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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:



Before the Commission for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of Penn Telecom, Inc. (Respondent or PTI), filed January 14, 2008,
 to the Initial Decision (I.D.) of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Wayne L. Weismandel, which was issued on December 14, 2007, in the above-captioned proceedings.  Reply Exceptions were jointly filed by Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc. and the above listed affiliated companies (collectively, Verizon or Complainant), on January 24, 2008.
This matter, like Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Verizon North Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Select Services, Inc., Verizon Global Networks, Inc., MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC d/b/a Verizon Access Transmission Services and MCI Communications Services, Inc. v. CTSI, LLC, Docket No. C-20077332 (Verizon v. CTSI), also decided today, presents issues of first impression and, to date, this Commission has not had the opportunity to provide precise and substantive guidance for the disposition of these issues.
  

The adjudication of these issues will result in the development of new standards that will significantly affect wide segments of the regulated telecommunications services industry and the Commission’s regulatory policy in a number of pending cases.  In light of these new guidelines, the parties should be given the opportunity to settle their dispute.  If this opportunity does not result in a settlement, this matter will be remanded to the Office of Administrative Law Judge (OALJ) for further evidentiary proceedings, as necessary, and the issuance of a decision on remand.
History of the Proceedings

On October 23, 2006, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) against PTI alleging a violation of Section 3017(c) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 3017(c), which prohibits a CLEC from charging access rates higher than those charged by an incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) in the same service territory, absent a demonstration that costs justify a higher access rate.  Verizon alleges that PTI charges intrastate switched access rates higher than what Verizon’s ILECs (i.e., Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. and Verizon North Inc.) charge in each corresponding service area.

The Respondent filed an Answer and New Matter (Answer) on November 20, 2006.  The Answer denied that Respondent was violating the provisions of 66 Pa. C.S. § 3017(c).  The Complainant filed a Reply (Reply) to the Respondent’s New Matter on December 13, 2006.
On December 19, 2006, the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) filed and served its Notice of Intervention.

The complete history of pre-hearing activity is detailed in the Initial Decision on pages 2-3.

The Initial Hearing convened as scheduled on July 19, 2007.
Complainant, Respondent and OCA were represented.  Complainant presented the testimony of two witnesses and introduced into evidence three Statements with accompanying exhibits.  Respondent presented the testimony of three witnesses and introduced into evidence six Statements with accompanying exhibits.  OCA presented no witnesses and introduced no exhibits into evidence.  A transcript of the proceeding containing 214 pages was produced.  The Hearing was completed on July 19, 2007.
Complainant and Respondent both filed Main and Reply Briefs.  OCA did not file either a Main or a Reply Brief.  The record was closed on October 4, 2007.

ALJ Weismandel issued an Initial Decision in the above matter on December 14, 2007.  The ALJ noted that PTI stipulated that its intrastate access charges are higher than the respective intrastate access charges of the three ILECs in whose service territories it competes.  The ALJ concluded that this stipulation made out a prima facie case of a violation of Section 3017(c), and the burden of production shifted to PTI to demonstrate that its higher access rates are cost justified.  The ALJ determined that PTI’s cost study did not demonstrate that its higher access rates were cost justified.
  Consequently, the ALJ sustained the Complaint.  I.D. at 12.  
The ALJ ordered PTI to immediately reduce its intrastate switched access charges to an amount no higher than the intrastate switched access charges of the pertinent ILEC.  He also ordered PTI to refund or credit any overpayment by Verizon for switched access services from November 30, 2004 to the date of the refund.  I.D. at 24 and 25.
On January 14, 2008, PTI filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  Inter alia, PTI argued that the ALJ erred by:
· holding that PTI’s cost study is not adequate to demonstrate cost justification under Section 3017(c), Exc. at 7;

· holding that PTI’s stipulation equated to prima facie evidence of a violation of Section 3017(c), Exc. at 19;

· misconstruing the legislative purpose of Section 3017(c), Exc. at 21;
· relying on the Commission’s access reform policy, Exc. at 25; and 

· holding that PTI must rebill Verizon at the respective incumbent’s rate and refund or credit the difference, Exc. at 2 and 26.

On January 24, 2008, Verizon filed its Replies to the Exceptions of PTI.  Verizon argued, inter alia, that the ALJ’s decision was substantive and well-reasoned and should be adopted by this Commission.  R. Exc. at 5.  Verizon further argued that there is no single “correct” cost study, but this does not mean that all cost studies are acceptable.  According to Verizon, the ALJ correctly concluded that PTI’s cost study was not acceptable for demonstrating cost justification pursuant to Section 3017(c).  Id.  Verizon further argued that if PTI overbilled Verizon, PTI should be ordered to refund or credit Verizon with the amount overbilled (with interest at the legal rate), pursuant to Section 1312 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1312.  R. Exc. at 18.     
On January 14, 2008, Amicus Curiae Exceptions were filed by CTSI, LLC (CTSI) with regard to the above matter.  On January, 24, 2008, Verizon filed a Motion to Strike the Amicus Curiae Exceptions of CTSI (Motion to Strike), as well as its Reply to CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions.  On February 13, 2008, CTSI filed its Answer to Verizon Companies’ Motion to Strike, as well as a Petition to Intervene.  Essentially, CTSI’s Petition to Intervene argued that if the Commission finds that CTSI cannot file Amicus Curiae Exceptions, it should allow CTSI to intervene and treat CTSI’s previously-filed Amicus Curiae Exceptions as the Exceptions of a party.  On February 27, 2008, Verizon filed its Answer to CTSI’s Petition to Intervene.  Verizon argued that this Commission should not allow CTSI to intervene and should not consider CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions.
Discussion

As the proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant in this proceeding bears the burden of proof pursuant to Section 332(a) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a), which provides that the party seeking a rule or order from the Commission has the burden of proof in that proceeding.  It is axiomatic that “[a] litigant’s burden of proof before administrative tribunals as well as before most civil proceedings is satisfied by establishing a preponderance of evidence which is substantial and legally credible.”  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600, 602 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990).



As a preliminary matter, we note that any issue or Exception that we do not specifically address has been duly considered and will be denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider, expressly or at length, each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corporation v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); see also, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

A.
CTSI’s Filings and Participation in this Proceeding

Before addressing PTI’s Exceptions, we must address the procedural issues raised by CTSI’s filings and Verizon’s responses thereto.  For the reasons set forth below, we shall deny CTSI’s Petition to Intervene.  In addition, we will not consider CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions or Verizon’s Replies to those Exceptions.

1. Petition to Intervene

CTSI filed its Petition to Intervene after the ALJ issued his Initial Decision. According to CTSI, the importance of this case increased significantly with the issuance of the Initial Decision because “adoption of the [Initial Decision] by the Commission threatens to dramatically alter the access charge rate structure in Pennsylvania . . . through flash cut wholesale revisions of the access charge structure based on only one complaint proceeding.”  Petition to Intervene at ¶ 7.  CTSI claims that its interest in this proceeding is substantial, as CTSI will be potentially impacted if the Commission adopts the Initial Decision as recommended.  Id. at ¶ 10.  CTSI claims that its decision not to intervene earlier in the proceeding is not an appropriate basis upon which to deny intervention now.  Id. at ¶ 11.  
Verizon objects to the Petition to Intervene.  Verizon argues that the Petition to Intervene was not filed timely under our regulations.  Ans. to Petition to Intervene at 2.  Moreover, Verizon argues that CTSI has not demonstrated that it meets the requirements for intervention as set forth in our regulations.  Id.  

We agree with Verizon.  With regard to the timeliness of CTSI’s Petition to Intervene, our regulations provide “Except with regard to statutory advocates . . . intervention will not be permitted once an evidentiary hearing has concluded absent extraordinary circumstances.”  52 Pa. Code § 5.74.  No extraordinary circumstances are present in this case.  The crux of CTSI’s argument for intervention is that CTSI should be permitted to intervene because it could be adversely impacted by the precedent set in this case.  It is not unusual for a non-party to be so affected by a decision of this Commission.  CTSI has failed to show that its circumstances are in any way “extraordinary.”  We therefore find CTSI’s argument unpersuasive.

We do not rule out the possibility that, in an appropriate future case, a petitioner might demonstrate extraordinary circumstances warranting intervention after the issuance of an Initial Decision.  This case, however, demonstrates that we should be very cautious in granting such a petition.  CTSI seeks to intervene at this time in order to file Exceptions to the Initial Decision.  CTSI’s proposed Exceptions raise several issues that were not raised by the parties.
  Permitting such a maneuver would be unfair to the Parties and would deprive this Commission of the benefit of a fully-litigated case that was comprehensively addressed by the presiding officer.  We should only grant a petition to intervene after the issuance of an Initial Decision in the most extraordinary circumstances. 

In addition, we find that CTSI has not established its eligibility to intervene in this proceeding.  Our regulation regarding eligibility to intervene, 52 Pa. Code § 5.72, states:

 (a)  Persons. A petition to intervene may be filed by a person claiming a right to intervene or an interest of such nature that intervention is necessary or appropriate to the administration of the statute under which the proceeding is brought. The right or interest may be one of the following: 

   (1)  A right conferred by statute of the United States or of the Commonwealth. 

   (2)  An interest which may be directly affected and which is not adequately represented by existing participants, and as to which the petitioner may be bound by the action of the Commission in the proceeding. 

   (3)  Another interest of such nature that participation of the petitioner may be in the public interest. 
CTSI claims that it will be directly affected by this proceeding because it could be adversely impacted by a decision adopting the Initial Decision.  CTSI’s claim, however, is based solely on the precedent that our decision could establish, which could affect CTSI in Verizon v. CTSI.  This interest is insufficient to meet the requirement that a party seeking to intervene in this proceeding must be bound by the Commission’s 
action in this proceeding.  52 Pa. Code § 5.72(a)(2)  In addition, we specifically find that any interest CTSI has in this proceeding is adequately represented by the existing parties.  Id.  Finally, we are unpersuaded that the public interest requires CTSI’s participation in this proceeding.  52 Pa. Code § 5.72(a)(3).  Consequently, we will deny CTSI’s Petition to Intervene.  

2. Amicus Curiae Exceptions
Having denied CTSI’s Petition to Intervene, which asked us to consider CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions as the Exceptions of a party, the question now arises as to whether we will consider CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions at all.  Verizon has moved to strike those Exceptions.   

Verizon argues that our regulations permit the filing of amicus curiae briefs, 52 Pa. Code § 5.502(d), but not amicus curiae exceptions.  Verizon notes that our regulations specifically state that exceptions may be filed by a “party.”  52 Pa. Code 

§ 5.533(a).

CTSI claims that this Commission has liberally construed 52 Pa. Code 

§ 5.502(d) and considered exceptions filed by a non-party in Application of Sprint Communications Company, Docket No. A-310183F0002AMA (Order entered December 1, 2006).  That case is inapposite because the exceptions there were filed by an intervenor rather than a non-party.

CTSI also cites Denver and Ephrata Telephone and Telegraph Company Supplement No. 251 to Tariff Pa. PUC No. 15, Docket No. R-00061377 (Order entered December 8, 2006).  That case, however, involved an amicus curiae response to a petition for reconsideration, rather than amicus curiae exceptions.

We will not consider CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions.  Exceptions are the mechanism by which a party seeks review of an initial, tentative, or recommended decision.  52 Pa. Code § 5.533.  We can easily envision several scenarios in which amicus curiae exceptions could conflict with the just, speedy and inexpensive determination of Commission actions and proceedings.  52 Pa. Code § 1.2(a).  The most obvious example is the case in which the parties are satisfied with the decision of the presiding officer, and therefore file no exceptions, but a non-party seeks review by filing Amicus Curiae Exceptions.  Another obvious example is presented by this case.  CTSI attempts to raise issues in its Exceptions that were not raised by the parties.  As noted, Verizon filed no Exceptions and Penn Telecom filed six Exceptions.  CTSI proposed seven Amicus Curiae Exceptions.  CTSI’s seven proposed exceptions overlap some of the issues raised by Penn Telecom, but it is indisputable that CTSI raises issues not raised by Penn Telecom.
We believe it would be unfair to the Parties, and a disservice to this Commission, to allow a non-party to file amicus curiae exceptions raising issues not raised by the Parties.  The Rules of Appellate Procedure, which are instructive but not binding on this Commission, allow non-parties to file amicus curiae briefs addressing the questions before the court, but do not allow such briefs to raise questions not raised by the parties.  Commonwealth v. Cotto, 562 Pa. 32, 45, 753 A.2d 217, 220, n. 6 (2000).  We believe a similar result should obtain in our proceedings.  Consequently, we will not allow a non-party to file amicus curiae exceptions.  In reaching our decision herein, we will not consider CTSI’s Amicus Curiae Exceptions, nor will we consider Verizon’s Replies to those Exceptions.


B.
Verizon’s Complaint
1.
The Applicable Legal Standard
Verizon alleged a violation of Section 3017(c) of the Code, which provides:

Limitation.—No telecommunications carrier providing competitive local exchange telecommunications service may charge access rates higher than those charged by the incumbent local exchange telecommunications company in the same service territory unless such carrier can demonstrate that the higher access rates are cost justified.  

The Pennsylvania General Assembly did not prescribe a cost methodology or standard to determine whether a CLEC’s intrastate carrier access rates that are higher than the corresponding rates of an incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) are “cost justified.”  Rather, the General Assembly entrusted this determination to the Commission’s administrative expertise.
The Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa. Code § 53.59(e) authorize the Commission to request “cost support” when “new or revised CLEC rates for service are higher than those of the ILEC in the ILEC’s service territory.”  Such request “will only occur when it is necessary to protect consumers such as, without limitation, when the service is targeted to the economically disadvantaged or consumers with poor credit histories.”  52 Pa. Code § 53.59(e).
2.
The “Cost Justified” Standard and Intrastate Carrier Access Charges
The Commission has traditionally availed itself of a number of generally accepted methodologies and standards for deriving the costs of various telecommunications services and establishing their lawfully just and reasonable rates.  “Just and reasonable rates” have been deemed to be “cost justified” if they have been based on a reasonable measure of cost.  The utilization of generally accepted methodologies and standards for the derivation of telecommunications services costs cannot be reasonably confined to a select group of telecommunications carriers that operate under our jurisdiction or to select groups of wholesale and retail services that are offered within Pennsylvania.  

Certain standards and methodologies for the derivation of costs for the services and operations of telecommunications carriers including forward-looking economic cost standards and methods have been approved by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and subsequently adopted by this Commission.  In accordance with the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TA-96), this Commission has implemented and utilized the total element long-run incremental cost standard and methods for deriving certain costs and rates for interconnection between ILECs and CLECs, including the costs and rates for unbundled network elements (UNEs). 

Other methods that rely on historical embedded accounting data, such as fully distributed cost (FDC), when combined with revenue requirement studies, can provide a measure of cost for a grouping of telecommunications services.  FDC standards and methods have traditionally been used and continue to be employed within the regulated telecommunications industry because they generally relate to the operational investment, revenue, and expense accounting of telecommunications carriers.  Historical embedded accounting data and FDC methods are incorporated in the derivation of interstate carrier access tariffs for many rural ILECs, including those that operate in Pennsylvania.  For example, this data is used to set rural ILEC interstate carrier access rates that are tariffed and filed by the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA) with the FCC.  Historic embedded accounting data and FDC methods are also used for the derivation of support funding for the rural ILECs from the federal universal service fund (USF).  The use of revenue requirement and FDC methods and standards continue to be a useful tool for many rural ILECs, which are “average schedule companies” because these same entities do not perform a complete jurisdictional separation and allocation of their investment, revenues, and expenses. 

A major issue in the derivation of the costs of carrier access under any standard and methodology involves the consideration of local loop plant costs. In Verizon v. CTSI, Verizon advocates an “incremental cost” standard and methodology that would allocate the total cost of the local loops to the basic local exchange services of PTI.
   Notably, Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. (Verizon PA) has argued in other proceedings against the elimination of its own intrastate common carrier charge (otherwise also referred to as the common carrier line charge or CCLC) from its intrastate carrier switched access rates.

Traditionally, the Commission has treated local loop costs as joint costs.  Although Verizon argues that CLECs should be prevented from recovering any portion of their local loop costs in intrastate access charges, Verizon PA currently recovers a portion of its own local loop costs through its intrastate access rates.  It therefore follows that CLECs should be permitted to do the same.  This holding maintains parity between the various types of regulated telecommunications service providers and is consistent with current Commission policy.

The Commission has consistently adopted the position that the fixed costs associated with the loop plant and facilities of ILECs should be allocated and recovered by services that utilize the local loop, including the ILECs’ intrastate carrier access services.  This position was clearly enunciated in a number of our prior proceedings.
  Although the Commission undertook extensive access charge reforms in the context of both its landmark Global Order proceeding and subsequent case adjudications, it did not enunciate a position that the loop plant and facilities costs of ILECs are anything but joint.  The Global Order held that the recovery of the jurisdictional non-traffic sensitive costs of such loop plant and facilities should continue from all intrastate services that utilize them including access.
   This led to substantial reform of the intrastate carrier charge component of the switched carrier access services of both major and rural ILECs, but it did not result in its outright elimination.  This non-elimination of the carrier charge was sustained by the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania in its in-depth review of the Global Order.
   Most notably, the benefits of the ILEC intrastate access charge reforms adopted in the Global Order were required to be passed through by the interested long-distance interexchange carriers (IXCs) to the IXCs’ respective end-user customers.

If we were to adopt the “incremental cost” theory of Verizon in the instant proceedings, then the intrastate common carrier charges of Verizon PA and all other ILECs would have to be eliminated.  Furthermore, the treatment of the non-traffic sensitive loop plant and facility costs required by the “incremental cost” theory may not only run counter to established Commission precedent under applicable Pennsylvania law, but it may also implicate relevant provisions of the federal TA-96.  Under Section 254(k), 47 U.S.C. § 254(k), both this Commission and the FCC “shall establish any necessary cost allocation rules, accounting safeguards, and guidelines to ensure that services included in the definition of universal service bear no more than a reasonable share of the joint and common costs of facilities used to provide those services.” 47 U.S.C. § 254(k) (emphasis added).

As stated before, the cost methods and standards that have been developed and applied to the intrastate carrier access services of ILECs are equally applicable for ascertaining an appropriate measure of relevant cost for the intrastate carrier access services of CLECs that are subject to the statutory mandate of Section 3017(c) of the Code.  This includes an appropriate and reasonable measure of a CLEC’s joint loop costs to be assigned to its switched intrastate carrier access services.  At the same time, CLECs that impose intrastate carrier access charges that are higher than those of an ILEC in the same service territory are statutorily obliged to justify such higher rates on the basis of a reasonable measure of underlying cost.  In this respect, the use of FDC and embedded cost revenue requirement standards and methods should be available to a CLEC for deriving this reasonable measure of underlying cost in order to cost justify its rates in the ILEC’s “same service territory.”

The Initial Decision of ALJ Weismandel points to numerous flaws in the FDC embedded accounting-revenue requirement study submitted by PTI.  The ALJ therefore recommended that the rates of PTI be lowered to those of the incumbent local exchange carrier.  These factual disputes underline the difficulties associated with standards, methodologies, and studies that strive to ascertain the measure of costs for particular categories of telecommunications services.  However, although measures of cost are important in the derivation of intrastate access charges for telecommunications carriers that operate under our jurisdiction, establishing legally acceptable just and reasonable rates is this Commission’s ultimate goal.

It should be noted that the FCC adopted a “tariff benchmark mechanism” that was largely based on ILEC interstate access charges.  The FCC recognized that certain CLECs that operate in rural areas may incur higher costs for providing interstate access services, and adopted the classification of a “rural CLEC” and the mechanism of a “Rural Exemption.”  The FCC also utilizes the NECA interstate access tariffs as a pricing guide for the qualifying rural CLECs.

Finally, the issue of rate refunds should be determined in accordance with the applicable statutory mandate at 66 Pa.C.S. § 1312.  The fact that the Commission may not have put forward effective guidance regarding the substantive issues in these proceedings does not affect the parameters governing the finding that a particular rate or rates can be unlawful and subject to refund.




3.
Disposition
This proceeding shall be remanded to the OALJ for mediation for a period of not more than sixty (60) days following the entry of this Order.  An extension of thirty (30) days may be requested from the Commission.  In the event that mediation fails to produce a settlement, this case will be remanded to the OALJ for further adjudication and the preparation of an Initial Decision on Remand consistent with the following guidelines:

1.
The “cost justified” standard of Section 3017(c), 66 Pa.CS. § 3017(c), equates with a “reasonable measure of costs” for a CLEC’s intrastate switched access services.  

2.
A reasonable measure of the CLEC’s local loop plant can be included in the CLEC cost study performed for establishing the reasonable measure of costs for its intrastate access services.  

3.
Although FDC embedded accounting-revenue requirement cost studies by the CLEC are generally acceptable, consideration should be given to forward-looking economic cost studies that treat the CLEC’s loop costs as joint costs.  In ascertaining the joint loop costs of a CLEC, consideration should be given to whether the CLEC’s loop costs can, in part, be derived from the UNE-Loop (UNE-L) rates that the CLEC pays for leasing loops to its end-user customers from an ILEC or multiple ILECs.  Similarly, in any CLEC cost study, there must be a clear and well documented demonstration of how the CLEC recovers joint loop costs from services other than intrastate switched access.  

4.
The cost justification of the ILEC’s intrastate access rates is immaterial in ascertaining the reasonable measure of costs for the CLEC’s intrastate switched carrier access services.  However, ILEC and CLEC intrastate and interstate switched access rates may be used as proxy benchmarks for establishing an appropriate range of just and reasonable intrastate access rates for a particular CLEC.  Rural ILEC intrastate and interstate access rates may play a role in establishing such a range if a particular CLEC operates in rural exchanges of a non-rural ILEC and/or in the service area of a rural ILEC.

5.
There must be appropriate consideration given to whether the CLEC’s interstate carrier access charges influence or interact in any fashion with the reasonable measure of cost and the setting of the CLEC’s intrastate carrier access charges.

6.
The issue of rate refunds, if any, shall be adjudicated under 66 Pa. C.S. § 1312 regarding the determination of unjust and unreasonable rates and the issuance of refunds together with interest at the legal rate.
Conclusion

Based upon the foregoing discussion, the Exceptions of Penn Telecomm, Inc. are granted in part and denied in part, the petition to intervene filed by CTSI, LLC is denied, the Motion to Strike the Amicus Curiae Exceptions of CTSI, LLC is granted, the ALJ’s Initial Decision is vacated, and we shall refer this matter to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for mediation; THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Exceptions of Penn Telecom, Inc. are granted in part and denied in part, consistent with this Opinion and Order.


2.
That the Petition to Intervene of CTSI, LLC is denied, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

3.
That Verizon’s Motion to Strike the Amicus Curiae Exceptions of CTSI, LLC is granted, consistent with this Opinion and Order
4.
That the Initial Decision of ALJ Wayne L. Weismandel is vacated, consistent with this Opinion and Order. 

5.
That this matter is referred to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for mediation for a period of not more than sixty (60) days following the entry of this order.  The mediation period may be extended for an additional thirty (30) days upon appropriate request to the Commission.
6.
In the event that mediation fails to produce a settlement in this proceeding the case is remanded to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for further evidentiary proceedings, as necessary, and the preparation of an Initial Decision on Remand consistent with this Opinion and Order.







BY THE COMMISSION,







James J. McNulty







Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  August 7, 2008
ORDER ENTERED:  August 29, 2008
�	PTI received a ten-day extension to file Exceptions.


�	In Verizon v. CTSI, ALJ Colwell recommended that the Commission provide guidance regarding: (1) the proper method to perform a cost study to determine whether a CLEC’s access charges are cost justified; (2) the definition of “cost justified;” and (3) whether CLEC access charges that are higher than the ILEC’s access charges must be shown to be “cost justified” at the time the tariffed rates are filed with the Commission or whether a CLEC may wait for the rate to be challenged before having to demonstrate that the rates are “cost justified.”  Docket No. C-20077332, R.D. at 13.


�	In this regard, the ALJ stated “a cost study designed to answer just the question of what it costs the CLEC involved in the case to only provide switched access service is all that should be acceptable.”  I.D. at 15.  He rejected PTI’s cost study on the grounds it was a revenue requirement study, rather than a study designed to determine the actual cost of providing intrastate switched access service.  Id.


�	Verizon filed no Exceptions, Penn Telecom filed six Exceptions, and CTSI proposed seven Amicus Curiae Exceptions.  CTSI’s seven proposed Exceptions overlap some of the issues raised by PTI, but CTSI clearly seeks to raise issues not raised by PTI.


�	See generally Docket No. C-20077332, Verizon’s R. Exc. at 16.


�	See generally AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc. v. Verizon North Inc. and Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. C-20027195, Verizon PA Exc. on Remand to the Recommended Decision of ALJ Cynthia Williams Fordham issued on December 7, 2005, submitted on January 9, 2006.


�	Pa. PUC, et al. v. Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. R-00963550 (December 16, 1996), at 23-24 (100% of dial tone line costs cannot be solely allocated to local exchange service); and Formal Investigation to Examine and Establish Updated Universal Service Principles and Policies for Telecommunications Services in the Commonwealth, Docket No. I-00940035 (August 31, 1995), at 12 (“[A] portion of all joint shared and common costs, including overhead costs, should be reasonably assigned to basic universal service.”).  Our January 28, 1997 Order at Docket No. I-00940035 reaffirmed our findings in our September 5, 1995 Order at Docket No. L-00950105 that the local loop is a joint cost and not only a direct cost for providing only those services included with the then adopted definition of “basic universal service.”


�	Joint Petition of Nextlink Pennsylvania, Inc., et al., Docket Nos. P�00991648 and P-00991649 (September 30, 1999), at 11-56, 196 PUR4th 172, 186-203 (Global Order), aff’d, Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 763 A.2d 440 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2000), vacated in part sub nom. MCI Worldcom Inc. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 844 A.2d 1239 (Pa. 2004).


�	763 A.2d at 480.


�	Global Order, at 58, 196 PUR4th at 204. In contrast, under the currently existing statutory scheme of Chapter 30 the long-distance services of IXCs — including those of certain Verizon Companies such as MCI Communications Services, Inc. and Verizon Long Distance – are deemed to be “competitive” and are not under this Commission’s price regulation.  66 Pa.C.S. §§ 3018(a) and (b)(1).


�	See generally In re Access Charge Reform—Reform of Access Charges Imposed by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, CC Docket No. 96-262 (FCC Rel. April 27, 2001), Seventh Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 01-146, ¶ 80, 16 FCC Rcd 9923 at 9955-9956; see also CC Docket No. 96-262 (FCC Rcd May 18, 2004), Eighth Report and Order and Fifth Order on Reconsideration, FCC 04-110, 19 FCC Rcd 9108.
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