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GTE FLORJDA INCORPORATED 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DAVID E. ROBINSON 

DOCKET NO. 1&511 Tt. 
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5 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

6 A. My name is David E. Robinson. My buaineu addreaio is GTE 

7 Telapf ,. Opendjons, 600 Hidden Ridge Drive, IMng, Taxaa 75038. 

8 

9 Q. DID YOU F1LE DIRECT TESTIMONY IS THICJ PROCEEDING? 

10 A. Yea, I did. 

11 

12 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

13 A. I will pnnapally reepond to the Direct Testimony Of R. Earl Poucher 

14 on behaJf of the Otfk::e of Public Counsel. 
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16 Q. DOES MR.. POUCHER ACKNOWLEDGE THE PIVOTAL ROLE OF 
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TltAFFIC STAnSncs IN DETERMINING WHETHER EXTENDED 

AREA CALUNO WILL BE ORDERED? 

Yea. Mr. Poucher admits that •Convniuion rules require that at least 

dTae (3) meaaages per month (MAM) be originated from an exchange 

requesting EAS to another exchange before the Commission will 

require a vote for the proviaion of nat rate EAS: (POUCher Direct 

Testimony at 4, lines 5-7.) All pointed out in my Direct Test•mony, 

lhe Convnisaion has already conaidered the traffic 1tudle1 In thla 

docket n rejected flat-rate EAS n wellaa a rlli\W&Cry 'a~~TE 
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toll pia'\ (See Order no. PSC-96-062o..FOF-TL at 2-3.} This inquiry 

into extended calling should thu.s be at an end. 

4 Q, BUT, IN HIS DIRECT TESnMONY AT 5, UNES 10-12. MR. 

5 POUCHER STATES THAT "WHERE TRAfF1C VOLUMES HAVE 

6 BEEN FOUND TO BE LESS THAN 311AM, THE ~MMISSION HAS 
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APPROVED BOTH FLAT RATE EA8 OFFERINGS AND 

ALTERNATIVE EA8 PLANS." 18 IT TRUE THAT THE 

COMMISSION CAN AND HAS ORDERED FLAT -RATE EAS EVEN 

THOUGH CAlUNG STAnsncS WERlE INSUFFICIENT UNDI!R 

THE RULES? 

To GTEFL's l<nc:M1adge, the Commiaion hu llld! approved nat-rate 

EAS on routea where traffic volumes have not met the traffic aiteria 

aet fOI1h in the Commission's rules. Such action would violate the 

Convninfon'a own rules. 

Indeed, deepite the above-quoted statement, Mr. Poucher offert no 

examples ~the Commission's having approved flat-rate EAS where 

traffic voi'Jtnaa were leu than 3 MAM. VVhat he does focua on 

repeatedly. however, Ia a Fnwdin County case where the 

Commtuion ordete<J IMllQUOQ f« flat-rate EAS even though c:a/''-,g 

atatilticl did not aatilfy the traffic threlhholda. The ballot failed and 

flat-rate EAS was nszt implemented. (See. Order numbert 23962 

(January 7, 1991) and 24835 (July 19, 1991).) 
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Q . EVEN IF THE TRAFF1C STATISTICS DON'T JUSnFY FLAT-RATE 

EAS. CAN'T THE COMMISSION ORDER SOME KIND OF 

AL TERNAT1VE EXTENDED CALUNG PLAN? 

A. It Is true that if calling statistics don't measure uc. th6 Commission 

can consider •other community of interest factors• in evaluating 

whether an alternative to flat..rate EAS might be WBIT'8nted. (See 

Conm;-.ion Rule 25-4.060(5).) The most typical example of such an 

altema6ve is extended calling service (ECS), where customers are 

chalgad ~.25 per call, instead af the othefwiae applicable toll rates. 

The Commiulon's ability to consider non-numerical community of 

lntareat factors doeJ QS21 mean, however, that the Commission can 

focus~ on thole factors and simply ignore the traffic statistics. 

Thla il dear from the Commission's precedent on extended calling. 

Aa the Cc:rmlissJon stated in the M 1y, 1996 Order in this very casa, 

•Historically, this COtM'Iission has considered the $.25 calling plan or 

ECS on routes that met the calling rate and exhibited a substantial 

lhcM'ing on the distribution requirement. ... Typically, theN cases were 

dole to meeting CU" requirements but fell short by a small percentage 

on the distrt~~on a1teria. • (Order no. PSC-96-0620-FOF· TL, at 2.) 

8ec8l ne none of the routea in ltlit casa met even the raiDed criteria 

1or ECS, the Commission found--<XW1alstent with its past decisions­

that no mandatory loll altemative wac WBIT'8nted. 

Even in tha "olusia County C8a4t Mr. Poudler mentions, the 
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Commisaion was careful to note that •-;ne apeefflc [alternative toll] 

p1an haa been dependant upon lha lrdic volumaa on thl rout11 

under consideration.• (Order no. PSC-92-1491-FOF-TL, at 4 .) 

In lhart, the Commiaaion hal already found that the other, subjective 

community of interest fac:tore it may ccnJid.-.. in this caM would not 

suff'IC8 to balance out calling ltatiltica that are too low to indicate a 

comm..nity of interest even for ECS, let alone EAS. 

10 Q. IS THERE ANY REASON FOR THE COMMISSION TO BE 

11 UNUSUALLY UBERAL IN EVALUA nNG THE NON· 

12 QUANTlFlABLE COMMUNITY OF INTEREST FACTORS IN THIS 

13 CASE? 

14 A. No. To lha contrary, the Commission lhould be extremely cautious 

15 in de~ng from itt Rules and rustoms of relying heavi!y on 

16 runerical traffic atlst.ics in extended calling caNs. AI I pointed out 
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in my Direct Testimony, even though GTEFL has agreed to conduct 

tNa cue ""*" lhe aupef'l8ded Chapter 364, the Commi11ion cannot 

ignore the fact that the tocal exc..l&nge is now open to competition. 

Changed • ...ut CDlditions cast dcU:Jt on the need for any mandatory 

extended calling plana. 

Furthermore, GTEFL does 10! believe there has been any 

extlaordinary showing d llOfl..Ot.lll8nl commiUllty of inte1e!lt factors 

to juatify waiver of any Commiaaion rulea or put policiea in 
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considering 8ldended calling requelt.l. To this enci, the Commiasion 

should reject Mr. Poucher's invitation to expand the logic from a 

handful at unique caMs to grant mandatory toll relief in this case. 

Rather, the CommissiOn ahould affirm its previou• finding that-

ia justified in this case. 

8 Q. AT PAGE 10, UNES 8·12 OF HIS DIRECT TESnMONY, MR. 
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POUCHER COMMENTS THAT GTE "'WOULD PROBAB'-Y 

EXPERIENC£ A REVENUE INCREASE .. IF FLAT -RATE £AS WAS 

ORDERED. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THIS ASSERnON? 

Thil statemen1 only emphasizes the pitfalls at ttying to fit EAS Into a 

competitive local exchange environment. Mr. PouCher's concJusion 

~a favaab6e tinanaal impact on GT£FL is based on the explicU 

aaaumptions that GTEFL will benefit from regrouping revenues and 

a twenty-five (25) percent additive above existing local rates. In the 

old, monopoly environment, where EAS would have forecJosed toll 

competition, the regrouping and additive may have helped offset 

GTE's lOll losses. B•Jt Mr. Poucher v.nolly iglontl the effects of these 

faatn In a ~itlve marketplace. The mandatory regrouping and 

add~lcn effectively increaM existing local rates-will jut give 

GTE'• competitors further room to undercut GTE and to take 111 

CUitOmatl. AJ. the same time, '1TE will lose its existing toll revenues. 
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AB the Commission indicated in the Franklin County docket Mr. 

Paucner cites. cost recovery for the company is e key consideration 

In asaodation with a totl relief requeat. (Order no. 23962 at 4.) To 

thla end, the agency must rernemtler that competiUve envy has 

compticated the auessmet"'t of the tinandal effec:ts Of mandatory 

extended calling on GTE. and it should av..,id relying-as Public 

Cour "' has-on easy assumptions that no longer hold true. 

Finally, even aaic:te from the matter Of potential harm to GTE. the 

Cornrnisaion n.JSt consider the broader issw Of harm to competition. 

The Flc:Nida leglalatLn nJ the U.S. Con(J'eu have placed their faith 

in 11\8t'bt forces as lh8 best way to achieve competitive benefits for 

c:cnsumers. Regulatory int8fVention should be held to a minimum to 

avoid dlarupting the efficient functioning Of the mmet. More 

regulation should be the exception. rather than the nonn. In this 

case, no extraordinary circumstances have been shown to juatify 

taking the risk of undermining market efficiency with a mandatory 

calling plan. 

BUT SvME HAINES CITY RESIDENTS HAVE EAPRESSEO THE 

NEED FOR TOLL REUEF. HOW WILL THEY GET THEIR NEEDS 

MET WITHOUT A COMMISSION MANDATE? 

By the aeme11'1811<et forces I talked about above. It there it sufficient 

market demand for extended calling, companies will stop in to meet 

it. The;e is no need for a regulatory mandate. A.a I detailed in my 

6 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. 

Direct Testimony, GTE is willing to coneid"r offering a tutally optional 

local calling plan (LCP) to satisfy the Heines City residents• calling 

needs. WUh LCP, customers can choose among e number of 

different options to meet diverse calling neede. It is not a one-aile­

fits-aU approach, as e mandatory plan woulc.1 be. Furt"MMr, no 

customer wilt be forced to pay an additive "'1J8inat hi• wilhea. at Ia 

ine ··abty the e.ae for some customers under an EAS scenario. 

I ha~e read the testimony of the Hainea City repre.entatives in this 

c:ue and eympathiz.e with their poeition. But I beHave that GTEFL's 

LCP, rather than a Commission ordered plan is U1e best resolution to 

Haines City's request for 8)dended catting. GTEFL's LCP will satisfy 

expreated wishes for extended calling without undermining 

oompetitive ma11<et forces and without any neec:t for the Commission 

to depart fran ita Nlet and Pf'8(:tiCN 18qUiring pa11cular calling levels 

for toll relief. 

In addition, the Commission should keep in minc:t that other local 

exchange and ton campania& are free to offer Haines City residents 

innovative c::alling oplioos in competition with GTEFL's LCP. In 

.xtltion, theM GTEFL oompetikn can define their local aerving area 

(and thus thalt.cal calling scope) as broadly as they wish. 

MR. POUCHER MAKES THE POINT THAT GTE iTSELF IN ITS 

LAS r RATE CASE PROPOSED COUNTYWIDE CALUNG 
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(POUCHER DIRECT TESTIMONY AT 11, UNES 1-1.) WHY HAS 

GTE CHANGED rrs POSinON HERE? 

1he countywide caning proposal Mr. Poucher refers to was made 

several years ego, in 1992, in the context ot a comprehenlive rate 

caae. A lot hal c:hanged il'l the intervening yearw~ndllllel, GTEFL. Ia 

now a priC&-f'8Qulated earner rather then a rate regulated earner. 

Fl,. "ida hal reviled its telecommunicaUons Jaw to open the local 

exchange, follov.'ed by 01'811l8tic federal Jegislation--U'le 

Te~icationa Aa ot 1998 ~Jiy overhauling 

telecommunicatione law regulation. In view ot lheae sweeping 

changes, INI'1)' thinga that may have been appropriate tiva years ago 

are incongruous within the new mali<et SCheme. A.. I cliacusHd 

above, mandatory extended calling plans ara one of theN lhings. 

They will only suppreas the mat1tet efficiency the new state and 

federal laws were Intended to encourage. Certainly, now is not the 

time to extend use ot mandatory calling plans. 

1 t. Q. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESnMONY? 

19 A. Yea, it does. 
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