellne Telephone Service (PU 
O:>d.e § 819; Resolution T-16098, December 16, 1997); 

b. The current 0.25o/o surcharge applicable to all lntrastate services 
except for those excluded by 0 .94-09-065, as modified by 
0.95-02-0SO, to fund the California Relay Service and 
communicatioN Devices Pund (PU Code§ 2881; 
Rnolutton T-16090, December 16. 1997); 

c. The user fee provided in PU Code §§431-435, which isO.:i.l% of 
gross intrastate revenue for the 1998-199J fiscal year 
(Resolution M-4789); 

d . The current surcharge applicable to alllntrastate services except 
for those excluded by 0 .94-09-0611, as modified by 0.9~2.-050, to 
fund the California High Cost Fund A (PU Code§ 139.30; 
0 .96-lG-066, pp. 3-4, App. 8, Rule l.C; ~lution T-16117 at 0.0% 
for 1998, effective February 19,1998); 

e. The current 2.87% surcharge applicable tJ alllntrastate services 
except for those excluded by 0.9~..()6! , as modified by 
0 .95-02-050, to fund the Califomla High •:OSt Pund-B 
(0.96-lG-066, p. 191, App. B, Rule 6.F.); 11n i 

f. The current0.41%surcharge applicable to all intrastate services 
except for those excluded by 0.9~-065, as modified by 
0.95-02~, to fund the California Teleconnect FWld 
(0.9'6-1()-066, p. 88, App. B, Rule S.G.). 

4. CTC·LD is exempt from Rule 18(b). 

5. CTC LOis exempt from PU Code§§ 816-830. 

-12 . 
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6. CTC-LD !Is exempt from PU Code§ 851 whon the tnuufer or encumbrance 

aervea to a«ure debt. 

7. The Petitioners should be granted CPCN• to the e •:tent set forth in the order 

below. 

8. Any CLC which does not comply with our rules for local exchange 

competition adopted in R.9~ ahall be aubject to sanctions including. but . . 
not limited to, revocation of its CLC certificate. 

9. Because of the public interest in competitive local exchange services, the 

following order should be effective immediately. 

10. The Protest filed by AT&T should be denied &lnce there Is no buls to 

justify imposing more stringont pricing and tariffing requirements on CTC-LD 

compared with other CLC resellers. 

11. CTC-CalifomJa should not be allowed to sell CTC-LD wholesale services 

at a discount off the retail tariffs or those same sesvices until the Commission has 

determined the p(Oper wholesale discount applicable to CTC-Califomia. 

ORD~R 

IT IS ORDERED that 

1. A certificate of public convenience and nee essl ty previously granted to 

Citizens Telephone Company-Long Distance (CI'C-LD) shall be expanded to 

permit it to operate as a reseller of competitive kcal exchange 

telecommunications services within the service te Titory o! O tizens Telephone 

Company-California (CTC-Callfomla) contingont on complJance with the terms 

of this order. 

2. CTC-LD shall purchase wholesale services from CTC-Cal.ifom.la at those 

services' retall rates, without a discount ThlJ ordering paragraph will expire 
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upon the ColXUl'linion's adoption of a wholesale discount applicable to ere
California's retail services subject to resale requirements. 

3. CfC-lD shall file a written acceptance of the cer 'ficate granted in this 

proceeding. 

4. a. The ere-to is authotized to file with this Commission tariff schedules 

for the provision.of competitive local exchange. CI'C-LD may oot offer these 

services until rtariffs are on file. Petitioners' initial filing shall be made ln 

accordance with General Order (GO) 96-A, excluding Sections IV, V, and Vl, and 

shall be e.ffective not less than one day after approval by the Telecommunlcationa 

Division. 

b . CI'C-LD is a competitive local carrier (eLC). :The effectiv·eness of each 

of Its future tariffs is subject to the schedules set forth in Decision (D.) 95-07-054, 

Appendix A, § 4E. 

"E. CLCs shall be subject to the following tariff and contract-filing, 
revision lltld·Rf\'ic;e-pridng standards: 

"(1) Uniform rate reduct;ions for existing tariff services shall 
become effective on five (5) working days' notice to the 
Commission. Customer notlfi'-'tion is not required for rate 
decreases. 

"(2) Uniform major rate increases for ex. sting tariff services shall 
become e.ffective on thirty (30) dayt' notice to the 
Commlsslon. and shall require bill inserts, or a message on 
the bill itself, or first class mail not ce to customers at least 
30 days in advance of the pending \'Ate increase. 

"(3) Uniform minor rate increases, as def ned in 0.95-07-054, 
shall become effective on not less than five (5) working 
days' notice to the Commission. Customer notification is not 
re<.I~ for such minor rate increases. 

"(4) Advice letter 81ing for new services and for all other types of 
tariff revblQI}S, exc;ept c:.hanges in text not affecting rates or 
relocations of text In the tariff schedules, shall become 
effective on forty (40) days' notice to the Commission. 
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"(5) Advice letter filings revising the text or location of text 
material which do not result in an increase in any rate or 
charge shall become effective on not les, than five (5) days' 
notice to the Coaun.i.ssion. 

"(6) Contracts shall be subject to GO 96-A rul.:S for NDIECs, 
except interconnection contracts. 

"(7) CLCs shall file tariffs in accordance with PU Code 
Section 876.,. 

5. CTC·LD may deviate l:rom the loUowing provisions of GO 96-A: 

(a) paragraph D.C.(l)(b), which requires consecutive sheet numbering and 

prohibits the m11e of sheet numbers, and (b) paragraph D.C.(4), which requires 

that •a separate sheet or aeries of sheets should be used for each rule." Tariff 

filings incorporating these deviations shall be subject to the approval of the 

Commission's Telecommunications Division. Tariff filings shall reflect all fees 

and surcharges to which Petitioners are tubject, u desqibed In Conclu.lon of 

Law 3. Petitioners are also exempt from GO 96-A Section D.G.(l) and (2) which 

require service of advice letters on competing and adjacent utilities, unless such 

utilities have spedfically requested such se1vlce. 

6. CTC-LD shall file as part of its initial tari.t>,, after the effective date of this 

order and consistent with Ordering Paragraph 3, 1 service area map. 

7. Prior to initiating service, CTC·LD shall pre vide the Commission's · 

Consumer Services Division with the Petitioner~' detlgnated contact persons for 

purpose~ of raolvlng coruumer complaints and t} e corresponding telephone 

numbers. This information shall be updated lf the names or telephone nu..'iliers 

chAnge or at lwt annually. 

8. CTC·LD shall notlly this Commission in writing of t!te date loaJ exchange 

resale servic:e is first rendered to the pubUc within five days after aervice begins. 
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9. CI'C·LD shaU keep its books and records in accordance with the Uniform 

System of Accounts specified in Title 47, Code of Federal Re. ulatlon.s, Part 32. 

10. CTC·LD shall each file an annual report, in compllanc ·. with GO 104-A, on 

a cal,en<W·year Pll$iJ \1JIDg the infonMtion·request form developed by. the 

Commission Staff and contained in Appendix A. 

11 . CTC·LD shall-ensure that its employees comply with the provisions of 

Publlic Utilities (PU) Code§ 2889.5 regarding solicitation of customers. 

1Z. The certificate granted and the authority to render service under the rates, 

charges, and rules authorized will expire if not exercised within 12months after 

the effective date of this order. 

13. The corporate identification number previously assigned to CTC·LD~ shall 

be i.lllduded in the caption of aU orlginal filings with this COmmlss:lon, and in the 

titles of other pleadings filed in existing; cases. 

14. Within 60 days of the effedive date of this order, CTC·LD shall comply 

with PU Code§ 708, Employee Identification Cards, reflecting its authority,, and 

notify the Director of the Telecommunications 0ivision In writing of Its 

compliance. 

15. CI'C·LD is exempted from the provisions of ll1J Code§§ 816-830. 

16. CTC·LD is exempted from PU Code§ 851 fc r the transfer or encumbrance 

of property, whenever such transfer or encumbran 2 serves to sec:ure debt. 

17. U CI'C·LD ls 90 days or more late in Bling an annual report or in remitting 

the fees listed in COnduslon of Law 4, Telecommunications Division shall 

prepare for COmmission consideration a resolution that revoke$ the Petitioner's 

CPCN, unleu CI'C·LD hu received written permilllon from 

Telecommunications Division to file or :remit late. 

18. Petitioner shall comply with the consu.rn« protection set forth In 

Appendix 8 ofD.95-07.()54. 
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19. Petitioner shall comply with the Conunlsslon's Nles for locaJ exchange 

competition ln CaUiomia that are set forth in Appendix C of 0 .95-12-056, 

including the requirement that CLCs shall place customer de osit.s. in a protected, 

segregated, interest-bearing escrow account subject to ColNI ssion oversight. 

20. Petitioner shall comply with the customer notification and education N les 

adopted in 0 .96-04-049 regarding th~ passage of calling party number. 

21. The petition of CJ'C-LD ls granted only as set forth above. 

22. The limited Protest of AT&T is denied. 

This order Is effective today. 

Dated July 2, 1998, at San Franc:lsco, California. 
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TO: ALL COMPE1TilVE LOCAL CARRIERS AND INr£RE .:HANCE 
TELEPHONE UllUI'IES 

Article 5 of the Public Utilities Code grants authority to the Callforrua Public 
Utilities Commission to require all ~ubUc utilities doing business iJ!\ CalJComia to 
Ale report$ as spec:i£ied by the Commission on the utilities' California operations. 

A spedfic annual report fonn has not yet been presaibed for the Cal.llomia 
interexchange telephone utilities. However, you are hereby directed to submit an 
original and two mpies of the lnfo.nnation requested in Attachment A no later 
than March 31• of the year following the calendar year for which the annual 
report is submitted. 

Address your report to: 

Callfo.mia Public Utilities Cc-mmission 
Auditing and Compliance Branch, Room 3251 
505 Van Nw Avenue 
San Frandsco, CA 94102·3298 

Failure to rue this information on lime may result in a ~ty as provided fo r in 
§§ 2107 and 2108 of the Public Utilities Code. 

U you have any question concemlng this matter please call (415) 703-1961 . 
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Information Requested of California Competitive Local Carriers and 
lnterexchange Telephone Utilities. 

To be filed with the California Public Utilities Commission. 50S Van Ness 
Avenue, Room 3251, San Francisco, CA 94102-3298, no later than March 31st of 
the year following the calendar year for which the annual report is. submitted. 

1. Exact legal name and U t of reporting utility. 

2. Addres.s. 

3. Name, title, address, and telephone number of the person to be contacted 

concerning the reported information. 

4. Name and title of the officer having custouy of the general books of 

account and the address of the office where such books are kept. 

5. Type of organization (e.g., corporation, partnership, sole proprietorship, 

etc.). 

If incorporated, specify: 

a. Date of fi.U.ng articles of Incorporation with the Seaetary of State. 

b. State In which ~corpora ted. 

6. Commission decision number granting operating authority and the date of 

that decis.ion. 

7. Date operations were begun. 

8. Description of other business activities In which the utility is engaged. 

9. A list of aU affiliated companies and their relationship to the utiUty. State If 

affiliate is a: 

a. Regulated public utility. 

b. Publldy held corporation. 
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10. Balance sheet as of December 31st o.f the year .or which information is 

submitted. 

11. lncom.e statement for California operations for the calendar year for which 

information is submitted. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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