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Docket No. 981052-TP
REFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY -
OF

ELDER N. RIPPER, LI

Please state ¥onr name, business address and position with the Telephone
Company of Central Flovida (TCCF).

Elder {Kip) N. Ripper, U1, 3399 Weat Lake Mary Bovlevard, Lake Mary, 'lorida
32746. 1 am the Chief Exeeutive Officer for TCCF.

Are vou the same Elder N, Rippur who filed divect teatimony in this docket?
Yes.

What is the purpose of your rebutfal testimony?

The purpose of my rebuttal tcstimony iy to address the testimony of RellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth) as presented by withesses Jerry Hendrix and
Susan Amnygton.. 1 will discuss the errors in this testimony relating both to
TCCF's ESSX complaint and the issuc of whether ES8X should be made available
for resale in the new Agrecment betwestt TCCF and BellSouth,

Can you deseribe your basic areas of disagreement with the BellSouth
witnesses?

Yes. In his testimony, Mr. Hendiix attemprs to rewrite history. Until his
testimony was filod in this casc, there wus never any question raised as o TCCF's
enbtflement to razell ESSX under its cwrrent Resale Agreement; this last minute

change of position is astonishing and should be rejected by the Commission.
DOCUMENT NO.

IY223-4% ____

FPBC » COMMISSION CLERK
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Further, BellSouth clearly did not provide ESSX as required by the current
Agreement. As to Ms. Arrington’s testimony, I strongly disagree that ESSX
should not be made available for resale to new customers; as explained below, this
is the only way that BellSouth’s failure to perform under the current Agreement
can be remedied.
Complaint

In his testimony, Mr. Hendrix describes the signing of the TCCF/BellSouth
Resale Agreement as '"last minute" and infers that somehow this affects the
Commission’s decision in this case. Please respond,
As discussed in my direct testimony, it was always part of TCCF’s Business Plan
to resell ESSX. The original Resale Agreement was signed at the time that it was
to ensure that TCCF would have that ability during the term of the Agreement.
This was confirmed to TCCF in correspondence attached to my direct testimony.
See Exhibit No. _ (ENR-2), an April 18, 1997 letter signed by Mr. Hendrix
himself! Further, Mr. Hendrix admits in his direct testimony, that by signing the
73-month ESSX tariff offering, TCCF was able "to receive a pricing benefit on
the ESSX Service, based on a monthly tariffing arrangement as opposed to the
higher monthly rates." There is no secret about what TCCF was trying to
accomplish, and which it did accomplish, through execution of the original Resale
Agreement on May 26, 199%6.

Mr. Hendrix’s attempt to imply that there was something "last minute"

about my decision to sign the original Resale Agreement is just wrong. But
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beyond, that, it is not relevant to the Commission’s deliberations in this case. The
original TCCF/BellSouth Resale Agreement specifically provides for the resale of
ESSX and TCCF was so entitled. The fact that ESSX may have been
grandfathered after the Agreement was signed makes no difference.

Mr. Hendrix claims that TCCF was entitled to reseil ESSX only for a two-day
period. Do you agree?

Absolutely not. Pursuant to the clear terms of the original Resale Agreement,
TCCF was entitled to resell ESSX for the term of the Agreement (and as discussed
below is entitled to resell it under the new Agreement because BellSouth never
properly provisioned ESSX). Further, up until the time that Mr. Hendrix’s
testimony was filed in this case, such a position was never taken by BellSouth.
I find it quite remarkable that over the past two and a half year period, TCCF has
continually tried to work with BellSouth to provision ESSX; at no time during our
many, many conversations and the reams of written correspondence did anyone
at BellSouth ever question TCCF’s right to resell the service. If they had, we
would have immediately come to the Commission for relief. While we had many

problems with BellSouth and its inability to provision ESSX service, no one ever

suggested we were not entitled to resell it. Mr. Hendrix himself admits that this
issue was never raised with TCCF. BellSouth’s 11th hour attempt to inject such
a suggestion into this case is simply another example of how far it is willing to
go to block the efforts of resellers to enter the local market. Finally, even if what

BellSouth says is correct (which TCCF vigorously disputes), certainly BellSouth’s
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conduct over the last two years evidences that it has waived any right to assert
such a position in this case.

Mr. Hendrix asserts that the 73-month ESSX tariff offering did not allow
TCCF to resell ESSX to new customers after the service was grandfathered.
Do you agree?

No. The 73-month agreement provides that TCCF will be able to sell its services
for the entire period. Additionally, not once during the two and one-half years
since the May 25th contract signing has BellSouth disputed this position. Not one
letter has been written!

Mr. Hendrix insists that BellSouth had no problems provisioning ESSX to
TCCF. Is this correct?

No. As both I and Mr. Koller describe in detail in our direct testimony, there
have been numerous problems with BellSouth’s attempt to provision ESSX and
those problems are well-documented in the exhibits attached to my direct
testimony and Mr. Koller’s direct testimony.

How do you respond to Mr. Hendrix’s claim that TCCF wanted BellSouth’s
ESSX service "to provide features and functions that the service was not
intended to provide''?

This is not the case. Mr. Hendrix’s testimony does not point out one element of
ESSX service that BellSouth was not obligated to provide. He makes a bald
accusation without supporting facts to back them up.

Mr. Hendrix says that BellSouth and TCCF reached a settlement on ESSX
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issues. Please comment.

The documents speak for themselves. Again, Mr. Hendrix seems to be very loose
with the facts. The Commission may ask BellSouth to see the settlement
agreement if it so desires. The bottom line is that ESSX has never been properly
provisioned by BellSouth. TCCF has always wanted to deliver to its customers
the services outlined in Ms. Webb’s letter dated May 31, 1996. (Exhibit No.
(ENR-6)). BellSouth has not let us do so.

Mr. Hendrix also mentions "other adjustments" made to TCCF regarding
ESSX service. To what is he referring?

BellSouth has had to make many adjustments to our billings for its numerous
billing errors. But after the initial ESSX settlement, no further credits were issued
related to ESSX.

Do you agree with Mr. Hendrix that BellSouth provided TCCF with ESSX
service in compliance with the parties’ Agreement?

No. First, as discussed above, I take strong issue with Mr. Hendrix’s statement
that BellSouth was only obligated to provide the service for two days and
gratuitously took the rest of the actions detailed in my and Mr. Koller’s direct
testimony for the past two and a half years. I take particular offense at the claim
that TCCF is somehow in violation of the Agreement. Putting aside Mr.
Hendrix’s last minute excuse, it is abundantly clear from TCCF’s direct testimony
that ESSX was not appropriately provisioned--customers were cut off from service

for days at a time and numerous other service problems occurred.
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Mr. Hendrix recommends that the Commission take no action on TCCF’s
ESSX complaint. What action do you recommend the Commission take?
BellSouth is in serious violation of its Resale Agreement with TCCF. Mr.
Hendrix’s claim that TCCF has received the "pricing benefit associated with a 73-
month pricing arrangement for BellSouth’s ESSX service" does not pass the
"straight-face" test. The Commission must show new entrants that it is serious in
enforcing the requirements of the Telecommunications Act. The only remedy
TCCF has, which will put it in the position it would be in if not for BellSouth's
failure to perform, is to require the resale of ESSX in the new Agreement,
ESSX Arbitration
Both Ms. Arrington and Mr. Hendrix rely on a Commission order which they
say stands for the proposition that grandfathered services are available for
resale only to existing customers. But doesn’t TCCF want to sell ESSX to
existing and new customers under its new Agreement?
Yes. First of all, the Commission’s order says that "all grandfathered services are
subject to resale," I do not see the restriction which BellSouth attempts to impose.
But even if such a restriction exists in that particular order, which relates
to a particular arbitration between specific parties, TCCF is in a unique situation.
As previously discussed, BellSouth has failed to perform; the only remedy TCCF
has is the ability to resell ESSX in its new Agreement. Otherwise, BellSouth will
have succeeded in violating its Agreement causing extreme harm to TCCF, but

with no consequences to itself. T don’t think this is the message the Commission
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wants to send to ALECs who are attempting to enter the Florida market.

Ms. Arrington asserts that ESSX should not be made available for resale in
the new Agreement between TCCF and Bellsouth. How do you respond?
First, Ms. Arrington makes the same argument as Mr. Hendrix that ESSX was
only available for resale for two days. For the reasons discussed above, this
should be rejected outright. Second, BellSouth has yet to properly provision
ESSX. Its failure to do so has resulted in severe financial losses to TCCF and has
damaged TCCF’s reputation in the marketplace. The only way to address this
situation, enforce the Telecommunications Act and ensure that BeliSouth does not
profit from its behavior is to permit TCCF to resell ESSX to new and existing
customers under the new Agreement.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.
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Docket No. 981052-TP
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
REBLUTTAL TESTIMONY-
OF
ANDRFA K. WELCH

Please state your name, business address and position with the Telephone
Company of Central Florida {TCCF),
Andoca K. Welch, 3599 West Lake Mary Bowlevard, Lake Maty, Florida 32746,
[ an the Chief Opcmating Officer for TQOCF.
Arg you the same Angrea K. Weleh who filed direct tessimony in this docket?
Yes,
What iz the purpose of your rebntfal testimony?
The purpose of nyy rebuttal testimony is to address the testimony of BeflSuuth
Telecommaunications, Inc. (BellSouth) as presented by withesses Susan Artingion
and D. Daonoe Caldwell. I will point out the errorg in their testimony, including
the unsubsiantiated assertion that BellSonth has in place the nondiscriminatory
0S8 as requited by the Act.
What are the basic differences hetween your testimony and the teatimooy
offered by Ms. Arrington?
My testimony is based on real world cxperience attempting to use BeflSouth's
0SS 1 the marketplace, while Ms. Amington’s testimony appeats 1o he based on

wishful thinking.
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A,

How do you respond to Mas. Arrington’s comment that BellSouth has
developed and implemented the required nondiscriminatory electropic
interfaces required by the Act?

BellSouth ¢lesrly admits its obligation under the Telecommunications At 1o
provide nondiscriminatory electronic interfaces; however, [ towaily disagrec with
Ms. Arrington’s wnupported contention that such systetns have been provided.
in my direct testimony, I provided examples of 0SS problems (such as no order
flow (hrough} asd will provide bhelow firther examples of the numerous
defigiencies in BellSouth's O5S. In contrast, Ms, Arringtont provides one
unzubstantiated conchusion on the topic, Her staisment ignores reality and the
numerous and contineal prohlems experiencad by resellers in uttempting o use
BellSauth's O8S, Further, she mukes no mentjon uf the many fumctions for which
BellSouth has gg electronic OSS and which must be done on a manuzl baxsia.
Please illnsfrate the Fallacy in Ms, Arrington’s asgertivn thac accegs to
gondiscriminatory OSS is in place.

Within the state of Florida all orders processed by HellSouth personnel for
BellSouth end-user custamers are progessed (new orders a9 well as adds, moves
and changes) uzing one of two systemw, [f the order is for & residentdal account,
the system used iz the Regional Negotistion System (RNS). For business
aceouaty, all onders are processed using the Direct Order Eotry System (DOER)
RNS was implemented in 1991 and DOE waz csiablished in 1986, Order flow

thrsrugh can be achieved by both systems.
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Atcurding to BellSeuth, urder flow theough can be gchieved using LTINS,
EDI and TAG. Speak with uny resellcr and they will tef] yau that order tlow
through can only be achieved on “very vanilla® orders, such zs residentisl
accounts, with one [ine. Even then, "flow through" is not always achievable
BellSoull’s response is, “order How through can be achicved if the order i
completed properly by the reseller. (f not, the order will “fall lnto clarilication”
and manua| processing will hecome necessary," This starement is BellSourh's fall
back answer which allows it 1o continue to explain away 0SS deficiencies.

To provide nondiscriminatory access to (OSS, BcllSouL.h must provide
Florida-based rcsellers access to RNS and DOQE. These systems have been
developed over time and allow BellSowth personnel to process orders error free
and to deliver well-defined, time-proven service intervels to their end-user
customers. To eliminate all of the finger pointing regarding 0SS, the Commission
npmst requre BellSouth to demonsztrate RNS apd DOE side-by.side with LENS,
EDI and TAG., A side-by-side comparizan ¢ill prove that nendiscriminatory
access o OSS has not heen provided.

"TCCF does not believe that all reseliers are incapable of submitting error
free orders to BellSouth for procesging. Rather, the O8S offered to the resellers
are deficient and BellSoudh is using the "clarification” explanation as a defense for
gystern deficiencies. Reseliers are never given an adequete sxplanation for why
orders "error om™ and "fall into clarification.” The reseller sends the order

electronically, BellSputh intercepts the orders and processes it manuslly.
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BellSouth's explunation is that the order fell into "Clarification " TCCF believes
that the true answer [ies with OSS deficiencies.

BellSouth has made a conscious eflort not o provade resellers with order
procesying tools that work. All BellSouth end-user orders are processed using one
ol two fully integrared s¥stemns. By comparison, resellers have been provided with
bits and pieces of nutomation and are expected te pull afl of the pieces together,
This approach dees not work and does not provide the reseller with
nondiscriminatory access to ORS,

Do you have any specific examples?

Yes. For the past week, TCCF has dedicated onc custotner service representative
to TAFL and LENS. Pulling an employee off the telephanes o "play around” with
systems which, according to BellSowth. are fully operational, places a very real
sirain on an organization the size of TCCF. How productive has (his employee’s
week been?

Up to this point, a total of approximalcly 10 hours has been spemt
atrempting to get TAFI (0 work. After several hours of trying o got past the first
several screens, a call to the appropriate trouble desk resulted in cur finding out
that "someone” had canoeled TCCF's gocess to the program, BellSouth could not
1cll us who had canceled access or when or why, but they did promise to have us

up and ruoning within a few hows. (nce again, our cuslomer service

represcntative attempled to access TATL Now, we learn thet our user passwords

have bees canceled. Another ¢all to the mouble desk results in another apology
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and a promise to fix the passwords. Our employee could have apened numerous
trouble tickets manually in the amount of trac invested simply to ger onto the
fY'stem.

Agcording % BeltSouth LENS can be utilized to uecemplish more than
preordering lunctions. The abitity to change a directory listing is one of the
{unctions which you should be able to accomplish using LENS., The same
customer srvice representative which invested ten hours attempting 1o wse TAFI,
nvested four hours attempting to change a yellow page heading code using LENS.
Our customer service representative called the BellSouth trouble <fesk Jooking for
assistance.  He spake with Jason Weaver at (888) 462-8030 who apologized for
the problems and suggesied thar the arder be placed manually because he was
unable w help our emploves,

After lnvesting fourteen hours, TCCF’s cmployee accomplished nothing.
BellSouth®s response to this would probably be something like, ™. . | that’s the cost
of doing business, You have to invest the ime required to beconie proficient with
the systems.” I would agree il this were the first time that TCCF had attempte
to get BellSouth 0SS 1w work, but it is not

Bell2outh’s 083 do not work. TCCF has lsamed that it is more efficient
bo place orders meaumeally than it i to atrempt to utilize existing 08S. We have a
business to run und shouwld not be buzdened with troubleshooting deficient OSS ar
bemg required to use 0SS which do not wark,

M3, Avrington says thet thisy Comwmission found that OSS costs may be
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recoverable eosty. How de you respond?
First of all. in a BellSouth/MCT und AT&T arbitration cage regurding [UNEs. the
Cormmission in reference to that case and thosc parties nscd the word mav, The
Comnmissien didl no! guarantes any such recovety and. in fact. in the order Ms.
Armnngton refors to, the Commission struck the testimony o this topic, excluding
ordering chatges from the costs set in that proceeding.

Much more on puint & the following determination by the
Commission:

[Wle find that . . . operstions support systems are

necessary for competition in the locaf market to be

suceessful. We belicve that both the new entrants and (he

incumbent 1.0OCs will benefit from having cfficient

operational support systems.  Thus, all parties shail be

reghans costs 1o implement
[E]ach party shali bear its own cost of developing
and implementing clectronic interface systems, because
those syswems will benefit all carriers,
Order No, PSC-96-1572-FOF-TP at 87, emphasis supplied. Thus, the Commission
has already found that each party should bear it own costs, just as [ have
suggesied, Finally, in the event gny recovery iy permitted, I would hope thac the

Cemmission would assure itself that BellSouth hes systems in place that are in
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compilance with the Aet.  As diseyssed in my direct testimotiy and abave,
BellSouth is very far uway from that day,

M=, Arrington suggesta that at the concinsion of the bearing in this case, the
Commission should direct the parties to negatiate 0SS language. Do you
agree?

Ne. TCCF and BeilSouth have txeen anempting 10 negatiste 0SS langunpe since
the beginning of May 1998. Afier initfally agreeing to delete the (OSS rate vhare
and language requiring TCCF (v pay for 0SS development, BellSouth has been
intransigent and insisted that such languuge and chart appear 0 the new
Agreement. TCCE believes that no purpose is served (other than more deiay and
exprnse to TCCF which inures to BellSouth’s benefit) in sending the partics hack
for more negotiation.

Do yon ngree with the language on this issue which Ms, Arcmgton proposes?
No; the substance of the language Ms. Arrington adwocates is at the heurt of this
dispute. It would reguire resellers to pay for systems BellSouth must develap to
comply with the At and it ignotes the development and other costs which
resellers must bear, Lastly, it makes the unfounded avsumption that appropriate
(88 syserns wast,

What language should be included i the new Agreement on (OSS?

The now Agreement shonld state that BellSouth is required to supply the reseller
with nondiscritninatory aceoss o O8S. Furthermore, a pepalty of $25 should be

imposed upon BelSouth for cach order submitted manually, due to the lack of
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OS8. BeliSouth scems to ignore the fact that TCCF has been forced to submit
orders manually for fwo and a half years.

At an absohite minimum, if the Commissior allows BellSouth to recover
development and processing costs essociated with 0SS (which TCCF apposes), it
is imperative that the Agreement clearly stare that no recovery will be permirtes)
unti] such time as BellSouth can prove that nondiseriminatory aceess to 088 has
been provided. Page § of my direct testimony provides the follawing supgested
language:

088 Order Charge Rates (eicctronic and/or manual) wifl npt

be applicable until such time sz BellSowth haz made

z_wailable to the reseller an auromated means of processing

the applicable order type (i.e adds, moves, changes, frouble

tickets) via an eledtronic interface.

Do you agree with the O5S rates included in Ms. Arvington's testimony?
Noi though 1t eppears that the raes BellSouth has now proposed have been
reduced i comparison to what BellSouth offered TCCF in negotiation, the rates
are still excessive. Farther, the large difference in the rates offered 10 TCCF in
negotistion with BellSouth and the rates in Ma. Arrington’s testimony waise furthor
questiony about the propriety of the rates.

Should rates For ©SS be included in the new Agrecment?

Neo. OSS rates should not be included in the Agreement. Each party showld benr

its own costs as the Commission has previously directed, If the Commission gues
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find charges for OSS t be appropiate, certainly no rates should be ineluded umtil
the Commission has concrete answers to the questions raised or page 20 of py
direct testimony, as well as the issues raised below, meluding how such costs will
be appartioned among AFLECs, what futute 0SS costz will be and assurance that
such sysiems function properly and at parity with BellSouth's retil systems. Al
that time, the Commission can address the issue of sppropriate OSS races, if any,
on an indostry-wide bagis,
Az to Ms. Caldwell’s testimony, way any specific data underlying her cost
sty provided?
No. Ms. Caldwell has provided 3ome high level spreadshests and information.
While in Docket No. 960757-TP, BellSouth provided an electronic filing with
complete data, no such supporting information way provided 1o TCCF. Fer
example, while varlous assumptions were provided, therc appears w be ne
information a5 to bow or why such assumptions were chosen or whether they are
approprizre in this instance.
Does TCCF have the resnurces to analyze the BellSouth cost study fis depth?
Probably net, though without cornplcte information, it is certainly impossible.
And, as a preliminary mater, let me reiterate that TCCF believes that no charges
are appropriate for 035 development or for processing tees, especiaily the inflated
fees for provessing manual orders; thus, the cost information is rrelevant.
Further, in comparison to BellSouth, TOCF is a very small company, We

simpty have neither the personnel nor the resowrves tu do a detailed analysig of the
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Bell3outh cost model. Additionally, we believe that it would frusuate the intent
of the Act to place such a (remendous burden on small carriers. For exarnple, it
ts my undecstanding that 1he BellSouh mode] ses several other pomplex madels
and price calculators which would necessitate extensive analyzis.  If (ke
Commiysion ts interested in evaluating BellSouth's cost studics ar using b in
any way as & basis for 0SS vcharges, it should upen a generic docker and not sllow
BellSouth 10 place the burden for analysng its cost study on TCCF.

With the above comments in mind, do you have sny general observations
about the BellSouth cost study?

Yes. BellSouth's analysis appears tu place many of the costs of doing business
on the reseller. thus, relieving BellSouth of many costs previously incumed by it
However, BellSouth does not gppear to hgve 1sken any ol these coyt reductions
into account when calculating OSS costs and fres.

For cxample, résellers are currently respoensible for the costs of sales,
marketing, order entry, billing, collections, customer service, and bad debt
expenze. This represunts a significant cost reduction for BellSouth, bt RellSouth
docs not appear to have taken this into secount or quantified it in any way, [f
BellSauth is willing to work effectively with resellers instead of purposely creating
mefTiciencies in the process, its coas could be even further reduced.

Can vou provide examples of some of the inefficiencies to which you yrefor?
Yes, Why must entively oew systems be crésted for resellers? One would think

that existing BellSourh 9ysterns could be utilized for reseller ardera. There is no
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evidence in Ms. Caldwell's wstimony that BellSouth has thoroughly researched
potential options for OS8. Nor is there woy explanation of why reseblers cranat
use the current BellSuuth systems. IF a comnion OSS system is used, the cost of
& common OSS will be spread over 2 much larger user base and result in lover
reseller and end-user costs. There is no evidence that BelfSouth hay explared this
reasopable aprion

Are there cther issues the Commission shenld consider in lookin g at
BeliSouth’s rost study?

¥es. Those issues include: whet technologies have been enalvzed for the
development of O8S; whether total development and support costs, including the
costy incurred by resellers, have been taken nto account; whether any proposed
OSS projeet has been put out for bid 1o outside consultants to ensure thar resellers
have some cost control over the sy3tems for which BellSouth wanty them to pay.,
Of particular importance is the iszue of how RellSouth itgelf will benefit feom
improved OS8 which it wants resellers to fund. Cest and opcrational efficiencics
must be wken into accounmt when iovking st any propased resefler fee. {miy
BellScuth has, and can provide, information on these issves to the Comrmission.
The Commission should requure BellSouth to praduce such informardon,

Has BellSouth addressed issnes regarding erder volume?
No. How projected ordet volume affects BellSouth’s ¢alcalations of Q88 charyges

is unclear, As ALEC order valume increascs, it i3 logical to essume that OSS fees

will decrease. But, there appears w be no mechanism in place to reduce fegs if
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projected volutes (whatever they arc) decline. Nor is it clear who is résponstble
for monitaring the volume of orders and making the appropriate changes in the
resellers’ fees BellSouth proposes. ANl of these imporiant questions femain
unaiswered. BellSouth should be required to demonsteate o the Commission what
volume of orders are nesded/projocted 1o pay for the OSS development costs it
claims. It should set out the volume projections used (and how those projections
were developed) in the current BellSouth calculations.

What about issues related to arder rejection?

We have been told by BellSourh that TCCE has an order refect rate of
spproximately 3% versus an average of 35% for 2f] resellers, Under these facts,
15 it fajr for all ALECs to pay the same OSS charge? Further, is any charge fait
if the order rejectivn is cansed by BellSouth? That is, why should TCCF {or any
ALEC) be penalized for BeflSouth’s mistakes? “The Commission should review
whether the customer representatives who process ALEC orders arc as experienced
as those who procesz BellSouth retail orders and howr the reject rates as to the two
types of orders compare  BellSouth has provided no information about this.

Do yvou have sny comments regarding the duration of the O3S fees BellSouth
secks?

Yes. o my direct testimony, I said that it appears that BellSouth wamis to collect
OSS fees forever DBellSouth's festimony confirms this, One would certainly
expect that onee develomment costs ars recovered, the fees would cease, howeyer,

this does not appear to be what RellSouth contemplates. And, no information
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about towl development costs has been pravided.
Are there other importent issues Mx. Caldwell does not address?

Yes. For example. what sufeguards will proteet reseblers from the potential of

BeltSouth booking unrelated costs agpinst the OSS development for resellora?

How wiil 1esellers be compensated if fraudulent cost allocation PIactives accyr?
Who will andit cost allocation? Will the results of any such audits be available
to ALECs fer revicw and verification?

(30 you have any conclkling ohservations abant the QOSS charges Bell$outh
wants to impose on TCCF?

Yes. The only wiy to prowvide fair treptment for resellers is to charge 3 consistent
fec to Bel]South end-users and to resellers, but to discount resellers’ fevs to adjust
far the costs which resellers incur for their custorners which BellSouth no longat
incurs, such a3 customer service, order entry, collections, billing costg, bad debt
expenss. sales costy, ete. If the overall cost of doing business with BeliSouth is
hot ¢ompared to the cost of providing service to a BellSouwh end-uger, then the
lueal competition mandated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 will never
become a reality, Resellers have very slity margins; it would not take much tor
BellSouth to recapture thal roargin threugh excessive O8S fees, BellSouth could
create & scepario where OSS fres become & significant profit ¢enler. Such an
ouwtcome would be shon-lived however, because it would cause the financial
collapse of the already strugyling local resale market.

Additionally, by urifizing a common OS5 systeny, which reats BellSouth
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urders ond reselier orders the same, parity of service can hecome g real poszibility.
A commen (SS system showld hide the order's origin from the operational
support saff so that the potential for bias against resellers’ orders 1s mitigaled.
Parity of service remeins a significant reguirernent of the |'elecommunications Act
of 1996 which has not been yet vealized by reselless.

Does this conclude your rebottal testimooy”

Yes.
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