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

January 26, 1996 0/?/5'/4!4
| | UE g
Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director via Hand Delivery ° f’
Division of Records and Reporting !
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

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

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

Dear Ms. Bayo: '

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

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

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me.
ACK __Tbank you for your assistance in processing this filing.
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Respectfully,
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Sue E. Weiske
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the Rebuttal Testimony of

Danny G. Engleman on behalf of Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P. and Digital Media

Partners has been served by either *Federal Express or Hand Delivery on this 26th day of

January, 1996, to the following parties of record:

Ms. Jill Butler

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

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq.

Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
Purnell & Hoffman

215 South Monroe Street

Suite 420

Tallahassee, FL 32301-1841

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

Michael W. Tye, Esq.
AT&T

101 North Monroe Street
Suite 700

Tallahassee, FL 32301

*Jodie Donovan-May, Esq.

Eastern Region Counsel

Teleport Communications
Group, Inc.

2 Lafayette Center

1133 21st Street, N.W,

Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

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

Anthony P. Gillman
Kimberly Caswell

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

Tallahassee, FL 32301

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

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



Laura L. Wilson, Esq.

Charles F. Dudley, Esq.

Florida Cable Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

310 N. Monroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Angela B. Green, Esq.

Florida Public Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

125 S. Gasden Street

Suite 200

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Floyd R. Self, Esq.

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

Post Office Box 1876

215 South Monroe Street

Suite 701

Tallahassee, FL. 33401

*Richard M. Rindler

James C. Falvey

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

Patrick K. Wiggins
Marsha E. Rule

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

Post Office Box 1657
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Richard Melson

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

Post Office Box 6526
Tallahassee, FL 32301

*Michael J. Henry

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

*Timothy Devine

Senior Director, External &
Regulatory Affairs

Southern Region

MFS Communications Company, Inc.

Six Concourse Parkway

Suite 2100

Atlanta, GA 30328

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

250 S. Australian Avenue
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

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



*Donald L. Crosby

Regulatory Counsel

Continental Cablevision, Inc.
Southeastern Region

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

(904) 281-0342 (fax)

*Bill Wiginton

Hyperion Telecommunications, Inc.

Boyce Plaza III

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

(412) 221-6642 (fax)

*Benjamin Fincher, Esq.

Sprint Communications Company
Limited Partnership

3065 Cumberland Circle

Atlanta, GA 30339

Lee L. Willis

J. Jeffry Wahlen

Macfarlane, Ausley, Ferguson
and McMullen

227 South Calhoun Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

*AR. "Dick" Schleiden

General Manager

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

4455 Baymeadows Road

Jacksonville, FL. 32217

(904) 448-3390

- (904) 731-8699 (fax)

*Sue E. Weiske, Senior Counsel
Law Department

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

Patricia Kurlin

Intermedia Communications of
Florida, Inc.

9280 Bay Plaza Boulevard

Suite 720

Tampa, Florida 33619
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIBSION

DOCKET NO. 950%85D~TP

(TIME WARNER AxS8 OF FLORIDA, L.P.
AND DIGITAL MEDIA PARTNERS
PETITION SPRINT UNITED)
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
DANNY G. ENGLEMAN

ON BEHALF OF TIME WARNER AXS8 OF FLORIDA, L.P.

AND DIGITAL MEDIA PARTNERS

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS.
My name is Danny G. Engleman, and my business
address 1is Time Warner Communications, 160

Inverness Drive West, Englewood, Colorado 80112.

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

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

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

Yes.

DGCUNEHTiU44?EH-DATE
Jg100§ JAN26 8
FPSC-pers
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Q:

WHAT I8 THE PURPOSE OF YOUR INESTANT TESTIMONY?
The purpose of this testimony is to offer rebuttal
to the direct testimony filed by Sprint United

witness F. Ben Poag.

WITNESS POAG TOOK EXCEPTION TO MANY OF THE
ASSUMPTIONS TO TIME WARNER’S PORT CHARGE ANALYSIS
IN HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY. THE RESULTS OF WITNEESS
POAG'S ANALYSIS IS A USAGE CHARGE OF 216,00 MINUTES
OF USE PER MONTH FOR RATE DEVELOPMENT. IS8 THIS A
REASONABLE NUMBER?

No, it is not. A 216,000 minutes of use volume
over a DS-1 port per month does not give Time
Warner the p.01 grade of service it requires to
provide its customers with high gquality service.
Time Warner and Sprint United have disagreed
regarding the percent of calls during the busy hour
and also the estimate of CCS per customer during
the busy hour throughout our negotiations. Tine
Warner and Sprint United agreed to use 10% of the
traffic in the busy hour, and a compromise of 2.0
CCS. Even, if one accepts Sprint United’s estimate
of 216,000 minutes of use per month, which is a
fully utilized DS-1, dividing that 216,000 into

Sprint United’s proposed port charges of $5760 at
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the tandem and $3,825 at the end office gives a
price of $.0267 per minute at the tandem and a
price of $.0177 per minute at the end office.
Sprint United proposes to pay Time Warner end
office interconnection, and if Time Warner locates
at Sprint United’s tandem, which it will have to do
until it has sufficient volume to justify end
office interconnection, the net Time Warner will
have to pay Sprint United is $.009 per terminating
minute. This is almost the level of the mutual
interconnection price, without netting, which Time
Warner just negotiated with BellSouth. In
addition, the BellSouth agreement contains a 5% out

of balance cap.

The proposed rate does not even consider that the
time it will take before each additional DS-1 port
is efficiently utilized could be significant,
depending on how successful Time Warner is in its
marketing efforts. The per minute of use numbers
in the paragraph above are a minimum. If less than
216,000 minutes of use actually occur, the price
per minute goes up. For example, at the 180,000
minutes of wuse that Time Warner believes is

actually more reasonable at a p.01 grade of
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service, the rates come out to be $.032 at the
tandem, $.02125 at the end office, with a
differential of $.01075 per minute. These are very
high interconnection rates. Even with thé 22%
reduction that Sprint United offered, this is still
an expensive interconnection rate, since it
represents usage at the fully utilized DS-1 usage

level.

Time Warner believes that 1.32 CCS local usage
during the busy hour is very low, and that it is
not realistic based on traffic studies from
multiple metro areas that Time Warner has
evaluated. The initial 3.6 CCS was based on an
average of the normal residential and business
customer. The normal residential customer’s CCS is
around 3.0 with the normal business customer being
around 6.0 CCS., With Time Warner’'s first customers
being drawn from the business community, the
numbers used in the analysis are very conservative.
Further, witness Poag states that Time Warner has
not adjusted for toll versus local and for the
calls that will be completed on an intra-switch
basis. On‘ a national average, including

residential and business customers, 12% of calls
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are interLATA toll with the normal assumption that
intralLATA toll is equivalent. If Time Warner
adjusts its CCS estimates for these factors with
Sprint. United’s estimate of 10% intra-switch
cailing, the average CCS for local usage would
still be 2.43 (3.6 # .7% x .9). Further, based on
other metro area calling patterns, the normal busy
hour traffic for residential is around 10% and
business is closer to 16%. Since Sprint United
does not indicate the split between residence and
business in its example, Time Warner must assume
that this usage is not representative of the normal
traffic between two metro type switches and that
the traffic consists of a majority of residential

users.

WITNESS POAG HAS ARGUED THAT TIME WARNER, HAVING
ALREADY COLLOCATED 1IN SEVERAL S8PRINT UNITED
OFFICES, I8 LIKELY TO bo THIS IN MANY
CIRCUMSTANCES, WITE AN EFFECTIVE REDUCTION IN TIME
WDRNER'SIINTBRCONNECTION COBT8. CAN YOU COMMENT ON
THIS ASSUMPTION?

Yes. Witness Poag is not considering all of the
applicable collocation costs, in addition to

ocutside plant, transport and equipment costs. Time
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Warner is only collocated in three Sprint United
central offices for its AAV business. This is only
a fraction of the Sprint United central offices in
Time Warner’'s service area. Time Warner will not
go into other Sprint United central offices until
it has.requirements for high use trunk groups into

those offices.

WITH SPRINT UNITED’ES PORT CHARGE PROPOSAL, I8 IT
REASBONABLE TO BELIEVE THAT SPRINT UNITED WOULD BE
HATCHING TIME WARNER‘S8 TRUNKING ON A ONE-TO-ONE
BABIBS?

No. Mr. Poag’s analysis that the costs will offset
on reciprocal trunking is not necessarily true.
This statement assumes that Sprint United would be
matching Time Warner trunking on a one-to-one basis
from each interconnection point. Such an
assumption may not be efficient or economic for
either Sprint United or Time Warner. The companies
should be encouraged to efficiently design their
networks and should not put trunking where none is

needed.
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WITNESS POAG DEVELOPED A TIME WARNER COST PER
CUSTOMER OF INTERCONNECTION OF $1.35 PER CUSTOMER.
CAN YOU DISCUS8S8 THE PROBLEMS8 WITH THIS8 ANALYBIS?

Yes. First, witness Poag assumed three end office
connections for each tandem port. Time Warner’s
end office trunking will only be established for
those end offices where it is economically viable.
In the initial stages of competition, Time Warner’s
limited traffic flow will dictate that we
interconnect only at the tandem level until traffic
volume justifies the migration to high usage end
office trunking. Placing three underutilized DS-
1’s to end offices versus a single DS-1 to the
tandem would not decrease Time Warner’s or Sprint
United’s costs and would introduce <costly
inefficiencies into our network architecture. This
would occur if Time Warner built its own facilities
or leased them from some other carrier. Time
Warner agrees that as the customer base of Time
Warner increases, the overall network will become
more efficient and, potentially, the cost per
customer will decrease. However, the initial costs
could be so high that Time Warner could not enter

into the dial tone market.
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Witness Poag also states that Sprint United has
internal costs necessary to provide service and
that no one supplies these services to Sprint
United for free. I agree with this part of his
statement but, Sprint United does not have to pay
supplementary charges to its competitor to be in
business and the existing rates for basic services
have been based on only the internal costs of
Sprint United and do not include the extraneous
costs that Sprint United expects Time Warner to
pay. Advanced services are competitive in nature
and will be driven closer to their real costs as
competition increases. Time Warner stands on its
assumption that services must be self supporting
and that if the basic rate is not sufficient to
cover the costs associated with the provisioning of
that service, it will be questionable whether or

not Time Warner can enter that market.

PLEASBE BUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.

I have taken issue with Sprint United witness
Poag’'s assumptions regarding the amount of traffic
that can go over Sprint United’s ports and still
have the quality of service Time Warner needs to be

able to attract customers. I have also disagreed




with witness Poag‘s assumption about the number of
end offices in which Time Warner can efficiently
collocate, and have disagreed with his per customer

cost estimate for Time Warner.

DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes. It does.



