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1 PROCEEDI NGS 

7 (Trdnscript continue~ in ~equcnce tram 

3 Volume !.> . ) 

COMM ISSIONER KIESLING: l can proc crd witho ut 

5 Commissioner Garcia to get the preliminary part done if 

6 the r e ' s no objection . 

7 

8 

MS . CASWELL: No objec tion. 

COMMI SSIONER KIESLI NG: Otherwise 1 have to 

') Wil i t . Okily . 

10 UEVEHLY Y. MENARD 

11 was called as a witness on bchal f ot GTI: Fl o rid.l, o~ntl 

1 ~ having been duly sworn, testified as foll ows: 

] ) DIRECT EXAMINATI ON 

11\ flY MS . CASWELL: 

1 5 Q Please state your no~ mc .tnd business <Jddre:; ~; . 

16 A Beverly Y. Menard, P . 0 . Box 1 1 0, Tampa , 

1 7 Florida JJ60 1 . 

1 8 Q By wh om are you employed dnd what i s yo ur 

19 position? 

20 A I ' m employed by GTE Floridrl Inc orpora t ed. My 

:>1 c urrent position is Regional Director - Regulatory and 

2 2 Indus try AI 1 "i r· : ; . 

Q Ar e you adopting the drrl·L" L l• ·~. Li mo11y " ' 

2 4 t)onald Mc l.<>od in thi s procccd.imJ ? 

25 A Yes , 1 am . 
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II 

Q Are there a ny c ha nges to that tes timo ny ? 

2 

3 

4 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes, there are . 

would you give those t o us? 

We fil e d r e placement p ages 1or 

!:> qualifications. Sc what thi\t would mea n in t-1r. Mt.: l.cotl':; 

6 tes timony, pages 1 , 2 and Page J t hro uql1 Ltn~ 2 wou ld b0 

7 s tricken and replac ed by my qualifications, .t nd then I 

R h a ve some additional things to s tri ke sto~rtinq o n P,Jgc 

9 19 , Line 20 through Page 20 

10 COMM ISSIONER Kl~SLJNG: I' m so rry, I' m s till 

ll on -- still a t the subs tituting pa qes s t age . So whi c h 

12 pages now are going to be 

13 Wl1'NESS MENARD: On J,>aqc• 19 , Line /.() , thro uqh 

l t1 Page 20, Line 22 . 

1 5 Q (By Ms . Caswe ll) Arc yoLl .tl so .1dopt inq -- I' m 

16 sorry, so it 1 asked you the quest ion~ in t iMt t c::timony 

17 today , would y o ur ans wers r cmiJin the sam0? 

1 8 

19 

A 

Q 

Yes, they have woul d . 

And are y o u also adopting the r ebutt al 

/.0 t es t imony of Don Mc l.cod in thi s proceeding ? 

) I Ye s , t.l m . 

22 Q Are the r e any changes t o that r ebut t a l 

23 t est imo ny ? 

2 4 A On Page 1, Lines 6 and 7 wo uld be r e placed by 



. 
-.. 

Q So that i f 1 asked yo u those quest1o ns in thdt 

2 testimony today, t he answe r !:> woul<.J n .: mclln the s~1m<.: ? 

A Yes, t he y would . 

4 COMM I SSIONER KIES LING: j us t wa nt t o dS k y o u 

5 t o stop for a scco~d. I d o n't seem to have a ny rebuttnl 

6 tes timony of e ither W itn~ss Munsc l I o r Witness Mc Lc~d. 

7 All T have is direc t. 

r MS. CAS\vi':LL : l.Cl me S l ' l ' I t WI ' <.;dll t l lld :;c,;::p 

9 ext r a copien . 

1 () COMM I s ~; I Oil 1-:R K I F.~i l. lllG: 

I I 1'1 1 have t o l ook. (Pause) Ok·' Y· I ' vc go t i t . It 

12 wasn't tabbed a nd pull ed out. 

1 J Q ( 13y Ms . Caswe ll ) Okay , Ms . Mcn~rd, are y o u 

111 also adoptinq the direc l t c::; timo ny o t Wi II iam Mun s I I in 

15 thi s proc eeding? 

A Yes, am . 

1 7 Q Do yo u hrlve any c ha nges t o t h~ t te5 ti mon y? 

18 A We I i J cd rep I .tc£'mcnt qt to~ I 1 t i co~L i on:; . 

19 Pa g e 1 , Lines !'> thr·oug h 20 wou l d tw :; trud: antl rcp!. •c.; " d 

2 1 testimony s t clrtinq dt Pt~ gc 1"1, l.tlll ' l H, .dJ o r l'o~qv Ill , 

7l and Paqe I <) through Li nc ''-

2 J COMM I ~;:; I O tiE!I K li.S I.I Nt;: 11' 1 m.· J ll !> l -- th . tt 

2 4 wa s Page 17 , !, inc I ll? 

.... Wl'l' l/1·::;:; Ml .t/Ailll : 
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COMMl S S l Oll Ell K I E!; t.Jt4C : Th I' Oli<Jh? 

WI 'I'NESS MENARD: i'ilCJC I 9, Li nc '>. 

COMMI SS I ONER KI ESLl ~G : '!'h.1n~ y o u. 

WI T NESS MENAHD: The n«'>:t o n r is on l'cty£' ?R , 

'.> s tarting Clt Line 1 J , withtJr,tWl ii<J l'.t<J<-' 1'1, 10 .tn.J I' .HJI' JJ 

6 through Li ne 8, and on Page 32, l.rnc::; 1'1 dnd 1 5 . 

., Q ( Uy Ms . Caswe I I) And with those c hilnrJeS , if 

H <tsked you the s.1mc ques t ion s in t hel l test i many t od.ty, 

9 would your ans wer s r emain the s dmc? 

10 A Yes , thC'y wo uld. 

1 1 Q Arc there ilny c xhibr s to .1ny o f th l· 

1 2 testimony? 

I i A WI- llot Vl 'll 1 I """'' r·r•hul l" I. 

1 4 Q 1 ' m s or- ry. 1\rc y o u .tl :;o •lUOpt i ng thl' rl'IJultot l 

1 5 testimony o f 0 i J I Munse I I in th i :; pr·oc0t.!d i nq? 

16 A Yes, dm . 

1 7 Q And d o you h .. vc .1ny drt~n(](' !; to th;tt 

18 testimony? 

19 A Yes , ] do . On Pdge 1 , Lines 6 and 7 wo uld be· 

.> 0 rep I ilCCd by my n.1 me .tncl .tdd re s~;. 

21 Line 21 , we're w ithdra•..r i ng tho~t tcs timvny, l'.tqf' J .t ncl 

'J '? Page 4 th r o uqh 1.1 ne 7 . 

')] Q With those c h<snge 5 , 1 1 I wt · r v t o .. ,.:: yo11 llH' 

/ 4 s ame ques ti o ns t o day, wo uld y ou r o111 :~wc • r s n .!rn.tJn rt11• :;.tr71•· 

. ••, Yc':~. tl11•y wn ttld . 
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Q And arc there two cxlliiJtt:_; o r o ne e xlliiJtt 

2 attach ed to the rebuttal tes timo ny, I' m sorry, a t 

1 William Muns ell, ldbe lcd WEM-1 ? 

4 A Yes, there i s . 

5 MS . CASWELL: Comm i s::; i one r 1< i es I i nq, ,, t th i g 

h time I would l i ke t o .1 s k thdt the d i r c<.:t t l"'s timo ny o t 

7 Don McLeod as adopted by Bev Me n"rd b e ins erted int.::> tile 

8 record a s though read , it!: wr•J I ,, :; t h e rC' b u t t.Jl t es ti mony 

9 ot Don McLeod , i:ldopt cd by Oe v c f"ly Me n.t n .l, .trH.I til e dirr•, · t 

10 t esti mo ny o f - - I' "' ::on ·y? 

II COMM l SS I OII EI< K I ESI.I NG : Le-t m1• tlo ttwm, jus t 

12 to keep the reco rd c lear , the di r ec t and ,-cbuttal o t 

1 3 Mr . Mc Leod wil l b e inserted into the rc<.:o rd as t hough 

14 read. 

1 5 MS . CASWELL : Anti l wou l d al so .t slt. tllat tile 

1& direc t a nd r e butta l t estimony o f William Munsel l as 

17 adopted by Ms . Mena rd be inserte d in t o the reco rtl as 

1 B t h o uqh r·c,td. 

COMMISS ! Of'I EH Kl r:S LIIJG : Be so tnficrtcd . 

20 MS . CASWELL : And I wo u I d . 1 I ::o 1 i ~ c EX Ill u it 

?. l WEM- 1 attac h e d to the r c but t,tl o f Munsel l m<~rkeLl 10 1· 

22 identi fication. 

.• I COMMJ SH I ON~H KJ E~L ING : It wi I I ue ma rk e d a s 

2 4 Exh ibit 1 8 . 

(Exhibit tl o . I R m.tr i·a•d l o 1· tdc>nti f i c .ltion.) 
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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, B USINESS ADDRESS AND 

POSITION WITH GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED (GTEFL). 

My name 1s Beverly Y Menard My bus1ness address 1s One Tampa 

City Center Tampa, Flonda 33601-0110 My current pos1tion IS 

Reg1onal Director - Regulatory and Industry Affairs 

WILL YOU BRIEFLY STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL 

BACKGROUND AND BUSINESS EXPERIENCE? 

I joined GTEFL 1n February 1969 I was employed in the Busmess 

Relations Department from 1969 to 1. 978. hold1ng vanous pOSitiOns 

of 1ncreas1ng respons1b1llty, pnmanly ,, the area of cost scparat1ons 

stud1es I graduated from the Unrver s1ty of South Flonda 1n June of 

1973 rece1v1ng a Bachelor of Arts Degree 1n Bus1ness Admm1stra11on 

w1th an Account1ng MaJor Subsequently, I rece1ved a Master of 

Accountancy Degree 1n December of 1977 from the Un1vers1ty of 

South Flonda In March of 1978. I became Settlements Plann1ng 

Adm1n1strator wllh GTE Serv1ce Corporat1on In January of 1981 . I 

was named Manager-Oiv:s1on of Revenues w1th GTE Serv1ce 

Corporation. where I was responsible for the admlnlstratiU11 of the 

GTE d1V1S1on of revenues procedures and the negot1at1on ol 

settlement matters w1th AT&T In N ovember of 198 1. I became 
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Bus1ness Helallons Ouoc.;to1 w1th G ILl· L In that c~p<.sc•ty , I w.~~ 

responsible for the preparation of separations studies and connecting 

company matters Effective February 1987. I became Revenue 

Plannmg Director In th1s capac1ty, I was respons1ble for revenue. 

cap1tal recovery and regulatory 1ssues On October 1 . 1988, I 

becarno Area Director · Regulatory and Industry Affau s In that 

capac1ty, I was responsible for regulatory f1lings, pos1t1ons and 

Industry affa1rs 1n e1ght southern states plus Flonda In August 1991 , 

I became Reg1onal D1rector - Regulatory and Industry Affa1rs tor 

Flor~da I am responsible tor regu!Jtory f1l1ngs. pos1110ns ana ondustry 

affairs 1ssues 1n Flonda 

2 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

a. 

A. 
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(}/', 

V1ce Pres1dent (East) 10 October 1994 In March 1996, I accepted my 

present pos1t1on 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

The purpose of my testimony IS to 1) d1scuss some general top1cs 

that may be applicable m the contract between GTE and Spnnt . as 

well as (2) descnbe GTE's negot1<lt1ons w1th Spnnt. and {3) 

summarize GTE's Response to fundamental 1ssues 1aised in Spnnl's 

Pet1t1on Out first. I w1 11 bneny d1scuss the Telecommunications Act of 

1996 and the FCC's implementing rules as they relate to GTE's 

pnc1ng proposal 

The Telecommunications Act and the FCC's Rules 

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 

1996 (THE ACT) AND THE IMPLEMENTING RULES ADOPTED BY 

THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION IN ITS FIRST 

REPORT AND ORDER. 

The Ad itself 1s unprecedented. and makes fundamental changes to 

the local telecommun1cat1ons 1ndustry Spec1f1Cally, the Act 1s 

intended to encourage competition by requ1nng tncumbent local 

exchange earners (ILECs) such as GTE to provtde Interconnection 

and access to unbundled network elem~::nts al cost-based rates anu 

3 
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to offer serv1ces for resale at wholesale rates based on an ILEC's 

avoided costs 

The FCC's rules . however. contradiCt the Act on several s1gn1f1cant 

points For example. Spnnt requests 1nterconnoct1on. serv1ces. and 

unbundled elements under§ 251 (c) of the Act The pnces for these 

facilities and serv1ces are subJeCt to the pnc1ng standards set forth 1n 

§ 252(d)( 1 )·(3) The Act expressly prov1des that the S tate 

Commissions have exclus1vc authonty to establish and apply these 

standards The FCC. however. has set out detailed rules and 

methodolog1es of 1ts own for these pnc1ng standards. preclud1ng 

States from considenng other methodologies. The FCC also 

purported to establish "default proxy rates· for wholesale serv1ces and 

unbundled elements that States may adopt as mtenm rates pendmg 

a heanng on the ments These rules h~ve been stayed by the recent 

dec1s1on of the E1ghth C1rcu1t Court of Appeals Thus. they no longer 

have a legal effect 1n the current arb1trat1ons 

One thing that was most troubl1ng about the FCC's F1rst Report IS that 

it established "default proxy rates" for wholesale serv1ces and 

unbundled elements for potent1al adopt1on as inteflm rates pend1ng 

a heanng on the ments GTE IS very concerned w1th such a proposa l 

First. as now apparently conf1rmed by the t1ghth C~rcu1t , the FCC 

1mproperly assumed the State's m te-sett1ng funct1on and exceeded 

its statutory authonty Second. we believe the FCC's default rates 

4 
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are erroneous And while Spnnt may d1sagree w1th us. we are 

entitled to a heanng on the ments as well as an opportunity to present 

our case before rates can be 1mposed upon GTE In fact. when the 

FCC for 1ts own part den1ed the Motion for Stay requests flied by 

GTE. SNET and US West. even 11 acknowledged at 11 27 that the 

proxy pnces must be replaced w1th cost stud1es when they become 

available and that the appropr~ato pnccs may exceed the proxy 

ce111ng Of course, the FCC's den1al of the stay motion has now bee, 

reversed. and 1ts proposed default proxy rates have no effect at th1s 

lime 

A relat ed concern IS that the recornb1n1ng of unt.>undled element~ 

contemplated by the FCC Order would allow bypass of access 

charges and also allow avo1dance of the appropnate resale pnc1ng 

standards. The FCC's Order violates the 1ntent of the Act. that IS, not 

to change the level and applicat1on of earner access charges For 

example, the Order arbitrarily sets end off1ce sw1tch1ng pnces at the 

proxy range of 2 to 4 mil s. and 11 arb1tranly reduces the res1dual 

rnterconneciiOn charge (RIC) to three-quarters of 1ts ro, mer level As 

a further example 11 established w1thout heanng or cause a sunset 

pcnod for applic:CIIinn of camer common l1ne charges and the three

quarters of the RIC 

Along these same lines. I would like to note that 1n my expenence, 

regulatory bod1es have devoted more t1me to general rate 

5 
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I , I I 

rroccedmgs <Jnd o t1 1cr more · common" regulatory matters than to 

thrs proceed1ng. where the Comnuss1on must resolve fundament .... !~ 

ISSues rcsultrng from the reorgan1Z<l t10n of an ent1re 1ndustry We 

recogn1ze that the trrnp linl"s me rrnposncl by foe lor :11 law. nol !Jt .. t r· 

commiSSIOns. but we need to ensure that the fundamental ISSues .... 

such as those relot1ng to p11c1ng and cost1ng -- rece1ve tne attent1on 

they deserve 

SHOULD THE FCC'S PROXY RATES BE IMPOSED ON GTE ON 

AN INTERIM BASIS WHILE THESE ISSUES ARE BEING 

CONSIDERED? 

The Coun of Appeals' dcc1S10n stay1ng the FCC's rules mandates that 

the "proxy rates" defaul t cannot be apptted tn th1s proceed1ng Even 

absent th1s deCISIOn, the proxy rate's should not be 1mposed on GTE 

on an 1nte•1m bas1s As demonstrated by other w1tnesses. the default 

rates are too low to cover GTE's costs Were the FCC's defnult rates 

used even 1n the 1ntenm. there can be no mech an1sm fash1oned to fix 

the problem after the fact · rru1ng up· rates 1s not an adequate 

solution If unbundled rates are set at levels below cost. new entrants 

will have the abrl1 ty lo attract more customers than they otherw1se 

would be capable of attr actrng OJway from GTE 0 •1ce th1s excess1ve 

share loss occurs. r. would be 1mposs1ble for the State to correct for 

the problem from a customer p0rspcct1ve In other words . ... ~1le 11 IS 

conce1vable tt1a1 the State could order retroacttve treatment from a 

revenue perspect1ve. the market connot be retr oocttvoly ~orrected 

G 
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It 1s very costly to w1n back a customer once lost to another 

competitor GTE would be 1rrevers1bly harmed by the "proxy rate~" 

defau lt . even 1f the Comm1SS1on allowed for a retroact1ve "lr ue-up· 

mechan1sm For all these roLl sons. and for the reasons set fortn 1n 

GTE's Arb11rat10n Br1ef Lind Response. GTC believes that the FCC's 

proxy rates should not be applied 

MAY THE COMMISSION ADOPT RATES O N AN INTERIM BASIS 

AND, IF SO, DOES THE COMMISSION HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO 

APPROVE A TRUE-UP MECHANISM TO A CCOMMODATE 

DIFFERENCES IN FINAL RATES FROM THOSE IMPLEMENTED 

ON AN INTERIM BASIS? 

Yes. the CommiSSIOn has such autllonty, provtded that •t adopts 

GTE's proposed rates as the mtenm rates Should the Comm1ss1on 

adopt proposed rates. wh1ch are below GTE's cost s. and later oraer 

a true-up to compensate GTE. the Comm1ss1on will be etfect1ng the 

same uncons11tul lonal tak1ng that 111e FCC's proposed pr1c1ng rules 

comm111ed A s I dtscussed earlier. t11ose prtc1ng rules. 1nclud1ng the 

default proxy rates. were stayed by the Un1ted Stales Court of 

Appeals for th~ E1ghth C11cu1t Moreover. low mtenm rates. even w1th 

a true-up, would cause ~rreparable harm to G TE's market share. 

bus1ness repuiLlt1on and good w11l LI S t provtously oxpiL11nod 

I want to make clear. however. that even GTE's p;oposed rates do not 

reflect all of GTE's costs. mclud1ng, for example. GTC's stranded 

7 
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679 

mvestment Thts tssue 1s addressed tn GTE's Economtc Report 

(along wtth the need to rebalance rates) GTE strongly believes 11 1s 

enhlled to recover all of ti s costs, and thts posttton was an tmponant 

part o f GTE's Molton to Stay the FCC's Ftrst Report and Order 

Therefore, any order of th1s Comm1sston or any agreement between 

the part1es must perm1t GTE recovery of all of tis costs 

HAS GTE PROPOSED ITS OWN PRICES FOR WHOLESALE 

SERVICES, UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS, AND INTERCONNECTION? 

Yes. tl has However. the ;:mces for these network elements are not 

compensatory due to GTE's current dtstoned rates Wholesale rates 

and retail rates must be conststent and rational for all the rates sel 

Yet, GTE's wholcsole rates for unbundled elements reflect market 

considerations. while GTE's retatl rates were set with certain publtc 

policy goals tn mind. most notably the goal of untversal servtce 

These goals allowed pnces for some servtces to be set below thetr 

economtc costs. while other servtces were pnced far above costs as 

a source of contrtbutton for the below-cost servtces Oth €:r examples 

of dtstorted ratemaking policy goals tncluded statewtde rate averagtng 

and class of servtce prtctng As long as GTE was the smgle provtder , 

the public polic•' goals could be achteved wtthout harm to the 

Compony or tiS customer s 

Now, however . compcttlton has t.Pl'n tntroducod tn the loc:-~1 

exchange market In that event, there artses a mtsmatch between 

8 
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on the one hand. ltle pr1c1ng methodology h1stoncally used for 

determ1n1ng retail and wholesale rntes (where rates will not un1forrnly 

renee! costs) and, on the other hand. the cost-based pnc1ng requ1red 

by the Act for unbundled elements and Interconnection 

For this reasrm, GTE respectfully requests that the CommiSSIOn move 

expedittously to establish a un1form and cons1stent set of pr1c1ng 

policies that can be applied to the pnc1ng of all of GTE's serv1ces -

retail. wholesale. and unbundl1ng 

Background on Sprint Negotiations 

a. WOULD YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE HISTORY OF GTE'S 

NEGOTIATIONS WITH SPRINT? 

A Yes. The part1es have held numerous meet1ngs to d1scuss the 

requirement that Spnnt set forth 1n its 1n1llal requ1rements document. 

which 1s Spnnt's Term Sheet. attached as Exhtbl t 3 to Spnnl's 

pet1tion. Dunng the course of those meet1ngs. the part1es described 

thetr 1ndiv1dual approactles to the 1tems Spnnt had requested They 

d1d not fully complete negot1at1ons. although they covered many 

top•cs 1n ltlctr d1scuss•ons and endeavored to el(change v1ews 

a. HOW DID GTE APPROACH ITS NEGOTIATIONS WITH SPRINT? 

A GTE fully recogn1zes 1ts obl1gat1ons as an 1ncumbent local exchange 
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earner (ILEC) under the Act and ts commttted to see;ng that 

Congress' objectives in enacttng thts legtslalton are achteved To this 

end. GTE approached ti s negottaltons wtth Spnnt with a pro

compettl tve sptrtl to provtde Spnnt tnterconnectton. access to 

unbundled nel\vork elements and the provtston 01 servtces for resale 

on a nondtscnmtna tory basts Thts does not mean. of course. that 

GTE was (or tS) prepared to have etther tiS customers or 

shareholders substdtze any ALEC's foray tnto the iocal exchange 

morkot To tho contrary, Congress tntended. and the Act makes 

clear. that GTE must be fully compensated for tis provtston of 

interconnection, unbundled elements or resold services to Sprint 

WAS THE NEGOTIATION OF A NATIONAL AGREEMENT THE 

PURPOSE OF THE PARTIES' DISCUSSIONS? 

No While the parties agreed to negottate as many tssues as 

posstble at a nnttonal level. GTE mr~de clear to Spnnt from the 

begtnning that state-spectftc agreements would be requtred once we 

reached consensus on all matters that could be treated conststenlly 

on a national level 

DID THE PARTIES TRY TO KEEP TRACK IN WRITING OF THE 

PROGRESS ON ISSUES? 

Yes As early as January, 1996, GTE began working wtth Spnnt to 

reach mutually agreeable terms and condtltons for the resale of 

GTE's servtce ,, Cnltfornto On Apnl 18. 1996. Spnnt requested the 
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commencement of ncgotJCJtlons w1th GTE lor Interconnection an eacl a 

of GTE's other 26 francha se areas ln111ally. progress on 1ssues were 

documented 1n wnllng or some form of a worksheet On Juno !> 

1996, Spr1nl prov1ded GTE wath the1r anallal "term sheet" to serve as 

the bas1s for ongo1ng discussions GTE prov1ded Spnnt a 

corresponding "term sheet" on June 7, 1996 Negotiations came to 

a standstall July 16. 1996. as Spnnt 1ndacatcd that 11 could not agree 

to cost and p11c1ng proposals presented by GTE and 11 was 1n Spnnt's 

best 1nterest to waat for the FC C Oruer due August 8. 1996 before 

pursUing negot1at1ons further Spnnt has s1nce developed a rev1sed 

Term Sheet Matrax ancorporahng rcquarcrncnls or the FCC Order LJnd 

based on Spnnt's vaew. summanzes areas of agreement and 

disagreement between our compan1es GTE has adv1sed Spnnt 1t 

would be more appropnate to address these 1ssues 1n the context of 

full blown contractual language an order to avoad any 

misunderstanding on the assues 

Contract Between Sprin t and GTE 

DID THE PARTIES EXCHANGE CONTRACT LANGUAGE? 

Not really GTE and Spnnt 11avc provaded to each other 1n1t1al and 

subsequent rev1s1ons to thelf 1ndav1dual model agreements The 

approach taken by Spnnt as ent1rety d1fferent than that wh1ch GTE 

would agree to Spnnt has merely token their 'Term Sheet" and 

ancorporatcd the terms and assocaated language anto a document 

11 
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t1lled "Resale and Interconnection Agreement" The Spnnt 'Term 

Sheet'' and " Term Summar y'' we unto tt1emsetves generally too 

vague 1n descr1b1ng the Spr1nt and GTE pos1 t1ons The complex1ty of 

the 1 s~ucs 1nvulvcd docs nul lend 1t sclf to a rnot11x approach 

GTE believes that the CommtSSIOn should not work from Spnnt's 

contract. and that tt IS prcm<Jture to reqUtre ftltngs of proposed 

1nterconnectton ngreernents front etther party GTE proposes that the 

proper and cfflctcnt way to proceed 1n thts arb1trat1on would be to 

permtt the part1cs to submtt proposed contract language at a later 

t tme after they have negot1ated the ISSues That course of act1on 

should n<Jrrow tssuc s on contr : tel language. help to tdcntlfy whtcl1 

1ssues need resolut1on by arb1trat1on and wh1ch 1ssues are subject to 

like ly agreement once cost and pr1c1ng 1ssues are resolved 

DID GTE HAVE A POSITION ON COST AND PRICING IN THE 

NEGOTIATION? 

Yes GTE cons1stenlly ma1nta1ned that any agreement to techn1cal. 

bustness. and adm1n1Strattvc ISSues necessanly awattcd resolutton of 

how GTE would be compensated for the elements. serv1ces, or 

modtflcattons requ1red by Spnnt' s terms 

PLEASE OESCRIAE WHETHER THE MATRIX THAT SP~!NT 

SUBMITTED IN THE ARBITRATION IS /\ NEGOTIATION 

DOCUMENT. 
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It is not. The matnx rs organrzed rn the same manner as Spnnt':s 

requ1rements document And the part1es. 1n d1scuss1ng those 

requ1rements. exchanged v1ews as I already have stated But the 

v1ews listed rn that summary as "GTE's Posrtron· were not wntten or 

revrcwed by GTE and 1n many 1nstances they do not reflect GTE's 

posrtron 

Summary of GTE 's Response 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE GTE'S RESPONSE TO SPRJNrS PETITION. 

In this summary, I have drv1ded the rssues rnto the follow1ng maJor 

categones ( 1 ) "Most Favored Nat1on treatment", (2) wholesale 

servrces . (3) unbundled elements. ( 4) rnterconnectron. (5) ·back 

otf1ce" 1ssues such o~ ordcrrny, prov1S10n1ng. and systorns 

rmplementallon. functions that take place 1n the "back off1ce" and that 

customers are usually not aware of F1natty I address bnefly a 

number of drscrete quest1ons ra1sed by Spnnt 

" Most Favored Nation" Treatment 

ARE THERE SPECIFIC ISSUES IN DISPUTE WITH RESPECT TO 

"MOST FAVORED NATION" TREATMENT? 

Yes Spnnt's pos1!10n IS tllot. as r c:qu~tcd by 1110 FCC's Ordor. an~ 

pnce term and/or condrtron offered to any earner by an IL~C shall be 

rnode av<Jd.JIJIP to Sp11111 on ;1 mor. t L1vorl'd n;rtron's ("Mr N") h.1o; 1~ 
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and the ILEC shall unmed1ately notify Spr1nt of the ex1stence of such 

better pnces and/or terms and make the same available to Spnnt 

effect1ve on the date the better pr1ce and/or term became ava1lable to 

the other earner Spnnt's pos1t10n IS based solely upon Rule 51 809 

Th1s rule has been stayed by the E1ghth C1rcu11 and 1s of no legal 

force 

IS SPRINT ENTITLED TO "MOST FAVORED NATION" 

TREATMENT ON INDIVIDUAL T ERM S AND CONDITIONS? 

No Spnnt's pOSitiOn 1S based on FCC Rule 51 809 The E1ghlh 

C1rcu1t's op1n1on stayed th1s Ru le and descnbed why 11 1nh1b1ts the 

negotial1on process mandated by Congress Cons1slent w1th the Act. 

GTE is w ill1ng to offer any ALE C. includ1ng Spnnt , the same contract 

negot1ated w1th any other ALEC Th1s fully sal 1sf1es the requirements 

o f the statute 

WHAT IS SPRINT'S POSITION ON "MOST FAVORED NATION" 

TREATMENT ? 

Spnnt 1S ask1ng for more thon 1s reqUired by the Act Under the gUise 

or "non-d1scnm1nat1on" 1n pnces. Spnnt asserts that 11 1s ent1lled to 

"pick and choose" those port1ons of an agreement between GTE and 

any other ALEC, and h ave 11 1nserted 1nto 11s agreement In other 

words. 11 wants to make sure 11 gets the same or beller ter!'ii5 than any 

o ther ALtC Th1s 1s contr~ry to the purposes o r tho Act 
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HOW IS SPRINrS PETITION CONTRARY TO THE PURPOSES OF 

THE ACT? 

The Act was des1gned to encourage negotwllon between the partie!> 

and spec1f1ed arb1 tr<:!t1on of only the subset of unresolved 1ssues as 

a last resort Inherent 1n the negot1at1on process are trade-offs e g . 

Party A w1ll concede on 1ssue X if Party B will agree to A's pos1t1on on 

1ssue Y Part1cular 1ssues may be more 1mportant to Spnnt for 

example. than for another potential entrant Thus. the negot1at1ons 

between Spr1nt and GTE would produce an agreement that m1ght be 

qUite d1 fferent than as between GTE and another ALEC 

Spnnt, however. does not want negot1at1on and compromtse It wants 

"most favored nation" treatment so that all the matenal terms 1n the 

agreements w1ll be the same among the ALECs In other words 

Sprint wants to "pick and choose" from vanous ALEC agreements 1n 

order to obta1n tnd1vidual contract terms that are most favorable to 

Sprint. Th1s result 1s. of course the very oppos1te of compeltllon 

Sprint's pos1t1on -- if accepted by th1s CommiSSIOn - would destroy 

the negot1at1on process Therefore. GTE's posit1on IS that each 

agreement 1s the product of comprehensive negot.at10ns Any party 

des1nng to obta1n the terms of <mother agreement must a1J1d<' by th:Jt 

agreement 1n 1ts ent1rety 
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SHOULD THE PRICES, TERMS AND/OR CONDITIONS UNDER 

WHICH SERVICES OR FACILITIES ARE PROVIDED BY GTE TO 

ONE CARRIER B E MADE AVAILABL E TO ALL CARRIERS? 

No. The FCC Order d1d not 1ntend to usurp the negot1at1on process 

by 1ncent1ng the ab1hty for ALECs to ''p1ck and choose" terms 1n any 

and all agreements Any normal sound bus1ness contract would not 

include a most favored nat1on clause because an agreement wo.Jid 

never be finally b ind1ng To do so would be !o ellm1nate any and all 

incent1ve to the negotiat1on process and the 1nd1V1duallty of the 

request Each ALEC IS un1que and ask1ng to negotiate for terms, 

conditiOns and rates that are appropnate to the1r md1v1dual requests 

based on the1r 1nd1vidual reqUirements Th1s is fundamental to 

establishing a fully compet1 t1ve marke t place 

ARE THE PARTIES IN DISPUTE WITH RESPECT TO 

GEOGRAPHICAL DEAVERAGING? 

Yes It 1s Spnnt's pos111on that. as requ1red by the FCC Order. an 

ILEC must geographically deaverage 1ts cost-based unbundled 

elements. Furthermore. Spnnt states that geographiC deaverag1ng 

must be accomplished in a manner such as Zone Dens1ty by office 

and not on specific routes or capacity dedicated to 1nd1v1dual earners 

and deaverag1ng should reflect cost differences due to transmiSSIOn 

facili ty sizes on ILEC facll1ties and on such facli1ties the pnce to each 

1nterconnect1 ng earner shall be equal per un1t of traff1c thus shanng 

the econom1cs of scale equally w1th each tnterconned1ng earner ( e g 
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a LEC could establlstl loop pnccs reflecting underly1ng cost 

differences. but the price per loop to a customer Jocat1on should not 

vary by volume purchased by an 1nd1v1dual earner ) 

GTE's posit1on IS that negotiation IS the most appropnate and 

effective way to att::11n terms and cond1t1ons that will best produce a 

competi tive marketplace and should not be requ1red to geographically 

deaverage cost-based unbundled elements As I stated previOusly. 

a un1form and cons1stcnt set of pnc1ng polic1es must be established 

and applied to the pnc1ng of all of GTE's serv1ces- retail. wholesale 

and unbundling 

Wholesale Services 

WHAT SERVICES WILL GTE OFFER ON A WHOLESALE BASIS 

TO SPRINT? 

GTE w1ll offer all the serv1ces 11 currently offers on a reta1l bas1s 

except for those set forth 1n the testunony of GTE's wholesale 

serv1cestavo1ded cost w1tness The serv1ces GTE will not offer on a 

wholesale basis 1nclude. for example. below-cost res1dent1al serv1ces 

promot1onal serv1ces. and serv1ces that are already prov1ded on a 

wholesale bas1c; (e g, spec1al access sold to earners and pnvate line 

serv1ces offered predominately to earners) 

WHY DOES GTE EXCLUDE THESE SERVICES? 
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A Let me ftrst address GTE's postlton wtlh respect to below-co~t 

servtces Under G IL'~ current rotcs. ccrt otn servt\es me prtced 

below cost. These serv1ces rece1ve contributions from other serv1ces. 

such as tntraLA T A toll. access. and vertical and dtscret1onary 

serv1ces, all of which are pnced above incremental cost If GTE were 

required to offer 1ts below-cost servtces on a wholesale basis, then 

other carriers would (1) obtatn avotded-cost dtscounts for both below

cost and above-cost serv1ces. and (2) be able to pocket the 

contnbutions from the above-cost servtces that had been used to 

pnce the other servtces below-cost Accordtngly, GTE could not 

cover 1ts total costs unless these servtces are excluded from GTE's 

wholesale offenngs or are repnced to cover their costs 

Second. GTE should not be required to offer servtces such as 

promotions on a wholesale basts; otherw1se GTE would not be able 

to differentiate its retail serv1ces from those of competing carriers 

Put another way. a competitor w1ll be able to offer any service tt wants 

on any terms and condttions 11 des~res to attract new customers. and 

GTE needs th1s same flexibility to respond to competition on a reta11 

baSI!' and g1ve 1ts customers more chotces 

For example. tf GTE offers a spectal promot1on to 1ts customers but 

IS requtred to provtde that same promotton to Spnnt on an avotded 

cost bas1s. then GTE could :1ever differentiate tis offenngs from those 

of Sprint Importantly, GTE would have absolutely no 1ncent1ve to 
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develop add1t1onal promot1ons and other new serv1ces that would 

benef1t customers because Spnnt could take and use them for 1ts own 

marketing ond econom1c advantage In fact. GTE could never 

differentiate 1ts offenngs from Sp11nt's Th 1s result 1S contrary to the: 

purpose of the Act by hm1tmg cho1ccs to ct.1s tomers The Act should 

be Implemented 1n a manner that allows all earners to respond to 

competitiOn, 1nclud1ng GTE 

HOW SHOULD THE SERVICES GTE OFFERS ON A WHOLESALE 

BASIS BE PRICED? 

These serv1ces should be pnced as follows Retail pnce m1nus GTE's 

actual avo1ded cost, plus the wl1olesale costs GTE 1ncurs. plus 

opportun1ty cost GTE's resole/avo1ded cost w1tness descnbcs GTE's 

avo1ded cost methodology whereby costs are excluded on a work· 

element bas1s as opposed to us1ng broad account categones In th1s 

way, GTE's methodology captures GTE's !rue avo1ded costs. 1n 

accordance w1th the Act's requlfements 

Unbundled Elements 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS GTE WILL 

PROVIDE TO SPRINT. 

GTE will offer en an unbundled bas1s the followmg. 
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th e loop. wh1ch 1s 1n general the tran smiSSIOn fac il1ty wh1ch 

extends from a ma1n d1stnbut1on frame to the customer 

prCtniSCS, 

the pan. wh1ch 1n general 1s the line card and assoc1ated 

per1ph8fa l equ1p111ent on a GTE end off1ce sw1tch that serves 

as the hardware term1nat1on for tt1e customer's exchange 

serv1CC on that sw1tch . generates d1iJI tone and prov1des the 

customer a pathway to the publiC sw1tched telecommun1cat1ons 

network. 

transport , by wh1ch I mean the transmission fac1llty wh1ch 

extends from a ma1n d1stnbut100 frame (MDF) to c1ther another 

MDF or a meet po1nt w1th transpon facil1t1es of Spnnt 

(unbundled transport IS prov1dcd under rates terms ;:Jnd 

condit1on of the applicable access tanff). 

s1gnalmg. wh1ch 1n general 1s SS7 s1gnl:l i1ng and transpon 

serv1ce m suppon of Spr1nt's local exchange serv1ce . and 

ce rta1n databases 111 accordance w1tr. the rates . terms and 

COildltiOnS o f the applicable SWitChOd 8CC!:!SS tar Iff 

Th1 s doscnpt1on of unbundl1ng means that Spnnt may subscnbe to 

and In terconnect to whatever of these unbundled elements 11 
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Q . 

A 

a. 

chooses. and rnay CO'llbme these unbundled elements wtth any 

faclltlles or scrvtces ll tat Sp11nt rnny tlself provtde. pursuant to thc: 

followtng terms ftrst. tt1e tnterconnecllon shall be achteved by 

expanded tnterconnecttonfcollocatton arrangements Spnnt shall 

maintatn at the wtre center at whtch the unbundled servtces are 

restdent. second. that each loop or port e lement shall be delivered to 

Spnnt's collocatton ar rangemcnt over a loop/port connector 

applicable to the unbundled servtccs through tanffed or contract 

options. and thtrd Spnnt shall combtne unbundled elements wtth ats 

own factlt ttes but shall not recombtnc GTE unbundled elements 

SPRINT WANTS TO BE ABLE TO OBTAIN UNBUNDLED 

ELEMENTS FROM GTE AND THEN REASSEMBLE THEM T O 

OFFER END-TO-END SERVICE W HAT IS GTE'S POSITION ON 

THIS ISSUE? 

As I alluded to earlier when descnbmg the nature of Spnnt's access 

to the GTE unbundled elements. GTE strongly believes that Spnnt 

should not be permttt ed to unbundle and then reassemble GTE's 

network Such a proposal by Spnnt would render meantngless the 

Act's reqUtred d tsttnctton between unbundled elements and wholesale 

servtces -- that they be pnccd under dtfferent cost methodologtes 

HOW SHOULD THE PRICES FOR UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS BE 

SET? 
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A Th9 pncc!> !>lloultl l><J cu•,t IH.ocf. J S roqlNOd by tho Act They 

should be set tn a manner to allow recovery of GTE's actual costs of 

tis actual network and should not be based on the theorettcal costs 

of a network that has never been built GTE has proposed a pnctng 

methodology thai meets the Act's reqUirements and that allows pnces 

to be set by the market as compettlion develops This methodology 

1s d1scussed 1n deta1l tn the Econom1c Report tncluded as part of the 

testimony of GTE witness Doane. 

a. 

A 

Interconnect ion 

PLEASE DESCRIBE GTE'S POSITION ON THE APPROPRIATE 

PRICING OF INTERCONNECTION. 

GTE's rostllon on all pnctng matters ts that the Company should be 

gtven the opportuntty to recover costs tncurred tn the operattons of 

the Company from the ·cost-causers· Sections 251(b)(5) and 

252(d)(2) of the Act, as well as the FCC's order released August 8. 

1996, set forth the standard for establtshtng rectprocal compensatton 

arrangements These standards provide for the mutual and 

ruuproc.rltuc c vc•ry uf ""' 11 1 ; uttnr 's costs. c;~lculnttng such amounts 

on the basts of the addt ttonal costs of termtnattng calls onginated 'cr 

the other carrter A btll-and-keep arrangement ts tnconst slent wtth 

these standards unless costs of the two earners are symmetncal and 

the volume of trafftc termtnated on each other's network tS 

apiJrOXIIII~tuly uqu;JI 
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"Back O ffice" Issues 

PL EASE DISCUSS GTE'S POSITION ON ISSUES SUCH AS 

OPERATOR SUPPORT SYSTEMS, BILLING, PROVISIONING, 

MAINTENANCF, SYSTEMS INTERFACES, P.ND OTHER "BACK 

OFFICE" ISSUES. 

GTE believes that many of these tssues need to be approached on 

an 1ndustry-wtde basts, espectally as they relate to GTE whtch 

operates tn 28 s tate~ System tnterfacos are an tmportant tssue not 

just for Spnnt but for all compettttve earners that want to tnterconnect 

w1th GTE For example, GTE uses a standard, naltonwtde btlltng 

sy:.lullt, :md tl wm tld 11 0 1 l>c oppropmlto for eoch slote to ostabhsh 

unique 1nterface standards that s1mply wtll not work tn a s1ngle system 

that serves many states and many compet•t•ve earners For thts 

reason, GTE believes these back o trtce 1ssues are best resolved 1n 

an tndustry-wtde sett tng or .vorkshops after the fundamental tssues 

or pnc1ng ond costtng are resolved on a state-spectftc basts A key 

issue that unties all or these tssues 1s the very tmportant element of 

cost A s ond when changes are to be made to sattsfy Spnnt's 

particular desires. the earner causing the change - in this case Sprint 

- must pay for the cost of moktng the change 

Tho 1ssuos rclottng t 1 spec1f1c back offtcc functtons and systems are 

dtscussed tn the testtrnony of vanous GTE wttnesses tn th1s 

arbt tratton 
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MAY THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT ULTIMATELY 

ACHIEVED BETWEEN GTE AND THE PETITIONING ALECs BE 

MODIFIED BY SUBSEQUENT TARIFF FILINGS? 

Yes But tariffs Will cont1nue to be flied from time to time pursuant to 

the Commission's rules and requ1rements The Comm1ssion should 

not be hamstrung from hav1ng full authority to review and approve 

those tanffs at the t1me they are filed based upon all the 

considerations pertinent at that t1me. 1nclud1ng the publiC mterest and 

the competitive nature of the market 

AS A WHOLESALE VENDOR OF SERVICES, SHOULD GTE BE 

REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ADVANCE NOTICE TO ITS WHOLESALE 

CUSTOMERS OF CHANGES TO GTE'S SERVICES? 

Yes This is!lue of notification needs to be addressed in three 

categories of changes First. changes to exist1ng serv1ce. such as 

price changes. or d1scont1nuance of an offenng, second. deployment 

of new technology, and third, network changes. such as new NXX's. 

end-office hom1ng arrangements. and NPA splits GTE IS prepared 

to g1ve nollf1cat10n to ALEC customers for thcsn types of changes 1n 

certain t1me frames 

PLEASE DESCRIBE IN WHAT ~AANNER GTE WILL PROVIDE 

NOTIFICATION OF CHANGES TO EXISTING SERVICES AND IN 

WHAT TIME FRAME. 

24 
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a. 

A 

For changes to ex1s11ng scrv1ces. GTE w111 f!!e applicable tantfs w1th 

the Flonda Public Serv1ce Comm1SS1on (FPSC) A tanff f il1ng U!. ,,. 

purpose and effect. a public not1f1cat10n That 1s. all ALEC's have 

equal access to the FPSC and w1ll have notice o f changes upon fil1nu 

of the tantf Typ1cally , tanff fil1ngs are n.ade 1n advance of the 

effect1ve date of the tariff The per1od between the f1llng date and the 

effecllve date therefore would be the advance nollficallon penod 

Because the FPSC controls the approval process and t1me hne 

assoc1ated w1th tanff f1l1ngs. GTE believes th1s is an appropnate 

method of prov1d1ng advance notlf1cat1on o f changes to ex1sling 

serv1ces. 

WHY COULDN'T GTE INFORM ALECs OF UPCOMING FILINGS 

AND THEIR ASSOCIATED DETAILS PRIOR TO THE FILING 

DATE? 

Many times, the spec1fic details of a fi ling are not known to GTE much 

more than a day or two pnor to the actual fil1ng In today's market . 

where service development cycle limes are constantly be1ng 

compressed. details regard1ng ordenng, billing, feature availability 

and pnce level are de termmcd literally days or t-.ours before a f11ing 

It would be 1mposs1ble to ant1c1pate a ll aspects of a f1l1ng days 1n 

advance. much less months 111 adv.:lnce. o f tile actual filu 'lJ 1tself 

25 
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69 ./ 

PLEASE DESCRIBE IN WHAT MANNER NOTIFICATION FOR THE 

DEPLOYMENT OF NEW TECHNOLOGY WOULD BE MADE AND 

IN WHAT TIME FRAME. 

For the deployment of new technology 1nto the network. GTE would 

be w1ll1ng to meet pcr•od•cally w1th Interested ALECs. on an 

1nd1v1duallzed bas1s to hold JOint plann•ng meet.ngs to d1scuss the 

deployment of new tectmology and the 1ntroduct1on of new serv1ce 

offenngs Local exchange carflcrs. 1nclud1ng GTE. frequently do th1s 

now 1n the LECIIXC rclat1onsh1p Ut1llz1ng a s1m1lar process. advance 

notification of new technology and new offenngs typ1cally occurs s1x 

months or more m advance of general avallab1hty, although full 

details of the new technology are not av::ulable unlll later 1n the 

plann1ng and development process For th1s reason. not1ce of the 

deployment of new technology cannot be subJeCt to a standardized 

rule regard1ng advance not•f•cat1on but must be handled by the two 

part1es on a case-by-case bas1s GTE suggests that each ALEC 

contact 11s GTE Account Manager to establish a schedule for plann1ng 

meet1ngs 

PLEASE DESCRIBE IN WHAT MANNER NOTIFICATION FOR 

NETWORK CHANGES WOULD BE MADE AND IN WHAT TIME 

FRAME. 

Notl f1cat1on already ex1sts today 1n GTE's local exchange company

IXC relat1onsh1p GTE rout1nely sends 1nformat1on perta1nmg to a 

number of network changes to many IXC's. Spnnt 1ncluded 

2G 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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a. 
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regardtng, for example, equal access converstons, NPNNXX 

addtttons, NPA splits, CLLI code changes, and CLLI code 

asstgnments Addttionally, GTE provtdes to many IXCs a network 

activtty schedule whtch tncludes equal access cut dates, C 0 

convers,on cut dates. tniraLATA equal access converston schedules, 

new hosVremote relat,onshtps, and tandem re-homes 

WOULD GTE AGREE TO MAKE THIS INFORMATION AVAILABLE 

TO REQUESTING ALEC s ? 

Yes Although many sm~ll ALECs may not dQStre nil of the 

Information that GTE typ1ca1Jy prov1des to large earners such as 

AT&T and Spr1nt. GTE would be w1lltng to prov1de the data ment1oned 

1n my last answer to ALECs who des1re to do b us1ness w1th us 

SHOULD GTE BE REQUIRED VIA THE CONTRACT OR 

COMMISSION ORDER TO IMPLEMENT A PROCESS AND 

STANDARDS THAT WOULD ALLOW EVERY INTERCONNECTING 

ALEC TO SET ITS OWN STANDARD OF SERVICE TO WHICH GTE 

WOULD BE HELD WHEN RENDERING SERVICES FOR RESALE, 

INTERCONNECTION, OR UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS? 

No GTE already plans to prov1de se:rv1ce qual1ty that IS non· 

diSCrtmtnatory <'nd equal to that wtuch GTC prov1des to 1tself and 1ts 

aff1ilates GTE believes that 11 should not be requ1red to adhere to 

d1Herent metr1cs and to d1ffercnt stonr1a1ds of performance for 

different ALEC s Th1s would be onerous, part1cularly when mult1plc 

L7 
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a. 

A 

a. 
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ALECs begtn to operate tn the v:1rrou!> markets It tS already dtfttC:t Jit 

enough to mJdress d tfle11ng quality !:. tnndards among the 28 stL! te·, 11 1 

v.'htch GTE operates g•vcn dtfferc.:nt Gpproaches taken by the vanou!:. 

commiSSIOns To dtvtdc up that measurement process and standard !. 

levels further among vanous ALCCs would be totally unworkable and 

1mpose a tremendous and useless burden on GTE Further, 11 would 

not benef1t the ALECs. for GTE already IS cornm1tted to prov•dtng 

them non-dtscnm1notory tr entrnent w1th re spect to the quality 

st<:~ndards set 111 the pul>hc 111ter est 111 each state 

DOES GTE HAVE A POSITION ON THE TERM OF ANY 

AGREEMENT WITH GTE AND SPRINT? 

Yes GTE believes the term or the agreement should be lirntted to no 

more than two years G tvcn the unprecedented scope of the Act and 

all the 1ssues ra1 sed, 11 would not be prudent to enter 1nto a long-term 

contract 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes 

28 
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GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

2 REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DONALD W. McLEOD 

3 DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

5 a. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 
r 1 •1 , , •• • : •• • • I i . . ,·1 . . . . . . r·: : , , · .. ~ 

6 A My n~r~e rs Donald W Mcleod My business aooress rs 600 Hrdoen 

7 
I\ a I ' .. I . " ' , 
t '· .. . . ,, . l•t I ... I , . Htdge. lrvrng , Texas 

8 

I 
I ' -\ I 'I 

, 
I .. 

! ( i . 
t-. 1 .. 

I 
1 . j ll , .. I ' I .. . ''· · ·. : t .. 

9 a. DID YOU FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

10 A Yes. I drd 

11 

12 a. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

A I wrll address certarn polrcy areas rn whrch GTE and Spnnt have not 

14 yet reached an agreement 

15 

16 a. SHOULD THE FINAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN SPRINT AND GTE 

17 IMPOSE MATERIAL AND RECIPROCAL OBLIGATIONS WITH 

18 RESPECT TO MATTERS OTHER THAN RECIPROCAL 

19 COMPENSATION ARRANGEMENTS FOR TRANSPORT AND 

20 TERMINATION? 

21 A Yes Recrprocal arrangements wrll promote corn1 etrtron Sprrnt has 

. )') representeu rflr ts petrtron tlk lt rt will grve the s.Jrne term:, as •. 11 1 llf=C 

23 as rt recerves as an ALEC 

24 

25 
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a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 
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I (l I 

SHOULD GTE BE LIABLE FOR NETWORK FRAUD CAUSED BY 

GTE'S NEGLIGENCE 7 

GTE should not be lrelble for d:lrnl!CJC''-' 111tturt>d ; 1s ;) fj •',tJit " ' .st 

rntentronal act of a lllud party such as frJudulently g~wWVJ 

unauthorrzed arcess to tilt"! Gll nr·twork ')tH t 1 r1~k~ should tl'!>t wtlll 

Spnnt. s1nce the fraud 1 s assoc1atcd wtth Spr tnt"!> end tt!-tt'r s G II ..., til 

cooperate wtth Spnnt to 1nves1tgate m1nun1ze and take correcllve 

act1on rn cases of fraud 

SHOULD GTE BE RESPONSIBLE FOR A PASS-THROUGH WHEN 

IT FAILS TO MEET COMMISSION-APPROVED SERVICE 

STANDARDS? 

Where GTE has been g1ven wntten nolrcc by Spnnt o f any known 

VJOiatton of network standards an adequate opportun1ty to correct the 

s1tuat1on the opport unrty to part1c1pate and respond lo potcn:tal 

Cornm1SS1on act1ons and Gl E 1s responsible tor the v1olat1on GTC 

w1ll agree to retmburse Spflnt for any f•nC'i or forfe1 tures ult11nately 

1mposed by lhe Comm1SS10n 

SHOULD A SEPARATIE CONTRACT BE REQUIRED FOR TRAFFIC 

WHERE SPRINT FUNCTIONS AS AN AGGREGATOR OR TANDEM 

PROVIDER? 

Gl E"s POSIItOn on a blll -and-1-.cep method for local traffiC o5 eJ<pltctt ly 

pred1C<1tf>d upnn approJ<tflt,llt>ly Pqu.rl Spru11 .utd (~I I Pnd ~~'·''' tr.11t u 

l l•~r elur c rt ·~ HlJppropflatc rn a brll-.::mo ket•p envrronmant Ia have 
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non Spnnt end users· tralftc terrntnate to GTE GTE would'"" '"' ' ' .1 

., scpnr nte agreement wrtt1 any thrrd party for local traf frc l(:t 11111 1.111111' . 
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GTE FLORIDA INCORPORA TEO 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BEVERLY Y. MENARD 

DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

/() j 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND 

POSITION WITH GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED (GTEFL). 

My nnme IS Beverly Y M enard My bus1ness address IS One Tampa 

City Center, Tampa, Flonda 33601-011 0 My current pos1t1on 1<; 

Reg1onal D1rector - Regulatory and Industry /\lfa1rs 

WILL YOU BRIEFLY STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL 

BACKGROUND AND BUSINESS EXPERIENCE? 

I JOined GTEFL 1n February 1969 I was employed 1n t11e Bus1ness 

Relat1ons Department from 1969 to 1978. hold1ng vanous postt1ons 

of 1ncreas1ng respons1b1hty, pnmanly 1n the area of cost separations 

stud1es I graduated from the Un1vers1ty of South Flonda 1n June of 

1973 rece1v1ng a Bachelor of Arts Degree 1n Bus1ness Adm1n1strat1on 

w1th an Account1ng M aJor Subsequently. I rece1ved a Master of 

Accountancy Degree 1n December of 1977 from the Unl'1ers1ty of 

Sou th Flonda In March of 1978. I became Settlements Plann1ng 

Adm1n1strator w1th GTE Serv1ce Corporation In January of 1981. I 

was named Manager-DIVISIOn of Revenues w1th GTE Serv1ce 

Corpo1 ill lOll wt1ere 1 was 1 csponstblo tor 1110 udm1n1strat1on of tile 

GTE d1v1S10n of revenues procedures and the negot1at1on of 

settlement matters w1th AT&T In November of 1981 I became 
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Busmess Relat1ons Oarector w1th GTEFL In that capac1ty, I was 

respons1ble for the preparat1on of separat1ons stud1es and connoct111q 

company rnatters Effective Febru<Jry 1987 I became Revenue 

Plann1ng D1rector In th1s capac1ty, I was responsible for revenue 

cap1tal recovery and regulatory 1ssues On October 1. 1988. 1 

became Area D1rector . Regulatory and Industry Affarrs In t11at 

capacrty , I was responsible for regulatory f1lrngs, posrt1ons and 

1ndustry affatrs 1n e1ght southern states plus Flonda In August 1991 

I became Regronal D1rector · Regulatory and Industry Atfa1rs tor 

Flonda I am responsrble for regulatory l rlrngs posrtrons and rndu strv 

affarrs rssues rn Florrda 
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GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM E. MUNSELL 

DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

I 0 '> 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name IS W1ll1am E Munsell My bus1ness address IS 600 H1dden 

R1dge, lrv1ng TX 75038 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED, AND WHAT IS YOUR 

POSITION? 

I am employed by GTr 1 clephone Operat rons as Senror Product 

Manager-Sw1tched Access Sorv1ce 

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION AND WORK 

EXPERIENCE. 

I have an undergraduate degree 1n Econorn1cs from the Unrvers1 ty of 

Connect1cut and a masters degree from M1ch1gan Stale Un1vers1ty 1n 

Agrrcultural Econom1cs I 101ne1 GTE 1n 1982 w1th GTE of ~ lorrd<J 

Durrng the course of my career w1t h GTE I have held pos1t1on::. 1n 

Demand AnC1ty:,1:, Pr1<.;1ng <md Product Marwg<'IIICill 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my test1mony 1s to 1dent1fy· the rssues :hat are 

d1sputed between GTf and Sprrnt relat1ng to rnterconnectron and 

transpon and term1natron 



2 a. HOW IS YO UR TESTIMONY STRUCTURED? 

3 A My test1 rnony will IH: J HP~erl ted 111 l1vo ~ct t1ons Sect1on 1\ ~~ '' 

4 general descs1pt1on of 1ntcrconnect1on transport and term1nat1on anri 

5 the 1ssues ra1sed by each Sect1on 8 1s a diSCuSSIOn of the Act's 

6 reqUirements Sect1on C sets forth the respecllve part1es' open 1s~...;es 

7 w1th regard to these net.vork funct1ons Sect1on 0 d1scusses GTE's 

8 pos111on on thf"' '>C 1ssu•·s o~nd Sect1on 1· prov1des a bnef summary 

9 

10 a. PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 

11 A The Telecornrnun1cat1ons /\ct of 1996 (tho "Acl") requ~res GTE to ( 1) 

12 perm1t any requesting tclecommun1ca11ons earner to Interconnect w1th 

13 1ts network and 12) establish rec1procal compensallon arrangements 

14 for the transport <Jnd term1nat1on of tclec.ornrnunlcatlons Further the 

15 Act sets forth certa1n m1n1murn cond1t1ons and rate standards for 

16 1nterconnect1on tr<Jnsport and terrn1nat10n Spr1nt's pos1110n IS that 

17 these cond1t1ons requ1rc GTE to Interconnect at any po1nt 1n GTE'~ 

18 network thnt Spnnt reque~ts prov1de 1nterccnnecr•on at r<Jtes below 

19 wst. and use b1ll -and -kcep a!> a billing n1cthodology W hile the Act 

20 allows s1gn1f1cant flex1b1 1ity 1n the part1es' arrangements for 

2 1 mterconnect1on transport and term1nat1on 11 nevertheless 1mposes 

22 fa1r and ra t1onal l1m1 t ~ As prov1ded under the Act. Spnn t should be 

perm1llcd to Interconnect only at tP.chn1cally teas1ble pou1ts w1th1n the 

24 ILEC's network Furthermore GTE should be allowed to charge rates 

for 1nterconnect1on. transport and termul;Jtlon thnt are JUSt. reasonable 

2 
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and nond1scrrm1natory and that allow GTE full recovery of 1ts costs 

ar.d a reasonable prof1t 

5 SECTION A: DESCRIPTION OF TRANSPORT, INTERCONNECTION 

6 AND TERMINATION 

7 

8 
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25 

Q. 

A 

PLEASE DESCRIBE WHAT IS MEANT BY THE TERMS 

INTERCONNECTION, TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION AS USED 

IN THE ACT. 

At the1r bas1c levels the terms 1nterconncct1on transport and 

term1nauon refer s1mpl y to funct1ons w1th1n and between telephone 

networks Interconnection means the phys1cal l1nk1ng of two networks 

for the mutual exchange of traff1c The terms are more fully descnbed 

1n the Implementation of the Local Compct1t1on Prov1s1ons 1n the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996. F1rst Report and Order. CC Docket 

No 96-98 FCC 96-325 (released Aug 8 1996) (the "Order") 11176 

Interconnection takes place at a po1nt of Interconnection Transport 

means carry1ng a call between sw1tches. or from a po1nt of 

1nterconnect1on to a sw1tch Thus. transport may 1nvolve transm1ss1on 

of a call from u tandem swttch to an end offtcc !>Witc..n or from one cnd 

offi ce sw1tch to another end offrce sw1 tch End off1ces are the 

fac t1 11tes hous1ng the sw1tches that serve local call1ng areas Cach 

end office "subtends·· a tandem sw1tch mean1ng that the end o ff1ce 1s 
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708 

connected vra a trunk to the tandem swrtch Tandem swrtches 

aggregate traffic from end offices and either red1stnbute that traffrc to 

otr.cr subtcndrng end office!> p::Jss rt on to other tandem swrtches or 

pass the traffrc on to an rnterexchange earner An 1ncumbent local 

exchange carr1er may. but does not always. own the tandem switch 

which 1ts end off1ces subtend 

Termrnatron means swrtchrng that IS performed <J t the end off1ce. and 

the delivery of the call to the called party 

lnterconnectron has bePn t11k1ng place among local telephone 

companres for many years Hrstoncally local telepnone servrce was 

prov1ded rn a grven local cal ling area by a s1ngle company Thrs 

company was the local exchange earner ("LEC") or under the Act . an 

Incumbent local exchange earner ("ILEC") If a customer wanted to 

call a n11mber rn the same local callrng area. the ILEC was able to 

accomplish ongrnatron swrtchrng and term1nat1on of the call wrthrn rts 

own srngle network If. however the customer w1shed to call a 

number rn <:1 C<JIIing area servrced by D drfferent II EC. the customer's 

call would have to be passed to and termrnated by the other ILEC's 

network The two ILECs exchanged traffrc through rnterconnectron 

arrangements v. "lrch allowed each ILEC to terminate the other ILEC's 

calls 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE INTERCONN!::CTION 
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Q. 

A 

I U'l 

PROVISIONS OF THE ACT ? 

T:,e Act seeks to create a compet1l1ve enwonment for 1ucal telephone 

serv1ce and thus requ1res telephone compan1es compet1ng 1n the 

same local call1ng area to Interconnect In add1t1on to the ILEC. there 

may be one or more a1ternat1ve local exchange earners ("ALECs") 1n 

the same local call1ng area 1n the near future W1thout 

mterconnPct1on. ALECs would not be able to term1nate calls to 

customers served by the ILEC or another ALEC. and ILECs wo..;ld not 

be able to term1nate calls to ALECs Thus 1nterconnect1on under the 

Act makes compet1llon 1n local telephone serv1ct:: poss1ble 

WHAT DETERMINES WHERE INTERCONNECTION WILL TAKE 

PLACE BETWEEN TWO LECs? 

lnterconnec\lon between ILI:Cs for tt1e exchange of traff1c between 

two local call1ng areas takes place at mutually acceptable meet 

points Under the Act . 1nterconnect1on may take place only at po1nls 

where 1nterconnect1on IS technically feas1ble The follow1ng factors 

among others. may frustrate or even prevent 1nterconnect1on 

compat1b11ity of the 1\LEC's equ1prnent w1th the ILEC's 

equ1pment at the po1nt o f 1nterconnec11on 

the number of ALECs dc~1nng Interconnection at a g1ven po1nt 

whether an ILEC's sw11ctung and transpol1 cqu1prnent c.:Jn 
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handle add1t1onal traff1c and 

to the extent that collocat1on of the ALEC's equ1pment at the 

ILEC':; end off1ce 1s necessary, the avatlabt111y of phys1cal 

space at an ILEC end off1ce tandem sw1tch or other fact11ty 

Accordingly end off1ces tandem sw1tchcs and mutually acceptable 

meet po1nts are rnost often used as potnts of 1nterconnectton as they 

usually pose the fewest techntcal problems Interconnection at an end 

off1ce allows the 1nterconnector access to the line equ1pment and 

thus the customers served by that end off1ce lnterconnec!lon at a 

tandem sw1tch allows access to all end off1ces subtend1ng that 

tandem 

PLEASE DESCRIBE TH E: MANNER IN WHICH COSTS ARE 

INCURRED WITH RESPECT TO INTERCONNECTION 

TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION. 

Once an ILEC Interconnects w1th an ALCC the ILEC can complete 

the ALEC's calls by transport1ng and tcrrn1nat1ng those calls over 1ts 

network system. and v1ce versa Wilen an ILEC or ALEC transports 

and term1nates 1ts own traff1c. the costs of transport and transmiSSIOn 

are part of the carne1 s overall costs W1th 1nterconnect1on. an ILEC 

or an ALEC stJII 1ncurs costs for the transport and turmtnat1on of calls 

1lterm1nates for other ca·ners Thus 1n 1nterconnect1on agreements 

ILECs and ALLCs usually quant1fy those costs at a g1ven rate per 
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711 

mrnute of usage 

These costs may drHer dependrng on the cxtcrrt to whrch completron 

of calls from the porn! of rnterconnectron rnvolves tandem swrtchrng 

and transport If an ALEC rnterconnects wrth an ILEC at an end 

oHrce the ILEC wrll rncur the cost of swrtchrng at the end oHrce and 

termrnalron to the end user If on the o ther hand. an ALEC 

rnterconnects wrth an ILEC at a tandem swrtch the ILEC rncurs the 

costs of swrtchrng at the tandem offrce transport to the end offrco 

sw rtchrng at the end offrce and termrnatron to the end user Ttrus. 

partres to an rnterconnectron agreement w1ll take 1nto account the 

funct1ons of tandem swrtchrng transport and tcrmrnatron Involved and 

generally prrce these elements separately 

WILL THE COSTS OF INTERCONNECTION B E THE SAME FOR 

AN ILEC A S FOR AN ALEC? 

No The cost of transport and tcrrn1nal10n wrll generally be h1gher for 

an ILEC than an ALEC becau~c ILEC C:QJ1pmcnt IS older and also 

because ILEC equrpment will tend to have c-r lower throughput than 

ALEC cqu1pmont Generally ILECs have o!der sw1tches and 

transmrssron piJnt rn therr networks ALECs are JUSt now entenng the 

local vxch;HHJC! bu!>rrwso., • md <Jro rnstall1n(j currently available 

swrtches and transmrssron pldnt New cqurpmcnt rs o lton lt' SS 

expensrve per unrt of traffrc than older equrpmont already deployed 

by the ILECs Wrth regard to GTE spccrfrcally tratfrc C" GT['~ 
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network 1S usua•ly dispersed throughout a large network of end off1ces 

and tandem sw1tches wt11rl1 serves a re lat•vely large number of low 

volume res•dent•al or rural customers Oy contrast an ALEC w1l l have 

relat1vely few end off1ce sw•tc t1es wh1ch can be expected to serve a 

relat 1vely Iorge number of h1yh volume bus1ness customers Thus . 

because an ALEC's network 1S handling a re la t1vely h1gher volume of 

traff1c through a fewer number of sw1tches an /\L [C's sw1tches and 

transmiSSIOn plant can be expected to have a h •gher throughput than 

an ILEC's sw1tches and transmiSSIOn plant Because 11 .0 total 

capac1ty ol an 1\LI::C'~ network tends to be more fully ut1l1zed thnn the 

capac1ty of the ILEC's network the ALCC's per un1t cost for carry.ng 

that capacrty will be lower than the IL[C's per unit cost 

Therefore 1f a transport and term1nat10n agreement accurately 

reflects the true relative costs 1ncurred by an ALEC and an ILEC for 

term1nat1ng each other's traf fiC the agreement w111. most likely, 

prov1dc that the ILEC recovers 1ts costs at o l11ghcr rate than the 

ALEC If however a transport ond term1nat1on agreement prov1des 

for symmetr•cal rates (!..Q.. each earner charges the other the same 

pnce). the agreement does not necessaflly reflec t the actu::!l costs of 

Interconnection for each por ty 

ARE COMPENSATION ARRANGEMENTS NORMAi...L Y INCLUDED 

IN INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS? 

Transport and term1nat10n agreements usually 1nclude a 
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compensallon arranycmcnt to allow the part1es to bill the amounts 

owed to one another on a penod1c bas1s Alternatively transport and 

term1na11on agreements may prov1de for a "b1ll -and-keep" system 

whereby each party keeps whatever 11 billS to the end user and does 

not pay the other party for the costs of transport and term1nat1on 

Where traff1c exchonged between the two camers ~ ~ approximately 

equal . a b1ll-and-keep ... ystem may be appropnato Moreover. as 

dtscussed above. the cost of transport and term1natton for an ILEC 1S 

unlikely to be equ1valent lo the cost of tran sport and termmallon for 

an ALEC As such. rendenng penod1c b1lls 1s qu1to often the only way 

an ILEC can recover 1ts reasonable costs of transportmg and 

torrnm~llnq tr:1ft1C for :m Al CC 

SECTION 9: THE " ACT" 

WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE AC T WITH REGARD 

TO INTERCONNECTION, TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION? 

Sect1on 251 (a) of the Ad requ1res all telecommunications earners. 

1nciud1ng ILCCs and ALECs. '1o Interconnect dlfectly or 1ndlfect1y w1th 

the facll111es and equ1pment of other telecommunications earners" (47 

USC § 251(a)( 1) (1996)) Sect1on 251 (b) reqUifes all local 

exchange earners, 1nclud1ng ILECs ond ALECs. "to establish 

r uc1proc:11 'Olllp~:n •,:J t lon arro:mgcmc!nts for t11c transport nnd 

terrnrnat1on of telecoJnrnuniCOtJons · ( 4 7 U S C § 2 51 (b)( 5) ( 1 996)) 
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Furthermore Sect1on 251(c) requ1res ILECs to prov1de for any 

request1ng telecommun1cat10ns earner. Interconnection 

(A ) for the transm1ss1on and rout1ng of telephone 

exchange serv1ce and exchange access 

(B) at ~ny tcchn1c::JIIy feas1ble po1nt w1th1n the earner'~ 

network 

(C) that 1s at lcnst oqual1n quality to that prov1ded by 

the local e .(changc camer to 1tsclf or any subs1d1ary 

aff1 h..1te or any other party to wh1ch the earner prov1des 

1nterconnect1on and 

(0) on rates terms. and cond1t1ons that are JUSt. 

reasonable. and nond1scnm1natory, 1n accordance w 1th 

the terms and cond1110ns of the agreement and the 

requ1rements of th1s sect1on and sect1on 252 

(47 USC§ 251(c)(2}(A )-(0) (1996) ) 

DOES T H E A CT ADDRESS THE METHO D FOR PRIC ING 

INTERCONNECTION SERVICES? 

Although the part1es are free to negot1atc the pnce of mterconiisCtlon 
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1n the event the part1es seek arb1trat1on by a Slate ccmm1ss•on under 

sect1on 252 of the Act. rates for Interconnection set by the State 

comm iSSIOn shall be "based on the cost (determ1ned w1thou t 

reference to a rate-of-return or other rate-based proceed1ng) of 

pro·11d1ng the 1nterconnect1on and nond1scnm1natory and 

may 1nclude a reasonable prof1t" (47 USC § 252(d)( 1 )(A}-( B) 

(1996)} 

W1th regard to transport and term•nallon. the Act prov1des that a State 

comm•ss1on may not cons1der the terms and cond1t1ons of rec1procal 

compensation to be JUSt and reasonable unless such terms and 

cond1t1ons "prov1de for the mutual and rec1procal recovery by each 

earner of costs assoc1ated w1th the transport and term1nat1on on each 

earner's network fac1hl•es of calls that ong1nate on the network 

facll1t1es of the other earner" and detcrm1ne costs "on the bas•s of a 

reasonable approx1mat1on of the additional costs of term1nat1ng such 

calls" (47 USC § 252(d)(2)(A)(I}-(11 ) (1996)) Section ~52{d) also 

states that such pnc•ng standards ~hall not be construed to prevent 

part1es from arrang1ng for "the mull•al recovery of costs through the 

offsett1ng of rec1procal obligations 1nclud•ng arrangements that wa1ve 

mutual recovery (such as b•ll-and-keep arrangements}" ( 4 7 U S C § 

252(d)(2)(0){1} ( 1906}) 

WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF THE FCC ORDER 96-325 Or AUGUST 

8, 1996 ON INTERCONNECTION ARRANGEMENTS? 
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The FCC. 1nterpret1ng these prov1s1ons. established a m1n1mum set of 

techn1cally feas1ble po1nts of 1nterconnect1on at end off1ces and 

tandem sw1tches (Order mJ 207 -212) These po1nts are ( 1) the line

Side of a local (!..Q.. end off1ce) sw1tch . (2) the trunk-s1de of a local 

sw1tct1, (3) the trunk 1nterconnect1on po1nts for a tandem sw1tch. (4) 

central office cross-connect po1nts, (5) out-of-band s1gnallng tran~:ar 

po1nts and (6) the po1nts of access to unbundled elements (Order 11 

212) Furthermore the FCC Interpreted techn1cal feas1b1llty to requlfe 

mod1f1cat1 on of ILEC cqu1pment 1f necessary to facil1 tate 

1nterconnec110n (Order 1! 202) The FCC ~"mphas1zed. however. that 

the obligatiOn to Interconnect wherever techn1cally feas1ble 1s 

warranted only because an ILEC 1s entitl ed to recover from the ALE C 

1ts costs of prov1d1ng 1nterconnect1on. mclud1ng a reasonable prof1t 

(Order 1!199) Moreover. an ILEC may refuse 1nterconnect1on 1f 11 can 

demonstrate SJ:;eC1f1c and s1gn1f1cant adverse 1mpacts to network 

rehab1hty and secunty (Order 1! 203) Finally, w1th regard to techn1cal 

feas1b1hty, the FCC stated that 1nterconnect1on "at a particular po1nt 

1n a network. us1ng part1cular facll11les. 1S substant1al ev1dence that 

Interconnection or access 1S technically feas1ble at a g1ven po1nt. or 

substantially sun1lar po1n1s 1n networks employ1ng substantially s1mllar 

fac1llt1es" (Order 1! 204) 

DOES THE FCC ORDER PROVIDE GUIDANCE ON HOW STATE 

COMMISSIONS ARE TO SET RATES FOR INTERCONNECTION? 

The pnc1ng aspects of the I cc·s Order has boon stayed pend1ng the 
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8th C1rCu1t's dec1s1on regard1ng the constt tut1onahty of the Order 

That Order requ1red State commiSSions to set rates for 

1nterconnec tton under a forwarn-look1ng econom1c cost pnc1ng 

methodology (Order ~~ 630-740) rh1s methodology 1s the Total 

Element Long-Run Incremental Cost ("TELRIC") of 1nterconnect1on . 

plus a reasonable allocat1on of forward-look1ng JOint and common 

costs (Order mJ 672-673) In comput1ng TELRIC. State commiSSions 

should not assume a hypothetiC<JI network Instead, TELRIC should 

be computed based on tl1e "most effrc1cnt technology deployed rn 

usmg the [ILEC's] current w1re center locatrons" (Order ~ 685) 

TELRIC does not tnclude embedded costs ILEC oppor1un1ty costs. 

un1versal serv1ce subs1dres or access charges (Order ~~ 704-732) 

If a State commiSSIOn cannot determtne rates based on TELRIC for 

rnterconnectron. the FCC established default rates for a number of 

elements 1nclud1ng end off1cP swttChtng, tandem sw1tch1ng and 

transpor1 (Order~~ 787 -827) 

HOW DOES THE FCC ORDER ADDRESS TRANSPORT AND 

TERMINATION PRICING? 

Although the Act separates transpor1 and term1nat1on from 

1nterconnec11on and establishes separate pncrng standards for them. 

the FCC stated that the •wo pnctng standards are sufftc1ent1y s1m11ar 

"to permu the use of the same general met11odotog1es for establisheng 

r ales um1<.r tJotll ',I.Jtutory prove~eons" (Ordpr ~ 1 0~> 11 ) fllus State 

commiSSions must set rates accord1ng to one of three opt1ons First, 
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POSITIONS. 

Although contract language has yet to be worked out . I understand 

that Spnnt and GTE seem lo have agreed an pnl'lc1ple to a range of 

•nterconnecllon 1ssues that w1ll not be addressed here However. 

there are some general 1ssues yet to be resolved GTE contends that 

Spnnl's postlrons on open tssu8s are not warranted by the Act. and 

amount to 11 1tle more than dn attempt by Spnnt to place GTE at a 

compet1t1ve d•sadvantage by comprom1s1ng GTE's networlr and 

deny1ng GTE recovery of 1ts costs 

( 1 ) At whtch pomts tn G TE's network tS GTE reqUired to provtde 

mterconnectton? 

Sprint's Position : Spnnt may 1n terconnect ut any fl)as•b le 

po1nt and have one po1nt of 1nterconnect1on per local ca lling 

area or LATA 

GTE's Position: Spnnt may Interconnect with GTE at any of 

the m1n1mum techn•ca lly feas1ble po1nts rcqu1reo by the FCC 

Interconnection at add1t1onal poants where other ALEC s have 

already Interconnected IS not presumptive Interconnection 

can only occur 1f tPchn•cally feas•b le 1f 1t w 111 not threaten 

network reliabili ty or secunty and 11 GTE's costs can be 

recovered 
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(3) 

I .' '' 

Shovld GTE allow Spnnt to route calls between tts tanocm 

SWitChes? 

Spr int' s Position: GTr must allow Spnnt to switch traff1c 

between tandem swttchP.s ("Inter -tandem sw1ICh1ng") 

GTE's Position : GTI will not prov1d0 th1s serv1ce absent 

Spnnt s part1C1pat1on 1n cstablishP.d methods for btlllng lf)ICr 

tancle1n tr :Jfftc 

What SllOold be the rate for /llterconnectton and for transporl 

and terrmnatton? 

Sprint's Position: GTE's rates should be equal to TCLRIC 

and forwdrd lookmg JOint and common costs 

GTE's Positio n: Rates should be determtned accord1ng to 

the Market-Onented EH1c1en t Component Pnc1ng Rule ("M

ECrR") 

Pend1nq 1udiC"I;JI rov1nw of 111e f-CC'~ 01dcr r.Jtes should be set 

at I LLHIC plus torward took1ng JOint and common costs 

AdditiOnally. GT[ should be allowed a true-up of 1ts costs 

should 11 be cvcntu.JIIy allowed to recover 1ts costs undAr M· 

ECPR 
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(4 ) 

(5) 

'12 I 

I am generally aware of ltlesc posrtrons on prtctng, wrth 

respect 10 transport and termtnatron although prtctng tS 

addressed by other wrtnc~scs 

Slloulci the rate lor tl<lfiSfJOi t and tCIIt111lili10n be symmctfiCclf'l 

Sprint's Positi on: The f CC's Order requrres symmetncol 

rates thdt arc set 0ccordrng to GTf's costs 

GTE's Position: l{o~l<!~ lot It Jnsport artd lorrnHlC:Jtton ~llould 

not be symmetncal as such roles would not provrde for mutual 

and rccrprocal recovery of costs 

Pendrng JUdtcta lrevrew of the FCC's Order a companson of 

cost studres by GTE and Spnnt should tustrfy a departure from 

symmetnca l pnctng 

Should bill-and-keep be used as a reCiprocal compensat1on 

arrangement lor transport ana tcrmmat,on? 

Sprint's Position: At least for an tntenrn penod a btll-and

keep system should he t1sud 

GT E's Position: Whtle GTE's preferred posrt ton tS 

asyrnmetncal rates as stated above the Company tS wtlltng to 
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enter 1nto bill and keep arrangements 1n111ally, but only .. .,hero 

2 traf11c 1s approx1mately equal and other spec1fied parameters 

3 are met As and when traffic becomes out of balance by plus 

4 or m1nus 10%, then 1nd1v1dual charges should be 1ssued 

5 

6 (6) Should Spnnt be teqUJred to route traffic to GTE over mult1pl~ 

7 trunk groups? 

8 

9 Sprint' s Posi tion Yes. Spr1nt sl1ould be allowed to como1ne 

\ 
10 local ul!raLATA lull. and 1ntorLATA access traff1c over a s1ngle 

11 trunk group. unless 11 can be shown to be not technically 

12 feas1ble 

13 

14 GTE's Position: GTE requ1res that a minimum of two trunk 

15 groups be prov1s1oned. one trunk group for local and 

16 1ntraLA T A toll tr::JH1c not routed. to and from an .nterexchange 

17 earner. and a second trunk g~oup for acce~s traH1c routed tc 

18 and from 1nterexchnnge corners GTE requ1res a mm1mum of 

19 two trunk groups 1n order to create AMA terrn1nnt1ng acc6ss 

20 records on the 1ocal/1ntraLA T A toll trunk yroup The 

21 term1nat1ng access records enable GTE l o b1ll Spnnt for 

22 transport and termm<Jt1on for local and 1ntrnLA T A toll traff1c 

23 ongmated by Spnnt end users Certa1n sw1tch6s 1n GTE's 

24 network are designed such that GTE cannot route term1nat1ng 

25 traffic from an 1nterexchange car ner to a trunk group where 
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(7) 

72J 

AMA term1nat1ng access records arc created The second 

trunk group (wh1ch carries access troll1c. dost111ed to and from 

an 1nterexchange earner). IS not measured by GTE. and 

therefore the term1nat1ng traH1c from an 1nterexchange earner 

1S routed to th1s trunk group 

What mstallat10n standards should IJe followed m the 

provtstonmg of factltltes to the POf? 

Sprint's Position: GTE should be reqUired to complete 

mstallatlon of fac11i t1es to lhe POl 1n 30 days or less 

GTE's Position: Determ1nat1on of the 1nstalla!ion 1nterval for 

the facil1ty between the POl and the GTE sw1tch should be 

negot1ated between the two part1es The two part1es could 

agree to allow an outs1de source to complete construction of 

the facili ty 1f costs or 1nterval cannot be agreed to 

SECTION 0 : GTE'S POSITION 

ARE SPRINrS POSITIONS CONSISTENT WITH THE PURPOSES 

OF THE ACT? 

The Act was tntended to remuve barr1ers to entry ana create a level 

play1ng fiQid for competitiOn -- tl was not 1ntended to endanger the 
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A 
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secunty of an ILEC's network requ1re S1Qn1f1cant cap1tal Investment 

by the ILEC or result 1n ILECs pay1ng a subs1dy to ALECs m the form 

of below cost rates for 1nterconnecl10n Yet an unlimtted approach to 

mterconnect1on transport and term1nat1on may compromtse the 

secur 1ty of GTF's network and fall to <.~llow GTE to recover 1ts costs 

much less "a reasonable prof1t" as the Act perm1ts 

Accordingly. GTC here1n matnta1ns 1ts negot1allng pos1llons on the 

dtsputed tssues To the extent these postttons may be constdered 

mcons1stent w1th the FCC's 1nterpretat10n of the Act. GTE offers 

altcrnatiV(~ 1nte11m poc;,t,ons on several 1ssues should the CommiSSIOn 

determtne the FCC's conclus1ons to be b1nd1ng pend1ng JUdiCIOI 

rev1ew, 1nclud1ng the 8th C1rcu1t'S dcc1S1on on the constitutionality of 

the FCC Order 

IS THE ASSERTION CORRECT THAT GTE MUST PROVIDE 

INTERCONNECTION AT ANY POINT WHERE GTE HAS ALREADY 

PROVIDED INTERCONNECTION? 

No Wh1le part1es may have cons1dcraole flex1b11ity as to where ana 

how they may w1sh to Interconnect. 1nterconnt:cl10n cannot take p lace 

at any pomt and 1n whatever manner a new entrant wants The 

Commtsston should not presume that 11 1S techn1cally feas1ble to 

prov1de a new entrant w1th 1nterconnect1o·, anywhere GTE has 

alreody prov1ded mterconncct1on Th1s approach 1s not rcqutred by 

the FCC's Order, wh1ch states only that 1nterconnect10f" At a part1culesr 
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point using part1cular facll1t1es is "substantial ev1dence" of technical 

feasib ility at that po1nt. or at "substantia lly s1m1lar po1nts 1n networ1<s 

employ1ng substantially s1m1lar fac1ht1es" (Order. 1!204) Accord1ngly, 

a new entrant's requested po1nt must be substantially s1m1lar and 

employ substantially s1m1lar fac1ll t1es. ond even then 1nterconnect1on 

IS only "substantial ev1dence" of techn1cal feas1b1llly - techniC<"ll 

feasibility 1s not presumed 

IS IT A CORRECT ASSUMPTION THAT COSTS OF 

INTERCONNECTION AT ANY PARTICULAR POINT IN GTE's 

NETWORK ARE ABOUT THE SAME? 

It would be 1ncorrect for the CommiSSIOn to adopt such a blani-.ct 

presumption g1ven the reality of how IL[C networks ore constnJctcd 

F1rst. sw1tches. transmiSSIOn equ1pment and computer software may 

be Interoperable w1th1n the GTE networ1<, but they are not neccssar tly 

un1form throughout the network For example. GTE deploys a w1de 

variety of sw1tches While GTE may use a Northern Telecor:l sw1tch 

1n one end office. another end office 1n the same geographrc area 

may use an Lucent sw1tch Second. rnterconnection of an ALEC w rth 

GTE at one po1nt rnay have l>ccn the r csull of leng1tw negollatrons 1n 

whr ch the rnlerconnectrng ALEC agreed to pay for and use certa1n 

tec.hnology that IS compat1ble wrth the GTE equrpment at that pornl 

Thus. whrle superfrcrally srmple rl rs tncorrect rn presumtng tt"lat 

technrcalfeasrb•hty at a g•v~.:n p01111 IIPpllcs techn1cal fcas•b•' :, at ail 

other stmtlar potnts tor all other ALECs 
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SHOULD THERE BE A CHARGE FOR THE PROVISION OF THE 

POINT OF INTERCONNECTION? 

On ltlU trullk!:> whrtlr r.rlu tho I;H,Ihty ( J II .1!:.!>0'>!.0'> otil ordtHHHJ 

charge for ALEC ~ rnrtruted orders On the facr lrty that each pany 

would construct to the po1nt of rnterconnect1on the compensatiOn 

should be ldt to be worked out on a case -by-case bas1s. as the 

facrl rty m1ght be 10tJ% GTC s or 100% the ALEC 's. or some spirt 

between thcrn 

ARE THERE ANY CRITICAL ISSUES THAT MUST BE RESOLVED 

BEFORE INTER-TANDEM SWITCHING CAN BE PROVIDED? 

GTE only has one tandem 1n Florrda Therefore . 1nter-tandem 

trunk1ng should not be an 1ssue today I fowever there rs noth1ng to 

prevent a new entrant from establrsh1ng a tandem sometrme 1n the 

future such that the tandem c;w1tch1ng 1ssue m1ght present 1tself later 

In that case GTFs pos1t1on IS that rt would not perform 1nter ~ :andem 

sw1tch1ng unless Sprrnl agreed to current methods for blll rng Inter

tandem traffiC Wh1le 1ntcrconnect10n generally takes place between 

the end off1ce of the ALEC and the tandem swrtch or end offrce of the 

ILEC H1terconnect1on at a tandem sw1tch allow s access to all end 

offices that subtend that tandem sw1tch As such complet1on of ca lls 

for an 1nterconnect1nn ALEC wh1ch Interconnects at a tandem sw1tch 

w1ll typ1cally 1nvolve tandem swrtchrng transpon between the tandem 

sw1tch and the subtendrng end off1ce and termrnat1on from the e'1d 

offrce to the cu!>tomcr but does not 1nvolw transpon between tandem 
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sw1tches 

Spnnt however wants to d1nnge th1s strtH ... turo In a local access and 

transport area (''LATA") Spnnt w1shes to Interconnect at a s1ngle 

tandem sw1tch but nevcrthetcs~ ga1n access to all end oH1ces 1n the 

LATA . regardless of whether the end o ff1ces subtend the tandem 

sw 1tch where Sprrnt has Interconnected Accord1ngly GTE would 

have to perform sw1tc:h1ng bC'tween tandem sw11ches -· 1nter-tanden. 

sw1tch1ng -- 1n order to complete Spnnt calls 

GTE cannot agree to th1s k1nd of 1nterconnect1on arrangement Such 

1nterconnect1on 1s techn1cally poss1ble -- GTL engages 1n Inter

tandem sw1lch1ng w1th rnany II ECs 1n order to route ILEC 1ntra-L/\TA 

toll traH1c However. unless a new entrant agrees to the billrng 

methods necessary to 1mplement 1nter -tandem sw1tch1ng, such 

1nterconnect1on IS not techn1cally feas1ble from a practical standpo1nt 

because there would be no way to bill for all of the network elements 

1nvolved 1n the complet1on o f calls from the new entrant Spec1f1c 

tilling methods are necessary because of the way 1nter-tandern traH1c 

IS exchanged S1gnallng 1nformat1on from the sw1lch. as well as the 

current 1ndustry standard /\utomat1c Message Accounling ("AMA") 

record format does not 1dent1fy more than one tandem sw1tch1ng 

occurrence Thus 1f more than one tandem sw1tch 1s used to route a 

telephone call the add1 t1onal sw1t ches are not reflected 1n the b1ll1ng 

record 

23 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

/ 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

a. CAN YOU ILLUSTRATE THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM? 

A 

a. 

A 

The problem can be shown w1th a bnef 1llustrat1on If n c:JII ong1nates 

1n end office "A." the call 1s transported to tandem sw1tch "8," wh1ch 

end office A subtends. The call would then be trunked to a second 

tandem sw1tch "C" and then sw1tched to end office "0," where the call 

would be completed The s1gnallng message 1nformat1on and AMA 

record only prov1des 1nformataon that 1s normally necessary to 

complete the call - 11 will ident1fy end office A. tandem sw1tch 8 and 

the term1natmg end off1ce 0 Thoro will be no bill ing information 

with regard to tandem swi tch C. Accord1ngly the serv1ce prov1der 

that owns tandem sw1tch C w1ll not be able to recover tandem 

sw1tch1ng chergcs from the serv1ce prov1der that owns end off1ce A 

HAVE BILLING METHODS BEEN DEVELOPED FOR INTER

TANDEM SWITCHING BETWEEN ILECS? 

Yes. where l l lCs cnyagu 111 Hiler tandc.n sw•ICIIHIU for 1111r Ll 1/\ T 1\ 

toll traffiC, billing methods have been developed to allow the recovery 

of tandem sw11ch1ng 1n the above scenariO To recogn1ze the lack of 

necessary data 1n Signaling message 1nformat1on and AMA records. 

II ECs recover the cost of 1nter-tandem sw1tC:h1ng througtl the use of 

vanous "cteanngho• Jse" ~y~ tcms In IIH:::.c cteafi.JYilOu~e ~y~ t cu 1s 

the end off1ce of the ILEC ong1nat1ng an 1ntraLA TA toll call creates an 

Electrcn1c Message Record ("EMR") call record wh1c."' ::onta1ns 

Information such as the ong1na11ng number, term1nating number. t1me 
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and date of the call These records are forwarded by the ILEC to the 

clearinghouse The clear~nghouse then 1dcnt1f1es the termtnattng 

number from the EMR call record as betng served by a spectftc 

termtnattng ILEC and based on the most probable pathway for the 

call . returns b tlltng 1nformat1on to the ILCCs tdentlfted as servtce 

prov1ders of porltons of the call route GTE IS not aware of any other 

method for ensunng that earners prov1d1ng Inter-tandem sv.1tch1ng are 

re tmbursed for th~tr cost~ 

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY OTHER BILLING METHODS 

CURRENTLY AVAILABLE TO IDENTIFY AND RECOVER THE 

COSTS OF INTER-TANDEM SWITCHING? 

No Unless a new entrant were will1ng to enter 1nto such an 

arrangement. there would be no way for GTE to recover the costs of 

traffic swttched by tiS tandems Th1s result would run d1rectly contrary 

to tho Act ~md the FCC's Order wh1ch requtres that GTE recover the 

costs of 1nterconned1on (47 USC § 252(d}(1)(A}(t) (1996). Order. 1J1J 

29 199. 618-24) Spnnt's posttton IS thus surprtstng. constdenng that 

11 IS by no means a new entrant tnto the telecommuntcat.ons market 

and IS ent1rely famthar w1th access btlhng and sw1tch1ng standards 

The Comm1sston should thu5 reJect Spnnt's request for 1nter-tandem 

swttchtng out of h ... nd 

DOES SPRINT'S METHOD FOR CALCULATING THE COST OF 

INTERCONNECTION. TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION 
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ACCURATELY STATE GTE'S COSTS? 

No Pend1ng JUdiCial rev1ew of the Order's mandate of TELRIC plus 

a reasonable allocat1on of forward-look1ng JOint and common costs as 

a method for computing the cost of 1nterconnect1on and transport and 

term1nat1on GTE d1sagrees w1th Spnnt's calculation of GTE's 

TELRIC. and Spnnt's general cap on JOint and common costs GTE's 

bas1s for d1sagree:ng w1th Spnnl over th1s calculat1on IS d1sc•.Jssed tn 

the dlfect test1mony of Mr Tr1mble and/or other GTE cost w1 tnes~e,. 

DOES SYMMETRICAL PRICING ALLOW RECIPROCAL AND 

MUTUAL RECOVERY OF COSTS AS A REASONABLE 

APPROXIMATION OF THE COST OF TERMINATING CALLS? 

Although requ1red by the FCC. symmetr1cal pnctng ts completely at 

odds w1th the requ~rements of the Act Sect1on 252(d)(2)(A}(1) of the 

Act requ~res that the terms and cond1t1ons for transport and 

term1nallon must "prov1de for the mutual and rec1procal recovery by 

each earner of costs of calls that ong1nate on the network fac1llt1es 

of the other earner " The terms and cond1llons for transport and 

term1nat1on must "determ1ne such costs on the bas1s of a re~sonable 

approxtmatton of the add1t1onal costs of term1nat1ng such calls" ( 47 

USC § 252(d)(2)(A)( II) ( 1996)) 

Symmetncal pnc1ng between Spnnt and GTE wtll not afford GTC 

recovery of 1ts costs Spnnt's costs for term1na11ng calls w1ll. most 

likely, be less than GTE's costs for termu1attng calls As d1scussed 
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above. thts 1s due to the expectatton that Spnnt w1ll have deployed 

newer equtpment tn 1t s network us1ng a rclattvely h tgher percentage 

of tis network's capac1ty Ustng symmetncal pnctng, Spnnt w1ll 

rece1ve a subs1dy from GTE because 11 wtll be rece1v1ng far more 

than the cost 11 1ncurs to complete a call Thus GTE's costs are not 

a su1table proxy for determ1n1ng the ac tual costs o f mterconnecllon. 

meanmg that symmetncal pnc1ng does not allow for mutual or 

rec1procal recovery of costs and 1s not based on a reasonable 

approxtma!lon of the add1!1onal cost of termtnattng calls Accord ingly, 

the CommiSSIOn should adhere to the letter and 1ntent of the Act and 

allow the part1es to recover the1r respec t1ve true costs of transport 

and termtnatton 

At a mtntmum. pendtng JUdiCial revtew of the FCC's Order. the cost 

studtes submttted by GTE JUStify a departure from symmetncal 

pric1ng, as GTE believes 1ts costs for transport and termtnatton to be 

stgn1f1cantly h1gher than Spnnt's costs See 01rect Test1mony o f 

Oenn1s Tnmble and attachments thereto GTE's costs art: thus not a 

suttable proxy for Spnnl's costs. and symmetncal pnc1ng IS not 

JUStified The FCC's Order can be read to i1m1t the nght to rehut the 

presump•1on to the requesttng ALEC as opposed to the ILEC (Order. 

1J 1089) Such a rcild1ng hOW('Vt'r ~~ 1IIOg1c:.JI 11 an 1\LEC C<:Jn prove 

h1ghcr costs than the ILEC. thus JUSt1fy1ng a departure from 

symmetncal pnc1ng. there seems to be no reason an ILEC cannot 

s1m1larly make such a show1ng, nor does the Act gtve any tnd1ca11on 
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th at an ILEC should be barred from do1ng so Moreover. the FCC 

stated that State commtsstons could 1mpose btll-and-keep 1f among 

other th~r~gs, "netlh~r earner has rebutted tho presumptiOn of 

symmelncal rates" COrder 11 1 1 11 ) (emphasts added) Hence. the 

Order actually docs allow both part1es to challenge the presumption 

of symmetncal pnctng 

If. however the CommiSSIOn dectdes symmetncal pnctng IS JUSttfted 

pend1ng JUdiCial revtew of the Order GTE should be allowed a true-up 

of 1ts costs 1n the event the f-CC's requtrcment of symrnetncal pnctng 

IS eventually overturned 

IS THE BILL-AND-KEEP METHOD OF PRICING APPROPRIATE OR 

NECESSARY? 

The Act reqUires that transpon and termtnatton arrangements allow 

for "the tn\Jtual recovery of costs througt1 the oHsett1ng of rectprocal 

obligations" (•17 U S C § 2S2(d )(2)(B)) Among the other poss1blc 

opt1ons for mutual recovery of costs. part1es may opt for 

"arrangements that wa1ve mutual recovery (such as btll-and -keep 

arrangements).'' but are not requJred to do so Thus the Act does 

not reqUire or perm1tthe Comm1sston or t/ 1e FCC to unpose btll -and

keep on GTE and Spnnt 

The Commtss1on rs lu .. ewtsc not requrrcd to unposo btll-and-1\oop 

under the FCC's Order The Or1er states that a Slate commiSSIOn 
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"may" 1mpose b ill-and-keep 1f ne1thor party has rebutted the 

presumpt1on of symmetncal pnc1ng and 1f the volume of traffiC 

exchanged IS approximately equal (Order 111111 ) Not only has GTE 

rebutted tne presumption o f symmetncal rnc1ng. but there presently 

ex1sts no way for the CommiSSIOn to determ1ne whether the volume 

of traffic exchanged will 1n fact be equal f hus. ne1ther precond1t1on 

has been met Moreover because the FCC allows State 

commiSSions to 1mpo ... e bill-and-keep If both precond1t1ons are met 

11 has m1srvad the statu te wh1ch clearly allows b1ll -and -l-eep 

arrangements but docs not mandate them under any c1r<.umstances 

While GTE's preferred pos1hon IS as stoted above. the company 1s 

w1ll1ng to enter 1nto a bill and keep compensatiOn arrangement g1ven 

certa1n parameters The proposed arrangement predicated upon 

approximately equivalent traff1c flows would be for the transport and 

term1nat1on of end -user local traff1c The arrangement would 

spec1fically exclude any toll or access trafl1c Also 1nterLAT A access 

traff1c must be earned over separate trunk groups and may not be 

1ncluded w1th the local and local toll traff 1c 

GTE. 1n a11 effort to exped1te the compet1t1ve process. 1s propos1ng a 

fa1rly broad def1n1t1on of roughly balanced The Company 1s 

propos1ng that roughly lw tanct:>d NJII: II OS to p lu, or m1nus ton 

percentage pomts Th1s means that the orlglnat1ng/term1nallng spl1t 

could be up to 60/40 
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GTE 1s wllhng. 1n the sp1nt of the Act . to reach a comprormse pos1t1on 

regardmg the 1ssue of b1ll and keep Th1s def1n1t1on 1n conJunction 

w1th certa1n parameters prov1des a reasonable approach 

The follow1ng parameters are fundamental to GTE's proposed bill and 

keep arrangement 

1 ) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

The arrangement applies to the term1na11on o f Interconnected 

calls and does no t apply to Internetwork facll1t1es 

The arrangement appl1es to local and 1:/\S traff1c only and has 

no 1mpllcat1ons to access (or w1re1ess) compensat1on For 

purposes of traff1c compensallon loca! and EAS call1ng 

scopes <Jre as def1ned 1n the GTE exchange services tanff 

and does not 1nclude opt1onal w1de area call1ng scopes 

Traffic must be local end-user traff1c An ALEC may not 

aggregate traff1c other than 1ts end-user local/mandatory EAS 

traff1c for the purposes of th1s arrangement Toll/access type 

traff1c should be compensa ted v1a access charges 

Traffic IS assu'Tied to be roughly balanced unless there are 

records available wh1ch would 1nd1cato otherw1so C1 ther party 

may request traff1c stud1es be performed on not more 

frequently th:m :1 qunrt<'tly b~s•s 
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5) If traffiC StUdiOS 1nd1C0te that tr:lfflc IS OUtSide Of the roughly 

balanced range e1ther party may request that b1ll1ng 

C..OIIIflll'IIC u u l11111ny dCJif!CtJ upon I<Jte~ no lower than GTE's 

T[ L R IC plus tllC'! app1 opr ::1 tc 1011 1t :u1d cornrnon costs 

6} E1thcr nnnv rnny lr'11n111atC' thC' ;,rrr~nrwrnC'nt w1th twr>lvf'l 

month::. llOtlt.t.: 

SECTION E: SUMMARY 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR T ESTIMONY. 

W h1le 1nterconnect1on IS a S1gn1f1cant step towards c reat1ng a 

compet1t1ve market for lorol exchange serv1ces. th1s step 1s not 

1ntended to open up GTE's network to 1nterconned1on a t any po1nt for 

any pnce Rather 1nterconnect1on as well as the transport and 

term1na11on facll1tated by 1nterconnect1on 1s 1ntended to allow ALECs 

access to the local exchange cons1stent w1th the 1ntegnty of the 

network at a rate that IS JUSt and reasonable Accord1ngly the 

CommiSSIOn should 

allow 1nterconnC'!Ct1on nt the po1nt s spoc1f1cu l>y rho FCC. and 

determ1ne technical feas1b1hty tor other po1nts only 1n accord 

w1th the ev1dence set forth 1n th1s pr oceed1ng 
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reJeCt 1nter-tandcm sw1tchmg, unless GTE can recover 1ts 

costs, 

use M-ECPR to determ1ne the cost of interconnection, 

transport and term1nat10n, or at least reJeCt Spnnt's gross 

underestimate or TELRIC and JOint and common costs and 

allow GTE a true-up 1f TELRIC IS eventually reJected through 

JUdiCial rev1ew uf the Order, 

reJect symmetncal pr1c1ng for transport und term1nat1on. or 

allow GTE ~ true-up 1f synunctncal pncmg IS reJected through 

JUdiCial rev1ew of the Order, and 

allow bill-and-keep compensatton only within the parameters 

spec1fied herein. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 11 does 
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GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

2 REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM E. MUNSELL 

3 DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

4 

5 a. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 
I~ . I 1 • I I 

t • 4- f, • 
1 'I • '• t l' 

6 A My name 1s-Wtfltem E Munsell· My bus1ness addr~ss 1s-600 H1dden 

7 

8 

• <l . , '/ -,,. ~. , }.. ~' '' •'• - ·,· .. ~ • • ,,, 

.BJ~. lrv1ng, TX 7ou3S , . 1 • 1 , , ·, • .' • t • • . .~. · • 

i '· • ' • I' 

'·,, 

9 Q . DID YOU FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE? 

10 A Yes. I d1d 

11 

12 a. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

13 A The purpose of my test1mony IS to present GTE's pos1t1on on 

14 Interconnection 1ssues th2t were addressed 1n Mr Key's testimony 

15 

16 a. TO THE EXTENT THAT THERE IS MORE THAN ONE TANDEM 

17 SWITCH IN GTE'S OPERATING TERRITORY, WHY SHOULD 

18 SPRINT BE REQUIRED TO ESTABLISH A POINT OF 

19 INTERCONNECTION (POl) AT EACH TANDEM? 

20 A A s explc11ned 1n my Dnect Test1mony (pp 22-25). 1f Spr1nt was 

2 1 allowed to establish a POl at a s1ngle tandem and term1nate traffiC to 

22 end off1ces sub-tend1ng a second tandem. th t:? s1gnallng and 

23 AutomatiC Message /\ccount1ng (AMA) record wh1ch 1s created on a 

24 Spnnt -ong1nated call woulu not allow subsequent tandem ::.w1tch1ng 

25 prov1ders to recogn1ze the tandem sw1tch1ng event and thus recover 
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the1r costs The attached Exh1b1t No W EM-1 Illustrates the d1fference 

between GTE's pos111on and Spnnt"s request Thts exhtblt descnbes 

why network prov1ders would not be able to recover the1r costs under 

Spnnt's proposal 

WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE COSTS OF 

SPRINT'S INTERCONNECTING TO GTE'S NETWORK? 

GTE believes that the 1ssue of cost recovery for 1nterconnect10n ·~ 

best left lo negot1at1on Nevertheless . because Sprtnt has ra1scd thr s 

1ssue 1n th1s arb1tra11on GTE potnts out hat the FCC's Order 96-325 

paragraph 200. states that to the extent 1ncurnbent LECs 1ncur costs 

to prov1de Interconnect ton or access under 5ect•ons 251 (c)(/) or 

251 (c)(3). 1ncumbent LECs may recover such cosi5 from requestt ng 

earners " GTE rs thus JUStified rn seek1ng cost recovery from Spnnt 

GTE agrees w1th Spnnt that a meet-po111t arrangement IS a t echrw:al~y 

feastble manner of 1nterconnect10n It does no t. however. agree that 

the FCC's Rule 51 321 def1nes the part1es' respons1b1fr ty for the costs 

of construct1ng rnterconnect1011 fac1lrt1es 

DOES G TE AG REE THAT SPRINT S HOULD BE PERMITTED TO 

MIX LOCAL, INTRALATA TOLL, AND INrERLATA A CCESS ON A 

SINGLE TRUNK GROUP!? 

No Spnnt must order a m1nunurn of two trunk groups. the ftrst for 

-local a'ld 1ntraLATA toll traH1c not routed to and lrvm An 

2 
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rnte;exchange carrrer. and a second for access traffrc routed to and 

2 from interexchange carrrers At least two trunk groups are requrred 

3 to create AMA term1nat1ng access records on the local/tntraLA T A toll 

4 trunk group The termrnatrng access records enable GTE to btll 

5 Spnnt for transp,ort and termtnat,on for local and rntraLATA toll trafftc 

6 orrgrnated by Sprlflt end users 

7 

8 Certa1n swrtches rn GTE's network are de.Srgned so that GTE cannot 

9 route termtnattng traffrc from an tnterexchange earner to a trunk group 

10 where AMA termrnattng access records are created The seco11d 

11 trunk group (whrch carrres access tr affrc tlcsllncd to and from an 

12 rnterexchange earner). 1S not measured by GTE and therefore tile 

13 term1nat1ng traffiC from an 1nterexchange car ner rs routed to thts trunk 

111 group 

15 

16 a. ASSUMING THAT SINGLE TRUNK GROUPS ULTIMATELY WILL 

17 BE PROVIDED, SHOULD THEY BE AVAILABLE WHEN SPRINT 

18 CAN MEASURE AND REPORT USAGE, OR SHOULD THEY BE 

19 AVAILABLE ONLY AFTER GTE CAN MEASURE USAGE? 

20 A They should be provrded only after G_IE can measure usage Gl E 

21 wrll be the party btlling Spnnt for local tr aff1c t rdll~por t and tNillfll<.ltron 

22 and should not be placed rn the posrtron o f rclytng on the payor 

73 (Sp11nt) to prov1de tile n Cll~~"'Y records toG T I to bt ll trnnsport rllld 

24 termrnatron c.harges to Sprrnt 
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IS MR. KEY CORRECT IN BELIEVING THAT THER E ARE NO 

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY ISSUES AS SOCIA TED WITH MIXING 

TRAFFIC ON A SINGLE TRUNK GROUP? 

No Th1s IS not JUSt a traHtc 1denttflcatton problem as Mr Kpy scums 

to believe (Key Dtrect Testimony at 39) My answer above explatns 

why it ts not techntcally feastble for the tr:Jfftc from lhe two trunk 

groups to be comb1ned 1nto one trunk group 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

Yes. tt does 



., 4 1 

Q (By Ms. Caswell) Ms . Menard , do you have a 

2 ~ummary of the testimony? 

1 

4 

5 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes, I do. 

Pl ease give tha t t o us . 

GTE s tro ngl y bel icvcs tha t Sprin t s ho uld not 

C. be permitted to un bund l e u nd the n r c. r:;:;l!ml>ll: GTE ' s 

., ne twork. Such a proposdl by Sp r int would r e nder 

8 mea ningless the Ac t ' s r equi r e d di s tinc tion between 

9 unbundled element s ilnd who l cs.tl e sc:: r vice:; , t l1<1 t Lh c y be 

1 0 priced under diffe ren t co!: t mt·thotlo l oq i c~>. 

11 The Ac t r equires e~ch party t o recover its 

1 2 t r ue cost of trans po rt ~nd t e rmin~ti on . C'I' E Fl orida ' s 

13 rates for termi nati ng Sprin t ' s traffi c should be 

14 cost- based. Rates s hou l d be se t in acco rd with the 

l ' • M-ECPH. GTEFL will pe r mit. :;pri nt l o interconnect at .1ny 

1 6 of the mi nimum techn icall y ( e~s ible po in ts required by 

1 I the• FCC . :;pr· int ' :; mo::l t. tV<Jf" ••d n.tl i •ll t p r opp:: .,J l.'oH r ld 

1 8 pe rmit it t o pic k and c hoose provisions t r om GTE 

19 flo rida' s variou s ag r eement s with othe r· ALEC~; . 

20 Sprint' s posi tio n, if a d op t e d by the 

21 Commission, ~ill des troy the Act ' s intended negotiati o n 

:~?. proc.:ess in whi c h d cump rehL·n~:i v e cHJI'L'erne rtt is produced 

23 out of concess i ons and comp r om ise t rurn bo th parties . I f 

24 Sprint wants te r ms from iH 1 .1rJrCrment will1 .1nothcr AI .EC , 

25 i t must ab i de by the entire agreement rather than just 



1 those items that might be moo t tavo r~b l c t o i t . In 

2 add itio n, FCC Rule 5 1. 809 has been s t a yed ~Y the Bt h 

C irc uit. 

4 My t est imo ny ,,J :;o <.: O Vt•r ! ; CJ <.' JH•J", Ii p n l i c:.: y i ssues 

5 whi c h have been addressed in detail by the prior 

(> witnesses . GTE i s confident th C' Co mmissi o n w i 11 decide 

7 this case based solely o n the r e c o rd b e f ore it. 

MS . CASWELL : Ms . Me no~ nJ i :.; o~vo~i J,,IJ] f' f o r 

9 c ross . 

1 0 MR. BOYD: Thank you . 

11 CHOS S EX Ar-11 flAT I (JIJ 

12 OY MR. BOYD: 

lJ Q Good morning, Ms . I-1Cr1.1rtl. I' m Everett Do yd o n 

14 behalf of Sprint. In your summary, you refer t o , l 

1 r, be lieve, the N-ECPH ? 

I(, A M-1-:C I'H . 

1 7 Q And that's the GTE ' s pri ci ng methot!oloyy; l . . -
~· 

18 that 

1 9 A That is correct , tha t' s been lilctl in thi s 

~o d ocket. 

21 Q And i s th <:lt the ~~ - \ ffil" mt> tho c..Jo l oqy thOit Wd !~ 

/.7. filed in the AT&'I' a nd 1-ICJ doc ket? 

23 A Yes, it i s . 

24 0 And that' s thP. methodology that W <,lS r ejec ted 

2 ·~ b y the Commission in its v ote in tha t doc ket ? 
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1\ Yes . 

2 Q Let me ask you, plei.l s._, , m.l '<~m, wt tll r«.." J•Ir·u t o 

J Issue 3 , the rebundling issue . 

Yes. 4 

5 

A 

Q And let me ge t you to clari fy. I :,; it GTE I s 

6 position that Sprint should not be ab l e to purc hase each 

7 of the elements necessary for l ocal service and then -

R and prov ide it in that f ashion? 

9 A It is GTE ' s posit ion t hat Sprint s hould not be 

10 able to unbundle the piece parts of l oc al service and 

11 h<.~ve GTE recombine them ba c..: k so th ;"lt yo u qct the snmc 

12 se rvice but a t a much lower pri ce . 

1 ) Q 1\nd let' s t<~lk i'lbout ! o r· ba~ i c J oeo~l !;c r vi c fl, 

14 which is real ly wha t we're talking about o n Lltt::i i s:.;uc; 

1'3 isn ' t it? 

16 

17 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

What are those clements? 

18 A It would be your loop , the local switching , 

19 the port and any usage charges and any verti ca l 

~u f e dtures , depending o n what vers ion you use of local 

21 s witching . 

?.2 Q What about the digital cross-connec t~ I s that 

2J not required to provic.J•· tit" IJ.o~; t v :.;c_•rvi··~· ! 

24 A As far as when J cons ider tiH· l oup, tl1c1t J!; 

."• Il l <' c onrv•t·tion;. tn tlt r> :;witt' h arC' p.1r·t o t tl1o~r l oop 
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1 price . 

2 Q Well, the digita l c r oss- connect is a s eparate 

J element tha t' s been p r iced ; is it not? 

4 A Yes , and what that element is u~ed is if 

5 s omeone buys a loop and h;'\!; col l oc.ttion in t o my c entr.,l 

6 office , then you use a digital cross-connect t o 

., c· ro~;s c·onnec t bc>t wccn thri •· f ;wi 1 it ir:; .:tnd my 

8 facilities . 

9 Q So we have the l oop , the local s witc hing c~nd 

10 the po rt, plus usage? 

) 1 

I 2 

lJ 

1 4 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Correct . 

Now, docs th.:tt ,\l :;o i n<..: l u<.Jc the NID? 

The NID i s part of the l oop . 

In GTE ' s position, f o r i nsta nce , could 

1~ Spri nt could provide its o wn s witc h and purc hase a l oop 

16 and a-- and the port facili t y trom GTE : could i t no t ? 

I I A If Sprint is prov idin!J ll !j own ·:w1 t cll , 1t dot•:; 

IR not need a port from GTE ~lorid .:t . 

1 ') Q And is GTE ' s pos iti on o n thi s I ssue J of 

20 rebund ling, does it i nc lude an in~tance where Spri nt 

2 1 would provide it~ o wn switc h a nd pu r c has e the loop from 

72 GTE? 

2) A No , because that ' s what we envision th~ Ac t 

7 4 ac tually contemplate s, i s that eithe r you provide the 

25 l oop and I prov ide the switch, or 1 provide the loop ,•nu 
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1 you provide the s witch . 

2 Q Can Spri n t purchase the other elemcntF> a nd 

1 provide its o wn NID to provide the local service? 

4 A Jf you Wdnt t o p r ovide your own NJ D, you would 

5 wa nt to piece part the loop, bcc~use othe rwi se you're 

b paying f o r the NI D twi ce, and l ~now o f no reason why 

7 someone would do the NID on the s ide of a building and 

8 nothing else . 

9 Q Well , does your posi t i o n o n rcbundlinq , would 

10 i t include the instance where Spr int would provide its 

11 o wn NID a nd purchase the other elumen t G from G1~? 

12 A I d on't know . I've never though t o f that 

I l poss i b i I it y. I would have t o think about thnt . 

14 Q The rebundling position th at you ' ve refcrr•d 

1 5 to and tha t' s di scussed in the testimony tha t you 've 

16 adopted i s the s ame posi t ion that GTE oo~ in the !IT&T 

17 and MCI docket ; is i t no t ? 

18 A Tlhl t':..; co rre<.: t . Ani rt ' •; .1l :;o tiH' po~:it ron 

19 we're taking in the 8th Ci r <.: uit Court. 

Q AnJ I believe tiH' p() rli un o l t Il L• Ae t t h.lt llll· 

21 S t af t recommendation and tlw Comnr:.;:;ion n: l il"d upon w a· . 

77. Section 251 (c) (J) . Are you l clmi lidr wi th thc1t :;cellon ? 

)J A IJ.tsi e ally . 

2 4 Q It r efers to he LEC providtnq such unbundled 

."• nr t WO I"k (')('mcn t s in ol manne r th .lt .all OW~> I Cflli(' S tinq 
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c a rr iers to combine :.>udt e lement:.> in orc.J · r· ~ o pro vt do..• 

7. s uch t elecommuni ca t ion s service . Docs thdt sound right ? 

J A Looking to find my-- I 've g o t the p~gcs mixed 

4 up in my copy h ere . 

Q I believe it ' s on Page 157 . Are y o u l ookinq 

" ,, t the rec ommend., t i o n ? 

7 

8 page? 

9 

1 0 

1 I 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Oh, I can look at tllC' recommendati o n . What 

157 . 

Yes, J s ee th.tt rcfC'n •rH·c . 

And that s ection o f thdt con t~in~ n o 

1 2 prohibit i on against recombininCJ C'I Cm('nt :; ; d oc.•!; it ? 

I I 

1 4 also 

1\ It dOC'!;n ' t o.:ont.lin ,, pl'o llil>ltl o n, btrt it 

our re a ding o f the s t~tutc d o esn 't ~ !l ow --

l'J doesn't mandate it either, ,,nc.J i:..:n ' t c ontc mp latl•d by th e.• 

1 6 Ac t. 

1 7 Q Out t hat s ec ti o n conto1 1 n ~ n o p r· o llibiti o n 

I R a g ains t recombi ni ng the clement~ ; doc s it ? 

1 9 A No , but it contcmplat :..: th ~lt the o llwt p .1rty 

?0 is p r oviding part of :\ n e two rk l o r t.hose uniHrndl e d 

~ ~ c l ements . 

;u 

Q 

A 

In y o ur r e.ldin<J o l tllo~t :. ~> t' lr u n .' 

That i s c o rrect , ,,nd t il t · p o:.; it i o n tl ~o 't ,, l o t 

? 4 o f parties arc t<tkinq in tiH' 11 \h <" •n·uit Cour·•. 

.' 'l Q Do y o u .tgrce , t-1 ~> . Mt'll .lt d , th .lt who •n , , C J.EC o r 
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an ALEC takes unbundled ~ lemcnts t o provide servi c es, it 

I oi CCS yreater risks than p r ov id j ng thOSC Serv iCC'S by 

3 resale ? 

As I understand h o w it i::. eon tr·mplatcd that 

~ some Cdrricrs are g o ing t o do it. So '"' r ho~v rn't 

6 understood t h e r isk, bec~u~e thay 're q o tnq L o o r de r the 

'I unbundled element fr om me , <~nd under ttH' FCC o rdf'r I 

8 have to recombine a 11 the c I c.:m ·n t !: , :;o d u n • t l. n u w wll.t t 

'J liH' r i s k i s . T hey have lo do nothing . 

1 0 

1 1 

Q 

A 

1 2 <.;O t'l o.•e L. 

13 Q 

So is the answer to tl .. •t no? 

I t h ink the answer is n o , ye s . 'l'h.:tt's 

so you d i sagree wiLil Lit~.: FCC ':... on.l·r at 

14 paragraph J34 where the FCC s t.1tcs th il l thry dlso face 

15 greater risk, with the prct 1ec b t ing 

A l don't have the FCC o tder Y.ith r.a.- , btl 

I '/ ju s t because the FCC m.,~: c~~ " :; t o~l•·r•J •·tJt 111 tlr•·rr n rd• r 

18 docs not necessarily mean thdt I M JI' l'L' with it . 

l'l 

?.0 

·' I 

Q 

A 

But y o u di:~<tqrcc with tl1<1l :;to~ l<·rnt·n t ? 

I disagree willl th; tl :>L.ttc·rnPIIt. 

COMM J~S IO!lER GARCI A: Let me m~kc uu re I 

?.2 unders tdnd. You ui s.HJI"L'l' wtllr liH· tt l< HJI< ' l" · lltnol t hC' 

/ l sta tement oi the ri s l-: s involve d wJth unbundl tng, riqhl ? 

W 1 TN!;SS Ml:llAI<O : We I I , when we ' n· to ll k i nq 

;>•, tJbout it in the a s pect o f doing-- where· en 1 :; rNJtttred 
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t to do a 1 1 the combining b.1t:l-: , wll i C'11 i :: wl\.11 i ·· ·' l I m,:••rl 

~ under t h e interpretation of thi ~ i~suc, don ' t 

1 understand h o w there ' s ~ ri s k. I ' m d o inq a ll th0 wo rk. 

4 I've got to do all the putting the n etwork t ogethe r . 

• , 1111 they 're ordering is piece parts c)t ol lower r Clte . 

G don ' t kno w wha t t h e ri ~k iu . ll' :.; tli llt·r·<>nt i f y ou ' re 

7 talking a bout the risk of how I thought the s tiltute 

H ~..:o n t C'mp .l ,,tcd unbundl<'d c iPmf'nls, wher e the y ' re providing 

9 part of a network and the n I ' m providing p .. nt o t the 

1 0 netwo rk. 'rh e n I agree , there i :, more r 1 s k in t hat type 

I 1 e nvironment than a pure rc• ::;,d c pnviro n mC'nt. But tinder· 

1 2 the ,:cc ' s interpretdti o n, they don ' t ll<~ V t · t u pro vidv .. 

II ~~i nql •~ nPtwork pi c...: •., .I!H I l n1y ,J) I tilt• unllundlr·J ..::·ll'm••nt :; 

14 from GTE F l o rida, and GTJ.: Fl o nda tl._a::; t o puL them ,J ll 

l 'J together h o we v er the ALEC r e ques t s us to . ~;o i'mhard 

16 pressed t o unde r s tand how there ' s any ri sk. 

COMMI SS I ONER GARCIA : Th;1nk you . 

18 Q (By Mr. Uoyd) Anu 1 w.111t t o just t: l ,,r i l y om• 

19 aspect o f this issue . The joint market ing prohibi t ion 

20 that wa s discussed in tile Bel l ~outh ca ~ c~ under 2 '/1 . th. l t 

21 o nly arises under the !WOC !:;t: l: not r i o "ntl dOC!;n 't h.l \'(.' .tny 

., •) . ' o~pp 1 i t: ,, b i I i t y t o G'IT; U OP!; 1 t ? 

2 l A Tha t js co rrct:t . 

;1 4 Q so the -- rc· o~ll y . lll e only IJUI' ::I I 0 11 t hd t G'l E 

,~ ') ll.t :.> i :-: lll i ! i d l ' I J I t I , tt J • • ! 
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5 

6 

7 
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A Well, arbitrage concern, plus the inten t of 

what it was intended under the Telecommunications Act . 

Q One of the gonls of the Ac t -- 1 believe we 've 

ll.su i L u i scu s~;cu I ! ; t o P th.·uu I , , <JP I " < • i I i t i t •: : - I>. I f:t' tl 

competi t ion; is it not ? 

A That is my under~tandin~ . yes . 

Q And would you agree thc~t un ALEC wt1o purchases 

II your· c l em0nts and ~ t . n· t:: t o pn.JVide servi <."<•:; , i l would 

9 be easier for that ALEC tu conv~rt t o t aciJities-bc~sed 

10 by dropping i n one o f its own fa c ilities --one o f the 

11 elements, tha n starti ng over from a res3le standpoint? 

12 ~ My initial reaction is I don't understand how 

I 3 

14 

it would be any eas ier . J n o ne c:.ss e I tel J G'J'E I want 

to rese 1 1 a B- l . The other cnse , I say I want these 

1 ? four elements -- you know, I mean , the orders are all 

16 going t o be mcch.tnizPd. dun' t und•· t·::t ,lf\tl wil y LIH' r"l'' •: 

17 any difference . And then lntcr y o u disconnect an 

lH element ? I u o n't :>Oe h ow tlwn.: ' !.; <.~ny di ll c rcnce . 

19 Q We talked nbout be f ore, the ALEC just could 

20 Add its s witch t o that configurc~ti on and --

A But then .11 I llr ll.l s t ~> do i:; pLtcc> ,,n o rder to 

22 disconnect the B-1 and connec t the loop. Either way, 

2 J he's going to have to plo~cc <1 :jccond o rder when he 

24 changes his network , and I would think it wou ld be 

:' '• simpler to j ust buy the r esale element, cJnd then l ater 



come in and disconnect the resale clement ~nd b u y a 

2 loop. 
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3 Q If the Commission's ruling in the AT&T a nd MCI 

4 dockets becomes effec tive and tho::;c two c..:omp.~nic:;; An' 

5 permitted to rebundlc the elements o f GTE, don 't you 

6 ag ree that Sprint should be permitted t o do tile same 

., thing? 

8 A Well, what I'm really hoping is before that 

9 become~ ef fect ive the c irc uit rou rt o ve rturns that FCC 

10 order . 

1 1 Q No , I understand . Btl t cou I d you ,, n!~wc r my 

12 question? 

13 A I know of no r C!ason wily Spr in t should be 

14 trc,1tcd di tt ercntly thc1n AT&T <tnd HCI in Ut<~l .t~;ppc..: l 

1 5 Q And if they we re , it would put them in a 

1 6 competitive disadvantage; wou ldn ' t it? 

17 A Oh, yes, because of the di ffer c nce in the 

1 8 di scounts they get , yes , it would . 

I ' J Q And it would mco~ n tht~t they were IJcinq t r·c.1 t c u 

20 discrlminator ily? 

. 'I A On th .1 t a :~pcl· t, yr:~ . 

22 Q Let me ask you about the access c..:hi'l rgc. As I 

23 understand it, under till' Commi~;sion ' :.; rul inq in lhc AT&T 

21\ and MC1 docket ,. in the -- it i.\n ALEC purL'I~<•:~c·:; Joe..:;:.• I 

:!'> servi ce to resell it , purch<~ses it at whoiC':;o~Jc, GTE 



1 will keep the access charges ; will it no t ? 

2 

J 

A 

Q 

That is my unders t a nding of the ru li ng , yes . 

And the same w i 11 c.1ppJ y i I Lllc I oc,ll :..c rv i cc 

4 i s provided by the ALEC, by purchasing the r ebundl ed 

I . I ''1111 • Ill ! ; :' 

6 A That's what the order says . Ho w it ' s going to 

7 wo rk, I ' m not s ure . 

8 Q But that ' s what it says? 

9 A Th a t ' s what i t says . 

10 Q And only whe n the ALEC prov ides its own s witc h 

11 and d oes the switching wo uld it t h e n be abl e to ta ke 

1/. those ~cc0ss c h a rges? 

1) A That ' s what i t says. Th e problem is going to 

14 be once they take the unbundled clements , I lose my 

1 5 ability to asse ss a ccess cha rges . 

1o we 're going t o do tha t. 

So I do n ' t know h o w 

I ' / 0 Yo u ' r c conc0 rncd .11.>out ho w y o u m(•,J:;urc the 

18 minutes , o r separate the minutes and tllcn bi II t o r !t ? 

lq r s th~t what you're s~ ying? 

20 A Yes. I h i.l ve no wily o 1 u oi ny it o n L.e tlley d o 

21 unbundled element s . 

V lvt•ll, llll.' J' I.' t.:dll b•• :;orne t orm o l P i th"r 

23 mea s ureme nt or allocation to separate t he toll minutes 

25 A What I ' m saying i s once the y do some o f the 
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1 u nbundl e d -- the capabi lities tha t a rc the r e i n o ur 

2 s y s tems t o d a y n o l onge r a r e there , and so we may have t o 

3 do ma j or sys tem modifica tio n s t o be ~b l e to do someth ing 

4 abou t i t. 

Q If t h e AL.EC purcha!;;c :.; y o u r loc..:. d s crv1 c c , 

6 wh ich inc ludes y o ur s wi t c h, you ' re s.1yinq yu\1 don ' t h.w e 

7 a wa y to separ ate the t raffic a nd mea su r e t h~t f o r 

8 a ccess cha r g es? 

9 A tJ o . What I ' m talkin~ abo ut i n when ~c were 

JO do ing the unbundled elemen ts and I recombi ne t h em a ll 

1 1 togeth e r . That i s t h e concern o n h ow I ' m going to h a v e 

I' the c..:a p abil i ty of mca~uring a l l t h e t r ~ tl ic. 

13 Q But if it mea n s e nab ling y o u to c h arge access 

14 c h a r ges , y ou 're go ing to come up with a way to do it; 

15 aren't y o u ? 

16 

17 

A 

Q 

I ' m sure we will wn d : o n t ll.tl. 

And l wa n t to try t o qut tlt.tt 1n t.hc context 

1 8 of thi s p osition a nd wi th -- vers u s the resale aspe ct . 

19 In the r esale aren a, GT E ' s position is y o u shouldn ' t be 

20 r equ i r e d to r esa l e resid e n t i al se rv i c e? 

A Ac l ow-cos t grrv i cr~ . 

Q Because it ' s b~low cost . so that' s 

2J r esidentia l? 

fl That's co i-rect . 

25 Q You c a n res,11c bu:;int· : ~ ::; at tlt• · -- i t the 
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1 decision stands. a t lhe 1 3 p e r c en t di~cou nt ? 

2 

) 

A 

Q 

13 . 04 p e r cent , yes . 

And then on the r-ebund ling a s pect, i f the ALEC 

4 t~kes it in that f o rmat t o provide the l oc~ l s ervi c e , 

5 GTE ' s position is -- well, numbe r one, t h at the y c an't 

6 do it to p rovide l ocal s erv ice ; isn ' t th~t co rrec t ? 

A lf the y are no t go i nq t o provide .1ny o f the 

8 ne t work themse lve s , ye s . 

9 Q So GTE' s p os1 tio n J o th~ t S print ~d n 't 

10 purchase the e l em e nts and rcbundle the m ~ nd provide 

II r· l"~ i cle nti~l servi<: r'? 

I . ~ 1\ 'I'h<l t i S CO I' I' L'C t . 

l J Q Nor can the y purch a s e the m u ntl r"C'b und I r th<' n 

14 and provide loca l bu s iness se rv ic0? 

15 

1 (, 

A 

0 

Tha t is co rrect. 

So undrr GTt: ' ;. po~:it i n n:: , t ii P o nly wo~y t· llo~l 

17 Sprint could compete for r c s id0ntial se rvi ce i s Lu d o it 

18 o n a facilities ba sis? 

]<) A That ' s correct . ln t he s hor t t erm , that i s 

20 correct . 

;> I Q And the o nly W<~Y tlr.~t :;print cuul d ~·omp o • l P 1 11 

2 2 t h e business rna rkct i ·; o n the -- o n J •,:h o 1 L': : .t lc IJ .s s i :.; .s t 

~~ the 13 percent discoun t ? 

A 01· do --

Q Or usc fucilitie s? 
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A Correc t . 

2 Q Let me cJ S Y. y uu t o t . ll-:c .1 l uu ~ .• 11 the L"ll o~rt. 

3 Commi ssi oner, i f I can h ave j u :; t ,1 :; v cond t<.l gPt thi~; 

·1 •·ll. l I I r ••.1d y . ( I '• ' ". · ' .) 

Ms . Menard, th.tt C"l !<1 rt i!~ - - o~nd t o r t l l(· 

6 Commiss ion's informa tion - - the r a t C's th.tt we re adop t ed 

., in the MCl/AT&T d ockc L . I b e lieve--

B 

') 

A 

Q 

Page 1 36 o f the SLa lf rccomm~.:nd.tti on. 

Th.trlk yuu . /\nd o n tllr tllrr··,.. 

10 cl eme nts that we talked about nec e ssa ry Lo p r ovide t he 

11 l oca l se rvi ce wa s the - - w.t :• the loop , the s witc h-- the 

12 loop, the loca l switc::hinq ,,nd the p o r t ; 1s thc1t right ? 

1 3 A We ll, the port is purl o f L11 e lOL<JI s w i t c hin•"J · 

Q 

1~ service , is t h e $ 20 and 4 . . /'J ; 1s thd t r· iqllt:' 

1 6 

)7 

18 

19 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

That is c orrec t . 

And then there ' s u s .tgc o n top o l that? 

T hat is cor· rcc t. 

And your t c:.; t imony we~ ·; -- I nw. lfl thL' !li D i:; 

20 included in that a r rang e men t under the l oop ? 

22 

:n 

1\ 

Q 

A 

Q 

:->', !.;omc th i nq . 

In the $20 l oop r ate . 

So that ' s 2 4. 75? 

That i s cor-rcc::t . 

No w -- ilnd m. tylJr· wv <.:. 1n ••o r~: o n ··t.~r · i r yinq 

The U S .-:l(J t' ro~t t> und e r· tlH · o r· rq:n.ttl l liJ ~! llllt•·:_; 



is .004 ; isn't it? 

A Yes . 

Q And the tcrmin.1tinq s td c i ~; dot-- on the 

4 chart and . n tllc exhibit, the> e hc1 rt th.1t' s in the 

~ r ecommendation says 0 . 0375 . 

6 A 

Q 

Corr e c t . 

Based on y o ut· rc<:(.ll l 1•<..:tion o f th~> ('O~;L t l.1 t .1 in 

R that docket, s h ou ld th.lt IH' . IJOJ7',? 

') A I h.Jve n o 1do •.a. 

MS . BAROHE : Commissioner KJesl ing, if 1 may 10 

I I interject something at thi s moment. ~;til l{ h <.I S filed il 

12 r ecommendati on -- in fact the y til ed it yesterday 

1 J because there is a typo in tlli:; c..: h.:~ rt . 

14 number s h o uld be o . OOU'J . 

The correct 

] 5 COMMISSIOIH: H KlESI.IIIG : And on whi c h l ine doc~ 

I r. t h.t t q o? 

17 MS . 13ARONE : 'l'h,1t ' :; t he u~ ; .1qc t•·rmin.ttinq 

18 minu t e c harge, wh ich is i t Mr. llo yd euu ld --

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

2J 

MR . BOYD : I s it thi:; unt<' 

MS . BARONE : Yc::. . 

COMM ISSI ON I.H K II-.:; I . IIJC : V.'h.t t ::hou ld it b<> ? 

MS . BARO: I E : It should be O . u037~ . 

COMM I SS l 0 11 EH K 1 1-:S I , IIJG : So it ' s o lf by a 

2 4 magnitude of t en? 

MS. nARONE : vc~; . ~"•1 ' am, p o int, ·,t.•s . 



Q 

2 $24.75? 

(By Mr . Uoyu) 

1 

.. 
A 

0 

Correct . 

And liH' -- wll.tl 1 :-; Ill•• -- wo11lcl your .tqn• t• tll.tl 

~ CT~ ' s highest residential ra t~ I S $11 . HI ! 

7 

A 

Q 

Yes . 

So in that scenario , there ' s no arbitrdge dt 

R .11 J; is there? 

9 

1 0 

A 

Q 

1 don't undc t st:and ~o•h ,tt y o u mv.111, <~lhit t .HJ • ' · 

II m.:~ t· kct by purc h.J s ing unbundlo ·d vlc •mt>n t ::, lho•y llo~v" to 

12 buy them for $2 4. 75 b e f ore U!i.HJ<:, and y oLtr lliqhcst 

1 3 cu rre nt rate i s $11 . 8 1? 

I 4 

1 ' . 

I'· 

)7 

I II 

A 

Q 

1\ 

Q 

1\ 

That i s correc t. 

So that ' ~ n o t an ollbit r.t gc Ult:U.lli on ; I !; It ? 

'l' ll .1t i~; <.: O rJ< ·c ·t, l o r r;'JI : . 

For S p rint, as a competito r. 

Well , 1 me;ln , wh a t !>p ri n t i!; go i nq to get 

19 number one , what we ' r e talking about o n thos0 costs is 

?0 wh.1t it costs me f o r providinq th.lt ll. L l ::<'rvit:c . And 

:> 1 

?. ) 

l Ot .. l. 1y , t.hc w.1y 

other se rvi ces . 

ITl oiK t' l l f> lll.1l dl lf• • r• · rp· o· , I ' fl llln lll• • 

By de l initi o n, it : ;pr Jnt L.1kcu over the 

se rvi ce , number one , thcy 'n• q o inq t o t.1~:<' lilt• toll . 

24 that contribution they re g oi n g to get to h elp cove r 

? '> P••rt o f that differentic1l in cos t ju!>t I ik0 I do today 
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Q Okay , but o n the basic se rv ice , Sprin t ha s t o 

2 buy it for 24. 75, and your highes t rate 1 ~ 11.81? 

) A That's correct, wha t we've bee n t alki ng about 

4 in thi s doc ket of bel ow- cost services . 

5 Q No w, we h a d prepa red t h i s chart , and based o n 

1. wi\ .1L you ' ve t o l d u::; , tiH· NI D L'onw:: u ut <~I H I tho • 

7 c ross-connect comes o ut . So im;te:.•d o t 7"1 . 110 , p lus 

8 u sage , it ' s 2 4 .7 5 ; i s n ' t il ? 

Right . 9 

1 0 

I l 

A 

Q S o it would be correct? And so thilt ' s in the 

re s idential side. No w, Wild t i:.; the wll .l t i s you r· 

12 highest o ne-party business rate, as y o u r ead that? 

1 1 Wo uld you ag r ee that it' s 29 . 90? 

A Yes. 14 

15 MR. BOYD: Comm i ss i oner, it I could a ddress 

16 a pproach the c h art f o r a momer . t . l 'll :.;pc~k l o udly. 

17 COMMISS I O!IER KIESL IIIG : llo. YOll ' I I ll olVC' r o 

111 :.p(· .J~: i nlo ,, m i k <' . d o n't <'. ll ' o' 1\ow lut11lly Y<ll l :; p o· o~~: . 

19 but it must be into a mi ke . 

MR. BOYD : Tha nk you. 

COMMI SS IONER KlES LJIIG : You ' n : we 1 come. 

20 

21 

22 Q (By M r . Boyd) I want to make sure the c hnrt 

.• I I: • .11'<'1 11 . II <'. WP · ' ' JI'"' 'd tl\.1t we· •;holl lld t . l~. • · 11111 tilt • Nl l' 

7 4 clement a nd t h e c r oss- connect. So thi s number is 24 . 7~? 

A Correct . 
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1 Q And comparing it to the resale .lr-t"iln<; ..:> mcrn: , 

2 the discount off of you r tarif l rate of the 1 3 . 0 4 

3 percent would produce a wholesale rate o f $10.27? 

4 

5 

A 

Q 

Subject t o check, yes . 

So you agree from Sprint's scena ri o , there ' s 

<> no wdy no advantage g.1 i ned by do i nq i t by -- by 

7 purchasing i t through the unbundled elements? 

8 

9 

A 

Q 

That is correct . 

And on the business !; i u c , compo~ rc·d t <"J your 

10 hiqhcst B-1 t a ri ff of 2 <) . 90 , th e <·ompar.IIJ lC rate is $/6, 

11 taking the di s count? 

1 2 

13 

A 

Q 

Subject to chcc Y., r would agree with that. 

No w, in a ddit ion, under -- wh e n the loC<l 1 

14 switching i s purchased as an element, there ' s usage 

I ~ c h arges that apply; <~ n• then:- no t ? 

16 

1 ., 

A 

Q 

That is correc t . 

And do y o u kno w wh~ t n general e s timate of 

18 GTE ' s average monthly minutes o l u se i :.; ? 

19 

20 

21 

A 

Q 

A 

Of f the t op of my h ead , no, I don 't r emember . 

You have no figure? 

No f igure . I mea n, to me , Will · n· yu u ' rc q o 1 ng 

~? t o e s pec ially buy thu unbundled c l eme nt s is t he r~tcs 

23 you d o n't have up there l o r I'UX, wh i t.:h is $'J2 . 0'• · 

Q 

A 

And if we we r e to buy the Pnx riltc at 52 

. 0!"> . 
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Q 52 . 05 , the c ompara ble rate i s a 1 3 perc ent 

2 discount off of tha t ? 

j 

·I 

A 

0 

5 usage - -

6 

7 

8 

., 

A 

Q 

A 

Compared t o 24 . 75 . 

flut in additi o n t n t iH' ;> ~J. 7 <,, ~: pt · i nt would P" Y 

That is correct . 

-- on all the ~ inutcs of use; would they no t ? 

That is c o rrec t . 

And til<' n~o~ :~nn -- o n P o t the r·ro ;t:;o n:; that GTE 

10 pri c es t he PBX r ate at over $ 50 is b e cause it' s a high 

11 usilge service ; isn't it? 

12 A That ' s o ne ot the r c~sons. 

1 3 is to s ubsidize r e side nti a l se rvice . 

1 4 MS . BARONE : Commi :..;:..; i o ne r Ki c~; l inq , may l o~ ~; ~: 

1 5 if Sprint has a copy o f thi s tha t S tat f c .tn lao ~: at ? 

tf, It ' s diffi c ult to ~;cc fro m IJ (.• t ' L' . 

17 

18 

19 

it. 

MR. BOYD: I do . I've g o t to g e t my hands on 

Would you like me to take a seco nd? I'll g e t it . 

MS . BARONE: And we would like t o kno w if 

20 you 're goi ng to mark this a s an e xhibit. 

;> I MR. OOYO: Ye s , 1 will. Commi ss i o ner -- c ould 

2?. we assign that a numbt:n? 

2 J COMMI SS I ONER KTES I.lNG: Sun~ . Do you h a v e a 

24 copy that I can ha ve t ha t i :..; the :..; c~ mc .~ c wll,1t ' s up 

2'1 the r e ? 



7(,0 

MS . CASWE LL : I need a copy~~ well . 

2 MS . BARONE : Staff would like t o ask quest 1ons 

3 on t hat, so it might be helpful t o us to take a b rea k at 

4 some point so we ca n t a ke a look <~t that . 

5 COMMI SSIONER KIESLlllG: AI I right. Do you 

6 ha ve a copy o f that exhibit t or everyone, or 1s now a 

7 good time to take a brea k so you <.:an ge t tho~t ? 

MR. IJOYIJ: ll u , I lt .a v'" I I 11• · 1• · , r·oml!ll";:;lont·r. 

9 If I m~y approach the bunc h . 

10 COMMI SS I OII ER KJESLJIJG: 1 think Mr . Ga r cia 

I I needs one al so . 

12 MR. BOYD : I' m sorry . 

11 COMMI SS I ONER K1ESLI IIG: Ok.ly , we s hould ma l< e 

1 4 the c hanges o n ours tht.Jt you h.t v( m.sd1• up t IH'r P? 

1 ') MR. BOYD: l'll be h.tppy to . 

I h COMM lS~: I OIII-:1< I'II:::I,JIIt;: 

17 I assu me e ve ryone cl ::><: ct.~n t.lu ll un lllf·lr:·. 

I II MS . OAROIJ E: lt IH' c·ou ld JU!;t :; .ttc· thrm 111 

19 the mi c r ophone , because 

~0 wo uld Hppreciate that . 

COMMl SSlOil J-:H KIE~;J.l!l c ; : I c.: .. n tl' l I you, he 

:>/ c r ossed out NIO f or $1.4 ~ . lie c:: ro~;!.>C t.l ou t cro!;s-connec t 

.' 1 f o1 Sl.t.tl •111tl t h~'n n·t o t .tii Pd th .tt to ?·1. /' •. 

2 4 MS . BARONE : lhank you . 

COMMI S5101l ER KlES II!lG : And I w1 !! .1ssign this 
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tJ o . 19, Exh ibit 19 fo r identifi c ation. 

). (Exhib it !lo . I'J m.t d .o•<.l l o r· tdo·lltl l l <.:o lll O!l. ) 

Q (Oy Mr . 13oyd) tl o w , 1-t :.; . M<:>n.tnJ , 111 o~cluiti on o 

·I the u s a ge -- well , I ct m1..· lJo~d: 11p . 

', loc al service o n a who les al e lJ.Js Js t o rt.':..if' ll it , it d o c s 

, n o t pay usilqe c harges , d ocs it ? 

7 

n 

A Well , it depends o n whether they o rder the 

lot -rate se rvice o r the mcssage- r nt c se rvi ce . It y o u 

IJ o rdc I' mC'ssoqe- rate :..: e rv i cc , y o u would p.t y u :;,HJC c h,, rq e>s . 

J(l Q nut to purch0 sC' the 1J~s 1 c r r~ 1dcntial 

11 s C'rvi cc 

I 2 A Sprint < .:tn choose t o purc h.t :;c it o n" 

l l l l cl t-riltc basis o~nd not p.1y tJ•;o~<Jl.' . 

I 4 Q /\nd y ou r l.lrl i1 L"tl r .ll L" u l :jll.lll 1:; ol l l <~l 

15 rate; is it not? 

16 A It ts . 

17 Q And the B- 1 rate o r ~~ - ~0 is d t l.t t rate; 

IR i s n't it? 

19 

;>O 

.I I 

22 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Ye s , it i s . 

And in those sccn;1ri us , 1t' ~: n o li:;•HJC? 

So the note o n the c hart whcr(" 1 t s.1ys n o 

.'1 u::.\C)C unde-r the rC'S.1[C' ,\rr·.lnq• •r.H"Ilt t·. <"<~ lfl ••· t; i:~ I t 

2 4 not? 

1\ 



yes, it is . 

Yes, mil'.tn. r:o -.., 1 n add 1 t i o n t o the recur r i nq 

they 

h elve t o pdy 1·ecu 1 1 1 n <J ·11. 11 •Jt.: •• ; l u t IH·y n u .' I X <'ll: :t: mt •, 

~ nonr ecurring c h arges? 

I o 

1 I 

A Yes, they do . 

Q And in b o th ::;cc•n.t1· 1o:.; , ~·ou .... oulu ls. tvc thr 

l

: .l"rVI<'f' o rdc•r ch. tl ' l' ' '' ' 

r c coru c ltdr·gc o r •, . .... ; ·:ou ld 

A 

s ervi c e reco rd c ll .trrJ C . 

111 I I h 1 • :• •· r v 1 , ••• 

/ l ll 11• 1\ • 

17 information from t h e c u s t o m0 r o r GTE o n whJt he 

1 1 •·us tomcr c urrent I y h .1:o; . 'l 'h.t t <.' h ,l FIJC' 1t thP cus t ome r 

1·1 t e ll s you , I've cu rn.•ntly IJ O l l'dl l t u rw.H·dlll<J ol l1d b.tsit • 

1~ servi ce , y ou don ' t need to p~y t hnt chdrgc . 

I 6 Q Would y o u agree , :;ubjcc t t o c hec k, thilt the 

17 prices we've g ot s h own unde r n o n r e c urrinq cho~rqcs arc 

1 R those th~t we r e au o pt c·d by t I If cumm 1 ·;!; r un i 11 t 1\(• AT &'! 

19 a nd MCI case? 

2 I Q And i t Sp r int JJUI dht:•'-'~ .t:; 111 t.•l v rn • ·rll lil t:. 

7? basi c service , 1t wi l l dlso h.tvc to Jh ty an ins t<Jllati o n 

2:1 c h a r ge t or b oth t h e l oop .snd ttH· p o rt; will it not ? 

A Yes, it will . 

0 And i t it pu rdt.t :.t•:• LlH' :a· r v t <'" o n .s wh o I c::><~ I t• 



7 6 ) 

bas i s , it doesn ' t pay tt1osc two t..: ho~r·cJ t':~ ; dnv: ~ i t ? 

A That i s co rrect . 

Q Wo ul d y o u <..~ grcc then in tllut :;cen d l"iO Sprint 

4 would ha ve a highe r cos t or ,, o..; qui dnq that c:J icnt 

~ beca u s e o f those nonrec urring c harges than in the re s ale 

6 a r e na? 

7 A Yes , I woulrl , because there ' s more cos t 

8 involved . 

9 Q So they would have mo re c upital invested in 

l l) that c lient? They wou ld h a ve o.1 bigqc r inves t ment in the 

11 c lient? 

1 :> A They would h .IV •' "h i•J•J• · r· 111'.'•"·1nl• 'lll, y • ·:~, .d:.u 

1 J a hi g her probabi I i ty o l m.-d: i rHJ ~ ~ lllUt:h 1.1 I'<JCC r u turn. 

\4 Q 

1 :, making 

T he y wo uldn ' t h.1vf' ;1 hiqhf'r o ppo rtunity o f 

have an oppo rtunity t o make a higher return if 

1 6 their -- i n the resid e ntial setting , wo uld they , if 

1 7 they ' re p ayi ng $24 . 7~ t o r thut se rvi ce ins teud o f 

1 8 10 . 27? 

A That i s correct . ! lilt 1 d o no t <' IW ision .1ny 

20 c arrier o rd e ring t hat t o r an H-1 c u c t omc r. 

2 1 Q And if sr r i nt h M; " I i) l'CJVT i nv(·:; tm Pn t in 

.' .' .u: quir· inq the c l1t·nt, l h o· y h.tvL· " hl <JhP r· r 1:; ~: ; uo they 

23 not? 

A Yes . 

25 potential for a higher rate o l r e tu rn. T h o t ' s pa rt 0 1 

· .. 
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b~ing o~ bus i ness . 

2 Q Has GTE done any studies as far dS what a 

,,: l111rn r.1te is l ikc ly t o uL' in Llli:; ALEC -- u t in the 

4 competitive market ? 

5 A 1 am not awa r l! -- I ' m :;ut · ~· t h~• t '<' ' :; IH •vn :;om•' 

(, s tudies done. 1 ha ve not s een them . 

7 

8 

Q 

A 

Wha t is GTE's local servi ce churn r~tc? 

Gosh , my r ecollec t 1on lrom -- I'm trying t o 

9 th i nk from our latest th i ng on thl! r~te ca s e , 60 , 000 

1 0 cu ~~ t omcr·5 ,, mont h , or ~omr·tllinq, l• •.t v •· ... . ,·.,•n•·. l d u n ' t 

I I reme mbe r the e xact figures. We hdv e a l o t o ! connec t s 

12 a nd disconnects. 

1 ) Q And so par t of the ri s k of n -- o f ~ny 

14 participant in the market is acqui t· itHJ ,, new c u:;tomcr, 

1 5 havir.g an inves tment in th<~t cu:; r or.H· r .u HI th <' n l u: >~ nq i t 

1 6 to a c ompet ito r ? 

1 7 

I !I 

A 

Q 

Just like it i s t o <.1 .1y in t lw IXC mo~d:<·l . 

Exactly . Just f o r r e ferenc e, Ms . Mena rd and 

19 Co mmi s s i one r s , the nonrecurring ch~rq~s in th~ AT&T and 

:.> 0 MC I r e <.;ommendatio n occur on Pdg c 1 Jll , .1nc.l thrlt ' s what ' s 

21 dupli c ated on the c hart. 

COMM I SS I ONER KI ES Ll/lG: 

?3 teDtimony, bu t 1 think the ques tion wa s o f Ms . Me na r d, 

24 and yo u may want t o show her t l.at p .1gc> <Hltl h .1V t' hc r· 

."• V l ' l l l y --
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WITNESS MENARD: I will agree to that s ub ject 

2 to c hec k. 

) Q (By Mr . Boyd) Ttwnk yo u. Whdt p e r centage of 

4 GTE's access lines are PBX lines , Ms . Mena rd? 

5 A Un fortunat e ly, I did not l oo k ~t that type 

6 data before thi s heari ng . 

7 Q On the order of mag nitude o t ~ or G pr r~cnt ? 

8 Does that sound right ? 

9 

10 

A 

Q 

I r ea l l y don ' t have a feel l or pcr~ent . 

No w y ou ' v e r efern' d to the los:; o l intr·,,J.ATA 

11 toll for these c u s t omers who ~re bei ng compe t ed for. 

] 2 

J) 

A 

Q 

Yes, sir . 

Now, f' l or icla -- Lids commi ss ion h as alre.:~ dy 

14 adopt ed i ntraLATA competition on a 1 + base; haven't 

1 ".. t h e y ? 

16 A That ' s correct , .1ntl tlwt ' s why o nce we ' re 

17 losing the r esalr we bC' l ieve WC' wi II Jose the> t o ll t or 

18 all the cus tomers . 

1 9 Q But you' re at ri s k touay to l ose intrLIL.ATA 

20 toll b ccilusc o f Lhe It di.:1 l in<J; an:n't you '? 

21 

22 

A Definitely. This just makes it much greate r. 

MR . BOYD : Commiss i o ncr , i ( 1 m.1y appro<~Ch th t' 

2J witness to refresh her reco llection with a docu ment , and 

24 I ' ll s h ow it to Mr. Gillman t irst. (Pause) 

25 Q (By Mr . Boyd) Ms . Menard , is t he docume n t 
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that I ' ve shown you helpful to ref re sh your recollec tion 

2 with regard to the on.ler o f rn. l tJnitude o f GTE ' !; <Jccess 

J lines that are PBX ? 

A Ye s . On the -- o n thi s 199 4 repo r t , th e 

5 percent of local access line revenues , the PUX is about 

G 6 percent. And what that type report d oesn ' t show y o u 

7 is there are only like 6 perc ent o f those l oca l 

8 revenues , but those c u s t omers ma y represent 80 percenl 

9 o f my revenues of the company. 

10 

I I 

Q 

1\ 

Is that a breakdow n o f units or o f r e venues ? 

Wh~t we typi c~lly say is 20 percent o f the 

12 r.u s tomers generate 80 p ercen t u l lll <' r •·v •·ruH· o f t 11•· 

1 3 compa ny . 

14 Q Now l e t me turn l o .ano tlu .. ·r i :;:.>U '' r c-l<~timJ t o 

15 pricing, which I believe y o ur te~ti mony t o u c h es o n lrom 

1 6 a g e neral policy standpoint , and I u nd e r s t and GTE ' s 

17 position to be that the ra t es that were approved f or the 

1 8 e l e ment pr icing in the AT&T and MC1 docke t we re 

19 inadequate? 

20 

21 

A 

Q 

Yes . 

Now, a s I undvr·:: t .rnd , o ne met hod t o ga uge the 

22 adequacy of the -- those pr ic ing for the e l ements wo uld 

.?.3 be t o , in effect, pr ice ou t a ll of y o ur units , assuming 

2 4 that a ll l ines 1.10rc pu r · L"tro~ :;t•u und •· r th.tl .tiT.IIHJC'mP nt ? 

25 A Yes . 
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2 

Q 

A 

7C)/ 

And GTE has about 1 . 9 million l ines? 

I thought the number was closer to 2 . 2 

3 million, but I'll a ccept 1 . 9 million . 

4 Q Do you remember the -- you heurd Mr . Trimble 

'• ycr: t: orday ref l?r ton-- if you e xtrapolate hi s f igure , 

6 produce revenue, if all 1 ines Wl."rc pu rv11 o~ : :•·d und<'r ; , --

7 

8 

A 

Q 

Unbundled. 

-- UnbunLIJ e<.J C I C:m~'llt , I l WtJ LII d (II udu r.:<: 

9 revenues of about GOO million? 

10 A heard his testimony . J have not seen his 

11 calculations. 

1 / Q And in making thdt cv~lua ti on, what l believe 

1 3 he compared it t o wa s the l"omp<~ r- ,tble, preccnt day 

14 company revenue from the local side? 

A That ' s my r cco ll <' <.: Ll o n of the tes timony. 

16 Q No w, 1 et me I oak b.:~ c l< t o - - you ' re do 1 nq Lhe 

17 c:llt:ul<~tion based on the elC'mcnts proJuc.:i nq <~bou t 

18 $600 million of revenue . It .til O J tll u::L• lirt!': : ,..,. ,.,,. 

1') purc hased on the bns is o f unbundleJ c lement ~; . i L wou ld 

20 mean that GTE was provid.inq ttw switchinCJ <~nd they wo uld 

2 1 keep the access c ha rgcs as we ' vc <.1 J !;c.:us:;cd " mo me nt ag o , 

/2 und e r the Commission' s vo te; wo uld it not? 

23 A That is corrcc.: L, <~nt..l they wo u l d l o:;c .1 11 the 

:• J\ l o I I . 

25 Q Your i'l ssumpt i o n i:.; t hl'y 1.•uul .t I 11: :" .tl I t h1· 



1 t o ll? 

A Give n J ' v 0 a l most compl e t ed my c o nv e rsion o f 

J .I •, yes , <1 1H.l IJ. t : ;, •tl o n .11 I my Jli '' Jil t i . II 1 t> ll :~ I ' V (' been 

4 havi ng wi t h c arr ie r s , yes , tha t is my assumpti o n . 

Q And the l oca l s wi t c h e d i\Ccess rev e nues o n the 

6 c hart t ha t Mr. T r imble wa s usi ng we r e a l most 

7 32 1 million; we r e the y not? 

8 A I h a v e no id e.:~ . 

9 t es t i mony recent l y. 

1 0 Q Let me r e f e r· y oLI t o , it ' :..; l·. >: ll t lJt l I J , DH'I'-1, 

11 do yo u have t h a t? 

1 2 

lJ 

14 

1 5 

A 

Q 

I d o n 't h av e it . 

MR . BO Y D : Ma y 1 app roa c h t h e wltnc~a? 

COMM I SS IO!lE R KIES LIIIG: Sure . 

( By M r· . Bo yd) An<.l o n PoHJ e 1 o f ?. o I DllT - 1 , 

1 6 wh ich i s a p a rt of Exh ibi t 1 J , t h e -- Jnd I be l i e v e yo u 

I ·; 

18 

19 

r e f e r t o the l 9 9 ~ d .1t a . Do y o u r e t:n l l? 

A 

Q 

It ' s my rec ol l ec t i o n th is is 1 995 d a t a . 

And thi s show~ the sw it <.:h e d access is jus t 

2 0 under $32 1 mil li o n ; u o<:~ n ' t i ? 

2 I A 

Q 

Tha t' s wha t thi s 1 i r; ure :;llvW~~ -

~;u i t tilL f ll' t v c·- UI It t o r I<H'. tl · : · · r vi<·v, .11 1 the 

23 l ines o n an unbu~dled c lemen t pro dut:cs GOO mi ll i o n , i n 

,. , d o i nCJ t h .l t comp<~r· i ~:o n , you wo u l d 11.1vc t o add b.J c k i n 

7. <~ that s witc hed a cce!:S rev e nue ; ~.o.•ou I d n ' t you ! 
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2 was h o w mu c h revenue we would lo~c . 1 d on ' t unde r s tand 

why I need to add t hi :.> uo~ c..: k in. And u t CUll r ~; r· t o <IUd I L 

4 a ll back in, you ' r e assuminq n u o nl' i :; !Jt"ov idinrJ a ny 

r, unbundled elements t h cms c lvc:; . 

6 Q I n that approac.:h h e ' s oi SSUm l n g a l l the l ines 

7 are served o n a unbundled basi s ; is it n o t ? 

8 A T o do the cal~ul~ t i on to determi ne what type 

9 discount t h e u nbundled c l crncnu; q ,1vc , th.tt c illc.:ulat ion 

1 0 wa s done on the .'l s:~ umpt ion th.tl n o o nt"' Wil:~ pr-o viding .1ny 

11 of their facil i t ies and GT~ WJS p r ov iding a l l t h e 

1 ;'1 unbundled c l ements . 

1 3 Q And i r wll a t y o u I r· c <.:Oitlpd r i ll(j -- n·.t I I y wh.t l 

14 you s hould do 

I '• COMI-11 :;:;fOli E!< KJJ.::I.J rlc; : l.r·t mr· Jll:; t try t o 

16 u nde r s ta n d . Are you c r oss i n g someth ing in t h e t est i mony 

1 7 s h e h a s p r o vided , o r arc y o u trying t o ask h e r ques tions 

1 8 about Mr . T r imbl e ' s t estimony? 

1 9 MR. BOYD: T ' m c~ s ~: in<J h •r quc~: ti on s about 

20 GTE' s p rici ng po l i c y th-tt the w itncs!;c:> th.tt ::;he aclop t ed 

21 said we re inadequate-- wou ld be inadequate i l the i r 

;>? propo::;,'\ l WilS not <l tloptcd l>y t he Comm i :;:; 1 o n . And I think 

2J t hi s goes to s h o w t l1.1t t h nt pri c..: ing i s tnd ~.• .... u 

? 4 ."t pp r opriate . I t !t a ppen:; t o uc thJ t t lli :; me t ltol.lu I oq y Wd:> 



1 df.lpropriate mea ns to J o ~~ comp.t! i :.:on . 

MS CASWELL : May I r c!;pond ? 2 

J COMMI SSIONEH KIESLJ NG: We ll, l ju s t WdS 

4 aski ng him a ques tion. If yo u have an o b ject ion or 
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5 s omething, you can s t.tte it, but 1 w.\ :.; j us t trying to 

6 understand what part o f her tes timony 1 s hould be 

7 look ing at to foll o w this cross. 

8 MS . CASWELL: M:; . Mc> n<l 1 d i s o t I crcd a s ,, 

9 general po l icy witner;s <J n d s he Cil n il nswcr t h<.• questi o n !> 

10 to the be st other clbili t y, IJUt :. tlC i:; nu r . td u pl!IHJ 

ll Mr . Trimble ' s testimony, no r i ~ s he a lt e red t o t es tily 

12 in detail as to any of the cos t i nf orm.t ti o n . 

13 COMMI SSJONEH KIES LING: '!'ha nks f o r c larify ing 

14 that . 

I !> MIL UOYD : I 'II tr· y t o wrap it up tlli:; w::Jy. 

16 Q (By Mr. Boyd) lf yo u ' re d o ing t he assumpti on 

17 for comparison purposes , of all Jines be ing serviced by 

18 ALECs purc hasing unbundl ed e l eme nts , GTE ' s r e venue wou ld 

1 9 be the r ates app r oved by the Comm i ss i o n ti me s t he numbe r 

inv:..; , wu ul<.J il n u l, 111 tlt.tl lty p tJ l lll'l rc ·. li :' 

2 1 A ln the hypo th c: ti c .. ll r e pl H.: .t ti rHJ til ~.:· 

2 / cr~l culat i o n that I und e r s t ood Mr . Tr· 1mblc- t o do, tha t i:.: 

23 the ca lculation he did. 

24 Q And in ar:!diti o n, if that' s t he a ssumption, 

2 ') th.tt .t i l lines were prov id L• <.I o n the l><1 ~; i ~ o t unl •undled 
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1 elements, with GTE providing the switc hing, ~TE would 

2 also get ~he revenue from switched access; would it not? 

3 A In that hypothetical, yes . 

4 COMMISSIONER KIESLING: !low mtH.:h rnon' do you 

•., h~t VC!, Mr. Boyd? 

6 

7 

MR . BOYD : Probau l y nbout 1 ~ m1nutcs . 

COMMISSIONER K1ESLltiG : O~:,, y, we> ' 11 finish 

8 your cross before we take a brenk . 

9 

10 Q 

MR. BOYD : Thank you . 

(By Mr. Boyd) Let me ask you, Ms . Menard, 

ll about the issue of the most favored nation iss u e . 

1 7. 

13 

1\ 

Q 

Yes . 

And GTE ' s position is if Spr in t desires t o 

14 avai l its elf of any provi s ion in a n earl i e r o r a noth e r 

1 5 contract, that it has t o t~ke that whole aqrecment. 

16 A What GTE ' s positi ~ n i s , i s Sprint h~ s two 

11 alternatives on how they ca n qet a provision f rom 

18 another contract : They can accept the whole contract, 

19 or they ca n negotiate a contr~ct th~t inc ludes those 

20 t erms . 

21 Q I've heard some r elerence to ~ termi nology o( 

/./ doing pi c k a nd c h oose in ch u n};s . Jla vc• y ou hc.t rd th,t t? 

23 A Not directly , but I can accept that 

:•4 trr·minoloqy . 

Q And tha t would be where Sprint woul I, say , 
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I .t k t • I Il l' ~· nt i r·e r ••::. tlo· I "' ' I io n o l .1 11 "'l ' • ' • 'llto•n l wtl h 

2 another ca rrier and adopt it? 

A That' s my untkn:; t .rndrrHJ u f "''h.at }'Oil rnt •.an L;• 

4 that t erminology, yes . 

5 

6 

Q 

A 

And GTE is opposed t o t hat? 

Yes, becau se , for ins tance, l et ' s t~kP the two 

7 agreements t hat I ' ve d one that ha ve been app r o ved by 

8 this Commission with l C I and MVS . In tho!>c two 

9 agreeme nts I have different inte r connection ri.ltl.ls a nd 

10 hnve different nu mbe r po rtabi li ty r~t0n . And p.1 rt o t 

11 the reason why they ' re di f 1e r cnL is bct.:.ru!;c IJoth o f 

12 those s ets o f r ates a r c dift<:.- r •·rt l, .ami t h~.·rl' f un.• they 

JJ arc no t discriminatory . Any ~..:.tn· it.• r · t' • tll tJt'l liH' MFS 

14 agreement, or a ny ca rri e r can ge t the ICI agreement . 

I '> Th0 y c <tn't pi c k and choo~';C th<' (' IC' mC' nt !~ IJ <• tw<••' tl t ho:: c 

16 two agreement s . 

17 Now, the y ca n come to me to ncqol i.r te ond 

18 maybe 1 wil l agree t o comb ine them in some diff e rent 

19 thing , but probably t o do that , 

? 0 othe r c l ement to be differen t . 

may then w.rnt some 

21 Q And if , rather than in arb it r a ti o n toda y we 

:>? w~.• rc in negotiation, vi s - a-vis tii C' MC I/ A'l' &'l' rP:~ult , 

) J !ipr i nt wo uld have t o td}:c th e t.·nL tr·c dCJ n .•t• rnPnL 

2 4 between - - with G'fl'. with thos e Lwo p.rrt ie: ; , u nuc r your 

.!'' pos iLi o n? 
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1 A Well, there we're get to go a ~light ly 

2 different t hing. If you we r e talk ing about ~n agreemen t 

J that I had negotiate d with AT&T and MCI, t hat ' s t ully 

the Ci'\Se . Given that it ' s an arbitrated c ase that ' s 

5 under appeal to the 8 th Circuit, I don ' t know what my 

6 position would be once I have a contract with AT&T where 

7 1 will be wi l ling t o offe r that to ano the r ca rrier, 

8 until those appeal:; .1rc 1 iti.Jitz~o:u . 

Q 

I 0 mt• til t' oldVdi H.:C • l ll::wt • J". I \Itt i : t liP /\TE.T .111d t-W I 

11 a rbitration becomes final and e ffec tive , and after all 

12 <~pneals --which some t imes take a long ti me , I guess, 

13 don ' t th ey? But assuming tha t becomes t inal and 

1 4 effective a nd you 're negotiating with an 1\ LEC , is it 

L ~ GTI:: ' s pos ition thclt in o rde r to qcl the benefit o l 

16 for i ns t a nce , the r esale rates , that pa r ty -- that ALEC 

I I flo~ :; t o t.tkr> thf' e>ntirr- ·•~ t c-c·m r•n t with t h.t t t·omp.1ny? 

18 A No , no t necessa rily. Wlh lt I' m :; o~y1nq i : . Llldt 

19 ca rrier would have a c ho ire : li e C..tn t.t~:c the I CI 

20 ag reement; he can t.Jkc th e 1·11-'!; d'J I' ~o:~o:mt.n l. IJy then l mo~ y 

21 

·)"' 
2J 

;:14 

25 

have f ive other agreement~ o ut there, dilferent 

negotiate as the /\ct conl<:mpl.l tc:; .1n<.l tlwn he c an pick 

and r equest items fro •.. di ff erent aqreement s , but it is 

then a nego ti at i o n proc es s , not a uniJat0ro~ l 
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Sprint -qc ts-to -pi c k. 

2 Q Are you familiar with the GTE ~grcemcnt with 

3 MI- S that wa s s u bmitted t o the Commi::··ion t o r· .1pprov.\l? 

A Yes. negotia t ed tha contrdct. 

Q And the Commission .:~pp roveu it i n til e -- in 

6 its o rder i ssued just a few -- a coup l e weeks ago , 

7 November 20th? 

1\ Well , thcy ' v..: a c: tuo~lly <~pp rovcd two di ff erent 

9 MFS agreements . 

10 Q And the agreement U 1.1t w.1~ ilpp r·ovcd o n 

11 No v ember the 20th -- and f or n :lcrcnc:e, t 1l.1t wo s Ord e r 

12 No . PSC 96-14 0 1; wasn't it? 

1 1 1\ Sub j ee l t o chl'v~;, y •·::. 

14 Q I'm l oo Y. i n g clt P..sqt• lf, ~ o l tlu: r·t·t·onl.lcndtltJ On 

1 ') in the MCI case . 

16 provide a ccess t o the d,, d: t i l >t·r· , I •Jll··~:~; 1 or 

17 interconnection pu <p oses? 

I fl A We ll, yes and n o . Tlw d<..:tucJI .1q r cemcnt --

1 9 unfortunately 1 didn't h~ve my lawyers work with me 

20 enough o n the wor· d s so e v e r y iJutly ~..·ou 1 d u ndc r·:;t,,nd it . 

? 1 1 n that case what MFS hdd a s ~:cd t o r w,\ !; d.1rk t i bcr t o r 

interconnec tion. Our p o:: it1 o n w.t:: GT I: p •>l i ,·y w.1 :: n n t t o 

.'1 provide d.1rk f iber. Their po~ition wa!; , we i I, what i t 

2 4 someday maybe y ou c h onge vou r n i nd . snd dl'<' i d t · to pr<J V 1 t h 

.,. 
• I d.\ r· k 1 i her? And ~:o ~o.·•· p11t 111 t !.•· I " ""II"' ''' • ''"' t 1 1 
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availilb le. And what th~t l~nguaqc me~ns i~ if GTE r ver 

2 decides t o offer d a rk fi be r dnd il I have lac ilit1es 

l i'\Va ilable, th••n MF!; h .•:• ,, rtqhl t o t h••m. 

Q Well, the l a nguage in the cont ract s imply says 

5 " if available, " doesn't it? 

A That' s cor r ect . Uut wtldt I' m tel l ing y o u is , 

7 that ' s what we neg o ti ated . It i ~ not ~lea r from t hat 

8 " if avai lable" l i.l nqu .1qe . 

9 Q 

10 o n Section 252(i) o t th e AL t , sc~id th.t l bvt.·o~u sf· y ()u h.HJ 

1 1 offer ed it in those ci r cumsta nces t o MfS , you s h ou l d be 

1 2 required to offe r i t unuer those ~ i r~um:;t ,ln~cs t o AT& T 

13 a nd MCI; did they not? 

1 4 A Yes, they did, and we disi.lqrcc with tha t 

1 5 inte r p r etation, bl"~ . nr :a• rny p u :• ilion i s AT& T dllU MC I ~an 

16 hav e the MFS agreeme nt wi th that lan g uage anytime they 

17 want. 

18 Q But in the AT&T ;,ntJ !•1Cl d o d ·. c t, the Sli1 t 1 ' ~; 

19 r ecomme ndation was approvcu by t t1c Comm i :::: i (J il tho~t 

:~ o n..!quirccJ y o u to ,1l :..;o m<~ ~:c it o~v.ttlo~l>lv, J U:.;t th.1t 

21 provision, to AT &T and MCI I unJC'r thC' :; .t mC' tC' r m!; olnd 

;> 7 ,·nnd it i n n :~? 

! I A That 1s my undcc;t.trHJ i n q n f whnt the 

24 Commission has v oted , y · :; . 

" 0 • 0 0 11 lh t :• Nl't~ qu • .>:;tJ u n, uu y o u d <JI't·c th~t ALECs 
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with I,, 1·qcr rccou1 t·es .ano.J m.a 1 J. •• ·t pu·~·e r w 1 I I 11.\vc til<' 

2 abil ity to negotiate from a stronq~r po~ition than 

3 smal ler ALECs? 

A No t nC'CC~5·l r 1 1 y , but it c.1 n oc:.;cu r, yr-~;; • • 1nd 

r, thiit ' s why ou r po~;it ion 1:; ""'<·'II o l l <•r tll>~t ('on r.n· t 

6 that I negot i ated With lll.ll :.tltlllCJPI /d .LL" l u olll't' ::m.d 

7 ALEC. 

8 Q No w 1n Lllc MH I con t 1 .H.:t tl1.1t .,..«:.! JUS L rc ! C!rr cu 

9 to , GTE has a mos t-f<Jvo r cd n ,,Li o n c lc~u ::l! i n iL; docs it 

10 not? 

11 A That' s correc t, c<;n::;s:;tent w1th GTE positi o n, 

12 MrS can elec t unoth er contr.\(' , fu l I contr.H.: t, with .111 

1) the same items in it t.h.st ' ~ tn thl' 1-!F: ; con tr>~ t" t 

14 Q May I have just a mom~nl? (l'ause) 

1 ·~ MH . UOYD : Comm i ss i <>r1P r , I mo~y .lppro.wh t lH' 

16 witness, let me s h ow h er the o rdc·1· . 

COMM I SS I 0 11 EH K I f.f> 1.11!1. : Do y ou suppose! 

18 somebody else at y ou r t.:lblc coulu ~:ind o r c.,rry thinq :; 

Jq back a n d f or th to the witness ~o we don ' t t ake that 

~ o amount o l time? 

2 1 MR . BOYD : And we ' ll provsdC' a copy to thC' 

7? commissioners. This i!:>, Commi:::;ioner Kicsl inq , the 

23 order that the Commission t ook of t 1 <: 1<~1 r ecogniti on o l 

? 4 <tt the beginning o f the c .1 :~0 y1•:.; t rdo~y. 

2 ., MS . BAHOtll:: 
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5 

6 

7 

II 

<) 

10 
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S ta ff? 

COMMIS S l OilER KJESLlllG : Why don ' t we, be f o re 

we worry about copies , lww l'Xt<•n:; i V l ' oiJ"(• y o u go i nq L O 

question about thi s? I ::; l t just o ne item or 

MR. BOYD : Ye s , mil ' <lm , just one item . 

MS . BAROIIE : Ju~t identify it tor me , then . 

That wo uld b e fine . 

t-11L IIOY () : ll' ~; flloiiJiolf'h ~:1\' . 

COl-1M I SS I Oil EH KIt .~; Ll llC : 

I'W . IIO Y ll : on I'•")'' .' I . 

Q (By Mr . Ooyd) /\ nd is t in t pa r .lg r uph the Mf"N 

1 2 provi s ion that I jus t asked you abou t ? 

1 J 

] 4 

A 

Q 

Yes , the op t ion t o elect other terms , yes. 

And it's your inte r·pretil ti o n of thi s provrsi o n 

1< th ;lt it re>quirc:; Ml ·:: 1 11 t.ato · tlr v crat i r l! ~.:ont r,H; t w ith 

16 a nother carrier? 

1 7 A Yes, bec.1us e it ~~. 1y:; t hey r.~. t y . td opt the r .tt c s , 

18 terms and condi ti on s o tt ercd t o the o tllcor p.t r·ty . The 

19 rates, terms and condition:; tllo~t I <J I : l· r·c·t.l to t-:rs r:; 

/.0 thi!'; entire- i"HJ r C'c·rnl·nl, ' "'l r11dr vrdu. ,1 pil.· ~o: .... po~r· t::; ol 

21 that contrac t. 

Q In the second -- tlw IH' q i nn i rHJ o l th.1t 

.'1 l)r·ovi s lon, though , it r e f e r s to, if du r ing the term o 1 

2 4 the ag r eement e i ther par·Ly prov ide s .trro~rHJCmC'nt s sim i tar 

;)f, t o those described h c r· ein t o c1 Ll: irc.J p.rrl)' · 
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A That i s correc t. 

:> Q Does n ' t r e f e r t o .1 <..:ant r·.l L' l \ollth o1 tl111d 

1 party. T he language used i s 

4 A Th e language used was MFS l~ngu~ge that says 

'J " clr r dngements ." T he contemplati o n was it wo uld be 

6 ag re ements . 

7 Q But wha t the Comm ission h~s to go on at hi s 

8 point is the language o f the contra<..:t? 

9 A We ll, n o t ncces~a rily . S in<..:C l ncrj o ti .ltCd th e-

10 ...:o ntr~l <..: t, I c tln t e l 1 you wl~o•l the <..:onlracL mc.:tnl. 

l1 

1:> 

]J 

Q 

A 

But thi s is wh a t y ou put in the L·nnt ro~ <..: t ? 

This i s Wh.Jt the <..:unt r.t <..:t uo<..:umcnl !::h o ws . 

COMMI SS IOIIEH KIES LI IIG : ll uvl mu<..:11 more do y o u 

14 have , Mr. Boyd? And you can 't s.ty l'J minutes . 

15 MR. BOYD: Thi~ is my last page here. And 

16 it's o nly half full. 

11 Commissioner. 

Real ly, jus t a <..:ouplc ques ti ons , 

18 Q (By Mr. Boyd) Ms . Me n a rd, I be l ieve you r 

1'1 tf' l': ti mony al so t ouch es o n, <~ <J.tin, tr·om <1 gener.ll p o li cy 

20 s t a ndpoint o f the pri ci ng f o r -- under the reciproca l 

;n compcn~ ilti o n, the- pri •·i nq o l -- in thi ·: an :: to~r11·•· i t' :: 

"J) t r.tnspo r· t .:~nd l ot:,1 1 tc r·m in.nion? 

2J 

74 

A 

Q 

Ye s . 

And I'm ! oOY. iiV) l or re t crcn<..:L' olt l'dgC 202 o l 

75 the Staf f recommendation in Dot:ket !lo . Y50<HJ':> . Let me 
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1 ask you -- that was the -- is tha t the inte r connec ti o n 

2 docket? 

J 

4 

. , 
6 

7 

8 

9 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

docket 

A 

Q 

Yes . 

The Florida Ge ne ri c 1 ntc n .:onnec t ion d o d :e t ? 

Yes . 

And you s ponsored the cost s tudy in that 

relating to local termination? 

Yes, I diu. 

And the cost th~t was demon s trate d by that 

10 study in that d ock e t wa s les s tha n two-te nths of a cent 

ll per minute for local call termi nation? 

1.! A That ' s cor n .>c t . lt w~ s a portioned LRlC 

JJ ::. tudy, plus it was ou r firsL t ry a t doing TSLRIC 

14 studies , and we h.:~v e provide d l<~tt'r in t o r·m.1ti o n o th l" 

J~ Commission in the arbi trat i o n c.:~se~ . 

16 Q And i s the Commi ss io n St t~f f ' s d e!a.: ripti o n o f 

II your study in tltat p .1ragrupll .t cc ur<~te? 

18 A With the cos t s t udies we had at the time of 

Jq those h ea rings, th.:~ t is a n accurute s tatement . 

20 Q And let me just ask you, if the rates and 

21 prices adopted by the Commi ssion in t he MCI and AT&T 

22 cas~ are upheld and b ecome e ffec tive, i s there any 

23 reason why Sprin t should n' t h <~ ve the ~nmr pri ~rs an~ 

25 A If you get eve r ythincJ idcn ti c ol t o wh.:tl AT&T 
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1 and MCI have -- whi c h t o me i s not the L:.t :..;e bec ause we 

2 have st ipulated dilte r en t ag r eemen t s o n terms nnd 

3 conditions with Sprint than AT&T and MCI -- the re could 

4 be a rea s on f o r us to h .-we d i t f eren t rates between AT&T , 

5 MCI and Sprint . 

Q ls wh<lt y o u ' r e s:1yinq, in-- ju~;t t1s in thi s 

7 case, some of the issues were agreed t o by the part ies 

8 a nd not submitted to arb itra tion, r ight? 

9 A And those issu es w~re agreed t o dif l u r c ntly 

10 betwee n Sprint and GTE than Lh cy were between the 

11 ilrbitrLiti o n in the t\ T&T/ MC I <'.J:;e . 

12 Q Well, by like t oken , you nego t ia t ed some o l 

l J the i ssu es with Nr&T, f o r e xo~mplc , tha t you didn't 

14 submit to a rbitra tion? 

1 5 

l 6 

A 

Q 

Correc t . 

And i s what y o u're sa yinq both the negotiated 

17 and a rbitrated i ssue s ge t r o lled t ogether a nd tha t' s a 

18 tota l pac kage? 

19 A As far as wha t we will pu t t ogether in a 

20 contract , yes . 

7 1 Q 1\nd :i I Sprint I' ' to qo• t t I I•' :: o~ r;,o• 1 , , t • ·:: l U I ' t h<-' 

22 element s and the compc-n:;.1t1on anu L11 c: wllo iL·:..;,tlc priL:0S , 

:• 1 i l wo uld llolV C t o t.Jk t · t !11 · 1·11 t i n • o~qr • · • ·n1•·n t, I I() \ h 

24 negotiated and arbitr~ted? 

25 A Yes . 
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l Q And you've j uq t sa id th~t some o f those i s sue s 

I t h . tl h ave b e(.:n nego tiAted h<lv e been negoti a t e d wi th 

3 slightly -- or with d i ff e r e n t r esults? 

A That i s correct, but t h a t ' s al s o why we can 

5 n egotiate a contrac t th .Jt wo u lJ h .tvc p .11· t lr·om di ff c r <'nt 

6 places . 

7 Q So becau se we h~vc some pro v isi o ns o l o ur 

8 agreements that are di ffe r e nt, the o n l y wa y, l o r 

' J ins t <lnc e, in your pos i tion , tll ilt Sp r i n t would b e a ble t o 

1 0 u s e the AT&T res ale rot c o L l J . fJ.\ pcn.: c n t , t h e discount, 

11 is i f they took the who le AT&T o~ rH.I HCl contrilc t ? 

J 2 A 'l'hat ' s correc t , cxn .·pt I or the r C'ason why 

1 3 we're h ere . And the Comm i ssion i n th is c a s e could 

l 5 

16 

Q T h ank y o u . T h ilt ' s .til 

COMM JSSIO!I F.H KlESI. I llG : 

h..!VC , Commi s :..; i o n c r· . 

A 11 r i fJht , h o w mud1 

17 d oes Sta ff h a v e? J u s t .~n 4·:: t l rH.It •~? 

18 MS . BARO!l E : Qu i t ._. " IJ i t . 

I 'J COMMJ SS TOil EH CAHC IA: C i v c mP .t n C' !>t i m.lte 

20 becaus e I ' m trying t o ge t ..1 p l ane o ut o 1 Ta l lahassee . 

.' I COMM JSS I ONF.H KJ F.SI. H IG : And we we r e goinq t o 

22 be d o ne at noo n . 

2) MR . CO X : I wou ld cs t im..1tc dO h o u r. 

24 MS . CASWE LL : I h.t v o. pr<.lbct h I y ilbO Ul: t e n 

25 mi nutes . 



• 

-,II:? 

COMM ISS I ONER KIESLI IJG : Then we ' 1 c goinq t u 

2 t a ke a 15- minute bre.:~k . We w i 11 r·cconv c nc at ten 

J minutes to 12 and we'll go until we finish . 

1\ (Reccss fro m l l : 1 1
) '' . m . un t i 1 l l : ~ ., a . m. ) 

•, COMM 1 :.s I U IH: J< K 11-::> 1.1 JIG : Any objection to u s 

6 going ahead without Commission e r G.:~r<.: ia ? lie was 

7 supp osed to be right behind me , but we both got on l o ng 

8 distance calls of some sort .and had trouble qcttinq 

9 back . 

10 ls that n o , then· ' .. no OIJJ~· ct l on ? 

1 1 

12 

11 

MR . Gl LLMAIJ : 

MR. FINCHEH: 

flo ub j cc t i o n . 

No o bj ecti on . 

COMMISSIONEn K I I::~.> LJ I IG : Th0n ~ta ll, you may 

11\ proceed w ith cross . 

l !J Cf<OSS 1-:XAMINA'l'ION 

16 BY MR. COX : 

I I Gouu morni11rJ , 11 ~ . 11 ~·no~rd . I ' m w i I J Co x 

18 appearing on behalf of Commi ssion St~ fl . 

19 

20 

1\ 

Q 

Good morning . 

You s tated cnrli cr with rcq o~r<.J t o the mos t 

21 fav ored nati o n s issue th.Jt y o u be l ic.•vt• ~>p r i 1 o t c .H1 t .lk C' 

.'. ' • •Ill i l ' t ' dCJI'L'Cnlt' r1t ~: . ::u i :: it yuu 1· llr ldt• t·:; l . llldinq U1o~l --

2J s trike that. So is GTE FL wi I I inq t o give /\'1'&'1'/ MC I, o r 

,!•1 AT&T/GTE, agreements tt-.1t r esult from the arb itrat ion:.:? 

25 1\ No. What 1 didn't fully e xplain in my prior 
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1 answer is GTE ' s posi t ion is we believe ttw nos t l <:1vored 

;> n. t t i on ~; lausc appllc:.':.; t o Jlt><JOt Jilt<'d .HJr· c:.' vmvn t s . ~; o I 'm 

3 willing to give Sp r int t~ny rH·•Jo ti.ttPd o~ rJrl'cmcnt I do in 

4 full . And as 1 dis~;usscd po~r t ially in one o t my p ri o r 

' J <.~n swers , one o f the problems wtth the AT& T agreement is 

h go ing t o be it ' s an <~rb itr;t tc•d agree-ment, ilnt.l as e ven, 

·; you k now, a s 1 h e.:~rd the di:;~: ussion . t t Uw ol fJ<'IlUil, lhc> 

8 commiss i o n e r s h ad conce rn!.: o n foll o ·..Jing p .1rts o ( t ~lC FCC 

9 o r der until the FCC on.kr· i ·: lull y rr•:: u Jv,.cJ . I ' 1:1 n o t 

1 0 there are things in tll<tt Ot"Ull tho~t I ~; tz U IHJIY uJ:.; .tiJI'CL' 

11 with . Even though r will t J,lV I' tu 1 i lc .111 .t q r ecmf'nt with 

1 2 those , 1 wo u 1 d n ot lH.! w i J I i 1111 t o u 1 1 l.'l . tlu t L o -a n yon<· 

1 3 else . It ' s on l y fully negotiuted agreement s . 

14 Q If I unde rstood y m 1 t:o rrr·~: lly, <'.trl .i c r· you 

E stated that the arbitrnted Jssucs .1nt.l the ncgotiat~::d 

1 6 i ssues s urround ing thi s proccct.ling w0 uld become o n e 

1 7 agreement ; is tha t cor r ect? 

18 A My unde r s t andi ng o ! the Commission decis i on i s 

1'1 tll .ll wt· wi I J I i lc:.• il .tl l in t u o n •· ·IIJ Z• ·•·n~t·Jit, y••:; . 

20 Q Isn ' t it t r ue that the n·:aJl'lr·t.l i:;su<n; in tl1i s 

21 proceed1nq have been withur.tv:n? 

22 A Yes , but I ' m still going t o h.tvv to t ile iln 

23 ag r eement cov e r i ng wha t we've reso lved, and the 

.'•I . tr!J lt r·.ttt' d c..:. t::c, c~~; I t• nden..; Lood Llle A' I'&'I'/ ML'I, <lliU wll .ll 

2~ I contemplate , you can 't hove part o r i tn .acJn•ement. So 
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it will be one agreement th~t includes both the resolved 

3 arbitrated issues . 

Q 

') negotiated agreement surrounJtr)(J tho..;v •..tt llJ r· .t•..tn tssul! ~; , 

6 so you wo n't be s ubmi tti ng tllouc withdr·.,.,.. n i uuues as a 

:;ppat·.ltc nl'!qoti.lt cd o~qn•rmcnt? 

8 A No, because it wouldn 't ~c , 1 tu l I ~greemcnt. 

MS . 11AHONE : 

10 it they've been wi thd r awn from thi ~ proceed ing 

11 complete l y , how c ould they be submiLL~d in an drbitratcd 

12 <.~grecment at the end o l the• prol ·ccuincJ ! 

1 J WITNESS MENARD: I th ink m~ ybc we 're talking 

14 ~t c r oss purposes . Th i :; i ~; 1':1'/ I~ I !; ·"l I · ·•·t'I I•Jlt: ' I wi II 

1 5 e nd up with a Sprint agreement. Th.tl :;pr· lilt .HJ n..·cm~· nl 

16 necessa rily has to cover all tf'r·m:; .1nd conditi ons f o r 

17 interconnection, unbundling anu rcu~l c betwcc r1 the two 

1 8 of us. In that ayreemcnt are qoi ng to be sections of 

I ' ) the t~grcl•ment tlt.Jt we h.tv • withdr·o~wn I rom Lhiu 

20 arbitration or never filed in t he arbitration beca use 

2 1 they were already agree d t o . Those wtll llo~vc to be part 

22 o f the agreement. And 1 tho ught, as understood p~rt 

2J of the disc ussion I heard on Mo nday , as:;ume we 're 

.' 4 qoinq t o h<~vc ~n obi i q.ttion tll.tl I'll ••rHI up :;o~ying that 

25 Section 12, pa ragr<.~phs I th r ouqh :. , ,trr· t ror:~ t he 

... 
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arbitra tion c a se, and Secti o n 1 4, wh cJ tevcr pi1ril g raph:i, 

2 are from the arbitrat ion cn::c . 'l'he rest o f the 

J agreeme nt will be wh i"lt we ' ve nC' lJOti .lted o ut: s ide o f the 

4 arbitration case . 

MS . BAROilE : So yuu -- il' s no t y o ur 

h undcrst,,ndi ng th.1 t yo u \.'nuld r:11hm it . t nr>q o t:i. l tc>d 

7 ag reeme nt t o th is Commi!:sion tllo~t wo uld ue s ubsumed Into 

8 the arbitrated portiom; o J .111 .tlJr<.'em~:nt:: J .J t. cr o n ? 

9 WITNESS HI-:IIAI<D : I <t :..;:.aJrn1 ·d we wo uld I i l c o ne: 

10 clqrccment with lhc Commi:.:sion llh ll -..•uultl i n <.: ludc u o lh 

11 arbitrated positions and t he nc goti c1 ted p os itions . 

17 Because otherwi se it ' s no t ,, comp l ete <1g r ecment. 

1 ) MS . BAHONt: : Ca n we go o r 1 the r ecord fo r d 

14 mome n t? 

l ' · COMM I !IS 1 OIJI: H K II·:S 1. 1 w :; : !i11 re . ( P ,lllSC) 

16 MS . BARONE: For the r eco t d , need t o confer 

17 with counse l beo::a u se th i s i· : no my umlc•r s t .tndinq . 

18 need t o cen t er with t he coun:;c::l I r ol'l :;pr· int , I!H.I I rom 

19 GTE. 

;w MS . CASivELL : 

21 the inte r pre tation of the recommend<~t:ion that ' s bee n 

77 appr oved in the AT &T ca~e . 

COMM lSS I OII EH Kll::!.il. lllt: : Tll<~t ' s wh .Jt 1 tho ught 2J 

74 it was t oo . So whatev~ r we deci ded in the AT&T case , 

.! 1> ultim.1teJy it W<IS IJ O i!HJ t o bl' O lio' .I IJI ' CI' IIH ilt, :;o t h, l t tiH• 
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1 negotiated porti o n WOUld b t: ::ulJ: ;umcU l !l i U t iH' o1rbit l ol tNl 

2 agreement, so that when we give o ur finnl s tamp of 

J approval to a n agre ement, it' s o nly o ne <1qre e ment. 

4 MS. CAS WELL: And I be lieve tha t was our 

5 understanding a s well. 

6 MS. BAHONI·: : It w.J s my un~er~landi ng fro m 

7 discu ssions with couns el tha t the y we r e wit n~rawing the 

8 isSU(!S from thi s pr·occ .. ui n 'J o~ ntl th.Jt they would Sllbmi t " 

9 negotiated agreeme nt tha t wou ld IJc .rpproved s epari\tely 

10 under the negotiated s ta nda r d , <1 nd tha t an agreement 

11 would re s ult from this arbit rati on proc eeding . 

1 2 COMM ISSI ONER KI ES LING : I thought that this 

J 3 was a proc cdura I 1 ~;:.; ue in lh i :..! ...:a!.:c . ! io it' G no t 

14 something we have to d ec ide right no w; i ~ it? 

1 ' I MS . 0/\HO!IE: Cumrn r :;~: i o ne r· Kic :::;l i n tJ, it I moly 

16 clarify, the Act s tates tho..~t t he r e .s r·e n•::o l vvtl i::~:ucs 

1 7 and unresolved issues tha t woul d b e !Jubmi tte d in an 

18 a rbitration agreeme nt. /\ m l tlH· Cornmis:: i o n ~it! vo l1 • tho~t 

19 in that event the arbitra ti on s tanda rd would apply, but 

20 it's my understanding tha t those i ssues hnve been 

2 1 withdrawn compl e tely from t his proceeding, s o tha t there 

22 would be two sepo~rt~t c aq r ccrnents . 

2 3 MR . GILLMA!l: Wi th the /\'I'&T l mean there 

24 we re issues tha t were n ' t a r bi trated , and th ose i ssues 

25 will be part of the t ot. tl o~ rbi t r·. 1l• ·d <~ !J H ' t '!ll(·nt. ~ \() it ' ~ ; 
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1 not really any different in this ca s e >-lll e re the issues 

2 have be en withdrawn. I mean, lf we h a d s t a rt e d thi s 

J arbitration today, we would only h ave those s even 

4 remaini ng issues. I don 't s e e a differenc e between what 

5 we did i n AT&T and what we did here . 

6 COMMISSIONER KIESLI NG: Is there a problem 

7 that I'm not comprehending? 

8 MR. BOYD: I'm no t s ure- - o f c ours e the other 

9 doc kets were not our ca s e . nu t my u nders tand ing i s what 

10 you decided there was if an agreeme nt is submitte d that 

11 h as both arbitrated and negoti .. t e d terms , what standilrd 

12 would apply . 

JJ you would apply the -- whate ve r secti o n ~tandard, one 

14 standard or anothe r. uut it w.ts a conditi o ndl , if it' s 

15 s ubmitted in that way. It wa s not a -- I don't th ink it 

1u was framed as ~n order direc ting it to be submitted on e 

17 way or the other . 

1 n MS . BARON F.: I was j u s t try1ng to clarify for 

10 the r ecord what was going t o happen with the withdra wn 

2 0 i s sues , and I think we ' ve clarified tha t dt this point . 

2 I COMM 1 !>S I 0 11 EH r: 11-: :: J.I I IG : 1·· vv f" rytlf ll ' 

22 else in agreement that tha t' s clear? 1 me a n, I d o n't 

7 l sc> e any rea ::>on to be c r os:..: - L• >: .tm in i n rJ .t w j Ln<.>s::; o ver c1 

24 procedural question. ' l'llJt' :.; - -

25 MR. BOYD : I agre e . And 1 w~s conferr ing over 



788 

hL-rC' wh e n Kim Wi"\ S ti"llkinq , so 1 ' m no t su r e we've agreed 

2 to any procedure . 

J MS . BARONE: I was try ing t o ask the question 

4 because Ms. Menard brought it up earlier, and I wa s 

5 trying to clarify what s he me~nt. 

6 COMMI SSIONER KlES LJI:G: Le t mC' j us t ma ke c l etlr 

7 for the parties tha t t-lr. Cox h .:ts no t b(·L·n ,, n ,ttto rney 

11 here for u l o ng time , r mean t o r il l o ng fJCr iotl . li e 

9 ha s n't been a lawyer he r e t o r· ol l o !HJ Li rn t• . 11,. ' :; o nly 

10 been he r e a s hort ti me . Doc s thtlt make sense? 

l 1 MR. DOVD : Sure . Th tt' s fine . 

12 COMMI SSIOflER KIESLIIIG: Ant! Ms . U.lronc h<~ d 

13 asked if there was a need t o h c.: lp c l ar ity in lt i s c r oss 

14 e xamination, would it be a~~cptdb le l o r her t o step ln. 

1 5 And I t o ld her that would be acceptabl e , a nd I did no t 

1 m•·.tn , WP 'r· , . no t (lttcmptinq 

17 to double tear . 

18 

19 MS . CASWELL : l·ie don ' t ll,tV L <1 pro l>lc> m with 

20 tha t . 

21 1 would add th<l t. Moni ~oJ , I think thi s i s ol 

/2 proc edural i ssue explicit.ly 1n the CLI Se , a nd --

/ l MS . BfiHOIIE : YC!i , It I·-... . 

2 1\ MS . CfiSI>.'ELL : m:.,y, !;o .... (' ~oJ n d l GCU!J S it ther<' 

.''• .1!: wC>ll, our undPr~t ndinq? 
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MS . BARO!lE : Yes . Y~:s . 

COMM I SS I OHER KJES I.IIIG : o~:o~y, y o u m.1y -- we 

) oi CtuaJ ly -- 1 don't ~:now Whdt fJol l" t ·~ . 1 :..: O il lht' r<.• l,;ord. 

4 W.1s a n y of that o i l the..· rec..·o • d ? 

r, Til E REPOHTEI~ : llo . 

COMMISSlONE H KIESLitiG : Goot.l. I think i t did 

7 need to be o n the reco rd, fl I' m glad y o u ~tayed o n the 

r <'<:o rd. And we w iII b.1ck o n the n •<..:o n l · IIH I y o u co~n 

9 proceed with your cro~s . 

1 0 

1 I 

Q (By Mr. Cox ) S t a t I hil ::> :;ev e r ., J more questi o n s 

r ega rding the mos t f~vored n~tion:.; issue . And I wou ld 

12 like t o r efer t o the di r ect t es timony y o u 've ado p ed 

1 ) f r om Mr. Mc l.cod 1n th 1:..: p• o·· ··,.diilq . On P. IIJ" I 4 , I I ' :: 

14 n o ted, o n Lines 12 t hrough !', , th, , con:;1:; t<.·n t w1 t h the 

1 5 Ac t, GTE i s wiJ l1nq t o o flt•r o~ny AI.I:C , Inc luding ~;p r int, 

16 the same contrac t neqot iau:d w1tll uny o ther A LI:::C . could 

17 y o u pl ease r e f e r to the porti o n u l S0c ti on ?~2( i) o f the 

I S Telecommuni c ations Ac t o t I'J'J(, Lho~ t. :; uppo • t. :.; your 

19 pos it ion? 

;;>() A CC' rtainly . Basic·.llly, wh•• t 1t f;,,y:; i~ I 've 

7 1 q o t t o make ava i I <1bl c .1ny i ntcn:onnL·t: t 1 o n ~a· r ·v i cc o r 

?? nc>two rk elemen t p r o vi ded und. · r· <~q •· t·e> mc· nt, .spprovccJ undPr 

.'J the :.:t.•t:Lion , t. o wllH.:II 1·;" 1 Ill')' l tJ "''i' t> lll•· • • •·qu•·:: t ll l•J 

? 4 c urrier upo n the s<1me terms .~nd ~.=onu i t1 on: . .s:; tho :: .... 

• "• p1 IIV i d o•d Ill l he • oiiJI"• •• •noo ·ll t . 
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COMMISSlONER Kl ESJ.IIJC : !It• wo~:.; . :.;kinq y o u t o 

2 c ite to where y ou we r e l ooY.t ng at. 

J 

4 agreement. 

WITNESS Mt: llARD : Thilt ' s 2~2(i) o t the 

And wh.lt t .ll Y.cd ,tl;out 1:.11 J 1cr 1s , 

':> therefore, when it sllys , tor inst<~ncc , wh e n : I' ve g ot 

r, i ntcrconncc.; ti o n 111 Uli::; MJ !; •"JI'l•cmutt o~t .1 <.:~: rttlin 1a t e , 

7 if another carrier w<:~nt :; lh<:~t !.i .tmc r.ttc, h e c.;,1 n get it 

8 by getting the wholc .tg!(• t•rr·nl hl• t 'olll' : c• lht•ll I ol r:l Jl VInfJ 

" him the ~.1me int c· t·conn~·<' ll un o~ t Lh v :: .a m•· lt · r m:_. .1nd 

1 0 c onditions that I CJllV~ i t 

II t <'rm:~ oH1d l"Ond it i<>ll:; i:; lil t._• < Il l I ll! olOJI • · · ·n· ·Jl l . 

) 7 Q (By M r. Cox ) r•m sti ll n ot q ui t e ::;ure h o w 

I 4 We ll. it s .ty !.i Lh.tt I <JI Ve them any 

1 5 inter connection , s ervi c t • or ~:l<·mc nt u rH.h · r thP 5 ilme terms 

1 6 a nd agreement-- same t e rm s and con d iti o n ::; il!.i those 

17 p r o vide d in the 1greemcnt. And o ur po~i ti on is the 

1 8 t e rms <lnd COnditi o n s 0 1 .tq r·cl'r.lt ' ll l .t l ' t.• I IH' 1'111 i l't' 

I 'J ..19 rccmcnt. And thcrel o tv, tllat ' :; o,:hy, .a:; I di :.;<.:u:;:;r•d 

20 earlier in the J CI .1 q r· ~._·r·mvnt, I h.tVI: d i tl l· r• ·Jll 

2 1 tntcrcornect i o n rates <111J Jt l! t.: rvnL !Jllr.l,~r p o r· t,,biltty 

22 rates between the lCl aqrccment o.~ntl the t1F~; o~ q recmc-n t . 

• 'I /\11<1 .111y <'• II I j ,, .- <'olll l' h <H •'• ' ' loo' )ll• "h !ot• l 11 ! 1.11 t '!• tht• y \oo!, I Jlt 

? 4 .tnd get the whol e 1qrccmcnt. 

Q As I rc<td the Ac t, i t :; ttl t ( •:; t h .1 t .1 I oe.1 I 
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1 e x c hilnge ca rrier s h il ll m.1~:c .~v. til<~ bll.· ' "'Y 

2 interconnection service o r net· .• : o r Y. Plt::r.H:nt pro vttlcd 

under .1n ilqreement . So it ' :; n o t 5 .1}' 11l<J tlH • cntrn: 

5 A But it's saying any el e ment th il t I pro vide i n 

(, t 11.\ t ollf i "('C'ml.'nt I I vc q a t t o IH.' w iII Ill ' I t o ' I i V(' t o ilnOther 

7 co rri e r. We h a ve no problem w ith tht.~t . It s t.~y :.> .. llso , 

8 though, " under the same t e r m'> and c o n d it ions ." Ou r 

9 position i s if y o u want that e l ement, the Gilme te r ms and 

10 conditions mean you t a k e the wh o le contract . 

I I No w, <:~ Cilrrier c.·.tn c..·omt• 1 o me· , t nd ::.1y, I wo~nt 

12 this o ne from this contr •• ct , thi 5 on •· tr·o ... Lltr :; 

11 contract, and than we ' ll ncgoti.ttL' , o~nd then I end up 

1~ with a third contract t hat' s di l l c1v11 I r om eit h er o ne 

15 of the o the r two . 

I (, Q 1\l ~o o n thdl J>o uJ r• , l'o~qe llj, Line"; 19 th r ouqh 

17 2 4, s pec ifi ca ll y Line :?3 , you s ta te that ~jprint w.1nts t o 

1 B ge t the s ame or bet t er terms tho1 n ilny o thc: r 1\I.I:C? 

19 

20 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

!lo w would Sprint get b c ltC'r t erms than a ny 

.• I o t llt · r· /\1 .1-:C :' 

22 f"or i n s t .. m c e I J t:: l ' :.; (.l:;;suml· t lwy oH"l"l' )Jl ('U my 

~I I c I oHjrccmcnt . o kay? f, nd l ltt•fl - - :;u lltL')' I I, . l"OillJl·lf" , IIJ I ( • 

24 with ICJ . Then if they h ..sve the mo:;L lo!VUI"CU n<.~L ion, ol:.i 

:?':> they won t i t, whic h Wil S with individual c!lcmcn t s dntl ,111 
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~ agreement 1 ha v e has a l ower inte r connection rate, they 

3 go in and say now I W<lnt th i s ne w r.t tc . Tlley no w ha ve 

4 better r a tes than r e i. so the y t:J n continun !Jy look t o r 

5 the l owes t o ne out the r e t~nl.l ~: cr.·p qc- t t ing hclter .:111tl 

6 better. 

7 Q So yo u're saying by pi c king und c hoos ing Lhey 

8 wo u ld get " bettC' l" olljl. (.'l' ffi l" lll ? 

9 A Yes . 

10 Q I s n't it true th.tt the Commi s~ion orde r ed 

11 in t r uLJ\TA pres u bsc r i pti o n so Lhill c u s t ome r s would ha ve a 

12 choice of its i ntraL~TA ca rr ie r? 

13 A Yes , tha t' :..; my unders t ilnding or why the y 

14 ordered it. 

15 Q I s n ' t it t rue i t ",·ustomvr cll0o~;cs Sp r i nt .~~; 

16 its local ca rrier, th .Jt tlw cu::. tome1· m.1y :;; til l c hoo::.e 

17 GTEFL as its i ntrnLATA t o l l L"drr-icr? 

18 A Tha t is true . llowcve r , I %now the r e ' s some o f 

19 the ca rriers I ' m ne g otia t ing with, their pos ition i s 

2 0 they will no t take tli C' L:us t omC' l. r u r Joci11 :.;ervi cc un.l e ss 

2 1 they pres ubs cribe to them fo r t o ll . 

22 Q Where i s th<l t unde r sta nding coming fro m? 

/] A Nc g o t idti ons with othe r ALI::Cs that I' m 

24 nego t iating with, a nd a ll t he- - everything you r ead in 

.,, 
0 ' 



• provider. 1 c anno t i m.s rJ inc Any C i\ rr i c r t.lld ng a 

2 customer and not wanting t o prcs ubscribc the toll t o 

3 themselves. 

0 Wo11ld yo 11 .-,J t: n oiCJ I"<'" that GT EFL wo ulor•'t 

~ necessa rily lose toll r evenue i f a c us t omer c hoos es 

6 Sp r int to be its l oc a l carrier because that cus t ome r 

7 could choose GTE t o be it s int r il LA'l'A t o ll c..: rrrier? 

8 A He cou l d c hooce , but li~e I s a id , 1 think the 

9 probability i s pret ty slim thut th<~L will oc..:cur . 

10 Q Why d o you think t hu t tha t prob~bility is 

11 sl im? 

12 A Uecaus c ot wh<tt !.> pr inL i :..; yui rHJ l o o f l c r the 

13 cu~tomer to go to hi m for loc ill servi c..:e , h e i s going to 

14 go to hi m f o r all his servi c e s . And c us tomers -- we 

1 5 have many, many cus tomers who wan t one bill . 

J(, not goi ng to wnnt two bi II:: . 

They a r e 

17 Q I would I ike to n :! t e r you t o l ' c~gc "/ o t 

18 Mr. McLeod ' s tes ti mony whe r e til e truing up i ssue i s 

19 referred to . 

20 

7 1 

A 

0 

Ye s . 

And you're talk i nq o1 huut til l~ id c .l o f C'l' f: 

22 truing up r ates if the r e were diff e r e nc e s in final rat e s 

7.J from those imp l cmc n ';: 1·d o n .rn int erim ba5t!>? 

2 4 

25 

A 

Q 

Correc t . 

If the Comm i ss i on we re t o a llow a trucup, what 
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1 type o ( moc hn nJom would y ou reco mmend to the Commission 

2 t o g o with tlll :1 l l'llf'llfl pr m·•••::1? 

3 
NO <.llflt!I' IJI1 t t11.1n y o u <.loin <Jny r·.1te c ane . 

4 Howovc r , n u I undorllLouu , 

5 Commi r ::don d OWI llkn the y uid ill AT&T L' d :;<-• , .,_c won ' t lJt • 

6 resolv ing m11ny inlt.,· lrn ro~ L~' ~l. 
Mo~t o f the rate s wil I be 

( i 11 •1 1 r~tLOll· 7 

8 

9 

Q Jtoforrlnq to J',,qo II o f t1r. t-1c Lood's testimony, 

Li n e a I (• ti ii' OIICJ II ;J;•, .tnd it :; t .t t c!; tho~t b;} s ed on 

10 un i v on •• d u l"v)t:(.! qo.ll n , J l r · in·~ t or :;orne ::;c rvi ces L~rc 

1 1 
set bolow tllnlr N ; o n on It; ~·u:1 t :: . 

Wll.s L !:e rv i c es requcutNJ 

12 by :_; pr l 11t In Llli ll d (H' I.t · t d1tl c:·n ; ,, .. . ,llnlll t' ' '" pr· i•·•·:l lwliJW 

1 J th O j r Ul.!01101n I C.: t..:OII l ::7 
\.J to'tt • tdl ~: in tj .liJIHil 

14 

1 5 th o rolt f' ll thiiL h tt Vl' lJttt •n :;r•L l •Y Lhi :; Con11n1::~: 1 011 Ll\.1l .I ll ' 

J (, b e l OW COtl l , nt~rnt • ly t ii P rt •::i dt •llti.al l' .tl P!'· · 

17 

1 8 

l 'J 

Q 

1\ 

Q 

!io whi c h tlJ)I'L' Itl c :. •· r-vil'••:.: 

Hoo i d c.u1t 1.11 ril t l'G . 

20 throu q h l, I t nto iLI'tl Lll·lt loop pri c l' ~; c h oulu no t v.1ry lJY 

21 v o luma. Why In th i n Lruc? 

22 A T Lh o UC)IIL th11L what th ;lt' :; l ,l lkinq ilbout l o 

:!1 Sprint' n p 011l t lo11. 

v 

1\ 

I '. IIJI' l I 11 1 
( I •, II J." . ) 
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s h o uld n o t vary by volume . 1'h e te~timony Wi t S just 

2 referenc ing that ' s one o f the .J rt.: u:.; we h o"IVL' .:1 dispute 

3 o n. 

Q Strike that ques t ion then. If loop pr1ces 

5 shouldn't be geographi cal ly d e>;1vo r ;11)0d by volume , how 

6 would you recommend that loops b e deaverag ed? 

7 A Wel l , GTE ' s pos iti on , as we 've testified in a 

8 number o f other d ocket s , is the loop rate::: s hould n ot be 

'J dl'• tvcr. tgcd unt i 1 we rcb<l I tnc.:c our l"•t t c~: , I;Pc;lu:;c the end 

10 u se r r a t es t h a t the y're <JOi ny t u L" Oill f H·I •· " ' l" i n:: t, u ~;j nq 

11 those unbundled loop rates, arc se t jw;t the oppos1tc 

12 way. 

l) 

14 

Q Staff also h<J s sevcrill quc:.;Liun:..; sl·qo~n.Jinq the 

tes timo ny o f Mr . Munse l l . Page 7 of Mr . Munsell 's 

15 testimony states that --on Line 1 7 throu•J II 2U , tha t the 

t G c.:os t o f transport and termino~tion will g ene r a lly be 

17 higher f or an !LEC t han .:~n ALEC , bec<~use II.EC equipment 

18 is older , and a lso b ecause JLEC equ ipment will tend ~ o 

l<J h a v e a l o we r throuqhp l l t tlt <~n A LEC equipment . What d oes 

20 GTE con si der older? An oiCJ!.: ldll t jl.!, l o s P>:.tJ:tpl e . 

? I A 

22 we 're t a lking ~t uouL •·quit •t:•• · tt t tlt.t l ' :: l J ""L' II in:;t.Jl leu over 

2J a long variety of y cil r s . lind most ot til e ALEC~; ,,,.._, in 

2 4 the process n o w o f in:..;t.t J I i nq br.tnd new swi t c h es so that 

2 ' > they 're 1996 , l')(J7 vinLt rJc> :;·witches . 



Q Give n th t> de f inition of o ltlc1 thn t you' ve just 

2 mentioned, is GTE Florid~ ' 5 equipment cons idered o lder? 

) A Yes, bec.JU ~;c l' vc q o t o r f ic.:c~; t hat have b een 

·I the re t o r milny yC'.II' :; . 

Q 

6 the r ecovery of the <•quipm<·nl ' :; c o :a cumpo~n:tl to the 

7 amount o ! time el,lp ::.; ctl l o r liH: l'«..·cuv~.· l )' v i the c.:o~~ L o t 

a new equ i pmen t ? 

y 1\ My undc r:..;L. t nt.l i ll<J 1:: we h ,,<J :;u me o t the 

10 discussion yesterd~y as f <lr .1s some o ( the tec hnology 

1 1 and the dcc lin1nq c.:n~ t s . My underst~nd1nq is t h e 

12 embedd e d cos t o t my equ ipm<·n l wit t. the hi :; t o ri c.:,ll PSC 

13 i ep r eciation rates i:; pro t •• d Jiy ilt .1 hiqlwr leve l th.:1n i t 

14 I \¥ere t o go ou t .Jntl buy <:~ no ·w pl«..'C.: L' o r «·qu iJJmCnt . So 

15 it i s not bccau :;e o ! the• MJI..! , iL :;til l hn s n't been 

!(, fully d e prec iated C'no uqll t o , ., >,· n· ::po nd t o t· IH· n• •~o.• 

l 7 technology . T h at ' :; why t hv d 1 !: ~.·u :::; 1 o n ~·ut t ' vt• hc• o~ : d 

l fl be f o r e o n s t r <J n tlC'd invP:: t m•·llt o~r1d o l •··•• l· · • · · . ht: · t o Jl<'oll 

19 invest ment . 

20 Q So woultl it be n·o~:, ono..~blc to <~s::;umc thdt more 

.' l o f thC' c.:os t of the olu cqu1prncn t wou.d ho~vc bc~.•n 

22 recovered compared t o the cost r ecovered l o r the new 

.' l c-qu i pm0n t -: 

/ •, 

A 

0 

fl o . 

And why would y o u :: •• y n o? 



79 '/ 

II nrc.Ju:a' I · ·t ' :; .• :: •:IJJn•• Cl l\ · ' 11)'1 l IJ•• l I ,·.II th.l l 

2 I've bought a piece of <.·quapmt•nt t o 1 $10 millton o~nd 

1 I've h ad i t f o r !tvc yc.lr·:; olnd till• d<.•p r• •l-'ldl!On latC' t or 

4 the Comm i ssion is 20 yc.,r:;, :;o it ' ~ n o w uown to net o t 

~ sev en and a halt mi ll i on, but I ct~n qo uut .anc.J buy th(· 

r, piece o f gear tod.1y .11 •, mi II i on . 

7 t alki ng about the di ft ercnc<· . 

'J'Il .1l' :: wily ~o•c ' rc 

8 Q fn th<• ·· t.lt<>m• · lll ,, l Lin•· I/ lhl oi i<Jh . 0 th .•t 

•l re<.~d ea rli er, wh<.~t did you me.t n by thro ughput? 

10 

I 1 

A 

ins t.1ncc, 

Throughput, Whdt wc •r·e tillkimj cd JOllt is, t o:

h.lVC' !,omc V<..' l y :.m.ll I o t I 1 cc:: , .1nd if you 

J? loo k at the :::m. t ll o ll ie• ·:: , you1 ,·o:: l ,,. . • IHII l ' '· " m•wh 

I J h iCJhCt, b CC<IU::t• you ll dVV : .11 J:na·ll I'IU I , . I I >:o•d <'U::l Ill llll · 

14 s w i t c h, so , you know, you don ' t <Jet th<> ::.un<.• volume a t 

15 traffic through th r o f 1 ll't•. lind t lH·· tll• " '''Jhpll l a::- -

1r. wll.tl wp ' rc t.dki iHJ <11Jout a:: the v o lume a t the tr<c~ f fic 

17 that y o u'd h a v e through tho~t o tt i<.:l' . lind ,, new c.1 rricr 

18 is main ly going l obe <.1o 1nq lll'W IJu:;~ nc:::; t:U!> l om<>rs wha c h 

19 have a high throughput, hi <Jhc r v o lume of traffic . 

20 Q 

. • l ~11 . N llll: :I' I I I :; d I I (.• ( · t I I • : ; I I I !I" II)' ' I. I II' . . "' . Yo u !.:t.t t c 1 h.1t 

?2 "tra ffi c on GTE ' s nct•,..o r~: 1:; u:;u,d 1•/ da:: IJIJJ:a•tl thrOU(Jh 

?1 :a larqc netwo rk o t end a ll. ,., .:; o~nl ~ 111 t• · . .. It t 'lll' :; , 

2il which serves <:1 r nl.ativc.•ly !.t J'<Jr· nw~l , . ,. o t I t,\! v o lum1· 

II)' l'llllt l.t ' I, .111 1\l.EC wi II 
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have relativel y few end o ffi ce switche~ which can be 

2 e xpec ted to serve a rela tive ly l ~ rge nu mbe r ot high 

) vo lume business c us t ome:-s ." Do yo u e;:po<.: t AI.I:Cs to g o 

4 after high volu me , hi g h r e ve nue bu~in~~s cu~tome rs? 

5 

6 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

By expec ting ALECs t v ~en:e <.:u:: LomL• r·s thro ugh 

7 just a few end o ffi ces , o r vc r-'1' t c·,.,. -- " I t• •,: c·nd 

II u l I il' t • :; , d o yo u lll l ' olll Y' I I · ·>: p •··· t I h •· i\1.1 (' t I) o 'lll\l' l ' l\1 ,-,,t .. 

9 fa c ilities in a s ma ll a r ea wll (·r·l· l<~nJ •· vo lu me: <.: u ~;t omer ~; 

10 ~ rc <.:o nccntrate d ? 

] 1 A Well , f o r inst<1nce , one 0 1 LIH· <.:,, r r ic.? r s 1 ' m 

1 2 negot i ating with i s g o ing t o pu t a ::,wi t c h in Orlando to 

I J lhlndlc b o th O rloln<..lo <~ n<..l 'l'.o mJ'· ' bu:: in ·:::: ..:u!: l otnl' l'!1. 

1 4 that' s what we ' re talki ng abou t in tha t t ype ins tanc e. 

I '> Q nut d o you e xpec t the t he ALEC t o 

J (, conccntrnt c r a c iliti c:; in" :.m.d l .. ,-, ., , 

17 

18 

A 

Q 

As f a r as --

19 c oncent r ated ? 

:~ () A Th.tt ' s , 

2 1 for instanc e , where the AAVs ha ve been bui l d ing, i s they 

)') build in my downt ow n T;1m1M - - t llC'y l ~tltl d wl~t·rc -- d S far 

23 

? 4 

as building facilities . Out as ( a r ol S usi nq tac ilitics , 

the y' I I usc whu t fac il i t i e s t hey need . So t '1e 

."• t . l <.: ll l li L'!• IJy uc l lnill o ll wrll l••nJ l 11 I>•• <'lllh' o • ntr·o~t<·d 
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because that's wh e re the bus iness cu~tomc rs ~re. 

2 Q Are y o u f amiliar with G'J'l: ' :; Hl!Lrc•I.All ::;ervi c c ? 

A Somewh .lt . :; ignL I ,, L<~lill IIII IHJ t o t ile It 

·1 .1t tlu-Comm i:: ~: i n n, h 11t I d o n 't r· .. uu·I~IIH•r •·V•·r y lo1111 1 

'J th.:lt we have. 

(, Q Are y o u f Ami liar wi t h tlw :;ync llr· o nouti opti c.1 1 

7 network or SONET type se rvi ces? 

8 A Gener il ll y , ,ocs . 

Q What customers nrc these :; c rv i c.: t•!; targeted at? 

10 A Yo ur larger business customer::; ~nd y o ur 

11 c.1rrie r s . 

Q Do you know whe n th i~ s e r vi ce w~~ taritfed in 

11 Florida? Wo u ld you agree , :;u iJj Cc t t o t:IH:d:, tl1.Jt it w.1 s 

1 4 Oc t obe r JOth, 1994? 

A That sounds .1bout l'iqht t rJ r 11t• r o JJdl, yes , 

11 . :;ub jt•ct t o c hec k. 

1 7 Q I rea lize you 're not an engineer, but in y o ur 

I R opi ni o n, wo uld y o u ag r ee or would y ou -- cxcuGe me , 

19 wo uld you e xpec t Metrol.AII t o be pro visione d using o ld 

/0 equipment? 

/ I A NO , McLroL.All IJy it :: 1\.ILUiv 1:.: I ibc.: r . 

Q AnJ this quc~ tion refers Lo l' .t<JC 2!3 o f 

.'I I'll . Mllll !: l" I l's tl i l " f'<"l I ••::l l lll<l l l)" , I Ill• '": . 'II tIll nltqll .' .'. 

... 
• I 

A 

0 

Those have be s tru<"l·:cn - - ·· tru• ~- . 

P.1ge 16 o f 1-lr. r111fl";•• ll': . dlr<• l "l 1c •: :t1 mony , 



1 Lines 17 through 25, sta tes that rates shou ld be 

2 determined using the M-ECPR ? 

J 

4 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

M-ECPR? 

Yes. 

How does the 11 -ECI•H di l { t • r I r ul'l LIH..' ECI'H? 

800 

6 

7 MS . CASWELL : I ol>jc<.: t Lu tlldl lJliL':J ti o n to the 

a extent thilt it calls f or deta iled ~:r\owlc.•dqe o f the 

C) M-ECPR. Dr . Sibley was prC'scntcd f o r· t h.lt purpos C'. 

I 0 Q (By Mr . Cox) Just asking t o r your gene r al 

11 underst anding . 

12 A I really cou l d n't tell y o u muL.·h o1 the 

13 differences. I rely o n the econ om i c p eop le to do that. 

14 Q Do you h.'lvc .1ny idl'.l wh.lt tilL' dl ltc· r·<' n<.:l'S in 

I'.> the contributi o n leve l ::; th<~t r c:..ult uy u:;i nq the M-ECI'R 

16 for prici ng, a s opposed to u:.:irHJ th<· I:C I'I< t o r· pr i c r ng? 

I 7 A 1 don 't reco llec t ~;cc·ing . tnyth ill'l ::lwwinq th.ll 

18 difference . 

J<) 0 ll e xt qu c~;t i o n rPI• · r ·: t '' J', •<Jv 1'1 , J. rflo•:; 1.' 

20 through 18 , and talks about h o w se rvi c es GTE o ffer s on a 

2 1 wholesa l e bas i s should be pr· i L·ed. 

A Wh~L p~yc Jlc y ou o n ? 

Q Page 19 , L ine!; 12 through l U o f t1r. 11un:;c ll' s 

) 4 t estimony . 

;>5 MS . CASWELL : I think the 1 inc t e f e renc~ might 
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be wrong . 

2 WI TN ES S MEN AIW : 

1 installation i nterva l s . 

Q (By Mr . Co x) Ex~u~c me . T h at was refP r enc ing 

5 Mr. McLeod' s test imony. 

6 

7 

A 

Q 

Give me the reference agai n . 

Sure . Page 19 , Lines 12 throuy h 18 o f 

8 Mr. McLeod ' s direct t e!;;timony , it t a lks <~bou t h o w 

10 priced . 

A I I 

1 2 Q S tates that the y ~hou lJ be priced as follows : 

13 Retail services, minus GTt:: ' s act u n l avoided costs, plus 

14 t h e who l e sale costs G'l'E int: u r· :~ . p lu s the o pportunity 

15 c ost? 

1 ( , A Yrs . 

17 Q Ho w do\!S GTE d e l inc u pfJu rtuniLy ~u:; L , to t he 

18 best o f yo ur knowledge? 

19 A To the best o l my ~:nuwletlqc , who~t tha t 

70 refere n ce i s r e f e rring t o i ~~ the tc.•stimony a t 

.' I Mr. lvellerncycr wl1c r·c• l ~t· h.1d til• · - - 111 1 1 o r · t · • • no~ t Piy 1 don' t 

22 hav e the tes timo ny wiLh llll' , ~o I' ll :~ pv<~ ~: 1 r·um memory - -

23 the p ropos~! o f the di ll crc nt rate~ . whe the r ~ c a rr ier 

24 u s es GTE for t oll or no t . But Lhnt ' s what we 're talk i ng 

25 abou t t h e re o n the oppor unity cos t , to r eflect the loss 
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o r contribution f o r t oll . 

2 Q I realize t h a t y ou s t~tcd carl 1cr thJ ~ you 

3 weren't familiar with the M- EClH, but d o you 1.1ow 

4 wh e ther the M-ECPR includes the OJ po rt ur11t:y ,·os t ? 

5 A My recollect ion is sometimcG it ~oc~ ~n~ 

6 ~ometimes it doesn't b ecause, f o r instoncc -- b ecau se ot 

., the cun :.; tc<Iint on ~:l.t 1 11 l.ll u n• · , ... ,, t :: . ::.. I i ~ . .. , t u r· 

8 instance, off the t op o f my head a nd ~ubjcc t to c h eck , 

CJ you ~:now, wh e r e GTE ' ::; pro po s<:J I w.1 :..; a loop r. , tc o f like 

10 $33, i f we were to get o..~ll the opportunity co~ ts , we 

II wo uld ne('d a r ate' o f I d:o• $r,•, . ~;o , no, M- EC"I'H dOCG n o t 

12 qct o..~ ll the opportunity ,., 

1 3 Q 1 n those C i1 !;c~ , 0 r I I till.: O p(JCJ I l \Ill I t y l.'O!il i :; 

14 included in the M-ECI'H , l ll(·n ll u· .. : \:oul l r;!'l ' ·. loll •·:; t u r .1 

1 5 retail service differ !ron th<~t u l "whol <•:.>o~lc ::;c r-vi ce 

16 c harged to a rcsc llcr? 

1 7 

I B 

A 

Q 

Repeat t he questi o n ;,g., in . 

Su r e. 11 the oppo rtunity ~..:o:; t •..: .1:; included in 

l 'J the M-F:CI'R , the n ho w wou ld GTE ' S rdlt•:; t or- .1 rct;lil 

20 service differ from those o t a whoJc·s,llc :.>(•rvicc c lw r qet.l 

~ 1 to a rcscllcr? 

22 A I think by do t 1n1 t 1u n , cv•·l• thui i<Jh you rJv 

/'' eleme nts where you ' re LJslnrJ 1~-l: ' 'l ' JI, {uu ll.t'Jo· po t t.·ntt.dly 
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some contr ibution but you're s till con s trained by the 

J !:t. , ml.llone costs , y ou s till have .;1 di tt crcn<..:e in the 

3 r<'ltes , they would not be tile S<lme , bcc..:.IU!;C o f til<' m.:1nncr 

~ or whi c h r etail rate~ have hi storic~l l y been set . 

5 Q My last question:; rc-tc r· t o l::xlduit l 'J L11.1t wJ s 

6 presented b y Sprint today . 

7 behind you , Exhi bi t lY . 

Yes. 

On c xlli l; it -- tlH· l"tl.tr t 

8 

') 

A 

Q You have it 111 t 1 o nt o l yuu? On Exhibi t 19, 

10 it shows t h e GTE chart is $11 . 81 t o r an H-1, and that 

11 contribution t o cover all the cosl~ 3S$Ociatcd with a n 

12 R- 1 is recovered tllro uqh utllc r- !;c· r·v i c..:c:_;, :_;uch .:•s 

13 verti ~a1 services . And Spri nt will pay $24 . 75 , which is 

l•l mu r·o· t ll .111 doub I t-• GTE ' !; n •l ·I i I r· o~ I •• , wlu•n it p u n·h.t~f'~ 

15 unbundled elements to rec ret~t c rtn H-1 . 

I (> true that Sp r i nt incur :~ <Jt'C.ttf'r rt!;~: to r·0covc- 1· tll.lt 

1 7 cost? 

18 MS . CAS\vEJ.L : Co uld you tll·l irH· qn•o~tr·r ri:;lo:, 

I 'J n•J.1t i ve to what o r· whom? 

/.0 MR. COX : I tllinl-: ( l'ause) 

.'I roMM I Sf. I OIH~I< Clll<C I A : cou ld we m~ybc ask the 

22 question again, whil e th l.!y ' re discuss ing .,...ll LIL the 

71 ques ti o n mea nt, because now I lost -- it seemed obvious 

2~ whe n you a s ked it and now 

MR. COX : sure . Sp r int will pay $24 . 75 , wh ich 
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i s more than double G'I'E ' s rct o~il ro~tc t,.;hr·n it purchases 

2 unbundled elements t o r ec r eate an H-1. 'l' lwretorc, i s it 

J tr·ue that Sprint in cur~; grc.tt c r r1 :..; ~: to incur Lh.st 

IJ cost? 

•, COMM] :;:;I OHEI< t; /\HC I A; L11in~. tll· tl ' :; pr •·L Ly 

6 o bvious . What did y ou want sp0~ ified? 

7 MS . C /\S \vEI.I.: Do you mc .sn CJrC'<~t • · r· r· i:-;k 

8 relat i ve to whethe r they pun:ll .lsed it as .1n unbundled 

9 service or some type o t 

10 COMM ISS I O!J I::H t,; /\HC 1 ;, : y l·: l . 

11 but I would assume th.tt t h a t' ~; v:hd t y<AI m••.tnL . 

1 :> 

1 3 a h igher financial burden buying the un~und l cd l oop, and 

I IJ ns we discussed C<1rl i •· r· , tll0y .tl;.o h.1ve ,, hiqhcr 

15 potent i al t o get more r· t..: lurn when th ey bu y unbundled 

16 services . 

I ., Q ( 13y Mr . r::ox) flr l· t lie di r l• · r· ~.·n ct::~ between til l' 

18 $ 2 4 . 75 and the $2 6 on thi s c.:h.1 rt -- o~re you c l ea r where 

l'J l'm t a lking a b out on tt1r· c tlo~ r · t '? 

.!0 A Yes , I 1-:no w tlll-' t · .. ·., II • Jl ll•"'' y .. u 'r• · 

Q 

23 contributi o n -- t o the cost o r to the cont r ibut i o n ? 

., . 
• •I 1\ 

.' •, .ttl:;wp r \Il L' lJUl'S t ion. IJt•t I !l !I('(! . l:.t: ; icr 1:; , Lo me , to 



1 tal k from the 29 . 90 vers us the 2 4.7 ~ . II viC ' r e talking 

2 about 29 . 90 that is the r ate tll;:~t is cu rre nt l y se t for a 

l B- 1 custome r that incl u<J (·5 t h0 co:;t o l the l oop, the 

4 p o rt and u ~~ge on ~ I JJt -r~te bJs i s . The $26 is t.:~l<ing 

5 the c urrent tar ift rnte and , theo r e ti ca lly at least, 

6 s ubtract ing the a voided costs I wi ll nvoid when I r esel l 

7 it to a n ALEC and the r e f o r e w i I I not h ,wr~ t l1a t 

8 differenti~l i n cos t dnymo r e . 

9 ans wered yo ur ques ti o n or n ot . 

<Jon ' l }:no·w i 1 1 ' ve 

10 0 . 1\ l:: l -- o·o~n y o 11 jw: t Jll n 1 t .J,y,:n 111 o r11· 

11 sta t ement what the diftercn~_·p w.1s ,l ttr· ibut,lb l c to , 

12 between 2 4. 7 5 a nd $2 6? 

l J A Tll.:~t the $2 6 tltdt :; t.1r· t:..: witlt my $2<J . 90 , whi c h 

14 i ncludes the loop , the po rt an~ usage l o r ~ U- 1 c ustoner 

1'• a nd inc l ude::; my r·c tilil cos t s . I I the n net my .:~v o id~<J 

16 cost, I get to y o ur $2 6 figure, and l would s ay they're 

17 reasonably compa ri'lblc, b ut thC' $:?6 in c:: ludp:; :;omC' usilgc:' 

18 a nd the $24 . 75 does no t . 

] 9 Q So is that uit t erc ncc .ltLr i!Jutt.•d tu cos t o r 

20 contributi o n ? 

2 1 A I d o n ' t see tha t tlll'l'L' 1 S" uil ! L· n : ncc , l>ec~USI.! 

I' m till k 1 nq t r om the ::.1mt.:- co::t l i (jll n•: ; . I nu•<~n, l o m•• , 

2l the diffe renc e bctweLn the $26 dnd $24 . 75 is usage . 

7 4 MR . COX : Thnt con<.:ludcs St.d! ' !: qurs ti o n s . 

.", 'l'ho~nk yo u, Ms . Nt·no~ r ·J . 
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1 COMM I SS I ONER KI E SLl !lG : Any q ues i ons , 

~ Commi ~s i onc r ? 

3 

4 

MS . CAS WE LL : Ye s , I do h;1vc some red irec t . 

COMM I S S I OllER KI ESLI !lG : Hc·d i r cc t 

~ HED I HECT E~:Ml l!JAT l Oil 

6 BY MS . C ASWELL : 

7 Q Ms . Mc n.1 nl , I wu uld l d : v y u u t u .r •. .- t cr L o t h e 

8 c ha r t be hi nd you once mo r e , a nd I wo u l d li Ke t o ask yo u 

9 a f ew qu es t i ons abou t tha t . If GTE i s r equ ired t o 

10 r e se ll i t s loca l loo p , ho w muc h wo u ld it los e just 

l J let me r e phrase t hi s . lf it ' s r equire d t o r ese ll i t s 

1 2 loca l l oop ins t e a d o f hdvi ng Spr in t to:~ Y. e t h e unbundled 

13 el eme n t s tha t ma ke up tha t loop , hoH muc h would GTE l o s e 

1 4 o n that tra nsac t ion , the r C's.ll \.' tr.,n ~:a ~: t i on ? 

1 'I You would l o~c t he ~pproxi n~te ly $ 1 4 

16 dif f e rence betwe e n t he 24 . 7::, v1ll id1 n·..:uvPr:; i t~; cos t a m .l 

1 ., t he Sl 0 th u t does no t r ecover r t :.; co~~ t :; . 

18 Q And woul d i t al so l ose con t r i but i o n fro m 

Jq Rc r v i c cs - - f r o m - -

20 A From o the r se rvi c e s we ' ve di scusse d , 

2 1 s pe c i fical l y t hat we woul d l ose the t o ll , ~nd t he n 

/2 tl c pe ndinq o n wha t they do o n o the r se r v i ce::; . 

23 Q And i n an A'i'&'l' c.~~ , . Wil S GT E pc r·m i t t e tl the 

.' 4 11ppo r·tu n i t y to som••ho w r·l'cov t· r· Ll1.1 t <-'Uil l r l l>ll t ion t h ,\t .i t 

2? would .lose? 
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Q 

80"1 

Not to my knowledg e . 

Do you t hink the r e ' s any tlisadvnntagc as f a r 

J as GTE is concerned in selling a loop f o r 10 . 27 that 

4 c osts 2 4. 75 to provide? 

5 A Yes, a nd tha t ' s why we ' v e had some o f the 

6 discuss ion by some of the prior witncssc~ . 1\ntl GTE ' s 

7 position is n umber one , o l course , we do rwPd o do 

B something o n r eba l ancing rilte s , ond thil t ' s why we arc 

9 toll owing so c l o:;cly tl1<' univo.· r·::.tl ::c· r·vH_.,. t~rH I Lh• • 

10 access charge r efor m, bccau~e that may help so lve part 

11 of this problem, o r the problem ma y still e xi s t , b ecause 

1 2 the rates are n ot set unde r the premise tll<Jt -- these 

13 r ates that we ' r e c urren tly oper<Jting under were not 

14 deu igned l o r a competitive e nviro nment. 

15 Q And if rates are r ebalan ced , would t h e problem 

16 that Sprint pointed out , <.lS it perceives t h e problem 

17 with regard t o the sp r ead between unbundl ed r ates a nd 

18 r esa le r a t es , would that pro bl em go away i t rates were 

19 rebalanced? 

20 

2 I 

22 

2) 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yes . 

/1nd d ocs GTE :; u ppo rt n·b.1l .Hw i n<J? 

Yes . 

I believe that Mr. Uoyd as ked yo u earlier if 

2 4 you saw any ad v antage in Sprint t~king unbundled 

2~ clements rather tha n a re rvi ce o n a resale ba&is . And 



(lOll 

is it your und e r s tandi ng that t he Ac t is i ntended to 

2 give any advantag e t o pa rt iculur types of compe ti t ors? 

J A No . I tho~ght what the Act contemplated is 

5 resal e basis or they could b e a facilities-ba s ed c arri e r 

6 a nd buy unbundled elements. 

7 Q I s the r e any ob l ig,Jtion in tile At.:r... t o ensure 

8 profi t s to r esel lers? 

'J A No t t o my t: rHJ',...I <-·..l•Jt·. 

1 0 Q I' m g oi ng to take you back t o some questi o n s 

12 Mr. Boyd . We re the - - well was Sta tf involved i n 

11 CTr ' s negotiations wit l1 l-1F!j u r· I C J? 

14 A They were no t di r ectly inv o lved. They j u s t 

15 were involve d in appro ving the ag r eements . 

I (, Q And did St.ll f, in your orin ion, m i :•t·onst n r<"' 

17 the da rk fiber la nguage in GTI-: ' s contr.:1ct with !"lFS? 

18 A Yes . 

19 Q And what would hav0 IJt.•en the propvr· 

20 con s truc t ion of tha t languaqe? 

A As we d i ~cu:;:;ed, tllut i f GTE eve r· d ct: ides to 

22 offer dark fiher a nd il there is f ac i lities avuil abl e , 

21 and li ke we said , as far as most fav ored n~t ion , 1 wo ul d 

2 4 only be willing to do that agreement in conju~ction with 

25 a ful l n egot iated agreeme n t, thnt cond ition. 
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Q 1 think y o u mention eLl tll ,l :: t lw l:ont r<1 c t s with 

2 I C 1 and MFS were approved b y the Comm i s:: 1 on . 1\nd i n 

) t"hat approval prOC(':;:> ui<J til t• !jt.,lll 0 1 ti ll' t'tJ!aiOi:::.JOil 

4 r.:~i se <~ny i ssu es w ith n :<J<ll·<.l t o <.li~L'I imin 1t ton llc·L·. ,u :.;L• 

~ the contract pri c.:es .1nd te r·m:; were· d 11 f cn·nt :' 

1\ Not t o my knowlcdq~ . 

7 Q I be l ieve 1n y o ur di ~:cu ~:~ i on c .1rli<.•r· with 

B r-1 r· . Bo yd y o u p o int e d ou t ttl.ll t~T I : ': ; p o:: tt i o n o il tlw 

'I l tnbund l iny vcrs u ::; n:!~i dl ' di c tint;li o n , .lllU LllL' r.1te:.; 

10 assoc it~ted with that d.iGtinc ti o n Wc\ S t; uppo rt e <.l by 

I I severa l pdrties in the Hth C ir~uit. Oo you rc c.: .:~ll wh o 

12 some of those pa r ti es were? 

I 1 

1 4 

1\ Yes . 1\ s 1 br· it•l ly d t·: .. u· .· · ·d " lrl t I •· brt , 

GTE a nd of course •·:h.st the nnrr 

I ~ c.:on so l idating partie~ . 

16 GTE a nd Uell brief . 1\nll tiiL'n Lllcrc ' ·• tilt · -- I've re<~ d 

17 the brief of the f our congrL ccmc n wh o I i l ed ::;uppo r ti n g 

Hl that a l so . 1 h ave not n : ..td "I I til <: u t her IJ1 i c t :..; due t o 

10 my work schedule ilnd <tr lJ itro~ti on c .a :;r•:; . I 1\o~vc•n' t :.;cen 

1'0 the rc~: t o f the br i ct:.; tlwt ll.a v(· l; t•C"rl 1 i I I'd ::u 1.11· . 

.'I MH. flOYD: Comm 1 :::; i o llL'I' , I wo u .I d move to 

~2 s tnke the r e f erence t o thf' lJI"il· l ~ lii Jm ittt •d l!y liH' t o ur 

. ' 1 L 'UI H J r·c!;::mcn. 

/ 4 and th<lt Wd S l mov •• t o 

."• :;t r· ikC' the l"P i l' l ' l 'llt' • • ill h• •J l• " I ll'•lll)'. 
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I ' m no t q n ttt•J to 

2 strike i t . She ha sn ' t triad to tc·l I u:; wh,tt it :;,1ys or 

J wha t thei r positi o n was , so , I ffil.!<~n , just -- ~ha just 

·1 ::.1 i d wh.t t she ' s 1 t.•. tl.l. 

5 MR. OOYD: She ' s rt:.td 1t? 

COMMI !;!ilOIII :H 1\IE!illlll;; Vc:.;. I I l ht•y qo 

7 fur ther than that, then you can renew your o bJec tion. 

8 Q (By Ms . CclSWe 11) Me. M en~rl.l, do you have any 

9 indicc.Jtion that Conqress mc.1nt t o impo~;c tloJO :;L•U; o l 

10 wholesille rates l o r idcntic.:.tl :•·rvic.:L· ~;? 

I I 1\ 

12 br ie f. 

1 1 

1 4 minute. 

!lv, 1 l.lo n u t, .111! lh ll 1:; : 11 11 c II• I 1 '1 lht · 

COMM I f:!: I 0111.1~ K l 1::; I. I 11c; : ll u . You JU::l w.til ., 

You were h ere . I've ~truc.:k all r e fer e n c e to 

1"> that brief and the s ubs t nnc P o t i t, <~nd I ' m qoi rHJ t n 

ltJ :; tr· ikc your :..; t.Jtc.•rncnt th.tt tt' :; :a tppo rted by thv brief. 

17 Q (Uy Ms . Caswell) M<~yiJ<' l should be ,, I ittle 

IH CIC'.11"C'I". 1:; tllert' .sny im.Jic·.stt ~> ll in thv 1\t.'l th .t l 

19 Congress intended to impose two :;c t s o f ro;~tc :; ? 

20 1\ No, bcc<nt::;c you h.tVt· " "'' :~•· t o l ::c·c·t i u n I o r 

;JJ unbundlr>d clement:.; 1o 1· nL'twod: I ' ' '<>VtdPd L'tt'l'ic·r·:: , .snd 

22 you h ave a set o f re!>.tlc· n ·qui~t ·r·· nt : :. 

.' I 0 1 h t' 1 ,,.v.· r"' ' .t , ••• ·u· .. t , t, I I• , ,, . ·. : 1 t 11 . • . "1 

24 eilrl ier? 

/ '• 1\ Yer:.. 
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Q Would that t rueu p o f r a te s r cmcuy ~ny market 

7 ~; h a re loss probl ems? 

J 

·1 

A No, it wou l d not . 

MS . C /\S\·IF:LL : Tho:;e .tr·<' a I I t h•' qul' :;t ion s , 

5 have. Thank you. 

6 MR. BOYD : \·lc WOl! l Ll r ,/J '/ f• Exit II J it I 'J . 

7 COMMISSIOIJEH !\ l J::S Ll!:<; : I.L' t: n11 • 1 i n.t my 

a exhibits . 

') MS . C/\S ivELL : We wo u!J lik e t o move Exhi~it 18 

10 in please . 

I I COMM ISS lO!l EH 1\ll ::; LJ!I C : Le t me J o thc·rn in 

12 number order. 

l J MR. BOY D : I'm :;o rr-y . 1 o r·got th<~ t s h e 

1 4 h.ld --

1 5 COMMI SS I ONEH 1\ 1 ESL I !It; : Th<~t ' s t~! I ri g ht. 18 

I r, i s <1dmittcd witho u t u l 1 j , . , .l i u n. And 1'1.' 

17 MS . CASivi::LL : I J o n ' t h .avu c~ny obj o • ~.: Li <> ll t o 

18 i t s admi ssion. I wou ld ju!jt p o int o ut tll.tl l'IH· !l HC :; .1 r·c 

19 accepted subject t o c h eck . 

20 COMMI SS lONE I ~ KIESLl !lG : All ri g ht. .r-. nd it is 

.' I ! 01 • j 1\q 11 r: o•d . 1:: ,'\ dt•JU o>ll' • t 1 .I\ I V • ' o•:-.. lr 11 1 1 l .tl\d 1\11 1 .t :: . 1 

22 s ubs tantive proof of .Jny th inrJ Lh.t t' s in it . 

23 MS . CASWELL . l mi s understood what it was 

24 being used f or . 

MR. BOYD : No, ma ' am , 1 think we 'ro moving it 
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i nto evidence. It is a lready -- we ' re moviny it in t o 

2 e videnc e in the f orm th.tt it ' :.; -- t ho1l i , . 
1 ll .t nd l o r . 

J the purpose that it W.:IS us ec.l IJ•,· the wit !)(.• :::; . Anc.l I 

4 believe the witness conf i r mcd r:lOS t -- " I 1 llC' numbe r s 

!.> subject to c he c k. 

6 COMM I SS I ONER KIES LitlG : Right. And that ' s my 

7 poi nt, they were confirmed sub j <•c t t o l: hecr .. And if 

8 s i nc e we do not ha ve the other doc ument :.; o~:; lhlrt o f the 

9 record here , t hen if th0 r e i s some dif f e r ence , then t hey 

10 c an br i ng that up in the ir br1c t. 

1 1 MR. BOYD : Absolute ly . 

COMM J!;S I 0 111.1\ K ll·:::l.l tll; : I . 1m fl () l o~ olm I I l lll t j 

lJ this as proof of t hose J ~(.;L~ . 

1 4 MIL !10YD : Th ol ' ~; l lllc..', 

15 COM111 SSIO!IER KlESLJ !IG: 'l'h <1 t ' s • 1 I 1 1 ' m 

16 s aying. 

I I Ml<. llOYD : 

18 COMMI SSIONER KIES LJ IIG: 1 9 i s admit t e d . 

19 (Exhi bit !Jos . 1 8 anc.l l <J rc<.;e ivcc.l tnto 

20 evidence.) 

CO!o1M ISSIOIJ ER KTES LI !IG: t\nythilHJ l urLIJC r fro m 

22 any o l t 'te parti es ? Do we nc(.•d Lo t.1lf .• .t u 11t t ile.• 

;n briefing schedul e o r i'lny o t lho:: v rtol tl l·r~;! 

MIL UOYI> : CCJillfT. l :.:.t CIJI ••I , l~l oiY I ,,.. ... . . Jll!- 1 •• 

25 moment t o discuss one muttc.·r with 11r . Gtlln,,n ·' 
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1 COMMISSIONER KIESLIIIG : Sure . We may not keep 

2 Commissioner Garc ia ' s a ttenti o n, but --

] COMMI SSIONER GARCIA : I' m<:~lJ riqht. 

4 (Discussion off the record.) 

COMM ISS l ONEH KlESLIIIG : Ar c y ou irf>ildy to go 

6 back o n the record? 

7 MR . BOYD: 

8 COMM lSSJOIH::R KJE!.)Ll!JG : /\11 1· iqht , bc~<.:k o n t t1c 

9 r ecord. 

1 u MIL UOYIJ: 1 w.1nl :;i mply L u <..: LJI· lly . 1 ' ve 

11 discussed it with Mr. Gi ll man so the r ecord will be 

12 accura te. Witness S t ahly ref er r e d to a s ta t eme n t by the 

13 c hairma n of GTE Corporation , Ch.1rles Lee , to the effect 

14 o f the Company wa s on t arget to n c hi e vc annual opcratinq 

1~ cos t savings of a billi on doll~rs by 1997 . And he 

16 a ttr ibu t ed i t to the GTE annua l report , and I wanted t o 

17 c l arify , by stipu l a tion, ttwt that appc .)rcd , c.tthcr, no t 

18 i n the annu a l r epo r t , bu t rntll c r in , 111 intervi e w 

I <J well. it ' s , 1 !;tatcJ,,r-nt o ! 1·1r· . I.e ·• ·. th" <"l l . tlr · uhlll , tla . tt 

20 appears in GTE ' s current web :;ilu pc~<J e c~ ~ oppo~cJ t o the 

21 annua l report. 

. '.) COI'1MJ:;::l ot<EI~ Ki t·: : ; (.( tiC : All 1 lljht . 1 •. .. 
2J everyon e comfortable with that cla rifi c ation? 

MS . BA!WNE : 

25 MR. GIL1Jo1AII: GTE i s com t o rtab1e . 
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1 MS . I3AROil E : Ant.! I \.Jould JHJt {· th <~t briP t :; o~n· 

2 due on the 18th and I n :; ~: th .1t l.ttL·- 1 i leI L·>:hiblt tho~t 

J Mr . Steele is t o s ubmi t be ~ubmitLc~ ~t tho t time. 

4 That's late-f iled Exhibi t 14 wh i c h reflec t s the 

5 deprecia tion rates. 

6 COMM ISS IONEH KII:;SL ING: O.:cJy . Any body qo t a ny 

7 confusion over briet inq Gchcdul c~? lf no t the n this 

8 proceeding is adjou rned . 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 J 

14 

16 

J"l 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 3 

24 

25 
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