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ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING

[. Summary

This rulemaking seeks to develop and implement changes to the
Commission’s application of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
to telecommunications utilities under our jurisdiction. The objective is to
develop rules and policies that will (1) ensure that the Commission’s practices
comply with the current requirements and policies of CEQA, (2) promote the
development of an advanced telecommunications infrastructure, particularly
with regard to facilities that provide broadband capabilities, and (3) make certain
that the application of CEQA in the area of telecommunications does not cause
undue harm to competition, particularly intermodal competition.

It is our intent to develop rules and policies that will provide certainty that
the Commission’s application of CEQA is workable for, and recognizes the
unique characteristics of, the telecommunications industry. The State’s
telecommunications infrastructure is vital to its economy and plays an
increasingly important role in the social fabric of our communities. Broad
availability of state-of-the-art telecommunications technologies has been a
longstanding objective of this Commission and a clear policy preference of the
Legislature, even as technological innovation has rapidly redefined what is
considered “state-of-the-art.” The competitive nature of the telecommunications
market has brought important benefits to consumers in the State, and both
federal and state policy support a competitive telecommunications marketplace.

On February 3, 2000, the Commission initiated Rulemaking (R.) 00-02-003
to reform our CEQA policies with regard to telecommunications carriers under

our jurisdiction. This proceeding, despite being open over five and a half years,



R.06-10-006 COM/JB2/sid

has not resulted in any new policies or rules.! While awaiting Commission
action and the promulgation of rules in this rulemaking, potential entrants to the
telecommunications markets have not had clear rules or guidelines to assist them
as they seek Commission approval of their applications. Perhaps more
troubling, the Commission itself has not had the benefit of clear procedures to
guide its application of CEQA when presented with an application from a
potential entrant.

Until the Commission establishes a clearly articulated and workable
approach to the application of CEQA to telecommunications carriers under our
jurisdiction, we will have uncertainty. Specifically, we are concerned that
uncertainty has deterred investment in our State’s critical telecommunications
infrastructure and hindered the deployment of advanced telecommunications
networks. This rulemaking seeks to end that uncertainly by developing clear,
pragmatic and effective policies, programs and requirements for complying with

the Commission’s obligations under CEQA.

I Comments were filed in R.00-02-003 between March and July of 2000, and the
assigned administrative law judge (ALJ) and Commission staff carefully reviewed these
filings. However, this proceeding essentially lay dormant from 2001 until it was
reassigned to Commission Brown in 2005. On August 24, 2006, the Commission
rejected a proposed decision in this proceeding.
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Il. CEQA

A. Overview

The principal objective of the CEQA, Public Resources Code

Sections 21000, et seq.,? is to develop and maintain a high-quality environment in
California in the present and in the future.* CEQA requires public agencies,*
under certain conditions, to identify the significant environmental effects® of their
actions, and alternatives to these actions, and to either avoid or mitigate those
significant environmental effects, where feasible.* CEQA only applies to a
government action if (1) it involves a discretionary decision of a public agency,
(2) a public agency is approving an activity that may have a significant effect on

the environment, and (3) it falls within the definition of a project.” In

2 In addition to the provision of the Public Resources Code, the California Resources
Agency has adopted regulations, as required by Public Resources Code Section 21083,
which provide detailed procedures that public agencies must follow to apply CEQA.
The CEQA Guidelines are codified at 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000,
et seq.

3 Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21000, 21001.

4 "Public agency’ includes any state agency, board, or commission, any county, city and
county, city, regional agency, public district, redevelopment agency, or other political
subdivision.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21063.)

5 "Significant effect on the environment’ means a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in the environment.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21068.)

¢ "Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21061.1.)

7 "Project’ means an activity which may cause either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment,

Footnote continued on next page
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determining whether an activity constitutes a project, a public agency must look
at all of the parts, components, and phases of the activity.?

A “lead agency” determines whether a government action constitutes a
project. A lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon
the environment.® A "responsible agency" is a “public agency, other than the
lead agency, which has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.”
In response to a consultation by a lead agency, a responsible agency must
actively participate in the lead agency’s CEQA process, review the lead agency’s
CEQA documents, and use that document when making a decision on the

project.t

and which is any of the following: “(a) An activity directly undertaken by any public
agency. (b) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported, in whole or in part,
through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of assistance from one or
more public agencies. (c) An activity that involves the issuance to a person of a lease,
permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies.”
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21065.)

8 California courts have interpreted the statutory definition of the definition of “project”
(particularly the phrase “whole of the action”) as meaning that it is contrary to CEQA to
break up a project into smaller components to avoid CEQA requirements. (See CEQA
Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., § 15378(c); Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, *394-*396.)

o Pub. Res. Code, § 21067.

10 Jd., § 21069.

1 Id., § 21069; see also CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg. §§ 15096, 15381. There are
also “Trustee Agencies,” which are state agencies that have jurisdiction by law over

natural resources affected by a project, that are held in trust for the people of the State
of California. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21070.)
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Once a lead agency has determined that an activity is a project under
CEQA, the lead agency must decide whether an exemption applies. There are
four types of exemptions: statutory exemptions, categorical exemptions, general
rule exemptions (where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility
that the activity may have a significant impact on the environment), and
disapproved project exemptions.'

If an exemption does not apply to a project, then the lead agency must
prepare an initial study to determine whether to prepare either a negative
declaration® or an environmental impact report (EIR)."* If the lead agency finds
that there is no substantial evidence showing that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment, it must prepare a negative declaration. In
some cases, a public agency may find that certain measures can be incorporated

in, or changes made, to the project description that would mitigate any

2. CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., § 15061(b).

13 "Negative declaration” means a written statement briefly describing the reasons that
a proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment and does not
require the preparation of an environmental impact report.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21064.)

14 An EIR is a detailed statement discussing any potential significant environmental
impacts of a project. An EIR “ ... shall be considered by every public agency prior to its
approval or disapproval of a project. The purpose of an environmental impact report is
to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the
effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in
which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate
alternatives to such a project...” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21061.)
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significant environmental impacts, and that an EIR may not be necessary. In
those cases, the public agency prepares a “mitigated negative declaration.”'>

If the lead agency determines that a government activity is a project, is
not exempt from CEQA, and may cause significant effects on the environment
that cannot be addressed by a mitigated negative declaration, then the lead
agency must prepare an EIR. After reviewing a final EIR, a lead agency and
responsible agencies may not approve a project that has a significant
environmental impact unless the lead and responsible agencies eliminate or
substantially lessen all significant effects on the environment where feasible and
find that the benefit of the project outweighs any remaining significant
environmental effects found to be unavoidable.’® If the lead and responsible
agencies approve a project with significant environmental effects, then they must
file a Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining why the agencies will

accept and tolerate the significant environmental effects.”

15 "“Mitigated negative declaration” means a negative declaration prepared for a project
when the initial study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment,
but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the
applicant before the proposed negative declaration and initial study are released for
public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no
significant effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no substantial
evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as
revised, may have a significant effect on the environment.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21064.5.)

16 CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., §§ 15092, 15096(h).

7 Pub. Res. Code, § 21081; CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., § 15093.
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B. Compliance with CEQA

Our objective is to ensure that the Commission is in compliance with
the requirements of CEQA. We take our obligations in this arena seriously and
we remain fully committed to the objectives of CEQA to ensure that the impacts
of our policies on the environment are taken into account in our decision-making
process.

Telecommunications carriers seeking to enter the intrastate
telecommunications market must receive authority from the Commission by
filing an application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN),
as required by Public Utilities Code Section 1001.® The Commission, in issuing
such authority, has determined that this is a discretionary decision and therefore,
has applied CEQA when reviewing carriers’” requests for CPCNs.?

In order to ensure compliance with CEQA, the Commission has
required applicants seeking authority to undertake projects subject to CEQA to
take steps to assure our ability to perform the required CEQA analysis.

Furthermore, as required by CEQA, the Commission promulgated rules

18 Public Utilities Code Section 1001 provides, in relevant part: "No . . . telephone
corporation . . . shall begin construction of a . . . line, plant, or system, or of any
extension thereof, without having first obtained from the Commission a certificate that
present or future public convenience and necessity require or will require such
construction. This article shall not be construed to require any such corporation to
secure such certificate for an extension within any city or city and county within which
it has theretofore lawfully commenced operations . . ., or for an extension within or to
territory already served by it, necessary in the ordinary course of business."

19 D.95-07-054, Opinion in Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion
into Competition for Local Exchange Service; Order Instituting Investigation on the
Commission's Own Motion into Competition for Local Exchange Service, 1995 Cal. PUC
LEXIS 604, *33-*34, *85.
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implementing CEQA procedures.?? The Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (Rules), as revised and effective September 13, 2006, state:

2.4. (Rule 2.4) CEQA Compliance

(a) Applications for authority to undertake any projects that
are subject to the California Environmental Quality Act of
1970, Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. (CEQA)
and the guidelines for implementation of CEQA, California
Administrative Code Sections 15000 et seq., shall be
consistent with these codes and this rule.

(b) Any application for authority to undertake a project that
is not statutorily or categorically exempt from CEQA
requirements shall include a Proponent's Environmental
Assessment (PEA). The PEA shall include all information
and studies required under the Commission's Information
and Criteria List adopted pursuant to Chapter 1200 of the
Statutes of 1977 (Government Code Sections 65940 through
65942), which is published on the Commission's Internet
website.

(c) Any application for authority to undertake a project that
is statutorily or categorically exempt from CEQA
requirements shall so state, with citation to the relevant
authority.?!

Some telecommunications providers have been authorized to build out
their networks without further review from this Commission. We have
previously held that the Commission does not need to make a discretionary

decision that would require the application of the requirements under CEQA.

20 Pub. Res. Code, § 21082; CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., § 15022.

21 20 Cal. Code of Reg., § 2.4.
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Other carriers who received a mitigated negative declaration between 1995 and
December of 1999, have been authorized to build statewide within existing utility
rights-of-way, although there is some variation in the requirements imposed by
the various negative declarations.2 The Commission stopped issuing batch
negative declarations in late 1999.2 Other carriers, including many that obtained

their CPCNs after late 1999, received project-specific authority to construct.

[ll. Background.

In 1993, this Commission articulated a clear policy that all
telecommunications markets should be open for competition.2* The Legislature
followed suit, adopting Public Utilities Code Section 709.5, which ordered the
opening of all markets to competition. The Commission implemented this
statute and opened the local telecommunications markets to competition in
D.95-07-054.25 The federal government subsequently adopted the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

The opening of local telephone markets to competition in the 1990s

required the Commission to begin granting CPCNs to new carriers. These

4

22 There is also some uncertainty as to the precise meaning of the term “right-of-way.”

2 See D.99-12-050, Opinion in Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own

Motion into Competition for Local Exchange Service; Order Instituting Rulemaking on the
Commission’s Own Motion into Competition for Local Exchange Service, 1999 Cal. PUC

LEXIS 787.

24 See Enhancing California’s Competitive Strength: A Strategy for Telecommunications
Infrastructure: A Report to the Governor, California Public Utilities Commission,
November 1993. This report may be found at the following URL:

http:/ /haven.com/calstrat.html

25 D.95-07-054, 1995 Cal. PUC LEXIS 604.

-10 -
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actions raised the issue of how the Commission can best discharge its obligations
under CEQA when granting authority to provide local telephone service. There
are incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs), competitive local carriers (CLCs),
non-dominant interexchange carriers (NDIECs), and wireless carriers, and
different CPCN processes apply to these different types of carriers.

We initially established rules for granting CPCNs to facilities-based CLCs
in D.95-07-054. Different rules apply to NDIECs.2¢ Under the procedures
established in D.95-07-054, we processed a group of 40 CLC CPCN candidates
who filed petitions for CPCN approval by September 1, 1995, and granted
qualifying CLCs authority, effective January 1, 1996, to provide facilities-based
competitive local exchange service. The rules in D.95-07-054 required that all
CLCs comply with the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Commission Rules, and
that the Commission perform CEQA review for each CLC filing at the level it
determined to be appropriate.

As part of the approval process of the initial group of facilities-based
CLCs, we prepared and approved a mitigated negative declaration as called for
under CEQA. We found that, with the incorporation of appropriate mitigating
measures as identified in the negative declaration, the proposed CLC projects

would not have a significant adverse environmental impact.2? We adopted this

26 D.97-06-107, Registration Process for NDIECs (1997), 1997 Cal. PUC LEXIS 535.

27 D.95-12-057, Opinion in Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion
into Competition for Local Exchange Service; Order Instituting Investigation on the
Commission's Own Motion into Competition for Local Exchange Service, 1995 Cal. PUC
LEXIS 967, *11-*12.

-11 -
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consolidated mitigated negative declaration in conjunction with our approval of
the CLC CPCNs in D.95-12-057.28

We advised prospective CLCs that any filings for CLC operating authority
made after September 1, 1995, would be treated as standard applications and
processed in the normal course of the Commission's business.

In D.96-12-020, we instituted a quarterly processing cycle for granting
CPCN authority to facilities-based CLCs in order to streamline the approval
process.?? For facilities-based CLCs with environmental impacts similar to those
CLCs already approved in prior decisions, the CEQA review process required
the quarterly preparation of a consolidated mitigated negative declaration. It is
this process that has been referred to as the “batch negative declaration” process.
If we found, upon review, that a negative declaration was unsuitable because of
the nature of construction or installation of facilities being proposed by a given
CLC, we retained the discretion to prepare an EIR.

In D.99-12-050, we revised our administrative procedures for the filing and
processing of CLCs CPCN request for facilities-based authority, because of

challenges we faced with the batch mitigated negative declaration process.*

28 ]d., *39-*40.

2 D.96-12-020, Opinion in Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Motion
into Competition for Local Exchange Service; Order Instituting Investigation on the
Commission's Own Motion into Competition for Local Exchange Service, 1996 Cal. PUC
LEXIS 1081, *1.

30 D.99-12-050, 1999 Cal. PUC LEXIS 787, *5.

-12 -
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Rather than preparing consolidated negative declarations, we began performing
specific environmental reviews of each CLCs’ proposed projects.3

Thus, as of January 1, 2000, we reviewed, on an individual basis, each
application by a CLC before us. If we determined that a negative declaration or
an EIR was necessary, we prepared it on an individual, project-specific basis. We
recognized in D.99-12-050 that this change in our approach to CEQA review for
CLC CPCN applications raised concerns for local competition, and we stressed
the need to further address this issue.32 Less than two months after the issuance
of D.99-12-050, we opened R.00-02-030 to address, among others, this concern.

Recently, as we have issued CPCNs for facilities-based networks, we have
clarified a process by which carriers may claim that their projects are
categorically exempt under CEQA. We first applied this new process for
claiming exemptions in D.06-04-030, issued April 13, 2006, where we granted
NewPath communications a modification of its CPCN to offer facilities based
service.3® In that decision, we laid out a process for carriers to claim an
exemption from CEQA. We have applied the same procedural requirements to
other applications for CPCNs or modifications to CPCNs that we have granted
since April 2006 on an ad hoc basis pending the development more

comprehensive policy.

31 Id., *5-%6.
32 Id., *5-*6.

33 D.06-04-030, Application of NewPath Networks, LLC (U-6928-C) for a Modification to its
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity in Order to Provide Competitive Local
Exchange, Access and Non-Dominant Interexchange Services, 2006 Cal. PUC LEXIS 118.

-13 -
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Under this recent process, if a carrier wishes to engage in full facilities-
based construction activities and believes that these activities are exempt from
CEQA, the carrier shall first apply to the Commission’s Energy Division staff for

a determination of exemption from CEQA using the following procedure:

e Applicant provides the Commission’s Energy Division with:

0 A detailed description of the proposed project, including;:
o Customer(s) to be served;

e The precise location of the proposed construction project;
and

e Regional and local site maps.
0 A description of the environmental setting, including at a
minimum:
e Cultural, historical, and paleontologic resources;
e Biological resources; and

e Current land use and zoning,.

0 A construction workplan, including;:

e Commission Preconstruction Survey Checklist —
Archaeological Resources;

e Commission Preconstruction Survey Checklist — Biological
Resources;

e A detailed schedule of construction activities, including
site restoration activities;

e A description of construction/installation techniques;

o A list of other agencies contacted with respect to siting,
land use planning, and environmental resource issues,
including contact information; and

e A list of permits required for the proposed project.

0 A statement of the CEQA exemption(s) claimed to apply to
the proposed project; and

-14 -
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0 Documentation supporting the finding of exemption from
CEQA.

The Commission’s Energy Division then reviews the submittal and notifies
the applicant, within 21 days, of either its approval or its denial of the applicant’s
claim of exemption. If the Commission’s Energy Division approves the
applicant’s claimed CEQA exemption(s), Commission staff prepares a Notice to
Proceed (NTP) and files a Notice of Exemption with the State Clearinghouse at

the Office of Planning and Research.

-15 -
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However, if the Commission’s Energy Division disapproves the
applicant’s claimed CEQA exemptions, it will issue a letter stating the specific
reasons that the claimed CEQA exemptions do not apply to the proposed project
In this case, the applicant must either re-design the specific project and facilities
and reapply for a finding of exemption from CEQA, or file a formal application
with the Commission seeking the requisite approval and full CEQA review,
before commencing any facilities-based construction activities. Applicants are
not allowed to engage in any construction activity relating to a pending CEQA
exemption request before receiving an NTP from the Commission’s Energy
Division staff. The CPCNs the Commission is currently issuing make it clear that
the requirements regarding CEQA may be changed if the Commission adopts

new policies or processes.

IV. Promoting the Development of an Advanced
Telecommunications Infrastructure

State telecommunications policies are set forth in Public Utilities Code

Section 709. These policies are as follows:

(a) To continue our universal service commitment by assuring
the continued affordability and widespread availability of high-
quality telecommunications services to all Californians.

(b) To focus efforts on providing educational institutions, health
care institutions, community-based organizations, and
governmental institutions with access to advanced
telecommunications services in recognition of their economic
and societal impact.

(c) To encourage the development and deployment of new
technologies and the equitable provision of services in a way
that efficiently meets consumer need and encourages the
ubiquitous availability of a wide choice of state-of-the-art
services.

-16 -
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(d) To assist in bridging the “digital divide” by encouraging
expanded access to state-of-the-art technologies for rural, inner-
city, low-income, and disabled Californians.

(e) To promote economic growth, job creation, and the
substantial social benefits that will result from the rapid
implementation of advanced information and communications
technologies by adequate long-term investment in the necessary
infrastructure.

(f) To promote lower prices, broader consumer choice, and
avoidance of anticompetitive conduct.

(g) To remove the barriers to open and competitive markets and
promote fair product and price competition in a way that
encourages greater efficiency, lower prices, and more consumer
choice.

(h) To encourage fair treatment of consumers through provision
of sufficient information for making informed choices,
establishment of reasonable service quality standards, and
establishment of processes for equitable resolution of billing
and service problems.3

This detailed list of state policy objectives sets the goals for telecommunications
regulatory policy proceedings, such as this one. It also clearly calls for regulators
to adopt policies that encourage increased access to, and usage of, advanced
telecommunication services.

Furthermore, in an effort to bring advanced telecommunication services to
all Californians, the Legislature ordered the Commission to “consider . . . [h]Jow
to encourage the timely and economic development of an advanced public

communications infrastructure, which may include a variety of competitive

34 Pub. Util. Code, § 709.

-17 -
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providers.”? It declares that any new policies adopted as a result of this review

should seek to achieve the following goals:

(1) To provide all citizens and businesses with access to the
widest possible array of advanced communications services.

(2) To provide the state’s educational and health care
institutions with access to advanced communications services.

(3) To ensure cost-effective deployment of technology so as to
protect ratepayers’ interests and the affordability of
telecommunications services . . .3

This provision clearly establishes that regulatory policies should encourage
access to a wide choice of advanced telecommunication services.

Similar direction is found in statutory provisions regarding universal
service. Public Utilities Code Section 871.7 provides that the “feasibility” of
redefining universal telephone service to include advanced telecommunication
services depends on the following considerations:

(1) Technological and competitive neutrality.

(2) Equitable distribution of the funding burden for redefined
universal service . . . among all affected consumers and
industries, thereby ensuring that regulated utilities” ratepayers
do not bear a disproportionate share of funding responsibility.

(3) Benefits that justify the costs.”

35 Pub. Util. Code, § 882(c)(2).
36 Pub. Util. Code, § 882.

3 Pub. Util. Code, § 871.7(d).

-18 -
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Thus, the Legislature reiterated its intent that our policies encourage
development of a wide variety of advanced telecommunication facilities and
services.

Finally, it is the policy of the State of California, as expressed in Public
Utilities Code Section 767.7(a)(1), to “. . . encourage [] the rapid and economic
development of telecommunications services to all Californians.” This desire is
consistent with that expressed by Congress. The Telecommunications Act of
1996 declares that “[i]t shall be the policy of the United States to encourage the
provision of new technologies and services to the public.”38

State policy encourages the deployment of advanced telecommunications
networks. We must seek to ensure that, in applying CEQA, we do so in a way
that minimizes any harm to the State’s clear and oft reiterated policy favoring the
widespread deployment and availability of advanced telecommunications
services, including broadband and wireless technologies. When we are
considering how best to apply CEQA for telecommunications carriers under our
jurisdiction, among those proposals that comply with CEQA, we will give
significant weight to those that best foster the deployment of an advanced
telecommunications network.

We believe that striking this balance is achievable and will be the central
focus of this proceeding. Parties are directed to develop proposals for how the
Commission can comply with CEQA requirements and to comment on how
these proposals are consistent with California’s clearly articulated policy

favoring the deployment of advanced telecommunications services. We ask

8 47 U.S.C., § 157(a).

-19 -
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parties to comment on how to best balance the environmental protections
provided by CEQA with the myriad benefits deployment of advanced
telecommunications facilities brings to California.

For ILECs such as AT&T and Verizon, and also for certain other
telecommunications carriers that have CPCNs that contain no restrictions, the
Commission does not currently perform CEQA review. We seek parties
comment on whether CEQA requires review of network expansions by
telecommunications carriers under our jurisdiction that already have
Commission authority to serve the entire state or a specific service territory. We

also request parties to provide us with a legal basis for their conclusions.

V. Encouraging and Promoting Competition

The very foundation of telecommunications policy both in California, and
at the federal level, is competition. For decades, the telecommunications market
has been increasingly subject to competition and our policies have been evolving
to both reflect the spread of competition and to encourage its further
development and use.

The clear policy guidance at both the state and federal level is for
Commission policies to favor the development of a competitive
telecommunications market so that consumers can reap the benefits such
competition engenders. Our policies seek to promote competition among
multiple networks and technologies. Such intermodal competition is key to
reaping the full benefits of competition. Reducing barriers to entry is a basic
requirement for the development of competition. Over the past decade, we have
attempted to remove the regulatory barriers that prevent competition in the local

telephone market.

-20 -
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We are concerned that our lack of a clearly articulated policy regarding our
application of CEQA to telecommunications carriers has, in itself, created a
barrier to entry. We are also concerned that, because carriers that have entered
the market since 1999 face significantly different requirements for Commission
approval of network expansions than the ILECs, or even the CLCs that entered
the market prior to 1999, the level of competition has been hindered by our
regulatory regime. We also recognize that competition does not only come from
new entrants, but also comes from existing carriers. A regulatory process that
hinders the ability of existing carriers, particularly those that have authority that
predates late 1999, might also serve to reduce the vigor of the competition upon

which our telecommunications policy is built.

VI. Policy Options for Consideration

A. Multi-Level Review and Approval of Utility
Projects

One possible approach to CEQA as it applies to telecommunications
carriers would be to implement a multi-level approach, roughly analogous to the
process used by electric projects under our General Order (GO) 131-D.*
Pursuant to GO 131-D, electric transmission projects above 200 kilovolts (kV)

require the utility to obtain a CPCN from the Commission, projects between

% See D.94-06-014, Opinion in Investigation on the Commission's own motion into the rules,
procedures and practices which should be applicable to the Commission's review of transmission
lines not exceeding 200 Kilovolts, 1994 Cal. PUC LEXIS 453, modified by D.95-08-038, 1995
Cal. PUC LEXIS 644.

-21 -
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50 kV and 200 kV require a simpler Permit to Construct,* and projects under
50kV do not require Commission approval.*

We seek comment as to whether such a multi-level system could be
developed for application to the telecommunications industry and request
concrete definitions of the various levels. We note that under this rubric, no
distribution facilities constructed by an electric utility require Commission
approval.#? We believe that it would be instructive for parties to compare the
extent of construction of various types of telecommunications projects with the

type of electric distribution-level construction done by utilities for which no

% Review for a permit to construct “. . . focuses solely on environmental concerns,
unlike the CPCN process which considers the need for and economic cost of a proposed
facility.” (D.94-06-014, 1994 Cal. PUC LEXIS 453, *2.)

4 We relied on the following reasoning in our conclusion that lines under 50 kV are
exempt from our active regulation, and therefore, do not require a CPCN or permit
from the Commission for construction of or modification to these lines: 1. Distribution
lines are almost always located on public and private rights of way as needed to supply
all qualifying requests for electric service. In most cases, only one route is possible and
only one type of construction is feasible. 2. At this time, there are no significant
problems or concerns in the construction of these distribution facilities that would
justify the extent of regulation set forth in GO 131-D for 50- to 200-kV power lines.

3. Distribution line extensions number into the thousands every year. Meeting

GO 131-D requirements would add a large administrative burden and excessive cost for
all parties involved. 4. Service requests have short lead times, generally only a few
weeks. Delaying construction of the needed distribution facilities would cause major
inconvenience and financial loss to those awaiting service.” (D.94-06-014, 1994 Cal.
PUC LEXIS, *25-*26.)

2 1.94-06-014 provides that “[1]ines under 50 kV, which serve distribution functions,
are usually built in existing rights of way and are generally noncontroversial. The

Commission's complaint procedure insures that if there is a problem it will be
addressed.” (1994 Cal. PUC LEXIS 453, *5.)

-22 -



R.06-10-006 COM/JB2/sid

CEQA review is required. With the advent of fiber optic technologies and the
advances in computing technology, many telecommunications facilities are
smaller and less intrusive than in the past. Given the nature of
telecommunications facilities, it may be the case that the construction of many
telecommunications facilities is of a lesser magnitude, and poses less risk of
significant harm to the environment, than the distribution-level construction of
electric utilities. We ask parties to provide us with information that will assist us

in determining whether this is in fact the case.

B. Local Review, Siting and Construction
Authority

Another proposal for how to address CEQA requirements would be for
the Commission to adopt policies similar to those that we have used for wireless
carriers since 1996. The Commission successfully implemented rules regarding
the proper process to follow under CEQA for the construction of commercial
mobile radio service facilities in California. Since these policies have been in
place, we have seen rapid growth in the deployment of wireless facilities
resulting in more capacity and greater coverage of wireless carriers. These rules
have allowed for the development of a competitive market in wireless service
and were in place as several new carriers entered the marketplace.

From 1990 to 1996, we used an advice letter notification procedure as

promulgated by GO 159.# Under this procedure, cellular carriers were required

43 See D.90-03-080, Interim Opinion in Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's
own motion to develop revisions to General Orders and Rules applicable to siting and
environmental review of cellular mobile radiotelephone utility facilities, 1990 Cal. PUC

LEXIS 1423, which promulgated GO 159. This decision was issued in R.90-01-012. In
D.90-03-080, the Commission adopted GO 159 as interim rules, and continued its
rulemaking to examine whether this GO has served its stated purposes and to consider

Footnote continued on next page
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to file advice letters for each cell site, and Commission approval of each filing
was required to complete the siting process. The Commission, and almost all
parties involved in R.90-01-012, the proceeding to change the rules for siting of
cellular facilities, recognized that the advice letter process was too cumbersome
and also resulted in the Commission’s increased involvement in the
interpretation and enforcement of local land use planning regulation and
building permit issuance.*

In 1996, the Commission promulgated the current rules related to the
construction of commercial mobile radio service facilities in California.
GO 159-A states that cellular service providers that are subject to our jurisdiction
may not begin construction of a cell site or Mobile Telephone Switching Office
(MTSO) in California without first having obtained all requisite land use
approvals required by the relevant local government agency. The cellular service
provider must give the Commission a notification letter stating that it has
obtained the necessary land use approvals or that land use approvals are not
required. GO 159-A also requires cellular service providers to give the
Commission a tariff list of its facilities on a quarterly basis.

Thus, GO 159-A streamlined the procedure cellular carriers use to

notify us of the construction of new facilities or significant modifications to

whether this GO must be revised to reflect technological changes in cellular facilities.
Ultimately, the Commission revised GO 159 in D.96-05-035, and issued GO 159-A.

# D.96-05-035, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's own motion to develop
revisions to General Orders and Rules applicable to siting and environmental review of cellular
mobile radiotelephone utility facilities, Opinion Adopting General Order 159-A Rules Relating
to the Construction of Cellular Radiotelephone Facilities in California, 1996 Cal. PUC

LEXIS 288; see also D. 94-11-018, 1994 Cal. PUC LEXIS 1090; D.94-11-019, 1994 Cal. PUC
LEXIS 1089.
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existing facilities. Specifically, GO 159-A replaced the advice letter process with
a notification letter. Cellular carriers provide copies of these notification letters
to local government authorities. A significant change in GO 159-A from prior
practice is that cellular service providers are no longer required to obtain
Commission authorization prior to commencing construction.

The Commission also recognized that local governments had many
concerns regarding the siting, design, and construction of cell sites and MTSOs,
and as a result, the Commission delegated its authority to regulate the location
and design of cellular facilities to local agencies in GO 159-A, except in those
instances when there is a clear conflict with statewide interests.*> In cases of a
clear conflict of state interests, we review the need to preempt local jurisdiction,
allowing local agencies and citizens an opportunity to present their positions.
The cellular carriers have the burden of proof to demonstrate that
accommodating local agency requirements for any specific site would frustrate
the Commission's objectives. If the cellular carrier is able to prove this point, the
Commission will preempt local jurisdiction pursuant to its authority under

Article XII, Section 8 of the California Constitution.4

4 This is a continuation of a policy established by GO 159.

46 Article XII, Section 8 of the California Constitution provides: “A city, county, or
other public body may not regulate matters over which the Legislature grants
regulatory power to the Commission. This section does not affect power over public
utilities relating to the making and enforcement of police, sanitary, and other
regulations concerning municipal affairs pursuant to a city charter existing on

October 10, 1911, unless that power has been revoked by the city's electors, or the right
of any city to grant franchises for public utilities or other businesses on terms,
conditions, and in the manner prescribed by law.”
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The rules set forth in GO 159-A have worked well for both the cellular
carriers and the consumers in California. GO 159-A strikes a balance in
delegating authority to local governments while still preserving state interests. It
also recognizes the practicality of delegating certain oversight authority to local
governments, and acknowledges that it is not proper for the state to
micromanage the siting and construction of cellular facilities, which has
primarily localized impacts. In this new rulemaking, we will carefully review
both the process by which the rules in GO 159-A were reached, and the specific
procedures in these rules. We will examine whether a parallel process and/or
procedure would be appropriate for the application of CEQA to other

telecommunications utilities under our jurisdiction.

C. Statutory or Categorical Exemption

Both statutory and categorical exemptions to CEQA may assist us in
framing a comprehensive proposal in this proceeding. Statutory exemptions are
descriptions of types of projects for which the California Legislature has
provided a blanket exemption from CEQA procedures and policies.#” One
statutory exemption that may be applicable in considering approval for some
telecommunications projects under our jurisdiction is the exemption for
“ministerial projects.” A ministerial project involves a decision applying fixed,
objective standards that do not require a public agency to use its judgment as to

how the project should be carried out.*® The CEQA Guidelines provide that

# Because CEQA is legislative statute, the Legislature has the authority to exempt
activities from CEQA review. A comprehensive source of statutory exemptions is
found in the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., §§ 15260-15285.

% Pub. Res. Code, § 21080(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., §§ 15268, 15369.

Footnote continued on next page
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public agencies should decide what constitutes a ministerial project based on an
analysis of its own laws.* Furthermore, a “. . . public agency should make such
determination either as a part of its implementing regulations or on a case-by-
case basis.”*® Actions such as issuing a building permit and issuing a business
license are ministerial for CEQA purposes only if the public agency does not
exercise any discretion or judgment in taking these actions.*

Categorical exemptions are descriptions of types of projects the
Secretary of the California Resources Agency has determined do not have a
significant effect on the environment.” Unlike statutory exemptions, categorical
exemptions are not absolute. There are exceptions to the categorical exemptions
depending on the nature or location of the project.”

The Commission has utilized categorical exemptions in the past with
respect to approvals required for telecommunications network deployment. For
example, we have relied on the existing facilities categorical exemption, which
applies to “the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or
minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical

equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of

% CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code Reg., § 15268.
50 Jd,
5t Id; see also, CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code Reg., § 15357.

52 Pub. Res. Code, §§ 12080(b)(9), 21084. Categorical exemptions are found in the CEQA
Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., §§ 15300-15333.

3 Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21084(b), (c), (e); CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Reg., § 15300.2.
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use beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination . ..”> In
D.04-04-014, we found that the installation of optical fiber and related
telecommunications equipment on existing utility structures by third-party
telecommunications providers is categorically exempt from environmental
review under Section 15301 of the CEQA Guidelines.%

Other categorical exemptions may be relevant to our inquiry as well.
These include, but are not necessarily limited to: (1) “replacement or
reconstruction of existing structures and facilities where the new structure will
be located on the same site as the structure replaced and will have substantially
the same purpose and capacity as the structure replaced . . .”;% (2) “construction
and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures; installation
of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the conversion of
existing small structures from one use to another where only minor
modifications are made in the exterior of the structure . . . [this includes] . ..
[w]ater main, sewage, electrical, gas, and other utility extensions, including street
improvements, of reasonable length to serve such construction;”%” and (3) “minor

public or private alterations in the condition of land, water, and/or vegetation

% CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code. Reg., § 15301.

55 D.04-04-014, Opinion Granting Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Petition for
Modification of Decision 03-05-077, In the Matter of the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (U 39 E) for Commission Approval for Irrevocable Lease for Metromedia Fiber
Network Services, Inc. to User Fiber Optic Cable on Certain PG&E Transmission Facilities
Under Terms of an Optic Fiber Installation and IRU Agreement, 2004 Cal. PUC LEXIS 142.

% CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code. Reg., § 15302.

57 Id., § 15303.
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which do not involve removal of healthy, mature, scenic trees except for forestry
or agricultural purposes, [including] ... [m]inor trenching and backfilling where
the surface is restored.”*

We seek comment on whether any statutory or categorical exemptions
may apply to projects by telecommunications carriers under our jurisdiction.
Also, a public agency may file a request with the State’s Office of Planning and
Research to add a class of projects as a categorical exemption.® This request
must “include information supporting a public agency’s position that the class of
projects does, or does not, have a significant effect on the environment.”® We
therefore ask for proposals on (a) whether we should submit a request for a
categorical exemption for certain types of actions by telecommunications carriers
under our jurisdiction to the Office of Planning and Research; and (b) if so, what
should be the scope of the recommendation to the Office of Planning and
Research.

We also seek input from parties regarding the possibility of legislative
relief, perhaps in the form of a statutory exemption. Our Broadband Report,
issued in May 2005, recommended seeking legislation to streamline CEQA
regulations that applied to broadband facilities.®” We ask parties to comment on

what type of legislative action would (1) provide the needed streamlining,

58 Id., § 15304.
5 Pub. Res. Code, § 21086(a); see also Pub. Res. Code, § 21084.

60 Id.

61 Broadband Deployment in California, California Public Utilities Commission, May 2005,
p. 89, http:/ /www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED /REPORT/45539.htm
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(2) allow us to ensure compliance with CEQA and protection of the environment,
(3) advance the goals of supporting deployment of advanced
telecommunications, including broadband, technologies and (4) promote
widespread and vigorous competition.

For example, AB 375 (2005-2006 Session) authored by Assemblyman
Cogdill sought to craft just such a statutory exemption for telecommunications

facilities. The relevant sections of AB 375 were:

(d) The construction and location of a telecommunications
utility extension, including the construction of a reasonable
length to serve customers from existing facilities, and
including a street improvement of reasonable length to serve
the construction, so long as the construction consists of
limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures,
installation of small new equipment and facilities in small
structures, or the conversion of existing small structures
from one use to another where only minor modifications are
made in the exterior of the structure.

(e) The construction and location of a telecommunications
utility facility, including a street improvement to serve the
construction, if the construction is within the public
right-of-way or on a publicly owned or maintained
right-of-way and where the provision of a
telecommunications utility facility has been considered in a
prior environmental impact report or initial study. The
telecommunications utility facility constructed may be
different from that considered in the prior environmental
impact report or initial study so long as the difference is
negligible or minor in nature.

(f) An action by the Public Utilities Commission on an
application for approval of financing transactions by a
telecommunications public utility pursuant to Article 5
(commencing with Section 816) and Article 6 (commencing
with Section 851) of Chapter 4 of Part 1 of Division 1 of the
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Public Utilities Code, regardless of the use of the funds
raised by the financing transaction.

While this particular legislation seeking to create a statutory exemption
did not pass in the Legislature, we seek comment from parties as to whether the
Commission should pursue a statutory exemption with respect to
telecommunications facilities, and if so we seek further comment on the specifics

of such an exemption.

D. Program and Master EIRs

There are several types of EIRs a lead agency may utilize depending on
the scope and specificity of the project, and the decision-making process
involved. The most common type of EIR, the Project EIR, examines the
environmental impacts of a specific development project. A Project EIR focuses
on the changes in the environment that would result from the development
project, and examines all phases of the project including planning, construction,
and operation.®

A review of two other types of EIRs, a Program EIR and a Master EIR,
may be fruitful in our effort to develop a plan to apply CEQA to
telecommunications carriers under our jurisdiction. A Program EIR “may be
prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and
are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) As logical parts in the chain of
contemplated actions, (3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans,
or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) As

individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or

22 CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code Reg., § 15161.
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regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which
can be mitigated in similar ways.”%

There are advantages to using a Program EIR over a Project EIR, as
enumerated in the CEQA Guidelines. These benefits include: “(1) Provid[ing] an
occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than
would be practical in an EIR on an individual action, (2) Ensur[ing] consideration
of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis,

(3) Avoid[ing] duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations,

(4) Allow[ing] the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and
program wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater
flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts, and (5) Allow[ing]
reduction in paperwork.”®* A Program EIR can also be used as a foundation for a
determination of whether further environmental review is necessary for
subsequent actions.®

The CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of a Program EIR, noting that
it “can be used effectively with a decision to carry out a new governmental
program or to adopt a new body of regulations in a regulatory program.”

“

Furthermore, “[t]he program EIR enables the agency to examine the overall

© Id., § 15168(a).
% Id., § 15161(b).

& Id., § 15168(c).

6 Id., § 15168, Discussion.
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effects of the proposed course of action and to take steps to avoid unnecessary
adverse environmental effects.””

In 1993, the Legislature adopted a procedure for a new type of EIR, the
Master EIR.®* A Master EIR “is intended to streamline the later environmental
review of projects or approval included within the project, plan or program
analyzed in the Master EIR ... [and] ...a Master EIR shall, to the greatest
extent feasible, evaluate the cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, and
irreversible significant effects on the environment of subsequent projects.”* If
the Commission acts as lead agency for a particular project, it may prepare
Master EIR for the following types of projects as they relate to

telecommunications carriers:

(1) A general plan, general plan update, general plan
element, general plan amendment, or specific plan.

(2) Public or private projects that will be carried out or
approved pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a redevelopment
plan. (3) A project that consists of smaller individual
projects which will be carried out in phases. (4) A rule or
regulation which will be implemented by later projects.

(5) Projects that will be carried out or approved pursuant to
a development agreement . . . 7

A lead agency is required to provide a “description of anticipated

subsequent projects that are within the scope of the Master EIR, including

7 Id.
8 Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21156-21158.1; Cal. Code Reg., § 5175.
% CEQA Guidelines, Cal. Code Reg., § 15175(a).

" 1d., § 15175(b).

Footnote continued on next page
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information with regard to the kind, size, intensity, and location of the

7,

subsequent projects . ..” in order to be able to use this streamlined process.”

There are significant benefits to using a Master EIR. A certified Master
EIR can serve as the environmental analysis for subsequent projects that are
within its scope and which do not have project-specific effects that were not
previously discussed.”? The lead agency conducts a limited environmental
review for subsequent projects, which includes an initial study analyzing
“whether the subsequent project was described in the Master EIR and whether
the subsequent project may cause any additional significant effect on the
environment which was not previously examined in the Master EIR.””* If the
lead agency finds that the subsequent project will not have any additional
significant environmental impacts, then the subsequent project will be
considered within the scope of the Master EIR, and no further review is
required.”* If the lead agency determines that the subsequent project does have
significant environmental impacts not considered in the Master EIR, the lead
agency must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives for the
subsequent project in the Master EIR.

There are some limitations to a Master EIR. For example, a Master EIR

must be reviewed at least every five years, or if there are changing

7 1d., § 15176(a).
7 1d., § 15177(a), (b).
7 1d., § 15177(b)(2).

7 1d., § 15177(b)(3).
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circumstances, to determine whether it still contains an adequate analysis of the
significant environmental effects of the project for which it was prepared.
However, a Master EIR may be a useful tool for us as we determine what is the
best way to implement CEQA for telecommunications carriers under our
jurisdiction.

We request comments on the appropriateness and feasibility of using
the Program EIR and/or the Master EIR for CEQA review for
telecommunications carriers. Commenting parties should make any distinctions
they deem appropriate as to whether there are certain policies and programs that
they believe are appropriate for a Program and/or Master EIR, and other policies

and programs that they deem not suitable for a Program and/or Master EIR.

VII. CEQA Review Pertaining to Video Franchising
AB 2987, the Digital Infrastructure and Video Competition Act of 2006,

delegated a new responsibility to the Commission, providing that the
Commission is the “sole franchising authority” for issuing state franchises to
provide video service.””> To implement AB 2987, the Legislature assigned the
following duties to the Commission: franchising (Section 5840), anti-
discrimination (Section 5890), reporting (Sections 5920 and 5960), cross-dash
subsidization prohibition (Sections 5940 and 5950), and regulatory fees
(Sections 401, 440-444, and 5840).7¢

75 Pub. Util. Code, § 5840(a).

76 AB 2987 provides that the “holder of a state franchise shall not be deemed a public
utility as a result of providing video service ...” (Pub. Util. Code, § 5820(c).)
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With respect to environmental review specifically, AB 2987 dictates that a
local entity shall be the lead agency for any environmental review with respect to
network construction, installation, and maintenance.”” Public Utilities Code
Section 5820(b) provides, in relevant part that ”[t]he local entity shall serve as the
lead agency for any environmental review under this division and may impose
conditions to mitigate environmental impacts of the applicant’s use of the public
rights-of-way that may be required pursuant to ...” CEQA.”

We further observe that the facilities utilized to provide video service, and
for which the franchise is granted and construction authorized by the relevant
local entity, can also be used to provide broadband data and telecommunications
services. Providing these three services offered over a single network and joint
facilities is referred to as a “triple play.” We tentatively conclude that the
provision of telecommunications services over such facilities is incidental to the
provision of video and broadband services.

We also tentatively conclude that we do not need to make a discretionary
decision prior to the construction of facilities utilized to provide video service,
even if the same facilities are used to provide telecommunications services. We

seek comment on this tentative conclusion.

VIIl. Request for Comment

We seek parties comment on the following issues. We specifically request
parties to separate comments on legal requirements of CEQA from any

discussion of what CEQA policy the Commission should adopt.

77 Pub. Util. Code, §§ 5820, 5885.

78 Pub. Util. Code, § 5820.
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1. How can we best comply with CEQA while maximizing the
benefits deployment of advanced telecommunications
facilities bring to this State? Parties are directed to develop
proposals for how the Commission can comply with CEQA
requirements and to comment on how these proposals are
consistent with California’s clearly articulated policy
favoring the deployment of advanced telecommunications
services.

2. Does CEQA require review of network expansions by
telecommunications carriers under our jurisdiction that
already have Commission authority to serve the entire state
or a specific service territory? We also request parties to
provide us with a legal basis for their conclusions.

3. Could a multi-level system of CEQA review, such as the one
set forth for electric utilities in GO 131-D, be developed for
application to the telecommunications industry? We request
parties to provide concrete definitions of the various
proposed levels and to compare the extent of construction of
various types of telecommunications projects with the type
of distribution-level construction done by electric utilities for
which no CEQA review is required.

4. Would it be appropriate to use the process developed
GO 159-A, and the specific procedures in these rules for
wireless carriers, in our application of CEQA to other
telecommunications utilities under our jurisdiction?

5. Do any of the statutory or categorical exemptions set forth in
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines apply to projects by
telecommunications carriers under our jurisdiction?

6. Should we submit a request for a categorical exemption for
certain types of actions by telecommunications carriers
under our jurisdiction to the Office of Planning and
Research? If so, what should be the scope of the
recommendation to the Office of Planning and Research?
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7. Should we seek legislative relief from the current
requirements of CEQA, perhaps in the form of a statutory
exemption? We ask parties to comment on what type of
legislative action would (1) provide the needed streamlining,
(2) allow us to ensure compliance with CEQA and protection
of the environment, (3) advance the goals of supporting
deployment of advanced telecommunications, including
broadband, technologies and (4) promote widespread and
vigorous competition.

8. Should we consider using the Program EIR and/or the
Master EIR for CEQA review for telecommunications
carriers? Commenting parties should make any distinctions
they deem appropriate as to whether there are certain
policies and programs that they believe are appropriate for a
Program and/or Master EIR, and other policies and
programs that they deem not suitable for a Program and/or
Master EIR.

9. Should we conclude that (a) the provision of
telecommunications service over video service and
broadband facilities is incidental to the provision of video
service and broadband service and (b) we do not need to
issue a discretionary decision prior to the construction of
facilities also utilized to provide telecommunications
services?

IX. Scoping Memo

Rule 7.1(d) of our Rules of Practice and Procedure provides that a
rulemaking order “shall preliminarily determine the category and need for
hearing, and shall attach a preliminary scoping memo.” This rulemaking is
preliminarily determined to be quasi-legislative, as that term is defined in
Rule 1.3(d). Further, we preliminarily determine that hearings are not needed in
this proceeding. We expect to issue a scoping memo in this proceeding. The

Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (AL]J) will, by
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subsequent ruling, provide additional scheduling details and may alter the
schedule contained herein as they deem necessary. We anticipate having a
decision issued in this proceeding within 12 months. This is within the 18-month
timeframe set forth in Rule 2.1(c).

Any person who objects to the preliminary categorization of this
rulemaking, the determination that hearings are not required, or to the schedule
may file a motion so stipulating within 30 days of the issuance of this order.

We herein solicit comments and proposals on the existing policies and
practices for enforcing CEQA, the impacts of existing policies and proposals, and
ways to change them if necessary.

The Commission will issue an official service list following receipt of
responses to the questions posed herein or following a workshop, as determined
by the Assigned Commissioner and ALJ. Within 20 days from the date of
mailing of this OIR, any person or representative of an entity interested in
monitoring or participating in this rulemaking shall send a request to be placed
on the service list to the Commission’s Process Office, 505 Van Ness Avenue,
San Francisco, California 94102 or AL]_Process@cpuc.ca.gov. Each request shall
refer to the proceeding number for this OIR and identify the name, address,
e-mail address, and party on whose behalf the request is submitted. The Process
Office thereafter will create a service list and post it on the Commission’s web
site (Www.cpuc.ca.gov) as soon as is practicable. In the interim, parties must
serve all filings on the service list attached to this order.

Any party interested in participating in this rulemaking and who is
unfamiliar with the Commission’s procedures should contact the Commission’s

Public Advisor’s Office in San Francisco at (415) 703-2074, (866) 836-7875
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(TTY-toll free) or (415) 703-5282 (TYY), or in Los Angeles at (213) 649-4782, or
send an e-mail to public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov.

This proceeding is subject to Article 8 of the Rules of Practice and
Procedure, which specifies standards for engaging in ex parte communications
and the reporting of such communications. Pursuant to Rule 8.2(a), ex parte
communications will be allowed in this proceeding without any restrictions or
reporting requirements unless and until the Commission modifies this

determination pursuant to Rule 7.6.

X. Procedural Schedule

Opening Comments due November 9, 2006, replies due November 21,
2006.

Parties may file opening comments in this rulemaking. We ask
that parties in their opening comments propose specific areas of
inquiry and suggest questions and issues that the Commission
should include within the scope of this proceeding. Parties, in
their opening comments should respond to the questions and
tentative conclusions reached herein. Parties who wish to reply
to the opening comments of any party may due so by
November 21, 2006.
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Scoping Workshop on December 5, 2006

Because we are not anticipating holding evidentiary hearings
we will, rather than holding a prehearing conference, schedule
a workshop to address and discuss scheduling, procedural
issues and to garner input from parties as to what the
appropriate scope of this rulemaking should be.”

Issuance of Scoping Memo Within 30 days of Scoping Workshop

Within 30 days of the workshop, the Assigned Commissioner
will issue a scoping memo that will delineate the scope of the
proceeding. This memo will also pose specific questions for
parties to respond to. This scoping memo will also lay out
further procedural steps that may include further workshops,
additional rounds of comments from parties, legal briefs on
specific legal issues, and other procedural steps deemed
appropriate to ensure good decision making.

Xl. Resolution of R.00-02-003
This proceeding closes R.00-02-003. We close R.00-02-003 for several

reasons. First, pursuant to Rule 2.1(c) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, we have long since passed the statutory deadline of 18 months to
issue a decision in this proceeding. Second, we wish to refocus this proceeding
on the current telecommunications marketplace. Third, we want to create a fresh
record upon which to base our new policy and procedures. We recognize that
many thoughtful ideas were presented in R.00-02-003, and we incorporate by
reference the record in R.00-02-003 so that parties will not be required to restate

previously made positions and proposals.

79 We held a similar workshop in R.05-04-005, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the
Commission's Own Motion to Assess and Revise the Regulation of Telecommunications
Utilities.
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Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A rulemaking is instituted on the Commission’s own motion into the
application of the California Environmental Quality Act to applications of
jurisdictional telecommunications utilities for authority to offer service and
construct facilities.

2. The Executive Director shall cause the Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR)
to be served on all parties currently on the service list of R.00-02-003.

3. Within 20 days from the date of mailing of this order, any person or
representative of an entity interested in monitoring or participating in the
rulemaking shall send a request to the Commission’s Process Office,

505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102 or e-mail
ALJ_Process@cpuc.ca.gov, asking that his or her name be placed on the service
list. Each request shall refer to the proceeding number for this OIR and identify
the name, address, e-mail address, and party on whose behalf the request is
submitted.

4. The category of this rulemaking is preliminarily determined to be
“quasi-legislative” as that term is defined in Rule 1.3(d) of the Commission’s
Rules of Practice and Procedure.

5. Interested parties may file and serve Initial Comments and Replies in this
OIR in accordance with the procedural schedule as set forth in the text of this

Rulemaking.
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6. Proceeding R.00-02-003 is closed. We incorporate by reference the record
in that proceeding.
This order is effective today.

Dated October 5, 2006, at San Francisco, California.

MICHAEL R. PEEVEY
President
GEOFFREY F. BROWN
DIAN M. GRUENEICH
JOHN A. BOHN
RACHELLE B. CHONG
Commissioners

-43 -



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

3 0 3 3 0 3 3 o 3 3 e 3 APPEARANCES 30 3 3 0 3 3 o e 3 3

David Haddock

Director, Regulatory

01 COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1515 K STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
(916) 554-2128
dhaddock@ol.com

R. Keenan Davis

General Counsel

01 COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1515 K STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
(916) 554-2159

kdavis@ol.com

Mike Mulkey

ARRIVAL COMMUNICATIONS
1807 19TH STREET
BAKERSFIELD CA 93301

(661) 716-6002
mmulkey@arrival.com

James Young

General Attorney & Assist. General Coun
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MAKRET STREET, SUITE 1904

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 778-1420

james.young@att.com

Michael Wigmore

BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP

3000 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 300

WASHINGTON DC 20007

(202) 424-7500

mbwigmore@swidlaw.com

For: RCN Telecom Services, Inc./PE.NET Network Services
Corp

Stephen B. Bowen

ANITA TAFF-RICE

Attorney At Law

BOWEN LAW GROUP

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 920

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104

(415) 394-7500

steve.bowen@bowenlawgroup.com

For: WORLDWIDE FIBER NETWORKS, ONFIBER CARRIERS
SERVICES AND CMETRIC

Lesla Lehtonen

Attorney At Law

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION

360 22ND STREET, SUITE 750

OAKLAND CA 94612

(510) 628-8043 X-107

ll@calcable.org

For: CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION

Glenn Semow

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMM. ASSOC.

360 22ND STREET, STE. 750

OAKLAND CA 94612

(510) 628-8043

grs@calcable.org

For: CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMM. ASSOC.

Stephen G. Puccini

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
1416 NINTH STREET, 12TH FLOOR

SACRAMENTO CA 95816

(916) 654-3821

spuccini@dfg.ca.gov

John A. Maier

Attorney

CALIFORNIA INDIAN LEGAL SERVICES

510 16TH STREET, SUITE 301

OAKLAND CA 94612

(510) 835-0284

johnm@calindian.org

For: SALINAN NATION CULTURAL PRESERVATION
ASSOCIATION

Sarah Deyoung, Executive Director
CALTEL

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(925) 465-4396

deyoung@caltel.org

Joseph Chicoine

Manager, Government & External Affairs

9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.

ELK GROVE CA 95624

(916) 686-3588

jchicoin@czn.com

For: Citizens Telecommunications Company of California Inc.

Deborah R. Scott

Associate General Counsel
CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340, EL GROVE CA 95759
(916) 691-5550

-1-



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL

Louise Renne

City Attorney

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
CITY HALL ROOM 234

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-4682

(415) 554-4700

For: City and County of San Francisco

Paul Valle-Riestra

Assistant City Attorney

CITY OF WALNUT CREEK

PO BOX 8039

WALNUT CREEK CA 94596

(925) 943-5813
valle-riestra@ci.walnut-creek.ca.us

For: League of California Cities, Riverside, Fairfield, Glendale,

Walnut Creek, and Marin Telecom.

Jeremy H. Stern

COLE, RAYWID & BRAVEMAN, L.L.P.
1ST FLOOR- SUITE 110

2381 ROSECRANS AVENUE

EL SEGUNDO CA 90245

(310) 643-7999 X104

riystad@crblaw.com

For: ADELPHIA BUSINESS SOLUTIONS

John R. Gutierrez

COMCAST PHONE OF CALIFORNIA, LLC
12647 ALCOSTA BLVD., SUITE 200

SAN RAMON CA 94583

(925) 973-7214
john_gutierrez@cable.comcast.com

For: Adelphia Business Solutions

Patrick M. Rosvall

COOPER WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 433-1900

smalllecs@cwclaw.com

For: Small LECs/Frontier Communications of California

Jeffrey F. Beck

Attorney At Law

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER ,L.L.P.
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 177TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 433-1900
smalllecs@cwclaw.com

For: SMALL LECs

R0610006 NOPOST

drscott@czn.com

E. Garth Black

Attorney At Law

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 433-1900

gblack@cwclaw.com

For: ROSEVILLE TELEPHONE COMPANY

Patrick M. Rosvall

SEAN P. BEATTY

Attorney At Law

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 433-1900

smalllecs@cwclaw.com

For: METROMEDIA FIBER NETWORK SERVICES,

INC./SureWest Telephone/The Small LECs

Lori D. Panzino

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

157 WEST FIFTH STREET, 2ND FLOOR
SAN BERNARDINO CA 92415-0450
(909) 387-5967
Ipanzino@sdd.sbcounty.gov

Ellen Carroll
Environmental Coordinator
COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING

COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
SAN LUIS OBISPO CA 93408
(805) 781-5600

Esther Northrup

COX COMMUNICATIONS

5159 FEDERAL BLVD.

SAN DIEGO CA 92105

(619) 266-5315
esther.northrup@cox.com

For: NEXTLINK CALIFORNIA, INC.

Carl K. Oshiro

Attorney At Law
CSBRT/CSBA

100 PINE STREET, SUITE 3110
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
(415) 927-0158
ckomail@pacbell.net

For: CSBRT/CSBA



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

Gregory J. Kopta

JANE WHANG

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533

(415) 276-6571

gregkopta@dwt.com

For: XO Communications Services, Inc.

Suzanne Toller

Attorney At Law

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533

(415) 276-6536

suzannetoller@dwt.com

Edward W. O'Neill

Attorney At Law

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533

(415) 276-6500

edwardoneill@dwt.com

For: AboveNet Communications

Treg Tremont

Attorney At Law

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533

(415) 276-6500

tregtremont@dwt.com

For: NextG Networks of California/XO Communications
Services

Melissa W. Kasnitz

Attorney At Law

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY CA 94704

(510) 665-8644

pucservice@dralegal.org

For: DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES

Roger Heller

Attorney At Law

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY CA 94704-1204

(510) 665-8644

W. Lee Biddle

Attorney At Law

FERRIS & BRITTON

401 WEST A STREET, SUITE 1600
SAN DIEGO CA 92101

(619) 233-3131
Ibiddle@ferrisbritton.com

For: Cox California Telcom, LLC

Charles Born

Manager, Government & External Affairs

FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA

9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.

ELK GROVE CA 95624

(916) 686-3570

cborn@czn.com

For: Citizens Telecommunications Company of California Inc.

John L. Clark

Attorney At Law

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 765-8443

jclark@gmssr.com

Michael B. Day

Attorney At Law

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 765-8408

mday@gmssr.com

For: CELLULAR CARRIERS ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA

Joseph F. Wiedman

Attorney At Law

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY,LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 392-7900

jwiedman@gmssr.com

Amanda Monchamp

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 28TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 743-6900
amanda.monchamp@hklaw.com

For: Level 3 Communications, Inc.



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL

R0610006 NOPOST
pucservice@dralegal.org
For: DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
Allan J. Abshez, Esq. Mary E. Wand
IRELL & MANELLA Attorney At Law
1800 AVENUE OF THE STARS, STE. 900 MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP
LOS ANGELES CA 90067 425 MARKET STREET
(310) 277-1010 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

aabshez@irell.com
For: CATELLUS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Joseph S. Faber

Attorney At Law

LAW OFFICE OF JOSEPH S. FABER
3527 MT. DIABLO BLVD., SUITE 287
LAFAYETTE CA 94549

(925) 385-0043

jsf@joefaber.com

For: Cox Communications, Inc.

Anita Taff-Rice

Attorney At Law

LAW OFFICES OF ANITA TAFEF-RICE
1547 PALOS VERDES MALL, NO. 298
WALNUT CREEK CA 94597

(415) 699-7885
anitataffrice@earthlink.net

For: ClearLinx Network Corporation

Earl Nicholas Selby

Attorney At Law

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
418 FLORENCE STREET

PALO ALTO CA 94301

(650) 323-0990

ens@loens.com

For: ICG TELECOM GROUP, INC.

Richard H. Levin

Attorney At Law

3554 ROUND BARN BOULEVARD, SUITE 303
SANTA ROSA CA 95403

(707) 523-4223

rl@comrl.com

For: ADVANCED TELCOM GROUP, INC.

Patrick Whitnell

Attorney At Law

MEYERS NAVE RIBACK SLVER & WILSON
555 12 ST., SUITE 1500

OAKLAND CA 94607

(510) 808-2000

pcw@meyersnave.com

(415) 268-7000

mwand@mofo.com

For: GLOBAL PHOTON SYSTEMS, INC., GLOBAL WEST
NETWORK, INC.

Terry L. Murray
MURRAY & CRATTY
8627 THORS BAY ROAD
EL CERRITO CA 94530
(510) 215-2860
timurray@earthlink.net

Scott Cratty

MURRAY & CRATTY, LLC
725 VICHY HILLS DRIVE
UKIAH CA 95482

(707) 462-7377
scratty@adelphia.net

Jose E. Guzman, Jr.

Attorney At Law

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 438-7225

jguzman@nossaman.com

For: WINSTAR WIRELESS OF CA INC., POINT TO POINT,
INC. FIBER COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Martin A. Mattes

Attorney At Law

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 438-7273

mmattes@nossaman.com

For: California Payphone Association

Lisa S. Gelb

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
CITY HALL ROOM 234

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-4682

(415) 554-4634

lisa.gelb@sfgov.org

- 4-



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

Thomas J. Long

Attorney At Law

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
CITY HALL, ROOM 234

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

(415) 554-6548
thomas.long@sfgov.org

Rick Duvernay

Deputy City Attorney

OFFICE OF THE SAN DIEGO CITY OF ATTORNEY
1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1100

SAN DIEGO CA 92101

(619) 236-7263

rbd@cityatty.sannet.gov

For: THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Robert J. Gloistein

The Orrick Building

ORRICK HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE, LLP
405 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-2669

(415) 773-5700

rgloistein@orrick.com

For: ORRICK HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP

Erich F. Lichtblau

ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP
405 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 773-5662

elichtblau@orrick.com

For: QWEST COMMUNICATIONS

Betsy Stover Granger

PACIFIC BELL WIRELESS

4420 ROSEWOOD DRIVE, 4TH FLOOR
PLEASANTON CA 94588

(925) 227-3140
bgranger@pacbell.mobile.com

Christopher J. Warner

SHIRLEY A. WOO, PEGGY BROWN
Attorney At Law

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 973-6640

cjw5@pge.com

For: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Lori L. Ortenstone, Senior Counsel
PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

101 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 1300
SAN DIEGO CA 92101

(619) 237-3329
lori.ortenstone@pactel.com

Peter A. Casciato

A Professional Corporation

PETER A. CASCIATO, PC

355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107

(415) 291-8661

pcasciato@sbcglobal.net

For: TIME WARNER TELECOM OF CAL/VIA
WIRELESS/SEREN INNOVATIONS, INC.

Michael H. Remy

REMY, THOMAS AND MOOSE, LLP
455 CAPITOL MALL STE. 210
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

(916) 443-2745

mremy@rtandm.com

Gregg Castro

SALINAN NATION CULTURAL PRESERVATION ASS

5225 ROEDER RD.

SAN JOSE CA 95111-4064

(408) 864-4115

glcastro@pacbell.net

For: SALINAN NATIONA CULTURAL PRESERVATION ASSN

Jose Freeman

SALINAN NATION CULTURAL PRESERVATION ASS
15200 COUNTY ROAD 96B

WOODLAND CA 95695

For: SALINAN NATION CULTURAL PRESERVATION ASSN

David P. Discher, Attorney At Law
SBC CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET ST., RM. 2027

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 542-7747
david.discher@att.com

For: AT&T California

Emery G. Borsodi
Director Rates And Regulatory Relations

- 5-



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

Gregory L. Castle

Attorney At Law

SBC CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, RM. 2022
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
(415) 778-1487
gregory.castle@sbc.com

Michael D. Sasser
SBC/PACIFIC BELL

525 MARKET ST., RM. 2021
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
(415) 778-1481
michael.sasser@sbc.com

Theodore E. Roberts
Attorney At Law

SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D
SAN DIEGO CA 92101-3017
(619) 699-5111
troberts@sempra.com

Mark Lyons

SIMPSON PARTNERS LLP
SUITE 1800

TWO EMBARCADERO CENTER
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
(415) 732-1701
marklegal@sbcglobal.net

For: TELIGENT SERVICES

Richard B. Lee

SNAVELY KING & MAJOROS O'CONNOR &LEE INC
1111 14TH STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20005

(202) 371-9151

dlee@snavely-king.com

For: DOD/FEA

Harry Gildea

SNAVELY KING MAJOROS O'CONNOR & LEE INC.
1111 14TH STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20005

(202) 371-0604

hgildea@snavely-king.com

Thomas K. Braun

SBC CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET ST., RM. 1921
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
(415) 778-1476
emery.borsodi@sbc.com

Kristin L. Jacobson

SPRINT NEXTEL

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 1400

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

(707) 816-7583
kristin.l.jacobson@sprint.com

For: Sprint Communications Company L.P.

Stephen H. Kukta

Counsel

SPRINT NEXTEL

201 MISSION STREET, STE. 1400
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
(415) 572-8358
stephen.h.kukta@sprint.com

For: Sprint Nextel

Sarah Leeper

Attorney At Law

STEEFEL, LEVITT & WEISS

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 788-0900

sleeper@steefel.com

For: QWEST

Kathryn A. Fugere

Attorney At Law

STEEFEL, LEVITT & WEISS, P.C.

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 788-0900

kfugere@steefel.com

For: WILLIAMS COMMUNICATIONS, INC

Glenn Stover

Attorney At Law

STOVER LAW

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-1906
(415) 495-7000
glenn@stoverlaw.net

Camille Estes

STOVERLAW

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-1906
(415) 495-7000

- 6-



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL

R0610006 NOPOST
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CO. camille@stoverlaw.net
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE,, 1, RM 360
ROSEMEAD CA 91770

(818) 302-4413
thomas.k.braun@sce.com

For: Southern California Edison Company

Greg R. Gierczak
Executive Director

SURE WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC

PO BOX 969

ROSEVILLE CA 95678
(916) 786-1440
g.gierczak@surewest.com
For: Sure West Telephone

Chris Vaeth

Attorney At Law

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY CA 94704

(510) 926-4026

chrisv@greenlining.org

For: THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

Paul P. Strange

Attorney At Law

THE STRANGE LAW FIRM

282 SECOND STREET, SUITE 201
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
(415) 243-3200
strange@strangelaw.net

Erinn R.W. Putzi

THE STRANGE LAW FIRM, PC
282 SECOND STREET, SUITE 201
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
(415) 243-3200
putzi@strangelaw.net

For: SBC CALIFORNIA

Christine Mailloux

Attorney At Law

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

(415) 929-8876

cmailloux@turn.org

For: TURN

Regina Costa

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

William Nusbaum

Attorney At Law

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

(415) 929-8876

bnusbaum@turn.org

For: TURN

James M. Tobin

Esquire

TWO EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 1800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 268-7678

jim@tobinlaw.us

For: Pac-West Telecomm, Inc.

Terrance A. Spann

U.S. ARMY LEGAL SERVICES AGENCY
REGULATORY LAW OFFICE JALS-RL
901 N. STUART STREET, SUITE 700
ARLINGTON VA 22203

(703) 696-2852
Terrance.Spann@hqda.army.mil

For: DOD/FEA

Ann Johnson

VERIZON

HQEO02F61

600 HIDDEN RIDGE
IRVING TX 75038

(972) 718-4089
ann.johnson@verizon.com
For: VERIZON

Elaine M. Duncan

Attorney At Law

VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

(415) 474-0468
elaine.duncan@verizon.com

Rudolph M. Reyes

Attorney At Law

VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300

-7



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL

(415) 929-8876 X312
rcosta@turn.org
For: TURN

Gina Gomez

Attorney At Law

VERIZON BUSINESS

201 SPEAR STREET, 9TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 228-1245
graciela.gomez@verizonbusiness.com
For: MCI, Inc.

David M. Wilson

Attorney At Law

WILSON & BLOOMFIELD LLP

1901 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1630
OAKLAND CA 94612

(510) 625-8250

dmw@wblaw.net

Michael J. Thompson

Attorney At Law

WRIGHT & TALISMAN, PC
1200 G STREET, N.W., STE 600
WASHINGTON DC 20005
(202) 393-1200
thompson@wrightlaw.com

Natalie Wales

Legal Division

RM. 4107

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 355-5490
ndw@cpuc.ca.gov

Rex Knowles
Regional Vice President

XO COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, INC.

111 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 1000
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84111

(801) 983-1504

rex.knowles@xo.com

3 3 3 3 o 3 STATE EMPLOYEE e e e e e e e N NN N
Peter V. Allen

Administrative Law Judge Division
RM. 5022

R0610006 NOPOST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102
(415) 749-5539
rudy.reyes@verizon.com
For: Verizon

Michael C. Amato
Telecommunications Division
RM. 3203

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-1863
mca@cpuc.ca.gov

Melanie R. Balfour
Legal Division

RM. 5040

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-3543
why@cpuc.ca.gov

Natalie Billingsley

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
RM. 4108

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-1368

nxb@cpuc.ca.gov

John Boccio

Energy Division

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-2641
jbx@cpuc.ca.gov

Process Supervisor 2

2 Copies

CPUC

(HANDCARRY TO CHIEF ALJ)

Lynn T. Carew
Executive Division

RM. 5204

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-1721
ltc@cpuc.ca.gov



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-1123
pva@cpuc.ca.gov

Richard Clark

Consumer Protection & Safety Division
RM. 2205

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-2349

rwc@cpuc.ca.gov

Raissa S. Lerner

Deputy Attorney General
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
ATTORNEY'S GENERAL'S OFFICE
1515 CLAY STREET

OAKLAND CA 94612-1413

(510) 622-2131
raissa.lerner@doj.ca.gov

Frederick Harris

Legal Division

RM. 5002

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-1557
fnh@cpuc.ca.gov

Diana L. Lee

Legal Division

RM. 4300

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-4342
dil@cpuc.ca.gov

Helen M. Mickiewicz
Legal Division

RM. 5123

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-1319
hmm@cpuc.ca.gov

Larry Myers, Executive Secretary

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

R0610006 NOPOST

Charles H. Christiansen
Telecommunications Division
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-1901
chc@cpuc.ca.gov

Harrison M. Pollak

Deputy Attorney General

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
PO BOX 70550

OAKLAND CA 94612-0550

(510) 622-2183
harrison.pollak@doj.ca.gov

For: California Attorney General

Paul S. Phillips

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
RM. 4101

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-2039

psp@cpuc.ca.gov

Jacqueline A. Reed

Administrative Law Judge Division
RM. 5017

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-2935

jar@cpuc.ca.gov

Dwight E. Sanders

100 HOWE AVENUE, SUITE 100-SOUTH
SACRAMENTO CA 95825-8202

(916) 574-1880

sanderd@slc.ca.gov

For: CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION

Rudy Sastra

Consumer Protection & Safety Division
AREA 2-D

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-3853

hey@cpuc.ca.gov

Aram Shumavon
Executive Division

RM. 5306

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102

- 0.



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

(916) 653-4082
Im_nahc@pacbell.net

Pamela Nataloni, Legal Division

RM. 5124

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-4132
jpn@cpuc.ca.gov

Clyde Simms
Telecommunications Division
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-2618
cs2@cpuc.ca.gov

Richard Smith
Telecommunications Division
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-1587
rsl@cpuc.ca.gov

Timothy J. Sullivan
Executive Division

RM. 5204

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-5462
tjs@cpuc.ca.gov

Lee-Whei Tan
Telecommunications Division
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVE

San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-2901
Iwt@cpuc.ca.gov

Jensen Uchida

Energy Division

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-5953
jmu@cpuc.ca.gov

Ourania M. Vlahos
Legal Division

RM. 5037

505 VAN NESS AVE

(415) 703-2117
sap@cpuc.ca.gov

James Simmons

Division of Ratepayer Advocates
RM. 4108, 505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-3512

jis@cpuc.ca.gov

e 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 INFORMATION ONLY 33 O 3 3 O 3 3 2 e

Alexandra Hanson

Director Provisioning

01 COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1515 K STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
(916) 554-2115
ahanson@ol.com

Agnes Ng

AT&T

525 MARKET ST 20TH FLOOR 4

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 442-5509

davidjmiller@att.com

For: AT&T COMMUNICATION OF CALIFORNIA INC.

Fassil Fenikile

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1925
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 778-1455
fassil.t.fenikile@att.com

Maria Politzer

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750

OAKLAND CA 94612

(510) 628-8043 126

mp@calcable.org

Marina V. Cazorla

Energy And Ocean Resources Unit
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-2219

(415) 904-5249

mcazorla@coastal.ca.gov

For: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

Margaret Felts, President
CALIFORNIA COMMUNICATIONS ASSN
1851 HERITAGE LANE STE 255

-10-



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

San Francisco CA 94102
(415) 703-2387
omv@cpuc.ca.gov

Sue Wong

Telecommunications Division
AREA 3-D, 505 VAN NESS AVE
San Francisco CA 94102

(415) 703-2308

skw@cpuc.ca.gov

Douglas Garrett

COX COMMUNICATIONS

2200 POWELL STREET, STE. 1035
EMERYVILLE CA 94608

(510) 923-6222
douglas.garrett@cox.com

Judy Pau

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533

(415) 276-6587

judypau@dwt.com

Shelley Bergum

DEAF & DISABLED TELECOMMUNICATIONS PRGRM
505 14TH STREET, SUITE 400

OAKLAND CA 94612-3532

(510) 302-1100

sbergum@ddtp.org

Carrie Deleon

1015 15TH STREET NW 10TH FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC 20005

(202) 842-8926
carrie.deleon@wolterskluwer.com

Patty Cook

ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT, INC.
350 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

(415) 981-2811

pcook@ene.com

Aloa Steven

Director Government&External Affairs
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

PO BOX 708970

SANDY UT 84070-8970

(801) 944-3396

astevens@czn.com

Charlie Born

SACRAMENTO CA 95815-4923
(916) 567-6700
mcf@calcomwebsite.com

Katherine K. Mudge, Attorney At Law

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

7000 NORTH MOPAC EXPRESSWAY, 2ND FLOOR
AUSTIN TX 78731

(512) 514-6380

katherine. mudge@covad.com

Kevin Saville

Associate General Counsel
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.

MOUND MN 55364

(952) 491-5564

KSaville@czn.com

Aloa Stevens

FRONTIER, A CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS CO.
3 TRIAD CENTER, SUITE 160

SALT LAKE CITY UT 84180

(801) 924-6356

astevens@czn.com

Jennifer Hernandez

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 2800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

(415) 743-6947
jennifer.hernandez@hklaw.com

Cynthia Walker

ICG TELECOM GROUP, INC.
620 3RD ST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107-1902
(510) 239-7089
cheryl_hills@icgcomm.com

Erin R. Swansiger

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN, LLP

1200 19TH STREET, N.W., SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC 20036

(202) 887-1232

eswansiger@kelleydrye.com

For: CENTURY COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Melissa M. Smith

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN, LLP
1200 19TH STREET, N.W. SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC 20036

(202) 955-9600
msmith@kelleydrye.com

-11-



O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL

Manager, Gov'T & External Affairs
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE CA 95759

(916) 686-3570

cborn@czn.com

Donald H. Maynor
Attorney At Law

235 CATALPA DRIVE
ATHERTON CA 94027
(650) 327-2894
don@uutlaw.com

Steven D. Zimmer

Executive Vice President

NEWHALL LAND & FARMING COMPANY
23823 VALENCIA BOULEVARD

VALENCIA CA 91355

(661) 255-4443

szimmer@newhall.com

For: NEWHALL LAND & FARMING COMPANY

Ethan Sprague

PAC-WEST TELECOMM, INC.
1776 W. MARCH LANE, SUITE 250
STOCKTON CA 95207

(209) 926-3416
esprague@pacwest.com

Vince Vasquez

Senior Fellow, Technology Studies
PACIFIC RESEARCH INSTITUTE
755 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 450
SAN FRANCISSCO CA 94111
vvasquez@pacificresearch.org

Case Administration

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE,, RM. 370
ROSEMEAD CA 91770

(626) 302-4875

case.admin@sce.com

Jeffrey M. Pfaff

SPRINT PCS

KSOPHNO0212-2A509

6450 SPRINT PARKWAY
OVERLAND PARK KS 66251-6100

R0610006 NOPOST

For: JATO OPERATING TWO CORP.

Cynthia Park

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & GIRARD
400 CAPITOL MALL, 27TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO CA 95814

(916) 321-4500 5403

cpark@kmtg.com

Pamela Palpallatoc

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND FLOOR
BERKELEY CA 94704

(510) 926-4016

pamelap@greenlining.org

Robert Gnaizda

Policy Director/General Counsel

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND FLOOR
BERKELEY CA 94704

(510) 926-4006

robertg@greenlining.org

For: THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

Marcel Hawiger

Attorney At Law

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

(415) 929-8876

marcel@turn.org

Margaret Tobias

Attorney At Law

TOBIAS LAW OFFICE

460 PENNSYLVANIA AVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107
(415) 641-7833
info@tobiaslo.com

Michael Shames

Attorney At Law

UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK
3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO CA 92103

(619) 696-6966

mshames@ucan.org

Leon M. Bloomfield
Attorney At Law

-12-



(913) 315-9294
jpfaff01@sprintspectrum.com

Nancy E. Lubamersky

Vice President

TELEPACIFIC COMMUNICATIONS
6101 CHRISTIE AVENUE
EMERYVILLE CA 94608

(510) 995-5602
nlubamersky@telepacific.com

O o o o o o o e e SERVICE LIST 3% 9% 9k 9k ok ok o o ok o ok
Last Update on 10-OCT-2006 by: LIL
R0610006 NOPOST

WILSON & BLOOMFIELD LLP

1901 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1620
OAKLAND CA 94612

(510) 625-8250

Imb@wblaw.net

-13-



