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1 PROCEEDINGS 

2 (Tra n sc ript conti nues i n scqucrwc I r om 

J Volume 4.) 

4 (Hea ring r ecoven ed at 'J : J2 d. rn . ) 

5 COMM ISSIONER KIESLING : C<~ II the he.1ring t o 

6 order . Are there any prelimi nary m.l ttl•r :; t11o1t I rwcu t o 

7 k no w anything about? 

8 MR. BOYD : Yes , Commiss i oner . Ba sed o n the> 

9 apparently the di scussions of the po~ r tics in ano the r 

1 0 s tate yesterd~y. Sprin t is withdrawing l~sues 6 , 1 and 8 

1 1 from thi s proceeding . 

12 

I J e l se? 

1 4 

l' • 

COMM ISSI ONER KIESLING : Al 1 right. Anything 

MR . ROYD : Nothing fur th0r . 

16 wi tness , and is the r e -- a rc the r e othe r wttncs~es that 

17 haven't bee n s wo rn in? 

18 

19 

MS . CASWELL : Yes . 

COMM TSS rONER Kl ~SLING : Okdy, then cvcry~ody 

20 go ahead and stand up at the same ti me. 

~ 1 ( Witnesses co l lcc tive l y s wo rn. ) 

.> ., DOUG LAS E . WELI.l"MJ:Y I:H 

23 was ca lled as a witness on behalf o f GTE Fl o r-icJ ,J, ,,nu 

.' ·1 11.1vinq IH'l' l1 duly s wo rn, t C'::; ti fic'd .a: ; l t>l l t~w:. : 

25 COMM I SS IONER KIESLI NG : 



comp osite Exhi bi t 1 ~ . 

2 (Exh ibit No . J'_, ma d ;ctl t o r iuL' ntt t i c .at ton . ) 

J Q (By Mr. G i I J mil n) D i d y o u d l so h<~ vc c~ use to 

4 h a v e p r e f i led in Dock et tJ o . 9611 73 t wo p.tges o t rebutt <l l 

' > testimony? 

A Yes . 

7 Q We r e t here .1 n y exhib i t r~ at t ached t o t h o~t. 

8 r e but t al test i mony? 

<) 

10 

A 

Q 

tlo , thcrc wl"re• not . 

Was the direc t tc :;ti mony <~ nu ';'ou r t·· ·IJutt.al 

I 1 tes t i ma ny p r-ep a r ed I.Jy y ou or l; y somt•un,. und L' t }I <J ill 

12 s upe rvi s i o n ? 

13 

14 

A 

Q 

Yes , it was . 

Do you hove any chang c.'s t11 .1 t r o u wo uld l tk c l •) 

I 5 make t o e i the r y o ur d i r c c t o r r c b11t ta I t r•s t i many r1 t til i :: 

J (, t ime? 

17 

18 

A 

Q 

No , I have n o dlilnqe>s t:. o r> ithc r . 

f [ l a s k e d y o u t he Silme ques t i O ' IS wh i c:h <tppc .. , 

19 in y o u r d ire c t and r ei.Ju t L<tl tes t imony, wo uld your 

2 0 ans we r s h e r e t oddy u nder Od t h b e the Sil,nc? 

;> I A 

22 MR . G I l.l .MAN : 
Commi s s i o ner Kic>::; ltncJ , <~t t 11t !~ 

23 time I wou l d a s K that th e di rec t tl• !c: t i mon}' o t Dr)llql.t !; f . 

/4 We ll e mc y e r, <'I S we l l as h i s n~butt.ll tes timo ny fi l ed in 

?.'3 th i s dock et , be i n s e>r t cd into t hP rcL:ord li S thouoll 



read . 

2 COMM TSS l OtJfq KIESI. ING : All r iqll ~. rht•dtr«'<' l 

o~nd rcbult.ll L c>:; t tmo ny o t Douql o~ :; 1: . lo/o·IJ,•mt.:yt.· r 1.1111 UL' 

4 inserted i nto the reco rd il 5 thouqh rC>.tu . 
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GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS E. WELLEMEYER 

DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name 1s Douglas E. Wellemeyer My bus1ness address 1s 4100 

North Roxboro Road. Durham. North Carolina 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am employed by GTE Telephone Operations as Manager · Soutt1 

Aiea Pnc1ng and Tanffs I am prov1d1ng test1mony 1n th1s proceed1ng 

on behalf of GTE 

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION AND 

EXPERIENCE IN THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY. 

I graduated from Duke Un1vers1ty, Durham. North Carolina 1n 1976 

with a Bachelor of Sc1ence degree 1n Engineering Dunng 1978. 1 

began graduate study, and 1n 1980 earned a Mas'ers Degree 1n 

Bus1ness Adm1n1stmtton. also from Duke 

I was employed by General Tell•phonc Cornp<:~ny of the SouthC'ast 

now GT[ South, 1n 1976 and held vanous pos1t1ons 1n the Network 

Eng1neenng organ1lallon In 1983, I was named Staff Man<:~gcr 

Network Program Management w1th GTE Serv1ce Corporalton of 

Stamford, Connecllcut and 1n 1985 I was reass1gned to the pos111on 
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of Staff Manager- Sepm<:lttons and Access Costs 1n l rv1ng. Texas In 

both pOSIIIOilS, rny IPSpOilSiblhtiCS InVOlved development and 

adm1n1strat1on of separat1ons and access cost study procedures used 

by the domestic GTE telephone operatmg compan1es 

In May 1987, I was named Pr1c1ng and T<:lnffs Manager fN GTE 

South. responsible for the development of rates for all products and 

serv1ces offered under tanff. and for prepanng and execullng GTE 

South's tantf f1hngs as requ1red by tho vanous state regulatory 

comm1ss1ons In January 1989. I was named Manager- Separallons 

and Access Costs for GTE Telephone Operat1ons. w1th respons1bll1ty 

for the development of JUfiSdiCtlonal separations and access cost 

stud1es 1n accordance w1th applicable Federal Commun1cat1ons 

Comm1ss1on (FCC) Rules and Regulations. and for the preparat1on of 

JUri sdiCtional and access serv1ce cost support for vanous 1ntrastate 

compensation arrangements and tanff f11ings 1n GTE's South Area 

states I assumed the respons1bll 1t10S of my current pos1t1on 1n 

January. 1993 

WHAT ARE THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF YOUR CURRENT 

POSITION? 

As Manager - South Area Pnc1ng and Tar1tfs. I arn respons1bl(> for the 

development and 1mplementa11on of pnc1ng and cost1ng policy and 

procedures. the des1gn or correspond1ng pnce structure~ for toll and 

local network serv1ce offenngs. and the des1gn and execut1on of cost 

2 
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stud1es necessary to support certa1n pnc1ng proposals I am also 

responsible for filing tariffs for these serv1ces, as well as the lfl trastate 

access serv1ce tantfs, accord1ng to the state comm1ss1on ru:es and 

regulations 

1 am respons1ble for these acllv1lles 1n Alabama, Flondei. Kentucky 

North Carolina . South Carolina Dnd V1rg1n1a, and 1n other states Ds 

the need may anse from t1me to t1me 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE ANY 

REGULATORY COMMISSIONS? 

Yes I have prev1ously tesll f1ed before the state regulatory 

comm1ss1ons 1n North Carolina, Flonda, Georg1a. Kentucky, South 

Carolina , and West V1rg1n1a 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

My test1mony addresses the development of GTE's proposed 

wholesale prices for all serv1ces offered for resale In my test1mony. 

I o ffer and expla1n two avo1ded cost stud1es prepared by GTE 1n 

support of the proposed pnces. The two studies are provld,:d under 

Tab 20 of the cost work papers 1ncluded Wllh GTE's filing 1n response 

to Spnnt's request for arbitration. Both GTE stud1es produce avo1ded 

cost results that are lower than the FCC's avo1ded cost d1scount 

rates 

3 
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The first study 1s GTE's /\vo1ded Cost Study, where GTE's proposed 

pnces are calculated as the pr1ce of the retail offeong less co~ts 

avo1ded when serv1ce 1s offered through wholesale, rather than rou:ul . 

d1stnbution channels My testimony descnbes the methodology and 

results of GTE's analysis of avoided costs 

The second study 1s a mod1ficat1on of the ARMIS-based avo1dad cost 

analys1s conducted by MCI, upon wh1ch the FCC relied, 1n part to 

establish 1ts default ovo1ded cos I d1scount range Based on analy .,1 s 

of actual "d1rect expenses" (!..JL, market1ng and customer serv1ce 

expenses), GTE has mod1fred the ARMIS model to reflect all costs 

that can reasonably be expected to be avo1ded m a manner that 

cot1forms with the FCC's proposed avorded cost study cntena GTE 

believes that 1ts Avo1ded Cost Study best reflects the intent of the Act, 

and offers this Modified Avoided Cost Study based on an ARMI S 

model as an alternative for use only 1f the FCC's rules on avoided 

cost are held to be lawful Nevertheless, the Modified Avo1ded Cost 

Study clearly shows that the FCC's avoided cost discount for GTE 1s 

art1f1c1ally h1gh and economrcally burdensome 

Fmally , my test1mony d1scusses GTE's pos1t1ons on vanous 1ssues 

related to resale serv1ce offenngs and restnctlons. 

HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED? 

4 
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Sect1on II of my test1mony d1scusses GTE's 111othodology for 

determ1n1ng avo1ded retail costs. and d1scusses the appllcnt10n of lt 1c~ t 

methodology 1n the GTE Avo1ded Cost Study Sect1on l llll1sC1 I'·'•' ''• 

GTE's lllCthodology tor deterrn1n1ng avo1ded retail cost~ undur tht • 

Modi f1ed Avo1ded Cost study ustng an ARMIS-bn~od modc:l 

Section IV compares the results of the GTE Avo1ded Cost Study and 

the Mod1fied /\voided Cost Study to the FCC's rate of 18 81% for GT I 

overall, and responds to Spnnt's position on an appropnato avo1dcd 

cost d1scount rate Seclton V nddrcsses the rosale rssuos 

WHY DID GTE PERFORM AVOIDED COST STUDIES? 

The Telecommun1cat1ons Act of 1996 (the Act) statos tho! 11 ts tho 

duty or each 1ncumbe:11 local exchange earner (ILEC) "to oflur for 

resale at wholesale rates any telecommunrca!lons sorvrco t110t tlw 

earner provrdes at retail to subscnbers who oro not 

telecommunications earners" (47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(4) (1996)) Tho Act 

further states that for th1s purpose "a State comm1 ssron shall 

determine wholesale rates on the basis of retail rates chorgod to 

subscnbers for the telecommunrcations serv1ce requostod. oxcludrng 

the portton thereof attrrbutable to any marketmg, b1ll1ng, colloclron. 

and other costs that wrll be avo1ded by the local exchange carrror" ( 4 7 

USC § 252(d)(3) (1996)) To comply w1th the requrromonts of tho 

Act. 11 IS necessary to determ1ne avo1ded retarl costs to estobllsl'l the 

roqurred wholesale rates for servrces offered for rusJIO G 1 E's 

Avo1ded Cost Study was conducted for th1s purpose 

5 
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In addttton. the FCC's Ftrst Report and Order 1n CC Docket No 96-

98, released August 8. 1996. prov1ded for the add1t1on of Purt 5 1 

Rules govern1ng locol tnterconnectton Subpart G of these Rules 

defmes spectftc avo1ded cost study requ1rements and cntert3 G IL 

prepared 11s Mod. ~tcd Avo1ded Cost Stud1es 1n conforrnanc~ w1th Part 

51 Rules. for use 11 me Rulc5 me determ.ned to be lawful 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF GT E'S AVOIDED COST 

STUDY AND THE MODIFIED AVOIDED COST STUDY, AND 

COMPARE THESE RESULTS TO MCI's PROPOSAL AND TO THE 

FCC'S DISCOUNT RATE FOR GTE OF 18.81%. 

GTE's Avo1ded Cost Study analyzes avo1ded costs separntely for 

each of five maJor serv1ce categones The avo1ded costs for 

res1denttal serv1ces are $0 83 per line per month, avo1ded costs for 

bus1ness serv1ces are S1 06 per line per month S1nce the amount of 

the avOided costs per line IS the same for all rate groups, the effect1ve 

d1scount rate vanes by rate group For example. 1f the monthly 

res1dentral line rate 1n a g1ven rate group IS $10 00. the avo1ded cost 

diSCOunt IS D 83, Or 8 3% 

For the rema1n1ng serv1ce categones, the avo1ded cost d1scount rates 

are as follows 

Usage Serv1ces 7 1% 

Vt•tl ll .. .lf !it•fVIC<:~ 

8.;s1ness 55% 
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Resrdence 

Combrned 

Advanced Servrces 

66% 

62% 

15 3% 

The Modrfred Avorded Cost Study determrnes a s1ngle drscount r a t ~ 

for each tariff entrty. Each srngle rate IS appropnate for appltcattun to 

all retail serv1ces offered for resale The avotdcd cost d1scount rates 

calculated usrng the ARMIS-based model are as follows 

GTE Flonda 11 25% 

In all cases the rates calculated by GTE are lower than the FCC's 

default avo1ded cost drscount rates 

II. GTE'S AVOIDED COST STUDY 

a. HOW ARE AVOIDED COSTS DEFINED FOR THE PURPOSES OF 

THE GTE ~VOIDED COST STUDY? 

A Avorded retail costs are defrned as the d1fference rn total costs \\ ,th 

and w1thout the offenng of servrce for resale. ~. the costs avorderJ 

when a servrce rs offered through wholesale. rather than retatl 

drstnbut1on channels 

a. WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR THIS DEFINITION OF AVOIDED 

COSTS? 

7 
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Th1s defJnJiion 1S consJstont w1th the Act. and properly posJ!Iom 

wholesale pnces for compellt1ve markets Settmg wholesale pnces 

too h1gh could result 1n unclercutt Jna the :Jb11ity of resellers to rocu·: nr 

a suffic1ent reta11 mark up to allow for a v1able resale market On the 

other hand. 1f tne adJustment for avo1ded reta11 costs 1s too large. the 

ILECs w ill not be compensated for the1r true costs Moreover. 

facilities-based competing local exchange carriers (ALECs) could be 

placed at a competillve d1 sadvantage 1n pr1c1ng the1r retail sor v1ce 1f 

ALEC resellers are able to purchase wholesale local exchange 

serv1ces below 1ts cost F1nally, appropnatcly-set wholesale pnces 

will encourage racJii tJes -based compelltJon 

GTE's defJnJtJon of avo1ded costs also recogn1zcs the Inescapable 

fact that wh1le some retail costs are avo1ded for certa1n actJVJiies a 

similar actJvJty 1s often requ1red to offer the same serv1ce on a 

wholesale basis for resale For example, some 1ncremental reta11 

customer bill1ng activities may be avo1ded when the service is offered 

1nstead for resale, but a wholesale b illing function must still be 

performed. i he avoided b illing cost is. logically, the difference 

between the costs of these two act1villes 

BASED ON THIS DEFINITION, WOULD YOU PLEASE DEFINE THE 

COMPONENTS OF AVOIDED RETAIL COSTS AS USED IN THE 

AVOIDED COST STUDY? 

8 
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Yes When a retail serv1ce 1s offered instead on a wholesale basis for 

resale. the resul t1ng avo1ded costs can be separated into two 

components F1rst. total costs are decreased because it 1S no longer 

necessary to prov1de some 1ncremental retail ing funct1ons in support 

of the serv1ce Second. total costs are 1ncreased to the extent that 11 

becomes necessary w prov1de substitute wholesal1ng funct1ons 1n 

support of the resale serv1ce 

Therefore. avoided retail costs are equal to ( 1) costs assoc1ated woth 

d isplaced retail adivitles (affeded retail costs) minus (2) added costs 

associated with replacement wholesale act1V1t1es (substitute resale 

costs). 

HOW WAS THE FIRST COMPONENT OF AVOIDED COSTS, THE 

AFFECTED RETAIL COSTS, QUANTIFIED IN THE AVOIDED COS'i 

STUDY? 

The first component of avo1ded costs was calculated by exam1ntng all 

act1v1t1es 1nvolv0d 1n the prov1s1on of retail serv1ces, and 1dent1fymg 

the cost of performing those adivities that are affected when services 

are provided on a wholesale, rather than a reta il, basis (affected 

costs). Some act1v1ties are reqUired regardless of whether the service 

is offered on a reta1l or a wholesale bas1s, so the assoc1ated costs 

would be unaffected when serv1ce IS prov1ded on a wholesale, rather 

than a reta1l, bas1s (unaffected costs) These act1v1 t1es were 1gnored 

9 
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1n the Avotded Cost Study, s1nce none of the assoc1ated costs will be 

avoided. 

For example, tn the Avoided Cost Study, the total costs of affected 

activit1es requtred to prov1de res1dential serv1ces were calculatP.d to 

be $1 36 per line per l!lOnth Thrs amount for the ftrst component 

represents the decrease 1n total costs when a res1dent1al baste 

serv1ce 1s offered on a wholesale bas1s 

HOW WAS THE SECOND COMPONENT OF AVOIDED COSTS, 

THE SUBSTITUTE RESALE COSTS, QUANTIFIED IN THE 

AVOIDED COST STUDY? 

The second component of avoided costs was calculated by first 

identifying existing wholesale serv1ces stmilar 1n nature to those 1n 

each of the retail serv1ce categones. Then. us1ng these serv1ces as 

a proxy for the new wholesale distribution channel. the cost of 

substttute wholesale actrvtttes requrred when servtces are offered on 

a wholesale, rather than a retail . bas1s was analyzed 

For example. the cost of substitute act1v1ttes for the resrdent12 

serv1ces category was assumed to be the same as the cost of the 

same acltvtttes currently performed tn prov1d1ng wholesale spectal 

access service to interexchange carrier customers. In the Avo1ded 

Cost Study, the total costs of affected activities required to prov1de 

special access services were calculated to be $0.53 per l ine per 

10 
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month Th1s amount for the second component represents the 

increase 1n total costs when a res1dent1al ba s1c serv1ce IS offered on 

a wholesale bas1s 

USING THESE TWO COMPONENTS, HOW ARE THE AVOIDED 

COSTS CALCULATED FOR YOUR RESIDENTIAL SERVICES 

EXAMPLE? 

Avoided costs are calculated as the first component. affected reta11 

costs. less the second component, substitute resale costs In the 

Avo1ded Cost Study, the costs avo1ded when res1dent1al serv1ce 1s 

provtded on a wholesale bas1s were calculated as $1 36 mmus $0 53. 

or $0.83 per line per month 

WHAT DATA WERE USED TO CONDUCT THE AVOIDED COST 

STUDY? 

The Avoided Cost Study was based on actual annual results for 

GTE Telephone Operations's total domest1c telephone operations for 

1995 The data are reported 1n a managenal 3ccount1ng framework 

reflecttng the results of the bustness as 11 IS managed, rather than 

accordtng to traditional ftnanctal accounttng rules 

WHY WERE RESULTS FOR GTE'S TOTAL DOMESTIC 

OPERATIONS USED, RATHER THAN RESULTS SPECIFIC TO 

THIS STATE? 

11 
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The necessary data are not recorded on a state spec1f1c bas1s. so 

data spec1f:c to operat1ons 1n th1s state are not available from GTE's 

records. Th1S IS because the vast maJonty of the affected act1v1t1es 

are performed on a centralized bas1s from reg1onal and nat1onat 

serv1ce cen ters located throughout the country Each of these 

centers handles one or more spec1f1c rcto1ling funct1ons for a number 

of d ifferent states 

For example. the National Customer Contact Support Center located 

in Tampa, Ftonda prov1des nat1onwide support for the customer 

contact centers by cleanng order entry exceptions and process1ng 

customer correspondence A complete l1st1ng and descnpt1on of 

these ce"ltrallzed func11ons IS prov1ded as Attachment II (Workcenter 

Glossary) of the Avo1ded Cost Study Because the funct1ons are 

organ1zed and managed 1n th1s way, the assoc1ated costs for all 

affected acllv1t1es taken together ore not mean1ngful at other than a 

total GTE Telephone Operat1ons level 

HOW WERE AFFECTED RETAIL COSTS QUANTIFIED IN THE 

AVOIDED CO~T STUDY? 

In order to 1dentify the retail costs affected by the offering of serv1ces 

through wholesale rather than reta1l d1stnbulion channels. a ll of GTE's 

w orkcenters were exam1ned to detcrm1ne wh1ch act1v1ties would be 

affected Resole of extshng retoll scrvtces 1s defined as the sale of 

serv1ces to a reseller for sale to 1ts end user customers. w1thout any 
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A 

a. 
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'• I II 

change tn the nature of the produd by the reseller Thus. changes tn 

workcenter costs that result from oflenng servtccs on a wholesale. 

rather than a retatl. basts anse solely tram acttvtt1es assoctated w1th 

the d1stnbu1ton of servtces. and not from produclton acltvtltes 

WOULD YOU PLEASE DEFINE THE TERM "WORKCENTER?" 

A workcenter IS deftned as , colleclton of acttvt11es that exhtbtt 

(1) common funct1ons. (2) a common untt measure of demand. (3) a 

common untt measure of resource consumplton. (4) a common 

geographtc untqueness. and/or (!.>)a cornmon rnanagcrnent structut u 

Most of the workcenters are def1ned based on common funcllons or 

work activiltes 

For example. the Nattonal Customer Contact Support Center J 

menltoned earlier performs two spec1r1c act1v•t•es tn support of the 

Customer Contact Centers. cleanng order entry errors and 

processtng customer correspondence These off -line customer 

contact suppo1 t lunct•ons 01e organ•zed as a workccnter 

WERE THE WC~KCENTERS ORGANIZED IN A PART:CULAR 

MANNER SO THAT THE AFFECTED WORKCENTER ACTIVITIES 

COULD BE IDENTIFIED? 

Yes In general, the affected workcenters are uniquely assoctated 

wtlh one of the three lines of bustness organizations w•lhtn 

GTE Telephone Opernttons 1 he lhrcc lines ol bustncss are 
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Consumer, Bustness and Carner Tt1e Consumer line of bustness 

organ1zat1on serves the rc5tdence and small bus1ness markets. the 

Bus1ness line of bustness serves the balance of the bustness market 

including naltortal accounts, and the Carner line of bus1ness IS 

responsible for the wholesale relat1onsh1p w1th other 

telecommun1cahons prov1dcrs Th1s wholesale relattonsh1p currently 

consists pnmanly of sw1tched access serv1ces. spec1al access 

services, b1lllng and collect1on, and operator serv1ce agreements 

In add1t1on. as shown 1n the Workcenter Glossary, workcenters are 

1dent1f1ed for all Ne~work Operaltons and Corporate General and 

Adm1n1stra t1ve functtons These workcenters were revtewed as well 

but are generally not tncluded tn the analysts of affected costs 

because the functtons are reqUired for wholesale and retail servtce 

prov1sion alike Finally, Uncollectibles was deftned as a workcenter 

for the purposes of thts analysts, and tncluded as such tn the Avotded 

Cost Study 

Once the affected workcenters w ere tdenttfted for study, the tol<:ll 

annual costs were determtned from the books and records for each 

affected workcenter The workcenter costs tnclud ... labor costs 

support and supervtston. data proccsstng tratntng and other 

employee-related expenses 
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a. 

A 

The data procosstng costs wore rncluded net of system development 

and enhancement costs Development and enhancement costs are 

"one-lime" costs assoc1otod wtth t11e dosrgn and 1mplementat1on of 

systems. and were therefore excluded from the Avo1ded Cost Study 

L1kew1se. proJected development and enhancement costs for systems 

to support the wt1o1esale drstnbutron channel have also been 

excluded from the Avo1ded Cost Study These costs should be 

recovered from the ALECs who cause them 

DID YOU MAKE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO THE ANNUAL COSTS 

BY WORKCENTER? 

Yes Ftrst of oil, t11o tdontlftod workcenter costs were adJuSted to 

1nclude certa1n payroll overheads not accounted for by workcenter 

These costs 1nclude health 1nsurance. payroll taxes and management 

incentives These costs are recorded and managed separate from 

tho workcenter costs. but are properly 1ncluded tn the Avo1ded Cost 

Study, as they would be affected by the offenng of resale servtces rn 

the same way as the related d1rect labor costs These adjustments 

by workcenter ore shown 1n Attochmont I of the Avo1ded Cost Study 

A lso. an odJustrnent wo s made to workcenter costs to remove any 

non-recurnng costs assoctated with serv1ce ordenng ac11v1t1es The 

workcentors affected by th1s adJustment can be 1dentif1ed from the 

hsllng provtded 1n Attachment Ill of the Avo1ded Cost Study These 

costs were 1dent1fted separately, and not d1stnbuted among the 

15 



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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serv1ce categones 1n the Avotded Cost Study Thts was done 

because GTE prepared an independent analysts of service ordenng 

and serv1ce connection charges 

HOW WERE THE WORKCENTER NON-RECURRING COSTS 

ASSOCIATED WITH SERVICE ORDERING ACTIVITIES 

SEPARATELY IDENTIFIED? 

The tdenllflcatton of these costs tS documentetl tn Attachment VI of 

the Avotded Cost Study Generally , the ca!cu!at•ons were based on 

workcenter-spectftc data roprcsenttng the percentage of a 

workcenter's activ1ties as!:oc1ated w ith service orders 

For example. for GTE's Customer Contact Centers. the number of 

calls for serv1ce orders was counted and then multiplied by the 

average length of a servtce order call GTE's Customer Contact 

Centers accounted for approxtmately 40 percent of GTE's tot31 costs 

in workcenters havtng affected costs assoctated w1th consumer 

serv1ces The resulltng total serv1ce order lime was expresset..: as a 

percentage of the total t1me spent on all calls receved by Customer 

Contact Centers Thts percentage was then multiplied by the 

workcentcr's adJusted total costs to obta1n NRCs In th1s way, 

$182,924,000 1n non-recurnng costs was separately Identified as part 

of the workcenter costs for the Customer Contact Center 

Once the non-recumng costs were separately tdenttfied, the next step 
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was to asstgn the r em~lttung wwkccnte:r costs to IIH• sorvtu : 

categones The target retail servtce categories are Restdenlral. 

Business. Usage. Verttcal, Advanced and "Other" The Ott1er 

category was further divtded among Otrectory, Customer Premtses 

Equipment (CPE). CALC and Other 

WHAT SERVICES ARE INCLUDED IN THE FIVE TARGET RETAIL 

SERVICE CATEGORIES? 

Residentral and Bustness are stmply local restdential and bustness 

servtces. respecttvely Restdenttal servtces tnclude both flat rate and 

measured rate servtccs. while bustness servtces tnclude measured 

rate services. CentraNet® and PBX The Usage category tncludes 

intraLAT A toll. discount calling plans. local me~sured usage, Zone 

Usage Measurement (ZUM). and Extended Area Servtces (EAS) 

Vertical features include such features as call waitir.g and las t 

number redtal . and are offered to both business and residenttal 

customers. The Advanced services category includes such servtces 

as ISDN BRI and ISDN PRI. Frame Relay, Digital Channel Servtce. 

DS-1. and various other dedicaled channel services including pnvate 

line 

HOW WERE THE REMAINING RECURRING COSTS ASSIGNED TO 

THE SPECIFIC CATEGORIES OF RETAIL SERVICES? 

For a number of workcenters. sufficient information was available to 

asstgn costs dtrectly to specific relatl service categones For 
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example. a li the cos!s of the Call1ng Card wor1<center could be d1rectly 

ass1gned to the Usage category In other cases. suff1c1ent 1nformat1on 

was available to directly ass1gn only a port1on of costs In each of the 

follow1ng workcenters. complete or part13l d1rect ass1gnments ol 

affected costs were made 

National Credit Management Center (NCMC): Workcenter costs 

were allocated to serv1ces on the basi s of each service's share of 

consumer and business uncollecllbles for the services supported by 

the NCMC 

Business Sales Center (BSC): Non-attnbuted Bus1ness serv1ce 

costs were allocated on the bas1s of bus1ness revenues relat1ve to 

total revenues and the rema1nder of costs were distributed on the 

bos1s of the 1995 sales quotas for the BSC assoc1ated w1th each 

remaining service. 

Branch Sales, Market Response, Branch Sales Engineering and 

Business Operations ')upport: Costs associated w1lh the sale of 

CPE products were netted out of non-attnbutable costs based on time 

stud1es for each of these workcenters The rema1n1ng costs were 

then d1stnbuted accord1ng to the relative s1ze of the 1995 sales 

quotas for each o' these workcenters 
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I J , , ·~ 

Branch Sales Support : The Branch Sales Support - East (West) 

workcenter's costs replicated the comb1nl!d allocation of other L~st 

(West) branch serv1ce workcenters' costs 

National Accounts : The d1stnbut1on of non-attnbutable costs 

replicated the comb1ned <:JIIocallon of both East and W est branc11 

sales serv1ce costs 

Business Data Processing: The d 1stnbut1on of non-a11r1butablc: 

costs replicated the comb1ned allocat1on of all branch sales serv1ces, 

BSC, Nat1onal Accounts and Business Operations Support Serv1ce 

costs. 

National Cus tomer Support Center : Non-attnbutable costs werP. 

allocated accord1ng to the relat ive null'ber of serv1ce spet:if1c calls 

received by the workcenter 

IF SUFFICIENT INFORMATION WAS NOT ALWAYS AVAILABLE 

TO DIRECTLY ASS1GN THE WORKCENTER'S TOTAL AFFECTED 

COSTS, HOW WERE THESE COSTS ASSIGNED TO THE SERVICE 

CATEGORIES? 

In such cases. workcentcr costs not d1rectly ass1gned were ass1gned 

to the service categories 1n proport1on to the net revenues for the 

serv1ce catcgones assoc1ated w1th th<Jt workcenter Th1s method o f 

ass1gnment IS known as the relative revenue rule (see generally, 0 
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Spulber. Rcgulil tton and M·HI-rot -= Ch 3 ( 1989)) Attachment Ill of the 

Avoided Cost Study 1dent1ftes the method of asstgnment used for 

each workcenter Attachment V. page 1. dtsplays the results of 

asstgning costs for all workcenters to the reta11 servtce categones 

HOW WAS THIS INFORMATION USED TO CALCULATE THE 

AFFECTED COSTS PER UNIT FOR RETAIL SALES? 

The untts for each of the rctatl servtce categones are shown on 

page 2 of Attachment V of tho Avotded Cost Study For local 

restdenttal. local bustness. and advanced servtces. avo1dcd costs 

were d1v1ded by the number of ltnes For usage. avotded costs were 

dtvtded by the number of mtnutos Per untt affected costs for vert tcal 

services were not calculated. because data for the second component 

of avo1ded costs. substttute resale costs. are not available I wtll 

discuss this 1ssue later tn my testtmony tn the context of substttute 

resale costs The results of these calculattons are aiso shown on 

Attachment V. page 2 

WHAT ARE THE PER UNIT AFFECTED COSTS ASSOCIATED 

WITH RETAIL SALES FOR EACH SERVICE CATEGORY? 

The per untt affected retatl costs for each rctatl servtce category are 

Res1denttal $1 36 per month per l tne. 

Bustness $1 60 per month per ltne. 

Usage $0 01006 per mtnute. and 

Advanced $4 30 per month per ltne 
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a. 
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a. 

A 

HOW WAS THE SECOND COMPONENT OF AVOIDED RETAIL 

COSTS, SUBSTITUTE RESALE COSTS, CALCULATED? 

Smce reta1l serv•ces hnve not yet been offered for resale for illty 

length of tum!. IIH•u ~. \lt J~ t lhJ t u costs t.~11no t bo measured duectly 

Instead. GTE's subst1tute costs assoc1ated w1th offenng serv1ce on a 

wholesale. rather than a retail, bas1s were calculated by determ1n1ng 

the affected costs of an ex1st1ng wholesale serv1ce s1m1lar 1n nature 

to the serv1ces to be offered Dl resale 

WHAT EXISTING WHOLESALE SERVICES WERE USED TO 

CALCULATE SUBSTITUTE RESALE COSTS? 

The offenng of local res1dent1al. loca l bus1nes~ . and advanced 

services for resale was assumed to be analogous to the current 

wholesale prov1S10n of spec1al access serv1ce The wholesale 

offering of retail usage serv1ces was assumed to be analogous to the 

current prov1sion of ong1nat1ng and term1nat1ng switched access 

WHY DID YOU CHOOSE THESE PARTICULAR EX!STING 

SERVICES AS PROXIES FOR RESALE SERVICES? 

Special and switched access serv1ces are ex1s11ng wholesale serv1ces 

prov1ded through a well-establ1si1ed prov1S 10n1ng process As such. 

they const1tute GTE's most accurate 1nforma11on on the cost of the 

wholesale prov1s1on o f llno based and uc;oge-based servtces Spec1al 

access 1s a log1cal cho1ce as <J proxy for the retail ltne-based serv1ce. 

because 11 1s also l1ne-based L•kew1se. sw1tehed access ~~ a log1cal 
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A 

Q. 

A 

choice as a proxy for all usage serv1ces 

WHAT EXISTING WHOLESALE SERVICE DID YOU USE AS A 

PROXY FOR THE RESALE OF VERTICAL FEATURES? 

GTE was not able to tdcnttfy an ex1SI1ng wholesale servru: 

correspondtng to the offertng of verttcal feature s for resale 

Consequently. an alternattve approach. wh tch I wtll descnbe late:r 

was used to est1mate these substtlute resale costs 

WHAT WAS THE FIRST STEP IN CALCULATING SUBSTITUTE 

RESALE COSTS? 

The workcenters were examtned to see which ones were applicable 

In the case of substitute resale costs. the affected workcenters are 

organrze·d w1th1n the camer line of bus1ne~s . A workcenter was 

included 1n the Avotded Cost Study tf 11 was part of the wholesale 

access structure 

Once the workcenters applicable to subst1tute resale costs were 

determined, the affed ed costs were dtstnbuted among resale serv1ce 

categories us1ng essentially the same methodology I descnbed earlier 

for the retail workcenters Sufficient information was not available to 

ass1gn costs dtreclly to spectftc servtce categones Consequently, 

the relalt ve revenue rule was used to asstgn costs according to 

carrier revenues 
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5 4 8 

The ass1gnment of substitute resale costs for all 1ncluded workcenters 

is displayed along with the retail affected costs m Attachment V. 

page 1 The Access column contains the affected costs of prov1d1ng 

originating and terminat1ng sw1tched access. which serves as a proxy 

for the costs of offering switched services. such as mtraLA T A toll 

service. for resale The Advanced column conta1ns the affected costs 

relating to both reta1l and wholesale workcenters 

HOW WAS THIS INFORMATION USED TO CALCULATE THE 

SUBSTITUTE COSTS PER UNIT FOR RESALE SALES? 

The units for the Advanced and Access wholesale serv1ce categones 

are shown on page 2 of Attachment V of the Avo1ded Cost Study 

The per unit substitute costs of Advanced serv1ces were determined 

by dividing total substitute costs by the corresponding number of 

lines. Likewise, the per unit substitute costs for access services are 

calcu lated by dividing total substitute costs by the corresponding 

number nf m1nutes 

WHAT ARE THE PER UNIT RESALE SUBSTITUTE COSTS FOR 

EACH OF THE TWO PROXY SERVICE CATEGORIES? 

The per un1t substitute resale costs for each category are 

Access $0 00414 per minute, and 

Advanced $0.53 per month per line. 
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PLEASE EXPLAIN THE DEVELOPMENT O F T HE AVOIDED COST 

RESULTS. 

Avoided reta11 costs are def1ned as the difference 111 total costs w1th 

and without the offen,-,g of servtce for resale Thus. avo1ded retarl 

costs are equivalent to the affected reta11 costs less the subst1tute 

resale costs Since both of these components were calculated on the 

same per unit bas1s. the avo1ded cost results for each retail serv1ce 

category were s1mply determ1ned by subtraction The avoided cost 

results are: 

• GTE's avoided reta11 costs of provid1ng local resrdenlial serv1ce 

for resale are equal to $ 1 36 (affected retail costs) less $0 53 

(substitute resale costs). or $0 83 per line per month 

• GTE's avotded relarl costs of prov1d1ng local bustness scrv1ce 

for resale are equal to $1 .60 (affected retail costs) less $0.53 

(substitute resale costs). or $1 .06 per line per month 

• GTE's avoided retail costs of providing intra LATA toll serv1ce 

for resale are equal to $0 01006 (affected retail costs) less 

$0.00414 (substitute resCJie costs). or $0 00592 per mrnute 

• GTE's avotded retail costs of prov1d1ng advanced serv1ces for 

resale are equal to $4 30 (affected retail costs) less $0 53 

(substitute resale costs). or $3 77 per line per month 
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HOW WAS THE AVOIDED COST DISCOUNT FOR VERTICAL 

FEATURES DETERMINED? 

Smce GTE was unable to 1denttfy an ex1sllng service whose costs 

would approx1mate the cost of provld1ng venical features. it was not 

poss1ble to calculate avo1ded cos ts for vcrtrcal features offered for 

resale The tJest altcrnat1vc available was to apply avo1cJed cost 

relallonsh1ps assoc1ated w1th bas1c exchange serv1ces Thus. the 

avoided cost d1scoun1 rates for residential and bus1ness bas1c 

exchange service we·e used to approx1mate the relative avo1ded 

costs for ver11ca1 features Consequently, 

• the avo1ded cost d1scount rate for res1dent1al ver11cal features 

was set equal to the avorded cost drscount of local res1den11a1 

serv1ce. 6 G percent. 

• the avordcd cost drscount rate for busrness vertrcal features 

wa~ set equal to the avo1ded cost d1scount of local bus1ness 

serv1ce. 5 5 percent , and 

• the avo1ded cost d1scount rate for ven ical features not 

segregated 1n the tanrr as e1ther resrdenllal or busrness was 

sP.t equal to the compos1te avo1ded cost d1scount of local 

res1dent1al and bus1ness serv1ces. 6 2 percent 
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Q. WHAT WAS THE BASIS FOR THE CALCULATION OF GTE'S 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES? 

A 

a. 

A 

I rolled on tho priCUIQ rules presented 111 tllo tost1mony of GTE w1tness 

Dr Doane Generally, the wholesale pnce for a resale serv1ce C<ln bu 

calculated as 1t1e retail pTice for that serv1ce less the avo1C:ad retail 

costs 

In the case of bas1c exchange access serv1ces. however an 

adJustment to costs should be made to acknowledge the foregone 

contribution assoc1ated w1th complementary serv1ces. such as 

intraLA T A toll serv1ce As explained 1n Dr. Doane's test1mony. the 

ALEC reseller IS very likely to package and self-prov1S1on 1ntraLATA 

toll with the resold local exchange serv1ce. rather than purchase 

mtraLA T A toll from GTE for resale Therefore. the "bundle" of 

serv1ces resold Includes not only bas1c exchange access. but also 

profitable 1ntraLA T A toll 

HAVE YOU DONE ANY ANALYSIS TO QUANTIFY THE 

OPPORTUNITY COST THAT ARISES FROM TOLL 

CONTRIBUTION LOSSES WHEN BASIC EXCHANGE ACCESS 

SERVICES ARE PROVIDED BY GTE TO AN ALEC FOR RESALE? 

Yes. In perform1ng the analys1s, I first determ1ned the average 

intraLATA toll revenue and minutes for GTE'S current reta11 customers 

by type of local serv1ce I tt1en calculated the current level of 

contributiOn from intraLA T A toll service, based on the cost stud1es 
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wh1cl1 have L>cen flied IJy GTL I ll 1un <.onver tcu tile average lull 

mmutes J)er customer to occess mtnutes l>nsed on the assumptton 

tha t 1n a resale scenano the AL F C rcst:IIC:r would sell-provtStor • 

tntraLAT A toll and pny sw1tchcd access to GTE 1nstead F 1nally I 

calculated the level of contnbullon that would be prov1ded by the 

subst1tuto :lCetH.s sorvu.:o. uuuu11JasutJ on t11u cost stud1es l tled 1n th1s 

docket 

Th1s ana lysts ts summartzed and prov1dod w1th my testimony as 

Exh1b1t No DEW-1 The resole opportun1ty cost for o::Jch bas1c 

exchange access serv1ce IS calculated as the d1fference between the 

current toll marg1n per line and the access marg1n r fl r line 

BASED ON THE PRECEDING DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS, 

WHAT ARE YOUR PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES FOR THE 

BASIC EXCHANGE ACCESS SERVICES UNDER DISCUSSION? 

For all bastc local exchange serv1ces the proposed wholesale rates 

should be deterrrtned. using the pnctng rules proposed by Company 

w1tness Doane and the contnbut1on analysts abovo, as follows 

( 1) 

less (2) 

plus (4) 

less (5) 

tho retail prtcf• 

the avo1ded costs per ltne from the Avo1ded Co:.l Study, 

toll opportunity cost (toll contrtbulton). 

access opportuntty ga!n (access contrtbutton} 

27 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

DR DOANE DISCUSSES TWO EXCEPTIONS THAT MAY AFFECT 

THE ASSESSMENT O F FOREGONE TOLL CONTRIBUTION 

UNDER THE RESALE SCENARIO YOU HAVE J UST DISCUSSED. 

WOU LD YOU PLEASE IDENTIFY THEM? 

Yes F1rst. 11 1S poss1t.ie that an A LEC reseller such as Spnnt has 

self-prov1ded toll serv1ce to the end user pr1or to the lime resale was 

tnitiated. In th1s case, GTE would not expenence any further 

foregone to ll contribution Second, the ALEC reseller may not 

actually self-prov1s1on toll serv1ce In thts case, GTE would conttnue 

to prov1de 1ntraLA T A toll , and agatn there would be !"!O opportun1ty 

loss 

HAVE YOU ACCOUNTED FOR THESE SITUATIONS IN YOUR 

ANALYSIS, BOTH OF WHICH WOULD OFFSET GTE'S RESALE 

OPPORTUNITY LOSSES TO SOME DEGREE? 

No, the analys1s assumes that the ALEC reseller will self-prov1de 

ir.traLA T A toll 100 percent of the time To properly accommodate 

th ese situations, I propose to establish a crec!t rate equal to the 

opportuni ty cost I included 1n the calculat •on of the resale pr.ce for 

each basic exchange access serv1ce Th1s ''toll prov•der cred1t" would 

be a MRC Upon certi f•ca t1on by the A LEC loca l reseller that 11 was 

the toll prov1der pnor to the authorizallon of local resale. GTE w111 

apply the to ll prov1dcr cred1t rate to the account Likew1se. upon 

cert•f•callon that the ALE C local resel ler 1s not also the toll prov1der 

for the end user customer. GTE w111 apply the same to ll prov1der 
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a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

credrt This procedure rs admrnrstratrvely srmple for both the ALEC 

and GTE. and properly addresses both of the excep tion condrtrons 

WOULD THE PROPOSED TOLL PROVIDER CREDIT REMAIN 

CONSTANT OVER TIME, OR WOULD YOU RECOMMEND THAT 

IT BE ADJ USTED PERIODICALLY? 

The to ll provrder crodrt should vary over lime wrth changes rn the 

levels of the underlyr ng toll and access contnbutrons Inasmuch as 

local. toll and access rates wrl l tJe rcl>iJiancod over trme. the toll 

provrder credrt should be adJUSted whenever toll and access rates are 

adjusted. Ultimately, the toll provrder credrt will be replaced entrrely 

by rebalanced rates for both retai l and resale services 

WHAT RATES DO YOU PROPOSE FOR USAGE RELATED 

SERVICES, INCLUDING MEASURED LOCAL SERVICE, EAS AND 

INTRALATA TOLL, AND HOW ARE THEY DEVELOPED? 

Tile Usage servrces category o f t1 1e Avo1ded Cost Study rncludes all 

of these servrces For thrs category. the results of the Avorded Cost 

Study are expressed as a drscount rate of 7 1 percent to be applied 

to the vanous retail prices As there are no addrtronal opportunrty 

costs associated wrth offering these usage services for resale, the 

proposed rates are based on the retail pnce less avorded costs. 

WHAT ARE YOUR PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES FOR 

VERTICAL FEAT URES, INCLUDING VERTICAL SERVICES, 
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A 

a. 

A. 

CENTRANET® BASIC FEATURE PACKAGES, AND COCOT 

FEATURES, AND HOW ARE THEY DEVELOPED? 

The Vertical features category of the Avorded Cost Study rncludes all 

of these servrces r or thrs category, the results o f the Avorded Cost 

Study are expressed as a set of drscount rates to be appl1ed to the 

respective retail pnces 

Residentral vertrcal features 

Busrness verttcal features 

Composrte 

66% 

55% 

62% 

The composrte drscount rate rs applied to vertrcal feature offenngs 

that are not offered separately tn the tarrff as etther resrdcnce or 

busrness features As there are no addrtronal opportunrty costs 

associated with offering vertrcal features for resale. the proposed 

rates are based on the retarl pnce less avorded costs 

jll. THE MODIFIED AVOIDED COST STUDY 

DID GTE PERFORM ANOTHER TYPE OF AVOIDED COST 

STUDY? 

Yes. GTE's second study 1s a modification of the MCI avo1ded cost 

study, whiCh the FCC relred upon. 1n part. to calculate 1ts default 

avoided cost discount range. GTE has mod1fred certa1n inputs to the 

ARMIS-based model used in preparing this study to properly Identify 

avoided costs 1n accordance wrth the FCC's proposed avoided cost 
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a. 

A 

cnter&a As I d&scussed above. GTE strongly believes that 1ts Avo&ded 

Cost Study best refleds the 1ntent of the Act. and offers th1s Mod&f&ncl 

Avo1ded Cost Study as an alternat1ve lo be used only 1f the FCC's 

rules on avo1ded costs are held to be lawful 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MCI MODEL, AS EMPLOYED BY THE 

FCC. 

Generally speak1ng, the MCI model 1s an ARMIS-based model wh1ch 

has been used by the FCC and others to greatly simplify the 

determination of avo1ded retail expenses I refer to the model as 

"ARMIS-based" because 11 applies avoided cosl factors to ARMIS 

data as f1led w1th the FCC by the LECs accord&ng to established 

report1ng reqUirements 

In the model, both d&rect and &nd&rect expense allocalions are 

performed 0 1rect expenses are those market&ng and customer 

service expenses reported 1n accounts 6611 . 6612, 6613, 6621 . 6622 

and 6623. In tis proposed rules. lack1ng any specific actual study 

data, the FCC designated that expenses 1n accounts 6621 and 6622 

would be presumed 100% avo1dable, and expenses 1n the rema1ning 

accounts would be presumed 90% avo1dable These were cast by the 

FCC as rebuttable assumptions 

Indited expenses generally &ncludo support and overhead expenses. 

wh1ch the FCC found lo be presumptively avo1dable 1n the sam~ 
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a. 

A 

a 

A 

!:> 5 7 

proportion as d1rect expenses to total expenses The model performs 

the necessary allocations Internally, based on the treatment of d~rect 

expenses. 

WOULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PREVIOUS WORK WITI-i 

AVOIDED COST STUDY MODELS? 

Yes I have worked with vanous AT&T and MCI models cont1nuously 

smce June, 1996 AT&T and MCI ftled test1mony 1n Cc;ll forr11a 

supporting their studies, MC l' s test1mony was later withdrawn 

(Rulemaking on the Commission's Own Mo/Jon to Govern Open 

Access to BottlenecJ.. Services and Establish a Framework for 

Network Archttecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, R 

93-04-003 and I 93-04-002) MCI's model f1led 10 Callforn1a was i:,e 

same model flied by MCI w ith the FCC in response to the NPRM. 

which the FCC relied upon for its analys1s which 1s discussed 1n the 

F~rst Report and Order GTE's Mod1f1ed Avo1ded Cost Study was 

desig'led based 1n part on th1s analys1s A comparat1ve analys1s 

between MCI's model and GTE's Mod1f1ed Avo1ded Cost Study 1s 

1ncluded as Exhib1t No DEW-2 w1th th1s test1mony 

PLEASE IDENTIFY GTE'S MODIFICATIONS TO THE ARMIS­

BASED STUDY MODEL. 

Three bas1c mod1f1callons were made to data 1nputs used 1n GTE's 

Mod1f1od Avo1ded Cost Study. the model 1tself was not altered, and 
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Q. 

558 

GTE believes 1! conforms. as prcst:nted. w1th the FCC's proposed 

avoided cost cntena 

The three pnnc1pal mod1f,cat1ons are as follows 

1) GTE developed allocators for dtrect expenses tn the mod.;l, 

based on analysts cf actual costs These allocators are used 

tn place of the FCC's presumpttons of e1ther 90% or 100% 

avotdable for eoch of the stx d~rect expense accounts A 

detailed study proves the valtd1ty of GTE's replacement 

allocators. 

2) Revenues for services to which the avoided cost d1scount rate 

is not to be applied were Identified and subtracted from 

operating revenues to determtne the appropnate revenue base 

for calculaltng the resale dtscount rate. and 

3) Plant-related expenses. return and taxes were tdentified as 

attnbutable to avo1dable land and support assets. and 1ncluded 

as avo1dat>le costs These elements were apparently not 

1ncluded 1n lhe FCC's analys1s us1ng the MCI model 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DETAILED STUDY USED BY GTE TO 

DEVELOP THE DIRECT EXPENSE ALLOCATORS INPUT TO THE 

ARMIS-BASED MODEL. 
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a. 

A 

lh1s stuc.Jy w~s devetope:d for the purpose of determ1n1ng an "avo1ded 

retail expense" f~ctor to he nrrllrcJ 1n tho An MIS rnndol to o:1r ll of n,, 

SIX due(.( expense accounts Ttle Fcc·~ preliminary analySIS 

established and applied presumptive factors for th1s purpose 

Tho sttHfy w.~-. I.JJsou on t11e same wo1h.center cost detail used 1n 

GTE's Avo1ded Cost Study Workcenters were grouped by funcllon 

to facilitate a determ1nat1on of act1 1t1es that could reasonably be 

expected to be avo1ded 1n a resale enwonment Generally, the costs 

for each workcenter were e1ther class1f1ed as "all avo1ded" or "none­

avoided", the allocallon of "sales" workcenter expenses 1s the only 

except1on to th1s general approach Avo1dod expenses 1dent1f1ed 1n 

th1s way were then summanzed by account. and d1v1ded by total 

expenses excfud1ng "General and Adm1n1stra11ve" and "Support" 

workcenter costs to determ.ne the avo1ded reta11 percent by account 

PLEASE: IDENTIFY THE KEY AVOIDED COST ASSUMPTIONS 

UNDERLYING THIS STUDY, AND GIVE THE RATIONALE FOR 

EACH. 

The key assumpt1ons and r <1t1onale 1nhewnt m the study :J~c <.ts 

follows 

1) Ctu••ur Access expenc;es recorded 111 account 6623 are not 

avo1ded costs. s1nce access serv1ces are not offr>red for 
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2) 

3) 

4) 

resale, and the assoc1ntcd expenses are not 1nc luded in the 

retail rates for serv1ces that are offered for resale 

Pubhc Telephone expenses recorded 1n account 6623 are not 

avotded costs because they are Slmtlar 1n nature to expenses 

In Account GJ:~ l diSCussed Hl Pnragr<Jpl1 927 Of tl10 rccs 

Ftrst Order and Report The FCC states that these expenses 

are not avo1ded because "they are unrelated to the retail 

services betng d1scounted " The FCC further expla1ns that 11 

"would not expect these expenses to be included 1n retail 

service rates for resold services. but 1f these expenses were 

mcluded 1n retail rates, they would not be avo1ded when the 

serv1ces arr: purchased by resellers " 

Serv1ce ordenng costs recorded 1n account 6623 are not 

avo1ded costs, because ordenng act1v1t1es will st1ll be required 

to prov1de retail serv1ces to ALECs for resale Serv1ces w1ll be 

ordered by ALECs 1n v1rtually the same manner as retail 

services are presently ordered by end user customers Any 

efficiencies attributablt:: to the wholesale nature of the ordenng 

process will be nom1nal. and are offset at least 1n part f"ly 

addllton;:~l ordc11ng <JCIIVJt les roqu110d as pnrt of the wholesale 

ordenng process 

Operator serv1ces expenses are not avo1ded. s1nce there are 
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separate tanf1 rotes for operator serv1ces (~. the serv1ces are 

offered on nn unbundled bas1s today). and the assoc1ated 

expenses are not 1ncluded 1n the rates tor other retarl serv1co~ 

offered for resale The FCC erred when they allowed that 

operator servrces expense avordance was somehow 

dependent upon whether an ALEC uses !herr own operators 

1n fact. th1s opt1on has noth1ng to do with avo1ded costs 

5) Product Management expenses are not avorded. srnce prod:.Jct 

plannrng. product development and product rollout act1vrtres 

wh1ch account for the preponderance o f expenses recorded rn 

th1s account. are requrred regardless o f whether th~ products 

are offered at retail or wholesale. This assertion 1s further 

proven simply by observ1ng that the reseller 1ncurs none of 

these types of expenses. and so to the extent that product 

plann1ng. development and introduction occurs. the associated 

costs w1ll cont1nue to be bome by GTE and will not be avorded 

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE ELABORATE ON GTE'S POSITION ON THE 

TREATMENT OF OPERATOR AND DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE 

SERVICE COSTS IN THE AVOIDED COST STUDY? 

A. GTE proposes to otter tariffed operator serv1ces and d1rectory 

ass1stance serv1ces for resale on the same terms and at the same 

rates as the corresponding retai l offerings This pos1tion 1s just1fied 

based on the fact that there are no costs that can rvasonabl}' be 

36 



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. 

avorded when the servrces are offered for resale. the servrces are 

offered and provrded 1n the same manner. and requrre the same 

acllvrhes, whether prov1ded on a wholesale or a retarl basts Except 

for any DA call allowance bundled wrth baste exchange servrce. the 

costs for these servrces are recovered through separate rates. and 

are not included rn the rates for other servrces offered for resale 

Therefore. it is appropriate to reflect that none of the costs for 

operator servrces can reasonably be avorded As a further 

concessron, operator servrces revenues have been removed from the 

revenue base for the calculatron of the avorded cost discount rate rn 

GTE's Modified Avorded Cost Study. The servrces will be made 

avallablo for resale, but there rs no basrs for a wholesale rate that 

drffers from the retail rate. because there are no avorded costs 

WHY SHOULD OPERATOR COSTS NOT BE TREATED AS 

AVOIDABLE WHEN A REQUESTING CARRIER CLAIMS TO HAVE 

PLANS TO USE ITS OWN OPERATORS? 

Any line of reasoning to the contrary rs fl awed because rt confuses 

costs of production with retarltng costs. The intent of the resale entry 

optron rs to permit prospective resellers to buy services on a 

wholesale basts, and provrde their own retarltng functrons to compete 

as an end-user servrce provrder "fo that end. the FCC has 

establrshed rules to detenn1ne the costs avo1ded by IL ECs wloen they 

offer the service on a wholesale basts. and the reseller provrdes the 

retailing functron Spnnt's w1tness defrnes avordable costs as costs 
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a. 

A. 

56) 

that the ILEC does not 1ncur when they sell the serv1ce on a 

wholesale bas1s. the assumpllon impllc1t 1n th1s defin1t1on 1S that the 

service IS produced by the ILEC 1n e1ther casu. retail or '."holesale 

Under the flawed reason1ng that operator costs should somehow be 

considered avo1dable. ( 1) the 1dent1f1callon of avo1ded costs 1s 

confounded by 1nclud1ng costs 1ncurred by GTE to produce operator 

services. not retail them, and (2) th1s art1f1c1al 1nflat1on of avo1ded 

costs is then leveraged 1nto a h1gher d1scount rate that w1ll apply to 

other services the request ing carrier may buy for resale Spnnt may 

well decide to prov1de operator serv1ces us1ng their own operators, 

but this would s1mply mean that they will not purchase any of the 

separately tanffed operator serv1ces offered by GTE. It has noth1ng 

at all to do with costs that can reasonably be avoided if GTE offers 

service on a wholesale bas1s 1nstead of on a retail bas1s, wh1ch is the 

definition of avo1ded costs 

WOULD YOU NOW PLEASE DESCRIBE EXHIBIT NO. DEW-2? 

Yes. This exhibit presents a comparison of the M CI model used by 

the FCC in their avoided cost analysis, and GTE's Mod1fied Avoided 

Cost Studies for the GTE Florida tariff entity The comparison 1s 

based on four 1tera11ons of an avo1ded cost study presented s1de by 

side so the changes from one iteration to the next car. be easily 

identified 
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The first 1terat1on shows the MCI calculations 1n the form submitted to 

the FCC. and 1s 1ncluded only to help clanfy the change!) the FCC 

made when they used MCI's model m the1r analys1s MCI's 

subm1ssion to the FCC included avo1ded cost data from four GTE 

states (W ash1ngton. Cal1fornia. Texas and Florida). wh1ch when 

compos1ted together produced the FCC's 18 81% avo1ded c.ost 

est1mate for GTE Page 1 of Exh1b1t No DEW-2 displays the 

summary results of calculations shown on pages 2 through 4. nmJ 

would result 1n an avo1ded cost d1 scount of 26 33% for exarnple 

The second 1terat1on shows the results from MCI's ARMIS model as 

modif ied by the FCC, mcluding the FCC's presumptions of avo1ded 

costs for each of the ARMIS "d1rect expense" account~. these 

modifications are described in the FCC's F1rst Report and Order 

W1th these changes. the FCC's avo1ded cost d1scount for the GTE 

Flonda tanH entity, for example. would be 17 27% 

The th1rd 1terat1on presents the avo1ded cost calculation based on the: 

FCC's model, c.nd chang1ng only the factors applied to the d1rect 

expense accounts Allocation factors resulting from analysis of actual 

financ1al records at the necessary level of deidll (Part 1 of the 

Mod1f1ed Avo1ded Cost Study) were used 1n place of the FCC's 

presumpt1ve factors of e1ther 90% or 100% Th1s iteration would 

produce an avo1ded cost d1scount of 7 83% for GTE Flonda. and 
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a. 

A 

demonstrates the considerable s1gn1f1cance of the allocation f.Jctors 

applied to the d1rect expense accounts 

The fmal rteratron IS GTE's Modrfred Avo1ded Cost Study as filed 1r 

GTE's response to AT&T's request for arb1tratton The study makes 

further changes to address 1ssues drscussed by the FCC but not 

Included 1n the1r analys1s. such as uncollecttbles The study as filed 

results tn an avo1dcd cost drscount of 11 25% for the GTE Florr<.ltJ 

tan ff entity Because of the nJture of J number of concesSIUil '> 

Incorporated 1n th1s analysts, th1s avo1dcd cost study should be 

v1ewed as an upper bound on the range of costs GTE can reasonatJI:1 

be expected to avord when serv1ces are offe~t.:d for resale 

WHY WOULD IT BE INAPPROPRIATE TO USE THE FCC'S 

PRESUMPTIVE AVOIDED COST FACTORS? 

The FCC aeated the1r presumptions about avo1ded d1rect expenses 

for the purpose of estabhsh1ng a default avo1ded cost d1scount range. 

and noth1ng more The FCC made tt1err rn tent cle::~r when they stated 

at paragraph 909 of the F1rst Report and Order that "our rules for 

1denttfyrng avorded costs are cast as rebuttable presumpt1ons". and 

further clarrlrcd thc1r expcctatrons at paragraph 917. statrng that 

"(t)hese presumpt•ons regardrng accounts GG 11 -6613 and 6621 -6623 

may be rcbutlod rf an rncumbcnt LEC proves to the state commiSSIOn 

that spec1f1c costs rn these accounts wrll be rncurred w1th respect to 
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a. 
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servtces sold at wholesale. or that costs tn these accounts urc not 

tncludcd tn the retail pnces of tho resold servtco:; " 

WHAT IS THE AVOIDED COST DISCOUNT RATE INDICATED BY 

GTE'S MODIFIED AVOIDED COST STUDY? 

The avotded cost dtscount rates calculated ustng the ARMIS-base:o 

model tS as follows 

GTE Flonda 11 25% 

IV. COMPARISON OF RESULTS 

HAVE YOU PREPARED A COMPARISON OF THE RESULTS OF 

GTE'S STUDIES WITH FCC'S AVOIDED DISCOUNT RATE FOR 

GTE OVERALL 7 

Yes For the purposes of thts companson, GTE's Avorded Cost Study 

results by servrce category are composited together 1nto one drscount 

factor (GTE's study results are not to be applied 1n th1s manner. th1s 

IS done srmply to facilrtate a companson of the vanous avorded cost 

proposals) 

The results are tabulnted as follows 

GTE's Avo•ded Cost Study 

Modtfted Avotded Cost Study 

Gl E Flortda 
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a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

FCC's Estrmated Avorded Costs 

for GTE 10 0 1% 

DO YOU AGREE WITH SPRINT'S CLAIMS THAT GTE HAS NOT 

PROVIDED AVOIDED COST STUDIES THAT SATISFY THE 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE ACT AND THE ORDER? 

No. I do not Tile studres I h1vr' flP!>CIIbn<.l 111 ltu:. te•.turHJir l wt•r L· 

prepared rn drrect respons0 to the Act and the FCC's F rrst Report ana 

Order GTE's Avorded Cost Study conforms prucrsely wrtt 1 tt 1c: 

"avorded cost" standard estnblrshed an the Act Spnnt prefers the 

"avordable cost" standard created by the FCC. whrch GTE believes 

is not rn conformance wrth the Act, erther rn sprnt or rn word 

Nonetheless. GTE's Modrfred Avorded Cost study was prepared to 

conform precisely wrth the FCC's "avordable cost" requrrements. and 

addresses all of the requrrements rdentrfred rn Sprrnt's toslunony 

HAS SPRINT BEEN PROVIDED ACCESS TO THESE STUDIES? 

As I slated earlier . both studres were rncluded rn the Compon1 •. 

response to Spnnl's request for arbrtratrnn In addr tron, rt rs m1 

understandrn"j that GTE's Avorded Cost Study was provrded to Spr rnt 

early thrs past summer, durrng the course of negotr::t:ons 

WHAT AVOIDED COST DISCOUNT RATE HAS SPRINT 

RECOMMENDED? 
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A 

Q. 

A 

Q. 

Spnnt has no spec1f1c recornrnendat1on for an avo1ded cost 01scount 

rate Spr1ntlln~ 1t!ent1f1Cd t11e default d1~count r '-!tcs calculotud by the: 

FCC 1n the F1rst Report and Order. but cautions that "the FCC's 

prox1es are to be used only 111 tl1e mte11m pcnod while appropr~otc 

cost stud1es are be1ng conducted " 

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY POSITIONS PREVIOUSLY TAKEN BY 

SPRINT WITH RESPECT TO SPECIFIC AVOIDED COST 

DISCOUNT RATES? 

Yes. I am In the Callforn1a OANAD docket to wh1ch I referred earlier 

in my testimony. Spnnt's w1tness Mr Dav1d S Brev1tz observed that 

GTE Cahforn1a's avo1ded cost est1mat1ons were cons1stent w1th those 

made 1n other states. and stated that "Un1 ted Telephone-Southeast 

recently filed in Tennessee a detailed avo1ded cost analys1s that 

indicate net avo1ded costs of $.91 per month per access line (5 71% 

of reta11 revenues) and 10 41 % of retail revenues for other ser.'lces" 

(Direct test1mony at 46) A copy of Mr Brev1tz's testimony 1s 1ncluded 

1n GTE's response to Spnnt's request for arb1tra11on Mr Brev1tz 

further stated that "(r)esale d1scounts of the s1ze 1dent1f1ed by GTEC 

and the Un1tedrT ennessee stud1es are appropnale for the 

CommiSSIOn to adopt" (D1recttes11mony at 4b) 

WHAT AVOIDED COST STUDY, REFERRED TO BY MR BREVITZ, 

WAS USED IN SUPPORT OF GTE CALIFORNIA'S PROPOSALS IN 

THAT DOCKET? 
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The Avo1ded Cost Study fi led 1n that docket was GTE's Avo1ded Cost 

Study, the same study GTE 1s recommend1ng be used 1n this docket 

to set prices for all serv1ces offered at wholesale rates for resale 

SPRINT ALSO RECOMMENDS THAT AVOIDED COST STUDIES 

SHOULD BE DESIGNED USING AT LEAST FIVE SERVICE 

CATEGORIES, DESIGNED TO RECOGNIZE THE POTENTIALLY 

DIFFERENT AVOIDED COST CHARACTERISTICS EXHIBITED BY 

DIFFERENT TYPES OF SERVICES. DO YOU AGREE? 

Yes In fact, GTE's Avo1ded Cost Study was des1gned, for p.-ecisely 

that reason, based on f1ve resale serv1ce categories GTE's f1vo 

serv1ce categones are not def1ned 1n prec1sely the same manner as 

the five categones Spnnt suggests. but they do address the same 

objective It should be noted that li tt le flex1bl l1ty ex1sts to def1ne 

numerous serv1ce ca tegones for study, or to expect that all ILECs 

could prepare a study using precisely the same ca:egories The 

reason for this limitation is simply that the management information 

necessary to support such a study is not readily available in general 

from an ILEC's pre-wholesale operations Therefore the definition 

and number 01 service categories is dependent upon how mucn 

Information is available at that level of detail for use 1n the avo1ded 

cost study 

V. RESALE 
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WHAT IS GTE'S POSITION REGARDING RESALE 

RESTRICTIONS? 

GTE seeks to have several resale restnct1ons and conditions 

established 1n the course of this proceed1ng 1n accordance with 

gu1del ines and procedures established by the FCC. It is GTE's 

pos1t1on that the need for certn1n resale restrictions is contemplated 

by the FCC's Part 51 Rules , and authority 1s reserved to the state 

commiSSIOn to pernut spcc1f1c resale restnct1ons that are rea~onable 

and non-discnm1natory GTE's spec1f1c proposals for resale 

restrictions should, therefore, not be dismissed out of hand based on 

representations that resale restnctions are prohibited by the FCC's 

Rules. 

GTE will offer for resale at wholesale rates all of the serv1ces it 

currently offers on a reta11 bas1s except for below-cost serv1ces. 

promot1onal serv1ces, serv1ces that are already prov1ded 0n a 

wholesale basis, non-recurring charge services, pay phone l1nes, 

semi public pay phone lines, and COCOT co1n and co1nless lines 

The specific resale re.3trictions proposed by GTE can be classified 

into two groups: (1) services that GTE will not agree to offer for 

resale: and (2) services that GTE will not agree to offer for resale at 

wholesale rates . 
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CAN YOU OFFER A COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF THE 

PROVISIONS FOR RESALE RESTRICTIONS THAT ARE 

INCLUDED IN THE FCC'S PART 51 RULES? 

Yes The FCC's Part 51 Rules state that an ILEC shall not 1mpose 

restncllon on resale except as expllc1tly allowed The followmg tyJ:2S 

of resale restnct10ns are expressly prov1ded for by the Rules· 

(1) Cross-<:lass sell1ng When purchas1ng for resale serv1ces the 

ILEC offers only to residential customers (or to a llm1ted class 

of res1dent1al customers) a requesting earner may be 

proh1b1ted from offenng serv1ce to customers not ellg1ble to 

subscr1be to the serv1ce from the ILEC. 

{2) W ithdrawn {grandfathered) services ILEC serv1ces offered 

only to a llm1ted group of customers who subscnbed to such a 

serv1ce 1n the past must also be offered at wholesale rates to 

request1ng earners for resale to the same llm1ted group of 

customers, 

(3) Promot1ons An ILE C IS not requ1red to d1scount spec1al 

promot1onal rates. prov1ded such rates wil l not be 1n effect for 

more than 90 days, <Jnd 
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(4) Othcrwrse. an ILEC rn::Jy unpose such a restrrctron by pr ov1ng 

to the state commrssron that the restrrctron rs reasonnblr, ; ,nr l 

nondrscrrmuwtory 

llrs rmpor1::Jnt to acknowledge 1t1at thrs four1h provr sron of the FCC's 

Pan 51 Rules contcmpl<:~ tes thnt fur1her resale restnctrons m<:~y !Jr.: 

requrred and reserves to the state commrssron the authonty to permrt 

further rcstnctrons that are reasonable and nond1scrrm1natory 

WHAT SERVICES WILL GTE NOT AGREE TO OFFER FOR 

RESALE? 

GTE w111 not offer for resale the followrng serv1ces 

( 1 ) Servrces pr rced below cost Under G TE's current rates 

cenarn serv1ces are pnced below cost These servrces rece1ve 

contr1butrons from other ser: ices. such as 1ntraLA TA toll . 

access. and vert1cal and discretionary serv1ces. all of wh1ch 

are pr1ced above rncremental cost If GTE were requ1red to 

offer 1ts below-cost serv1ces on a wholesale basis. then other 

camers would ( 1) obtarn avorded-cost drscounts for both 

below-cost and above-cost servrces. and (2) be able to pocket 

the contnbut1ons from the above-cost serv1ces that had been 

used to prrce the other serv1ces below-cost Accord1ngly, GTE 

could not cover 1ts total costs unless these serv•res are 
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excluded from GTE's wholesale offenngs or are repnced to 

cover the1r costs 

It 1s noteworthy that the FCC "declined to lun1t" resale offefln']s 

to exclude below-cost serv1ces. but d1d not proh1b1t a rcsalr:: 

restnct1on 

Any promot1onal offer1ngs GTE should not be req;.JJred to 

offer services such as promot1ons on a wi ,.Jiosale t · a•o~•, 

otherw1se. GTE would not be able to d1fferenllate 1ts retail 

services from those of competing earners Put another way. 

a compet1t0r will be able to offer any serv1ce 11 wants on any 

terms and cond1I10ns it des1res to attract new customers, and 

GTE needs th1s same flex1billty to respond to compet1t1on on 

a retail bas1s and g1ve 1ts customers more cho1ces 

For example. 1f GTE offers a spec1al promot1on to 1ts 

customers but 1S reqUired to prov1de that same promot1on to 

Sprint on an avo1ded-cost basis, then GTE could never 

d1fferenlla.a 1ts offenngs from those of Spnnt. Importantly, 

GTE would have absolutely no incentive to develop additional 

promot1ons ~nd other new sorv1ces that would benef1t 

customers because Spnnt could take and u:;e them for its own 

marke!1ng and econorn1c advantage In fact, GTE could ne11er 

d1fferen11ate 1ts offer1ngs from Spnnt's This res' Jlt is contrary 
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(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

to tt1e purpose of tt1e Act by lm1111ng d101ces to customers Th8 

Act should be Implemented 1n a manner that allows all earners 

to respond to competition, Including GTE 

It 1s noteworthy thJt 1f all avo1ded costs are properly reflectorJ 

1n the wholesale pr1ce for the under1y1ng serv1ce. then 

promot1onal offer1ngs have no ant1-cornpelii1V9 Implications. 

regardless of the durat1on of the otfenng 

Public pay telephone lines These aro not retail serv1Cf: 

otferrngs 

Semi-public pay telephone lines. There are a number of 

reasons why GTE will not agree to offer these services for 

resale The most prom1nent reason rs that GTE wrll not agree 

to offer for resale the corn statron apparatus essential to the 

servrce otferrng as rt rs currently defined In addrtron, the 

servrce rs not currently prrced to support ma1ntenance and 

collectron actrvitres desrred wrthout substantra l support from 

toll collectu ns 

GTE wrll not agree at this trme to offer all future AIN -based 

servrces for resale. It is my understanding that issues 

requ rr rng further drscuss1on rnvolve trrggor access to a 

competing carrier's network platform and servrces However. 
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AIN servtces that are currently offered 1n GTE's reta11 tanffs wtll 

be offered for resale at wholesale rates 

Q . WHAT SERVICES WILL GTE NOT AGREE TO OFFER FOR 

RESALE AT WHOLESALE RATES? 

A GTE w 111 offer for resale. but not at wholesale rates. the followmg 

services: 

(1) Any serv1ces already pnced at wholesale rates. Such ser vtces 

tnclude spectal access and pnvate ltne servtces tanffed undr~ r 

the spectal access tanft. and COCOT co1n and cotnless ltnes 

(2) Operator servtces and dtrectory asststance servtces Because 

the provtston of these servtces requtres the same acltvtltes to 

be performed whether offered on a retatl or a resale basts 

there are no avoided costs for these servtces As prevtously 

discussed, except for the DA call allowance bundled wtth the 

baste local servtce offering, the costs for these servtces are 

recovered through separate rates, ana are not tncluded tn the 

rates for other servtces offered for resale 

(3) Non-recurnng charge servtces There are no assoctated costs 

that can reasonably be expected to be avotded for these 

offenngs Therefore. the rates for pramary servtce ordenng 

and installalton should not be based on the appltcatton of an 
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avorded cost drscount lo the assocrated retaal rate. but rather 

on an appropnate study reflecting the costs of the wholesale 

provrsronrng process 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER RESALE RESTRICTIONS OR 

CONDITIONS THAT GTE IS PROPOSING AT THIS TIME? 

Yes A request1ng earner should not be permatted to purchase 

unbundled loop and unbundled port serv1ces rn combrnat1on at 

unbundled service rates for the purpose of avoadrng a hrgher resale 

rate. The FCC certarnly drd not intend to enable thrs sort of tanH 

arbitrage when they stated that the requestrng carrier should be able 

to combine unbundled elements in any way they wish. It is GTE's 

position that unbundled loop and port services purchased in 

combrnatron constitutes the purchase of bas1c local servrces fer 

resale. and should be pnced accordrngly 

WHAT IS GTE'S POSITION WITH RESPECT TO THE OFFERING 

OF VOICEMAIL AND INSIDE WIRE SERVICES? 

These servrces are not "telecommunications servrces" as defined rn 

the Telecommunicatrons Act of 1996 (the Act), and GTE is therefore 

not required to offer them for resale. 

WHAT IS GTE'S POSITION WITH RESPECT TO THE OFFERING 

OF CONTRACT SERVICES FOR RESALE? 
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Contract serv1ces are offenngs that are made, by def1n1t1on. on <m 

individual case basis A rational cons1derat1on of this 1ssue requ1rc ~ 

that a disllnct1on be drawn between ex1st1ng contract serv1ces and 

new contract offers. 

Ex1sllng contract serv1ces are offered under terms and cond1t1ons of 

a stand1ng centrad between a reta1l customer and GTE Term1nat1on 

l1abll1t1es would be def1ned 1n the contract nS necessary to prot£:r.1 

GTE's 1nvestment to prov1de the serv1ce. and would apply 1f GTI ·,, 

customer should choose to change to a d1fferent serv1ce prov1der 

during the term of the contract GTE will not agree to offer ex1st1n'1 

contract serv1ces for resale at wholesale rates. 

GTE will agree to offer new contract services for resale Pric1ng for 

these serv1ces will be established on a nond1scrim1natory 1nd1v1dual 

case bas is. and will reflect the avoidanc,e of any costs that would only 

be associated w ith the reta11 prov1s1on of the same serv1ce 

WHAT IS GTE'S POSITION WITH RESPECT TO SUBSCRIBER 

LINE CHARGES ASSOCIATED WITH RESALE SERVICES? 

GTE intends to bill all associated subscnber line charges to the ALEC 

reseller. GTE assumes the ALEC will. 1n turn. b ill its end-user 

customer a like amount. 
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VI. SUMMARY 

WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes Both of the avotdcd cost studtcs prepared by GTE produce 

results that are lower than the FCC's default avo1ded cost discount 

range of 17% to 25% 

Wholesale pnces for resale services should be determined based on 

retail rates less avotded costs. as calculated using GTE's Avotded 

Cost Stud1es The FCC's ovotded cost d1scounts bCJth are arllfiCtally 

h1gh and econom1cally burdensome 

Also cor.s1dered tn develop1ng the resale rates for baste exchange 

services is the fact that resellers do not generally endeavor to sell 

only the basic local servtce. but rather the entire bundle of services 

currently offered by GTE. GTE loses considerable contnbullon 

associated with any complementary serv1ces. notably 1ntraLATA toll , 

and this lost contributton ts properly mcluded as an opportuntty cost 

1n developtng the proposed resale rates 

F1nally, I have revtewed GTE's postllon wtth respect to vanous res::~le 

1ssues 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 

53 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1() 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

£!> 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

57 f) 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS E. WELLEMEYER 

DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name IS Douglas E W ellemeyer My bus1ncss address IS 4 1 OL 

North Roxboro Road Durham North Carolina 

DID YOU FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

Yes. I d1d 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

My testimony responds to Spnnt's pos1t1on on avo1ded cost d1scounts 

tor certa1n G I E retail serv1t.c~ rnodc ovaii;'Jl>lc for rusalc 

SHOULD GTE BE REQUIRED TO OFFER FOR RESALE AT 

WHOLESALE RATES SERVICES TO THE DISABLED, INCLUDING 

SPECIAL FEATURES OF THAT SERVICE SUCH AS FREE 

DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE SERVICE CALLS, IF THA T SERVICE 

IS PROVIDED BY GTE? 

No GTE should not be requ1red to d1scount rel <:ul r~tes tor "mear.s 

tested serv1ces" (I;U1 li feline tel -ass1stance. d1sablec serv1Ct::5) 

These SefVICCS me tile r e~pOriSIIJiilly of LJII :,)(:,.11 SCrVICIJS J II OVICJCr S Oil 

behalf of the1r end users Further 11 1s the ALEC's respons1b11ity to 

vur1fy ~tr H f UOC IHIIt:rlt tlu•u O WII! 11'-,tOIIlf'l'-, ._,t,lllr<: 1\1 r C:; fll;Jy htJ\ 
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restdenltal servtces and provtdc dtscounts to qu~lifyu1g end users and 

2 parttctpate tn substdy pools wtlh all otl 1cr sc:rvtcc provtdor~ li ltS 

3 arrangement would be tn panty wtth GTE"s own reqUirements to 

4 provide those servtces 

5 

6 a. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

7 A Yes. 11 does 
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1 Q (By Mr. Gillman) Do yo u have your s u mmary of 

2 your di r e c t a nd rebuttal testimo ny? 

] A Yes , I d o . 

4 Q And Mr . We lleme yer, would yo u give it at t his 

•, t ime? 

A Ye s . Th.l n~~ yo u . Go•JU mornt rlCJ, 

1 Co mmi s sioners . My t e s timo ny pn· ~.e nt :-; I.TE ' :; po:.; iti o n:; on 

ll r esale a nd avoided cos t s , t~ntl <~ d Lirc~>:; e s I :;:;ue :; J , 11 t~nd 

9 5 i n the prehearing orde r . I ssue 3 re l~tes t o the need 

1 0 to restrict Spr int ' s ab i lity t o combine unbundled 

1 1 network elemen t s in s uc h a way dS t o r econs titute bns i c 

1 2 loc al servi c e t o avoid the resale r a t e s truc ture. 

l 1 I ssue 4 cons i de r s th0 sc rvi ~cs GTE s hould no t 

ltl be required t o offer f o r r esal e , a nd 111 my s u mmary t l1i s 

1'• mo rninq I ' ll d i sl:uss two in po~ rti L· ul .lr th il t ll <1VC be en 

l G the subjec t of cons i de r ab l e dcb.:~tc i n . lr·bit r·.~ tion 

1·1 hci'l rings aro und the country , rM me ly promo t ions .antl 

18 be l o w-cos t r es i d e nti al sc r·vi cc:; . 

}9 I ssue 5 add r esse s the r at r s , t e rm s dnd 

~u conditi on~ f o r a lI sr1 v ices o r r ~ rvd l o r r c~<~ l e . GT E 

2 1 rec ommends the Commi ssion s ho u l d adopt GTE ' s Av o i d e d 

22 Cos t S tudy f o r use in se tting r esal e r ates in th is 

23 p roceeding , a nd that r esal e rates for b<~ si<.: cxc h ,•nqe 

~ ~ servi c e s must al so r e fl ec t l os t contribu t i ~ ~ f r om 

, . .. ' i ntrdLI\'I'A to ll . 
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Common among all three o f thc- ::;c i:;:aws i:.; t his 

2 Commission' s authori ty c~nd ob liq."lti o n t o e:.to~bl1stl 

J terms, conditio ns and prices for who l esale se rvi ces that 

•1 o~t· r ju:~t ,,ncl rf'a :;on••bl c and nn ndis<..: r imi niltory . lle i thc r 

!J the.> Te l C>communi cfl ti o ns Ac t o r l'J'J I> nor- t he FCC ' s nl\ (':; 

c. limit the Commission ' s ability t o do so . 

7 On I ssue J , thi s comm iss i o n must proh ibit 

8 Sprint from purc hasing unbundled l oop a nd s witc hing 

~ clemen ts in combinati o n at unbundled servi ce rates so a s 

10 to a void a higher resa le rate . Such a pur<..:ha se by 

11 Sprint cons titutes basic l oca l se rvi ce t o r r esa le and 

12 must be priced accordingly . 

1J not t o be prohibited f rom c ngaqiny in this ~ort o f 

14 arbitrage , thi s Comm i ssion s hould wond er why Cong r ess 

1'> established two diffe r ent pr.icing s t a ndards in the !le t. 

J(, To pe rmit t hi s f o rm o f tariff arbitrage by Sprint a nd 

17 others woul d d is inccnt a ny devc l o p mv nt o f 

IH 1.1c i I i ties-basnd competiti o n , since compe t i ng local 

19 ca rriers would have no nee d to mo1ke investments in t heir 

20 o wn ne tworks and GTE would have no incentive t o inves t 

·' 1 in support o f its e x isti ng netwo rk. 

Thi s outcome Js plainly counter to the i ntent 

llc Y.now ledginq the f <~ct th<~t two m.~rkt'uly 

~~ o ne f o r wholesale prices and o ne f o r unbundled netwo rk 
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elements, the Commiss ion should adopt GTE ' s proposal o n 

2 this issue as a poli c y matter to enable the furthe r 

3 development of l ocal competiti o n in Florida. 

4 On I ssue 4, GTE be lieves that a number of 

5 se rvices should not be o ffered t or r esa le, inc luding 

6 promotional o ff ~ rangs ~nd below-cost residcnlidl 

:: t>rvi ..:<'s . f~ t•q . s n llll< J pro :no t ion. • l o ll l' r inq::, CTF mu:; t no l 

ll be required t o m.tl~e tll P:; t• u l '"' i11q :: o~vo~i lo~bl • · l•1 

C) compctj tors for rcs ttle, rcq.•nJlf> :.:s o t the tlua·o~ti on o t 

10 the o ffering . Sprint c lai ms it woul d othcrwl ~l' bl' 

II competitively d i :~.uJ v,,nt.VJNI, but thi s •~ not ::u . 

1." (;umpcl11H:J c~•rr i1..•1:.; :;;ucll <.1 ~ ~; p r 1nt h<.~vc prcc ! :.;cly the 

• ll same opportunity ns GTE to fo rcqo pri c e contribution Lo 

1 4 jo int and commo n costs for any promotiona l o ff ering they 

15 may wish t o make. 

1 6 Avo i ded cos t s whi c h drC suppo~cd t o b~ the 

17 basis for whol esa le rates arc recog nized in the price 

18 for the underlying service . Th~n· d rc no .ttltl it i on.t I 

19 costs that ca n be avo i ded f o r ~ny p r omot.Jon.t l o l l cranq 

20 of that servi ce . Excluding GTE ' s r c tnil p r omoti o nal 

/. ] o fferings from rc ~ li e is thc r f o re r l'.l son.lblc ,, nl 1t I •. .. 
22 nondiscriminatory because all c arriers ! ike GTE have 

/.3 equal opportunity to sac rifi ce,, p<~rt o l the OV('r.tll 

.'•I ~..o nll ibuLion t o joint <1ntl commo n cos t s l>y o llcr· i ng theia 

25 own retail promot.ions . 
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l On the o t her h a nd, req uiring GT E t o ol l er .1 n y 

2 promotion f o r res al e i s b o th unreasona ble and 

d i sc riminatory agains t GTE . GTE c anno t d i ff e r e n tia te 

4 its retail offer i ng s i n the ma rke t, ~nd competito r s c an 

'• mr\ tch 01 beat any pro mo ti o n GTE would o ff e r . 

6 Under:- these c irc u msl <J nces , GTE wu ulu h .tvc no 

7 incentiv e to offer any promo ti o n tha t wo uld b e u s ed 

8 that would be available for r esa le, and i t wo uld c h o o se 

9 not to do so i f i t b e ha ved r a tionally. Thi s i s no t a n 

10 o utcome that wo uld b e n e fit the con sume r s o f Yl o rida . 

11 Regar:-ding be l o w-cost t"esidcn ti .J! :.;c rv icc~; , GTE 

1 2 will not agre~ t o o ff e r these s e rv i ces tor r esale until 

lJ pric es are ad j u s ted t o cov er cos t s or ap~ropri a tc 

14 support mech an i sms are e s t a bli s h e d t o all o w GTE an 

15 o pportunity to fully r ecove r its costs . GTE believes 

16 and hopes that thi s will be accompli s hed i n the very 

11 nc~r fu t ure e n a bling a l l cons u mers i n Flori d a to reali z e 

18 the b e nefits ol a compe ti t ive l oca l ma rk e t at the 

19 earliest possible d a te. 

20 Me anwhil e , ~TE mu s t no t b e d e n ied the 

2 1 o ppo rtunity t o fully recove r its rcason~b l e costs , 

in~ l ud ing jo in t ~nd common costs . "l' od.:J y thC' cos l v i 

23 resi d e ntial l oca l servic e i s r ecovcrcu in pt~rL Llii 'O UtJ il 

2 4 i mplic it p ri ce con tr i b u tions from v ar i ous other 

25 se rv ices , i nc lud ing , no t a bly, intrc\ LJ\TA tol l. Spr i nt 
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1 and others have aryued that GTE will be n o wo r se o ff 

2 wh e n it offe rs the se rvi c e t o r r esale at ~ discou n t 

3 since the resa le rates refl ect avoided cost3 . 

Thi s is,, myopi<; pcr:> pcc tive . It imp li e s tha t 

5 GTE wil l also cont inue to o1 f er f o r resale the servi ces 

6 that provide that pr ice cont ribution t o s upport basic 

7 loca l service, and o nly the n wo uld GTE b e no wo r se o ff. 

a ln the case o f intrai~TA t o l I , th i s i s no t what anyone 

9 expects t o occur. GTE will no t conti nu e to pro vitle 

10 i ntraLATA toll to the r esellcr, and i t wi II be denied 

11 the opp o r t unity t o r ecover costs o t basi c l oca l 

12 se rv ice . Now thi s i s not ,, <.:ompet 1 t i v c I o:;:; . Th 1 :; 1 s " 

1 3 problem that res ults from the traditi ona l pri c e 

1·1 structu r e establ i n hcd by t h is Commi:;sion ,,nd by GTF: . 

15 The Commission mus t address thi s p r oblem 

16 befor e requirinq GT E too t fer bel o w-cos t resi dent i~l 

1 7 services for r esale o r it will otherwise deny GTE a ny 

18 mea ns t o r ecov e r its cos t s . 

l ') fina l ly , I ' 11 vc r· y briefl y eornmt·nl tl t o~t 

20 MR. BOYD : Lxc uzc me , Cornrn i s!.iioner . l 11 i n ~: 

.' 1 we 've qone c l o ::;c t o si x mi nu t e'S o n t his : ; umno~ r·y . 

22 COM.M I SSJONER KI E!;L J f~G : Ye s , we h.tv e . And you 

?1 need to wrap it up. Very q ui c kl y. 

WITNESS WELLEMEYEH : One 1 ina! comment o n 

25 Issue 5 dealing with terms a nd rates f o r avo ided cos ts. 



1 GTE recommends th t its Avoided Cos t Study b~ used to 

2 se t those rates and tha t those rates also recognize the 

3 resal e o pportunity cos t s tha t are identified in my 

4 tes t imony. Thank you. 

'> MR. GILLMAN : Tc-ru0 r tl10 w i tn ~":~f: l o r c r o:;:; . 

6 CIWSS EXMI IIIi\'1' I Oil 

7 BY MS . RODDY: 

8 Q Mr. Wcllcmcyer, my n.rme i ~; c.rrol yn Houd y. I ' m 

9 regul a t o ry counse I f o r Sprint, rlnd I h c1ve a few 

10 qucs ti o n !i . I' m qoinq t o br<>· •k tiH•m d o wn pl"r i:•rall'. 

1 First, concerning r e bundl i ng, did y ou tes t i fy about 

12 rebundling in the AT &T/GTE arb i trdti on in Fl orid~ ? 

I I A Yc::; , I I.>C I i l'VC I dId. 

14 Q Did y ou make the sume a r guments in s uppo r t o l 

1•• you r o ppos iti on t o re>bundl inq in tlao~l c. , :;c· .a :; yOLI ' V•' 

16 made t od.:1y? 

17 A Yes. 

111 Q Arc you t <.~milia r w1th the l '!jL" ' :; ul'clston on 

Jq Mo nday conce rn i ng rebundlinq ? 

20 A I ' m fami.l i a r with the r el'ommcn d<rti on . 

2 1 Q Are t h e re any reasonn Sp r in t s 11o u 1 d nut be 

72 able to rebundlc, .-r s w.-1s all o wc.•u by /1Tf.T a nu MCI in till' 

.' I l;TE oi l b I t 1 oil I Ull ;' 

., . ... A d on't thtnk Spr int s h ould be tredtcd a n y 

.''· d If I rn•nt I y II om A'l'f. T ·IIHI MC' l. I do l ~t•l I o•v o• ::p l ' lnl , .1: . 



well as AT&T and MCJ, should be prolllbll! .. •d lrom 

2 rebundling unbundled servi c e element~ . 

J 

4 

Q Oka y, thank you. Issue No . 4. Did yo u 

testify about services excluded from resale in the 

'• lh<' 1\TJ.'I'/ I.TE .~r· hitr.~ti on hP J<' in l'l or id."l (',lf· lie> r ? 

6 

7 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Did you make ba sica lly the samP arguments 

8 there t l.a t you'· re ma king now ? 

Yes, I believe so . 

!>87 

9 

10 

A 

Q And you 're familiar with the decis ion by the 

11 PSC? 

I ;> 1\ Vf'!~ , I 'V f' rC>.1d it. 

in 

1 3 Q Again, are the r e any r easo ns that thdl r esu lt 

14 s hould no t ~pply t o Sprint? 

A 1 think the same proposals s hould c~pply ln tl1 e 

16 case of each of those issues di s<.:uus ed in my tes timo ny 

11 t o Spr1nt , AT&T dnd MCI alike. IRt me JUS t say th~t 

1 8 that ' s predicated o n an ussumption that any related 

J ') t erms <lnd conditi o ns in the c onl r cw t s are also 

!0 equival e nt between Sprint, A'l'&'l' and fo1 CJ . Thcr · •11"1.' 

2 1 ;.;a s e s where resa le restri c tions o r ;) rices mo~y v01ry bn:.etl 

.' .' o n n lht • f ll'l lll:; •l llU I..'Oilditt o ll :: l h . l l ,lfl' llllH)Ilt ' I n .1 

23 contra <.: t between GTE a ntl any one o l thC! ~..:omp~ tlnCJ 

.'·I • · .-. r r i <' r·:; . 

Q But o n the servi <.:cs t..>x ~..: lud '-· <..1 from r ..:-::.1l e> , tilt :; 



0 .1111 

Jlo,l I lt ' IJ! .~I 1111:\1 1°
0 

oll f ' yolll lod:oii ii J olll Y oll t j\111\t.' lll :..i 0 1 

2 making any unique asse rti ons in thi s c t:>c th.t l h .1vr• nu t 

al ready been disc ussed ilt length in tlw /\T&1'/G'I'1~ 

4 arbitration? '!'hilt can bed yes o r no i f you want. 

A Well, I don't bel icvc 1 am, no . But as 

6 clarifi ca ti on, this is,, brand new e nvironment l o r all 

1 of us to try dnd dcdl wi th. And I don 't think nnyone 

fl here WOUld disaqrC'P th.lt ('VCry l Jmt• WV mt••• l ollld lt'VI V\•' 

'I these i ssucs <1gd J n, we d I l earn somclh1ng more tll.t w0 

10 didn 't realize befo r e . 1 m no t oldVOC.:ol t i nq l hoi t !;print 

11 s hould be treated ''"Y di t1ere ntly from 1\T f.T dnd MCI '"'ith 

1?. the proposals I'm mrlkinq in this case . Uut 1 would ho p <' 

11 thilt if thC'rf' i r; .tny o l th .at k i nd u l .u lali l ion. al l£'. 1111 i nq 

14 that occurs a s a result o l thi s hearing thJt influences 

15 the conside rati o ns that were made previous ly with 

1f• res pec t to those :;,unc is :..;u es ! or /\1'&1' o~ m.l MC I, that 

17 there will be an o ppo rtunity l o r al 1 o f u s to bene! i t 

18 from that l ed rninq. 

19 Q I s there any ad<..lit ional JcarnincJ '"" ·'t you ' n' 

20 offer ing on thi s p.1r· t c ul.1r i :;:; IJI' in 1111 :: l', t :: r<' 

.' 1 1\ b lieve through the opportuni ty to di scuss 

22 the issues , again, that that wil I occu r. 

23 Q Mo ving t o 1ssu0 No . ~ . dQdin , you testi f i ed in 

24 the GTE/AT&T arbitratio n o n I ssue No . ~? 

1\ 
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Q Your testimony was roughly the same? 

2 A I believe it was , yes. 

) Q Any new or unique r ationales 1n suppo r~ o t 

4 your posi ti on o n No . 5 in this c ase? 

A I believe the o nly thing th.J t w. 1 ~; <H.kled t o my 

h tes timony wa s in s upport o f some pro pos dls thdt rel~tcd 

7 to some proposals that were made ea rlier this year by 

8 Spri n t elsewhere in the country . 

Q Do you think that !;print s llo ulcJ be trcatccJ •lilY 

10 diffe rently th~n AT&T <lnd MCI unde r I ssue tl o . ~? 

I I A No . Again, assuming that alI o f the o ther 

12 related terms and conditi ons in the contrac t between ·. 
1 1 Sprint and GTE <11"C t h C' !;ilmt" , tiH' n I would tl1ink tll<~l tiH • 

14 same avoided cos t discount , the same r c:.;,)le rates .t nd 

1 5 terms a nd conditi o ns s hould t~pply to !:ip r int. 

16 Q Do yo u also recognize the value o f a l e ve l 

1 7 playing field for new market e ntrant s? 

Ill Yes . recognize that thdt ' s " necess ity. 

19 MS . RODDY: That' s .til I have. 

?.0 COMM ISS !ONEH KJ E!; I.(IIG: St.lf I ? 

2 1 CROSS EXAMI NATI ON 

?.2 OY MS . HARONF.: 

I. j Q Good morning, Mr. Wo llemcyc r. My "am~ is 

24 Monica Barone. I ' J 1 be osk i nq yo u questi on:; o n beh.t I 1 

. ,, 
0 • o f Comm ission s t.lll . 
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A Good morning. 

2 Q Sir , are the cost studies fil e d in this 

I'• oL·r-cd i nq, i . e . , the r ecommended Avoi ded Cost Study and 

4 the Mod ified Avoided Cost !>tuLly, Lh c :;. t mP •·o st r•tud i cs 

5 that you filed in the 960847 and 960980 proceeding, 

6 which is the AT&T/MCI? 

7 

8 

A 

Q 

9 studies? 

I 0 

11 

A 

Q 

Yes, they are the same cost studies . 

So nothing has c h a nged between the two 

No . 

Did you pro vide the Modit icd Av o ided Cost 

1 2 S tudy which shows work c enter cos t s by USOA ~ccounts 

13 other tha n what is b~iefly shown o n your Exhibit DEW- ~ . 

14 wh ich is attached to you r direct testimony ? 

1 ~ A Yes. The Modified Avoid ed Cost S tudy wa s 

16 provided in e ntirety with the Company's c os t s uppo rt 

17 docum~ntation. 

18 documentation . 

It was filed under tab 20 o f that 

19 Q Thank y o u. S ir, on Page 1 2 of your direc t 

2 0 testimony at Line ) you st<l te that datu f or GTE ' s 

21 Preferre d Avoided Cv s t Study is not st.tt••-:;tJel· i I i , . . 

22 this is the case , then how can this study rctlcct GTE 

23 Florida's costs? 

I I 

24 A What that s tate ment r efers to is the fact that 

2 ~ wo rk center data were u s ed for the study a nd the work 
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1 center data were coll ected o n a total GTE Te lepho ne 

2 Operations basis . The reason that was done is because 

J for the ma j ority o f the wo rk centers, at l aast for a 

4 vast number of the wc ~k centers , the work activi ty i s 

~ conduc ted from n<tti o nal or r e qional c enter:; t hat rc~pond 

6 to certai n requireme nts for mo r e th <ln o nr s l ote . So Lhe 

7 financial results, summarized in that way , are really 

8 only meaningful at that level o f de tail. There arc 

9 c erta inly way s that those cos t s could be a ll ocated to 

10 Lry to div ide Lhcm up nmo nq s tntes , but thnt would not 

11 make them mor~ meaningful o r mo re r epresenta t i ve o f rl 

12 particular state , s uch a s Florida. 

l J Q On P~ge l J at LJne 1 of yo ur direct testimo ny, 

14 you state that work center input should be used in the 

l ~ Avoi d ed Cost S tudy. Why d o y o u beli e ve Lh.1t ~; h ould bc-

16 used instead of ARMI S d ata? 

1 7 A 1'he r eason is that wh .tte v c r do~ta we dlOO!iC t o 

18 use in the analysis, we hav e to hdve suf f icient 

19 i nfo rmation t o make judgments about whe the r costs f or 

20 s pec ific activ1.ties can be avoided or not . And the w<~y 

21 that GTE ha~ done that i n its s tudie s is to analyze the 

2 2 particular work f unc t i o ns themselves , a nd to de t e r mi ne 

23 f o r e a ch a c t i vi ty whether i t could be expec t ed that that 

~ 4 ~ ctivity i s r e qu i r e d in a who l esale environment o r not, 

25 and then t O take lhe as:;uc.; it~tCd L'O!.il ~; l U I lh.sl oH ' li V Il )' 
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~nd treat them in whatever way was determi ned. 

2 Q S ir, o n Page 22 you di scuss a s ubstitute co~L 

3 fo r services that cannot direc tly be measu red. Could 

4 you explain why yo u th i nk it's nec e ssa ry in this 

5 proceeding t o u sc s ubsti tute costs? 

6 A Yes. Substitute costs rep resent what it would 

7 require for GTE to perf o rm the wo rk dCtlvities th~t w1 I I 

8 be necessary to supp o rt it ~ wh o I c:;a I v o I f c r i ncJ to the 

9 competing c~ rri e rs . lf those CO!;ts .trc not re t lcctc<l in 

10 the development o f wholes al e r~tes , then GTE obviou s ly 

t I wo uld no t h uvc dn oppor tun i ty to recover any e xpens es it 

12 i ncurs to s upport those wh o lesale offeri ngs, or it would 

13 not be abl e t o p rovide those servi ces t o the competing 

14 c arrier. 

1~ An e xampl e would be-- 1 believe 1 used it in 

16 my testimony-- we will have t o r e nder a bill to the 

17 compe ting ca rri e r. And so we incl ud e subs titute cos t s 

I R f o r b iII i nq l unc t 1 on:; t 11 .1 t l.'t' ht' I i <.>VC ""'l I I he: II 'C<..'~S.l ry 

19 to produce a b il l . Admittedl y, it would be in .:1n 

20 entirely different form.::tt .1nd prol.><Jbly be campi led in ,, 

21 more efficient WilY than wh.lt ' s custom.tnly r e quired t or 

22 a retail bill to be rende r ed , but there wi I I stilI be 

.•1 t'>-fwn :;c s inc u rr L'd ·•nd s llll ,~<.: Li vJLy r·cquircd t o r c ntl e r 

2 4 a bill , and the s ubs t i tute costs In thi s cnse wo uld be 

25 the cos t s for the act iv ities requ ired t o render a bil I 



to the compctinq c~rricr. A 1 1 o t th o:c~C' !>llb!'i tit u tc> cor; t •: 

.' <1 rc who 1 csa 1 c J..>rov is ion i IHJ t.:O!> l s . None o l those arc 

3 retail costs that a re b e ing added bac k. 

4 The corrr sponding comp o nent o n the re:ail sid1· 

5 would be, in t his billing e xa mple , any coa t s t h~t arr 

6 i nc urred for any cu r rent reta il end un0r bil I ing 

7 function . Thos e are ide ntified in thf'tr <'nltr(' ty ;tncl 

8 identif ied as ~voicleu . 

Q l ltH·:. t:Tr : l " lur· td.t': ; Avo id i..!..J Cu:J t !.ituuy t r·e..:tL 

1 0 uncollectibles as 100 perc ent avo ided ? 

I I A No , i t d oesn 't. It tredts unt.:ol lec tibles 

1?. oth er than intcr·cxchange c.trric r uncollcc t i b l e s as 

1 3 avoi ded if the 'f ' rc attribut .t b l c to tt1c Sf' r·vi cc 

14 ca t e g o ries, the fiv e set·v i <.:e categories Lhat wer"" 

1 5 s tud ied. 

16 

17 

Q 

A 

And are those 100 percent ~voi..J abl c? 

Any portion o f the end u se r unco l lcc tiblcs 

18 that ' s a ttr : buted to the I ivc !je rvi t.:c c..·. ttl.'tJ U I" it·:: i:: 

I ~ tre ..:ttcd as avoided in its en irety. 

20 Q Does CTF. Fl o r id<~ ' s Avoided Co:n ~:tudy t r c •. t 

::' 1 . t ny indi r ect costs a s o.lvo idt.•d ? 

22 A It treats cos t s that were identified o r 

.' 1 d(' t i nt'd by the l'<'l' . 1 :~ <'X JH• n :: .. :: in i nd i n• v t ,t<.:t.:ount :: a:: 

.' ·l .1 voided, yes. To the e xt e nt t llilt cos ts arc record ed t o 

?.~ those accounts in the wo rk c·c..· nter d. t ta th .lt w.1s u s rd .l s 



1 a basis for the study , those indirect expenses arc 

2 included in the Avoided Cost S tudy. 

!>9 4 

J Q can you be more s pec ifi c? Arc you inc l uding 

4 things s uc h as general and admini s trative cos t s? 

5 A Yes. As an example, 1 think 1 remember that 

r. there were costs reco n.lc>d t o o n <:' o f th f' c o rpo ri\t e 

7 operations accounts, I think it wils 6728 , i n the 

8 cons umer prod uc t ma nagement work cent e r s . Those 

9 expenses in the 6728 account were e xpens es that were 

10 later defined by the FCC as indirec t e xpenses . But 

11 s ince they're r e po rted t o t ha t wo rk cente r, they would 

12 have been inc luded and trr;,, tcd in th e ~; ol mr> <I !~ olll othe r 

1 3 costs for the wo rk ce nter. 

14 expe nses are i n c luded in the Avoided Cost S tudy. 

1 5 

16 

Q 

A 

Can yo u identi f y a ny o thers? 

I do n't think I ' ve got the mnte r1a1 wi th me to 

17 do that with. 

lR Q Does CTL: Flor ida believe t hct l when it loses it 

19 local customer to competiti on, thrlt it wi 11 also lose 

20 the opportuni ty t o earn a pro fit o r contributi on from 

2 1 the sale of in traLATA t ol l se rvi ce to th.l t c u stome r ? 

22 A Ye s , a contribut ion. The r eiison is tha t we 

7.J will no l o nqc r· be tl1 c tol l pr·ovi dv r· l o r lll o:; o• vu:c>lom<> r·:; 

24 as a rule . The compe t ing cc~rrier , o n r..: c.· lllL'y llc1v e 

.'' • •;LJ(TPC'dc•d i 11 comp<' t i nq :;ucc v: ;:; lui l y I u r tIll· I o ..:.tl 



1 service c ustomer's locdl a ccount, w ill in general beeomr· 

2 the ir toll provider . So GTE WJ ! I not b 0 providinq l o l I 

1 service anymo re .1nd there f o re it wi II not be ab l e to 

4 recei v e the support th.tl ' s inlwn·nt in til e ~:ur rPnt t o! 

5 pri ce structure. Th<lt contribution w·i II l-<· t oii•!Jonc . 

Q Yo u bel 1eve th.l t o nly -- r.sth c r, you bel icvt· 

7 that if you lose a loc.:<ll c:·us t omer , y ou .wt om.tti e .Jlly 

R I o~c tiH' i 1 t o I I ~ 

9 A believe tha t w i ll h.sppen in the va s t 

10 majori ty of c a ses , yes . T hat' s hcc.w sc this is what 

11 c u s tomers have stated th<~t theit prc f er0n c.:cs arc , ••nd 

12 this is the wa y that all c arri er:. h.tvc Indi c ated th .1t 

13 t h ey intend to market se rvi ce t o c u s t ome r s . 1 t w i I I b (' 

14 marke t ed o n a combined bcJ sis and Ln c y w 1ll try t o be tlw 

1 5 o ne s t o p f o r all the c u s t omer ' s tPiccummllnic.l t ion:; 

16 s h opping. 

17 Q So b a SC'd o n t:ho1 t, d o yo11 t 111 nk l ho1 t tiH' n •s .J I c 

18 discount s h o uld b e reduced in onkr f o r GTE F'lorid.t t o 

19 r e cov e r some o f the lost contributi o n from 1ntral.ATA 

;>o t o ll ? 

2 1 A No . The inclusi On o f t l li:; COII trJbuti o n 

;>;> c.:omponcnt j ~; I ndl'JIPIIdt•n t ,, , t II•' oiV OJdeu l.'u:;t s tully or 

2J the avoided cost di scount c.~J culatl on . It ' s a step that 

2 4 needs to be taken i n deve>l op inq r< •:.l!c , ,, t c·~;, !Ju t i t 

j l I ~; 



1 a n independent a n alys is . 

2 Q Docs GTE Flortda bel t e ve that p ubl il; teleph•>rw 

3 serv ices s h ould no t be av.:lil.lbl c t o r res.llc .t t 

4 discou n t -- at c1 di scoun t ? 

A Ye s , th~t ' s disc ussed in my tes timo n y . The 

6 reason fo r that is s i mp l y that we don't ~u rrently o f fe r 

a public telepho ne li ne as a r e t a il o ffering. So the r r· 

8 is no l ine t o be <1bl e to o tfc·r· IL t u " compe li mJ 

9 c arrier. For pub! i c telcphorw :: t • r ·vi~·c• v.•h.1 t wv o f t P r 1:. 

1 0 a loc al call , o r the abt l i t y t o m.1 kc ._, t:dl 1 t r·om <1 

11 comp a n y p ay stati o n. 

12 Q Si r , c .1n we c l <~ ri f y wit h you somet h ing y o u 

13 s tated carl ie r ? 

14 Av o ided Cost ~tudy was unde r t a b 20 , but we l ooked at 

15 t h a t, a nd i t a ppea r s that t he Prefe r red Avoided Cost 

1 6 S t ud y is u nder tab 20 . 

17 A !3oth the s tudies arc inc lut.1Pd the re . And 

1 8 they ' re filed -- I b e l i<.'VC ttw f i r·st u nt.> you woul d l 1nd 

19 under t hat t- ab i s in f ac t GTE ' s Avoiued co~; L S tut.ly, c1nd 

20 I d on 't t hin k they ' r e t a bbed ~a:p.1ratP ! y . 

2 1 y o u should fi nd the Modifi ed Avoided Cos t S tudy. 

22 MS . BARONE : T ha t' s all have, b u t I do hav£' 

23 o ne other ite m th.tt I wo 11hl I ike to ta~:(' up with thi s 

2 4 witness , Commi ssioner . The parties h;:1vc <~greed t o 

25 s t i pulate Mr. Well cmrye r' !:; dt' p osi t• o n tr·.1n:~c r ip t. 



1 

2 

COMM ISSIONER KTESJ.IPG: AI 1 r ight . 

MS . BARONE: From Docke t 9 60847 t~ken on 

J September JOth, 1996. I bel i cve you have that bef o rQ 

4 you. We would 1 ike t·o mil rk th.1t l o r idcnti l1 c .:ti o n, ,, :,; 

5 well a s h is confident i al late-filed depositi on Exh i~t 

6 1 through 1 3 attached t o t hat depos ition. Those arc 

7 c onfidential exhibit s , throug h J . 

8 COMM I SS lONER Kl ES I.l NC : I' 11 number them 

9 ~:cp. ll'" ..tL c ly so th.Jt coni idcnti .ll o nes do n't qet mixcu 111. 

10 

11 

MS . BARONE : Thank you. 

COMMI SS IONER KIES LING: I' 11 m..1 r~: UE ioJ - 3 , wh 1•·11 

1 2 is the d e pos ition tra nsc ript, ns 1:xhibit. 16, anc.l thc-

13 late-fil ed depos iti on Exh i bits 1 thro ugh J a s Exhibit 

1 4 17 0 

1 5 

16 

MS . BARONE : Thank yo u. 

MIL BOYD: Exc use me, Commissioner. c~n we 

17 arra nge t o get a c opy o f thos e con fident ial exhibits? 

18 MR. GILLMAN: Yes . I c.t n m<~ ~:c a rranqc-men t s 

19 for t hat. 

20 MR. BOYL: OY. <ty, Lh,lnk you, Tony . 

?1 ( Exhib i t tJos . 16 anti J '/ m.1r~:cu l o r· 

22 identific ation . ) 

23 

2 4 

25 

MS . BARONE: Tha nk yo u. Tha t' s all I h..tve. 

COMMISSIONER KIES LING: Any questions? 

COMM I SS I ONER GARCIA: No , th<~nk you . 
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1 

2 

COMMISS I ONER KI ESI.I UG: Any r edirect? 

MR. GILLMAN: Yes , Comm i ssioner KiPslinq . 

'>98 

3 REDIRECT EXAM INATIOU 

4 BY MR . GILLMAN: 

5 Q Mr . Wel1emeyer, Sprint counsel .t ::> l:cd yuu 

6 whethe r in you r opin1on there s hould be ,, level pl dytng 

7 f ield for market entrants . In you r opinion , should 

8 there be a leve l playing field between the market 

9 e ntrants and the incumbent? 

LO 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

I I ) 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A Yes . I think the level playing f ield s hould 

apply to all market participants, inc luding t he 

i nc umbent. 

Q In your opin ion , a pol i c y o f all o wing t IH' 

combinati on of unbum.ll cd e>l emC'n t !. t u n:IJII (;<~l ~· .1 lt.'::>o ld 

:;e rvi ce , would that c reate a level pl aying f ield bctWC<' n 

the market e ntrants and GTE? 

A No , it would not . GTE would be sign ificantly 

disadvantaged in a competit ive sense if s uc h prac ti c es 

we r e allowed. 

Q Explain how they would be at a competiti ~e 

21 di s advantage? 

A Wel l , GTE presen tly recovers joi nt and common 

23 costs through its rate structure in totnl, and it .1l so 

2<~ recovers cos t s f o r spec i I it." sc rv i ccs , o ne t rom another 

;J~ in some cases, where rates have tro~ diti on. ll ly IH' I ' Il :: o•t 
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1 to meet certain publi c policy objec tives. An example 

2 that we 're all familiar with i s U~ttl res ide ntial !,;Crvi ce 

J i s typically pri ced lower than 1t o ltwr·wi::t.• woultl be. 

4 And the support for contri but i o n t o joint and t.:ommon 

5 costs that might otherwise have b e n p r ovided by that 

6 service are sought through other services . 

7 If the resale rate s truc ture, whic h woul d 

8 reflect the vast majority of that price st ructure, if 

9 the resale rate structu r e is going to be subverted 

10 through pe rm i s s i on t o .1rbit r aqe ttw r.:~tc :;t ruc turP .tnd 

11 take instead unbundled el cments ,,nd r cconst i tutc the 

12 same se r vices, thc.•n essentially comp e ting c .lrri<'n; arc 

13 permitted to t a ke aclvantMJC o f the TEI.HI C pricinq 

14 standard whi c h is !::uppo:.<'<J t o apply t o unbundle·! 

I'> clements dnd pro tl lwl•:; ro~l t.•:; th.Jt .tit.' :;ub:>t<~nt t.t lly 

16 lower, and the contributi ons that are nec essary to 

17 provide recovery l o r GT E' s jo tnt and common costs , and 

18 also for some r es idual cos ts for thos e services that arc 

19 priced below cost, woul d be e limin.Jted. There wo uld be 

20 no opportuni ty co rc~e ive tha t contr ibution that's 

2 1 necessary to recover costs , because the TEI~lC s tandard, 

2? wh ile it does prov ide il po rti on, ,, t.:ontril>ution t o joi nt 

23 and common co~ts as a pilrt of c dc h o f those prices , is 

24 not d make-whole rri ci nq s truc tun: .tnd it tloL':; not 

25 address any impli c it s upport mechc~n i sms th.Jt exi :; t in 



1 GTE's reta il rate structure. 

Q Do you think thcr~ would ~c d level playing 

J field if GTE i s required to rC5C' ll !;e rvi c es b e l o w c·o!>t ? 

A No , d o n't. Es::.cnt i ,, 1 1 y the same r<.!d SO n i nq. 

MR. C.I I.LMAI~ : That ' s <Ill I hc~ve. Thilnks . 

6 COMMI SSIONER KIESLING : AlI right, e xhibit:s ? 

7 MR. GJ LLMAN: I mov~ f o r the adm1s s i o n -- 1 

8 forget the number -- o f e xhibit s 

<) COMM JSS I OIJ EH K I I :S I . IIll. : 1 1 1 . 

10 MR. Glli.MAII: - - wh.t t C'V <·r number tll• ·y W•·t•· 

11 ma rked . 

1? COMMI SSIONER KIESLING : Exhibit 1 5 . 

lJ MR. G ILLMAN: Thank y o u. 

I 4 

I 5 COMMISS I OIIER KI ES LIIIG : All ri gh t., without 

16 objec tion those exhibi t s .1re admiltC'd. 

I I (Exhibit !los . 1'.> , 1 6 ilnd 1 7 r ece ived int o 

18 evidence . ) 

l<J COMMi f.S I OII f.H KlJ. :;J. JNG: W tln• ·:J~ Jr-ce Lu •Ju? 

20 Exc used? 

;> I M l~ . C I !.I .MAN: 

WITNESS WELLEMEYER : T hilnk y ou . 

}j ( w 1 t ness We 1 1 emcye r c X t.'u!; .. ~l. ) 

.'4 • • • 
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MIKE IJI<IW 

2 was called as a witness o n beh.d t o t \jTI: Florldo~, o~nd 

J h a ving been duly s wo rn, tes tj t ieu " s f o ll ow::; : 

4 DI RECT EXAMINATI ON 

5 BY MS . CA SWELL: 

6 Q Plen se s tate your n.1me ,,ntJ business ddt.lrcss. 

7 A My name is Mi ke Dr e w . My bu s iness address i:; 

8 600 H idden RidgC! Drive , Irving, 'I'ex ,"'s. 

9 Q By whom are you cmp I o y<•d and in whil t p o :; it 1 o n .' 

10 A I'm employed by G'I' F. T•·leph o rw Opcr.lli o n :; . 

I I .tm G r oup t•rodu <..: t M.lnclger-IIL•t wo r· ~. I nt c r L'onncc t 1 o n. 

1 ;> Q Di d you cause t o be 11 Ic•d direl..' t t c:a 1mu n y 1n 

1J this proc eeding ? 

14 A Ye s . did. 

1 5 Q Do you have any l'tlo l nCJt•S t o tho~t te:;t i mo :~y ? 

I c, A VC!t, tlo . 

I 7 Q Would you pl CLI !~C CJ I V(• tho::c t o ur"' .... . 

18 A Yes . In my direc t tes timo ny I would 1 i kc t o 

19 make a typing co rrection o n Paqc 1'.1 . It's contained 

20 with in the c ite on Line ;>O , th,.. :-; ,rbp.ll.tqr.lph indi<""l'-' d 

.• I :~h ou I cl I)(• '· 11.1 rl!J<•d t o • I 
' I I • 

Al so I h .lve ot ht •r p o r· t lon:. o J tiH• u·:;tt mony 

.'I th.lt 

. ! 4 19, through Page 2 J , Line J • Al :;o , p,, rJc.• 2-:, r.in e>s J 

;-> r, thro ugh 1 R , al so P.1qe 4 I , I. i ne> 2 ;> t h r ouqh 1'.1qr <1 I, I. inc 



7 . And l would al so--

2 COMMl SS 1 ONEH K l ES 1.1 NG : I'm so rry, would yo u 

) repeat that? 

4 WITN ESS IJHEW : Y e s , P<lCJC' 41 , Line :1 :>, thruu<J ll 

5 4) , Li ne 7 . And I wou ld n l so lil-:v to wiLI\dr.tw Ll \C t\o:u 

6 e xh ibits idcnti f i c J <1S MD-1 •lllJ MD-2 . 

7 Q (By Ms . Caswell) And those we r e attac hed t o 

8 your direc t testi mo ny ? 

9 

10 

A 

Q 

Yes , the y wc r a . 

And with those c hnnqes , it I asked you the 

11 same ques ti o ns in your test imony tod~y, wou ld you r 

12 answe r s remain the same? 

13 

14 

A 

Q 

Yes , they wo ul d . 

Mr . Drew, did you al so t ile r ebuttal t cstirnon¥ 

1 5 i n this proceeding? 

1 6 

17 

18 

19 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yes , did . 

Do yo u ha ve a ny c h<Jn(;cs t o t h" t t es t imo ny ? 

No, I don 't. 

So that if 1 asked yo u those s ame questi o ns 

20 today, your <l nswe r s would r e main t h e ~;.~me? 

:1 1 A Yes . 

22 MS . CASWE LL : Commissioner Kics l i nq, a t thi s 

/1 time 1 wo uld li k<' t o u s k th .l t M d~c Dr ew ' s tes t imony be 

2 4 inse rted into the r eco r d as though rend . 

25 COMM 1SS JONEH KI ESI.l i4G : Til<' d \I l'<.." t .a nd 



() ()1 

1 r e but tal o f Mike Dr ew will be ins erted into the record 

2 as t h o ugh r ead . 

J 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 l 

1 2 

lJ 

1 4 

1 5 

16 

1"1 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

25 

MS . CASWELL: Thank you . 
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a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MIKE DREW 

DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name 1s M1ke Drew My busmess address 1s 600 H1dden P 1dge 

lr\11ng TX 15038 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED. AND WHAT IS YOUR 

POSITION? 

I am employea by GTE Telephone Opera11ons as a Group Product 

Manager -Interconnec tion I am currently responsmle for tne 

conllmred compliance w1th the FCC and State PUC ONA Orders as 

well as the plann1ng and 1rnplcrnentat1on of the FCC's Operations 

Suppon System access requ1rements of the lnterconnect1un OrdfH 1n 

Docket 96-98 In addt!ton I am the GTE representative 111 vanous 

tndustry ONA forums such as the lnformat1on Industry L1a1son 

Cornmtttee ( IILC") As such I am very farntllar With the rcc·s 

prev1ous OSS .1ccess rcquuemcnts under the ONA Orders and the 

1ssues worked at .he IILC regardtng access to OSS functtonalt ty for 

enhanced servtce prov1der s 

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION AND WORK 

EXPERIENCE. 

I graduated from Hard1ng Untverstty w1th a Bachelo, of Sctonce 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

6 05 

degree 1n 8us1ness /\dm1n1str au on 111 1972 I was employed by 

General Telephone Company of lllino1s as part t1me student help 1n 

the Outstde Plant Engtneenng. Tratftc Eng1neenng, and Market 

Forecasttng departments for three summers while I was complettng 

my undergraduate degree Upon completton of my undergmduate 

degree I JOtned Generol Telephone Company of lll1n01S 1n the Market 

Forecasttng department where I was respons1ble for central off1ce 

equ1pment 2nd outstde plant facll 1ty forecasts for an ass1c1ned 

qeoarapt1 w:11 .1ro •:1 Wtuh · 111 t11e <.:.3JXJCity o f Market Forecaster I was 

relocated from Kewanee lllino1s to a remote office 1n Streator. lll tnots 

1n October 197 4 and another remote off tee 111 Belvtdere . lllinots rn 

October 1976 with consolidation of my old and new geographrcC~I 

areas of responsrbrli ty 

In March. 1981. I was promoted to Sentor Market Forecaster and 

relocated to Bloom1ngton llltnots where I was responstble for trau11ng 

new forecast1ng personnel. econometnc modeling, computer 

programmtng, and central offtce equtpment and outstde plant facllrty 

forecasts for the Bloomtngton metropolttan area Jn January, 1984 

I was promoted ''J Admtntstrator - Busrness Assessment at GTE's 

Mtdwestern Telephone Operattons Headquarters rr. Westitcld 

lndrana wh rch rnvolved the assessment of potenrtal bustness 

opportun tltes wtlhrn the ten state te lephone operattng area 

2 
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17 
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20 
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In October 1986 I was promoted to Product Development Manager -

Te lecommun1cat1on Serv1ces for GT[ Serv1ce Corporat1on 1n Carmel 

lnd1ana where I was rr>spons1ble for the development of nev. 

tefecommun1C0t10n and 1nformatron servrces to be Implemented by the 

seven te lephone compan1os of GTE In October 1987 I was 

promoted to Product Manager - lnformatron Servrces and relocatecJ 

to lrvrng, Texas In th1s capac1ty. I was responsrble for the 

development and l1fe cycle management of new 1nformat1on serv1ces 

to be offered w1 th1n the seven te lephone companres of GT E 

In November 1988 I was named Group Product Manager - Advanced 

lntermed1ary Serv1ces for the new consolidated GTE Telephone 

Operat1ons In th1s capac1ty I was responsible for supervrsrng a group 

that performed life cycle management of new advanced network 

serv•ces. whrch also Incorporated the 1nformat1on serv1ces products 

of my prevrous pos1tron 

In October 1989 I was appo1nted to the pos1t1on of Group Product 

Manager - ONA lfTlolementat1on In th1s capac1ty I was resi-Jons1ble 

for superv1s1ng a group that suppor1ed !he plann1ng and 

rmplementat1on of GTE's ONA requirements of the FCC and State 

Public Ut1hty CommiSSIOns rn the states 111 wh1ch GTE operates 

In August 1 ~93 I was appo1nted to my current pos1!10n of Group 

Product Manager - Network Interconnection 

3 
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14 

15 

16 

17 
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Q . W HAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR T ESTIMO NY? 

A My test1mony focuses on t1ow GTE will prov1dE> operat1ons suppon 

systems to Spnnt nnd lis i.l ff11iates !"'Spnnn GTE has many 

arb1trat1on proceed1nC)s underway at th1s t1me and GTE requests that 

at be perrnatted a! necessary to substatute a watness for my test1mony 

Q . HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY O RGANIZED? 

A My test1mony ,s presented 1n the fo llowang sections Sect1on A 

prov1des J gener at r.vervaew of operat1ons suppon systems Sect1on 

8 sets out the r~tevan t reqUirement::. o f the Act and FCC's Order 

SectiOn C prov1des 8 1tst1ng of the d1sputed 1ssues p resented for 

arb1trat10n and a summary of the panaes· respect1ve pos1t1ons Sect1on 

0 presents GTE's pos1t10n 1n detail and Sect1on E presents a bnef 

summary 

SECTION A : OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS - AN OVE~VIEW 

Q. WHAT ARE OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS? 

A Overall t~1ere are upprox11natety t10 d1fferent operat1ons suppon 

systems related to ordenng. prov1S1onmg, usage. bil ling and repa1r for 

GTE's lor..::~t l'XCiwrHJU ser v1ce Wh1te 11 1S not pr act1cnl or necessary 

to d1scuss each one here a number of the more 1mponant ones wil l 

be referenced 111 tl1e totlowtng d1 scusston to Il lustrate the techn1cal 

complexity of both the vanous systems and the1r 1ntegrat1on 

4 
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Q . HAS SPRINT REQUESTED ACCESS TO GTE'S OPERATIONS 

., 
SUPPORT SYSTEMS AS ONE OF THE UNBUNDLED EL EMENTS 

IT SEEKS FROM GTE? 

A Yes Spnrn 1s see1<.1ng access to GTE's Operat1ons Support Systems 

5 1nclud1ng all system~ used 1n preordenng, ordenng. prov1S10n1ng. 

6 mamtenance and repa1r hilling, telephone number ass1ynment 

7 serv1ce 1nterv011 1nformn11on .. md maintenance h1story 1nclud1ng any 

8 gateway system Access to OSS v1a an electroniC gateway 1s 

9 •ntended to ne oen:oyed once 1ndustry standArds are developed 

10 

1 1 Q. HOW WILL GTE 'S OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS BE USED 

12 FOR SPRINT? 

13 A Generally GTE '.vtll process Spnnt orders for these 1tems us1ng the 

14 same systems GTE uses for 1ts own local ~erv1ces Thus for 

15 example the ordcnng nnd prov1S10n1ng of resold scrv1ces as well as 

16 btlllng and ma1nten<:mcc will be prov1s1oned us1ng GTE's data centers 

17 and the many operat1ons support systems GTE uses for 1ts own 

18 serv1cc II ~~ not t cchn•c~llly ff':lStble ::11 ti llS IHnt: to prov1de the ;anety 

19 of electrontc Interfaces or tnterconnect•on po1nts t~a t Spnnt requests 

20 GTE 1S willing to explc;rc the poss1btl1ty for future development c ' 

2 1 spec:f1c types of mull1 level "electroniC bonding" to 1ts systems 

funct1ons that may oecome techn1cally 'cas1ble However any 

23 necessary electroniC bondtng t.<:Jn be uccu11~;~f•~hod only 1! the costs 

assnn:ttN I .v1th <>uch 1nterfaccs me properly recovered from the 

25 Compettng l OC<JI EYcnange e arners (''CLCC!>") and If the opcratiOil 

5 
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c:md secu11 ty nt ttl(: •.y<; tcm :mr1 rlnta w1th1n 11 espec1ally GTE's 

2 propnctary custom1•t cJ;Jta 1s not comprom•scd 

3 

a. HOW WILL GTE PROVIDE OPERATIONS SUPPORT TO SPRINT 

5 FOR SERVICE ORDERING, PROVISIONING AND BILLING 

6 SYSTEMS? 

7 A There appears to be no s1gn1f1cant controversy between the par1 1es 

8 regard1ng whether GTE's operat1ons suppon systems functrons wtll 

9 be used for ~;prrnt cHI ;rnondrscrunrno tory bns•s nnd as they arc used 

10 for GTE These svstems are the same operat1ons suppon systems 

1 • GTE uses to ~>row1e 1ts own local servrces GTE's use of these 

12 operat1ons suppon systems for Sprrnt's resold serv1ces and 

13 unbundlec elements v11 ll be the same as for GTE's serv1ces 

14 

15 The d1scuss1on wh1ch follows w1ll descnbe the operat1ons support 

16 systems that GTE wtll use and the related funct1ons that nre ;wadable 

17 1n the shan term to Spnnt under GTE's contract for servrce orderrng, 

18 serv1ce prov1S10n1ng and billing Trunk-s1de 1nterconnect1on suppon 

19 systems w1l l be d1scussed f1rst. followed by a rev1ew of support 

20 systems for lrne srde 1nterconnect1on The vanous GTE systems 

21 discussed below are dep1cted 1n the attached EYhlblt No M0-1 to rny 

22 test1mony 

23 

24 a. WHAT GTE SYSTEMS WILL SUPPORT SPRINrS ORDERS FOR 

TRUNK -SIDE INTERCONNEC TION? 

6 
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A Spnnt wrll be able to crder trunk·Stde rnterconnectror servtccs from 

" GTf tl1rough :1 11trcct ctectrontc tntcrface over the GTE Network Data 

3 Mover ("NOM"l rn a nondtscnmtnatory manner JUSt as rt does today for 

4 access servrces In fact the systems that GTE wtll use to process 

5 trunk-srde tnterconnectton orders are the same systems that Sprrnt 

6 and other IXCs use today for the purchase of access :.ervtce:. from 

7 GTE Requests for swtlched and specral access are process.::!d 

8 routtnely today and the par1tes are very famtltar with the process The 

9 systern llas proved to tJO operattonally sound over the years Orders 

10 for trunk-stde tnterconnectton wtll be tnt trated by an Access Servtce 

11 Request ("ASR") sent electrontcally by Sprrnt over the NOM Aga:n. 

12 th rs tS the sarnc dat<J delivery vehtcle that Spnnt currently uses to 

13 order access servtces ASRs for trunk-stde tnterconnectron wtll be 

14 entorod oloctrontc:JIIy IIl lO G 1 r·s Customer Access Management 

15 System ("CAMS") to valrdate the request. tdenttfy any errors and 

16 resolve any errors back to Spnnt CAMS ts a famtly or GTE systems 

17 compnsed of EXACTrfUF, SOG/SOP and CABS See Exlltbtt No 

18 M0 -1 

19 

20 The use of CAMS to support Sprrnrs reques:s for trunk-stde 

21 tnterconnectton \ '1111 opcr me tn the followtng manr er GTE ·.vtll route 

22 the ASR through tis data center to one of two Natrona! Access 

:~3 Ordcr :nq Centers I"NAOC" l rhe ASR order w II he Pntered 

24 electronrcally nto the EXACT/TUF system for valtdatton and 

•• r 
• . I correctton of m11us frrors wtl l ho referred back to Sprr nt ~prrnt then 

7 
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wtll correct ::~ny Prror c:; th:l t GTr h::Js trlf'nt tltr>d :mrt rf'stJIHntt thf' 

t cqu~::.t to u I L t;tectr ontci.llly tt1rough a supplemental ASR GTE 

then wtll translate the ASR tnto a servtce order for provtsrontng and 

btlltng In order to ·onvert the ASR tnto i.l servtce order GTE 

personnel must apply the necessary elements to provtston the servrce 

and tnclude the btllable e'ements necessary for GTE lo btl! Spnnt for 

the servrces provrded Thts appltcat.on also requrres a determrnatron 

of the access tandem to end offrce relatronshtps -.vt th the servtce 

requested 

At the next system level translated servtce orders wt I be dtstnbuted 

electrontcally through the SOG/SOP systems to several desttnattons 

The SOG/SOP system wrll bcgu1 the actual provrston~rlg of the servrce 

for Spnnt Other GTE provtsrontng systems are CNAS and ACES 

The GTE Database Admrnrstrattve group ("'DBA'") and the Spectal 

Servtces Control Center ("'SSCC") wtll be the two most tmportant 

destrn?ttons at this level The DBA locatton wtll tdenttly codes for the 

approprtate GTE swttch tn order to provtde the functrons requtred by 

the ASR The SSCC wtll provtde the engtneenng for the facrlttres 

over whtch the ::.crvtces wtll be t1andled lnformatton from these two 

groups (and others) then wtll be transmttted etectrontcally to GTE's 

fteld servtce personnel (Customer Zone Techntct;Jns or "CZTs") who 

wt ll establish the trunks and facrltttes thus connectrng the GTE 

facr lrties to a connectrng company. tf one ts requtred. and to Sprtnt 

GTE's CZTs also wtll contact S_pnnt drreclly to perform testrng, and 

8 
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a. 

A 

11pon acceptance by Spnnt. \ 'Jt ll make the necessary entnes mto the 

GTE system to complete the order The competed orders then w tll 

pass to GTE's Camer Access Btlhng System ("CABS") whtch wtll 

generale the b1ll to Spnnt The bllltng process under CABS requtres 

coordination w•th several other systems 

Bllhng .cannot be accomplished w1thout call records from GTE's 

central office sw1tches Records of usage wtll be generated a t GTE's 

end office swttchc s or the access tandems Call usage records w1ll 

be transmitted elec tronically from GTE's swttches through GTE's 

Bill1ng tn termed1ate Processor ("SIP") Th1s system w1ll collect the 

call reoords perform hmtted man1pulat1ons to the record and transfer 

them to a centr<:Jhzed data center where they w1ll be processed 

through the Un1versal Measurement System ("UMS") to determ1ne the 

vahd1ty and accuracy of the records UMS also w1ll son the records 

and send them to the CAI3S b1lhng systmn from wh1ch GTE w1ll 

produce a bill and send tt to Spnnt 

WHAT GTE SYSTEMS WILL SUPPORT SPRINT'S O RDERS FOR 

LINE-SIDE INTERCONNECTION? 

Spnnt wtll nlso l>c .Jblc to order ltne-stdc scrvtces dtrcctly from GTE 

through an electrontt. tnterface L1ne-stde serv1ces tnclude resale. 

unbundled loop unbunc!led pol1 and tntertm nwnllP.r portabtltty To 

1n11tate an order for these serv1ces Spnnt will submit a Local Serv1ce 

Request ("LSR") from tis data center to GTE's Data Center usmg the 

9 
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same electron1c NOM 1nterface used for trunk-Side 1nterconnect1on 

2 Thus the same transport process and ex1st1ng phys1cal 

mterconnect1ons betw('en the earners can be used For new 

4 entrants that elect not to 1nterface electronically, GTE will 

5 accommodate subm1ss1on of LSR orders by facs1m1le. E-ma1l, 1nternet 

6 or a d1al NOM arrangement An LSR 1s very S1m1lar to an ASR except 

7 that 1t w111 be usea exclus1vely for line-s1de 1nterconnect1on requests 

8 GTE will trnnsfer LSR~ to Gl E's NOMC centralized serv1c:c o rder 

9 process1ng center electronically For CLECs who decrde not to use 

10 an e1ectron1c tnt ert;"~CC to reach GTE's data center or who do not 

11 have aata centers ~~mrlar to Sprrnt's GTE wil l accept requests for 

12 serv1cc tt1rouqn oth~'r tnrms or med1a d1rect1y to the NOMC 

13 

14 Most LSRs w ilt be used e1ther to transfer an ex1stmg GTE customer 

15 to Sprrnt or to request serv1ce for a new customer who IS not an 

16 ex1strng GTE customer Oependrng on the S1tuat1on d1Herent 

17 rnformatron wrll be requrred on the LSR LSRs for a conversron of a 

18 GTE local customer to Sprrnt must mclude 1nformat1on relatmg to all 

19 ex1strng new and d r.:;connected servrces for that customer rnclud1ng 

20 the customer's name type of serv1ce desrred locatton of serv1ce and 

~ 1 features or opttons the customer desrres 

22 

23 Whrle Sprrnt would have rts own customer rnformatron and the 

24 SAG/GTE products on tape trorn GTE Sp111 1t would not llavc: tt10 duo 

25 date or new telephone number for new customers srnce that 

10 
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1nformat1on 1s contained 1n GTE's systems Therefore. a process 1s 

requ1red to pro•11de th1s mformauon to Spnnt GTE ttself does not 

have un1form access to th1s tnformatton electronically Until there 1s 

agreement on electrontc 1nterf~ces Sprtnl t1as <Jqrocd that <Jn 800 

number IS the method that w tll be used The 800 telephone number 

w1ll connect Sprtrlt dtrt' ctly to GTE's NOMC serv1cc representatives 

When Spnnt recetves a request for serv1ce from a new local serv1ce 

customer Spnnt '-VIII call GTE's NOMC through the 800 number and. 

while the new customer 1s on hold GTE will prov1de the due date for 

serv1ce and the new telephone number for that customer At the 

same t1me. Spnnt w1ll g1ve GTE the new customer's name serv1ce 

address and type of requested serv1ce (g__g_. R 1. B 1. etc ) GTE w1ll 

enter that tnformt.l tlon 1nto tiS SORCES or SOLA!~ serv1cc ordertng 

systems to be held 1n suspense unt1l Spnnt sends the conftrmtng LSR 

Spnn t w tll then return to 1ts customer on hold and prov1de the due 

date and new telephone number 

After conclud1ng 1t1e telephone call w1th the 'lew customer Sprtnt w1ll 

complete a conf1rm1ng LSR for the new serv1ce and send 11 

electronically to GTE'-; data center for process1ng upon rcce1~t GTE 

w1 ll matcn the LSR w1th the serv1ce order suspended tn GTE's 

system and 11 there 1s a match GTE w tll process the LSR /\fter the 

LSR IS processed GTE w1ll transm1t conftrmatton electroniCally to 

Spnnt throuulltlw NOM t11at 1110 l SR t t;J:, llOPil p1 ocessed provrdrng 

a record of the telephone num,ber and due date Of course. GTE 

1 1 
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cannot hold the LSR 1n suspens1on forever Thus Spnnt w111 be 

2 reqUired to subm1t the conf1rrn1ng LSR by 12 00 p rn each day local 

3 trme as def1ned by the IOC<J11on of the serv1CC' address If Spnnt fa1ls 

4 to subm1t the l SR ,., a wnely manner the suspended LSR w1ll be 

5 consrdered 1n Jeopardy nt wh1ch t1me GTE will ass1gn a new due date 

6 upon rece1pt o f the delayed l SR for such customer requests and 

7 nct1fy Spnnt of he change 

8 

9 Numocr CJSSI ' Jnlnents <llld cJlH: d:1te schedules for scrv1ccs other than 

10 smgte line serv1ce will be ass1gned us1ng the standard F1nn Order 

11 Conf1rmat1on FOC" ·epon sent electronlc~lly 10 Spnnt over the 

12 NOM thereby prov1d1ng a record o f the newly established due date 

13 An exceptton would be a rntr lt1-l1ne hunt group, for wh1ch the prlot 

14 number f1rst will be provrded by the BOO number The o ther numbers 

15 then wtll be prov1ded through the normal electron1c confrrmatron 

16 process 

17 

18 The processtng of specrfrcally requested telephone numbers (called 

19 "vantty numbers") also has been drscussed If ~ number solulton can 

20 be established expec 11ously 11 w1ll be done while the customer IS sttll 

21 on the line If extens1ve ttme wtll be requrred to frnrl a solut1on GTE 

serv1ce representattves will work w1th Spnnt representat1·. os ori hne 

23 as GTE would for tiS own customers r or all o f th1s of course. the 

24 baste tanff gutdehnes for prov1d1ng telept1one numbers wtll be 

25 followed 

12 
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Once the order for llne-s1de 1n terconnecuon serv1ce 1s established 11 

.., ... IS moved for prov1 StOn1nq tu the next system level Here. GTE w1ll 

3 va lidate and process the LSR to establiSh an account for Sprtnt and 

4 1f GTE continues to prov1de some res1dual serv1ces to the customer 

5 GTE w1l l ma1ntam a GTE nccount In GTE's system. GTE'~ account 

IS called the ReslduJI Acco.;nt and Spnnt's nccount IS referred to as 

the CL[C 1\c count 11 any ~ng1neer1ng to r the ~erv1ce 1s necessary 

8 the account would be d1stnbuted to the SSCC Otherw1se 11 w1ll be 

9 drstnbuted for fac11ity ass1gnment 

10 

W1th the f'iccount r>s tabltshed and any eng1neenng and tac1l1ty 

12 ass1gnment complete GTE then w1ll transm1t electronically t:J record 

13 to GTE's C7T freld personne l 1f phys1cal 1nterconnect1on or s1milar 

14 ac1tv1ty IS reqUired The CZTs w1ll pro .. ISIOn tile swv1ce dlld then 

15 e ledrontcally confirm such prov1s1on 1n the SOLARISORCES system 

16 when completed The accounts then will be transm1tted to GTE's 

17 Customer B1lhng Serv1ces System ("CBSS") Call records fe;r actual 

18 serv1ce prov1dea to Spnnt's customers on GTE fac. ltt1es will be 

19 transm1tted from GTE's sw1tches through some usage ratmg systems 

20 (SIP UMS). screer ~d i1nd eventual ly rlel1vered to CBSS for the 

2 1 generatron of bills 

22 

23 CBSS 1S a different system tt1an CABS <.lnd 11 IS the one that GTE wil l 

24 utrlize to produce the requrred btlls for llne -stde 1nterconnectron 

serv1ces GTE IS wor1<1ng to cnh_?nce CABS to tl;:mdle both trunk-s1de 

13 
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and 1tne-s1de b1ll1ng For now CBSS w1ll create a bill to Spnnt for 

resold serv1ces ana unbundled elemen ts along w1lh a summPry bill 

mas ter Oa1ly unrateo recoras on Spr1nt's accounts also will be 

generated Lind transmitted electroniC<Jlly to Sp11nt CBSS 15 the some 

system that generates GTE's own end-user bill for GTE local and 

res1dual serv1ces so that Sp11nt will have system use panty w1th GTE 

GT E res1dua1 serv1ces are those serv1ces GTE cont1nues to prov1de 

to Spnnt or otner CLEC local serv1ce customers that are not subject 

to resale 

In add1t1on to the LSR oehvery process Spnnt will d1stnbute directory 

ass1stance ana d1rectory 1tst1ng mform at1on ( toge:ther somet1mes 

referred to t1ereafter as "DAJDL 1nformat1on") to GTE's Data Center 

over the NOM GTE v11ll son the data conta1n1ng th1s 1nformat1on and 

process 11 to GTE's directory pubhcat1on company and 1ts d1rectory 

ass1stance bureaus 

WHAT GTE SYSTEMS WILL SUPPORT THE MAINTENANCE OF 

SPRINT'S RESOLD GTE SERVICE? 

The ma1ntenance onerat1ons suppon systems and procedures 

d1scussed helow are dep1cted 111 the altached Exh1b1t No MD-2 

There 1s no 01spute that Spnnt requests tor repa1r will have access to 

GTE's serv1ce ma1ntenance support systems funct1ons Aga1n the 

ma1ntenance opera11ons suppqrt systems wl11cll GTE will use for 
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Spnnt are essentially the same as those Gl E uses to prov1de 1ts own 

local repa1r serv1ce If Spnnt reqUires ma1ntenancc lor 1ts local 

serv1ce customers Spnnt will rn1 t1ate a request for repa1r rsomet1mes 

referred to as a "trouble report") by ca11 1ng GTE's Customer Care 

Repa1r Center If a Spnnt end-user contacts GTE's repa1r center 

d1rectly, GTE w1ll prov1de a telephone number and refer the customer 

to Spnnt for or1grna11on of the repa1r report Spnnt would do the same 

for GTE customers Dunng th1s call GTE serv1ce representatives w1ll 

venfy that the end -user 1s a Spnnt customer and wrll then obta1n the 

necessary 1nformat1on from Spnnt to process the trouble report 

Wh1le the Spnnt representatives are st1ll on the line. GTE per sonr.el 

w1ll perform an 1n111a1 analys1s of the problem and remote lrne test1ng 

for resale serv1ces It eng1neered serv1ces are rnvolved. the call wrll 

be made to the GTE SSCC for handling If no eng1neenng IS requ1red 

and the l1ne test1ng reveals that the trouble can be repa.red remotely. 

GTE personnel will correct the problem and close the trouble report 

while Spnnt representat1ves are still on the line If on-line resotut1on 

IS not poss1ble GTE personnel will prov1de Sprrnt representat1ves a 

comm1tment t1me for repa1r and a trouble ticket number. and the GTE 

personnel then v..ll enter the trouble t1cket 1nto the GTE serv1ce 

dispatch queue Spnnt's repa1r servrce comm1tmen1 t1mes will be 

w1 th1n the same Intervals as GTE prov1des to 1ts own eno-users 

Repau C;J II ~ to the SSCC for eng1neered serv1ces w1ll be processed 

1n essentially the same manner ~s those by the GTE Customer Care 

15 
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Center GTE personnel w11l analyze the proble>m prov1de the Spnnt 

representative w1th a comm1tment lime while they are still on the ltne. 

and then place the trouble 11cket 1n the d1spatch queue 

GTC then will pruccss all Spnnt trouble reports 1n the dispatch queue 

along w1th GTE trouble report s 1n the order they were ftted (f1rst 1n 

f•rst out). w1th pnortty g1ven to out-of-serv1ce cond1t1ons If. at any 

trme GTE would determ1ne that a comm1tment lime g1ven to Spnnt 

becomes 1n Jeopardy GTE serv1ce representatives will contact Spnnt 

by telephone to adv1se of the Jeopardy cond1t1on and prov1dc a new 

commitment lime 

Trouble reports •n the cJ1spatch queue will be transmitted 

electronically to GTE CZT serv1ce techn1c1ans who will reparr the 

serv1ce problems and clear the trouble reports For cleared Spnnt 

trouble reports. GTE serv1ce techn1c1ans w tll make a telephone t...JII 

to Spnnt d1rectly to clear the trouble ttcket GTE serv1ce techntclans 

w1ll mal-e the confirmatiOn c<J II to the telep'1ono number provtclod by 

Spnnt If Spnnt 1s unable to process the call or places the GTE 

techn1c1an on t1old . the call w1 ll be term1nated To avo1d d1sconnect. 

Spnn t may develop an answenng system such as vo1ce mall. to 

handle the confirmatiOn calls exped11iousty 

Spnnt has also requested on-l1ne access to GTE's ma1ntenance 

suppon systems to "status" a trouble ttcket and close tt An electronic 

16 
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vl.u 

rnteriace would need to be developed for thrs wt11ch would t ~ke years 

to create at srgnrfrcant cost 

GTE will resolve reparr requests by or for Spnnt local serv1ce 

customers us1ng GTE's exrst1ng repa1r system rn panty .vrth reparr 

requests by GTE customers GTE wrll respond to serv1ce requests for 

Sprrnt usrnC) the same trme parameters and procedures that GTE 

uses The only drHerence rs that. until electronrc rnterfaces between 

GTE and Sprrnt can be developed GTE customers would ca ll the 

GTE Customer Care Center drrectly, while Sprrnt customers would be 

requrred to call Sprrnt Sprrnt then would coli GTE's Customer Care 

Center or SSCC ·.vhrle the customers were on hold Th1s drHerence 

however rs not matenal '3nd would be transparent to the customer 

SECTION 8 : OS SYSTEMS AND THE " ACT' 

WHAT ACCESS TO GTE'S OPERATIONS SUPPO RT SYSTEMS IS 

REQUIRED BY THE ACT ? 

The 1\ct rrnpo:,es ,1 11urntJer of obl rg<Jtrcns 11pon lncurnbent Local 

Exchange Carrrrrs ("ILECs") Sect1on 251 prescrrbes dutres of 

rnterconnectron resale number portability , d1alrng panty access to 

rrght -of-way rec1procal compensatron negotratron unbundled 

accec;s notrcc of chanC)es and collocatron However the duty of 

"operation system creatron" IS not listed Sect ron 251 (c)(2l requ1res 

GTE to rnrerconnect w rth the equrpment and fact11tres of Spnnt and 

17 
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Secuon ~51 1c)( 3 ) ot tne Act requrres GTE to provrde certa rn 

2 unbundled network elements to Spnnt Although the FCC t1as 

"') 
.J requrred II r Cs to complr:tC such "rnodrfrcatrons" OS are necessary to 

• .. accommodate CLEC 3ccess Order 111 524 ) GTE rs not reqUired to 

5 create Spnnt s equrpment and facllr tres Nor must GTE develop new 

6 systems or enhancements to rts own systems l ather than access 

7 capabrh!les 1 merely because Spnnt may desrre rt Thrs rs not to say 

8 that :1 ti'IC'COIIllllllfll( ;ltiOI\', c iHrlf!l Ould 110t C ontrtlc.t Wrttl (;l f to 

9 develop v<.~rr ou::. operatrona l systems Such an agreement however 

0 would be ocvrJnd the scope o f any requrrements of the Act 

11 

I 12 The Act rmposes a duty upon ILECs to rnterconnect therr networks to 

I - 13 the equrpn rent and facrlrtres o f requestrng new local market entrants 

14 Sectron 251 lc)(2) or the Act provrdes 

15 

16 (2} INTERCONNECTION -The duty to provrde for the facrl rtres 

17 and egurpmenr of any reguestrng telecommunrcatrons earner 

18 rnterconnectron wrth the local exchange cnrrrer's network -

19 

20 (A } for the transmrssron and routrng of telephone 

2 1 exchange servrce and exchange acce!'s 

22 

23 (8) at any technrcally teasrbte pornt wrtllrn the earner s 

24 networK 

~5 
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(C) that 1s a least equal 1n quality to that prov1ded by the local 

2 exchange earner to 1tself or to any subs1d1ary, aff1hate. or any 

3 other party to wh1ch the camer prov1des 1nte•ronnecttO'l and 

4 

5 ( 0) on rates terms. nnd cond111ons that are JUSt 

6 reasotlOble on (J nondtscnm1natory 1n a::::::ordance wtth 

7 the terms ann cond1t1ons of the agreement and the 

8 requtrcments at :h1s sect1on and sectton 252 

9 

10 47 USC § : 'S 1 ICJ(:?J( /\ J 10) ( 199Gt (emphaSIS added ) 

11 

12 In addltton Sectton .;:; 1(c)(3} of the Act requ1res ILECs to prov1de 

13 nond1Scrtrn1notnry accc..,., to network elements "Network Elemen:" IS 

14 defir.ed 1n the Act as a "fac1l1ty or equ1pment used 1n the prov1ston o f 

15 a telecommun1cat1ons scrvtce Thts term also tncludes features 

16 funct1ons and c.Jpab1l1ttes that are provtded by means of such fac11tty 

17 or equipment tncludtng subscrtber numbers databases stgnaltng 

18 systems and tnformatton sufflctent for btlltng ilnd collectton or used 

19 tn the transmtsston rou ttng. or o thor prov1S1on of a 
· t. 

20 telccomrnuntcat ton~ servtc.:e 4/ U S C § 153(29) ( 1996) FCC 

21 regulattons tdenttfv operatiOns support systems and tnformat1on as 

22 one of seven nPtwork elements Order , , 504 Sect1on 251(c}(3) 

23 prov1des tn relevant part 

24 UNOUNOLED ACCESS - rhe duty to rrov1dc to 

:s any requcst1ng telccornrnun1cattons carr1er for 

19 



the provtston of a tclecommuntcattons serv1ce. 

2 nono1scnm1natory access to network elements 

3 on on unbundled basts at any lechntcally 

4 feastble pomt on rates terms and condtttons 

5 that arc JU~t reasonable and nond1scr1m1natory 

6 rn accordance w1th 1110 terms ano condrtrons or 

7 the agreement and the requtrements of thts 

8 sect ron and secuon 252 

9 

10 47 USC ~ :'511cH3r C199GI 

11 

12 Sectron 25 1 (b )( 11 of the Act 1mposes a duty on ILECs not to 1rnpose 

13 unreasonable and d1scruntna tory condrtrons or ltmttattons on the 

14 resale of telecommuntcattons servtces 

15 

16 a. DID THE FCC ADDRESS ACCESS TO OPERATIONS SUPPORT 

17 SYSTEMS? 

18 A The recent FCC tnterconnectton order ISSutng rogulattons for the Act 

19 further explatned these statutory requtrements In tis dectston the 

20 FCC stated tha t "operattonal support system s and the tnformatton 

21 they contatn fall squarely wtthtn the deftnrt1ons of 'network element' 

22 and must be unbundled upon request under 251 (c)(3) " Order 11 

23 265 It also concluded that "compc t1 ng carrtors must be dble to 

24 perform lhe functtons of pre-orderrng, orderrng provtstontny, 

rnatntcnam t• dttd rep.Jtr .111d btlltng 101 networ k <•lemonts and r C'::.al<' 
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serv1ces 1n suostanuolly the same ume and manner that an 1ncumbent 

can lor 1tself .. !!:1..11266 (emphaSIS added) Thus. the FC\. concluaec1 

that ILECs must prow1c nondiSCflmll1atory .JCCCS!:> to the1r operat1cns 

support system funct1ons 1nclud1ng the ILI:C etectrontc lntorlacf:\ 11 

has creatcc1 for 1ts own ucccss to these systems Accord1ng to the 

FCC th1s access "1ncludes access to the funct1onaltty of any 1nte. nal 

gateway systems the mcumbent employs 1n performtng the abovo 

functtons for 1ts own customers " !Q_ 11 269 

Under the proposed 01 der Spnnt may develop and create ti S own 

operational systems or tt may acqutre access to GTE's operattonal 

support systems functtons Such access t1owever . neeci not be 

prov1dcd dt coch and every po1nt that Spnnt requests It need only be 

nondtscnm.natory access and only a t technrcally feas1ble pornts 

Further the access 1s to a srngle package of GTE's operatrons 

support systems not to vanous sub-element versrons or parts of such 

GTE systems Equally unportant . such access ts not free It ts to be 

prov1ded on rates terms and condrtrons that are JUSt. reasonable and 

nond1scnm1natory and that ensure full cost recovery for GTE 

In summary, GTE's ob11gat1on IS to prov1dc Spnnt nor'ldlscnm,natory 

access to rls operat1ons support 3ystems funct1ons for pre-ordenng, 

ordenng, prov1S10n1ng, maintenance and repatr and btll1ng To the 

extent Spnn t requests use of GTE's oremt1on:11 systems funct1ons 

1nsteod at Spr1nt's own GTC wtll provtde Spnnt such access as 

21 
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reqUired by the AC1 If technrcally feasrble. GTE does not oppose the 

2 creatron of addrtronal real trme electronrc rnteriaces to rts system at 

3 other pornts on rates terms and condrtrons that are JUSt reasonable 

4 and nondrscrrmtnatory However GTE does oppose creatrng such 

5 systems tf not properly compensated 

6 

7 SECTION C : UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

8 

9 a. WHAT ARE THE UNRESOLVED ISSUES BETWEEN GTE AND 

10 SPRINT RELATED TO OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS? 

11 A There ts gener311y no dtspute that Sprtnt wtll have access to GTE's 

12 operatrons suppon systems functrons for tiS competlny local 

13 telephone servrce Sprtnt as co-charr of the OBF ad hoc commrttee 

14 charged wtlh OSS standard development to whrch GTE also belongs. 

15 should be very aware of the complextl 'f of OSS tssues 

16 

17 These unresolved tssues are 

'18 

19 (1) Should GTE's operatiOns support sy~tcms be accessed as an 

20 
.....____ __ 

unbundled element? 

21 Sprint Positio.1' Yes. GTE should unbundle the operattons suppon 

22 systems as tdenttfred rn the FCC order 

23 

24 GTE Position GTE contend~ that operatron suppon systems are not 

-... 
25 an unbundled element If the Commrsston determrnes that 

22 



3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

.'0 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(2) 
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,,1 ,, 

Operations Support Systems should t 141 1 11 1 w111 1 11 l n~ 1111 tllt iHJndled 

element then the new entrant must PJY II III ' IHIIn ' ' ~••I H IIttPd wtll'l lhe 

unbundling 

Should Spnnt have nondtscnmmaton " ' ' t,., ., ,,, 1: II •, uJllll fiiiOns 

support systems? 

Sprint's Position· Electronrc lntorhlt 11 1 •·I" Htld '"' Phllll riHt llod to 

provrde access to GTE's sysl<'"''• ' "'" ' 1 111111/Wt ll ll " ' 1 11rtl ttme 

avarlabtl rly 

GTE's Position GTE will provldO 110I1thtH'II''II"fll t II V Ill I I flti Ill GTE's 

operations suppon systems functron" nwHhtl tln 111 1 t il lutl ll 'lhould 

not be reqwred to prov1de "on-ltrw" _.1 1 tll<tt 111 ~ ~ 11 t 1 I II ·.ystoms 

themselves Any on-ltne access .,1111utd nt '"'' " ' \Wttl llflttlr iOtlonal 

standards are developed tested .till t 11 ""'' ' " '"' '111d 

Should GTE have dedtcated serv iCe' c t'"''''" .IV•"'"'''" ltttltl f CS? 

Sprint Position GTE should wo1 h. tow.111 I 1 hll lit nltu J hilt vtf 
1
' r.onter~ · 

avatlable 7 days a weak, 24 hoUt H n dtl\', ,uH i tt t tllu 1111Wirt1 GTE 

rnust l1andle Spnnt c~ll s 111 :1 nondt:•• 1111 ""'''''I v It u tili 
111

1 

GTE's Position GTE w111 not dodtl.rh• 1 IIIII PI" In 11 Jtlll l l' 111111 1\LEC 

GTE wrll treat Spnnt calls 1n 0 rllll1lll ,,.1111111 11 111 11 V ltl flfll tl1! .md the 

Repa1r Centers are open on a ; ,,•.t ' '" IIi 
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SECTION D. GTE'S POSITION 

DOES GTE BELIEVE THAT OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

ARE AN UNBUNDLED ELEMENT? 

GTE contends that operations support systems are not an unbundled 

element nnd that Spnnt ts rcqUireo to pay for access to thetr 

functtons II tl ts <.Jetermmed that they are an unbundled element 

Spnnt must still pay for access to thetr functrons If GTE tS requtred 

to create electronrc tnterfaces for Spnnt. then Spnnt should be 

requtred to pay the development and operattonal costs Any 

schedule for such new systems must roloto to tosks :md trmo 

necessary to bUild them GTE rs not requrred under the Act to create 

electroniC tnterfaces that are super;or to GTE's own access to tiS 

systems or that are not otherwtse necessary under the 1\ct Some 

rnterfaces may not be technrcally feas1bfe and GTE reserves the nght 

to mamtarn that the FCC's deftnrtron of " technrcally feastble" as 

applied to operat1ons support systems electronic rnterfaces rs 

tncorrect 

HAVE THE NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN SPRINT AND GTE 

ADDRESSED OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS? 

Negotratrons to prov1de :Jpnnt nondtscrrmrr.atory access to GTE"s 

opernt1ons ~upport systems have gener <lied d number of drsputt:d 

1ssues that the parttes have not yet resolved These tssues center on 

the Pxtcnt to wh1cn c;TF must develop t>nt•rcly new operat•ons 
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suppon systems tor Spr ant Spnnt IS requestrng that rt be provrde1 

access to GTE's !:>ystems rn many drfferent ways and at drHerent 

po1nts a numoer of wh1ch are nenhcr <.JVarlable nor technrcally 

feastble today GTE contends that Spnnt' s proposal for access to 

GTE's operatiOnal support systems goes beyond the Act's 

requrrements to permrt access to these functrons of GTE's systems 

Assum1ng that GTE were walling or requtred to prov1de any or a ll ot 

the new systems and copabtliltes sought by Sprrnt the pan1es also 

have not reached nqreement on who must pay for the cost of such 

enhancements or systems As the FCC recently confrrrrnd . CLE.Cs 

such as Sprrnt mr1st pay all costs nssoc1<1ted w1th the prov1S1on ot 

access to unbundled elements that they request Related rssues 

wh1ch lrkewtse must be addressed 1n such crrcumstances are ( 1) the 

tim1ng of the avarlab1lrty of any new systems or enhancements. (2) the 

establrshment of mechan1sms to ensure the secunty and rntegrrty of 

GTE's systems and network and (3) the conf1den!lalrtv 0f GTE's ana 

Ill': customers' propnetary and other 1nformatron 

In brref GTE wrll not cede control of 1ts operatronal systems to Spnfl t 

and the Act does not requrre rt GTE wrll Interconnect 1ts equ1pmen• 

and fncrlttres to those of Spnnt and to other competrng loc:al earners 

on a nond1scrrmrnatory basrs GTE wrll grve Sprrnt access to GTE 

operatrons !:>uppon systems functrons necessary to process Spnnt's 

orders for resold local serv1ce and unbundled network elements 
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Q . WILL GTE'S OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS PROCESS 

SPRINrS LOCAL SERVICE IN A NONDISCRIMINATORY 

MANNER? 

A The access :o GTE·~ ordenng ~erv•ce rrov•s•on1ng and btlltng 

systems funct 1ons cJescnoed above allows 1n a nond1scnm1natory 

manner use of GTE's local servtce suppon systems func:1ons by 

Spnnt However Spnnt wants more than th1s Spnnt r~~uests 

unltmlled r e>al 11me access :o GTE's operat1ng systems themselves 

through electroniC t)onc11ng a t vanous levels Spnnt requests for 

e xamr>le 1ha t (~Tr: •wvelop new systems that would allow Spnnt to 

1nteriace GTE's vanous operat1ons suppon systems that track serv1ce 

ava1lab1ltty IJISOdtCi l c I [ ::.erv1ce tec.;hniCI<Jno., rn:1nagc GTE fact11ty 

c apac1ty rae~< serv1ce cornplellon track serv1ce order status track 

trouble r(:pons rnon1tor GTf's network and prov1de rcrnotf' testtng of 

the servtce for Spnnt's customers The pan1es have agreed and 

Spnnt has acknowledged 1n tts petllton that the crer~11un of such ne""' 

systems IS not tecnn1callv feas1ble 1n the near future 

GTE w1ll provtde Spr1nt access to G TE's operat1ons support ~ystem <. 

funct1ons reaUtred by the Act but not to the systems themselves 

Access cilrCcll, to G TE's systems 1s not requ1red by the Act GTE s 

operatl 011;)1 .... upport o.., yst<>rns WPrl" r j(')~ I(J11Nl fnr .l SH1CJIC' ILEC 

env1ronment Thus they have no pan1tton1ng cap.::t-Jhty to prort::ct 

propnet;Jry d<:~ta W1thout pan 1110n1'"1q every CLEC that accesses the 

GTE systems could man1pulate the systems rnak1ny them srnposs1ble 
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A 

to manage Funher o:ucn manrpulatron would compromrse the 

mtegnty of the systems The result would be electronrc anarchy 

W rthout the abrltty 10 pnnrtron or "frrewall" the data elements wrtiun 

GTE's systems GTE Sprrnt and any other CLEC would be able to 

access eact1 other _. data thereby compromrsrng the prrvacy rrghts of 

all end users More unportnntly, the Act and the FCC's Order requrre 

access only as to system functrons and not as to the systems 

themselves 

The system functron nccess GTE provrdes Sprrnt to process and 

provrsron rts servrce w1th GTE's operatrons support systems does 

provrde syst<-rn usncw rnr1ty wrth GTC Thrs process descrrbed 

above grves Sprrnt the abrlity to rnteriace wrth GTE systems and for 

GTE to provrsron Sprrnt serv1cc orders rn pan ty wrth GTE 

WILL GTE PROVIDE SPRINT NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO 

GTE'S OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS FUNCTIONS? 

GTE does not oppose provrdrng Sprrnt access to GTE operatrons 

support systems functrons rn substant rally the same trme and manner 

GTE does for rtsel f. and on terms that are jU5t, reasonable and 

nond1 srrrrn1n~1tory nccorc1rnCJ to the /\ct G T I does not ngree 

however nor 1s 11 reqUired by the Act to provrde rt::. operatrons 

support systems funct1ons to Sprrnt at drtferent terms and manner 

than rt does for rtself 
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For example assume that an CLEC requests that GTE provtde 

customer usage datn electrontcally for the CLECs local exchange 

customers on a datly basts The CLEC may seek tnformatton such as 

call rC'cord detatl number of attempts customers have made to place 

a call stattsttcs on call complettons. call termtnatton potnts htgh 

usage and stmtlar customer call detail tnformatton GTE ooes not 

generally collect all thts type of tnformallon for tiS own local servtco 

Thus. the CLEC ts not seektng the same tnformatton GT E uses tn 

order to be at parny wtth GTE Rather the CLEC wants more 

tnforma!lon than GTE collects for tlself Thts ts not requtred under the 

Act GTE wtll provtde the type of customer call detatl tnfcrmatton that 

the CLEC seeks to the extent any such tnforrnatton ts collected and 

used hy GTE to btll tts ovm customers GTE also wtll explore posstble 

enhancements to tts extsttng operattons support systems that would 

generate the tnformatton the CLEC seeks tf the CLEC commtts to pay 

the assoctated costs However none o f thts can he accomplished 

overntght In the tntenm the CLEC must accept the call detatl 

tnformatton whtch GTE collects for tiS own customers 

Spnm seeks an electrontc access to telephone numbers and due 

dates for preparatton of LSRs GTE ttself does not matntatn a pool c· 

numbers from one data base The same tS true for due date 

management GTE ttsell does not have clec!rontc .... cccss un1forr.11y 

to thts tnformatton Thus the electrontc tnterfaces Spnnt seeks for 

thts would be suppnor to GTE's own access to thts tnformatton 
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G TE IS w illing to explore electronic bond1ng for such adm1n1strat1ve 

fu nct1ons as due date scheduling number admtn1strat1on. 

1dent1ftcatton of ltne opttons street address venhcatton servtce 

d1spatch reJection orders and mstnllattC"n appotntment schotlulllli J 

C enatnly the determ1nat10n of who w1ll pay for the costs to develop 

the new systems that Spflnt want s as well as the dcv~lopment of :t 

way to part:t1on the ~ystems to prevent unrestncted access to 

propnety 1nformauon or rnan1pulat1on o f data. f1rst must be resolved 

sattsfactonly The cost wtll be substanttal 

T he FCC recogntzes that Industry standards are requtred for the 

development and operatton of electroniC 1nterlaces Wtthout them 

GTE w1ll likely be factng multtple redundant Interlaces to 

accommodate the stanaards of the vanous CLECs Thus standards 

must be Implemented However the CommiSSIOn should not reqUire 

G TE to create un1que electroniC Interlaces espec1ally tor Spnnt w1th1n 

the next few months and then create add1t1onal tndustry standard 

electrontc Interlaces later The tnterlaces should be created once 

and Incorporate the Industry standards 

WHEN SHOULD 1 HE ADDITIONAL ELECTRONIC INTERFACES 

TO GTE'S SYSTEMS BE SCHEDULED? 

A stgntflcant amount of work 1s requ1red to develop ihe electronic 

tnlerlaccs that Spnnt requests GTE's operat1ons support systems 

are complex and tnlegrated GTE has begun the tn1t1al analysts to 
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determ1ne exactly wh1ch systems wil l be affected and what work must 

be accomplished to accomplish electroniC bond1nq At the present 

t1me, however 1t 1s unclear what detailed requ1rements must be met 

to create the vanous Interlaces However GTE has been able to 

determ1ne that at m1n1mum. numerous systems w1ll be affected and 

a s1gn1f1Cant amount of work must be accompli shed before the 

1nterfaccs can be creat<'d 

For example to part1t1on access to GTE accounts wh1ch .1re not 

resold or prov1ded to lnd,vldual CLECs will requ1re the establiShment 

of CLEC .dent1f1cat10n codes and the creat1on of front end processors 

to the vanous GTE systems 1n order to exchange 1nformat1on convert 

protocol. ed1t 1nput/output reJect transact1ons. e tc 1-urltlcr. the 

process and procedurel> 1nvolv1ng GT E's systems are not un1form 

throughout the country In some loca tions. GTE uses pnnted 

documents desk top references. and general knowledge of personnel 

to perform such funct1ons as due date ass1gnment or telephor.e 

number ass1gnment The development of front-end p1 ocessors 1n 

such cases actually would prov1de Spnnt supenor access to functions 

than GTE 1tself has today Finally, secun ty codes must be 

established to de'~rm1ne availabili ty of read nnd/or wnte ;.~cccss to 

GTE's systems. as well as the level of access allowed The creat1on 

and adm1n1strat1on of vast numbers of secunty codes w1ll be reqUJred 
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GTE 11Gs ;malvzcd <J t ;1 h1yh level the operat1ons support systems 

wh1ch will be affected 1f they are to prov1de all of the requ1red 

eledron1c bond1ng that Spnnt requests It appears that almost every 

system will be unpacten 1n some way For example, GTE's trouble 

analySIS system ("TAS") likely wdl be 3Cccsscd by Spnnt through 

GTE's ACG/EB system Updates and add1llonal changes will be 

reqUired to the systems Several restnct1ons must be u1corporated 

tnto the systems to accommodate the 1nteriace w1 th Spnnt The 

systems must 1'"1e modtf•ed to 1tm1t Spnnt trouble t1cket creat1on and 

trouble h1story 1nforma11on only to Spnnt end users The EB system 

for example, must be rnod1f1ed to capture system usage for btllinrJ 

purposes that 15 t1me <Jnd access sens1t1ve At least another 20 or 

more systems likely w111 be 1mpacted and w1ll requ1re mod1f1cat1on 

Before any schedule 1S set to accomplish the requ1red electrontc 

bond1ng that Spnnt demands, 11 1s only r-easonable f1rst to df::erm1ne 

what work actually w1 ll be requ1red 

GTE should not be requ1red to create electroruc 1nteriaces not 

requtrcd by the Act that provtde Spnnt supenor access to GTE s 

operat1ons support systems GTE should also not bP. reqUired -: 

develop electron1c 1nteriaces 1n a t1 me frame that falls to cons1de' · -~ 

necessary work and the t1me penoa w1th1 n wh1ch such work 

reasonably car be accomplished Constderatton should also he g1vP.n 

to the 1ndustry standards that w1ll tJe 1mplemented for these 

1nteriaces GTE should be allowed a reasonable ttme to determ1ne 
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f . l • ' 

exactly wnot rnust be done to ncv!•lop ttH· • •lcctrontc tnterfaccs 

Spnnt should be <Jware tile complexttiCS uwolved 1n dcvclop1nq these: 

tnterfaces due to thetr OBF respons1btltt1es Once lh1s determ1nat1on 

IS made GTE then should be permitted to present for arproval a 

repon of the necessary work the cost and GTE's rnplementatron 

plan 

SHOULD SPRINT PAY FOR THE ELECTRONIC INTERFACES IT 

DEMANDS? 

As dtscussea ~bove Sprtnt destres electrOniC 1n t erfnce~ to cena1n 

GTE oper n t10r 1~1 ~y~tPrns thnt would prov:de "r nCJ l I1111CJ" ~lccoss l r, 

these systcrns G TF Ntll oHer to clevelop <.~ppropr rate £:lectron1c 

Interfaces to access necessary operat1ons support systems functtons 

when available However GTE wt ll requuc that Spnnt pny for them 

The Act ooes not requtre GTE to absorb the costs of electrontc 

tn terface development Such caprtal uwestment would be made ai 

the request o f Spr1nt Such new systPrn s would rnurc comple:l r~ l ; ' ', 

the beneft t of Spnnt There would he no benoit! to GT[ at all 

The etectronrc operattons support systems tnterfaces that Spnr: 

wants are reque .... ted only by Spnnt Unlike other unbundled elements 

that also t1ave been used by GT[ for tiS locol servtcc GTE ttself wtll 

have no use for the electrontc tnterfaces These development costs 

are nonrecurnng costs ano should be structured w1thtn the pnc1ng of 
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a. 
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(, ) (, 

the total operations system network element pnc1ng (that would also 

1nclude usage) so as to t.Je r0covered by GTr w1th1n three years 

Indeed Sprmt coulu evCJiuate and spec1fy t:xactly what lf'terfaces 11 

can afford to purctwse Wh1le Spnnt may w1sh to have many 

electror1c 1nterlaces Sprant will t1ave to revaluate 1ts 1nterface 

requarements once the cost for such developrnent has bePn 

calculated f\ cost/bennf1t ~malysrs must be performed before the 

par11es dec1de what rnterlace systems should be developed and what 

the ume frame tor thrs deve lopment should be 

SHOULD GTE BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE SERVICES THAT 

EXCEED BOTH INDUSTRY AND CO MMISSIO N STANDARDS OF 

QUALITY? 

No The FCC Order nons not requrre that GTC prov1de servrces at a 

different quality than at provades fo r atself or 1ts customers GTE 

abrdes by the Commrssron's quality requarements and will provade the 

servaces an a nondrscnmrnatory manner 

WILL GTE PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE SAME O RDERING 

PROCEDURES AND FUNCTIONS AS IT PROVIDES TO ITSELF i 

Yes r ... s descnbecJ rn my tcstrmony GTE has established a dedrcateo 

Natronul Ope11 M;lrhut Clmtcr tNOMCl to pi.ICt' Spra11t nrdcrs an to Il l£> 

same orderrng and provrsronang system that GTE uses for 1tself and 

11s customers For s.mple servrce orders the NOMC representative 
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will prov1ae Spnnt the customer's telephone number and 1nstallat1on 

2 due da te wh1le Spnnt 1s on-line w1th 1ts customer Serv1ce orders 

us1ng the stanoar01zed Local Serv1ce Request (LSR l form developed 

4 by the 1ndustry at the Ordenng and Billing Forum (08F ). can be 

5 transmitted by Spnnt to the NOMC v1a an etectrontc tnter.ace us1ng 

6 Network Data Mover I NOM) protocol The LSR tnformatton 1S entered 

7 1nto the order tng system ond completed v1a current GTE processes 

8 

9 For complex orders the NOMC r epresen tattve wtll provtde the 

10 telephonP. nurnDP.rf s 1 t3nd due date to Sprrnt vra t11e firm order 

11 conf1rmnt1on 1FOC \ Th1s 1s the same process that GTE provrdes for 

1tself and 1ts customers lor complex orders 

13 

14 a. SPRINT IMPLIES THAT REAL-TIME DIRECT ACCESS TO GTE'S 

15 SYSTEMS IS REQUIRED TO PERFORM THIS ORDERING 

16 FUNCTION. IS THAT TRUE? 

17 A No The Sprrnt representatrve wrll tnteract w1th the Sprrnt customer 

18 1n the same way a GTE customer tnteracts w1th the GTE customer 

19 represen1at1vt: 01rect access to GTE's systems 1s not reqUired to 

20 take an order from a customer 

2 1 

22 a. WILL GTE PROVIDE EFFICIENT ORDERING AND PRO\/ISIONING 

23 SYSTEMS IF IT DOES NOT PROVIDE REAL-TIME DIRECT 

24 ELECTRONIC INTERFACES TO ITS ORDERING AND 

25 PROVISIONING SYSTEMS? 
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A Yes The fact that Spnnt 1s 1n a m1ddle step tn the process IS not a 

senous threat to etftc1ency There ts a requtrement for the Spnnt 

representattve to tnteract \Vttll the NOMC representative to establish 

the customer account obtatn a telephone number asstgnment. and 

due date asstgnment Any ttme reqUired for the Spnnt representative 

to place the customer on hold whtle r:onverstnq wtlh the NOMC 

representattve wtll be tns1gn1ftcant to the Spnnt customer In fact. 

there are ttmes that the GTE representattve must place tis own 

customer on hold when contacttng factltty ass1gnment to obtatn 

telephone number and due date asstgnment when systems cannot 

prov1de the tnformatton The GTE representattve wtll create an 

account for the Spnnt customer's order tn the system and w1ll tnlttate 

prov tstontng once a val1d Local Servtce Request (LSR) ts recetved 

from Spnnt 

a. 

A 

DOES GTE ALSO PLACE ITS CUSTOMERS ON HOLD WHEN 

DETERMINING TELEPHONE NUMBER ASSIGNMENT AND DUE 

DATE ASSIGNMENT? 

Somettmes These pre-ordenng funcltons are not mechantzed tn all 

areas 0f GTE and GTE must place the customer on hold whtle these 

ass1gnments are determtned through manual processes Al~o . tn the 

areas where these pre-ordertng functions are rnechantzt::d. at ttmes 

there ts a requrrement to place the customer on hold and contact 

manual processes l.Jecouse the tcleJ.Ji lOne number datab;Jse 1S 

exhausted. the customer wants a "vantty" telephone number. or there 
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are un1que Circumstances that alter the autorn~ted <Juc date 

ass~gnment process 

Q. WHAT WOULD BE THE IMPACT OF AN ELECTRONIC 

INTERFACE ON THE DUE DATE ASSIGNMENT PROCESS? 

/\ There ts no tndtcatlon that Spnnt will recetve an earlier due date 

us1ng an electron1c 1nterface. The availability of manpower to meet 

work load will cont1nue to determ1ne the next available due date 

Q. UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS WILL A CALL BACK BE REQUIRED 

TO PROVIDE A SPRINT CUSTOMER WITH A NEW TELEPHONE 

NUMBER ASSIGNMENT? 

A If a spec1f1c van1ty number IS requested or 1f multiple searches are 

reqUired to prov1de an acceptable telephone number GTE wtll call 

back Spnnt to prov1de the telephone number Thts IS the same 

process used currently for van1ty number ass1gnment 

Q. DOES GTE RESERVE BLOCKS OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS? 

A No Telephone numbers are only reserved upon the entry ot end 

user customer name and address 1nformat1on Telephone numbers 

are held 1n reserve for 20 days pend1ng recctpt of the LSR at wl11ch 

t1me the number would be ava1lable for reass1gnment 
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Q. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

6 4 0 

WHAT WOULD THE IMPACT OF AN ELECTRONIC INTERFACE 

BE ON VANITY NUMBERS AND A SSIGNMENT OF BLOCKS OF 

TELEPHONE NUMBER ASSIGNMENT PROCESS? 

Spnnt would be requned to provrde end user name and address 

rnformat ron to establish and reserve the telephone number Spnnt 

wou ld have accPSS to the next avarlable number. and could not 

reserve blocks of numbers wrthout entenng end user rnformatron 

WHAT IS GT E DOING TO ADDRESS IMPROVEMENTS IN 

EFFICIENCY FOR PRE-ORDERING? 

GTE rs currently rnvestrga!lng the expansron of 1ts mechanrzed 

capabil1 t1es for te lephone number nssrgnment and due l!ote 

ass1gnment natronw1de GTE rs a lso rnvestrgatrng access to these 

mechanrzed capabrlltres by alternatrve local exchange earners 

WOULD THIS MECHANIZATION ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR A 

SPR!NT REPRESENTATIVE TO SPEAK WITH A NOMC 

REPRESENTATIVE TO OBTAIN TELEPHONE NUMBER 

ASSIGNMENTS AND DUE DATE A SSIGNMENTS? 

No These mechanrzed processes are only eftectrve for srmple 

smgle-lrne servrcec; and wrll not work for complex servrces For 

complex servrces Spnnt wrl l be requrred to submrt a valid LSR and 

customer (end-user) data sheet GTE wrll prov1de telephone numbers 

and due date on the FOC 
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Q. 

A 

Q. 

A 

Q. 

u4 I 

SPRINT IMPLIES THAT GTE SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO 

TRANSFER A GTE CUSTOMER'S ACCOUNT TO SPRINT "AS-IS". 

DOES GTE AGREE WITH THIS PROPOSAL? 

No. GTE believes that the customer should be 1n control of the1r GTE 

account 1nformat1on and that Spnnt should work w1th the1r new 

cu stomer to determane the servac es they nesarc from Sprant GTE wtll 

not comprom1se the customer's pnvacy and will only prov1de the 

customer's account 1nformat1on to Spnnt upon wntten authonzat1on 

from the customer 

IS THE SWITCH OVER OF C USTOMERS FOR LOCAL SERVICE 

AS SIMPLE AS THE SWITCH OF END USERS BETWEEN 

INTEREXCHANGE CARRIERS (I. E. , PIC CHANGE)? 

No. A PIC change 1S controlled through a separate operat1on support 

system than local serv1ces and only 1nvolves a change 1n the sw1tch 

to route the customer's outgo1ng mterexchange calls to the proper 

mterexchange CLimer's network and the b1ll1ng 1nformat1on The 

change of a customer's local exchange serv1ce 1s more compl1cated 

and 1nvolves several GTE operatton support systems to ass1gn local 

outstde plant facd1!1es make multiple changes 1n the sw1tch1ng 

database and cha 1ges 1n the b1ll1ng system 

WILL GTE ALLOW NON-GTE ACCESS TO ITS PROViSIONING 

SYSTEMS, PRIOR TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEM-TO­

SYSTEM STANDARD GATEWAY? 
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A No The rCC Oraer nrd not relrnqu1sn control of the network to 

al t crn<.~tiVL' toe ul ·~xct l.lrHJt' earners Gl L I!> rospons1ble for the 

provt:-..ron c t 1ts networh. t.JCtlitrcs GTE 'Ntll not prov1de network control 

'unctiOildhty tllr uuqt1 ~ ~ !>yl>tl'll l to !>ystcr 11 !>I<JtHiur cl gateway but nwy 

prov1dc occcss to rnstatlat1on rnformat1on 1f requested and pard for by 

Sprrnt 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

IS A NEW REPORTING REQUIREMENT NECESSARY TO PROVE 

NONDISC RIMINATION IN PROVISIONING? 

No GTE's provrsron1ng processes for Slnglo-lrne servrces arc h1ghly 

automated w1 th lrttlc opponun1ty for human 1nterventro1, •n the 

process Th1s automation precludes the opport•Jnrty for drscrrmrnatory 

act1vrty and GTE :should not be requrrcd to deve lop non-exrstl'19 

reports to prove non-drscrrmrnat1on G TE does not process orders 

based on customer 1dent•ty and GTE wrll process Sprrnt's orders 1n 

the ~;un0 rn:Hlnor ns 11 dor! .., tor tlsulf or 11~ u rstonmr:; 

WILL GTE ALLOW A NON-GTE COMPANY TO HAVE ACCESS TO 

ITS NETWORK VIA REPAIR SYSTEMS? 

No GTE u:mnot cornprom1!>e the secur1ty o f 1ts network or rts 

proprretary customer tnformatton by allowrng access by companres 

Other than GTE 10 the networl V Ia GTE'S rcpa•r systems The rcc 

Order d1d not reltnqutsh control o t the nctwor h. to alternat1vu loC.JI 

exchange earners 
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0 . WILL GTE ALLOW A NON-GTE COMPANY TO HAVE REAL-TIME 

DIRECT ACCESS TO ITS MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

SYSTEMS? 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

No The rcc Order d1d not relrnqursll control of the network to 

altemat1ve local exchange earners GTC 1S respons1blc for the reparr 

of rts networ~ fac1lr t1es GTE w1ll not prov1dc reparr control 

funct1on~htv throuot 1 : 1 svstcrn -to-syston1 :.tondmcJ ~.Fll <'way but may 

prov1de access to reparr status 1nformat1on rf requested and pa1d for 

by Spnnt 

IS A NEW GTE REPORTING REQUIREMENT NECESSARY TO 

PROVE NONDISCRIMINATION IN MAINTENANCF AND REPAIR? 

No GTE does not process r(>pa1r t1cke1s based on customer 1dentr ty 

and GTE wilt process Sp11nrs t ickets 1n the same m::mner as 11 does 

for 1tself or 11s customers GTC's processes preclude the opportun1ty 

for d1scnm1natory actiVIty and GTE should not be reqUired to develop 

non-ex1stmg repon s to prove non-d1scnmmat10n 

WILL GTE USE A CABS-LIKE BILLING SYSTEM FOR CHANGES 

ORDERED BY SPRINT? 

No GTE •.vrll prov1d~ brllrng to Sprrnt v1a the CBSS system whrch IS 

ltle !>OJIIIC • y:.t!!lll IISCcJ by C fl to bill II !> <..ustorners lUI JOC<JI SOIVICOS 

GTE wrt l create a brll to Spnnt for resold ser: !Ces and unbundled 

elements ntonq w1th n !>urnmnry b1ll IWIStor GTF •s work1ng to 
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Q. 

A 

Q. 

A 

a. 

A 

644 

pro v1de a CAB SICAB S like solut1 )n to handle both trunk-Stde and 

llne-stde b1ll1ng 

WILL G TE PROVIDE END USER BILLING INFORMATION IN A 

TIMELY MANNER AS REQUESTED BY SPRINT? 

Ye s Oa1ly lile records on Spr 1nt's accounts v11 11 IJe generated and 

transm111ed f•lcctroniCDIIy to Srmnt 

WILL GTE PROVIDE ITS SERVICES TO SPRINT CUSTOMERS ON 

A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS? 

The Act does not manoote any pan1cular servrce standards for ILECs 

w1th respect to resold servrccs or 1nterconnec11on generally Sect1on 

251 (cl(2) r~qu11es that an ILEC prov1de 1nterconnect1on to a CLEC at 

the same quality standards applicable to the ILEC Resold serv1ces 

must not rmpose unreasonable or d1scrrm1natory Cf'lnd1l1ons or 

lrmltattons 47 USC § 2511cJ(4)(8 ) 1 1996) GTE rs not requrred to 

meet d1ffercn1 standards for <;pr1nt ano every other compet1ng local 

exctwnge earner 1nterconnect1ng w1th GTE GTE w1ll prov1de the 

serv1ccs 11 IS requrred lo offer Spnnt 1n a nond1scrrm1natory manner 

nnct ; rt tho ~arne quality standards applicable to 1ts own customers 

SHOULD GTE'S BRAND APPLY TO ITS CUSTOMER CARE 

CENTERS AND TO ITS EMPLOYEES? 

GTF w1ll prov1de rer 3rr serv1ces for the rnterconnect1on serv1ces 11 

prov1dcs $prrnt Such servtcos w1ll be ttlc same 1n quality and 
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response t1me as those GTE prov1des for 1ts own custor•1ers GTE wil l 

cont1nue to prov1de 1ts own repa1r serv1ce from 1ts Customer Care 

Centers Such scrv1cns nro GTE serv1ces and are prov1dca by GTE 

employees It 1s unreasonable not to allow GTE to 1dent1fy the 

Customer Care Centers as GTE oH1ces The Spnnt representatives 

will 1nteract w1th GTE s Customer Care centers not Spnnt's end­

users. therefore brand1ng should not be an 1ssue 

GTE should be aole to ma1ntam repa~r centers that can be 1dent1f1ed 

as GTE's own Spnnt :1111 bo able to have 1ts own mpa~t center along 

w1th 1ts own d1screte tclephon, number wt11ch can be 1dent1fied as 

belong1ng to Spnnt Wh1le 11 IS posstble that Spnnt customers could 

call GTE repa1r centers b~· m1stake such a poss1bil1ly 1s no reason for 

GTE to stop us1nCJ 1ts br<~nd for tis Customer Care Centers (any more 

than 11 ts reasonable for Spnnt to cease ustng 1ts brand because of 

the poss1biltty that a GTE customer mtght ca ll an Spnnt ropc:ur center 

by mtstake) GTE should be allowed to cont1nue to use 1ls brand for 

1ts own repalf centers Should an Spnnt customer m1Sd1rect a call to 

GTE's Customer Care Center GTE wtll prov1de that customer w1tr the 

telephone number of Spnnt's repa1r centers 

In a re lated matter Gl ~ serv1ce personnel prov1dtng repa1r serv1ce 

to Spnnt customers are GTE employees If GTE employees were 

requ~ted to carry Spnnt branded matenal GTE undoubtedly would be 

asked to do the samo for o ther s1m1lar1y sttuated CLECs GTE 
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a. 

A 

646 

servtce personnel ultimately would be spendtng 1nord1nate amounts 

of ttme trytng to determ1ne for whom they were worktng and 

coordtnattng the brand1ng of thetr various cornpettng earners Not 

only would th1s create an admtnlstrattve ntghtmare tt would have a 

deletenous effect on product1v1 ly and serv1ce delivery GTE ts. 

however. wtlltng to use an unbranded no access door-hanger when 

provtd1ng repatr serv1ces to Spnnt and other CLEC customers 

SHOULD CUSTOMER AUTHORIZATION BE REQUIRED BEFORE 

GTE CUSTOMER ACCOUN T INFORMATION IS RELEASED TO A 

CLEC? 

Yes GTE obtatns cena1n data from 1ts customers when servtce ts 

1n11tated w1th GTE Thts data tncludes. for example. the customer 

name. address and telephone numbers and the servtces the customer 

ordered Thts ts the same 1nformat1on t~tat Spnnt wtll obta1n dtrectly 

from any new customer 11 m1ght serve Spnnt proposes. however that 

1t not be reqUired to obtatn th1s tnformatton dtrer::tly from tis customer 

as GTE must do It proposes that for any GTE customer that agrees 

to obta1n some type of servtce from Spnnt. GTE must automatically 

transfer that customer's enttre local serv1ce account to Spnnt 

Spnnt does not spec1fy the type of "Spnnt servtce" request that would 

tngger the automattc transfer of GTE's enttre local servtce account 

tnformatton Spnnt ts also a toll serv1ce provtder Presumably, a 

request for toll servtce would not tngger the automattc transfer of 
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GTE's local servace account to Spnnt The purchase of a B-1 line or 

one specaal carcuat would not tngger a bu~aness .1ccount transfer 

Clearly, transfers should not occur wathout customer approval 

Customer consent must be clearly and unmastakenfy obtaaned 

"Siammang" has been a sagnaf1cant problem an the long diStance 

busaness. and should not be permitted for local customers GTE w1ll 

requ1re a letter of authonzataon for all servaces they e lect to transfer 

to a CLEC 

Mor e unportnntly, Spnrll dues not need access to GTE for 

1nformat1on for ordenng, provasaon1ng, b1lllng or ma1ntenance of 1ts 

local serv1ce All requared 1nforma11on can be obta1ned d1rectly from 

ats customers or from GTE wath customer authonzataon Spnnt cla1ms 

electronic acc~ss to th1s mformat1on 1S requ1red because o f the t1me 

it takes to complete a serv1ce order However, such electronic access 

to ''on-l1ne" would allow Spnnt to track GTE customers and, based on 

the1r level of servace w1th GTE. target them for market1 ng of its own 

local or toll serv1ces GTE wall not have srmalar access to Spnnt's 

customer account 1nformat1on. wh1ch would g1ve Spnnt a compet1t1ve 

market1ng advantage 

Unrestncted or unauthonzed access to GTC's customer account 

1nforma11on also ra1ses the 1ssue of customer propnetary ar.~crmatiOn 

protectaon Clearly, af Spnnt were able to access d1rectfy all GTE 

customer accounts. the propnetary nature of H1e ant or mataun 
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a. 

A 

contained 1n the accounts would be compromised Sect1on 222 of the 

Act protects such "Customer Propnetary Network lnformat1on " GTE 

may not d1sclose th1s 1nformat1on w1thout the customer's approval 

Wh1le secuon 222(d) of the Act does allow all earners to use such 

1nformat1on for purposes related to serv1ng the1r own customers, 11 

does not perm1t release o f the 1nformat1on to another earner to serve 

that customer Spnnt cannot be g1ven electronic access to GTE's 

customer accounts 1nforma11on Add1l 1onally, there 1s an FCC NPRM 

1n process (Docket CC 96 -115) that w1ll be used to determine the 

rules for shanng customer 1nformat1on m the local compet111on 

env1ronment It IS premature for th1s CommiSSIOn to f1nahze any rules 

that would cornprom1se customer pnvacy 

SHOULD GTE BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT A PROCESS AND 

STANDARDS T HAT WILL ENSURE THAT SPRINT RECEIVES 

SERVICES THAT ARE AT LEAST EQUAL IN QUALITY TO THAT 

WHICH GTE PROVIDES ITSEL F? 

GTE p lans to prov1de serv1ce quali ty that IS non-d1scnm1natory and 

equal to that wh1ch GTE prov1des to 1tself and 1ts affiliates However. 

Spnnt goes beyond thr.~ t 1n want1ng to set 1ts own qual1ty standards on 

an 1nd1v1dualized bas1s for serv1ce they obta1n from GTE In 

response GTE believes that 11 should not be reqUJred to adhere to 

d1fferent CLECs' serv1ce quality standards Th1s would be onerous. 

particularly when multiple CLECs beg1r11 to OJ.Jerate 1n th1s market II 

IS a lready d1ff1Cult enough to address d1ffenng quality standards 
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a. 

A 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

among the 28 states 9 '"en d11fcrnnt npproachcs taken by the vanous 

commiSSIOns To dlvtoe up that measurement process and stal"rfards 

levels further among vartous CLECs would be to tally unworkable and 

tmpose a tremenaous ana usele~s burden on GTE runher 11 would 

no t beneftt tt1e CLECs ·or GTE already ts comm11ted to prov1d1ng 

non-d1scnm1natory tr(::atment wtth respect to the quality standards set 

1n the public Interest by thiS CommtSSton 

WHO WILL BILL FOR THIRD-PARTY INFORMATION SERVICE 

CHARGES INCURRED BY SPRINT CUSTOMERS? 

GTE may prov1de sucn thtrd·pany tnformat ton serv1cc prov1der billing 

for Spnnt tf Spnnt •:. til prov1de tiS customer occount tnformatlon 

necessary to btll Spnnt cu stomers to GTE 

SHOULD SPRINT BE PERMITTED ACCESS TO GTE'S 

CUSTOMER ACCOUNT INFORMATION WITHOUT 

AUTHORIZATION 7 

GTE customer account tnformntton IS "Customer Propnetary Network 

lnformatton" under the Act and c.Jnnot be dtsclosed wtthout customer 

authonzat1on 

SECTION E: SUMMARY 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY. 

GTE tS wtlltng to provtde access to tiS operattons suppon systems 
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a. 
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6'..0 

functrons \'tr thout drscnmrna11on as requrred by the Act :~owever 

such access w1ll r cqUire the creatron of ccrtarn etectronrc mterlaces 

These rnter!aces c.1n he cmntr:rl t>ul Spr1nt cllld the CLLCS 1 11u~t pay 

du!JUIIUIIIY un tile amount o t work wh1cll w1ll be requ1red 

GTE should not bu requued to meet d1fferen: stanaards for seNrce 

quality nor should 11 tle rcqurrPd to rr>rnovc lis brnnd on 11s rcpnu 

centers or for 1ts r r:>p:w f'mpl0vN'S !ip11nt ~.hould be rcqu11od to 

provrae GTE the 01ilrng 1nformatron for 1ts customers 1f Spnnt des1res 

GTE to b1ll for the thrrd-pany 1nforrnat1on serv1cc calls rnade by 

Spnnt's local customers F1nally GTE"s customer account 1nformat1on 

1S proprretary under the Act nnd shoulr1 not be d iSClosed to Spr .nt 

without the proper authonzat1on 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YO UR TESTIMONY? 

Yes 
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A 

Q . 
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Q . 
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Q . 

A 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED 

RElJUTTAL TESTIMONY OF MIKE DREW 

DOCKET NO. 961173-TP 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name rs Mrke Drew My bus1ness addr«:s!' IS 600 H1dden R1dge 

Drrve. lrv1ng I exas 

DID YOU FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

Yes. I drd 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

I wrll address the operator serv1ces drrectory assrstance and 

m1sd1rected call1ssues rarsed by Sprrnl's w1tness Tony H Key 

DOES GTE ASSIGN BLOCKS OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS 

W ITHOUT HAVING CUSTOMER NAME AND ADDRESS 

INFORMATION? 

No Telephone numbers (TN) are geographrcCllly ass1gned and 

reqUire customer name and <~cfdress 1nforrncJt1on to be reserved A 

Block TN ass1gnment proces::. would have to t e non-d1scrrm1natory 

and ava1lable to Spnnt and every ALEC th<ll enters the market Such 

a process would rap1dly deple te available INs create unal.<..OptcJlJiy 

duplicated TN ass1gnment::. and complicate and lrm1t the opportunrty 

to rnvestrgate TNs for vanrty number ass1gnment f- or these rce1sons 
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Q . 

A 

Q. 

A 

GTE IS unable even to preass1gn a sufftc tent quant1ty of numbers 

based 011 Spnnt's short-term proJected demand GTE s1rnply must 

rece1ve customer name and address tnformallon 1n order to preass1gn 

TNs 

HOW SHOULD GTE AND SPRINT INTERACT ON RESTORING 

CRITICAL SERVICES? 

GTE. as an ILEC. complies w1th Telecomrnun1ca1ton Serv1cc Prtonty 

serv1ce prov1S10n1ng and restorat1on gUidelines GTE assumes that 

Spr1nt . as an ALEC will also share thts respons1biltty and use the 

ex1St1ng process to 1dent1fy cr1 t1cal serv1ces for pr1011ty restoral 

Sponl"s concern about ISOlated end o ff1ces c<:~n only be resolved by 

redundant and self-healing network destgn- not by rcqUtnng t11at GTL 

develop a new restorat1un process 

SHOULD GTE AUTOMATICALLY UPDATE DIRECTORY 

RECORDS AND DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE DATABASES FROM 

ITS CUSTOMER RECORDS FOR SPRINT RESOLD CUSTOMERS ? 

No GTE removes the GTE Dtrectory Ass1stancet01rectory L1sttng 

(DAIDL) from the end user res1dual account record to avo1d conf lict ~ 

w1th Spnnt"s OAIDL that they w1ll provtde for the1r new cuc;tomer As 

a local serv1ce provtder Sprtnt h<t::. th«: op;'artun•ty nnd ot>ltqatton to 

dtscuss drrectly w1th the end user 1ts DA and OL utiurmat,on and 

must forward th1s 1nformatton to GTE on the correspond1ng Local 

Serv1ce Request 
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a. 

A 

Q. 

A 

SHOULD GTE BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE REAL TIME 

MONITORING WHENEVER THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE 

COMMISSION REQUIRES REAL-TIME TOLL MONITORING? 

No GTE prov1des h1gh toll mon1tonng and fraud detect10n 1n 

select1ve states v1a tanff Advanced Cred1t Management (ACM ) wa s 

developed based on GTE-speclfrc cr1tena for an 8nd user scor1ng 

system based on cred1t and payment behav1ors ACM 1s a 

mechan1zed process and can only be prov1s1oncd for end users billed 

through GTE's billing system 

DO THE DIALING PARITY REQUIREMENTS IN THE 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 MANDATE THAT GTE 

MOVE FROM N11 DIALING PATTERNS FOR BUSINESS OFFICES 

AND SERVICE CENTERS, WHEN SUCH DIALING IS NOT A LSO 

AVAILABLE TO ALL OTHER ALECs? 

The Act does not requ1re GTE to forgo current N1 1 d1ahng 

arrangements Flonda has prev1ously ruled on the u tll1zat1on of N 11 

d1aling arrangements and GTE wil l, of course cont1nue to comply 

w1th those rules In add1 l1on GTE expects tlldl ALlCs will list ttw ~r 

contact numbers 1n the appropnate telephone d1rectory or d1rectones 

In any case N 11 dles .• ng 1s not used 1n F londa for access1ng bus1nes s 

o ff1ces and serv1ce centers "800"-numbers arc used 1nstead 
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a. HOW WILL GTE HANDLE MISDIRECTED SERVICE CALLS? 

A 

a. 

A 

If a Sprrnt customer m1stakenly calls GTE for serv1ce. GTE will refer 

h1m to the Spnnt serv1ce number GTE would e'(pect Spr1nt to do the 

same w1th regard to GTE customers who m1Sdtal Spnnt for serv1ce 

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 11 does 
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Q (By Ms . Caswell) Mr. Drew, d o you have a 

/. s ummary of your direc t and rebutta l t e:::: timony ? 

,) A Yes , I d o . 

·l Q Would yc..u pi c<~ ~ <-' <J I V (• Lhdt 0 us n o w? 

'.I A Ye s . Gout.! morn inq , Comm i: .:: i Ol1l' r·: , . t :T I , If h i 

b Sprint h ave been dble t o rc,~h d<Jrccment o n ucver~ l 

7 issues surr oundinq accc :~s t o C'!' E ' s OJH' r.tti c. n :: :aq op o rt 

I! s y s tem func tions for the purpos e of l oc., l 

'I i ntr·rconncc l i o n ;,ncJ comp<· Lit i o n. G'l'E .tnd Sp r· i nt 

10 continue t o dis c1qrec o n the h .1 n t.I J i ng o f a customer' s 

I I a ccount information pri o r to the p l ac eme nt o t a loc al 

17 s ervi c e request by Sprint. CTI: r c que:-; t s t h .tt thi s 

I 1 Commi ss i o n prohibit Spl"int from accoss inq GTE ' s o r olny 

14 o the r CLEC' s c us tomer r0~o rd inf o r m.,tl o n pr 1or t o 

I'• pl .tt·incJ . 111 o nl<'r o r tr· o~ n:; l · rr i n ) L hL·I r' .a ~cuun t as I 
, . 
• > 

lf, without the c usto me r' s wr1L tvn pcrmis~: 1 cm . '!'Ill s would 

J '/ l'Omp r·omi :.c the c u :: t omc· r· ' :; p r· iv.wy <~ rH I l'•>uld • ·o~:;i l y 

111 pro mo te s l.1mrni nq opportunities . As th 1s Comm i ssi o n i s 

J<J •1Wil r c , s lamm ing i s d s<• r iou s p r ou l cms i n tlw ! XC m.IIY.Pt 

.'(I l o r· :~ ornc lllimJ ,1 ::1 s i mple o~ s il I'I C c hanq t:. Tht• r. hanqc o t 

2 1 a c u s t omer' s loca l s crv i e is much mur e t:omp l c>x th .1n oJ 

.• 1 T hi s ~hou ld be con si dered when t a ktng cont rol 

,,...,,,,y f rnm a c u s t onw r. 



• 

t rom a new c u stomer, just oJ S GTE hot s to d o t or d new 

:l c ustomer. GTE ~.,: . ,nnot ~.:urrr•nt 1 y p1 uv ide d i rcc t a ~.:c:.:<:ss t o 

J its databases that contain custom~r a ccoun t inf ormo~t ion 

4 s inc e the c urr nt cl.lt.lb.I!>C' ,ll'CeG ~; \'.lp.IIJ J I i t IPS wou ld 

•, allow Sprint t o <I <.:CP~s other GTE Cl'rn beyond the 

1, c.:u s tomer with wh 1ch ~;p rint m.1y bC' dl::cu :;::l n cJ l oc.:.tl 

"I se rvice. 

8 Poragr<~ph .1.8 1\ 0 1 the- FCC ' :; ord•·1 in CC DoL· ~:t-· t 

10 and GTE will have t o s upply .:tny r •'CJut":.; t r·d Cl'!ll ir " 

I I means o ther th .ln d 1 r ec t .HT"~~:; . 

12 Al so . GTE wo uld I i k e t o r ~'m intl tlds Commi:;si0n 

I'J thAt rules regnrdincJ the pt•uvi!;i o n c.t l'Ut.lo rne>r rvcord 

l •l in i O I ' ffio!llOII l Or l uc·, ll t:Offi JH'IlllUII olll' C.: U I I<:Iltly IH•i n q 

15 developed in pending FCC Oo<.:k0t 1/o . c,r,-11'> . And h.t t 

1 (, <.:on e.: 1 ude5 my summ.1 r y . Tll.t n~: you . 

17 MS . CASWEL L : !-1 r . f>J'C•W i:; .tV.tll othlc l O r l' I"OG:; 

18 exa mina t ion. 

l 'J C I<OSS J:>:/d1 I II AT I WI 

?.0 13Y MS . RODDY: 

.' I Q t,.,'() I ~. 

22 t o r Sprint as rey uldtory <.:ounsel. !t.IVL' JUS t a c.:ouple 

_> I m.t l t .-. r s . r i r :: t <'CI I l\'(• 1" 11 i nq I ::::u c•:. •• • I , , ,,.~ II ' )'<H I 

? 4 partic ipated in the settlement o l those ~ ~~ues? 

A Yes, I d i<.l. 



2 he portions of your tcs t i mony i nvo I v 1 nq t lw~; c i ::;sue>~;. 

A I bclt<•vc th<lt wo uld IJc: o~ppr-upr 1.1l P. I t \.'flll I I ! 

4 Ldke some time for me t o id0nti l y thdt. 

Q Rig ht. Now the one izsuc rcmnining is I s~ue 

r. No . 9 con ce rn i nq l:us t omt' r :> ••rv 1 l:e n .•t:o r c.J :; . 

7 A Yes . 

Q Now, you t P~:tiflt'd In thC' GTI. cllhitr.lti on With 

9 AT&T a n d MCI bef o re the Flor1da Pub! ic ~crvice 

10 Commission Cc)r J 1r·r o n thc~l 1::~uf' ; c.Jid y o 11 n o t? 

I I A Yes, I d1 c.J . 

1 2 Q Are y ou r .1rqumen t :; the S<~mc o~ :; tll v .srqumr·nt:; 

I j tll .!l y o u mo~cl • · i 11 t 11. 11 prot·•·•·tl i II<J ? 

A Yes, they arc. 

I '• Q 

lli dif f eren t r u le ,1pplicd unc.Jc.•r your <~n.tly:;ts thc1n is 

J 7 <1pp I ied con ce rn i nq c ustome r :a•rv i cc n _· ·onJ:; of AT&T and 

18 MCJ ? 

19 A No. I think our p o:; ition is the !;arne f or a! I 

/0 t:ompetinq exc h .lnqe t:.lrricr~; U1o~t wo~nt t o intcrt.H:C' to 

2 1 o ur systems and databc1 es . 

2J 

2 4 

... 
• I 

COMM J ~;s 1 O!lEI~ t\11.!, l.ltH;: 

CIWSS EXAMlNAT J O il 

BY MH. PELLEGHJlll: 



Q Good morninq, Mr . Drew . I ' m Ch.l r I i e 

i Pe lleg r· ini d!JpcarirHJ w i t h qtH· :: L iun :; u 11 bt •lt.ll l td !; t ,lf I . 

4 

6 

7 

A Good mo rn iny . 

Q 

t <"'!': t i mony. 

A 

Q 

Refer ring yo u t o Pag e 38 o l your direc t 

Yes . 

At Lines h thro ugh ~. you make a ~ t a tcment 

8 tha t GTE wil l n o t comp r om i se t he c u stome r ' s pr ivacy and 

9 w il l o n ly p r ovide customer ' s account info r ma ti o n t o 

10 S print upon writ t en autho ri zation fr om the cu~tome r, 

11 correc t ? 

1 2 

l.l 

A 

Q 

Ye s . 

Do you b~ 1 i e ve th<~ t s u c h .s :.. v:; tL•m wuu 1 d 

1 4 represent a delay in the switdwver o t d cu:;tomcr t o 

1 !.> Sprin t? 

1 6 A I d o n' t kno w t h a t it wou l d repre~~nt a d e l a y. 

1 I It wo uld " I I o w lll •· r " tt :: t o nu.' l t o I H· i 11 t ot. ll ··o n t ro I d: ; t u 

1 8 e xactly what se r vices that they des ire from Sp rint . One 

l ' ) e xample that might g i ve i ::; th .J t a cu~tome r, i n tle~d i nq 

20 with ne w entrant s into loca l competiti o n , migh t wa nt t o 

21 only obtain an additi o na'. servi c e , 1 ike an add i t ional 

I i Il l ' f I t1lll tl lll ' <> I t !11• llt ' W t • rtl 1 dill :: , V t ' l :.11:: j11•: t 

23 t r a n s f erring their entire account. It the o ther C LJ-:Cs 

.'IJ f l oiVI' 1", \ jloiiJ j I j l i t• : : W ill ' If ' I ftt "r l ' dfl I ' d !; I I Y d l"l' o•:::. I'll!; \ <lltl o'f 

2 '.> a ccou nt in f o r ma t ion p1 1o r t u o~n on.h.! r· IJL·IIHJ pldccu , o r 
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making a simpl e request to transfe r the entire a ccoun t 

2 as is, then GTE wou ld no t be ab l e t o understand o r know 

3 that the customer only desired a s i ngle servi c r !ro m 

4 Sprint and not the transfer o f the entire account . So I 

5 think it ' s incumbent upo n GTE t o protect the cust.ome r' s 

6 information and re s pond to a Spr1nt reques t t o r s ervi ce , 

7 whether it be for all of the se rvices th~t a c ustomer 

u may c urrently have or just a si ngl e serv1ce in <~t.lditi on 

'I to what they may hav e c urrent I y i rom GTE. 

10 Q But notw ithstundinlJ tll<~t expl<~n .ltion, and 

1 1 f o c u s ing again on the point of wh e the r or n o t there 

12 would be a delay , comp.1rin<J lllf' !·;itu.'lti o n s in whi c h 

1 3 Sprint would access CPNI by means of d l~LLcc uf 

14 authorization, a s opposed to wha t you propose on -- that 

1 5 is on the basis of affirmative writte n auth o rization. 

I 6 

] 7 

A 

Q 

Correct . 

Comparing those two s ituati o n s , wou ld thrr0 

18 not b e a delay if a writte n authorizilt i o n o ! the 

19 c u s tomer were required ? 

7. 0 

2t 

A 

Q 

That pote ntial exists . 

And wou ld th.'lt delay represent a competitive 

22 disadvantage to Sprint, o r rather, l e t me put it liH' 

~~ o the r way, would it represe nt. a compet it i v ~ advantage t o 

2<1 GTE? 

A I don't kno w that it represents a compctitiv<· 
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1 advantage . It just puts the control b~ck in the 

' c us t ome r's hands on how they w~nt the 1r inJ ormt~ti o n 

J handled. 1 t wou ld not delay the ~b i 1 1 t y o r o1 c us t om(' I 

4 t o c hange their se rvice . 1 me.tn , the ti me to obt .:lin 

~ information is going to be very qui c k. 

6 know that that's what the c us tomer wants t o do with 

1 their information that we have. 

8 Q You stated in your introduc t ory rcmdrks 

'J lhttt o r rather yo u rcmi nd<.:<.l the Comm i :;: · i 0 11 in those 

10 remarks that the PCC has a noti ce of proposed rulemaking 

1 1 r e lative to this iss ue. 

12 

13 Q 

Correc t. 

Have you some idea o f whe n the t ee is 

1-1 intending t o iss ue its repor t ,1nd o r dl" r· in lllt~L docket? 

1 5 A No . We had antic i pdteu thdl It would ~e out 

16 by the end of thi s year, but we ha ve not hc.trd a ny wo r d 

1 7 r ecently a s t o wh e n that may be i ssued. 

1 8 Q Then you don't-- you don't still have th~ t 

I 'J tHlticipa li o n lhLit it wi II be avai lablr> by t.he e nd of 

2 0 this year? 

? 1 

22 

A 

Q 

I do n't kno~ anything o therwi se t.han thdt. 

Just o ne final quest i on, Mr . Drew. You're 

?l fomil iar with the AT&T a nd MCI /GTE proceedi ngs? 

A Yr-s . 

Q And in those proceed i n<J .. , I :~:;ut• 'I - - I :·:;ul• ' I 



also dealt wi th the type of cus t omer c~utll o r.zution 

2 required t o a ccess CP!Il . 

1\ Yes . 

4 Q Is that the same issue a s the i ssue -- as 

~ Issue 9 in thi s docket? 
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6 MS. CASWELL: I' m sorry, Mr. Pelleg rini, I 

7 don 't think he has a copy o f Issue 9 from the f o r mer 

1:1 proceeding . Maybe if yo u read it t o 11 i m <1 1H.J then we 

9 could give him a copy of the c urrent pre hen ring 

10 :; L<ot amcnl s o he coulu compar~:: the two . 'l'll. on k you . 

l l Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Do you h~ve issue~ o l 

l J both proc e edings be f o r e you now? 

lJ 

14 

A 

Q 

Yes , I do. 

Are there any s ign ific~nt di ffercn<.:es in the 

I ~ two pos iti o ns, o r in the two issues? 

I 6 A No. I believe this dea I s , in both instanc e s , 

1·1 with rlc.;CeSS t o c us t ome r i'I<.:COUnt inf o rm.lli on pri o r l O till 

18 o rder being placed by a CLEC. 1 bel ieve thut ' s what' s 

19 being di scuss ed in both i ssues . 

20 Q Then yo u don't beli e ve there i'l r-c sign if i<.;. , nt 

? 1 di fferences in the sta emcnts o f both i:;:aJ (•:;? 

2J that you we r e t al k i ng abou t ? 

] 4 Q 

1\ 

Well , i t turns ou t 

I ssue 9 in bo t h o t them? 



Q Yes. 

2 A Well , Issue 9 in the AT &T .wd MC l ins tance 

3 also deal with the tra n s t c r o f as i s ond Jcc css prior t u 

4 an orde r, j ust a s I ssu e 9 in this p r·occ•cu inq . 

~ believe they are si mila r . 

So I 

6 Q Al l rig ht, but s trictly with reference to 

7 acc ess t o CPNJ info rma ti o n. 

8 A We ll , both i n :; t.r m.:cs .1rc cont.tincd with i n the> 

9 i ssue s t atement, in the prcordering i:15pcc t , i:l!;; we ll a s 

10 how an order wo ul d b e processed, whi c h is the as i s 

1 1 capability. 

1 2 

1) 

]II 

Q Al l r i ght . 1 h ave no ! urthC'r ques tio n s . 

COMMISS I ONER KII :~;Li tiG : t\ n.y n : u i n•c t ? 

I llo~ v..: just o n..: <JUl'!;lion . 

l !:> REDIRECT I.:Xl\f~l!IATIO!J 

16 BY MS . CAS WF. LL : 

I I Q Mr . Ure w, do you ag r ee w i th the d ec i s ion 

1 8 rega r d ing a ccess t o c us tome r reco rd s th.l t the Commiss ion 

19 made in the AT&'I'/ MCl a rbi tr<Jtion ? 

20 A No , J don't agree with it . One of the rc~ ~ons 

2 1 iS that we Cannot ("\I I " I"C' Iltf y J II <>Vi d(• d i tt• t" l ol<" t" l 'S!; l O d 

'• d.r t. rl>.r :.;c thilt t.:on t.1ins thut inf orm.lti o n. Ir a compa ny 

23 s uc h as Sprin t had dire>t.: t ,, cC C'!; s t o d.1y , th• ·n tiH•y • .. :o ulu 

.'·1 Ia' o~llle Lo go i nto the datab.r l;c· <~nd l oa ~: o~ t o~n y .HTOlrnt 

?.'j in f orma t ion t ha t is i n tllcr·c , •:hidl t rH.: lutlt·:; o IH•r GTE 



2 

c u s tomers or oth<' r C l.EC t' IJ:: l om •·J :: . 

i s not tcc hni c.tlly ll' .t :: ih lc t udo~y. 

::o Lh .1L c .tp.d > iIi t y 

1-io • " I :.;u cJ i ::.1q r cc 

tl1.1t a c ustomer ' s a ccount int o r·m.lti o n s h o uld IJ• · .H 't' t': : ::o·d 

4 v ery easily. That way th1· c u ::turnL'r ' :.; pr ivacy wo uld be 

•, jeopardized . We wo uld have to give it to anybody that 

6 requested it, with0ut authorizat ion . 

7 MS . CM )\-./1·: 1.1 . : Tll . 111~: y o u. 'I'll ., t ' s illl 1 hav e . 

!I COMMI SS I ONER KlES L.1 NG : Witness is c x c u s<'d ? 

9 MS . CASWELl. : 

I ll COf>tM JSS l ONEH KIESLI NG : Yo u may s tep down . 

11 ( w i tncss Drew c xt ·u:;cu . ) 

1 7. • • • 

] J (Transcript cont i nucs i n : :,·quL· rw o· i n 

H Volume 6 . ) 

I r, 

16 

17 

I U 

19 

. ~ 0 

7. 1 

} ·' 

2 j 

24 
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