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August 23, 1996 

BX HAND PBLryBRX 

Ms . Blanca s. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Servic~ Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399·0850 

Re: Docket No. _ ................ ..:. .. · 
Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are the original and 
fifteen (15) copies o l· Sprint United/Centel 's Rebuttal TP9timony of 
Randy G. Farrar . 

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by s tamping 
the duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to this 
wrJ.ter. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 
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('~'' '[ UNITED TELEPHONE CO .., 
OF. FLORIDA ' 1 "; 
CENTRAL TELEPHONE ::OMPANY 
OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 960838-TP 
FILED: August 23, 1996 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBU'M'A!.. tESTIMONY 

0"' 

RANDY G • F AR.RAR 

Q. Please state your name, uccup •• lon, and business address. 

A. My name is Randy G. Farrar. I am employed as Manager -

Network Costing and Pricing for Sprint/United Management 

Company, an affiliate of United Telephone Company o f 

Florida and Cent:ral Telephone Company of Florida. My 

business addre1s is 2330 Shawnee Mission Farkway, 

Westwood, Kansas, 66205. 

Q. Did you s~t pre!iled direct testimony in this 

proceeding? 

A. Yes, I did . 

Q. What is the purpose of your ~ebuttal testimony? 

A. To offer revisions in my direct testimony in light of the 

August 1 FCC Firat Report and Order and Rules, released 

August 8, 1996. 
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Q. 

A. 

Please summarize the necessary revisions. 

There are four. First, my TSLRIC methodology needs m~nor 

modifications to fit with the FCC's Total Element Long 

Run Incremental Coot. ITELRIC , standard . Second, chc 

tandem switching cost needs to be modified. 

Specifically, Sprint has p· rosed a tandem switching rate 

element based on a per D$1 port, but the FCC has 

indicated that usage-based rates are appropriate. Third, 

the transport costs need to be mcdified t o fit the TE~RIC 

sta.ndard. Fourth, Sprint proposed a bill-and-keep 

arn.ngement for end-office terminating compensation. 

However, th~ FCC states that bill-and-keep arrangements 

may not nece9sarily allow for recovery of cos·s. 

The first revision concerns your TSLRIC methodology. 

Does your TSLRIC methodology fit with the requirem6nts of 

the FCC Order? 

With minor modifications, yes. The FCC has esLablished 

a TELRIC standard for both unbundled network elements and 

terminating compensation. FCC Order, 11 672-690. TELRIC 

includes e reasonable allocation of forward-loo~ing joint 

and co1111110n costs. FCC Order, 1 672. Sprint'S or~ginal 

interpretation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 !the 
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A. 

Act) included an allowance for joint and common costs for 

unbund.led network elements , but not for terminating 

compensation. Sprint treated this allowance as an 

additive to cost i n order to arrive at price, not an 

element of the cost itself . Thus, the costs included in 

my direct testimony do not include an allowance for joint 

and common costs. 

The second revision concerns tandem switching costs . Are 

the costs in your dir ect testimony consistent with the 

FCC Order? 

No, both ·he TELRIC methodology and the req-~rement for 

a usage-bal•ed rate require modification of these costs. 

With regard to tandem switching, the FCC Order supports 

the establishment of usage-sensitive charges. FCC Order, 

1 824. The FCC has established a default ceiling ot 

$0.0015 per minute of use for tandem switching that 

should be used until the completion of a TELRIC study. 

Statee. may use this prmcy rate and impose flat- rated 

charges for tandem switching, provided the rates are set 

so that the price does not exceed the $0.0015 per minute 

of use. Assuming an industry standard usage of 9, 000 

minutes of use per DS1 (FCC Order, 1 822, fn. 1949), the 

equivalent tandem switching rate at a DS1 port: level 
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A. 

Q. 

would be $324. This is less than the $3 77. SO rate 

contained in my direct testimony. Sprint has agreed to 

adopt the FCC interim rate of $0.0015 per minute of use 

pending approval of a TELRIC.study. To the extent that 

TELRIC exceeds the interim price. it will be implemented 

on a going-forward basis. 

The third revision C<.):- ·e:-ns transport costs. Are the 

costs in your direct tosti~ony consistent with the FCC 

Order? 

No, with regard to transport, the FCC Order, 1 821, 

requires the state commissions to use existing interstate 

rates to develop a default proxy ceiling for both 

dedicated and shared transport. The costs provided in my 

Revic.ed Exhibit RGF-1 do net comply with t he FCC's Order. 

Therefore, we are in the process of developing TELRIC 

costa for both dedicated and shared transport. These 

coats will be provided as soon as developed. Until such 

cost studies are completed, we propose to use the FCC's 

proxy c~iling; that is, the interstate rates as per FCC 

Rule 51.513 (C) (J) and (4). 

The fourth revision concerns end-office interconnection . 

Is the bill-and-keep proposal in your direct testimony 
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Q. 

A. 

consistent with the FCC Order? 

No. Sprint previously proposed an interim two year bill­

and-keep reciprocal compensation agreement. Given the 
FC": Order, 1 1111. Spri .1t has r econsidered chat approach. 

The FCC concluded t hat bill -and -keep arrangements do not 
satisfy the cost recove r, --~visions of the Act, unl ess 

traffic is balanced and raLes are symmetrical. FCC 

Order, 1 1112. For an interim period, Sprint proposes 

that, absent evidence of a traff ic i mbalance, bill-and­
keep should be used until TELRIC studies have been 

a';)proved. 

Does this conclude your rebuttal t estimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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