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the relevant time period at issue for each CLEC named in this case, illustrate the 

intrastate switched access billed by each to QCC during the pertinent time period, 

describe the variance in rate between the billed rate and the rate provided to certain of 

QCC’s interexchange carrier (IXC) competitors, and calculate the financial impact on 

QCC from inception to termination of the agreement. For agreements that remain 

active, I calculated the variance only through March 31, 2012. I understand that my 

calculations will need to be brought current later in the case. Also, to the extent QCC 

is missing billing data for earlier periods I may need to update my calculations 

(assuming that billing data can be obtained from the CLECs) for the earlier periods. 

111. ANALYSIS OVERVIEW 

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SWITCHED ACCESS COST TO QCC? 

Switched access is a very significant expense to QCC. By way of example, for 2010 

and 201 1, QCC incurred switched access expenses (interstate and intrastate) on average 

exceeding - per month. Of this total, - was for intrastate 

switched access. In other words, intrastate switched access accounted for 48 percent of 

QCC’s switched access expense for 2010 and 2011. Thus, while the majority of traffic 

is rated as “interstate,” the expense to interexchange carriers (IXCs) such as QCC is 

balanced equally between interstate and intrastate charges because intrastate rates are 

typically far higher than interstate rates. 

HOW MUCH OF THE - IN MONTHLY SWITCHED ACCESS 

COST WAS BILLED BY CLECS? 

Of this total, and again on average, - of this monthly expense has been billed 

by CLECs. Of- total, approximately - (34 percent) was for 

intrastate switched access billed by CLECs. 
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HOW MUCH OF THE -IN MONTHLY SWITCHED ACCESS 

COST WAS BILLED IN FLORIDA? 

According to my review, -per month has been billed by LECs in Florida 

in 2010 and 201 1, Of that total, - (or 38 percent) was hilled as intrastate 

switched access, and - per month was billed by CLECs as intrastate switched 

access. Thus, on average QCC was billed - per year in that period by 

CLECs for intrastate switched access in Florida 

YOU MENTIONED ABOVE THAT YOUR TESTIMONY FOCUSES 

PRIMARILY ON ANALYZING THE FINANCIAL IMPACT OF CLEC OFF- 

PRICE LIST SWITCHED ACCESS AGREEMENTS WITH CERTAIN IXCS. 

CAN YOU GENERALLY DESCRIBE THOSE AGREEMENTS? 

Yes. Generally speaking, the agreements relevant to this case provided AT&T, 

Sprint, or MCI Worldcom discounted switched access rates when compared to the 

respective CLEC’s price list and the invoices generated to IXCs other than to AT&T, 

Sprint, or MCI Worldcom. Oftentimes, the agreements were national in scope, 

meaning that the CLEC and IXC did not enter into separate agreements for each state. 

In a couple of cases, the stated (discount) rates were state-specific, but more 

commonly the CLEC provided the IXC a uniform rate or rate standard across all 

states. The discounts follow one of three patterns. Many of the agreements contain 

straightforward composite per-minute-of-use rates (i.e., unitary rates that blend 

together all elements of switched access) for switched access. Other agreements 

provide that the CLEC will charge the M C  the local ILEC’s switched access rates 

rather than the CLEC’s price list rate. CLEC intrastate price list rates typically 

exceed ILEC rates (unless restricted under a particular state’s law). The final (albeit 
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IV. CLEC BY CLEC ANALYSIS' 

A. Broadwine Communications, LLC 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BROADWING COMMUNICATIONS, LLC 

AGREEMENTS AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

QCC's claims against Broadwing in this case stem from Focal Communications 

Corporation's switched access agreements. They do not stem directly from 

Broadwing's switched access agreements. It is my understanding that Broadwing 

acquired Focal (or Focal's assets) many years ago, and that "Focal" has continued to 

provide QCC switched access in Florida. Focal has separate and distinct off-price list 

agreements for intrastate switched access with = an- in the state of Florida. 

Copies of the agreements are attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as 

Exhibits WRE 5A and 5B. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in these agreements. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENTS? 

I understand the agreement with = to have a beginning effective date of - - and a termination date of I. The = agreement has a 

beginning effective date of - and - 
I was only able to obtain invoices data beginning in - Thus, the 

relevant timeframe for my current analysis is - through - 
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' Please note that, while Access Point, Inc. and Birch Conmmnications, Inc. are still technically respondents in 
this case, QCC has entered into a settlement with Access Point and is working to finalize a settlement with 
Birch. On June 1, 2012, QCC filed a notice dismissing its complaint as against Access Point. QCC anticipates 
filing a notice dismissing its complaint against Birch once the written settlement agreement is final. As a result 
of these settlements, my testimony does not include a discussion of Access Point's or Birch's agreements, price 
lists or practices. Should the status of these settlements change as a result of any unforeseen circumstances, 
QCC reserves the right to supplement its testimony with that information and documentation. 
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PLEASE DESCRIBE FOCAL’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For invoices dated from - through -, Focal billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Focal billed a variety of 

switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

- Carrier Common Line; 

- End Office Local Switching; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; 

-Tandem Switching; 

- Residual Interconnection Charge; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in section 5 of Focal’s Florida price list, a copy 

of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 7. 

WHAT RATE DID THE FOCAL OFF-PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS 

CONTAIN? 

The rate included in the agreement with 

The rate included in the agreement 

with 

Because the = agreement terminated in -, I will utilize the off-price list rates and 
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terms from the = agreement for the period through - and the - rates 

thereafter. 

Q. WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE FOCAL 

AGREEMENTS? 

A. By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, Focal billed - more to 

QCC than it would have billed the preferred MCs for the same set of minutes. More 

specifically, Focal billed - more to QCC than it would have billed to = 
for the exact same set of minutes between - Focal billed 

QCC [BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] -[END LAWYERS 

ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] more than it would have billed = for the same set of 

minutes between - I found that QCC was charged I percent 

higher during the = agreement time frame and [BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY 

CONFIDENTIAL]I[END LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] percent higher 

during the = agreement time frame. My calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-1 

and DAC-2.4 Exhibit DAC-1 is a month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while 

Exhibit DAC-2 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX 

database query, originating access, terminating access), by month and by type of invoice 

(electronic or manual). 

Q. 

A. 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

I utilized the - agreement for the period of - 
and the - agreement for the period of - 

For 68 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC had received 

the electronic bill detail needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted 

All of the Exhibits to my testimony, with the exception of Exhibit DAC-I7 (which is a document provided by 
MCI in discovery), were prepared by myself or at my direction. 
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the minutes from the switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the 

contract rate to derive the amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the 

same discount as the preferred MCs. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated 

by subtracting the amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the 

amount it was actually billed. 

The electronic invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of 

Focal’s total monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched access charges 

(including intrastate 800 query charges). For the 

46 percent. For the = agreement, that percentage was 43 percent. 

For the remaining 32 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (i.e,, 46 percent for = as there were no manual invoices 

during the = agreement timeframe) to the total amount of the manual bills to derive 

a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices, In this instance, I then applied the previously mentioned mpercent variance 

calculated from the electronic invoice detail to determine the financial impact of this 

remaining 32 percent. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

Yes. [BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] -1 

agreement, that percentage was 
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LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

B. Budpet Preaav, Inc. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BUDGET PREPAY, INC. (BUDGET) AGREEMENT 

AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

Budget had an off-price list agreement for intrastate switched access with = in the 

state of Florida. A copy of the agreement is attached to the Direct Testimony of 
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William Easton as Exhibit WRE 8. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENT? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in these agreement. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENT? 

I understand the agreement with = to have a beginning effective date of = 
I was able to retrieve invoice information for the entire 

timeframe; therefore my analysis is from - - 
PLEASE DESCRIBE BUDGET’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For the invoices from - Budget billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Budget hilled a variety of 

switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

- End Office Local Switching; 

- Carrier Common Line; and 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in section 5 of Budget’s Florida price list, a copy 

of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 10. 

WHAT RATE DID THE PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED AGREEMENT 

CONTAIN? 

The rate included in the agreement with = is -. For the service 
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known as 800 database look-up the rate was - P- 

1 

2 m 
3 Q. WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE BUDGET 

4 AGREEMENT? 

5 By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, Budget billed - more to QCC than 

6 it would have billed to = for the exact same set of minutes during the relevant time 

7 frame. I found that QCC was charged percent higher than was =. My 

8 calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-3 and DAC-4. Exhibit DAC-3 is a month- 

9 by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-4 provides a more granular 

I O  analysis and is divided by category (8XX database query, originating access, 

11 terminating access), by month and by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

12 Q. HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

A. 

c--- 

A. For 100 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the quantity of minutes 

and database queries from the switched access invoices and multiplied each by the 

respective contract rate to derive the amount QCC would have been billed had QCC 

enjoyed the same discount Budget was providing to the preferred IXC. The financial 

impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the amount QCC would have been 

19 

20 Q. 

21 A. No. 

22 

23 

billed at the contract rate from the amount it was actually billed. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

- 
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C. BullsEve Telecom. Inc. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BULLSEYE TELECOM, INC. (BULLSEYE) 

AGREEMENT AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

BullsEye has an off-price list agreement for intrastate switched access with AT&T in 

the state of Florida. A copy of the agreement is attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibit WRE 11. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENT? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in the agreement. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENT? 

I understand the agreement to have a beginning effective date of - - I was able to retrieve invoice information for 

invoices beginning - Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current - 
PLEASE DESCRIBE BULLSEYE’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS 

PERIOD OF TIME? 

For the invoices dated from - BullsEye billed 

QCC - for intrastate switched access in Florida. BullsEye billed QCC a 

composite rate for intrastate switched access in Florida. Both originating and 

terminating switched access were billed $.0410 per minute. QCC was separately billed 

$0.0055 per 800 database query. These rates are found in section 3.9 of BullsEye’s 

Florida price list, a copy of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William 

REDACTED 16 



- 
1 

2 Q. 

3 

4 A  

5 

6 Q- 
I A. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

P 

14 Q. 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
e 

Docket No. 090538-TP 
Direct Testimony of Derek Canfield 

Filed June 14,2012 

Easton as Exhibit WRE 13. 

WHAT RATE DID THE PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED OFF-PRICE LIST 

AGREEMENT CONTAIN? 

The rate included in the agreement with AT&T is - 
WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC? 

By virtue of billing the higher rates, BullsEye billed - more to QCC than it 

would have hilled to AT&T for the exact same set of minutes. I found that QCC was 

charged percent higher than was AT&T. My calculation is summarized at Exhibit 

DAC-5 and DAC-6. Exhibit DAC-5 is a month-by-month summary of the overcharge, 

while Exhibit DAC-6 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by category 

(8XX database query, originating access, terminating access), by month and by type of 

invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 88 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC had received 

the electronic bill detail needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted 

the quantity of minutes and datahase queries from the switched access invoices and 

multiplied each by the respective contract rate to derive the amount QCC would have 

been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount as AT&T. The financial impact, 

therefore, was calculated by subtracting the amount QCC would have been billed at the 

contract rate from the amount it was actually hilled. 

The electronic invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of 

BullsEye’s total monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched access charges 

(including intrastate 800 query charges). In this instance, that percentage was 85 
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percent. 

For the remaining 12 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (i.e., 85 percent) to the total amount of the manual hills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned percent variance calculated from 

the electronic bill detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 12 percent. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

No. 

D. DeltaCom, Inc. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DELTACOM, INC. (DELTACOM) AGREEMENTS 

AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

DeltaCom had three off-price list agreements for intrastate switched access in the state 

of Florida. DeltaCom had 2002 agreements with AT&T and Sprint, and has a 201 1 

agreement with AT&T. Copies of the agreements are attached to the Direct Testimony 

of William Easton as Exhibits WRE 14A, 14B and 14C. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS? 

No, QCC was hilled at rates higher than those set forth in these ageements. 

WHAT WERE THE RELEVANT TIME FRAMES OF THE AGREEMENTS? 

I understand the agreement with Sprint to have a beginning effective date of March 28, 

2002 and have a termination date of April 15,2010. I understand that the 2002 AT&T 

agreement to have a beginning effective date of September 1,2002 and a termination 
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date of January 1,201 1. The 201 1 AT&T agreement has a beginning effective date of 

January 1,201 1 and remains in effect. I have invoice data for the entire time frame 

covered by the agreements and thus, the relevant timeframe for my current analysis is 

March 2002 through March 2012. Because DeltaCom continues to overcharge QCC, 

my calculations will need to be updated at a later point that the Commission deems 

appropriate. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE DELTACOM’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS 

PERIOD OF TIME? 

For invoices dated from March 2002 through April 2010 billed QCC for - 
for intrastate switched access in Florida. DeltaCom billed a variety of switched access 

elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, including: 

- End Office Local Switching; 

- Tandem Switching; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; 

- Information Surcharge; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in section 3.7 of DeltaCom’s Florida price list, a 

copy of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 

16. 

WHAT RATES DID DELTACOM’SAT&T AND SPRINT AGREEMENTS 

CONTAIN? 

23 A. DeltaCom’s agreement with Sprint defined the effective rate as follows: - 
24 
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- - from 7/1/02-6/30/03 

-from 7/1/03-12/31/03 

- Thereafter, the agreement applies - 
The 2002 AT&T agreement in effect applied 

AT&T agreement charges the following rates: 

while the 201 1 

L 
WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE DELTACOM 

AGREEMENT? 

By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, DeltaCom billed a total of - more 

to QCC than it would to the preferred IXCs. More specifically, DeltaCom billed - more to QCC than it would have billed to Sprint for the exact same set of 

minutes during the relevant time frame. For AT&T, DeltaCom billed - for 

the first agreement and - for the second agreement for the exact same set of 

minutes during the relevant time frames. I found that QCC was charged I percent 

higher than Sprint. For the first AT&T agreement, QCC was charged percent higher 

than AT&T. For the second AT&T agreement, QCC was charged I percent higher 

than AT&T. My calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-7 and DAC-8. Exhibit 
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DAC-7 is a month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-8 

provides a more granular analysis and is divided by category (8xX database query, 

originating access, terminating access), by month and by type of invoice (electronic or 

manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 99 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes from the 

switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the 

amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount DeltaCom 

was providing to AT&T. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting 

the amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the amount it was 

actually billed. 

For the remaining 1 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. Because DeltaCom 

bills multiple states per BAN, I was unable to apply the previous method as it would 

overstate the portion of dollars attributed to intrastate switched access usage for Florida. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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24 

I first determined the percentage of the total dollars billed that was attributed to 

intrastate switched access usage in Florida for the two months before and one month 

after the manual invoice. I then took the average of this percentage. This average was 

then applied to the total dollars billed for the manual invoice to determine the estimated 

intrastate switched access amount for the manual invoice. I then applied the previously 

mentioned 

financial impact of this remaining 1 percent. 

percent variance calculated from electronic bill detail to determine the 
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1 Q. WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 
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E. Ernest Communications. Inc. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE ERNEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. (ERNEST) 

AGREEMENTS AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

Ernest has off-price list agreements for intrastate switched access with AT&T in the 

state of Florida. Copies of the agreements are attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibits WRE 17A and 17B 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in the agreements. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENTS? 

~~ ~~ ~~~~~ 

-However, I was only able to retrieve invoice information for 

23 REDACTED 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 Q- 

6 

7 A. 

8 

Docket No. 090538-TP 
Direct Testimony of Derek Canfield 

Filed June 14, 2012 

invoices beginning in - Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current 

analysis is the - Because Ernest - - 
PLEASE DESCRIBE ERNEST’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For invoices dated from - Ernest billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Originating switched access 

9 

IO 

minutes of use were billed at a rate of $0.02 and terminating switched access minutes of 

use were billed at a rate of $0.028 per minute. QCC was separately billed $.000448 or 

$0.0055 per 800 database query depending on the relative date of the charges. These 

12 

13 

rates are found in section 3.9 of Ernest’s Florida price list, a copy of which is attached 

to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 19. 

14 Q. 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 A. 

24 

WHAT RATE DID THE PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED OFF-PRICE LIST 

AGREEMENTS CONTAIN? 

The rates included in the -were: - - - 
The rates included in the 

WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC? 

By virtue of billing the higher rates, Ernest billed - more to QCC than it 

would have billed to = for the exact same set of minutes. I found that QCC was 
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charged percent higher than was = My calculation is summarized at Exhibit 

DAC-9 and DAC-10. Exhibit DAC-9 is a month-by-month summary of the 

overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-10 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by 

category (8XX database query, originating access, terminating access), by month and 

by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 91 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic hill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes from the 

switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the 

amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount Ernest was 

providing to the preferred IXC. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by 

subtracting the amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the 

amount it was actually billed. The electronic invoices also provided me with 

information as to what percentage of Ernest’s total monthly invoices was comprised of 

intrastate switched access charges (including intrastate 800 query charges). In this 

instance, that percentage was 68 percent 

For the remaining 9 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (i.e,, 68 percent) to the total amount of the manual bills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned percent variance calculated from 

the electronic invoice detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 9 

percent. 
REDACTED 
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F. Flatel. Inc. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FLATEL, INC. (FLATEL) AGREEMENT AT ISSUE 

IN THIS CASE? 

Flatel has an off-price list agreement for intrastate switched access with 

state of Florida. A copy of the agreement is attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibit WRE 20. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENT? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in the agreement. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENT? 

I understand the agreement to have a 

-1 was able to retrieve invoice information for 

invoices beginning in - Flatel stopped billing QCC in - 
Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current analysis is the equivalent of - 

in the 

PLEASE DESCRIBE FLATEL’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For the invoices dated from -, Flatel billed QCC 

for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Flatel billed a variety of 

switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

REDACTED 
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- Carrier Common Line; 

- End Office Local Switching; and 

- 800 Data Base Query 

WHAT RATE DID THE PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED OFF-PRICE LIST 

AGREEMENT CONTAIN? 

The rates included in the agreement with - 
= 
WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC? 

By virtue of billing the higher rates, Flatel billed - more to QCC than it 

would have billed to = for the exact same set of minutes. I found that QCC was 

charged percent higher than was =. My calculation is summarized at Exhibit 

DAC-11 and DAC-12. Exhibit DAC-11 is a month-by-month summary of the 

overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-12 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by 

category (8XX database query, originating access, terminating access), by month and 

by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 76 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC had received 

the electronic bill detail needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted 

the minutes from the switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the 

contract rate to derive the amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the 

same discount as the preferred IXC. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by 

subtracting the amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the 

amount it was actually billed. The electronic invoices also provided me with 

information as to what percentage of Flatel’s total monthly invoices was comprised of 
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intrastate switched access charges (including intrastate 800 query charges). In this 

instance, that percentage was 58 percent. 

For the remaining 24 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (Le,, 58 percent) to the total amount of the manual bills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned percent variance calculated from 

the electronic invoice detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 24 

10 percent. 

11 Q. 

12 A. 
/4 

13 

14 

15 
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24 

,- 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

Yes.  

- 
m 
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G. Granite Telecommunications, Inc 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE GRANITE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC 

(GRANITE) AGREEMENTS AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

Granite has separate and distinct off-price list agreements for intrastate switched access 

with AT&T and Sprint in the state of Florida. Copies of the agreements are attached to 

the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 23A and 23B. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in these agreements. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THESE AGREEMENTS? 

I understand the agreement with AT&T to have a beginning effective date of = 
=and, according to Granite, - I also understand the 

agreement with Sprint to have a beginning effective date of - and to have 

terminated effective - I was able to obtain invoice data beginning in 

-, Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current analysis is - 
-Because Granite’s overcharge of QCC - 
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A. 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

- 
PLEASE DESCRIBE GRANITE’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For invoices dated from - Granite billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Granite billed individual 

composite rates for switched access. Both originating and terminating switched access 

minutes of use were hilled at the same $0.057 per minute. For the service known as the 

800 database lookup, Granite billed rates of KO05 and ,0023 depending on the relative 

timeframe of the charges. The rates for these elements are found in section 5 of 

Granite’s Florida price list, a copy of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibit WRE 25. 

WHAT RATE DID THE GRANITE AGREEMENTS CONTAIN? 

The agreement with AT&T defined the effective rate as - - The rate included in the agreement with Sprint is 1 
Because 

the rates contained in the AT&T agreement had a greater financial impact on QCC than 

the Sprint agreements, I will utilize the off-price list rates and terms from the AT&T 

agreement for the remainder of my analysis and conclusions for Granite. 

WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE GRANITE 

AGREEMENT? 

By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, Granite billed - more to QCC than 

it would have billed to AT&T for the exact same set of minutes during the relevant time 

frame. My 

calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-13 and DAC-14. Exhibit DAC-13 is a 

I found that QCC was charged 1 percent higher than was AT&T. 
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month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-14 provides a more 

granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX database query, originating access, 

terminating access), by month and by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 99 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes from the 

switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the 

amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount Granite was 

providing to AT&T. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the 

amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the amount it was 

actually billed. The electronic invoices also provided me with information as to what 

percentage of Granite’s total monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched 

access charges (including intrastate 800 query charges). In this instance, that percentage 

was 74 percent. 

For the remaining 1 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (i.e. 74 percent) to the total amount of the manual bills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned percent variance calculated from 

the electronic invoice detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 1 

percent. 
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H. MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MCIMETRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION 

SERVICES, LLC (MCI) AGREEMENT AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

MCI had an off-price list agreement for intrastate switched access with AT&T in the 

state of Florida. A copy of the agreement is attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibit WRE 26. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE MCI- 

AT&T OFF-PRICE LIST AGREEMENT? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in the agreement. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENT? 

I understand the agreement to have a beginning effective date of January 27,2004 and 

termination date of January 26,2007. However, I was only able to obtain invoice 

information beginning with March 2004. Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current 

analysis is March 2004 through January 2007. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE MCI’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD OF 

TIME? 

From January 2004 through January 2007, MCI billed QCC - for 

intrastate switched access in Florida. MCI billed a variety of switched access elements 

to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, including: 

- Carrier Common Line; 

-End Office Local Switching; 

- Tandem Switched Transport; 

24 - Tandem Switched Facility; 
REDACTED 
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- Directory Assistance Information Surcharge; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

These rates are found in section 7.4 of MCI’s Florida price list, a copy of which is 

attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 28. 

WHAT RATE DID THE OFF-PRICE LIST MCI-AT&T AGREEMENT 

CONTAIN? 

The rate included in the agreement with AT&T was a - - 
WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC? 

The answer depends on how one calculates the overcharge and whether one 

incorporates the effect of the AT&T (CLEC) agreement with MCI that was entered at 

the same time. 

Looking only at the MCI (CLEC) agreement, as the Commission may choose to do, 

MCI billed - more to QCC than it would have billed to AT&T for the 

exact same set of minutes during the relevant time period. I found that QCC was 

charged percent higher than was AT&T. My calculation is summarized in Exhibit 

DAC-15 and DAC-16. Exhibit DAC-15 is a month-by-month summary of the 
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5 Q* 
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1 1  A. 
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21 

22 Q. HOW IS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED USING THE 

23 AGREEMENT RATE? 

24 A. 

overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-16 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by 

category (8XX database query, originating access, terminating access), by month and 

by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

For essentially all of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis (99 percent of the 
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minutes and dollars), QCC had received the electronic bill detail needed to complete 

the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes from the switched access invoices 

and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the amount QCC would have 

been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount MCI was providing to AT&T. The 
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12 

13 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

financial impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the amount QCC would have 

been billed at the contract rate from the amount it was actually billed. The electronic 

invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of MCI’s total 

monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched access charges (including 

intrastate 800 query charges). In this instance, that percentage was 78 percent. 

For the remaining 1 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (i.e., 78 percent) to the total amount of the manual bills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned percent variance calculated from 

the electronic invoice detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 1 

percent. 

WAS THIS THE EXTENT OF YOUR ANALYSIS? Q. 

A. No. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS? 

In discovery, QCC asked MCI for documents relating to the original negotiation of the 

dual agreements in 2004 (including external communications between MCI and AT&T 

and internal MCI analyses regarding the financial impact) and relating to the one year 

extension (agreed to in 2006) that extended the agreement until January 2007. [BEGIN 
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LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] - 
- [END LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

WHAT OBSERVATIONS DID YOU MAKE FROM THIS MCI ANALYSIS? 

[BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] /- 
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I. Navigator Telecommunications, LLC 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE NAVIGATOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS, LLC 

(NAVIGATOR) AGREEMENT AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

Navigator has an off-price list agreement for intrastate switched access with AT&T in 

the state of Florida. A copy of the agreement is attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibit WRE 30. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in these agreements. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENT? 

I understand the agreement with AT&T to have a beginning effective date of July 1, 

2001 and to still be in effect as of March 31,2012. However, I was only able to obtain 

invoices data beginning in June 2002. Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current 

analysis is June 2002 through March 2012. Because Navigator continues to overcharge 

QCC, my calculations will need to be updated at a later point that the Commission 

deems appropriate. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE NAVIGATOR’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS 

PERIOD OF TIME? 

For invoices dated June 2002 through March 2012, Navigator billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Navigator billed a variety of 

switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

- End Office Local Switching; 

- Carrier Common Line: 
REDACTED 
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- Tandem Switching; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in Navigator’s Florida price list, a copy of which 

is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 32. 

WHAT RATES DID THE NAVIGATOR OFF PRICE LIST AGREEMENT 

CONTAIN? 

Navigator’s agreement with AT&T defined the effective rate as - 
WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE AT&T 

AGREEMENT? 

By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, Navigator billed - more to QCC 

than it would have billed to AT&T for the exact same set of minutes during the relevant 

time frame. I found that QCC was charged percent higher than was AT&T. My 

calculation is summarized at Exhibits DAC-20 and DAC-21. Exhibit DAC-20 is a 

month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-21 provides a more 

granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX database query, originating access, 

terminating access), by month and by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 87 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. For an additional 10 percent of the minutes and 

dollars, QCC received paper invoices that supplemented the electronic detail. Thus, I 

simply extracted the minutes from the switched access invoices and multiplied the 
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minutes by the contract rate to derive the amount QCC would have been billed had 

QCC enjoyed the same discount Navigator was providing to AT&T. The financial 

impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the amount QCC would have been 

billed at the contract rate from the amount it was actually billed. The electronic 

invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of Navigator’s total 

monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched access charges (including 

intrastate 800 query charges). In this instance, that percentage was 74 percent. 

For the remaining 3 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (i.e., 74 percent) to the total amount of the manual bills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned percent variance calculated from 

the electronic invoice detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 3 

percent. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 
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J. PAETEC Communications. Inc. 

19 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PAETEC COMMUNICATIONS, INC. (PAETEC) 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

AGREEMENTS AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

PAETEC has separate and distinct off-price list agreements for intrastate switched 

access with AT&T and Sprint (among other IXCs) in the state of Florida. Copies of the 

agreements are attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibits WRE 

33A, 33B, 33C and 33D. 

A. 
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WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENTS? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in these agreements. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENTS? 

PAETEC has two agreements with AT&T. I understand the first agreement with 

AT&T to have a beginning effective date of April 1,2000 and a termination date of 

March 31, 2007. The second agreement with AT&T has a beginning effective date of 

April 30, 2008 and was apparently terminated effective June 20,201 1. PAETEC also 

has two agreements with Sprint. I understand the first agreement with Sprint to have a 

beginning effective date of September 5,2000 and a termination date of February 2004. 

The second Sprint agreement has a beginning effective date of November 19,2004 and 

is still in effect as of March 2012. However, I was only able to obtain invoices data 

beginning in January 21, 2002. It appears that AT&T began receiving lower rates than 

QCC starting in January 2006. Thus, the relevant timeframe for my current analysis is 

January 2006 through June 201 1. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE PAETEC’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For invoices dated from January 2006 through March 2012, PAETEC billed QCC - for intrastate switched access in Florida. PAETEC billed a variety of 

switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

Q. 

A. 

- End Office Local Switching; 

- Common Trunk Port; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

43 REDACTED 



Docket No. 090538-TP 
Direct Testimony of Derek Canfield 

Filed June 14, 2012 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 Q- 

7 A. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
c 

13 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in section 10 of PAETEC's Florida price list, a 

copy of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 

35. 

WHAT RATE DID THE PAETEC-AT&T AGREEMENTS CONTAIN? 

The initial PAETEC agreement with AT&T called for the ILEC's intrastate price list 

rates to be used. The second agreement called for AT&T to receive a fixed dollar 

credit which could vary by year and by the level of monthly purchases of other 

services. This credit will increase or decrease if AT&T's purchase of switched access 

increaseddecreases by more that 10 percent. In discovery, QCC has sought 

information as to the precise credits (and, correspondingly, the percentage discount) 

enjoyed by AT&T. Because QCC has yet to receive that information, I used the ILEC 

14 

15 

intrastate rates from the initial agreement as a proxy. If and when QCC is provided the 

requested information, I can update my calculations for the second agreement. 

16 Q. WHAT RATE DID THE PAETEC-SPRINT AGREEMENTS CONTAIN? 

17 A. The first Sprint agreement effective September 2000 [BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY 

19 

20 [END LAWYERS 

21 

22 

ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] Because the rates contained in the AT&T agreement had a 

greater financial impact on QCC than the Sprint agreements, I will utilize the off-price 

23 list rates and terms from the AT&T agreement for the remainder of my analysis and 
c 

Wireless-originated 8YY calls are calls that originate on a wireless Dhone and terminate to a toll-free 5 

number. 
- 
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conclusions for PAETEC. 

WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE AT&T 

AGREEMENTS? 

By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, PAETEC billed a total of - more 

to QCC than it would have hilled to AT&T. More specifically, PAETEC hilled - more to QCC than it would have billed to AT&T for the first agreement and - the exact same set of minutes during the relevant time frame. I found that 

QCC was charged I percent higher than was AT&T based on the terms in the first 

agreement. QCC was charged percent higher with the second agreement. My 

calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-22 and DAC-23. Exhibit DAC-22 is a 

month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-23 provides a more 

granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX database query, originating access, 

terminating access), by month and by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 99.8 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes from the 

switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the 

amount QCC would have been hilled had QCC enjoyed the same discount PAETEC 

was providing to AT&T. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting 

the amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate fiom the amount it was 

actually billed. 

The electronic invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of 

PAETEC’s total monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched access charges 

(including intrastate 800 query charges). For the first AT&T agreement, that percentage 
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was 55 percent. There were no missing invoices for the second AT&T agreement. 

For the remaining .2 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (Le., 55 percent) to the total amount of the manual bills to 

derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those manual 

invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned I percent variance calculated from 

the electronic bill detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining .2 percent. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

Yes. This relates to the application of the ILEC intrastate rate. Because PAETEC did 

not otherwise bill for all individual elements covered under the Bellsouth, Embarq and 

Verizon intrastate switched access price lists, I created composite rates for each to 

utilize within my analysis. Specifically, I created a composite end office rate which 

included End Office Local Switching and Carrier Common Line, The Verizon price 

list also includes the element of Interconnection Charge, which was also included in the 

Verizon composite end office rate. 

I also create a composite transport rate which included the Bellsouth, Embarq and 

Verizon price list elements of Tandem Switched Transport Facility, Tandem Switched 

Transport Termination, Common Multiplexing, Common Trunk Port, and Tandem 

Switching. 

The transport rate discussed above is only applicable to traffic delivered via the access 

tandem while other rate elements are applicable to all traffic. For this reason, I 

calculated the percentage of traffic that was routed via an access tandem and assigned 

those specific rate elements to only that percentage of traffic. For the first PAETEC- 
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1 K. Time Warner Telecom of Florida. LLC 

2 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE TIME WARNER TELECOM (TWT) AGREEMENT 

3 AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 Q* 

8 

9 A. 

10 Q. 

11 A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

- 

TWT has an off-price list agreement for intrastate switched access with AT&T in the 

state of Florida. A copy of the agreement is attached to the Direct Testimony of 

William Easton as Exhibit WRE 36. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENT? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in these agreements. 

WHAT WAS THE RELEVANT TIME FRAME OF THE AGREEMENT? 

I understand the agreement with AT&T to have a beginning effective date of January 1, 

2001 and a termination date (with regard to its treatment of intrastate switched access) 

of October 1,2008. However, I was only able to obtain invoice data beginning in 

January 2002. Thus, the relevant timeframe for my analysis on the Time Warner 

invoices is January 2002 through October 1,2008. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE TWT’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD OF 

TIME? 

For invoices dated from April 2002 through October 2008, TWT billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. TWT billed a variety of switched 

access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

- End Office Local Switching; 

- Camer Common Line; 

- Tandem Switching; 

REDACTED 
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- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; 

- Residual Interconnection Charge; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in section 3.6 of TWT’s Florida price list, a copy 

of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 38. 

Q. WHAT RATE DID THE TWT-AT&T AGREEMENT CONTAIN? 

A. TWT’s agreement with AT&T 

Copics ot’ the rate 

schedules are contained within Exhibit WRE 36 (pages 51-71) to the Direct Testimony 

of William Easton. 

Q. WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE TWT 

AGREEMENT? 

By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, TWT billed - more to QCC than 

it would have billed to AT&T for the exact same set of minutes during the relevant time 

frame. I found that QCC was charged percent higher than was AT&T. My 

calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-25 and DAC-26. Exhibit DAC-25 is a 

month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit DAC-26 provides a more 

granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX database query, originating access, 

terminating access), by month and by type of invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 95 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes from the 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the 

amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount TWT was 

providing to AT&T. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the 

amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the amount it was 

actually billed. 

For the remaining 5 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. Because TWT bills 

multiple states per BAN, I was unable to apply the previous method as it would 

overstate the portion of dollars attributed to intrastate switched access usage for Florida. 

One BAN comprised 98 percent of the charges associated with manual invoices. For 

this BAN, I first determined the percentage of the total dollars billed that was attributed 

to intrastate switched access usage in Florida for the months before and after the 

manual invoice. I then calculated the average of these percentages. This average was 

then applied to the total dollars billed for the manual invoice to determine the estimated 

intrastate switched access amount for the manual invoice. For the remaining 2 percent 

of the manual invoices, an intrastate percentage for Florida was created on a BAN level 

and then applied to the total dollars. Once the aforementioned percentages were 

applied to the total amount of the manual bills to derive a reasonable estimate of the 

intrastate switched access charges on those manual invoices, I then applied the 

previously mentioned 

to determine the financial impact of this remaining 5 percent. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

percent variance calculated from the electronic invoice detail 

Q. 

A. No. 
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Because the rates contained in the AT&T agreements had a greater financial impact on 

QCC than the Sprint and MCI agreements, I will utilize the off-price list rates and terms 

from the AT&T agreements for the remainder of my analysis and conclusions for US 

LEC. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE US LEC’S BILLING TO QCC DURING THIS PERIOD 

OF TIME? 

For invoices dated from March 2002 through March 2012, US LEC billed QCC - for intrastate switched access in Florida. US LEC billed a variety of 

switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the network utilized, 

including: 

- End Office Local Switching; 

-Carrier Common Line; 

- Common Trunk Port; 

- Tandem Switching; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; 

-Interconnection Charge; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

The rates for these elements are found in section 3 of US LEC’s Florida price list, a 

copy of which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 

41. 

WHAT RATE DID THE US LEC-AT&T AGREEMENTS CONTAIN? 

The initial (1998) US LEC agreement with AT&T called fori- 
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- The rates included in the second agreement with AT&T 

were: 

-om 3/14/02 through 6/20/02 

-rom 6/21/02 through 6/20/03 

-om 6/21/03 through 6/20/04 

-om 6/21/04 through 6/20/05 - from 6/21/05 ~ forward 

ic The third AT&T agreement called for AT&T to receive a fixed dollar credit v 1 

could vary by year and by the level of monthly purchases of other services. This 

credit will increase or decrease if AT&T’s purchase of switched access 

increases/decreases by more that 10 percent. In discovery, QCC has sought 

information as to the precise credits (and, correspondingly, the percentage discount) 

enjoyed by AT&T. Because QCC has yet to receive that information, I = 
as a proxy. If and when QCC is 

provided the requested information, I can update my calculations for the 2008 

agreement. 

Q. WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC OF THE AT&T 

AGREEMENT? 

By virtue of billing QCC the higher rates, US LEC billed a total of - more 

to QCC than AT&T would have been hilled for the same number of minutes. More 

specifically, US LEC billed - more to QCC than it would have billed to 

AT&T for the exact same set of minutes during the second agreement time frame. I 

found that QCC was charged US LEC billed 

A. 

percent higher than was AT&T. 
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Filed June 14,2012 - more to QCC than it would have billed to AT&T for the exact same set of 

minutes during the third agreement time frame. I found that QCC was charged 

percent higher than was AT&T. My calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-27 and 

DAC-28. Exhibit DAC-27 is a month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while 

Exhibit DAC-28 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX 

database query, originating access, terminating access), by month and by type of 

invoice (electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 57 percent of the minutes and dollars, QCC had received the electronic bill detail 

needed to complete the calculation. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes fiom the 

switched access invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the 

amount QCC would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount US LEC was 

providing to AT&T. The financial impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the 

amount QCC would have been billed at the contract rate from the amount it was 

actually billed. 

The electronic invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of US 

LEC’s total monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched access charges 

(including intrastate 800 query charges). For the second AT&T agreement, that 

percentage was 65 percent. For the third AT&T agreement, that percentage was 45 

percent. 

For the remaining 43 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from the electronic 

invoices discussed above (Le., 65 percent and the 45 percent) to the total amount of the 

54 REDACTED 



Docket No. 090538-TP 
Direct Testimony of Derek Canfield 

Filed: June 14, 2012 

h 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 Q* 

I 

8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

manual bills to derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on 

those manual invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned I percent for the time 

period associated with the second agreement and I percent for the time period 

associated with the third agreement variance calculated from the electronic invoice 

detail to determine the financial impact of this remaining 43 percent. 

I UNDERSTAND QCC ENTERED INTO A SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

WITH US LEC IN 2006. WAS THIS TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION IN 

YOUR CALCULATIONS? 

Yes. For the time period covered by the settlement, which was the beginning of my 

analysis through June 2006, [BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] I 

[END LAWYERS 

ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

Yes. 
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M. Windstream NuVox, Inc. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE WINDSTREAM NUVOX, INC. (WINDSTREAM 

22 

23 

24 

NUVOX) AGREEMENT AT ISSUE IN THIS CASE? 

Windstream NuVox has separate and distinct off-price list agreements for intrastate 

switched access with AT&T, Sprint and MCI in the state of Florida. Copies of the 

A. - 
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agreements are attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibits WRE 

42A, 42B, 42C, 42D and 42E. 

WAS QCC BILLED AT THE SAME RATES CONTAINED WITHIN THE OFF- 

PRICE LIST AGREEMENT? 

No. QCC was billed at rates higher than those set forth in the agreement. 

WHAT WERE THE RELEVANT TIME FRAMES OF THE AGREEMENTS? 

I understand the initial agreement with AT&T to have a beginning effective date of 

November 1,2001 and was superseded by the New South-AT&T agreement effective 

February 1,2005. The second agreement with AT&T has an effective date of June 

2010 and still remains in effect. I understand the agreement with Sprint to have a 

beginning effective date of August 26, 2002 and remains in effect. I understand the 

agreement with MCI to have a beginning effective date of January 1,2006 and still 

remain in effect. I was able to obtain invoice data beginning in January 2002. Thus, 

the relevant timeframe for my analysis is January 2002 through March 2012. Because 

Windstream NuVox continues to overcharge QCC, my calculations will need to be 

updated at a later point that the Commission deems appropriate. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE WINDSTREAM NUVOX’S BILLING TO QCC DURING 

THIS PERIOD OF TIME? 

Q. 

A. From January 2002 through March 2012, Windstream NuVox billed QCC for - for intrastate switched access in Florida. Windsheam NuVox billed a 

variety of switched access elements to reflect the various unique portions of the 

network utilized, including: 

- End Office Local Switching; 

-Carrier Common Line; 
REDACTED 
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- Tandem Switched Transport Termination; 

- Tandem Switched Transport Facility; 

- Interconnection Charge; and, 

- 800 Data Base Query 

These rates are found in section 5 of Windstream NuVox’s Florida price list, a copy of 

which is attached to the Direct Testimony of William Easton as Exhibit WRE 44. 

WHAT RATE DID THE PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED OFF-PRICE LIST 

AGREEMENT CONTAIN? 

The rates included in the initial agreement with AT&T - 
Under the New South- 

AT&T agreement (as amended prior to taking effect for NuVox traffic), AT&T was 

= The second AT&T agreement has a rate of - The rates 

included in the Sprint agreement were - The rates included in the MCI Worldcom 

agreement were as follows: 

-from 1/06 through 2/10 = from 2/10 - forward 

Because of the timekames of the agreements, I applied the agreements as follows: 

Rates from the initial (2001) NuVox-AT&T agreement are applied to invoices 

from November 2001 through January 2005; 

Rates from the New South-AT&T agreement (as amended) are applied to 
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invoices from Febmary 2005 through May 2010; and 

Rates from the second (2010) AT&T agreement are applied to invoices from 

June 2010 through March 2012 

WHAT WAS THE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO QCC? 

By virtue of billing the higher rates, Windstream NuVox billed - more to 

QCC than it would have billed to AT&T for the same set of minutes. More 

specifically, Windstream NuVox billed - more to QCC than it would have 

billed to AT&T for the exact same set of minutes under the initial agreement with 

NuVox. I found that QCC was charged percent higher than was AT&T. 

Windstream NuVox billed - more to QCC than it would have billed to 

AT&T for the exact same set of minutes under the New South agreement. I found that 

QCC was charged Windstream NuVox billed - more to QCC than it would have billed to AT&T for the exact same set of 

minutes under the second AT&T agreement. I found that QCC was charged percent 

higher than was AT&T. My calculation is summarized at Exhibit DAC-29 and DAC- 

30. Exhibit DAC-29 is a month-by-month summary of the overcharge, while Exhibit 

DAC-30 provides a more granular analysis and is divided by category (8XX database 

query, originating access, terminating access), by month and by type of invoice 

(electronic or manual). 

HOW WAS THIS FINANCIAL IMPACT CALCULATED? 

For 40 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC had received 

the electronic bill detail needed to complete the calculation For an additional 4 percent 

of the minutes and dollars, QCC received paper invoices that supplemented the 

percent higher than was AT&T. 
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electronic detail. Thus, I simply extracted the minutes kom the switched access 

invoices and multiplied the minutes by the contract rate to derive the amount QCC 

would have been billed had QCC enjoyed the same discount as AT&T. The financial 

impact, therefore, was calculated by subtracting the amount QCC would have been 

billed at the contract rate from the amount it was actually billed. 

The electronic invoices also provided me with information as to what percentage of 

Windstream NuVox’s total monthly invoices was comprised of intrastate switched 

access charges (including intrastate 800 query charges). For the first (2001) NuVox - 

AT&T agreement, that percentage is 53 percent. For the NewSouth - AT&T 

agreement, this percentage is 78 percent. For the second (2010) NuVox - AT&T 

agreement this percentage is 81 percent. 

For the remaining 56 percent of the minutes and dollars included in my analysis, QCC 

had access only to the total dollars billed on a particular invoice. For this subset of 

invoices, I applied the percentage of intrastate switched access from each agreement 

time frame to the electronic invoices discussed above to the total amount of the manual 

bills to derive a reasonable estimate of the intrastate switched access charges on those 

manual invoices. I then applied the previously mentioned variance calculated from the 

electronic invoice detail for each agreement to determine the financial impact of this 

remaining 56 percent. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS INCLUDED IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 

Yes. 
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V. FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR ANALYSIS OF THE CLECS IN THIS 

COMPLAINT. 

The analysis presented above quite simply applied the discounts provided by the 

respondent CLECs to their preferred M C  customers to the switched minutes of use 

billed by the respective CLEC to QCC in the state of Florida. The variance between 

the amounts billed to QCC and the amounts calculated in the analysis reflects the 

amount QCC was overcharged during the time analyzed. As I mentioned above, these 

calculations will need to be updated and brought current at a later stage of the case. 

The table below summarizes this analysis. 

A. 

CLEC FROM THROUGH BILLED OVERCHARGE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
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F 

[BEGIN LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

BROADWING/FOCAL - - - - 
[END LAWYERS ONLY CONFIDENTIAL] 

BUDGET ---- 
BULLSEYE ---- 
ERNEST ---- 
FLATEL - --- 
GRANITE ---- 
MCI 1/27/2004 1/26/2007 I I 1  I 
NAVIGATOR 6/21/2002 3/31/2012* I I 
PAETEC 1/26/2002 6/20/2011 I I 

US LEC 3/14/2002 6/30/2011 I I 1  I 

DELTACOM 4/1/2004 3/31/2012* - - 
TIME WARNER 1/1/2001 1/1/2008 -, 

WINDSTREAMNUVOX 1/1/2002 3/31/2012* - - 
(* indicates that the calculations need to be updated to reflect later time periods.) 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage intrastate usage charges of tota usage is the same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

2) The percentage valiance when applying the contract rate is the same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

3) The percentage variance applied to the manual invoices is from the time period - 
4) Variance percentages were calculated and applied for- period. 

5) 100.00% ofthe minutes are tandem routed. 

6) The average transport mileage for tandem routed trafk was 1 miles. 

7) 

9) Excluded wireless-originated toll free traffic. 

10) Variance percentages were calculated and applied f o r m p e r i o d .  
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1) The percentage intrastate usage charges of total usage is the same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 
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3) Variance percentages were calculated and applied for each agreement period. 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage intmslale usage charges of lola1 usage is Ihe same for manual invoiCeS as for eledmnic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance when applying the cantract rate is the same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 
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21-Dec-IO 

21-Jan-11 

21-Feb-I 1 

21-Mar-11 

21-Apr-11 

21-May-11 

21-Jun-I1 

21-Jul-I1 

21-Aug-I1 

21-sep-I 1 

21-oc1-11 

21-Nov-I1 

21-0ec-11 

21-Jan-12 

21-Feb12 

21-Mar-12 - 



21-Jan-03 

21-Jan-03 

21-Feb-03 

21-Feb-03 

21-Feb-03 

21-Mar-03 

21-Mar-03 

21-Apr-03 

21-Apr-03 

21 -Apr-03 

21-May-03 

21-May-03 

21-May-03 

21-Jun-03 

21-Jun-03 

21Jun-03 

21-JuI-03 

21-Jul-03 

214ug-03 

21-Aug-03 

21-Sep-03 

21-Sep-03 

21-0ct~03 

21-0&03 

21-Jan-04 

21-May-05 

21Apr-05 

21-Apr-03 

21~May03 

21-Jun-03 

21-Jul-03 

21-Sep-03 
21-Oct-03 

21-Nou-03 

21-Jun05 

21 Jun-06 

21-Jul-OB 
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FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 
FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 
FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 



ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage intrastate usage charges of total usage is the same far manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance when appiying the contract rate is the same for manual invoices as for sledronic invoices 

3) 10.29% of he electronic minutes are tandem muled. 

4) The average transpoll mileage for tandem muled traffic was 14 miles. 
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21-Aug-06 FL 

21-Sep-OB FL 

21-Oct-06 FL 

21-Jul-08 FL 

21-sep-08 FL 

21-0ct-08 FL 

21-Jun-09 FL 
21-Oet-09 FL 

21-Jan-10 FL 

21-Feb-10 FL 
21-Apr-10 FL 

21-May-IO FL 
21-oct-10 FL 
21-Nov-10 FL 

i 

6) Applied the Navigator - AT8T agreement rates 
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26-Nov-10 

6Dec-10 
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5-lan-11 

26Jan-ll 

5-Feb.11 

26Feb-11 

EMar.11 

26Mai-11 

S-Apr-11 

26Apr.11 

$May-11 

26-May-1, 

5Ju?rll 
26-Jun 11 
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FINANCIALANALYSIS INTRASTATE VARIANCE OVERALL VARIANCE 

ELECTRONIC INVOICE TOTALS 5 
MANUAL INVOICE T O T A L S 2  

TOTALS $ 
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26-S e p -09 

5-oc1-09 

26-OC1-09 

5~Nov-09 

26-Nov09 

5-DecU9 

26-Dec-09 

5-Jan.10 

26-Jan-1 0 

5-Feb-10 

26-Feb-10 

5-Mar-10 

26-Mar-10 

5-Apr-10 

26-Apr-10 

5-May-1 0 

26-May-10 

BJun-10 

26-Jun-10 

53.1-1 0 

26-Jul-10 

5-Aug-10 

26-Aug-10 

5-Sep-10 

26-Sep-10 

5-Ocl-10 

26-06-10 

5.Nov.K 

26-NO"-10 

5-Dec-10 

26-Dec-10 

5-Jan-11 

26-Jan-1 1 

5-Feb-11 

26-Feb-11 

5-Mar-1 1 

26-Mar-1 1 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 
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26-Jun-09 

5 4 ~ 1 0 9  
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5-Aug09 

26-Aug-09 

5-sep09 

26-SepO9 
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FL 
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26-Apr-30 

5-May70 

26-May-10 
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26-Aug-10 

5-Sep-10 
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5-Ocl-10 

26-OC1-10 
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26-Dec-10 
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FL 
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5-Jam1 

26-Jan-11 

5-reb-11 

26-reb.ii 

5-Mar-1 1 

26-Mar-1 1 

5-Apr-11 

26Apr-11 

5-May-? 1 

26-May-? 1 

5.J""-11 

26Jun-11 

Manual 

r L  

r L  

FL 

FL 

r L  

r L  

r L  

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

r L  

ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage intra~tate usage charges of total usage is the same far manual invoices as far electronic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance when applying the contmcl rate IS he same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

3) First Agreement. 31.72% of the mlnules are tandem routed: 2nd Agreement. 31.93% O f  the minutes are fandem routed. 

4) The average lranspoit mileage for tandem muted t n f k  was 9 miles for the flist agreement and 10 miles forthe second agreement. 

5) FlrS Agreement - 60 27% Of the t r a c  originates 01 IermiOateS in Bellsouth tertittoly, 35.31 % I$ in Embarq territory and and 4.42% IS in Venzon terntory 

Second Agreement. 82,25% of he traffic originates or terminater m Bellsouth territory, 7.14 ts in Embarq erritow and 10.62% IS in Veiizon territory. 

6) Applied the 1st PAETEC-ATaT agreement rates from January 2006 through March 2007. 

Applied the 2nd PAnEC-ATaT agreement rates from May 2008 through June 201 1 
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS INTRASTATE VARIANCE VARIANCE 

. .  
BlUdAtE , .' 

1-Jan-02 FL 

7-Feb-02 FL 

1-Mar-02 FL 

I-Apr-02 FL 

1-May-02 FL 

1-Jun-02 FL 

1-Jul-02 FL 

1Aug-02 FL 

l~Sep-02 FL 

1-06-02 FL 

1-NOV-02 FL 

1-0eo02 FL 

1-Jan-03 FL 

1-Feb-03 FL 

1-Mar-03 FL 

1-Apr-03 FL 

1-May-03 FL 

I-Jun-03 FL 

1-Jul-03 FL 

1-Aug-03 FL 

I-Sep-03 FL 

1-Oct-03 FL 

1-Nov-03 FL 

1-Dec-03 FL 

1-Jan-04 FL 

1-Feb-M FL 

I-Mar-04 FL 

I-Apr-04 FL 

1 -May-04 FL 

1-Jun-04 FL 

1-Jul-04 FL 
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1-Sep-07 

1-Oct-07 

1-Nov-07 

1-Deo07 

1-Jaw08 

1-Feb.08 

1-Mar-08 

1-Apr-08 

1-May-08 

1-Jun-08 

1-Jui-08 

1 -Aug-08 

1-sap-08 

1-0ct-08 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage intrastate usage charges of total usage is the same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance when applying the contract rate is the same for manual invoices as for eiedronic invoices. 

3) Applied the ATaT - TW Telecom agreement rates. 

4) No rates provided for September2003 through February 2004: used previous pe r ids  rates; will update once actual rate is received. 

5) TW'Telecom biiis muitiple states on a i  invoice; for BAN C1253XXFGB301 a FL intrastate percentage was Created by looking at the month before &month after. 

That percentage is then aplied l o  the Face Page amount to derive an intrastate amount. 
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1-Jan08 
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1-Mar44 FL 

l-Apr44 FL 

1 -May-M FL 

14un-04 FL 

1 4 4 0 4  FL 

1-Aug44 FL 

1-sep.04 FL 

1.0~144 FL 

I-Nov-04 FL 

I-Dec-04 FL 

14an-05 FL 

1~Feb-05 FL 

1-Mar45 FL 

1-Apr45 FL 

I-May45 FL 

1 .Jun-05 FL 
1 -Jul-05 FL 

I-Aug-05 FL 

1 -sep45 FL 

1 - 0 C I 4 5  FL 

1-NOY-05 FL 

I-DeC-05 FL 

1-Jan-06 FL 

I-Mar46 FL 

1-Apr-36 FL 

1 -May46 FL 

1Jun46 FL 

1 Jul-06 FL 

I-Aug-06 FL 

1 -0d-06 FL 

1 ~ N a v ~ W  FL 
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1-Aug-07 

1-Sep-07 

1-act47 

1 -Nov-07 

1-Dec-07 

1 Jan48 

1-Feb-08 

I-MarQ8 

1 -ApiU8 

I - M a y 4  

l Jun48  

IJulQ8 

I-Aug48 

1-Sep48 

l-Sep-08 

1-Apr-02 

1-May42 

30Sep05 

1-Jan-OB 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage inbllstale usage charges of total usage is me s m e  for manual invoices as for eiectronic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance M e n  applying the ContraCl rate is the same for manual invoiCee 85 foreleClm~C invoices. 

3) Applied the AT8T - M I  Telecam agreement rates 

4) NO rates provided for September 2003 through February 2004; used previous period's rates; will update once aCtW1 rate is receNed, 
5) M I  Teiecom bills muitiple stale5 on an invoice: for BAN C1253WGB301 a FL intrastate perCentage was created by looking & the month before 8. month afler. 

That percentage is men aplied to me Face Page amount lo deWe an intramale amount. 
Because of minimai biiling on the remaining FL BAN, en average of all the FL inVaState was calculated and lhen applled to the Face Page Amount IO deWe an inbastate amount 
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8-Feb-10 FL 

8-Mar-1 0 

8-Apr-IO 

8-May-IO 

8-Jun-10 

8-Jui-IO 

8-Aug-10 

8-Sep-IO 

8-06-10 

8-Nov-10 

8-0ec-10 

a-Jan-i 1 

8-Feb-11 

8-Mar-I 1 

8-Apr-I 1 

8-May-1 1 

8-Jun-I 1 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage intrastate usage charges of total usage is the Same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance when applying the contract rate is the Same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

3) Variance percentages were calculated and applied for each agreement period. 

4) 100% of the minutes are tandem routed. 

5) The average transport mileage for tandem routed traffic was 3 miles for both agreements. 

7) Applied the 2002 US LEC-AT8T agreement rates from March 2002 through July 2007. 
Applied a proxy/-for the 2008 PAETECiUS LEC-AT8T agreement rales from June 2008 through June 201 1 

8) For the time period prior to the QCC-US LEC settlement, the bilied amount is reduced b y m L o  avoid Overlapping With the settlement. 

9) For the time period after the sedlement, the billed amount is reduced by= 
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I-AUp-OS 
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1-FebO7 
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30Jun-09 

31Jul-09 

31-Aug.09 

3o.seF-09 
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8-Jan-10 
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8-Mar-10 

8-Apr-10 

8-May-lO 
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8-Jul-10 
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8-sep-10 

8-0610 

8-Nov-lO 

8-0ec-10 

84sn- l l  

8-Febll 

8.Mar-11 

8Apr-11 

8-MBy-1, 

aJun.1 1 

31-May09 

30Jun-09 

31Jul-09 

31-Aug-09 

30-sepo9 

3 1 0 ~ 1 1 1 9  
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B.h".lO 
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FL 
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01-Jul-07 FL 

Ol.J""ii8 FL 

Ol.J"l.08 FL 

31Jui-08 FL 

01-AUg-08 FL 

31-Wg48 FL 

01Sec-08 FL 

01-06-08 FL 

Ol.N0".08 FL 

31-0d-C8 FL 

Ol-DaoOB FL 

31-DeoO8 FL 

Ol4an-09 FL 

31Jan49 FL 

31-Jan49 FL 

2&FeMS FL 

28-Fst.09 FL 

31-Mar-09 FL 





Docket No. 090538-TP 
Windstream NuVox Overcharge Analysis Summary 
Exhibit DAC-29, Page 1 of 6 

'INANCIAL ANALYSIS INTRASTATE VARIANCE VARIANCE 

B1UEOAMOUNT AMOUNT PERCENT 

NvVor ATBT Agreement Newrauth AT&TAgreemenl NYYDX ATBT Agreement TOTALS 

January 2002. January 2005 Februaly 2WS. May2010 June2010-Mamh2012 

TOTALS I NYVDX AT&T Agreement NewSOulh AT&T Agreement NuvoxAT&TAgreement 

i 



lO-Ap~02 

30~Apr-02 

10-May02 

31-May-02 

lOJ""02 

19-Jun~02 

30-Jun~02 

F 

FL FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

FL 

10-Jul-02 FL 

31Jul-02 FL 

1-Wg-02 FL 

8-Aug02 FL 

lO.Aug~02 FL 

9-sep02 FL 

10-Sep-02 FL 

7-OccO2 FL 

8-oct-02 FL 

10-oc1-02 FL 

IO-Nov.02 FL 

11-Nav-02 FL 

30-Nov~OZ FL 

9-Dec-02 FL 

10-Decd2 FL 

31~0ec-02 FL 

Wan-03 FL 

104an-03 FL 

31-Jan-03 FL 

5.Febd3 FL 

10Feb-03 FL 

28-Fsb~03 FL 

6-Mar-03 FL 

10-Mar-03 FL 

31-Mar-03 FL 

6-Apir03 FL 

10-Apr-03 FL 

30-Apr.03 FL 

10-May-03 FL 

31-May03 FL 

10-Jun-03 FL 

19-Jun-03 FL 

30-Jun-03 FL 
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31-Mac.05 FL 

30-Apr-05 FL 

1-May-05 FL 

31-May-05 FL 
30-Jun.05 FL 

31-Juld5 FL 

31 -Aug-05 FL 

30-S e p -05 FL 

31 -0cl-05 FL 

30.Nov-05 FL 

31-Dec-05 FL 

30-Jan-06 FL 

28-F e b -06 FL 

31-Mar-06 FL 

30-Apr-06 FL 

31-May~06 FL 

30-2"-06 FL 

31JuI-06 FL 

31-Auug.06 FL 

30-Sep-06 FL 

31-0cM6 FL 

30-Nov-06 FL 

31-DeM6 FL 

31-Jan-07 FL 

28-Feb-07 FL 

30-Apr-07 FL 

31-May-07 FL 

30-Jun-07 FL 

31-Julk07 FL 

3 1 . A ~ - 0 7  FL 

30-Sep-07 FL 

31-Od-07 FL 

30-No47 FL 

31-Dec-07 FL 

31-Jan-08 FL 

29-Feb-08 FL 

31-Mar-08 FL 

30-Aprd8 FL 

31~May~08 FL 





ASSUMPTIONS 

1) The percentage inlmrtate usage charges of @tal usage is Ihe same for manual invoices as for electronic invoices. 

2) The percentage variance When applying the contract tale is lhe same for manual invoices as for declmnic mvdces. 

3) Variance percentages were CaIcuiStW and applied foreach agreement PeMd. 

4) 100 00% of the minutes are tandem rout-. 

7) Applied Nuvox. AT8T agreement rate9 fmm November 2001 ~ December2005 

8) Applied the NWOX - MCI agreement rates from January 2006 -February 2040. 

9) AppliedtheNuvox.AT8TagreementralerfmmMarch2010- March2012. 
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