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1 1. Q, PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRE^. 

Z 

5 A. Mlynameis Lorl A. Stemisha and my business address is 180 HastBroad 

4-. Street, Cblumbus, Ohio 43215-

5 

6̂  r a ASE YOU" THE SAME LORT A. STERNISHA WHOSE TESTIMONY WAS 

T PREVIOUSLY PILED AS A STAPF EXHTBir IN THIS CASE ON 

a AUGUSTIO, 1994? 

9-

l a A- Yes,.rain. 

XT. 

IZ 3L (2. WHATISTHEPURPOSEOFTHISADDITIDNALTESTIMONY? 

13: 

t^r A^ tSfepurposeofmy testimony istgrespondtO'severaLadditionaLobjections 

15 tadteStaff Report of Investigatfon filed in this case on Mardt 25,1994^ 

IB 

TT Generally, I will be responding to the objections conceming the 

IS competitive criteria for cell dassitication and the classification of Local 

19 Calling Plus. Specifically, I will be responding to the objections of the 

20 following parties: American Association of Retired Persons; 36; AT&T: 7; 

21 Oij- of Qeveland 16; Qty of Cblumbus: Ct; Edgemont Coalitiom 46, 48; 

22. DCC Coalition: 9, 10; Ohio Library Coimcil: 33; Ohio Newspaper 

22 Assodationr 31; Office of Consumer's Counsel 21, 46, 49; Ohio Cable 

24: T^evision Assodation 37; 43; New Parr Page 10; and Tune-Wamer IV.6. 



I 4w a SEVERAL PARTIES BELIEVE TE5E STAPF ERRED BY FAILING TO 

Z REJECT OHIO BELL'S CELL Z AND CELL 4 CLASSinCATTONS FOR 

5 RESIDENTIAL SERVICES OTHER THAN SPEED DIALING, WHILE 

4r OTHERS BELIEVE THAT STAFF SHOULD HAVE KHjJiCIED THE 

3= PLACEMENT OF ALL EXISTING SERVICES- INTO CELL ZAND CELL 4 

6 BECAUSE OF THE LACK OF SPEOHC COMPHTlTiVE. INFORMAnON: 

7 DOES STAFF AGREE? (Qeveland 16; Edgemont 46; OCC 46; Ohio Library 

8' Cbundl33;OCrVA37) 

9-

10- A . No* As stated previously,- Staff agrees vyitix the d assifTratfort of aE of Ohio 

tX. BelTs se£viceswithdieexceptxonsiu3tedirLSiaffReportaxxd my previous 

IZ pz^ared testuxumy. Staff believes tiat dierpmainTngrseevioes,. Tndnding 

I S tfaQseiitCel£ZandCelI4areappropriately dassified. 

15 Or addition,. Staff would like to note for the record, that the majority of 

16 residential services have been classified by the Applicant iit ftither Cell 1 or 

17̂  Cell 3. The Cell Z residential services, not proposed to be reclassified by 

IS Staff, induder Operator and Message Toll Services. The Cell 4 residential 

19 services indude WATS and Ameritech Custom 800 services* Of course, all 

20 of the above services may also be used by non-residentiai customers. 

21 

2Z 5. Q. CAN YOU EXPLAIN WHAT GKITERIA THE STAFF UTILIZED WHEN 

23 REVIEWING THE PROPOSED CLASSIHCATIONS OF CURRENT OHIO 

24- BELL SERVICES? 



I A* Yes. Staff utilized the Commission's Alternative Regulation Rules, 

Z previous Commission service sped&c and/or generic investigation orders, 

S Staff experience with, the existing services, and the service cell 

4 classification issues in the Alternative Regulation proceedings for 

5 Cmdrmati Bell Telephone Company and Western Reserve Telephone 

6 Company. Finally, Staff examined information provided in the 

T application and data requests were issued for those services for whidt it 

S- needed further information in order to veniy cell placement. 

9 

m ft. QL E O K N E W CELL ZAND C E L L 4 SERVICES A N D SERVICES PROPOSED 

IT TO BE RECLA^THED INTO CELL Z AND CEIX 4 DURING THE TERM 

( TX OF THE PLAN, WHAT IS STAFFS POSTEDON ON THE TYPE OF 

TS ' INBDRMATIONTHATTHEAPPLICANrMDSrPSOVIDE? 

m 
15 A* The Applicant has stated that most new services wdL be dassified h x C ^ 3, 

16 unliess a service meets the aiteda of another GelL IF the Applicant does 

IT propose a new Cell Z or Cell 4 service or a rpriassifiration of a sgvice into 

18 Ceil 2 or Cell 4, Staff believes that the Applicant should provide die 

19 hiformation required by the Alternative Regulation Rules for all services 

20 proposed to be dassified in Cell Z or Cell 4 during the term of the plaiu 

21 This information is as follows: 

2Z 

23 a. The number and size of alternative providers of services; 

24 

25 b. The extent to which services are available from alternative providers 

26 in the relevant market; 



L a The ability of alternative providers to make comparable services 

Z readily available at competitive rates, terms, and conditions; and 

3 

4 d. Other indicators oi market power,. wMck may indude market share, 

5 growth in market share, ease of entry, and the afSliation of providers 

6 of service 

r 
8 7. a SEVERAL PARTIES OBJECT TO THE STAEFS FAILURE TO ADOPT 

9 CRITERIA TO EVALUATE THE INFORMATION SUBMlTrED BY THE 

10 APPUCANT SPEOHCALLY, SEVERAL PARTIES BELIEVE THE 

tL COhSMJSStOU SHOULD ADOPT THE NATIONAL REGULATORT 

IZ RESEARCH INSTITUTE:S TABLE S ^ AND 8 ^ FOUND IN TTS 

IS A D D E N D U M : T 0 THE STAFF REPORTPIDED: ON MARCH 25'>. 1994 IN 

r ^ THISCAS^ THEOCCtfJsUHVESTHATTHBSTAEFSBDUID ADOPT 

15^ THE CRirERTA SET FORTH BY ITS WITNESS BUCBCALEW. WHY 

16̂  DOESNT STAFF AGREE? (Cohnnbus CI; AARP 36r Edgemont Coalitiott 

r r 48;:Newspapar3T; 0CC21,49; OCTVA 43; TrmeWamer IV.6) 

18 

19 A. Staff believes it is possible to utilize the criteria found in NKSTs Table 8-4 

20 and 8-5 and Buckalew's recommendations as resources to evaluate 

21 whether a service has been appropriately dassiSed. Howev&t, Staff does 

2Z not believe the Commission should be limited to one specific set of criteria 

23 for evaluating the competitiveness of a service Further, Staff is concerned 

24 that if it limits itself to a specific market share criteria for each cdl, that the 

( 25 Staff, and ultimately the Commission, may not have the flexibility to 

26 consider pertinent information which Ohio Bell or others may provide in 

27 the future. 

\ 



X Staff believes the Commission must have the flexibility, as outlined in 

Z Rule XH C 4 and XH S 2, to judge the competitiveness of an individual 

3 service, taking into account factors it deems appropriate based on the 

4r unique characteristics of services which, at this time are unknown to tiie 

5 Staff or the Applicant. 

6 

T 8̂  Q. HOW WILL STAFF HANDLE A STTUAHON WHERE IT BELIEVES IT 

3 DOES NOT HAVE ENOUGH INFORMATION TO RECOMMEND THE 

9- INCLUSIDNOF ASERVICEIN CELL ZORCELL4? 

m 
IX A . During the 30 day review process of the proposed classification or 

IZ redassification of a Cell Z or Cdl 4 service. Staff will determine whether 

IS tfie service has been appropriaieiy dassified During the course of its 30^ 

1^ day review;. Staff can. recjuest fiixdier Jhfbrmatiort t a s i^port the 

IS competitive showings if i t believes that it is necessary. If the necessary 

IS lofisrmation cannot be obtained or Standees not agree with the proposed 

IT dassification, then the suspension procedures are available as set fiarth in 

18 Rule XIV G. If suspended, the Commission must then take formal action 

19 to approve the service after further review and after possible modification 

20 of the service by the Applicant. Such modification coidd indude 

21 redassification of the service. Of course, if the Applicant agrees witii Sta^ 

2Z that a service shoidd be redassified, during the course of the review 

23 process, it can amend its application to refiect such a change. 



I fix addition, the Rules (seeXCVF.) allow interested parties to tile objections 

Z during the first 14 days of an automatic 30 day application. Staff and the 

3 Commission will consider all objections filed by interested parties 

4- pursuant to these Rules. Staff believes that its review process, along with-

5 the consideration of objections filed by interested parties, wiE lead to the 

6 proper classification of a service in Ceil Z or Call 4v 

T 

8 9. a DID THE COMMISSION, IN ITS ALTERNATIVE REGULATION RULES, 

9 SET FORTH PROCEDURES POR THE COMMISSION TO ORDER THE 

Iff RECLASSIHCATION OF A SERVICE TO A CELL. AFTER ITS 

t t CEASSIHCAIIDN? 

T2 A- Yes. The Commission In Rule XV A* set fbrdt procedures under which 

t £ thetCommussunc could order dieredassification. or other modifications to 

15* a.new service. While the language in Rule X\r A* spedfically mentions 

16- new Cell 3 services, it is; Staffs belief diat for Ohio BdTs Plan,, tins rale 

IT should apply to both new and existing services in all Cells. Staff believes 

IS that this modification of Rule XV A- is necessary in order to provide 

19 additionad safeguards in Ohio BelTs Plan because the proposed duration 

20 exceeds three years. If StafPs opinion is adopted, it woidd allow the 

21 Commission to order the redassification of a service torn Cdl Zto Cdl 1, 

2Z for example, if it finds the service, as dassified, is unjust, unreasonable, or 

23 in. violation of law. 



1 10. Q. DOES THE RULE EXPLAIN HOW THE COMMISSION CAN FIND SUCH 

Z A SERVICE UNJUST, UNREASONABLE, OR IN VIOLATION OF LAW? 

3 

4- A- Yes. The Rule states that upon complaint, or uport the Commission's 

5 own motion, and after hearing, pursuant to Section 4909.18 Revised Code, 

6 if the Commission determines one is necessary, the Cbmniission cair find 

T a. service is tmjust, tmreasonable, or irt violation of law. 

8-

9- I L Q. AXMTANDTHEIXCCOALniONOBJECrTOTHECLASSIHCATraNOF 

Iff THE APPLICANTS EXTENDED LOCAL CALLING PLAN^ LOCAL 

IX CALLING PLUS IN CELL L WHY DOES STAFF SUPPORT SUCH A 

/ IZ PLACEMENT? CAT&a:7; IXC 9) 
V , • . • 

IS 

t ^ A- S ta^ attiietimeof its review of Local Canmg:PTus.Segvicev ^rppd diatit 

tS was a basic local service because die Cbmmissibn. has ordered, that i t be 

tS- provided as an extended area service Spedficalfy;. it has been, ordered to be 

17̂  provided where existing local service has been found ta be inadequate 

18 Staff believes diat It should be consistent with the treatment of ail of the 

19 Applicants extended area services which are currentiy dassified in Cell 1. 

20 

21 I Z Q. IS STAFF AWARE OF THE CONCERNS OF SEVERAL PARTIES AS TO 

2Z THE PRICING OF LOCAL CALLING PLUS, AND THEIR ASSERTION 

23 THAT THIS SERVICE ELIMINATES COMPETmON IN THE TOLL 

24 MARKET? 



I A. Yes. Staff Witness Montgomery will dfsruss the cost issues surrounding 

Z Local Callmg Plus Service However, Staff at diis thne, will not take a 

3" position on these competitive concerns which will be addressed by the 

4r Commission in a separate proceeding:. 

5 

6- 15. Q. NEW PAR OBJECTS TO THE STAEFS FAILURE TO RECOMMEND 

T THAT THE APPLICANT PROVIDE ADVANCE NOTtHCATION OF 

S NEW SERVICES TO TELECOMMUNICAHONS SERVICE PROVIDERS. 

9 WECATIS-STAFFS POSmON ON SUCHNOTIEICATIQN? (NEWPAR; 

10 FAGE10(2)) 

H 

;- IZ A.. As stated previously. Staff agrees with die new service notification 
V 

13^ gmdel i t t eg a s set- fartfr b y 1-hê  ChrmnigfiimT JTT, ifg Al*Prwatfp» l&igttlatinn 

T^ RSrfeŝ  The ordy notiffratimt requirement; for new services iic die 

IS Alternative Regulation Rules is for services proposed to be dassified in 

16- Cell 4 (see XV E). Staff believes the Commissiott lias provided adequate 

XT gtudeluies for notification and sees no reasoa to de^^xt ̂ mxt the decision 

IS in this matter. 

19 

20 14. Q. THE DCC COALHTON OBJECTS TO THE FAILURE OF STAFF TO 

21 RECOMMEND A PROCESS BY WHlOi INTERESTED PARTIES MAY BE 

2Z NOTIEIED OF PRICE CHANGES AND OBTAIN ACCESS TO LRSIC HAS 

23 STAFF RECOMMENDED SUCH A PROCESS? dXC 10) 

24 

I 25 A- Staff Witness Montgomery is the appropriate witness to discuss price 

26 change procedtnes and access to LRSIC Studies. 



=̂* 

1 15. Q- DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR.SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY? 

Z 

3 A. Yes. 
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