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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF IKE BYRD 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 991237-TP 

MARCH 1,2000 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, EMPLOYER AND ADDRESS. 

My name is Isaac (Ike) N. Byrd. I am employed by BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. (hereinafter referred to as 'BellSouth" or "The 

Company'). My present position is Manager - Federal Regulatory. My business 

address is 675 West Peachtree Street, N.E., Atlanta, Georgia, 30375. 

PLEASE GNE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF YOUR EDUCATIONAL 

BACKGROUND AND COMPANY EXPERIENCE. 

I graduated from Auburn University in Auburn, Alabama in 1969 with a Bachelor 

of Electrical Engineering degree and from Georgia State University in Atlanta, 

Georgia in 1979 with a Master d Business Administration degree with a major in 

Finance. I begm smployment with the Western Electric Co., Defense Activities 

D m  in 1970 in proiect management. In 1973, I transferred to Southern Bell 

in J.dpormilb, Florid@.and held various positions in the Network Equipment 

Engineering Department before joining the Southern Bell Headquarters Service 

Costs organization in 1975 in Atlanta, Georgia. Following several years of 

developing switched services cost studies for tariff filings and rate cases, I 
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transferred to the Southem Bell Headquarters Rates anct Tariffs organization in 

1984 dndoplng tanffs for various switched services. In 1987, I transfwed to my 

wmnt position in BellSouth Federal Regulatory where I have had increasing 

responsibility for the docket and issue management of various access and 

related services. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED IN REGULATORY PROCEEDINGS 

BEFORE ANY COMMISSION? 

Yes, I testified previously in Florida Docket No. 820294-TP. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to present BellSouth's analysis of Mr. Langin- 

Hoope~'s Direct Testimony Exhibit JLH-2, "Estimated Overcharges of Intrastate 

Carrier Common Line Charges to ATBT by BellSouth in Florida", filed January 

31,2000, for the services listed below: 

(a) call fonwerding (CF); 

(b) call waiting (CW); 

(4 ~ c a l w I ( 3 w ) ;  

(d) - h w ~  (FX); 

(0) voice measagind that utilize call forwarding (VM-CF); 

(9 voice messaging message retrieval (VMMR); 

(9) routing to paging. 
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Q. 

A. 

In addition, I will present BellSouth‘s studies of Florida - AT&T Intrastate Carrier 

Common Line (CCL) Charges for following services: (1) Call Forwarding, and (2) 

Foreiqr Exchange. 

The Rebuttal Testimony of Messrs. Hendrix, Milner, and Scollard will address 

other aspects of Messrs. Langin-Hooper’s and Guepe’s Direct Testimony. As is 

demonstrated in Mr. Hendrix testimony, BellSouth has no liaklity to AT&T 

whatsoever. My testimony presents an analysis of AT&T’s overcharge estimates 

and will show that, even if the Commission were to rule in AT&Ts favor, its 

overcharge estimates are unsubstantiated and in many cases plainly incorrect. 

WHAT ARE THE ALLEGED OVERCHARGE AMOUNTS FOR BELLSOUTH 

IN FLORIDA THAT YOU WILL BE ANALYZING IN THE FIRST PORTION OF 

YOUR TESTIMONY AND WHAT IS BELLSOUTHS POSITION ON AT&TS 

ALLEGED OVERCHARGES? 

Mr. Langin-Hoopets Exhibit JLH-2 (“Exhibit JLH-2”), Page 12 of 12, presents the 

overcharge amounts alleged by AT&T for the period 1988 - 1999 related to seven 

services provided by Bdlsouth. The sum total of the AT&T alleged overcharges 

is 552.34 million. In Exhibit JLH-2. AT&T provides 11 pages of information 

gcKwnly M b i n g  scant data sources and sketchy study methodology. From 

this lhky beginning, AT&T makes a huge, and largely unfounded leap to alleged 

overcharge amounts by year and service. In the end, ATBT alleges that 

BellSouth owes it an i n d i b l e  $52 million! It is incomprehensible to expect the 

Commission or BellSouth to be able to draw any reasonable conclusions as to 
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the validity of the $52 million allegation based On this scar- level of detail. This 

m e w  level of study documentation does not even remotely approach the 

threshold needed for ATBT to justify its overreaching demands. As the following 

testimony will show, the Commission should conclude that, even if AT&T could 

show that it had been overcharged, its alleged overcharge estimates are not 

even in the right ballpark. 
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is Q. PROVIDE A GENERAL OVERVIEW OF ATBTS OVERCHARGE STUDY 

16 METHODOLOGIES. 

ATBT fails to provide fundamental supporting data that is needed to support its 

wild claims. For example, in order to evaluate ATBTs alleged overcharge data, 

methodologies, and results, the Commission and BellSouth would need such 

data as service growth rates, CCL rates, number of sample NPA-NXXs, and 

number of sample minutes by service. ATBT provides none of these. ATBTs 

claims are replete with other flaws, as will be shown below. 
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ATBT uses two din;erent study methodologies, one for CF, CW, and 3W and 

another for FX, VM-CF, VM-MR, and routing to paging. For CF, CW, and 3W, a 
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sampk of data was tekm over a two-week period in 1994, expanded to estimate 

8 NI qursllr, gram, torward 5 plus years through 1999, and cast backwards 6 

plu8 ywrs to 1988 to edtimato alleged BellSouth CCL overcharges for this 12 

year pcKlod. For FX, VMCF, VM-MR, and routing to paging, ATBT did not have 

any sample data from which to estimate its alleged overcharges. Therefore, for 

these services, ATBT uses a variety of assumptions on the number of customers 

4 



1 

2 

3 

4 Q. 

5 

6 

7 A. 

8 

9 

10 

I1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

and call volumes to estimate numbers of alleged overcharge minutes of use and 

overchuges associated with these services. 

ARE "ATBTS DATA SOURCES FOR CF, CW, AND 3W WHICH ARE 

DESCRIBED IN EXHIBIT JLH-2, SECTION II, B, CLEAR AND RELIABLE? 

NO. ATBT provides very little information from which anyone could evaluate its 

data sources and what it does provide is not clear. For example, on page 7 of 

12, ATBT talks about how an original "5% sample of about 2500 NPA-NXXs" that 

"created significant processing difficulties" was reduced by using only those 

NPA-NXXs that had a "4" in the second position of the NXX Further, 

"processing requirement were (sic] reduced by a factor of ten" by making this 

change. what does not make sense is the following statement: "A total of 1851 

active NPA-NXXs met this criteria, and 1538 were associates [sic] with the BOCs 

and major independents, yi >v dina an v stud 

(emphasis added)." It is not dear how processing could be "reduced by 

about a factor of ten" when the original sample of "about 2500 NPA-NXXs" was 

only reduced to lhe "1851" and "1538" numbers referencad above. This is not a 

ten fold reduction in NPA-NXXs. 

Tha udwlined q u e  above of ''yielding an average 3% sample for each LEC 

study ma" also presents a concern as to the validity of the sample number of 

NPA-NXXs selected in the BellSouth Florida franchise area. Because ATBT did 

not provide the number of sample NPA-NXXs for Florida, the word "average" is 

the concern. For example, an average sample size of 50 cwld be very 
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misleading for a given State if one state had a sample size d 10 and the other 90 

which mxlld produce an average sample size of 50. 

Another ATBT statement that is of concern is as follows: "Any specific value of 

the second position [in an NXX] would be unlikely to be associated with a 

particular geographic distribution of LEC exchanges, maintaining the random 

nature of the selection." (See Page 7 of 12) This sounds reasonable on its face, 

but in practice it may not work out as smoothly as evidenced in the data filed by 

ATBT in its similar interstate CCL complaint against BellSouth. See In Matter of 

ATBT Corp.. Complainant. v. BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., Defendant, 

File No, E-95-10, Verified Amended Supplemental Complaint, dated March 18. 

1999, ("ATBTs Interstate Complaint Stuw), Appendix 2 Worksheets for each 

BellSouth state, "Sample NPANXX Count". The values for sampled NPA-NXXs 

are as follows for the BellSouth states: (a) AL = 23, (b) FL = 39, (c) GA = 21, (d) 

KY = 13, (e) LA = 50, (f) MS = 30, (g) NC = 2, (h) SC = 13, and (i) TN = 27. 

Sampling in the BellSouth states ranges.from a high of 50 in Louisiana to a low of 

only 2 in North Carolina. This data filed by ATBT dearly shows that the 

statement claiming that, "Any specif~c value of the second position [in an NXX] 

would be unlikely to be associated with a particular gogaphic distribution of 

LEC admngea, maintaining the random nature of the selection," is not always 

trw whm actual data is reviewed and is certainly not true in Florida if ATBT used 

the amno lrtudy data we that ATBT used in conjunction with its interstate CCL 

complaint. This provides further evidence of a flawed study methodology. 
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Another data source flaw from Page 7 of 12 is AT&Ts fourteenday study period 

of AprH 1,1994 through April 14,1994. This study period is flawed because it 

i n d a  the 1994 Easter holiday. AT&T states the holiday "offered some of the 

variation in calling patterns associated with holidays while not swamping the 

sample data series with vast differences in calling patterns . . . . . . . . . 'I. Because 

AT&T collected only 2 weeks of study data, it is likely that AT&T extrapolated 

these 2 weeks over a full 52 week year. Such an extrapolation would require an 

expansion of the data by a factor of 26, and would cany the built-in assumption 

that there are 26 "Easter-sized" holiday weekends per year - 1 every 2 weeks. 

Thus, AT&T introduced an unjustifiable bias by including a major holiday 

weekend in its study. 

Together with the dearth of supporting data, these flaws in AT&Ts study 

methodology raise serious c o n m s  about the validity of AT&Ts sampling study 

as the foundation of their overcharge calculations for CF, CW, and 3W. 

16 

17 Q. IS AT&TS "BASIS FOR DETERMINING OVERLAPPING CALLS, EXHIBIT JLH- 
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2, SECTION II, C., PAGES 7 AND 8 OF 12, RELIABLE? 

No. As with their "Data Sources" Section, AT&T provides almost no description 

of tho aiWa used to determine whether a call was categorized as CF, CW, or 

3W. In odor to reasonably evaluate AT&Ts methodology for capturing calls that 

had overlapping minutes and categorizing them as CF, CW, or 3W, much more 

detailed information on the criteria used is needed. 

25 
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I Q. IS AT&TS CALL FORWARDING STUDY METHODOLOGY AND 

2 OVERCHARGE ESTIMATE RELIABLE? 
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No. The relation between "Total CallslAccess-Baled Calls" that AT&T apparently 

claims is relevant is a smokescreen designed to mask the fact that a CCL charge 

is always appropriate in intraLATA call fonvarding situations. In the remainder of 

this paragraph and the next two paragraphs, my discussion works through 

AT&Ts scarce support information making the best effort to derive AT&Ts 16.66 

expansion factor referenced in Exhibit JLH-2, and then shows why the inclusion 

of 'Total Calls/Access-Billed Calls" as a part of the 16.66 is incorrect. In Exhibit 

JLH-2. Section II. A., "Estimation of Occurrences of Overbilling", Pages 3 to 5 of 

12, AT&T describes its methodology for estimating the AT&Tonly call forwarding 

minutes of use (MOUs) tom its l4-day 1994 study. The first expansion 

adjustment introduced is a "1IATBT Market Share" factw. AT&T fails to explain 

why such a factor should be used. On Page 4 of 12, AT&T assumes a 60% 

market share which results in a factor of 1.66 (100%160%); however, the 1 .66 

factor is not shown in AT&Ts Exhibit JLH-2. In addition, AT&T does not indicate 

LE 
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where this market shere comes from, if or whether it is any average, a snapshot, 

etc. ATBT apparently multiplied this 1.66 factor by the sampled data to attempt 

to estimate the number of calls terminated to the call-forwarded line by AT&T and 

then fipmnkd by another carrier, as well as calls terminated to the call- 

forwmdad line by anoth6r carrier and then call-forwarded to AT&T. Because of 

the lack of information provided by AT&T, there is no way for the Commission to 

assess whether or not AT&Ts factor is correct. 
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The second method AT8T used to massage the suspect sample data is 

introduad on Page 4 of 12. AT8T then applies the factor it calls 'Total 

Calld&cass-Billed Calls". AT8T assumes 10% to be "a fairly typical value" for 

the relationship of Access-Billed Calls to Total Calls. Because no explanation is 

given, one must assume that Total Calls includes interstate, intrastate-interlATA, 

intrastate-intraLATA, and local calls. AT8Ts calculation of 'Total CallsIAccess- 

Billed Calls" is not shown in Exhibit JLH-2. Accordingly, one must speculate, but 

BellSouth supposes it to be 10.0 (1 OO%/lO%) from ATBTs example where 

Access-Billed calls are 10% of all calls. AT8T does introduce a factor of 16.66 

on Page 4 of 12 and alleges that for originating CCL access charges they were 

overbilled an estimated 16.66 times the number of MOUs that AT8T observed in 

its 14 day study period. On Page 5 of 12, ATBT further alleges that for 

terminating CCL access charges they again were overbilled an estimated 16.66 

times the number of MOUs that AT&T observed in its 14 day study period. The 

derivation of this 16.66 factor in not shown in Exhibit JLH-2; however, BellSouth 

supposes that it is the product of the two factors discussed above, i.e. 1.66 times 

10.0. Use of the 10.0 factor inaeases AT8l's access-billed only call forwarding 

MOUs derived from the sample data to a figure representing MOUs attributable 

to calls originating within the same LATA as the call forwarded line and 

subsequently call forwarded intrastate by AT8T. This same factor of 10.0 is used 

to dadate MOUs attributable to call arrangements in which AT8T transports an 

in- 

then call foiwarded intralATA AT8Ts actual call sample data could not capture 

either of these call forwarding scenarios. Importantly. BellSouth's data 

demonstrates that the relationship of "Access-Billed Calls to Total Calls" used 

lIed.hl1 that terminates to a call forwerded number and is 
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above by AT&T is approximately 16-20% for Florida and not the 10% claimed by 

ATBT. Saa my Exhibit CFA. 

Even if shown that AT&Ts assumptions regardlng factors are correct, an 

additional flaw with AT&T's approach is the fact that this multiplication by 10.0 

should not be performed at all in determining originating or terminating 

overcharges. As the FCC confirmed in its December 9,1998 Memorandum 

Opinion and Order regarding complaints similar to the instant complaint, ("FCC 

Liability Ordet"), for local exchange carrier (LEC) handled calls that originate or 

terminate to a call fomrded line from a point in the same LATA, the originating 

or terminating line is clearly used, and the LEC is permitted to assess originating 

or terminating CCL charges for the line actually used in the originating or 

terminating intraLATA location. These charges that BellSouth could have 

charged are the equivalent of, and therefore an offset to, the originating CCL 

charges at the intermediate call forwarding location that BellSouth did charge. 

The same offset principle would apply for terminating CCL charges in that the 

terminating CCL charges that BellSouth could have billed for the use of the 

common line on which the call terminates would be exact offsets to the CCL 

charges that BellSouth did bill at the intermediate call forwarding location. 

Therefore, ATBTs factor for Total CallslAccess-Billed Calls should be removed. 

Rem~wd of the factor thus reduces the alleged overcharges by a factor of 10.0 

wh.n wing the sample values presented by AT&T. 

Even if it were appropriate to multiply by the factors that AT&T suggests, which it 

is not, it appears the factor actually used in AT&Ts calculations is different. For 
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example, ATBT states in Exhibit JLH-2. Page 5 of 12, "For each state study area, 

the nugnitude of the total overbilling for call forwarding was estimated by 

~Xpan&rg the observed totals by the s W f i c  factor calculated as described 

above (emphasis added) to reflect the expected ratio of total occurrences for 

each observed occurrence." Because we do not have the actual data used, we 

can only spearlate what factor was used by ATBT. However, if the earlier 

referenced ATBT Interstate Complaint Study is any indicator, the factor used by 

AT&T is slightly greater than 13. From the AT&T Interstate Complaint Study, 

Appendix 2 Worksheets for Florida, ATBT states that InterstatelTotal Calls is 

7.65%. The expansion factor used in its calculation formulas is Total 

Calldlnterstate Calls is 13.07 when using 1 OOW.65%. As BellSouth states in 

its objections to ATBTs 1* Set of Interrogatories, filed January 27,2000. AT&TS 

overcharge claims for CF for 1988 to 1992 (S.88M) are irrelevant due to StaMe 

of Limitations. The resulting amount for the 1993 to 1999 mod is S2.71M. 

When this S2.71M is reduced by the facton of 10 and 13 discussed above, the 

result is $.271M and $.208M, respectively, for CF. Since BellSouth does not 

know whether ATBT used an expansion factor of 10 or 13 or possibly something 

even larger, the significant reductive impact of division by both is shown. See 

BellSouth's Florida - ATBT Intrastate CF CCL Charges Study. (Exhibit CF-E) 

18 
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21 Q. ARE A l W S  CALL WAITING AND 3-WAY CALLING STUDY 
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23 ACCURATE? 

METHOOOLOGIES AND OVERCHARGE ESTIMATES RELIABLE AND 

24 
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No. Exhibit JLH-2. Section 11, A., Page 5 of 12, states "For.&ll waiting and mree 

way ding, similar expansion factors were used to assure that the instances of 

ob- call interactions in ATBTs data for these services was expanded to 

estimate the total volume of all call interactions involving these services." Based 

on this, CW and 3W are inflated by the same factor of 10 or more as was CF. As 

BellSouth states in its objections to AT&T's l* Set of Interrogatories. filed 

January 27, 2000, AT&Ts overcharga claims for CW for 1988 to 1992 (WSOM) 

are irrelevant due to Statute of Limitations. The resulting amount for the 1993 to 

1999 period is $13.90M. When this $13.90M is reduced by the factors of 10 and 

13 discussed above, the result is $1.39M and $1.07M, respectively, for CW. 

Since BellSouth does not know whether AT&T used an expansion factor of I O  or 

13 or possibly something even larger, the significant reductive impact of division 

by both is shown. 

As BellSouth states in its objections to AT&T's l* Set of Interrogatories, filed 

January 27,2000, AT&T's overcharge daims for 3W for 1988 to 1992 (W26M) 

are irrelevant due to Statute of Limitations. The resulting amount for the 1993 to 

1999 period is Sl2.94M. When this $12.94M is reduced by the factors of 10 and 

13 discussed above, the result is $1.29M and $.99M, respectively, for 3W. Since 

Bellsouth does not kKm whether AT&T used an expansion factor of 10 or 13 or 

po- something even larger, the significant reductive impact of division by 

b o t h i s m .  
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3 ESTIMATES RELIABLE AND ACCURATE? 

ARE AT&TS FOREIGN EXCHANGE, VOICE MAIL, FAX PROCESSING, AND 

PAGING SERVICES STUDY METHODOLOGIES AND OVERCHARGE 
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NO. AT&Ts FX, VM-CF, VM-MR, and Paging estimates are based on call 

volume assumptions rather than the data sources in Exhibit JLH-2, Section I I ,  B 

as was CF, CW, and 3W. Fax processing is discussed by ATBT; however, no 

overcharge estimates were developed as they state the following in Exhibit JLH- 

2, Page 8 of 12, "Fax processing services were detennined to be too limited for 

any meaningful assumptions about daily Occurrence to be developed." 

Notwithstanding that AT&Ts calculation of CF, CW, and 3W overcharges 

displays the flaws outlined previously, they were at least purported to be 

supported by a study with actual sample data. By contrast, FX, VM-CF, VM-MR, 

and Paging calculations appear to be based on little or no data related to actual 

calls. AT&T states in Exhibl JLH-2, Section I I ,  A ,  Page 5 of 12, "For AT&T calls 

to and from specific telephone numbers associated with other services such as 

FX, voice mail, fax processing, and paging services, the data was severely 

limited by the small sample of telephone numbers available. ... ... ... ... . .. ... ... .. 
Accordingly, ~ ~ p y l l l  m a  (emphasis added) were developed which refleded a 

reasando estimate of the occurrence of inappropriate access billing associated 

with @me services." Indeed AT&Ts analysis of these overcharge estimates is 

made entirely of assumptions. Exhibit JLH-2s description of the FX, VM-CF, 

VM-MR, and Paging methodologies are replete with the phrases "assumption", 

"were assumed", and "was assumed". 
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Many d these estimates are unreliable or perhaps incorrect. For example, on 

Pago 5 of 12, the first assumption was made that an average of 3000 single line 

business and residential analog lines are served by each NPA-NXX. This may or 

may not have any relationship to BellSouth NPA-NXXs. A major ancem with 

this section, in addition to the number of assumptions made, is the appearance 

that all data assumptions apply to all state study areas without regard to 

differences in how services may have developed in each defendant LEC's 

service area. AT8T used the same data in its Interstate Complaint referenced 

earlier in my testimony. Due to the absence of valid support data, the study of 

these services and the resulting overcharge estimates would not be valid even at 

the national level, much less when disaggregated to the individual state level. 

For FX, Exhibit JLH-2, Paga 5 of 12. states "Of those lines [3000], .2% (two- 

tenths of a percent) were assumed to be FX and FX-like lines." Later, AT&T 

states, 'Thus, six (6) FX and FX-like lines were assumed for each NPA-N XX... ..I' 

The assumption has no support whatsoever. The section continues with 

assumption after assumption in order to estimate the base quarter. The base 

quarter is then extrapolated 5 years into the future to 1999 and 6 years 

historically to get to 1988 with more assumptions. Erron made in calculating a 

base mer are magnified by this extrapolation 5 years into the future and 6 

yeen into the past. & BellSouth states in its objections to AT8Ts 1' Set of 

Interragatories, filed'January 27,2000, AT&Ts overcharge daims for FX for 1988 

to 1992 ($1.42M) are irrelevant due to Statute of Limitations. The resulting 

1 4  
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amount for the 1993 to 1999 period is $2.01M. See BellSouth's ~lorida - AT&T 

In- FX CCL Charges Study. (Exhibit FX-A) 

For VM-CF and VM-MR, "Five percent (5%) were assumed to subscribe to voice 

mail services ... .'I. Once again the calculation begins with an unsubstantiated 

assumption. The same unsubstantiated assumptions are used to project 5 years 

forward and backward 6 years which only serves to exacerbate any errors in the 

assumptions. 

Regardless of AT&Ts study alleging otherwise, the overcharge amounts are zero 

for VM-CF and VM-MR. As the FCC confirmed in its December 9,1998 Liability 

Order, a terminating CCL charge would be appropriate for common lines used by 

a VM platform to accumulate calls forwarded to it for storage for customers of ita 

voicemail service or for calls to the VM platform for message retrieval (MR). 

BellSouth's VM service does use common lines for calls coming into its 

platforms. Therefore, for those calls that AT&T handles that terminate to a 

telephone number that fotwards the call to a VM platfwn or for those calls that 

ATBT handlem that terminate on a VM platform for the purpose of MR, a 

terminating CCL charge would be appropriate for the common line used to 

terminate to the VM platform. Though this terminating CCL c h a w  for the use of 

tha W phtform common line is not actually charged today, it would be equal to 

the brmkuting CCL mrge that is charged at the intermediate CF line location. 

These two charges &Id be equal and would offset each other such that there 

would zero BellSouth overcharges for VM-CF and MR. 
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For Paging, " ... . 0.5% (one half of one percent) were assumed to be 

a ssadabd with paging SerViCeS." This calculation like those discussed above 

produces suspect results. As BellSouth states in its objections to AT8l's 1 Set 

of Interrogatories, filed January 27,2000, ATBTs overcharge claims for paging 

for 1988 to 1992 ($.43M) are irrelevant due to Statute of Limitations. The 

resulting amount for the 1993 to 1999 period is $1.75M. This remainder needs 

further reductions to reflect erroneous AT8T assumptions. As noted in Mr. 

Hendrix's testimony, BellSouth stopped CCL billing for calls to paging services in 

March 1996. Even if AT&T overcharge estimates were accurate, the $1.75M 

must be further reduced by $1.1 3M which is the amount AT&T estimated for 

overcharges for the period of April 1996 to yearend 1999. 

Additionally, Exhibit JLH-2, Page 6 of 12, states that AT&T uses one-half minute 

as an average duration of a call to a paging service. BellSouth has determined 

that the paging industry uses an average of 20 to 25 seconds as the average call 

to a pager, not 30 seconds as ATBT use@ in its calculations. Therefore, AT&l's 

estimate is further reduced by a factor of 33% ([30 secs. - 20 secs.y3osecs.) to 

reflect 20 seconds as the average, rather than AT&Ts 30 seconds. When all 

these reductions are fadored into AT&T alleged overcharge amount, the result is 

$.42M. Therefore, BellSouth's maximum overcharge exposure for paging is 

$.4W. not the S2.18M as AT&T alleges. 

Q. MR. BYRD, DOES m l S  COMPLETE THE FIRST PORTION OF YOUR 

TESTIMONY REGARDING BELLSOUTHS ANALYSIS OF AT&TS 

ESTIMATED INTRASTATE CCL OVERCHARGES IN EXHIBIT JLH-27 
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I 

2 A. Yes. 

3 

4 Q.  

5 OVERCHARGE COMPLAINT IN FLORIDA? 

WHAT STUDIES HAS BELLSOUTH PERFORMED RELATED TO AT8T.S CCL 

6 

7 A. 

8 

9 Q. WHY DIDN'T YOU STUDY CW AND 3W? 

BellSouth has performed CCL charges studies for CF and FX. 

10 

1 1  A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

BellSouth did not perform any CCL charges studies for CW or 3W because the 

FCC's December 9,1998 Liability Order concluded that BellSouth and the other 

LECs billed CCL charges appropriately related to these senrices. Therefore, for 

CW and 3W there are no overcharges. However, if the Commission were to 

decide that BellSouth had liability for CCL charges assodated with CW and 3W, 

BellSouth requests that it be allowed adequate time to develop such studies 

before any damage amounts for these services are determined. 

18 

19 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTHS FLORIDA - ATBT INTRASTATE CF CCL 

20 CHARGES STUDY. 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

E d l ~  developed the CF CCL Charges Study in order to provide a 

reasonable estimate of CF CCL charges based on the FCC's December 9,1998 

Liability Order. An intrastate call-forwarding ratio for each year was developed 

from a special study of all ATBT intrastate calls that ware call forwarded for the 

17 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Q. 

9 

10 

1 1  A. 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

15 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

15 

study period. Actual 1993-1999 originating and terminating access mlnutes of 

use (MOUs) for ATBT were then multiplied by the call forwarding ratio to produce 

inhastab call forwarded MOUs by year. These call folwarded MOUs were then 

multiplied by the applicable CCL rate per MOU tb produce CF CCL charges by 

year. The CF CCL Charges Study is described in detail in Attachment INB-1 to 

my testimony. 

WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF BELLSOUTHS FLORIDA - AT8T INTRASTATE 

CF CCL CHARGES STUDY? 

The results are approximately $240,000 for the period 1993-1999. Exhibit CF-E 

to Attachment INB-1 provides the study results. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTHS FLORIDA - ATBT INTRASTATE FX CCL 

CHARGES STUDY. 

BellSouth developed the FX CCL Charges Study in order to provide a reasonable 

estimate of the FX CCL charges based on the FCC's December 9, 1998 Liability 

Order. From a one month special study of all calls to or from all interLATA FX 

lines in Florida, an ATBT intrastate "FX Ratio" was developed. The "FX Ratio" 

waa th. nauk of dividing AT8Ts intrastate feature group MOUs that were either 

o r i g h t d  from or terminated to these interLATA FX lines by the AT&T average 

1999 monthly intrastate feature group MOUs. "FX Ratios" were developed 

individually for originating and terminating traffic. Actual 19931999 originating 

and terminating access MOUs for ATBT were then multiplied by their respective 

18 



5 

6 

7 Q. 

8 

9 

IO A. 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 A. 

17 

18 

19 

"FX Ratios" to produce yearly AT&T intrastate originating and terminating MOUs 

for calb originating from or terminating to interLATA FX lines. These resulting 

MOUs ware then multiplied by the applicable CCL rates to produce CCL charges 

by year. The FX CCL Charges Study is desaibed in detail in Attachment INB-2 to 

my testimony. 

WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF BELLSOUTH'S FLORIDA - AT&T INTRASTATE 

FX CCL CHARGES STUDY? 

The results are approximately $14,OOO for the period 1993-1999. Exhibit FX-A to 

Attachment INB-2 provides the study results. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE AND COMPARE AT&TS ALLEGED OVERCHARGE 

ESTIMATES WITH BELLSOUTH'S ESTIMATES. 

First, as stated earlier in my testimony, all of AT&Ts alleged overcharges for the 

1988 - 1992 period am irrelevant due to Statute of Limitations. Therefore, the 

AT8T and BellSouth estimate comparisons shown bedow are for the period 1993 

- 1999. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

19 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

Services 

AT&T Overcharge BellSouth Charges 

Estimates Estimates 

cw 

2.71 

3 w  

CF 

13.90 0 

FX 

VM-CF 

2.01 ,014 

4.64 0 
- 

VM-MR 

Paging 

As highlighted throughout my testimony, ATBTs alleged overcharge estimates 

from Exhibit JLH-2 am in many cases unsubstantiated andlor based on suspect 

data and in other cases, clearly wrong. AT&T dearly has not met its burden of 

proof requirement for a complaint such as this. 

1.75 0 

1.75 ,420 

BellSouth's estimates in the chart above for CF and FX are from its Florida - 
AT&T Intrastate CCL Charges Studies for these services which are documented 

in 

BeIlSadVs e8timates am zero because the FCC's December 9, 1998 Liability 

Ordwdarrmined e there were no overcharges as ATBT and other carriers 

had alleged. In the case of VM-CF and MR, BellSouth's estimates are zero as 

well based on the FCC's Liability Order referencsd above. The order determined 

that CCL charges were appropriate if VM platforms used common lines to 

IN51 and 2, mspecbvely, to my testimony. For CW and 3W, 

Total 

2 0  

39.70 ,674 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 Q. MR. BYRD, DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

connect to BellSouth's network which is the case for BellSouth. Finally, for 

Paging, EeIlSouth's estimate is the result of making several adjustments to 

AT&T'r alleged claim. These adjustments are desaibed in my testimony. 

6 

7 A. Yes. 

21 



BdSouth 
plorid. - AT&T Intrastate C.U Forwarding ( C T )  CCL Ch8Qa Study 

Description of Study Methodology 
DMkct NO. 991237-TP 

Overview 
BellSouth developed the following study methodology in order to provide a reasonable 
estimate of CF CCL charges associated with the above-ref.ercnccd complaint. An intrastate 
call-forwarding ratio for each year was developed from a specul study of dl AT&T 
intrastate calls that were call forwarded for the study puiod. Actual 1993 - 1999 
originating and tmninating access minutes of use (MOUs) for AT&T were then multiplied 
by the call forwarding ratio to produce intrastate call forwarded MOUs by year. Thue 
call forwarded MOUs were then multiplied by the applicable CCL rate per MOU to 
produce CCL charges by year. 

. .  rrded k of  I BdlSoutb'r 0- 

The initial step ofthe study was to acmnuhthe available data necwuy to datamine 
the amount of intrastate traf6c that was call forwarded to AT&T. The most maonable 
currently available BellSouth data was wocmtcd * with o r i g h h g  accua M c  to AT&T. 
Call by call Automatic Message Accounting (AMA) records for 4 Feature Group D (FG 

1999, May 10,1999 -May 16,1999, and June 7,1999 - June 13,1999. Each call was 
examined and the originating and terminrting telephone numbas were ScrCQlcd to 
determine ifthe call was krtnstlte. From these intrPstate d.tr, two categories of data 
were created for the study paid d each intrcutate call waa assigned to one or both of 
the categories as follows: 

cateporvl- tha MOUs fw each intrastate call were m m u h e d  in the "intrastate total 
MOU aol9ly" for AT&% and 

D) calls routed to AT&T wefe ~ ~ l l & e d  for the periods of J a n ~ y r  10,1999 - 16, 

cateporv?- the dl was fiyther screened to determine ifthe call had a call fonvardmg 
variable or remote call fonvarding indicator, and, if so, the MOUs for that call were 
accumulated in the "intrartate call forwarded MOU category" for AT&T. 

The Category 1 and Category 2 data ate summarized for BellSouth's Florida billing 
centers in Exhibit CF-F. 

1 



A d j u m  to Category 2 MOUs are necessary to properly reflect the incidence of 
in- all forwarding and to calculate estimated CCL charges subject to the FCC's 
December 9, 1998 Liability Order. The Category 2 MOUs from BellSouth's special study 
captures MOUs associated with the "second leg" of the call, Le., when the call is call 
forwarded intrastate without regard to whether the cd originated from a location that is 
interstate, intrastate interLATq or intraLATA relative to the call forwarded line. An 
adjustment is necessary to remove those MOUs associated with a call forwarded intrastate 
second leg where the 6rst leg is a call from a location within the same LATA as the call 
forwarded line. Category 2 includes call forwarded second leg MOUs for the call 
forwarding scenarios shown in Exhibits CFI, CF2, and CF3. Exhibits CFI and CF2 show 
the two scenarios where BellSouth charged an originating CCL charge on the second leg, 
which practice the Liability Order determined to be inappropriate. Exhibit CF3 also 
shows a call forwarding scenario where BellSouth charged an originating CCL charge on 
the second leg that the Liubility Order determined to be inappropriate; however, Since the 
end-to-end nature of the call is intrastate, BellSouth could have charged an ori- 
CCL charge for the customer line used on the 6rst leg of the call to originate the 4. 
These two CCL charges would be offsating in the scenario shown on CF3. With this fact 
demonstrated, a downward adjustment is necessary. The data best suited to differentiate 
interLATA calling from intraLATA calling are BellSouth's Did Equipment Minuted 
@EM) Ratios. BellSouth's ratios used in this study are displayed on Exhibit CF-A The 
interstate and inmutate DEM Ratios for 1993 - 1999 were developed from DEW 
reported on BellSouth's ARMIS 43-04 reports. The hastate intaLATA, intrastate 
intraLATA, and local DEM ratios were developed from underlying records. The 
foUowing Adjustment Factor 1 when applied as described below rccomplish~ the 
downward adjustment mxssary to reflect only the appropriate calling scenarios as 
outlined in the FCC's December 9, 1998 Liabiliv order: 

Adjustment = (Interstate DEM Ratio '99) + W t e  InterLATA DEM hth'99) 
Factor l('99) 

Adjustment Factor 1's arc calculated for each year from 1993 - 1998 uShg DEM ratio 
data and are also shown on Exhibit CF-A 

The m. rtsp is to calculate the Intrastate Call Forwarding Ratio ('99), and it is calculated 
as follow using Category 2 data for ATBtT, Adjustment Factor 1 ('99). and CItegory 1 
data fk AT&T 

Intrastate Call = m r v  2 MOUs X AFU '99U 
Forwarding [Category 1 MOUs] 
Ratio ('99) 
W & T )  

2 
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One furthr ~ustment  is necessary to develop an Intrastate Call Forwarding 
(CF) R.bi0 for each year from 1993 to 1998 from the Category 1 and Category 2 
data for ATaT and using the Adjustment Factor 1's. The Intrastate CF Ratio ('99) 
reflects the market penaration of call forwarding services in 1999. These services have 
grown since 1993, the first year relevant to the CCL Complaint, and usc of the 1999 ratio 
for all years would overstate the charges. Thedore, a "m growth" adjustment is 
necessary to reduce the 1999 base year Intrastate CF Ratio to d e c t  the appropriate 
market penetration ratio for each year. The CF Market Penetration Ratio is developed for 
each year &om 1993 to 1999, by dividing the number of BdlSouth auxss lines with call 
forwardmg by the total number of access lines using avenge y a r  data S a  Exhibit CF-B 
for these ratios by year. Adjustment Factor 2 capturea the appropriate "reverse growth" 
and is developed as shown below: 

Adjustment = 
Factor 2 ('98) CF Market Penetration Ratio ('99) (Base Year) 

S i a r  calculations were made to develop Adjustment Factor 2's for the yern 1993 - 
1997 by substituting the CF Market Penetration Ratio for each year into the numerator of 
the above formula while maintaining the 1999 base year CF Market P e n a d o n  Ratio in 
the denominator. 

Next, the Intrastate CF Ratio (98) is developed BS foUows: 

Intrastate CF = -W 2 M O U ~ X B U T ~ S ~  x 
Ratio ('98) 
(AT&T) 

This same formula logic was followed to calculate Intmtate CF Ratios for yeus 1993 to 
1997 for AT&T. 

Once Intrastate CF Ratios arc determined for ATBT by year, CCL charges subject to the 
Liability Order can be ulcul.ted for AT&T by year. These wcrc calculated (IE~ foUows: 

OrigidugCCL = Orighhg x Intrastate CF Ratio x Lntnstate CCL 

AT&T ('99) 

[Category 1 MOUs ] 

MOUs for AT&T (99) for AT&T ('99) oris Rate pa 
MOU C99) 

c-* 

The s u l ~  formula logic & foUowed for each year for ATBT ud the reauks w 

provided on Exhibit CF-C for AT&T. Inrmstate Ori-g CCL Rates pa MOU by year 
are provided on Exhibit CF-D. 

summarized in Exhibit CF-E for AT&T. The OriginatinS I n W a S b t C  MOUS by year 

3 



I t  k 0 f Caul BdlSouth 's Termin- T r a m  

In orda u) alculatt CCL charges for the originating leg of the call (Bellsouth's 
termhatkg ~cce59 trafEc), BellSouth made the assumption that the Intrastate CF Ratio is 
consistent for both originating and tcrmhathg access tr'fic. The alternative would 
require tracking evay incoming AT&T call record and matching this with an outgoing call 
record to identify both legs of a call forwarded call. This approach would be more 
difficult and time consuming and would require a number of assumptions to produce 
uscikl data. BellSouth concluded that a study that matches incoming and outgoing calls to 
identlfy the legs of a call forwarded call with all of its assumptions would not yield 
significantly different results from the study methodology chosen. 

Using the above assumption, BellSouth tcrmhathg ~ccess traflic charges were calculated 
with the following formula: 

Terminating CCL = T errnitutingIn-e x IntrastateCFRatio x Inarst.teccL 
charges for MOUs for for AT&T ('99) Tam. Rate 
AT&T ('99) ATBT('99) pa MOU ('99) 

The same formula logic was followed for each year for AT&T and the results are 
summarized in Exhibit CF-E for AT&T. The Terminating Intrastate MOUs by year am 
provided on Exhibit CF-C for AT&T. Intrastate T erminating CCL Rates per MOU by 
year are provided on Exhibit CF-D. Exhibits CF-6 for the originating lee/fint leg of 
the call depict call forwading d o s  that correspond to the call hrwardh~second leg 
 OS shown in Exhibits CFI- CF3. 

4 
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BellSouth 
Fwd. - AT&T InterLATA Foreign Exchange (FX) CCL Charga Study 

Docket No. 991237-TP 
Description of Study Methodology 

Overview 

BellSouth developed the following study methodology in order to provide a reasonable 
estimate of FX CCL charges ass0ciated with the above-referenced complaint. From a one 
month special study of all calls to or from all interLATA FX lines in Florida, an ATbT 
intrastate "FX ratio" was developed. This "FX Ratio" waa produced by dividing ATBrT's 
intrastate Feature Group (FG) minutes of use (MOUs) that were either originated from or 
terminated to these hterLATA FX lines by ATBrT's average 1999 monthly FG MOUs. 

1993 - 1999 originating and termhatkg FG access MOUs for AT&T were then multiplied 
by their respective FX ratios to produce yearly AT&T intrastate originating and 
terminating MOUs for calls originating from or terminating to herLATA FX lines. These 
resulting MOUs were. then multiplied by the applicable CCL rates to produce CCL 
charges by year. 

"FX ratios" were developed individually for originating and t aminrtingtraffic. Actual 

Data So urcu 

Call by call Automatic Message Accounting (AMA) records for 4 d s  routed to or from 
all the interLATA FX lines in Florida were collected for the period September 7,1999 to 
October 6, 1999. Each call was examined and categorized by IXC, Ferture Group, 
originating or terminating, and intrastate or intentate. These IXC 
data by Feature Group were furtha categorized into orieinrting urd tamih.ting traffic. 
These data for AT&T are SUMnanzed ' for BellSouth's Florida bw centera in Exhibd 
FX-B. 

and interstate 

BellSouth's 0- T d S  

The next 
cal- u follows Using the results of the September 7, 1999 - October 6, 1999 special 
study 8bovm md the average 1999 monthly AT&T intrastate fertun goup MOUs: 

is to dadate the AT&T Originating Intrastate FX Ratio (W), and it is 

AT&Ts Intrastate Feature Group MOUs 

AT&T IntrastMe Originating Feature Group MOUs pa Month 
(Average 1999) 

. .  orig. Inmaswe 
FXRatio('99) = - T A F X m  
(AT&T) 

I 



A furtha m m t  could be made to develop an ATBT OliiginMing Intrastate FX Ratio 
for each ycrr from 1993 to 1998 based on the FX Ratio ('99) above. The FX Ratio ('99) 
reflects the market penetration of interLATA FX services in 1999. Ifthese services 
(mterLATA FX lines and/or IXC calls from these lines) have grown since 1993, the 6rst 
year relevant to the CCL Complaint, then the use of the 1999 ratio for all y e ~  would 
overstate the charges. Therefore, a "revase growth" adjustment cwld be used to reduce 
the 1999 base year FX Ratio to reflect the appropriate market penemtion ratio for each 
year. However, because the growth rites of thue services are uncat.in, BellSouth uses a 
conservative approach to the CCL charges estimation by using the '99 FX Ratio for '93 - 
'98 as well. 

Once the Intrastate FX Ratio have been determined for ATBT by year, CCL charges 
subject to the Liability order can be calculated for ATBT by year. Thcse were calculated 
as follows: 

OriginatingFX = OriginatingIntrastate x 0rig.Intmstate x Orig.IntMtrte 
CCL Charges for FG MOUs FX Ratio for CCL Rate pa 
AT&T ('99) for ATBT ('99) ATBT V) rmu c99) 
The same formula logic WM followed for each year and thc nsults are summand . i n  
Exhibit FX-A for ATBT. The Originating Intrastate MOUs by year are provided on 
Exhibit CF-C for ATBT. Intnstlte Olighhg CCL Rata pa MOU by 
provided on Exhibt CF-D. 

are 

The next step is to ulnrl.te the ATBT Terminating Intrsrt.te FX REtio m), and it is 
calculated as follows using the nsults of the 9/7/99 - 10/6/99 specirl study above and the 
average 1999 monthly ATBT intnSt.te fuuun group MOUs: 

inGs-1 
Term. humtatc 
F X R d o ~ )  = T e n n i n r t e d L A T A F X L  
WBT) 

ATBTs hasta te  Feature Group MOUs 

ATBTIntnstrte Terminating Feature Group MOUs pa Month 
(AY=w 1999) 

As discussed for originating, a "reverse growth" adjustment fort amiMtingwasnotused 
to reduce the 1999 base year FX Ratio because the growth rates ofthese services wen 
uncertain. BellSouth used a cowtrvative approach to the CCL chgw estimdon by 
Using the '99 FX Ratio for 9 3  - '98 BS well. 

2 



BellSouth terminating access traffic charges were calculated with the following 
formula: 

Terminating FX = T e m h h g  Intrastate x Term. Intrastate x Term. Intrastate 
CCL Charges for FG MOUs FX Ratio for CCL Rate per 
AT&T (‘99) for AT&T (‘99) AT&T (99) MOU (‘99) 

The same formula logic was followed for each year and the d t s  are summanzed . i n  
Exhibit FX-A for AT&T. The Tmninathg Intrastate MOUs by year are provided on 
Exhibit CF-C for AT&T. Invastate T mninathg CCL Rates per MOU by year are 
provided on Exhibit CF-D. 
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EXHIBIT CFI 

Originating Call Forwarding Scenarios 
CF 1 - Intrastate Call Terminated & Call Forwarded Intrastate, InterLATA 

POP 

LATA Boundary 

f 

If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then 
BST can no longer chdrge intrastate 
ong CCL here and IS 

CCL IS 

charged 

O.K. 

rationale applied to intrastate, then 
BST can ncr longer charge intrastat 
term CCL here 



Originating Call Forwarding Scenarios 
CF2 - Interstate Call Terminated & Call Forwarded 

Intrastate, InterLATA 

POP 

t 
If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then Y BST can no longer charge intrastate 
orig. CCL here. L 

EXHIBIT CF2 

* '  

O.K. 



EXHIBIT CF3 Originating Call Forwarding Scenarios 
CF3 - LocalhtraLATA Toll Call Terminated & 

Call Forwarded Intrastate InterLATA 

LATA 

Local or IntraLATA 

+ -- I +  Term. 

If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then 
BST can no longer charge 

. 

I I intrastate orig. CCL here. -l----- 
L I 

Note: No damagedfinancial impact since 
4 these two are offsetting. 

not charge orig. CCL here but 
could based on 12/98 FCC CCL 
liability order rationale being applied to 
intrastate. 



EXHIBIT CF4 

Terminating Call Forwarding Scenarios 
CF4 - Intrastate Call Terminated & Call Forwarded Intrastate, InterLATA 

POP 

LATA Boundary 

t ' A  Term. x 
If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then 
BST can no longer charge intrastate 
term CCL here. 

I 
If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then 
BST can no longer charge intrastate 
orig. CCL here. 

O.K. 



EXHIBIT CFS Terminating Call Forwarding Scenarios 
CF5 - Intrastate Interlata Call Terminated & Call Forwarded Interstate 

i" , ' 

t 
I 
If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then 1 7 1 
BST can no longer charge intrastate 
term CCL here. 

O.K. 



Terminating Call Forwarding Scenarios 
CF6 - Intrastate Call Terminated & Call Forwarded 

Local or IntraLATA Toll 

IXCHandled I 
Portion 

I 

EXHIBIT CF6 

Term. 
C.O. 

BST docs na 
charge term. 
CCL here but 
could based on 

intrastate 

t 
BST does not charge 
orig. CCL here NOTE: No damaged 

financial impact since 
these two are offsetting 

If 12/98 FCC CCL liability order 
rationale applied to intrastate, then 
BST can no longer charge intrastate 
term. CCL here. 



Year 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

Exhibit CFA 
Florida Dial Equipment Minutes of Use 

Sub To 
FL 109.102 
FL 1malO 
FL 117.381 
FL 125.638 
FL 147.078 
FL 174.146 
FL 204.779 

Interstate Plus ' 

Intrastate InterLATA 
0.196223 
0.201 705 
0.203619 
0.207356 
0.197066 
0.179217 
0.161 577 

IS ISDEM S T D E M  STER STRA STLOC STER STRA STLOC 1 
15.389 0.149260 0.850740 4,842 4,815 78.056 0.046963 0.046701 0757076 
16.909 0.156658 0.843342 4.888 4,871 81,752 0.045047 0.04489 0.753406 
18.356 0.156380 0.843620 5.545 3,857 89.623 0.047239 0.032859 0.763522 
18.380 0.154216 0.845784 6,671 2.228 97,279 0.053139 0.017748 0 774897 
20,923 0.142258 0.857742 8.061 1.950 116,144 0.054808 0.013258 0.789676 
22.243 0.127726 0.872274 8.967 2,044 140,892 0.051491 0.011737 0.809045 
23.535 0.114931 0.885069 9,552 1,379 170,311 0.046647 0.006738 0.831685 

rota1 Intrastate 
0.850740 
0.843342 
0.843620 
0.845784 
0.857742 
0.872274 
0.885069 



Exhibil CF-B 

Florida Quantities for Use in Intrastate CCL Charge Study 

382 E l 4  I.%& a!% - 1997 - m a  

Average 

plus 
Call Forward Variable 

Remote Cell Forward 608.653 552.041 522.863 557,903 652.273 742,713 837.271 

Average Accegs Lines 5.013.559 5.237.358 5,491,558 5,771,380 6.089.846 6,391,243 6.583.959 

Call Folwardw (CF) 
Market Penetration Ratio 0.1214 0.1054 0.0952 0.0967 0.1071 0.1162 0.1272 

(1) All call forwarding quantities taken from STAT MASTER file. 
(2) Average access lines taken from ‘Transition to Competition Reports 1996-1999 (Schedule 8 RepollXFRR 0067RPT) 



1993 CCL MOU 

AT&T Ong R1 
AT&T Term 

1994 CCL MOU 

AT&T Ong Rate 
AT&T Term Rate 

I995 CCL MOU 

AT&T Ong Rate 
AT&T Term Rate 

1996 CCL MOU 

AT&T Ong Ratc 
ATBT Term Rate 

1997 CCL MOU 

AT&T Orig Rate 
AT&T Term Rate 

- -  _ -  . -  
&USoutb 

1993-1999 Carrier Commou L h e  Intrastate Minutes Of Use - ATT 

1998 CCL MOU 

AT&T Ong Rate 
AT&T T m n  Rate 

I999 CCL MOL' 

AT&T Ong Rue 
AT&T T a m  Rue 

Tool 
I .6 IO, I7 1,477 
I.295,083,085 

row 
I.399,165,643 
I .777.609,104 

TOW 
1,430,551,130 
1,945,443,252 

Tow 
1,498,587,803 
2,054,594,908 

row 
I.845.105.563 
2.26 1,872,020 

ToQl 
2,002.2 16,308 
2,486,301.,402 

Total 
1,8%,333'.646 
2,823,s I 1,029 

Exhibn C F C  



Exhibit CF-D 

FLORIDA - BELLSOUTH INTRASTATE CCL RATE HISTORY 

Effective Dales Jan-92 May-93 Nov-93 Jan-94 Ocl-95 Jan-96 Ocl-96 Mar-97 Jan-98 Jan40 
CCL - ORlG o.OzB80 0.02660 002600 002600 001061 001061 001oO0 001oO0 001Ooo 001Ooo 
CCL - TERM 0.- 0.03820 002927 002927 002927 002927 001853 001767 001767 001767 



ATT CF CCL CHARGES Exhibit CF-E 

(RESULTS - FLORIDA 1 
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ATT CF CCL CHARGES 

CATEGORY1 I 
TOW MOUs I 
CATEGORY2 I 
Call Fonwded MOUs 

Exhibit CF-E 

168,240,358 

463,331 

DATA SECTION 

FACTOR 1 VALUES loul lorrl .. lW5l 1-1 19971 looel 1999 
0.1962231 0.2017051 0.203619l 0.2073561 0.1970861 0.1792171 0.161577 

CF MARKET PENETRATlON RATIOS (CFNPR) 

t 19931 1w41 19951 lsml 19971 leodl 1999 
0.12141 0.1054l 0.08521 0.08671 0.10711 0.11621 0.1272 

FACTOR 2 (CFMPR by Y W C F Y P R  98) 

I 19931 19941 19951 loosl 19971 lW8l 1099 
0.95441 0.82861 0.74841 0.76021 0.84201 0.91351 1 .oooo 

CARRIER SPECIFIC MOUs 
I 1991 ISMI lW5l loosl 1997l 1 W (  

ATXOng- FL I 1,610.171.477l 1,398,165,8431 1,430,551.1301 1,498,567,603I 1.845.105.5831 2,002.216.3081 1.896.333.646 
ATXTerm-FL I 1,295,083,0851 1.777,808,1041 1,915,443,2521 2.054.584,eoS~ 2,261,872,0201 2,488,302,4021 2.823.511.029 

CCL RATES 

Terminating 0 0356841 0 0292701 0 0292701 0.026585l 00178131 

I 

I 

lorrl lW5l loosl 19971 19881 
0 Olooo01 

19931 
Ongnabng 0 0261751 0.02sWol 0 0221531 0.010456l 0 O l o o o o l  

0 0176701 
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Exhibit CF-F 

TOTAL 168,240,358 463,331 



Exhibit FX-A. ATT FX CCL CHARGES 

 RESULTS - FLORIDA I 

02/29/2000 Flattfx.xls Page 1 



ATT FX CCL CHARGES 

AT6T 
CATEGORY1 I 
Total MOUs 
CATEGORY2 I 
FGD MOUs Fmdfo FX 

I 

Exhibit FX-A 

ORlG TERM 

158,027,804 235.292.586 

4,730 5.588 

. 

CARRIER SPECIFIC MOUs 
I 19111 19951 19961 19971 leeel 1eBs 19931 

ATXOrig- FL I 1,610.171.4771 1,3W.165.8431 1,430,551,1301 1,498.587.803l 1,845.105.5631 2.002216.3081 1,896,333,646 
A T X T m - F L  I 1.285.083.085l 1,777,609,1041 1,845,443,2521 2,054.594.908~ 2,261,872,0201 2,486,302,4021 2.823.511.029 

I 

I 
0.01owo 
0.017670 

19111 
0.02soool 0.0221531 0.0104581 o . o l m l  o . o l m ~  

19931 
0.0261751 

0.0176701 0.0178131 
Originating 
Terminating 0.035664( 0.0292701 0.0292701 0.02ssssl 
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Exhibit FX-8 

FW DATE: 1211klW FEATIRE IYKW A ollx UUGf EEP0I)l ACc(uI1 STATE: JAUSOYYILLE, F l  
WIT DATED SEPTEMER 7 lI*IIw( OtTmR 6, 1999 

ATX PIU'D INTER 0 0 0 0 1 1,423 0 1.k2k 
ACLCTW INTER 0 0 0 0 379 2.Wl 0 3.340 

L INTER 0 0 0 0 
. . ~  
rori 380 4i3.54 0 4;7& 
PIU'D INTRA 0 0 0 0 1 733 0 734 

0 9,071) 
0 9.812 

I C T W  INTRA . 0 0 0 0 k.718 
T01.L I M T U  , 0 0 0 0 k.719 

0 0 0 0 5;opo 
. . .. . 
ATX TOTM 

FW DATE: 12116199 F E A W  aouP A QOI uL(6E L E W I T  *UXLYT STATE: nmw, FL 
WIT D I E D  SEPIEIWU 7 T I * (uwI  OCTDBEI 6. 1999 

ATX PIU'D INTER 
LEW INTER 
T O l M  INTER 
PIU'O INTRA 
A C W  INIRA 
T O l M  INTRA 
ATX TOTM 

1 
44 
b5 
1 
19 
20 
65 

67 
195 
262 
35 
460 
4% 
157 

611 
239 
307 
36 
479 
5 15 
822 


