Time Warner Communications
160 Inverness Drive West
Englewood, Colorado 80112
(303) 799-5513
(303) 799-5591 (facsimile)

C.IaINAL,.
January 26, 1996 ﬂif wp | }

Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

via Hand Delivery

Re: Resolution of Petition(s) to establish 1995 rates, terms, and conditions
for interconnection involving local exchange companies and alternative
local exchange companies pursuant to Section 364.162, Florida

Statutes; Docket No. 950985A-TP-Continental/Sprint United and
950985D-Time Warner/Sprint United

Dear Ms. Bayo:

Enclosed for filing please find an original and fifteen copies of the Rebuttal
Testimony of Joan McGrath on behalf of Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P. and Digital
Media Partners for the above-referenced docket.

You will also find a copy of this letter enclosed. Please date-stamp the copy of the
letter to indicate that the original was filed and return to me.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me.
\/“%‘hank you for your assistance in processing this filing,

Respectfully,
Qo elit e 4

Sue E. Weiske
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the Rebuttal Testimony of Joan

McGrath on behalf of Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P. and Digital Media Partners has

been served by either *Federal Express or Hand Delivery on this 26th day of January, 1996,

to the following parties of record:

Ms, Jill Butler

Florida Regulatory Director
Time Warner Communications
2773 Red Maple Ridge
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq.

Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
Purnell & Hoffman

215 South Monroe Street

Suite 420

Tallahassee, FL 32301-1841

Bob Elias, Staff Counsel
Florida Public Service Comm,
2540 Shumard Qak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Michael W. Tye, Esq.
AT&T

101 North Monroe Street
Suite 700

Tallahassee, FL 32301

*Jodie Donovan-May, Esq.

Eastern Region Counsel

Teleport Communications
Group, Inc.

2 Lafayette Center

1133 21st Street, N.W.

Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

J. Phillip Carver, Esq.
¢/o Nancy H. Sims
Southern Bell Telephone
& Telegraph Company
150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Anthony P. Giliman
Kimberly Caswell

GTE Florida Incorporated
¢/o Richard M. Fletcher
106 East College Avenue
Suite 1440

Tallahassee, FL. 32301

C. Everett Boyd, Jr.
Ervin, Varn, Jacobs,
Odom & Ervin

305 S. Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL. 32301
(Sprint Communications)




Laura L. Wilson, Esq.

Charles F. Dudley, Esq.

Florida Cable Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

310 N. Monroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Angela B. Green, Esq.

Florida Public Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

125 S. Gasden Street

Suite 200

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Floyd R. Self, Esq.

Messer, Vickers, Caparello,
Madsen, Goldman & Metz, P.A.

Post Office Box 1876

215 South Monroe Street

Suite 701

Tallahassee, FL 33401

*Richard M. Rindler

James C. Falvey

Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007
(Metropolitan Fiber Systems)

Patrick K. Wiggins
Marsha E. Rule

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A.
501 E. Tennessee Street
Suite B

Post Office Box 1657
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Richard Melson

Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith
123 S. Calhoun Street

Post Office Box 6526
Tallahassee, FL 32301

*Michael J. Henry

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
780 Johnson Ferry Rd., Suite 700
Atlanta, GA 30342

*Timothy Devine

Senior Director, External &
Regulatory Affairs

Southern Region

MFS Communications Company, Inc.

Six Concourse Parkway

Suite 2100

Atlanta, GA 30328

*William H. Higgins, Esq.
AT&T Wireless Services
Suite 900

250 S. Australian Avenue
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

*Robin D. Dunson, Esq.
1200 Peachtree St., NE
Promenade 1, Room 4038
Atlanta, GA 30309




*Donald L. Crosby

Regulatory Counsel
Continental Cablevision, Inc.
Southeastern Region

7800 Belfort Parkway, Suite 270
Jacksonville, FL 32256-6925
(904) 731-8810

(904) 281-0342 (fax)

*Bill Wiginton

Hyperion Telecommunications, Inc.

Boyce Plaza III

2570 Boyce Plaza Road
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15241
(412) 221-1888

(412) 221-6642 (fax)

*Benjamin Fincher, Esq.

Sprint Communications Company
Limited Partnership

3065 Cumberland Circle

Atlanta, GA 30339

Lee L. Willis

J. Jeffry Wahlen

Macfarlane, Ausley, Ferguson
and McMullen

227 South Calhoun Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

*A.R. "Dick" Schleiden

General Manager

Continental Fiber Technologies,
Inc. d/b/a AlterNet

4455 Baymeadows Road

Jacksonville, FL 32217

(904) 448-3390

(904) 731-8699 (fax)

*Sue E. Weiske, Senior Counsel
Law Department

Time Warner Communications
160 Inverness Drive West
Englewood, Colorado 80112
(303) 799-5513 (voice mail)
(303) 799-5591 (facsimile)
(Digital Media Partners)

Patricia Kurlin

Intermedia Communications of
Florida, Inc.

9280 Bay Plaza Boulevard

Suite 720

Tampa, Florida 33619

G ekl potles

SUE E. WEISKE, ES(El
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSBICN

DOCKET NO. 950985D-TP
(TIME WARNER AxS OF FLORIDA, L.P. AND
DIGITAL MEDIA PARTNERS
PETITION SPRINT UNITED)
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
JOAN MCGRATH
ON BEHALF OF TIME WARNER AXS8 OF FLORIDA, L.P.

AND DIGITAL MEDIA PARTNERS

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS.
My name is Joan McGrath, and my business address is
Time Warner Communications, 160 Inverness Drive

West, Englewocod, Colorado 80112.

ON WHOBE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING TODAY?
I am testifying on behalf of Time Warner AxS of
Florida, L.P. (*Time Warner AxS"} and Digital Media

Partners ("DMP") (collectively “Time Warner”).

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PFILED TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

Yes.

DOCUMENT EUMPER-DATE
J1007 JaN268
FPSC~RECORUS/REPORTING
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WHAT I8 THE PURPOSE OF YOUR INSTANT TESTIMONY?
The purpose of this testimony is to offer rebuttal
to the direct testimony filed by Sprint United

witness F. Ben Poag.

WITNEBS POAG BTATEDVTKAT DURING SPRINT UNITED'S
DISCUBSIONS WITH TIME WARNER, TIME WARNER HAS NOT
PROPOSED ANY OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO SPRINT UNITED'S
PORT CHARGE. I8 THIS8 A CORRECT CHARACTERIZATION?

Absolutely not. On several occasions Time Warner
has proposed in kind bkill and keep for local
interconnection compensation. Additionally, Time
Warner might be very interested in a port charge if
Sprint United’'s proposed prices were more
reasonable. However, Sprint continues to propose
port charge prices that are extremely high,
especially compared to what Time Warner has
encountered in other states. For example, NYNEX
has proposed port charges of $1710 at the tandem
and $950 at the end office. Sprint United’s best
offer to Time Warner was substantially higher than
the NYNEX prices. The prices Sprint has continued
to propose for its flat rate port charges are
simply too high for Time Warner to compete with

basic local exchange rates that are among the
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lowest in a state which has some of the lowest

rates in the nation.

Time Warner has also proposed a LATAwide local
interconnection rate structure, which Sprint United
has not wanted to discuss. Over a period of
months, Sprint United has continued to advance its
flat rate port charge, which applies to Sprint
United~-only local traffic (no EAS with other LECs)

on a one-way basis.

In frustration over Sprint United’s continuing high
priced port charge offers, Time Warner asked if
Sprint United would consider a usage-sensitive rate
similar to the BellSouth structure. Sprint
United’'s response, several times, has been in the
negative. Sprint United has asserted that it does
not have the capability to measure and bill such
traffic, and that it does not want two price

structures.

Witness Poag’'s response testimony filed January 5
was the first change from the port-charge-only
discussions Time Warner had with Sprint United. On

January 16 Time Warner received a revised proposal
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from Sprint United offering a high usage-based
charge, in addition to a still expensive port
charge. Time Warner has analyzed these propocsals

and finds them extremely expensive and unworkable.

I8 S8PRINT UNITED'S TOLL DEFAULT PROPOSAL
REASONABLE?

No. The toll default proposal states that in the
event that Sprint United cannot determine whether a
call originating from Time Warner and terminating
to Sprint United is local or tell, Sprint United
will not pay the terminating rate, but will bill
Time Warner originating switched access charges.
This proposal is part of the BellSouth agreement.
Time Warner could only agree to it because of its
belief that BellSouth would work with Time Warner
to obtain adequate numbering resources so that Time
Warner never pays such a charge. Time Warner
continues to be concerned about how this will work,
but is willing to try to make it work. However,
Time Warner does not believe that such a proposal
is the only way to solve the statutory requirement
that toll traffic not terminate over local
interconnection arrangements. One way to resolve

it is through a LATAwide termination arrangement.
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Another way to resolve it is to simply let the
statutery complaint process be the mechanism. If
Sprint United believes that Time Warner |is
terminating interexchange company calls over local
interconnection arrangements, it should file a

complaint with the FPSC.

WITNESS POAG HAS DISAGREED WITH TIME WARNER'S
REQUEST THAT IT PROVIDE DIRECTORY SERVICES
(LIBTINGS, BCOKS, DISTRIBUTION) TO TIME WARNER AT
NO CHARGE. DO YOU AGREE WITH WITNESS POAG’'S
RATIONALE FOR THIB?

No. A unified white pages is of great value to
consumers, businesses, and local service providers.
Although Time Warner acknowledges that it benefits
from having its customers’ 1listings in Sprint
United’s phone books,.Sprint United does as well,
both by having a complete 1listing to sell to
others, and by having an increased audience for its
yellow pages, as well as an increased base for its
yellow pages sales. Sprint United also benefits in
the delivery of phone books by not having to
determine which houses get Sprint United phone
books and which do not. Time Warner is willing to

provide its customer 1listings to Sprint United.
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Witness Poag’s speculation that Sprint United may
change its existing relationship with its directory
publishing company notwithstanding, Sprint profits
significantly from directory publishing. Froﬁ its
1994 annual report; Sprint United’'s gross profit
from its directory publishing activities was in
excess of $44 million. Sprint United’s ability to
continue to sell yellow pages to Time Warner's
customers will perpetuate this net profit. Time
Warner believes this is a fair tradeoff for
providing listings and directories to Time Warner

customers.

WITNESS8 POAG PROPOSED THAT ON TOLL CALLS8 TERMINATED
TO PORTED NUMBERS, SPRINT UNITED SHOULD BE ALLOWED
TO XEEP THE TANDEM SWITCHING ELEMENT, THE RIC AND
MEET POINT TRANSPORT REVENUES, WHILE REMITTING TO
TIME WARNER THE REMAINDER OF THE MEET POINT TANDEM
REVENUES, LOCAIL SWITCHING AND CCL TO TIME WARNER.
I8 THIS8 ACCEPTABLE?

No, this is not appropriate. Oon local calls
originating from Sprint United and terminating to a
Time Warner ported number there wculd be no
additional coﬁpensation to Sprint United for the

use of its network. There is no reason that toll
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calls should be treated any differently. If those
calls were not ported, Time Warner would receive
all of the terminating access revenues from them,
and Time Warner should not have to share them with
Sprint United because the calls are ported. Sprint
United is already éompensated. for the costs Qf

porting these numbers.

DO YOU AGREE WITH WITNESS POAG’'S PROPOSAL FOR
COLLOCATED ALECS CONNECTING THROUGH SPRINT UNITED'S
TANDEM?

No. Time Warner should be allowed to transmit
traffic through the Sprint United tandems to other
telecommunications provider end offices also
subtending the Sprint United tandems, and without
connecting through Sprint United’'s c¢ollocation

facilities.

Direct interconnections among the ALECs and among
ALECs and 1IXCs at Sprint United’'s wire center
locations, provided that Sprint United is
compensated for at least the incremental cost for
providing the interconnections, furthers local
competition by allowing the creation of a more

efficient network. To the extent that Sprint

N —
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United is allowed to dictate the terms and
conditions under which ALECs can directly connect
with each other or with an IXC in an economically
efficient manner, local exchange competition will
be stifled. Although Sprint United might argue
that suéh direct connection ignores the potential
revenue losses it might occur, such a revenue loss
is not necessarily an adverse event, it simply
reflects the emergence of effective local

competition.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.

I have disagreed with Sprint United witness Poag’s
assertions about the negotiation process. Several
scenarios have been offered which were rejected out
of hand by Sprint United. I have offered better
alternatives to Sprint United’s toll default toll
default proposal, and taken issue with witness
Poag’'s compensation rationale for directory
services. I have disagreed with witness Poag’s
assertion that Sprint United deserves more than the
normal switched access charges (perhaps some shared
transport and tanden switching) on calls

terminating to ported numbers, and have discussed



why a direct connection between ALECs and others is

appropriate.

DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR REBUTTAL, TEBTIMONY?

Yes. It does.



