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1 SOUTRERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY 

2 REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH A. STANLEY, JR. 

3 BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

4 DOCKET -L 

5 JULY 10, 1995 

6 

7 

e 0. 
9 

~loase state your name and business address. 

10 A. I am JO8eph A. Stanley Jr. My burinera 

11 address ia 3535 Colonnade Parkway, 
12 Birmingham, Alabama 35243. 

13 

14 Q. By whom are you amployad? 

15 

16 A. 

17 TelOC01~mUniCatiOn8, Inc. d/b/a Southern Bell 

16 TeleQhOne and Telegraph Company (Southern 

I am employed by BellSouth 

19 Bell) 

20 

21 Q. 

22 doc kat? 

Have you previously filed testimony in thi8 

23 

24 A. Yea. I filed direct testimony in support of 

25 Southern Bell's proposal to achieve the 
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1 

2 1995 through the implementation of Extanded 

3 Calling Sarvice (ECS) on selected routes. 

4 

5 Q. 
6 

unspecified $25 million rate reduction for 

What ir the purpose of this tertirnony? 

7 A. 

8 certain contentions of ATkT's witness Guedel, 

9 FIXCA's witners Gillan and Ad Hoc's witness 

10 Matcalf. Spactfically, I will daal with tha 

11 following isruesr 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. Will tha lmplaa~antation of Southarn Ball's 

23 ECS sarvica foraclo~m mffmctiva toll 

24 

25 Mi. Matcalf on page 9 (liner 10 k ll), Nr. 

The purposr o f  this testimony i8 to rebut 

comprtition as suggemted in the testimony of 

-2- 

1. Competition will continue to flourish 

with the introduction of ECS. ECS 

will not re-monopolier srrvice on 

router whrrr it is implemented. 

2 .  ECS is a better use o t  the 625H rate 

reduction than the PBX trunks and DID 

proposal8 suggestrd by witnesses 

Guadal and Matcalf. 



. 
1 

2 

Gillan on page 5 (lfnar 7-10) ,  and Hr. Cusdel 
on page 4 (linas 1-4)? 

3 

4 A. Abrolutely not. With Or without ECS, 

5 

6 stat. of ?lorida. This will happan for two 

7 very important reason81 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 

21  

2 2  A. Thin prohibition affacts Southern Bell'r 

23 
24 Fir8t8 Southern Bell's Co~npetitOr8 have the 
25 ability to offer "one-stop shopping" for all 

compatition will continue to flourish in the 

What is the competitive rignificanco of 
Southern Bell'm being prohibitad from 
offaring a full rango o f  toll SerViCer? 

ability to compote in at leant three ways. 

-3- 

- Southarn Bell can provide only 
intraLATA fiarvica while its 

competitors can provido the full 

spectrum of toll 88NiCeIr including 
intraLATA, intarLATA, intermtate, and 
international rorvicer. 

- Southorn Bell is not tho only provider 
of accems service in Florida. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

2 1  

2 2  

23 

24 

2 5  

of their toll servicer. Customers can deal 

with one vendor and have all o f  their toll 

ueaga consolidated on one bill. 

Interexchanga Carriers (IXC) a distinct 
advantaga becausa of the convenience that it 

offars to customers. Second, Southern Bell'm 

competitors can allow curtomers to combina 

their intraLllTA usage with their remaining 

toll uraga to increase the banefit of voluma 

discount plans. 

initiatives which tske advantage of thir 

capability. Third, intraLATA toll rervice in 

Florida today rapresentr lea8 than 201 of the 

total toll businerr. Even if Southern Bell 

could capture tha entire intraLA2A market, 

which is certainly not realistic, the IXCs 

would rtill control over 8 0 1  of the total 

market. 

Thir gives 

We have already saan IXC 

Mr. Metcalf, on page 9 (liner 13-15) of his 

temtimony, argued that the IXCr cannot 

affectively compete with ECS becausa southern 

Bell's BCS rates are less than switched 

access rater. 

argument? 

Bow do you rsmpond to thin 

-4- 



1 

a A. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10  

11 

1 2  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

1 8  

19  

20  Q. 

2 1  

22  

2 3  A. 

24 

25  

The argument i a  invalid to tho extent that it 

conriderr only Southern Bell’# intrartata 

switched accera rater. The level of there 

rater ia only one factor in an analyrir of 

the competitiveness of the ECS market. other 

accerr rater and provider8 must be conridered 
aa wall. For examplo, IXCr which provide a 

full spectrum of toll service8 are sble to 

evaluate tho economic validity of their 

offerings on an aggregated basin. 
the combined colt to the IXC of intrastate 

accear, interstate acce~s, and alternative 

accerr ir the relevant factor that will 
determino whether an IXC can effectively 

competo for ECS traffic. Additional 

conriderationr are provided in the rebuttal 
tertimony of Nr. Xendrix. 

Therafore, 

Do IXCr in Florida have viable alternativer 
for accmss service? 

Yen. Today there aro seventeen (17) AAVa 
that ere certificated to operate in Florida. 

There AAVr offer alternatives to Southern 

-5- 



Bell’s accaas aervices. Indeed, HCI ha# 

publicly statad that they intand to actively 

pursue alternatives to obtaining access from 

the Ragional Bell operating companies. 

Altarnatives to Southern Bell access ara 

availabla today and I would expect that the 

choicer availabla to an IXC will multiply as 

a result of the recently passed legislation. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 Q. 

11 

12 

13 A. Year there is one in particular. The Q.25 

14 

15 curtomars who maka a lot of call8 of short 

16 duration and distancer when compared to a per 
17 minutas charge lavied by the IXCs.  My 

18 

19 calls of short durbtion and dirtance would 

20 cost less than ECS calls. Thera examples 

21 

22 

23 with ECS. 

1 4  

25 Q. 

Are there reasons why re-monopolization of 

the t C S  traffic is unlikely? 

residence rate may ba la88 attractive tor 

exhibit JAS-3 depicts situation# in which 

dapict another reason why Southern 8.11 
simply would not ba able to to-monopoliaa 

In tha testimony of Birr Metcalf, on papa 4 

-6- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 A. 

9 

10 

11 

l a  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 Q. 

24 

25 

(lines 13 6 IQ), and Mr. Guedol, on page 6 

(liner 8-17), they argue that PBX is at a 

distinct disadvantage compared to ESSXR 

Sarvica and, hance, a better usa of the $7513 

rate reduction would ba to reduce rater for 

trunks and DID. no you agree? 

No, I do not. The assertion that pricing 

difference# batween PBX trunkr and ESSX 

Service cauue PBX to be uncmpetitiva with 

Essx Servica is without merit:. 

calculation8 rhow that Southern Bell's ESSX 

Service's relative market shara has incrraaed 

no more than 18 in tha past thraa years. 

Givan thir, it appears that PBX can 

euccarrfully compete with ESSX Service. 

a h 0  rairer serious doubt with regard to Mr. 

Madcalf's contention on page 4 (liner 18-19) 

of hi8 tcrtimony that the PBX market ha8 lost 

01tremendou8 market rhara in tho last few 
ysarao8. 

My 

It 

Has Southern Ball reduead the prica of PBX 

trunks in the last few years? 

-7- 

-. . 



1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 9. 
15  

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Yea. In 1994, Southern Bell reduced the 

price of PBX trunks and Direct Inward Dialing 

(DID) by 635.0M. Them reductions included 

disaggrogation of hunting from PBX trunk 

rates. This was significant becauso it meant 

that customers could purchase a lower rated 
trunk for outgoing traffic. 

disaggregated from Network Access Regirtern 

(NARs), which are urod in the provirioning of 

ESSX Service. However, the roductionr to the 

OBX trunks were greater than thore to NARe, 

thus working to the advantage of PBX. 

Hunting was 

Does Southern Bell offer any alternativor to 

buying PBX trunks? 

Yes. We offer MegaLinkR Service. MegaLink 

Service consists of a "pipe" that contains 

the equivalent of 24 trunks. 
buy the pipe and then pay to activate the 

individual trunks as they are needed. 
pricing advantages rmlative to PBX trunks can 

be rignificant for a cuatmer with higher 

traffic volusner. Ovarall demand f o r  

MegaLink Service har been strong in Florida 

A customer can 

The 

-8- 



1 

2 

3 

4 Q *  
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

13 

24 

25 

with sufficient unite sold to handla over 

53,000 PBX trunks. 

Do you agree with Mr. Motcalf'o aasmrtion 

that changing the pricing relationship 

betwacn OBX trunks end ESSX Service would 

result in a more active and competitive 
market? 

No. This is alraady one of the most 

compatitive marketr in the telecommunications 

industry, and it has been for many years. 
The competition is not typically batween a 
single PBX proporal and an ESSX Service 

proposal. Rather, it is batween multiple PEX 

proposals from multiple vendor8 and, 

pos8iblyc an E8SX Service proporal. 

market share less than l2%, ESSX Service 

cannot possibly be considered the leader in 

this market. It is #imply not reasonable to 

expect that changing the pricing ralationship 

between PBx trunkm and ESSX Service would 

have much a profound effect. 

nothing would happen beyond what: is already 
happening today. 

With a 

In my opinion, 

-9- 
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. 
1 

2 Q. 
3 

4 

5 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15  

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 2  

23 

24 

25  Q. 

Will tho new telacommunicstions legislation 

hava an impact on the relationship between 

PBX trunks and ESSX Sorvice pricing? 

Yes. 

maan that othor companier will likely antor 

the local market and offer alternatives to 

our PBX trunks. In addition, the rocont 

filing in Georgia of MFS Intolanet of 

Georgia, fnc. (exhibit YAS-4) indicate0 that 

certain comgetitorr are willing and able to 
provido thoir vorrion of our ESSX Service. 

Implemontation of the laginlation will 

We may need to make changer to the prices of 

our sorvioer as this conpotition davelogs. 

Rowever, we need to carofully manitor how the 
market is moving and then determine which 

iervices, i f  any, noed to bo adjuated. For 

example, to simply roduco PBX trunks in all 

rat. groupr might not bo the right answer, 

elrpeeially sine. we would expect mignificant 

competition to occur in larger citios. 

If tha Comminrion chooses to apply the S25M 
-10- 



1 

2 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

e 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q* 

14  

15  

16 

17 

18 

19 A. 

20 

2 1  

2 2  

23 

24 

25  

reduction to trunks and DID, who would 

benefit? 

The nain benefit would be to large customers 

who would 1.0 the,ir rates reduced. PBx 

vendor8 could 8180 benefit in that they would 

be better positioned to capture a portion of 
thm ESSX Service markot sham. Southern Bell 

could benefit somewhat if significant 

reductions occurred in marketr that AAVs are 
likely to enter. 

Both Mr. Metcalf and Hr. Ouedel, the ATLT 
WitnQ88, gave limited Support to MCCaW'8 

proporal to use the Q l 5 M  to rmduce mobile 

service rater. 
direction for the Commi8siOn to pursue? 

Would thir be M appropriate 

NO. As I indicated in my direct tertimony, 

thir irrue is already bdng addrerrad in an 
unrelated docket. There i 8  no reason to also 

considor that proposal in this docket. In 

addition, tho xccaw proposal ir simply 

another type at accesa reduction. The 

Order isruod by this Commi8sion approving the 

-11- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 
9 

10 

11 

11 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 

17 A. 

ie 

19 

20 

21 

aa 
23 

24 

75 

agreemantr between the parties aets out 

accesa reduction# aa follows: 

7-1-94 $SOX 

16-1-95 $55M 

10-1-96 $M 
TOTAL S140M 

Given the substantial amount already targeted 

to accerr roductionr, I believe it is very 

appropriate to implamant the proposed 

Expanded Local Calling reduction#, which are 

rorponrivo to exprarrod curtomer noodr. 

Lat'r turn now to the ECS plan itralf. 

l r  your arsermment of Mr. Metcalf'r portrayal 

of BCS 81 a form of local maasured oervico? 

What 

The ECS plan doer not change either tha 

dialing pattern or the rater for calling 
within a customer's axisting local calling 

aroa. 

over a now ECS rout. will ciao no change. 
NO aspect of Ecs imporor local mearured 

rervice on any part of a curtomer'r exirtinq 

bill. 

Curtomarr with no nard to maka calls 

-12- 
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1 P *  
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 A. 

8 

9 

l o  

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Row do you respond to concerns expressed by 

the testimony of Mr. Uetcalf on page 9 (line 

5) and Mr. Gillan on page 9 (lines 10, 11 ; 

19)  regarding the fact that dCS is mandatory 

end rrquirer seven digit dialing? 

ECS is mandatory in tho sense that it ir the 

only calling plan Southern Bell will offer 

over cortain router. Ilowever, unlike 

mandatory Extended Area Service (EAS), 

curtomerr only pay when they make callu. 

has already been implemented on a number of 

routes in Florida. It has been well accepted 

by tho Cornismion and by cuatomerr. 

ECS 

Likewire, seven digit dialing ha# been 

utilized on all existing intra-NPA ECS 

routes, just ar it has with BAS. Again, the 

plan has been very well received. 

the great majority of CUtJtof~IerS will welcome 

seven digit dialing over the affected routes. 

We believe 

There f a  an alternative for custamarr if ECS 

crimply doas not meet their needs. That 

alternativa is called competition. Our 

-13- 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 Q. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 A. 

2Q 

2 1  

2a 

23 

24 

25 

competitors ofter 10XXX dialing today and 

will very soon be able to offer 1+ dialing. 

While ECS offers a slight dialing advantage, 

it her the disadvantage of not allowing 

curtomerr to aggregate their uaage and taka 

advantage of the rerulting discounts and 

convenience. 

give Southern Bell the insurmountabla 

competitive edga that intervenor witnesrer 

Seven digit dialing domr not 

8Ugge8t * 

What is your opinion regarding the proposal 

of  Mr. Gillan on papa 3 (lines 12-13) of his 

tastimony that the Commission rhauld uue the 

interim refund mechanism outlined in the 

stipulation rathar than implementing Southern 

Bell’m ECS proporal? 

It ir unnecarrary for the reason8 outlined 

earlier in my testimony. In addition, ovar 

tha part few yaars Southern Bell ha8 

expmrianced a subrtantial amount of curtomer 

interent in t A S .  ECS ha8 already been ured 

in Florida to address EAS needr. BCS ha8 

bean well receivad by both the Commission and 

-14- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

0 

9 Q- 
10 

11 A. 

12 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

2 1  

23 

23  

24 

25  

customerr and providms a rtandardioed and 

lasting approach. 

substantially if not totally eliminate them. 

A cuatomr refund will do nothing to satisfy 

these demands. ECS 1s in the customers 

interest and rhould be Implemented using the 

$2531 rate reduction. 

It will cut EAS request8 

would YOU please sunuuarioe your testimony? 

Intervenor witnesses have objected to BCS as 

a re-monopolization Of the intraWlTA market. 

Southern Bell, with only the ability to serve 

the intraUTA market, simply Cannot exert 

this kind of market power. Interexchanqe 

carriers have the ability to aggregate their 

traffic and utilize source8 other than 

Southern 8.11 for access. 
there two things, combined with the 

additional flexibility that will be available 

to IXCs  duo to the new logirlation allows the 

IXCs to fully compmtm with Southam Bell. 

The ability to do 

Intervenor witnesaes suggested rate 
reductions to other rarvices to fulfill the 

-15- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

i a  
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 A. 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

2 5  

$25M rata reduction. 

made by there witnesses will benefit as many 

curtamerr ar w i l l  ECS. ECS meets curtomer 

demand for expanded calling, while only 

affecting the curtomars that maka the calls. 

It offerr the advantage 02 a vary attractive 

r~te, without unduly penalizing curtomers 

that do not need it. 

None of  the propoaals 

ECS ir fn tho intersrt of a great number of 

Floridians. It offers benefitr to mare 

custombra than any proposslr submitted by 

other witnoarea. 

approve tha ECS plan as filed by Southern 

Bell. 

I urge the Commirsion to 

Doer thir conclude your tertimony? 

Yea, it doar. 

-16- 



CARRIER 

Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co. 
FPSC Docket No. 920260-TL (‘95 Rate Red.) 
Witness: Stanley 
Rebuttal Exhibit No. (JAS-3) 

RESIDENCE CALLS CBEAPER WITH IXC TOLL 

RATE 
DISTANCE PERIOD 

AT&T/MCI/SPRINT 1 - 10 MILES DAY 
EVENING 
N/W 

N/W 
AT&T/MCI/SPRINT 11 - 22 MILES EVENING 

AT&T/MCI/SPRINT 23 - 5 5  MILES EVENING 
N/W 

AT&T/MCI/SPRINT 5 6  - 124 MILES EVENING 
N/W 

MAXIMUM 
BILLED 
MINUTES * 

1 
2 
4 

1 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

*ECS IS LESS EXPENSIVE THAN IXC TOLL ONLY WHEN A CALL IS BILLED 
FOR MORE THAN THE NUMBER OF MINUTES SHOWN 



MFS lntelenet of Georgia, Inc. 

Southern B e l l  Tel.  E Tel. Co. 
FPSC Docket No. 920260-TL ( ' 9 5  Rate Red) 
Witness: Stanley 

Page 1 o f  5 
Rebuttal  E x h i b i t  No. __ (JAS-4) 

Ga. P.S.C. No. 3 
Section 5 - Original Page 7 

EXCHANGE ACCESS SERVICE 

5.7 Centrex Service 

Centrex Service provides the Customer with multiple individual Voice-grade 
telephone communications channels, each of which can be used to place or 
receive one call a t  a time. Centrex Station Lines are provided for connection 
of Centrex-compatible Customer-provided station sets to the public switched 
telecommunications network. Centrex Service standard and optional features 
are described in the Definitions Section of this tariff. Centrex Service is 
provided with a minimum of five Centrex Station Lines. Each Centrex Station 
Line is provided in comQation with other Company-provided services. Centrex 
Services are offered as Centrex Basic and Centrex Select. 

5.7.1 Centrex Basic 
. .. 

The standard features as follows: 

Touch Tone 
Call Transfer 
Call Hold 
Three-way Conference Calling 

Some features may not be available in all locations. 

5.7.2 Centrex Select 

The standard features are as follows: 

Touch Tone Call ForwardlVariable 
Call Transfer System Speed Dial 
Call Hold .. Call Pick-up 
Three-way Conferencing Call Hunting 
Call ForwardlEusy Call *siting 
Call ForwardlDon't Answer 

Some features may not be available in  all locations. 

Additional non-recurring and monthly recurring Centrex Service charges are 
listed in Section 5.7.5. 

Issded: May 17, 1995 Effective: July 1, 1995 

Isiued By: 
I, 
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EXCHANGE ACCESS SERVICE 

5.7 Centrex Service icont'dl 

5.7.3 Station Line Charaes 

The Centrex Station Lines are charged on a monthly recurring and non-recurring 
basis. 

IJon-Recurrinq Monthlv Recurrinq 
Centrex Basic 
-Per Station Line sx.xx sx.xx 

-Per Station Line sx.xx sx.xx Centrex Select . .  

5.7.4 Usaa e CharaeS 

A) Local Se Nice Rates 

Refer to the Rate Schedule located in Section 

B) h a L A T A  Rates 

Refer to the Rate Schedule located in Section 9.3. 

$ 
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EXCHANGE ACCESS SERVICE 

5.7 Centrex Service lcont'dl 

5.7.5 Rate Elementq 

The following Rate Elements are in addition to the standard features 
located in Section 5.7.1 and 5.7.2. These rates ace applied on a non- 
recurring and monthly recurring basis. 

Rate 

Number Retention . . .  
-Per Number 

Recurring sx.xx 
Non-Recurring sx.xx 

Order Processing Charge 
-Per Order 

Non-Recurring sx.xx 
I 

Additional Directory Listing 
-Per Listing 

'Remote Call. Forwarding 
-Per Path 

Recurring sx.xx 

. Recurring sx.xx 

Account Codes 
-Per tine 

Recurring sx.xx 

\ 
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5.7 Centrex Service Icont'dl 

5.7.5 Rate Elements (cont'dl 
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Service Establishment Charge 
-Per Order 

Non-Recurring 

Vanity Number 
-Per Number 

Recurring 

Vanity Number Retention 
-Per Number 

Recurring 
Non-Recurring 

I 
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sx.xx 

. .  sx.xx . .  

sx.xx 
sx.xx 
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