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Dear Ms. Bayo 1 
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p.r:t~ ~ Interexchange Accesa ·Coalition filed by Rachel Rothstein in the 

above docket. 
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for Alternative Acceu Veodon Wkbia 
Local Exchanp Company CAmal Ollcea 
by lntermedia Commnnic:adoal (#. PJorida 

Requat by United Telepboae Compaay 
of Florida for Appronl of a 
Proposed Tariff Restructuriq the Switdled 
Access Local Transport Element 

Request by Centrti Telcpltoae Compuy 
of FTorida for ApptOYII ola 
Proposed Tariff R.estruc:auru. the 9Micbed 
Access Local Transport Blemeat 

Request by General Telepbooe Company 
of Florida. for Appn:wal of a 
.Proposed Tariff RatruduriDa die Swilcbccl 
Access Local TraDsport Element 
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Telegraph Company for Approval of a 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I. llltnNiaetloa 

My name ia Jo.epb Oil1an. My busiDea address is P.O. Box 541038, Orlando, 

Florida. 32854. 

I am an ecoaomist with a consultiJll prutice specializing in 

telecommurdatioa My d:iellll encompua1be full spectrum of interests and 

have included state public utillty comutissions, intereJ:change caniers. local 

telephone ecJmp&Diel. larp bulioess users. cable television companies. 

competitive acceu providen, and CODIUmer advocatea. 

I am a graduate of the University of Wyomi01 where I received B.A. (1978] 

and M.A. (1979] desrees in econolnica. My graduate program concentrated 

on the oco110mics of public utJlitiea and replated induatriet with course work 

e.mphuiztna price theory and scatistica. 
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In 1980,1 joined the Illinois Commerce Commission where I prepared policy 

arguments for O:Jnnnluton ffllnp befote tbe U.S. District Court and the 

Federal CommuDicatiODI Commission, and provided staff testimony in various 

Commission procecdfnp concerniJI& telecommunications. While at the 

rommission, I served on the staff su.boommittee for tbe NARUC 

Coaununlcadoal Commlaee and wu appointed to the Research Advflory 

CouDdl ~ NARUCs research arm, the National Regulatory 

Research t.d~ute. 

From 1985 to tbe end of 1986, I wu employed by US Swiech wbere I became 

its Vi«, President of Stratesic Planning and Marketing. In 1987, I left US 

Switch to besin my CIOOIUltinj practice. I have testified in over twD dozen 

proceedinp in sixteen states. I have appeared before the telecommunications 

subcommittea of three state legislatures, and I have been actively involved 

iD several proceedinp before tbe Federal Communications Commission. 

I currently serve oo the Advisory Council f.or New Mexico State University's 

Center for Public Utilities and as oulSide faculty for a program ·On public 

utility imlel at tbe University of Wyoming. A detailed lilting of publications, 

testfmolJY aDd .qualificldom tJ provided in Exhibit (JPG·l) __ 

Oo wbott llllaall an you tallf11a1ln thla proeeedlq1 
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A 

Q. 

A 

I am teStifYinl on behalf the lnterexchange Access Coalition (lAC). This 

coalition is an ad hoc poup of •third tier" intcrexchange carriers formed to 

address the local transport issue in a number of lr.ey states. The members of 

lAC are: lDDS/Mettomec:tia, Cable and Wirele~&, WilTet. LCI and US Long 

Distance. 

This docket presents the Comm.issio.n with a number .of policy issues that will 

define tbe futureoftelecommu:niations competition in florida. My te~timo~ 

foa11e1 011 ooc of the tDOit c:rltictl upect1 of the proceeding. the proposed 

restructurina of' access transport sel"ice. The request by the LECs to 

restructure trar11p0rt rata represents a fundamental depanure from the 

Commission'• erdatinl policy and will influence interexcbange competition for 

yean to COI'De. 

The proposed reatructuring of access transport service prl()Yides the LECs a 

format that could be abused to discriminate between interexi:hanse carriers. 

1b:is discrimination would seriously damage. interexcbange competition. thwart 

the potential development of DBICCnt acceu tranaport com;pedtion. as well as 

encourage unecooomic recoofigurations ·Of the LECs' own networks. 
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Q. 

1bo opportunity for <lllcrimination ttei'DI from the format of the proposed 

restructure which introduces separate and distinct prices for different 

traDspOrt opdoaa. Which option a lona distance company .selects will 

primarily be determiDed by that canien' market ~hue. If the lECs use the 

aew ltNCIUN to "::Darket.;bue .. the prices of these optioN (i.e., by providing 

rate relief to IOIDe IXCI whDe denyin& othen) tbis ~:.crimination could 

seriously dilrupt Jolla diltuce competition. 

At the oullet 1 would like to make dear that lAC is not opposing the 

adoption of the new lttU.Cture. Tho new structUre - properly implemented 

with price reladooahipl tbat match COlt r,eJationahJps - iJ pre,ferabl.e to the 

way traDipOrt bu been historically priced. But. the Commission must also 

recQJllize tbat the oew at:ructure brinp with it a new danaer - discrimination • 

-that mUJt be, prevented for any benefit to be realized. 

The purpo&e of my testimony, plain and simple, is to show that the rate levels 

proposed by the LECs are discriminatory, inherently favoriq larger 

interexch•nae carriers over smaller ones, and larger metropolitan areas over 

more rural communities. 

How Ia tbe n.alad« of yovr tatlllloay orplllzedf 
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A The remaiader of my testimony is orpnized into five ~ona: 

Section D dllcribllt8 buic compooenta olaccesalranlpOrt and the format 

of tbe new lti'Uc:blnJ for accaa trampott rates. The ledio.o also compares the 

.aew structure tO the trllllpOrt poUc:y tbat the Florida Commiuion bas 

embraeed . .mce divestiture. 

Section m explains the importa.nce of atablisbioa c:ost-bued rate 

relatioaabiplamo~~ die acce11 option&. Because the trllllpOrt options relate 

to trlft1c ~ falllil& to establish cost-baed rate relationshi,ps under the 

brterexcMnae carrier aaatomen. Tbe section recommends a two-prong policy 

that would combiDe COlt-baed tate differentials with tbe continued recovery 

of contributioo IDa competitively neutral manner. 

Sedi.on IV usa COlt i.aformation mpplied by BeUSouth to establish cost-based 

rates. 1bciC :rata are compared to the prices proposed by Southern BelJ to 

expo~e the level or dilaimination that would O«Ut if their approadl were 

adopted. 

Section V adcfresleJ a variety of milceUaneous. yet important, issues. Pint. 

it discusses a simplified aporoadl to establish tranapon p.ric:es where detailed 

.5 
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Q. 

A 

·;.. 

Commiufoo'a polideswhkb JOYem LBC-provided toll services-"imputation" 

a.ad "in&erl..BC __. ratea- to reflect the reviled acceu ttaDipOrtatructure. 

And finally it ~ the attempts by some LECI to use "reconfieured 

demaDd'" to esdmare traa1p0rt reveoues. 

Transport is tbe portion of access service that carries calls to/fro,rn, the 

networb of ildorexbanp. carriers to the ead-offic:ea that serve the subscriber. 

The other components of switcbed a«e• service are the local loop, that 

connects the end-ultr and the local switch that pr~SSC$ the call. 

- A clear discussion of acceu traDipOrt service r<equires an undentandiq of two 

fundamental co~: (a) the ciltinction between entr~ fadlitlC$ and 

interoffice traDipOrt. and (b) tbe diJtiDcdon betwoen tJie th11ee interoffice 

trarllpOrt opdoal: tudeJn-fwitebed. dedicated DSl. and declicated 053. 
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Q. 

A 

Q. 

A 

Altbouab hil1odcally priced u a. sinale service, traDaport more accurately 

CiODIJitl ~ two dilcrete componenu: 

a) lalrMee Fldlltlel whidl conned a specific IXCs network to 

tbe LECs network,. and 

b) 

Ea.tn.Dee fldlitits are typlcally unique to a particular IXC location (called a 

point of praeace, or POP). At the LBCs' central office. the IXCs' 

traffic/circuits are oombincd with others on tbe t.ECs' interoffice network for 

transpon to distant eod-officea. lnterofti.ce transmission is shared by multiple 

IXCa in addition to the I.ECa' own .local and toll traffic. 

No. Transport over the interoffice network to a distant end-office can lake 

two forms: it Clll either be dedicated or tandem-twitched. 

7 
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Q. 

A 

Dedicated trllllpOrt reaerva spedfic transmission capacity .for the exclusive 

use of a liqle Jntetacbange carrier. Under this co.nfiguradon. the circuit 

utiUzadon (i.e .. minutes per drc:uit) il controlled by tbe fntere.ehanae carrier. 

Alternadvely. an intetadlange carrier c:an request &aadeal·nildled transport 

throop aa iAtermectiate switch (called a. tandem) which provides temporary 

connectfont to a number of •aubtendin( end.offices. Under this 

confipradoa. drcuitl 'between the end.office and the tandem can be used by 

any interexdlanp carrier when idle, and the circuJta whiC!b connect the 

tandem to the intercxcba.nse carrier can be used mor-e efficiently. 

It should be noted that dedicated transport users typically rely on tandem­

switched transport for overflow needs. By using the tandem as a second 

route, these interellcbange carriers can achieve high traffic loadings on their 

dedicated circuit&. 

The Florida Commi.llion hu long recognized the iotcrrelatioll5bip between 

aa:ess polic:y, interexcbanp competition and the (potentially) disparate 

incentive. that could exist to setve leu dense markets . 
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In 1983, t.be Florida Conunission broke from the federal access system to 

establilb •equa1 ac:ceu exchange areas• (EAEAs). The CO·mmission adopted 

a Oat rate, DOJHiistance sensitive rate, for all acceD traffic within the EAEA 

to encout~p caniera to seJVe both large and small communities. Importantly, 

the EABAs were developed to match the (then expected) configuration of 

aa:eu tMdcml to encourage carriers to use these switcbes for traffic 

aggregation. 

k, recently u 1990, the Commiuion reiterated its commitment to using an 

averapd tra111p0rt cbarp to ellCOUtlp intereMhan&c competition: 

Our dedsioo to eatablilb EAEAI wu a result of dissati&faction 
with dJe way equal access and int.erexcbange <:ompetition were 
'beiDa bandied ~ the federal level. 

We focused on the ability of all end users to access all available 
IXCs. 'I'M pP.nwy tool tb,e Commission chose for this purpose 
was tbc iaJplemontation of a statewide averq,e local transpo.rt 
rate. An afttap rate removed the incentive for an IXC to 
oonnect. directly to an individual end office in a high ·volum.e 
area and to avoad low volume distant offices in an effort to 
avoid tramport dwaes-1 

1be EAEA approach has effectively outlived its usefulness and is inconsistent 

with a competitive environ.mcnt. lbe policy was expressly devised to assure 

that none of the engincerin& complexities identified above - the distinction 

between cntraoce fadlltieJ and interoffice transport, the transpon 

configuration. or its capacity- effected ~be aecess rates paid by lXCs. As 

1 Order 23540, Docket 880812--TP. paau 17 and 18, Issued 10.01-1990. 
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Q. 

A. 

these :new c:ompoaents are introduced into the rate structure, however, the 

critical tat becomel whether relative rate relationships refleCt only cost 

differences so that the correct incentives result. 

A comparison of the proposed transport structure and tbe. BAEA structure 

that it replaca Ia Wuauated in FiJure 1. As noted earUer, lAC is not 

opposing this new structure, but is vitally concerned that the relative rate 

levcb properly reflect costs. 

There are three fundamental differences between the "BABA" structure and 

proposed ratnJcture. 

F1r1t, eotraDCe facilities are unbundled. Under the equal charge structure, the 

cost of tbae carrier-specific facilities were averaged into the interoffice 

traDipOrt rate. Now, separate cbarJes will apply depending upon the interface 

ordered by the carrier. Typically, interfaces will be dlgital, operating at either 

1~ Mbps (known in the indusuy as a DS 1 and from which 24 voice grade 

circuits can be derived), or 45 Mbps (known as a DS3 and which can be 

demultipJewl to 672 voice srade circuits). 

10 



Florida EAEA Rate Structure 

No rate element fer entrance 
facilities. 

··---·-········ .. ····--·------

•EAEA* rate iaa flat 

POP 

ewe 

cents per minute ctwa• 
with no distance eenlltive 

element. 

, ...... 

No distinction wu made between 
charges for dedicated capactiy or 
tandem switched traffic. 

EO 

Propoeed Aeetructure 

.separate charges for entrance 
facinu ... 

Three lntadfice Options: 

(1) Tandem Switched Transport 

(2) .081 Oedi~ted Transport 

(3) 083 Dedicated Transport 

-------------· .. ·--· 
Realdual Interconnection Charge is 
applied for lEC rwvenue neutraJity. 

POP ~ Point of ~esence (end of IXC ~k). 
SWC • Serving Wue Center (LEC oftice servilJ& IXC POP). 
EO • End Office (l..EC nritdl~erv!.la elfd u.er). 
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Q. 

Second, there wiD be three choke~ for iateroftlce tran1p0r1, eadJ with ita own 

price. Carrien wDl be able to request: 

(1) TaDdeDHwitcbed traDipOrt (TST) which wiU be priced on a 

UII80 bail witb .,.rate cbarpa for transmission and tandem 

(2) Dedated trampOrt at a DSllevel priced ott a flat rate balis, 

ad 

(3) Dedicated ti'JDIPOI't at a DS3 level priced. on a Qat rate buis. 2 

'Jbird., a .,.rate ra&e element called the residual interconnection charge 

(RIC) is propoled to maintain l.EC ttlnlport. revenues at current levels. This 

charge is applied qainlt UM&e meaaurcd by the. local tele,phonc co.mpanies' 

switca 

2 Tedloicatly, dedicat,ad traDipOI't will also be offered at tbe DSO level (i.e., a 
lin&le voiee· equivalem circuit). Demand for thJJ option il not expected to be 
peat, and iaducHna it in tbe ~n adds complexity without value. 

12 
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A. 

Q. 

The pkll• policy abould be tbe atablilbment of COit·bued rate differentials 

beUtral nwnwr. Tbe term "contribution" is used bere to refer to amount 

tbe ...W.. Uled • "QODtribution" to tbe local telephone company' a other costs 

and profita. 

Cost-bued nco ctifferelltiala are aitkal fot two reuons. Ftrat. the rate 

cliftereDdala will ctri¥e abe relative lmpect oa iDteracbange carriers .and. as a 

result, ............... competition. 

5ecoDd, it Js relafiw; pridDa that determines which transpon option carriers 

wDJ IOiect M IIIey recoafi&utc their ICCCSS services in mponse to the 

1'tlltniCtUre. So 1oat u the savinp the interexdtange carrier realizes by 

JDOYina troaa one lnDipOrt option to another matdles the saVings realized by 

the LEC. then optimal recoJJfiauration dedsions will be made. However, any 

dislordoD in relative prices (IUCh as the dilaiminatory recovery in 

ooutribudaa) .,W· Jeld to u.necooomic reconfipration decisiona. 

Wlr1 .... ,.... ...... .,. ...... tllle tiree .....,.._ trutpOrt optlollt to 

Qlll'lln o6 ...... ...., 
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Q. 

A. 

Because tbe cboice amooa the transport options IJ hued on a carriers• traffic 

wobuDe to a ead-ofticc. Importantly. there arc substantially differences in 

marbeslbare 81D0111 intercrcbaop carriers. ATAT. with an estimated 60% 

of die (Jatenta&e) market ia t.r'lar&er than iLS dosat rival MCI (with rOUJhly 

18~). Because of icalize, AT4T can be expected to disproponionately fovor 

DS3 dedicated trarJapor1. MO/Sprint (and perbapl in Florida, l.DDS) will 

rely relatM1y IIIOJ'e beavi1y on DSI triJ'JipOrt, wbUc smaller intcrexchange 

Clrrletl wiD be more dependent upon tandem-switched transpon. 

If the relldve prices for these transpon options do not reflect relative cost 

dfffereacea, tben a system of artificial cost advantqa will be introduced that 

II llllen .._ a ~ lllpact tut wiD tfl'ect competition fa lett 

popalltell~ 

Yes. Even for AT.tT the DS3 transport option will be possible mostly in 

dense urban environment$, while the tandem-transport option will typify the 

access arran,ement to smaller marke.ts. .As a result. anifid:llly increasina tbe 

price of the Wldcm transport option will increaae the relative cost to serve 

less populous area lnftatinl the COlt to serve small marketl will ultimately 

lud to fewer choices in rural areas or pouibly lc:U to deaveraaed retail rates. 
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A. 

It is ·Uieful to apin consider the Commission's existing EAE.A poUcy. While 

the prit:/lw approach no lonaer makes sense, the goal remains vaJid. The 

Commllllon aboald be panicularly conce~Md that the transport restructure 

DOt be UMd u an excuse to introduce :uneconomic and unnecessary barriers 

to seMDa llftlller markets. lAC does not see CC»t·bued transport rates as 

materially diudvaDtaain& aecondaly markets. The greater tbJ'eat is from any 

polic:y wbicb sanctioN an unequal recovery of contribution which could lead 

to biper ICCell rate1 th these areas because they laclt competitive choices. 

WUt,.., .,... apply to recoftl1 or coatrlbatloa from trantport lftVice? 

By definitioo, the contribution in transport prices is. there to recover costs 

unrelated to the provision of transport service. The level of contribution 

recovered from access servke is a policy decisim1, as is the portion of that 

contributioo that should be recovered from. the tranaport component of access 

aemce. ~ level of contribution is selected. however, the Commission 

should not allow the- LECa to distort interexchange competition by selectivel.Y 

reduci.og thil lcveJ for aome interexchange carriers but not others. 

Contribution Jbould continue to be recovered under an "equal charge" 

approach. 

It is useful to Wlderstand that in this respect the current policy has been 
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Q. 

A 

saddled with. an uadelerved reputation. Admittedly, the EAEA environr.1:nt 

had its flaws. but it did perform one role extremely well: contribution was 

uniformly recovered from .intercx.thangc carricn in a competitively neutral 

manner. In the poat equaleeba:rtt environment. this result should continue . 

Mut a policy of equl eoatrlbatioa apply to all tervkel? 

No, that would be UllJle;C.eSW)'. .But access service is unique. Its sole purpose 

is as an lntermedJate input to the production of tona distance services by 

to tfabdy In tbil market is that the consequenca of discrimination are so 

serious. 

In retail mar"tl, contribution is frequently shifted among customers and 

markets in response to competitive conditions. But, no single customer 

domin•ta tbe$e markets in the way AT&T dominates other access-purchasers. 

and AT&T can u.ae tbil domiwmce to gain an anificial advantage over its 

rivals. &cause 84XCJS. is a substantial portjon of the costs of providtng 

interachange service, even relatively small access-cost advantages cao 

tra:osla~ to very real competitive clisadvantages. 

There am be DO justification for a priciua policy which allows the contribution 
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extracted from a customer through its lona distance prices to vary accordina 

to wbicb carriet the customer cbooles. Wby should a call carried by AT&T 

m.ab a smaller contribution to the LECs' common costs than an identical call, 

from the very ume cuatomer, that usea MCI. Sprint ... or any other long 

diltuace company? 

Further, aJJ interexc:bange carriers ultimately compete in the same market for 

the retail traffic of end-wen. This fact earrics an imponant implication for 

the reccm:ry of different contribution levels from different inte.r:exchange 

carrien. Because IXQ eaentially compete for the same customer base, 

attemptina to i'llpO'C a biper con.tribution burden on A T&T's rivals cannot 

be JUStained. Ultimately tbte$e carriers will lose market share as customers 

shift to AT&T and, in the extreme, the LEC wouJd receive reduced 

contribution &om all traffic - but only because interexchan,ge com,petition 

would have become a me~ory. 

The LECa should DOt be permitted to selectively shift the contribution burden 

amona intcrexchan&e carriers to satisfy their own strategic objectives. To do 

so il tantamount to Placina tbc LECs in control of the shape of the long 

distance industry. Thil concom il particularly acu.te given the potential for 

federal legislation that could allow Southern Bell to once again. offer these 

servica with strong incentive~ to favor their own products. If it is 

17 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2.{} 

21 

22 

Q. 

A. 

unacceptable .for So\l~ Bell to favor its own products tomorrow, why 

should it be accepcable for them .to favor AT ~T today? 

One comequence of the transpon restructure il tbat it divide: transport 

reftDUa betweea -r.dlitiea-related• rate elements and the •residual 

inte.rconnection cbarJe•. Significantly, tbil diltinction parallels a division 

betweeD elements that are JUbject to (potential) competitive preasurea and a 

RIC that is eflediweJy protected. 

AssUJDina that tbe Commission allows intrastate collocation, CAP networks 

could be Uled by IXCs to reach the central office instead of' dedicated 

traosport. As a result, the prices fo.r the facilities·rclated components - in 

particular, entrance fadlities and dedicated interoffice transport - are (at 

least potendally) competitive. To avoid tbe RIC, however, carrien would 

have to avoid LEC switdled access m its entirety by conneain& directly with 

the end-user. 1be transport restructure only tangc.ntiaUy changes the 

eoonomia of this choice and the contribution in the RIC is subject to no 

more competitive prcuure with the introduction of expanded interronnection 

than it iJ today under the exiJting suuctu.rc. 
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A. 

Tberefore. tbe Oam.illion faces two policy choices with respect to 

contribudon. 1be first il whether to continue 'historic levels of contribution 

or reduce diem. Tho aecond quation the Com.miaalon must decide is how 

much of tbe coatribution from transpOrt it will protect (i.e., place in the RIC) 

or mbject to compedtive cbaUenp (by recoverina it in the actual prices lor 

transpon .service). 

1'be important condidoa is to usure Lhat this decision not dbtort 

interexc:baDp competition. ApiD. wlaatew!r level of contribution the 

Commillioa dedda to retain in. the facilities prices for transport service, this 

contn'bution mwt be t~eOected to the same de,ree i4 the prices of each 

transport option. 

Yes. In a ay5~m where the LEC is guarante.cd the same revenues, any price 

discount p-anted gne carrier JWW be recovered from 10me other. If the price 

dilcowu iJ DOt dearly justified by a cost differential, then rcvenu.c neutrality 

simply abifU this cooaibution burden to other eDmpetitors. 

Combiftiaa dlaaiminatol)' rates (aueb u an unjustified volume discount) with 

LEe .revenue. neutrality gives rise to a competitive "double jeopardy". First. 
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lllllller carrien are placed at a competitive diladvantqe u J.araer IXCI enjoy 

reduced accesa tolts tbat are den.i.ed them. Second, however, these caniers 

are dleD abel to fund tbiJ diacrlmination 10 tbat the LEC remains "revenue 

neucrar. 

-
The bottom line is this: 1be u way that a Commission can reasonably 

in1r0duce rea&nldUJ'ed IOQ! tranaport rates ud satisfy the LECs' desire to 

remain reveuve neutral is to first assure tbat relative rate differences are mil: 

WID ... U:C. lie allle to co.pe&e aader a COlt ..... rate .,.aea tach at yoa 

Certablly. Tbe l..ECI would still be free to reduce the contribution they 

recover ID tbeit facilitica-relatcd prices to compete with othc: vendors. What 

the LBCI will QOt be able to do is stlectively reduce the eon.tribution for only 

some acceu customer( s ), while ·maintaining bjgber levels on captive 

tt is important to 

recopize that there will be fundamental differences in tbe degree of 

competition amana tbe three tramport. options. DSJ ~ervice will be the most 

co~titive Iince it repretentl hi&b ooncentrationa of traffic between two (or 

more) aet points. OSI serviee will 'be less so. Tandem-switched transport, by 
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Q. 

comparison, represents a hiJhly unconc:entrated demand thtlt requires 

CIODDeGdona to every end-office and represents a relatively small portion of the 

market. As a raul"' this option will see compotition.lut., if at all. 

As J.XMed, noth1ng in this policy prevents rate reductions. What the LBC Is 

DOt. permitted, bowever, Ia to continue to recover hlgber levels of contribution 

from captive cmtomen. Such a requirement - the essence of discrimination 

protecdon - should DOt unfairly d.isadvantage the LECs in their competition 

with the CAPI. After all. the CAPs have no captive customers. to 

disproportionately rCCOYer contribu.don .from. and with the LECs practiciq 

non-discrimiDatioo. the CAPs will not be able to either. 

Finally, the COit·baed rates. that I advocate are lmBI than the discriminatory 

rates soupt by the LECs. Thus, their ability to compete is actually better 

under a cost-based system. 

The lint is that discriminatory ~ss rates could have a dramatic impact on 

inter~ange compedtion. Acctss service is frequently the largest variable 

cost compcment of provtdina lana distance service, and transport typiwly 
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represents at leut a third of an lXC's access cost. b1:rJ. access rate-differential 

whk:b Ia not juJdfied by a COlt-differential confen: an unfair advantage on 

some interexcbanae carrie.rs at the expense of otheB. 

Second, is the effect that discriminatory transport rates would have on smaller 

commumda and rural areas. The Florida Commission bas been especially 

concerned that tbo benefits of almpetition - lower prices. improved choices 

and inllovatioa - are enjoyed by aU re&ions. not just thOle residences and 

busiu.eua located in metropolitan areas. For this goal to be realized, the 

accas eott to reach less dense and isolated markets must not be artificially 

inflated. 

Finally, the effect on network design. Access transport rate relationships 

provide incentives for interexcllange carriers to reconfigure their access 

servicea to minimize cost. lf - and the important word here is if -- prices 

reflect coats properly, then network changes will be economic and efficient; 

any non-coaJ differential. however, wiU encourage network reoonfigurations 

that are irrational. increasing «))ts for all .users. 

.IV. Colt·Baled Traatport Rata lor Southern Bell 

.Are you propodaa tllat tbe Co•mJaaloa .adopt colt·bated local transport 
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Q. 

A 

Q. 

in die cunent price of a DS3. By usmg this as the starting point, the 

Commtuion cu IIIW'e tbat the aame contribution iJ reflected in eadt 

transpOrt price. Badl interexdJanae carrier'J (Ootribution fs effectively the 

Iailie aad DOt distortod by the carrier's size or choice of transport option. 

F'urtbenDore, to not uae the DS3's contn"tJu:tion as a starting point would 

require that tbe Commiulon either aanction discrimination, prevent DS3s 

from being offered, or require that theae ra~s be increased. Adopting the 

DS3'1 coacribudon level a the baseline it the preferable course. 

How ._ld die price of eada trauport optloa t11ea be atabJJ11aed? 

Fipre 2 illustrates the buic approach to arriving at cost-based rates for each 

option. where COlt information is available. It requires that the price 

dlftereoces amona the transport options reflect the underlying cost 

differences. 4 So loaa as pric:ea reOea underlying cost relationships, the 

oontribution will be equal. 

Haft 7011 tltlaated tlae cott·bued rate cllfl'ereDca betwetA DS3 tenlce and 

tile oCMr traa1p0rt optlo1111 

4 Becaute the dedicated and tandem-switched transport options arc sold in 
different units. iu I& Mcessary to place their cos&s/prlc:es on a comparable 
footiq. 1bia convenioo is easily &(X()mplbbed by dividmg the capadty 
costa/prices by a typical traffic loadina. The loading adopted by the FCC 
(without COJltroveny) wu 9,000 minutes per month. 
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A 

Q. 

A. 

Yes. The key to eatablilbiD8 correct rate relationships bejins with the 

reoopitioo that there is a JiD&le, shared interoffice network. While each 

interof!iOe ti'IDipott option - taDdem switched, OS 1 or DSJ - may Lnvolve 

sliabtly different COilflauraticm~t they each are transported on the same 

interoffice network 

The relevant tedmology for the economic pricina o.f interoffice transpon is 

fiber opdca. Por m.taoce, Southern BeU hu .,loyed this te.;hnoloay tn 

·oearty 91% of ita interoffice network in Florida3 (GTE's depleymen.t .is e.ven 

better) aud .it is dearly the choice for future network expansions. Importantly, 

in. a fiber network Southem Bell will provide all ttwport as part of a DS3, 

no matter wbieh interoffiae option is ordered. Therefore, the logical staning 

point (or building block) for the cost of interoffice transport should be the 

<X>St of a DS-3. 

WJW ~ of eoabibutloa do you ncoaunead be reeoweaed In tbe prfeet of 

die~ traupon ..men? 

A reasonable contribution level to establiab initial rates is the level embedded 

3 Source, &lJSoutfJ•s 1992 ARMIS Repon 4!-07. 
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A Yes. To identify 1be cost..bued differences between DSt and DS3 service I 

reviewed rep.wide COlt studies that BeliSoulh DlOit recently used to justify 

its interstate DSt Md DS3 prices. 5 WbiJe it is not dear whether these are 

LRIC studia, tbe aaudies clearly .indicated that they considered only the direct 

costs of tbe fadJJties. 

.Bel1Soulb•a COlt taldier to estilblte tbe COlt difference between a DS 1 and 

DS3. 1bla .. a two .. proce11. 

Tbe firat 1t1p ldoati6ed 1M COif dllm.oce between obtainina a DSJ 

individually aod obtainina a DSl u part of a DS3. This cost was estimated 

1llioa BeUSouth'1 COlt infOnnation for .a DS3 in a typicaJ interoffice 

confipradon6 to cstablisb dJe per unit (D.St) cost. This cost was compared 

to BellSoutb'swlimated COli of a DSl obtained separately. The differenc:e 

between thele COICI ($4.69 per DSl and $0.37 per mile) should be the 

addJtioDil COlt that BciiSoutb iocwl when providina a DSl separately from 

5 Direct CO$tl for DSl local ~Is and interoffice transput were provided 
by BeUSoutb in 'Fcc Tranladttalt~ filed Augwit 31, 1993. 

Direc:t eo.u for DS3 load dwmels and interoffice triDI,port were developed 
&om BeiiSoutb's IJabtGate fWn& FCC Tran&mhtal No • .53, filed JuJy 31, 1992.. 

6 Switcbed .,.,_ requir~ that DSJ circuits· be demultiplcxed to DSl speed for 
intercoauec:don wkh the switch. 
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• DS3. 

lbe teCODd stlp of the proceu then added tbele addJdonal costs to the per 

UDJt price of a DSt obtaiQed u part of a DS3 to determine the appropriate 

price of a DS1 obta!Ded separately. 

Table 1: ElhbiW.la& a Cost-Baaed Rate RelaaJoaablp 

Etd..e ... o.. Colt lbed Mlleqe 

Soutbera Bell'J Colt of a DS3 $1,061.88 S21.M 

Per unit a& cl DSl _purcb.ed u a DS.l. 137.92 $0.77 

PMJmatect Ollt of DSt purdwed S42.61 $1.14 separately. 

Increue ill coat from purcbaina DS 1 
IDdMduaUy ntbet tbiD. 11 put of a DSJ. .$4.69 $0.31 

El&a.._ ... _._ •. ... Cell·llaed Pdce 

Price ofDS3 Sl,SU.84 $253.33 

Per unit price of a DSl purdJased u DS3 $55.01 $9.05 

Addidoaal cost of obta.ininj DSl 
individDally. $4.69 ,$0.37 

Coat·Based Price of a DSl $59.15 $9.41 

ln addition, l have reviewed Southern. Bell's cost for tandem switching. 

Southern BeD claims tba.t tbia COlt infonnation is proprietary (presenting an 

obvious impediment to COit·bued nte relationships). The cost·based tandem 

switcbina rate wiU be prcMded in a separate exhibit u aoon as an acceptable 

arrang~mem for ita diK106ure can be qreed upon. Uaing the informaUm1, 

however. I have c:aieulated COlt-based rates for each of the transport. options 
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A. 

Q. 

A 

which include tbe ooiHtiJcriminatory recovery of the contribution embedded 

in tbe DS3 rate. 

No. I have limply tpplied tbe Nllllta from these studies without conducting 

an indcpeodeot review or judsina their validity. Before the transport 

restrueture illmplemonted, Soutbem Ben (and tbe other LECs) shouJd be 

required to file COlt studies which tupport their rate relationships. These 

studies abouJd, be carefully scrutinized to auure that relative cost relationships 

are accurately pteaerued. 

How do JOV COit·bued ntea co.-pare wUia &Mae proposed ~ Soutbera Bell? 

Table 2 compares Southern Bell's pt0p0$Cd prices to cost-based rates for a 

typic:al traasport mileaae. 

Table 1: eo.par110a of laterollke Trauport Rates 

lAC Proposal Bell Proposal Difference 
(Cost~ Baaed) (Copy FCC) 

DS3 Dedic:atcd7 S1.9S S1.9S Same 

DS1 Dedicated7 $8.37 $19.60 134.1% 

Tandem SwitcheJ' $12.57 $19 .. 71 56.8% 

7 Rate expressed per equivalent voice pade circuit. 
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A. 

Q. 

Table 2 apoeet tbe discrimination that would be introduced iC the 

Commiuion were to condone. Southem Bell's proposal. The rates for the 

transport optiona that will most ·frequently be used by AT&T's rivals are 

iDtlatod by bltweea 56911 and 135911 above COlt. 

Tbc reuoa il tbat the contribution levels imposed on TST and DS 1 users are 

dramaticaUy inflated. The estimated contribution (per voice equivalent 

circuit) tmpu.d oa DS3 users io the above comparison iJ $5.94 per circuit. 

DSl contribution ~ $17 /circuit, boweve·r, a:nd the tandem switched 

traosport Ulel1 would ))111 a contribution exceedi:na $13/dra~it. 

What cu 1M Coaaluloa aped lr l.t taUs to adopt colt-based rates ln thls 

proc:eedlaat 

Absent Commission direcuon, these relationships can be .expected to worsen. 

BeUSoutb bu recently filed at the federal level an additional 21% reduction 

in its DS3 milcaae .rate without MY coaeapoodins re4uctiops in. the .rates for 

the other interoffice opti001 - even though each option is provided as part of 

a D.S3. 

8 Amount shown iJ on a voice equivalent basis assuming 9000 mou/circuit. 
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Q. 

A. 

No, not DeCellaril.y. Tbe Commission could decide to reduce DS3 prices 

towards COlt IDd tbus reduce the contnbutioo from this service. Alternatively, 

the Omlmtuion eouJd tbJft more contribution from the RIC to tbe DS3 

service. In either event,· the p~ of tbe other options should be adjusted 

accordingly to reftect tbe reduced/increUed contribution. Regardless of tbe 

contribution level that is .recovered &om. tbe facilities--related elements, the 

principle of nofladilcrimiDati must continue to apply. 

Again, not neceuarl.ly. All noted before, lAC believes that the level of 

contribution fro.m transport is a policy issue separate from discrimination. 

B«ause lACs proposed rates carefully guard against discrimination, no 

competitive dam&&e would result from allowing the I..EC to rel!'ain revenue 

neutral by adjusting the RIC to :recover existing contribution levels.9 

The Commission may in the future reduce the contn'bution required from 

9 lAC does aot have the data necessary to calculate tbe RIC that would leave 
Southern Bell reve,ue neuual ·once .more cost-based rates for interoffice 
tranapon arc Uled. 
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Q. 

A 

Q. 

A 

acc:cu. Alternatively, the Commission may seek (or aaree to approve) a 

different balance in how contribu.tio,n iJ reoovercd between the RIC and the 

traD1p0rt rates. WbHc current levels are ·maintained, however, it is important 

that the burdeu coodnue to be shared equally. 

YotU ..... ..., ~ 110t J1t ......,... Mw eatruce fadlltla thould be 

priced. Do J0t1 Ute a neoJUie.DdatJoa? 

Yes. Tbe .-me strategy should be applied to th~ pricing of entrance facilities 

where ·COlt information il available. With appropriate cost information it 

sbou1d be pouible to identify tbe COlt difference between a. DSt and a DS3 

entruce fadlity. Equal contribution should bo added to these rates to 

establish a cost·bued difference in the prices for these services. 

A review of BtUSoutb provided cost information demonstrates that tbe 

observed rate dilferenca in Southern Bell's transport tariff stem principally 

from tho diacrimiDa.toty recovery of contribution. 

Transport is a single aervi~;e, wed by interachangc carrien to compete with 

one another. A strategy of dilcriminatory contribution among tbe different 
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tru1p0rt opdonl is eq,uivalent to favorin& large carriers over small, and 

~ UIIJu .,... over ICCODdary marketa. 

To prefWit lllll'aiODable diJcrimination requJrea that price relationships 

matcb COlt relatioaabipl, with an (effectively) equal recovery or contribution 

from adl opdoa. 

v. Odlllr ...... 

No. None o{ the LECs have proposed rates which are cost-based or 

supported by cost iaformation. 

C.. tlae Cow•'"'" .......... tnllaport prlcet wltllo•t ddallecl COA•ItUdles? 

Y Q. lbere il a reasonably simple approach that focuses on tbe relative gm 

of the different lateroffiee transport options that starts with tbe priee of a DS3 

and then illve$tiptes only tbe cost of tbe additiq-nal equipment needed to 

de:riYe DSlL Establiahiq the coat of tandem. switchin& however. would stiJl 

require COlt aoalylil. 
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Q. 

A 

Fipre 3 Dlustrates this limplified approach to estimating oost·based rates for 

each option. In a fiber environment, every option is provided using a DS3 so 

the price ot this option ean be the •tartina point. All that is n«csaary ilto 

add to tbJa price fO.. underlying transmission. the cost of the additional 

fuDdiom used in each option. These funcdona are multiplexina (for DSl 

service) end tude:111 switchin& (for tandem switched transpon). This 

approach wfll auure that the contribution recovered in tbe price of DS3 

.enice Ia reflected in eadt of the other aptions. 

This appro.cb mtntmf• the COlt analysis that must be pedormed but should 

yield results quite d01e to taJdna thc1 differences in cost from separate cost 

analyiU (used above). In fact, in theory they would be virtually identical. 

Are tMre. other polkla wbleb. matt be modified It tbe CoDUDIJsloa adopts a 

new lti'Udure tor transport seniee? 

Yea. IXCs are not the only providers of toll service.s. Local telephone 

companies also provide toll services for calls that are intraLA T A 

1be Commiuion bu established policies whicb govem how access charges are 

•appued" to tbe toliiCI\'ices of local telephone oompanJea. These poJicles are 

imputation (for the LEes' own toll service) and the •acce$5 billing 
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Q. 

A 

compensation• system (for the toll aemcea of other LECI). One of the 

objectives for these- poUdes is to assure tba.t tbe toll services of the local 

telephone compamea face tbe aame acceu cbarJe KheduJea that apply to Ions 

distance companies. 

To continue to sadlfy tbele objectives, the ucess transport restructure sbould 

be appUed to tbl tall III'Vioea ot local telephone c:ompuie1 u well u 

interexchange canien. 1be LECs sbould be required to file modified 

·~ tariffs IDd data iDdicltina the network routins of their toll traffic to 

establish appropriate impulation tests. 

Ir the LECt an peraalfteel to ..-Ia m<enue Deatral, •bould they be 

penaltted to .adlfy ._..d qaaatitlea to projeet lbr 10-alled 

reconftpradonJf 

No. First, appropriate transport rate relationship$ should parallel underlying 

cost relationship~. Consequendy, most (if not aU) of any reduction in revenue 

should be ofl'set by savings. 

Second, the l..ECa an: not capable of "recoofiau:ring" IXC networks sin.ce they 

do n.ot maintain trallle data to optimally desip IXC coMections. t.hey are not 

privy to growth ezpectadoas,. aDd do DOt have the riaht to arbitrarily establish 
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Q. 

A 

the IXC1 accept8ble wade of service. 

As an a•mple of both GTE's inability to forecast demand and an indictment 

of the price t.fpal• In their proposed tariff. GTE forecasts an increase in 

traDSpOrt capacity of more than SO% to serve the same traffic volumes. Such 

a "recoaffaurado' Ia patently uneconomic, yet this is the "assumed" network 

that undertiea their mm,. 

General Telephone .and United/Centel should be required to refile their 

traDSpOrt rata with supportina cost justification and a RIC c:alculated to 

provide revenue ·neutrali~ (if at all) based on the existin& network. 

This proceediog presents the Commission with a fundamental poUcy que.stion: 

Should access prices be permitted to discriminate among interexchange 

carriers? How the Commission answen tbis question will bave a pronounced 

impact on interexdlanae competition, the availability of competitive services 

in rural and secondary markets. and the way the nctwurk is designed and 

confipred.. 
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Q. 

A 

My testimony recommends a policy Where. relative prices reflect relative C05ts, 

and contribudoa il recofered evenl)' from. all interexetwJae carrien. Under 

this system, tbe IWUI quo (i.e., tbe E.AEA structure) can be .replaced, the 

rCIIU'Udule of tra111p01t rata can move forward. and dilairnJnatlon c.tn be 

effectively prevented. And beatuse rates diverge only to tbe extent justif!~d 

by cotta, a. ()mmiuion am (if it choolel) maintain transport contribution 

at existina IevelL 

In contrut, the prica proposed by tbe LECs would injeet non-cost rate 

dJffcreadala Into tbe ICXI!IIIIriff. adversely impact intere~change ·competition 

and unjustly lncreate ~, COlt to serve less uiban markets. To add insult to 

injury, the ~desire for revenue neutrality would force those who are 

disadvantapd by its discrimination to fund it. 

The LECs' proposed prices are unacceptable. The CommissJ.on should reject 

l.ECs' proposed rates and restructUre, access transport with cost-based rates 

as recommended by my testimony. 

Yes. 
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Conceotradoa ill tbe ecoaomJa of public utilities aDd replated industries 'With an 
empbMia OD price theory and ltadJtic:s. 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 

1986 • Present 

Pri'Vate C01J1U1tia1 pracdc:e spedalizi• in the economic evaluation of regulatory 
policies ad r~ business opportwlides ln the teleoommurucations industry. 
Economic and market. ua1ysil, product development, expert testimony. and 
regulatmy plaDnlna services. 

1985 • 1986 U.S. Swftdt; Vice President. Strategic Planning/Malltetina 

Responsibilities included project DWU~&emcnt. tnarketins and regulatory objective1 
for Cen.tmli:z«l Equal Acua. a networking coneept design to provide equal access to 
rural areas while posi.doo.ina independent telephone rompanies for competition. 

1980 • 1985 Dlinois Com.merc:e Commiliion; Director, Market Structure Program 

Primary staff rapooalbWty for Commiaion polic.)' concemJna the level and structure 
of competidon lD the tdec:ommunicadons and enera.Y lndUJtria. Desiped regulatory 
frameWork for IX ~ intralata market structure and developed intnutate 
acceu dwp plarL Raponslble (or Commiuion representation in the SUaset process 
and aD 6liop before federal aaenda. 

1979 Mountain Stalel Telephone COmpany; Demand AnaJ)'It 

Performed stalildcal .W1ala ol tho demand for access by retidentiaJ subscribers. 
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Tenneuee Re: Soatbena Cealral BeU'a Propoted Tariff Rauueturina the Switched 
Atcal Local Tralport Blement. Docket 93-<Ml86S, on behalf of l.DDS, Inc. 

Ohjo Re: .Applkadaa fA Obio 8d1 for an Alteraadve Form ot Roplatioo. Docket 
9l-W7·'D»·ALT, Oil bllllll ~ AIIDet. La .and l.DDS. 

Mississippi Re: Soudtem Central Belrs Propoted Tariff Restru.cturing the Switched 
Access Local TrUiport Element, Docbt 93-UN~3, on behalf\;~ I.DDS-11. 

S Carolina Rt: Southenl Bell's Propoled TariffRattucturi.Qa the Switched Access Loc:aJ 
Trulsport Blemmt. Doc:bt 93-7~ on behalf of the lnterexcbango Access 
Coati don. 

Georgia Re: &.tbem BeU'a Propoled Tarift Rattucturina tbe Switched Acceu LocaJ 
Tranaport llemeft&, Docket 4811·U~ on behalf of the lnteracbanae Access 
Coalfdon. 

Louisiana Re: Gc!aedc JteariDa to Cartfy ·the Pridna/lmpucation Studard. Docket No. 
U·20710, on bellllf of IDDS. 

Ohio Re: In tile Matter of Westem Relerve Telephone Compaey'a Request for an 
Alte~ Form of RepJadoD, Cue Nos. 9).23().TP~ALT and 92·IS2S·TP­
CSS,, o_n behalf of ao IXC Collftion (MCJ, Alloet and LCI). 

New Mexico Re: lnquiJy by ·the Col.lUD.iuion into the Local Qllling Area for the 
Albuquerque MetropOlitan Area. Docket No. 93·218-TC. on behalf of LDDS 
Communicadona. 

Illinois Re: Apptkation of DllooiJ BeD for Alternative. Regulation, Docket 92--0048, 
on behalf of lDDS Conununicationl. 

M~issippi Re: Notice ol Sooth Central Bell Telephone Company to Introduce .Banded 
Ratea for MTS. WATS and 800 Services, Docket 93-UN-0038. on behalf of 
LDDS CommwdcatJou. 

Florida .Re: Petition of' lntenncdia ,Cotnmu.Plc:adou of Florida for Expanded 
lnterconnectioa forM Va within LEC Certtral Officea, Docket 92·1074TP, on 
bdWt of the F1orida lnterexchtnp Carrion Auodatlon. 

Louisiana - Re: Objecdon to the Fi1iD1 of Reduced WATSSAVBR Service Rates, 
lmrai.ATA, State of l..ouUJana, Docket U-20237 on behalf of WDS, MCI 
and AT&T Communi~. . 
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S Carolina Re: Applicltion of Southern Bell to Introduce Area .Plus Service, Docket 93· 
176-C, oo bebalf of lDDS and MO Tetewmmunications Corporation. 

Mississippi Re: Applicltion ~South Central BeU Telephone Company for Adoption and 
Implemeatadoa of a Rate Stabilization Plan. c.te 89-UN-5453, on behalf of 
IDDS aDd AdvaDced TelerommunicatiOOJ Corporation. 

Ullnoll Re; DMiapwlt of a StateWide Polley Rqardln& Local lnterconnecdon 
~ Doc*et 91-0398, on behalf of the Competitive Carrier Coalition. 

Louisiana Re: Petition Dl tbe l4dliaoa Paypbone AuociatioD for Implementation of 
Dial ArOUDd Ooalpeaaadoa, Docket U-19993, on behalf of MCI 
TelecomllllJdations Corporation. 

Maryland Re: Petition of tbe Middle Atlantie Paypboae Auodation to Implement DiaJ 
Around CompoDaatlon. Docket 8525, on behalf of MCI Telecommunications. 
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S Carolina Re: PetiUon of the South catollna Public Communications Association for 
Implementation of Dial Around CDmpensation, Docket 92-572-C, on behalf 
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Georgia Re: Application of the Georgia Communications Association for Dial Around 
Compelll&lioo, Docket 4206-U, on behalf of MO. 

Delaware Re: 1be DiiJDODd State Tclephooe Company's Application for a Rate 
lN:reMe, Docket 91-47, on bebatf of MCI. 

Florida Re: Comprehensive Review of the Revenue Requirements and Rate 
StabWzadoo PlaD of Southern Bell. on behalf of the Florida lnterexchange 
Canicn Alloda.don. 

Mississippi Re: Order of tbe Miuiuippl PUblic Service Commiulon to Soutb Central 
BeD to (1) Elpud ACP QlLing Area, and (2) lndude Calls to the County 
Seat in Capped ·Local Call~ 92--UA-100, on behalf of LDDS and ATC. 

F1orida Re: Application for a Rate Increase by O'fE Florida Incorporated 1992. 
Docket 9201~ n.. on behalf of MCI a.nd FlXCA. 

Wisconsin Re: lmadpdou lato the Extent of Competition in the lntral.ATA ToiJ 
TeJeeommunk:adQDI Market, 05-TI-119', on behalf of MCI and Schneider 
CDmfliUNcttioal. 
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Florida Re: IIMidptioa lteprdlna the Appropriateneu of Pa)'ltlent for Dial Around 
Compeuladoa &om lntetexchange Telephone Companies to Pay Telephone 
Providers. Doebt 920399-TP, on behalf of MCJ and FIXCA 

California Re; Tbe Matter of Alter'Mtive Regulatory Frameworb for Local Exchange 
Canien and Related Mattera, 1.87-11.()33, on behalf of loteiUcal, Inc. 

Florida Re: Petition of Southern BeD Telephone aDd TelearaPh Company for Rate 
Stabllladon IIIII lmplememation Orden an4 Other ReUof, Docket 880069-
n.., on bebllf ol the Ofllce of Public CounaeJ and the Florida AdHoc Users 
Group. 

New York Re: hnpld of the Modification of Final Judpnent and FCC Docket 78--72 on 
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Wisconsin Re: lnvatfpdon of llltrutate Aeceas Costs and lr1trastate Acceu Charges, 
Doeket 05-TR-US, on kbalf of Wia.cnnsin CompTeJ and MCI. 

Mississippi Re: Order o( tht Mississippi Public Service Cornrnission Initiating Hearings 
Concetl1ini (l) lntral.ATA Compedtion and (2) Payment of Compen&ation 
by lntei'C'dwnp: Carrien and R.esellers to Local Exdlange Companies. 
Docket 90-UA-0280, QD be,ball of lnteUicall, Inc. 

Louis·iana Re: loveatiption of tbe Revenue Require.ment, Rate Structure, Charges, 
Servic:a, Rate of Re~ and Construction Program of Central BeU 
Tdepbooe Company, Docket No. U-17949, Sub-Docket B (lntraLATA 
Competition), on behalf of Cable II. Wireless Conununfcatioos and ATC. 

Florida Re:: Petition of Southern Bell Telephone and TeleJtapb Company for Rate 
Stabilization and Imp&eme-tttatiofl Orden and Other Relief, Docket 880069-
~ on bthaJf ol the Florida Jnterexcbange Carriers As.sociation. 

Wisconsin Re: Inveatiption o( lntrutate Ac:ceu Colli and lntnuta.te Access Charges. 
Docket 05-TR-103. on behalf of Wilcons.in CompTeJ. 

florida Re: Generic IDYettigation into the Operations of Alterna~ Access Vendors, 
Docket No. 890813-TP, on behalf of lotermedJa Communications Inc. 

Alaska - Re: In the Matter of CoDiideration 11f Regulations Governinj the Market 
Structure for lntrutate TeleGlrnmunJeations Service, Docket R-90-l, on behalf 
of Telepbcme UdUtia of .Alaska. 
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Minnaota Re: ID CbiMattfrof Ute M1nDelola Independent Equal Acceu Corporation's 
Appllcldoa for a Certl!cate of Public Cotw'nience and Necessity, Docket P-
3fXfl /NA-IJ9.76, on behalf of MO and Telecom•USA 

Florida Re.: IIMitlpdon IIlio Equal Al.lceu Bxebanp Area. ToU Monopoly Areas. 
1 + Restricdcm to the Local &change Carden, and Blimination of the Access 
Discount, Doctet SIQ12-1P, on behalf of the FIXCA 

Wisconsin Re: laveldptioa ofiDtrutate Acceu Costs. Settlcmcnu and lntralata, Access 
Owpl, Docbt 05-TR·10'2. on behalf of Wjs(onsin CompTe I. 

Wisconsin Rc: lnve&ti&ation of Application of Wisconsin Independent 
Telccommuaic:adtaal Syatems, Inc. (WITS) for CPCN to Offer Centralized 
Equal Acceas. etc..., Docket 665S·NC100, on behalf of Wisconsin CompTeJ. 

Florida Re: Petition of' Southem ,Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company for Rate 
Stabilization and Implementation Orden and Other Relief. Docket 880069-
'I'L, on behalf of the Florida Jntcr•cbange Carriers A&sodation. 

Wiscohlin &e: Applic:adoD of Various lnterexchanie Canien for Authority to Provide 
CcrJaln lntraLATA Toll Telecommunications Services (Not Including WA TS 
and MTS), Docket OS·NCtOO, oo bebalf of Wisconsin CompTel. 

Flo,rida Re: Forbearance frt\m Earnings Regulation of AT&T and Waiver of Rules, 
Docket 870347'-TI. on behalf of FfXCA. 

filinois Re: l.ovatiptitm Concerning the Appropriate Methodology for the 
Cal4:!Uiation of Intrastate Access Charges for all Illinois Tele,phonc Utilities. 
Docket 83-0142., on beball of Ullaois Consolidated ~clephone Company. 

Texas Re: loquby of the GeoeraJ Counsel into the WA TS, Prorate Q-.edit, Docket 
8218, on bcbalf ofTEXALTEL 

Iowa Re:: Iowa Network Access Division, Docket RPU ~2. on behalf of MCI and 
Teleoonnect 

Aorida Re: Jnveadptioo into Replatory Flexibility for Local Exchange Carriers. 
Docket 871254-11.., on bebalf of' Miaotel. 

Wisconsin Re: lnYeltipdou of lntruta&e lpte.rexehange Accaa ClWies and Related 
lntrllala: and lnterlata Compensation Matters, Docket OS-TR-S Pan 8, on 
behalf of the Wllooalin State Telephone A&sodation. 
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Florida Re: lnvesdpdoa imo· NTS Cost RecoYery ·Phase II, Docket 860984. on 
behalf of the Florida Allodadon of Concerned Telephone Companies. 
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Clln'IllCAJI Ql SIR\'ICI 

I HIR&BY cmrrtn that a true and correct copy of the Teetiliony 

o,f Joeeph Gillan on S.half of the Interexchange Ace••• Coalition 

hae bHn fumieMd by hand d•livery• or by u.s. Mall to the 

followinCJ partJ.• o~ .record, thie 23rd day of llay, 1994 a 

Donna canaano• 
Dlviaion of Legal Service• 
Florida Public 8enia. 
c~eeion 

101 &aet Gain .. street 
Talld.aee .. , 1"L 32301 

Lee Willie 
John POid 
Ausley, IICIIUll•, JlcGebM, 

Carotlut.n and Px'oeto~ 
Poet Office Boa 3Jl 
227 s. Calhoun Street 
Tallaho••-, n. 32302 

Southern Bell ~lapbon• 
and 'te189r&pb Collpeny 

Kareball criaer 
sun Bank BuJ.ldin9, suLte •oo 
150 South ~ Stzeat 
Tallahaaa .. , rL 32301 

Jack Shreve 
Public Counael 
Office of tbe PUbliC Counael 
111 w. Kadiaon St., Ra. 812 
Claude Pe~r Buildln9 
Tallahassee, PL 32399-1400 

Michael W. 'lye 
106 Bast Coll.;w A.-n•e 
Suite 1410 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Ha.rrlet Budy 
ALLTBL Florida., Inc. 
Po•t Office box 550 
Live Oak, PL 32060 

R!cb~ Pletcher 
c/o BeY Menard 
GTI 
106 laet Coll8CJe Avenue 
Suite 1440 
Tallahaaa .. , rL 32301 

Pat 1fi99ina 
Wigglne and Villacorta 
501 l&at Term•••- Str .. t 
Suite B 
Poat Office Drawer 1657 
Tallaha•e .. , PL 323·02 

hter 11. Dunbar 
Pennington, Haben, W.ilk.tneon, 
Culpepper, Dunlap, OUnbar, 
Ric~nd and rrench 

Poet Office Box 10095 
Tallahae• .. , .PL 32302 

Janl• Stahlhut 
Tille Warner Cable 
Corporate Headquarters 
300 Pirat Staaford Place 
Staaford, CT 06902-6732 

Jodie L. Donovan 
RegUlatory Counael 
Teleport eo-unication• 

Gr oup, Inc. 
1 Teleport Drive, Ste. 301 
Staten leland, lifY 103·11 

J•ff HeGehH 
Southlend Telephone C011pany 
Poet Office Box 37 
At.ore, AL 36504 
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c. Bverett Boyd, Jr. 
Brvin, Vam, Jacal», 

Oda.a and &n'in 
305 South Gedaen S~t 
Tallahaa• .. , PL 32301 

Daniel V. ~zy 
Quincy Telepbone co.puy 
Po•t Office loa lit 
Quincy, PL 32351 

P. Ben Poaq 
united -r.lepbona ~ay 

of Florida 
Po•·t Office Boa 5000 
Al taJDont• Spr!ftv•, f'L 3·2716 

Rielt Melson 
Hopping, lcyd, ~ and au. 
Poet Office liOa 652& 
Tallaha11ee, rL 32314 

Kichael J '. a.nq 
MCI Telecc uni•tJ.ona Corp. 
780 Johnson Perry Road 
Suite 700 
Atlanta, GA 303~2 

Charles Denni• 
Indiantown ~lephone 

Syetea, tn.c. 
Poet Office Sox .277 
Indiantown, f'L. 34956 

Floyd .R. Self 
Messer , Vickex:• , C&parello, 

MAdsen, Lewte, Qoldaa_n • Mats 
Poet Office Boa 1116 
Tallahaseee, PL 32302-1816 

Kenneth A. Hof fJMn 
Rutledqe, &cenia, Underwood 

Purnel ' Hoff~~an, P.A. 
P.o. Box 551 
Tallahaee .. , PL 32302-0551 

John A. carroll, Jr. 
Morth .. at florida 

Tttlep~on• Cc.pany 
Poet Office Box 485 
IIAoclenny, PL 32063-0485 

Chan thine R. Bryant 
Sprint co..unicatione 
3065 C.-berland Circle 
Atl anta, GA 303·39 

Benj.-in B. Dickene, Jr. 
Blooeton, Kordkofety, Jac~eon 

' Dicken• 
2120 L. Street, M.w., Suite 300 
WaehJ.ngton, DC 20037-1527 

Douglae s. Metcalf 
ca..uDicatione Consultant• ! 

Inc . 
631 s . Orlando .Ave., Suite 250 
Poet Office Bos 1148 
Winter Park, l'L 32790-11~8 

ieJ.J. A, ~ .. ) "?<-
aaohael J(1 Roth•tein r · 
Brad 8. kuUoheUmaue 
Wiley, ~in ' Pieldin9 
1176 1:. Stn.t R.w. 
Wa•hingt on, D.C 20006 

Attor ney• t or the 
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