

















each of the most recent five years in the study, as well as the average of the most recent
band that has been calculated, if any.

Having corrected the AG’s statement about the scope of the request, GTE reaffirms
its objection that the entire Interrogatory is irrelevant and not calculated to lead to the
discovery of any relevant information. As GTE has pointed 1, the Commission no fonger
prescribes depreciation rates for GTEFL because GTEFL is a prica-regulated carrier. The
Commission Staff has not required GTE to provide any information on old depreciation
studies in this proceeding and so the information the AG seeks is, again, not necessary
to verify any submitted data. Moreover, this procesding focusses on the cost of providing
basic, local residential service. Since GTE uses economic depreciation--and not any
depreaciation prescriptions—for both regulatory and financial reporting purposes, GTE's last
depreciation study (which was not even ruled upon by the Commission} certainly does not
accurately reflect GTE's depreciation parameters today or provide any useful information
for the Commission in this case. Even if GTE were using prescribed factors, a 1995 study
would be severely outdated and inappropriate to use in a 1998 proceeding.

Notwithstanding this objection, and as GTE pointed out in its preliminary objections,
the materials associated with GTEFL's 1995 depreciation study (which was the last study
GTE did) were publicly filed with the Commission and GTEFL r fers the AG to those
materials, which the AG can easily obtain itself.

Interrogatory 9: The AG here seeks detailed information on directory arivertising
operations and results, and GTE's relationship with its directory affiliate. GTEFL reaffirms

its objection to this item on the basis that it is irrelevant. Please refer to GTEFL's







interrogatory 15: This Interrogalory and its subparts seek information on GTEFL's
repair policies and repair times for both business and residential basic services. The AG
offers the same rationale for Interrogatory 15 as it did for Interrogatory 14, and it is just as
inapposite here. GTEFL reaffirms its earlier objection that the information requested is
irelevant. The repair information the AG seeks go far beyond this proceeding’s inguiry
into the cost of basic local residential service, and far beyond anything the Staff requested
of GTEFL. This repair informatioi. is not even remotely connected to anything the Staff
asked or that the statute contemplates, and is not necessary to verify the data GTEFL has
submitted to the Staff.

interogatory 18: GTEFL reaffirms its objection that the information sought in this
Interrogatory—the annual number of “initialed residential customer disconnections due to
non-payment’—is irrelevant. The AG argues that the information is relevant to the
affordability criterion in the statute. However, absolutely no meaningful connection ¢an be
drawn between disconnections and affordability of pasic |local residential seryice. Itis =
widely recognized fact (which must be known to the AG) that most customer
disconnections are related to high toli bills, not to the basic residential portion of the bill.
Thus, there is no reason to burden GTEFL with the production of this information which
is patently meaningless in the context of this docket. Please also sae GTEFL's response
to Interrogatory 1.a, which explains that the discovery in this proceeding is limited to cost
data and analysis submitted to the Commission. The Commission has not asked for any

disconnection statistics in this case.

interrogatories 19.8 and 19.b: The AG relies hera on its rationale for Interrogatory
































