
{ ' 

IN THE 

Supreme Court of Vug.inia 
AT RICHM)NI) 

RECORD NO. 841881 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA, 

v. 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA, INC., ET AL., 

RECORD NO. 841882 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA, 

v. 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA, INC., ET AL., 

William F. Marmon, Jr. 

JOINT APPENDIX 
Volume IV 

MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
Michael J. Morrissey 
Glenn A. Stover 
Wilma R. McCarey of Virginia 

Appellant, 

Appellees, 

Appellant, 

Appellees. 

Mid-Atlantic Division 
601 South 12th Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. 
3201 Jermantown Road 

Counsel for Appellant - MCI 
Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia 

Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Counsel for Appellee - AT&T 
Communications of Virginia, Inc. 

(Continuation of Counsel Inside Cover) 

LAWYERS PAINT1NC COMPANY 7th A FrMidln Bldg. Alchm-cr, VIrginia 23219 f8CMI ..... 38M 





TABLE OF COOTENTS 

Volune I 

Appendix Page 

Application of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia with selected exhibits (PUC 840022) 
filed 7/2/84 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Commission Order Prescribing Notice and Setting 
Hearing dated 7/3/84 (PUC 840022) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 117 

Petition of AX&T Communications of Virginia 
(PUC 840023) filed 7/5/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 121 

Application of United States Transmission 
Systems, Inc. (without exhibits) (PUC 840024) 
filed 7/5/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 126 

Petition of TDK Systems, Inc. (PUC 840025) filed 7/6/84 ........... 135 

Commission Order Prescribing Notice and Setting 
Hearing (PUC 840023) filed 7/10/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 163 

P~test and Motion for delay in the Hearing by the 
Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company of Virginia . 
~ USTS (PUC 840024) filed 7/17/84 ••••••••• ·••••••••••••••••••••• 167 

Protest and Motion for Delay in the Hearing b¥ The 
Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company of Virginia 
~MCI (PUC 840022) filed 7/18/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 171 

Motion for Continuance by Division of Consumer 
Counsel, Office of the Attorney General (PUC 840023) 
filed 7/18/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 175 

Protest of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia (PUC 840023) filed 7/18/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 179 

Motion of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia to Continue Substantive Hearing 
(PUC 840023) filed 7/18/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 183 

Memorandum in SUpport of Motion of MCI Telecommunications 
Corporation of Virginia Continue Substantive Hearing 
(PUC 840023) filed 7/18/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 186 

Motion of MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 
Virginia for an Order Requiring Special Reports 
(PUC 840023) filed 7/18/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 204 



Page 2 - Volume I Appendix Page 

First Interrogatories and Data Requests of MCI 
Telecommunications Corporation of Virginia 
(PUC 840023) filed 7/18/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 211 

Motion of MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 
Virginia for Leave to Serve Interrogatories and 
for an Order Compelling ]mmediate Response to 
Such Interrogatories (PUC 840023) filed 7/18/84 ................. 

Letter Notice of Intent to Participate in PUC 840022 by 
Attorney General of Virginia (PUC 840022) filed 7/19/84 

Order Authorizing Interrogatories and Scheduling 

......... 
217 

220 

Oral Argument (PUC 840023) filed 7/19/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 221 

Commission Order Granting Leave to Serve Interro-
gatories dated 7/19/84 (PUC 840024) filed 7/19/84 ••••••••••••••• 223 

Amended Application of Southern Tel of Virginia, Inc. 
(without exhibits) (PUC 840020) filed 7/20/84 ••••••••••••••••••• 225 

Response of MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 
Virginia to Motion for Delay in the Hearing filed 
by The Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Company of 
Virginia (PUC 840022) filed 7/20/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 236 

P~test of GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of 
Virginia (PUC 840023) filed 7/20/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 243 

Notice of P~test of Virginia Exchange Carrier 
Association (PUC 840023) filed 7/20/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 246 

Transcript of Oral Arguments on Motions (PUC 840023) 
Heard on 7/20/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·•• 249 

Ccmnencement of Argument of: 

Mr. Moore • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 254 

Mr. Gambardella ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 273 

Mr. Morrissey ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 277 

Commencement of Rebuttal Argument of: 

Mr. Moore ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 292 

Mr. Gambardella ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 312 

ii 



Page 3 - Volume I Appendix Page 

Commencement of Argument of: 

Mr. Gillespie ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 315 

Order Denying Motions for Continuance (PUC 840023) 
filed 7/20/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 326 

Response to Interrogatories and Request for Production 
of Documents by the Attorney General of the Commonwealth 
of Vi~inia (PUC 840023) filed 7/23/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 328 

iii 



TABLE OF COOTENTS 

Volune II 

Responses to First Interrogatories and Data Requests 
of MCI Telecommunications Corporation of Virginia 

Appendix Page 

(PUC 840023) filed 7/23/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 437 

Application and Petition of GTE Sprint Communications 
Corporation of Virginia with selected exhibits (PUC 840027) 
filed 7/23/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 590 

Motion of GTE Sprint Communications Corporation to Hear 
its Application filed 7/23/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 627 

Answer of the Chesapeake and Potanac Telephone 
Company of Virginia to MCI's Response to Motion 
to Delay Hearing (PUC 840022) filed 7/26/84 ••••••••••••••••••••• 633 

United States Transmission Systems, Inc. Interrogatory 
Answers (PUC 840024) filed 7/26/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 638 

Chesapeake & Potanac Telephone Company of Virginia's 
Protest in Opposition to Request for Hearing (PUC.840027) 
filed 7/26/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 648 

Commission Order Denying Motion for Delay in the 
Hearing, dated 7/27/84 (PUC 840022) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 650 

Response of Virginia Exchange Carrier Association 
on Behalf of Its Member Telephone Companies and 
Cooperatives to a Motion of MCI Telecommunications 
Corporation of Virginia for an Order Requiring Special 
Reports (PUC 840023) filed 7/27/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 651 

Answer of Central Telephone Canpany of Virginia to 
Motion of MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 
Virginia for an ~er Requiring Special Reports 
(PUC 840023) filed 7/27/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 653 

Commission Order Denying Motion for Delay in the 
Hearing dated 7/27/84 (PUC 840024) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 656 

Amendment to Petition of TDK Systems of Virginia, 
Inc. (PUC 840025) filed 7/27/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 657 

iv 



Page 2 - Volume II 

Transcript of the Testimony and Other Incidents 
heard on 7/27/84 in Applications of MCI Te1e~ 
munications Corporation of Vi~inia, United States 
Transmission Systems, Inc., TDK Systems, Inc., 
Southerntel of Virginia, Inc., GTE Sprint C~ 
munications Corporation of Virginia (Case Nos. 
PUC 840020, PUC 840022, PUC 840024, PUC 840025 and 
PUC 840027) ..................................................... 
Opening Statements: 

Mr. Gillespie ................................................... 
Mr • Mcx:>re • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Ms. Ancarrow •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Mr. Senkowski ................................................... 
Mr. Jones ....................................................... 
Mr. Magee ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Mr. Gambardella ................................................. 
Mr. Brundage .................................................... 
Testimony of Kenneth A. Cox ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Exhibit H-10, Solicitation Material/Norfolk Area 
on behalf of MCI (PUC 840022) ................................... 
Testimony of Stephen C. Gunn .................................... 
Testiloony of Nina w. Cornell .................................... 
Testimony of Jerome Stern ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Testi.Joony of George J. Bloan .................................... 
Testinony of Marvin C. Moses .................................... 
Testinony of Warren B. French, Jr. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Testimony of Jose E. Gruzman, Jr. . ............................. . 
Testinony of David H. Jones ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

v 

Appendix Page 

658 

671 

674 

677 

680 

681 

684 

687 

691 

695 

716 

725 

734 

748 

756 

760 

776 

783 

803 



TABLE OF CCNI'ENTS 

Volume III 

Transcript of the Test~ny and Other Incidents 
heard on 7/27/84 in the Petition of AT&T C~ 
rnunications of Virginia (Case No. PUC 840023) 

Opening Statements: 

................... 

Mr. Morrissey ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Mr. Marroon ...................................................... 
Ms. Dupont ...................................................... 
Mr. Gambardella ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Testi.Ioony of Frank J. Alessio ................................... 
Introduction of Exhibit FJA-1 ................................... 
Exhibit FJA-1, Test~ny of Frank J. Alessio, Ph.D. 
on behalf of AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. 
(PUC 840023) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Continued Test~ny of Frank J. Alessio ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Transcript of the Testimony and Other Incidents 
heard on 7/30/84 in the Petition of AT&T c~ 
munications of Virginia (Case No. PUC 840023) ................... 
Test~ny of John D. Schell ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Introduction of Exhibit JDS-2 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Exhibit JDS-2, Testimony of John D. Schell, Jr. 
on behalf of AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. 
(PUC 840023) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Continued Testimony of John D. Schell ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Test~ny of Douglass. Wilcox •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Introduction of Exhibit ~4 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Exhibit DWS-4, Testimony of Douglas S. Wilcox 
on behalf of AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. 
(PUC 840023) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

vi 

Appendix Page 

814 

821 

826 

828 

829 

835 

835 

836 

871 

960 

961 

962 

963 

994 

1116 

1117 

1118 



Page 2 - Volume III 

Continued Testimony of Douglas s. Wilcox •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Testimony of John D. Schell (Recall) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Testtmony of Nina w. Cornell •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Exhibit NWC-5 Biography of Nina w. Cornell (PUC 840023) ••••••••• 

vii 

Appendix Page 

1162 

1240 

1242 

1257 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Volume IV 

Transcript of Testi.Ioony and Other Incidents 
heard on 7/31/84 in the Petition of AT&T Can­
munications of Virginia (Case No. PUC 840023) 

Appendix Page 

................... 1265 

Test~ny of Douglass. Wilcox (Recall) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1266 

Exhibit nsw-2A, yirginia Exchanges served by OCC 1 s .............. 1307 

Exhibit MCI-6, Sumnary of Preliminary 
Plans (PUC 840023) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1310 

Exhibit MCI-7, List of Cities Served by 
Different Vendors (PUC 840023) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1311 

Test~ny of Nina w. Cornell (Recall) •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·• 1313 

Exhibit NV£-8, Order of Federal Cannunications 
Commission •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1425 

Exhibit NWC-9, Application of the Department of 
Justice for Review •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1430 

Exhibit NWC-10, Interstate Traffic Volume ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1442 

Testi.nony of Mary Flannery Brackbill on behalf 
of GTE Sprint Communications Corporation dated 
8/6/84 (Introduced as an unmarked Exhibit) •••••••••••••••••••••• 1443 

Test~ny of Ronald D. Havens on behalf of 
GTE Sprint Communications Corporation dated 
8/6/84 (Introduced as an unmarked Exhibit) •••••••••••••••••••••• 1487 

Final Order and Opinion (PUC 840020, -22, -24, 
-25, -27 and -23) filed 8/22/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1649 

Amending Order (PUC 840020, -22, -24, -25, -27 
and -23) filed·S/22/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1703 

MCI 1 s Petition for Reconsideration of Order of 
8/22/84 (PUC 840022) filed 9/12/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1706 

Petition for Reconsideration of Final Order 
by The Chesapeake and Potanac Telephone 
Company of Virginia (PUC 840020, -22, -24, 
-25 and -27) filed 9/12/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1711 

viii 



Page 2 - Volume IV 

GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of 
Virginia's Petition for Reconsideration 
(PUC 840020, -22, -24, -25, -27 and -23) 

Appendix Page 

filed 9/12/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1715 

GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of Virginia's 
Notice of Appeal (PUC 840020, -22, -24, -25, -27 
and -23) filed 9/18/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1725 

Notice of Appeal of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia (PUC 840022) filed 9/19/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1727 

Notice of Appeal of MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia (PUC 840023) filed 9/19/84 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1728 

GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of Virginia's 
Corrected Notice of Appeal (PUC 840020, -22, -23, 
-24, -25 and -27) filed 9/21/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1729 

Virginia Exchange Carrier Association's Notice of 
Intent to Participate as Appellee (PUC 840020, 
-22, -24, -25, -27 and -23) filed 10/4/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1731 

Notice of AT&T of Intent to Participate as Appellee 
(PUC 840020, -22, -24, -25, -27 and -23) filed 10/5/84 •••••••••• 1733 

Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Company of Virginia's 
Notice of Intent to Participate in Appeals (PUC 840020, 
-22, -24, -25 and -27) filed 10/9/84 •••••••• ·•••••••••••••••••••• 1735 

Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of Attorney 
General's Notice of Intent to Participate in 
Appeals (PUC 840020, -22, -24, -25, -27 and 
-23) filed 10/10/84 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1737 

MCI Telecommunications Corporation of Virginia 
Assignments of Error •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1739 

GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of Virginia 
Assignments of Error •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1743 

ix 



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

PETITION OF 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS 
OF VIRGINIA 

For authority to set rates 
and charges pursuant to 
Section 56-481.1 of the 
Code of Virginia 

CASE NO. PUC840023 

A complete transcrip~ of the testimony and other 

incidents of the above-captioned matter when heard on 

July 31, 1984, before the Honorable· Commissioners of the 

State Corporation Commission, Richmond, Virginia. 

Reported and transcribed 
by: Susan E. Moser 

·ASSOCIATED REPORTERS 
OFFICIAL COURT llEPOitTEIS 

STATE COI.PO&AnON CONMJSSJON 

POST OFFICE BOX U97 

I.IOINOND. vtaGINIA 2l20J 

I 

. 1265 



1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

8 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

NOTE: The matter is called to· .be 

heard at 1:00 o'c~ock p.m., July 31, 1984, 

having been continued from July 30, 198.4, 

and continues as follows, viz: 

340 

THE BAILIFF: The Commission resumes 

its session. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: All right, 

I believe you were in the midst of your 

direct examination of Dr. Cornell. 

MR. MARMON: Yes, Your Honor. 

~x. Morrissey has requested that Mr. Wilcox 

go first because of a transportation problem, 

and that is all right with us. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: All right. 

Come around, Mr. Wilcox. 

DOUGLAS S. WILCOX, recalled as a witnes 

by and on behalf of the Petitioner, having been previously 

duly sworn, testifies further as follows, viz: 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MORRISSEY: 

Q Mr. Wilcox, during your cross-
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Wilcox - Redirect 341 

2 examination yesterday by Mr. ~armon, there was discussion 

3 of your Exhibit DSW-2. 

4 A - "Yes. 

5 Q Judge Shannon requested, in light of 

8 some of the new information and errors that were indicated 

7 on the exhibit,that you redo the exhibit last night, 

8 with the latest available information to you; have you 

9 done so? 

10 A Yes, we have. And I have distributed 

11 what is now entitled DSW-2A. 

12 ~1R. MORRISSEY: Judge Shannon, · 

13 DSW-2A has been distributed to the court 

14 reporter and to counsel of record just 

15 prior to the start of the hearing today. 

18 COMMISSIONER SHAl~~ON: All right, 

17 we will receive that as indicated, Exhibit 

18 DSW-2A. 
• 
~ 19 BY MR. MORRISSEY: (Continuing)' 
.; 
z 
z 
0 

20 ~ 
c • Q Mr. Wilcox, would you please describe 
0 ..a 
u 

21 0 DSW-2A. c 
II z ... 
a. 

22 A Yes, the first page of the three 

23· is a summary page which shows the number of access lines 

24 in the exchanges of C&P Company and non-C&P local 

25 exchange companies. It also shows those access lines 
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1 Wilcox - Redirect 342 

2 with toll-free availability to OCCs, those access lines 

3 with toll-free availability to resellers only, the total 

4 of those two, and what percent that is of the total 

5 access lines served by C&P and the non-C&P companies, 

6 and the total in the State, and those percentages are 

7 as shown on the summary page: 90 percent of the access 

8 lines served by C&P have access to an AT&T competitor; 

9 32 percent of the non-C&P lines have toll-free access 

10 to a competitor of AT&T Communications; and then total 

11 76 percent of the access lines in Virginia have access 

12 to a competitor of AT&T Communications on a toll-free 

13 basis. 

14 Q And what was the source for the 

15 information which appears on your three pages of 

18 exhibits? 

17 

18 

19 

~· 

21 

~ 

~ 

24 

25 

A There are a number of sources. We 

used data that we received from C&P as to their access 

lines and to the occ-served locations and reseller-

served locations in C&P territory. I also used information 

from Mr. Staley of the Independent Telephone Association, 

as to the location of resellers and independent company 

territory, or C&P Company territory, and we used the 

data and the independent company publication which shows 

the number of access lines as of 1/1/84 in the independent 
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2 company territories. We also used the tariffs of the 

3 independent companies and the C&P Company to show where 

4 the EAS points were, so that we could generate the list 

5 of cities-~ o~.exchanqes --excuse me --with toll-free 

6 access. 

7 Q Does the information contained on 

8 DSW-2A cause any changes in your direct testimony, 

9 which has been identified as DSW-4? 

10 A Yes, it does. Those changes would 

11 appear on Page· 9. 

12 Q Could you read those changes into the 

13 record. 

14 A Yes. That paragraph -- the first 

15 paragraph on that page should now read, "MCI, GTE-Sprint, 

18 Western Union, United States Transmission Systems (USTS), 
0 • . 
!" 

17 and resellers are currently active in the Commonwealth 

• 18 0 
with toll-free access to 96 exchanges serv_ing 76 percent 

• ... • ., 19 • 
of Virginia customer lines. See Attachment DSW-2A." 

.. • • 0 20 ,.. 
c 

Q And do you adopt that change, as well 
• 
0 
u 21 0 

as DSW-2A, as part of your testimony in this proceeding? 
c 

" • .. • 22 A Yes, I do. 

23 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Give me those 

24 figures that you said, the resellers are 

25 currently ~ctive .in the Commonwealth serving, 

1269 



1 Wilcox - Redirect 344 

2 what was that? 

3 THE WITNESS: Serving 76 percent 

4 of Virginia customer lines. 

5 MR. MORRISSEY: Mr. Wilcox is 

8 available for cross-examination. 

7 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: All right. 

8 Mr. Gillespie? 

9 MR. GILLESPIE: None, ~our Honor. 

10 COl~ISSIONER SHANNON: Mr. Gambardella? 

11 MR. GAMBARDELLA: May I have a moment, 

12 Your Honor? 

13 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Yes. 

14 MR. GAMBARDELLA: No questions, 

15 Your Honor. 

18 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Mr. Marmon? 

17 MR. MARMON: Your Honor, we would 

18 object to the introduction of this exhibit 

19 at this time, not· because it's not. the kind of 

20 information that is needed in this proceeding. 

21 
It is -- it is exactly the kind of information 

22 that ~e. need, that you need to make your 

23 
decision in this case, but we are here 

24 
presented with crucial facts, .crucial to the 

25 
determination of the issue here an hour before 
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2 the last day of the hearing. Any opportunity 

3 or-- to check this information, to really 

4 know any precise way what the source is, 

5 except in the most general terms de$cribed 

6 by Mr. Wilcox, and we just think that it's 

7 improper, this exhibit, to be in this· case 

8 representing what it purports to be without 

9 the sort of examination and study and 

10 identification that it deserves. 

11 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Well, wasn't 

12 it offered, wasn't it proffered in opposition 

13 or in response to an exhibit with the same 

14 sort of numbers that you had.intended to· 

15 introduce? Isn't that how it came into the 

18 record? 

17 MR. MARMON: This exhibit that we 

18 have here now which goes -- which speaks to 

19 access lines is totally different from the 

original osw-2. 

21 
COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I mean, but 

that was your exhibit, right? 

MR. MARMON: The D$W-2 was 

24 
Mr. Wilcox's. We attempted --

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I stand 
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corrected. I thought it was -- I thought it 

was yours. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: You took 

DSW-2 and then you added population figures 

in? 

MR. MARMON: That' s right. And 

now we have -- and that was by cities. The 

original DSW-2 spoke to cities served by 

different vendors. We now have an exhibit 

that speaks about access lines, and again, 

I would concede that the kind of information 

contained in this exhibit is highly relevant, 

but I just think it's improper to be presented 

in this fashion today, at the last moment of 

the hearing. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, I think 

that since you admit it is relevant and since 

that it is information that was sworn 1nformation. 

(Discussion among Commissioners out 

of the hearing of the reporter.) 

That's right, as Judge Harwood said, 

we're searching for the truth here, and you 

have a perfect right to probe it, if you think 

anything is·wrong, you may certainly probe into 
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2 that. That's your prerogative. But we're 

3 going to admit this -- and we would have 

4 admitted your 2A figures, except for the 

5 fact that the Commission of its own knowledge 

8 saw that some of them some of the figures 

7 were understated, and I think Mr. Wilcox 

8 said he didn't agree with it. Now, if you 

9 want to take your witness and put that same 

10 information in there, we will certainly 

11 receive it. So we're going to admit this 

12 DSW-2A. 

13 RECROSS EXAMINATION 

14 BY MR • MARMON: 

16 0 Mr. Wilcox, how many access lines 

18 are served -- how many access lines in the Washington 
• • ... 
~- 17 LATA are Virginia lines? 

.. 18 0 
A In the Washington LATA? Okay. In the 

0 ... • 
; 19 • Washington LATA, the exchanges of Herndon, Braddock, 
ti • • 0 20 ,. 
c 

Lorton Metro, Alexandria I Arlingtc;>n, Falls Church/ 
• 
0 
" 21 0 

McLean, Fairfax I Vienna, and Engleside, and Dulles 
c 
0 • .. .. 

22 are in well, let's see -- no, that's not correct. 

23 Dulles is not in that LATA. The others I mentioned are. 

24 So it would be the·sum total of those exchanges which 

25 we could compute from Pages 2 and 3 of my exhibit. 
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2 Specifically, that would be 235,145 in the Arlington/ 

3 Alexandria exchange; 87,000 

4 

5 A 

MR. MOORE: Give the exchange first. 

All right. In Fairfax/Vienna, there 

a are 87,015. I may have failed to mention Falls Church/ 

7 McLean. That is in the Washington LATA, and it has 

a 151,192. Braddock has 12,655. Engleside has 13,066. 

9 Lorton Metro has 669. And Herndon has 40,636. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q Just one moment please. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Is Lorton 

Metro shown on --

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: It's on the 

.non-, first page. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Oh, yes. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: How about 

Lorton; that's not in there? 

THE WITNESS: Well, on the map I have, 

I'm not sure whether that's -- I think that is 

in the Culpeper LATA. That's an independent 

company territory I believe associated with 

the Culpeper LATA. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Would that be 

true also of Dale City, Triangle and Occoquan? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it would. 
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CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: They 're in the. 

Culpeper LATA? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, Your Honor, they 

are. 

BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

Q Could we go through the Culpeper 

LATA, Mr. Wilcox; on the same basis, the identification 

of which exchanges are in the Culpeper LATA? 

A All right. In the Culpeper LATA 

would be the exchanges of Leesburg, Catoctin 

MR. MOORE: Can you give us the 

numbers at the same time, or is that --

A (Continuing) Leesburg would have 

7,485. Catoctin, 2,128. 

MR. MOORE: Say that one ag~in. 

A (Continuing) 2,128. Mount Gilead, 

2,886. Middleburg, 1,705. Arcola has 1,009 • 

0 

A 

A 

page. 

LATAs: 

Is that on your list? 
• 
" I 

Yes, it is. 

CHAIRMAN HARtiOOD: Non-C&P. 

Non-C&P, fourth one down, second 

MR. MOORE: We only need C&P, the 
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2 A (Continuing) All right. Scratch 

3 Arcola. 

4 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Now we're 

5 switching questions, right? The initial 

6 question was the Culpeper LATA, now Culpeper 

7 LATA for only C&P: is that --

8 MR. MARMON: That's correct. 

9 A (Continuing) All right. Warrenton 

10 has 7,502. Fredericksburg, 21,086. Hartwood, 2,596. 

11 Spotsylvania 

12 MR. MOORE: Say Hartwood again. 

13 A (Continuing) Hartwood is 2,596. 

14 Spotsylvania, 2,090. Those are the only 

16 MR. MOORE: C&P? 

18 A (Continuing) C&P exchanges in the 
I ,_. 

17 Culpeper LATA that I can find associated with this list. 

18 MR. MARMON: All right, we're going 

19 to add these up, if we may. 

20 
MR. MORRISSEY: Are you adding 

21 
both the Washington metropolitan and ---

22 
MR. MARMON: We're adding the lines 

23 
of exchanges that you listed, C&P exchanges 

24 
in the ·.culpeper LATA. 

25 
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2 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

3 Q Will you take, subject to check, 

4 Mr. Wilcox, that the figures that you have given us 

5 add up to 46,778? 

8 A I'll accept that, subject to check. 

7 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: tihat was your 

8 figure? 

9 MR. MARMON: 46,778. 

10 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I must be 

11 off7 I had 4 7 , 4? a ; · but I ·may have ":"'-

12 MR. MARMON: Okay, let's call it 

13 47 for convenience. 

14 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

15 Q Mr. Wilcox, are you familiar with the 

16 plan, the Bell Atlantic Telep~one Company Equal Access 
0 :-
t- 17 Compliance Plan submitted by ~ell Atlantic to the --

.. 18 0 
0 

Judge Greene on June 22nd, 1984? 
... 
0 

i 19 • A I believe I've seen it. I have .. • • 0 20 -c certainly not studied it. 
• 
0 
u 

21 0 MR. MARMON: I would like to 
c 
II • .. 
a. 

22 introduce at this point a Summary of 

23 Preliminary ~lans for the Provision of 

24 Equal Acc~ss for the Culpeper LATA which 

25 is containe4 in that Plan and if -- we don't 
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have 15 copies of the whole Plan, but we 

would -- we can certainly arrange to have 

the whole report made part of the record. 

But this is the Culpeper, the summary for 

the Culpeper LATA. 

352 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: That's part 

of the Plan that was submitted to Judge Greene? 

MR. MARMON: That's right, by C&P, 

by Bel! Atlantic on behalf of C&P. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: C&P of Virginia .• 

MR. MARMON: Pardon? 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: C&P of Virginia. 

MR. MARMON: That's right. 

BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

Q Now, Mr. Wilcox, do you see on this 

.sheet that we should mark, I quess, DSW 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: We' 11 

tentatively mark this as DSW-6. 

MR. MORRISSEY: Judge Shannon, 

I'm wondering why it should be marked as 

DSW. It's being propounded by MCI. Maybe 

we could use Mr. Marmon's initials, but this 

is certainly not being sponsored by Mr. Wilcox. 

MR. MARMON: Make it MCI-6. 
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2 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, under 

3 our rules, of cou~se, we need a sponsor for 

4 an exhibit. ·Tentatively, we will call this 

_______ 5 MCI-6. 

• 

0 :· 

i 
= 
i • 
.,; 
• a 
0 .. 
c • 
3 
0 
c 
0 
a . • 

, .. 
··· .. 

6 MR. MORRISSEY: Thank you. 

7 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

8 Q I would like to call your attention 

9 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Are you --

10 this witness, of course, is not a C&P witness, 

11 Mr. Marmon. 

12 MR. ~~RMON: That's right. But he 

13 says he got --

14 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I point that 

16 out, if it was an AT&T exhibit, and he was 

16 willing to accept it, we would let you put it 

17 in through him, but go ahead and use it for 

18 purposes of your cross-examination. 

19 MR. MARMON: All right. 

20 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

21 Q I'd like to call your attention, 

22 Mr. Wilcox, to the next-to-the-last column where it 

23 says total lines for the Culpeper LATA, and the total 

24 represented there is 119,000 lines; is it not? 

25 A ·That is the number, yes. 
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2 Q Is there any reason to believe that 

3 this would not be an accurate representation of the 

4 number of lines in the Culpeper LATA that C&P has as of 

5 9/1/85? 

8 A I'm not sure if this· would be 

7 capacity of their switches or lines ·and services. 

8 It doesn't say. 

9 Q I would like you to accept, subject to 

10 check, to reference to the entire document that this 

11 is lines, which would be subject to conversion to equal 

12 access or non-conversion to equal access. 

13 A Well, I'm not sure, are you asking me 

14 to accept, sUbject to check, that they would be working 

15 lines or capacity at the office? 

18 Q These are working lines that C&P 

17 intends to convert to equal access, a portion of which 

18 they intend to convert to equal access, and a portion 

19 of which they will not have converted by 9/1/85? 

20 
MR. MORRISSEY: Perhaps Mr. Marmon 

21 
could point out in the entire document where 

22 
it does say that these are working lines 

23 
and not capacity lines. 

24 
MR. MARMON: I see no indication 

25 
of -- this. document is the Compliance, the 
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2 Plan of Compliance of the Bell Atlantic 

3 Operating Companies, and the Plan is being 

4 submitted in the context of what -- how many 

5 lines will, in fact, be equipped with equal 

8 access on varying dates. The first one is 

7 9/1/85, then 9/1/86 and then 9/1/88. And 

8 if you look at this chart, you see number 

9 of switches, number of lines, and then there 

10 is a percent of the total number of lines 

11 of those equipped for equal access. And 

12 then the next category is the number of 

13 switches and the number of lines and the 

14 percent of the total not equipped for 

15 equal access. .I don't see how you could 

18 equip a line for equal access unless it 

17 existed. 

18 MR. MORRISSEY: I would tend to 

19 disagree and renew my objection. C&P has a 

20 lot of equipment for capacity that are not 

21 used directly. There have been no indications 

22 that this is actual lines in use and not 

23 capacity lines. And Mr. Wilcox has f~ther 

24 indicated that he has seen this document, 

....... 25 but he is not the expert on this, and if 

1281. 



1 Wilcox - Recross 356 

2 Mr. Marmon believes that these are actual 

3 lines, I would just ask him to point to the 

4 document which shows it is actual lines 

5 and not capacity lines. It makes a big 

8 difference. 

7 The second point is, it does say 

8 as of 9/1/85. Mr. Wilcox's information, as 

9 he indicated, was.information given to him 

10 by C&P and the independent telephone companies 

11 as a recent date. Most probably it was 

12 within the last three or four months. So 

13 that the two types of information are not 
,, .. 

14 even the same in terms of time. 

1& COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, 

16 Mr. Marmon, it seems to me you're trying to 

17 put in through this witness something that 

18 was raised in another proceeding which he 

19 wasn't, apparently, a party to, and he wasn't 

involved in, submitted by C&P. My suggestion 

21 
is that you put this Ln ·through your own witness, 

who is familiar with the proceeding, and --

MR. MARMON: Your Honor, my witness 
' I 

24 is not familiar with this proceeding. This is 

25 a proceeding that Mr. Wilcox, if anybody, is 
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2 familiar with, it sho.uJ:d ··be Mr. Wilcox. 

3 COMMISSIONER SF.ANNON: Well, he 

4 doesn't work for C&P. 

5 MR. MARMON: He does not. 

8 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Bell Atlantic. 

7 H~ better not be. 

8 (Laughter) 

9 C0~1MISSIONER SHANNON: I mean, really, 

10 under the terms of divestiture, he really 

11 shouldn't know this information, I wouldn't 

12 think. Judge Greene has said that you've 

13 qo~ to make the cut,_and you've got to make 

14 it clean. I.t ·just seems to me you're trying 

15 to I understand what you're trying to do, 

18 but I think that there is a you have to do 
I 
~.--

17 it in some other means than this witness. 

18 He's not a competent witness to put it in 

19 anyway. 

20 MR. MARMON: Just one second, 

21 Your Honor. 

22 MR. MOORE: Judge, if I may, and I 

23 apologize before I start, we get whipsawed 

24 by the lack of fairness in this procedure. 

25 I really feel that very strongly. This man 
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2 came in here today with an exhibit. We saw it 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

about 11:30, Mr. Morrissey got it over to our 

office. He called me up and said I got it, 

it's on its way. We got it. We looked at the 

numbers and said they don't look right. How 

can we check those numbers? tihat can we do? 

We go to the one source of data that we've 

got. We can't call C&P as a witness now. 

It., s, you know, the last day of the hearing, 

an hour before the hearing. ·We can't call 

them and examine them on this issue, so the 

only thing we've got is this, the report 

that C&P made to Judge Greene. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: When did you 

first come in possession of that report? 

MR. MOORE: We've had the report, 

sir. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, if you've 

had the report and intended to use it, 

Mr. Moore--you've alluded to the unfairness 

of this proceeding. This Commission has 

certainly bent over backwards to be fair. 

Of course, we did have a short time span 

between the entry of the Order and the setting 
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2 of this hearing, but that was also for the 

3 benefit of MCI and the others, as well as 

4 AT&T, because you wanted to be certified 

5 before the 1st of September, and we were 

6 going to make every effort to do that. 

7 But I would say this: That if you had this 

8 document and you knew what you wanted to 

9 prove, you could have issued subpoenas to 

10 C&P or you could have brought down your own 

11 witnesses. MCI has been as much a party 

12 to this proceeding before Judge Greene as 

13 the C&P Companies, AT&T and the others. 

14 And I submit that the best evidence would be 

15 your own witness, not to try to put it in 

18 through another witness who really is 
0 

:··· 
.. 17 unfamiliar with it. 

. 18 0 

MR. MOORE : We didn ' t know we 
0 .. • 
; 19 • 

needed this. We weren't going to use this. 
IIi • • 0 20 ... 
c 

I mean we're through. We have presented our 
• 
0 
u 

21 a 
case, and we did not use this. 

c 
0 • • • 22 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: You haven't 

23 
presented an operating witne~s. You had a 

24 
perfect right to pr.esent an operating witness, 

25 
Mr. Moore. You presented an economic witness, 
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which is all well and good, but if you were 

going to contest operations, I submit you had 

the same opportunity that AT&T has had to 

present any witness that you thought could 

shed light on your position. 

MR. MOORE: Your Honor, we did not 

have that opportunity until tod.ay. lie got 

this information, we're trying to rebut what 

is being put on today, and we saw for the 

first time at 11:30, and it's no way that I 

~ti think it's reasonable to ask us to 

have put on a witness. But I will say to 

the Commission along this very line, when 

we moved for a special report on July 18th, 

we asked this Commission to do precisely this. 

Our Question A is the total number of 

end offices; our Question B is the total 

number of lines;· to get that information from 

each of these individual operating companies. 

We asked for that on July 18th, which was 

as soon as we could. We had a hearing on 

that to ask for a continuance so these reports 

could come in. The continuance was denied, 

and a·s far·. as I know, the motion for the 
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orders was not -- has not yet been denied, 

but I imagine it's going to be moot if this 

hearing is over today. So ~e, we moved in 

this way on this. We did not know we were 

going to need this until we got this 

information today, and looked at it. And 

it took a while to look at it. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Where did 

this -- let me get back with this exhibit; 

where did that exhibit originate? 

MR. MOORE: That exhibit was --

is that the one with our writing on it? 

MR. MARMON: That is Mr. Wilcox's 

exhibit with our numbers on it, our population 

numbers. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I want to get 

.this straight, because I'm the one, I'm the 

guilty party here. I'm the one that asked 

for this. It seems to me like yesterday, 

MCI wanted to introduce this exhibit through 

Mr. Wilcox; is that correct? 

MR. MOORE: Yes, that's correct. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Which was 

your exhibit by population? 
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MR. MOORE: Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: And then I 

asked -- and then we started trying to add 

to this list from memory, and I said let's 

bring it back today. And isn't that what 

we've done? Isn't that what he's gone out 

and amplified or more particularized your 

original exhibit? 

MR. MOORE: No, sir, that exhibit-­

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Correct me 

where I'm wrong. 

MR. MOORE: That exhibit listed 

locations, and we had listed population 

centers, trying to show the number of 

people. He has gon~ back, he has taken 

access lines, which is not referred to in 

that, in that exhibit in any way~ and he 

has created percentages with the access 

lines. And we have no way of checking 

whether those access lines are right or 

not. We are taking what he said was right 

and working from· that. He's .now come back 

with a whole new set of data. And we don't 

have it's no way we know, I think that 
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2 the l,793,000 looks low. Mr. Schell, yesterday, 

3 if my memory serves me correctly, said it was 

4 a million 950. And he.said it was 20 percent, 

5 the independents were about 20 percent. 

8 MR. MORRISSEY: Some specific and 

7 general comments, with the Commission's 

8 indulgence: I'm surprised on one hand by 

9 Mr. Moore's reaction, and also I'm not 

10 surprise~ I'm not surprised in the sense 

11 that it's always disturbing when the facts 

12 that come out in a hearing disrupts your 

13 case. However, I am surprised inasmuch as 

14 Mr. Moore, on repeated occasions, in fact 

1& every day, extolls the virtues of cross-

18 examination and the facts that are adduced 
• .. 
> 17 from cross-examination. These facts have 

18 now been adduced. What MCI attempted to do 

19 was put in an attachment, an exhibit, which 

~ 
broke down serving areas by population, 

21 and attempted to do it through Mr. Wilcox. 

~ 
Mr. Wilcox pointed out that that information 

~ 
was wrong, that you should not use population. 

24 
An example of that is my son is two years old, 

~ 
he's part of the population, and I think he's 
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bright, but I don't think he makes the decision 

as to who buys long-distance service i~ our 

family, nor does he need any extra access 

lines, even though he's part of the 

population. And Mr. Wilcox was responding 

to the direction of the Commdssion and 

information that was brought out by the 

cross-examination of MCI, and I believe it 

should stand as it is in the record. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, Mr. Moore, 

if MCI was an unsophisticated party, you might 

be able to, to assert some correctness that 

they are enti~led to have a little additional 

leeway, but MCI is a very sophisticated 

party. They've been in the~e proceedings 

before the Federal Communications Commission, 

before Judge Greene· ·from the inception. 

In fact, they've been the ones that have 

prevailed at most every stage of the 

proceeding. And I think if you're going 

to try your case, you have plenty of 

competent experts that could come in here 

and put ~n this information. You don't have 

to do it through Mr. Wilcox. And I don't think 
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it's a denial of due process that you're not 

free to, to accept your exhibits through his 

testimony, and I think that this information 

that was asked was asked for by you and by 

the Commission, and it's his sworn testimony 

that this is the best evidence. This is it. 

Now, if you feel that there is some impropriety, 

you have a perfect right to probe into it 

on cross-examination. 

MR. MOORE: May I ask, Judge: Often 

the Commission doesn't stand on strict rules 

of evidence as far as hearsay and thi·s type 

of thing. I see that coming in with ou~ 

trying to use this as a cross-examination 

exhibit from Judge Greene's Order. At the 

same time, we did not object: if it would 

be appropriate, we could object to their 

numbers here, because he doesn't have this. 

What he did was talk to C&P and talk to 

semebody from the independents. And if 

that rule is going to be applied to us, 

perhaps it should be applied to them also, 

so they have to call a C&P witness to show 

the 1,-793,000 lines. 
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2 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I think he 

3 got this in the course of his business. I 

4 guess in his business, he is required to 

5 maintain contact with, with the other companies. 

8 MR. MOORE: Your Honor 

7 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I think this, 

8 I think what we're going to do, as Judge Harwood 

9 has suggested, we're going to go ahead and 

10 put into the record this proffered exhibit 

11 by MCI, which shows the population,. so that 

12 if it does go to the Supreme Court, they 

13 won't have a hiatus of what we're talking 
... ·· 

14 about. So we ought to go ahead and make 

15 that --

18 MR. MOORE: MCI-6. 

17 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Beg your 

18 pardon? 

19 MR. MOORE: MCI-6 would be the 

20 
number. 

21 
C0~1ISSIONER SHANNON: 6 we've 

22 
already identified, this is 6, MCI-6. So 

23 
we'll make your exhibit here that had the 

24 
population, that will be MCI-7, although 

........ 25 
seriately, · i.t should be before 6. 
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2 THE BAILIFF: Change it to 7? 

3 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: No, we've 

4 already identified it for the record. 

5 And I want you to have everything 

8 in the record that you want, Mr. Moore, 

7 that can be properly put in there. 

a· We're not putting this in to show 

9 the truth or voracity of the population 

10 figures, because some of them were probably 

11 stated incorrectly because you state that 

12 I don't mean that you misrepresented them 

13 I mean that you have taken the city proper 

14 as opposed to the metropolitan area. 

15 MR. MARMON: We have represented 

18 that those figures come out of the Report 

17 of the Secretary for·the cities proper, and 

18 we made no contentions that it is anything 

19 other than that. 

20 
COMMISSIONER S~tON: That's right. 

21 
Well, we're putting it in so that it will be 

22 
in the record, so that if any reviewing 

23 
authority gets this, they'll have it before· 

24 them. · 

25 
MR. MARMON: All right. I'd like 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

to ask Mr. Wilcox if he would assume that the 

119,000 lines that is listed on MCI-6, I'd 

like him to assume that they are correct. 

THE WITNESS: I would not assume 

a that, but you may if you want to place a 

7 hypothetical. 

8 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

9 0 All right, well, isn't it true that if 

10 that is the number of lines that C&P supplies in the 

11 Culpeper LATA that your number ~f some 47,000 lines 

12 is, is substantially less than that? 

13 A Yes. 

14 0 And do you have any explanation other 

16 than the fact that the lines~ that you think that these 

18 figures may apply to capacity as opposed to actual lines, 

17 do you have any other explanation for the discrepancy 

18 in the figures? 

19 A Sure. There are a number of exchanges 

~ in the Culpeper LATA that are served by C&P that do not 

21 have access to an OCC or reseller. Specifically, those 

~ are Brokenburg, Mineral, Louisa, Gordonsville, Orange, 

~ Unionville, Sperryville, Criglersville, Madison, Culpeper, 

24 Remington, Marshall, ·The Plains, Upperville, Bluemont, 

~ Berryville, Boyce; ~tephens City, Winchester, Gainesboro, 
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and Gore. 

Q 

369 

Could I ask you, Mr. Wilcox, to add 

those up. We don't have those figures. You didn't 

supply them with this. 

A Neither do I. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: That may well 

account for the difference.here. Are you 

testifying that if you added all those names 

you just listed and the ones that do have 

access might well total 119? 

THE WiTNESS: Well, it might, it 

certainly might come close, Your Honor~ 

Again, I'm not sure what the -- if the· 119 

is supposed to be working lines. Even if it 

were, that would be as of. 9/l/85. The numbers 

I'm using I got from C&P, which are their lines 

in service as of April 30th, 1984. So you'd 

have a discrepancy of time, too, if there's 

any growth in there. But the substantial 

difference would be because the exchanges I 

mentioned do not have access to an OCC or a 

reseller of which I am aware •. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Can't the 

Conunission do this, can't we take j.udicial 
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2 notice of our own maps and those that have 

3 access and those that do not? We've got the 

4 same thing he's got, I guess. And add them 

5 up, and you can do the same later. Rather 

8 than sit here and do arithmetic all afternoon. 

7 MR. MARMON: All right, I'd just 

8 like to ask Mr. Wilcox where he got his 

9 figures. 

10 BY MR. MARMON: . (Continuing) 

11 Q Where did you get your figures, 

12 Mr. liilcox;. the figures you supplied us on DSW 

13 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Are you 

14 talking about his figures on his Exhibit 

15 DSW-2A? 

16 MR. MARMON: DSW-2, Attachment 2A. 

17 A The independent company numbers came 

18 from this document which is entitled "The Virginia 

19 Exchange Carrier Association, May, 1984, Fifty Years 

20 of Service to Member Companies and the Commonwealth of 

21 Virginia. 

22 Q What about the C&P numbers? 

23 A The C&P numbers came from Dave Kelly 

24 of C&P Company. 

25 Q You got them verbally over the 

.. 
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2 telephone? 

3 A No, I have them in writing. In both 

4 cases, I'd be happy to provide you with copies. 

5 Q We'd like that. 

8 A All right. 

7 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: That 

8 independent booklet has wide circulation_. 

9 I believe the Commissioners have copies of 

10 that. 

11 A Sure. 

12 0 Who is David Kelly? 

13 A He is an employee of C&P Telephone 

14 Company~ 

15 0 And when did he give you these figures? 

18 A I believe he gave them to Johnny 

17 Landers last Thursday or Friday. 

18 Q You had them on last Thursday or 

19 Friday? 

20 A I had them last Thursday night, yes. 

21 Q Yet you submitted your original· 

DSW-2? 

23 A Well, we did that on Wednesday. 

24 
COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Let's get that 

25 
straight. 
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2 THE WITNESS: Thursday. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: You admitted 

that through him, or tried to. That's what's 

now MCI-6. We keep referring to that, and 

I think that's critical in here. 

MR. MARMON: Well , there was an 

original DSW-2 submitted by Mr. Wilcox. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, Your Honor, I 

had a DSW-2 in my testimony which was based 

on information from the first quarter of 

1984 out of a central system that we try· 

to maintain on competitive presence. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Okay. 

THE WITNESS: We realized that it 

was sorely out of date, and had tried to 

get started getting additional numbers, 

and as we did, we made the corrections that 

we made. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: ~iell, the 

DSW-2 that you submitted with your testimony, 

which was DSW-4, the 2, according to my 

copy here, contained a list of the cities 

served by the different vendors. 

THE"WITNESS: Yes, that's right. 
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2 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: And it didn't 

3 have any breakdown as to numbers according 

4 to population or according to lines? 

5 THE WITimSS: That's right. And 

8 the numbers that I introduced, I 

7 introduced in my summary statement, because 

8 I did not have them in time for my prepared 

9 testimony. 

10 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: I believe I asked 

11 you, did I not, that you add to those EAS 

12 lines of which somebody .~bviously reminded 

13 you that had access to them, or you thought of 

14 it yourself, but added those in. 

15 THE WITNESS: Ye$, sir, we did. 

18 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: I am not surprised, 
0 
~ 
p 

~ 17 Mr. Marmon, but we can check on the numbers 
! 

. 18 0 
in Mr. Addison's office, those are the 

0 
~ 
0 

i 19 • 
number of lines in each of those exchanges, 

M • z 
0 20 ~ 
c 

but I'm not surprised to find that's what, 
• 
0 
u 21 0 

47,000.of the 119,000 in the Culpeper LATA, 
c 
0 z 
M 
~ 

~ 
not having service by OCCs at this time. 

~ 
I think you will find that the Richmond, 

24 Washington and Norfolk LATAs are having a 

25 very high percentage, the metropolitan areas, 
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and the ones in the Southwest, probably even 

less than this. 

MR. MARMON: If Your Honors would 

like, we· could go through this exercise for 

Richmond and Norfolk, and compare the figures 

that Mr. Wilcox has with the figures that 

C&P has submitted to Judge Greene. I don't 

want to be overly tedious about this. 

CHAIRMAN HARliOOD: tiel! , I don' t 

think we need to do it unless you disaqree 

with the figures. 

l4R. MARMON: We do disagree with the 

figures. We think they're low. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Go right ahead, 

probe into it if you want. But bear in mind, 

you're talking abo~t two different things. 

He's talking about figures as of April, 

and this is talking about figures as of 

September, 1985, I believe. 

MR. MARMON: That's correct. And 

they're in that report there. It indicates 

there's about a three percent growt~ from 

year to year.in the number of lines. 

MR. MORRISSEY: Judge Shannon, I'll 
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2 say just that the -- that we might expedite 

3 matters -- and it's understandable that 

4 Mr. Marmon might be confused. I sub-

5 mit' that I didn't know all the facts 

6 surrounding this. It's come to my attention 

7 that another reason for this discrepancy is 

8 C&P's requirements under the MFJ, they were 

9 supposed to report on main station, main 

10 station equivalents, so that we can stay 

11 here for three hours and the numbers are 

12 never going to jive. Mr. Wilcox talked about 

13 access lines. What I'm led·to believe is 

14 these are main station and main station 

16 
equivalents, and those will not equal each 

18 
other. 

• ·-p 

> 17 
COMMiSSIONER SHANNON: That's exactly 

• 18 g 
the point. That's the trouble with using 

~ 
0 

~ 19 • 
something out of a different proceeding from 

• • • 0 
~ ~ 

c 

a different witness to try to make your 
• 
0 
u 21 0 

point, and I still say the best evidence 
c 
0 • M • 

~ 
would be if you had gotten somebody from 

23 
your company, ~~. Marmon, that was familiar 

24 
with this, that knew it and could put it in 

25 
on direct testimony1 then the other side 
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could probe it and see whether he was accurate 

or not. 

MR. MARMON: Your Honor, our company 

doesn't have any access to C&P's figures 

or lines served by AT&T or 

COMMISSSIONER SHANNON: But I'm 

sure you could have subpoenaed a C&P witness. 

We issue subpoenas every day around here. 

MR. MORRISSEY: Or, Judge Shannon, 

he -could have done what we did and called · 

Mr. Kelly or anyone at C&P. We're not part 

of C&P any more. We called and asked. We 

found that to be very effective sometimes 

in getting information. 

MR. MARMON: We would -- we think 

that one piece of information from Mr. Wilcox 

would be·very helpful, and that is the 

percentage of lines not served by an ace 

LATA by LATA. If he could give us that. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Do you have 

that information? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't, Your Honor. 

I'm sure we could get it, but I don't have it 

with me to.day • 
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C0Ml1ISSIONER SHANNON: Well, if he 

doesn't have it, he doesn't have it. 

MR. MARMON: lie have it for Culpeper, 

at least we think it's probably less than 

• 50 percent and would you agree to that, 

Mr. ·wilcox? 

THE WITNESS: I would agree to the 

number 47,478 lines in exchanges that have 

access to aces or resellers, and I'm not sure, 

because I didn't ask C&P, we didn't ask C&P 

for the number of lines, the exchanges that 

don't have access to a competitor of AT&T 

Communications, and I just can't testify 

as to what that percentage would be in that 

LATA. 

MR. MARMON: All right, thank you 

very much. No further questions. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Mr. Magee? 

' Ms. Dupont? 

MS. DUPONT: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Did you have 

anything, Mr. Gambardella? 

MR. GAMBARDELLA: Your Honor, I 'm 

really-confused now about the-- this first 
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line on this chart. It says LEC Access Lines: 

is that -- may I ask him a question? 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Go ahead 

and ask your question. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. GAMBARDELLA: 

Q Is that the total access lines owned 

by C&P? 

A The number for C&P, as I understand it, 

includes all business and residence access lines other than 

private lines, with the exception of CENTREX is equated 

as if it were P.BX main lines, so that in every case --

I've forgotten what the norm•l way to treat CENTREX. is, 

I'm sorry -- but rather than counting all lines in a 

CENTREX installation, you count them as if it were a 

PBX and the equivalent number of trunks that you 

otherwise would count as main lines for business. 

Q I see. This isn't a matter of going 

out and counting up lines. You might have to exercise 

some judgment and make some assumptions about, and 

actually make some calculations in that million 793~ 

is that right? 

A The only calculation is the one that 

I mentioned, the transforming CENTREX lines into the 
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equivalent business lines. That would pertain to a business 

PBX account. 

Q Did you do that calculation? 

A No, C&P did that calculation. 

Q You don't know how they did it or 

what assumptions they made? 

A I think the assumption is something 

like one-eighth of the CENTREX, total CENTREX lines, 

would be included as business lines. I' think that's 

the typical way it's done. 

MR. GAMBARDELLA: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Any redirect? 

MR. MORRISSEY: Just one, Judge 

Shannon. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MORRISSEY: 

Q Mr. Wilcox, if this Commission had 

requested C&P to provide their number of access lines, do 

you believe that they would have calculated them in the 

same way to provide that information to tne Commiss~on 

as they would 

MR. MOORE: I object to that, Your 

Honor. ~e can't testify to that. 

.. 1.305 
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COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I'il sustain 

that o·bjection. 

MR. MORRISSEY: I have no further 

questions. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: You may stand 

down, Mr. Wilcox, and your testimony will be 

received as marked. 

* * * * * * * * 

WITNESS STOOD ASIDE 

1306 



1. 

2. 

3. 

5. 

0 ~ U d I 

oocuMENT coNtROl cnnEtt 

- luc I 12 49 PH '8~ 

. l ct~1tl 
-·MENl t:ONTRO ·t)atu 

~UG \ \2 ~4 r" ·s~ SUMMARY 

·CliP 

LEC ACCESS LINES 1, 793.,111 

ACCESS LINES WI'l'B 1,579,826 
TOLL-FREE AVAILABILITY 
TO OCC'S 

ACCESS LrNES WITH 38,199 
TOLL-FREE AVAILABILITY 
TO RESELLERS ONLY 

ACCESS LINES WITH 1,618,025 
TOLL-FREE ACCESS TO AN 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS 
COMPETITOR 
(LINE 2 + LINE 3) 

PER CENT 90 
(LINE 4 Y LINE 1) 

. 1307 

• 

NON-C&P 

581,582 

157,641 

29,717 

187,358 

32 

u u 6 5 

DSW-2A 
Page 1 of 3 

TOTAL 

2,374,693 

1,737,467 

6"7 ,916 

1,805,383 

76 



I . \ 
I DSW-2A 

Page 2 of 3 

VIRGINIA EXCHANGES SERVED BY CCC'S 

AND NUMBER OF ACCESS LINES 

ru 
~lington/Alexandria 
-Fairfax/Vienna 
-Falls Church/McLean 
-Braddock 
-Engleside 

Richmond 
Ashland 
Bethia 
Chester 
Manakin 
Rockville 
Sandston 
Varina 
Mechanicsville 
Midlothian 
Roanoke · 
Bent Mountain 
Montvale 
Salem 
Norfolk/Virginia Beach 
Portsmouth 
Newport News 
Hampton 
Peninsula 

.. Poquoson 
Lynchburg 
Concord 
Petersburg 
Hopewell 
Dinwiddie 

cLeesburg 
Catoctin 

C. Middleburg 
cMount Gilead 

--Herndon 
cFredericksburg 
c.Hartwood 
C..Spotsylvania 
Suffolk 
Whaleyville 
Temperanceville 
Chincoteague 
Belle Haven 
Parksley 
Danville 

cwarrenton 
Toano 
Williamsburq 

Total 

235,145 
87,015 

151,192 
12,655 
13,066 

234,706 
6,914 
1,496 
9,748 
1,906 

940 
8,748 
2,327 

10,158 
9,009 

83,072 
575 
965 

13,407 
244,083 

58,028 
40,317 
52,916 
32,209 

3,799 
49,844 
1,196 

37,726 
13,193 

2,936 
7,485 
2,128 
1,705 
2,886 

40,636 
21,086 

2,596 
2,090 

11,913 
1,107 
2,834 
2;121· 
3,97l 
1,934 

30,275 
7,502 
2.659 

15,607 

NON-C&P 

Charlottesville 
Crozet 
Scottsville 
~Arcola 
Dulles 
Princess Anne 
Great Bridge 
Hickory 
Manassas 
Haymarket 
Nokesville 
Independent Bill 
Dale City 
Triangle 
Occoquan 
Chancellor 
Stafford 
Troutville 
Bachelors Ball 
Whitmell 
Chuckatuck 
Bolland 

itLorton 
-Lorton Metro 
Bristol 

Total 

1,579,826 ~ 1aos 

41,454 
2,176 
1,678 
1,009 

782 
3,786 
6,289 
2,379 

25,016 
3,805 

889 
2,413 

10,885 
5,096 

15,090 
5,495 
5,153 
3,294 
1,776 
1,635 

884 
708 

2,793 
669 

12,4·87 

157,641 



C&P 

Christiansburg 
Blacksburg 
Radford 
Shawsville 

Total 

VIRGINIA EXCHANGES 
SERVED ONLY BY RESELLERS 

AND NUMBER OF ACCESS LINES 

DSW-2A 
Page 3 of 3 

NON-C&P 

8,165 
18,326 
10,036 

1,672 

38,199 

Abingdon 
Glade Spring 
Meadowview 
Damascus 
Konnarock 
Fincastle 
Eagle Rock 
Troutville 
Woodstock 
Strasburg 
Toms Brook 
Edinburg 
Basye 
Mount Jackson 
New Market 

Total 

1.309 

7,515 
1,207 
1,651 
1,274 

415 
966 
637 

3,294 
3,291 
2,518 

952 
1,888 
1,032 
1,530 
1,547 

29,717 



. . , , 

... 
~ 

~ 

SWITCHING 
SYSTEH 

11/IA ISS 
128 ISS 
DIGITAL ISS 
* SUBTOTAL * 

12ESS 
I lESS 
15XB 
IIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL* 

** TOTAL** ., 

• 

I 

' ·ltr.t.L ATLANTIC 

SUHMARY or PRBLIHINARY PLANS roR 

THE PROVISiON or EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICI SWITCHES 

CULPEPER LATA 

9 - 1 - 85 

'EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED PO& 
EQUAL ACCESS 

I 
EQUAL ACCESS 

LINES z or LINES z or 
SIIITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES jOOO) TOTAL -

2 40 33 
I 2 2 

2 15 13 3 33 27 
4 55 46 4 35 'B 

.. 
I .. 5 4 
s 9 8 
;t 8 7 

6 1· 6 
15 lJ B .. 

4 " 46 19 ·n· 'Sf' 

,., .. 
I 

' ' .I 

.. 

.. 

.. ... 
' i 

.. 
. . 
'I· 

,.. 

. JOTAL . 
. I . -- LINE$ -~-~--OF­

SWITCHES (000) ·TOTAL 

2 
I 
5 
8 

·1 
s 
3 

6 
15 

23 

.· 
··~0 
. 2 
/48 

. 90 

5 
9 
8 

7 
29 

119 

33 
2 

40 
75 

4 
.8 

7 

6 
25 

100 

4/10/04 

: . 

·~ 

" """ I I 

~ 



CYhr '}J/f.#CI-'/ 
DSW-2 

VIRGIBIA Pg 1 of 

LIS'l' OP CI.,IBS BBRVBD BY DIPPBRBII'l' VBRDORS 

~ 
J ·L 8 y 

A 8 G s B A •• 
L • -r A a ., 8 1J 
L • • c I • B u s 
• J 'r 0 'r • L 8 A s If 

• • • • • c c 8 • • ., • ., -r L • L I 0 s • u s L 
*POPULATION ~ . STATE 

103,217 - ALBDBDRIA VA X X X X X 
152,599 - &ltLIIIGmR (county) X X X X X 

4, 640 - ASIILARD X 
BB'IIIIA X 
BltADDOCI X 

39,916 - CIIAJtLOiftiBSVILLB X X X X 
114,226 - CBBSAPBBB X 

5,556.- CBBS'IBR X 
6 , 621 - CULPBPBll X 

DULLBS X 
19,450 - BIIGLBSIDB X 
19,390 - WAIRPU X X 

9 515 - WALLS CBURCB X 
15:322 - WRBDBRICISBURG X 

GRBAif BRIDGE X 
GRBA'l PALLS X 

122,617- IIAIIPfOR X 
11,449- BEIUIDOB X X 

BICKORY X 
LABGLB! APB X 

8,357- LBBSBUllG X X X 
IDftOB X 
LOR!OR Jl£'tiCO X 

66,743- LYIICIIBUllG X X X X 

*1980 Census 

. i.31.1 



VI8GI.IA 

Lift OP CllfiBS 8DVBD BY DIPPBRBift' 'IBRDORS 

I L 8 
A 8 G 8 • A 
L • ~ A z 'I' 
L • • c I • • I ~ 0 ., • L 8 

• • • • • c c • 'JI 'JI L • L I 0 8 
•POPULATION s:ri STATE 

IWWtiB VA X 
15,438 - IIAMSSAS X 
18,149 - IIAR!I RSVILLB 

IICLBAII X 
5,189 - IIBCBARI CSVILLB X 

841 -- IIIDDL!'J'OWR 
600 - BIDIDl'IIIAR X 

144,903 - IIBNPORr IIBIIS X X X X 
266,979 - _,RPOLK X X X X X X 

PBRrAOOR 
41,055 --- PB'.rBRSBDRG X 

104,577 -- IOZ'SIIOtml X X 
PIURCBSS ARRE X 

- PUR GO X 
219,214 -- lliCBIIORD X X X X X X X 
100,427 - aoAIIOJtE X X X X 

axKVILLB x· 
4,300 - SARDS'l'OR X 

- SPARTARBORG 
2,000 -- VARIRA X 

15,469 - VIBRRA X 
262,199 -- VIRGIRIA BBACB X X 

3,907 - 11ARRBHTOWN [sic] 
20,217 -- WIRCBESTER 

1,925,082 -- TOTAL OF ABOVE 

5,239,600 - TOTAL POPULATION OF STATE OF VIRGINIA 

*1980 Census 

:131.2 

" ~ 
• 8 •• 
A 

• • • u 

X 

X 

X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 

X X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 

DSW-2 
Pg 2 of 

u 
D ~ 
s 'i ., ~ 
8 i, 

X ~: 
X X 

X 
X 

X X 

X 



13 

14 

16 

18 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: All right, 

I believe we're ready to hear again from 

Dr. Cornell. 

17 NINA w. CORNELL, recalled as a witness 

18 by and on behalf of the protestant, MCI, having been 

19 previously duly sworn, testifies further as fellows, viz: 

~ DIRECT EXAMINATION (CONTINUED) 

21 BY MR. MARMON: 

22 

23 

24 

Q 

A 

Q 

.. Good morning, Dr. Cornell. 

Actually, I believe it's afternoon. 

Dr. Cornell, yesterday, Mr. Wilcox 

~ spoke, in answer to questions from Mr. Gambardella and 

1.31.3 
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2 myself about the AT&T Block-of-Time Plan, and he tsstified 

3 that the AT&T Block-of-Time tariff offering represented a 

4 service that was -- that would produce revenues in 

5 excess of costs. And there was a difference of opinion 

8 about that. Mr. Gambardella introduced the Justice 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

~ 

21 

~ 

~ 

24 

~ 

Department Petition to challenge that, that tariff, 

where the Justice Department claimed that the Block­

of-Time tariff was below cost and anti-competitive, 

and Mr. Wilcox said that the Justice Department didn't 

understand access charges. I would like to ask you some 

questions about the AT&T Block-of-Time Plan. 

Could you please tell us what that 

is? 

A The Block-of-Time Plan, there are a 

couple of them, but the simplest one is a plan in which 

customers can subscribe in advance and pay $10 a month 

and get an hour's worth of night/weekend calling for that 

flat rate of $10, and if they go over the hour, they pay 

8.75, I believe it is, for each additional hour of calling~ 

Flat block of t~e, that's what you get. 

Q Now, have you did the Common 

Carrier Bureau assess this tariff and issue a report 

and Order on it? 

A ·They allowed it to go into effect, yes. 
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2 Q Yes. And I'd like to hand you 

3 what would be marked as mic--

4 C0~1ISSIONER SHANNON: NWC, the 

5 next number would be 8. 

6 MR •. ~10N: 8. 

7 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Would you 

8 describe what it is, please. 

9 MR. MARMON: This is the Memorandum 
( •• 10 Opinion and Order in the matter of AT&T 

,. Communications, Inc., D~vision of Ta~iffs, 

12 FCC No. 263· and FCC 1, released June 6th, 

13 1984, by the Chief of the Common Carrier 

14 Bureau of the Federal Communications 

15 Commission. 

18 BY MR. MARMON:· (Continuing) 

17 Q Dr. Cornell, did the Common Carrier 

18 Bureau conclude that the AT&T Block-of-Time tariff 

19 was offered in ·such a way that it would recover the 

20 costs of providing that tariff? 

21 A No, in fact, they concluded the 

~ opposite. The numbers which are -- can be found in 

23 two places, on Page 2 in paragraph 3, and in Footnote .. 

24 2 at the bottom of that page, show that for a user who 

25 
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2 uses the entire hour for the first hour of $10 is going 

3 to pay the equivalent of 16.67 cents per minute. That's 

4 about the one, two, three, four, five, six, seventh line 

5 down in paragraph 3. But AT&T is going to pay 16.9 cents 

a per minute in access charges. For the second and 

7 subsequent hours, these are the high volume, profitable 

8 users that AT&T witnesses referred to yesterday, they 

9 will receive 14.6 cents in revenue to cover all their 

10 costs, including access charges, and just for access 

11 charges, they will stiLl have to pay 16.9 .cents a minute. 

12 It's called losing 2.3 cents in every minute and making 

13 it up in volume, I guess. I don't know. 

14 Q Now, yesterday, did Mr. Wilcox attempt 

15 to make an argument that indicated that, in fact, AT&T's 

18 costs would actually be Less than the revenues received, 

17 and if he did, could you please comment on that? 

18 A Well, Mr. Wilcox seemed to be saying 

19 that you could look at -~·that ·access charges have two 

2n components to them. There is the costs of -- that are 

21 imposed upon the local exchange company for providing 

~ access, and then there is the carrier common line charge, 

~ which is the element that is designed at the moment to 

24 pick up the non-traffic-sensitive costs that have been 

25 assigned to the inter~tate jurisdiction under the 

13~6 
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2 separations formula. He was arguing that the reason 

3 that AT&T does not believe they're providing it below 

4 cost is that they view the carrier common line charge 

5 portion as a fixed cos~ which economists use that term 

6 to mean costs that don't vary with the quantity of the 

7 substance that you use. But it's like, if you build a 

8 factory, the whole factory is a fixed cost, and it 

9 doesn't vary if you turn out two units of production, 

10 or 22 units of production, or 222,000·units 

11 of production. He argued that the FCC has made it 

12 clear that they have a revenue target that they're 

13 looking for for the carrier common line charge, and 

14 that they .aren't going to let it go over that, and 

15 they will do a_variety of things. The only problem is, 

18 that isn't the way access charges are set up. Access 

17 charges are set up to be so much per minute, and on 

18 average, it's going to be, according to the FCC's 

19 calculations, 16.9 pents per minute. And that's going 

20 to remain true no matter how many minutes AT&T uses. 

21 The FCC has said that they'll go back to access charges 

22 in six months if they need to and if there's some big 

23 glitch in the numbers, in the charges that they've set 

24 versus where they want to be. But the FCC has neither 

25 put a cap on the total amount to be collected from AT&T, 

131.? 
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2 nor have they set up ~any ·retroactive refund possibility 

3 if AT&T overprovides to the carrier common line·charge 

4 collections. They've made no provision, moreover, I 

5 might say if there is a great underrecovery of that 

6 revenue requirement, they've made no provision for going 

7 back and asking the carriers to ante up more money. 

a So it is not a fixed cost. It is a variable cost. 

9 COMMISSIONER.SHANNON: Dr. Cornell, 

10 you referred earlier to 16.9? 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

~ 

21 

~ 

~ 

24 

25 

THE WITNESS: It's in Footnote 2, 

Your Honor. It's the third line from the 

bottom of Footnote 2 on Page 2. The reason 

that I used that· is.that the petitioners 

who asked that· --. this document was in 

response to petitioners who asked that the 

Block-of-Time tariff be rejected or suspended 

and investigated. And the petitioners said 

it would cost AT&T 18.5 cents per minute. 

The Common Carrier Bureau, the Chief of the 

Common Carrier Bureau, has noted that they 

have recalculated based on changes in the 

access charge tariff, but they believe it 

will cost AT&T 16.9 cents per minute, and I 

was comparing 16.67 that's in the text of 

1318 
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Paragraph 3, to 14.6 that's in the text, to 

the cost of 16.9. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I see. Okay. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Were you a 

party to this? 

THE WITNESS: No, I was not. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I'm having 

a hard t1me seeing the relevance, frankly. 

MR. MARMON: The relevance --

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I know this 

is a brilliant lady, but what is the relevance 

here of Tuesday afternoon quarterback of 

another proceeding? 

MR. MARMON: The relevance, Your 

Honor, is you have to decide whether AT&T 

is going to be offering services on a 

competitive basis. In June of this year, 

the substantial evidence was that AT&T offered 

its services on a non-competitive basis, 

which has been challenged by the Justice 

Department, and we think that it's relevant 

to bring that before you. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I see, okay. 

131.9 
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BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

Q Is this, Dr. cornell, is this tariff. 

4 in effect at this time? 

5 A Yes, this tariff is in effect at this 

a time. 

7 Q Now, subsequent to the proffering 

a of this tariff and its going into effect, did AT&T attempt 

9 to amend this tariff to lower it by some figure? 

10 A Yes, AT&T filed a tariff change 

11 proposal, proposing to reduce this by 6.1 percent, the 

12 same across-the-board percentage·· that the FCC ·ordered them 

13 to reduce their MTS rates. 

14 

16 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

. 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Dr. Cornell, 

do you think in a competitive society, people 

can't offer things below cost? I mean, the 

grocery stores have loss leaders over the 

weekend, and Greyhound, you can ride the bus 

anywhere you want, any time you want to, 

for $75. 

THE WITNESS: Well, first of all, 

Your Honor, I don't -- the evidence that they 

really are loss leaders is not too good, that 

they are ~eally offering those things below 

the variable cost of offering them. That's one. 

1320 
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Number two, the purpose of this is 

to bring in customers. If you are offering 

something that's way below cost, the reason 

is that you're going to bring people into 

your store, they're going to purchase a wide 

variety of other goods and services, and the 

value that those purchases bring in make it 

have·tohave been profitable. It's like an 

expenditure in advertising, in other words. 

This doesn't have those same. characteristics. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Let's asswne 

.that it is below cost, okay? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: What's wrong 

with the concept, from an economic point of view, 

that people can make business judgments to obtain 

busi·ness any way they want to? 

THE WITNESS: Okay, but the problem 

is, first of all, t~is isn't to obtain business. 

This is offering to a qro~p of high-volume 

customers a service below cost. AT&T, in 

fact, justified this by noting that its 

entire M~S category was still going to earn 

its ~reposed rate, of return. That means 

1.321 
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they're making it up on some other group of 

customers, Your Honor. Those are the people 

who aren't high-volume users who are going 

to pay for the high-volume users to be 

provided below-cost service·. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Well, aren't 

all loss leaders in the free enterprise system 

made.up somewhere? 

THE WITNESS: No, usually -- well, 

they're made up someplace, but they're made up 

like an advertising expenditure is, which is 

that I make an advertising expenditure if 

I'm a business person, and it lures, let's 

say, you into my store or into my place of 

business, and then you both pick up what is 

below,what is advertised below whatever 

price you want to think is the cost-based 

price, and you pick up a variety of other 

goods. And in the combination, in the bundle 

of what you buy, you have made a profit for 

the store. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: You're 

saying the difference is the way it's ...... l 
advertised? - Is that what you're telling me? 

.-. I 
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THE WITNESS: It isn't a questio~ 

of advertising. It is a fact that if you sign 

up for this, and you use a block of time, an 

hour of night/weekend calling, there's nothing 

there that is going to induce you to also, 

let's say, use an hour of daytime calling 

or an hour of regular MTS, in addition. 

You are going to substitute this for normal 

MTS use, and therefore, the people who use 

this are not going to be purchasing additional 

goods and services from AT&T, in other words, 

MTS calling, to bring in the revenues to 

cover the losses· incurred on this service. 

It's the other folk who don't -- I would 

note moreover that this is not offered 

every place in the United States. This is 

offered out of 19 BOC's at the moment, 

not even independent companies. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: And that's 

my next question: It's not offered in 

Virginia, is it? 

THE WITNESS: I do not know which 

local exchange companies --

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I don't think 

~ 1323 
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2 it is. 

3 THE WITNESS: But there is nothing 

4 to bar --

6 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: If it's not, 

6 how is it relevant, if it's not offered in 

7 Virginia? 

8 THE WITNESS: Because if you 

9 deregulate AT&T as is being proposed for 

10 you to do, there is nothing to bar AT&T from 

11 introducing in Virginia an exactly similar 

12 plan. 

13 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, 

14 Dr. Cornell, in every competitive business, 

16 you have.loss leaders; don't you? I mean, 

16 the grocery store, Safeway out here may sell 

17 a can of beans at ten cents to get me to come 

18 in and buy a can of 75-cent peaches. 

19 THE WITNESS: Well, I once again 

say, I think you better be careful about what 

21 
you mean by loss leader, because there's very 

little 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, selling 

24 a product below cost --

THE WITNESS: It's very little . 

I . 1324 
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evidence that people really· price belo'..r ·· 

their basic variable costs of offering that. 

In other words, if I bought a can of beans 

from the wholesaler at eight cents and 

offered it to you for ten, it's true, I may 

not be covering as much of my overhead costs 

on that can of beans, but if beans are really 

popular, and if by advertising beans, I get 

most of the housewives in that area to do 

their weekly_grocery_shopping that week in 

my grocery store, those same housewives 

who buy the beans are going to cover my 

oveJ:head. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, wouldn't 

it be true to the extent that MCI is offering, 

or Sprint, or any of the other occs are 

offering services, interstate service in 

Virginia, how do we know they're not offering 

some of their services at below or at cost? 

We don't; do we? It's a competitive market. 

THE WITNESS: Well, first of all, 

you know it adds to MCI and GTE-Sprint, 

because they have no other group of customers 

who can cover and make up for. If they do 

1.325 
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2 something like this, where they offer a 

3 service that is below even their access 

4 charge, you know, AT&T has to fork that money 

6 over to the local exchange company, and it's 

6 not going to get back as much revenue from the 

7 customer, and we haven't even talked about 

8 AT&T's own costs, using their own transmission. 

9 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, using 

10 MCI, they have to pay access charges:·, 

11 too. 

12 THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

13 COMMISSIONE~ SHANNON: If they offer 

14 their services below access charge, then 

16 they're making it up somewhere else in·a 

18 more profitable area. 

17 THE WITNESS: They have no other 

18 place to make it up, one, and if they do 

19 lose it, it's their stockholders who take it, 

20 
you know, the management gets turned down. 

21 What I'm saying is, in this case, it seems 

22 
pretty·clear, if MTS as a whole service is, 

23 
in fact, ~arning its rate of return, it means 

24 
there is a bunch of users who are not being 

25 
offered and hot subscribing to the Block-of-Time 

r-• 
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Plan who are paying much more than cost for 

their MTS service in order to cover the 

losses from this particular offering. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, in the 

regulated community, don't life line rates 

generally fall below costs? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, but that, you 

have made a decision that that's in the 

public interest and that people should do that. 

I don't know where it was decided in the 

public interest that people who want to do 

a high volume of night/weekend calling should 

get that calling for below cost. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, I guess 

we • re ·here determi.ning whether it' s in the 

public interest to put everybody·on the same 

basis competitive-wise. 

THE WITNESS: I have a point to make 

to that. You can't put everybody on the 

same basis competitive-wise if there's 

circumstances by deregulating AT&T on the 

grounds that the other guys ~re going to be 

deregulated when the~r circ~stances are so 

vastly differenu. 

1.327 
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Fairness - I heard you use the 

term the other day. Fairness comes in 

treating people who are in like circumstances 

alike. These companies are not in like 

circumstances. They are in very.different 

circumstances. AT&T has captive customers, 

it serves monopoly customers who have no 

place else to go. MCI and GTE-Sprint and 

the aces and the resellers do not. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But you have. 

to admit, don't you, Dr. Cornell, that these 

other companies, and ~1CI, and Sprint, and 

so forth, have done pretty well, haven't 

they, in getting into the market? 

THE WITNESS: Well, it depends 

how you want to define pretty well. I'm 

not going to argue that they're not 

profitable; it would be silly to try. 

But if you look at national statistics for 

interstate traffic, which is where they•·ve 

been the longest, and where the data is the 

most open to collect, they have less than 

ten percept of the total minutes of use 

after having been in this market unambiguously· ·· 

1.328 
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since 1978, when they got the ·stuf:f .. sorted out. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: AT&T has 

been in the market a hundred years, and 

they've been in ten years and got ten 

percent. It looks like that's pretty good, 

pretty good inroads. 

THE liiTNESS : I would disagree. 

I would very respectfully disagree that that 

is not a very high inroad and not an indication 

that these companies are fully cpmpetitive 

in any way, shape, or form with AT&T. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Let me ask you 

one other question on this, this matter before 

the Federal Communications Commission, this 

Transmittal No. 79, Memorandum Opinion and 

Order. This was really in connection with 

a rate proposal they filed for these two 

options under the -- under the, I guess it's 

the -- what do you call it -- the Time 

Optional,. Block-of-Time Optional Calling. 

And here you had a Staff Report arguing that 

this one service offering wa~ below cost. 

And they made some comments in here, the 

Staff did, that sqch below-cost pricing will 

1329 
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2 be predatory, contrary to the Communications 

3 Act, and would inhibit and inhibit 

4 development of competition of ·long-distance 

5 message service, but we're talking about 

6 a regulated environment here. They're 

7 applying the, the provisions of the 

8 Communications Act of '34 in making these 

9 determinations. You're not comparing like 

10 with like. If this were a competitive 

11 situation, I think it would be an entirely 

12 different situation~ don't you? 

13 THE WITNESS: No. When you have 

14 a firm that has market power, it is 

16 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Of course, 

18 that's theassumption, that they have market 
' ~ ..... 

17 power. 

18 THE WITNESS: Well, but, Your Honor, 

19 I would respectfully submit that the fact 

20 that they can lose 2.3 percent on their 

21 high-volume customers and still make their 

22 
authorized rate of return says to you 

23 they've got power someplace to go back 

24 
and get it. out of the low volume. Remember, 

25 
you must be way overcharging the low-voLume 

1330 
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customers, because, by definition, they're 

low volume. They've got to pay an awful 

lot for those low-volume calls to make up 

losses on your high-volume users; now, 

admittedly, it' s :night/weekend, . and ·not 

your big business daytime MTS users, but 

nonetheless, you're stili talking a lot of 

market power to be able to get away with 

losing 2.3 cents on every call and making it 

up someplace else in volume. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Yeah, but 

·doesn't the OCCs have the power to go out 

here and to enter the market at any place 

they think that it's economically feasible 

to do so? 

THE WITNESS: They have the power, 

that is correct, they do. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Dr. Cornell, 

let me just ask you a couple of things as a 

matter of clarification from the Opinion. It was 

my understanding from a bri·ef sketch reading 

that t~e Bureau of Common Carrier recommended 

approval iri the public interest? 

THE WITNESS: They approved the 

:1331 
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2 tariff, or they allowed it to go into effect, 

3 I think is the proper way to put it. It has 

4 the petition that was referred to from the 

5 Department of Justice yesterday, has asked 

8 the full Commission to hear it, and I 

7 understand that in combination with the 

8 request by AT&T to reduce the rates by 6.1 

9 percent, there is going to be an investigation 

10 of this tariff. 

11. 
CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: My trite under-

12 standing as a lawyer of this Opinion, if I 

13 were citing it., I would have to· cite it 

14 for the position that they approved it, 

1& 
and found it in the public interest; would 

16 I not? 

17 
THE WITNESS: Well, from my years 

18 
at the FCC, let me suggest that the probLem 

19 
with the way the Communications Act is 

20 
worded is that it is -- it is true they could 

21 
have suspended the tariff, and they chose not 

22 
to do that, but they let things go into 

23 
effect, even though that doesn't mean they 

24 
approye them, that they haven't made an 

25 
affirmative finding, the Commission hasn't, 
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because this is under delegated authority. 

And what has been appealed has been to say 

to the Commission, you need to look at what 

your Staff has done. 

COM!1ISSIONER SHANNON: But it's 

not unlawful, per se, otherwise they would 

have had to suspend it. 

TiiE WITNESS: I mean I -- you're 

' 
sort of miring me into lawyer's terms, and 

I apolsqize, Your Honor, I'm not a lawyer. 

My understanding is that they are now looking 

into this. Whether it's unlawful, per se, 

is something the Commission will decide. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, my 

understanding is, w~en you file a rate with 

the ICC -- it used to be with the ICC --

or with the FCC, if the rate is unlawful, 

that is, noncompensatory rate, I believe, 

was an unlawful- rate -- then they would have 

to suspend it. So there is some question 

as to whether thiswascompensatory or not, 

because they let it go into effect, I suppose, 

subject to ~urther investigation. 

THE WITNESS: There is'no question--

~· 
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I respectfully request that you read the 

entire document, because there's no question 

that the Common Carrier Bureau did not find 

it compensatory. What they said -- what they 

said was, for a variety of reasons, including 

the fact that they're concerned that the 

entire night and weekend rate structure 

also may not be compensatory, that they 

decided they couldn't say no at the Staff 

level .to this particular rate plan. They 

also felt they have a variety of reasons 

in there that are precisely the reasons 

that if you read the Justice Department's 

Application for Review, the Justice Department 

makes a point those aren··'·t· very good reasons 

for letting this tariff go into effect. 

And the issue is now in front of the 

Commission proper, as opposed to any longer 

being handled by .deleg·ated authority~ 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But actually 

what we're talking about, we're talking about 

an Order of the Common Carrier ·Bureau, which 

let a rate go into effect and then the 

Justice Department and the other parties here 
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had certain positions on it, which apparently 

were commented upon, but were not accepted 

as such. Otherwise, they would not have let 

the tariff go into effect. 

THE WITNESS: \'lell ,· sir, I don't 

know -- I don't remember -- I don't believe, 

in fact, that these -- in the first paragraph 

on Page 1, I do not see the Department of 

Justice. It may be that I just don't read 

it there. But I don't see that the. · .-

Department of Justice commented. the first time 

around. The Department of Justice responded 

to the action,to this Memorandum Opinio~ 

and Order, letting the tariff go into effect. 

And that is when they petitioned for review, 

saying wait a minute, this is noncompensatory. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But that's 

my. point. We're talking about a Staff 

Opinion -- correct me if I'm wrong, 

Mr. Marmon -- it's still on appeal at the 

Federal·communications Commission. The 

Federal Communications Commission hasn't had 

the final word on this yet. 

MR. MARMON: That • s correct. And I 

.. 
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'2 would like to, since we're talking about it, . 

3 I 1 d like to introduce into evidence the 

4 Justice Department Application for Review 

5 of that Order as NWC-9. 

8 COMMISSIONER SP~NNON: Well, I 

7 really don't see the relevance, but since 

8 we're talking about it, we're going to let 

9 it in, just because of the fact that it was 

• 10 referred to by Dr. Cornell and maybe I asked 

11 a:question about it. But it's of limited 

12 value, except just for historical purposes, 

13 to make sure the record is complete. · 

14 We'll mark this for identification 

15 as !niC-9. · 

16 MR. GAMBARDELLA: Your Honor 

17 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: So we don't 

18 get hung up in this: The three members of 

19 the Commission -- I think I can speak for 

20 them -- and if they don't~ they'll both punch 

21 at me, I know -- accept the fact in a 

22 regulated environment, or nonregulated, 

23 if you charge below cost for something, 

24 you've got to make it up somewhere, or else 

25 it would eventually go out of business. 
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2 That's the point, I think, that's been trying 

3 to be made here. Whether we agree or disagree 

4 with doing it, I think that's all that is 

5 attempted to be proved in the case; isn't 

8 it? And I think we all accept that. 

7 MR. MARMON: Your Honor, I think 

8 that I'm trying to prove more than that. 

9 I'm trying to prove that AT&T is still 

10 capable of acting in an anti-competitive 

11 way, that this is an indication of that·· 

12 capacity. 

13 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: We can't -- I 

14 disagree with you on that. I can't accept 

15 the fact tha~ the truth or the falsity of the 

16 allegations in the petition, because I notice 
• .... 
~ 

~ 17 in my sketchy reading that· the AT&T claims 

.. 18 g 
that their costs are 10.3 cents for instance, 

"' Ill 

i 19 • 
and doesn't agree with the Common Carrier 

ri • II 
I) 

20 ~ 
c 

Bureau or the petition. So, the matter is 
• 
ci 
II 21 1:11 

still in litigation, I would think, and the 
c 
~ 
II .. 
~ 

22 contention of the parties, I can'~ accept 

23 the Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau's 

24 findings, w~ich ultimately said it was . . 
25 in the public interest or·wasn't, and let it 
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go into effect as being determinative of· 

whether it was or wasn't. I'd be interested 

in what the Federal Communications Commission 

does. 

MR. MARMON: Your Honor, I think 

at the very least, it raises a question, 

and I think that that's the sort of question 

that is relevant in this proceeding. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But there ' s 

one thing you're overlooking. Interstate 

costs are vastly different from intrastate 

costs. Just because something may be 

true at the interstate level and approved 

by the FCC doesn't necessarily mean that 

that's going to be applicable in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia. 

MR. MARMON: I would agree • 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Mr. Gambardella? 

MR. GAMBARDELLA: Your Honor, we 

originally raised this point yesterday, and 

I'd submit to you that this does have value 

for a .fairly precise point, and that is that 

there is· a dispute now by someone that is 

pretty expert in finding out about anti-

.. 
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competitive things, and that is the Justice 

Department. The dispute between the 

Justice Department and AT&T, no matter how 

that dispute comes out--I, too, will be 

interested to see how it comes out--there 

is a dispute, and this proves the dispute. 

The truth or the falsity of each other's 

allegations is something else again. But 

the whole colloquy here on this, I think, 

illustrates a point that we're concerned 

about in this case, and that is that we 

want to examine these things, and we really 

haven't had a .significant amount of time, 

or we feel, an adequate opportunity to do 

that. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, the 

Justice Department and Judge Greene didn't 

give us a lot of time on this divestiture, 

either, did he, Mr. Gambardella? 

MR. GAMBARDELLA: No, sir. 

MR. MORRISSEY: I'ye not objected 

to th~.relevancy of this material at this 

point, in the hopes that it would expand the 

. . . 1.339 
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record~ and of course, the Commission can 

always take public knowledge of these points, 

but I would point out the ·fact, it, that .rather 

than undercutting our case, in fact strengthens 

our case. What it shows is this supposed 

anti-competitive activity went into effect 

at the Federal level, which is pervasively 

requlated. It's indicated that whether 

we're regulated or deregulated had no 

impact on ~his alleged anti-competitive 

activity, and I would submit to you that 

that would be the same in Virginia. It 

is not germane to the facts of this case 

and would have no impact as to whether we 

are regulated or not regulated. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: All right, 

let's get on. This is interesting. I think 

you all have a 

MR. MARMON: .In response to that 

particular point, I would like to ask 

Dr. Cornel! one follow-up question: 

~ BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

24 Q Have other rates that have subsequently 

~ found to be unlawful been allowed to go into effect by the 

1340 



1 Cornell - Direct 408 

2 FCC, or Bureau thereof? 

3 A I'm sorry, could you repeat that? 

4 Q In the past, have rates that have 

5 subsequently been found to have been unjust or improper 

6 been allowed to initially go into effect? 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

18 

17 

18 

19 

21 

24 

26 

A Yes. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But isn't that 

where they are filed and they are -- there's a 

subsequent investigation? 

THE WITNESS: They are filed, there's 

a subsequent investigation, the Commission 

finds the tariff unlawful and -- WATS is a 

good ~ase in point. It went on for years 

and years and years. The difference between 

a regulated and an unregulated market,. 

however, Your Honor, is that in a regulated 

market, when somebody is the victim of that 

kind of behavior, they have a forum they can 

go to and have it investigated. If you 

deregulate AT&T, you have removed that 

forum. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, of 

course, under the Virginia law, you know, 

we have the sword of Damocles hanging over 

1341 
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.us. If it ceases to be in the public interest, 

we can always bring them back under regulation. 

I know somebody said -- I think that you said 

reregulation is a difficult matter, but I 

don't think it would be that difficult. 

THE WITNESS: But, you see, the 

problem, Your Honor' is you won It know., . :nor 

will the people who are victims know. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: You don't 

think we'll hear from the public? 

THE WITNESS: You won't have the 

informa·tion that anybody can compare it to. 

Nobody will be able to look. It. won't be 

on file. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: I might; say, 

Mr. Marmon, this Commission has allowed rates 

to go into effect, that later have been 

reversed by the Supreme Court of Virginia. 

We know about that. Only the courts of 

last resort are infallible. 

(Laughter) 

23 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

24 Q Dr. Cornell 

25 

.~.. 1.342 
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2 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: This might be 

3 a good time to take a short recess. 

4 

(Recess) 
5 

8 

7 THE BAILIFF: The Commission resumes 

8 its session. 

9 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Please continue, 

10 Mr. Marmon. 

11 MR. MARMON: All right. 

12 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

13 Q Dr. Cornell, last Friday, were you 

14 in the courtroom when Dr. Alessio was testifying? 

16 A Yes, I was. 

18 Q He claimed that this Commission should 

17 deregulate AT&T because the interLATA market in Virginia 

18 fits the definition of a contestable market; do you 

19 agree with that? 

20 A No, I do not. Dr. Alessio, I don't 

21 believe correctly described contestabi~ity. In response 

22 to cross-examination, he denied that hit-and-run 

~ entry was a vital condition which directly contradicts 

24 the senior author of the theory. I should note that 

25 contestability is· a-new theory that's been developed by 
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2 economists who work for AT&T, and it's currently being 

3 subjected to peer review and discussion within the 

4 profession, but it so far has not been adopted as a 

5 standard for regulatory purposes by any jurisdiction 

6 that I'm aware of. 

7 Dr. Alessio also failed to note 

8 some additional conditions that Dr. Baumel ha·s said 

9 must apply for a market to be contestable, and they're 

10 really quite important for communications. Two, 

11 in particular. One is that entrants must not face 

12 higher costs than the existing incumbent firm, and the 

13 second is that entrants must face no disadvantage in 

14 terms of customer perceptions of lower product quality 

15 relative to the product quality of the existing firm. 

16 And, of course, both of those are violated in the 

17 

18 

19 

~ 

21 

~ 

~ 

24 

a 

present circumstances of Unequal access in communications. 

Q How does AT&T's superior form of 

access lower its costs relative to the costs of 

competitors? 

A AT&T's access !owers its costs in a 

number of ways, relative to the costs both of occs 

and of resellers, who, of course, have the same form 

of access that aces have at this point. The first is 

that AT&T receives the signaling information that it 
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2 gets from the local exchange company. It is transmitted 

3 to AT&T more rapidly than the same information is 

4 transmitted to aces, that is, all the digits, that 

5 whatever number they are, that are inputted by the 

a customer, get sent more rapidly to AT&T than they get 

7 sent to the aces. And when you combine that with the 

8 fact that more digits have to be sent to aces, you can 

.9 see that the aces, for a call that to the customer is 

10 five minutes-- I'm talking to my mother for five minutes 

11 the OCC has to use much more time in its switch to get 

12 the information and set up the call, time for which it 

13 cannot bill the customer, than AT&T has to do for t~e 

14 same five-minute call. So that it gets more conversation 

15 time out of the total holding time than an ace does 

18 for the same conversation time duration of a call. 

17 Secondly, AT&T Communications of 

18 Virginia can switch those calls without using its 

19 swi~ch to collect billing information prior to switching, 

20 that is, it can use its switch, real time just to switch. 

21 OCCs·have to use their switches to collect the PIN 

22. numbe~ to verify the PIN number, and collect that 

23 billing information, in· effect, in real time, which 

24 AT&T does not. · Thes~ ~-two factors alone allow an AT&T 
. . 

25 switch to have tw~ce_ as many ports, which is a ~~nd of 
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measure of capacity on a switch, as the same switch 

when used by an occ. That's a real cost penalty to an 

occ. 

Moreover, AT&T switches do not have 

to process information that's designed to simulate 

conversation time and holding time. AT&T doesn't have 

to do that, because it gets answer supervision and 

disconnect supervision, and again, that allows it to 

economize on access costs because it means, again, 

the holding time relative to conversation time for the 

.same length of conversation is lower. 

Third, we·tre going to be back to 

the rotary-dial exclusion. You've listened to people 

talk about, and you've seen the little machine that 

you can stick on the thing, but I would really -- you 

really need to realize that if a customer is going to 

spend $29 and buy a device by which it can tone signal 

through a rotary~dial phone, they have, in effect, 

ceased to be a rotary-dial customer. I can buy a 

TOUCH-TONE or -- I shouldn't say TOUCH-TONE a tone-

equipped phone for less than that. TOUCH-TONE is a 

trade. name. But I can buy a tone phon~ for less ·than 

$29. So if I want tone service, I'm going to buy a 

tone phone, if I want to spend that kind of money. 
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2 The fa.ct that· they cannot serve rotary-dial customers 

3 who do not wish to equip themselves with tone means that 

4 they have to go to more exchanges to even potentially 

5 reach the same number of customers than AT&T has, 

6 because, in general-- and I have·not been able to 

7 ascertain precisely .the tone penetration .of equal 

a usage in Virginia as a whole -- but, in general, it's 

9 around 50/SO, 60/40, I mean you don't -- the numbers 

10 aren't that important to get the point across, that if 

11 I want to reach -- if an OCC wants to reach a thousand 

12 customers, it's got to go to more exchanges to get the 

13 potential of serving a thousand customers than AT&T 

14 does, because AT&T can serve every customer in the 

1& exchange without that customer having to spend an 

18 additional cent on equipment in order to use AT&T. 

17 That's not true for the occs. And so to get the same 

18 number of customers, they have to be able to connect 

19 into more exchanges. 

20 
Fourth, unlike AT&T, which may have 

21 to make some adjustments in its software prog~ams when 

22 
equal access comes into place, the OCCs face a massive 

23 readjustment of ~heir facilities, of their software, 

24 
and of their rnarke.ting programs for equal access. 

25 
They are going to have to, unlike AT&T, where it is 
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true that some customers will now be told, you have a 

chance to verify that you wish to be presubscribed for 

dial 1 with AT&T, occs are going to have to say, for the 

first time, you, you, you and you, but not you, you~re 

on the wrong side of the street, can sign up for dial 1 

with MCI or with Sprint, or with a reseller, TDX, or 

any of the others who come before you. They are going 

to have to engage in these marketing programs repeatedly. 

Then they're going to be able to come back and say, 

now you're on the right side of the street, and come 

back to people they had previously said, no, you can't, 

13 even though your neighbor across the street can. None 

14 of that is going to be true for- AT&T. 

16 Dial 1 access is here now for AT&T, 

18 it's going to be here after ·equal interconnection;. 

17 or equal access is made available. It's not going to 

18 change for them. There will be some costs. You heard 

19 Mr. Schell talk about the adjustment costs of changing 

~ the software to receive ANI prior to receiving the 

21 calls. For the OCCs, they have to change the way 

~ they interconnect, they have to hook up whole new.trUnks, 

23 they have to change their systems to recognize ANI 

24 instead of PINs and a variety of others that are 

~ probably better addressed by reading the testimony of 

,. .. 1348 
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2 Mr. Havens when he submits it, because he's a technical 

3 expert. I've only talked with him to learn the 

4 economic process of these kinds of adjustments. 

5 Finally, I would note that your rule, 

e the entrants who are stuck with inferior interconnections 

7 because that's what they could get originally from C&P, 

8 and they still can't get equal ones, that's still to 

9 come, are going to be forced to either block or 

10 compensate. Now, I'm not questioning whether this is 

11 good or bad, but I would note, it's another penalty 

12 on the aces that AT&T does not have to face. C&P 

13 blocks for AT&T. 

14 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: There is one 

15 difference. The OCCs under Virginia law 

18 
have no right to provide intrastate service. 

17 
THE WITNESS: Well, they're not 

18 offering intrastate service. They're not 

19 out there advertising it. 

20 
COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I 1 m not 

21 
arguing with you, Dr. Cornell, but I'm simply 

22 
saying you are showing that as a difference, 

23 
but I'm not sure that's a valid difference 

24 
because they shouldn't be in Virginia 

25 
providing.intrastate service until they are 
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newly certificated. 

THE WITNESS: But the thing I would 

say, with all due respect, Your Honor, is that 

they are doing it because C&P did not provide 

them with interconnections that C&P itself 

could block, which they do for AT&T. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: That was my point. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Okay. 

THE WITNESS: Those are at least 

five ways that there are cost penalties 

on the entrants that AT&T does not face. 

14 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

1& Q And following up on a point of 

18 Judge Shannon's, we're talking about competition in·a 

17 post-grant period; are we not? If the Commission --

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: What do you 

mean by post-grant period, Mr. Marmon? 

MR. MARMON: After the aces are 

certified. That's what --

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: No, it's 

been my understanding, Mr. Marmon,. that 

there'~ be~n, I think Mr. Moore characterized 

is as incidental, but they have been giving 
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intrastate service in Virginia for some 

years now. 

MR. MARMON: The issue that we're 

talking about though is the comparison between 

a competing unregulated AT&T and a competing 

and certified, and also unregulated OCC, 

after it's been certified. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: You're asking 

us to disregard the past? 

MR. MARMON: I think, Your Honor, 

that the -- that what Dr. Cornell was talking 

about was not how the aces are competing 

with AT&T now for intrastate business, but 

how they would be, assuming --

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I understand 

that. That's clear. I understand it. 

THE :WITNESS: !.would note, if you're 

not certified, that the aces are not going 

to be in a position to compete at all with 

the interLATA traffic carne equal access. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: For interLATA? 

THE WITNESS: For interLATA. If 

they're not certified for interLATA, intrastate, 

then, you.know, when the switches convert to 

.. . , .. 
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equal access, people looking at one choice 

to presubscribe for all interLATA services, 

both intrastate and interstate, have only 

one option. That's it. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Would the 

419 

experience any ace would gain through its 

interstate operation and incidental intrastate 

operatio~would not be a neophyte then in the 

market, as you would characterize it, as an 

economist? Somebody that's trying to do a 

start-up business, never been in it before. 

THE WITNESS: Well, the answer is 

partially yes and partially no. Where they 

actually are today, they obviously have been 

they have customers who know about their 

services, but where they are going to have 

to go, I understand they're not now in the 

Norfolk LATA, at least, my understanding is 

that MCI is not in the Norfolk LATA now, 

yet that's where the first equal inter­

connection switch in Virginia is qoinq 

to come. So they're going to be a neophyte 

in that market. They haven't been there. 

If they don't have anything there, they're 
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not offering service there, even incidentally. 

So there, they're going to be a neophyte. 

They're going to have to get facilities, 

rent them or lease them. They're going to 

have to try to interconnect them. They're 

going to have to debug those interconnections. 

You know how it is with technical stuff, 

something always goes wrong. It's all 

going to be new, all coming in at the same 

time, and if they're out there trying to 

market -- and we only have one or two 

experiences -- Charleston, West Virginia, 

6£ course, has gotten a lot of attention 

with how do _you market equal interconnection 

to people, and these reports are it's been overdone. 

People got bored, and they sort of said, 

gee, I wish this whole circus would go away. 

So they•re still learning even how to market 

the fact that they £inally will have in some 

limited areas dialing parity with AT&T. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Thank you • 

MR. MARMON: I think for the record, 

Your Honors, I think MCI does provide interstate 

service .out of Norfolk, at least in some areas 
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2 of Norfolk. I'm not sure whether they're 

3 providing it in the areas that are being 

4 turned over, but I do think we have some 

5 lines out of Norfolk. 

6 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: My only question 

7 was predicated f~r her expertise as an 

8 economist, the difference between a fresh 

·g start-up business and handicaps, and one, 

10 at least, that's been operating, has 

11 accumulated capital and some business 

12 knowledge, and I assume business knowledge 

13 accumulated in the interstate market would 

14 be fairly applicable to the intrastate 

15 market. 

18 THE WITNESS: Oh, clearly. 
, 
~·.-

17 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: As apposed 

18 to somebody that's starting up today, a 

19 bunch of us got together and decided to 

20 
raise some capital and start a company. 

21 
THE WITNESS: Clearly, MCI is 

22 
better off than ABC Telephone Company. 

23 
CHAIRMAN HARWOOD : I wasn • t even 

24 
talking about MCI. I was talking about any 

··-- 25 
business ·enterpr~se that would have some 
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experience, and ac~umulated capital, and, 

you know, from the economic sense would be 

in a better position than a neophyte. 

422 

THE WITNESS: Precisely, but that, 

of course, points out how much better 

·position AT&T is in than an MCI, or a 

GTE-Sprint. They've had about a hundred 

years of experience. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: That reminds 

me, who was ·it, Procrustes,·who·was.the 

Attican bandit up in the hills of Greece, 

·that when he took· a prisoner; -he put them 

down on ·.his bed, and if they were too tall, 

he chopped off par~ of them, and if they were 

too short, he stretched them. He made them 

all equal; didn't he? 

(Laughter) 

THE WITNESS: I think that's 

precisely the kind of all~equal we're 

trying to say isn't very comfortable. 

BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

Q Dr. Cornell, how does the superior 

24 form of interconnection that you've just been talking 

25 about allow it to provide in a marke~ a·better quality of 
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2 service than the aces? 

3 A Well, obviously, the two most important 

4 characteristics are the dialing disparity. Consumers 

5 prefer to dial fewer. It's easier. And the fact that 

e to be an AT&T customer, you don't have to invest, if you 

7 don't want to, in tone generating equipment of one kind 

8 or another. And I think a lot has been said about the 

9 dialing disparity by now. It is also true, particularly 

10 on longer-haul calls that there are still perceivable 

11 quality signal noise echo problems on some ace calls 

12 that are generally not present on AT&T calls. Again, 

13 that's caused by the interconnection. 

14 Q Does AT&T exploit these differences 

1& in advertising? 

18 A I've listened to Cliff Robertson 

17 for a long time now talking about how all these things 

18 are benefits, and why you ought to use AT&T, that 

19 they can do it and the other quys can't. 

Q These advantages that AT&T has, 

21 
are they the result of superior technical efficiencies 

~ on the part of AT&T? 

a A No, they're the re~ult of the 

24 

~ 

interconnection tha~ was engineered back when AT&T owned 

the local exchange companies, or owned the Bell Operating 
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2 Companies. 

3 Q We've talked about the ~iodification 

4 of Final Judgment that has ordered equal access and 

5 ordered equal access by, in most exchanges, by 

8 September, 1986. Assuming that that plan is implemented, 

7 as i.'b's been ordered, does this not mean that the concerns 

a about the relative disparities between the aces and 

9 AT&T is at best a two-and-a-half-year problem? 

10 A No. First of all, I understand that 

11 C&P is going to have maybe 90 percent of its lines 

12 that have to go back to the equal access plan that has 

13 been the subject of discussion earlier this afternoon, 

14 but approximately 90 percent of C&P's lines will be 

15 equal access lines by September, '86, maybe a little 

18 bit less than that, but I think 90 is about right. 

17 But that doesn't talk about the independents. Now, 

18 I'm kind of confused because the numbers that I thought 

19 we had,. and Mr. Schell gave some yesterday, led me 

20 to believe that the independents were about 22 percent. 

21 The new numbers that have been submitted by Mr. Wilcox 

22 make it look like the independents are 32 percent of, 

~ approximately -- I think that's the calculation I made 

24 this ·noon, hurriedly -- of Virginia lines. The point 

25 is that those, none of those switches are covered by 
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certain equal access requirements at all. They may 

convert. I'm not saying that they may not, but there's 

no, there's no knowledge, there's no certainty, there's 

no timetable, there's no way to look ahead and say, 

this is when it's going to happen, this is how it's 

going to happen, this is when this problem is going to 

be resolved. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But don't 

you think if b~siness is·there, they'll 

convert? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I think there 

are a lot of things that go into converting 

because, really, at least, the way people 

have looked and tried to engineer equal 

access so far, I'm real hopeful frankly 

that people will take a step back and 

say, gee, there may be cheaper ways we 

could do this than the equal access software 

generic that is coming out of Western 

Electric. But that isn't to criticize 

that when that would make sense with the 

kind of switches that the Bell Operating 

Companies have. I'm not quarreling with that. 

But you've got to have a digital switch 
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to do the kind of things that are set up 

to be done under Feature Group D, as it's 

laid out now, .and proposed in all the 

technical documents. If what you have is 

a whole lot of electromechanical switches 

out in communities that are still running 

fine, that are still offering perfectly good 

local exchange service, do you want to tell 

them, they're not fully depreciated, do you 

want to tell them junk them, to get equal 

access in? It is going to be a hard 

public policy choice, because people will benefit 

by having those choices of· either interexchanqe 

carriers available to them, but there's 

going to be a cost there that the system 

is going to have to bear, and that is an 

issue that has just not been sorted out. 

Are we going to ask that that cost be borne, 

by whom, how, how quickly, all of those 

issues haven't been resolved. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Dr. Cornell, 

isn't it true that a lot of large industries 

will be abl~ to put in their own communications 

system and ~ompletely bypass the local company, 
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be it an independent or one of the BOCs, 

and go directly to MCI or Sprint, or one 

of the other OCCs? 

427 

THE WITNESS: Okay, the answer is, 

only partially. They can go directly if they 

have enough traffic to make it economically 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I assumed 

it was a large industry. 

THE WITNESS: But if that large 

industry wants to reach broadly into the 

community wherever that traffic is going 

to end up, it doesn't have a bypass. Local 

exchanges still have got a lot of monopoly 

power. It is still a bottleneck. It is 

still the only ubiquitous reach mechanism 

in telecommunications. And it's going to be 

that way for a long time to come. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: So you don't 

see bypass as a real threat then to the 

loca~ exchange companies? 

THE WITNESS: I don't see it as the 

boogeyman.. that it • s been made out to be, 

no, sir. 
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2 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

3 Q Dr. Cornell, in its testimony, and 

4 it's mainly Mr. Wilcox, he has argued that resellers 

5 and aces have achieved a substantial penetration into 

6 the market, the teleconununications market, national·ly and 

7 in Virginia. Can you give your opinion of his comments 

8 with respect to the national market and the Virginia 

9 market, as you know it? 

10 A Well, Mr. Wilcox talked about the 

11 percentage of customers who signed up with an occ. They 

12 talked about · AT&T has filed some more information 

13 in the national -- in the Federal jurisdiction. But the 

14 fact is, wheft you look at minutes-of-use data, the aces, 

16 as I said before, have only managed capital for about 

16 ten percent, and I would note that in that ten percent, 

17 despite capturing that, AT&T'S minutes of use have 

18 continued to.· grow,. so the aces haven't even taken 

19 the growth in the interstate market. The problem with 

20 talking about numbers of customers is that doesn't deal 

21 with the basic issue, which is carrying the traffic. 

~ A customer doesn't sign up exclusively with an CCC or a 

23 reseller. They may sign up. They may sign up to 

24 several of them. The real issue is, where in the end 

26 do they send their traffic·. The data that's coming out 

I 
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2 on the interstate minutes of use for MTS and WATS, 

3 and MTS/WATS-like services, are that it's going 90 

4 percent plus on AT&T. 

6 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: But haven't 

6 the OCCs been growing in their participation 

7 in the interstate market? 

8 THE NITNESS: They have, but they 

9 haven't been growing as fast as even the 

10 market has been growing. You have to 

11 remember something, Your Honor, if you go 

12 from zero to one, that's really an infinite 

13 growth rate. If you grow from one to two, 

14 you have doubled. But those are still very 

15 small numbers. 

16 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

17 Q Dr. Cornell, did you prepare an 

18 exhibit to indicate the growth of the MTS/WATS AT&T 

19 minutes of use? 

20 A Yes, I did. 

21 MR. MARMON: I'd like to introduce 

22 this as 

23 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: This will be 

24 NWC-10. 

26 
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2 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

3 Q You have before you, Dr. Cornell, 

4 what has been marked as NWC-10, labeled "Interstate 

5 Traffic Volume of MTS and WATS Carried by AT&T in 

a Millions of Conversation Hours." Where did you get the 

7 figures -- or did you, first, prepare this exhibit? 

8 A I prepared these numbers, yes. 

9 Q Where did you get the numbers? 

10 A I took the numbers from -- the 

11 numbers come from numbers that were filed by AT&T and 

12 that were compiled in the GTE Service Corp. filing 

13 in the FCC's Long-Run Regulation of AT&T. 

14 Q And do these numbers show that the 

15 hours, millions of conversion· hours, of interstate 

16 volume carried by AT&T has grown every year since 1970 

17 through 19.83, the last year listed? 

18 A Yes, it does. 

19 Q All right. Do you believe, 

20 Dr. Cornell, that the presence of numerous resellers 

21 in the Virginia market and in the national market, 

~ for that matter, signify any erosion of AT&T's strength 

~ or any erosion of AT&T market power? 

24 A Not really. Resale is an important 

~ tool and it real~y. is· a·very important service to continue 
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2 to have available, because it's a way to try to erode 

3 unjustified volume discounts, volume ·discounts that are 

4 too large relative to the real cost savings to the 

5 underlying carrier of carrying large volumes of traffic. 

8 But the basic fact is, is two-fold: First of all, 

7 resellers suffer from the same interconnection handicap 

a that aces do. Secondly, resellers cannot really affect 

9 the overall price.level of AT&T. They have to work 

10 within that price structure of AT&T, and if all of the 

11 services are overpriced because there·' s market power, 

12 a reseller cannot do anything to drive that, that 

13_ whol.e price level down. Only facilitie·s-based competition 

14 can do -t;hat. 

16 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: This exhibit, 

18 
NWC-10, it looks like, between 1970 and 1983, 

17 the growth of MTS/WATS for, I guess this is 

18 AT&T, grew some 237 percent or something? 

19 THE WITNESS: It grew quite a lot. 

20 
I haven't sat and calculated it. 

21 
COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Do you have 

22 
the comparable figures, say, for the growth 

23 
of MCI? 

24 
... THE WITNESS: I don't have them 

25 
with me. 
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2 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Dr. Cornell, 

3 I can believe this exhibit because that's 

4 when my children went to college. 

5 Parents in here will understand well. 

8 BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

7 Q Dr. Cornell, do you believe that the 

8 entry_ of oces into the intrastate inter-city market 

9 in Virginia will restrain AT&T Communications in its use 

10 of market pqwer? 

11 A It will eventually, but you've got 

12 all the problems of non-equal access that are going to 

13 cause problems initially in aces being a real constraint 

14 on AT&T. I talked about the way costs, you know, costs 

15 are unequal, for instance, and the service qualities are 

18 perceived as unequal. It's ~ot going to be until you 

17 really have equal interconnections and equal access 

18 that aces are going to be an extremely effective 

19 constraint on AT&T's exercise of market power • 

20 .0 There's been some discussion of the 

21 difference -- different price charged for access that the 

22 aces pay in comparison to the access charge price that 

~ AT&T pays. Does the access, this access charge 

24 differential tend or have any effect on reducing AT&T's 

25 market power? 
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2 A It has some, but I'd like to explain 

3 the limitations. The differential, if it really took 

4 account of the difference in serving tone customers 

5 could constrain the market power over tone customers, 

8 but the access charge differential cannot deal with 

7 the rotary-dial exclusion. 

8 Q And is it your understanding, 

9 Dr. Cornell, that the differential in Virginia is the 

10 same as the differential on the interstate level or 

11 different? 

12 A Oh, no, my understanding is that the 

13 Virginia one is only about a 35 percent· differ~nt~al,. as 

14 compared to the 55 percent differential at the FCC 

16 level. Remember, I talked about the switch costs that 

16 I have one piece of evidence .on, and that's about a 
• ~-

17 SO percent cost difference. 

18 Q Do you believe that this Commission 

19 should continue to regulate AT&T as it does now for the 

~ indefinite future? 

21 A No, I do not. 

Q would you please explain that. 

A Well, I believe that you should, 

24 that this Commission sh~uld regulate AT&T until equal 

access to the local exchanges is fully implemented. 
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2 And for this to occur, as I've noted, it's not merely 

3 C&P, but the independents that you need to be concerned 

4 about. But that doesn't mean that all of the panoply 

5 of what is traditionally known as rate of return 

6 regulation should be applied dur.ing this period. It 

7 does seem to me that a transition is in order, a more 

8 phased transition than just deregulating them now. 

9 The very --

10 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Will you 

11 ever have total equal access in a rural state 

12 like Virginia? 

13 THE WITNESS : I 'm not sure I know 

14 the answer to that, but I guess what I'd 

15 say to you is: lihether you do or not, 

16 someplace down the road -- and I don't mean 

17 forever down the road -- you'll know how big 

18 a problem that will be in terms of market 

19 power and the ability to abuse customers, 

20 
and you can deal with that much more 

21 
effectively than you can now, when you just 

22 
don't know, I mean, because the problems are 

23 much bigger. 

24 It seems to me the first thing 

25 
that needs to be done is that any rules on 
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2 facilities authorization, financing approval, 

3 could go. Those co.uld go right away. 

4 MR. MARMON: Could they go 

5 now? 

8 THE WITNESS: They could go now. 

7 There's no need to·do that any longer. 

8 Facilities increasingly by all carriers·will 

9 be part of the larger network, and the FCC 

10 is retaining some, some look-see over those •. 

11 It's a kind of double jeopardy to have 

12 states and the Federal Government looking 

13 and giving approval for the same facilities. 

14 I think that's clearly something that can 

15 go. It seems to me that once you start 

18 
having equal access in place for a significant 

17 number of Virginia customers -- and that might 

18 even be as early as the '85 switch conversion 

19 time when.you know a little bit more about 

20 
equal access and what the problems are 

21 
for everybody to make the conversion, that 

22 
you could move to allow AT&T Communications 

23 
a band in which its rate of return could 

24 
fall and allow freedom for across-the-board 

25 
rate changes, not geographic de-averaging, 
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and sort of changes in rate design in that 

fashion, but across-the-board, up-down, 

you know, some percentage up or down that 

they want to go, they're free to go, with 

complaint procedures and good procedures 

for .refund, if they really exceed that banded 

rate of return that I'm proposing. 

When equal access is spread to a 

higher number, larger number of customers, 

and when you know what the plans are for it 

to go across the State, it seems that you 

might abolisp -- seems to me you could 

abolish the rate of return constraint. 

The thing you still need to keep hold of 

in this process is the rate'design question. 

You ought not, still not, unless you are 

really quite convinced that there are real 

significant geographic pockets of market 

power, not to let in geographic rate 

de-averaging, not to give them the freedom 

.to ·end. resale, and other kinds of terms 

and conditions of that nature. 

When equal access is in place 

for the majority, the vast majority of 
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Virginia consumers, then you can let the 

whole thing go it seems to me. 

BY MR. MARMON: (Continuing) 

Q Dr. Cornell, would you please· 

summarize your testimony before this Commission. 

A I'll do my best. I really think 

437 

what I've been trying to say is there are very hard 

economic reasons right now to be very concerned about 

deregulating AT&T now, that AT&T is a firm that clearly 

has market power~· that would continue to have market 

power for some t~e to come, due to the whole set of 

problems that are an outgrowth of unequal access being 

offered to the occs from the outset. 

We are in a process of transition 

to equal access. We are in a process of growth to 

a market that I think will be ultimately competitive, 

but we're not there now, and that to deregulate AT&T 

now is to give them enormous flexibility, which I believe, 

and I ·think the colloquy about the Block-of-Time rates 

raises real concerns about how they're going to treat 

low-volume customers, particularly those who are in 

places that they have no options. Remember, Block-of-Time 

isn't available every place on the -- for interstate 

calling, and how they're going to treat, how they're goingt 
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compete, if I can put it that way, whether they're going 

to compete fairly, or whether they're going to use those 

market pockets that they have real market power over 

to subsidize services offered that are, in effect, 

anti-competitive. 

Q Does this conclude your· testimony, 

Dr. Cornell? 

A Yes, it does. 

MR. MARMON: Dr. Cornell is available 

for cross-examination. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Mr. Morrissey? 

MR. MORRISSEY: Thank you, Judge 

Shannon. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MORRISSEY: 

Q Good afternoon, Dr. Cornell. 

A Good afternoon. 

Q !rhis is not the first time you 

testified for MCI, is it? 

A No, it is not • 

Q And you have also testified on behalf 

of GTE-Sprint: is that correct? 

A Yes, I have. 
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2 0 Now, in your NWC-10, which was the 

3 exhibit that you prepared and was given to you by 

4 Mr. Marmon today, did I hear you correctly and state 

5 that was provided in the GTE Service Corporation 

8 filing? 

7 A I took the numbers from the GTE 

8 Service Corporation, both comments and reply comments 

9 in the Long-Run Regulation of AT&T. Those numbers 

10 were compiled off reports that AT&T has submitted. 

11 Q But you received it from the GTE 

12 Service Corporation filing? 

13 A That is correct. 

14 Q Are you aware of any affiliated 

15 company that GTE Service Corporation has that might be 

16 in competition with AT&T? 

17 A GTE-Sprint. 

18 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: What was 

19 the answer? 

THE WITNESS: GTE-Sprint, I'm sorry. 

21 BY MR. MORRISSEY: (Continuing) 

0 You've also indicated that you could 

~ prepare identical information for MCI, .similar 

24 to the information presented here on NWC-10? 

25 A I'd have to go back and see whether 
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2 I have minutes-of-use data broken down by individual 

3 carrier. I believe I can get it, but I'd have to go 

4 back and look, and I simply don't have it here with me. 

5 Minutes-of-use data, I believe for the OCCs, is a 

8 collectivity: I'm not certain that I have MCI's minutes 

7 of use and GTE-Sprint's. I think it is, but I'm 

8 not sure. 

9 Q You would be able to provide that? 

10 A If I have it, I would be able to 

11 provide that. 

12 Q Without and I know you don't, 

13 you are at the disadvantage of not having it before you 

14 but if you do compile it, would you expect that the 

16 hours would increase or decrease over the same time 

18 period? 

17 A Oh, I would expect they also have 

18 grown. In fact, they'd be zero in 1970. They weren't 

19 offering MTS/WATS-like services·in 1970. 

20 Q But they wouldn't be zero in 1980, 

21 for instance? 

22 A No, they would not. 

23 Q They would show an increase between 

24 1980 and 1983? 

25 A Yes. 
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2 Q In your discu~sion with Mr. Marmon, 

3 you made the distinction that in Virginia the OCCs 

4 would only pay a 35 percent discount, they'd only have a 

5 35 percent discount, as opposed to a 55 percent discount: 

6 is that correct? 

7 A That's my understanding. 

8 Q That is assuming they pay for 

9 intrastate access under the access charges of C&P: 

10 is that correct? 

11 A That is correct •. 

12 Q If they don't pay any access charges, 

13 they would, in fact, have a hundred percent discount: 

t4 would they not? 

15 A Well, I'm not quite s~e what you 

16 mean.. If they • re using C&P' s facilities, · they• re · going to 

17 be paying access charges and 

18 Q They should be paying access charges. 

19 A They would be paying access charges. 

20 Q Now, during your discussion of the 

21 contestability theory, you indicated -- and correct me 

~ if I'm paraphrasing you incorrectly -- but you indicated 

~ that this was a theqry developed by economists working 

24 for AT&T; is that:a correct characterization of what 

...... 26 you said? 
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2 A I'm -- sure. 

3 Q Is that--

4 A I think that's correct. 

5 Q And you did make a reference ·to a 

6 Dr. William Baumel, I believe? 

7 A Yes. 

8 Q Was he one of the economists who you 

9 said was employed with AT&T? 

10 A I said -- well, working for. I don't 

11 know that I said employee of, altho~gh there are three 

12 economists who are associated with the theory. It's 

13 Dr. Baumel, Dr. Willig and Dr. Panzar. Dr. Panzar is 

14 an employee --I'm.not sure where he's gone, but he was 

16 at Bell Labs, up until .the divesti~ure. Dr. Willig 

16 was at Bell Labs, and then moved to Princeton University, 

17 but retained an affiliation with AT&T. And Dr. Baumel 

18 has for a long-standing period of time had consulting 

19 affiliations with AT&T. All of this is an outgrowth 

20 of work that was done by not only them, but Falhaber 

21 and some others that began.--and I could go into technical 

22 or economic;:s:.·papers that led up to this, which were 

~ authored by economists who were employed by the Bell 

24 Labs. 

25 Q Now, when you say employed by the 
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2 Bell Labs, you mean on a cons.ulting-type basis? 

3 A Not all of them. Some of them were --

4 Q Row about Dr. Baumel? 

5 A Dr. Baumel was a consultant. 

8 Q And you are a consultant to MCI and 

7 Sprint~ is that correct? 

8 A That is correct. 

9 Q And you don't think that sharpens 

10 or changes what your economic principles are? 

11 A I didn't say anything about sharpening 

12 or changing anybody's economic principles. I was pointing 

13 out the origin • 
..... . 

14 Q I was just clarifying that for the 

16 record. 

18 
In your discussion of technical 

• .. ~· 
~ 

I 
~-

17 matters involving access, you did concede that you are 

! 18 not a technical expert in this field, and you had 

• 
i 19 received your information from others; is that correct? 

20 
A That is correct. 

21 Q I believe you referred to Mr. Havens? 

22 
A I have talked at some length with 

23 
Mr. Havens of GTE-Sprint and Mr. Nelson of GTE-Sprint, 

24 
and a variety of individuals at MCI, among others. 

· ..... 25 
I think I've also talked with some people at SBS. In 

1.376 



Cornell - Cross 444 

2 fact, I know I've talked to some people at SBS. I'm 

3 just not going to be able to give you the long list 

4 of names. 

5 Q Mr. Havens is with GTE-Sprint? 

8 A That's correct. 

7 Q In discussing the Block-of-Time 

8 proposa~ earlier today, I believe you made the point, 

9 following a question from Judge Harwood, that MCI could 

10 not charge below their cost, because they don't have 

11 any other customers which they could make up that 

12 difference1 is that correct? 

13 A That is correct. 

14 Q Are you familiar with the MCI 

15 application in their case on Friday? 

18 A I've glanced over it. 
D v· 
l 17 • Q Are you aware that they stated at 
~ 

' 
~ 18 
! 

Page 8 that the rates proposed by MCI-V for ·intrastate 
D 

, 19 • 
service are·not.identical with current interstate 

~ • • 0 
~ . 

c 
rates; MCI's proposed intrastate rates are lower in 

• 
~ 
~ 21 D 

every. mileage band than those currently in effect 
c 
~ 
B 
~ 
~ 

~ by AT&T of Virginia? 

~ A That doesn't surprise me. 

24 Q All right. Does it surprise you 

25 that in Maryland their rates are different than their 
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2 rates in Vi~ginia? 

3 A No. 

4 Q Does it surprise you that their 

5 rates in Maryland, in fact, copy the interstate rates 

6 that they have on file? 

7 A No. 

8 Q So they do charge different rates 

9 in different places? 

10 A Yes, but the question is, do they 

11 raise them in other places to make up what they have 

12 to give up in some places. If they don't, they simply 

13 have to take it out in lower profits. 

14 Q Or charging below cost: that's a 

16 possibility as well? 

18 A Well,· a company that can't collect 

' ~--
17 from pockets from market power cannot recoup losses 

18 from places where they have market power. It goes 

19 out of business eventually. The shareholders insist 

20 
that they cease doing it. 

21 
COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Does MCI 

22 
have any rates offered below cost? 

23 
THE WITNESS: Not to my knowledge. 

24 BY MR. MORRISSEY: (Continuing) 

25 Q Let me ask you about one. You mentione 
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2 the Charleston area. Are you aware that MCI has a 

3 tariff on file which allows them to give one hour of 

4 free calling? 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q You believe that is above their 

7 costs? 

a A Well, that's for people who sign up 

9 for them. It's exactly like saying I'm going to 

10 bring you into my store, I'm going to let you have 

11 one thing, you know, it's like giving out door prizes. 

12 It's exactly the same kind of thing as giving out a 

13 door prize. 

14 Q In your earlier discussion with the 

15 various Judges about the threat of reregulation, you 

18 indicated that this was, to paraphrase Judge Harwood, 

17 a Draconian measure, and would not take care of the 

18 problem of informing the Commission of anti-competitive 

19 activities taking place by:MCI· --·AT&T; is that correct? 

A I certainly didn't say MCI. 

21 Q I did correct myself, AT&T. 

A Yes, that is correct. 

Q MCI and the other common carriers 

24 have certainly not been bashful about approaching any 
. . 

a commission about any_comp~aints they have of·AT&T being 
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anti-competitive: have they? 

A Well, I don't . know, quite 

447 

bluntl~that they have either the resources in the past 

or the present to approach SO commissions simultaneously 

with problems of anti-competitive behavior on the · 

part of AT&T. 

Q Well, Dr. Cornell, this isn't the 

first time we've been together in a hearing room; is it? 

A 

Q 

No, it's not. 

We seem to find each other in all the 

12 hearing rooms that we can find: don't we? 

13 

14 

1& 

18 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A Well, I think I said quite clearly 

that to go in SO places simultaneously -- I know that 

right now there are enormous problems with scheduling 

certification hearings, tryinq just to qet the simple 

issue of can we come in and do business intraLATA in 

yourstate scheduled, and havinq resources enouqh to go 

to those SO states and make or 48 states and make that 

presentation simultaneously is provinq to be an enormous 

strain. 

Q In your discussion with Mr. Marmon, 

you discussed at lenqth the Memorandum Opinion and Order 

of the FCC Common Carrier Bureau, which was identified 

as miC No. 8, and I ·beiieve you pointed out at the bottom, 
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2 in the Footnote 1, several petitioners who made motions 

3 to reject or suspend this proposed rate, including MCI 

4 Telecommunications and GTE-Sprint; is that correct? 

5 A That is correct. 

6 Q Are you aware of any major filing 

7 by AT&T in the last two years in which MCI or Sprint 

8 have not made some complaint to the Commission? 

9 A I'm not aware one way or the other. 

10 I haven't monitored the FCC. 

11 Q But you would state that you believe 

12 that AT&T possesses competitive advantage over the 

13 other OCCs? 

14 A I -- over the occs as a whole, yes. 

16 Q So you would disagree with the 

16 statement of William G. McGowan, Chairman and Chief 

17 Executive Officer of MCI, contained in the 1984 

18 Annual Report which was filed by MCI with this Commission, 

19 at Page 4, which states., 

20 "The telecommunications market today 

21 is one in which no one has an inherent advantage." 

22 A Frankly, yes, I would. 

23 Q And in your ·discussion with Judge 

24 Harwood about the possibility of the difference between 

25 a neophyte operator and one who is experienced, I believe 

1.381 



Cornell - Cross 449 

2 you made reference to the situation in Charleston, which 

3 was the first equal access area; is that correct? 

4 A I made reference to it. I'm not 

5 sure if it was quite with regard to the neophyte issue, 

6 but --

7 Q Are you aware that on Page 10 of the 

8 same 1984 Annual Report filed by MCI with this Commission 

9 contains the following language: 

10 "Charleston residents began choosing 

11 their long-distance company on April 15. Within a month, 

12 MCI had gained about ten percent of the available market." 

13 

14 

A 

0 

15 of that statement. 

A 

0 

I'm sorry, is .there a question -­

I was·wondering if you were aware 

Not as you read it to me. 

Just out of curiosity, you did not 

18 

17 

·1a prefile your testimony in this proceeding; did you? 

19 

20 

A 

Q 

No, I did not. 

Did I hear you correctly, you have 

21 discussed at times your opinion that the OCCs do not 

22 have access to r.otary-dial customers; is that correct? 

23 

24 

A. 

Q 

That's correct. 

And perhaps what you said today, if I 

~ heard it correctly, explains your inconsistency with the 
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2 public statements of MCI. Did I hear you state that 

3 you defined a person who had a rotary-dial telephone 

4 who purchased a device, a Touch-Tone pad, was no longer 

5 a rotary-dial customer? 

6 A That's what I said, effectively 

7 they're no longer a rotary-dial customer. 

8 MR. MORRISSEY: I have no further 

9 questions. 

10 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Any further --

11 Mr. Gillespie? 

12 

13 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

14 BY MR. GILLESPIE: 

15 Q Dr. Cornell, a few questions. There 

16 has been some discussion about the discount that OCCs 
• .. .. 
a 17 • have on the carrier's common line charge which, at the 
f' 

• 18 
8 

FCC is a 55 percent discount • .. 
0 

-i 19 • A That is correct. 
.; 
• • 0 20 ~ .. 0 Isn't it true that the FCC derived 
• 
0 
"' 21 0 

that 55 percent discount in order to account for some .. 
0 • .. .. 

22 of the unequal access matters that you described in your 

23 testimony? 

24 A The answer is a kind of yes and no. 

25 The access charge had, I think it's safe to say, a 
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2 tortured history at the FCC. They tried -- they sat down 

3 at one p~int and tried to evaluate how much it cost 

4 because of switch disparity and how much it cost because 

5 of echo suppressors and so on. They eventually gave up, 

8 and I think if you'll go back and look at the Order 

7 that comes out with 55 percent, they essentially went 

8 back to the notion that there had been a differential 

9 under ENFIA versus Separations and Settlements, and 

10 they shouldn't go very far away from that, in light 

11 of how difficult it was to find any other basis for 

12 a differential. 

13 Q Well, would it be correct though that 

14 it's difficult to quantify the_value that AT&T enjoys 

15 from the access it has and the disadvantage that the 

18 aces have by, for instance, the example that you gave, 
' r. 

17 their holdinq time related to conversation time is a 

18 lot longer than it is for AT&T, but wasn't the 55 percent 

19 discount, wasn't the purpose of that to be some compensa-

~ tion for the lack of equal access? 

21 A Oh, absolutely, it was meant to be 

~ some compensation. The point that I was trying to make 

~ is there's no way to come to a conclusion that that is 

24 absolutely precisely the number. I don't -- I have 

3 testified in other proc~edings in other states on this 
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2 issue, and the point that I try to get across is that 

3 if you were really going to do it right, which you 

4 can't -- I mean nobody can qet the precise number --

5 is you'd sit down and try to find out what differential 

8 would make the aces truly indifferent as to whether 

7 they had AT&T's kind of interconnections or their kind 

8 of interconnections. I think the whole history -- and 

9 I disagree with the concept that aces didn't want 

10 equal access until the FCC said once it's available, 

11 you won't get your discount. The whole history is 

12 the history of the aces pushing and asking and demanding 

13 and insisting that they're entitled to much more equal 

14 interconnections than the Feature Group A, which is 

15 all they were initially Gffered. And I think that tells 

18 you that the differential has never been sufficient 

17 to make them indifferent to that difference. 

~ 18 
I 

Q You've also testified about the 
~ • 
; 19 • 

market power that AT&T has, I guess, interstate/ 

• • • 0 
~ . 

c 
intrastate, and I was wondering by what criteria the 

• 
0 
~ 21 a 

Commission should measure market power? 
c 
~ • • ~ 

~ A I would suggest that what you should 

~ 
be monitoring is the spread of equal access and the 

24 availability in real ter.ms of equal access and alternatives 

25 to consumers, but eq~al access alternatives, not inferior 
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2 access alternatives, to consumers in Virginia. And that 

3 was why I talked about the phased. deregulation because 

4 it was tied precisely to that notion that as equal 

5 access comes in, the ability of AT&T to exercise 

s market power will go down. 

7 Q But it's true-that AT&T has no 

8 control over the availability of equal access: is that 

9 not true? 

10 A Well, with the exception that they're 

11 designing the software for the Feature Group D Tandems, 

12 yes. 

13 Q Now, you also -- I believe this is 

14 related •- you introduced your: Exhibit NWC-10, which 

16 illustrated the millions of conversation hours that 

18 AT&T has and the growth between 1970 and 1983. And I 

17 had the impression from your testimony that you thought 

18 that the minutes of usage was another criterion for 

19 measuring the market power. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A You can try to look at market share 

data. I am reluctant to try to use just market share 

data. In fact, the reason that this table got compiled 

by me in the first place was to try to point out that 

even in the· interstate market, AT&T's usage has grown 

and the entry qf the ·aces hasn't led to stranded investment 

.. 1.386 



,•' 

• :t···· 
a r 
! • 
~ • 
• • • e 
c • 
a 
u 
a c • • . • 

Cornell - Cross 454 

2 which some commissions have been worried about, what 

3 happens when competition comes in at all, intrastate. 

4 You can try to look at market share, and I would look 

5 at minutes-of-use market share. If the conditions for· 

a entry are truly open, and entry into the equal inter-

7 exchange market are open all across Virginia, then I 

8 think that you are looking more at a market in which 

9 you do want to take potential competition much more 

10 heavily into account. The problem is, right now, 

11 you know you can't take potential competition in 

12 the equal access market, because there isn't any 

13 potential for it until equal access is made·available. 

14 If I didn't answer your question --

1& Q Well, are there any other criteria 

18 that the Commission should look at in determining what 

17 market power is? 

18 A Well, I would think if you were 

19 looking hard at the spread of equal access and really 

knowing where it was and where -- when it's coming where, 

21 
and that it's growing, and it's come to a significant 

number of Virginia residents or Virginia access lines, 

probably is the correct technical meas~e. I'm not 

24 
sure about the CENTREX discount, but we'll leave that 

.· 
one aside. And if.you are looking to see that minutes of 
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2 use are revealing changed market shares, that you would 

3 begin to be having good measures that market power was 

4 eroded. I'm not going to give you a market share measure, 

5 that at X percent, you've got it. 

8 Q It's your position that there is a 

7 relationship between market share and market power? 

8 A What I think is that you don't sort 

9 of look at market share and close the book and say, 

10 aha, we've got you or we don't have you. I think~. when 

11 you've got a market share as large as you're looking at 

12 in the AT&T versus OCC market, and you then look to see 

.13 _if there are barriers to the erosion of that, but notice 

14 that the market share serves to trigger looking for 

1& barriers which I think are the more important issues 

18 than just plain market share. 

17 Q You mentioned pockets of residual 

18 monopoly. I guess that would be an area where AT&T 

19 would exercise market power? 

20 
A That is correct. I think we heard 

21 that Sperryville has no alternative carriers today. 

22 
I'm thinking of an analogy, a small 

~ town that only has one grocery store. The_ grocery store 

24 
there would similarly ·have market power: would it not? 

25 A Well, not necessarily. If there were 
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2 only one grocery store and if there were a law, or a 

3 way t~chnically by which no other grocery store 

4 could enter that market unless it bought all its 

s meat from that grocery store, or from the supplier 

6 that the grocery store had previously set the terms 

7 and conditions from which meat could be purchased by 

a an alternative, you'd have something analogous. The 

9 fact, of course, it's true that you could end up in a 

10 world in which there are markets that will be too small, 

11 qiven present technology, which I don't like to give, 

12 as fixed, that would only attract a single carrier. 

13 And it may well be that in the future, some of 

14 those will decide we don't want AT&T, we want, you 

15 know, MCI or Sprint, or OSTS, or one of the other 

18 
carriers. But that will only, it can only support 

17 
a single carrier. But until there is a way for 

18 
there to be an effective alternative choice for 

19 
the same quality, the same customer convenience, 

between carriers to be the one that serves that market, 

21 
that's what you have in grocery stores. It's true 

there may only be one grocery store, but if that 

grocery store starts beinq so outrageous in its prices 

24 
that customers say,· heck, I'm goinq to hop in my car 

25 
and drive to the next town, then that qrocery store in the 
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2 first town knows it has to quit. But what I'm describing 

3 is a world in which there's equal entry and consumers 

4 can get equivalent services from somebody else. You 

5 don't yet have that in telecommunications. You will, 

6 but you don't. 

7 Q With the grocery store example, 

8 the local grocery store has an advantage over the one 

9 at the shopping mall 25 miles away~ does it not? 

10 A That's correct, and it can exploit 

11 that advantage up to, but no more· than how much it 

12 cos~s people to drive 25 miles. And it has that much 

13 market power, that's perfectly true, assuming that _ 

...... 
14 somebody else doesn't look at that and say, hey, I can 

16 do real nice by exploiting up to how much it costs to 

18 . drive 15 miles away. And the point is there's freedom 

17 of entry. I can go into that small town and open a 

18 grocery store. MCI cannot go into that small town and 

19 offer dial 1 service. 

20 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Mr. Gillespie, 

21 let me stop you. The difference you made is 

22 the disparity in the number of numbers you 

23 have to push? 

24 'THE WITNESS: Well, and being able 

25 to serve the rotary-dial phones without, I 
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mean, without --

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: I 'm just saying 

the availability of tone or an adapter that 

allows you -- so you're talking about the 

disparity there is· punching some more 

nuMbers, however many? 

THE WITNESS: And forcing customers 

who don't want to to acquire new equipment 

in order to reach them. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: But that assumes 

they don't have -- that is the distinction? 

THE WITNESS: Those are the two 

big distinctions in the two forms of 

access. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: And so to the 

customer, if I were living in Sperryville, 

Virginia, I think it was used -- we've 

gotten off Buffalo Gap at least --

(Laughter) 

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, I've been 

to Sperryville and I like it, so I was able 

to remember it ·and bring it forward as an example. 

C~AIRMAN HARWOOD: So do I. You're 
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talking about if the availability, you can 

buy an adapter, or buy tone-pulse to pupch, 

you're talking about punching more numbers. 

Then as a customer, my decision is saying, 

you know, if you offer it to me for a dollar 

less a month-than I think some other 

competitor will, am I willing to punch 

that many numbers for a dollar, or two 

dollars, or five dollars, that is an economic 

choice that I, as a customer, have to make1 

is it not? 

THE WITNESS: Well, that's correct, 

but partially correct. Here's the situation: 

Suppose you're in Sperryville and you either 

have tone service or you've got one of these 

tone pads, and you'd like MCI to come in 

because you're willing to pay a dollar 

a month less or 20 cents -- 20 percent 

less per phone call, or five percent less, 

or whatever it is, but there aren't enough 

customers in Sperryville who can afford 

tone generator·s, tone-pad generators. 

They've got other things they've got to 

use their.money for in this day and age. 
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2 MCI may not be able to afford to come in 

3 just to serve you. So you aren't going to 

4 have that choice. But if it were truly a 

5 horse race for dial 1 type access, that 

8 might be a different ball game in the 

7 economic calculation of MCI or Sprint 

8 I'm here on behalf of MCI, so I'll stick 

9 with MCI for now -- that makes it a different 

10 horse race, as to whether they want to come 

11 in and serve Sperryville. 

12 
CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: So in addition 

_13 ~hen to having the availability and punching 

14 more numbers, you say it will have to look 

15 at how many people in Sperryville would like 

16 
a service other than AT&T? 

17 
'l'HE WITNESS: Yeah. And you look 

18 at -- I don't know the statistics. I asked 

19 and understand that my clients weren't able 

20 
to get all the information that I think is 

21 
really quite relevant to looking in other 

22 
states where I've had more time to look 

23 
at this information and have.knowledge.: ·In 

24 
Massachusetts, I even know how many switches 

25 
there were:that didn't e~en have tone service 
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2 available at all. You know, these are very 

3 relevant considerations. It could well be 

4 that the Sperryvil.le,· Virginias are the 

5 ones that are really the most vulnerable, 

8 if they don't have tone service available 

7 at alL. I just don't know. I don't know 

8 what the state of the switch conversions 

9 step by step are in Virginia. I wasn't 

10 able to get that. 

11 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Like the local 

12 grocery store we're talking about, would 

13 move in if there were free market entry, 

14 people in Sperryville at some point 

16 economica~ly could make a choice to lease 

18 a private line, could they not, fo+ themselves, 

17 be their own little reseller? 

18 THE WITNESS: But to be a reseller, 

19 you still have to have the same kind of 

20 
.connections an OCC does, so everybody who is 

21 
going to use your leased private line is 

22 
going to have to have tone service. That 

23 means your switch has to be equipped to give 

24 tone service·, or you can't even have that. 
. . 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD : Now , I 'm not 25 
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debating this. I'm saying that these 

are some of the individual and community 

economic choices that the people in the 

microcosm of Sperryville will have to make. 

THE WI'TNESS: Yes, but I'm trying 

to point out that it isn't as free· 

the folks in Sperryville aren't as free 

to choose about their phone service as they 

are about their groceries. 

CHAIRMAN HAR~iOOD: tiell, 

a Commission such as this has longed 

for· ·a grocery.· store commjssion or a-

gasoline sales commission. In fact, a 

Commissioner in Pennsylvania wrote an 

article on that, I ~hink, entitled 

"Why Nobody Loves a Regulator" or something 

like that, and just longed greatly for 

everything to be regulated that way. I 

think you understand as an economist what 

I mean. 

CO~ISSIONER BRADSHAW: Have you 

testified in any state where.occs-were 

required by.the.regulatory body to give 

service to a mandatory area, I mean --
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2 THE WITNESS: I have testified 

3 about that issue. 

4 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: In what 

5 state was that? 

8 THE WITNESS: I can tell you what 

7 I said. I can't remember in what states. 

8 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I'm more 

9 interested in what you said. Were you 

10 opposed to it or in favor of it? 

11 THE WITNESS: Yes, I'm opposed 

12 to it for the following reasons: It seems 

13 to me that if you're going to say you don't 

14 come in until you come every place, it would 

16 
be kinder if you said don't come, because 

18 
that's what you're really saying. It 

17 takes time to build networks. 

18 You've heard at one point, I 

19 can't remember, I think it was Mr. Schell 

20 
was pointing out, that you·!·re still in the 

21 
process, that the Bell System now, the 

22 
divested parts, the local operating 

23 
companies, are still in the process of 

24 introducing custom calling services. 

25 
I'm real intrigued about that. It's taken 
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them a long time to get custom calling 

services to everybody. And yet, if what 

you're saying is, you've got to come in 

and serve every community at once, or you 

can't come in, you are ignoring the fact 

that the Bell System can't do it that fast 

either when they had to start from scratch. 

I notice that· now 'that AT&T is putting in a 

new high-speed data service in the United 

States. It's going to take them a number 

of years to get it to every place. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Well, I was 

interested in the comment about -- what 

town did you-all use? 

VOICES: Sperryville. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: No, I was 

thinking of Criglersville. That's in the 

Culpeper LATA, by the way. 

THE WITNESS: So, apparently, is 

Sperryville. 

COMMISSIONER"BRADSHAW: If we don't 

make them go to Criglersvill~ --

THE WITNESS: But let me 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAt.V: ·rf we just ··give 

1.397 
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you the freedom to go where you want to -­

THE WITNESS: Well, let me tell you 

the second problem. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW:· -- can ·you 

really complain about somebody already being 

there? 

THE WITNESS: The second problem is 

telling them they have to go someplace where you 

won't give them equal access it seems to me 

is the second unfair aspect.of trying to do 

that. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Say that 

again. 

THE WITNESS: Telling them they 

have to go every place, but we won't give 

you equal access. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Oh, I see. 

THE WITNESS: It seems to me a 

terribiy unfair position to put the aces in. 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I would 

agree with that. 

CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Would it be 

ideal from an economic standpoint to say 

just delay all OCCs and say to the companies, 

1398 
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2 you convert your system so that everyone has 

3 equal access and then let all of the applicants 

4 in for certification statewide, where everybody 

5 would be equal? Would this be a good economic 

6 thing to do? That would be in some view, fair. 

7 THE WITNESS: Well, no, it wouldn't. 

8 And here's why: Starting and switches are 

9 converted under the mandatory guidelines 

10 of the MFJ. Customers get to choose a 

11 carrier for all interLATA calling. If that 

12 equal access software generic had been 

13 written so that you picked one for interstate, 

14 you picked one for intrastate interLATA, 

16 it might be less of a problem, but if you 

18 
say you can't come into Virginia, you've 

• ·-~ 
~ 17 

denied the residents of Virginia an 
~ , 

. 18 D 

effective choice for interstate interLATA 
D 
~ • 
i 19 • 

calling presubscription other than AT&T. 

• • • 0 
~ ~ 

c 

Because they only get to pick one. They 
• 
0 
u 

21 0 

don't get to say I want MCI for interstate, 
c w • • ~ 

~ 
but I'm going to -- I only can use AT&T 

~ 
for intrastate, so I'll pick! I'll pick AT&T. 

24 
More calling in general takes place intrastate 

25 
than interstate, and so what you're doing, if 

1399 



; 
• 
ti • • ~ 
c • 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

8 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

18 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

26 

Cornell - Cross 467 

you say that is we're not going to let the 

residents of Virginia pick effectively an 

interstate interLATA carrier for · 

p~escription. I think that has enormous 

anti-competitive potential in the interstate 

market, just enormous. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: How about 

those residents in areas of Virg~nia that 

don't have equal access and want MCI? 

I don't think they intend to go into all 

areas of Virginia. 

THE· WITNESS: Well --

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: In fact, 

I had a man talk to me the other day, he 

said I want MCI in our territory, but I 

don't think they're coming up there. There's 

not enough people to serve them. 

THE WITNESS: Well, with all due 

respect, my belief is that these carriers 

really want eventually to have ubiquitous 

networks. I •·ve heard them say that over --

COMMISSIONER S~ON: Eventually. 

THE WITNESS: But it takes time, 

Commissione~, to build facilities. They're 

:1400 
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2 putting in what, almost a billion dollars 

3 last year, and a billion dollars this year 

4 to put in facilities. It took AT&T -- I 

5 mean AT&T has been in this business almost 

8 a hundred years to get the network it has. 

7 You've got to give them some time to get 

8 their network constructed. Facilities take 

9 time to construct. It takes capital. 

10 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: But in the 

11 meantime, can't-- I'm not using MCI 

12 just any ~arrier lease a line into a 

13 city they .now serve and provide people, 

14 if they want to, and make that economic 

15 
choice themselves without the construction 

18 of any facilities? 
~ 

t-

• 17 ~ 

THE WITNESS: Well, you can lease 
~ 

~ 18 
! 

lines, but there are constraints in terms of, 
~ 

; 19 • 
again, we have the access problem. I think 

~ 
• • e ~ c 

the access problem is the key. We lease . 
~ 
~ 

21 ~ 

lines to extend your network. Again, you 
c 
~ • • ~ 

~ 
can only go -- I mean, again, you have 

~ 
capital commitments and cost_commdtments. 

24 
You can·only keep growing and testing out 

~ 
the market so much at a time. And you can't 

~401 



1 Cornell - Cross 469 

2 just do it everywhere, and you just can't, 

3 you can't walk in, you don't have enough 

4 credit, you don't have enough, all of the 

5 things you need to suddenly put up a 

8 ubiquitous nationwide leased line network. 

7 It seems to me that they're growing as 

8 fast as they can. And they keep extending 

9 their reach to smaller and smaller 

10 communities. They're extending within 

11 communities they already serve. They're 

12 dropping min~um payment -~.monthly payment 

13 requirements to reach down to smaller and 

14 smaller users. They really are moving to 

16 
be more and more ubiquitous, but to ask 

18 
for that overnight is really to ignore the 

17 
realities of construction in this industry. 

18 
CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: Thank you. 

19 
COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: One last 

20 
question. Does MCI have their tariff 

21 
de-averaged geographically? 

22 
THE WITNESS: Well, I heard that 

23 
said yesterday, and I'd have to say I was 

24 
kind of 

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I heard it 
...... 25 
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yesterday, and I was waiting for an MCI 

witness. 

THE WITNESS: I was kind of surprised. 

There are several things. They have, as· does 

AT&T, de-averaged tariffs in the sense that 

they have an interstate tariff and they have in 

some states a different tariff for the state. 

Of course, that's one for.m of geographic --

COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: I'm talking 

about geographically witbin the state for the 

same service. In other words, does MCI's 

customers in Norfolk pay the same rate as the 

ones in Northern Virginia? 

Maybe counsel can answer that. 

MR. MARMON: Your Honor, I would 

give you my understanding of the situation. 

It is my understanding that, at one point, 

MCI had a different rate for on-net cities, 

as opposed to off-net cities. An on-net 

city was a city that was served by, facili~y-

wide by transmission lines that MCI actually 

owned, and then an off-net city was one 

that was over leased lines. My understanding 

is that that has been abolished because of the 

I 
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2 rapid increase in development of the MCI 

3 network, that that is no longer a -- no 

4 longer makes marketing·sense. So, in that 

5 sense, we would not have that. 

6 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: But there's no 

7 legal constraint on doing it, is it? 

8 MR. MARMON: There is not. 

9 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, MCI 

10 doesn't file any tariffs with the FCC, does 

11 it? 

12 MR. MARMON: Yes, sir, it does. 

13 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: What 

14 jurisdiction do they assert over your 

15 tariffs? 

18 MR. MARMON: They don't assert --

17 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Is it for 

18 information only? 

19 MR •. MARMON: Yes. 

20 
COMMISSIONER SHANNON: You just file 

21 
them there, but you can change them tomorrow,· or 

22 
you can go below cost, or above cost, they 

23 don't care'? 

24 
MR. MARMON: No, they have concluded 

·- 25 
that we are adequately constrained by the 

1.404 
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2 competitive forces. 

3 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: So you have 

4 complete freedom to de-average, do anything 

5 you want? 

8 MR. MARMON: Yes, subject to 

7 complaint procedures and subject to a 

8 showing that our tariffs are unjust. 

9 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Have there 

10 ever been any complaints filed' against your 

11 rates? 

12 MR. MARMON: I honestly do not 

13 know that,· Your Honor. I~suspect that 

14 there have been complaints filed against 

15 MCI. I woul.d be amazed if there have not 

18 been. But I do not think that the FCC 

17 has ever adjudged an MCI tariff unfair 

18 G>r illegal. 

19 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: That was 

20 
my point, thank you. 

21 
Mr. Gillespie, go ahead. I don't 

22 
think you finished • 

a BY MR. GILLESPIE: (Continuing) 

24 Q Dr. Cornell, we've been talking about 

25 the advantages and disadvantages of the OCCs and AT&T. 

I· 
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2 Is it your contention that there is not competition 

3 between those carriers where you can dial 11 digits 

4 andbetween those carriers where you have to beep in 

5 22 or. more digits? 

8 A Well, it depends what you mean by 

7 competition. Competition is really a whole range of 

8 conditions where perfect competition cGuld ·vary all the way 

9 to a monopoly plus one other fir.m. Obviously, there is, 

10 on that continuum, there is that kind of competition, 

11 but it's not full-blown, effective competition all 

12 across the board. 

13 Q Would it be safe to say that they. 

14 are rivals for the same telecommunications customers? 

16 A Not for all of the same customers, 

18 because MCI can't serve them all. 

17 Q Okay, we have carved out certain 

18 customers that cannot be served by MCI. Have you had a 

19 chance to fly into the Byrd Airport here in Richmond? 

20 A No, as a matter of fact, I have not. 

21 I live fairly close, and I've driven. 

22 Q Those of us who live in Richmond 

23 ~ealize that there are a limited number of carriers 

24 that have landing permission at Byrd Airport • 

25 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: They all have 

1.406 
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2 entry, they just don't want to come. 

3 (Laughter) 

4 BY MR. GILLESPIE: (Continuing) 

5 Q Some kind of barrier limits the number 

6 of carriers out there. But if I need to fly to Chicago, 

7 I do .not· limit my choice. to those carriers that serve 

8 Byrd Airport, because I know there's limousine service 

9 to get me into National Airport or Dulles International 

10 Airport. So isn't it true then that the carriers who 

11 serve Byrd Airport are, in effect, rivals for those 

12 Richmond citizens who desire to go to Chicago with 

13 carriers who are serving at Dulles and at National 

14 Airport? 

15 A Yes. 

18 Q Even though there are distinct 

17 
disadvantages to those carriers who cannot serve at 

18 Byrd Airport? 

19 
A Well, I think what your Commissioner 

20 
said is correct, although obviously, to try to draw an 

21 
analogy to an airline market I know only a little bit 

22 
about is not terribly wise. But I don't know of any 

23 
barrier to United Airlines deciding it wanmto serve 

24 
Byrd Airport. If you said it the other way around, 

25 
you know, there are real problems with landing slots at 

1.407 
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2 National and Dulles, mostly caused by the -- not Dulles 

3 at National, caused by the air traffic controllers 

4 strike and the aftermath of those problems. But there 

5 are, in principle, not the same kind of barriers at 

8 Byrd Airport. There are, in principle, not the same 

7 kind of barriers in the airline market at all. There 

8 are disloca.tions in the airline market. We're still 

9 working through the consequences of previous regulatory 

10 controls, but there aren't the same kind of, sort of 

11 monopoly barriers, if I can put it that way, like the 

12 unequal access barrier that exists in telecommunications. 

13 They're really not analogous markets. 

14 Q ·But it is true that the carriers 

15 not serving at Byrd who do serve at Dulles or National 

18 Airport, are in competition f~r Richmond customers 

17 who desire to get to Chicago or Los Angeles? 

18 A Absolutely. 

19 Q If I could return briefly to the 

~ grocery store in Sperryville. I have not been to 

21 Sperryville, but let's just assume that that's where 

~ there is only one small grocery store. 

23 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: It's in 

24 Rappahannock County, 20 miles from Front 

- 25 Royal.· 
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2 MR. GILLESPIE:· It sounds like good 

3 territory. 

4 CHAIRMAN HARWOOD: It's got a 

5 bunch of grocery stores. It's even got a 

6 supermarket, unless something happened· to 

7 it. 

8 (Laughter) 

9 BY MR. GILLESPIE: (Continuing) 

10 Q Perhaps that a bad example. Let's 

11 take a hypothetical. 

12 A Hypothetical. 

13 Q Hypothetical town that has one grocery 

14 store. 

1& COMMISSIONER SHANNON: I'm glad we 

16 found a new town. 

17 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Criglersville 

18 is a good one. 

19 BY MR. GILLESPIE: (Continuing) 

20 Q It would be unwise for the owners 

21 of that grocery market to engage in short-term price 

22 gouging, realizing that their customers might drive 

~ 15 or 20 miles to another supermarket to do their 

24 shopping; would that not be unwise? 

25 A That is correct. 
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2 Q That the owner of that grocery market 

3 would be looking at the long-term profits, rather than 

4 the short-term gain that they would realize from price 

5 gouging? 

8 A Well, I guess I should go back and 

7 amend my earlier statement. If they want to be the 

a sole grocery proprietor in this hypothetical one-grocery-

9 store town for a long period of time, yes, they would 

10 be unwise to make their judgment based on short term 

11 versus long term. 

12 0 Okay. And would the owner of that 

13 grocery store tend to be customer-friendly? 

14 A Yes, but again, more precisely because 

1& they really do face potential competition that could 

18 come in quickly and, indeed, real competition from the 

17 neighboring towns. 

18 MR. GILLESPIE: Thank you, Dr. Cornell. 

19 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Any other 

20 
cross-examination? 

21 
MR. GAMBARDELLA: Yes, Your Honor. 

22 
COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Go ahead, 

23 Mr. Gambard~lla. 

24 
MR .• GAMBARDELLA: Thank you, Your 

25 
Honor. 
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2 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

3 BY MR. GAMBARDELLA: 

4 Q Dr. Cornell, I take it from what 

5 you've just been talking to Mr. Gillespie about, we have 

8 to be precise in applying economic principle to the 

7 various industries: is· that correct? 

8 A That is correct. 

9 Q Okay. And I'd like to ask you a 

10 few questions about principle and theory on the one 

11 hand, and what I call practicalit±es on the other hand. 

12 First, equal access, I .. take it 

13 from what you said that you think the costs of the 

14 aces will go up after equal access, at least, in terms 

15 of access charges1 is that right? 

18 A Well, I certainly am assuming that 

17 access charges will go up as they come into equal access. 

18 They'll also face real"costs in ·Converting .their system 

19 from what it is now to one that uses the new equal 

20 access, you know, facilities. 

21 Q All right. So, it's likely that 

22 their prices will go up at that time as·well: is that 

23 correct? 

24 COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Whose prices? 

25 MR. GAMBARDELLA: The OCCs' prices. 

i.. 1.41.:1 
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2 A I would expect they would have to 

3 raise prices to take into account higher access charges. 

4 Q All right. Now, economic theory 

5 tells us that in competition prices move to costs·: 

6 is that right? 

A 7 If you've really got competition, yes, 

8 they do. 

9 Q But it doesn't tell us which direction: 

10 does it? 

11 A That's right. 

12 Q And there's a case where competition 

13 may increase prices: is that right? As you expand 

14 competition with equal access, costs go up, and prices, 

16 . the aces. prices go up? 

18 A The OCCs' ·prices go up. What you 

17 want to look at at that point is what happens to the 

18 price to consumers for dial 1 telephone service. 

19 Q All right. 

20 
That's a place where we ought to 

21 study the public interest and decide whether that 

22 particular economic theory furthers the public interest 

D more than some other arrangement: would that be fair? 

24 A Well, I guess I'm a little baffled 

25 by your question~ The point that I was making is, if the 

r 1412 
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2 OCCs are going to have t~ charge consumers for their 

3 access costs, there's no question about that. The question 

4 that I don't have an answer to is whether the net result 

5 of what their prices are going to be in that world is 

8 going to lead to dial 1 telephone service in general 

7 coming down, that is, they may have to raise their prices, 

8 but they rna~ not have to raise them as high as AT&T's 

9 are currently. 

10 Q I see. Let me ask you another 

11 example about fact and theory. Competit~on is generally 

12 conceived to increase the customers' choices in 

13 telecommunications: is that rightZ 

14 A Yes. 

15 Q Now, you talked a· lot about rotary 

18 dial service and TOUCH-TONE dial service, and how easy 

17 it is to change around, but I take it if the customer 

18 wants to use an OCC's service, he's got to somehow 

19 convert either with a Touch Pad or change his service 

to TOUCH-TONE service~ is that right? 

21 A I want to say yes, and go back to 

one thing you said, because I don't think it's all that 

~ easy if somebody -- I mean if people don't want to pay 

24 29 bucks for a TOUCH-TONE phone to subscribe to 

TOUCH-TONE service, ·they're not going to pay it for 
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2 a tone pad converter either. 

3 Q All right, I'll accept that. But the 

4 fact is, you've got to switch to become a TOUCH-TONE 

5 customer? 

8 A That's right. 

7 Q So that's a place where competition 

8 in this particular industry will decrease the customer's 

9 choice, won't it? He can't have the ace and the rotary-

10 dial service at the same time. 

11 A Well, only until equal access, because 

12 once equal access comes in, you can have the ace and 

13 rotary-dial service. That's why equal access is ye~ 

14 important. 

16 0 But for that interim period of time, 

18 that transition you were talking about, he can't have 
I :...-

17 that? 

18 A Can't have both. 

19 0 Incidentally, is there any market 

20 research or anything else,· either in Virginia or on a 

21 national level, which indicates how many of those 

22 customers might switch in the meantime, switch from 

23 rotary €o TOUCH-TONE? 

24 A I don't know of any market research. 

25 I will tell you that if you do a straightforward economic 

£. 1.41.4 
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2 calculation, you can figure out -- I mean particularly 

3 now, if yo~ live in an exchange that will convert·to 

4 equal access, you can take a look at how much you'd have 

5 to pay for a new TOUCH-TONE phone or a reconditioned 

6 one, which is what I bought, and how much you'd 

7 have to pay for tone service each month to C&P, and 

8 calculate from that-- I haven't done it for Virginia 

9 by how much your phone bill, your long-distance phone 

10 bill would have to decrease for it to be worth changing 

11 now, as opposed to just waiting until such time as 

12 equal access comes into place. 

13 COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: What period 

14 of time is that calculated for? Six months 

16 or a year or what? 

18 
THE WITNESS: It depends on where 

0 :-
• 17 . ~ 

you are or when your switch is going to 

.. 18 
I 

convert. If it's real soon, I mean, if your 
... • ., 19 • 

switch is going to convert in a year to a 
IIi • • 0 20 ... 
c 

year and a half, you have to have at least, 
• 
0 
u 21 0 

I did the calculations in Illinois, you have 
c 
II z .. • 22 

to ·have a very big phone bill to make it 

23 
worth making the shift now, if your exchange 

24 
is going·to change in a year and a half. 

25 
COMMISSIONER BRADSHAW: Yours is 

1.41.5 
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2 based on volume, rather than, more so than 

3 access for the company? 

4 THE WITNESS: It was based on 

5 two things. It was sort of saying, here's 

6 what you have to pay to convert because 

7 there's a cost, there's a non-recurring 

8 charge, there's a monthly charge from C&P, 

9 and you have to buy the phone, the instrument, 

10 or rent it -- but it's cheapest if you buy it --

11 so, buy the phone. You take those three 

12 things, and then you figure out how much 

13 those -- that costs you. Now, you're going 

14 to have to save that much in a year and a 

15 haif if your switch is going to convert 

18 in a year and a half for it to have been 

17 a wise decision to subscribe now rather than 

18 to wait. 

19 BY MR. GAMBARDELLA: (Continuing) 

~ Q It could be done, but you.haven't 

21 done it? 

22 A Not for Virginia. 

23 Q You talked a little bit about people 

24 entering the grocery·store market and other things. 

25 Assume for a moment ·that there is a situation in which 

. 1416 
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2 well, let me ask you this, to do this: Focus on 

3 contestability theory for a moment and tell me whether 

4 it might not be possible that an application of that 

5 theory would be for me as a businessman to say, I 

8 know that entry can't occur for the next two or three 

7 years, effective entry, and in the meantime, I can make 

8 an amount of money by charging prices considerably 

9 above cost, and that will attract entry, but I'm 

10 confident that I can compete in the future when it 

11 does attract entry. And in the meantime, I've made 

12 this now liquidated sum that I can apply to other 

1~ businesses. Is that a possible result, even assuming 

14 contestability theory, even assuming the market is 

16 contestable three years from now? 

18 A If it's only contestable three 
0 ·-~ 
• 17 ~ 

years from now, that's a very clear possible result. 
~ 
r 

• 18 0 
I think contestability theory -- I'm not sure of the 

0 
~ 
0 

i 19 • 
relevance of contestability theory because, despite 

• • z 
0 

~ p 
c 

what Dr. Alessio said on Friday, the authors of that 
• 
0 
u 21 0 

theory state very clearly you have to be vulnerable 
c 
g 
z 
~ • 

~ 
to hit-and-run entry, which means there isn't a 

~ 
three-year wait for entrants to come in. And if there 

24 is a three-year wait --

25 Q Then contestability doesn't -- theory 

~417 
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2 doesn't apply? 

3 A Exactly. It isn't a contestable 

4 market unless you want to make the word contestable 

5 be meaningless. You can sort of make contestable 

6 markets be like markets. All markets are contestable, 

7 and so why are you bothering with the extra hot air of 

8 contestable, essentially. 

9 Q So that little hypothetical is a 

10 possibility where there might be no particular barrier 

11 to entry except the· time to get there? 

12 A That is correct. 

13 Q And I think you said yesterday that 

14 there might be a two to three-year period to get to some 

15 for the OCCs to get into some markets; is that right? 

16 A I think that's correct. It takes 

17 time to acquire rights-of-way, and if you're going to do 

18 it with fiber, you have to get the right-of-way and 

19 dig up and lay the fiber. If you're going to do it 

~ with microwave radio, you have to, again, get rights-

21 of-way and you have to get FCC licenses for the proper 

~ kinds of frequencies, and then you have to get the 

~ radios, .and get them installed • 

24 Q . All right. And you've characterized 

...... 25 the petition here as requesting deregulation and AT&T 

1.418 
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2 characterizes it as streamlined regulation, and I don't 

3 want to get into that distinction there. But I'd like 

4 to ask you a little bit about the remedies if something 

5 goes wrong in this case. Let's assume, for a moment, 

a that the petition is granted, just the way it stands. 

7 And if you'll accept for a moment that Rule 7 of the 

8 Commission's Rules provides that one of the remedies 

9 for violation of those rules for discriminatory 

10 service or for complaints against the particular carrier 

11 is to revoke its certificate. C&P excuse me -- my 

12 great apologies to AT&T -- AT&T is ubiquitous. That's 

13 the term they use, isn't it, operates througho~t the 

14 Commonwealth, and has for some period of time? 

15 A That's correct. Call from anywhere 

18 to anywhere, thanks to Cliff Robertson. 

17 Q And that's because for many years 

18 they had a certificate which excluded everyone else; 

19 isn't that right? 

A That is correct. 

21 Q Given that situation, does it seem 

to you a practicable solution for the Commission to 

revoke that certificate and eliminate that kind of a 

24 carrier immediately? 

A No. 
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2 Q Now, Rule 10 of the Commission's 

3 Rules would allow the Commission to step in .and 

4 reregulate or impose additional regulation, in 

5 addition to the streamlined regulation, whichever you 

6 care to characterize it, if it saw that, or it deemed 

7 that competition was no longer occurring. And I guess, 

8 first, I should ask you: Do you -- well, the carriers 

9 under that sort of a rule would not be required to keep 

10 books under the Uniform System of Accounts, as I 

11 understand it. Now, given that situation, are they 

12 likely to keep books under the Uniform System of 

13 Accounts for any business or economic reasons? 

14 A I'm just not real sure ~hat they're 

16 
likely to do. The Uniform System of Accounts is not 

16 
the same as generally accepted accounting principles. 

17 I have seen descriptions of the differences, but I 

18 couldn't reproduce all of them off the top of my head. 

19 There • s a kind of, on the one hand I on the other hand,· 

20 
because on the one hand, that's the way their books 

21 
are set up now, as I understand it. There's a cost 

22 
to changing them. On the other hand, they really don't 

23 
account,· you kn~w, conform to the generally accepted 

24 
accounting principles, and in particular, I think, at 

25 
this stage, they would particularly like to change 
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2 depreciation. And I don't blame them; they should. 

3 And some other things. So my guess is it wouldn't 

4 see books that would be comparable a couple years from 

5 now to the books as they exist today. 

6 Q Well, take depreciation, for example, 

7 would they likely accrue depreciation on some straight-

a line method as is traditional in rate-making? 

9 A Now,· I'm not an accountant.and some·sbrt 

10 of an expert on the wrinkles, but I know they would like to 

11 speed it up. 

12 Q They'~ probably do it· on some kind of 

13 accelerated basis that gives them the greatest advantage 

14 under the tax laws, wouldn't they? 

16 A Exactly. 

16 Q And then if we wanted to reimpose 

17 rate-making on the traditional cost of service basis, 

18 we'd have to reconstitute everything, wouldn't we? 

19 A Yes. 

20 
MR • GAMBARDELLA: Thank- you. That ' s 

21 
all I have. 

22 
COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Thank you. 

23 
Any other cross-examination of this witness? 

24 
Any redirect? Mr. Morrissey -- Marmon? 

25 
. MR. ~or~: No, sir. 
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MR. MORRISSEY: Be glad to, Judge 

Shannon. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Thank you 

very much, Dr. Cornell. You may stand down 

and your testimony will be received. 

* * * * * * * * 
WITNESS STOOD ASIDE 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, I guess 

that concludes the case. Is there anything 

further? You have witnesses that will file 

their testimony on or before Friday? 

MR. MAGEE: Yes, Your. Honor, that's 

right. We will have that to the Commission 

by F.riday. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: We will keep 

the record open for the reception of that 

testimony. 

MR. MAGEE: We'd be glad to have 

the weeke~d. 

COMMISSIONER S~ON: I didn't want 

to spoil yo~ weekend, but if you would like 

to have until Monday. Monday would be, what, 
. . 
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the 5th? I believe that's -- I don't have 

a calendar. 

MR. MAGEE: It would be the 6th, 

Your Honor. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well,· it 1 s 

up to you, if you could get it in Monday. 

Let's say it's due on or before Monday. 

All right, well, I wish to thank 

the ladies and gentlemen for the manner 

in which you presented this· case. With the 

reception of GTE-Sprint's testimony 

that's GTE-Sprint of Virg·inia?. 

MR. MAGEE: Yes, Your Honor. 

COMMISSIONER S~ON: -- then we 

will close the record and the Commission will 

take this matter under advisement, and we 

will endeavor to render a very prompt 

decision. 

MR. MAGEE: Well, Judge Shannon, one 

last matter, if I may. I'm interested in 

terms of ~he possibility of there being 

briefs submitted in the case. 

COMMISSIONER SHANNON: Well, 

normally, I would say yes, but because we 
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want to get this case, all these cases 

decided by the 1st of September -- I might 

throw this out: If -- no, I think I will 

491 

say no. I don't think I think the issues 

are clear. I don't think it's necessary 

to have briefs, because we're going to go 

to work on this right away, and I'd like 

to have the transcript just as soon as 

we could. 

And, again, I want to thank you-all 

for the manner in which you've conducted 

yourselves. ItJs been a pleasure to have 

you down here in Virginia, and the record 

will be closed th~n, upon receipt of 

GTE-Sprint of Virginia's testimony. 

The Commdssion will stand in recess. 

NOTE: The hearing was concluded 

and adjourned at 4:01p.m., July 31, 1984. 

* * * * * * * * 
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Before the 
FEDEIAL COHHDBICA%IOBS COMHISSIOR 

Washington.· DC 20554 

) 
In the Matter of ) 

) 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS, INC. ) 

) 
Revisions to Tariffs F.c.c. No. 263 ) 
and F.c.c. No. 1 ) 

Transmittal No. 79 

JIBIIlJAJIDUK OPIBIOB ABD OIDU 

Adopted: June 6, 1984 ; Released: June 6, 1984 

· By the Chief, Common Carrier Bureau: 

4ill 

1. Before the Bureau are pet it ions to reject or suspend tariff 
revisions filed und.er Transmittal No. 79 by AT&T Communications, ~nc. 
(AT&T) .1 AT&T proposes to establish "a nationwide Block-of-Time Optional 

·Calling plan•• for Long Distance Message Telecommunications Service (M'rS). 
under the proposed. plan, AT&T customers would be offered the following 
choice of. billing options: 

Option A: for a monthly charge of $10.00, customers would 
receive up to one hour· of interstate dial station calling 
during the night/weekend rate"period. Calling during the 
night /weekend period in excess of one hour would be hilled at 
the rate of $8.75 per hour or fraction thereof. 

Option ).: for a monthly charge .of $11.50, customers would 
receive the ·services offered under 110ption A11 plus a 15% 
discount for interstate dial station calling during the 
evening rate period. The 15% discount would be applied in 
add it ion to . the current 40% rate discount in effect for that 
period. 

··--· -

1 Petitions "to reject or suspend were filed by the Association of Long 
Distan.ee Telephone· Companies,· GTE. Sprint Communications .Corp., Lexitel 
Corp., MCI Telecommunications C.orp., Satellite Business Systems, Inc., 
Te lesphere Network, Inc., Teltec Saving Communications Co., Clark 
Telecommunications, In~ •• and Western Union Telegrap_h Co. 
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.. 
For both options, a nonrecurring charge of $10.00 ~ould be assessed when a 
customer orders a Block of Time plan. This charge would be waived during 
the first 90 days that the offering is available in a given local exchange 
area. 

2. Although AT&T characterizes the Block of Time calling plan as a 
"nationwide" offering, the introduction of the service in particular areas 
is contingent on the billing capabilities of local exchange companies, who 
will be responsible for implementing Block of Time billing. The tariff 
contains a listing of 19 local exchange carriers (all Bell Operating 
Companies)· and sets forth specific: dates of availability for proposed plans 
ranging from June 1984 to November 1984. AT&T states that it expects to 
make this service available in substantially all other areas of the country 
by January 1, 1985. AT&T explains, however, that the tariff listings merely 
reflect the current state of negotiations with local exchange carriers. 
Actual service availability may change depending on the willingness and 
ability of individua 1 ex chang~ carriers to offer the necessary billing 
arrangements on· behalf of AT&T. 

3o Peti~ioners urging rejection or suspension of AT&T's Block of Time 
plan uniformly argue that AT&T's proposed rates for Block of Time calling 
are below even the basic, underlying cost of obtaining Switched Access 
Service from local exchange carriers a'nd must, therefore, be far below 
AT&T's actual cost of providing MTS service. Under either option, the flat 
rate charged for the first hour of call~g would result in revenue to AT&T 
of 16.67 cents per minute (assuming that a subscriber used the entire 60 
minutes purchased)o At the rate of $8.75 for succeeding hours, the per 
minute price would amount to only 14o6 cents. By contrast, AT&T's access 
costs were estimated by petitioners to equal about 18.5 cents per miDuteo2 
Considering AT&T's own costs in providing MTS service, petitioners argue 
that AT&T's Block of Time calling plan will unavoidably result in 
significant losses to AT&T. Such below-cost pricing, iD their view, would 
be predatory, contrary to the Communicat·'ions Act, and would inhibit 
deve~opment of competition in the long d·~tance message service marketplace. 

2 These estimates weTe made using t.he National Exchange Carrier 
Association (NECA) Access Service Tariff F.C.C. No. 1, filed on March 15, 
1984. Since that time, the Commission has directed NECA to reduce those 
charge~ by 8.58 per~ent. !..!.!. Investigation of Access and Divestiture 
Related Tariffs, Phase. I, CC Docket 83-1145, FCC.84-201, released May 15, 
1984. Under current rates, therefore, AT&T's basic out-of-pocket costs for 
access would amount to approximately 16.9 cents per minute. This change 
will decrease AT&T's access ·costs, but will not affect other expenses···-· 
encountered by AT&T in its provision of MrS. 

- 2 -
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Discussion 

4. ·In general, the Communications Act requires that rates for common 
carrier services regulated by this Commission be based upon costs. 47 
U.S .C. § 20l(b); See Ani (WATS), 59 FCC 2d 671, 687 (1976) and cases cited 
therein. As noted above, assuming that customers make fu 11 use of their 
initial 60 minute time period, AT&T's basic out-of-pocket cost of obtaining 
access to local exchange networks will alone amount to more than AT&T will 
realize in revenue from the service offering. Even without considering 
AT&T 's own costs of providing the service, therefore, it is clear that the 
proposed rates of $10.00 and $8.75 per hour will likely be noncompensatory 
under current access tariffs. · 

5. In reply, AT&T argues that, because its over a 11 MTS service 
category is profitable, the Commission should not separately examine 
individual rate elements within MTS. It is true that we allow AT&T to 
aggregate its costs within broad service categories such as MTS. See ~ 
(ICAM), 84 FCC 2d 384, 400 (1981). The Commission has stated, moreover, 
that a strict or inflexible rate of return requirement within service 
categories, inc: luding new or reconfigured ones, could stifle innovation and 
the satisfaction of consumer demands. Id. To a certain extent this 
flexibility is bQrn of necessity--a requir~nt that each service earn the 
exact interstate rate of return would be, under most circumstances, 
unenforceable. See id. Here, how ever, A~&T's access costs, at least, are 
clearly defined. No serious question :of cost allocation arises. Instead, 
simple mathematics reveal that AT&T 'sf Block-of-Time plan is probably priced 
below its current access costs. For this reason, we reject AT&T's argument 
that "overall" MTS profitability is the only relevant inquiry. 

6. AT&T does not dispute that, when viewed under traditional cost 
allocation methods, the Block-of-Time plan will operate at a lass in 1984. 
AT&T would have us take a longer term approach, arguing that consumer 
acceptance of the Bloc~ of Time plan will eventually result in increased 
night /weekend calling levels. AT&T ·claims that because certain parts of 
the access charge burden represent fixed, non.:..traffic sensitive costs, the 
increased calling levels attributable to Block of Time calling will result 
in lower per-minute access charges in future years. Using these long term._ 
projections, AT.&T calculates that the properly assignable access cost for 
Block of Time minutes, even in the current year, amounts to only 10.3 cents 
per minute, rather than 18.5 cents as claimed by petitioners. Therefore, 
according to AT&T, the Block of Time service would actually be profitable 
even when viewed separately· from the remainder ~f AT&T's M.TS service. 

7. We have not accepted AT&T's a·ttempt to justify current losses on 
these grounds. Until such time that the access charge tariffs are revised, 
AT&T's Block of Time plan would appear to remain unprofitable. In any event, 
we cannot be certain that AT&T is correct in its assertion that Block of 
Time calling will increase overall demand. levels, or that access costs will 
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necessarily be reduced next year or the year after. 3 

8. Raving weighed these concerns along with the possible advantages 
of the proposed plan, however, we have determined that it would not be 
against the public interest to allow AT&T's Block of Time plan to take 
effect. This optional calling plan appears to be a relatively simple, easy 
to understand billing system that many consumers would find useful. 
Moreover, the results of AT&T's optional calling plan experiments, which 
preceded the instant filing, appear to show that customers who purchase a 
Block of Time option increase their off-peak usage levels, which in turn may 
stimulate traffic and increase network efficiency. In view of these 
potential benefits, we are unwill.iDg to reject the proposed plan summarily. 

9. Petitioners opposing the Block of Time filing argue that because 
. AT&T 's out-of-pocket access costs exceed revenues, the plan should be 

rejected on that ground alone. That argument, however, proves too much in 
that it can also be directed against ~T&T's current MTS rates. At the 
presently effective discount level of 60%, for example, MIS calls during the 
night/weekend rate period of more than a few minutes duration do not 
generally recover access costs unless the call distance falls within the 
uppe.rmost mileage bands. 4 In fact, close examination of AT&T's 
Block-of-Time plan reveals that the proposed rates approximate an average 
rate under AT&T's current night/weekend rate scbedule.5 

10. Moreover, because of the unusual circumstances surrounding the 
transition from the pre-divestiture settlements/division of revenues process 

3 In . t be ev en t t 1i at the B lo c k of ~ im e offer in g fa i 1 s to genera t e 
sufficient revenue to allow AT&T to realize its authorized rate of return, 
we will carefully scrutinize losses attributable to the Block of Time-plan 
in determining appropriate rates in the future. 

4 Because MTS rate schedules are distance sensitive, and moreover, 
are priced under an initial minute/additional minute rate structure, it 
is difficult to compare precisely the price of ordinary MTS calling· and 
the proposed Block of Time prices. For exaapl:e, one sixty-minute call 
under ordinar-y MTS rate schedules would be priced lower than sixty 
one-minute calls of identical distance because initial minute rates are 
higher than additional minute rates. This would not be true under the 
Block of Time rate structure. 

5 This assumes an average night/weekend call length of about 12 minutes 
and 650 miles. Under AT&T 's Tariff F .c .c. No. 263, the charge for an hour 
of such calling (i.e. five twelve-minute earls) would be priced at 
approximately $9.96. · · 
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to the access charge environment, we are reluctant to find that the Block 
of Time plan is unlawful on its face. It may be argued, for example, that 
the disparity between AT&T •s proposed Block of Time price and AT&I 1s access 
cost is mainly attributable to the fact that access charge rate schedules 
are not structured on a peak/off-peak basis. This is essentially an anamoly 
in the current access charge price structure that is under investigation 
in CC Docket 83-1145 •. Should we find in that proceeding that time of day 
sensitive pricing is reasonable for access charge prices, it would be more 
than likely that the disparity between AT&T's access costs and its 
night/wee'kend rates would disappear. In these limited circumstances, it 
appears that it would be more reasonable to allow AT&T to develop its Block 
of Time offering, rather than require rejection of that plan solely for the 
reason that AT&T 1s access charge costs exceed per minute revenue from the 
Block. of Time plan. 6 

11. As noted above, the availability of the Block of Time plan is 
contingent· upon the development of billing contracts with the various local 
exchange companies. We expect that this service wUl be fully available 
nationwide, and that this availability will take place on an expedited 
basis. We will therefore carefully monitor AT&T's progress in establishing 
hilling arrangements during the coming six months. If it should develop 
that the availability of this service i.S unreasonably ·withheld, we shall 
act· accordingly. 

12. For the reasons stated above, IT IS ORDERED, That petitions filed 
by the Association of Long Distance Telephone Companies ll.!,..!.!.:. ARE 
DENIED. 

13. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That this .. Memorandum Opinion and Order is 
. I 

effective upon adoption. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION. 

~·~ 
~Jack D. Smith 
~" Chief, Commop Carrier Burea~ 

---· -
6 Petitioners raise a number of other objections to the Block of Time 
plan. These appear to be premised on the assumption that the hourly rate 
from Block of Time calling is not cost justified. For the reasons stated· 
above, we find these arguments, ·though not wit bout merit, do not warrant 
rejection of the proposed plan. 
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RECEIVED-

.. JUL 61984 
FCC 

Before the Office of the Sec~tary 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washinqton, D.c. 20554 

In the Matter of ) 
) 

AT&T Communications, Inc. ) 
Revisions to Tariffs F.c.c. No. 263 ) 
and F.c.c. No. 1 > 

Transmittal No. 79 

APPLICATION OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF JUSTICE FOR REVIEW 

I. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF POSITION 

On June 6, 1984 the. Chief, Common carrier Bureau ( "Bureau••) 

actinq under delegated authority denied several petitions to 

reject or suspend tariff revisions filed under Transmittal Mo. 

79 by AT&T Communications, Inc. ("AT&T"). !/ The tariff 
I 

rev~sions establish a ·slock-of-Tife Optional Callinq Plan·~ far 

lonq·distance MTS service which would charqe callers at a flat 

rate for ea~h hour of callinq durinq the night/weekend rate 

period. 

The United States Department of Justice ("Department"), the 
.. 

execu~ive aqency responsible far enforcinq the antitrust laws 

.. 

. -·-· .. 

---·--· -1-/-AT&T-ecmmtilrieations;- Iuc., Revi'si-amrto rarifts F.c:c:---.-o-.----
263 and F.c.c. No. 1, Transmittal No. 79, Memorandum Opinion 
and Order (released June 6, l9~~><."B~reau Opinion"). 
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and promoting competition, urqes the Commission to review and 

reverse the Bureau's decision. a1 ~e Bureau approved the AT&T 

tariff.even thouqh it found that the proposed rates for the 

Block-of-Time Plan are below AT&T's a~tual cost of_pcovidinq .. 
~s service. !be Bureau's decision conflicts with established 

FCC ratemakinq policy and could result in harm to the 

competition developinq in interexchanqe telecommunications. 3/ 

Indeed-, the effect of the decision may be to undecmine the 

Commission policy of cost-based regulation of AT&T. If the 

Commission determines that the access charge rate structure 

causes inefficiency, it should address that problem directly, 

rather than attempt to remedy it by· .. authorizinq an MTS tariff 

that is apparently below cost. It is highly inappropriate in 

I 

2/ The submission of these comment~ d~es not affect the 
Independent enf.orcement responsibilities of the Department of 
Justice. §!!, ~, United States v. RCA~ 358 u.s. 344, 350 
(1959). . 

.. 

!/ The Commis~ion•s rules require anyone filinq ~ application 
for review who has not·already participated in the proceedinq 
to describe the manner in which the person is aqqrieved by the 
action taken and to show qood reason why it was not possible to 
participate in the earlier stages of the proceedinq. 47 C.F.R. 
5 1.115 (1983). As the executive branch aqency responsible for 
promotinq competition and enforcinq the antitrust laws, the ··---
Department seeks Commission review of the Bureau's decision, 

.• 
althouqh we did not participate in this proceedinq. We are 
concerned that the Bureau's decision could have siqnificant 
anticompetitive consequences in the interexchanqe services 

-·- t'ft8:'tketpi-ace. Moreover·;-ttte·.-opini:orrc·onstt~es a stmrp--------·­
departure from long-established Commission ratemakinq policy 
that could not have been anticipated at the time AT&T filed 
Transmittal No. 79. · 
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the context of review of an individual tariff far the 

Commission to reject the lanq-standinq regulate~ practice that 

a fi~'s rates for its menu of services should each cover its 

• costs. • 

I I • BACKGROUND 

T.he AT&T tariff would establish •a nationwide Black-of-Time 

Optional Callinq Plan• that would offer two billinq options: 

Option A: for $10.00 per month customers 
could make up to one hour of interstate 
callinq durinq the niqht/weekend rate 
period. Callinq durinq the night/weekend 
period in excess of one hour would be billed 
at the rate of $8.75 per hour or fraction 
thereof. 

Option B: for $11.50 per month customers 
would receive the services offered under 
'
00ptian A" plus a 15% discount far 
interstate calling durinq the eveninq rate 
period. The 15\ discount wo~ld be applied 
in addition to the current 40\ rate discount 
in effect for that periodf !/ 

The Bureau acknowledged that AT&T's basic cast of access to 

local exchange networks will exceed AT&T's revenues from the 

proposed service. 21 The Bureau rejected AT&T's argument that 

the Commission is required only to examine overall MTS 

profitability and need not separately examine individual rate 

--· ··----- .. =====-==-=~-=-=-===-··· ... _....,.,__. 

.. , 

!/ Bureau Opinion at f 1 • 

.§./ J.g. at 111( 3, 4, 7, n.2; 
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elements within MTS. 6/ It also rejected AT&T•s argument that 

the cost of providinq Block-of-Time service will qo down as the 

volume of the service increases. ~he Bureau found that it 

could not be certain that Block-of-Time callinq will increase 

overall demand levels or that access costs will be reduced in 

the next few years. 7/ Despite complete rejection· of these 

arguments, the Bureau allowed the Block-of-Time Plan to be 

implemented. It cited as its prima~ justification possible 

qains in network efficiency resultinq from simplification of 

the bdllinq system and compensation for anomalies in the access 
. 

charge rate structure, such as the absence of off-peak pricinq. 

--- -------------=-----_--.------~-- ·---·-·-·------------------------
6/ IS· at 1f s. 

11 Id. at '' 6-7. 
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III. DISCUSSION 

T.he Bureau recognized that the Block-of-Time tariff will 

net cover AT&T's costs of prcvidinq the servi~e. !/ The Bureau 

stated: 

[A]ssuminq that customers make full use of 
their initial 60 minute time period, AT&T's 
basic out-of-pocket cost of obtaining access 
to local exchanqe networks will alone amount 
to more than AT&T will realize in revenue 
from the service offering. Even without 
eonsiderinq AT&T's own costs of providinq 
the service, therefore, it is clear that the 
proposed rates of $10.00 and $8.75 per hour 

• will likely be noncompensatory under current 
access tariffs. !/ 

T.he Commission has lonq recognized that cost-based pricing 
... 

is most likely to promote efficient use of the telephone 

network. ~/ Indeed, one of the central purposes of the 

.. 
8/ Id. at t 4. The Opinion states ~hat the flat rate charged 
for the first hour of callinq would result in revenue to AT&T 
of 16.67 cents per minute. At the rate of $8.75 for succeeding 
hours, the per minute price would be only 14.6 cents. The 
Bureau estimated that after the most recent access charge 
decision, AT&T's costs for access would be approximately 16.9 
cents per minute. ~· a~ t 3, n.2. 

!/ Id. at t 4. The Bureau repeated this conclusion in two 
other sections of its OpiniQn. At f 5 it stated: "[S]imple 
mathematics reveal that AT&T's Block-of-Time plan is probably 
p~iced below its current access costs." At 1f 7·it stated: 
"Until such time that the access charge tariffs are revised, 
AT&T's Block-of-Time plan would appear to remain unprofitable." 

10/ AT&T (WATS), 59 F.C.C.2d 671,.678 (1976); MTS and WATS 

....... -

•' 

---Market S1:'r'Uct'ar~3--p ;e: c-. 2d ~ll·r;- ~l\-t9831;-Te"c~fina-eratl6ii;------
48 Fed. Req. 42984 (Sept. '"21, ·1983), :further reconsideration, 
49 Fed. Req. 7810 (Mar. 2, 1984), aff'd sub nom. Nat'l Ass'n of 
Reg. Util. Comm•rs v. FCC, No •.. 83-1225 (D.C. Cir. June 12, 

Footnote Continued 
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Modified Final Judgment !!/ and the access charge decision was 

to make explicit and visible the relative costs of local 

exchange services and interexchanqe services. This infocmation 

is important primarily to ensure that market power is not 

exploited to the detriment of consumers throuqh charqinq 

excessive prices. our competitive concerns here are that AT&T 

may be able to recover the losses resultinq from below-cost 

pricinq, either throuqh current cross-subsidization that raises 
• 

the rates for the provision of services outside the 

Block-of-Time periods.~ or from enhanced ability to charqe 

prices in excess of costs in th~future. 12/ Moreover, pricing 

below true costs of services generally is not economically 

efficient. 

10/ Continued 

l984)("Economics teaches us that, except in certain 
circumstances involvinq market failure, prices equal ·to the 
cost of producing another increment of a qood, i.e., equal to 
the marginal cost of .production, are optimal). 

11/ United States v. American Tel. & Tel. Co., 552 F. Supp. 
131, aff'd mem. sub nom., Maryland v. Uni~ed States, 104 s. Ct.· 
1240 (1983). 

12/ In comments filed in the Commission's Notice of Inquiry 
... -· . 

examininq the need for continued regulation of AT&T, the 
Department expressed concern that AT&T would continue to have .. 
market power_ in interexchange services for some _l~eriod_~i, ____ _ 

----·--- Lillie .---·see- -r:;onq~RUn Reqnrat'ion ·of-A'1f&"F'"~as 1c1lomestTc 
Interstate Services, United States Department of Justice 
Comments at 11-20 (filed April'.2, 1984), Reply Comments at 4-22 
(filed June 4, 1984). · 
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In liqht of the importance of ensuring that prices reflect 

costs of providing services, it is clear that the reasons 

advanced by the Bureau provide no basis for approval of a 

tariff that the Bureau admitted is below cost. The Bureau 

arqued that AT&T's optional callinq plan experiments appear to 

show that customers who purchase a Block-of-Time option 

increase their off-peak usaqe levels, which in turn may 

st~late traffic and increase network efficiency. 13/ This 

findiDq is inconsistent with the Bureau's conclusion in the 

Opinion's previous paragraph that "we cannot be certain that 

AT&T is correct in its assertion that Block of Time calling 

will increase overall demand levels.... • • •• 14/ 

T.he Bureau then stated that optional calling is a 

relatively simple, easy to understand billing system that many 
I 

consumers would find useful. !2/ This observation is of no 
.. 

• I • • consequence to the 1ssue of cost-bafed·pr1c1nq. Whether 

pricinq by the hour is simpler or more difficult than pricing 

by the minute has no relevance to the question of whether 

AT&T's tariff is p~issible under the Commission's cost-based 

pricinq scheme. A simplified tariff structure could be 
.. 

implemented at rates that cover AT&T's access charges. 

13/ Bureau Opinion at 1( a. 

. ... __ 

--------- -- _ _._ .... ....,._.,__.. ____ ---------
!!/ jg. at 1( 7. 

ll.l !4· at , a. 

~- 1436 
-7-



. . •, • 

The Bureau then also argued that if the Block-of-Time 

tariff were found impermissible, all of AT&T MTS night/weekend 

rates would also be suspect. !!/ This argument is hardly a 

justification for approval of the Block-of-Time tariff. Sound 

economic thea~ and regulatory policy genecal~y dictate that 

each of AT&T's services, reqular MTS and Block-of-Time, should 

cover its costs. If other MTS services do not cover costs, 

then they ouqht to be reviewed by the Commission. 

Finally, the Bureau also cited the .. unusual circumstances 

surro1mdinq the transition. • • •. to the access charge 

environment• and suqqested that access charge rates might be· 

restructured on a peak/off-peak basis, a change that would 

likely eliminate the disparity between AT&T's access costs and 

its night/weekend rates. 17/ Again t~is argument provides no 

basis for approval of the Block-of-Time tariff. The Bureau 

noted that access charqes are unde~ investiqation in cc Docket 

83-1145, but specifically di~ not ~ndicate .that the Commission 

intends to order.peak/off-peak charges. ·Moreover, the Bureau 

made no generalized findinq that peak/off-peak rate schedules 

for access charges would be desirable. 

If the Commission determines that peak/off-peak access 

charges are desirable, it ·should address that issue di·rectly in .. ___ . 

---__ ,_ -----·-- _ .. 
16/ ~- at 1f 9. 

lll .~,g. at 1r 10. 

--- -·---
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the docket examining access and divestiture related 

tariffs, 18/ rather than abdicating regulatory responsibility 

to M'&T. We recoqnize that if the underlying access chacqe · 

structure is itself inefficient, then economic welfare may be 

adversely affected if consumers are forced to pay prices for 

interexchanqe services that reflect that inefficiency. As a 

matter of effective regulatory practice, however, it is most 

inappropriate for the Commission to rely on AT&T to compensate 

far otherwise.avoidable distortions induced by an inefficient 

accesk charge structure. Absent a detailed analysis and 

prescription by the FCC of MTS prices, the likely conclusion of 

the Bureau's approach would be carte'blanche pricing by . .. . . 

AT&T. !!/ Moreover·,- if the existing access charges do reflect . 

cos.ts appropriately or have been otherwise desiqned to meet , 

public interest concerns, AT&T's pricinq below those costs may 

be cOnsider~ blatantly anticompeti,ive .. or otherwise contrary 

to the qoals underl~inq the access charge structure. ~/ 

18/ Investigation of Access and Divestiture Related Tariffs, 
CC Docket No. 83-1145. 

. 
19/ The Department's comments filed in CC Docket No. 83-1147 
recognized the need for continued regulation of AT&T's rates 
far some period. See Lonq-Run Regulation of AT&T'S Basic 
Domestic Interstate Services, United States Department of 
Justice.comments at 32-39; Reply Comments at 26-30. 

........ 

.,. 

20/ T~~L P.e.P..~ent~ §.. coap~ntJ_in_C.c..Jlock.eLBa..-. 83..-l.lA.7 __ -------­
recoqn1zed that predatory pricinq remains as a possible risk. 
Comments, id., at n.49; Reply Co~ents, ~.,at n.78. We do 
not arque here that the Block4)f-Time· tar1ff is predatory. The 
inescapable conclusion, however; which is only reinforced by 
the Bureau's opinion, is that the AT&T tariff is below-cost 
under any reasonable measure. 

-9--. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

The Department. urges the Commission to review the Common 

· .. ·Carrier Bureau 1 s deeision to approve A':&'r 1 s Blo·ck-of-Time rate 

offering. The Bureau's explicit finding that the tariff does 

not even cover the cost of access charges ordinarily should be 

sufficient grounds for rejecting the tariff. If the Commission 

determines that peak/off-peak pricing or other modifications to 

access rate structures are appropriate, it should consider 

thos4 changes in its docket examining access and divestiture 

rel~ted tari~fs. It is wholly inappropriate to attempt to 

·remedy possible d·efects in the access tariffs by allowing AT&T 

.to disregard its out-of-pocket costs for access. The Bureau's 

action could seriously undermine Commission regulation of AT&T 
' 

and could .have serious anticompetitive effects as well. 

Carol B. Dinkins 
Deputy Attorney 
General of the United 
States 

I 

I 

Respectfully 3ubmitted, 

Do\19liH.GiriSb\ii9 ( 
Deputy Assistant Attorney 

General 
Antitrust Division · 

-------- -··--··. ---------
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD. 

A. My name is Mary Flannery Brackbill. My business address is 

1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 500, Washington, D.C. 20036. 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLO!ED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

A. I am employed by GTE Sprint Communications Corporation (•GTE 
• 

Sprint") as a Senior Regulatory Analyst. 

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE? 

A. t received a B.A. in economics from the University of Notre 

Dame in 1978 and an M.A. in economics in 1979 also from the 

University of Notre Dame. I have been employed since that 

time by GTE Sprint in the Regulatory Affairs Depart~ent. 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR CURRENT RESPONSIBILITIES FOR GTE SPRINT? 

A. I perform analysis of economic and policy issues raised in 

various state and federal regulatory proceedings. In recent 

months, I have been extensively involved in the preparation 

of GTE Service Corporation's comments in the ongoing FCC 
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proceeding concerned with the appropriate regulatory 

scrutiny for AT&T Communications Corporation's interstate 

operations and services. 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to demonstrate that AT&T does 

not provide competitive services in the Commonwealth of 
• Virginia and that this Commission should continue its 

detailed regulatory scrutiny of AT&T' s intrastate s·ervices. 

In support thereof, I will show that AT&T continues to 

possess market power by virtue of continuing barriers to 

entry and expansion for AT&T's competitors. I will further 

illustrate that these entrt and expansion barriers are 

reflected in AT&T' s overwhelming share of the relevant 

market. 

Q. THE VIRGINIA STATE LEGISLATURE HAS DETERMINED TBAT THE 

COMMISSION MAY ELIMINATE RATE BASE REGULATION FOR A COMPANY 

THAT IS FOUND TO PROVIDE INTEREXCHANGE SERVICE ON A 

•coMPETITIVE BASIS." BOW DO YOU DETERMINE WHETHER A CARRIER 

IS PROVIDING ITS SERVICE ON A COMPETITIVE BASIS? 

A. Services are provided on a competitive basis only by a firm 

which does not possess market power. A firm without market 

power does not have the ability to control prices. That is, 

1.445 



MARY FLAHNBRY BRACKBILL 
PAGE 3 

it cannot raise its prices relative to other firms without 

losing those customers to other carriers. Further, a firm 

which possesses market power may have the ability to cross 

subsidize its competitive services with those service which 

it provides on a monopoly basis. 

Q. IN A PARTICULAR MARKET, IS IT POSSIBLE THAT SOME CARRIERS 

MAY BE ABLE TO OFFER SERVICES ON A COMPETITIVE BASIS WHILE 

• 
ANOTHER MAY NOT? 

A. Yes, as I explained above, whether or not a carrier offers 

its services on a competitive basis depends upon the extent 

to which it possesses market power. It is entirely possible 

for one carrier to possess market power while its com-

petitors do not. · 

Q. WHAT CRITERIA DO YOU USE TO DETERMINE WHETHER A CARRIER 

POSSESSES MARKET POWER? 

A. A firm possesses market power if its competitors experience 

barriers to entry and expansion which inhibit their ability 

to constrain the dominant firm. Further, while market share 

should not be used as a •stand alone" determinant of a 

firm's market power, it is generally a reflection of other 

market structure characteristics such as the presence of 
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sue~ barriers to expansion. Thus, market share has been 

traditionally used to infer monopoly power and is the 

starting point for any analysis of market power. 

Q. WHAT DATA DO YOU HAVE CONCERNING AT&T'S MARKET SHARE IN THE 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY? 

A. I participated in preparing a study for GTE which computed 
• 

the share of the market for interstate telecommunications 

services held by AT&T from 1970 to 1983. The study was 

submitted to the Federal Communications Commission on April 

2, 1984, and updated on June 4, 1984, by GTE Service Cor-

poration in support of its comments on the long-run regu-

lation of AT&T's basic domestic interstate rates. The study 

and its updates are included as Attachment MFB-1 to my 

testimony. 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY. 

A. AT&T's share of the market for interstate telecommunications 

services was overwhelming throughout the period studied. For 

example, in 1983, 90.7 percent of the MTS/WATS traffic was 

carried over A~&T transmission facilities. AT&T's private 

line revenues for· the same period were greater than 80 

percent of the marke~ total. The study also shows that 
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despite the slow reduction in AT&T's market share that took 

place, AT&T's total volume of conversation hours in MTS and 

WATS services, and its total revenues from private line 

service continued to increase every year. 

Q. WOULD THE FIGURES IN TBE STUDY OFFER ANY INSIGHT FOR 

DETERMINING THE IMPACT OF OTHER COMMON CARRIERS' ("OCCs") 

ENTRY ON AT&T COMMUNICATIONS' MARKET SHARE FOR INTRASTATE 
• 

TRAFFIC IN VIRGINIA? 

A. The study indicates that through 1983 the OCCs have failed 

to make significant inroads into AT&T'.s o_ver.whelmingly 

dominant position in the provision of MTS and WATS services 

in the interstate market. AT&T Communications of Virginia 

(
8 AT&T of Virginia") starts in a similarly dominant position 

because it has succeeded to C&P's toll monopoly with respect 

to MTS and WATS services and is currently the only carrier 

offering interLATA service in the Commonwealth. Based on 

experience in the interstate market, ace entry into the 

intrastate market should occasion at most a very gradual 

reduction in AT&T of Virginia's market share. 

Q. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY USED IN THE STUDY. 

A. The methodology that was used is described on pages 1 

through 7 of MFB-1 to my testimony. It should be noted that 
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because ·of the lack of consistent volume data for priv~te 

line service, it was necessary to utilize revenue data for 

private line revenues instead of the conversation hours used 

for MTS and WATS services. However, MTS, WATS, and private 

line are interchangeable services that together comprise a 

single market for interstate telecommunications services. 

Q. WOULD YOU EXPLAIN THE RATIONALE FOR CALCULATING MARKET SHARE 
• ON THE BASIS OF TRAFFIC VOLUMES RATHER THAN REVENOES? 

A. The market share calculation for MTS/WATS services is based 

on traffic volumes· rather than revenues for several reasons. 

First, varying rates of return have been earned on the 

different interstate services. Revenues and, therefore, 

market share based on revenues, are relatively lower for 

those services with lower rates of return. Moreover, market 

share calculations based on revenues after the Division of 

Revenues and Settlements process will be biased by the 

jurisdictional assignments made. Payments made to the 

operating companies reflect costs and rate of return based 

on Separations allocations procedures (~, the subscriber 

Plant Factor c•spr•)). These payments are then revenues for 

those operating companies and subtracted from AT&T Long 

Lines' revenues. The result is that AT&T Long Lines' 

revenues do not a~curately reflect the actual traffic 

carried, and its market share based on revenues will be 
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distorted. Using volume data, such as conversation minutes 

of messages, therefore, provides a more precise repre-

sentation of market share. 

Q. AT&T COMMUNICATIONS BAS PRESENTED DATA ON THE NUMBER OF 

CUSTOMERS, ESPECIALLY HIGH VOLUME CUSTOMERS WHICH THE OCCS 

HAVE ATTRACTED. PLEASE COMMENT ON THOSE DATA • 

• 
A. In support of its assertion that the OCCs have su~cessfully 

and rapidly penetrated the market, AT&T stated in its 

comments in FCC Docket 83-1147 that the aces have already 

attracted nearly four million customers. Douglas s. Wilcox 

submitted simila~ figures in his testimony in this case. 

AT&T implies that these customers are exclusively the 

customers of the aces. In reality, however, these customers 

do not use aces for all of thei'r communications needs. 

Rather, these customers use an alternative carrier in 

addition to their AT&T-provided services. 

The table attached as MFB-2 summarizes the results of a 

recent market research study, and indicates that AT&T's 

statistics do not reflect the true competitive status of the 

OCCs. Thus, while as many as 35.3 percent of the surveyed 

business establishments that bill between $1001 and $5000 

subscribe to an ace, aces account for only 8 percent of the 

revenues in that categoty. For this reason, using number of 

customers to reflect market.penetration is misleading. It is 
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also interesting to note that the OCCs' revenue penetration 
I 

decreases in the very high volume usage category. The 

revenue penetration in the 0-500 dollar range is nine 

percent compared to only two percent in the 25,001-50,000 

dollar category and zero percent in the billings over 

100,000 dollar category. Clearly, AT&T's assertions that 

its market position in the high volume segment of the market 

is eroding cannot be given serious consideration • 
• 

Q. AT&T COMMUNICATIONS BAS ALSO ASSERTED THAT IN-SERVICE 

CAPACITY IS ACTUALLY A MORE ACCURATE REFLECTION OF AT&T'S 

MARKET SHARE. WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THIS MARKET SHARE 

METHODOLOGY? 

A. While relative ·capacity could be utilized to assess a 

carrier's market power, the ratio· must include only that 

capacity actually usable for services which compete with 

AT&T services and that are not constrained by some other 

factor. I will illustrate below that AT&T's figures used to 

arrive at its market share based on relative capacity are 

highly flawed. 

AT&T has presented capacity data at the FCC which 

purports to show tbat AT&T share of domestic interstate 

capacity was 68.6 pe.rcent in 1983 and will be only 45 

percent in 1984. Those very. same 1984 capacity figures have 

been submitted by Douglas s. Wilcox in this proceeding and 

1.45:1 



MARY PLANRBRY BRACKBILL 
PAGE 9 

therefore, the critique set forth in the federal proceeding 

is applicable here. 

First, AT&T has inflated the OCC capacity figures 

utilized for its calculation by severely overstating the 

usable satellite capacity. An analysis of the 1983 OCC 

capacity figures submitted by AT&T in the FCC proceeding 

revealed that in order to achieve AT&T's estimate of 300 

million circuit mile equivalents of satellite capacity 
• 

available to the aces, the average voice channel ~ould have 

to be clos~ tb 4000 miles in l~ngth (3,846 miles). If the 

same analysis were performed using a more realistic length 

of haul, OCC satellite capacity would be less than 50 

million circuit miles and AT&T's share of the in-service 

would exceed 85 percent. Because the 1984 figures are 

apparently based on the same methodology, similar questions 

as to their reliability can be raised. 

Another problem with ~T&T' s capacity figures is the 

inclusion of BOC capacity figures in the calculation of 

AT&T's market share. Because the MFJ denies the BOCs the 

ability to compete with AT&T in the interLATA market, their 

transmission capacity should not be used in an evaluation of 

AT&T's market power. Likewise, a portion of the Indepen­

dents and private microwave capacity should be removed from 

this calculation. 

In summary, AT&~'s market share calculation based on 

relative capacity is highly distorted and inflated. The 
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C omm iss ion s h o u 1 d not r e 1 y on such data as a basis for 

determining that AT&T' services are competitive. Further, 

even if one were to accept AT&T's capacity data on their 

face, the fact remains that, as explained above, AT&T's 

competitors have made minor gains in terms of relative 

traffic volume shares. Such an inconsistency rather than 

providing support for AT&T's assertion that it does not 

possess market power would be proof that it did. If OCCs, 

even with the rate discounts which they offer, still have 

the excess capacity 1mplied in AT&T's calculation, there 

would have to be substantial barriers to entry and 

expansion of AT&T'S competitors in the telecommunications 

industry·. 

Q. COULD YOU PLEASE ENUMERATE THE ENTRY AND EXPANSION BARRIERS 

TO WHICH YOU ARE REFERRING. 

A. First and most importantly, because of continued inferior 

access of Feature Group A and Feature Group B and problems 

related to the transition to Feature Group D access, the 

OCCs will continue to be at a disadvantage vis-~-vis AT&T 

for some time to come. Secondly, AT&T's nationwide network 

and ability to provide ubiquitous service is a significant 

advantage. Third, ther~ are substantial financial risks for 

a new entrant in the teiecommunications market. Fourth, 

there are physical constraints to the construction and 
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expansio~ of network capacity which present barriers to 

competition. Finally, AT&T's nationwide base of entrenched 

customers gives AT&T enormous competitive advantages. 

Q. PLEASE DETAIL THE ACCESS-RELATED DISADVANTAGES CURRENTLY 

EXPERIENCED BY THE OCCS. 

A. The type of access currently afforded aces effectively 
• precludes them from competing for significant portions of 

. . 
the market. As currently interconnected, ace networks 

cannot be utilized without the purchase of additional 

equipment by rotary dial customers who, according to.AT&T, 

comprise about 40 percent of the total nationwide telephone 

customer base. To use an OCC service, a rotary dial 

customer must either convert to Touchtone service or use a 
. 

tone generator. Either alternative, however, requires a 

substantial investment that customers will not make unless 

they can be assured that they will be satisfied with the ace 

service. Moreover, it is an investment they can avoid by 

simply continuing to use AT&T until Feature Group D access 

is available. 

Nor can aces offer 800-type Service. 800 Service 

charges the called party, rather than the calling party, and 

allows for the completion of a long distance call without 

use of the subscriber.'s specific area code. These features 

require special software and hardware that translate the 800 
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number to a particular customer 1 s standard telephone number. 

(For example, 800-295-4440 might be associated with a 

customer's number 703-295-7530.) The aces will not be 

provided with the means to convert 800 numbers to actual 

exchange numbers. It is interesting to note that in AT&T's 

October 3, 1983 filing where it modified its interstate 

rates to conform with access charges, AT&T increased its 800 

service rates by 1.3 percent while its outward WATS rates 
• 

which are more vulnerable to·competition were decreased by 7 

percent. 

Further, the aces will be placed at a competitive 

disadvantage during the transition to "equal access". The 

court-mandated timetable allows for end-office conversions 

by the Bell Operating Companies through September, 1986. 

Even at that time, however, the BOCs are not required ~o 

provide Feature Group D at all of· their end~offices. In 

addition, the Independents, with the exception of GTE, are 

not under any court mandated equal access conversion 

schedule. Moreover, because the conversions will be 

implemented on an end-office by end-office basis, the aces 

will not be able to serve any given metropolitan area 

utilizing exclusively Feature Group D access. Customer 

confusion will certainly result from a patchwork of access 

arrangements. For example, a customer may work in an area 

where he can access an OCC service with 1-plus dialing and 

yet, at home, may still be required to input the local 
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access number, access code, area code and the telephone 

number. Likewise, when traveling, he will have to determine 

what type of access is available in that particular location 

before dialing. Such ~nconsistency between geographic areas 

will be perceived by many customers as unacceptable. It 

will also increase the marketing costs for the OCCs who will 

necessarily have to implement consumer education programs to 

minimize the confusion. Additional network reconfiguration 
• 

costs will also be incurred. Certainly, as long_ as these 

conditions continue, OCC services will be viewed as inferior 

to those provided by AT&T which, of course, will continue to 

offer the familiar 1-plus dialing in all locations. 

Finally, AT&T will enjoy another distinct advantage 

even after Feature Group D access has been implemented 

because several regional operating companies have announced 

that they intend to route all undesignated traffic to AT&T. 

Moreover, when a customer of a local exchange company uses 

that company's credit card to complete a long distance call, 

the call, if interLATA, will be routed automatically over 

AT&T's facilities even if the customer has presubscribed to 

another interexchange carrier. 

In summary, the advantages AT&T currently enjoys as 

well as those it will enjoy after Feature Group D access is 

made available represent a major barrier to the ability of 

the OCCs to affect AT&T's market power. Until AT&T no 
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longer can reap any unfair advantage from these factors, its 

market power is secure and a workably competitive market­

place will not exist. 

Q. HOW DO AT&T'S NATIONWIDE NETWORK AND ABILITY TO PROVIDE 

UBIQUITOUS SERVICE PRESENT BARRIERS TO EXPANSION? 

A. AT&T's advertising campaigns exploit its ubiquitous network 
• constructed under a regulated monopoly environment--stres-

. . 
sing that the public can call from anywhere to anywhere, 

anytime on AT&T. This advertising stresses the fact that 

its competitors do not provide nationwide services. 

In order to meet this competitive challenge and offer 

nationwide termination, many carriers are dependent upon 

AT&T's transmission capacity in order to complete their 

networks. Further, carriers sucti as GTE Telenet, for 

example, rely exclusively upon AT&T's interLATA transmission 

facilities in order to provide enhanced services. Thus, AT&T 

is in the unique position of controlling the services of its 

competitois. Its "burden• is, in reality, another example 

of AT&T's continued dominance in the telecommunications 

industry. 

Finally, the fact that AT&T continues to be the sole 

carrier in many areas .·of the country provides additional 

justification for ·continuing to regulate AT&T fully. It is 

obviously not the commission's intention that captive 
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ratepayers in smaller communities should subsidize AT&T's 

activities on other routes. However, the incentive for such 

behavior is obvious and the Commission should not provide 

AT&T the opportunity to introduce such a rate structure 

through a reduced regulatory scheme. 

Q. PLEASE DETAIL THE FINANCIAL RISKS INCURRED BY AN ENTRANT IN 

THE TEL!COMMUNICATIONS MARKET • 
• 

A. AT&T asserts that carriers seeking to enter the market face 

little financial risk. According to AT&T, the risk is 

minimal because the· sunk costs associated with a tele-

communications network are low. This claim is simply 

unfounded. 

In a workably competitive market, a potential entrant 
. . 

would normally accept the reasonable risk of not being able 

to recover certain costs if it exits the market. Thus, 

financial risks do not impose an insurmountable barrier to 

entry if they are reasonable. However, in the case of the 

telecommunications industry, AT&T'S market power, giving it 

the ability to engage in anticompetitive conduct, makes the 

risk of failure much greater. Such risk presents a signi­

ficant barrier to entry--particularly if not only return but 

recovery of the entrant's investment is at risk. 

AT&T's contention assumes that a nationwide network of 

the magnitude necessar~ to compete effectively with AT&T can 
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be easily absorbed by other carriers. However, such carriers 

may determine that acquiring this transmission capacity may 

not be economically justified especially if it is duplica-

tive of their existing facilities or cannot be easily 

integrated into their network. This is particularly a 

problem in the telecommunications industry because tele­

communications network plant cannot be readily transferred 

from one route to another • 
• 

AT&T has also asserted that the financ_ial risk 

encountered by a new entrant is minimal by claiming that 

only a small investment is required to enter the market as a 

reseller. Relianc~ upon resellers to constrain the market 

power of AT&T would be dangerous. Resellers are, in fact, a 

consequence of AT&T's rate structure (i.e., the gap between 

MTS and WATS rates). It seems clear that, in order to 

survive, resellers must become independent of AT&T through 

long-term leases and ultimately construction of their own 

network. 

In fact, rather than being competitors to AT&T, 

resellers may actually help AT&T achieve its marketing 

objectives. AT&T can continue to target high volume users 

with a volume-discounted service without regulatory pressure 

to increase rates. Meanwhile, the resellers compete with 

AT&T's competitors, the~eby fragmenting the market and 

reducing the number of ·customers available to facilities-

based occs. 
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In order to be a true competitor of AT&T, a carrier 

must own its facilities. It must also be a nationwide 

carrier. Thus, the investment associated with such under-

taking combined with the uncertainty of recovery of those 

costs should the carrier fail, presents a significant 

barrier to entry. 

Q. WHAT ARE THE PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS TO THE CONSTRUCTION AND 
• 

EXPANSION OF NETWORK CAPACITY WHICH PRESENT BAaRIERS TO 

COMPETITION? 

A. aces cannot expand their networks sufficiently and rapidly 

enough to provide a competitive check on AT&T. Indeed, 

AT&T's network required decades for its construction. Thus, 

while the OCCs may be rapidly expanding their networks, the 

aces do not have the ability to absorb the customer$ 

diverted from AT&T's network should it raise its prices. The 

aces simply do not have the capacity at present to constrain 

AT&T's activities. 
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Q. FINALLY, COULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY AT&T'S NATIONWIDE BASE 

OF ENTRENCHED CUSTOMERS GIVES AT&T A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE. 

A. While AT&T claims that there is no advantage in having an 

entrenched customer base on a nationwide basis, AT&T's 

marketing staff continues to capitalize on this "non-

existent" benefit through its advertising campaigns. AT&T 

read-ily emphasizes its long relationship with the customer, 
• 

its history of reliable service and reputation for better 

quality than its competitors. 

Moreover, evidence that AT&T fully intends to exploit 

its nationwide base of entrenched customers to its competi-

tive advantage was provided recently when AT&T announced 

plans to offer residential customers discounts on various 

goods and services. Customers will receive "credits" equal 

to their monthly long distance bills. Such credits would 

then be used toward purchasing a variety of products and 

services listed in a catalogue which AT&T had previously 

mailed to each of its customers. The companies whose 

products and services are offered in the catalog offer these 

discounts for the marketing benefit of exposure to AT&T's 

expansive market base. This program is clear evidence of 

AT&T's ability, and intent, to employ its massive nationw~de 

customer base to its own advantage. 

Finally, the historical nationwide customer information 

to which AT&T has access by virtue of this customer base is 
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a significant advantage. Because AT&T has the ability to 

perform market analyses using ·these data, AT&T can identify 

target segments of its market and offer highly specialized 

services to attract and retain those customers which it has 

targeted. The aces do not have access to and cannot dup-

licate such data. As a result, AT&T has a significant 

marketing edge allowing it to segment the market by 

tailoring its offerings to particular customers • 
• 

Q. SOME ECONOMISTS CLAIM THAT A CARRIER DOES NOT POSSESS MARKET 

POWER IF THE MARKETS IN WHICH THEY COMPETE ARE •coNTEST­

ABLE." WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THIS THEORY AND ITS RELE-

VANCE TO TBE CURRENT SITUATION IN VIRGINIA? 

A. The basic premise of the contestibility theory is that entry 

and exit from contestable markets are unrestricted. That 

is, a market is perfectly contestable if firms can enter it 

and then, if they choose, exit without losing any of their 

investment. As I discussed above, there are substantial 

barriers to the -entry and expansion of AT&T's competitors in 

the telecommunications market. Therefore, the contest-

ibility theory is not relevant in this case. The market-

place, therefore, is not workably competitive and contrary 

to its assertions, AT&T continues to possess market power. 
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Q. WHAT ACTION DO YOU PROPOSE THIS COMMISSION TAKE CONCERNING 

AT&T'S REGULATION? 

A. I recommend that the Commission determine that AT&T, unlike 

the OCCs, does not offer its interexchange service on a 

•competitive basis• and should therefore continue to be 

subject to Commission regulation with some modifications • 
• Dominant carrier regulation can be costly. However, given 

. . 
the very real risk that a deregulated AT&T would engage in 

unlawful and anticompetitive conduct, the costs incurred are 

reasonable until th·e market becomes wor kably competitive. 

The benefits, associated with preventing AT&T from 

exploiting its dominance to the detriment of the public, 

certainly surpass the costs. 
. 

Some regulatory reforms could be instituted to relieve 

the administrative burden on AT&T. For example, at the 

Federal level, the FCC has reduced the tariff notice period 

from 90 to 45 days. GTE further recommended that AT&T'S 

facilities regulation could be relaxed. Similar reforms 

could be instituted in Virginia that would reduce AT&T's 

administrative burden but not the regulatory scrutiny. 

Until that time, however, and until it can be demonstrated 

that AT&T's competitor~ no longer encounter substantial 

barriers to their expartsion and ability to constrain AT&T's 
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market power, the Commission cannot responsibly reduce its 

regulatory oversight of AT&T. 

Q. WHEN DO YOU ANTICIPATE THAT AT&T WILL OFFER ITS SERVICES ON 

A COMPETITIVE BASIS? 

A. There is no definitive indicator which signals the arrival 

of true competition. However, the advent of Feature Group 0 
• 

access is an important milestone in the evolution ~owards a 

workably competitive telecommunications market. Thus, in 

the fall of 1986, when Feature Group D access should be 

available in a substantial portion of BOC end~offices, the 

Commission once again should examine the question of AT&T's 

market power to determine whether it should reduce further 

its regulation of AT&T. While such access will not be 

universally available at that time, the Commission and the 

industry should be in the position to develop information to 

determine the extent to which the availability of Feature 

Group o access has enabled the OCCs to make inroads into 

AT&T's dominant position and constrain AT&T's market power. 

At that point, the Commission, for example, could examine 

whethe.r the substantial market power AT&T currently enjoys 

by virtue of its ·entrenched customer base and ubiquitous 

network has lessened to any significant degree. It could 

determine whether· any ·of AT&T' s proposed rate structure 

changes has adversely aff•cted the number of resellers in 
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the market and whether any increases in capacity by the OCCs 

enables them to provide an effective competitive check on 

AT&T's behavior. 

Q. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes, it does. 

• 
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Appendix A 

. !M~IRICAL ASSESSMENT OF AT•T'S l4ARKET POWER 

I. DISCUSSION OF DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY 

The Commission in its Notice requeated •data--but not mere 

apeculation--relevant to the analyaia of AT•T'a market power for 

1984 to 199o.•l The Commission goes on to aaya 

Our goal here ia not to obtain final 
empirical estima~•• of AT•T•• future market 
power. Rather, this•Inquiry seeks to start 
to provide the basis for developing • 
methodology for collecting, organizing, and 
analyzing the available information relevant 
to this question.2 

GTE offers the followi.ng comment• ~o the Commission as input to 

this endeavor. 

The Commission, as part :>f its Notice, makes several 

auggestions regarding possible measures of AT•T market power. The 

Commission au9gests that one measure of.AT•T's market power is a 

ratio of AT,T's actual aales in the relevant market to AT•T•s 

actual sales in the relevant market plus the potential capacity 

of its competitors to make sales in the. relevant market.l Other 

units of measurement were also suggeated auch aa numbers of 

customera. GTE advocates the measurement of market ahares by 

l See Notice at t49. -
2 Id -
3 see-Notice •s4. -
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traffic carried (auch as minute• of u1e) for the reason• detailed 

b•low.4 

First, the Commission'• propo1ed ratio of aetua~ aal•• to 

actual aales plus potential capacity of the competitor• i• not a 

---900~·measure of AT&T's •arket dominance. Any formula which· 

includes determination of the capacity of AT•T'• competitor• a• 

suggested by the Commission, would be epeculative at beat. 

Additionally, new construction and capital inveatment by AT•T'a 

competitors is made in reapopse to the market and to AT•T'• 

pricing structure and serv~ce.~fferings. Given that potential 

capacity is highly dependent on AT&T'a actions and not a figure 

that can be fo~ecasted with ~ny degree of conf~denc•, it •hould 

not be relied. upon to measur~ AT&T's market power. 

Likewise, any other indicator which doe• not reflect the 

volume of traffic will not result in an accurate market ahare 

forecast. A ratio of the number of customer• givea no indication 

· as to the amount of traffic generated by those cuatomere. Given 

that long distance traffic volume ia highly concentrated among a 

small percentage of cuatomera, auch information ia vital to an 

accurate depiction of market ehare. Por example, a cuetomer 

might uae GTE Sprint's aervice for calla made while traveling to 

-avoid AT•T' • higher credit card and operator •••!•ted l'atea but 

4 Phy•ical ·output meaaure• have been u1ec! a• 1nc!ice• of market 
ehare in numeroue court ca•••· See, ~' United State• v. 
Continental Can Co., 378 u.s. lir, ~461 (1164) united 
State• v. Aluminum Co. of America, 377 u.s. 271, 273-274 (1964): 
Brown Shoe co. v. united statea, 370 u.s. at 347-353. In Berlcea 
Pboto Inc. v. Eastman Kodak. co., 603 P. 2d 263 at 269-270 (2 
C1r. 1979), cert. denied, 444 u.s. 1093 (1980), the Court ueed 
both revenues and un1t aalee •• appropriate meaaurement•· 
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-· use MTS or WATS.from the office. The percentage of calla made 

while traveling may be ~uch amaller than that made from the 

office. ~herefore, simply uaing the number of customer• may not 

give an accurate indication of the actual uaage placed over each 

-. · --- ':"'-=-carrier or of each carrt•~• market ahare. 

Thus, as explained above at Sectioniii.A.2, the hiatorical 

data on the provision of interatate MTS/WATS aervice• have been 

compiled based on volumes, in thi• case, converaation hours. The 

purpose for this compilation.ia not to dwell on the historical 

market structure but rath~r .~o 'provide the Commission with a 

framework in the ~ollection of data in the future which will 

facilitate the.determination of an appropria~e regulatory scheme 

for AT•T. These data reveal the current overwhelming dominance 

of AT•T and are portrayed graphically in Figures 1 and 2o 

Table 1 is a aummary of the data g~thered by GTE Sprint for 

this purpose. The chart reflect• •everal important charae­

teriatics of useful market data regarding the telecommunications 

induatry. First, aa deacribed above at Section IILA.l, the 

market share for AT•T muat be calculated uaing the total 

interstate telecommunication• market rather than a aervice by 

service or a geographic approach. Thi• market will continue to be 

the relevant market in the future (with the addition of inter­

LATA traffic) and therefore the Commi••ion ahould identify the 
. 

compo•ite market abare •• a goal of it• future data collection. 

Becau•e hiatorical ~ traffic data have generally been 

collected in term• of ~~iginat~ng minute•, the•e data do no~ 

accurately reflect the 'traffic actually carrie-s over AT•T 
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facili~ies. If ~he call originates in an Independent area but is 

carried by AT•T for the long haul portion (as is most often the 

case for.interatate traffic), then the call is attributed to the 

Independen~. For this reason, when making its interstate market 

share calculation, GTE Sprint combined Bell and Independent 

originating volumes to reach a market share for AT•T· Of course, 

because of divestiture this calculation will not be necessary for 

future market share data. 

As a byproduct, this data collection exercise has high-
• 

lighted important informati.~n for use in the Commission • s 

determination of mar~et share which is currently not available • .. 
. First, volume data, i.e. circuits, for private ·line was ~ifficult 

to obtain and impossible ~0 integrate in a meaningful way with 

switched services data. For this reason, the historical market 

calculation private line market share is calculated separately 

from MTS and WATS. However, private line and MTS and WATS are 
. ' 

interchangeable services and future dat• must be collected which 

will allow aggregation of the•e services on a basis other than 

revenues. Thus, the Commission abould collect numbers of circuits 

as well as usage statistics to permit integration of private line 

in the switched services in the future. Li~ewise, the Commis•ion 

will need general information on the resale buain••• in order to 

determine w~at percentage of traffic 1• reaol~ and from which 

carrier• thoae facilities are obtained. ln the data eubmitted 

here, both AT•T and other carrier volumes have been adju•ted to 

reflect eervices resold. 
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Addi~ionally, in ~he po•~-divestiture :environment these data 

ahould be collected and assessed on an interLATA rather than an 

intera~ate basis. We do not, at thia time, bave complete data on 

inter-LATA traffic and therefore such information is not included 

in this f·iling. Obviously, however, the Commission will need 

accurate interLATA information in the future to analyze the 

market structure and make a determinati~n on AT•T's market power. 

II. SOURCES OF THE HISTORICAL DATA 

A. AT&T Interstate MTS C6nversation Minutes 

The total (Bell and Ind.ependent) interstate domestic MTS 

conversation minutes were derived in the following manner. 

Initially, the number of Bell and Independent Company originated 

i.nterstate MTS messages was derived using data from the Bell 

System Monthly Analysis No. 9. International messages were 

subtracted using data avai~able from the ·Long Lines Statistics. 

Converaation minutes were computed using. the appropriate minute­

per-message ratios based on data from AT,T's 1981 Category 

Equalization/MTS Restructure Filing and Long Lines Statistics. 

The Bell and Independent volwmea were then combined to reach the 

total AT•T volume. This calculation ia shown in Table 2. 

B. AT•T Interstate WATS Conversation Minute• 

The total Bell and Independent inter•tate WATS conver•ation 

minutes were calculated ba•ed on inter•tate In-WATS and Out-WATS 

mes•agea derived from the Bell Syatem Monthly Analy•i• No. 9. 

Conversation minutes in eac.h category were then compu~ed u•ing 

the appropriate minute-per-message ratio• based on data from the 
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Long Linea Statiatics: from Vol. 4-1 (March 1983) of AT•T's 

Tariff Filing Reference Package, and from Vol. 4 of AT•T'a 

September 1 s·, 1980 filing entitled •Revision to· Wide Area 

Telecommunications Services, AT•T Tariff FCC No. 259.• The data 

collected ~or AT•T Interstate MTS and WATS conversation minutes 

are aummarized in Table 1. 

c. Bell and Independent Private Line Revenues 

Due to the lack of consistent volume data for private line, 

revenues were utilized to ass~s AT,T's posi~ion in all segments 

of the te.lec:ommunications m·arket. The inters-tate toll voice 

private line revenues were obtained from Form M reports for the 

Bell and Independent Companies. If data were missing for 

individual companies, a val~e was compute4 usually by inter­

polating linearly between surrounding years. Where the data 

dictated otherwise, a compound growth rate determined by in­

terpolation was used. These d&ta in~lude revenues from the 

Telephone category adjusted to include Telpak as well, for the 

years 1970-1981. Omitting Telpak would have resulted in a 

discontinuity in the data from 1980-1981 when TELPAK waa eli­

minated as an inter~tate offering. Private line revenues are 

summarized in Table 3 and portrayed graphically in Figures 3 and 

4. 

D. OCC Volume Data 

The occ MTS and WATS ~quivalent data was obtained uaing 

revenues for each carrier.and dividing by the rate per minute for 
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each company over time.S For MCI, GTE Sprint and OSTS, the 

revenues were obtained from Fora Ps filed with the rcc. For 

western Union, the revenues were obtained fro• the FCC Form 0 

reports and tor SBS the Annual Reports were used. The re_ven_u~s 

·-for privat• line service were obtained from the above sources but 

include American Satellite and RCA Americo• eatimated private 

line revenues as well. OCC MrS and MATS data are summarized in 

Table 1 and private line revenues are contained in Table 3 • 

• 
E. Resellers Volume Data 

Data for u.s. Telephone and Combined Network, nov Allnet, 

were ~erived.from their respective Annual and Quarterly Reports. 

Data for all other resellers were derived using e~tim~te~ from 

The Association of Long Distance Telephone Companies (ALTEL). As 

with the CCC minutes, the revenues were divided by the rate per 

minute to arrive at the number of minutes. This data is also 

summarized in Table 1. 

F. Resold Services 

Resold services have been aubtracted from both AT•T and OCC 

traffic volumes. Tbey were estimated based on GTE Sprint's 

experience and conversations with other industry personnel. 

5 Ose of each carrier' 1 average revenue per: ainute to deteraine the 
volume produces an unbiased volume result. The above-mentioned 
problems with revenue (disculaed in Section I above) ar:e not 
applicable. · 
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Table 1 
Interatate Traffic Volumes by Carrier 

Other 
AT,T1 ' Carrier ' Rese1ler ' Total 

... ··-~m- MTS 306.6 
WATS· 27.2 

Total 333.8 100.00 N/A N/A lll.S 

1971 MTS 323.9 
WATS 31.3 

Total 355.2 100.00 N/A N/A 355.2 
• 

1972 MTS 359.5 
WATS 39 •. 6 

Total 399.1 100.00 N/A N/A 399.1 

1973 MTS 400.9 
WAT$ 50.6 

Total 451.5 100.00 N/A N/A 451.5 

1974 MTS 436.1 
WATS 63.1 

Total 499.2 100.00 ·N/A N/A 499.2 

1975 MTS 456.2 
WATS 78.0 

Total 534.2 100.00 N/A N/A 534.2 

1976 MTS 496.8 
WATS 99.1 

Total 595.9 100.00 N/A N/A 595.9 

• 

See Table 2 for derivation ~f AT•T figur••· 
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Table 1 (con't) 

Other 
·AT•T ' Carrier ' Rese1ler ' Total 

1977 M'l'S 551.1 
WATS 121.8 1.8 

-.. 

Total 672.9 99.7 1.8 .3 N/A 674.7 

1978 M'l'S 627.8 .7 
WATS 145.5 2.6 

Total 773.3 99.6 3.3 .4 H/A 776.6 

1979 WI'S 710.6 4.7 
WATS 162.9 • 3.8 

Total 873.5 99.0 . - e.s 1.0 N/A 892.0 . 

1980 NTS 780.2 13.5 .3 
WATS 189.5 4.4 

Total 969.7 98.2 i7.-g 1.8 .3 987.6 

!981 MTS 820.2 36.1 3.6 
WATS 215.3 5.7 .1 

(Resold Services) ( 3.1) (2o2) 

Total 1032.4 96.0 39.6 3.7 3.7 .3 1075.7 

1982 MTS 829.5 "56.8 14.9 
WATS 250.1 e.s .7 

(Resold Services) (10.8) (4.8) 

Total 1068.8 93.4 60.5 5.3 15.6 1.3 1144.9 
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'l'abl• 2 
A TIT Int•r•tate Traffic Volumes.by Originating Company 

Bell ' Inde2endent ' To~al 

1970 MTS 263.7 42.9 306.6 
·WATS 26.0 1.2 27.2 

Total 289.7 86.8 44.1 13.2 333.8 

1971 M'l'S 277.4 46.5 323.9 
WATS 29.8 1.5 31.3 

To-eal 307.2 86.5 48.0 13.5 355.2 

1972 MTS 306.8 52o7 359.5 
WATS 37.6 • 2.0 39.6 

Total 344.4 86.3 . - 54.7 13. 7.· 399.1 

1973 ATS 340.0 60.9 400.9 
WATS 47.8 2.8 50.6 

Total 387.8" 85.9 63.7 14.1 451.5 

1974 MTS 367.5 68.6 436.1 
WATS 59.4 3.7 63.1 

Total 426.9 85.5 72.3 14.5 499.2 

1975 MTS 382.2 74.0 456.2 
WATS 73.3 . 4. 7 78.0 

Total 455.5 85.3 78.7 14.7 534.2 

1976 MTS 415.8 81.0 496.8 
WATS 92.8 6.3 99.1 

Total 508.6 85.4 87.3 14.6 595.9 
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Table 2 (con•t) 

Bell ' Ind. ' Total 

1977 MTS 458.4 92.7 551.1 
WATS 113.4 8.4 121.8 

Total 571.8 84.7 101.1 15.0 672.9 

1978 MTS 520.4 107.4 627.8 
WATS 134.6 10.9 145.5 

Total 655.0 84.3 118.3 15.2 773.3 

1979 MTS 587.6 123.0 710.6 
WATS 150.2 12.7 162.9 

• Total 737.8 83.6 135.7 15.4 873.5 

1980 MTS 642.9 137.3 780.2 
WATS 174.9 14.6 189.5 

. 
To-eal 817.8 82.8 151.9 15.4 969·. 7 

\981 MTS 673.5 146.7 820.2 
WATS 197.3 18.0 215.3 

itesold Service (3.1) 

Total 870.8 80.6 164.7 15.2 1032.4 

1982 MTS 670.0 159.5 829.5 
WATS 229 .o. . 21. 250.1 

Resold Service (10.8) 

Total 899.0 77.5 180.6 15.6 1068.8 
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Table 3 

Interstate Private Line Revenue a 
(milliona) 

Other 
AT'T ' Carriers ' Total 

- ·-- -191& 503.7 100 N/A R/A 503.7 

1971 518.1 100 R/A ti/A 518.1 

19-72 558.8 100 N/A N/A 558.8 

1973 609.0 99.9 2.0 .1 611.0 

1974 637.9 99.1 6.0 .9 643.9 
• 

1975 689.9 95.3 34.2 4.7 - 724.1 ... 
1976 733.7 89.2 87.7 10.8 821.4 

1977. ?63.7 90.1 84.1- 9.9 847.8 

1978 811.5 89.1 99.4 10.9 - 910.9 

1979 876.3 87.7 122.3 12.3 998.6 

1980 984.8 85.8 162.5 14.2 1147.3 

1981 1314.1 86.5 204.4 13.5 1518.5 

1982 1570.1 ·95.4 267.6 14.5 1837.7 

1477 



M 
I 
L 
L 
I 
0 
N 
s 

0 
F 

c 
0 
N. 
v 

t-\ E 
~ A 
~ 9 
al A 

T 
I 
0 
H 

H 
0 
u 
A 
8 

-
·----------·------------. __________________ ..,. ____________ ___ 

FIGURE I 

INTERSTATE MTS/WArs· SERV. VOL. BY CARRIER 
. 4 

1200 . 

1100 

1000 

900 

800 
: 

700· 

BOO· 

1!100 

~00 

300 

200· 

soo 

0 
70 71 72 73 74 75 

~ RESELLER INTERSTATE MTS & WATS 
~ OCC INTERSTATE MTS & WATS 
~AT&T INTERSTATE MTS & WATS. 

~ 

78 77 78 79 80 

IIIIi· 
i I 
1. I 
I 
I 

at 

... 

82 

• 
• 

• • 

• 



. -.............. ------ .. ··---·---·· . ·-- .. -·-

.__.o 
0 

... 
•• 

.. 
Cl 0 

•• Cl 

0-t ,- , ...... Q ·• ~~ n 1! ~· t: .. ... 
J ~ 

N N W CIJ 
0 Cl 0 Cl 

en 
0 

ct 
:r 

() 

0 
-~...._. ----- ... ____ --______________ ._. ___ .. ._. •... ··-· --

._.. _____ .__. ... - .. ~ ---- --------
--.------~ ______ .. ··-·- -;~~~;,~~~~~ ~-----._. .. _ - ---···--· ... __._ -~..:...---··=- -- ,_.. 

__. -- . ------·· ·--· ..._. ~ ---··., ~··--· ---.. -~·-···~--- -----
__. ~~·-_.·-.·------.. ·---· ·-----~ 
-~~~··· -·~- ··---- ---- --- ·-·- .. --~~_.._......... --· -- ·-------- ·--··· --~ -·--~--

~--...., ...,_ -------- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ --::-;==-~~-=-==-~==:===-·. ----
--· . ~=::. ===·:.:===--=.:.-=----=:::. -- -·-··· ~--·------ ··-~-. ._._.. ____ --~----.-----·-·--· __._ --- _____ ,. 

~_... ---·. -~ ... ------ ------~---.,_.·--~ - _._. ____ __ 
. ---~-----~--- ·~- ____ . ___ ,_ _ 

--. _ _. __ _ 
___ ._._ __ 

--------­·----------.--·-- --

·J 
u: 

----·-=-==·-§.-:-:-~. ·-~-· -- -
-·--=·-==--=--~~--::.·._ ·- ··=--·=---~·~·~-~-~~~~~~~~ -· ... --··· ~-====:.:::_-.. _-_--_-, ... :-:::::··=-;~~-- -·-
r= ·-=: . ..:.:....:.._------·-···:.:: :.-=-:~=-=:.. --------·-· - ----~----~-----

... ! 
mi 

·.a 
·~ 1 

•J 
CD 1 

-· 
Gl .. , 

-

--~----
·~·-·--~-

----~--==-===--·-- ·-----· --~~_,_.~--- -
-··-~- ~-..:::._~- ·--

-.:--~--- --
-·-­~·-._._--

·-=~-----

--­·--------,_ __ .. ,_ __ _ 
------~---- --------._, ·-~_... 

-~:.:=:.:.. __ ------ ·-._. ... ._.___-

...... ~---· ~--- ,_,__ --__________ ,__. .. ·--
--,_·--·-·-.a--··-------..----~.-- ·-__ ,__.._. 

~-~- 1 

--­·--···-,__.~-
-=-AM. 

Cll --
·-­.... _,___ iil~ . ..: 

N 

·:· 

. , 
~ ' .. , . : 

:.-u 
(/) 

·i 
'"t .• > 

-f 
! r1 
. ,.. 
. -; 
(/) 

' .. -..... ..... ., 
• 

--I --(/) 
.· . , 

....... 
.:;,-. '• . ~ 
• 

(/) 

:c 
:t~ 
:~ ,,, . . 

w , ·-'· 
() ., 
.·, 
:..c 
·.u .. 
! ! ! 
·.~ 

.·· ~ 

' .. • 



, . 

• 

~ .. t 

(f) 
La i 
.. J -•.. -. 
~ .. 
• • 
Ll a 
, 
L.LJ 
0'~ 

. ' 
• I a 

~ 
n. 
ul 
1- .. 
~:( 
J- .. 
(f) 
0:: 
laJ 
• ,... --
~- . -- 0 

0 
0 
C\1 

~ .... ~. ~· 
0 0 0 0 .. 
0 0 0 0· m "' 

., N .. •• ... • • 
~ .... _j • J H o : en 

• 

·~ ~ ~ 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 II ID .. 

· ... 
a"· aa.J.J~'tcn 

1.480 

0 
0 
N 

-

N 
II 

•• • 
0 • 
CD .,.._ 

CD , . 

... ,... 

N ,..._ 

0 
o" 

. .,_ .. --·----~- ..... 

... 



;, 

' 

t ~ .. ~ 

j 
a 

' 
~ . 
i 

i . 

(l) 
~ 

I" I ,a·t~a-. 4 

r--· . ... . . ...... . 

INTERSTATE P. L. MKT SHARE BY CARRIER-
4 

I 
: 
I 
I 
I 100 
~ X II I 111f111 • as 

1 
1 if m~ · .. : · · , • 1 · T 

' ~ so I . . , . ~~~~~ ··;. " II II.Jii'i iii !11'1' .,.llllrlllll ql'!~~ 1 

T ::. ! I! 1 
1 1 

I ) i! l j I i •I I 1~11111 I 111 111! r} -~ II Ill h 
. ! . ;: ·IIIII. !.Ill u Ill 1111111! II i 1.11 Ill ! ! !1111111111111 ! I i 11

11111 

~. ·::.11 11 Ill! I,.,, .. 11!11 ilj 1 !111~ I llj'-11 liP! .... 
L !IO I 11 .1 I ! 1!1 I I II• It 1', I 

~!I· I ,, I I . II• tl . I I I 'I i. I' 
41110. I I I i ·1''1 I i I I d II I I 1''11·' 

A 38 'I' I : . ,. I i : I I . I I 
E I I II 'I I 'II 'II' 30 . I : . . I I . 

~ 2!1· I I I. 1: Ill I i II I 1'1 Ill 
N 20 I ij I' l I !I I 

: ::. l II II ! I I II II I d ll " I i i I ! Ill 

, ..... IIIII· · 
I 

I 
I··· 

IIIII 

II 
I ·I !II 

B· I 
0 1111111111 ...... . 70 • • Ill~ II 1111 II~ II II II II Ill II II 1'110 Ill II I II .. I I T • I I I I I ~·I I I I I I I I. I I I I I I I I . , 

71 72 

mDJ RESELLERS 
,~,:J aces 
IIIID AT&T 

73 74 78 78 . 77 78 78 80 as 82 

I 

.· .. 

--·---- ----- ----------------------

• ..,. 
' . ' ( 

. . -... 



APPENDIX A 6/4/84 

Page 1 of 4 Pages 

1983 ~arkat Share Data 

The following tables provide 1983 market share dat:a, 

~~ating the infor~~tion ~mitted with GTE's Initial Comments in 

~ppendix ~. The same methodology dgscribed in Appendix A ~f 

those comments was used to develop the infQrmation set forth 

here. The AT&T interstate MTS and ~~ATS conversation minutes -are 

a combination of Bell System and Independent interstate origi-
• • 

natin; minutes and were -3erived ·using data from the a~11 System 

Monthl~ Analysis No. 9. The AT&T private line revenues were~ 

obtained from P~r~ M r~ports. OCC and reseller MTS and WATS 

equivalent data as well as OCC. priV'ate line data were obtained 

erom FCC Form ?s, Form 0 and Annual R~ports. lhe ~esold servic~s 

that have been aubtracted from both AT&T and OCC traffic volumes 

hav~ been estimated based on GTE Sp~int's and other carriers' ex-

perience. 
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AT&T 
occa 
Resellers 
TOTAL 

APPENDIX A 

Page 2 of 4 Pages 

·= 

Table l 

1983 MTS/wATS Interstate Retail Market Share 
Millions of Converaaeion Hours 

( 1) ( 2) ( l~-
Total Resold by Other Retail 

!t!TS/WATS Carriers Total 

1,125 29 1,096 
135 5 130 

40 40 
1,300 34 1,266 

• 

% 

86.6 
10.3 

3.1 
100.0 

The above table shows AT&T'S market shar~ of int~rstate MTS and 

WATS s~rvices which are billed directly to the customer. This· 
. . . 

information is summarized in Column 3·, Retail Total. To avoid 
. . 

double counting of resold traffic, the traffic resold co other 

carriers, ·(Column 2) is subtracte:3 from th12 total MTS and wATS 

(and MTS- and WATS-lik~) conversation hours (Column 1). rhis 

table updates Table l of Appendix A· to GTE's inltial comments. 
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APPESOIX A 

Page 3 of 4 Pages 

Table 2 

1983 MTS/t~A·rs Interstate Market Share--Attributable Traffic 
Millions of Conversation Hours 

( 1 ) ( 2) ( 3) 

Total Resold 
MTS' WATS Traffic Total 

' AT&T 1125 1125 90.7 
aces 135 19 116 9.3 
R·esellers 40 40 o.o 
TOTAL 1300 59 1241 100:0 

• 
This table sets forth the market share of AT&T versus t~e aces in 

terms o~ the carrier ·actually providing the transmission capacity 

and theref?re act.ually carrying the tra~fic. Thi~ mark.et share 

is calculated by ta~ing tbe Total MTS/WATS from Table 1, and_ 

then subtracting resold traffic. For example, in 1983 the aces 

bill~d a total of 135 million conversation hours. Of that 135 

million hours, 19.2 million were actually carried over facilities 

leased from another carrier. AT&T, on the other hand, does not 

res~ll other carriers' service. Thus, Column (3) represents the 

traffic attributable to the underlying carrier, either AT&T or 

the aces. !he difference between the toca1 traffic attributable 

to AT&T and the OCCs in Column 3 and the total retail traffic 

from Table 1, Column 3 is the result of the use of resold private 

lines for the provision of MTS/WATS services by resellers. 
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occ 
TOTAL 

APPENDIX A 

Page 4 of 4 Pages 

Table 3 

1983 Interstate Private Line Market Share 
$ Millions 

·! 
1,977 

407 
2,384 

! 
83 
17 
TOo 

The private line market shar~ ~~ta is presented in terms of 

r~venues because 1 as detai le·a in GTE' s initial comment~ 1 chere is 
• currently no accurate method of obtaining privae9 line usage . . 

data. Private line revenues for cesellers are insignificant and 

therefore are not included in this table. 
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MFB-2 

Revenue Penetration By OCCs 

Billings/ % of Establishments % Revenue Penetration 
Month that use an occ by aces 

o-5oo 6.6 9 
501-1000 28.6 10 
1001-5000 35.3 8 
5001-10000 26.1 3 
10001-25000 26.4 6 
25001-50000 30.5 • 2 
50001-100000 41.3 3 
100000+ 35.7 . 0 

Source: A multi-client, primary market research study of 
non-residential, domestic u.s. establishment. COMTEC is a joint 
venture of Burke Mtg. Services,. the Gartner Group and Infratest 
International. A sample of 7,839 of a universe of 6,253,479 
establish~ents was surveyed to obtain data on their use of 
telephone systems and telecommunications services as well as 
computer and other information services. 
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR N~m AND POSITION. 

A. My name is Ronald·o. Havens. I am employed by GTE Sprint 

Communications Corporation (GTE Sprint) as its Manager, 

Technical Staff. 

Q. PLEASE SUI~RIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND RELEVANT 

BUSINESS EXPERIENCE. 

A. My educational background and relevant business 

experience are described in Attachment A. 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide the ~irginia 

State Corporation Commission with technical and other 

information which relates to the need for continued 

regulation of AT&T Co~munications of Virginia (AT&T of 

Virginia). Specifically,~ will 4escribe: the 

differences between the interconnection facilities 

provided to AT&T of Virginia and those provided to GTE 

Sprint; GTE Sprint's use of facilities owned by AT&T; and 

anticipated problems in the implementation of so-called 

"equal access." I will also respond to certain 

representations made in the testimony of AT&T of 

Virginia's technical witness, Mr. John D. Schell, Jr. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE 

INTERCONNECTIONS TO THE LOCAL EXCHANGE NETWORK WHICH ARE 
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PROVIDED TO GTE SPRINT AND THOSE PROVIDED TO AT&T OF 

VIRGINIA. 

A. The Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company•s intrastate 

access tariff in Virginia denominates interconnection 

arrangements currently available to interexchange 

carriers in the Commonwealth as Feature Groups (FG) A, B 

and c. Only AT&T of Virginia, however, can order FG c. 

Therefore, prior to the implementation of so-called FG 0 

"equal access" interconnections, only three forms of 

interconnection, Feature Group A, Feature-Group B direct 

and Feature Group B tandem, can be ordered by GTE Sprint. 

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THESE FEATURE GROUPS TO 

WHICH YOU HAVE JUST REFERRED? 

A. Certainly. FG A , formerly known as Exchange Network 

Facilities for Interstate Access ~ype-A or ENFIA A, is a 

lineside class 5 end office connection. With FG A, the 

Sprint network is connected to the local network in the 

same manner as a local business or residential 

subscriber. This form of connection employs local as 

opposed to toll grade facilities. 

Feature Group B interconnections come in two forms, 

direct and tandem. Feature Group B direct is a trunk 

side interconnection similar to, but not identical to, 

AT&T of Virginia's Fea~ure·Group C connection. Feature 

Group B direct, formerly known as-ENFIA B, provides call 
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origination capabilities only out of 1 ESS and 1 AESS 

stored program control (SPC) switch equipped end offices. 

Feature Group B tandem, formerly known as ENF!A-C, 

provides a trunk connection to a local access tandem. 

Sprint has ordered and uses FG B·tandem connections. 

Although this form of connection provides more features 

and higher quality transmission. than FG A, it does not 

compare at all with the transmission quality and featureE 

that FG c provides to ~&T of Virqinia. 

Fea~ure Group C, available only to AT&T of.Virginia, 

involves a direct toll grade trunk connection between the · 

Class 4 switch and its subtending Class 5 end offices. 

This is premium access in the truest sense.. During the 

so-called "ENFIA-II negotiations" in which I 

participated, the OCCs requested AT&T to provide them 

with a Class 4 interconnection option. While AT&T 

indicated initially that it would do so, AT&T later 

changed its position and no such option was made part of 

Bell System Operating Company (BSOC) Tariff FCC No. 9 

under which ENF!A B and ENFIA C ultimately were made 

available. 

Feature Group D is the so-called "equal access" form 

of connection. It will be of two types, direct and 

tandem. Direct connections, such as exist with FG C 

today, will be used where end office traffic volumes 

justify doing so. · Only AT&T of Virginia is likely to 
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have sufficient volumes to justify the continuation of 

these direct connections. Other carriers will connect at 

a FG D tandem. 

Q. WHAT FORM OF INTERCONNECTION DOES GTE SPRINT PRIMARILY 

USE TODAY AND WHY? 

A. GTE Sprint primarily uses FG A because, until August of 

1982, that feature group was the only form of 

interconnection available as GTE Sprint constructed its 

nationwide network •. 

Q. HAS GTE SPRINT BEEN COMPETITIVELY DISADVANTAGED BY HAVING 

TO USE FG A-TYPE CONNECTIONS? 

A. Very much so. FG A line side interconnections are 

substantially inferior to interconnection arrangements 

provided to AT&T. Calls completed through line side 

interconnections rely upon local trunks and switches not 

designed to the same demanding long distance 

specifications as the toll-quality trunks and switches 

used for AT&T calls. Local trunks and switches are 

designed to allow a significant amount of loss !/. in the 

.!/ 11 Loss 11 is the diminishtrient of a signal while it is being 
transmitted. 
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. l b . . ~ 11 h 21 s1gna e1ng transm1ttea, as we as ec o, - since in 

short-distance transmissions, these factors do not 

materially affect transmission quality. However, when 

local trunks are used to transmit long-distance traffic, 

increased loss and echo, as well as increased background 

noise, become substantial problems. Further, in some 

cases, line side interconnections cause transmitted 

signals to be clipped so that only part of a signal is 

actually transmitted. •tn order to mitigate these 

effects, AT&T's competitors must incur substantial 

additional costs, not borne by AT&T, for echo suppressors 

and echo cancellers and even then some connections made 

through line side exchange access arrangements are 

unusable. 

With regard to the latter point, page 11 of Mr. 

Schell's prefiled testimony· insinuates that OCC echo 

problems in Virginia are due to the manner in which the 

OCCs have engineered their networks. What Mr. Schell 

ignores completely is the fact that OCC network design, 

in large part, is driven by the type of interconnection 

made available. Put another way, the failure of C&P to 

provide aces with the same access that is provided to 

"Echo" results when a portion of a signal being 
transmitted through a circuit is reflected back through 
the circuit toward the point of origination. 
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AT&T of Virginia has given rise to echo problems 

experienced by the aces .but not by AT&T of Virginia. 

Line side interconnection arrangements impose other 

anticompetitive burdens of OCCs as well. Customers must 

use approximately twenty-three to twenty-seven digits to 

access the ace network under this arrangement, instead of 

the ten digits used by AT&T customers. This is necessary 

because the FG A facilities provided by C&P will only 

pass seven digits. Therefore, the ace must provide a 

second dial tone in-order for the customer to input a 

subscriber code, which would otherwise be unnecessary, 

before dialing the ten digit number the customer wishes 

to reach. 

Finally, line side interconnection precludes OCCs 

from serving customers with rotary dial telephones. This 

is perhaps the most signif~cant penalty borne by non-AT&T 

carriers under line side access arrangements since 

approximately 40 percent of the telephones served by C&P 

in the Commonwealth are rotary dial. 

Q. WELL, ISN'T IT TRUE AS MR. SCHELL HAS REPRESENTED, THAT 

THE OCCS HAVE SIMPLY CHOSEN NOT TO AVAIL THEl~ELVES OF 

IMPROVED INTERCONNECTION ~GEMENTS AVAILABLE SINCE 

FEBRUARY, 1982? 

A. No. To put this m~tter into perspective, some. background 

information is necessary. During late 1979 and early 
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.1980, a series of discussions concerning ace desires for 

better interconnection were held. These discussions were 

known as the ENFIA-II negotiations. At these meetings, 

the occs requested interconnection at the Class 4 level, 

the same as FG C which AT&T has used. While initially 

AT&T indicated some willingness to provide OCCs with this 

type of access, it later changed its position and refused 

to do so. 

In February, 1982,• the BSOC 9 tariff was filed at 

the federal level. ·under BSOC 9, ENFIA a· and C --now FG 

B direct and FG B tandem -- were offered for the first 

time. Review of BSOC 9 disclosed a substantial deviation 

from the BSOC 8 ENFIA A tariff in terms of how charges 

were to be computed. Specifically, under BSOC 9, charges 

were to be assessed on·the basis of holding time minutes 

of use (MOU) rather than ad)usted· conversation minutes as 

were used for ENFIA A. Therefore, ENFIA B and ENFIA C as 

initially ~iled were prohibitively expensive. As a 

result, a dispute ensued which ultimately was not 

resolved until August, 1982 when the Bell System agreed 

to compute ENFIA B and ENFIA C charges in the same manner 

as ENFIA A. This ·Was only appropriate because, as with 

ENFIA A, ace set up times with ENFIA B and c were 

substantiall_y longer than for AT&T as a result of the 
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inferior nature of ENFIA Band C versus AT&T's 

connectio'"n. 

After the introduction of ENFIA C, its availability 

was quite limited for a considerable period of time 

because the Bell Operating Companies did not have the 

facilities necessary for making the feature group 

available. Indeed, on June 29,· 1982, this scarcity drove 

AT&T to file FCC Transmittal No. 58 pursuant to which it 

sought to impose an all~cation scheme for ENFIA C 

facilities. This scheme was rejected by the FCC. aces, 

like .sprint, which ordered ENFIA C after .~the charging 

dispute had been resolved experienced long delays between 

the time such circuits were ordered and the time delivery 

was offered. 

Finally, it should be remembered that on January 8, 

1982, ·a proposed consent decree in United States v. AT&T 

was announced. While nequal access" was a key ingredient 

to that proposal, the decree was not formally entered 

until August, 1982. Thereafter, a long series of 

discussions ensued concerning what would constitute 

"equal access." 

Q. DID I UNDERSTAND YOU TO SAY THAT ENFIA B (FG B DIRECT) 

ACCESS IS INFERIOR TO AT&T OF VIRGINIA'S FEATURE GROUP C 

ACCESS? 
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A. Yes. FG B direct trunk side interconnection at the Class 

5 switch has substantial drawbacks. ll This kind of 

11 

interconnection is unavailable to AT&T's competitors in a 

large number of instances, since their traffic cannot be 

originated through a trunk side Class 5 interconnection 

at an electromechanical switch. Recent figures will help 

illustrate the point. 

According to ECA Tariff FCC No. 2, there are 458 

Class 5 end offices in ~he Commonwealth. Of these, some 

251 or 54.8 percent· belong to inde.pendent- telephone 

companies. C&P owns the remaining 207. Not counting the 

six exchanges which are part of the Washington, D.C. 
. . . 

LATA, based on data in C&P's ·June 22, 1984 Equal Access 

Plan (Attachment B to rny testimony) and other information 

C&P ha·s provided, only 45 or 9. 8 "perce~t of end offices 

in the Commonwealth are equ~pped with the ~ESS and IAESS 

SPC switches necessary for the provision of originating 

ENFIA B direct. Put another way, only 21.7 percent of 

Under this arrangement, the non-AT&T carrier's toll 
switch is connected to the local exchange network at the 
trunk side of local exchange Class 5 switches. A 
non-AT&T ca~rier's toll switch must be separately 
connected to each Class 5 office in an exchange area in 
order to serve the entire area since a trunk side 
interconnection at a Class 5 switch allows access only to 
the telephones served by that Class 5 switch. ENFIA A 
connections, by contrast, allow the occ to reach the 
entire toll free calling area of the particular locale. 
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C&P's end offices are so equipped. Since the 

independents do not offer FG B direct, it cannot be used 

ubiquitously in Virginia. Accordingly, Mr. Schell's 

recommendation on pages 13-14 of his testimony that aces 

use FG B direct is impracticable. Moreover, even if the 

aces were to use FG B direct; the "improvements" Mr. 

Schell describes would occur only where FG B direct 

connections were found at both the originating and 

terminating ends of tha call. 

More important~ however, is the fact·that FG B 

direct interconnection is also discriminator}· since it 

forces substantial inefficiencies on AT&T's competitors, 

but not upon AT&T of Virginia. Trunk side access would 

require the ace terminal in each exchange area to be 

separately connected by a trunk or a trunk group to each 

end office serving an occ customer. Because the volume 

of traffic carried by an ace in any one exchange area is 

generally small, the trunk groups required to transmit 

signals between terminal and end offices would be small, 

usually less than ten trunks. At these traffic levels, 

trunks are quite inefficient, as AT&T itself has stated: 

The principal characteristic of 
telephone traffic • • • is that for a 
given grade of service, a large volume 
is carried more economically than a 
smalle~ volume. Transmission systems 
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exhibit relatively lower unit costs :or 
relatively larger systems. It is 
therefore relatively advantageous to 
concentrate traffic in47hese larger 
transmission systems. -

As a result, even AT&T recognizes that "particularly at 

this stage of the competitors• businesses, they are not 

large. If they are not all large, they may not have the 

volume of business to justify trunk routes to every end 

office." 1/ Indeed, it is precisely for this reason that 

ENFIA B remains virtual~y unused by aces. In fact, to the 

best of my knowledge, only two ENFIA B circuits have been 

subscribed to in the country and these were taken for 

experimental purposes • 

Q. WHAT ABOUT ENFIA C (FG B TANDEM)? ISN'T THAT A BETTER FORM 

OF CONNECTION THAN ENFIA A? 

A. Partially. ENFIA C involves interconnection at a local 

tandem office. !/ This type of interconnection would 

In the Matter of MTS and WATS Market Structure, Docket 
78-72, Comments of AT&T, filed March 3, 1980,. at 69-70. 

Testimony of Irwin Dorros in United States v. AT&T, 
August 13, 1981, at 21624. 

(Footnote Continued) 
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provid~ some improvements over line side interconnection, 

such as answer supervision. In addition, the tandem office 

would to some extent serve as a point of toll traffic 

concentration above the end office. 

Tandem office interconnection, however, transmits 

long-distance traffic over local trunks and switches, 

causing excessive loss, echo, background noise and does not 

provide AT&T's competitors with the same transmission 

quality and services w~ich AT&T of Virginia enjoys. For 

example, subscribers cannot access a specialized carrier's· 

network through rotary dial telephones, a significant 

preclusion since in 1981 roughly 60 percent of Bell 

telephones were rotary dial. Moreover, ~andem office 

interconnection would not identify the calling party, thus 

creating billing problems for the specialized carrier. 

Q. CAN YOU BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE EFFECTS OF INFERIOR 

INTERCONNECTION ON THE OCCS? 

67ootnote Continued) 
- Under this arrangement, a call would be transmitted from 

a subscriber's telephone to the Class 5 switch serving 
that telephone, then over the local exchange system to 
the tandem office. The call would then be transmitted 
from the tandem office to the specialized carrier's 
terminal, and from there, over the specialized carrier's 
intercity facilities. At the terminating end, the call 
would follow a similar path from the specialized carrier 
terminal, through· the tandem switch and the local 
network, and finally· to the telephone being called. 
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A. Yes. The inferior form of local access which OCCs have 

been required to use: has precluded aces from the rotary 

dial market which represents approximately 40 percent of 

the telephones served by C&P in Virqinia today; has 

required ace customers to dial as many as 27 diqits to 

place calls; has denied aces the ability to determine where 

their customers are calling from; and has adversely 

affected the quality of ace transmissions. 

To assist the comm1ssion, I have prepared a chart, 

appended to this testimony as Attachment C, which lists the 

many ~ifferences between the interconnections available to 

AT&T of Virginia and those available to GTE Sprint of 

Virginia. I urge the Commission to compare my Attachment C 

with Mr. Schell's Attachment A, pages 4 and 7. I have also 

prepared and appended in Attachment D a brief summary 

defining some of the terms which appear in Attachment C and 

describing some of the difficulties which carriers like GTE 

Sprint have experienced as a result of their inferior 

interconnection arrangements. Due to the many advantages 

it derives from its premium quality interconnections, AT&T 

is able to market its long distance service as a "higher 

quality" service than that provided by its competitors. 

Q. COULD YOU GIVE AN EXAMPLE OF HOW AT&T USES THE ADVANTAGES 

IT GAINS FROM ITS PREMIUM INTERCONNECTION TO DIFFERENTIATE 

ITSELF FROM OTHER CARRIERS? 
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A. Yes. I have appended several AT&T advertisements as 

Attachment E. As can be seen from these advertisements, 

AT&T stresses such features as service ubiquity ("anywhere, 

anytime"), operator services, and transmission quality. Of 

course AT&T itself does not reach "anywhere, anytime." For 

instance, AT&T Communications of Virginia is not authorized 

to carry intra-LATA calls. However, if a customer places a 

toll call by dialing 7, 8, 10 or 11 digits (depending on 

whether a "1" is required), the call will be automatically 

routed to either C&P or- AT&T. This is because the local 

telephone company's switching equipment decides whether to 

route the call over the local telephone company's 

facilities or AT&T's interexchange network.· The customer 

only knows that his call is completed, not which carrier 

actually handles the call. Even·after the implementation 

of "equal access" or Feature Group D, if a customer served 

by C&P does not take affirmative action to direct a call to 

the Sprint network or the network of another such carrier, 

the call will automatically be carried by AT&T. 

In its advertising AT&T also stresses its ability to 

provide operator services. Sprint, however, cannot obtain 

any form of interconnection prior to the implementation of 

equal access which would enable it to provide operator 

services similar to those provided by AT&T of Virginia. 

Nor will Sprint's current forms of interconnection allow it 

to provide 800 serv~ces. Thus, AT&T retains a monopoly 
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with respect to 800 service in Virginia and throughout.'the 

country. 

Q. ONE OF THE DISADVANTAGES OF BOTH FG A AND FG B {TANDEM) 

ACCORDING TO ATTACHMENT C IS THE LACK OF ROTARY DIAL 

ACCESS. WHY IS GTE SPRINT UNABLE TO SERVE CUSTOMERS WITH 

ROTARY DIAL TELEPHONES? 

A. As currently confiqured, once the subscriber dials the 

seven-digit local access number of the Sprint switch, the 

local Class 5 office disregards any further dialing. C&P's 

end office switching equipment is not designed to pass 

rotary dial pulses to a line side termination, which is 

where the Sprint equipment is connected under· the FG A 

arrangement. If it were possible for C&P to pass rotary 

dial·pulse information when line side interconnections are 

used, rotary dial telephones could be used to place a 

Sprint call because the Sprint network is capable of 

receiving rotary dial signals. The limitation is not in 

our equipment, the limitation is in the form of the 

interconnection provided to us by the local exchange 

companies. 

Q. WILL THE IMPLEMENTATION AND USE OF SO-CALLED "EQUAL ACCESS" 

FG D ELIMINATE ALL OF THE DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN THE ACCESS 

AFFORDED TO CARRIERS·LIKE SPRINT AND THAT AFFORDED TO AT&T 

OF VIRGINIA? 
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A. No. As set forth in a letter which I sent to 'the Central 

Services Organization (CSO) on February 3, 1984, customer 

perceptible differences will still exist between FG D 

(direct) , which will primarily be used by AT&T of Virginia, 

and FG D (tandem), which will be used primarily for traffic 

carried by Sprint and carriers like Sprint. A copy of my 

February 3, 1984 letter is included as Attachment F. 

Q. WILL FEATURE GROUP D Be UNIVERSALLY AVAILABLE? 

A. No. The requirement to-provide Feature Group D or "equal 

access" currently applies only to BOCs as a result of the 

Modification of Final Judgment ("MFJ") in United States v. 

American Telephone. and Telegraph Co., Civ. Action No. 

82-0192 (D.D.C. Aug. 24, 1982), and does not apply to the 

independents. Although General Telephone Company of the 

Southeast will be required to proyide equal access under a 

Consent Decree entered into by GTE and the United States 

Department of Justice, I understand that its end offices in 

Virginia are all subject to an exception in the decree and 

may not be converted until some time in the indefinite 

future. The MFJ also contains several exemptions to the 

equal access requirement. Due to these exemptions, equal 

access interconnections are not likely to be universally 

available from even the Bell ~perating Companies by 

September 1, 1986. 
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B~sed on in.formation that has been provided to Sprint, 

equal access conversion of the first C&P end office in 

Virginia is scheduled for September 1, 1984. The last 

scheduled end office conversion for which information has 

been received is slated for October 1, 1987. Sprint has 

received equal access conversion dates for 179 of C&P's 207 

end offices. Put another way, while 86.5 percent of C&P's 

end offices are scheduled to be converted, only 39.1 

percent of all end off1ces in Virginia are involved. 

Therefore, just as with FG B direct, FG o·will also not be 

ubiquitously available throughout the Commonwealth. 

DOES AT&T HAVE ANY ABILITY TO CONTROL THE TIMING OR 

AVAILABILITY OF FG D OR "EQUAL ACCEss•• INTERCONNECTIONS FOR 

ITS COMPETITORS? 

A. Yes. For the most part, the switches to be used as access 

tandems are Western Electric switches. AT&T continues to 

own Western Electric. By its control of Western Electric, 

AT&T can control the availability of the software necessary 

to perform an equal access tandem function and thus has the 

ability to control, to a degree, the sequence in which 

equal access is implemented. 

Q. WHAT STEPS WOULD IT BE NECESSARY FOR GTE SPRINT TO TAKE IF 

IT CONVERTED TO FEATURE GROUP D? 

1.504 
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A. FG A does not use the same signaling protocol as either 

Feature Group B or Feature Group D. Feature Group B does 

not use the same protocol as Feature Group D either. In 

order to implement a new protocol, Sprint would be required 

to take the following steps, among others: 

(1) Change switching equipment hardware and software; 

(2) Change signaling equipment hardware1 

(3) Replace the more than 50,000 FG A circuits in 

place today ~ the Sprint network, with Feature 

Group D circuits. This would be required because ~ 

FG A circuits would not interconnect with the 

local network at the same point as Feature Group 

D circuits. It clearly would be a massive task. 

(4) Change current Sprint billing and customer 

accounting systems and practices. This would be 

required because ~he FG. A based Sprint service 

uses an authorization code for billing purposes. 

Other forms of billing are possible under Feature 

Group D, including receiving ANI information for 

b~lling purposes, or having the BOC perform 

billing and collections. 

(5) ~plement extensive customer re-education efforts 

to enable customers to perform Feature Group D 

dialing,. which differs from Feature Group A 

dialing, ~n order to gain acces~ to the Sprint 

network. This re-education effort would be 
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further complicated by the fact that Feature 

Group D would ~be universally available, thus 

requiring different methods of access to be used 

by the customer, depending on where he is calling 

from. 

Q. WOULD THE SAME SORT OF CHANGES BE NECESSARY FOR AT&T TO 

IMPLEMENT FEATURE GROUP 0? 

A. No. AT&T would be reqUired to make some software changes. 

The degree to which·software changes would be required 

would depend on whether or not AT&T chose to have the BOC 

do billing and collection~ Some customer re-education 

could be required as the customer eventually might have to 

change what he dials when Feature Group D is implemented. 

AT&T would not require any circuit rearranqements such as 

those which would be required for· Sprint to make the 

transition from Feature Group A to Feature Group D. 

Q. DOES GTE SPRINT LEASE FACILITIES FROM AT&T AND AT&T OF 

VIRGINIA IN ORDER TO COMPETE MORE EFFECTIVELY? 

A. Yes. We lease WATS and foreign exchange lines from AT&T in 

Virginia and have FX lines on order with AT&T of Virginia. 

Currently, we lease 70 WATS lines in Virginia from AT&T and 

have an additional.104 on order. We also lease 144 FX 

lines in Virginia from AT&T. In addition, Sprint has 

ordered 78 FX lines from AT&T of Virginia. 
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The foreign exchange facilities are used to give a 

customer the ability to originate a call from a city that 

is not served by our own facilities. For example, in 

Fredericksburg we will provide service on an originating 

basis using facilities leased from AT&T which go from 

Fredericksburg to our terminal in Washington, D.C. In a 

similar fashion, the city of Newport News is served using 

leased facilities from AT&T which go from Newport News to 

our facility in Washinqton, D.C. 

Q. IF GTE SPRINT WERE REQUIRED TO REPLACE THESE LEASED 

FACILITIES BY BUILDING ITS OWN, HOW LONG WOULD IT TAKE TO 

"INSTALL SUCH FACILITIES? 

A. Over 5 years, if such construction were added to our 

current network expansion plans. If a special effort were 

made to replace those facilities just in Virginia and our 

other construction needs were ignored, construction alone 

still would take at least one year. 

Q. DOES SPRINT ANTICIPATE ANY DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING 

FACILITIES AS NEEDED FROM AT&T AND AT&T OF VIRGINIA? 

A. We do have some concern about our ability to obtain 

facilities in a timely fas~ion due to reports in various 

trade publications ab.out AT&T'S current difficulties in 

providing leased facilities. It is my understanding that 

the FCC has requested AT&T to report to it on the 

difficulties which AT&T is experiencing in reducing its 
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backlog of private line orders. The facilities which 

Sprint leases from AT&T in Virginia are classified as 

private line services. These facilities are critical to 

Sprint's ability to provide service in Virginia. Indeed, 

since only AT&T and AT&T of Virginia can provide these 

facilities ubiquitously, such facilities are "bottleneck." 

AT&T and AT&T of Virginia, therefore, are strategically 

situated to inflict serious competitive harm on Sprint by 

merely delaying delivery of Sprint's orders. Given this 

position, the Commission should not derequlate AT&T of 

Virginia until such time as equal access is widely 

available and the Commission has satisfied itself that AT&T 

will not use its position as a supplier of crucial 

facilities to disadvantage its competitors. 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. 
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I. IN'!'ROOOC'!'ION 

The operating companies comprising Bell Atlantic 

(hereinafter collectively •Bell Atlantic•) have prepared 

this equal access compliance plan pursuant to the Uodifica-

tion·of Final Judgment approved by the Court· in United 

States v. Western Electric Co., CA No. 82-0192. The 

Decree requires Bell Atlantic to provide to all interexchange 

carriers and i~formation providers •exchanqe acces~, information 

access, and exchange ~ervices for such access ••• that is 

equal in type, quality, and price to that provided to AT&T 
• 

and its affiliates. • oec;-ee . .S II (A). This melr!orandum details.­

the manner in which Bell Atlantic intends to comply with 

this provision of the Decree.ll ,. 

Bell Atlantic will provige all interexchange 

carriers which take equal access under its tariffs with 

access which is equal in overall quality within a reasonable 

range. Once equal access has been implemented, an end user 

will perceive no difference in the quality of the service 

Bell Atlantic provides to different interexchange carriers 
·. 

subscribing to Feature Group D. In addition, Bell Atlantic 

~ ·will offer a wide variety of end-user ana carrier features 

and will continue to provide communications of the high 

quality which has become the expected standard in the O~ted 

States. 

--------~-----------
1. s~ecial access services, which include all ex­

change access not utilizing.telephone company end office 
switches, are now availabl~ equally to all carriers. This 
type access is used, for example, for the provision of 
private line service. 
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~he standards against which Bell Atlantic will 

measure the exchange access it provides to all interexchange 

carriers (•Ics•) are the technical characteristics and 

·parameters of the access it has provided to A~&~.l/ 

EqQ~~ access does no~ require equality among subscribe~s--­

such equality would require enormous (and enormously wasteful) 

expenditures. Equal access means, rather, that al~ ICs will 

have the same access ·to any particular customer.ll Moreover, 

Bell Atlantic will provide carriers other than ~&T with 
• 

ordering, maintenance, p~visioning ana similar services 

equal to those providea to A-r&T .• 

Bell Atlantic will meet the Decree requirements of 

having at least· one equal access office in each of its 

operating companies by September l, 1984, and having 

one third of its access lines served by equal access offices 

by September 1, 1985. In fact, at the present time, Bell 

Atlantic intends to provide equal access capabilities to 

more than 44 percent of its access lines by September 1985. 

Onder Bell Atlantic's current modernizat;on and replacement 

. • schedule, about 79 percent ·of its access lines will be equipped 

2. In order for the standards to be meaningful to 
\ 

the interexchange c.arriers, these standards will be applied 
·to transmissions up to the carrier's Point of ~ermination 
("POT"). current standards, which generally measure end­
to-end performance, will be disaggregated. 

3. Thus, Bell Atlantic does not propose to improve the 
quality of existing AT&·T interconnections except in the course 
of i~s planned facility improvement programs. When and where 
Bell Atlantic does anything to improve access quality, all 
interexchange carriers will benefit to the same degree. 

'I 
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for equal access by September l, 1986, with an additional 

10 percent so equipped by the ena of 1987. 

, The remaining Bell Atlantic access lines are 

served by switching systems which either are· technologically 

ant~cedent to electronic storea program control switches-or 
·. 

which characteristically serve fewer than 10,000 lines. 

Onder Bell Atlantic's current plans, these switche~ will be 

replaced in an orderly fashion so that more than 97% of its 

lines will be equipped for equal access by January 1, 
• 

1991. 

Bell Atlantic is committed ~o satis:ying the.equal 

access provisions of the Consent Decree, ~ commitment which 

will require i~ to incur substantial costs and which will 

involve the efforts of the vast majority of its employees. . ~ 

In their filing with the Court on May 31, 1983, the Bell 

Atlantic companies indicated tha~ their costs for equal 

access through l986 were likely to exceed $200 million7 

this estimate, if anything, is conservative. 

· Bell Atlantic is concerned that: it may be expending 

~ ·these substantial resoure·es to provide a service for which 

there might be only a limited market. Some interexchange 

carriers may well decide to retain their Feature Group A\or B 

service rather than switching to Feature Group D. As one IC 

noted in a filing with the court, Fea;ure Group A is •perfectly 

adequate for [an IC's] needs.• u.s. Telephone's Response to 

Ameritech's Motion for Clarification at ll (Oct. 7, 1983). 

More recently, the Association of Long Distance Telephone 
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Companies told the FCC that it has •always been the preroqative 

of the [interexchange] c~rrier to mix and match facilities 

to provide efficient service on a least-cost basis• and 

suggested that the ICs would continue to use· services other 

than Feature Group D. Opposition to Certain Petitions for ... 
Reconsideration at 2 (May 9, 1984). or, as the Department 

of Justice recently told the FCC, Fea~ure Group D •will 

probably be of limited commercial value• to the interexchange 

earriers •for the next few years.• Comments of the onited 
• 

States Department of Justice, CC Docket No~ 83-1147, _at 19 

(Apr. 2, 1984). If the ICs agree with the Depar~ent on 

this score, they are unlikely to bay Feature Group D. 

·Moreover, the FCC has recently indicated its 

disposition to disallow for rate-making purposes some of the 
.• 

costs which Bell Atlantic will attempt to recover through 

its ·operati~g companies• access ~harge tariffs. If the 
.·· 

Commission in fact prevents Bell Atlantic from so doing, 

it might well be left to pay the bill itself. 

Bell Atlantic, of course, hopes to recover i·ts 

.. equal access costs through access charges or, failing that, 

.from AT&T based upon that company's guarante~. The mechanics 

of the AT&T guarantee, however, make it uncertain that \ 

Bell Atlantic will, in fact, recover these costs. Even 

if Bell Atlantic is made ·whole, however, it makes no sense 

for the ratepayers (through their payments either to AT&T or 

to the other interexch&nge carriers) to be required to bear 

such massive costs if there really is very little demand for 
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full equal access. As indicated below, Bell Atlantic 

intends to.closely monitor the level of carrier demand and 

will petition the Court for relief from ~~e equal access 

provisions of the Decree if that demand does· not justify the 

exp,~diture of resou~ces required to satisfy its mandate;· 

Appendix B of the Consent Decree requires Bell 

Atlantic to provide equal access under certain circumstances 

in response to a •oona fide request.• As described more 

fully below, Bell Atlantic has interpreted this requirement· . . 

in a way that obligates it t~_proviae equal access ev~n 

where only a relatively small percentage of the non-AT&T 

traffic is committee to equal access. At the same time, Bell 

Atlantic is entitled to a certain amount of protection 

against spending substantial sams of money where there . 
really is no market for equal access. T.hus, wh~n the 

requests for equal a~cess from I~s other than A~&T in an 

office reach only 10% of the forecasted total interexchange 

carrier mirtutes of use from carriers which utilize equal 

access elsewhere and where the requesting carriers place 

·orders supporting the 10% f-igure, a request will be deemed 

"bona fide.• 

Section v of this memorandum describes Bell Atl~n-

tic's current·plans for complying with the equal access 

schedule of the Consent Decree. Bell Atlantic has been 

discussing its equal access capability scheaule with the ICs 

and has incorporated changes to the extent practical. 

Information on any further changes will be communicated 

promptly to the ICs. :1519 
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II. NETWORK ARCHITECTURE 

This section describes the network architecture 

used to transport interexchange carrier traffic between an 

IC's POT and a Bell Atlantic end office (EO)' and to provide· 

eq~~~ switched access to all ICs. T.he IC will determine· · 

which end offices will be associated with each POT within a 

LATA and may specify that different types of servi;e be 

associated with different P~s. 

A. Technoloiv Sele~tion 

In addition to the equal access end offices; the 

traffic sensitive elements of switched access are the 

interoffice communication channels or trunks and, in the 

case of tandem connection, a switching ·machine. ~unk · 

facilities incluae voice frequency channels on cable pairs 
. . . 

in both two-wire and four-wire configurations, ~.igital 
. 

multiplexed systems ~nd various vintages of analog multiplexed 

systems. Access tandem switch types will include two-wire 

and four-wire digital and analog switches. Bell Atlantic 

will use.existing plant and will moderni;e that plant when 

. • overall requirements and ·the economics of replacement 

dictate. Regaraless of the plant used, the access arrangements 

will be designed to meet the blocking ana transmission \ 

criteria described below. 

Bell Atlantic will. work cooperatively with the 

ICs on routing options arid directionality and will endeavor· 

to p~ovide access serv~ces in a way that is the most economical 

and technically efficient for its total customer body. The 
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final decision on how to manage Bell Atlantic's network 

will, of course, be Bell.Atlantic•s. In ~~is regard, Bell 

Atlantic will follow traditional trunking and engineering 

practices, which have served the industry well. It will be 

Bel~. Atlantic's goal .. to provide these services in the moat 

economical and efficient manner in an effort to keep access 

costs -- and therefore access rates -- as low as p~ssible.!/ 

B. Trunking O~tions 

Bell Atlantic is responsible for providi.ng f.acilities 
• 

between its EO and the IC POT. Transport of this tra~fic 

may be: 

a) entirely on a direct route be·tween the PO'l' 

and the EO with none of the traffic routing 

through an access tandem, or 

b) directed first to a direc~ route between the 

POT and the EO with .traffic that finds no 

circuits available in the direct route 

overflowing to an access tandem, or 

c) entirely through an access ~andem. 

~ ·Figure l illustrates thes·e trunking options. 

·. 

It would not be economically feasible to connect 

all ICs to Bell Atlantic's network in the manner that \ 

is identical to that usually provided to AT&T, ~, via 

4. While a particular decision·on routing might be 
good for the ICs as a group (and therefore for the public at 
large), that decision might require a given IC to pay more 
than it would have if its own .routing were done differently. 
As indicated, it is Beli Atlantic's goal to provide these 
services in a way that is. most efficient for its customer 
body as a whole. Bell Atlantic has asked the FCC to permit 
it to charge the IC for any routing which imposes additional 
costs on the exchange carrier network. 
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direct connections. This is because each IC, o;her than 

AT&T, at least initially, is not expected to have a sufficient 

volume of traffic between each EO ana its POT to justify a 

·dedicated facility. As the traffic volume f~m EO to POT 

increases, it will become economical to provide a direct· .. .. 
connection.~/ 

Ncr would it be economical to provide all exchange 

.access exclusively th~ough ~andem switching arrangements. 

As the ·size of the trunk qroup to the tandem increases, the 
• 

incremental efficiencies of _1;_he group do not increase 

~roportionately. Once the group has exceeded a c~rtai~ 

size, the added tandem costs more than offset the additional 

trunk efficiency, and the use of some direct conneQtions is 

economically appropriate. 

In its supplemental memorandum on the Plan of 

lteorganizat.ion, the Department of Justice recognized these 

economies: •secause of its traffic volume, in most cases 

AT&T will likely obtain access via direct trunks from its 

point of presence to serving end offices. The traffic of 

·smaller carriers, for efficiency reasons, will likely 

frequently be routed through an intermediate tanaem.• 

Supplemental-Memorandum of the Onited States, dated Jun~lO, 

1983, at p. ll. 

s. Even with a direct connection, it might be most 
economical to route an IC's overflow traffic through an 
access tandem. 

Where an'end office is converted to e~ual access 
before the service date of .the access tandem supertending 
the office, Feature Groupo· connections will be direct to 
the end office, at least until the tandem is in service. 

1.523 
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As Bell Atlantic builds tandems for access services, 

it may use the new tandem to provide both access and intraLATA 

services. Thus, it might transfer intraLATA traffic from 

capacity on a switching system leased from AT&T to the combined 

access/intraLATA tandem, thereby reducing traffic volame· .. 
between the AT&T location and the end office. Over a period 

of time, many of the ~&T POT-to-EO trunk groups a~e expected 

to be made high u~age.with overflow via the access tandem. 

In smaller rural offices; the direct ~&T POT-to-EO co~necti~ns 
• 

miqht be disconnected and AT&T traffic routed via the access 

tandem. 

c. Blocking Objective , . 

As indicated, access between an AT&T POT and an EO 

is generally by. direct trunks rather than via an access 

tandem. The blocking objective for these direct trunk 

groups is that (statistically) o~e of every one hundred 
•' 

calls will be blocked during the average time consistent 

busy hour!! of the busy season.!/ Direct trunk groups 

between any other IC's POT and an EO, where an IC chooses to 

order specific busy ho~r ·m.inutes of capacity, will meet the 

same objective. When access between the POT·. of any IC and 

an EO is via an access tandem, the trunk groups between\the 

6. "Average time consistent·busy hour" is that constant 
hour in which a series of measurements for an indicatea trunk 
group load computes to a higher averaqe than for any other 
constant hour. 

i. "Busy season~ is. that period of a calendar year, 
usually one to three months duration, curing which the 
average of twenty consecutive business cay time consistent 
busy hour loads attains its maximum value. · 

1 t;:?A 
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POT and the access tandem and between the access tandem and . 

the !0 will each be .sized so that overall (POT to EO) 

blocking will be no greater than that provided to ICs on 

direct routes. Figure 2 on the following page illustrates 

the application of these objectives to specific access 

configurations. If an IC orders by circuit quantity rather 

than busy hour minutes of capacity, Bell Atlantic is relieved 

of all responsibility for blocking objectives. 

Bell Atlantic will use standard traffic engineer­

ing methods to determine the humber of trunks to be pro-. 

vided based on the busy hour-minutes of capacity orderea 

by the IC. The switched access section of the Access Ser-
~ . 

vice Tariff covers the _details of desi;n blocking proba-

i bility including the measured blocking·thresholas below· 

which the design blocking probability is presumed to have 

been met. '!'he thresholds used to judge whether ·.blocking is 

within proper limi.ts ·take into account the size of the trunk 

qroup and the number of.valid measuremen~s obtained in a 

twenty-consecutive-day period. Service performance··data and 

trunk group measurement reports will be provided to the ICs 

as outlined in the Access Service Tariff. 

o. Transmission Plan 
\ 

At present, connection~ between EOs and the offices 

providing the AT&T Class 4 function are based on three 

transmission plans. They are the via net loss c•VNL") 

plan, which provides transmission design and performance 

objectives for analog facilities; the switched digital 

network ("SDN") loss plan, which provides design and perf~rmance 

objectives for configurations involving digital connections 

:1525 
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POT POl' 

BlockiD& Blocking 
•llish l/2% 1% Bish 

!locki:lg Jllsase tJsase 
(No .,., ... No 

1 !locki:g Blocking 
I 

!locking 
1 

l/2% 

• 
·-

E01 !02 ED3 EO· 2 !03 . 
'. 

IG. 2A - All access traffic· for an IC is routed via c!irec; fiual ~ccess cc~mec:ioDS 
betveen an IC POT me! an EO. 

nG. 21 - All access traffic for m IC is routed via a access t&Dc!em. 

nc:. 2C - All access traffic- fo.: a IC is rcutec! first to a high usage group 
'be~eeD aD !0 and au IC vi:h overflow via an access taDciem. Access 

· eandem connections carry only overflov traffic. The overall blocking 
betveen the EO and the POT will net exceed 1%. 

FIG. 2D - Combination of Figures 2! & 2C. The overall blocking be:veen the EO and 
:he POT vill no~ exceed 1%. Co:Decticns berween the access eandem and 
the POT are designee! to l/2%.blockiDg to meet the requi:~ents for traffic 
ae E02 even though l% blockiDg vould satisfy the requirements of E03: 

* Arrows shov direction of ove=flov. \ 

FIC:tmE 2 
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between digital switching systems1 and the combination 

trunk loss· plan, w·hich includes design ana performance .. 

objectives when combinations of analog and digital 

·facilities are used. Bell Atlantic has used· these plans 

aa the foundation for its equal access transmission plan, . 
•. 

~e resulting loss plan, called the 3.0 or exchange 

access loss plan, was developed to ensure that the 

signal quality betweeft an IC's POT and a Bell Atlantic EO 

will be equal to that provided to A~&T. The transmission 
• 

o~jectives of this plan will be contained in a techn~cal 

publication which is scheduled for release in the near 

# 

future. T.he present objectives, of course, are for end-to-end 

service. ~e equal access objectives are designed·to ensure 

that, when the access circuit and the IC's circuit are 

connected, the total end-to-end performance can be made 

comparable to that of the existi~g public switched network. 
. . 

T.he new objectives were derived by aisaggregating 

the present end-to-end objectives into their exchange and 

interexchange components. Bell Atlantic~s plan stipulates 

·that the circuit loss on ·either direct connections or those 

via an access tandem·be 3.0 as!/ and that these circuits 

\ 

a. Three dB is the recommended path loss of the 
circuit between Eo· switch and IC switch. The IC switch 
may be co-located with the POT at the IC's POT or it may 
be at a remote IC loc4tion. Bell Atlantic will provide a 
facility between the·to and the POT that will allow the IC 
to desi9n the circuit from swit~h to switch to 3. 0 dB. The 
tvpe of IC switch mav be~a factor in the achievement of 
the 3.0 dB loss standar~~ The design of this circuit is 
determined by the type of interface ordered at the POT by 
the IC. 

:1527 
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will be of a quality consistent with existing performance in 

the ·public switched toll network for both voice and data 

transmission. For voice services, Bell Atlantic will have 

objective ·designs for three transmission parameters: loss, 

ncise and echo return loss. Por data services, the relevant ... 
parameters include loss, c-notch noise, gain slope, envelope 

aelay distortion, intermodulation distortion, phas~ jitter, 

frequency shift ana i~palse noise. 

~e transmission obj~ctives for voice and data 

also include •tmmediate a~tion limits• and •ac~eptane.e 

limits.• 

- An immediate action limit is the point beyond 

which the circuit or service is considered to be 

no longer suitable and should be repaired. ~e 

immediate action limit, therefore, represents the 

maximum allowable deviation from the objective 

design of the circuit. 

- An acceptance limit is established to allow 

for small deviations from the.objective design to 

compensate for variations in circuit components 

and variations in test sets and tQ reduce initial· 

testing and adjustment costs. These limits will 

be met before placing· a circuit into service. 

Bell Atlantic will apply its maintenance practices 

equally to all ICs. The ·transmission plan and each of 

of these performance limi~s will describe specific perfor-

mance criteria for a particular access service. 

1528 
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T.here are no·plans to materially change the 

existing facilities that.proviae exchange access. If 

Bell Atlantic continues to use VNL· or SON per.formance 

objectives on existing AT&T·connections, it will apply the 

same criteria to all IC service. The long-term goal .. 
of .Bell Atlantic is to provide facilities capable of achieving 

the 3.0 dB loss standard for a~l IC connections. ~is 

goal will be achieved· through Bell Atlantic's ongoing 

modernization program for transmission facilities and 
• 

switches.!/ .-

III. TRANSITION TO EQUAL ACCESS 

SWitched access service.will consist of arrangements 

called •feature groups• and a number of optional features 

which will enhance the basic feature ~roups~ A detailec 

aescription of each of the feature groups and the optional 

features may be found in section 6 of the Access Serv·ice 

Tariff. Only a summary is included here. 

A. Feature Group A 

This feature group provides a line-side termination 

from the switch serving the I.C ana is, therefore, of less 

than toll grade quality. It will be associated with a 
\ 

seven-digit local telephone numb~r ana a subscriber must 

dial the called n~ber after receiving a secona dial tone. 

9. Bell Atlantic will meet these stanaards using both 
digital and analog technology. The technology of the 
operating company facilities (including the access tande~> .. 
does not limit the ability of the ICs to use digital fac1l1t1es 
(if they so choose), nor does it affect the ability of the 
operating company to previae equal access to all ICs. 

1529 
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This feature group is similar to the existing ENFIA A 

service, but will also include the open. (dial tone) ends of 

interLATA foreign exchange lines and similar lines. It is 

'the most expensive of the feature groups to provide, even 

though it is technically inferior to Feature Groups !, C· · 
·. 

ana o. 

s. Feature Group B 

T.nis feature group provides a trunk-side termination 

at either an end office or a Feature Group B access tandem 
• 

switch. A carrier with Feat~~ Group B will have a nation­

wide access code in the format .950-0/lXXX. ~is ~eature groap 

is similar to existing ENFIA B and C services. Feature 
. . 

Group B tandem connections will provide access to the NXX 

i codes served by ena offices accessible via the. tande~.l~i 
Although initially not all Feature Group B connections 

will be toll grade, they will al~ eventually be of that 

quality. When Feature Group B terminating connections 

become toll grace, they will provide service equal in 

quality to that provided by Feature Group D terminations. 

• A lower rate for Feature Group B terminations (as compared 

to Feature Group D) is appropriate while tho~e terminations . 

are of lesser quality. However, any price difference w~ 

be eliminated when those connections reach a level equal to 

Feature Group D quality. 

lO. Certain LATAs have been divided into sectors, each 
of which has its own tandem for access. Therefore, an IC 
will require connections to each tandem in such LATAs in 
order to reach all access.lines in the LATA. 
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c. Feature Grou~ C 

T.his feature group is an interim continuation of the 

existing dialing arrangement used by AT&T. It is provided 

as trunk-side access either directly to an enc office or via a 

Feature Group C access tandem. No access code is required 

for·Teature Group c.··. 

D. Feature Group D 

Feature Group D access will be provided via a 

trunk-side connection either directly to an end office or through 

a Feature Group D acce-ss tandem. When the connection is via a 

tandem, access might be limited to those end offices which are 

equipped with equal access. The IC might be required to 
f . 

access non-equal-access end offices via its Feature Group A 

or Feature Group B POT. In LATAs which have been divided 

into s~ctors, an IC will require a connection to each tandem 

in order to reach all access lines in the LATA. Connections 

directly to an end.office will access only the lines served 

by t.~at office. The .access code for Feature Group 0 switching 

will be a uniform lOXXX access code: no access code~will 

be required if the customer has presubscribed to that IC • 

!. Conversion of Feature Groups 
A, B ana C to Feature Grou~ D 

The s:ha.nge of Feature Groups A and B to Feature 

Group D will be initiated by an access service request from 

an IC. Feature Groups A and B use interface protocols 

different from that for Feature Group o. 
Bell Atlantic will encourage the transition to 

Feature Group o and th~ reduced deployment of Feature Group 

A for both network design and financial reasons. Interoffice 
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calls should normally progress from line-side to trunk-side 

terminations in a local switch and then through the network 

until finally terminating at the far ena via a trunk to 

·line-side termination. Contrary to that sequence, Feature 

Gr.oup A calls enter a local switch on the line side and exit . -. 
from the line side to the IC's POT. ~is results in the use 

of trunking, billing ana call supervision features which 

were designee for a different purpose. Such use not only 

caus~~ short-term problems, 11/ but proliferation of . • 
Feature Group A service also distorts sound and long-range 

network architecture plans. 

Moreover, even though two local~ ·switch connections are 

required, the local switch charges for Feature Group A reflect 

only a single switching component, while the second component is 

contained in the transport charge. ~is higher transport . 
charge is pai~ mostly by ~&T (ra~er than by Feature Group 

A users) because its traffic accounts for the vast majority 

of the transport. This also artificially increases the cost 

of Feature Group o as compared to Feature Group A. This 

.·price relationship is based upon the FCC's rationale that, 

since Feature Group A is technically inferio~, it should 

ccst less, eveo though it costs more for Bell Atlantic ~ 

provide it. Bell Atlantic is considering filing revisea 

tariffs which more accurately reflect the costs of Feature 

Group A service. 

ll. For example, lack of call billing details for termi­
nating calls, lack ~f answer supervision on trunks and lesser 
quality transmission due to the lack of rigid routing controls. 
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Bell Atlantic will allow both Feature Group B and 

Feature Group c access to be handled on the same facility 

between a car:ier and an access tandem. Signalin; capabili­

ties. will permit an IC to distinguish between the feature 

gro~ps on calls it receives. 

Feature Group C will not be provided when Feature 

Group D becomes available. ~he main ;hysical change necessary 

to convert AT&T's Feature Group C to Feature Group o is the 

implementation of detailed recording of terminating access 
• 

calls for access billing ~u~ses. ~is will replac& the ~ 

incoming ~o outgoing ratio method of computing terminating 

access usage that will be used for Feature Group c~ 

IV. EQOAL ACCESS FEATURES 

T.nis section generally desc~ibes the many~end-cffice 

features Bell Atlantic will previae. T.he details of these 
. . 

features are found· in Feature Specifica.tion Document 20-24-0000, 

which lists the requirements of the switching systems that 

will connect the IC and Bell Atlantic networks, and:in POB 

61201, which describes the interface specifications and 

protocols at the point of connection between an IC ana an 

exchange carrier. 
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A. Dialing Plan.Reauirements and Cacabilities 

1) Access codes 

one five-digit access coae· in the form lOXXX~/ 

·will be assigned to each carrier for national use with an 

add;~ional code for international calling. 'rhe use of a· · 

five-digit access code preceding any North American Numbering 

Plan Area ( NPA) code, any central office code in ~e same 

NPA as the end user o·r any international dialing prefix plus 

valid national number will cause the call to be passed to . . 
the carrier to which the 10~ code has been assigned~ Bell· 

Atlantic will not complete intra~A calls dialed .with an 

access ~ode where the IC involved has not'been authorizea·by 

the regulators to provide intra~A service. 

T.be lOXXX access code does not req~ire any change 

in the current numbering plan used in World Zone l or the 

North American Numbering Plan, noz does it require ~ny 

change in the prefix~/ requirements for either North 

American N~ering Plan calls or for international calls. 

2) Presubscription 

Presubscription will permit a subscriber to 

designate, for each line which can originate:trafficl!l, a 

\ 
12. X is any aigit from 0 to 9. 

13. Prefixe~ in the forms •1•, •o•, •o11• ana •o1• 
are used to indicate dif~erent type calls. The use of •1• 
for toll calls is not universal. 

14. Presubscription .. is not available for customers 
with four-party or eigh·t-party service. InterLATA calls 
placed without a lOXXX access code by such customers will 
be routed to AT&T. 
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carrier to which all interLATA calls will be routed without 

the use of an access code. It will be made available to 

customers when equal access is introduced into an end 

office. If the appropriate regulatory authority has authori.zea 

a particular IC to provide intraLA~A service, the customer .. .. 
can dial a lOXXX access code on an intraLA~A call if it 

wishes the IC to handle the call; otherwis~, except for 

corridor traffic, Bell Atlantic will transport the call. 

As ·equal access is introduced into an end office, 
• 

customers will be informed o~-t~e options available~ them 

in accordance with the Court's order of December,, 1983. 

Educational materials explaining presubs~iption ana listing 

the names ana phone numbers of ICs offering service from an . . 
end office will be mailed to all existing customers to be 

• 
received ninety days before tbe equal access service avail-

·ability date. ~e mailing also will inform customers that 

they will be allowed the first presubscription choice· free of 

charge. If they change their presubscribed IC or wait more 
·. 

than six months after the equal access service availability 
: 

.. date to choose an IC or if their presubscribed carrier stops 

providing service, they will be assessed a tariffed presubscription 

charge. 

Bell Atlantic will not mail customer education 

materials if no IC other than AT&T Communications advises it 

of its intent to offer.equal access service. 
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Customers with service prior to an office being 

convertea 'to equal access will be directed to contact the 

listed ICs to obtain information en rates and services and 

·to register their presubscription choice. ICs will then 

pr-ovide Bell Atlantic with lists of their customers, and-... •. 

Bell Atlantic will issue necessary service orc!ers and update 
.. 

customer records. If an existing customer does ·not presubscribe 

or use an access code., his interLATA calls will be :outed to 

A1'&1'. 

After equal access is introducedl a customer 

obtaining new service (obtaining service for the first time 

or changing locations within the Bell Atlantic operating 

company area) will be informed of th~ available options • 
• 

If this customer specifies a presubscribed IC, his choice 
• 

will be entered. If the customer does not choose an IC at 

the time he requests new service, he will be all~wed a 

reasonable amount of ti~e (approximately thirty days) to do 

so without charge. If the customer fails to select a 

presubscribed IC and attempts to complete an inter~A call 

.·without using an access code, his call will be routea to an 

appropriate announcement. 

3) Serv-ice Access Codes \ 
A Service Access Code (SAC) is nat associatea with a 

specific geoc;raphica.l area (like an· area code) but is used 

.. 1536 
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in the provision of special types of services. T.be Noo!l/ 
format was selected for ;hese codes because it provides a 

degree of public awareness that the called number is 

something other than a normal geographical destination. 

800 is an example of a SAC used to prov·iae a means of 
·. 

billing calls to the ·called customer rather than to the 

calling customer. 

T.he 700 SAC has recently been established for ase 

by any interexchange carrier for the provision of new services • 
• Bell Atlantic plans to activate it for all switched ~ccess 

- -
feature groups in 1984 in response to .IC requests. 

B. Adaress and Information Signalinq 

The establishment of tbe connection to an IC will 

begin before the customer has completed dialing. !his is 

referred to as overlap outpulsing an~ will eliminate 

post-dialing delay attributable to the type of connection. 

The present signaling p~tocol when Automatic Number 

Identification (ANI) is sent to a carrier is called number 

first, calling number last. With overlap outpulsing this 
! 

.. sequence is reversed, ancf the calling number information . . 

is sent to the carrier first, followed by the called 

number, generally when the caller finishes dialing. ~e 
t 

ANI content will also be chan9ed to include more informa­

tion about the type of line which originated the call, 

~, coin phone, coinless public phone • 

.. 

lS. N is any digit from 2 through 9. 
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In most cases the transmission of dialed digits to 

the carrier will be dependent upon completion of customer 

dialing, not on tbe time involved in setting up a connec­

'tion or whether that connection is direct between an EO 

ana the IC or via an access tandem. In the case of tandem ... 
connection, tbe called number is transmitted directly from 

the end office to the carrier through the tandem, ~ather 

than having the tandem repeat the· information to the, 
.. 

carrier. ~ere should thus be no perceptible difference . ~ 

in post-dialing delay between ANI and non-ANI calla or 

between tanae~routed or direc~~routed calls. 

c. Custom C&llin9 Services 

CUStom Calling Services can interact in the 

same manner with all ICS. A customer can select an. IC for 

calls established through the use of call forwarding, 
I 

remote call forwarding or three-way ~lling either by 

presubscription or the ~se of a lOXXX access code. Speed 

calling allows customers to assign a one-digit or two-digit 

coae to frequently called numbers. While restrictions on 

the number of digits that can be stored on a speed calling· 

list preclude storing the lOXXX access code,;interexchange 

calls from a speed calling list can access the customer'? 

presubscribed carrier. Dialing ·a lOXXX code prior to the 

speea calling code can be used to override presubscription. 

D. Sortin9 and Screening Capabilities 

l) Class .. of service sortin9 

Bell Atlantic will provide to all ICs the option cf 

sorting traffic by the calling line class of service. 'l.'his 
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sorting can provide routing via a separate group of access 

circuits for certain line classes, such as coin or hotel-

motel. Such lines typically require special treatment 
. .. . 

within the carrier t s ... network:· ·. · ... 

2) Prefix sorting 

Prefix sorting will give carriers. the option of 

receiving ANI or of specifying the routing based on the 
' 

prefix dialed by the ·customer or both. 16/ Prefixed 

calls may be preceded by an lOXXX access code to designate 

which carrier the customer wants. 

3) Customer screening 

Customer screening permits the I~ to limit the 

calls carried for a particular end ~ser to those termi­

nating in certain NPAs. This screening will be used to . ' 

provide WATS and WATS-like services via special_ access 

lines used together ~ith carrier acce$s circuits. 

E. Business Feature Compatibility 

Bell Atlantic will provide ident-ical exchange 

access capabilities for all ICs with respect to business 

. features such as Centrex~ ·oialing interexchange calls 

from Centrex stations will be modified in a manner similar 

\ 

16. The prefixes commonly used include "1", used in 
many but not all areas to distinguish between toll calls and 
local calls or to distinguish calls destined for a different 
NPA in areas where·NPA codes are used as central office 
codes 1· •on, used to in~-icate a request for assistance in the 
completion of the call: •o11•, used to indicate that the 
address to follow is in· ·the international· dialing format of 
country code and national number1 and no1•, indicating a 
request for operator assistance for an international call in 
the international format. 

• ,. 
I 
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to calls from non-Centrex stations. Calls will be routed 

to a carrier based on pr~subscription or the use of a 

lOXXX access code. One exception (at least initially) 

will be for speed cailin~ from·a Centrex station. While a 

user at a non-Centrex station can override presubscription 

by dialing a lOXXX access code before the one-digit or 

two-digit speed calling code, the resources requir~d to 

accomplish this for eentrex stations preclude its immedi­

ate implementation. Therefore, speed calling of inter­

exchange calls from Centrex stations will be routed only to 

the presubscribed carrier. 

F. Operator Services 

1) Directorv assistance 

Bell Atlantic will transport IC directory assistance 

(DA) traffic to its DA facilities if the IC has subscribed 

to this service. There will be several dialing arrangements 

for DA. 411 will ·be us~d in some instances for local or for 

home NPA DA. 555-1212 will be used in other instances for 

local or home NPA DA. In most cases, NPA+SSS-1212 will be 

. used to access DA in foreign NPAs •17 I 

The Bell Atlantic companies will pr~vide ·access to 

DA for ICs on an NPA basis. The following list ·shows the 
\ 

Bell Atlantic DA locations, the ·NPAs they serve and the LATA 

17. NPA boundaries ·and LATA boundaries do not necessa­
rily coincide. Some LATAs include more than one NPA7 some· 
NPAs are divided into mo~e than one LATA.· 
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NPA -
201 

"202* 

215 

301 

302* 

304 

412 

609* 

703* 

717 

·804 

814* 
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they are located. 

DA Location 

Orange, New Jersey 

Charleston, West Virginia 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania .. 
Baltimore , Maryland 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Charleston, West Virginia 

Pitts t-~~r;!l , J'ennsy l vania 
=':.:!_f.;. 

Freetroia~;- New Jersey 

Norfolk, Virginia 

Barrisburg, Pennsylvania · · 

Norfolk, Virginia 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 

*DA location not in this NPA. 

2) Intercept 

LATA 

NORTH JDtSEY 

CHARLESTON 

PHILADEI.P BIA 

BAtnMOR! 

PHILADELPHIA 

C!WU.ESTON 

PI'rrSBtmGB 

~NQJa'B JDSU 

NO~OLK 

·CAPI'l'AL 

NORFOLlt 

CAPI'l'AL 

calls to non-working numbers will receive stan­

card intercept treatment regardless of which carrie~ 

aelivers the call to the LATA. 

3) Access to an IC o~erator 

InterLA~A calls from presubscribed customers of an 

IC that are in the format 0+ or 01+ will be forwarded to the 

presubscribed IC with. the appropriate indication as. spec~fied 

in PUS 61201. Calls following a lOXXX access code that are 

in the format 0+, Ol+ or 0 followed by no digits will also be 
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foMrc!ed to the IC identified by ·-:he lOXXX • When a custcmer 

simply dia;s.O, ~e call will be routed to an operator under 

contract to Bell Atlantic. Bell Atlantic will consider 

other dialing options suggested by ICa. 

4) Public telephone service 

• ... . . 
Customers a~ public, aemi-public or coinless 

..... 

public stations can access an interexChange carrier by 

dialing a carrier access code such as lOXXX, 950-0/lXXX or a 

Feature Group A local .. nmll))er. Thereafter, the fi ve-c!igit 

access code must be uaed. Tbere will be no presUbscripti~D 

for these stations. Bell Atl.antic will compl•te all- intraLATA 

sent-paid calls ·from suCh stations and will deliver. all suCh 

i:terLAD. calls to A'l'rc'l' in accordance with the Court • • 

ord~.!!/ 

CUstamers at coiDleaa public telephone• c~ 

access ICs taking Feature Gro.up B service without operator 

assistance or sep~~te charges. · Custcmera whc access an 

IC with Feature Group A ·service from such telephones 

must dial 0 plus the seven-digit Feature Group A number and 

will be billed the tariff rate plus a surcharge fer the 

· local ca11 since calls to Feature Group A access cannot be 

18. The f~rst version cf the equal access feature \ 
specifications to be implemented aces not include coin b~ 
accounting, whiCh would per.mit access tc any of several 
carriers offering sent-paid coin service by dialing the 
carrier's access code. A record would then be made by coin 
station of the number of calls and mcnies deposited for each 
carrier. Bell Atlantic believes that other equal access 
features are of.greater importance to the ICs and their 
customers, and thus of higher priority than coin box account­
ing. This feature will ·be aaded if more than one IC offers 
sent-paid coin service and places an order for access from 
coin stations. 

1.542 

..• 



-.. 

I 

-29-

differentiated from calis to a regular end user number at 

the office· serving the c~inless public telephone. 

5) Exchanqe public radio services 

Customers of Bell Atlantic exchange public radio 

services (such as mobile radio service, air-ground radio· 
•. 

service and coastal harbor maritime radio ~ervice) are not 

served directly by end office switches. Instead, these 

calls are handled on a manual basis by operators at a 

swi~chboard or through an arrangement that will not accept 
• 

access codes or permit presubscription. ~ese call~~are 

routed to the A~&T network for ·interLATA completion. · ~ll 

Atlantic will initially contract with AT&~ to continue 

p~viding the operator services and the switching function. 

~hese and the intra~A operator services function, also 
• 

contracted from AT&~, will be analyzed to determine appropriate 

network arrangement ~at will make inter~A access for 

these·- services eqtially av-ailab-le to all interLA'!A carriers. 

·G. ·Network Management 

··Network management is real-time!surveillance and 

.. control usea to optimize ..-the call-carrying capacity in a 

network unaer stress due to traffic overload or network 

failure. 'the pbj-ective is to enable as many calls as 

possible to· be completed. 

Network mana.gement by Bell Atlantic and the· inter­

exchange carriers is vital ·to the preservation of high quality 

end-to-end service. Network congestion, if left unchecked, 

net only has an undesir~ble effect on the congested portion 
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of the network, but also can affect switching performance 

in connected switching systems and ultimately a large portion 

of the interconnected networks. Fulfillment of network 

·management roles and responsibilities requires a broad industry 

commitment to the belief that maximization of completed messages 
I • • .. 

when there is network congestion will best serve the public, the 

nation ana the industry. 

Be~l Atlantic will engage in discussions with all 

ICs to insure that mu~ually acceptable networ~ management 
• . . . 

controls and cooperative procedures·are planned and_implementea, 

to insure the efficient utiliz~~ion of the interconnected 

networks involved, and to make certain national security . 

and emergency preparedness procedures are continued. It is . 

anticipated that these discussions lead to interexchange 
,. 

carrier commitments for full pa:ticipation in network 

management activities. 

V. EQOAL ACCESS DEPLOYMENT 

Bell ~tlantic will deploy the equal access features 

described above in the most expeditious manner consistent 

with the equal access requirements of "the Decree ana soand · 

economic planning. 
# \ 

Bell Atlantic's plans a~e designed to provide 

its subscribers with the maximum flexibility to select 

the IC they desire and to provide Feature Group D as soon as 

practicable. Its inten~ion ~o provide ana aggressively .. 
. . 

market equal access capabilities in all offices which are 

capable of providing the service is based on the assumption 
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that ICs will consider Feature Group D to be their preferred 

form of exchange access and that they will in fact order. 

Feature Group D access when and where it is available. 

A. Current Introduction Schedule 

At least one switch in each of the operating 
.. 

companies will be equipped for equal access by September l, 

1984. By September l, 1985, a sufficient number of end 

offices will be so equipped that more than one-third of each 

company's exchange access lines will be served by an equal 

access office. • The plans in fact go well beyond meeting the 

one-third requirement, as shown in the summary on- page "37. 

The Consent Decree requires that an opera~ing company 

proceed beyond this one-third level only in response to a 

bona f~ae request for equal access. However, based upon its 

assumption that equal access will be :the pr~ferred~IC 

service, Bell Atlantic will equip almost 76t of its access 

lines for equal access by September 1, 1~86. 

Bell Atlantic has qiv~n priority to implementing 
·• 

equal &CQess in its lESS, lAESS, OMS 100 and SESS switches 

.. because they are generall~ located in urban areas and serve 

the most access lines. T.be larger switches in larger urban 

areas have been given.preference in the scheduling. Bell 
t 

Atlantic plans to equip all switches of these types for 

equal access by September l, 1986. 

OMSlO ana 2BESS.are switches which characteristically 
. ' 

serve fewer than 10 ~0.00 lines. Nevertheless, Bell Atlantic 

plans to provide eq~al access in switches of these types in 
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metropolitan areas which serve more than 10 ,co~·- lines by 

September 1, 1986, and will- convert all ethers in 

excess of. 10,000 lines by December 31; 1987. Emphasis fer 

·early deployment will be placed on those switches serving 

ur~an areas in which high IC market potential seems probable. . . .. 
Should there be little demand for equal access in these 

.. 
offices Bell Atlantic will discontinue its DMSlO ana %BESS 

. 
conversion activities-and respond only to a bona fide 

request. 
• 

Other end offices employ switching systems_which· 

are technologically antecedent ~o electronic stor~d program 

cont:ol switches or which serve fewer thatt 10,000 lines, . 

i.e. , . · 2ESS, lESS , SXB, 1XB and SXS. ':he non-store.d program 

control offices, which average about 6400 lines per switch, 
.. 

cannot economically be equipped to provide equal access, and . ~ 

no equal access soft~are has be~n developed for them. ~e 

ESS offices are also small, with an average of about 3800 -

lines, ana many are in rural areas where demand for- equal 

access is not expected to be substantial. Bell Atlantic 

intends to provide equal access features in these end 

offices when tbe switch-is replaced in accorqance with its 

modernization program. \ 
Bell Atlantic will, in ·response to a bona fide 

request for provis-ion of equal access in such an end office, 

make an economic: ana 'financial evaluation to aetermine 

whether it is prudent:to modernize that office with an 

electronic: switch capable of providing equal access. Where 
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the costs of providing equal access clearly outweigh the 

potential ·benefits to us~rs, Bell Atlantic will decline to 

convert the office, and the IC may make a complaint to the 

~curt. Decree App. B S A(l). 

As indicated, it is not technically possible for 

Bell Atlantic to equip these switches with,full equal 

access capabilities. T.be costs of providing a lim~ted degree 

of equal access in these offices would be very high •. It 

would not be appropri~te for.Bell Atlantic to expend substantial 
• 

sums where aemanc! is li~ely_to be low. Such expenditures 

would. aivert needed funds from other moCiernization proj·e~ts, 

especially those which would benefit greater numbers of Bell 

Atlantic's castomers. 

.• 

~hus, Bell Atlantic examined a number of alternatives 

for providing equal access features in these end offices in 

an effort to meet th~ Decree standard_of •minimum divergence.• 
.· ·~ 

For example, Bell Atlan~ic could moaify these switches by 

adding new hardware or software to provide single-dial-tone 
·. 

access for all ICs. ~e projected cost ~o Bell Atlant~c to 

.·do this is $279 million. :Alternatively, Bell Atlantic might 

be able to provide a second-dial-tone feature package 

through a combLnation of ena office and tandem features. 

'rhis would prov-ide certain minimal technical features in 

addition to those which ICs could obtain under Feature Group 

B, but would not pro~ide.such key features as presubscription, 

single-dial-tone access or a full range of Centrex features. 
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Bell Atlantic's cost to provide this service would be 

approximately $137 million," ass~ing all such offices in the 

country are so modified. ~us, the •minimum divergence• 

'from equal access will be provided by Feature Group B. 

.... ... In converting these offices, Bell Atlanti,"':'.:''~·-= .. ·~- · · 
:.."t .. 

will consider a request or requests to be •bona fide• when 

the requested minutes of use are e~al to or greater than . 
lOt of the forecasted·. total inte:ezchange access minutes of ' 

use fo: the pa:ticular end office. Such requests must be • . . 
submitted by ICs other ;ban-~&T which have ~urchased 

· Feature Grogp ~ in othe: Bell ~tlantic end offices ana are 

subject to termination cha:ges.19/ ~he forecasted total 

interexchange access minutes of use shali be the sum of tbe 

busy hou:, busy season minutes of use forecasted by all 
I 

interexchange carriers for that end office for ~e year for 

which Feature Group n access is reqae•ted. Bell Atlantic 

will use the follo~ing procedures in this regard: 

1. If a request for Feature Group D from an 

IC other than AT&T represents less than 10 percent of 

the forecasted tot~l interexchange carrier minutes of 

use, the request will be held pending r~ceipt of other . 

requests., When the combined forecast~d minutes of~se 

reaches or exceeds 10 percent, the IC(s) who filed the 

request(s) will be notified that the 10 percent 

19. Bell Atlantic:·. had oriqinally intended that a bona 
fiae request be supported by a planned facilities order 
pursuant to its access'"·uriffs. However, the FCC recently 
ruled that such orders, which require advance payments by 
ICs, are unreasonable. Bell Atlantic is asking the FCC to 
reconsider this decision. 
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threshold has been ·reached. ~is notification will 

take place within ~irty calendar days. 

2. An economic and financial evaluation will be 

initiated when the requested minutes of· use reaches 10 

percent. 
· . 

3. If the ICs, upon receipt of ~otification 

that provision of Feature Groap D is feasible, desire 
~ 

to proceed they will be requirea to submit orders. 

~hese orders will commit the IC to buy the requested· 
• 

quantity of Feature Group D service within nin,~y days 

of its avail~bility and to be subje~t to a termin~tion 

charge if it does not continue to buy at leas~ that 

quantity of service .for two years. . 

4. When Bell Atlantic receives such orders from a 

sufficient namber of the ICs to represent commitment to 

the 10 percent ~reshold, ~e related request(s) will be 

characterized as ~na fide. 

These procedures are consistent with the Decree and are . 
necessary to ensure that Bell Atlantic dqes not spend 

... additional millions of dollars to implement equal access 

where there is limited demand for it. 

T.be Bell Atlantic companies have also developed 

plans for aeploying equal access tanaem capabilities in the 

nineteen LATAs they serve. ~e purpose of the tandems is to 

establish an. economical two-level hierarchy for providing 

equal access. Alternatives considerea in the selection of 

tandem switches included·.using an existing Bell Atlantic 
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switch, leasing capacity in an AT&T owned switch, acquiring 

an existing 4ESS and providing a new switch. In all cases, 

all ICs having tanaem access to a particular end office 

unaer Feature Group n will be provided access via the sama 

acc~ss tandem sw~tch • . . 
In some of the larger metropolitan areas (Washington, 

Baltimore,· Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Harrisburg and Newark), 

wbere the demand for ~qual access is expected to be the 

greatest, Bell Atlantic has installed or plans to install 
• 

new digital tandem switches_._ In less densely popul~tec! 

a~eas, the expected volame of ~th ~ccess tanaem ~a intra~A 

.tandem traffic does not warrant replacement of lESS or lAESS 

switches at this time. In those cases, service will be 

provided by existing switches mcdified to provide tell 

quality equal access tandem services. 

~e ~A-by-~A details of Bell Atlantic's plans 

for providing equal acc~ss capabilities in end offices are 

provided in Attachment A. ~e attachment shows the number cf 

switches, the number cf access lines, and the percentage of 

.·total access lines which will be served by equal access end 

offices expected to be in service on various ;dates. It also. 

provides an analysis by type of switching equipment. A \ 

summary of the current equal access deployment plans ana of 

modernization plans is shewn below. As discussec in this 

section, this schedule· is subject to change in response to 

insufficient demanc fo~·equal access, changes in aemana 
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patterns, technological changes, bona fide requests for 

equal access and the ava~lability of resources required to 

implement the plans. 

TABLE 1 

Percentage of Total Lines • 
Equipped for Equal Access 

Bell of Pennsylvania 

C&P Telephone Co. (D.C.) 

C&P of Marylan~ 

C&P of Virginia. 

C&P of West Virginia 

Diamond State (Del.) 

New Jersey Bell 

'l'O'rAL 

• 

9-1-BS 

47.4 

39.2 

34.5 

64.1 

34.4 

35.3 

40.2 -

9-l-86 

80.1 

90.5 

60.5 

90.6-

57.3 
I ' 

88.0 

82.3 . -
78.9 

1-l-88 

"88.4 

96.4 

78.1 
-. . • 
94. 7~ 

76.6 
97.7 

91.2 -
88.6 

Attachme.nt .. B is a list of equal access tandems 

which are planned to be. in service by September 1, 1986. 

':he list provides the name of the tanaem, the type of 

• equipment which will perf~m the tandem function, the LATA 

. served by tbe tandem, the date the tandem is planned to 

have equal access capabilities and the number of. equal 
r 

access lines associated with the tandem. 

B. Interexchange Carrier Forecasts 

one of the many types of information which Bell 

Atlantic will consider in carrying out its planned deployment 

of equal access is the forecast data it receives from the 
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in~erexchange carriers. Bell Atlantic has developed the 

following forecasting plan which is aesiqned to elici~ from 

the ICs forecasts they can readily produce and which will be 

useful to Bell Atlantic. These forecasts will be used 

so~~;y for Bell Atl~.tic•s own planning.purposes and do not 

constitute a commitment by the IC to buy the forecasted 

services. 1'h1.1s, the ICs will not be charged for er:ors 

in their forecasts. ·In addition, in order to assist the ICS. 

ether than A':&': as they enter new markets, Bell Atlantic 
. . 

will provide them with m_ark~_t and traffic data, in addition . 

to information about its deployment plans. 

~e interezchange carriers have'been providing 

ope:at_ing companies with forecasts of their requirements 

unc:Ser the existiDg ENFIA procedures. At least for the April 
: ~ 

1984 forecasts, the ICs continued ENFIA-type fo~ecasting 

. p:oceduns. Bell Atl_antic, of ~c&~:se, welcomed any other 
.· 

information the ICs co~d provide. Beginning with the 

November 1984 forecast, Bell Atlantic will ask each IC for 

.its busy hour minutes of capacity for Feature Group D for 

. · each PO'l'. Again, Bell Atlantic has urqed the ICs to provide 

any aaditional forecast data they might have.:: such as 

information by,ena office. Finally, starting on Novembe' 

l, 1985, Bell Atlantic will ask all ICs to provide forecast 

information by POT and end office. 
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It is, of cou~se, important to Bell Atlantic that 

it receive from each ·IC the best possible forecasts of that 

IC:' s equal access needs. ·. Bell Atlantic will, therefore, 

provide a variety of information to the ICs to help them in 

formulating their forecasts. Bell Atlantic has alreac!y 

distributed its equai access conversion schedule ana has 

told the ICs how many exchange access lines it expec~ to 

convert to equal access as of specific d•tes. It has also 

provided marke~ data, including the following data by end 

office: number of access lines, namber of business access 

lines and number of lines terminating in ':Ouch~n.e. tel~_phones. ·· 

Finally, Bell Atlantic will also p1:0vide 1983 busy boui: .. 
interLATA toll data, originating and terminating'· for each 

of its converting end offices. 20/ !'he interexchange · 

carriers will be able to take this information and•use it iD 

connection with their own marketing plans and st~ategies to 

develop the forecasts sought by Jell -Atlantic. 

c. Allocation of Facilities 

It is Bell Atlantic's intention to meet interexchange 

carrier requests for Fea~ure Group D fac1lities. ~his will 

• r.equire a cooperative forecasting approach on the part of 

beth Bell Atlantic and the interexchange carriers. In spite 
~ 

of our intention to meet IC requirements, there may be : 

instances where there are orders for more facilities than 

immediately available. Bell Atlantic is in the process of 

20. Bell Atlantic has already provided, and will 
continue to provide, a -wide variety of technical information 
to the interexchange carriers ana other users of access. 
This information is mage available equally to all ana, once 
disclosed to one carrier, is maae available promptly to all 
carriers. 'l'his equal disclosure of information will avoid 
giving one company an advantage over its competitors. 
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developing an equitable allocation plan for use if necessary 

and will info:m the Department and the industry of its plan 

when it is complete. 

If the FCC had not removed the planned facility 

o:aer from the access tariffs, a carrier could insure that ... 
Bell Atlantic would provide whatever facilities it wanted by 

placing such an order. Without such a mechanism, the . 
carriers might find :bat there are not enough facilities for 

all a~d that Bell Atlantic had to allocate its facilities 
• .. 

among them. •. 

VI. CO!UtiDOR SERVICES . ' 
!he LATA configurations include two corridor 

arrangements. One corridor includes the five counties of 

New York City and five northern New Jersey counties in the 

North Je~sey ~A. ~e.other includes three southern New 

Jersey counties in.tbe Delaware·valley ~A and five south• 

eastern Pennsylvania co.unties in the Philadelphia ~A. 

In these corridors, Bell Atlantic will be permit­

ted to provide interLATA service in competition with ICs. 

In other words, a customer in an equal access office in the 

New Jersey part of the New Jersey-New York corridor will 

be able to hav~ the operating c~mpanies (New Jersey Bell\ 

and New York Tel.) carry calls to New York City. T.be 
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customer who so elects can either presubscribe to the 

operating company for corridor calls only (and not have 

presubscription outside the corri~or) or can dial a lOXXX 

access code. If no access code is dialed, !ell Atlantic 

will route the call to that customer's presubscribed carrier 

or,-1£ the customer has not presubscribed, to AT&T, consistent 

with the Court's order. ~e routing principles to be 

followed for corridor traffic will be the same as for 

intraL~A traffic. ~e operating companies will continue to 

route the corridor traf"fic over their existing efficient 

networks. Bell Atlantic will provide all ICs who opera~e 

within each corridor the same access facilities and dialing 

arrangements for the corridor as for all their other inter~A 

access. Access charges paid by the IC will be uniformly . 

applied whether the IC handles interLATA corridor traffic or 

interLATA non-corridor tra~fic • 

. · 
VII. NEW SERVICES. 

Bell Atlantic will continue and expand its 

liaison with interexchange carriers usin~, among other 

... means, seminars, individual meetings, participation in the 

Interexcbange Carrier Compatibility Forum and representa­

tion on the Exchange Carrier Standar~s Association. ~ese 

associations provi~e fora for identifying the needs and 

desires of the ICs ana for informing them of our existing 

and planned capabilities. Where new services and capabili­

ties are developed, the_y will be made available to all ICs 

on a non-aiscriminatory basis. New services and capabilities 

may include new signaling protocols which improve network 

1.555 



-42-

efficiency ana allow deployment of new services and new 

testing mechanisms to reduce maintenance costs and improve 

service. 

For example one new service which mi;ht be offered 

at some locations is Circuit Switched Digital. Capability 
.... 
( •cSDc•), which will··.offer customers alternate voice and 

data capabilites over switched digital connections. !be , 

design of the service will be such for CSDC that the access 

code.for CSDC will include a carrier selection feature. ~e 

design is an interim arrangement that will_be standardized 

in a later version of the equal access specifications. 

~he interim arrangement provides access that is equal for •.. 
all carriers. It cSoes not, bowever ;-pl:Ovide all features 

associated with Feature Group ~. Por instance~ Automatic 

RQmber Identification and presubscription are not available. 

No terminating recording is possible on CSOC.trunks. !bese 

limitations, howe~er·~ apply equally to ·any carrier whicb 

buys csoc access, incluaing ATaT. 

VIII. TECHNICAL INFORMATION ANO INTERCONNECTION STANDARDS 

Much of the technical information which inter-

exchange carriers, information service provi~ers, en~ users,. 

equipment manufacturers ana others will want from the BOFs 

will not be ·unique to the Bell A.t.lantic companies and in 

fact will be more valuable to those parties to the extent 

that it also applies to other regional Bell operating 

companies. For that raason, Bell Atlantic and the other 

regions have assigned to the Bell Communications Research, 

Inc. c•sellCORE•) the task of establishing and disseminating 
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generic technical information (i.e., that information ~~at 

is not specific to Bell Atlantic). 

A. Generic Information 

~is generic technical informatio~ can be divided 

int~ three major categories: interface, LATA network 

performance an~ equipment specification information. ~is 

information will be available in •aesign advisory• (i.e., ·-
c1raft document for comm·ent) form anCJ • technical reference• 

(i.e., final specification) form. 

Interface Information. Interface c1ocamentation 
. 

will be prepared ancl disseminated reflecting two per.spec-. . 

tives--from the point of view of an end user's customer 

provided equipment and the point of view of an inter-

exchange carrier. 'l'his docm~entation v'ill describe the 

physical interfaces, signal and supervision interfaces, 

and features and functions of the Bell Atlantic network. 

Some examples of this docamentation are Technical Refer­

ence 61100., •Description of the Analog Voiceband In~erface 

Between ·the Bell System Local Exchange Lines and Terminal 

.··Equipment,• and Technical Reference 61201, •compatibility 

Information for Feature Group D Switched Access Service.• 

LATA Network Performance Information. Generic 

information on LATA network performance will be of two 

types: design and measured. A recent publication called 

•Notes on the Intra-~TA Network• supplies generic design 

information. 
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Performance (both expected ana actual) of vario~s 

LATA network services will be documented using a •limits• 

plan that is currently under development. Bell Atlantic 

·will specify the performance parameters of a~cess services 

·in a set of technical specifi_cation documents which will-... .. 
contain both acceptance and immediate action limits. 

Further, the regional companies have asked BellCORE to 

prepare a model prac~~ce for their ase in developing operating 

procedures to provide more control of performance than the · .· 

immediate action and acceptance limits would by themselves 

provide. 

Equipment Specification Information. Technical 

requirements for regional company local switching systems 
~ 

will be provided in Pub 48501, known as LOcal Switching 
; 

System General Requirements (•LssGR•). ~chnic~l require­

ments for_particular features, such as the technical require-
.. 

ments for IC access, will be made available in a part 

of the LSSGR called a Feature Specification Document (•rsD•). 

LSSGRs ana FS~s are •living• aocuments, that is, 

.. they are reviewed, up~ated.an~ reissued to reflect 

changed requirements ana new technology as well as regula- . 

tory or legis~ative actions. LSSGRs ana FSOs are compi~d 

and published by B~llCORE on behalf of the seven regional 

com?anies. Review boards consisting of representatives of 

the regional companies suggest items for inclusion in the 

documentation, review drafts and approve the final publication. 
' . 
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B. National Fora 

At the direction of the seven regional companies, 

BellCORE was asked to establish and chair an ongoing forum 

for them and interexchange carriers called the Interexchange 

Carr~er Compatibilit~ Porum. ~e purpose of the ICCP 

is to provide a national focus for informal engineer-to­

engineer discussions of technical matters relate~ to equal .. . 
acce~s and allied topics. ~e forum ·serves to provide 

equipment compatability, technical interface arrangements 

and generic network planning i~formation in a timely.and 

uniform manner. to the interexchange carriers on a sche~uled 

basis. ~e ICCP will provide a single focus for the release 

of technical information that ha~ applicability throughout 

the exchange networks and thereby eliminate the duplication· 
; . : 

of this effort by each regional company and the ICs. Pour 

meetings of the ICCF.have already been held. 

Similarly, a System Requirements Industry Forum 

is being developed to foster the sharing of informa~ion 

between ·the regional companies an~ equip~ent manufacturers. 

c. Standards 

It is important to recognize that •standards• 

and •standards making• have particular connotations which 

are not applicable to the functions of the fora aescribea 

above, nor can they be developea or prescribea unilaterally 

by any organization such as Bell Atlantic. Standards are 

developed by vari~us national and international bodies that 
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use procedures that pe~mit all interested parties to contrib-

ute to and comment on the proposed standard. Bell Atlantic 

is participating in the Exchange Car:iers Standards 

·Association which would work with the Ameriean National 

Standaras Institute organization to develop interconnection .. 
standards and procedures. 

,. 

D. Information Specific to Bell Atlantic 

Where informa~ion which is important to the. 

purchase of access services by the ICs ( inclucling, for 

example, technical information and guidelines, implementa-

tion schedules and ~ev service .assignments) is related 

specifically to Bell Atlantic, Bell Atlantic will develop. 

appropriate procedures to provide it to the ICs. Bell 

Atlantic has already held seminars for that purpose and will 

continue to do so. 

IX. INil!PENDEN'l' COMPANY AltRANGEMENTS 

Bell Atlantic will jointly plan with any interested 

independent operating company network arrangements for 

intraLATA traffic in those independent areas which have been 

associated with a Bell Atlantic LATA. Further, Bell Atlantic 

will jointly plan the provision of exchange access when 
\ desired by an independent and will implement such arrangements 

when mutually beneficial plans can be developed. Interexchange 

carriers will normally obtain access to independent customers 

from the current i~dep~~dent Class 4 4=~· o ..... 1ce. These independent 

territories should be considered separate LATA sectors. 
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Access to independent end offices homed on Bell Atlantic 

tandems will be similar to the routing arrangements provide~ 

~or the Bell Atlantic offices. In this case, the independent 

end office should be treated as if it were part of the 

app~opriate ~ell Atlantic sector. This should not be . ~ 

construed as a commitment that any independent will provide 

equal access capabilities. And, since this relate~ merely 

to the physical routing configuration, it does not preclude 

the IC from dealing directly with the independent. 

For access to Bell Atlantic end offices or customers,.· 

the interexchange carrier will be expected to locate its 

point of termination within the Bell Atlantic territory. Bell 

Atlantic, on an individual case basis, will evaluate proposals 
~ 

to serve Bell Atlantic end offices from an IC POT located in 

independent territory. S~ch arrangements are expected to be 

very limited and mus~ be agreed to by both Bell Atlantic and 

the independent involved. 

: 

1561 



A111l'ACB..M..ENT A 

l 

.. 

· . 

.. , 2 156-'" 



~~ 

... 
Cit SWITCIIING 
al SYSl'Etl 
~ 

11/lA ESS 
1128 ESS 
n ua TAl. t:ss 
* SUBTOl' AL * 

11'/.,.:ss 
/I)I~SS 

ii~XB 
IIIXR 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.* 

., 
* • TOTAl~ * * 

I 

BELL ~ TJ.ANTI C 

SUMMARY OF PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

ALTOONA LATA --------------------------
9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF ' LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 45.5 17.7 I l&.S 14.9 
I 8.3 l.2 

2 23.0 8.9 2 17.8 6.9 
-4- 68.5 Z6.6 -4- 64.6 . 25.1 

11 62.4 24.2 

42 62.1 24.1 
---sl 124.5 48.3 

4 68.5 26.6 57 189.1 73.4 

TOTAl .. 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

l 84.0 32.6 
l 8.3 3.2 
4 40.8 15.8 
8 133 .I 51.7 

II 62.4 24.2 

42 62.1 21t .I 
53 124.5 48.3 

~ 257.6 100.0 

~/9/84 



··~· 

~ SWITCIIING 
Cll SYSTEH 
~ 
~ 11/IA ESS 

02R ESS 
DIGITAl~ ESS 
• sun·rnTAI. • 

111F.SS 
lll .. :ss 
ll~xn. 
IIXR 
sxs 
• SURT()'rAI.• 

""' TOTAl. ""* 

' 

BELl. ATLANTIC 

SUMMARY OF PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TIIF. PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

ALTOONA LATA --------------------------
9 - 1 - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

l 85.6 12.6 
I R.5 1.2 
5 51.7 20.4 

-9- lle7.8 56.] 

10 56.1 21.4 

39 58.5 22.] 
49 114.8 41.7 

9 Jle7.8 56.] 49 114.8 43.7 

TOTAl. 

' LINF.S % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

l 85.6 32.6 
I 8.5 ].2 
5 51.7 20.4 
9 147.8 56.] 

10 S6.l 21.4 

]9 58.5 22.] 
49 Ill•. R 43.7 

58 262.6 100.0 

5/9/84 



~ 
SWlTCIIfNG 

Cl1 SYSTfo:H 
~ 
Cl1 11/IA ESS 

028 ESS 
DIGITAl, F.SS 
lc SUBTOTAL A 

1121~SS 

11 J .. :ss 
ll'iX R 
II lXII 
sxs 
lc SUBTOTAl .. ' 

** TOTAl. ** 

I 

BELL ATLANTIC 

SIJHHARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

ALTOONA I..ATA --------------------------
1 - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

I.INES % OF I LINES I OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

l 87.1 32.6 
I 8.7 l.2 
7 91.7 14.2 -.-.- 187.7 7.0.1 

7 33.7 12.6 

28 46.5 17.4 
35 80.2 29.9 

., 
II 187.7 70.1 35 80.2 29.9 

TOTAl, 
I I,INES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. --
l 87.1 12.6 
I 8.7 1.2 
7 91.7 Jle. 2 

II lfJ7.7 70.1 

7 31.7 12.6 

28 46.5 17 ·'· lS -80.2 29.9 

46 267.9 100.0 

5/9/84 



~ 

... SWITCIIING 
CJl SYS1'Etl 
~ 
~ 11/IA ESS 

1128 ESS 
IHG IT AI. t:SS 
* SUU'I'OTAL * 

112t:ss 
II JESS 
H~XD 
IIIXD 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.* 

•• TOTAL ** 

.· 

I 

. . 

-
BELl; ATLANTIC 

SUtiHARY OF PRELIMINARY PI.ANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CAPITAL LATA --------------------------
9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAI. ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

I.INES % OF ' LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 62.4 20.] 5 135.8 44.2 
4 30.4 9.9 

4 24.8 8.1 I 15.9 5.2 
6 87.2 ·28.4 10 182-:1 59.3 

I 6.5 2.2 

9 31.3 10.2 
10 37.8 12.3 

---6 87.2 28.4 20 21~.9 71.6 

TOTAl. 
I 1.1 Nfo:S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

7 198.2 6ft.~ 

4 30.4 9.9 
5 40.7 13.3 

16 269.3 -07:7 

I 6.5 2.2 

9 l1.l 10.2 
10 -lr:B ---r2.3 

26 307.1 100.0 

5/9/84 



SWITCIIING 

~ SYSTF.tl 
Cit 

~ 11/IA •~ss. 
1120 t:ss 
UI<;ITAI. •;ss 
* SUB1'UTAI. * 

//21·:ss 
11 J•~ss 
II ~XII 
UIXD 
sxs 
• SUDTO'fAI.* 

, 
** TOTAL ** 

I 

--· 
SUHHARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CAPITAL LATA --------------------------
9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

1 200.7 64.3 
4 31.2 10.0 
5 52.8 16.9 

--u;- 284.7 .91.1 

6 21.3 8.7 
-6- 27.3 8.7 

16 284.7 91 .l 6 27.3 8.7 

TOTAL 

' LltiES % o•· 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

1 200.7 64.) 
4 31.2 10.0 
5 52.8 16.9 

16 284.7 91.3 

6 27.1 8.7 
-~ 6 27.1 8.7 

22 112.0 100.0 

5/9/84 



~ 
C/1 
~ 
(Z) 

· SW ITCIII NG 
SYSTEH 

11/IA ESS 
128 ESS 
DIGITAI4 ESS 
' SUBTOTAL * 

12F.SS 
I lESS 
ISXR . 
IIIXR 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.• 

'* TOTAL ** 

I 

BELL ATLANTIC 

SUMMARY OF PRELIHINARY PlANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CAPITAl. 14ATA --------------------------
1 - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT !QUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

7 204.0 64.2 
4 )2.0 10.1 
9 81.7 25.7 . 

20 317.7 100.0 

20 317.7 100.0 

TOTAI4 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

1 204~0 64.2 
4 12.0 10.1 
9 81.7 25.7 

20 317.7 100.0 

20 ]17.7 100.0 

5/9/84 



SWITCIIING 
~ SYStEtl 
Cl1 
a'J 11/IA ESS CD 128 ESS 

DH:JTAI. ESS 
* SUDTO'fAL * 

112 •:ss 
UJI~SS 

II~XB 
1/IXR 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl~* 

., 
•• T01'AL "'* 

' 

BELL ATLANTIC 

SUt~ARY OF PRELIHJNARY P~NS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

NORTIIEAST LATA 
------------~------------

. 9 - 1 - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPtED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES l OF I LINES 1 or 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

l 100.6 21.4 4 87.0 18.5 
0 2 19.6 4.2 

3 35.4 7.5 12 31.2 6.6 -,- 136.0 28.9 Iii 137.8 29.] 

] 6.1 l.l 
19 95.9 20.4 

26 94.8 20.1 
48 196.8 41.8 

6 136.0 28.9 66 ]]It .6 71.1 

TOTAl. 

' LINES l OF 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

7 187.6 39.9 
2 19.6 4.2 

15 66.6 14.2 
24 271.8 58.2 

l 6 .I 1.) 
19 95.9 20.4 

26 91a.O 20 .I 
48 19(,.8 41.8 

--72 470.6 100.0 

~/9/84 



SWITCIIING .. SYS1'Etl 
Cll 

111/IA ESS -J 
0 I 211 ESS 

U HaT AI. •:ss 
" SUIITOTAI. " 

112•:ss 
lllf.SS 
U5XD 
IIIXB 
sxs 
" SUDT01'AI." 

• • ·ro·rAI. •• 

I 

-
BELL ATI .. ANTIC 

SutmARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

NORTIIEAST LATA --------------------------
9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 171.8 36.] I 15.8 J.J 
2· 19.9 4.2 

19 112.2 21.4 
"27 305.9 61.9 -.- 15.8 l.l 

l 6.4 1.3 
15 12 •• 15.1 

21 78.] 16.4 
39 156.8 32.8 

27 305.9 63.9 '•O 172.6 l6 .1 

TOTAL 

' LINES % OF 
SWJTCIIES (000) TOTAL 

7 189.6 39.6 
2 19.9 4.2 

19 112.2 23 .t. 
28 321 .7 (;1-.2 

l 6.4 I .l 
15 72.1 15 •• 

21 78.] 16.4 
39 156.8 12.8 

--67 478:5 100.0 

5/9/84 



SWITCIIING 

~ SYSTEtl 
Cit 
-J 111/IA ESS ... 120 ESS 

UIGITAL •:ss 
• SUIJ'J'01'AI~ * 

12 .. ;ss 
tru~ss 

U~XB 
biXB 
sxs 
' SUISTOTAI.* 

, 
** 1'0TAL ** 

I 

BELL ATLANTIC 

SUtD~RY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACC•:ss (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

NORTIIEAST LATA -----
I - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % o•~ I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

1 191.6 39.4 
2 20.2 4.2 

22 150.5 31.0 
31 362.1 74.S 

.] 6.9 1.4 
14 71.1 14.6 

IS 4~.7 9.4 
32 123.8 25.5 

ll 162.3 74.S 32 123.8 25.S 

TOTAl. 
I LINt:S X OF 

SWITCIIES (000) T01.AI~ 

7 191.6 39.4 
2 20.2 4.2 

22 150.5 31.0 
31 -362J 7'· .5 

l 6.9 I .4 
14 71 .I 14.6 

IS 4~.7 9.4 
32 123:0 2S.5 

----63 /a86 .I 100.0 

5/9/84 



~ 
· SWITCIII NG 

c.n SYSTEtt 
~ 

1 1/IA t:ss N 
11211 t;ss 
U H:t TAl.. f.SS 
lll SUIIl'O'I"AI. , 

112f.SS 
tJ]t:SS 
/J5XU 
IIIXD 
sxs 
" SUIITUTAI.* 

** 1'0TAI. "" 

' 

BELl. ATI.ANTIC 

SUHHARY OF PREI.ItiiNARY PLANS ··oR 

_!Ill~ PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

PIIILADELPIIIA LATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

J.JNES % OF ' LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

37 1261.6 47.9 21 651.8 24.7 
16 124.8 4.7 

6 ·~.6 0.6 
37 1263.6 '•1 .9 43 794.2 lO.O 

7 50.8 1.9 
J 5.6 0.2 

31 404.1 15.3 

38 12l.4 4.7 
---,g 583.9 22.1 

-37- 1261.6 47.9 122 1370.1 52.1 

TOTAL 
I 1.1 N(o:S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) 1'0TAI. 

58 1917.4 72.6 
16 124.8 4.7 
6 IS.6 0.6 

80 2057.8 77.9 

1 50.8 1.9 
l 5.6 0.2 
ll 404.1 15.1 

]8 123.4 4.7 
79 58].9 22 •• 

----159 2641.7 100.0 

S/9/84 



BELL ATLANTIC 

SUI-GlARY OF PRELIMINARY PI.ANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 
I 

END OFt"ICE SWITCIIES 

PIIILADELPIIIA LATA 

9 - 1 - 86 

EQUIPPED t"OR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAl. 

~ 
SWITCIIING I LINES % OF I LINES % OF I LINES % o~· 

SYSTEI-1 SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. Cl1 
~ 11111 A t:ss 59 1941.5 72.1 59 J94l.S 72 .J .. CJ 

028 E.SS 8 62.8 2.] 8 66.3 2.5 16 129.1 4.8 
DHHTAI .. ESS 25 262.8 9.8 25 262.8 9.8 
* SUBTOTAl. * 92 2267.1 . 84.5 -8- ----c;-6-:l 2.5 100 2llJ.4 87.0 

112 •:ss 7 52.6 2.0 7 52.6 2.0 
II JESS .3 5.8 0.2 l 5.8· 0.2 
05XO 20 25~.9 9.4 20 251.9 9.4 
HIXB 
sxs 17 39.4 1.5 17 39 ·'· 1.5 
* SUBTOTAL* 37 349.7 13.0 --37 )lt9. 7 13.0 

, 
** 1'0TAL ** 92 2267.1 84.5 45 416.0 ---15.5 137 2683.1 100.0 

~/9/114 



~ SWITCIIING 
Cit SYSTEtl 
~ 
~ 111/IA ESS 

028 ESS 
IHGITAI, t:SS 
* SUBTO.I'AI, * 

112F.SS 
II JI~SS 
115XU 
HI XU 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL* 

"' A l'O'f A 1.. • A 

' 

BEI.L ATLANTIC 

SUtmARY OF PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END Olt-FICE SWITCIIES 

Pill LADELPIIIA lATA 

I - l - 88 

F.QUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS 

I.INF.S % OF ' L·INES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

59 1966.1 72.1 
16 lll.l 4.9 
12 419.5 15.4 

107 2518.9 92.4 

1 54.5 1.9 
l 5.9 0.2 

10 141.4 5.2 

4 4.5 0.2 
24 206.3 7.6 

107 2518.9 92 ·'• 24 206.3 7.6 

TOTAl, 
I LINt:S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

59 1966.1 72.1 
16 lll.J 4.9 
32 419.5 15.4 

107 2.518.9 92.4 

1 54.5 1.9 
2 5.9 0.2 

10 141.4 5.2 

4 '•. 5 0.2 
24 206 .l- -·7.6 

Ill 2725.2 100.0 

5/9/84 



SW IT.CIII NG 

~ 
SYSTt:tt 

111/IA F.SS 
Cl1 128 f.SS 

1>1 G ITA I .. F.SS 
* SlfB"fUTAL * 

12ESS 
n Jt:ss 
IJSXR 
1/IXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.• 

, 
""' TOTAl .. Air 

I 

BELL ATI.ANTI C 

SUMMARY OF PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SIIITCIIES 

PITTSBIJRGII LATA 
--------~~~~----------

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPBP FOR 
Jo:OUAI.. ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCJIES (000) TOTAL 

27. 683.4 5].] 6 116.1 9.1 
6 32.8 2.6 

7 74.1 5.8 0 2 21.4 1.7 
J4 ·757.5 59.1 --.r 170:-l I 3.1 

I 5.2 0.4 
2 4.6 0.4 

32 27~.8 21.4 

27 69.1 5.4 
~ 353.6 27.6 

l4 757.5 59.1 ?6 524.0 40.9 

TOTAl. 
I I .. INt:S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

]] 799.5 62.4 
6 32.11 2.6 
9 '}5.5 7.~ 

--u 927.8 72.4 

1 5.2 n.t. 
2 '•. ft 0.4 

32 274.8 21.'• 

27 69. I 5./e 
62 J51-:-6 -;-i1. (, 

110 1281.5 100.0 

5/lJ/84 



. 
SWITCIIING 

~ SYSTt:H 
Cl1 
~ 111/IA ESS 
~ 1120 ESS 

DIGITAl. F.SS 
* SUIITOTAI. lr 

H21~SS 
n ·u~ss 
/JI)XB 
OIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTUTAtlr 

*" TUTAI. "'" 

' 

BEI.L ATI.ANTIC 

SUt~RY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

PITTSBIJRGII I..ATA --------------------------
9 - I - 86 

F.OUIPPEil FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
t:giiAJ. ACCF.SS r.gUAI. ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES I OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

]) 796.1 61.7 
6 31.1 2.6 

18 216.2 16.7 
57 lOla 5. 6 81.0 

1 5.2 0.4 
2 4.7 0.4 

26 184.1 14.1 

20 51.1 4.0 
49 245.5 19.0 

57 1045.6 81.0 '•9 245.5 19.0 

TOTAl~ 

I 1.1 Nt:s % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl, 

]] 796.1 61.7 
6 11.1 2.6 

18 216.2 16.7 
57 I Olt 5. 6 81.0 

1 ~.2 "·'· 2 4.7 0.1. 
26 I R'• .J 14.1 

20 51.1 '• .o 
49 24~.s 19.0 

106 1291 • 1 100.0 

'i/9/84 



'DELL ATLANTIC 

SUtmARY OF PRELIMINARY pLJ,NS FOR 

TilE JlROVISION OF EQUAl .. ACCI~SS (t•G-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWI1.CIIES 

PITTSBURCII lATA --------------------------
I - I - 88 

.. 
EQIJI PI•Eil FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAl .. ,... SWITCIIING ' J.INES % OF ·I 1.1 NF.S % OF I I .. IIIF.S % OF 

Cit SYSTEH. SWITCJII-:S (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. --
~ 
'.) 111/1 A t:ss ]] 791.6 61.6 ll 791.6 61.6 

11211 ~ss 6 ]].8 2.6 6 33.8 2.6 
UIGITAJ .. f.SS· 23 314.0 24.4 23 314.0 24.4 
11 SUBTOTAL * 6"2 1139.4 88.6 62 -1139:4 OU.b 

Hli~SS 1 5.3 0.4 1 5.1 0.4 
11 "JI·:ss .2 4.7 0.4 2 4.7 

0 ·'· 
ti~XB 16 100.9 7.8 16 100.9 7.8 
/IIXB 
sxs 12 15.4 2.8 12 35.4 2.8 
* SUUTOTAt* 31 146.1 II .4 31 146.3 ---II • 4 

,. ---
*-' TOTAl .. AA 62 1139./t 88.6 31 146.3 11.4 93 1285.7 100.0 

~/9/BJ 



SWITCIIING 

~ 
SYSTE~I 

en 111/IA ESS ~ 
CJ) 11211 ESS 

UIGITAI., t:SS 
* SUU1'0TAI. "' 

112F.SS 

UJI~SS 
H5XB 
IIJXD 
sxs 
A SUBTOTAl.* 

, 
" A TOT AI. * * 

II 

BEJ.J4 ATI.ANTJC 

SUtltiARY OF PRELIHINARY PI.ANS t"OR 

TI~~~~)VJSION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIf:S 

CIIARLt:STON LATA 

9 - I - 85 

F.QU I PPED t'OR NOT EQUIP~ED FOR 
_EfllJAI. ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS 

LJ rn::; % OF ' LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) T01"AL -- --

6 150 18 
4 21 6 
4 51 )] 

T, 150 _]II u 76 19 

- l II l 
7 14 l 

14 58 ll 

41 92 24 
65 175 43 

(, 150 38 n 251 62 

TOTAl. 

' LINF.S % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 150 ]0 
4. 23 6 
4 51 13 

i4 226 51 

] II l 
7 14 l 

14 58 lie 

41 92 2l 
65. 175 43 

79 401 100 

4/10/84 



BELL ATI .. ANTI C 

SUtiHARY OF J•REI.IHINARY PJ.ANS FOR 

Tllf!_l:i!_OVI8_10N OF EQUAl .. ACCESS (FG-D) t'EATURF.S IN 

ENU OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CIIARLESTON I .. ATA 

9 - I - 86 

•:QUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
· ... 

E()UAL AC(!I~SS E!JUAL ACCESS TOTAl .. 
swi 1~(;11, NC ' LINt:S % OF ' LINI~S % OF I Ll Nf:S % OF 

SYST.:tl SWJTCIIES (OOU) TOTAL SUJTCIIES (000) TOTAl .. SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL --- ---
~ 
Cl1 111/IA ESS 6 153 37 6 1~3 37 

~ 1128 ESS 4 24 6 4 24 6 
u ua TAl .. r-:ss 3 82 20 2 49 12 5 Ill 12 
~ SUII1'01'AL * TI 259 61 2 49 12 I5 308 E 

112t:ss ] II l J 11 ] 

u ·n:ss 7 14 l 1 14 1 
H~XD 1 27 7 1 27 7 
HIXD 
sxs 20 48 12 20 48 12 
~ SUU'I'OTAI.* 37 100 E 37 100 2s 

, 
"* TOTAl .. •• TI 259 63 ]9 149 37 52 '•Oft 100 

lt/10/84 



SIUTCIIJNG 
· SYSTEM 

~ 11/IA ESS r.n 1211 ESS 
(l) DIGITAL ESS Q 

• SUIITOTAI .. • 

D2F.SS 
"Jl·:ss 
usxo 
IIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL• 

*• 1·0TAL *A , 

' 

B~a.t. ATLANTIC 

SUHtiARY OF PREI.JHINARY ·PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CIIARLESTON LATA 

I - I .- 88 

t:QUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINt:s % o•· I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 155 37 
4 25 6. 
5 145 35 

15 325 7i 

3 11 l 
7 15 4 
5 19 4 

18 '4i II . 
]) 92 22 

IT 325 71i ]) 92 22 

TOTAl. 
I LINF.S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

6 155 37 
4 25 6 
5 145 35 

T5 325 78 

l 11 l 
7 15 4 
5 19 4 

18 47 II 
ll 92 22 

48 . 417 100 

4/J0/84 



i . • 

~ SW 11'CIII NG 
Cl1 SYSTEtl 
Q? .... 11/IA ESS 

112& •:ss 
UIGll'AI. t:ss 
* SUDl'OTAI. * 

12ESS 
UlESS 
I~XD 

HIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.* 

** TOTAl. '** 

I 

BEI .. L ATI.ANTJC 

SUlftiARY OF PREI.Jtll NARY PI .. ANS FOR 

TilE t•kOVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE S\IITCIIES 

CLARKSBURG l..ATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES X OF I 141NF.S % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

] 59 28 

4 19 9 
l . 59 28 4 T9 9 

I ) I 
2 ] I 

19 IOJ 47 

21 ]0 14 u 139 63 

] 59 28 47 1511 n 

TOTAL 
I LINt:S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL· 

l 59 28 

4 19 9 
7 78 37 

I ] I 
2 l I 

19 IOJ 47 

21 ]0 14 
41 119 61 

50 217 100 

4/JU/Uit 



SWITCIIJNG 
SYSTEM 

~ 11/IA ESS en 
(l) 128 ESS 
N I))GITAI. ESS 

* SUD1'0TAI. * 

n:n·:ss 
trn:ss 
b~XB 

IIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.,_ 

** TOTAL ** , 

I 

-
a.. ~L ATLANTIC 

Sut&MRY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS ( t·c-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWJTCIIES 

CLARKSBURG I.ATA 

9 - I - 86 

I~QUII'PED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I J.INES I OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SIIITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

) 60 27 

4 41 19 2 27 12 
7 101 46 2 2f I2 

l 2 I 
2 l I 

14 66 )0 

16 21 10 .. TI 91 42 

7 101 46 ]5 120 54 

TOTAL 

' I .. INES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

3 60 27 

6 68 ll 
9 128 58 

I ) I 
2 l I 

14 66 )0 

16 21 10 
ll 91 42. 

42 221 100 

4/10/84 



-· 
... 1~1, ATI~ANTIC 

SUHHARY OF PRELitiiNARY PI~ANS FOR 

1'11E PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS ( FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CLARKSBURG LATA 

I - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

. SWI TCIII NG ' 
·-

LINES % OF I LINES % OF I LINES % o•· 
SYSTEfi SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL ---

~- . 
Cll 111/IA ESS J 61 27 ] 61 27 
(l) IJ28 ESS 
~ IHGITAI~ ESS 8 106 48 .8 106 '•IJ 

• SUBTOTAl .. * IT 167 75 • IT 167 75 

112ESS 1 l I I ] 1 
n "JI-:ss 2 l I 2 l I 
O~XB 10 45 20 10 45 20 
IIIXB 
sxs 6 6 3 6 6 ] 

• SUBTOT AI.* 19 51 25 19 57 25 

'' TOTAl .. "* , IT 167 15 19 57 25 ]0 I 224 100 

4/J0/84 



a._..,L ATLANTIC 

SUtttiARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

_ END OFFICE SUITCIIES 

UASIIINGTON I .. ATAI 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR ... , , EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAL 
SWI'rCIIING I LINES % OF I LINES Z OF ' I.INES % OF 

~- SYSTEM SUITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SUITCIIES (000) TOTAI4 
Cit 
(l) 

11/IA ESS 40 1351 56 12 408" 17 52 1761 71 ~ 
/128 ESS I 8 0 2 15 I l 21 I 
DIGITAL F.SS 1 14 1 6 106 4 7 120 5 
* SUBTOTAL * 42 1375 57 20 S29 22 62 1904 79 

112F.SS J 8 0 l 8 0 
11 J .. :ss 2 6 0 2 6 0 
H5XD 38 478 20 38 478 20 
IIXD 
sxs . 5 12 I 5 12 I 
* SUBTOTAL* . 48 504 2T 48 504 n 

** TOTAL ** , 42 1375 57 68 lOll 43 110 . 2408 100 

I Serves lines Jn D.C., "Hd. and Va • 

. 
4/10/84 



_ ... LL ATJ.ANTIC 

•. 
StJH}IARY OF PRELI.IINARY PLANS FOR 

. 
TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END ~FFICE SWITCIIES 

WASIIINGTON LATAII 

9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL .ACCESS TOTAl. 

SW.TCIIING I LINfo:S % OF I . LINES z or I LINES % OF 
SYSTEtl SWITCIIfo:S (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

~ 
Cl1 111/IA ESS 52 1846 "74 52 1846 74 (l) 112D'ESS l 24 1 l 24 I Cll DIGITAL ESS ll 219 9 4 82 3 17 301 12 

* SUBTOTAl. * 68 2089 84 4 82 3 7i 2171 87 

112 t:ss l 8 
' 

0.5 l 8 0.5 
DJt:ss 2 6 0.5 2 6 0.5 
05XIJ . 2) 301 12 23 )01 12 
IIIXB 

. 
sxs 
• SUBTOTAl.* 

. 28 315 n 28 ns TI 

** TOTAl. ** , 68 2009 84 ]2 397 16 100 . 2486 100 

I Serves linea In D.c., Hd. and Va. 

4/10/84 



.. a:.LI. ATI .. ANTJC 

SUHJ.tARY OF PRELitiiNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE I'ROVISION OF EQUAl. ACCESS ( FG-n) FEATURES JN 

END O.FFICE SWITCIIES 

WASIII NGTON LATA I 

I - 1 - 88 

EQUIPI'ED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAl.. ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SW I t(;III NG ' LINES· % OF I LINES % OF I .LINES l OF 
SYSTf.H SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL· SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

~ 
Cit tJ 1/IA •:ss 52 1961 77 52 1961 77 
(l) 120 1-:ss l 25 I J 25 1 
~ DIG IT AI. f:SS )0 421 16 30 421 16 

* SlJDTOl'AI.. * 85 2409 94 115 2409 94 

H2ESS l 8 0 3 8 0 . 
11 11-;ss I ] 0 I ) 0 
15XB ·9 Ill 6 9 111 6 
IIIXB 
sxs . 

il 144 6 ll 144 6 * SUB1'01'AL* 

•• T01'AI. "* ""' 85 2409 94 ll 144 6 98 I 2551 100 

II Serves linea fn D.C., t14. and Ya. 

4/10/84 



,L ATLANTIC 

SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE rROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) t"EATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

·BALTIHORE t.ATA 

9 - 1 - as 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUirPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWITCIIING ' LINI~S %OF I I LINES % OF ' J.INES % o•· 
SYSTttl SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) . TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

~ 111/JA ESS 10 l2S . 27 9 198 17 19 521 4~ 
Cll 1128 ESS 5 ll 2 5 ll 2 

~ iJIGITAL ESS 4 84 7 4 84 7 
* SUBTOTAL * TO 125 27 18 Jll 26 28 6]8 53 

112t:ss . 2 .. ll I 2 11 I 
11 JF:ss 2 6 1 2 6 1 
DSXD . l7 ~57 39 17 ~57 39 
/JIXD .4 58 s 4 58 5 
sxs 11 lit 1 11 1'• 1 
* SUbl.OTAI.* 56 S~B u 56 51t8 u . . 
** TOTAL ** 10 125 2f 74 802 73 84 1186 100 

.,. 

4/10/8~ 



SWITCIIING 
SYST .. :tl 

11/IA ESS 
~ t12a t:ss 
Cit DIGITAL F.SS (l) . * SU.IITOT AI~ A (l) 

12ESS 
/J]f.SS 
05XB 
II XII 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl.* 

** TOTAL ** 
, 

I 

' - .L ATLANTIC 

SUttHARY OF PRELJtllNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

BALTIMORE LATA 

9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOil NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
F.gUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWJTCIIES (000) T01'AL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

19 572 47 
5 )] J 
s 110 9 6 Ill 9 

29 715 . 59 6 111 i 

2 ll I 
I J 0 

27 ]10 25 
4 j9 .5 
l 1 1 

37 392 li 

29 715 59 41 505 u 

TOTAL 
I LINES % o•" 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

19 572 47 
5 ll l 

II 221 18 
35 820 68 

2 ll I 
I l 0 

27 110 25 
4 59 5 
3 7 1 

37 392 12 

n 1220 100 

4/10/84 



........ 
-a::~L ATLANTIC 

SUHt~Y OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVI.SION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWJTCIIES 

BALTIMORE LATA 

I - I - 88 

EQUJI•PED FOR IIOT EQUIPPED FOR 
F.gUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAl. 

SIIITCIIING I I .. INES % OF I LINES % OF I LINES %OF 
SYSTt:•l SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL ---

~ 111/IA ESS 19 644 52 19 644 52 Cl1 
(l} 1128 ESS s 34 3 s 34 3 
CD IHGil'AL ESS 19 lll 25 19 311 25 

* SUBl'OTAL * I,J 989 80 43 989 80 

H2F.SS 2 14 I 2 14 I 
UJt:ss I l 0 1 ] 0 
05XD 20 2)8 19 20 238 19 
IIIXD 
sxs I l 0 I l 0 
* SUBTOTAL* 

.. 24 258 20 Iii 250 20 
. 

** TOTAL ** -- 43 989 80 24 258 20 67 . 121,7 100 

4/10/84 



b14LL ATI.AHTJC 

SUMMARY OF PRELIHJNARY PLANS FOR 

Tilt: J•ROVISJON OF EQl'AL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

IIAGERSTOWN LATAI 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
t:gUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAl. 

SWITCIIING ,--- LINES % OF I LINI~S % OF I LINI~S % ot· 
. SYSTEtl SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl .. --

~ 11/IA ESS Cl1 
c.c 128 f.SS 5 30 16 5 30 16 
0 lHGITAL ESS I 22 11 6 34 18 7 56 29 

* SUIITOTAI .. * T n IT IT 64 34 l2 86 4~ 

112t:ss I ] 2 I l 2 
11 Jt:ss . 

2 5 ] 2 ~ ] 

D~XII 10 78 41 10 78 41 
DIXD 
sxs 16 . 10 9 16 18 9 
• SUBTOTAL* 

. 
29 104 5~ 29 104 55 

** TOTAL ** , I 22 11 40 168 89 4T . 190 100 

I Serves lines tn Hd. and ~. Vo. 

4/10/84 



..... t .. L ATLANTIC 

SUtiHARY OF PRELitiiNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE J•ROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

IIACERSTOWN J .. ATAI 

9 - 1 - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EgUAL ~CCESS TOTAl, 

.SWITCIIING ' LINES % OF ' LINES % OF I LINES I OF 
SYSTEH SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl .. 

~ 
11/IA ESS Cit 

CD f2B ESS 5 lO 15 5 lO 15 
~ IJIGITAL ESS 4 57 30 J 7 4 7 64 34 

* SUBTOTAL * 9 if 45 J 7 4 12 94 49 

112F.SS I 4 2 I 4 2 
D1ESS 2 5 2 2 5 2 
IISXB 9 73 38 9 73 38 
HIXB 
sxs 16 18 9 16 18 9 
* SUBTOTAL* . 

28 100 51 28 100 51 

tclr TOTAL ** , 9 i7 45 ll 107 55 40 . 194 100 

I Serves lines Jn Hd. and W. Va. 

4/10/84 



-. .. ~L ATI.ANT J C. 

SUtltiARY OF PRELIHINARY PL\NS FOR 

TilE J•ROVJSION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

IIACERSTOWN LATAI 

I - I - 88 

t:QU I PPEIJ FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWI TCIII N(: ,~- I .. I NF.S % OF I LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SYS"fEtl SWITCIIES (00()) TOTAL SIIITCIIES jQQO) TOTAL SWJTCIIES (000) TOTAL 

- ---- ------ -- -----... 
Cit 11/IA ESS 
tD 128 ESS . 5 ll 16 5 Jl 16 
N IHGITAI .. ESS 7 87 4l 6 35 17 ll 122 60 

• SUBTOTAL·* 12 118 59 6 35 IT 1i 15) T6 

llzt:ss I 4 2 I '• 2 
UJt:SS . 

2 5 l 2 s l 
15XB 5 30 15 5 30 15 
IIXB 
sxs 11 9 4 11 9 4 . 
• SUBTOTAL* 

. 19 48 24 19 48 24 

"* TOTAl .. ** , 12 118 59 25 83 4f 37 I 201 100 

I Se£vea lJnea in Hd. and W. Yo. 

4/10/84 



- .. ~L ATLANTIC 

SUtt~RY OF PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFt'ICE SWITCIIES 

SALISBURY LATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWITCIIING ,- LINES 1 or i LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SYSTEtl SWITCIIES (000!_ TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

~ 11/IA ESS I ]5 26 1 lS 26 
128 ESS 

. 
Cit I 7 s I 1 ~ 

CD DIGITAL ESS 4 6 4 l 18 ll 1 24 17 
~ * SUBTOTAL " 5 4T ]0 4 2.5 18 9 66 48 

02ESS I . 12 9 I 12 9 
11 J•~ss l 1 ·s l 7 s 
II SXII .8 ]] 24 8 J] 24 
DIXB 
sxs 20 19 14 20 19 I'• * SUIITOTAI .. * .. li TI 52 12 TI 5i 

'* 1'0TAL ** , 5 u lO 36 96 70 41 . 117 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCIIING 
SYSTEM 

~ 11/IA ESS 
Cit 128 ESS tD 
~ DIG IT AI. •:ss 

* SUBTOTAL * 

112t:ss 
IIJF.SS 
ISXB 
IJXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl .. * 

•• TOTAL •• , 

I 

-
~- .. ~ ATLANTIC . 

SUJOIARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FE.\TURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

SALISBURY LATA 

9 - I - 86 

t:QUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS E9UAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

I 16 25 
1 7 5 
6 25 18 1 7 .5 
8 68 48 T 1 s 

I 11 9 
l 8 6 
8 34 24 

15 12 8 . 2f 67 47 

8 68 48 28 74 li 

TOTAL 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

I 16 25 
1 7 5 
7 32 21 
9 7S 53 

I ll 9 
] 8 6 
8 34 24 

15 12 8 
27 67 47 

]6 142 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCIIJNG 
SYSTEtl 

.... 
Ill./ I A F.:SS CIT 

CD 028 ESS 
CIT DIGITAl. F.SR 

* SUBTOTAL " 

112 t:ss 
HJ .. :ss 
05XB 
Ill XU 
sxs 
* SUOTOTAI41* 

** TOTAL ** 

I 

-
. ..1. ATLANTIC 

SutiHARY OF PREJ .. JHINARY PI..ANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

SALISBURY I .. ATA 

I - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

I 38 26 
I 1 s 
1 ll 2.2 
9 7ii 51 

l ll 9 
l 8 5 
p 35 24 

15 ll 9 
27 69 47 

9 78 Sl 27 69 4f 

TOTAL 
I LINt:S % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl • 

I 38 26 
I 1 5 
7 Jl 22 
9 78 .51 

I 11 9 
l 8 5 
8 35 2'• 

15 ll 9 
27 69 4i 

36 147 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCIIJ NG · 
..... SYS'fEH 

... 11/IA ESS 
Cll 12u t:ss 

i DIGITAL ESS 
* SUBTOTAL * 

112t:ss 
tJ Jt:ss 
ISXB 
II XII 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL* 

** TOTAL ** , 

I 

-. .L ATI.ANTJC 

SUHHARY OF PRELitiiNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCt:ss (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CULPEPER LATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOK NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
E!}UAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 40 Jl 
I 2 2 

2 15 ll l ll 27 
4 li 46 4 35 29 

I 5 4 
s 9 8 
~ 8 7 

6 7 6 
u 29 2S 

·4 55 46 19 64 54 

TOTAL 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 40 J) 
I 2 2 
5 48 40 
i 90 TI 

I 5 4 
5 9 8 
l 8 7 

6 7 6 
n 29 2S 

21 119 100 

4/10/84 



Bt. ... ~ ~TJ,.ANTlC 

SUt~Y OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PltOVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CULPEPER LATA 

9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
~QUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAl .. 

SWI1~C,IING ' LINES % OF I LltiES z or I l.INES Z OF 
SYSTEH SWITCIIES _!000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

~ ll/IA ESS 2 42 34 2 42 34 
Cit 128 ESS 1 2 2 I 2 2 c.o DIGITAL ESS 5 58 46 1 6 5 6 64 51 ".} 

• sua·roTAL • 8 102 82 1 6 5 9 108 87 

12F.SS I 5 4 I 5 4 
1111·:ss # 5 10 8 5 10 8 
II~XB 

IJXB 
sxs 2 I I 2 1 I . 

8 16 Tl i T6 • SUBTOTAl.• 13 

** TOTAL ** , 8 102 82 y 2i 18 rr I 12'• 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCIIING 
. SYSTEtt 

~ 11/IA ESS 
r.n 1128 ESS 
CD DIGITAL ESS 
(lJ " SUD1'01'AI. * 

/12f.SS 
II JI~SS 
D5XB 
IIXB 
sxs 
" SUBTOTAL" 

"" TOTAL "" , 

' 

- I 

a. •• a..L ATLANTIC 

SIOOIARY OF PREI~Itll NARY PLANS FOR 

Tilt: PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS ( FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

CULPEPER LATA 

I - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LiliES I OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000! TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 4] JJ 
1 2 2 
6 68 51 
9 113 88 

I 5 4 . 
s 10 8 

' 6 15 12 

9 Ill 88 6 IS 12 

TOTAl. 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) 1'0TAL 

2 43 ll 
1 2 2 
6 68 51 
9 Ill 88 

I s 4 
s 10 8 

6 15 12 

15 . 128 100 

4/10/84 



SW I TCII I N.G 
SY·STt:tl : 

-... 111/IA_ ESS Cit 
CD 128 ESS 
tD DIGITAl. ESS 

*SUBTOTAL·* 

112ESS 
IJJ~SS 
II ~XIS 
DIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL* 

t. A TOTAl. "* , 

I 

b~LL ATLANTIC 

SU.~RY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE I•ROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

LYNCIIBURG LATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS 

J.INES % OF I LINES % OF 
SWJTCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 52 51 I 14 14 
4 J 1 II 

I 12 12 2 2 2 
l 64 6) 7 27 2f 

2 5 s 
1 I 1 

] 4 4 . 
6 TO TO 

l 64 6] TI Jf 37 

TOTAL 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

l 66 65 
4 II II 
l 14 14 

TO 9T 90 

2 ~ 5 
1 1 1 

J 4 4 
6 TO JO 

16 . 101 100 

4/10/84 



- ... L ATI.AHTJC 

SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE l•ftOVISJON OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIf:S 

I. YNCIIBURG LATA 

9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWITCIIING I LINES % OF I LINES % OF I 1.1 Nt:s % OF 
SYSTEtl SWITCIIF.S (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) 1'0'fAL ---·-
.. 

111/1 A f.SS . l 67 64 l 67 64 
~ 120 •~ss 4 12 11 4 12 II 
C1) DIGITAl. f:SS 2 15 IS 1 2 2 ] 17 17 
0 " SUIJ1'01'Al.. * 9 94 90 T 2 2 10 96 92 
0 

U2F.SS 
II'JESS 

.. 
2 5 5 2 5 5 

•~xn I I I I I 1 
OIXB 
sxs I 2 2 I 2 2 
" SUB1'0TAI. 1111 4 8 8 4 ii 8 

** TOTAl .. "* , 9 94 90 ~ JO 10 T4 . 104 100 

4/10/84 



.... L ATlANTIC 

SUtiHARY OF PRELIMINARY PlANS FOR 

Tlllt: PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN .. 
END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

LYNCIIBURC 14ATA 

J - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SW I TCIII Nl: 
-, -- LINES % OF I LINES X OF I LINES % ot· 

SYSTEM SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

t-la 11/IA ESS l 68 6) l 68 6) 
t') 1128 ESS 4 ll 12 4 ll 12 
0 DIGITAL ESS ] 18 17 J 18 17 ... * SUBTOTAL " TO 99 92 TO 99 92 

H2ESS 
/I lESS . 2 6 5 2 6 5 
115XD I I I I I I 
IIXB 
sxs I 2 2 I 2 2 
* SUBTOTAL* . 4 9 8 4 9 8 

** TO"fAL *" ., 10 99 92 4 9 i i4 . 108 100 

4/10/Bit 



--
a. .... t.L ATLANTIC 

SUHHARY OF PRELIHINARY PL\NS FOR 

TilE t•ROVISION OF EQUAl. ACCESS (FC-D~ FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

NORFOLK LATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
t:QUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAl. 

SWITCIIING ' LINES % OF I LINES I OF I J.INES % OF 
SY·STEH SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL ---

~ 11/IA ESS 14 290 52 6 92 17 20 )82 69 
0') 1128 ESS / 2 25 5 2 25 5 
0 IJICJ1"AL ESS 2 54 10 I 26 4 ] 80 14 
N A SUUTOTAI. A 16 ]114 62 9 141 26 25 487 80 

112tSS 2 II 2 2 II 2 
I JESS -
115XB 5 48 8 5 48 8 
IIJXB 
sxs 5 9 2 5 9 2 . 
A SUBTOTAl.* 

. rr b8 rr rr 68 12 

A A TOTAl ••• , T6 34/e 62 2i 211 38 lf . 555 100 

4/10/84 



.... L ATLANTIC 

.. 
SUMt~RY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

NORFOI~K LATA 

9 - 1 - 86 

t:QUIPI'ED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS TOTAl .. 

SWITCIIING ' LINES x o•" ' LINES I OF I 1-!INES % OF 
SYSTEH. SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES ~000) TOTAL 

111/IA ESS . 20 l9l 69 20 l9J 69 ... 1128 ESS 2 20 4 2 20 4 
(I') DU:JTAL ESS 4 99 17 4 ll 2 8 112 19 
0 * SUBTOTAL * 26 512 90 4 ll 2 30 525 92 
~ 

. 
121-:ss 2 11 2 2 II 2 
11 Jl·:ss • 
II~XB . ~ ]~ 6 2 ]5 6 
IIXB 
sxs 
' SUBTOTAl~* • •4 4t 8 4 46 8 

'' TOTAL •• , 26 512 90 8 59 10 34 571 100 

4/10/84 



SWI1'CIII NG 
SYSTEH 

~ 
~ 111/IA ESS 
0 1120 F.SS 
~ DHHTAL ESS 

• SUBTOTAl~ ~ 

D li~SS 
II "JESS 
05XII 
OIXB 
sxs 
" SUBTOTAl~· 

• • 1'0T AI~ • " , 

' 

-
Br.•~l, ATLANTIC 

SutiHARY OF PRELitiiNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAl, ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

I - I - 88 

r.QUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES X OF I LINES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

20 417 71 
2 21 4 
8 116 19 

lO 554 94 

2 12 2 

1 22 4 

] 34 6 

](I 554 94 l 14 6 

TOTAL 
I 1.1 Nt:s % OF 

SWJTCIIES (000) TOTAl. 

20 417 71 
2 21 4 
8 116 19 

]0 554 94 

2 12 2 

1 22 4 

l 34 6 

ll 588 100 

4/l0/84 



~-... 

L ... t ATLANTIC 

•. SUtmARY OF PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

TIIF. PROVISION OP EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFJCE SWITCIIES 

RICIIMOND LATA 

9 - I - 85 

. t:QUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

· swrr~UING · ' LINt:s % OF I LINES % OF ' l.INES % OF 
. ·SYSTEM SW ll"CIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

... 111/IA ESS 9 219 51 5 82 20 14 301 7J 
(7) 1120 t:ss 4 28 7 4 28 7 
0 DIGITAL f.SS 1 4 1 1 27 6 2 31 7 en " SUBTOTAl .. • 10 223 54 10 ·~7 ll 20 360 87 

U21~SS I 2 o.s I 2 o.~ 

IIJt:ss ~ I 2 0.5 I 2 o.~ 

liS XII 4 39 9 4 39 9 
HJXU 
sxs 7 J I 3 7 II ) 

* SUUT01.AL" .. TI 54 TI iJ 54 TI 

** TOTAl. •• , 10 223 54 23 191 46 ll I 414 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCIIING 
~ SYSTEtt 
~ 
0 11/IA ESS 
~ 128 t~SS 

DIGITAl .. ESS 
* SUBTOTAL " 

02ESS 
/I JESS 
IJ5XB 
IIXB 
sxs 
* SUIITOTAI .. * 

, 
** TOTAL ** 

I 

BELL ATlANTIC 

SUMMARY OF PRELitiJNARY PLANS FOR 

. TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWJTCIIES 

RICIIHOND LATA 

9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
E!}UAI. ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES I OF 
SWITCIIt:S (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

·~ 310 73 
4 30 7 
2 52 12 2 18 4 

20 392 92 2 18 4 

.. 
1 2 0.5 , 
.1 2 0.5 
2 11 l 

4 11 4 

20 392 92 6 J5 8 

TOTAL 
j LINES % OF 

SWJTCIIES (000) TOTAL 

14 ]10 73 
4 30 7 
4 70 16 

22 410 96 

I 2 0.5 
I 2 0.5 
2 11 ] 

4 Tf 4 

26 427 100 

4/10/84 



.. LL ATIA~TIC. 

SutiHARY OF .PRELIMINARY ·PIJ\NS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

RICIIHOND LATA 

I - I - 88 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWITCIIING • LINES % OF I LINES % OF I LINES % OF 
SYSTEH· SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

~ 
IJI/IA ESS 14 ]17 71 14 117 7l 

(1) 128 ESS 4 ll 7 4 ll 7 

0 DIGI1'AI. ESS 4 72 16 4 72 16 

~· * SUBl'OT AI. * 22 420 96 22 420 96 

02ESS I 2 o.s I 2 o.~ 

/I JESS . 1 2 o.s I 2 o.s 
OSXB .2 IJ l 2 11 l 
IJXD 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAl~* . 4 IT 4 4 IT 4 

** TOTAL ** , 22 420 96 4 IT 4 26 . 417 100 

4/10/84 



SWIT~IIING 
. . SYSTEtl 

~ II/1A ESS 
t') 

1120 ESS 0 
(l} IJIGITAL F.SS 

* SUBTOTAL * 

12ESS 
lllf.SS 
IISXB 
DIXB 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL* 

** TOTAL ** 

I 

.... a.l .. ATI.ANTIC 

SUMMARY OF PRELitiJNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

ROANOKE LATA 

9 - I - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
E!}UAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LINES i OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 59 24 4 80 ]2 
7 34 14 

2 17 7 5 19 7 
4 16 lT 16 131 53 

I 4 2 
I I 0 

.a 28 11 

5 7 3 
n 40 16 

4 76 lf lf 173 . 69 

TOTAL 
I J.INES l o .. · 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 119 56 
7 l4 14 
7 36 14 

20 209 84 

1 4 2 
I I 0 
8 28 11 

s 7 J 
15 40 16 

]5 249 100 

4/J0/84 



......._ 

.. _ ... L ATLANTIC 

.. SUMMARY OP PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE I•ROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FC-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

ROANOKE LATA 

9 - I - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL. 

SWJ."(CIII N<.; ' LINF.S % OF I LINES % OF I LINt:S % OF 
SYSTf:H SWITCIIES _!000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

... 11"1/IA ESS 6 141 55 6 141 55 
al 128 ESS 7 ]5 . ll 7 35 ll 0 
CD DIGITAL ESS 5 46 18 2 17 7 7 61 25 

* SUBTOTAL " iii 222 86 2 If 7 20 219 9] 

D2ESS I. 4 2 I 4 2 
IIJF:SS I 1 0 I I 0 
IISXB .J 9 7 J 9 4 
HIXB 
sxs 2 2 I 2 2 I 
* SUBTOTAl .. * 7 T6 7 7 16 7 

"* T01"AL ** , 18 222 86 ~ J) IT 2f 0 255 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCIIINC 
~ . · SYSTEH 

~ ... 11/IA ESS 
Q OlD ESS 

DIGITAL f:SS 
* SUD1"0TAL * 

112•:ss 
OJF.SS 
/I~XD 

HI XII 
sxs 
* SUBTOTAL* 

,. 
111 * TOTAL ** 

I 

BELl. ATI .. ANTIC 

SUtiHARY OF PREL I ttl NARY t•LAtiS FOR 

TilE PltOVISION OF. EQUAl. ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

ROANOKE LATA 

I - I - 88 

EQU I PI' ED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EgUAL ACCESS EgUAL ACCESS 

LINES % OF I LltfES % OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 1~4 55 
7 36 14 
9 66 2~ 

22 246 94 

I 4 2 
. I I 0.5 
3 9 J 

1 1 0.5 
6 E 6 

22 21t6 94 6 IS 6 

TOTAL 
I LINES % OF 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAl • 

6 144 ~~ 

7 36 14 
9 66 2~ 

22 246 94 

1 4 2 
1 I 0.5 
3 9 3 

1 J 0.5 
6 T5 6 

28 26J 100 

4/10/84 



SWITCHING 
SYSTEM 

11/lA "ESS 
128 ESS 
_piGITAL ESS -_ 

... •SUBTOTAL* 
(7) 
~ .... 

12ESS 
I JESS 
15X8 
11XB 
sxs 

*SUBTOTAL* 

**TOTAL*' 

' 

-~ ---- ----SUmARY OF PRL .• 1 NARY PLANS FOR 
TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCHES 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

liNES IOF 

NORTH JERSEY LATA 
9 - 1 - 85 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

I LINES t OF 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

36 1317.2 43 27 884.3 29 
8 67.5 2 

6 119.9 4 4 78.5 2 

12" 1437.1 11 "39" 1o3o.3 .n 

4 25.4 1 
2 ~.2 

41 581.0 19 

u 612.6 M" 

12" 1437:1 u "80 1642.9 i3" 

TOTAL 
I LINEs I OF 

SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

63 2201.5 72 
8 67.5 2 

10 198.4 6 

liT 2467.4 mr 

4 25.4 1 
2 6.2 

41 581.0 19 

u 612.6 '2lJ 

rnr JOBU.-u TOO 

5/2/84 



SWITCHING 
SYSTEM --

11/lA ESS 
128 .ESS 
DIGITAL·ESS 

~ 
C) *SUBTOTAL* 
.... 
N 

f2ESS 
I JESS 
I5XB 
llXB 
sxs 

*SUBTOTAL* 

**TOTAl** 

... ,._._,_ . _: .._"" I f '-' 

. . ,..._.. . 

SUtft1ARY Of PR.. .41NARY PLANS FOR 
.TtiE PROVISION Of EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCHES 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ·ACCESS 

' LINES t oF 
SWITCUES (000) TOTAL 

63 2298.1 73 
4 51.1 2 

19 419.8 13 

m; 2769.0 1JIJ 

lib, 2769:-o lllJ 

NORTH JERSEY LATA 
9 - 1 - 86 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

' LINES 
SWITCHES (000) 

3 13.5 

, 13.5 

4 26.5 
2 6.3 

26 328.2 

"31 361.0 

$ 374~-s 

t OF 
TOTAL 

-

1 

11 

T2" 

T2' 

TOTAL 

' liNES I OF 
SWITCHES jOOO) TOTAL 

63 2298.1 73 
7 64.6 2 

19 419.8 13 

1IJ 2782.5 1JlJ 

4 26.5 1 
2 6.3 

26 328.2 11 

"3l 361.0 T2" 

m . nu:s TmJ 

5/2/84 



SWITCHING 
SYSTEM 

11/lA ESS 
128 ESS 

~DIG.·ITAL. ESS 

~*SUBTOTAL* 

f2ESS 
f3ESS 
15XO 
llXO 
sxs 

*SUBTOTAL* 

••TOTAL•* 

' 

==-·~ ....... -~ 
SU~V4ARY OF PR'-..• MINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION Of EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN 
END OFFICE SWITCttES 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

LINEs IOF 

NORTH JERSEY LATA 
1 - 1 - 88 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

' LINEs IOF 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

63 2357.0 71 
7 67.4 2 

30 654.8 20 

11HJ 3079.2 u 

4 27.8 1 
2 6.5 

15 215.1 6 

lT 249.4 -, 

3079.2 249.4 

TOTAL 

' liNEs I OF 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

63 2357.0 71 
7 67.4 2 

30 . 654.8 20 

11M 3079.2 ll 

4 27.8 1 
2 6.5 

15 215.0 6 

249.3 

T2T 3328.5 

5/2/84 



SWITCHING 
SYSTEM 

.. 

11/lA ESS .. : . 
• 120 ·Ess· 

DIGITAL ESS 
~ 

.. 

al *SUBTOTAL* 
~ 
~ 

12ESS 
I lESS 
15XO 
llXB 
sxs 

*SUBTOTAL* 

**TOTAL** 

' 

Ut:.LL •LI\nll\# _...,_. ___ _ 
SUMMARY Of PR. .MINARY PLANS FOR 

. TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN 
END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

liNES IOF 

ATLANTIC COASTAL LATA 
9 - 1 - 85 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

' LINES IOF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

3 84.4 32 3 43.2 16 
11 83.8 32 
1 8.8 3 - -- - -

3 84.4 32 15 135.8 51 

1 7.2 3 

. 3 35.7 13 

·]. 4.5 2 

5 47.4 17 

l 84.4 32 20 183.2 68 

TOTAL 

' LINES ~-or 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

6 127.6 50 
11 83.8 33 
1 8.8 3 -

18 220.2 .8] 

1 7.2 3 

3 35.7 13 

1 4.5 2 

5 47.4 17 

23 267.6 100 

5/2/04 



SWITCIIING 
SYSTEM 

f1/1A Ess·. 
.128 ·ESS. 
DIGITAL ESS 

~*SUBTOTAL* ... 
Cit 

12ESS 
f3ESS · 
15XO 
llXO 
SXS 

*SUBTOTAL* 

**TOTAL** 

I 

---------
SUtflARY OF PR" .-tltiARY PLANS FOR 

THE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 
END OFFICE.SWITCIIES 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

liNES I oF 

ATLANTIC COASTAL LATA 
9 - 1 - 86 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

' LINES fl OF 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 132.6 48 
2 15.2 5 9 72.2 26 
2 23.3 8 - - - -- -

10 171.1 61 9 72.2 26 

1 8.4 3 

2 22.4 8 

1 4.5 2 -
4 35.3 13 

10 171.1 61 13 107.5 39 

TOTAL 

' LINES I OF 
SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

6 132.6 48 
11 87.4 31 
2 23.3 8 -

19 243.3 87 

1 8.4 3 

2 22.4 8 

1 4.5 2 

4 35.3 13 

23 278.6 100 

5/2/84 



SWITCHING 
SYSTEM 

f1/1A ESS 
128 ESS 
DIGITAL ESS 

*SUBTOTAL* . 
~ 
~ f2ESS .... I JESS al I5XB 

f1XB 
sxs 

*SUBTOTAl* 

**TOTAl** 

.......... .. ........... ' . ,.. 
SUMMARY ~---liNARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION ~~~L "l~ ~-0) FEATURES IN 
NFJCTS 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

ATLANTIC COASTAL LATA 
1 - 1 - 88 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

1--- LINES----~ Of t - - LINES I OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

6 
11 
3 

20 

20 

, 

137.1 
91.0 
35.9 

264.0 

264.0 

48 
31 
12 

91 

91 

SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

1 

1 

2 

2 

9.7 

16.1 

25.8 

3 

6 

9 

9 

TOTAL 
f -LINES -, -OF 

SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

6 
11 
3 -

20 

1 

1 

2 

22 

137.1 
91.0 
35.9 

264.0 

9.7 

16.1 

25.8 

289.8 

5/2/84 

40 
31 
12 

91 

3 

6 

9 

100 



_...-.::.. 

SUMMARY OF PR. ~INARY PLANS FOR 
THE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

DELAWARE VALLEY LATA 
9 - 1 - 85 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWITCHING I LINES I OF I LINES I oF I LINES I OF 
SYSTEM SWITCHES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

f1/1A ESS 5 121.6 15 9 296.9 35 14 418.5 50 
120 ESS 4 26.0 3 4 26.0 J 
DIGITAL ESS. 2 44.7 5 1 20.5 2 3 65.2 7 -

~ *SUBTOTAL* 1 166.3 20 14 343.4 40 21 509.7 60 
~ 

~ 
f2ESS 2 10.0 1 2 10.0 1 
I JESS 3 8.3 1 3 8.3 1 
15XO 29 316.4 38 29 316.4 38 
llXB 
sxs 1 3.3 1 3.3 

--. 
*SUBTOTAL* 35 338.0 40 35 338.0 40 

**TOTAL** 7 166.3 20 49 681.4 80 56 847.7 100 

5/4/84 



UI:LL..,:...:.lAN lit 

SUt-ttARY OF PRL .41NARY PLANS FOR 
.TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) FEATURES IN • 

END OFFICE SWITCIIES 

DELAWARE ~ALLEY LATA 
9 - 1 - 86 

EQUIPPED FOR NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS EQUAL ACCESS TOTAL 

SWITCHING I LINES IOF ' LINES I OF ' liNES I OF 
SYSTEM SWITCIIES (OOOt TOTAL SWITCtiES (000) TOTAL SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

fl/lA ESS 14 433.2 49 14 433.2 49 
128 ESS · 4 27.0 3 4 27.0 3 
DIGITAL ESS 9 165.0 19 9 165.0 19 -. .. *SUBTOTAL* 23 598.2 . 68 4 27.0 3 27 625.2 71 

a') 
~ 
Q) 

12ESS 2 10.3 1 2 10.3 1 
I JESS 3 8.7 1 .3 8.7 1 
15XO 21 231.5 27 21 231.5 27 
flXB 
sxs - - -
*SUBTOTAL* 26 250.5 29 26 250.5 29 

**TOTAL** 23 598.2 68 30 277.5 1 32 53 875.7 100 

, 

5/4/84 



~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 
CD 

SWITCIIING 
SYSTEM 

11/lA ESS 
128 ESS 
DIGITAL ESS 

*SUBTOTAL* 

f2ESS 
I JESS 
f5XB 
llXB 
SXS 

*SUBTOTAL* 

••TOTAL** 

== .. _......., ......... --
SUMMARY OF Pk~-•MINARY PLANS FOR 

THE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-D) FEATURES IN 
END OFFICE SWITCHES 

EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

DELAWARE VALLEY LATA 
1 - 1 - 88 

NOT EQUIPPED FOR 
EQUAL ACCESS 

J - llNES- -- 'l-OF ,-------- -liNES -- I OF 
SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

14 
4 

16 

34 

34 

448.6 
27.9 

306.2 

782.7 

782.7 

50 
3 

34 

87 

87 

• SWITCIIES (000) TOTAL 

2 
3 

13 

18 

18 

10.61 
9.1 

102.7 

122.4 

122.4 

1 
1 

11 

13 

13 

TOTAL 
I- - LINES - --~--OF 

SWITCHES (000) TOTAL 

14 
4 

16 

34 

2 
3 

13 

18 

52 

448.6 
27.9 

306.3 

782.8 

10.6 
9.1 

102.7 

122.4 

905.2 

5/4/84 

50 
3 

34 

87 

1 
1 

11 

13 

100 
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... 

ACCESS EQUIPHENT 
TANDEH* TYPE . . . 

.. _, Altoona &IT IABSS 

... Dubois BIT lESS 
~ 
~· _ llarrlaburs 71T DHS200 

Scranton 82T IAES (IIl-Lo) 

. Harket .· 42T .4ES9 . 
Greene burs BIT IAESS 

Pittsburgh 71T DHS-200 : 

.· 

. 

BILL ATLANTIC 
•. 

SUHHIRY OP PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR . 
Till PROVISION OF EQUAl. ACCESS (FG-D) TANDEHS 

• AND ASSOCIATED IQUAL A~CESS LINES 

TIIB BELL TELIPIIONB COMPANY or PENNSYLVANIA & 

Till DIAMOND STATE TILIPIIOHE COMPANY 

AVAII..ABLE AS OF SEPTE.IBER 1 1 1986 
FOR ASSOCIATED EgUAL ACCESS I.INF.S (000) 

LATA SERVICE 

Altoona (Southern)· 4/85 

Altoona (Northern) 6/85 

Capital l/85 

Northeast ]Q86 

Philadelphia 6/85 

Plttabur1h (Easter~) '7/85 

Pittsburgh (Vestern) 2/84 

TOTAl. 

I or TOTAl. 

ANALOG TDH 

lift. 6 

29.2 

0 

]05.9 

0 

88.9 

0 

542.6 

. . 
11.4 

DIGITAl. TDtl TOTAl • 

0 118.6 

0 29.2 

284.7 284.7 

0 105.9 

2267. I 2267.1 

0 ft8.9 

9~6.8 IJ56.8 

150ft. ft leU5l. 2 

86.6 IOO.n 

• The three dlglt code deaiRnJtea a epeclflc evltch 
r,J9/Rie 



ACCESS t:QUIPHHNT 
TANDEH"* TYPE 

.Annapolis OIT IAESS 

* Chal'lea·St. (Baltlmol"e) 5ESS 

~ •· .Cu•berland DGTL 
~ ... 
~ * Fl'ederlck 5ESS 

* Hagerstown DGTL 

* Hartlnaburs 5ESS 

* Easton 5ESS 

Salisbury 07T IAESS 

* Culpeper DGTL 

Prederlcksbul'g 02T lESS 

* Leesbura SESS 

* Wlncheater IAESS 
. 

" ~burch St • ( Lynchburs) · · 1 AESS 

BUHHARY OP PRELIHINARY PLANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EqUAL ACCESS (FC-D) TANDEHS 

AND ~SSOCIATED EQUAL ACCESS I,INES 
. . 

. THE CIIESAPIAKE 6 POTOMAC TELEPIIONE COMPANIES 

.,· 
AVAILABLE AS OF SEPTEMBER 1~6 

FOR ASSOCIATED EgUAL AC(:~:ss L I Nt-:s 
LATA SERVICE ANALOQ TDH DIGITAl. TUtl 

· · Daltlaore lQB~ 19 .. 
Baltl•ore lQ85 674 

llagerstown 4Q88 NA NA 

llase~atown 4Q85 46 

llagerstown 4Q87 HA NA 

llagaratown lQBS 20 

Sallabury 4QBS 2S 

Sallebury . lQ85 17 

Culpeper 4Q85 21 

Cul('eper IQ85 24 

Culpeper lQ85 27 

Culpeper' 2QBS 25 

Lynchburs 2Q85 59 
~------~---~~~-----~-~---~~-----------------~-~~ 
•• Acceaa Tandea.code not yet assigned. 
'* The three diBJt code deaJs,atea • apectfle •witch 

(00~~ 
TOTAl. ·--

19 

674 

HA 

lt6 

t'A 

20 

2S 

17 

21 

24 

27 

2S 

59 

4/10/84 



ACCESS EQUIPMENT 
TANDEM** TYPK 

·Danville 02T IAESS 

* Bute St. (Norfolk) IAESS 

~ 
. . . 

l7l * Onancock DGTL 

~ * Turner Rd~ (Richmond) IAESS 

* Luck Ave. (Roanoke) IAESS 

* Norton SESS 

Staunton U2T . -·JAESS 

Beckley 22T IAESS 

* Charleston IAESS 

lluntlngton 22T lESS 

* Lewleburs DCTL 

* Logan •' DGTI. 

Parkersburg 22T lESS 

Clarksburg 24T 1fAESS (III-Lo) 

-
BELL ATLANTIC 

SUMMARY OF PRELI•IJ NARY PI.ANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (t·c-o) TANOt:HS 

. . AND ASSOCIATED EQUAL ACCESS LINES 
.. 

Til£ CIIESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TELEPIIONE f(OHPANI ES 

AVAILABLE AS OF SEP'fEHRF.I! _ _!_~~~h_. ____ 
FOR ASSOCIATED EQUAl. ACC~~SS _hl~!l·~-~~ _( 0~·-~-

LATA SERVICE ANAI.OG TDH DIGI'fAI. l'Otl TO'I"AI. 
-··-···-

Lyncl•btirs 2Q8~ 11 )] 

Norfolk lQ84 504 ~04 

Norfolk lQ86 12 .12 

Rlcbaond 2Q86 388 )88 

Roanoke IQ8S 134 114 

Roanoke 2Q85 18 )8 

Roanoke lQ85 24 24 

Charleston JQ85 10 )0 

Chat'leston 2Q84 108 108 

Charleston 4Q84 51 51 

Charleston 4Q86 NA NA NA 

Charleston 4Q85 21 2"1 

Charleston JQ84 . 45 45 . . 
Clarke burs lQ85 41 41 

----------~--~--~~-~-~-~-----~-~-----~-------

* Access Tandem code not yet assigned. 
•• 1l'Dac three dl&~lt r.ntlc! denl&:naaes u epccOflc switch lt/1 0/IV• 



ACCESS EQUIPHENT 
TANDEH** TYPE 

Horgantovn 22T IAESS 

~ 
Wheeling 26T IAESS 

~ • La· Plata DGTL 

~ * Southwest (DC) 4ESS 

BELL "ATI .. ANTJC 

SlJ}IHARY OF PRE141HINAJtY PI.ANS FOR 

TilE PROVISION OP EQUAL ACCESS ( FC-D) TANPF.ttS 

AND ASSOCiATED EQUAL ACCESS 1.1 NES. 

THE CIIESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TEI.EPIIONE COHPANl ES 

LATA 

Clarka burs 

Clarkehurs 

Vaal~ toston 

Washington 

. ' . 

AYAJLABtE 
FOR 

SERVICE 

4Q8~ 

4Q84 

4Q85 

lQ85 

TOTAL 

I OF TOTAL 

AS OF SEPTEtlltf.R I L 191~~·-----­
ASSOCJATED F.QUAI .. ACCt:SS I .. Jt~I·:S _(000) 
ANALOG TDH DIGITAl. TDtl TOTAl. 

24 2/e 

ll 11 

21 21 

2068 2068 

1601 2979 4582 

6S% 100% 

---~---------~-~------------~-------~---------
• · Ac:ceaa Tande• code not yet aeatsned. . 
** The three dlslt code deel&natee a apeclf!e avltch 4/I0/84 



... 
~ 
~ 
N 
Cl1 

BELL All,_~.·l C -
SUMMARY Of PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR 

THE PROVISION OF EQUAL ACCESS (FG-0) TANDEMS 
AND ASSOCIATED EQUAL ACCESS LINES 

.. 

NEW JERSEY BELL · 

.. 

ACCESS EQUIPMENT 
TANDEM* TYPE LATA 

. 
Pleasantville OGT lAESS Atlantic Coastal 

Market . ~2T ·. 4ESS Delaware Valley 

Newark OlT 4ESS North Jersey 

--------------~-~---~----~--~-~-~-----~------

* The three dtgft code designates a spectftc swttch. 

. 
• 

i 

r 

AVAILABLE 
FOR 

stRYICE 

2Q85 

2Q85 

1Q85 

TOTAL 

I OF TOTAL 

.. 

AS OF SEPTEMBER 11 1906 
ASSOCIATED EQUAL ACCESS llt,ES (000) 
ANALOG TOM DIGITAL TOM TOTAL 

171.1 171.1 

598.2 ° 598.2 

2769.0 2769.0 

171.-1 3367.2 3538.3 

4.8 95.2 100.0 

5/4/84 

. . 



Connection Type 

Total Digits Required to 
Complete Call 

Receives Default Traffic 

Uniform Access Code 

•otary Dial ~ccess 

Single Dial Tone 

Answer Supervision 

Aut.omatic: Number Ident-i­
fication (A."l) 

t~r Adcress Signaling~ 
l Orisinating Traffic 

MF Address Signaling: 
Terminating Traffic: 

Toll Quality Transmission 

Alternate Traffic: Routing 

Automatic: Ttans:ission Testing 

~rator Service 

WATS SCR£ENl%iC 

NO'!"'ES: 

FE.Al'l,'RE CO:iP ARl SO~ CHART 

FCA 

Line 

23-27 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

(Tandem) 
FCB 

Trunk 

23-27 

NO 

YES 

(Directj 
FCB 

Trunk 

17(a)-19 

NO 

YES 
(7-d:l.git). (7-d_igit) 

NO Optional/ 
Substandard (c) 

NO NO 

YES YES 

NO Optional/ 
Substandard (c) 

NO NO 

YES YES 

NO .YES 

YES YES 

Optional Optional 

NO NO 

50 NO 

Attachrr,e:: e C 

rcc 
(Al'i.T Only) 

Trunk 

lO(b) 

YES 

YES 
(1-digit) 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Optional 

YtS 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

(a) Assumes use of ~I option. If not used, 23-27 digits are required. 

(b) In many locations, the NPA-~XX-XXXX must be preceeded by the digit "1". The 
figur~ •hown in the chart does not include that requirement. 

(c) It appears that under Fe3ture Croup I (direct trunking version), ANI will be 
provided using MF pulsing; address signaling (called party number) will be 
provided from Touch-Tone phones:us~ng Touch-Tone pulsing; and address sign3lins 
will be provided from rotary dial phones using rotary pulsing. The mixture of 
signaling types on a single call cannot be accommodated by independent interexch3n~e 
carrier switches without extensive modifications. Under Feature Croup C (ATLT 
access), ANI and address signaling are provided using the same signaling type. 
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Definition and Description of Certain 
Interconnection Problems 

Automa·tic Number Identification 

Attac!lment D 

Automatic number identification, or •ANI," is the 

ability of the BOC/AT'T intercity system to record the 

number of the calling telephone. ANI is essential to the 

preparation of accurate billing records. Moreover, because 

many SPRINT switches serve multistate areas, ANI would be 

the only way in which SrRINT could distinguish interstate 

from intrastate calls. ANI, when used, is passed by the end 

office over the trunk circuit. ANI is never passed to a 

line circuit, nor is it passed through the FG B access 

tandern. 

Answer Supervision 

Answer supervision is the ability to know when the 

called telephone is picked up and actual conversation 

begins. Answer supervision is not passed to the line side 

of local offices. 

With answer supervision, SPRINT could more ac­

curately determine the actual elapsed time of a conversation 

and could prepare more accurate bills. Without it, the 

SPRINT system will begin charging its subscribers 72 seconds 

after the call is placed, whether the call is completed or 

not, which of course, c~uses some customer dissatisfaction. 

Because the level of confidenc~ in the accuracy of the 
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billing system is not as great as would otherwise be the 

case i~ answer supervision were provided, SPRINT loses 

revenues for completed calla which last less than 60 sec­

onds, and· also bills customers for incompleted calls which 

ring for more than 72 seconds. Moreover, in order to create 

such approximate bills, SPRINT has been forced to-purchase, 

and must use, expensive computer systems which would be un-

necessary if answer aupervision were available. 

Toll Quality Transmission 

Toll quality transmission is ~hat quality of 

transmission provided on interconnections which are designed 

and maintained according to transmission standards appropriate 

for long distance interci~y service. Due to its interconnec-

tions, which are not designed or maintained to such standards, 

GTE Sprint experiences problems with echo, loss, and exces­

sive noise which AT,T-CI does not experience with its FG C 

interconnections. 

Echo ............ 
Long distance calls are typically handled by 

4 wire facilities. However, at some point the signal must 

be transferred to a 2-wire facility. A device known as a 4-

1628 
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wire term set, or "hybrid," is used for this purpose. 

Inherently, some part of the signal does not pass through 

the hybrid,· and is reflected back to the originating end at 

that point. If the circuit length, and thus the round-trip 

propagation delay, is such that the reflected signal is 

delayed more than 45 milliseconds, the talker perceives that 

reflected signal as echo. The local loops and local inter­

office trunks which are used to complete SPRINT calls, or 

the calls of any carrier using FG A interconnections, differ 

in design and maintenance standards from toll connecting 

trunks which connect Class 5 to Class 4 offices. The toll 

connecting trunks are engineered to high standards because 

they carry long distance traffic. On the other hand, the 

trunks ~etween the Class S offices are not engineered to 

such standards, because echo is not a significant problem in 

the short-distance local calls for which those trunks were 

designed. However, when SPRINT is forced to use those 

interoffice trunks as part of its long distance network, 

they introduce significant echo into the call. 

The more hybrids there are in a connection, the 

greater the possibility of echo. A typical AT&T call would 

contain two hybrids. A typical SPRINT call would contain 

six, eight, or ten hybrids depending on the frequency with 

which local tandem routing is used in the local network. 

The number of hybrids i·n the overall connection for a 
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SPRINT call could be as many as fourteen. Moreover, the 

hybrids in the toll connecting trunks provided to AT&T are 

engineered to higher standards to resist or impede echo, a 

factor known as echo return loss (ERL). The units in which 

this factor is measured are decibels ("dB"), with a higher 

number indicating better performance. AT&T toll connecting 

trunks are designed to a specification of 22 dB. Local 

interoffice trunks, upon which SPRINT depends, have no ERL 

specifications at all. The line which connects the SPRINT 

switch to the local Class S office is engineered by the BOCs 

to have an ERL specification of only 16 dB, which is the 

same as the turn-down limit for a toll connecting trunk if 

used by AT&T. Thus SPRINT calls are subject to signifi­

cantly greater probability of echo than AT&T calls. 

Because of problems with echo GTE Sprint has had 

to purchase and install many more "echo suppressors" than 

would otherwise be required, if toll· quality local dis­

tribution were provided. The need for this equipment not 

only imposes significant equipment and maintenance costs, 

the echo suppressors themselves can cause a phenomenon known 

as "clipping.• Because of excessive and variable loss on 

the FG A interconnection, the echo suppressors on SPRINT's 

network will sometimes incorrectly perceive a call with 

significant loss on one ~nd and slight loss on the other and 
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will go into a suppression mode erroneously. The echo 

suppressor will then "cl.ip" the conversation, so that the 

parties will have difficulty understanding each other. 

Loss -
Loss is the characteristic of a facility which 

tends to make a transmitted signal.attenuated, or less loud, 

as it transverses a circuit. It is measured in dB, with a 

higher number indicating greater loss. The loss factor 

renders some connections unusable ana may also result in 

conversations which are difficult to hear. 

The range of loss for a SPRINT connection gen-

erally r~nge? f4om 0 dB to 18 dB on each end of the overall 

connection, when a FG A interconnection is used, and could 

be as high as 25.5 dB. This compares unfavorably with the 

range of 3.0 to 13.4 dB at each end of the overall con­

nection provided for AT&T. Clearly the loss variation is 

much greater for SPRINT than for AT&T. 

Variation is a greater problem than the absolute 

value of the loss experienced, because it is possible to 

compensate somewhat for loss if the loss experienced is 

consistent. It is the wide variation in loss which leads to 

inconsistent se~vice quality. 

Because. the loss is highly variable, there is no 
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practical means of compensating for it. Moreover, the 

variability makes it impossible for SPRINT to control echo 

by introducing loss into its circuits, as AT&T does, and 

instead forces SPRINT to rely on echo suppressors, which are 

much more expensive. The only reason the service can be 

made to work at all is that a sufficient number of samples 

taken during the field measurements fell close enough to 

each other that SPRINT was able to determine a loss value of 

8.5 dB against which to engineer the service for a typical 

case. 

Excessive Noise 

The large number of analog-to-digital and digital­

to-analog conversions and additional local loops through 

which a typical SPRINT call passes all contribute to ex­

cessive noise on SPRINT calls. In particular, SPRINT calls 

may pass through as many as six analog-digital, digital­

analog conversions and two local loops at each end. Such 

·conversions and local loops contribute significant noise to 

the system. In addition, local trunks, over which SPRINT 

calls are carried, are engineered to lower noise standards 

than the toll grade trunks over which the Bell System's 

intercity calls are carried. Noise is much less of a factor 

on AT&T calls. 
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Multi Freguency (MF) Address Signaling 

MF signaling is a method of signaling used to pass 

called and ca~ling number (where ANI is used) information. 

With MF siqnalinq the called number is stored in a device 

known as a sender and forwarded at a rate of approximately 

10 diqits per second usinq two frequencies to represent each 

digit. 

MF or similar machine generated form of siqnalinq 

is used to forward the called number to AT&T Communications 

.when Feature Group C interconnections are used. Such 

machine generated signaling is not'available to Sprint. 

Sprint must instead wait while a customer manually enters 

called number and other information. This subst~ntially 

increases Sprint's holding time relative to conversation 

time when compared with AT'T Communications. This is a 

matter of concern for Sprint because, as with AT'T Com­

munications services, conversation time is the only com­

ponent of Sprint's services which are revenue producinq. 

WATS Screening· 

WATS screening is an end office function that 

enables AT'T Communications, using FG C interconnections, 

to combine WATS and MTS traffic on a common trunk group to 

the end office. This allows AT'T Communications to use 

larger, more efficient trunk groups to the end office, Prior 
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to the availability of equal access WATS screening can only 

be provided to AT&T. Any other carrier attempting to 

provide a WATS like service must do so using separate 

private line like dedicated circuits from the carrier's 

point of termination to the customer. This results in 

splintering of traffic between smaller circuit groups and 

a loss of efficiency. 

Operator Services 

Operator services such as collect, third number 

billed, and coin sent paid calls cannot be provided using 

Feature Groups A or B (tandem) because neither form of 

interconnection provides ANI. No Feature Group available to 

Sprint provides the coin control functions (coin collect and 

coin return) necessary to handle coin sent paid calls. 
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Attachment E 

. · .One long distance 
to Bowerbank,.Maine 

The more you hear, the better 
wesound: . 

We were in Bowerbank back when 
there were only 20 people living here. Today 
the town has grown to nearly 30. Now as 
then, AT&T thinks it's important for the people 
in Bowerbank_to be able to call anywhere 
they want, anytime they want. That's why 
there is no place too small to get our long 
distance service. · · 

With AT&T, your long distance call will 
sound as close as next door. If you need long 
distance assistance, our operators are there 
to help, 24 hours a day. You can take all these 
services for granted because we don't 

For over a century weve had one goal: 
to give you the most convenient, efficient long 
distance service possible. . 

No matter where you live. 
No matter where you want to call. 
That's AT&T. 
The more you hear, the better we sound. 

,.:z'..., 
_., o A._ 

. . ~-
--

AT&T 
Reach out .and. 
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~Qmpany th1n~ go1ng 
.s worth the tr1p •. '--:-~· · . . 
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-· -··- . -. --- •.... 
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tOuch someone 
AT SIT 

People Magazine - Februarr., lt&• 
0 

0 

• 1.636 
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People Magazine - March, 1J84 
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: Save •% & 60% willa AT&T's Spedal Discounts. 
'100 dent .. 

- have to choose · 
betvleen service 
and savings with 
AT&T. <lJr Evening. 

Special ~you 
4()0/o from 5~1 pm 

. Sunday through Friday. Our Weekend 
Special ~ ~ SOO/o all day Saturday 

~ ;·and Sunday till 5 pm and every night 
__ after 1t Just dial it yourself anywhere 

state-to-state. (Different discounts apply 
to Alaska and Hawaii) And 
with AT&T, you can expect .-..~ 
more than just savings. 
You can count on our 
~~c~too. .. 
Call from anywhere 
to anywhere. Only AT&T 
gives a town of fifty the same 

' 

· nationwide long distance service 
as a city of fiVe million. And no matter 
how far away you call, your voice will 
sound as close as you feel. 

,., ~"''"~.J111fi,,~ 
.. s.~\ . ~~~ 

. .s· .,.-· ··"'· "~: 
·~· ' ,.~ ....• 
:l·.~~-. ~ 

;.1f.. a . ,. ..... J ==: 
't."'·~J~ ~ 
~'. ~ .· ~· 
~ .g 
. ·~ 

.. _ 111/J ·"\\\t' . 
Call any time. There are never arPJ · re­
strictions on calling hours with AT&T. 
'1bu can call any time of day or nig~. 

AT&T 

Collect and Person-to-Person 
Calls. When you need important 

services like person-to-person 
and collect calling,· it's nice 

to know you can 
count on AT&T. 
Operator Assistance. 

Only AT&T gives you long 
distance operator service 

24 hours a day. 
So if you 

have a 
problem or 

question, there's 
always someone 
ready to help. 

For over a cen­
tu~~has 
YJOrked to bring 
you the best 1009 ---~-........ ~-.. 
distance service an the world. And 
that service comes with savings 
when you have time to enjoy them. 
Calling anywhere, any time, operator 
service, and calls that sound as close 
as next door. That's AT&T. The more 
you hear the better we sound:-

Reach out and touch someone: 
-
~ATa.T 
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AT&T's · 
INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 

· NEIWORK: · 
A.a,.~ 
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The more you hear~ 

What would long distance service be 
if it only served selected cities 
at selected hours ... 
If there were no operator service ... 
no person-to-person or collect calling ... 
no immediate credit for wrong numbers ... 

We know one thing. 
It wouldn't be At& T. 
Calling anyvvhere.Anytime. 
Long distance operators. 

· And over a century of commitment. 
That's AT&T 
T-he more you hear the better we sound. 

' -.. AT&T 
Reach out and 

Life Magazine- June, 1984 l f: ; ....._ _________ !.640----
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. ~ .. ........ 

. -- . -------- -
.. • ._ - • - ... • - • - .. • •• -. + - ... , - • .... ' 

. 164:1~ 



.: -

.;,.--

~~=--

lebrua~y S, 1tl4 

\ooop 

Central Service• Oraaniaation 
It~ .• Char lee Zebe, lec:retary•ICCF 
295 No:th Maple Avenue, Roo• 17•345111 
lalkin& Riel&• • NJ 07920 

Dear Mr. Zebe: 

Attachment F 

(ti I #I BPRINT 
.. 

GTE Sorint Cornmutllcatteml CorporatiOn 
ftolt Ottlce Boa 114 
l\lrlin;arne. CA 1'01 a 

Du:ina the time iD whi'h cha ICCF •••tines have ~.an held there has been sub· 
ttantia1 dite\laaion, llotb written lftd verbal, l:»etween GTE SPIIh-r ancl the CSC re• 
aardin& t~an1mia1ion atandarda appropriate for awitched &G~••• aervi~ea. It 
vae, therefore, vlth aome iBtereat that l read the CSO/IOC commeftca fil•cl with 
the FCC, December 22, 1913, in the •atter of Inveati&ation of Ace••• and n1vea· 
titure Related Tariff•• CC Docket No. 13•1145, Pbaa• I, Part I, and Techuical 
leterenca PUB 62500. HaviDI reviewed these doc~enta,\1 thouaht it would be. 
worthwhile to paaa aloD& to the CSO and ~h• IJOCa ay commafttl and concerns re· 
aarcliD& 'bu. 

12122183 COMMENTS 

Appendix I, Pege 11. atatea aa followa a "FYrtheraaore. a cOfttplriaon of t:ana• 
- •iaeion parameter 11•itl for aervtcea offered under both the n•w ace••• tariff• 

and the Docket 20099 lettlemant Aar••••nt indicate• that the liaitl Uftder tha 
propo1ed acceaa atandarda are eaaeAtially equal to or •r• atrin&•nt ~han the. 
Dock•t 20099 li•itl." "'- · 

A review of the iftfonaattoa eoatain•d tn Tab1•• A encl I of Appandix %. laowever, 
prcrv•• thJ• atatement !aeorrect. Table A ••k•• .!h• tollowiD& c~pariaon tor At• 
ten~atioa Diatortioaa - ·. •· 

404Hz 
2I04Jia 
210411& 
with IF 

DOCKET Z0099 
(COCF • CDUCF) 

AL 
•1 to +2 
•1 to +3 

•1 to +Z.S 

IAL 
•1 to-+~. 
•1 to +4.5 

•1 to +J.S 

A ,_,. G1 CJTI Corporat60ft 

.. -

... ~. 
IW 1 TCJIED ACCESS 
(F.C:.A• (*) 

AL 
•I.S to +3.5 
•1.5 to +l.S 

IAL 
•Z.O to +4.0 
•2.0 ~0 +4.0 

~1.0 to +2.5 · •1.0 to +3.5 

!.642 
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(*) Tabla ' ._. aCRllT bave a col 118ft keacle~ "Cr.;.! 6 • " lhoulc! tha 1lauiq 
!Lava ltaUl (F .fi.A • 1)1 

Claarl7. fro. Table A of Appen(La %, the Attaftuation Diatoriion apeeificatioca 
for both A~~·p~aa~• ADd t .. adtlia Aeti~ tt.1tl fo~ 404Ka aDd 2104Hz (vit~o~t 
IF) loud 1D 20099 ara •~• atriqlllt tha thoaa abcw for nit~h•d •~c•••. 

~altla A atatea that the 20011 Acceptance LtBit IPttific&t1oD to~ lcho laturn 
l.o11 (lit) eel liqizl& ~t1an t.oaa (lit) fo~ J' .G. I POI so EO di%acs ia 16c!l ed 
lOdl r••P.•ctiYely. Vhila it ta aeltar what ••••u~uant •thod i• uauaed to 

.dtriva ~l6dJ aad 10cLIYa1uaa, OCCEI•16, laaua 2_doea 1tate at·lectioll 2.1, 
•••• S: "Vbe tha OCC provldae a cafipl'&tiOft ia aeeorc!anca vi th Fipr• ', tke 

· ·OCC caB achieve the balanea objective applicable to cbe atmi~r TCTa of Pi,ur• 
Sa a ••diu 2ZdiiJU., 1Scll lit u~ •!aiiWil 16dB lit. 11dl IIL.vith 501 or •r• of 
each truk aroup •••tizla HcliaB objectivu." 7Lpzo• ' of OCC!i•16, talue-z %e­
f1aeta a ENFlA I confipraticm, which ia D&loaoua ~o a F.G.J diract­
con.naction. Tb• Table A Eapraaanta~iOD of Dt and IlL requirement• fo:- r.G.I 

. eli:•~ t ~clar 20099 ••7• t~a:efol'a • be U. el'ror. 
~ . . ........ .. . . 
!altle I of AppancU.x I, aakea tbe folloUnt& ccapazo£aoll for 1oaa daviaHoll: 

Lo11 Deviatioft(dl) 

DOCXET 20099 
(CCCi & C0%)CFa) 
AL IAL 

*1.0 •1 to +Z 

IWITCKED ACCESS 
(f .G.A 6 F .G.I) 

AL IAL 
tO. 7 v/aaift tS.O 
t 1.2 V/0 l&in 

--:. ,__ 

. , 

... ~-

. - • 4 
The to•• D•vtatioa valuaf found iD 20099 •~• o~viout1J.~tt•r for·l .. ediato Ac• 
tiona Li•ita, either with O% without aain, and 'he Acceptance LiB~~ foand in 
20019 ia batter for facilitiae wit.hout aain. Th1• ia a .. tter of aarioua con• 
cam for GT! SPliNT aa the lnllk of ou r .G.A tntercormac'ticma are via 2-wire fa• 
&i11t1ea without aatD. A %alaaatiOD of the t .. ediote lct10ft L!sit ~ 1dl •ay 
aot •••11 a1pificant. Bovever, i~ -.a•~ h racoanizad that a lcll chu1e la 1dJ on 
ea~ah and for e O.!•r·a11 ch&AI• of 2cll in an end to ud couectic=. This ha• ~1\• 
effect of eithez ~•quiriD& tha~ ern IPIINT .. k• co~reapoftdiq chana•• in ita ~­
~•mal atuclarda for ~~~· ·Gt! SPRINT j.Ortioll of the ud to ud cozmectioft mel .. 
~•quire •~• atrinaoftt cleviatioll latta fo~ 'll• IPIIHr .,.,. (which aay ut t.e 
posaible) or aak wr cutCIIlera to accept areater wariatfcm ilr~h• and to end 
c.orurac~iOft. I-idate Actioa tf.Jatta of •1 io +2dl ware po~ail»e ucla~ 2009¥. Why 
1.1 it aow Decasaarj to ch&A&• tha !At ~t3.0cSI't · 

Table I of App•Ddia % •akea it.e fo1lov11ll coeparisoc for Atten~ation l»iltortioQ:· 
~- --

6041& 
11041& 

DCCXEI 20019 
(CDCF • CODCJ'a) 

AL .. IAL 
•1 to +3 •1 to +s 
•l 10 +5. •1 to ., .s -=·= . . 

. 

IVITCHED ACCESS 
'! •• (F .G ••• F .I:. I) 

.AL IAL 
•l.J 'o +5 •2.0 to +5.5 

. •1.5.&o +S -·· •2.0 to +5.5 

, 
Tb• 20099 requir .. anta •~• .o~• •tri~•"' lor b0t1l tba AL and tAt at 40,K& and 
2104Ka (\~a aeaative dl or "le11 loll •aluea) •. Att.n~ation diatortiOD t1 aan· 
era11y a ••~tel' of concea . ..&o Gft IPI%Nf ltecauae IIUf of our Aat•~ra do, pr••-

.. at1J
1 

ad !lave in the pai.t, •~t..,tecl ~o peaa data over , •• IPIINT zaetvork. 
Probl•• have_ t.aaD aotad ""•" a~t•pt1ftl to P••• ••~•. par~icularlJ I lower apaect .­
••yncbrono~.a~ ·~ata. ftia tJP• ·of data tru••taliOft la aenaitive t•4:anuat!Otl 
D.la\o..:&J.Cia&, .,-~L.l~"lui, aL I&Jpaa l&~Ntil ... ~l••· 1&. Sa, Dt co~••• poa•1b1e ~h•~ ·. . . 

··-
·-· -1.643 

2 

, -

-·· 



I 

IPRINT ~ld attaRpt to app1J equ~l!&atiOD to •itia:t• !h• aff•ets of hiah end 
roll•off froa ~h•o lo~al aetvork. Bavaver, 1uch e fix would be difficult •~ 
belt to do, becauae of tl:le poaail»le ewer• all ••~iatiODI ill A~t•nutiOft tU.a• 
to"ion of the litcai aetvo~k •• a vbola. Oaca qain, the quaation arieea: If 
80~1 ltfift&en~ ~~~uatiOD diltOrtiOD lt&Dd&rda Vera po11ibl1 UBder 20099, why 
u 1t aac••••%7 10 rela,~ theaa ·l'equir•uta for aviteh.cl ac.caaa? 

. 0-
Publtcatlon 12500 

laaad OD a pralia!Dary raviw of PUJ 6~, the ~ransmiaaioft performance para=a• 
t•~• found therein ara deficient in the followina areas: 

• -C•tt..aaa• Noiar 

• lcho Retum Loaa ., 
•.. - -· ... , ~ • liqina lttun toea a.- . 

• 
• lwrpulae Noiaa 

• Attenuatioft Diatortion 

Followina il 1 di•c.~aaioa of each araa of transm1aai~n performance para:ater de• 
ficiecy. 

C•Measaae Noise .... 
the Imaediata Action Li•ita for C•K••••1•Moiea for r.G.D, "•~1 •ece•••" aze 
aenerallJ voraa tban thole &iva for F .G.A and I. CITE SPRINT "etclcl prafar 'o uae 
r .G.J) wherever poaai~le. 'ftla ilapoaitiozl of rel-axed aoiae atudarda for f .G.J) 

0 
... • • do••• bvevar, pzovicle ••e diailu~aativa tavard ue ua of F.CI.J). Of all ~h• 

•arioua treemiltioa ilrpaimaua, aoi•• b tbe 1oea1 Dttvork ia the oa•that an 
U~lrUCh&ftll Clrriar Clll do Utl\izll a~oUtJ?-OKI the llOUe ia t!sere, i~ is there 
act there il 110 way to riiiOYa it. IPIINr !1 1 therefore. vita117 eoBcl:nad about 
the level of Boi•• allowed for IV!tchod accos•. Vl\7 ca't the Baise p•rfor•anca 
paramet•r• achi•v•~ for 7.C.A and I also be aat for r.G.D? 

- 0. - -

Tlaa C~Keaiaa• Noiaa paraetan for F .CI.A ad I, I•ecliate Acticm Li•ita, 101•200 
nute 81lea • D* + C + IV appear to be bcorract 1D that tbe ~aluaa aivc are less 
tbu for ~h• ••• facii1ty eoebi!lation at 51•100 route •tlaa. Ia thil c error? 
If it 11, vbat are the correct waluea for 101•200 rout a •ilaa? 

1fi• C•Kesaaa• Noiae paramet.ra for dilital plua cable faeilit7 ~~iftattont CD + 
c • IV IDd D* + c + IV) for r .I.A. I, and D are ·a11 diatanca ••u1t1v• vi~h al• 
lovable J-ediata Actloc L18it aaiae iacreaaJ.Ai •• diacaac• tiler•••••. For 
properly desipacl, iDeta11ed, ud ~caiftacl diaital •J•t-•, C•ttesaaae Noiaa 
•o•• ao~ incr•••• •• facility rout~ •11aaae lnc.re••••· Vh7 do tbe t.aediate Ac• 
~"- Liait ~•luu for clia1,a1 tactlit, OOIDblnattona mer•••• .. diatanca 
incraoaea? 

0 

!he ace••• ~ariffa offa~-the lDtareac.hana• carrier the option of iaterconneetiaa 
oa a cliaital 1»aa1a fctr.avltcbed acca11: Vbat woulcl the jc.ceptan.:e and I•ecliata 

1.644 ...... 
' 

-. 
.0 . ..,., 

·- . 

CD. 

... 



·- ... 

- .... 

!"-
· ict10D Liaita ~. where 111cll iatarc=mectiea C•·l· ·D • ~ Ol' D* + IV) !a uac!1 

Vould the• • valuea be differc~ where di&i tal 1vi t~haa 11 gae4? 

Echo R•turn Loaa/Singlnl . RetuPft Loea . 

& --· ••• 

ft• lcho letu:= Loa• ad lipiq letllni-r.oaa valuaa fcnmd in Tole 5•tJ1 are euh· 
1teclud when .CJOIIIP•r•i! with th• Ytl11e1 found Llllecticm 71 Notal n tbe Network, 
,,.T • 1910, Ta~l• B. Ccmveraatiou vitll IJOC cd CSO rap~•••fttativaa ·at pravi• 
na lCCF aeetiftll had laft 'h• iapraaa!cm tbat lectiOA 7 of the Notea vaa.;. ol:· 
Jective rath•r tba: 1 r~uir .. aat. IOw•var, liP 160·476•300 1 Iaaue 3, O~tober 
1110, ad ISP 660•"6·301, laaua 2, O~tober 1180 (ccpiea attached) p1a~ac! ill the- _ 
~acord dU%tfta the court• of ~ .ac=••• ckar&• procaed:a, 1ft Tesaa (Doeket No. 

· 5113) would leave the tmpre11iOD t&a~, at laaat for 11 ADd f1A!SS offices, the 
Yaluea.. fou.nd ill lec-tion 7 for Dlt, at, ud Tlu"o1l&h Jaluu~a vera requiruenta. 
%f che- valuaa fou.ftd b Section 7 for Dt, IRL, ad Thrwah lalmca were =•~ in 
llle p&lt, why doea M 62500 impoae laaa at~iqct valu .. fo·r F .G.J)? 

lx~raordiftarJ l'tepa have ~ten tak~ iA tbe paat 'o =c~rol echo oc IPilHT ~all•. 
Tb• applicatio;-~1•• fo% ecbo coatro1 davie•• CE~c·lupp:eaaora, !ftd DOW lchc .~-­
Cac~ellora) baa 2aaulted tD ~h• applicatioc of 111~h device• when th• facility · 
~oute e1l•aa• eaceec!ecS 66'7 ail••· le'ho COftt~ol devices have Ht:l ued tar mere 
frequ•nt ly 1ft th• SPRINT zaatvort than ..Ould be til• ca•• (accordift& to Section 71 

Notal on the Netvork) tor ~lle lT&T a•twork. T!Lia vaa aeccsa&%1 because !R!./SRr. 
perforaanc.a of the Switched Ae~••• Service availa!)le to SPIINr (F .G.A) does fto~ · •••t .. 'co:tl qualitr" atuuSarcla. U.e of 11ach devices w an t.pact ost-IP!INT'• 
~apital inveatmen~ ~CM~Utt'uuta eel operatiD& apeuea. letter DL/SRL re• 
.,aireaaenta wo11ld •inilli&a the aeoc! tor echo control dovical ucl ~hua, the 
~apital .inv•~tmant aDd operat~l axp•n••• •••ociated with IQ~ devices. 

- --
lmp\lfte Nola• 

.. 
fte I~~pula• Noiae thraahold for tJpe DA (6Sc!lme0) eel type ])I ·tiMBmcO) data 
·'~&ftaetaeioD pa~ametera ia .,~!t&ftdard ~haD comp&%ad with ~ha_thraabolds found 
1ft OCCEI•S, Appendix I, Tab1e 4 (56,57,51,62,63, O% 64dlrDc0, depenclina OD che 
f~lity•tJP• involved and the 'oldina taoo level uaad). ll the t.pulse noisa 

-~~aquiramant of u 110ra thu 1J cou.nta ill 1S afnutal could be ••t usiJl& the ZD099 •·:· 
• . ~hreaholcla foucl ia OCC!I·S, wlaJ ia i-t aec.••••n' ~ rai•• the threshold in PUB 

62500? . --

Z.p~l•• Noi•• 1a a aattar of coacarD becaui• it advaraaly &ff•ctl data trans· 
•1•• 10ft and, 1ike C•Kaas·aao Noiea, onca t~ hal been i.Dtroducec!, there il aothina 
ella ia~areaehua• carrier cu do to r.-ova it • .. - . .,._ 

Attenuation Dlttortlon .. · 
~ ..... -.-

Th• At~en~atioe Diato~tion par ... t~~• found iD PUI 62500, like cho•• found ia 
''• IOCJCSO 12/J2/Il..co=enta to the FCC, 81'1 aubatanc!ard vhian cocap_arec! with the 

• I. ,_ 
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par•atara fCNDC! ia 20019. lpeeifie .. fieiezse!aa at! t!se adverse ef!~.a of !t· 
tuuticm IU.atortica kava alraaq t.&AB jiaeuaaat ill ua COIIIDaAtl ~·a•riha the 
IOC/CIO lZ/22/13 filiq. -

%JI adc!iticm = tlle t%au•iaaic= ,.zofomance pu&JD•t•r defic£ecc1•• already ~t· 
eel fo~ 1'01 62!00, ds•~• u &lao a pftt~l• wiu the iatal'f&~a ccAi:la'tiou ape~i· 
fiad, 1pee!ficallJ- ftn D uterfacaa. CUpta~ 3, Tabla• 3F ADd ·SH eluai!iea 
ur po•aihl• D aipal!Jl& anaa••et u either ''f"(Treait!cmal) or •I"(Hia• 
to~iul). Doea thi~ "lipal a iatactioft to netuallJ alillislata DX li~alina 
uraqement•t DX. lilftalU&& •~zoaaemanta bava baen poaaUale a11c!el' 1:1l~ 20011 a at• 
tl .. eat &araaee:t ancl ba9a 1 iJl fac~, ~eeft ia Ue for aeazol7 10 Jea:"l BOll With DO 
partieulazo pro~l•• notM, at teat ao~ fro. IPIINT'• perapeeti••. DX arraae• 
•ata will cont:iAue to ~. a appropriata •ethocl of ifttereormeetioe, pert!eularly 
for r.CJ.I act F.G.D vh•r• two-waJ tnzlkiq il u.S, Ualua If atpal~ il 
ued, abudODiAI DX eipaliq woulcl requi~• JOC equipeect at the iD-teraxiha.na• 
e&l':rie~ 1 1 pzoaaiae vhera tvo-way tl'1mkiD& Del 'IF illtes-comteetiors &l'e uec!. l\lch 
a cnfiauzoa'ticm would z1q1d.~• t!le IOC 'o pzovide addi~iocal equipme:'t ~kat vo~lc! 
aot othenriae ~. l'lqui~acl if DX •tanali=& va:e uec!, ftia, of GCNrae, voulcl in• 
creue the JOC'a coa-t of p:ro9idin& avitchecl accaaa aarvi~•. · -.. 
Paraaraph 1.3 of Chapter 1, de1cri~•• t~e applicahilitJ of the tran•m!aaion pa• 
raetera con'tained in POD 62500 to F .G.I·, C, o~ !, llu't ••kas DO MDticm ofF .G.A. 
l• ~hia an a.i••ion or do•• l.S·eoL apply to 7.c.•! If 1;S does DOt appl7 to 
F.D.A, ~heD whaL •r• ~b• 8 rul••" for applicability of cachDical mpac!fications 
fo: F .G.Af .. 
l11ecl oi~t'Se waluu foucl iB Table 5•D1, equal ace••• will ut, iD tact, be 
equal. l~sed = c~arat~va ••rkat aharaa anci the fact .. tbat the IOC vill ••lac: 
the ~ill& of the ll'a -traffic, U~ ta likely tbtt AT&T Coal:uftieatiou (90+1 of 
the ••rket) traffic vi11 a•nerally ~e routed Yia. F.G.D direct ~ 1 
faciliciea) vhil• otla•a- JCa (5•61 of ~h• aarket_, collectively) will be rou~ad· 
via a r .G.D t~du arl'ana•••nt. 11P• A, plu Type., !a~111tiaa are aot •• pod 
u a TJ'po I facility, It la~at aot for Loaa Dev!atlcm ad jttcuati= 
IU.aj.ortion. · -· 
for t.oel Deviation, Table J•D1 apecifiaa n t .. c!iate Acticm ·Lilli~ of %2dl tor 

~- .,; •. fjpe. &. lacdlitte• ad t2.Jcl1 _for T1P• I facllit1••· leeau•• r .G.D UDdu ia· 
wlvea two 17P• ~ facilitS••, thea the loa a clevi4tion for a c,at011er to POP con· · 
aect1on can varr '' •• .uch aa 4dl belora correc~ive actioa 11 ~aa while the ,, r.l.~ dira~t ~aae Qltftl Type I facl11tiel would onl7 var, by ~p to 2.5dJ, cus· 
cceer to POP, before correetiva aetioa ia &alum. Titus, aervice qualit7 u7 well 
h la•• conaiatezat for r .G.D cue!• rout iDa. - •· 

.. 

ror lttenuatioa Dfl\o%\ion, Table S·Dl apecifies aa l8mediate Action Li•i' of 
•l.Odl to +3.0dl for 'YP• l faciliciae and •2.0dl to ~.DdB for tJpe I facili• 
Ciea. laeauee Attuuatin DietortiOD ia aclditive, then tbe F .C.D tandem uaa 
M1 Y&rJ ltJ aa nell u •2.0cll c.o +6.0cll for a cust0111er co POP c:annecticm while 
dle r.G.D direct eaae would yaq 1aJ •2.0cll u +4.0dl, cutaeer to POP. the f.G.D 
-tudu caa_. could, cJ.erafore, uhi~it 2.0c11 .a%e laip•ucl n11•off t!aa &he .;.: 
JI.G.D dine' cua ••fora correct£" actioD ia laken. 4- . . 

-·· · ·•tace • encl to end COMectiea vt11 COftalal of ace.••• eormec~!ou at eads ud, 
~heB a connec~ion vbere r.a.D ,aDd._ ia uaed at each ead could eahi,it Sdl .ora 
1oee variacioa aad 4dl .ora·b!Jb·ead ro11·off t~AD a eoaDectioa COfttiatiDI of 
r.a.D direct at each ead. fte tateat Gl lhe I'IFJ ·ta that ace•••· ava:l1a1»1e to all 
carrier• tM ·-.ua1 iD type and .-alitJ. IJ•~- n the paraaeten COiltaia~ i1l -· 
J•D1 for Lo•• Devta,ion ancl Attuuaotioa Diatort10D, thil uy DOt be the caa• for 
tanclu ••r•ua diract:~tecl ~raffic, ••• •4•r tl• eutoear~reeptioa ua~. A .. . 

-.::- -. -.. ~--· .. 
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3d! Y&ria'tior. iB 1eval ia aotiewl• tc til• cutcmu, Del WI adc!itic=al 
llip•anc! r=ll•off u: at:ac; car-:ai.Jl typea of cl•ta tra:aeiaaio=•. Tbe ,.rue· 
ter1 tn 5•ln for Loaa Devia'ti=s ed it~euation Diatortioc ••1 cot •••t the MFJ 
raquiru.nta. 

Vhila the traft-aeilaioa paramatara fcnw! iJa the IOC/CSO 12/22/13 coc=ar.ta ud PUB 
a250Q do provide lODe iaprov .. aat OYIZ' tho11 fou.Dd £D the cl~aft Of ~he "fech:Ai• 
cal Deac%i,tion of L'TA Aeeeaa· lervie••" attacbecl to you% 5/lf/13 letter, there 
are. •• aota4. atill daficiaeciea vbiicocparad vitb either the 20099 aettleme~t 
qreuet or lecticm 7 of -No~• em the Network. !hia ia a aattar of arave "'ft • 
can &8 the ~uul t of le11 at~maant tranamiaa f.cm paramete.ra could lead to_ c 
ovel'•&ll daararl&tion in aarvic• fiU&lity. Nc attempt hat haen made ao far by ai· 
thar the IJOCa or the-CSO to explaift why thaaa 1••• atrina.nt atandarda are 
aacaaaary, or to damcftltrata that thaaa 1••• at~in&•nt atandarda will Dot ad· 
Yaraely affect t~a over•all f11SAli~7 of iAtaru~hana• ••"iGaa. loth would ~. 
aprropri•t• futu:a •~tivi~i•• fo~ =• CIO u.d IOJCa, -s.. 

~e IOCa have aKpraaeed COt\carn over t1le tl\raat of ~1P••• "before ~th 'h• 7CC: 
and va:iot.1.1 a tate ~•aulatory boc!iaa. - IPRih-r doea =-t et\1•1• a bypaae ac:i\·· 
i~iaa tDC!.ay. Xowaver, •u~•~•nc!ard ewi tchecl aeeeaa 1arviees eould eh&na• our in· 
cantivea b con•iclarina l»J'P••• alternative•. 1ft the put, the bypaa1 ~hr••~ ha.s 
bee considered o1111 1D u ~.~cmacic eontaxt. I~ ~Nat M raeoan1zac:1 that aub­
atcdard aecaaa would alao provida • raascm to bnwa••i )Jpasa so. •~~a::a an 
accaptab~• quality of ••rvica. 

Tb• ICCF proce11 has b.en uDdetvay -fo~ ••• 10 .a:t!w DOW ad INch has baon a aid 
&ftc! writtan on the eubject of tranamiaaion perforaaA~e paramet.ara (frCCD SPRih'T' a 
perspective, aee •1 June 17, 1983, 1ette~ aDd GTE SPliNT'• comments to the FCC 
til the ID&ttazo of 71·72. Phaaa III, ••&U•t e. 1913). While ... aotac! aarliezo, ~h• 

. IOC/CSO 12/22/13 coes=enta and PUI 62500 doe• repraaat aa~~e wprovemant over 
tho•• p&~eL•r• propcaed iai~ially, thc:a i! atill.,ome tntlexibi~ity on the 
part of "1.he uoc. Aftc! esc ill the area of &ran.aaia•iaa pcr...-~tazoa. latonaa:ion 
fro. the CSO cd DOC a oa vby t·aaa ltrbaent par•ot.ara hava ken dave1 op4d and 
cha probabla affac~ of ch••• paruatara em iDteru@ansa acarvicea vou1d be ~~ea~ 
productive. Divesticure ia upca u azul the &ranamiaai~ param~t•r• develop•d by 
the RBOCa and the esc aro tho•o that tke inte~•x~hana• carriers and the network 
u a ·whcla will bava to live ·vtih. Claaul'e of dia~uaa1oa. itacs without aarae· 
aent or ade!;Uito explanatiOD, &De! ••v•r• lik• 11it '• a bUiineaa de~iaion oc 'ha 
part of the DOC. .. w:ltlr ao further uplanatian ara aot l\&ffician~17 t"eapooaiva. · 
I u aravelJ eoecarnec! ancl diaturbed 1t1 thia •~u! what haa happened ao tar. Un• 
1••• ~h• ~roc••• and •ialosu• c£ft become .are flesible and productive in the 
De&Z' fQ.~\l!'• I &ppaala opticml •ill UVa ~ !M COftaidaJ:ed. 

A fiftal ca.aent Oil ~h• tuiffa t!a•selY... Ta• ~r&DII!iaeion parameter• ccm• ~ 
tained tn tha.&arSffa •• cu~Tant1J filed ara those fOUDd in t~• dJ:aft Technical 
Deacriptin of LATA Accaaa lanicaa. fteft will the tariffs be updated co ce• 
fleet tha tmprovamant• faund ia &he IOC/CSO 12/%2/13 ~aut• .and PUI •2!001 
fta tariff• at ill lack Acceptance .ti8it, llaintenac.e tiait and ehara~terisatioG 
tntoraatioft. 1. \lftd•"•tanc! tllat iacozporatiq ••ch !aforaatioa ill the l»ocly ol 
ue ~&l'ifta tbamaelvea eoulcl pz:oye '-oth burdeDaDIIa ad o•her1011e • However; •• 
diacuaaed a~ t~e Nov-bar 1913 ICCF -eciaa, it abould certaiftlJ M poaaible to 
U&corparata •uch f.Dforaat.iOG !Dto the cariffa '-7 rafaraaca to technical publiea• 
tioaa. Vhea Vi-11 'ilil ba clcmet • r1Ba11J~ i~ ab.ou1d ~ aot.ad that Acceptance by 

- . . 
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i•.!. ln!.'lT of 1a.-viGM off•~ed =dar :JI• cun:tlr filad K:.aaa tci!fa ifl ftc ••:r C01lS~i:u-:.. a acc•ptcc• on the paTt of l:TE sn:NT of tha •uit4bl!ty cf the 
uauaia•i= paraeta:-• fo=d !A tbc•• tariffa. · 

11Dc•zo•17, 

,t...-_..1) ' • -~ IJ~..arii/Art.__.-....___.-­
loftlav.a• 
lleqa:, Tac!miul ltaff 

IH/U. 
lllcloau~u 

oc: aoc -ICSf Mau.&emut han! Kealhera 
Jlec Farinholt, liS 

'-:c: 

lteve hwpol, !CI 
••t•r Kay. u.s. Tel 
Jim luya&)"'l 1 V••~•= tl=i= 
Jo~ Dowlliq, All11et Comanmicati= lenic•• 
I)' loth, £mer:lce Satellite Co. 
Jeim Gavh. m•Um 
lanc!y F aia, f.ui tal Corp. 
!om ley=, ICA•6merieoe Co.UDiutiOfta, lac. 
Terry Peck, Telaaphera Network, Izac. 
Joe Weber, AT&T CommUDicaticu 

K&J~Y X.d • '•cific '•laaia 
Dan XcSveeDey, Sew !ark 1'elapho=a 
lola .ralt.er, lw Tork !alepb=e 
Jaea A. ·tork, Jell Atla~u 
C.or1• •••••, C 6 • !alaphn• 
!om Karahall,. I• tork !eleph01Se 
hft7 K1ftcai4, J~. • lout!t CatZ'al lall 
lal D'Oraato, llliaoil Jell 
VU11• Cocarford, nliDota kl1 
&area 1 11moa~ • IIDnC&isa ·Jili 
Jerr'J ludell, Wonhftat•ft Je11 
Clau•• D. 111ian, •acific Worthveet hll 
lo'b Olaaer, loutllvaatan k1l 
ray K.m4a~1.ac • Iouthan In IA&le4 kll 
tortia Bil'•ch=.al• Wiua leU 
C.I'Olfll 111sndo, •.-...sa leU 
lu faraueoe, IEl 
tichari recey. ;n mnr: 
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DOtUMENT IOiiT~Ot IETiTER 
COMMONWEALTH 011' VIRGINIA 

STAft COIIPCRATION COMMI.SION 
IIICHMCND 

• -z i4UG I. I! . ... ,.. , I" , • ... _. '.. ;.: L: 
'"I 

AT RICHMOND, AUGUST 22, 1984 

APPLICATIONS OF 

SOC'l'HERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. CASE NOS. PUC840020 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION POC840022 
OF VIRGINIA 

tJNI'l'ED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS POC840024 
OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. PUC840025 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS OORPORA~ION POC840027 
OF VIRGINIA 

For certificates of public convenience 
and necessity to pro.vi de i nt er-LA'l'A, . 
inter-exchange telecommunications 
service and to have rates established 
on competitive factors: 

PETITION OF 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OP VIRGINIA 

Por authority to set rates and charges 
pursuant to 556-481.1 of the ~o~e of 
Virginia 

PINAL ORDER AND OPINION 

Harwood, Chairman and Shannon, Commissioner 

POC840023 

These six case~ resulted from legislation enacted by 

the 1984 session of the General Assembly. House Bill No. 

483 and Bouse Bill No. 870 added 556-265.4:4 and 5556-481.1 

through 56-482.2, re~pectively, to the Code of Virginia, 

effective July 1, 1984. In essence, §56-265.4:4 permits 

the Commission to grant additional certificates of public 

t 

L 1649 



convenience and necessity for the provision of inter-exchange 

telecommunications service and §56-481.1 provides that the 

rates of such carriers can be set on a competitive basis, 

under certain specified conditions. 

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

In response to these new laws, the Commission established 

a rulemaking proceeding, Case No. POC840017, and by order 

entered therein on June 29, 1984, the Commission adopted 

twelve Rules Governing the Certification of Inter-LATA, 

Inter-Exchange Carriers. The followin9 applications were 

filed pursuant to the Rules: MCI Telecommunications Corporation 

of Virginia, Case No. POC8400227 SouthernTel of Virginia, 

Inc., Case No. POC8400207 AT&T Communications of Virginia, 

Inc., Case No. POC84.0023 7 United States Transmission Systems, 

Inc., Case No. PUC8400247 and TDX Systems, Inc., Case 

No. PUC84002S. The application of GTE Sprint Communications 

Corporation of Virginia was filed late, on July 23, 1984 

and, at the hearing conducted July 27, 1984, was assigned 

Case No. POC840027. 

The initial Qrders for the applications of MCI Telecom­

munications Corporation of Virginia (MCI-V), United States 

Transmission Systems, Inc. (OSTS-V), TDX Systems Inc. (TDX), 

and SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc. (SouthernTel) scheduled a 

public hearing to commen·ce at 10:00 a.m. July 27, 1984. When 
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GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of Virginia (GTES-V) 

filed its application, it noted that it had also published 

newspaper notices stating that its application would be 

presented to the Commission for consideration at the hearing 

on July 27. The initial order on the Petition of AT&T 

Communications of Virginia (AT&TC-V) scheduled the public 

hearing on its petition for 2:00 p.m. July 27, 198~. 

The Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company of Virginia 

(C&P) filed protests to the applications of MCI-V, USTS-V 

and GTES-V. MCI-V and the Division of Consumer Counsel, 

Office of the Attorney General filed protests to the petition 

of AT&TC-V, together with motions to continue the hearing. 

As a part of its protest, MCI-V sought a Commission order 

directing that special reports be filed by the local exchange 

companies. In addition, MCI-V filed protests to the appli-. · 

cations of OSTS-V, TDX-V, and SouthernTel of Virginia, 

Inc. C&P's protests to the applications of MCI-V and USTS-V 

included motions to delay their hearings. 

The motions for continuance filed by MCI-V and the 

Attorney General were argued orally on July 20, 1984. 

By order entered that same date, both motions for continuance 

were denied. In the Commission's opinion all parties were 

afforded the same amount of time to prepare and the issues 

to be presented were the same that each party had previously 

1651 

- 3 -



faced in other forums. The extensive record developed 

herein bore this out. Many of the attorneys and witnesses 

participating were well acquainted from having appeared 

in similar proceedings before other commissions. MCI-V's 

reguest for an order directing special reports was not acted 

upon and is denied herein. By orders entered July 27, 1984, 

the motions of C&P to delay the hearings of the applications 

of MCI-V and OSTS-V were also denied. 

The hearing on the applications of MCI-V, OSTS-V, 

TDX-V ,. SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc. and G'l'ES-V commenced 

at 10:00 a.m. July 27, 1984. Appearances were entered 

by Michael .J·. Morrisey, Esquire and Wilma McCarey, Esquire, 

on behalf of AT&TC-VJ Hullihen w. Moore, Esquire and William 

Marmon, Esquire on behalf of MCl-V; Jack Lebowitz, Esquire 

and Reamy Ancarrow, Esquire, on behalf of OSTS-V; R. Michael 

Senkowski, Esquire on behalf of TDX-V; James Magee, Esquire 

and Deborah Dupont, Esquire on behalf of GTES-VJ Steven 

Pearson, Esquire and Reginald N. Jones, Esquire on behalf 

of SouthernTelJ Warner Brundage, Esquire and Gregg Sayres, 

Esquire on behalf of C&P; Anthony Gambardella, Esquire 

on behalf of the Division of Consumer Counsel; and Robert M. 

Gillespie, Esquire on behalf of the Commission's Staff. No 

interveners appeared at the hearing. 
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II. OCC APPLICATIONS 

The other common carriers (OCC's) presented evidence 

on their certification applications and on their requests 

for competitive rate treatment in the following sequence: 

MCI-V, OSTS-V, TDX-V, SouthernTel, and GTES-V. 

MCI-V presented the testimony of Mr. Kenneth A. Cox, 

Senior Vice President, Regulatory, Director of MCI Communi­

cations Corporation, and Senior Vice President of MCI Telecom­

munications Corporation of Virginia, Mr. Steven c. Gunn, 

Manager of Tariffs and Rates, MCI Telecommunications Corpora-

tion, and Dr. Nina Cornell, President of Cornell, Pelcovits, 

and Brenner, Economists, Inc. Mr. Cox described the financial, 

manaqerial, and technical ability of MCI Telecommunications 

to provide inter-LATA service in Virginia through its subsidiary, 

MCI-V. He said that MCI-V would attempt to avoid incidental 

intra-LATA calling by advising customers that such calling 

was unauthorized, but that to the extent such calls occurred, 

MCI would compensate the local exchange companies (LEC) 

for lost revenues. Be testified that in all areas where 

MCI-V will be serving, AT&TC-V is already providing long 

distance service. In light of this, competition would 

clearly exist. The rates reflected in MCI-V's initial 

.tariffs are lower than ~he corresponding rates of AT&TC-V. 

Mr. Gunn described procedures and problems associated 

with providing usage dat·a to the Commission. Be stated 
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that since MCI-V considered such information propr~etary, 

it would request a protective order before divulging it. 

Dr. Cornell testified that MCI would have to provide 

its services on a competitiv~ basis in order to survive. 

MCI faces competition from AT&T in every market it serves 

and would be facing competition from other occs who were 

seeking certification, as well as from resellers of WATS, 

who are not required to have certificates. After reviewing 

the four criteria of §56-481.1, she concluded that rate 

regulation was not necessary for MCI-V. 

USTS-V presented the te_stimony of Mr. Jerome Stern, 

Manager of Network Development of OSTS, and Mr. George J. 

Bloom, Associate Treasurer of ITT Communications and Infor­

mation Services, Inc., the parent Company of OSTS. Mr. Stern 

discussed the interstate service USTS is currently providing 

to customers in Virginia through its own facilities, and 

proposed intrastate service in the future. · Be also described 

OSTS-V' s usage data reporting capabilities •. He stated 

that OSTS-V intended to compensate the LECs for incidental 

intra-LATA traffic based upon an estimate of such traffic. 

Mr. Bloom testified concerning the financial support OSTS-V 

would receive from its corporate parents. 

TDX-V presented the·tes~imony of Mr. Marvin c. Moses, 

Vice President, Financing and Administration, and Treasurer. 

Be testified that TDX has been_providing interstate services 
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as a network manager for shared user groups and has now 

decided to become a resale common carrier for interstate 

as well as intrastate services, for both switched and dedicated 

channels. TDX will block intraLATA calls, but as the network 

is expanded it may encounter difficulties in blocking all 

such traffic. If such problems occur, TDX proposes to 

use the same compensation arrangement as the other common 

carriers. Mr. Moses also described TDX's usage reporting 

and financing capabilities. 

SouthernTel presented the testimony of Warren B. French Jr., 

Chairman of the Board of SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc. and a 

director of its parent corporatio~, SoutherNet Incorporated. 

He testified that SouthernTel intends to build a fiber optic 

network to provide non-switched point-to-point private line 

service to carriers. SouthernTel intends to construct its 

network to link all five of the C&P LATAs of Virginia. It 

plans to connect its toll network to the networks of other 

telephone companies pending discussion with each company. 

Mr. French also testified concerning SouthernTel's managerial, 

financial and technical ability to render its proposed 

services. 

GTES-V's only witness was Mr. Jose E. Guzman, Jr., 

Corporate Secretary to GTE.Sprint of Virginia. Mr. Guzman 

described the initial ana projected services to be offered 

by GTES-V in Virginia. He also testified that the parent 
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corporation, GTE Sprint, was fully committed to providing 

the financial, managerial, and technical resources GTES-V 

would need for providing Virginia service. Mr. Guzman 

testified that GTES-V would comply with Rule 2's block­

or-pay provisions. Be said GTES-V would be able to provide 

monthly usage data, but considered th1s infor.mation to 

be proprietary and requested a protective order. 

Cross-examination of Mr. Guzman pointed out that the 

filed tariff of GTES-V offered intercity services between 

and among points in Virginia. Be agreed that this language 

would be corrected to reflect that service would only be 

offered inter-LATA. 

Mr. David H. Jones, 'Senior Utility Specialist in the 

Commission's Division of Communications, testified concerninq 

the initial .tariffs filed by the OCCs. Mr. Jones' said 

that, while the Commission's Rule ll requires two weeks' 

notice to subscribers prior to rate ·changes, some carriers' 

tariffs provide for a period of only 1 to s·days. Be also 

recommended that the tariffs clearly specify that only 

inter-LATA services will be offered within the state. 

Be stated that all proposed rates appeared to be lower 

than the comparable AT&T rates. He stated that even though 

the Commission may not be regulating the rates of these 

carriers, it would be beneficial for the Commission to 

have notices and copies or rate· changes in order that the 

Staff could ensure compliance with the Commission's rules. 
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III. DISCUSSION - OCC APPLICATIONS 

The evidence presented by_ th~ five OCCs seeking 

certification demonstrates that they have the financial, 

managerial, and technical ability to render inter-exchange 

telecommunication service. Three of the carriers are nationally 

known and are already providing interstate service between 

Virginia cities and cities located in other states. The only 

real area of concern other than minor tariff irregularities 

pointed out by the Commission's Staff is the compensation 

to be paid for incidental intra-LATA traffic.1 

During the course of the hearing, the Commission directed 

its Staff, the OCC's and the local exchange companies to 

meet for the purpose of resolving these compensation problems. 

Meetings were held on August 2 and 6, 1984. The Commission's 

Staff has advised the Commission that, while a general plan 

for compensation was developed, several areas of disagreement 

still exist. Thus, this order will prescribe the plan by 

which the interexchange carriers (IC) will compensate the 

local exchange carriers (LEC) for completed intra-LATA calls. 

This Compensation Plan should be considered interim, in 

order to accommodate any legislative or regulatory changes 

which could change the status of intra-LATA calling. 

1 Those carriers who have not already corrected their 
tariffs to provide two weeks' notice to subscribers prior 
to rate changes will be· qranted certificates, but their 
initial tariffs will not become effective until the notice 
provisions have been corrected. 
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The parties agreed that the ICs will develop a factor 

reflecting monthly intra-LATA minutes of use as a percentage 

of total monthly intrastate minutes of use. That factor 

·will be updated at least every 90 days. When multiplied· 

by the IC's total monthly minutes of use, that factor will 

produce the average monthly intra-LATA minutes. That figure 

will be multiplied by the average revenue per minute of 

use of the LEC to calculate the revenues it would have 

received had it provided the service. The ICs will pay 

such amount to the LECs, less a credit for access charges 

paid. 

The areas of aisagreement r~garded methods to be used 

to determine the percentage of intra-LATA minutes of use, 

the extent to which ICs should receive credit for avoidable 

costs of the LECs, the rights of parties to audit the books 

of other parties, the wisdom of placing the compensation plan 

in the tariffs of either ICs or LECs, and the establishment 

of a separate docket to consider, about six months hence, 

changes in the plan. 

The Commission's Staff has analyzed these issues for 

the Commission, and the Commission has developed a Compensation 

Plan which is attached hereto as Appendix A. The Commission 

finds that this plan ·should be considered only an interim 

plan. Rather than establishing.a new docket to examine 

its performance six months hence, the plan will be reviewed 
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in the Commission's generic access charge docket, Case 

No. POC830020. Any LECs or ICs desiring to alter the plan 

in the future may submit appropriate motions to the Hearing 

Examiner in that docket. 

With the adoption of this plan, the Commission will issue 

certificates to the five ace applicants and will allow them 

to set their rates competitively pursuant to §56-481.1 and 

the terms of this Order. 

IV. AT&TC-V' s PETITION 

AT&Tc-v•s first witness was Frank J. Alessio, Ph.D., 

an economic consultant. Dr. Al~ssio outlined changing 

market and regulatory conditions and institutional structures 

in telecommunications markets that indicate an increasingly 

canpetitive enviromnent. He said that .interLATA markets 

are sufficiently competitive today to no longer require 

traditional rate base/rate of return regulation and that 

it would be costly to retain such traditional regulation 

under such conditions. He maintained there is no dominant 

firm in the interLATA market because no one firm controls 

entry into the industry, controls the pace of technological 

innovation, or controls the development of quality standards 

and potential substitute products and services. 

Dr. Alessio asserted that it is improper to measure 

market power by market share ·data or by concentration ratios. 
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Instead, he recommended measures based on contestability 

or rivalrous activity. Be asserted that markets are 

contestable if there exists opportunity for open entry 

and exit, but such markets do not necessarily have to be 

susceptible to "hit and runn competition. Dr. Alessio 

acknowledged that Virginia might have pockets where AT&TC-V 

might have residual market power, but that these areas 

are contestable because there is the potential for open 

entry. That threat alone is sufficient to cause AT&TC-V 

to act as a competitor. Be also stated that market power 

or dominance is not reason enough to regulate a firm, because 

th~ power or dominance is limited .in"time and scope. To 

remain dominant., a firm must contol entry to the market, 

the development of substitutes, and the development of 

technology that could lead to substitu~es. 

Dr. Alessio listed some empirical measures of rivalrous 

activity, such as whether there are an increasing number 

of competing companies, whether some are growing in size 

and capacity and increasing the number of areas served, 

the financial strength of competing companies, the ease 

with which the market can be entered, the efficiencies 

of canpeting canpanies,. ~he .pricing characteristics amonq 

competing companies, and the aggressiveness of advertisinq 

among canpeting canpanies.. . He noted the growth in the 

number of customers of MCI & GTE-Sprint,.the penetration 

those two firms have among high volume business and residential 
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customers, the rapid growth they·have experienced in revenues, 

and their projected construction budgets. Dr. Alessio 

said that about 20 common carriers and resellers provide 

interexchange service in 48 or SO cities throughout Virginia 

at a competitive level of quality. He did not believe 

the inferior access provided to OCC's is a_ barrier to entry 

because such companies have grown quite large in spite 

of unequal access. He felt that some customers are quite 

willing to dial extra digits to obtain lon9 distance service 

at a lower price. 

Dr. Alessio was of the. opinion that AT&TC-V had committed 

itself not to deaverage its rates among geographic areas 

because such would not be customer friendly and because 

there was not a clear showing of cost difference between 

urban and rural areas other than the al~ocation of non-

traffic sensitive costs. Be acknowledged that, hypothetically, 

AT&TC-V could charge higher rates to those customers in 

rural areas where it was the only carrier and lower rates 

to customers where it faced competition, but in actuality 

competition would drive all prices down, perhaps more in 

some areas than in others. He also acknowledged that by 

deaveraging rates geographically, AT&TC-V could set prices 

below costs in areas ·of intense competition in order to 

obtain a cross-subsidy fr~- areas of monopoly customers. 

However, it could not maintain prices below costs very 
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long, and such cross-subsidization invites entry into the 

area that is generating the subsidy. 

Dr. Alessio recommended the Commission maintain 

regulatory oversight to assure that residual pockets of 

market power are not exploited by any one carrier. Important 

factors to be observed are entries and exits from the Virginia 

market, adequacy of notice to customers of rate and service 

changes, local access arrangements for inter-exchange carriers, 

prices and services available to customers, and earnings 

of the industry as a whole. He also said the Commission's 

authority to reimpose rate base/rate of return regulation 

would be a powe~ful impetus to carriers to act responsibly. 

The ability to reimpose regulation means that favorable 

action herein would not amount to nderegulation" but rather 

"regulator.y forbearance" with continued. monitoring and 

oversight. 

AT&TC-V's next witness was John D. Schell, Jr., District 

Engineer in the Eastern Region of AT&T Communications. 

He discussed the interconnection arrangements available 

between inter-exchange and exchange carriers. He explained 

that aces can interconnect with the local network using 

any one of three tariff arrangements - Feature Group A, 

Feature Group B Direct, or Feature Group B Tandem. He 

asserted that all three· eost the same. All occs operating 

in Virginia apparently use Feature Group A except for Satellite 
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Business Systems which uses Feature Group B Tandem. Feature 

Group A is what is known as a line-side connection. It 

requires customers to use a touch pad phone or a tone generator 

rather than a plain rotary dial phone, requires the dialing 

of twenty-two or more digits, requires that billing be 

done by entering a personal identification number, does 

not detect that the called phone has been answered, and 

has poorer transmission quality than AT&T's connections. 

Both Feature Group B Direct and Feature Group B Tandem 

are tr·unk-side connections. Both will monitor when the 

called phone is answered and both have transmission quality 

similar to AT&T's. Feature Group B Direct can be ·used 

with an unmodified rotary phone and, as an option, requires 

only seventeen digits to be dialed, which eliminates the 

need to enter a personal identification number for billing 

purposes. Feature Group B Tandem does not have those features, 

requiring a touch pad phone or a tone generator and requiring 

that at least twenty-two digits be dialed. 

Cross examination of Mr. Schell developed that conversion 

to Feature Group B connections would involve additional 

investment for additional ~runks and would limit subscriber 

coverage to subscribers served by each end office rather 

than all subscribers .in the toll-free area, as with Feature 

Group A. 
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AT&TC-V called Douglas A. Wilcox, Area Manager, State 

Pricing Implementation, to describe the interexchange 

telecommunications market as it exists today and to explain 

the competitive nature of that market. He cited a 1983 

nationwide survey showing that AT&T's competition had achieved 

a 17% penetration level among residential customers using 

$25 or more of long distance service per month and a 46% 

penetration among business customers with long distance 

bills of $50 or more per month. Be also cited studies 

indicating that brand loyalty and name recognition did 

not aid AT&T in operating as a long distance company. 

Mr. Wilcox also presented Virginia surveys showing that 

in areas where OCCs offer interexchange service, 50% of 

all business customers and 35% of all residential customers 

subscribe to their services. On a stat.ewide basis, 40% 

of business customers using $1,000 or more of long distance 

service per month and 17% of residential customers using 

S25 or more per month use a carrier other than AT&T. When 

recalled on the final day of the hearing, Mr. Wilcox presented 

an exhibit that claimed 76% of all Virginia phone subscribers 

had toll free access to an alternative long distance carrier-, 

i.e. a reseller or a facilities-based carrier. 

On cross examination, Mr. Wilcox alleged that AT&TC-V 

did not control any "bo'ttleneck" facilities. Be defined 

such facilities as those" ••• which have the capability 
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of being provided by monopoly service and not being readily 

replicated by competitive firms. Local exchange networks are 

clearly a bottleneck facility." Transcript, Case No. PUC840023, 

p. 253. He also explained how, under the current access 

charge arrangement, it does not cost significantly more 

for AT&TC-v to serve remote, rural customers. This situation 

should remain static for three to five years. During that 

time, it would not be advantageous for AT&TC-V to deaverage 

its rates geographically. 2 After that time, all rates 

should come down, but they may come down more rapidly for 

high traffic urban routes than for low traffic rural routes. 

Protestan; MCI-V presented the testimo~y of economist 

Nina w. Cornell, Ph.D. The thrust of Dr. Cornell's testimony 

was that market forces are presently inadequate to rep~ace 

the regulation of interexchange carrier~ as a means of 

protecting consumers. She did not believe the threat of 

reimposing rate base/rate of return regulation would be 

effective to curb potential abuses by AT&TC-V because the 

Commission would not be collecting the kinds of information 

it would need in order to quickly recognize abuses and 

because re-regulation has not been used to any degree to 

2 Mr. Wilcox explained that geographic rate deaveraging 
would constitute charging more for the same service one place 
than another. Transcript, Case No. PUC840023, p. 277. 
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date. She noted that it would be difficult to reimpose 

regulation on carriers who had stopped using the Uniform 

System of Accounts. She discounted the threat of competition 

as a means to restrain rates in rural areas because of 

the two or three years it would take a facilities-based 

carrier to construct facilities and because resellers would 

have to lease facilities from AT&TC-V that AT&TC-V might not 

be willing to lease. She noted that if AT&TC-V is allowed 

to deaver age its WATS or Private Line rates geographically, 

it could. dry up the resale of those services in rural areas. 

She maintained that if the whole AT&T price structure is 

too high, resellers cannot do anything to lower it. 

Dr. Cornell considered the inferior access available 

to occs to be a large impediment to the availability of 

alternate service in rural exchanges wi_th only rotary dial 

service. She felt that competition would truly work only 

in equal access exchanges, where customers could have none 

plus• dialing from any carrier they chose. 

Dr. Cornell took exception to Dr. Alessio's view that 

hit and run entry was not a vital condition to a contestable 

market. She also stated that the theory of contestable 

markets requires that new entrants face no higher costs 

or perception of lower pr~duct quality than the existing 

fir.m. She explained that t~~·inferior access of OCCs means 

they have less conversation time to holding time than AT&TC-v, 
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and they have to use more of their switching capacity to 

collect billing information than does AT&TC-V. 

Dr. Cornell introduced an exhibit which shows the 

conversation hours of interstate MTS and ~TS carried by 

AT&T for the years 1970-1983. She pointed out that the 

volume has grown every year. She did not have comparable 

volume growth figures for MCI. 

Dr. Cornell recommended deregulating AT&TC-V in phases, 

first abandoning financing and facilities approval, next 

allowing its rate of return to fluctuate within a range, 

then abandoning the rate of return constraint, and finally, 

when equal acce~s is i~ place for the vast majority of 

Virginia consumers, abandoning all rate regulation. 

On cross examination, Dr. Cornell disagreed with the 

statement of MCI's Chairman, Williams. McGowan, that •The 

telecommunications market today is one in which no one 

has an inherent advantage.• She continued to favor evaluating 

AT&TC-V's market power in terms of the availability of 

equal access, even though she agreed AT&T has no control 

over the offering of equal access. She opposed using market 

share data such as volumes of usage to determine market 

power. 

GTE Sprint (GTES-y) pres.ented economic testimony by 

Mary Flannery Brackbill·and. engineering testimony by Ronald D. 

Havens. Their direct testimony was submitted in written 
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form August 6,. 1984, with the understanding that they would 

be called for cross-examination if any party desired. No 

such reguest was received. Ms. Brackbill stated that market 

share is not a •stand alone• test of market power but that 

it has been traditionally used to infer market power. 

She disputed AT&TC-V's contention that it was losing market 

share among large volume users by showing that even though 

35.3% of those business customers with monthly bills between 

$1,000 and $5,000 subscribe to an occ, they only use the 

aces for 8% of the revenues expended in that category. 

Ms. Brackbill favored determining AT&TC-V's market 

. power by analyzing entry and. expansion barriers facing 

the occs. She felt that access-related disadvantages such 

as the need for a tone generator on rotary phones and the 

lack of In-~TS (800 toll free service) .were significant 

barriers. She also felt that AT&T's ubiquitous network 

presented a barrier to occs. 

She said financial risks are also a barrier to occ 

entry or expansion because not only are networks expensive 

to build, but they are also likely to be sunk investments, 

not readily salable to other carriers. Similarly, she said 

the time lag involved in constructing facilities hinders 

the OCC in competing with AT&T. Finally, she asserted that 

AT&T can use its massive, nationwide customer base to create 

a distinct marketing advantage not •vailable to occs. 
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Ms. Brackbill concluded that although AT&T did not 

offer its services on a competitive basis, regulation of 

it could be relaxed somewhat by such measures as shortening 

the notice period for tariff c~anqes or lessening regulation 

of its facilities. She thought that the widespread availability 

of equal access in the fall of 1986 would be an appropriate 

time to consider deregulating the rates of AT&T. At that 

time the Commission could determine whether: (1) equal 

access had enabled the OCCs to erode AT&T's market dominance, 

(2) the aces had effectively expanded their· capacity, and 

(3) AT&T had altered its rate structures to the detriment 

of resellers. 

Mr. Havens testified that GTES-V must primarily use 

Feature Group A line-side interconnections because this 

was the only kind offered until August of 1982. Even though 

Feature Group B Direct· is now available to OCCs, only 21.7% 

of the C&P end offices in Virginia are eqUipped to use 

it, and it is useful only when both the originating and 

terminating end offices make use of it. Moreover, the 

OCC using it would have to have trunks to each end office, 

yet they frequently do not carry enough traffic to justify 

that extra investment. 

Mr. Havens found Feature Group B Tandem to be somewhat 

better, but it does not provide the ace with automatic 

number identification, requires a tone generator or phone, 
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and suffers from signal loss, echo and background noise. 

Mr. Havens observed that AT&T advertising stresses its 

features such as ubiauity, operator services and transmission 

quality. Be noted that GTES-V's current interconnections 

will not allow it to provide operator services or 800 In-

~TS services. Mr. Havens did not feel •equal access" will 

solve all problems because the quality of interconnections 

provided occs through Feature Group D Tandem will be less 

than the quality provided AT&T ~hrough Feature Group D 

Direct. Moreover, equal access will not be required of 

the independe~t companies, and will be implemented in only 

86.-51 of C&P's end offices. Be also alleged that AT&T's 

Western Electric division controls the software for converting 

C&P's switching equipment to equal access and that the 

occs will have to make much more drastic ·changes moving 

from Feature Group A to D than AT&T in its conversion from 

Feature Group C to D. GTES-v also faces a potential problem 

regarding the private lines it must lease from AT&T to 

provide originating services in cities such as Fredericksburg 

and Newport News, where it does not have facilities. If 

AT&T can delay the availability of such lines, it can impede 

the competitiveness of GTES-V. 

V. ANALYSIS. OF A'l'&TC-V' s PETITION 

In adopting its Rules Governing th~ Certification 

of InterLATA, Inter-Exchange. Carriers, the Commission 
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·incorporated the four suggested criteria set out in §56-481.1: 

(1) the number of companies providing the service, (2) the 

geographic availability of the service from other companies, 

(3) the quality of service available from other companies, 

and (4) any other factors the Commission considers relevant 

to the public interest. 

With the certification of the five applicants, there 

will be six certificated carriers and numerous uncertificated 

WATS resellers providing service in Virginia. 

AT&TC-V provides service to every point in Virginia. 

AT&TC-V witness Douglas Wilcox testified that 76% of Virginia 

subscribers have access to an OC~ or to a reseller. The 

networks of OCC's ~re being expanded rapidly. Resellers 

can quickly reach into any area of the state as long as 

WATS and private line facilities can be.leased from AT&TC-V 

and the local companies. 

The quality of the service available is ouite adequate. 

Technical witnesses herein asserted that the transmission 

quality from the line-side connection of occs is not as 

good as that from AT&TC-V's trunk-side connections, but 

laymen have· difficulty detecting a difference and, indeed, 

the occs admit of no detectable difference in their advertising. 

Until equal access is ava~lable, OCC customers will have to 

dial extra digits, but this 'inconvenience is not a significant 

quality difference. 
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The main thrust of the MCI-V and GTES-V case opposing 

AT&TC-V's petition appears to be that granting it would 

be contrary to the public interest. They asserted that 

AT&TC-V has competitive advantages that require its continued 

regulation. 

The free enterprise system in this country is based 

on the belief that competition and the freedom of individuals 

to pursue their own self interest contributes to the general 

welfare. The checks and balances of competition are the 

fundamental organizers of our free enterprise system • 

. In spite of our fundamental bias toward individual 

freedom and competition, the course of his1;ory demonstrates 

that the common good is not always served by competition 

in the production of certain products. Whether because 

of the nature of the production process or the importance 

of the product to our social foundation or domestic security, 

the public interest is best served by establishing franchise 

monopolies for the production of certain products and services, 

with government oversigh~ substituting for the checks and 

balances of competition. 

However, circumstances change. Once-crucial elements 

of the social infra-structure are now memories and technological 

advancements have altered the methods of production·. To 

discharge its responsibility .to further the public welfare, 

government must recognize and respond to such changes. 
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When circumstances have so changed that policies no longer 

serve the public interest, it is the responsibility of 

government to abandon them. Such measures must not be 

undertaken capriciously, however, undue caution and 

inflexibility may stifle economic progress and, thus, run 

counter to the public good. 

We are now at such a juncture in the regulation of 

long distance telecommunications services. Technological 

changes have altered the basic processes and cost structures 

for the industry. These changes have been acknowledged 

at the Federal level by a major shift in telecommunications 

regulatory policies. The General Assembly of Virg~nia 

has also responded to the new conditions by the enactment 

of §56-481.1. It is now incumbent upon this Commission 

to examine its policies in light of current circumstances 

and make modifications or establish new procedures which 

serve the interests of the Commonwealth's citizens. 

Section 56-481.1 of the Code of Virginia empowers 

the Commission to waive traditional ratemaking procedures 

and policies for inter-LATA, inter-exchange telecommunications 

services if it finds the public interest is best served 

by competitively determined rates. The key issue to be 

decided.in this proceed~ng, then, is whether sufficient 

canpeti tion exists, or· can reasonably be expected to exist 

.• 
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in the future, to warrant deregulation of AT&T Communications 

of Virginia's rates and tariffs for inter-LATA, inter-exchange 

service. In other words, is competition or the threat 

of competition sufficient to constrain AT&T from charging 

rates which are excessive or discriminatory? Will the 

public interest be served by deregulation or streamlined 

regulation of AT&T's rates? 

In a profit-oriented, free economy such as ours, 

competition naturally occurs unless some barrier exis_ts 

which prevents fir.ms from entering a market. As Adam Smith 

observed in The Wealth of Nations in 1776, 

•when • • • the price of some particular 
canmod-i ty happens to rise a good deal 
above the natural price [cost], those 
who employ their stocks in supplying 
that market are generally careful to 
conceal this change. If it were commonly 
known, their great profit would tempt 
so many new rivals to employ their 
stocks in the same way that, ••• 
the market price would soon be reduced 
to the natural price [cost], and perhaps 
for same time even below it •••• 
Secrets of this kind, however, it must 
be acknowledged, can seldom be long 
keptJ and the extraordinary profit 
can last very little longer than they 
are kept.• (Random Rouse, Modern Library 
Edition, N.Y. 1937, p. 60) 

Today, with the SEC'·s public disclosure regulations and 

the financial disclos_ure requirements of this Commission's 

Rules Governing the Certification of Inter-LATA, Inter­

exchange Carriers, such ''secrets" cannot be kept long. 

Thus, common sense indicates that competition, unimpeded 
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by external barriers, will naturally flow to markets where 

the incumbent's profits and/or costs are excessive. In 

this way costs, profits, and, thus, prices will be driven 

down for the benefit of the consumer• A key question, 

then, is whether such obstacles to entry exist in Virginia 

and, if so, are they sufficient to prevent competition 

from operating for the benefit of the consuming public? 

The record in these proceedings provides a full discussion 

of the characteristics of telecommunications competition, 

barriers to entry, and the extent of competition already 

existing in the Commonwealth, as well as valuable information 

on the extent of future competition. 

Through the present time, the major barrier has been 

a legal one. By statute, only one telecommunications carrier 

was certified to serve a particular geographic area. However, 

the record clearly shows that even this.barrier was not 

sufficient to prevent competition from emerging, which 

serves as a testament to the strength of the self-interest 

motive in our society. 

Other possible barriers identified by MCI and GTE­

Sprint include: unequal access t~ the local exchange network 

which impacts the quality of service and costs of serving 

rotary dial customers, "brand loyalty11 arising from the 

Bell System's historic monopoly, the inability of potential 

competitors to serve the·Commonwealth ubiquitously because 

1675 

- 27 -



of financing constraints and construction lead times; AT&T 

Communication's alleged unfair advantage as the recipient 

of customers who do not pre-select a primary carrier under 

equal access; and, AT&T Communication's large market share 

in Virginia. With the possible exception of competitors' 

inability to serve the entire State, ~hich will be addressed 

later, we are not convinced that these are barriers to 

effective competition. Rather, we view them as business 

challenges. Most of these •obstacles" already exist, yet 

they have not prevented the occs and resellers from making 

significant inroads in the inter-and intra-state long distance 

markets. 

In our view, effective competition does not mean that 

all firms serve all markets or that more than one firm 

necessarily serves each market. We believe the threat 

of competition is, in itself, a potent check on a firm's 

pricing policies. Nor do we believe effective competition 

requires that all companies provide exactly the same product 

under identical circumstances. Indeed, if this were the 

case, ·one would be hard pressed to find an example of effective 

competition anywhe.re in the economy. In any event, the 

consuming public benefits from the wider range of price/quality 

choices arising from these differences. New entrants to 

virtually any market face challenges, but that is the nature 

of competition. Profits or success are not guaranteed. However, 
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as evidenced by numerous examples in other industries such 

as computers, through use of ingenuity new entrants can 

succeed against seemingly formidable odds. The competitors 

in this case include well financed, sophisticated companies 

with considerable experience in the telecommunications 

market. Therefore, in our judgment, the potential for 

effective competition is very high. 

If the present regulation of AT&T's rates were continued 

until all of these challenges no longer existed,. a change 

to competitive rates would not occur in the foreseeable 

future. Ana that does not serve the public interest. To 

continue traditional regulation of AT&T while not regulating 

the OCC's would maintain rates at artificially high levels. 

It may even contribute to higher rates for rural consumers 

if AT&T, unable to freely compete, lost its high volume, 

high density market. 

In our opinion, circumstances in the inter-LATA, inter­

exchange telecommunications market have so changed that 

the public interest is now best servea by competition in 

the establishment of rates and tariffs. Further, to ensure 

effective competition and the flow of maximum benefits 

to the consuming public, we find that AT&TC-V's rates and 

tariffs should be removed from regulatory control subject 

to the following condition;. AT&T pledged not to deaver age 

rates for particular services on a geographic basis. We 
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intend to enforce ~his pledge until such time as we are 

satisfied that competitive factors will control its rates. 

Accordingly, AT&TC-V is ordered not to deaverage rates 

geographically and to file copies of all rates and tariffs 

with the Commission's Division of Communications within 

10 days after tariff changes. The Division of Communications 

is instructed to monitor closely changes in all tariffs 

impacting geographic rate levels. To ensure that AT&T 

does not take undue advantage of services essential to 

competition, the Division is further instructed to monitor 

closely all tariffs and held order levels for services 

commonly purchased by occ•s and resellers. In addi~ion, 

the Commission Staff is instructed to monitor consume~ 

complaints, rate levels, financial condition, and rivalrous 

activity of all companies within the inter-LATA, inter­

exchange telecommunications market. If we find competition 

inadequate to serve the public interest, we will not hesitate 

to reimpose traditional regulatory review. 

The conclusion that AT&TC-V should be afforded the 

same competitive ratemaking opportunity as the OCCs stands 

in contrast to the treatment given AT&T by regulators in 

other jurisdictions. The prevailing law at the Federal 

Communications Commission and in other states has caused 

AT&T to be treated as· .a .. "dominant carrier" while the aces 

enjoy great pricing freedom as "non-dominant carriers•. 

The Code of Virginia contains no explicit authority to 
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classify some carriers as "dominant" and others as "non­

dominant". The new §56-481.1 does grant the Commission 

broad discretion" •• • if it determines that such service 

will be provided on a competitive basis, [to] approve rates, 

charges, and re9ulations as it may deem appropriate for the 

telephone company furnishing the competitive service provided 

such rates, charges, and regulations are nondiscriminatory 

and in the public interest." We have determined that the 

services of AT&TC-V will be provided on a competitive basis. 

Even in those areas where service cannot now be obtained 

from another carrier, AT&TC-V must price its services as 

if competitors were actu~lly serving, for several reasons. 

. First, there always exists the threat that occs or resellers 

will move into the market. Secondly, we have not permitted 

AT&T's prices for the same service to be set higher in 

one area than in another. Finally, we can reimpose rate 

regulation on any company acting in an anti-competitive 

manner. In light of this, we find no basis in §56-481.1 

to single out one company for full rate regulation while 

allowing its competitors free reign. We find competitive 

rates for all carriers to be in concert with the "level 

playing field" concept mentioned in our Final Order of 

June 29, 1984 in the i~~~r-~xchange carrier rules docket, 

Case No. PUC840017, and·.·we find .. such competitive rates 

to be in the public interest. 
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In light of this decision, it ~s appropriate to note 

our concurrence with the opening remarks of the Division 

of Consumer Counsel. Mr. Gambardella pointed out that 

both state and federal anti-trust laws exempt conduct which 

would otherwise be an anti-trust violation if that conduct 

is compelled by a state regulatory commission. Our deter­

mination that the inter-exchange market is competitive 

is notice to all carriers that their conduct henceforth 

is in no manner exempted by this Commission from the reach 

of anti-trust laws. Pram the date of this order they must 

conduct their business accordingly. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED: 

(1) That the Motion of MCI-V for an order request-Ing 

special reports, filed July 19, 1984, is denied~ 

(2) That certificates of public convenience and necessi~y 

are hereby granted.to MCI-V, OSTS-V, TDX-V, SouthernTel, and 

GTES-V to provide intrastate inter-exchange telecommunications 

service. ~uch service may be offered throughout Virginia 

subject to the restrictions set out in Rule 2 of the Commission's 

Rules Governing the Certification of Inter-LATA, Inter-

exchange Carriers and in S56-265.4:4 of the Code of·Virginia7 

(3) That each carrier file monthly reports with the 

Commission showing its us~ge of local exchange facilities 

by minutes of usage broken·do~~ by number of calls, inter­

and intra-LATA portions, and tariff peri~ds such as day, 
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evening, and night or weekend. Revenues related to such 

usage shall also be reported. Those carriers not blocking 

all incidental intra-LATA calls shall report such traffic 

in compliance with the Interim Compensation Plan attached 

hereto as Appendix A. Any proprietary portion of such 

reports can be furnished pursuant to a protective agreement 

to be submitted by the carrier and approved by the Commission. 

Initial reports may be filed late by those carriers needing 

to reconfigure computer programs, however, all data shall 

be retained from the date of this order so that all usage 

shall be reported and all compensation paid from this date 

forward7 

(4) That AT&TC-V shall not deaverage any rates 

geographically until permitted to do so by order of this 

Cammission1 

(5) That AT&TC-V shall report, and the Commission's 

Division of Communications shall monitor, all held orders 

for services needed by other carriers in providing inter­

exchange service. 

t6) That within ten (10) days after any rate or tariff 

change, all carriers. shall file a copy of such changes 

with the Commission's Division of Communications. 

AN ATTESTED C9PY hereof shall be sent to Reginald N. 

Jones, Esquire, SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc., 6722 Patterson 

Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23226;-Steven w. Pearson, Esquire, 
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Thomas & Fiske, P.C., P.O. Box 14515, Richmond, Virginia 

232211 Office of the Attorney General, Division of Consumer 

Counsel, 101 North 8th Street, 5th Floor, Richmond, Virginia 

23219: Rullihen w. Moore, Esquire, MCI Telecommunications 

Corporation, 1200 Mutual Building, Richmond, Virginia 23219-

3095: William F. Marmon, Jr., Esquire, MCI Telecommunication 

Corporation of Virginia, 1133 19th Street, N.W., Washington, 

C.D. 20036: warner F. Brundage, Jr., Esquire, C&P Telephone 

Company of Virginia, 703 East Grace Street, Richmond, Virginia 

23219: Michael J. Morrissey, Esquire, AT&T Communications 

of Virginia, 7611 Little River Turnpike, Annandale, Virginia 

22003: Deborah A. Dupont, Esquire, GTE Sprint Communications 

Corporation, 1828 L Street, N.W., Suite 500, Washington, 

D.C. 20036: James E. Magee, Esquire, 1120 Connecticut Avenue, 

N.W., Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20036; Richard D. Gary, 

Esquire, Virginia Exchange Carrier Association, P.O. Box 1535, 

Richmond, Virginia 23212; Jack R. Lebowitz, Esquire, United 

States Transmission, 100 Plaza Drive, Secaucus, New Jersey 07096: 

Steven H. Davis, Esquire, 520 Madison Avenue, New York, New 

York 10022: M. Reamy Ancarrow, Esquire, 1333 New Hampshire 

Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036; Joseph M. Kittner, Esquire 

and R. Michael Senkowski, Esquire, TDX Systems, Inc., 1150 17th 

Street, N. w. , Was hi ng.~on, D.c. 2003 6: 

A True Copy , ,.? . 
c;}/.r?P/ . h 7 ~~ 

Teste: ~vrd~ ~. L 5 ~ 

Clerk of State Coro11ratinf" Comrn1~~~<.m. 
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APPENDIX A 

Interim Compensation Plan by Which Inter-LATA 
Carriers Reimburse Local Exchange Carriers 

for Incidental, Intra-LATA Traffic 

Having fully considered the issues, the Commission concludes 

that the interim Canpe·nsation Plan for IC compensation to the 

LEC's will be as follows: 

1. The ICs will develop the volume of intra-LATA 

calling by study or analysis of monthly billing 

records and will restudy to update at least every 

ninety (90) days. The met~od for study and analysis 

may be by a minimum statistical sample of 5% 

of customer billing from non-equal access.exchanqes. 

Study of all billing records for a monthly period 

is also acceptable as in the c.ase of OSTS-V. 

Where sampling is employed, the ICs must present 

their sampling plan and technique to the Commission's 

Division of Economic Research and Development for 

acceptability of confidence levels and validity. 

The ICs will also provide the amount of Feature 

Group A (PGA) and Feature Group B (FGB) access costs 

per minute of use that are paid to the LECs. 

2. The LECs will determine monthly average billed 

revenue per intra-LATA direct dialed minute of 

use for those ex~hanges ·where FGA and FGB is 

provided and used by the ICs • 
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The LECs will also determine the percentage of 

their billed intra-LATA revenue which is considered 

uncollectible. 

This basic data provides the necessary information 

to work through the compensation formula. 

3. From the IC's determined amount of intra-LATA 

minutes of use, the percentage to their total 

intrastate minutes of use will be developed. 

This percentage facator will be applied monthly 

to their (IC's) total intrastate minutes of use, 

thereby providing the minutes of use against 

which the LECs will factor their average intra­

LATA revenue per minute of use. From this gross 

compensation revenue amount a reduction will 

be made in the amount of IC.access charges paid 

corresponding to the reported F~ and FGB minutes 

of intra-LATA use. Also, a reduction in the 

compensation revenue will be made to recognize 

the LEC' s uncollectible revenue. 

4. Subject to appropriate protective agreements 

for proprietary information, the LECs, through 

. the Virginia Exchange Carrier Association (VECA), 

will be allowed to audit the IC's data used to 

derive compensation and the ICs will be allowed 
.. 

to audit the LEC's data used to derive the average 
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revenue per minute of use. The Commission staff 

will also assume audit responsibility. The 

Commission's Division of Communications, with 

any necessary assistance from the Division of 

Public Utility Finance and Accounting, will routinely 

review the IC's and LEC's data and computations. 

Upon request from either the ICs or LECs, specific 

figures or data may be reviewed and results reported 

by the staff. This does not preclude an IC or 

LEC from retaining an outside auditor to audit 

the others' books if agreeable to the owner of 

the applicable data. 

s. No avoidable costs other than uncolleetibles 

will be factored into the equation at this time. 

A separate docket will not be established. However, 

as stated in the accompanying opinion, the existing 

docket for Case No. PUC830020 may be referenced 

for specific, subsequent concerns of the LECs, 

ICs, or staff. 

6. The LECs shall not be required to place the Compensation 

Plan in their tariffs. By virture of this order 

the Commission directs the ICs to compensate 

the LECs for lost intra-LATA revenue as prescribed 

herein. 
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CONCURRING OPINION, CO~!ISSIONER J. BRADSHAW 

The 1984 General Assembly amended the Code of 

Virginia by enacting Section 56-265~4:4 and Section 

56-481.1. Section 56-265.4:4 authorizes the Commission 

to grant certificates of convenience and necessity to 

competing telephone companies for interexchanqe service 

where it finds such action is justified and in accordance 

with such terms, conditions, limitations and restrictions 

as may be prescribed by the Commission. Section 

56-481.1 authorizes the Commission to approve rates, 

charges and regulations for such interexchanqe telephone 

companies on a "competitive basis" provided that such 

rates, charges and regulations are nondiscr~inatory 

and in the public interest. 

I testified and monitored the hearings at all 

levels during the Legislature as these proposals were 

debated. The Legislature voted overwhe~ngly for 

the enactment of these changes, with an effective date 

of July 1st, 1984 •. I concur with my colleagues in the 

conclusions they have reached in their Opinion and the 

accompanying Order. Having been privy to these debates, 
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I desire to write from my own perspective how I believe 

the legislative intent correlates to the evidence adduced 

at the hearing when the applicants for interexchange 

services proceeded to act under the provisions of these 

new laws. There is no need to restate the necessary 

"boilerplate." That is, the procedural or historical 

steps outlined very ably by my colleagues, bringing us 

to the issues I believe now ripe for decision. I 

will also avoid a discussion of certification, other 

than to say a review of the applications of those 

companies seeking certificates of public convenience 

and necessity to provide inter-LATA, i~terexchange service, 

as well as the July 27 hearing, convinced me that 

the companies meet the requirements established by 

the Commission •.s Rules governing the certification of 

inter-LATA interexchange carriers. The certification 

process appears to me to be almost a ministerial act 

of merely finding that the applicants have the financial 

and technical expertise in providing their services so 

long as they provide .. thes~ services in accordance with 

the Rules the Comniission-adopted in Case No. PUC840017. 

All applications for certification were combined and 
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heard on a consolidated basis on July 27th. AT&T had been 

previously granted a certificate in accordance with the· 

ter.ms of the Modified Final Judq.ment Decree. The hearing on 

all other applications lasted less than three hours, and 

the applications were blessed with the recommendation 

from the Commission Staff that they all be granted. The 

AT&T hearing, in contrast, lasted three days and prompted 

several issues I now desire to comment on. 

The primary issue prompting the most testimony was 

the application for flexible rate tre~tment. In determining 

whether rates for interexchanqe·carriers should be treated 

on a competitive basis, Section 56~481.1 of the Virginia 

Code provides that the Commission may consider: 

(l) the number of companies providing the service 

(2) the geographic availability of the service 

from other companies 

(3) the quality of services available from other 

companies 

(4) any other factors the Commission considers 

relevant to. the public interest 

The first factor· detailed· in Section 56-481.1 is 
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the number of companies providing the competitive service. 

The record demonstrates that there are at least five 

facility-based carriers such as MCI, GTE-Sprint and AT&T 

Communications currently providing service in Virginia, 

in addition to 18 telecommunication resellers and a 

satellite-based carrier. It is also apparent that these 

companies are providing both interstate and intrastate 

services. Furthermore, several large bus~nesses and 

institutional customers have become self-suppliers 

establishing their own communication network. In short, 

these facility and satellite-based carriers, resellers, 

and private telecommunication networks provide a full 

and competitive array of interexchanqe services throughout 

Virginia. 

The second factor considered by me was the geographic 

availability of the services from other companies. .It is 

uncontroverted that AT&T Communications provides inter-LATA 

interexchanqe services to all parts of the State. Mr. Wilcox, 

the authority for the Mid-Atlantic Region for AT&T, testified 

that 76 percent of the access lines in Virginia have access 

currently to two or more-interexchanqe carriers. This 
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includes areas serviced both by C&P Telephone Company, 

as well as the independent telephone companies. He 

further testified that 90 percent of C&P customers have 

access to two or more interexchange carriers. Twenty­

eiqht percent of business customers in Virqinia subscribe 

to non-AT&T service, and of those, approximately 80 percent 

use the non-AT&T service to place intrastate long-distance 

calls, in spite of the fact that the provisions of inter­

LATA intrastate calling by carriers other than AT&T has 

only been lawful in the Commonwealth since July l, 1994. 

Furthermore, the applicants state their clear 

ability and intention to serve majo.r portions of the 

Commonwealth within a very short time. Mr. Kenneth Cox, 

Senior Vice-President of MCI, testified that his company 

will be able to serve everyone in the State within a 

year. GTE-Sprint also stated that it will dramatically 

increase its capacity to serve by the end of 1984. 

It should b~ noted here that in considering the 

qeographic availability factor, the Commission Staff in 

promulgating the ru~e~ ·governing these interexchanqe 

carriers had oriqinall~ suggested a.rule which would have 
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required certificated interexchanqe carriers to provide 

service to all parts of the State. The comments of the 

parties in the rules proceeding, which is the same 

6 

cast of characters we have in this pro~eedinq, stressed 

the fact that such a requirement would be a barrier to 

competition. As a result, .the Commission did not mandate 

an ubiquitous service requirement in its final rules. 

Consistent with the findings in that case, and with the 

evidence before me in the proceeding at hand, I must 

reject the arguments now raised by MCI and GTE-Sprint 

that AT&T Communications should not be treated as a 

competitive interexchanqe carrier ~ecause it is the only 

carrier to provide service in all parts of the State. 

Such arguments are contrary to the economic positions 

taken by the same carriers in Case No. PUC840017, and do not 

promote competition, but only the selfish interest of 

certain competitors.. Those carriers would like to have 

the Commission adopt a position that maintains more 

burdensome regulatory constraints on AT&T until those 

carriers serve all oarts o~ the State, when it's clear 

that in pursuit of their own profit objectives, they may 
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have no intention of serving all parts of the State. 

It seems fundamentally unfair, as well as illogical, to 

handicap AT&T because of a prior commitment they made to 

serve all parts of Virginia. 

The evidence demonstrates that the company providing 

ubiquitous service should be allowed to compete equally 

or its competitors will be given an unfair price umbrella 

and will be able to set their rates at artifically high 

levels. In my opinion, this would only give the benefits 

of competition to certain competitors and not to the 

consumers of Virginia. 

The third factor mandated by .the Legislature was for 

the Commission to consider the quality of service available 

from other companies. The high quality of AT&T service 

is well known and of lonq standing. As a matter of fact, 

AT&T's new competitors later on in their equal access 

arguments stipulatedthat the quality of AT&T's service 

is very good. The applications of the other carriers 

makes it clear that they, too, have the ability to provide 

high-quality telecommunication services. Witnesses for 

these carriers attested to their technical and financial 
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capability, and to the fact that they are strong and 

viable competitors. The 1984 annual report of MCI made 

a part of this record reveals that its consumer base 

has grown from 734,000 to 1.7 million between 1982 and 

1984. When it is considered that most of these customers 

are high-volume, sophisticated users, there can be no 

doubt that MCI, too, provides quality service. The same 

type of dramatic increase and retention of sophisticated 

customers is evident from the case presented bY. GTE-Sprint •. 

The financial characteristics of these other carriers 

demonstrates their long-ter.m ability to provide quality 

telephone service. In sum, high-qu~lity telecommunication 

service will soon be available to all customers in Virginia. 

The other factor which I considerea was the regulatory 

role of the Commission in promoting the benefits of 

competition while ensuring that the public interest of 

Virginia telecommunication customers is served. I am 

convinced, based on the record, that the provisions of 

inter-LATA inte~exchange service on a competitive basis 

by all carriers will s~rve the public interest of Virginia 

consumers. 
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In reviewing the economic, market and technical 

testimony of all witnesses in these consolidated 

proceedings, it is clear that the interexchanqe 

telecommunications market in Virginia is contestable 

and workably competitive. The testimony 

presented by the economists in these proceedings was 

consistent in demonstrating competition is superior to 

regulation in ensuring the provisions of goods or 

services in the least costly and most efficient manner. 

9 

It is only where competitive forces cannot operate, such 

as conditions of a natural monopoly, that traditional 

regulation is mandated. It is abundantly clear to me that 

conditions in the interexchange telecommunications services 

do not exist in the Commonwealth of Virginia, warranting 

traditional regulation. 

I believe that competitive market forces will 

operate efficiently in the Virginia interexchange market. 

I recognize that this is a change from the traditional 

regulation of those services. The Commonwealth of 

Virginia, and in fact the entire country, is involved 

in the transition of t~iecommunication services from that 

of a monopoly to that of a fully competitive industry. 
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I thought at the time, and still share the belief, that 

the breakup of AT&T by the Justice Department was a 

mistake, but it's now the law of the land, and this 

Commission is dedicated to responding to such a chanqe 

and making competition work for the benefit of the 

consumers in this State. 

10 

I believe that advances in technology, federal 

legislation and court activity, and the needs of customers 

have propelled us to the latter stages of the transition 

and not the beginning. 

As a result, I believe that the Commission in its 

Order in this proceeding, in conjunction with our Rules, 

reflectsthe intention of the Legislature to provide a 

proper combination of competitive flexibility for all 

interexchanqe companies with appropriate regulatory 

oversight. Although the parties in this proceeding, the 

media and, at times, the Commission itself, in a manner 

of shorthand, referred to the applications for competitive, 

flexible rate treatment as"deregulation," that is 

technically not cor~e-ct~ Th~ Commission made it clear 

in adopting its Rules and reaffirms in this Order that it 

1695 



ll 

will maintain requlatory oversiqht over the actions of 

interexchange carriers, and our Staff has been ordered 

to monitor the activities of all such carriers. The 

Commission retains authority to reimpose traditional 

regulatory requirements on any carrier in the event the 

competitive marketplace does not fUnction properly or 

the carrier abuses the regulatory process to attain a 

competitive advantage. 

Another issue raised by certain ·Of the·parties was 

that AT&T Communications possesses overwhelminq market 

power and should continue to be regulated to a greater 

extent to prevent it from abusing its market power. The 

evidence presented in support of this market power 

argument was the current national market share of AT&T 

Communications, alleged to be in excess of 90 percent, 

and the fact that for the foreseeable future, there will 

be areas in Virqini~ where AT&T may be the only supplier. 

The suggestion is made that AT&T as a "dominant" carrier 

should be regulated.more.pervasively than supposedly 

"non-dominant" carrie~s.- .~y review of the evidence, 
• 

particularly the testimony of or. Alessio and Dr. Cornell, 
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leads me to reject the dominant/non-dominant distinction 

sought by certain of the carriers, and to reject the 

notion that AT&T Communications will exploit its market 

power if not pervasively requlated. One does not have 

to be a Ph.D. in Economics to discern·that you cannot 

have true competition by requlatinq one entity and 

permittinq the other entities to qo uncontrolled. This 

would also Qe a clear violation of the leqislative intent. 

It is clear that market power per !! ~s not a reaso~ for 

requlation because every company actively participatinq 

in a market has some degree of market power. During his 

cross-examination, Or. Alessio referred to the computer 

industry and pointed out t~at IBM has more market power 

than Apple, but that does not make IBM a monop_olist, 

nor has there been any serious consideration given to 

requlating the companies in the computer industry as a 

public utility. 

For there to be market-wide power which can be 

abused, there must.be the ability to control price and 

entry. This sentence bears repeating. For there to be 

market power which ·can be abused, there must be the 

ability to control price and entrY. The ease with which 
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carriers such as the applicants before us have successfully 

entered the telecommunications market, and their continuing 

dramatic success in the market, coupled with their ability 

to undercut AT&T's prices, demonstrates that AT&T does 

not have the market power warranting more restrictive 

requlation. 

Furthermore, the fact that AT&T Communications may 

be the only supplier in a particular location does not 

mean that it is not subject to competition. If AT&T 

attempts to set its prices for services at an excessive 

level~ it will then become profitable for other carriers 

to serve those locations. It is evident that AT&T does 

not provide any monopoly services, nor does it possess 

any "bottleneck" facilities, such as local exchange 

services, which give it market power requiring 

traditional regulation. 

A second, although related concern raised by certain 

of the pa~ties, is that if AT&T is permitted to set its 

rates on a competitive basis, it will "deaveraqe" its 

rates by setting higher rates for its rural customers 

than for its urban customers who have competitive 
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alternatives. This type of activity has been referred to 

as a geographic rate deaveraging. 

Carriers in the telecommunication business have 

practiced rate deaveraging for many years with the 

approval of this Commission. Such rate deaveraging 

includes volume discounts, time-of-day discounts, 

and time-of-the-week discounts. 

I realize that if geographic rate deaveraging does 

occur, it will probably be for a valid economic reason. 

However, the evidence reveals that AT&T has no economic 

incentive to deaverage on a geographic basis in the 

Commonwealth. Witnesses for AT&T were consistent in 

their belief that geographic rate deaveraging would.not 

be a prudent business decision, whether AT&T was regulated 

or not, and that it was a corporate policy not to 

deaverage prices on a geographic basis. 

I find it a bit ironic that MCI and GTE-Sprint, who 

repeatedly raised this issue on the detrimental impact 

of rate deaveraginq on rural customers, have made no 

commitment to serve .those rural customers, whether 

deaveraged or not. I personally believe with competition 
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~ong-distance prices will come down. I think the decline 

in prices will occur faster in the urban areas than the 

rural areas. 

The Attorney General who also was privy to the 

legislative debates and spoke favorably to the concept, 

raised concern at the Commi·ssion hearing on geographic 

rate deaveraging. I believe his concern was sincere, 

and I share his concern. I believe it would be prudent to 

require a carrier who might decide in the future to deaveraqe 

its rates on a geographic basis to make a filing with 

the Commission, detailing its justification. If the 

Commission accepts the justification, then 60-day notice 

should be q;ven to the public. I recognize this last 

suggestion is a minor deviation from the opinion of my 

colleaque It's a suggestion for future consideration 

under the Commission's oversight authority, rather than 

a dissent to the accompanying Order. 

A final area of concern raised by certain of the 

parties was that AT&T would retain a competitive advantage 

in relation to other ca+r~ers,warranting greater regulation . . . 

because of the better quality of·access to local exchange 
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facilities it receives. It was alleged that this · 

competitive advantage would remain until equal access 

was available to all Virginia customers. An example 

of the type of competitive advantage often cited was 

that until equal access, carriers (OCCs) other than 

AT&T have no access to rotary-dial customers. 

16 

My review of evidence presented by all the parties 

indicates that this concern is without factual foundation 

and is contradicted by the very parties positing the 

argument. 

First, the dramatic success of carriers other than 

AT&T (OCCs) durinq the existence of alleged inferior 

access graphically illustrates that the quality of access 

is not a barrier to entry or effective competition. 

Second, the OCCs could have selected a better form 

of access which is and was currently available, which 

would have given them essentially the same capabilities 

as AT&T -- including direct ~ccess to rotary-dial 

telephones but ·chose not to do so as a business 

decision. 

Third, the aces do have access to rotary-dial 
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telephone customers through the use of an inexpensive 

touch-tone pad touted by some of the aces in their 

advertisements, or through purchasing a better form 

17 

of access. It is uncontroverted that 60 percent of C&P's 

Virginia customers have touch-tone service, and that 

almost 100 percent of Virginia customers have access 

to touch-tone service if they so choose to select it. 

Fourth, and finally, equal access will be 

available in most parts of Virqinia by September of 

1986, and will be unavailable only in some remote 

rural areas that some aces have not indicated any 

desire to serve. 

I conclude, as my colleagues have, that after 

careful review of all of-record evidence, it 

demonstrates no reason why AT&T should be regulated on 

a basis any different from all other inter-LATA 

interexch~nqe carriers. 
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STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

Auc 22 4 3:!. P'' '3~ 
AT RICHMOND, AUGUST 22, 1984 

APPLICATIONS OF 

SOUTHERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

MCI.TELEOOMMONICATIONS CORPORATION 
OP VIRGINIA 

UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS 
OP VIRGINIA , INC. 

TDX S·!STEMS OP VIRGINIA, INC. 

GTE SPRINT OOMMDNICATIC:.S OORPORATIC. 
OP VIRGINIA 

For certificates of public convenience 
and necessity to provide inter-LlTA, 
inter-exchange telecommunications 
service and to have rates established 
on competitive factors; 

PETITICB OP · 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OP VIRGINIA 

For a~thority to set rates and charges 
pursuant to SS&-481.1 of the Code of 
Virginia 

AMENDING ORDER 

CASE NOS. PUC840020 I 
POC840022 

POC840024 

POC840025 

POC840027 

POC840023 

It bas came to the attention of the Commission that 

even though the Pinal Order and Opinion herein clearly 

granted the applic.ations ~d petitions of all carriers 

for authority to set rates and charges based upon competitive 

factors 1 the concluding section 1 at pages 32 and 33 of· 

that Order, did not contain explicit provisions granting . 
that authority. The Commission is of the opinion that 

the order should be amended to include such paragraphs. 

ACCORDINGLY, rr IS ORDBRBD that the following ordering 

paragraphs be added to paqe 33 of the Final Order and Opinion 

herein: 1703 



(7) We find that the rates, charges, and re9ulations 

filed by all carriers herein are nondiscriminatory and in 

the public interest and that the service of all carriers 

will be provided on a competitive basis. Accordingly, 

such rates, charges, and regulations are hereby approved, 

including the existing tariffs of AT&TC-V. 

(8) That, pursuant to the provisions of $56-481.1 

of the Code of Virginia and Rule 9 of the Commission's 

Rules Governing the Certification of Inter-LATA, Inter­

Exchange Carriers, AT&TC-V, MCI-V, USTS-V, TDX-V, SouthernTel, .. 
and GTES-V are hereby granted authority to base their rates 

on competitive factors, as contemplated in 556-481.1. 

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shalf be sent to Reginald N. 

Jones, Esquire, SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc., 6722 Patterson 

Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 232-261 Steven w. Pearson, Esquire, 

Thomas & Piske, P.C., P.O. Box 14515, Richmond, Virginia 

23221J Office of the Attorney General, Division of Consumer 

Counsel, 101 North 8th Street, 5th Floor, Richmond, Virginia 

23219J Rullihen w. Moore, Esquire, MCI Telecommunications 

C~rporation, 1200 Mutual Building, Richmond, Virginia 23219-

3095r William P. Marmon, Jr., Esquire, MCI Telecommunication 

Corporation of Virginia, 1133 19th Street, N.W., washington, 

D.C. 20036r Warner P. Brundage, Jr., Esquire, C&P Telephone 

Company of Virginia, 703 East Grac& Street, Richmond, Virginia 

23219J Michael J. Morrissey, Esquire, AT&T Communications 

of Virginia, 7611 Little River Turnpike, Annandale, Virginia 

22003; Deborah A •. Dupont, Esquire, GTE Sprint Communications 

Corporation, 1828 L Street, N·.W., Suite 500, Washington, .. 
D.C. 20036; James E. Magee, Esquire, 1120 Connecticut Avenue, 
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N.W., Suite 840, Washington, D.C. 20036, Richard D. Gary, 

Esquire, Virginia Exchange Carrier Association, P.O. Box 1535, 

Ricbmon~, Virginia 232121 Jack R. Lebowitz, Esquire, United 

States Transmission, 100 Plaza Drive, Secaucus, New Jersey 07096: 

Steven H. Davis, Esquire, 520 Madison Avenue, New York, New 

York 100221 M. Reamy Ancarrow, Esquire, 1333 New Hampshire 

Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036J Joseph M. Kittner,. Esquire 

and R. Michael Senkowski, Esquire, TDX Systems, Inc., 1150 17th 

Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20B36. 

A True Co~; , 1'1 • ../'? 

"··· /.~(,L... ~/--,:~~ t;• ·~, , 
Teste:· •/' ,, /.A'.. .. t:.d,rl!,~ • 

Clerlt of Str1t~.: Corooration· Commissio~ 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

Application of MCI Telecommunica- ) 
tions Corporation of Virginia for ) 
a Certificate to Operate as a ) 
Telephone Utility Pursuant to ) 
§ 56-265.4:48 of the Code of ) 
Virginia. ) 

Case No. PUC 840022 

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 
ORDER OF AUGUST 22, 1984 

MCI Telecommunications Corporation of Virginia ( "MCIV11
) 

respectfully petitions, pursuant to Rule 7:9 of the Rules of 

this ·commission, for reconsideration of those portions of the 

final Order of August 22, 1984, in the above-captioned matter, 

that require MCIV to pay non-tariffed charges, in excess of 

cost, to local exchange carriers (LECs)· for any incidental 

intraLATA calling. 

In its August 22, 1984, decision, the Commission required 

MCIV to compensate LECs for any revenues lost by reason of 

intraLATA calls made over MCI's facilities in exchanges where 

FGA or FGB is provided. The measure of compensation ordered is 

in excess of cost-based access charges and is not a part of the 

LEC tariff. MCI believes the Commission's Order violates the 

terms of the Modified Final Judgment entered in United·States v. 

Western Electric, 552 F. Supp. 131 (D.D.C. 1982) •. 

\ . 
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- The order in the federal case clearly requires that the 

access relationship between the divested Bell Operating 

Companies (BOCs) and the interexchange carriers, including AT&T, 

be one based on cost-justified access charges established by 

tariff. Section B of Appendix B to the final decree provides, 

in part, as follows, 552 F. Supp. at 233: 

1. The BOCs are ordered and directed to 
file • • • tariffs for the provision of 
exchange access • • • • Such tariffs 
shall provide unbundled schedules of 
charges for exchange access • • • • Such 
tariffs shall replace the division of 
revenue process used to allocate 
revenues to a BOC for exchange access 
provided for interexchange telecommuni­
cations of BOCs or AT&T. 

2. * * * * * 
The charges for each type of exchange 
access shall be cost-justified and any 
differences in charges to carriers shall 
be cost-justified on the basis of difference 
in services provided. · 

The Commission's Order requiring MCIV to make payments to 

the LECs determined by the formula set forth in Appendix A 

thereof violates the terms of the decree in two aspects. 

First, it estaQlishes an access charge for local exchange 

access on a non-tariffed basis. The intrastate access tariffs 

filed by the LECs will not establish the entire terms of local 

exchange access. The ch~rges established therein are . 

effectively modified pursuant to the formula of Appendix A of 
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the Commission's Order. While the decree in Western Electric 

left to state regulatory authorities the decision as to the 

costs that an LEC could recover in its intrastate access 

charges, it did not permit a compensation scheme outside 

tariffed charges. See Western Electric, 552 F. Supp. at 233. 

The second respect in which the Commission's Order violates 

the terms of the Western Electric decree is that the formula of 

Appendix A will result in access· charges to interexchange 

carriers that are not cost-justified on the basis of services 

provided by the LEC. While the final decree may have 

contemplated cost allocations to interexchange service that 

result in cross-subsidies to the local service (~ ~tern 

Electric supra, at 169 n. 161), variation in access charges were 

permitted only by a cost difference in services provided. Such 

a cost difference is not present here. The cost to the! LEC of 

providing intraLATA access is identical to the cost of providing 

interLATA intrastate access. The charges, moreover, provide 

varying levels of access charges to different interexchange 

carriers based not on cost but on the ability to selectively 

block intraLATA calling. 

At the hearing before this Commission on July 27, 1984, on 

MCIV' s Application for ·a Certificate to operate as a telephone 

utility, MCIV witness Kenneth Cox stated that MCIV would full.Y 
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comply with the provisions of the Rules promulgated by the 

Commission governing certification of interexchange carriers 

including that part of Rule 2 that states: 

Incidental intraLATA calls that occur shall 
either be blocked, or the local exchange 
companies shall be compensated for revenues 
lost as a re

1
sult of such incidental intra­

LATA calls.l 

MCIV believes that the proper measure of compensation for 

revenues lost by the LEC by any incidental intraLATA calling is 

the intrastate access charge. MCIV expressed this view 

throughout the discussions with the Commission Staff in a series 

of meetings held in Richmond designed to work out the details of 

the compensation plan. The question of what constitutes proper 

compensation for lost revenues has never been formally raised 

before the Commission, nor has MCIV or any other party had 

opportunity to express written comments on this issue. 

1/ Also in the July 27 hearing, Commissioner Shannon 
stated that the Commission regarded compensation for lost 
revenues as "a little different 11 from "paying. the access 
charges." Transcript, July 27, 1984, at p. 8. In its final 
Order, the Commission did, in fact, reject access charges as the 
measure of compensation. 

1709 



., 

- 5 -

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, MCIV respectfully requests the 

Commission to reconsider that part of its Order of August ~2, 

1984, that requires MCIV and all interexchange carriers to pay 

on a non-tariffed basis charges in excess of intrastate access 

charges for any incidental intraLATA calling. 

September 12, 1984 

Respectfully submitted, 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
OF VIRGINIA 

By:vLr 
W1lliam F. Marmon, Jr. 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 
1133 19th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Hullihen Williams Moore 
CHRISTIAN, BARTON, EPPS, BRENT 

& CHAPPELL 
1200 Mutual Building 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Its Attorneys 
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BEFORE THE 

OF VIRGINIA 

APPLICATIONS OF 

SOUTBERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
OF VIRGINIA 

UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS 
OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
OF VIRGINIA 

For certificates of public convenience 
and necessity to provide inter-LATA, 
inter-exchange telecommunications 
service and to have rates established 

·on competitive factors; 

~·· 

CASE 

) 
) 

) 
) 

) 

) 
) 

. 
PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

OF FINAL ORDER 

N()S. PUC840020 

PUC840022 

PUC840024 

PUC840025 

PUC840027 

By final order of August 22, 1984, the Commission 

prescribed an "Interim Compensation Plan." (Order Appendix A). 

In describing the usage reports to be filed by the interexchange 

carriers pursuant to that Plan, the Commission stated: 

"Initial reports may be filed late by 
those carriers needing to reconfigure 
computer programs, however, all data 
shall be retained from the date of this 
order so that all usage shall be reported 
and all compensation paid from this date 
forward." (Order at p.33). 

In conformity with Commission Rule 7:9, The Chesapeake and 

Potomac Telephone Company of Virginia ("C&P") respectfully 

requests that the Commission reconsider this portion of its 

order and provide that: 1711 
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(1) If the carrier's initial report is delayed 

more than thirty days the carrier shall pay 

interest on the intraLATA compensation finally 

paid to the local exchange carriers; and 

(2) interexchange carriers shall retain usage. 

data from January l, 1984, forward. 

In support of its Petition C&P states: 

(1) The validity of the compensation plan 

adopted by the Commission is dependent upon 

accurate and reliable usage reports being 

furnished by the interexchange carriers. 

Without such usage data, the local exchange 

companies will not be properly recompensed 

for the intraLATA toll revenues lost to the 

interexchange carriers. 

(2) The Commission's order apparently leaves to 

the interexchange carriers the determination 

of when the initial usage report will be filed. 

This could mean that car~iers could delay their 

initial usage reports for many months thereby 

depriving local exchange carriers of the lost 

intraLATA revenue for that time. 

(3) In the event compensation is thus delayed, the 

local exchange companies will be deprived of 

the use of money due them. A method to remedy 

this weakness in the compensation plan is to 

provide that any companies which delay their 

initial usage report beyond thirty days fro~ 

the date of th.e _ f_inal order must pay interest 
1712 
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on intraLATA comp~nsation finally paid to 

the local exchange company. Interest should 

be paid on amounts due from the date of 

.the final order through the date that the 

initial compensation payment is made. A 

suggested rate of interest is the rate the 

Commission prescribes to be paid on customer 

deposits. 

(4) On another subject, the Commission's final 

order provides that the interexchange ·carrier 

need retain usage data only from the date of 

the order. There is no doubt, and the 

interexchange carriers currently providing 

intrastate service can not deny, that these 

carriers have provided intraLATA service prior 

to the date of the final order. The local 

exchange companies should obtain proper 

compensation for this intraLATA toll business. 

C&P, for one, intends to seek such compensation. 

(5) Usage data maintained by the interexchange 

carriers is needed in order that proper 

compensation may be determined. These 

carriers should be required to maintain 

all usage and billing data for the perio~ 

January 1, 1984, forward. By requiring that 

this usage data be maintained, the Conunission 

will not be prejudging the validity of ~&P's 

claim for compensation. Instead it will 1713 
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provide that evidence relevant to that 

claim be maintained and not destroyed. 

WHEREFORE, C&P respectfully requests that the 

Commission reconsider and revise its final order to require 

that: (l) interexchanqe_ carriers which require more than 

30 days to file their initial usaqe reports must pay interest 

on the intraLATA compensation due the local exchanqe company, 

such interest to run from the date of the final order to the 

date of payment of the lost toll revenues and to be at a 

rate equal to the rate paid by the local exchanqe company 

or customer deposits; and (2) interexchanqe carriers 

maintain all usaqe data from the period January 1, 1984, 

forward. 

171.4 

Respectfully submitted, 

Warner F. 

Attorney for 
The Chesapeake and Potomac 
Telephone Company of Virqinia 



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

APPLICATIONS OF ) 
) 

SOUTHERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 
OF VIRGINIA . ) 

) 
UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS ) 

OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS ) 
) 
) 

For certificates of public convenience ) 
and necessity to provide in~er-LATA, ) 
inter-exchange telecommunications ) 
service and to have rates established ) 
on competitive factors; ) 

) 
) 

PETITION.OF ) 
) 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA ) 
) 

For authority to set rates and charges ) 
pursuant to §56-481.1 of the Code of ) 
Virginia ) 

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

CASE NOS. PUC840020 

PUC840022 

PUC840024 

PUC840025 

PUC840027 

PUC840023 

Applicant GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of 

Virginia ("GTE Sprint"), pursuant to. Rule 7:9 of the Rules of 

Practice and Procedure· of the State Corporation Commission, 

hereby petitions the C9mmission to reconsider portions of its 

August 22, 1984 Final Order and Opinion in the above-captioned 
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matter. The relief requested and the grounds therefor are set 

forth below. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Commission's Final Order and Opinion of August 

22, 1984 ("the Order") indicates that GTE Sprint's witness, 

Mr. Jose E. Guzman, Jr., testified that GTE Sprint would 

comply with Rule 2 of the Commission's Rules Governing the 

Certification of Inter-LATA, Inter-Exchange Carriers 

(effective July 1, 1984). Order at 8. The Commission's 

characterization of Mr. Guzman's testimony,. however, is 

inaccurate in that it and other statements which follow 

suggest that GTE Sprint agreed to the specific compensation 

formula set forth in Appendix A to the order. 

In fact, Mr. Guzman testified that GTE Sprint is 

generally committed to observing the Commission's 

Certification rules, including Rule 2. July 27, 1984 Tr. 122. 

Mr. Guzman also indicated GTE Sprint's willingness to 

participate in future negotiations on the implementation of 

Rule 2. Id. However, GTE Sprint's position was and remains 

that the implementation of Rule 2 should take place through 

tariffed access charges. Neither Mr. Guzman nor any other GTE 

Sprint representative ever conceded in the subsequent Rule 2 

negotiations that the methods set forth in Appendix A were 

appropriate for this purpose. 
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Indeed, subsequent to the hearing, GTE Sprint 

representatives participated in the ~egotiations among the 

carriers and the Commission Staff for the purposes of 

developing an appropriate implementation of Rule 2. 

Throughout these negotiations~ GTE Sprint consistently 

maintained that a compensation arrangement implementing Rule 2 

must consist of tariffed access charges. The Appendix A 

approach that was adopted over GTE Sprint's objections is not 

based on substantial evidence in the record, and is unlawful 

and unjust. 

II. INAPPROPRIATENESS OF THE COMMISSION'S INTERIM 
COMPENSATION PLAN 

Appendix A to the Order fundamentally misconstrues 

the nature of intraLATA calling over the facilities of Other 

Common Carriers (OCCs) such as Sprint. Put simply, Appendix A 

ignores the fact that much of what may appear to be intraLATA 

traffic is authorized interstate or interLATA intrastate 

traffic, and, in the process, ignores the intent of 

Modification of Final Judgment ("MFJ") in United States v. 

American Telephone and Telegraph Company, 552 F.Supp. 131 

(D.D.C. 1982). 

A. The Formula 

The Compen-sation Plan sets forth a "method of 

compensation" for ICs to pay LECs as follows: 
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average ratio of intraLATA minutes of 
use to total minutes of use for each 
IC (determined by sampling or other 
means) 

CFGA/FGB: cost per minute of traffic paid by IC 
to LEC for FGA access or FGB access 
as appropriate 

ABR LEC's average billed revenue per 
minute of intraLATA direct dialed 
traffic for those exchanges where FGA 
or FGB access is provided (less 
uncollectible billed revenue) 

MT Monthly total intrastate minutes of 
traffic between given IC and LEC 

For a given month, the IC would pay the LEC 

additional compensation ("AC") for intraLATA traffic according 

to the formula: 

AC = (r • MT 

The formula makes apparent that this compensation is 

intended to be an additional per minute charge over and above 

the access charges set forth in filed intrastate access charge 

tariffs. However, the charge is not part of the tariff. 

B. The Inequity of the Formula 

The record demonstrates that it is technically 

infeasible for GTE Sprint to block intraLATA calls in 

Virginia. July 27; 1984 Tr. 129. This infeasibility arises 

because GTE Sprint has historically been forced to use Feature 

Group A, line side interconnections. That form of 

interconnection prevents SPRINT from obtaining the originating 

telephone number, because .such information is obtainable only 

1.71.8 
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from the trunk side of a Class 5 switch. Thus, SPRINT cannot 

tell whether a call is truly intraLATA or otherwise. 

Rule 2 was designed to implement the statutory 

prohibition against offering intraLATA service. GTE Sprint's 

current practices are already consistent with the explicit 

statutory directive underlying Rule 2, because GTE Sprint does 

not offer or promote intraLATA service in the Commonwealth. 

At hearing, GTE Sprint committed to include in its promotional 

literature an explanation that the customer is not authorized 

to use SPRINT for intraLATA calls. July 27, 1984, Tr. 123, 

129. Further, Virginia intrastate access charges already 

"compensate" the LECs for incidental intraLATA calls. ·Those 

charges were designed to contin~e the purported contribution· 

from toll service to recovery of non-traffic sensitive (nNTS") 

costs. The carrier common line element of access charges thus 

incorporates the NTS contribution contained in the LECs' 

intraLATA toll rates, and other elements provide payment for 

traffic sensitive costs, such as switching and transport. 

Therefore, currently effective access tariffs that will be 

applied to incidental intraLATA traffic already compensate the 

LECs. 

The Compensation Plan is also defective in that it 

undermines the purposes of the differential between premium 

and non-premium access charges. The premium differential is 

an attempt to offset some. of the adverse effects of 

technically inferior in~erconnection.· Under the Compensation 
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Plan, the additional compensation paid to the LEC by OCCs 

reduces the effective discount. 

III. ILLEGALITY OF COMPENSATION PLAN 

In addition to being technically inadequate and 

inequitable, the interim Compensat1on Plan is also invalid 

under state and federal law. The Compensation Plan is not 

based on substantial evidenc~ in the record, is unreasonably 

discriminatory, violates due process requirements, and 

conflicts with the Modification of Final Judgment in United 

States v. American Telephone and Telegraph Company. 

A. Substantial Evidence 

The Compensation Plan is in essence a condition to a 

certificate of convenience and necessity issued purs1Jant to 

Va. Code § 56-265.2. That section requires a hearing for the 

issuance of a certificate. The statute governing actions of 

this Commission also requires a hearing for·any action of the 

Commission affecting an interested person. Va. Code § 

12.1-28. Under the Virginia General Administrative Agencies 

Act, when a hearing is required for decision on such a case, 

the agency, if a contested issue is not settled, must provide 

an evidentiary hearing. According to Va. Code § 9-6.14:12, 

"The agency shall afford opportunity for the formal taking of 

evidence upon relevant fact issues· in any case in which the 

1.720 
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basic laws provide expressly for decisions upon or after 

hearing •••• " Under Va. Code § 9-6.14:17, a reviewing 

court may reverse an agency decision for lack of 

"substantiality of the evidential support." 

In the instant case, the parties and the Commission 

Staff negotiated in good faith regarding the appropriate 

method of implementation of Rule 2, but failed to reach 

agreement. Nevertheless, the Commission promulgated the 

Compensation Plan over the continuing objection.of GTE Sprint 

and without any evidentiary hearing w~atsoever on the 

appropriate method of applying Rule 2. In these 

circumstances, the Commission has erred in promulgati~g the 

Compensation Plan and should, upon reconsideration, withdraw 

the plan. 

B. Improper Imposition of a Penalty 

To the extent that the Compensation Plan imposes 

additional charges for access services provided to GTE Sprint, 

those charges are a penalty. Although the Commission has 

statutory power to impose penalties (Va. Code§ 12.1-13), it 

may not do so without hearing. See Subsection III-A supra. 

Moreover, the imposition of a penalty without hearing violates 

the due process clauses of the Virginia Constitution and the 

u.s. Constitution. Finally, the imposition of a penalty for 

unavoidable intraLATA traf~ic amounts to a prohibition on the 

provision of intraLATA service. In its Final Order in Case 

No. PUC840017, the Commission rejected such a proscription as 
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an overextension of the statutory language prohibiting only 

the offering of such service. See Case No. PUC 840017, Final 

Order at 2,3 (J~ne 29, 1984). Therefore, implementation of 

the provisions of Appendix A would be both illegal and 

inconsistent with prior determinations of the Commission. 

C. Unreasonable Discrimination 

Section 56-481.1 of the Virginia Code, enacted in 

the 1984 Session of the General Assembly, provides for the 

Commission to allow interexchange telephone service on a 

competitive basis, but only on the condition that "rates, 

charges, and regulation are nondiscriminatory." This section 

also explicitly provides that Commission rules implementing 

the provisions of the statute "shall be uniformly applicable · 

to all telephone companies that are subject to the provisions 

of this section.•' However, the Order appears only to apply 

the Compensation Plan to the five applicants for certificates 

and not to AT&T. If the requirements of the Compensation Plan 

are not to be applied to AT&T, the Compensation Plan clearly 

discriminates in favor of AT&T by not forcing it to maintain 

the same records and produce the same information as is 

required of GTE Sprint. Further, since AT&T would not be 

required to identify and report intraLATA traffic, AT&T 

obviously would not be subject to the charges imposed upon 

other interexchange carriers for the same traffic. Under § 

56-481.1, this discriminat~on is unlawful and should be 

remedied by the Commission on +econsideration. 
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D. Violation of Federal Court Requirements 

In United States v. American Telephone and Telegraph 

Company, 552 F. Supp. 131 (D.D.C. 1982), aff'd, 103 s.ct.l240 

(1983), the Court entered the Modification of Final Judgment 

( 
1'MFJ") which is the controlling federal case law governing 

the breakup of the Bell System and the operation of the 

divested Bell Operating Companies. The Court clearly intended 

to supersede any state law or regulation inconsistent with the 

terms of the MFJ, and held on ample authority that it had the 

power to do so under the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. 

Constitution. Id. at 153-60. The decree approved by the 

Court specified that the BOCs are to provide exchange access 

to interexchange carriers on a tariffed basis. Id. at 227 

(§II.A.) and 233 (Appendix B, ~!B.l. and B.2.). Moreover, the , 
Court clearly contemplated not only that charges for exchange 

access would be tariffed but also that any maintenance of toll 

contribution would occur via those access charges. Thus, the 

Court stated that "[t]he decree would leave state and federal 

regulators with a mechanism -- access charges -- by which to 

require a subsidy from intercity to local service... Id. at 

169 (emphasis added). Paragraph 6 of the Compensation Plan, 

Appendix A to the Order, allows the LECs to charge 

interexchange carriers an amount in addition to a tariffed 

access charge and hence is .. contrary to the Court's intent that 

all such charges be tariffed. Thus, the Commission's Order is 

in violation of the MFJ. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, GTE Sprint 

respectfully requests the Commission to reconsider its Order 

and grant such additional relief as is requested herein. 

September 12, 1984 

* Virginia Bar No. 014523 

1.724 

Respectfully submitted, 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 

By: 
Deborah A. Dup t 
GTE Sprint Communicat·ons 

Corporation 
1828 L Street, N.W. 
Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(20?) 822-0002 

By:~c.k/~ 
Frederick C. Williams* 
James E. Magee 
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
1120 Connecticut Ave., N.W. 
Suite 840 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 833-9730 



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATI9N COMMISSION 

APPLICATIONS OF ) 
) 

SOUTHERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS ) 

OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA 1 INC. ) 
) 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
) 

For certificates of public convenience ) 
and necessity to provide inter-LATA, ) 
inter-exchange telecommunications ) 
service and to have rates established ) 
on competitive factors; ) 

) 
) 

PETITION OF ) 
) 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA ) 
) 

For authority to set rates and charges ) 
pursuant to §56-481.1 of the Code of ) 
Virginia ) 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

CASE NOS. PUC840020 

PUC840022 

PUC840024 

PUC840025 

PUC840027 

PUC840023 

Notice is hereby given that Applicant GTE Spr~nt 

Communications Corpora~ion of Virginia appeals to the Virginia 

Supreme Court from the Order dated August 24, 1984 of the 
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Virginia State Corporation Commission in the above-captioned 

cases. 

September 18, 1984 

* Virginia Bar No. 014523 

1.726 

Respectfully submitted, 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 

By: ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Debora • Dupont 
GTE Sprint Communication 

Corporation 
1828 L Street, N.W. 
Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 822-0002 

By:?£:~ c.I(L 
Frederick c. Williams* 
James E. Magee 
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
1120 Connecticut.Ave., N.W. 
Suite 840 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 833-9730 
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'DOCUMENT eotHhOl CLtnER 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

SEr 19 4 33 Pt·t '84 STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

APPLICATION OF 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 

CASE NO. PUC840022 
For a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity, 
for approval of its lease 
and service agreement, and 
for authority to ·set its rates 
based upon competitive factors 

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 

Comes now the MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 

Virginia ("MCIV"}, by counsel, and, pursuant to Rule 5:18(c) of 

the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virg~nia, hereby files its 

Notice of Appeal from the Final Order in this proceeding entered 

August 22, 1984. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

BRENT 

.. 
-1-
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ooCUM6NT tONT~Ol CENTER 

SEP 19 4 33 r:t 'fltf COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

PETITION OF 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA 

For authority to set rates and 
charges pursuant to §56-481.1 
of the Code of Virginia 

CASE NO. PUC840023 

'NOTICE OF APPEAL OF MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS. 
CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 

Comes now the MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 

Virginia ("MCIV"), by counsel, and, pursuant to Rule 5:18(c) of 

the Rules of the Supreme Court of.Virginia, hereby files its 

Notice of Appeal from the Final Order in this proceeding entered 

August 22, 1984. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

By: Hullihen Williams Moore 
Louis R. Monacell 
CHRISTIAN, BARTON, EPPS, BRENT 

&.CHAPPELL 
1200 Mutual Building 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

-1-
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATIPN COMMISSION 

APPLICATIONS OF 

SOUTHERNTEL OF.VIRGINIA, INC. 

MCI TELECOMMUNIC~TIONS CORPORATION 
OF VIRGINIA 

UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS 
OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

GTE SPRINT CO~~UNICATIONS CORPORATION 
OF VIRGINIA 

For certificates of public convenience 
and necessity to provide inter-LATA, 
inter-exchange telecommunica-tj.ons 
service and to have rates established 
on competitive factors1 

PETITION OF 

AT&T C0~~1UNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA 

For authority to set rates and charges 
pursuant to §56-481.1 of the Code of 
Virgi~ia 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
). 
) 
} 
} 
} 
} 
) 
} 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

. ) 
;;. 

CASE NOS. PUC840020 

PUC840022 

PUC840024 

PUC840025 

PUC840027 

PUC840023 

Notice is hereby given that Applicant GTE Sprint 

Communications Corporation of Virginia appeals to the Virginia 

Supreme Court from the Order dated August 22, 1984 of the 

l 1729 
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Virginia State Corporation Commission in the above-captioned 

cases. 

September 14, 1984 

* Virginia Bar No. 014523 

1730 

Respectfully submitted, 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 

By: ~A· ~(1V11). 
Deborah A. Dupont 
GTE Sprint Communications 

Corporation 
1828 L Street, N.W. 
Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 822-0002 

' 

By:~ oLTIM;,L C· #;' 
Fre~illiams* 
James E. Magee 
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
1120 Connecticut Ave., N.W. 
Suite 840 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 833-9730 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COf1MISSION 

APPLICATIONS OF ) 
) 

SOUTHERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) CASE NOS. PUC840020 
) 

HCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS ) 

OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
For certificates of public convenience ) 
and necessity to provide inter.-LATA, ) 
inter~exchange telecommunications ) 
service and to have rates established ) 
on competitive factors; ) 

) 
) 

PETITION OF ) 
) 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA ) 
) 

For authority to set rates and charges ) 
pursuant to § 56-481.1 of the Code of ) 
Virginia ) 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO PARTICIPATE AS APPELLEE 

PUC840022 

PUC840024 

PUC840025 

PUC840027 

PUC840023 

The Virginia Exchange Carrier Association hereby gives 

notice that it intends to participate as an appellee a) in the 

appeals taken by GTE Sprint Communications Corporation of 

Virginia to the orders of the State' Corporation Commission of 

Virginia (Commission) dated August 22 and 24, 1984 in Case Nos. 

PUC840020, PUC840022, PUC840024, PUC840025, PUC840027 and 

PUC840023 and (b) in the appeals taken by MCI Telecommunications 

f 1731. 
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~ Corporation of Virginia to the order of the Commission dated 

August 22, 1984 in Case Nos. PUC840022 and PUC840023. 

October 4, 1984 

John w. Riely 
Richard D. Gary 

HUNTON & WILLIAMS 
P. o. Box 1535 

Respectfully submitted, 

VIRGINIA EXCHANGE CARRIER ASSOCIATION 

Richmond, Virginia 23212 
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COMMO~lEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

APPLICATIONS OF ) 
) 

SOUTHERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS ) 

) 
TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 

) 
GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) 

OF VIRGINIA ) 

For Certificates of Public ·convenience ) 
and Necessity to Provide InterLATA, ) 
Interexchange Telecommunications ) 
Service and to Have Rates Established ) 
on Competitive Factors: ) 

PETITION OF 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA 

For Authority to Set Rates And 
Charges Pursuant to §56-481.1 of 
the ~-2!-YiLginia· 

) 
) 

. ) 

CASE NOS. 

PUC840020 

PUC840022 

PUC840024 

PUC840025 

PUC840027 

PUC840023 

NOTICE_Qf_A!£~-tQMMllHICATIONS Of ~IRG!NlA 
INTENT TO~~ICIPATE A~AN APPE~ 

Pursuant to Rule 5:18(f) of the Rules of the Supreme Court 

of Virginia, AT&T Communications of Virginia hereby gives notice 

of its intent to participate as an Appellee in the GTE-Sprint 

1733 



and MCI appeals from the Virginia State Corporation Commission's 

Order of August 22, 1984 in the above-referenced cases. AT&T 

Communications, as the Petitioner in Case No. PUC 840023, is 

obviously a necessary party to these appeals. 

Submitted, 

Octobe.r 5 ,. 19 84 . 

1734 
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BEFORE THE 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

OF VIRGINIA 

APPLICATIONS OF 

SOUTBERNTEL OP VIRGINLl, INC. 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
OP VIRGINIA 

UNITEP STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS 
OP VIRGINIA, INC. 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
OP VIRGINIA 

For certificates of public convenience 
and necessity to provide inter-LATA 
inter-exchange telecommunications 
service and to have rates established 
on competitive factors, 

NOTICE OP INTENT TO 
PARTICIPATE IN APPEALS 

) 
) 
) CASE NOS. PUC 
) 
) 
) PUC 
) 
) 
) PUC 
) 
) PUC 
) 
) 
) PUC 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

The Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company of 

Virginia (•c&P•), pursuant to Rule S:i8(f) of the Rules of 

the Supreme Court of Virginia, herewith notes its intent to 
.. 

840020 

840022 

840024 

840025 

840027 

participate in the appeal of Case No. PUC 840022 filed by MCI 

Telecommunications Corporation of Virginia by its letter dated 

September 19, 1984, and in the appeal of Case Nos. PUC 840020, 

PUC 840022, PUC 840024, PUC 840025 and PUC 840027 filed by GTE 

Sprint Communications Corporation of Virginia by its letter 
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lA 

dated September 21, 1984. C&P will participate as an appellee 

seeking affirmance of the Commission's order of August 22, 1984~ 

Respectfully submitted, 

THE CHESAPEAKE AND POTOMAC 
TELEPHONE COMPANY OP VIRGINIA 

.- --- 0 

By~"'":\~~ .. Warner F. Brun age, Jr • 
703 Bast Crace Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Its Attorney 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Warner P. Brundage, Jr., hereby certify that I served 

a copy of the attached Notice by first class mail, postage·prepaid, 

this 9th day of October, 1984, on the persons listed below: 

Reginald N. Jones, Esquire 
SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc. 
6722 Patterson Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23226 

Steven w. Pearson, Esquire 
Thomas & Piske, P.C. 
P. o. Box 14515 
Richmond, Virginia 23221 

Anthony J. Gambardella, Esquire 
Office of the Attorney General 
Division of·consumer Counsel 
101 North 8th .Street 
Fifth Floor 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Bullihen w. Moore, Esquire 
MCI Telecommunications 

Corporation 
1200 Mutual Building· 
Richmond, Virginia .23219-3095 . . . 

1.736 

William F. Ma1:mon, Jr., Esquir, 
MCI Telecommunications 

Corporation of Virginia 
1133 19th Street, N. w. 

Washington, D. c. 20036 

Richa~d D. Gary, Esquire 
Bunton & Williams 
P. o. Box 1535 
Richmond, Virginia 23212 

Robert M. Gillespie, Esquire 
Associate General·counsel 
Office of General Counsel 
State Corporation Commission 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
P. o. Box 1197 
Richmond, Virginia 23209 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

APPLICATIONS OF ) 

"t 
) 

SOUTHERNTEL OF VIRGINIA, INC ) CASE NOS. PUC840020 
) 

MCI TELECO~~UNICATIONS CORPORATION ) PUC840022 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
UNITED STATES TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS ) PUC840024 

OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) 
) 

TDX SYSTEMS OF VIRGINIA, INC. ) PUC840025 
) 

GTE SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION ) PUC840027 
OF VIRGINIA ) 

) 
For certificates of public convenience ) 
and necessity to provide inter-LATA, ) 
inter-exchange telecommunications ) 
service and to have rates established ) 
on competitive factors; ) 

) 
PETITION OF ) 

) 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF VIRGINIA ) PUC840023 

) 
For authority to set rates and charges ) 
pursuant to § 56-481.1 of the Code of ) 
Virginia ) 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO PARTICIPATE AS APPELLEE 

The Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of the Attorney 
.. 

General, hereby gives notice that it intends to participate as an 

appellee in the appeals taken by GTE Sprint Communications 

Corporation of Virginia and MCI Telecommunications Corporation of··· 

Virginia to the order of the Commission dated August 22, 1984. 

1.737 



October 10, 1984 

Gerald L. Baliles 
Attorney General 

Anthony Gambardella 
Sr. Assistant Attorney General 

101 North Eighth Street 
Richmond, VA 23225 · 

-2-

Respectfully.submitted, 

DIVISION OF CONSUMER COUNSEL 
·OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

By~~~ 
~s Counsel 

CERTIFICATE OF ·sERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the attached Notice has been 
served by first class mail, postage prepaid, or by hand delivery 
this lOth day of October, 1984, on the persons listed below. 

Reginald N. Jones, Esq. 
SouthernTel of Virginia, Inc. 
6722 Patterson Avenue 
Richmond, VA 23226 

Steven W. Pearson, Esq. 
Thomas & Fiske, P.C. 
P.O. Box 14515 
Richmond, VA 23221 

Richard D. Gary, Esq. 
Hunton & Williams 
P.O. Box 1535 
Richmond, VA 23212 

Deborah A. Dupont, Esq. 
GTE·spring Communications Corp. 
1828 L Street NW 
Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Jack R. ·Lebowitz, Esq. 
United States Transmission 
100 Plaza Drive 
Secaucus, NJ 07096 ,. 

Steven H. Davis, Esq. 
520 Madison Avenue 
New York, NY 10022 

1.738 



IN THE SUPREME COURT OF VIRGIN! 

MCI Telecommunications Corporation 
of Virginia, 

Appellant, 

v. 

AT&T Communications of Virginia, 
Inc • , et al • , 

Appellees. 

Record No. 841882 

MCI ~ELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA 
ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

MCI ·Telecommunicatio·ns Corporations of Virginia ("MCI"), 

appellant herein, assigns error to the Final Order and Opinion of 

the State Corporation .Commission ("Commission"), entered on 

August 22, 1984, as follows: 

Aeplication of MCI Telecommunications Corporation of 
V1rg1nia -- POe 84oo22. 

1. The. payments required by the Final Order for 

failure to block intraLATA long-distance calls are neither proper 

rates nor authorized penalties, and the Order is ultra vires, 

void ab initio and violative of due process rights of MCI. 

-1-
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2. The payments required by the Final Order were not 

subject to notice or hearing and not based on evidence in the 

record and are arbitrary and capricious, an abuse of discretion 

and violative of due process rights of MCI. 

3. The Commission's blocking, record keeping, 

reporting and payment requirements established by the Final Order 

constitute a denial of equal protectiOn and are discriminatory 

and unlawful under Va. Code 156-481.1. 

4. The Commission's interpretation and implementation 

of Rule 2 of the Commission's Rules Governing the Certification 

of lnterLATA, Inter-Exchange Carriers as applied to ·MCI in the 

Final Order conflicts with federal law, including but not limited 

to the Communications Act of 1934, 47 u.s.c. 5151 !! se~. unduly 

interferes with interstate commerce and exceeds the Commission's 

authority. 

5. The payments required by the Final Order for 

failure to block intraLATA long-distance calls violate the 

Modification of Final Judgment entered in United States v. 

Western Electric, 552 F.Supp. 131 (D.D.C. 1982), aff'd sub nom. 

Maryland v. United States, 460 U.S. 1001 (1983), which required 

Bell operating companies to provide access to interexchange 

carriers on the basis of cost-justified access tariffs and on no 

other basis. 

AT&T Communications of Vir inia, Inc. 

- 2- 1740 



1. The Commission erred and failed to comply with Va. 

Code 156-481.1 when it found that AT&T would provide its service. 

on a competitive basis based on a determination that deregulation 

would eventually lead to competitive rates by AT&T and that, in 

any event, reregulation would provide a sufficient cure should 

competitive rates not develop. 

2. The Commission's finding under Va. Code 556-481.1 

that AT&T would provide service on a competitive basis was not 

supported in the record and was arbitrary, capricious and viola­

tive of due process. 

3. MCI, a proper party to the proceedings on AT&~'s 

Petition foT Deregulation, was denied a meaningful opportunity to 

participate therein, and, thus, was denied due process of law. 

u 1 1ams 
Louis R. Monacell 
CHRISTIAN, BARTON, EPPS, 

BRENT & CHAPPELL 
1200 Mutual Building 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

William F. Marmon, Jr. 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

CORPORATION OF VIRGINlA 
601 South 12th Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Its Attorneys 

-~- 1741. 
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C E R T 1 F 1 C A T E -----------
The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and exact 

copy of the foregoing Assignments of Error were mailed, fi.rst­

class, postage prepaid, to the counsel listed below for every 

other party to the appeal. this 25th day of March, 1985. 

John W. Riley, Esquire 
Richard D. Gray, Esquire 
The Virginia Exchange Carrier 

Assoication 
Hunton & Williams 
707 East Main Street 
Post Office Box 1535 
Richmond, Virginia 23212 

Anthony Gambardella, Esquire 
Office of Attorney General 
Division of COnsumer Counsel 
101 North 8th Street 
5th Floor 
Richmond, Virginia 23225 

Robert M. Gillespie, Esquire 
State Corporation Commission 
Post Office Box 1197 
Richmond, Virginia 23209 

Michael J. Morrissey, Esquire 
Glenn A. Stover, Esquire 
Wilma R. McCarey, Esquire 
AT&T Comunications of 
Virginia, Inc. 
3201 Jermantown Road 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Warren F. Brundage, Jr. Esquire 
The Chesapeake and Potomac · 
Telephone Company of Virginia . 
703 East Grace Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
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IN TH£ SUPREM& COURT OF VIRGINIA 

GTI Sprint Communications Corporation 
of Virginia, 

Appellant, 

-against-

AT'T communications of Virginia, 
Inc., 11 !!·• 

Appellees. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
I 
) 
) Record No. 841881 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

GTI SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATJON OF VIRGINIA 
ASStGNHBHt§ Qf lftBOR 

GTI Sprint Communications Corporation of Virginia 

(•GTB Sprint•), eppellant herein, assigns error to the Final 

Order and Opinion (•rinal Order• or "Order•) of the State Cor­

poration Commission (•commission•), entered on August 22, 1984, 

Application of GTB Sprint Commynications Corporation of 
yirqinit -- PUC 840Qj7. 

1. The payments required by the Commission in the 

Pinal Order for failure to block intra-LATA long-distance calls 

are neither proper rates nor authorized penalties, and the 

Order is ulsrt vires, void ~ initio and violative of due pro­

cess rights of GTB Sprlnt. 

2. The Commission's interpretation and imple­

mentation of Rule 2 of the Commission's Rules Governing the 

• 
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Certification of Inter-LATA, Inter-1xchan9e carriers as applied 

to GfB Sprint in the Final Order conflicts vith federal law, 

including but not limited to the Communications Act of 193,, 47 

u.s.c. 5151 11 ~. unduly interferes with interstlte commerce 

and exceeds the Commission's authority. 

3. The need for and formula used to calculate the 

payments required by the Final Order were not subject to notice 

or hearing and not based on or supported by evidence in the 

record, and thus, are arbitrary_and capricious, an abuse of the 

commission's discretion and violative of due process rights of 

GTB Sprint. 

'· The pay.ments required by the Pinal Order fer 

failure to block intra-LATA long-distance calla violate the 

Modification of Pinal Judgment entered in United Stites v. 

Hastern Electric, 552 r. Supp. 131 (D_.D.C. 1982), ~ff'd sub 

aom. Marylapd y. Unittd States, '60 U.S. 1001 (1983), which re­

quired Bell operating companies to provide access to 

interexchange earrlers on the basis of cost-justified access 

tariffs and on no other bas~s. 

s. The Commission's blocking, record keeping, re­

porting and payment requirements established by the Pinal Order 

constitute a denial of equal protection and are discriminatory 

and unlawful under Va. Code 556·481.1. 

2 
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~i~!~Q2J! AT'T Communications of Virainia, Inc. (•At,t•) --

1. The Commission erred an~ failed to comply with 

Va. Code S56-&Bl.l when it found that AT'T would provide its 

service on a competitive basis based on a determination that 

deregulation would eventually lead to competitive rates by AT&T 

and that, in any event, reregulation would provide a sufficient 

cure should competitive rates riot develop. 

2. The Commission's finding under Va. Code 556•481.1 

that AT'T would provide ~ervice on a competitive basis was not 

supported in the record and was a~bitrary, capr1etous, au a~uoc 

of discretion and violative of due process. 

3. GTI Sprint, a proper party to the proceedings on 

AT,T'a Petition for deregulation, waa denied a meaningful op­

portun.ity to participate therein, and, thus, was denied due 

oroc••• of law. 

3 
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By: __ ~----------~------Brnest c. Vaughan 
Randolph, Boyd, Cherry 
' vaughan 
&18 Mutual Building 
P.O. Box 677 
Richmo"d, Virginia 23206 


