
Marcelt Morre1r• 
VJc. Preeldent & Gtr!efal CounMf - Florida 

~General Counael 
Anthor.f P. GIIIINin .. 
LMae Rlkin st.tn• 

Allomeys* 
Klmberty Caswell 
M. Er1e Edgington 
Em .. tn Mayor, Jr. 

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

Re: Docket No. UllliQ TL 

GTE Telephone Oper1t1ona 

One Tempe Cly Center 
201 North Franklin StrMt. FUC0007 
Post omce Box 11 o 
Tempe, FJolida 33801 
a 13-483-2808 
813-.204-8870 (Facsimile) 

February 21 , 1997 

Resolution by City Comm sslon of Haines C•ty Requesting Extended 
Area Service From Haines C1ty Exchange to All Bcchanges Within 
Polk County 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Please find enclosed for filing an original .,.nd fifteen copies of the Direct T estirnony of 
David E. Robinson on behalf cr GTE Florida Incorporated in the above matter Service 
has been made as indicated on the Certificate of Service. If there are any questions 

·.CK regarding this maner, please contact me at (813) 483-'261 7. 

~f~ Very truly yoursj~ 
~PP _ 

CAr: == /:_ r/M. ~ 1 
·6.1u~vl ( 
c l R £; u- Kimberly Caswell 

Et-G KC:tas 
u:.G Enclosures 

T L'v­UN -~,_ ) 
')P.; 

~CI-1 

SEC 
A pet1 of GTE Coipuo81un 

/JAS - --
IT~---

0 I 9 & 8 fEB 21 ~ 

Ff-SC- P<f.Cil!.ll')/i1LPORTINC • 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: RuotutJon by City Commiasione,.. ) 
of Halnet City requeltlng extended ) 
area tet'Vk» (EAS) fromHaines City ) Docket No. teal II Tt 
dxchange to all exch; ges within Polk ) 
County. ) 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

DAVID E. ROBINSON 

ON BEHAlF OF 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORA TEO 



1 

2 

3 

4 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

DIRECT TESnMONY OF DAVID E. RCSINSON 

DOCKET NO. 95061P·TL 

S Q. r&.EASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

6 A. My name 1s Oavad E. Roblnto:t. My buslneae addre11 i1 GTE 

7 TeleJlhone Operations. 600 Hidden Rkige Orive, Irving, Texaa 75038. 

8 

9 Q. WHAT IS YOUR POStnON wvrni GTE TELEPHONE OPERATIONS 

10 AND YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH GTE FLORIDA 

11 INCORPORATED (GTEFL)? 

12 A. I am t.he Product Manager-local Setvic:ea for GTE Telepno,. 

13 Operations. I manage t.he life cycles of au betic local aa::eae line 

14 switched services, including expanded local calling plans. for GTE 

15 operating companies in aix southeutem states, Including Florida. 

16 

17 Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND 

18 PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE? 

19 A. Y•. I hold a ~lor ot Science dl9ae in Bulineas Adminiltnrtion-

20 Finance from California State Llniver~ity and a Maater O'i Suslneu 

21 AdmlnletratiOn degree from Saint MarY• College ot Catifomla. My 

22 telepi'M>ny eJCpetience began with CONTEL Corpor.Uon, a 

23 GTE predeceMoc' ~. in itl CaiJfamia 14lblidiafy. I held v.-ioul 

24 poaitlona with CONTEL in the areas ot Operationa, Ratea, T.-Hfs, 

25 Regulatory and lnduatty Athlirt. I completed atd auignmet"'UJ In 
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both the Western and Ealtem Regions of CONTEL S8Mce 

Corporation including two IMld one-half yean at the CONTEL Eaatem 

regional office• in Dullea, VIrginia. I left the regulated tel~ 

inctuatry for 5 and one-half years and YI'C)ri(ed as a personal finand~ 

cor ... ~o~ltant '" the financial servk:es induetry. an area fiMndal 

manager for an oil seNices finn and a Olred.or of Buaineaa 

Development for a telecommunicaUone consulting finn. l,.ned 

CONTEL in 1985, and was asaq.d to repre~er~t CONTEL as an "on 

loan" employee to the National Exchange Carrier AIIOCiation, Inc. 

(NECA) • Pacific Region, in Concord, California as Manager of 

Oplqlions ana Industry Relations. AJJ, a result of the CONTEUGTE 

merger in 1991, I was called back from my NECA assignment by 

GTE. I aaaumed my PA~Hnt responsibilities with GTE Telephone 

Op.rationl in August of 1991. 

16 Q. HAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION OR 

17 AMY OTHER REGULATORY AGENCIES? 

18 A. Yea. I testified before the Florida Public Service Commission aa a 

19 rale and t.itf deaVl upert for CONTEL Corporation when CONTEL 

20 atJII had Florida propertiee. More rec:enUy, I submitted testimony on 

21 behalf of GTE Florida ll'lCOIJ)Or8\ad (GTEFL) in this Convnluion's 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Polo Park EAS docket, number 930173-TL. In addition, I hbe 

tntffied u an exper1 witneu for CONTEt. and GTE telephone 

ccmpanies Mtcn alate regulatory commiuiona in Maine, New 

Hamplhlnl, New Mexico, PenntyfYania, South Carolina, Vermont, 
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VIrginia n West Virginia in the areas of aervic::e coat. rate and Witf 

dealgn lind produd and service management. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR l..:STIMONY IN THIS 

PRO ... .::EDING? 

My testimony addresses the City Commisalon of Halnet City'a 

,. •wed request for expanded calling from Haines City to • niMI'Ibar 

of other Polk County exchengea. Fll'lt, I will briefly dlscuu my 

understanding of the statue of this case, then I will spedftcally 

addreaa the •ssuea preaented for retolutJon here, and finally, I wtll 

more generally present GTEFL's thoughts on the appropriate 

relolution of this dOcket. 

14 Q. DO YOU KNOW IF THE 1ne REV1SIONS TO CHAPTER 3M, 

15 F1.0RJDA'8 TELECOMMUNICATIONS STATUTE. HAD ANY 

16 EFFECT ON THE TREATMENT OF EAS REQUESTS? 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I am not an expert on those revisions, but I undentand that the law 

now tt8t., that all application• for extended area service or other 

extended calling aeNice pending befcre lhe Commission on Man..1 1, 

1995, will be governed by the law aa it existed prior to the atatut.ory 

nMiicJna that toak effect en July 1, 1995. (Fla. Stat. ch. 364.385(2).) 

Appticaticn• filed after March 1, but that had not gone to hearing by 

July 1, 1995, wn be c:ontidered under the fOf'ITielf law only tf all 

r-t)ea and the Comminion c:onaent. 

3 



1 Q. WHEN DID HAINES CITY FILE fTS EAS APPUCAnON? 

2 A. 1 understand that it was filed on May 18, 1995. 

3 

4 Q. SINCE IT WAS FILED AFTER THE MARCH 1 OEADUNE FOR 

5 CON8&DERAnDN UNDER THE EXI&nNO STATUTE AND RULI!I, 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

A. 

WHY IS THE COMMISSION APPLYING THE OLD LAW AND 

RULES? 

S.C:.u GTEFL agreed to be governed by the fanner law and ruta 

In ttlit particular case. 

11 Q. DIDN•T THE COMMISSION ALREADY RULE THAT EAS WNJ NOT 

12 APPROPRIATE FOR THE ROUTES REQUESTED? 

13 A. Yes. In a Notice of Proposed Agency Action (Order) issued May 8, 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

1996, the Commission found that no extended calling plan wu 

justified on GTEFL's routes rnduded in Haines City's request (i.e., 

Haines City to lakelaf'ld. Bartow. and Mulbeny, retpectively). 

Specifically, the Commission found that the traffic data for theM 

routes did not meet the Commission-prescribed calling rate or 

diltriJution standards to Wllralt EAS. The Commission ful1her f<UM:f 

ttw theM data did not meet the guldelinee for an alternative toll pi• 

(i.e., extended calling e&Mc:e (f:CS)) either. (Order no. PSC-96-

082o.FOF·Tl. May 8, 1996.) 

24 Q. HAS ANYTHING CHANGED TO NOW WARRANT MANDATORY 

25 EXTENDED CALUNG ON THESE ROUTES? 

4 



e -1 A No. The only reason this matter is again before the Commi11ion ia 

2 thlt the City at Haines City protaated the Commlulon'e previoualy 

3 luued Order. 

4 

5 a. COULD YOU RESPOND TO EACH OF THE FIVE ISSUES 

6 IDEHT1FIED FOR RESOLUTION IN THIS CASE? 

7 A Yea. 

8 

9 Q. IIIYE 1: IS THERE A SUFFICIENT COMMUNITY OF INTEREST 

10 TO JUST1FY JMPLEMENT1NG EAS AS CURRENTLY DEFINED IN 

11 THE COMMISSION RULEI OR IMPLEMENT1NG ECS OR AH 

12 Al.lBNATlVE TOLL PROPOSAL ON ANY OF THE FOLLOWING 

13 ROUTES?: 

14 HAINES CITY/LAKELAND 

15 HAINES CITY/POLK CITY 

16 HAINES CITYIBARTOW 

17 HAINES CITY/MULBERRY 

18 HAINES CITY/FROSTPROOF 

19 HAINES CITYnNDIAN LAKES 

20 HAINES CITY/FORT MEADE 

21 A No, the Conmlulon's Nles do not permit EASon these routes. To 

22 quaC8 the Commlaion, •none ~ lhe FQ.JCee under consideration In this 

23 dOCket meet the MIAIM or diltribution requirement. to qualify for • 

24 IUV8Y for nanopttanal, two-way, nat rate EAs.• (Order at 2.) 

25 
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Nor do the routes satisfy the Convnission's guidelines for a 

mandatOfY altemative toll pl•n. auc:h 11 ECS. In thla respect, the 

Commi11ion held that "the calling rates on the intreLA TA routn do 

not have sufficient calling volumes or distribution to warrant an 

aJtanatNe toll plan .... the tramc data on the Intra LATA routea did not 

indicate a community of interest. • (Order at 3.) 

In lhoct. the traffic statistics rule out any fonn of Ol80datorv ex!enct.d 

c.lllng on theae routea. As I explain below, hoWever. GTEFL la 

willing to consider offering a fully optional fonn of extended calling. 

GTEFL's opt•onal plan could be Implemented without regard to the 

Commiaaion-eatablished community of intereat fad018. 

IRUE 2; WHAT OTHER COMMUNITY OF INTEREST FACTORS 

SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING IF EITHER EA8, 

ECS, OR AN ALTERH'TIVE TOLL PLAN SHOULD BE 

IMP~ EMENTED? 

Under the Cotm~ission's Rules, community of Interest for eldended 

.... service (fAS) is to be detennined through calling usage ttudl• 

em.ng.s involved in an EAS request The Rulo• p111taibe the 

lhf'Wthold showing necesaary to pursue suc:tl a request. As noted 

tlboYe -.ld i1 the Commisaion's Order, tne callinq .wtiatica on thne 

raue. tall ,., ahoft of thla th1111hhold. •None of the routea met the 3 

MIAIM requirement or the dlttribution alteria.• (Ordet at 3.) The 

6 
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calling ttatltUc:. were too low to even meet the Commluion'• men 

relaxed standard for conaideratlon of ECS. (Order at 2·3.) 

The runerieal calling statistic. are the aitical part of tne EAS or ECS 

inquirf. As the Commission'• Order indicates, they are the prirMry 

reference to •••ass community of Interest. .Qm when theM d8tll 

inclca aome significant level of communHy of lnt .. •t (ewn ~ 

It nwy fall short of presaibed at.ndard1) will the Commlsalan 

CXIntider aome form of toll relief. GTEFL is not aware of any lnat.nce 

where the Convnission used aolety subjective community of lnterHt 

evidence to ground toll relief. 

In thla cue, ~. that is exactly what the Convnission will need to 

do If' It wishes to order EAS or ECS. It will have to tum a blind eye to 

the relevant calling data-the data it already found too low to further 

puraue EAS or ECS-and rely instead on unquantifiab1a, societal 

convnunity of interest factora. 

GTEFL 1upposea that factcn advaneed might lndude, fOf' exampte, 

the location ot ac:hool district boundariea, mlljor ahopptng areu, 

medic-I aervicea, large plants Of' of'ftce1, and natural neighborhood 

bouncYries not coincident with exc:twlnge bounderlea. 

AgUt, hc:MieYer, GTEFL beliewl that Comniuion Ruin contemplele 

~ of tt... •18CdtUJ and unrneaaurable alemel a oftt/ In 

7 
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10 

11 

car1ln:tion with tratr'IC data, not •• eland-alone reuone for puraulng 

., EAS or ECS requeat. Thl1 type of complete relaxation at 

•tllbUihed, ob;ective "'-'idelinea for oonaideradon of extended caillng 

req _... 11 piWticulary •11-advfHd at tht1 point. Although GTEFL hu 

-.greed, for purposes at thia docket, to aubmlt ltaetf to the prlot law 

and exitting EAS rules, the Commialion cannot re1p00aibly lgncn 

the enormous changes the new law hat wrought. ~ 

extended calling plans are an anadvonitm in a competitive local 

a::twlge erMI'OM'I8f'lt; the CommiNion lhould be wary of taking any 

action that would expand their use at thil time. 

12 Q. IIIUE 3; IF A SUFFDENT COIIIIUNrTY OF INTEREST IS FOUND 

13 

14 

15 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. 

ON ANY OF THESE ROUl9. WHAT IS THE ECONOMIC Ill PACT 

OF EACH PLAN ON THE CUSTOMER AND THE COMPANY? 

a) EAS WITH 2151215 PLAN AND REGROUPING; 

b) AL TERNATlVE TOLL PLAN; 

c) ECS 

d) OTHER (SPECIFY). 

M upta;ned above, GTEFL believes the Commilaion'a rules do not 

contemplate ordering EAS or an attematlve pl.n without some 

~ at QCitm'Ulrty of Intent It In the tratrlc data. Thentfotw, lhe 

~·· to optlona a, b and c bekJw aaaume (contrary to GTEFL's 

YIMv) lhai the Cc,.nmisaion can dewk)p .n acceptable way of reliably 

measuring community of interest in the abaenc:e of any numerical 

lhowing of community af Interest. (Option d as discussed below 

8 
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would not raise any such ie-..a.) Glven theM hypothetlcal 

parameters, the responses would be ea follows· 

a) EAS with 25125 plan and regrouping: The moat obvious 

ManciaJ effect for the EAS QJ&tomer would be toe mandatory 

monthly additive which will be a11esaed for EAS caltlng. 

Bec.~use each CU1tomtr'1 calling plttem 11 dlfftnnt 

{sometimes from month to month), it is impossible to eay v.nat 

the total economic impact of EAS would be potitive or 

negative for •the customer.• Undoubtedly, some customers 

would save money and some would lose money under EAS. 

Tile financial impact on the Company would be determined 

using current regrouping and 25% additive guidetinea. 

(GTEFL hat not calculated apecific rate changes or revenue 

impacts. but can do so upon request.) 

b) and c) J am addressing the ECS and alternative toll options 

together because ECS (sometimes with a measured element 

and known as ·Mecs· hal histoncelty been the aJtemetive toll 

option ordet8d by thi$ Cotrmillion.) Again, f catV'IOt spea ala 

on the economic irnpad of theM lype plans for "the customer.· 

Since PilCh customer Is dift'llent, some will gain and acme will 

loae under thl1 approach. 

9 
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d) 

With regard to the effec.1 of ECS on GTEFL, the company hal 

not done any speeifl~ calculations at this point. 

Other. This alternative would allow a more market-oriented 

approach to the EAS expansion request. It would not aol~ 

require the consideration of toll traffic atatiatics, but would be 

deligned using other typea of ~e data to mea1Uf8 the 

amount or nN8I'UI ~of en optjonal local calling plan to 

make it economically feaaible for both GTE and the end user 

customer. 

If the Company believes sufftcient demand exists, it could offer 

w. expanded k:M:al calling plan (LCP) on a fully optional balia 

to GTE-aeleeted exchanget. The great alrength of th'­

approach, of course, is that it does not force all cust~ to 

pay for expanded local calling they may not need or WWil 

Each Haines :ity cus1omer could choose the option that belt 

meets tt'eir local calling naedl and bUdget. A cultomer might 

simply ratain his current HrYice, without any additive, and 

continue to pay toll rates when calling other exchanges. Or 

one could choose from one of four LCP options GTEFL hat 

desV'*f. This array of options would meet the diverse calling 

needs (ar 4 budgets) of ell cuatomera, ~lie aatllfying the 

existing state statutOf)' cap on basic local servica rata. 

GTEFL contemptatts .,ering tour different type1 ~ optjonal 

10 
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e e 
GTEFL contemplates offering four different types of optional 

LCPs, as detailed below. 

BASIC CALUNG: The a.~stome . pay• • reduced local acceu 

line rate and all local calls, induding calls to thetr home 

exchange (Haines City), as well as those to their current and 

expanded local calling area, are billed at optional loc.l 

measured usage rates on a per minute batil. The R 1 rwte fOf 

th11 oplton is estimated to be between $7.00 and $7.50, whUe 

the 81 rate would be between $18.00 and $19.00. 

COMMUNITY CALUNG: The a.11tomer pays a allghtty 

reduced local access line rata (as compared to the eldltlng 

socat flat rate) end hal flat rate calling to hit home exchange 

only. All other local calls within the current and expanded 

local calling area are billed at local measured usage ratM. 

The R1 rate estimate would be between $10.00 and $10.50. 

81 customers would not be offered this option. 

COMMUNRY PLUS: The aJStonW pays a higher rate for loc.l 

1100118 in comparlson to his current nat rata tervlce. He hu 

flat rate calling to his home exchange and selected ne.tJy 

exchanges ~lie all other focaJ calls fn ttw e~ loc.l 

catling area are billed at local meuured uuge rates. T"heM 

~elected axc:hangn are generally thoM to ...W.Ich cu.tomen 

11 
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13 

Q.I1W'Itly er1oY flat-rate EAS. In tha Haines City example, the 

exchanges would be Haines City, Winter Haven and lake 

w..... The R 1 rate estimate for this option would be between 

$33.00 and $36.00. 

PREMIUM CALUNG: The customer paya a premtum flat rate 

and may make an unlimited number of calla, without regard to 

duration, to all exchanges within the current and the expanded 

local calling area. The R1 estimate would be between $35.00 

and $40.00. This option wouid not be available to buainea 

cu.tomers. 

14 Q. HOW WOULD PRICES FOR LOCAL MEASURED USAGE BE 

15 DETERMINED UNDER THE LCP OPT10NS YOU PRESENTED 

16 ~VE? 

17 A.. Prk::ing fof' local measured usage would be determined by the airline 

18 cfllla ICe It' the expanded excnange from the home sxct.:ng..-4n this 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

case, Haines City. The rata bands currently reflected In GTE'• local 

tariff lrlder GTE's LCP for the Englewood and North Port exd'langes 

would appfy. The rate is six cents par minute for all local calls to the 

five ,.... bands out to 40 mile1. 

12 



1 Q. ISSUE 4; SHOULD SUBSCRIBERS BE REQUIRED TO PAY AN 

2 ADDIT1VE AS A PREREQU&SITE TO IMPLEMENTATION OF EAS? 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

A. 

IF SO, HOW MUCH OF A PAYMENT IS REQUIRED AND HOW 

LONG SHOULD IT LASn 

Yea. customers are typically required to pay a higher rate for 

mr.datOty local area expantio~ (a• mentioned In 3 a and b, above). 

The level of the increase would likely depend on fltdora such u lhl 

acope of the expansion, the revenue lo11 1nd expenM gain 

cM:ulatJon. and would vary by exchange. If mandatory expansion is 

ordered through EAS or a toll alternative. and an additive is 

necessary. 1t would continua indefinitely. 

M .,.P.ined. GTEFL's optional LCP recommendation would require 

14 no rnandmay additives 

15 

16 Q. ISSUE I; IF A SUFFlCIENT COMMUNITY OF INTEREST IS 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. 

FOUND, WHAT ARE THE APPRUPRIATE RATES AND CHARGES 

FOR THE ~LAN TO BE IMPLEMENTED ON THESE ROUTES? 

For EAS with 25125 plan and regrouping (a, above), the appropriate 

r1tea would be thoaA determined under the existing 25125 formula. 

No mesaage c:herges WOUld be ssseased. The ratea would only ba 

appropriate provided the formula wa• applied COrredly. GTE oould 

.._~In or losa revenue, depending on how ooats compa."'ed wtth 

new revenue generation. In b and c) above, an additive to the 

monthly rala would have to be caJculated and aet. Bellotlng lhl 

13 
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13 

nw1cet (oAtomer bale) end then ataelting the levelt of aooeptance 

would determine if the rates were appropriate. The additive• could 

only be appropriate if they both covered GTE's costa to offer the 

expansion and simultaneous'y the major'~ of cuatomare agreed to 

pay the new monthly additive rate levels to be applied fo aU 

customers. Massage rates for residence and minute ratea for 

buainett would also apply. GTE would be made ~Ia in thlt 

scenano. if the customer accepted all new rate iavala. 

For the optional LCPs (d, above), rates and charges would be aet to 

cover costs and to atlure cuatornera attractive calling option• that 

but fit their needs. 

14 Q. A8 BETWEEN THE APPROACHES PRESENTED AND THAT 

15 YOU'VE DISCUSSED IN THIS T£SnMONY, VYHICH DO YOU 

1~ BELIEVE tS MOST APPROPRIATE FOR ME£11NG THE PE1l110N· 

17 ER8' CALUNG NEEDS? 

18 A. GTEFL. ·; LCP with four now MNice cnolcea is certainly the molt 

19 appropriate option. At I explained u1iet, this approach provic:MJJ the 

20 ccnuner with a runber of atUacttw calling options oeslgned to meet 

21 c:DW..I'Nrl' differing needs. No one will be fOf"Ced to pay for aervioe 

22 they might not Wllllt and tf calllno patterns change for a customer in 

23 the future, they may change to anothet option or bed<. to the afwllya 

24 

25 

available flat rate service C:UIT1M'Itly o:i1df'ed tOday. Again, local rates 

.. not l1liMd or c::n.lg8d in IJI'fl wtlf, which aatlaflea the intent of the 

14 
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a. 

rec:a'1t legislation. In addition. GTEFL alao feels the! such an optional 

Ictal ..W:. plan, giving customers mOf'e control of their local calling 

atea and M~Vlce choices. is contistent with i.he manner in Which 

~are ofreted in a eompetitlve 1'\'\811<etr1ace. It it naw very deer 

that mandatory EAS plans requiring regulatory intervention are 

lncanalltent with competitive IT'arketplace demands and requl,..._ 

menta. and not in the best interett of aU consumens in a gtven 

exx::taange area. 

IN YOUR OPINION, \NILL THE GTEFl LCP APPROACH SAnSFY 

THE PETmONERS' DEMANDS FOR EXPANDED LOCAL 

CAlliNG? 

Yes. In most EAS e>q')8n8ion cues, petitJcners generally deaire a flat 

rate monthly increase or a S.25 per c:alt type plan. They are atao very 

car 1Call8d that n&~N monthly charges not be overly high and that the 

finn:ial impact that COUld befall ~~ .c.lbaa'ibera In the localelCChlnge 

be minirr·:..J. Obviously, GTEFL's LCP would obviate these eonoema. 

Both flat and usage rated calling optiont would be available. In 

llddition. no custom"M' would be fon::ed to pay en additive, at required 

with a~ plan, to theit CU'1"8nt local service rate for expanded 

local calling i1 they did not to choose. I believe that the FAtJtloners 

~ld acxept GTEFL'a LCP propoaal once they ate made awate of 

tM LCP structure and ita e)(J)anded local ceiling flexibility and 

benefit~~ to til CUitomerl, both for thoM CUitcmeB lh8t chooM 8 
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1 ~ LCP option as Mil as lhose that elect to retain their current 

2 local calling area and rates. 

3 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESnMONY? 

4 A. Ye•. 
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