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DISBURSEMENT FROM THE ARIZONA| CLOSING BRIEF

8 || UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND.

10 | I. INTRODUCTION

11 Qwest Corporation (“Qwest”) hereby submits its Closing Brief
12 [in the above-captioned docket. As part of this proceeding,
13 [Midvale Telephone Exchange (“Midvale” or the “Company”) has
14 | sought permission from the Arizona Corporation Commission (the
15 || “Commission”) to extend the local calling areas between Midvale's
16 || Cascabel exchange and Qwest’s Benson and San Maﬁuel exchanges.
17 | See Midvale’s Application at 5; Direct Testimony of Don C.
18 |Reading at 22. Qwest intervened in this proceeding for the
19 [limited purpose of opposing Midvale’s Extended Area Service
20 || ("EAS”) proposal. See Qwest’s Motion for Leave to Intervene at
21 1. Qwest’s Closing Brief is limited to this issue.
22 Qwest opposes Midvale’s EAS request for three reasons.
23 |First, Midvale has failed to establish that a community of
\ 24 || interest exists to justify the establishment of EAS. Second,
| 25 [Midvale’s EAS proposal results in a calling structure that lends

26 [[itself to illegal EAS bridging in violation of Qwest’s tariffs.
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Third, the Commission should develop rules governing EAS

decisions before reviewing Midvale’s proposal.

II. MIDVALE HAS FATILED TO ESTABLISH SUFFICIENT “COMMUNITY
OF INTEREST”.

The Commission has acknowledged the need to establish
“community of interest” before authorizing the expansion of a
local calling area. See In the Matter of the Application of
U S WEST Communications, Inc., A Colorado Corporation, For a
Hearing To Determine the Earnings of the Company, Docket No. E-
1051-93-183, Decision 58927, January 3, 1995 at 112, 115
(Attached hereto as Exhibit A). This requirement serves to
ensure that customers in the relevant exchanges will benefit from
the additional EAS routes. In U S WEST's' 1993 rate case, the
Commission evaluated the following factors in determining whether
there was sufficient community of interest to warrant EAS
exchanges: public input, call volume and direction, socio-
economic linkages, and contiguity.? See id.

Midvale presented no evidence in its pre-filed testimony to
establish community of interest. Conversely, Qwest and Citizens
Communications Companies (“Citizens”) presented evidence that no
community of interest existed. See Direct Testimony of Starla R.

Rook at 5-8; Direct Testimony of Curt Huttsell at 7-9.

! U S WEST Communications, Inc. was the predecessor of Qwest

Corporation.

> At the hearing, Midvale’s witness conceded that the Company had
not reviewed the factors applied by the Commission in U S WEST's
1993 Rate Case in preparing the current EAS proposal. See
Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings, May 21, 2001 at 65.
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1 | Commission Staff (“Staff”) concurred in this conclusion. See

2 |Direct Testimony of Allen Buckalew at 16-17. In its rebuttal

3 [[testimony, Midvale admittedly did not refute the testimony
4 [|offered by Qwest, Citizens or Staff. See Rebuttal Testimony of
5 |Don Reading; Tr. at 67.°

6 At the hearing, Midvale’s witness was asked to explain the
7 [basis for Midvale’s contention that a community of interest
8 [exists. See Tr. at 32. The only explanation offered by Mr.
9 |Williams was that, Dbecause the Cascabel exchange contains no
10 Ilschools, Midvale offers foreign exchange service to schools in
11 | Benson and San Manuel. See 1id. This single fact alone is
12 linsufficient to establish community of interest. Moreover, as
13 [Midvale’s witness conceded at the hearing, the Company did not
14 |provide the Commission with any call volume information regarding
15 Jlthe schools. See Tr. at 38.

16 Although Midvale has had at least three opportunities to
17 |present evidence establishing a community of interest: (1) pre-
18 §filed testimony, (2) rebuttal testimony, and (3) at the hearing,
19 [Midvale has failed to make the necessary showing. Accordingly,

20 [ the Commission should deny Midvale’s EAS request.

21 A. Midvale Has Failed to Offer Evidence of
Significant Call Volumes.

22

23 The Commission has identified “call wvolume” as one of the

24 | factors to examine in determining community of interest. See

25

* Cites to the Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings, May 21,2000,
26 |will be abbreviated as Tr. at .
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1 [Exhibit A at 112, 115. At the hearing, Midvale’s witness
2 [ acknowledged the importance of examining call volumes from both
3 [directions. See Tr. at 35. Despite this acknowledgment, Midvale
4 | failed to provide evidence of significant call volumes to justify
5 |its EAS proposal.
6 Midvale offered call volume data for one direction of calls
7 |lonly. The data presented by Midvale indicates that Cascabel
g8 [customers place 8.5 calls per line per month to Benson and 2.5
9 |calls per month to San Manuel. See Direct Testimony of Don C.
10 [Reading at 22. The Company did not solicit from Qwest or present
11 |to the Commission any data for call volumes in the other
12 [direction. See Tr. at 39. In fact, call wvolumes from Qwest
13 | exchanges in Benson and San Manuel to Cascabel are minuscule.
14 |Fewer than two percent of Qwest customers in the Benson and San
15 |Manuel exchanges call Cascabel each month. See Direct Testimony
16 |of Starla R. Rook at 7-8 & Exhibit SRR-1. At the hearing,

17 [Midvale’s own witness conceded that call volumes between the

18 [ relevant exchanges are “pretty low”. Tr. at 37-38.
19 In summary, there is no call volume data to support a
20 | £inding of community of interest. Rather, the data indicates

21 | that call volumes from Benson and San Manuel to Cascabel are
22 (minuscule. Likewise, call volumes from Cascabel to San Manuel
23 [[are insignificant. Although call volume is only one factor to
24 ||consider in reviewing an EAS proposal, low volumes should serve

25 fas a red flag, alerting the Commission that an in-depth review of

26

FENNEMORE CRAIG PHX/JPRENDIV/1195601.2/67817.249 - 4 -
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
PHOENIX




1 | the proposal is required.®

2 B. Midvale Has Failed to Offer Evidence of Public
Input.

3

4 The Commission has also identified “public input” as one of

5 [ the factors to examine in determining community of interest. See

6 [|Exhibit A at 112, 115. As part of U S WEST’s 1993 Rate Case,
7 | Staff recommended and the Commission agreed that an EAS proposal
8 [ should be considered if “customer petitions consisting of at
9 | least ten percent of the customers in the petitioning exchange or
10 [200 customers, whichever is less, are submitted to the Commission
11 [ requesting EAS.” See id. at 115.
12 Oregon, another state in which Midvale offers service,
13 [[requires that an EAS proposal be accompanied by a petition signed
14 | by 25 percent of the customers in the exchange or 5,000
15 [customers, whichever is 1less. See In the Matter of an
16 | Investigation of the Extended Area Service Process and Standards,
17 [ Docket UM 957, Order No. 00-644, October 13, 2000 at 4 (Attached
18 [ hereto as Exhibit B). Recognizing the significance of a customer
19 fpetition to the EAS approval process, the Oregon Commission

20 [|stated as follows.

21 The requirement provides the Commigsion some
verification that a genuine and significant

22 level of interest for EAS exists among

customers in the petitioning exchange. It

a 23 also helps ensure that the petitions are
‘ representative of more than Jjust a small
24 minority of customers. This is important,

25 |* As discussed at greater length in Section IV below, the
development of EAS rules by the Commission would serve to clarify
26 |the importance of call volume to the EAS review process.
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1 because the implementation of a new EAS route
affects all customers within the petitioning
2 exchange, including low-volume customers who

may not benefit from the EAS conversion.

4 | Id. (emphasis added) .

5 Although familiar with Oregon’s requirement, Midvale did not
¢ [|submit a customer petition in conjunction with this docket. See
- |Tr. at 33. Rather, Midvale has conceded that the record in this
g |matter does not contain a customer petition or any other evidence
9 |indicative of customer interest in EAS. See Tr. 39. Midvale’s
10 |witness did allude to a petition purportedly signed by Cascabel
11 | customers four years ago. See Tr. at 33. However, he could not
12 |produce a copy of this petition or attest to how many signatures
13 it contained.’ See id. In fact, Midvale’'s witness had never
14 [even seen the petition. See Tr. at 38. In short, the record is
15 | completely devoid of evidence reflecting public interest in the

1¢ |proposed EAS.®

17 C. No Provision Has Been Made for Recovery of the
Costs Associated with EAS.

18

19 If the Commission were to approve Midvale’s proposal, both

20 | Qwest and Citizens would forfeit both toll and access revenues as
21 |well as incur higher facility costs. See Tr. at 36, 39, 62; see

25 |also Direct Testimony of Curt Huttsell at 8. This fact was

23
® It 1is possible that the 1998 petition was not acted upon
24 |because it did not «contain a sufficient number of wvalid
signatures.

25 |¢® Again, the development of EAS rules by the Commission as
suggested in Section IV below would serve to clarify how public
26 |input is to be weighed in the EAS review process.
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1 ]| acknowledged by both of Midvale’s witnesses at the hearing. See
2 | id. In Qwest’'s experience, the costs associated with EAS are
3 [ recovered through a company’s rate case, and are ultimately
4 |passed on to the consumer. It seems unfair to ask Qwest
5 [ customers to pay for EAS routes that will not benefit them.

6 In U S WEST's 1993 Rate Case, the Commission recognized the
7 |injustice of asking all telephone consumers to pay for EAS that
8 |benefits only a select group of customers. See Exhibit A at 114-
9 §15. The Commission suggested that future costs associated with
10 [(the establishment of EAS be borne by those who directly receive

11 [ the benefit.

12 [W]le note that in future cases, the
communities that desire to be added to the
13 Phoenix and Tucson EAS may have to pay their
own share of that additional foregone toll
14 revenue, instead of requiring all of

U S WEST’s customers to pay.
15

16 | Id.; see also Direct Testimony of Starla R. Rook at 4.

17 In this case, it is Midvale’s Cascabel customers who will
18 |enjoy the questionable benefits of the proposed EAS. As
19 [ demonstrated above, Qwest customers in Benson and San Manuel will
20 fderive only minimal benefit, if any, and customers outside these
21 | exchanges will derive no benefit. Therefore, these Qwest
22 [[customers should not be made to bear the costs. See Direct
23 [ Testimony of Starla R. Rook at 7-8.

24 Prior to the hearing on this matter, Midvale did not suggest
25 [||how Qwest could recover the costs associated with Midvale’s EAS

26 |proposal. At the hearing, however, Midvale’s witness suggested
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1 |that Arizona Universal Service Fund (“AUSF”) support could be
2 lextended to Qwest to cover the increased costs. See Tr. at 47.

3 |Qwest does not Dbelieve, however, that recovery of costs

4 [|associated with EAS falls within the scope of the AUSF as defined
5 fin Title 14 of the Arizona Administrative Code. See A.A.C. R1l4-
6 [2-1201 et seq. Rather, the purpose of the AUSF is to “provide
1 7 | basic local exchange telephone service,” the definition of which
8 |does not include EAS. R14-2-1202(A); R14-2-1201(6); see also
9 [Direct Testimony of Allen G. Buckalew at 18.
10 In summary, there has been no provision made for the
11 |recovery of costs associated with the proposed EAS. This
12 [ important issue should be addressed before the Commission grants

13 {Midvale’s EAS request or any future requests.’

14 |III. MIDVALE’S EAS PROPOSAL RESULTS IN A CALLING STRUCTURE
THAT LENDS ITSELF TO ILLEGAL EAS BRIDGING.

15

16 Qwest’s Arizona tariffs clearly prohibit EAS bridging. See
17 [Qwest’s Exchange and Network Services Tariff, Section 2.2.1 C.4;
18 | Qwest’s Access Services Tariff Section 1.1; Direct Testimony of
19 [Starla R. Rook at 14-15. Although tariff protections exist, EAS
20 [[bridging requires significant carrier and Commission resources to
21 |detect and eliminate. See Direct Testimony of Starla R. Rook at
22 [8-9. Therefore, the Commission should deny an EAS request that

23 |creates the potential for illegal bridging.®

24 |7 This is yet another reason why the Commission should develop
EAS rules - in order to establish guidelines for the recovery of
25 |associated costs.

® Public utility commissions from other states have taken firm
26 |stands against illegal bridging. See Washington Utilities and
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1 In this case, Midvale’s proposal will result in a calling

2 | structure that easily lends itself to illegal bridging. See id.
3 [lat 9 & Exhibits SRR-3, SRR 4. In fact, at the hearing, both of
4 [Midvale’s witnesses acknowledged the potential for EAS fraud
5 |created by the proposal. See Tr. at 34; 62. This is consistent
6 [with testimony filed by Qwest and Citizens. See Direct Testimony
7 [of Starla R. Rook at 9-12; see also Direct Testimony of Curt
8 [Huttsell at 5-7. For this reason and others noted above, the

9 || Commission should deny Midvale’s request.

10 {IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DEVELOP RULES GOVERNING THE
REVIEW OF EAS PROPOSALS.

11
12 There are currently no rules in Arizona governing the review
13 [|[of EAS proposals. Consequently, there is no assurance that

14 [[review of an EAS proposal will encompass all factors necessary to
15 [[ensure that expansion furthers the public interest. Before
16 |ruling on Midvale’s proposal and all future EAS proposals, the
17 [Commission should open a separate rulemaking docket for the
18 |purpcse of developing standards governing EAS. Cf. In the Matter
19 |of an Investigation of the Extended Area Service Process and
20 | Standards, Oregon Public Utility Commission, Docket UM 957, Order
1 21 [[No. 00-644, October 13, 2000 (establishing “Extended Area Service

22 I Procedures”) .

23

Transportation Commission, In the Matter of Determining the
24 | proper Classification of United & Informed Citizen Advocates
Network, Docket No. UT-971515, Final Cease and Desist Order,
25 | February 9, 1999 (quoting U S WEST Communications v. Bridge
Communications, Inc., Docket No. 93-049-20, Utah Public Utilities
26 {Commission (August 19, 1994)).
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1 The establishment of rules will ensure that standardized
2 |criteria are applied to all EAS proposals. Moreover, such rules

3 [ can address important issues related to EAS raised by the parties

4 [to this proceeding, including: (1) how community of interest
5 ([ should to be defined; (2) the significance of call volumes; (3)
6 |whether a customer petition should accompany a proposal; (4) how

7 | companies can recover the cost of EAS; and (5) how the potential

8 [ for illegal bridging should be evaluated.

9 Therefore, Qwest respectfully requests the Commission to
10 |open a separate docket for the purpose of developing EAS rules

11 [before evaluating Midvale’s current request.

12 RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this g/Ho{uday of July, 2001.
13
14 FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.
R

16 Timothy Berg //

Theresa Dwyer
17 3003 North Central, Suite 2600

Phoenix, Arizona 85012
18 Attorneys for

Qwest Corporation
19

20 |ORIGINAL and ten copie f the
Foregoing filed this ¢ day of
21 [[July, 2001 with:

22 |Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
23 1200 West Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

24
One copy pf the foregoing hand-delivered
25 [ this ~ day of July,
2001 to:
26
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1 |Dwight D. Nodes, Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission

2 11200 West Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Deborah Scott, Director

4 fUtilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
5 [|1200 West Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Christopher Kempley, Chief Counsel
7 lMaureen Scott

Legal Divison

8 |Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington

9 || Phoenix, AZ 85007

10 | One copy of the foregoing mailed/faxed
this day of July, 2001
11 lto:

12 | Conley E. Ward

GIVENS PURSLEY LLP

13 |P.O. Box 2720

Boise, Idaho 83701

14 [ Fax: (208) -388-1300

Attorneys for Midvale Telephone Exchange, Inc.
15
Tamara S. Herrera

i6 |RYLEY, CARLOCK & APPLEWHITE

101 North 1°*® Avenue, Suite 2700

17 || Phoenix, AZ 85003-1973

Fax: (602) -257-9582

18 [[Attorneys for Midvale Telephone Exchange, Inc.

19 [Michael M. Grant

Todd C. Wiley

20 ||Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A.

2575 E. Camelback Road

21 | Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225

Attorneys for Citizens Communications Companies
22
Curt Huttsell, Director of State Government Affairs
23 [[Citizens Communications Companies

9672 South 700. Suite 101

24 [Sandy, Utah 84070-3555

g M0
N 3
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DOCKET NO. E-1051-93-183

the above referenced changes are as follows:

Present Proposed
SWITCHED ACCESS Rate Rate
Section 5(5.2.2)
Service Date Change OMC $11.00 $16.00
Design Change H28 $46.00 $63.00

Section 6 (6.8.1; 6.8.2)
Local Transport Installation (Per Line/Trunk)

New Install(ad’l) NR61K $64.00 $72.00
New Install(ad’%) NRE61L $45.00 $45.00
New Install{ad’l) NR61M $42.00 $42.00
POP Méve Same Wire Center
(additional) VG NR6ESK $25.00 $34.00
(additional) DS1 NR6SL $10.00 $11.00
(additional) DS3 NR6SM S 8.00 $10.00
POP Move Different Wire Cnter
(additional) VG NR6E6DK $38.00 $§51.00
(additional) DS1 NRESL $11.00 $13.00
(additional) DS3 NR6SM $ 9.00 $11.00
Section 6.8 :
Message Unit Credit (0.004860) ($0.004013)
900 Access Service
First NXX,

per office/tandem NSE $92.23 $103.56
Switchnet 56 0.10 0.00

The total annual revenue increase from the proposed charges to
the non-recurxing and miscellaneous charges is $4,072. Those proposed

charges were unopposed and are hereby approved.

IX. OTHER RATE ISSUES
A. Extended Area Service
In our Decision No. 57462 (July 15, 1991), we established metro-
wide, flat rate lécal‘calling areas in Tucson and Phoenix. - We also
ordered Staff and the Cohpény to study~meéﬁ§-of expanding-extended
area service ("EAS") in the rufal areas of the state to correspond to

communities of interest, with little or no increase in basic telephone

rates. Both Staff and the Company, as well as RUCO, ‘presented

111 DECISION NO. S 872/ |
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DOCKET NO. E-1051-93-183
pfoposals concerning EAS. During the course of the proceeding, Staff
and U S West reached agreement on some EAS areas. Those areas include
the following exchange groupings: Yuma-Wellton; Casa Grande-Eloy-
Coolidge-~Florence-Maricopa; Winslow-Joséph City; Flagstaff-williams-
Cameron-Ash Fork-Munds Park; Camp Verde-Cottonwood-Sedona; Chino
Valley-Humboldt-Prescott; and Globe-Miami-San Carlés.‘ We agree with
Staff and the Company tha; these areas should have EAS.

In making its recommendations on local calling areas, Staff

analyzed communities of interest. The factors Staff considered in its'
anéiysis included public input, call volume and direction, socio-%
economic linkages, and contiguity. :

The Safford and Pima exchanges currently have local calling.'
Staff recommended that Duncan and Clifton be added to that local
éalling area. U S West proposed maintaining the Safford-Pima calling
area. On July 16, 1993, U S West filed applications requesting the
Commission’s approval of.the sale of certain telephone facilities and
the transfer of the related portions of U S West’s Certificate of
Convenience and Necessity for certain of U S West’s exchanges. On
July 15, 1994, the Staff and Midvale Telephone Exchange, Tabletop
Telephone Company, Inc., and Copper Valley Telephone, Inc. ("the
buyers") entered into a settlement agreement whereby the buyers égreed
to implement EAS in Aguila, Clifton, and Duncan. As a part of the
settlement agreeﬁent, Sgﬁff agreed that Clifton and Duncan would have
EAS, but not with Safford and Pima. In Decision No. 58763 (September
1, 1994) we granted the applications for the sales transfer of.the
exchanges. | .

Staff proposed a Sierra'VistaFDouglas-Bisbee-Tombstone-Elfrida

local‘calling area. U S West agreed to include Bisbee, Tohbstone, and

112 ' DECISION NO. <9 & 9.0




DOCKET NO. E-1051-93-183
1 || sierra Vista, but objected to the inclusion of Douglas and Elfrida.
2 As part of the settlement agreement involving the sale of exchanges,

3 Staff agreed that there would be no EAS for Elfrida. We agree with

4 || staff that Douglas should also be included in the EAS with Sierra

5 || Vista, Bisbee, and Tombstone. Although Douglas prov1des a majority of

6 || services for itself, it also receives services from Bisbee and Sierra
.- 7 || Vista. Douglas provides access to higher education, and customers and.
- 8 government officials in the area have requested local calling between |

.

9 Doug}as, Bisbee, and Sierra Vista.

10 staff recommended that no additional exchanges be added to the

11 Phoenix metro calling area because adding only some of the exchanges

12 when there are other similarly situated rural exchanges would be

C 13 inequitable, and because all rural exchanges eﬁcompass communities
14 || which are 25 or more miles froﬁ communities in the Phoenix metro

15 calling area.and are therefore not "metropolitan". RUCO generally

16 supported the Staff’s recommendations regarding EAS, howevexr, RUCO

17 recommended that the Commission consider offering the option of one-

s 18 way EAS to consumers that reside in areas that border the‘Phoenix and

' 19 Tucson metro exchanges.

20 Instead, Staff recommended the formation of a Wickenburg-Yarnell-

21 || Aguila-Circle City EAS area. U S West recommended a Wickenburg-
22 Yarnell-Aguila EAS area, with Circle City.and Black Canyon City added
23 to the Phoenix metro EAS area. We note that the Commission has
24 recelved numerous public comments from custbmers in the Circle City-
'2SF Wlttman Morrlstown area, all requesting EAS with Phoenlx, not wittl
26 || Wickenburg. This indicates to us that this area has a stron¢
27 || community of interest'withﬁphoenix; |

28 Likewise, Staff recommended no extension of the Tucson metr:
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DOCKET NO. E-1051-93-183
| 1 calling area. Staff believes that because the Tucson metro calling
9 - 2 area is already so large, and because the exchanges surrounding Tucson
all have a similar level of association with the Tucson metro calling
area, none of the exchanges should be added at this time.

U S West proposed adding Benson and Tubac to the Tucson calling

o 1 w» W

area. Staff originally recommended a Benson-Willcox calling area,

.- 7 | and a Hayden-San Manuel «calling areé, but withdrew those.

; | 8 recommendations. staff proposed a Nogales-Tubac-Patagonia local

9 call;ng area. During the course of the proceeding, U S West agreed to

10 a Nogales Patagonia local calling area, but recommended adding Tubac

11 to the Tucson calling area.  We also note that the Commission has

12 received public comments and petitions from residents of Tubac

: 13 exchange including Amado, Arivaca, Tumecacori, and Carmen who
14 requested that they have EAS with Tucson, rather than with Nogales.

15 We generally concur with the policy of not extending EAS beyond

16 the metropolitan areas, however, we find Staff has identified Circle

17 City and Tubac as exchanges that should have EAS. We believe that

18 Circle City’s community of interest is with Phoenix, not Wickenburg;

i : 19 || that Black Canyon’s community of interest is with Phoenix; and that

20 Tubac’s community of interest is with Green Valley/Tucson. We believe
21 that one-way calling would not be appropriate because where there is
22 a community of interest, one-way EAS would only partially meet the
23 needs of the two communities. Therefore, we will establish these
24 additional areas to the Phoenix and Tucson metropolltan calllng areas,
| o 25 .respectlvely and we will establish a local calling area between

26 Nogales and Patagonia, local calling between Wickenburg, Yarnell and

- 27 || Aguila, local calling between Clifton and Duncan, and local calling

|
r
|
l 28 between Sierra Vista, Douglas, Bisbee, and Tombstone. However, we
|
|
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note that in future cases, the communities that desire to be added to

the Phoenix and Tucson EAS may have to pav their own share of that

additional foregone toll revenue, instgad of recuirinag all of U S
West'’'s customers to pay.

Staff recommended that the foregone toll, coin, and foreign
exchange revenue be accounted for through either a blanket multiplier
or with no multiplier as part of the general rate proceeding. Stafff
belieygs that either of these would meet the Commission’s stated goal
of p;%viding EAS to rural Arizona with little or no increase in basic

service charges. We agree with Staff's recommendation and the rate

design will reflect recovery of the forecong revenues in the amount of
$£5,384,393.39.

staff also recommended that the Commission set up a process for
reviewing EAS in the future. Staff believes that EAS should be
reviewed in future U S West rate cases if any party in the case
indicates that they believe EAS should be considered again, or if
customer petitions consisting of at least ten percent of the customers
in the petitioning exchange or 200 customers, whichever is less, are
submitted to the Commission requesting EAS. Staff further recommended
that we should not adopt a specific calling volume criterion to define
whether a community of interest exists, but should consider calling
volumes, socio-economic linkages, contiguity, and public input as
factors in determining whether a community of interest exists. Staff
recommended that an EAS workshop be held witﬁin six months of the date
of this Decigion. staff believés that it would be useful to discuss
the many EAS issues with all interested parties. We agree’with these

staff recommendations.
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1 || authorized to defer the necessary and reasonable costs to be offset by
2 new revenues from this service to implement Call Trace in Tucson, for |
3 potential recovery in its next rate case.
4 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that U S West Communications, Inc. shall
5 file a plan within 90 days of the date of this Deci;ion which should
6 be designed to improve quality of service as set forth in our
7 discussion.
8 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within ten days of receipt of the
. 9 plan!'RUCO shall file its comments, and within 20 days of receipt of
| 10 RUéb's comments, Staff shall review the plan and RUCO’s comments and
11 submit a recommendation for the Commission’s approval.
12 § . IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective

13 immediately.

14 ' v BY ORDER OF THE ARIZON —CQS‘PORATION COMMISSION.
15 .
16 \
' COMMISSIONER COMMISSIQNER
17
18 v
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I, JAMES MATTHEWS, Executive
. 19 Secretary of the Arizona Corporation Commission, have
: hereunto set my hand and caused the official seal of the
20 _ Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of
Phoenix, this _3  day of L, 1994.5 .
21 , /4
| 22
23 i
XECUTIVE SECRETARY
24
425 .
DISSENT
26 JLR:dap
| ~ 27
| o 28
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ORDER NO. 00-644
ENTERED: OCT 13 2000

This is an electronic copy. Attachments may not appear.

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

OF OREGON
UM 957
In the Matter of an Investigation of the )
Extended Area Service Process and ) ORDER
Standards. )

DISPOSITION: EXTENDED AREA SERVICE PROCEDURES
MODIFIED

In this order, the Commission makes several modifications to the standards
governing extended area service (EAS) to streamline and expedite EAS implementations. We
amend the petitioning process, to allow subscribers to sign the petition as many times as they
have lines if access lines are used as a surrogate for customer accounts. We eliminate the review
of calling pattern data as a decisive measure of a community of interest in objective criteria ;
determinations. As a result, all EAS petitions will first proceed to a demographlc hearing to
determine whether a community of interest exists between the petitioning and target exchanges .
At these hearings, however, we will continue to examine; with other information submitted, the
measurable toll data to help determine the existing calling patterns between the exchanges.
Finally, we shorten the annual deadline for EAS implementations. To fully realize the benefits
of earlier modifications to the EAS schedule, we move the traditional EAS deployment date from
October to August. We will apply these new procedures to all down-state EAS petitions and
Phase I dockets currently pending before the Commission.

INTRODUCTION

In Order No. 99-743, the Commission opened a limited investigation of
extended are service (EAS). Based on a Staff reccommendation—made on the industry’s
behalf—we initiated this docket to examine:

whether any changes should be made with respect to: (1) Phase I
issues, including EAS petitioning, traffic/data collection and
community of interest reviews; and (2) Phase II issues, including cost
and rate reviews. The goal of this investigation will determine
whether any further modifications can be made to these procedures to
help streamline and expedite EAS procedures.

Order No. 99-743 at 3.

We noted, however, that the investigation would be limited in nature. Specifically, we
clarified that the docket would not address EAS rate and cost standards used in Phase II .
proceedings. Moreover, we excluded a review of broader issues such as the role of EAS ina
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competitive marketplace, as well as any examination of procedures utilized in petitions
seeking expansion of the Portland EAS Region. .

PREHEARING CONFERENCE

On January 25, 2000, Michael Grant, an Administrative Law Judge for the
Commission, held a prehearing conference in this matter in Salem, Oregon. The following
appearances were entered: James Jensen, authorized representative, on behalf of Malheur
Bell (Malheur); Larry Hall, authorized representative, on behalf of Oregon
Telecommunications Association; Edwin Parker, authorized representative, on behalf of
Parker Communications (Parker); Laura Imeson, authorized representative, on behalf of
AT&T Communications; Dean Randall, authorized representative, on behalf of Verizon
Northwest, Inc. (Verizon) (formerly GTE Northwest Incorporated); Kay Barley, authorized
representative, on behalf of Qwest Corporation (Qwest) (formerly U S WEST
Communications, Inc.), Celynn VanDeventer, authorized representative, on behalf of United
Telephone Company of the Northwest, dba Sprint (Sprint); Paul Hauer, authorized
representative, on behalf of Beaver Creek Cooperative Telephone Company; and David
Hatton, Assistant Attorney General, on behalf of the Commission Staff (Staff).

ISSUES

Pursuant to the established procedural schedule, Verizon, Qwest, Sprint,
Malheur, Parker and Staff filed proposed issues lists to better define the scope and substance
of the investigation. On March 21, 2000, ALJ Grant issued a ruling adopting the following

as issues for the docket: .

Petitioning

1. In determining the sufficiency of an EAS ballot, should the
Commission reduce the requirement of signatur es from 25 percent to
15 percent of customers in the exchange?

2. In the petitioning process, should the Commission rely on the number
of access lines or customer accounts?

3. If counts are based on the number of lines in lieu of subscribers,

should customers with multiple lines be allowed to sign EAS petitions
as many times as they have lines?

Phase I

1. Should the Phase I traffic study be expanded to include all land-line
toll carriers? Wireless carriers?

2. If the Commission is unable to obtain accurate calling data between
exchanges, should it:

a. Adopt certain assumptions about traffic carried by wireless and
other interexchange carriers? .

2
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b. Forego a Phase I study and proceed with a demographic study? .
¢. Combine a Phase I and demographic study?

Phase I1

1. If accurate Phase I data cannot be obtained, can Phase II data be
normalized to correct Phase I distortions?

Timing Issues

1. Should the Phase I and Phase II EAS schedules be shortened to require
that the Commission issue a final EAS order within 12 months of
receipt of a valid petition? If so, how?

2. Should the schedule be extended to allow carriers up to six months
from the effective date of the order to implement approved EAS
routes?

On June 14, 2000, ALJ Grant also issued interrogatories asking the parties to
address two other issues:

1. If the Commission decides to eliminate the Phase I review of calling
data and proceed with demographic hearings for all valid EAS
petitions, should the Commission conduct an advisory ballot of .
customers in the petitioning exchange during Phase II to help
determine community support for EAS at the projected costs?

2. If customers can file EAS petitions at any time of the year, is it
possible for the Commission to issue a final EAS order within
12 months if the Phase II tariff analysis continues to be conducted on a

consolidated basis beginning in August of each year? For example,
how would the Commission complete an annual review of a valid EAS
petition received in January?

COMMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Commission received opening and reply comments from Parker, Verizon,
Sprint, and Staff. The parties also filed opening and reply briefs. We group our discussion
of the comments, legal arguments, and conclusions by issue as follows:

Petitioning

quitions of the Parties

Staff and Parker believe that the Commission should make two changes to
the current petitioning process. Currently, EAS petitions must bear “25 percent of
subscribers or 5,000 signatures, whichever is less.” Order No. 89-815 at 34. Because the .

3
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signature threshold requires petitions to be evaluated on a customer account basis, Staff
allows customers only one signature, regardless of the number of phone lines. In practice,
however, Staff has had difficulty in obtaining customer account information from local
exchange companies and has been compelled to use line counts as a surrogate for customer
accounts to determine whether the 25 percent threshold has been met. The inconsistency of
using line counts but allowing only one signature per customer has caused customer
confusion and frustration. Moreover, Staff has noticed that larger exchanges have had
greater difficulty in satisfying the 25 percent signature requirement.

In determining the sufficiency of an EAS ballot, Staff and Parker first propose
the Commission adopt a “tapered” signature requirement based on the size of the petitioning
exchange. To help address the faimess concems raised by larger exchanges without opening
the floodgate of EAS petitions, Staff and Parker recommend that the Commission impose a
lower signature requirement as the size of the petitioning exchange increases. For example,
they propose that the existing 25 percent standard could be used for exchanges of 1,000
access lines or less, but that a 20 percent signature requirement could be established for
exchanges with between 1,001 and 3,000 lines, and a 15 percent standard for exchanges with
over 3,001 lines.

Second, Staff and Parker contend the Commission should eliminate the
inconsistent use of line counts and customer account information. Both parties believe that
counting lines as a surrogate for customer accounts, while limiting multiple-line customers to
one signature per petition is inequitable. They recommend that the same measure be used in
both the numerator and denominator to calculate the percentage of signatures required. If
Staff continues to use the number of access lines in the denominator, the parties believe that
the Commission should allow customers to sign the petition as many times as they have lines.

Verizon and Sprint oppose any change to the current petitioning process.
Because mandated EAS establishes cross-subsidies between customers and affects the
competitive marketplace, Verizon does not believe the Commission should lower procedural
thresholds until it examines broader EAS public policy issues. Sprint acknowledges that
larger exchanges might have more difficulty in obtaining a sufficient number of customers,
but notes that current standards already offer some relief by capping the number of signatures
required to 5,000. It also notes that, because it is becoming more difficult to measure
customer demand and calling patterns, the petitioning process remains one of the true
indicators of community support for the proposed EAS.

Commission Resolution

As Staff explains, the Commission currently requires a valid EAS petition to
be signed by 25 percent of the customers in the petitioning exchange, or 5,000, whichever is
less. This requirement provides the Commission some verification that a genuine and
significant level of interest for EAS exists among customers in the petitioning exchange. It
also helps ensure that the petitions are representative of more than just a small minority of
customers. This is important, because the implementation of a new EAS route affects all
customers within the petitioning exchange, including low-volume customers who may not
benefit from EAS conversion.
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We acknowledge that, by requiring a minimum percentage of customer
signatures, the petitioning standards place a higher burden on larger telephone exchanges. .
While petitioners in an exchange of just 100 customers need obtain just 25 signatures,
petitioners in a larger exchange of 3,000 customers must gather 750 signatures. We do not
believe, however, that this increased burden is an unfair one. As noted above, the petitioning
requirement was established to ensure a genuine and representative support for EAS
conversion. While a threshold representation of just 25 percent of the customer requires
more signatures for larger exchanges, the increased signatures are simply proportionate to the
number of customers that would be affected by EAS implementation. Moreover, as Verizon
notes, the current standards already address the difficulty of EAS proponents obtaining
signatures in larger exchanges by capping the number of signatures at 5,000.

For these reasons, we are not persuaded that the current signature requirement
should be reduced to make it easier for petitioners to initiate EAS dockets. Because EAS
conversion affects all customers within a petitioning exchange, we continue to believe that
the current 25 percent customer requirement—capped at 5,000 signatures—provides a proper
balance between the need to ensure that petitions are representative of more than just a small
minority interest in the community and the difficulty of petitioners in larger exchanges in
meeting the signature requirement.

We further conclude, however, that the same measure should be used in the
numerator and denominator when calc ulating whether a submitted petition meets the
signature requirement. We prefer that petitions continue to be evaluated on a customer
account basis. Accordingly, prior to providing a petitioner with signature forms, our Staff
should continue to request customer account information from the affected telephone
company. If provided, our Staff will be able to inform the petitioner of the number of ‘
signatures needed, as well as the limitation that a customer can only sign the petition once. If
the local telephone company is unable to provide accurate account information, however,
Staff should advise the petitioner that access lines will be used as a surrogate for customer
accounts and that, in such circumstances, customers may sign the petition as many times as
they have lines. We believe that this modification is required in the interest of fairness and
accuracy, and will hopefully eliminate the customer confusion caused by current practice.

Phase I

Positions of the Parties

In Phase I of an EAS investigation, the Commission determines whether a
community of interest exists between the petitioning exchange and target exchange(s). Staff
first attempts to make this determination based on an analysis of calling pattern data. In this
process—called objective criteria determination—Staff reviews calling data to determine
whether a sufficient number of calls are placed between the exchanges, and whether a
sufficient percentage of customers in the petitioning exchange are making those calls.! Ifa

! The calling volume criterion requires that an average of four toll calls per access line per month be placed

between the exchanges, while the calling distribution criterion requires that more than 50 percent of the

customers in the petitioning exchange make at least two toll calls per month to the target exchange(s). See

Order Nos. 89-815 and 92-1136. The objective criteria determination also requires that the petitioning exchange .
share a common boundary with the target exchange(s), although the Commission recently modified its standards to

5
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petition fails to meet these calling criteria, petitioners may request the opportunity to make an
alternative showing of a community of interest through demographic, economic, financial, or .
other evidence.

All parties to this investigation agree that the accuracy of Staff’s Phase I
investigation results, based on a measurement of calling pattern data, are becoming more
suspect due to competitive changes in the telecommunications industry. Due in part to
jurisdictional limitations, Staff’s analysis is limited to intralLATA toll traffic carried by
primary toll-carriers, such as Qwest, Verizon, and Sprint. However, the increased use of
other interexchange and wireless carriers, together with the implementation of intraLATA
dialing parity, has conspired against the continued use of this traffic as a surrogate of toll use
to judge the extent of a community of interest between two or more exchanges.

Due to these problems, Staff, Parker, and Sprint recommend that the
Commission discontinue use of the objective criteria determinations. The parties note that,
due to the lack of measurable toll data, most recent EAS petitions underwent demographic
reviews before proceeding to Phase II. In fact, over 70 percent of the successful EAS
petitions for the prior two years established a community of interest through demographic
evidence. Given this existing trend and the inaccuracies of the objective criteria
determinations, Staff, Parker, and Sprint believe that the Commission should forego the
review of calling pattern data and proceed with a demographic hearing for all EAS petitions.

Verizon acknowledges the deficiencies of Staff’s objective criteria
determinations. It does not believe, however, that the Commission should disregard calling
pattern data in its community of interest determinations. Verizon contends that the sole use
of demographic data may result in EAS implementations for routes where there is, in fact, .
little toll calling. Verizon argues that the Phase I traffic studies should be expanded to
include traffic carried by all land-line toll and wireless carriers. It also suggests that, if
accurate data cannot be obtained, the Commission could adopt certain assumptions about
traffic carried by wireless and other interexchange carriers.

Commission Resolution

Under current EAS procedures, the Commission relies on Staff’s objective
calling determinations for two purposes. As addressed by the parties, Staff’s results are first
used as a preliminary determination of a community of interest. If a petition meets the
objective criteria, the Commission will deem that a community of interest exists and allow
the petition to proceed to Phase II for tariff analysis without further review. The other use of -
Staff’s objective calling determinations, not specifically mentioned by the parties, is during
the alternative showing of a community of interest through demographic evidence. In this
stage, the Commission considers numerous factors, including the results of the objective
criteria test.

allow a community of interest determination between non-contiguous exchanges in certain circumstances. See
Order No. 99-038.

2 Those 11 factors are as follows:

(1) geographic and demographic information; (2) location of schools;
(3) governmental and jurisdictional issues; (4) emergency services; (5) social

6
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There is no dispute that the Staff’s objective criteria determinations are .
becoming less reliable as an accurate indicator of a community of interest. Given this fact,

we agree with Staff, Parker, and Sprint that the objective criteria determinations should no

longer be used as an initial measure of a community of interest. Due to the lack of

measurable toll data, we will forego the initial review of calling pattern data and proceed

with a demographlc heanng for all docketed EAS petitions., This modification is consistent

with the increasing use of demographic hearmgs and will help expedite Phase I reviews.

However, we further conclude that objective calling information remains an
important and necessary part of EAS proceedings. While calling data will no longer serve as
a decisive measure of a community of interest, it is a relevant factor that should be
considered with the other evidence submitted in demographic hearings. Although admittedly
imprecise, the calling data might still be representative of the average calling volume and
distribution in a given exchange. In fact, it may demonstrate large and widespread
dependence by the petitioning exchange on the target exchange. It may also provide valuable
information about the relative calling habits of petitioners seeking EAS to more than one
exchange.

Accordingly, when docketing an EAS petition, Staff should continue to
request calling pattern data from the local telephone companies. Upon receipt, Staff should
summarize the data to identify the calling volume and distribution between the petitioning
and target exchanges, without reference to the objective calling criterion adopted in Order
Nos. 89-815 and 92-1136. Such data will be added to the record and reviewed with other
information submitted during the Phase I proceeding. .

Phase I1

Positions of the Parties

In its proposed issues list, Sprint raised the question whether Phase II data is
undermined if, in fact, Phase I calling data is faulty and unrepresentative. Based on that
observation, Sprint proposed that the Commission examine whether Phase II data can be
normalized to correct any Phase 1 distortions.

Staff was the only party to offer specific comments on the issue. It explains
that it currently uses calling data during both Phase I and Phase II in an EAS investigation.
For Phase I, Staff uses both calling volume and customer distribution to determine a
community of interest. For Phase II, Staff uses calling volume, but not customer distribution,
to help determine revenue neutrality. Staff believes that it can obtain the necessary calling
volume information to establish revenue neutrality in Phase II by means of a simple data

services; (6) medical and dental providers; (7) employment and commuting patterns;
(8) business and commercial dependence or interdependence; (9) transportation

patterns; (10) the results of the objective criteria test; and (11) other factors deemed

relevant by the Commission. See In the Matter of the Consolidated Applications for
Expansion of the Portland Extended Area Service Region, Order No. 93-1045, at 12

(emphasis added).
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request. According to Staff, local exchange carriers should be motivated to respond to such
requests in an accurate manner because the response would be the first step taken to .
guarantee revenue requirement neutrality.

Commission Resolution

From Staff’s explanation, it appears that, despite the noted difficulties in
obtaining accurate and complete Phase I data, Staff has had no difficulty in obtaining the
necessary calling volume information to establish revenue neutrality in Phase II. Indeed, as
Staff notes, local exchange carriers are motivated to provide accurate information to help
guarantee proper revenue recovery. Because there is no evidence that the Phase II data is
distorted by Phase I calling data, there is no need to further address this issue.

Timing Issues

Under current standards, EAS petitions undergo a Phase I, Community of
Interest determination as they are received. On August 1 of each year, the Commission
consolidates all petitions that have successfully completed Phase I and begins Phase II, Tariff
Analysis. In mid-October, telephone companies file proposed tariffs and cost information,
which is reviewed by Staff to ensure that the proposed rates meet Commission criteria. After
discussions with all companies involved, Staff files stipulations and supporting testimony in
March. Traditionally, public comment hearings were held during April through June, with a
Commission order issued around mid-July. The new EAS routes were then implemented the
first Saturday of the following October.

We recently shortened the Phase II schedule by accelerating the public .
hearing schedule and shortening the time between the close of the evidentiary record and the
issuance of the final order. With these changes, the Commission now holds hearings in
March and April, and issues an order in May of each year. In addition, local exchange
carriers may implement new EAS routes at anytime between the date of the Commission
order and the traditional deployment date of the first Saturday in October.

In an effort to further expedite the Phase I and Phase II EAS schedule, Staff
has proposed an annual schedule to process all petitions received by early August that would
result in a Commission order by the following July. First, with the elimination of the
objective criteria determinations, all valid petitions would be grouped together each August
with demographic hearings scheduled shortly thereafter. The Commission would then issue
community of interest determinations by late September, and the local exchange carriers
would file proposed costs and rates for all successful routes by November 1. Staff would
evaluate the filings and file testimony in support of stipulations by mid-March. Public
comment hearings would follow in April and May, with a final Commission order being
issued by mid-July. Parkerand Sprint support Staff’s proposal.

Verizon suggests that the schedule might be shortened by consolidating the
objective and demographic review, so that both studies would be conducted concurrently.
Verizon is concerned, however, that this approach could raise false hopes in areas that fall
short of meeting the objective calling standards.
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Finally, in its proposed issues list, Malheur questioned whether the schedule
should be extended to allow carriers up to six months from the effective date of the order to .
implement approved EAS routes. Only Staff and Parker addressed the issue, and both
opposed extending the current standard.

Commission Resolution

Staff’s proposal is, essentially, one to eliminate the separate and muitiple
Phase I proceedings by consolidating them within the current Phase II schedule. This may
help streamline the overall EAS investigation; however, it will not substantially shorten the
overall review of EAS petitions. Under Staff’s proposal, some applications could be pending
as long as in the current timeline. For instance, a petition filed in September would sit idle
for some 11 months before the next annual EAS cycle is commenced.

More problematic is the allowance of just two months for demographic
hearings for all EAS petitions. Since 1995, the Commission has docketed an average of
more than 20 EAS petitions every year. While the number of petitions is expected to decline
in the future, it would be difficult for the Commission to schedule, conduct, and issue orders
for a large number of EAS petitions in such a short time period.

Accordingly, we decline to adopt Staff’s proposal to establish an annual cycle
for both Phase I and Phase II proceedings. The proposal does not reduce the overall time
required for EAS investigations, but rather simply consolidates it at the expense of the
flexibility currently enjoyed by the Commission in conducting demographic hearings
throughout the year. All EAS petitions should continue to undergo a community of interest
examination on a sequential basis, as they are received. As is current practice, those petitions .
successfully completing Phase I will be consolidated for Phase II on August 1 of each year.

We do believe, however, that the Phase II schedule can be further modified to
allow quicker deployment of EAS by as much as two months. As noted above, we
traditionally allowed carriers approximately three months after the effective date of the order
to implement the new EAS routes. The Commission generally issued a order in early July,
and requested carriers to implement the new EAS routes on the first Saturday in October.
See, e.g., Order No. 99-409.

We recently modified the Phase II schedule, however, by accelerating the
hearings and reducing the time for Commission review. With these changes, we now
approve new routes by mid-May of each year. See Order No. 99-743. However, while the
new schedule allows EAS conversion to occur at anytime following the date of the order, it
retains the traditional October deadline for the telephone companies to actually implement
the new routes. Because the new schedule provides the phone companies earlier notice of
final Commission action on any particular EAS petition, we believe that, in order to fully
realize the benefits of this abbreviated process, the October deadline should be moved up to
the first Saturday in August. This will ensure that all new approved EAS routes will be
implemented within one year after Phase II proceedings begin.

Finally, we reject Malheur’s proposal to extend the schedule to allow carriers
up to six months from the effective date of the order to implement approved EAS routes. No .
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party supported the proposal, which is contrary to the goal of this docket to streamline and
expedite EAS implementations. .

Balloting

Positions of the Parties

If the Phase I review of calling data is eliminated, Staff and Verizon believe
that the Commission should conduct an advisory ballot of customers in the petitioning
exchange to help determine support for the EAS at the projected costs. Staff notes that
evidence presented at demographic hearings might be anecdotal, incomplete and possibly
inconsistent with established calling patterns. Furthermore, Staff believes that demographic
proceedings might overstate customer preference for EAS, because customers attending the
hearings do not have access to actual rates for the service. Staff and Verizon contend that an
advisory ballot that includes proposed EAS rates would provide a “safety valve” to ensure
that petitioning customers desire the deployment of an EAS route.

Sprint and Parker do not believe that customer balloting is warranted if the
Phase I proceedings are modified. Parker contends that balloting would add an additional
and unnecessary step to an already complex process in a proceeding initiated to simplify and
shorten EAS investigations. For these reasons, it believes that balloting should, at most, be
limited to rare and unusual cases as is current practice.

Commission Resolution

We have concluded that calling pattern data will continue to be examined .
during Phase I proceedings. While it will no longer be used as an initial and decisive
measure of a community of interest, measurable toll data will provide the Commission with
some objective evidence of existing calling patterns between exchanges.

In light of this decision, we find no reason to modify the current practice of
limiting customer balloting to unique cases. We have used balloting to obtain additional
customer input in cases where projected costs are higher than expected, or where federal
restrictions have imposed mandatory charges for interLATA EAS routes. See, e.g., Order
Nos. 98-385 and 99-001. We prefer to retain Staff’s ability to recommend customer balloting
if circumstances warrant, rather than mandating this additional and potentially costly step for
all EAS proceedings.

Implementation of Revised Standards

One issue not specifically addressed by the parties is the implementation of
the revised EAS standards. Given the benefits of the changes detailed above, we conclude
that the new standards should apply to all EAS petitions and Phase I dockets currently
pending before the Commission, except those seeking expansion of the Portland EAS
Region.

10
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ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that the Commission modifies the following standards
governing extended area service (EAS) to streamline and expedite EAS implementations:

| 1. The EAS petitioning process, set forth in Order No. 89-815 at 34, is
amended to allow subscribers the ability to sign the petition as many times
as they have lines if local exchange companies are unable to provide
accurate customer counts and Staff is required to use access lines as a
surrogate for customer accounts. If the local exchange companies can
provide accurate customer account information, customers will continue to
be limited to one signature per account.

2. The review of calling pattern data, as a decisive measure of a community
of interest in objective criteria determinations, is eliminated. All docketed
EAS petitions will first proceed to a demographic hearing to determine
whether a community of interest exists between the petitioning and target
exchanges. In determining whether petitioners have established a
community of interest through demographic and other information, the
Commission will continue to examine, among other things, calling pattern
data submitted by local exchange carriers.

3. Local exchange carriers will be required to implement new approved EAS
routes by the first Saturday in August of each year.

4. These new standards will apply to all EAS petitions and Phase I dockets
currently pending before the Commission.

Made, entered, and effective

Ron Eachus Roger Hamilton
Chairman Commissioner
Joan H. Smith
Commissiorer

A party may request rehearing or reconsideration of this order pursuant to ORS 756.561. A

request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed with the Commission within 60 days of

the date of service of this order. The request must comply with the requirements in OAR 860-

014-0095. A copy of any such request must also be served on each party to the proceeding as

provided by OAR 860-013-0070(2). A party may appeal this order to a court pursuant to

applicable law. .
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