Decision No. R97-469-I

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 97A-029T

in the matter of the application of mcimetro access transmission services company, inc., for price regulation and relaxed regulation

interim order of 
administrative law judge
ken f. kirkpatrick
setting forth questions
re:  stipulation

Mailed Date:  May 7, 1997   

I. STATEMENT, FINDINGS, AND CONCLUSIONS

A. At the hearing on May 8, 1997 the parties shall be prepared to answer the following: 

General Questions Re: Stipulation in Docket No. 97A-029T

1.
What exactly is being authorized re:  price bands?  Approval of a methodology only?  Is it just an agreement to set the ceiling at U S WEST’s prices and the floor at TSLRIC?



Will there be cost studies filed supporting each individual service and product floor when the band of prices is filed?



Will the initial price bands be filed under advice letter as a tariff (e.g., 30 days notice and time for Commissioners to suspend)?



When and how will TSLRIC for all the products be evaluated?



What about price bands for new products?  Will there be a new advice letter?


2.
Does U S WEST have a comparable product for all products subject to this application?



If not, what will the ceiling price for the price band be for those products?


3.
RE:  paragraph B1c, p. 4, setting price floors at TSLRIC - does TSLRIC of residential under this paragraph (and the rules referenced) include any costs for the local loop?



If not, what is the order of magnitude/rough estimate of TSLRIC for residential - won’t it be quite low?  (e.g., <$5/mo.)



Does this mean that MCImetro could offer basic residential service for $5/month?



Will MCImetro be required to show that the revenues of all the services that use the loop recover, in total, the cost of the loop plus the individual TSLRICs?  When and where?


4.
What is the effect of the waiver granted to MCImetro in Decision No. C97-175 in Docket No. 97M-010T on MCImetro’s obligation to file cost studies in this proceeding?



Paragraph B3 of that decision, third sen-tence, appears to indicate that this docket is to eval-uate the adequacy of cost support for MCImetro’s entire local exchange tariff.



Does the stipulation do this?


5.
Is there any prohibition against back-to-back-to-back etc. promotional offerings of <90 days each?



Paragraph B4b, p. 8, says that promotional offerings of >90 days must be filed with an advice let-ter, but no cost support “unless required by the Com-mission.”



How would the Commission require support?



By suspension?



Is there any mechanism short of suspension?  



Can promotions include practices that have implications well beyond the promotion period?  [See Section 4.3 of MCImetro’s current tariff, Original Page No. 102].


6.
Does the MCImetro local tariff contain dereg-ulated services such as voice mail, call waiting, or advanced features?



If yes, how can these be in MCImetro’s tar-iff?



If yes, isn’t this at odds with MCImetro’s claim that it does not offer deregulated services?



How does this effect the need for MCImetro to segregate costs?


7.
Concerning GAAP:  Paragraph B5, p. 8, says that MCImetro may use GAAP under certain conditions.  Paragraph B5b says that in the event that one of those conditions is not met, the authority to use GAAP ”shall be null and void.”  Who makes the determination, and in what sort of proceeding, whether MCImetro has produced the Colorado-specific data?

II. ORDER

It is Ordered That:

The parties shall address the questions set forth above.

This Order is effective immediately.
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ATTEST:  A TRUE COPY



____________________

Bruce N. Smith

Director



THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO



KEN F. KIRKPATRICK
________________________________

Administrative Law Judge
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