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July 7, 1993 

.Mr. Steve Tribble 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service COIIII\ission 
101 Bast Gaines Street 
Fle·tcher Building 
Tallah.asaee, PL 32399-0850 

Dear Mr. Tr.ibble : 

01\e T •'-port On-.. 

Sllltn 111.,!1, fofY !Olll 

T e1 7111 083 2000 

far7111 083.2147 

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are an original and 16 
copies of (1) the Rebuttal Testimony of Paul Kouroupas on behalf 
of Teleport Connunications Group and (2) the p.rehearing statement 
of Teleport Communications Group. 

Please date stamp the extra. copy of each and re·turn the.m in the 
enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

Please call me at 718-983-2939 if you have any questions. 
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1 Q. 

2 A. 

3 

4 Q. 

TILIPORT COIKJNICATIONS GROUP 
' 

RBBU'M'AL TBSTI!«)NY OP PAUL ltOUROOPAS 

DOCIBT NO. 921074-TP 

What 1• your DAM? 

Paul Kouroupu 

Di4 you already file direct teatimony on behalf of 

5 Telepo·rt C'CIIIIIUDicationa Group .Inc. (TCG) in this 

6 proceeding? 

7 A. YH. 

8 

9 Q. Have you Had the other part.iea • direct filed 

10 te•tilllony? 

11 A. Ye8. 

12 

13 Q. Are there any· additional issue• you would like to 

14 addre•• after nad.ing the direct te•timony? 

15 A. Ye•, I would like to addre•• the i•eue of univereal 

16 •ervice aDd •eontrtbutiona• to reeic1ential ratepayers 

17 rai•e4 by Mr. Poag on behalf of unitec! Telephone 

18 Ccxapany (page 2, line• 10·25, page 3, line• 1-2) and by 

19 Mr. DeDton on bebalf of Southern Bell Telephone (page 

20 31, liAe• 4• '1.-t). 

21 

22 Q. Oo you. believe a policy autttorizing expanded 
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26 

in any way jeoparcS.iae• re•idential ratepayer• or 

UDive~ ••rvice? 

No. . Pi.r.t, the Caaai88ion 8hould remember that local 

exc:baage cattier• (LBC8) have alway• rai•ed thi• fear 

WileD COD!ftmted with any competitive challeng•. Yet, 

Melle t~ aw mark•~• opened up (long di•tauce, 

CU8t~ p~••• equi~nt CCPB), inaide wiring, 

etc.), Wliwnal ••rvice r .. :inec! ••cure. Indeed, 

UDiver.al ••rvice penetration rate• - - in te~ of the 

percentage of people ••rve4 by the LBC• - - have 

•teadily iDerea•ed in the face of competition. I would. 

expect thi• tt'ead to co.Dtinue u ccapetition grows for 

l .ocal telecc.mmicatio~ ••rvice. 

.. -
lecoad, ca~~~petitiOD for loeal telec01111111nication• 

••rvien can contribute to the goal ot univer•al 

MJ:vice. ' Coaspeti·tion in •tate• in which intra•tate 

...-cial. accu• interconnection 1• pendt·ted. (New York, 

~ll1Dci•, Maaaachueette, Michigan) ha• •purred LBCe to 

illprc:w. effieienc:ie• and red.uce co•t• . To tbe extent 

that ~h••• efficiencie• are flowed through to cu&tomera 
. 

--u tMy 8boul4 be -- .rate& tor local 

teleca.mJnicationa &ervice• d4Gr••••· Por example, in 

the CPB market, CC~~~pttition ha• delivered to con&umere 

CPB that 1• 8maller, more powerful, more feature rich, 
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1 and mobi~e, 'with new produ.ct• coming to the market more 

2 quiCkly than ever, all at lower costs. Competition for 

3 loc•l t :elecOIIIIIUnications aeryices can deliver the •ame 

4 benefits to consumer•. 

5 

6 Third., compe.t .it.ion tor intra•tate apecial access 
. 

7 •ervioea will aat.u.al.ly keep consumers on the LBCs' 

8 networu. Aa coJUJumer demand for· local 

9 telec:cmnua1catiou aervicea contim••• to diversify, it 

10 il increa1ingly difticult for one carrier to satisfy 

11 the need~ of the entire ·market, ••pecially the need for 

12 vendor and route diver•it.y. More and more, la.rge and 

13 1ophi1ticated consumers look to private network 

14 aolu.tiona tor tbeir need•. The•e consumers may then 

15 C:CIIIpl.etely abandon the LBC network. A policy 

16 permitting interconnection tor acce•s services 

17 alleviates thi• pr~blem by permitting acce•• 

18 ccarpetitor• to aat.ilfy the diverse needJI of the public. 

1.9 Becau•e expanded interconnection .tor acceas competitors 

20 encou.rage• them to interconnect to the LBC networ~a 

21 rather than build entiz:·ely separate networks -- the LEC 

22 retains the revenue a•sociated with the 

23 interc:onnector•s uae of the LBC's network eervice·s. 

24 Contrasted with the potential of a total lo•• of the 

25 revenue• which would re1ult from con•truction of an 

26 entirely ••parate network, authorization of expanded 
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1 interconne.ction g·ivee the LaCe an abi.lity to derive 

2 revenue• from the interconnector. 

3 

4 Finally, unt.il the LICe can ident,ity and qua.ntity 

5 exactly which conaumere are in d&nge·r or losing service 

6 aa a reault or"· competition, i ·t ia impoeaible to fully 

7 evaluate their claima. 

8 

9 Q. 

10 

Mr. Poag and Mr. Den.ton claim that there are cro•• · 

elaaticitiea between dedicated acceea and switched 

11 acceaa aervicee and that if the price .tor dedicated 

12 aervicea drape becau•e of competition, then customers 

13 will migrate from avitche.d •enricee to d.edicated 

14 se:rvice• to take advan.tage of the coat • savings • . This 

15 will ·tben cauMe the LBCs' switched. revenue• to 

16 decz,-eaae, argue Mr. Poag and Mr. Denton, which will 

17 endanger reaidential rates . (Poag· testimony, pages 8 · 9, 

18 

19 

20 A. 

page 10, lines 13-21, pages 12·14; Denton testimony, 

page 14, lines 1·12). Do you agree wi.th this theory? 

NO. Only a. limited number of en,d users need dedicated 

21 telecOINnUDication services. They need the redundancy 

2.2 of dedicated circuits a.nd most impor,tantly, they need. 

23 the capacity. However, most end uaers do not need, t o 

24 u•• •pecial accesa facilities . Based on the logic ot 

25 the argument• ma4e by Mr. Poag and Mr Denton, a single 

26 rail caaauter would purchase a t i cket for every seat on 
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1 the train if be could get a bulk rate discount. 

2 Obviou.ly, the commuter would never do this and neither 

3 will a telecaaaunicationa u•er purc:baae dedicated 

4 access faci.litiea if it does not need them. 

5 

6 LD atatea, such as New York, in which intrastate 

7 apecial acceaa expanded interconnection i .e already in 

8 place, there ia no evidence of any· ahit:t of customers 

9 from switched acceaa to special access services, much 

10 leaa any evidence that the LBCa' residential ratepayers 

11 have been affected. Any poaa.ible increase in the 

12 eross-eluti.city between these two claaaea of service 

13 is far outweighed l)y the benetita of competition for 

14 consumers in these sta.tes. 

15 

16 Bven if the LBCa discovered that customers were 

17 a.ctually migrating from switched access ·to special 

18 acceaa, it is unlikely that expanded interconnection 

1g for special acceaa aervicea - - which ae a procedural 

20 matter ia limited in geogrAphic scope and cuat~rs 

21 •erved --. would be the cause tor the shift. Bven 

22 w~thout expanded interconnect.ion, L.Bcs offer large term 

23 aDd volume discounts for high capacity services and 

24 have been aggreaaively seeking the ability to otter 

25 even larger CSiacounta . If LBCa were truly .fearful 

26 about. •uch Dligration, they would be aeeJdng to increase 
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1 theae apecial acceaa ratea, rather than implement a harp 

2 4iiCOUDtl. 

3 Q. 

4 A. 

Does thia conclude yo·ur rebuttal testimony? 

Yel 
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