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1 1. C ^ P I E A S E STATE Y O U R NAME AND CURRENT P O S m O N . 

2 

5 A : My name is Raymond Warren Lawtoru I am Assodate Director Sar 

4- l^Iecomnmnications Research at The National R^niatory Researdi lostftute^ 

5 

6 2 . Qr WHAT ARE YOUR QUAUHCATIONS AND EDUCATIONAL 

r BACKGROUND? 

8 

9 Ar r h a v e a B A . h i poUtical sdeiice from the State Uiaveiaiiy College of New 

10 York a t Oswego, andan M A . a n d P k D . firom TheOhio State University 

XL (OSU) in PttUtxcal Sdence^ I have been Assodate Dneetor of t h e 

12. ' T&Iecomnmmcatioxis and. Water Division of the National R^olatory Reseazdt 

15 IjDstitute (NRRI) smce 1986 and I prevxoiisly was a Senior ReseardrSpedaUst 

14- a t t h e N R R L Priorto that time I held senior positions a t the Ohio 

15 Department of Economic and Cbmmnmty Develqmient and the Ohio OfSce 

16 of Budget and Management I am also an Adpmct Assodate Professor in the 

17 Sdiool of Poblic Policy and Management at OSU and also hold sqjpointments 

18 as a Research Sdemiscand as an Assodate at the Center For Advanced 

19 Studies in Teleconmnmications at OSU. My most recent research has focused 

20 on universal service, price caps, and alternative finnis of teiecommnnicatioas 

21 r^niadoo. A more complete biographical sketdx is attached to this testimoi^. 

22 



1 3. Qr WHAT RESEARCH HAVE YOU CONDUCTED ON THE OHIO BEUL 

2 TELEPHONE COMPANY/AMERTTECH OF OHIO PROPOSAL FOR 

3 ALTERNATIVE REGULATION? 

4-

5 AL t am a member of the NRRI stocfy team (N-ST) that reviewed tiie proposed 

6 pn'cft gapft plan as a. consnltant tn thi» Staff nfthft PnhKg TTtilJties rmmmggiwn 

T ofOhio* IwoikedmxderDr^Vivian'T^tkindDavis, the project leader* Ihad 

3 primary responsibili^ for chapters two through seven. 

9 

10 4v Qr DO YOU HAVE ANY OVERVIEW COMMENTS YOU WOUID LIKE 

XL TO MAKEABOUTTHERECOMMENDAnONSAND AEPROACHOF 

12: THE N-ST? 

15 

14- Ar Yes^Ido. The N-ST recommendations foUow three primary thrusts. Theficsc 

15 is td elimmate those proposed price cap features that livould allow an 

16 hicumbentto engage hxanticonqfetitive behavior. Such behavior would delay 

17 the development of con^etitive telecommunications markets in Ohio. The 

18 second follows &om di£ observation that anticompetitive practices are only 

19 possible where an mcumbem has captive customers. According^, protection 

20 of captive customers also reduces the possibilhy of anticompetitEve behavior.. 

2L The third thrust recognizes that price caps and any other form of regulation 

2Z are ss^'ect to the Commission's basic legislativeiy mandated oversight. Tiie 



1 three thrusts were developed in relation to the ê qnressiQn of legislative intent 

2 found ra R.C. 4927. N-ST's recommendations clearly envision price c^is as a 

5 transitional mecham?mi and seek only to ensure that the price caps pn^osal 

4- submitted does not introduce delays in the evolution of conqietitxve 

5 telecomnmnications markets in Ohio. 

5 

7 5. QrAFIER REVIEWING THE OBJECnONS RECEIVED TO THE STAFF 

8 REPORT AND THE ADDENDUM PREPARED BY THE NRRI STTUDY 

9 TEAM^DO YOUHAVE ANY MODIHCAITONS YOUWISHTO MAKE? 

10 

11 Ar No, I have no modiffcafions and support eadi of the recnmm«nriatinns made 

12 in. the N-ST report 

15 

14. 6, Qr DO YOU AGREE WnHTHEAMERnEOt OHIO OBJECnON TO 

15 DOCUMENTING THATA PRICE CAPS PLAN MUSTBE OFMORE 

16 BENEFITTO CONSUMERS THAN TRADmONAL REGULATION? 

17 (AO El) 

18 

19 A: No, I do not agree. The Miriam'Wd)star Third New IrtterrtadomdlXctionary 

20 (unabridged) defmcfis reform as ''...to put an end to (an evil) by enforcing or 

21 mtiodudng abetter method or course of action-.'*(p. 1909) Accordmgly, 

22 demonstration that the submitted price caps plan is as good or better than 



V 1 what it replaces is a reasonable request In addition, it is dearfy the intent o£ 

2 R.C 4927.02 that any alternative form of regulation meet announced criteria. 

3 Unquestionably Ohio legislators had in mind thatany ait^nadvefomi of 

4> regulation, sudi as price caps, would be as good or better (in terms of the 

5 R.C criteria) than the form of r^ulation being replaced. TheOommissionfŝ  

6 own: rules place a burden of proof iqxm the applicant to demonstrate net 

% 7 benefit. 

9 7. Qr DO YOU AGREE WTIH AMERITECH OHIO OBJECTION TO N^SrZl 

10 THAT A PRICE CAP PLAN THATINCLUDES ADEQUATE 

11 SAFEGUARDS FOR RATEPAYERS AND OTHERS IS ARADDNAL^ 

f 12. APPROPRIATE ALTERNATIVE TO RATEBASE, RATE-OF-RETURN 

IS REGULAnON^ATTHETTlMEIN'OHIO? (AO El ) 

14-

15 Ar Adiequate safeguards for Ohio ratepayers must be afondamental part of az^ 

16 price cap plan. 

17 

18 8. Qz DO YOU AGREE ^gHH AMERITECH OHIO'S RESPONSE TO N-ST 

19 2-19 WHERE AMERTIECH OHIO OBJECTS TO STATING WHETHER 

20 TTS STABLE PRICES WOULD BE MORE STABLE THAN THOSE 

21 UNDER RATEBASE, RATEOF-RETURN REGULATION (RMIOR). 

22 (AO El) 



V 1 A: Since Ameritedi Ohio selected this attribute of its plan, that is stabilized 

2 prices* to presem as a benefit of its price cap reform, it would be reasonable 

3 to assume that the prices envisioned would be more stable than under 

4- RBROR. Ameritech Ohio should be asked by the Commission to cleaify state 

5 it^poifcy regarduig stabilized prices. 

7 9̂  Qr DOES THE COMMKSION NEED AUTHORHYTO INDEPENDENTLY 

a MONTTOR TAX AND ACCOUNTING RULE CHANGES AND OTHER 

9̂  CANDIDATE EXOGENOUS EVENTS? (AO El ) 

la 

11 Ar The Commission has oversight ohiigatianstfaatwilleaBst under price caps-or 

( IZ. ai^otherfonn of regulation. Given Ameritech Ohio's objection and die 

1^ thrust of some of Ameritedi Ohio's price c s ^ plan reasoning that less 

14- oversight is required, it is ui^ortant that the Corunussion state its authority 

15 and obligation in dds area. Silence in the face of the Ameritech Ohio 

16 objection may imply agreemem and limit the oversi^ options the 

17 Commission has available to protect ratepayers and telecomnmnications 

18 providers m Ohio fronianticompetitive practices. If only Ameritedi Ohio can 

19 pces^xt a list of candidate exogenous events, Ohio consumî s wiU be 

20 d^advant^ed by information asymoaetry. That is, only Ameritedi Ohio will 

21 be scamnng the environment to determine exogenous events. 

22 (N-ST 25 and 5.2) 



1 10. Qr SHOULD AMERITECH OHIO BE ASKED TO STATE THATTTS PRICE 

2 CAPS PLAN WILL RESULT IN PRICING AND QUALITY OF SERVICE 

3 OPTIONS THATARE AT LEAST AS GOOD AS THOSE UNDER 

4 RBROR. (AO El ) 

5 .' 

6 Ar AmeritechOhiohasaburdenof proof of showing that a pridng reform like 

7 price caps is atleast as good as whatis being replaced The Commissimi by 

8 statmg this will give Ameritech Ohio a standard it can use for guidance. 

9- Ratepayers and Ohio telecomnmzncations providers deserve the protection 

10 afforded by sudi a policy statemem; (N-ST 4.5) 

U 

IZ 11. Qr SHOULD THE COMMISSION STATE n S POUCY REGARDING THE 

15 FREQUENCY,. STANDARDS, AND LEVEL OFOVERSI(2Hr AND 

14. EXDC^NOUS ADJUSTMENT MONTTORING ROUTINES TO BE USED 

15 IN FACING TTS RESPONSIBIIinES REGARDING EXOGENOUS 

16 CHANGES? (AO El) 

17 

18 A: Ameritech Ohio proposed in its application an exogenous a#isnnent process 

19 that gives the Commission too littie time to evahiate the merits of a daim for 

20 exogenous treatment Further, the Ameritech Ohio proposed procedure only 

21 allows for Ameritech Ohio to submit ret|uests for eacogenous diange. Justas 

22 the Commission independently monitored, audited and evaluated ^•nanda] 



V 1 submitted by Ameritedi Ohio that show why this regulatory safoguard should 

2 beabolished 

3 

4- 15. QrSHOUUD AMERITECH OHIO DEMONSTRATE THAT OHIO 

5 RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS BENEFTT FROM PRICE CAPS IN A 

6 MONOPOLY MARKET? 

7 

8 Ar The proposed Ameritech Ohm price caps plan has multiple incentives that can 

9 encourage Ameritedi Ohio to engage ht price discrimination such that 

10 monopoly customers are disadvantaged along with Ameritech Ohio 

11 con^fetitors.- BftUfffiK could indude increased iuHasiiucture invesiiiiflnfs, 

f IZ more services, and lower prices. If iiAJiasUuctnre investments are essential^ 

15 the same aa under RBROR,. if only the same services are ofGsred in die basic 

14- POTS package^ and if prices increase or remain the same while competitive 

15 prkesfidi, then it would be hard to condude that the residential monopoly 

16 customer benefits firom price caps. Ameritech Ohio has the burden to 

17 demonstrate this point or to propose additfonal safeguards to overcome this 

18 problem. (N-CT 6.1) - _ 

19 

20 14̂  Qr SHOULD STAFF CONTINUE TO HAVE OVERSIGHT OF USAGE 

21 MEASURES USED? (AO El ) 

22 



1 uifbzmation submitted by utilities and developed unifonn systems of accounts, 

2 so too must adequate procedures be designed to deal with big tidcet 

3 exogenous change items. Recall that only big changes will be proposed,, so 

4- .̂ ist̂ ^xen the impact on the ratep^er wiE be the greatest the Comrnission 

5 could Sad itself without mdependent data. The Conunission has long 

6 recognized the danger inherent in having asynnneoacal&andal infonnation 

7 and developed respcmsibie and efSdent routines lor independent^ monitoring 

3 and auditing the ffnandal informadan submitted by utilities. The same danger 

9̂  ttttherat^MgrerandOhioteleconmiunicationsproviderwiIl exist if Ameritedi 

la OMo's objection is sustained. (N-ST 5.9 and 5.10) 

11 

12: 12. Qr SHOULD THE COMMISSION CONTINUE TO RECEIVE COST DATA 

15 FROM AMERITECH OHIO UNDER PRICE CAPS?. (AO El ) 

14-

15 Ar Apparently Ameritedi Ohio foels sodi con3|>aiative data would not ''...prcmdc 

16 a reasonable basis to evaluate an alternative regularion plan." (AO El) 

17 There is no otherway that the Commission can monitor the price caps reform 

IS without this informatipn. Nor is it dear how the Commission could folly 

19 perform its duties without ready access to this infomiation. Am^xtedi Ohio, 

20 at a mininium, has a burden of proof to show why this important r^nlatory 

21 safeguard should be fttiminated. No data or other infonnation have been 



1 Ar ^^^outdiese data the Staff would be unable to perform its dudes, hi 

2 particular, itsfaould be ei^ected that the demand for con^Tedtrve and 

3 noncompedtive Ameritedt Ohio telecomnnmicatfons services wiE diange in 

4- ways ne3iiyinq)0ssible to predict Costs are aEocated in terms of existing 

5 data on currentusage patterns, "^thout such data in the foture, the 

6 CbmmissionwiEbeoverassigmngcosts to the current biggest users (s^,ihe 

7 monopoly residentiai customer) andunderstadngthecostof providuignew 

8 services. This wiE cause economic distortions. Also LRSIC analyses wiE be 

9̂  fotaEyflawedbecausethecostfioorwiE be based î Hm old usage patterns. 

10 Tlis would produce a "regulatozy lag" that hurts monopoly residendal 

11 cnstomeis and Amentedr Ohio conq)etxtors*(N^ST 62) 

m 

IS 151 Qr DO STAFFNEED THE RESOURCES TO MONITOR AND CARRY OUT 

14- OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILniES IN" A PRICE CAPS ENVIRONMENT? 

15 (AOEl) 

16 

17 Ar Staff need the abilily to monitor, mvestigate, audit, and coEea data in a price 

18 caps environment Thê skiE mix and dudes required of staff wiE be different 

19 in a. price caps environment To dte but one exaxnplê  staff wiE seed to 

20 continue to iq)grade and maintain their indexing skiEs. (N-ST7.7) 

21 



1 Ameritedi Ohio wiE benefit fonn a dear statement of the Commissfonfs data 

2 and oveisigbt e:q)ectadons. This would aEow Ameritech Ohio to develop and 

3 strengdien the procedures it uses to coraply witk Commissfon information 

4- needs. Absent a dear statement; Ameritech OMo may not rnaizttain data, or 

5 acces&to data hi ways that permit the Connmssion to cany* out its duties. 

6 

7 Ameritech Ohio has not shown thatany of its objections are in conformance 

8 with R C 4927.02. The net result of sustaiidng these objections would be to 

9̂  dei^ die Commission ordinazy access to data. It would iiot be in tiie public 

10 JnterestorefBdentfortheCommissiontohayeto canvene a hearing every 

1 1 ttfTi^-if'Ti^^rf^ lisvtsi i n a -firtrirfr pnrî ^fr r a p s rftgtmft-. 

12 

15 1 ^ Qr SECOULD THE PRODUCTIVITY OFJb^T USED FOR AMERTIECH 

14̂  OHIO BE IN IN A RANGE FROM 3.3 PERCENT TO 455 PERCENT? 

15 (AOE7) 

16 

17 A: Ameritech Ohio has not advanced ai^ informadon countering the N-ST 

18 recommendation 3.8-ofa 3.3 percent to 455 percent range for a productivity 

19 of&et According]̂ , Ameritech Ohio has not satisfied a burden of proof test 

20 The N-ST recomrnendatf on reflects the range chosen by state commissions 

21 that have adopted price caps plans. If Ameritedi Ohio trufy had a 

22 productivi^ of L9 percent, it may not have been able to survive finandaEy 

10 



1 withabasicratefi^eze that has existed since the last Ameritedi Ohio rate 

2 case. 

3 

4- 17. Qr SHOULD AMERTIECH OHIO DOCUMENTFOR THE COMMKSION 

5 THE MODERNIZATION ANALYSIS TTPERFORMED FORTTS 

6 INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT? (AO E7) 

7 

3 Ar Wtfaout this informadon it wfll not be possible to accurately detemane if the 

9 JuvesUiigotisoominensnTatewiUL the revenues generated under pifce caps, ht 

10 particular; such an anafysi& could show if there is a mismatdibetweenr say, 

11 residftufiai revenues and mvestmems that siqiport basic rftsiriemfaj services. 

12 Ameritech OMo should be asked to provide dus information. Proprietary 

15 fnfrmnatfnn, of course;, can be protected tfarougjt normal Cfwmm'ssimi 

14- procedures. (N-ST 3.1) 

15 

16 18. Qr SHOULD THE PRODUCnVTTY ANALYSIS BE ADJUSTED TO 

17 REFLECT TE3E LOW SALES EXPERIENCED DURING THE STUDY 

18 PERIOD EXAMIN^J (AO E7) 

19 

20 Ar TMs adjustment is vital because otherwise revenues are understated and 

21 Ameritech OMo uxvestments and other expenses are overstated TMs is 

22 particularly important because the heart of Ameritech OMo's in&astmcture 

11 



1 mvedment is based iqion the nodon of the utcreasmg efficiency possible 

2 through mvestmems m infrastructure. If the calculation underlying the 

3 proposed acQustaaent of 19 percent is wrong---that is it is too low^-aiid 

4- tftfTdency also subsequently increases, then OMo consumers aaid Ameritech 

5 OMo competitors wiE be disadvantaged by paying more than th^ should 

6 because the pennitted price ceiEng wiE be too Mgh. Protestations that the 

7 ceilmg price is tiot necessarily the price that Amgritech. OMo wiE dioose 

3 should be disregarded unless Ameritedi OMo formaEy announces such a 

9 paEcy. Prices fiarc^tive customers in price csqs are always near die ceilMg 

10 and doser to the ceiEng than the more conq)etiiive services induded under a 

11 pzicecap. Ameritftch OMo should show the Commission a productivity of&et 

12 acQustment recalculadon that indudes- tins adjustment (N-ST 3.2) TMs 

IS re^onse also is appropriate for objections raised that Ameritedi OMo should 

14- indude known productivity^ mcreases from the Ameritech. purchase plan 

15 (N^ST 33), increased revenues from ceEular traffic (N-SF 3.4), and increased 

16 savmgs through labor force reductions. (N-ST 3.6) 

17 

18 19. Qr HAVE EARNINGS-SHARING OR CONSUMER DIVIDENDS BEEN 

19 USED IN STATE OR FEDERAL PRICE CAP PLANS? (AO E.8) 

20 

21 Ar The FCC adopted a consumer dhridend as asafoguard for residentiai and 

22 business consumers that would provide protection fo}m errors in the 

12 



1 acQustment factor and foture productivity uicreases. Three state commissions 

2 have eammgssharix^ with their price cap plans. No court has overturned 

3 either the consumer dividend or wirmngg sharing so Ameritech OMo's 

4- asserdonthatno legal basis exists forsudi established regulatory medianisms 

5 is not estabUshed, conq)elUns, or persuasive. (N-ST 3.7) 

6 

7 20. Qr KAN AUTOMATIC SERVICE QUALITY ADJUSTMENT THAT USES 

8 ONLY A NEGAITVE SERVICE QUAUTY ADJUSTMENT IN THE BEST 

9 INTEREST OF AMERITECH OHIO, OHIO CONSUMEE(S, AND 

10 TELECOMMUNICATIONS PROVIDERS IN OHIO? (AO ElO) 

11 

12 Ar Ye&. Standard modernization analysis includes aE the productivhy gains 

15 eacpectedfinsmaE sources; indudmg&oninxeeting existing, service f̂ ialiQf 

14- standards. To have a second "positive,"̂  additional, mcentive would over 

15 reward Ameritedi OMo for the quality levels it should receive aî ^way firom its 

16 prudent investment in effidency-increasmg tedmology. It is undear what 

17 Ameritech OMo means when it says that the N-ST recommendadon 

18 improperiy balances Jr^rovements with service quaEty maintenance. Further, 

19 increases m the positive incentive recommended by Ameritedi OMo could 

20 slow the development of compeddon and increase the price paid by 

21 residential and smaE business customers. Overprovisioning of quaEty would 

13 



1 give a distorted economic signal to Ameritech OMo and could ultimately hurt 

2 i t (N-ST 4.8) 

3 

4- 21. Qr SHOULD UNUSED PRICING AUTHORTTY BE BANKED FROM ONE 

5 TIMEPERIODTOTHENEXT? (AO E17) 

6 

7 Ar No. The intent of price caps is to encourage the efiSdenqr-Mcreasingactioas 

8 of UtiHties and to provide finandal rewards for successfol actions. Bankix^ 

9̂  has <mly two uses. The &st is as an mcent^ t t the udEty to be inefficient 

10 Bteffidency occurs because the utfliqr knows that it has bajdced unused piking 

11 authority to cover ai:^ mistakes it makes. TMs incemzve is not available to 

12 umegulated&ns. The second is as a means to-engage m. predatory pricui^ 

14- jump up its prices to a ceiling when competitors are vanquished. Stateand 

15 federal price cap plans do not aEow banking. Ameritech OMo's banking 

16 provision is sot in conformance with R.C 4927.02 because of its 

17 anticon^etitive unpact (N-ST 217 and Z18) 

18 

19 22. Qr SHOULD THERE BE ANINETY (90) DAY REVIEW PERIOD FOR 

20 PROPOSED p a ADJUSTMENTS? (AO E.20) 

21 

14 



1 Ar Ameritedi OMo olqects to the Conmussion independently monitoring PCI 

2 data and to aEowing Staff or other parties 90 days to review the material and 

3 file any objections. Smple prudence requires that Staff have adequate time to 

4- review ffhannaj data and data that wiE set the priciug paiameteis for a 

5 compaiqr as large as Ameritech OMo. "Realtime*^ lag can easify be reduced 

6 by having Ameritedt OMo file 90 days eariy. Itis inconectto view the annual 

7 fiEngofPCIacyustments as ammortechmcalhy needinglitsleaveisig^ Big 

8 dcketitems are being.approved by the Commission and deserve a 

9- conrapondhig level of attwnff on. (N-ST 2L11) 

10 

11 25. QrKnriMPORTANTFORAMERriECHOHIOTOPROVIDETHE 

12 COMMISSIONWrrHFIVEORMORBYEARS OF QUALITY OF 

15 SERVTCEDATABEEOREAPRICBCAPSPLANWirHAN 

14- AUTOMATIC SERVICE ADJUSTMENT FACTOR IS IMPLEMENTED? 

15 (AO E21) 

16 

17 Ar Yes, it is very important E Ameritedt OMo has historical quaU^ of service 

18 data,, it should be provided to the Commission. It is hard to understand why 

19 these data would not exist If Ameritech OMo does not have such data, tMs is 

20 unusual Several actions should be undertaken. Fnst;. a study should be 

21 undertaken that rehably establishes baseEne quaEty of service data. The two 

22 data pomts submitted by Ameritech OMo are msufSdentto do this. StaSand 

15 



1 Ameritedi OMo can work togedier to design and conduct such a suufy. Jomt 

2 partidpatxon wiE give confidence in the results. Second, the Commission 

3 shouldeaqiressitsconcemthatsudidatawerenotavailableandaslcfbr 

4̂  assurances that it wiE be available over the Hfo-of axQT price caps plan. Itis 

5 not possible to have a quality of service adjustment'^ctor without relSablê  

6 andit-quaEty, and consistent data. Without sudt assurance the proposed 

7 Ameritedx OMo data series couM be nuxiified without ConsnissiQnoveisii^ 

8 An unexamined or unreliable quaE^ofservice data base is not in the interest 

9- of copsuuicrs or in the iopgrtm interest of Ameritecfc OMo. 

10 (N^ST22.and4.4) 

U 

12 24v Qr IMES AN ACCEPTABLE MECHANKMEXISrTOCHKK.THE 

15 ARrrHMEnC ACCURACY OFCDF-PT DAIASUBMmED BY 

14- AMERITECH OHIO? (AO E23) 

15 

16 Ar The legislatively mandated obligadons of the Commission mean that adequate 

17 time and procedures be available to chedtaE important informadon 

18 submitted by a udEty^Jhese data are important and integral to the operadon 

19 of the price cap planandneed to be examined. Mr. Romo's testimony does 

20 not indicate that the Commission would have adequate time^ Sroce Ameritedt 

21 OMo gets these data early, the Commission should also have an equivalent 

22 anunmt of time to review the data. (N-ST at29) 

16 



1 25. Qr IS r r IMPORTANT TO USE A "REPRESENTATTVE TIME PERIOD" 

2 FOR CALCULATIONS FOR CUSTOMER SERVICE GROUPS? (AO 

5 E24) 

4-

5 Ar Mh Rome's testimony does not state how these periods will be detemnned. 

6 The Commission needs to know this so that it can have confidence in the 

7 calculations and be able to audit; or reproduce diem. AEauditqpaEty 

3 ffnandal data have stated tone periods and are supposed to identify any 

9 TTiatiWTinl aft«,jmi|i<iftiig/w-fe<?fnrg n ^ f ^ t t m t i h y i -hm-wj^nt inn mf Twm^i^n^^yri i m t ^ 

la periods. Ameritech OMo should be asked to document aE calculations 

11 mideriying datafor customer service gtoiqss. (N-ST 2.8) 

12 

15 2 ^ QrDOYOURECOMMENDTHATAMERIIECHOHIOBEASKEDTO 

14- PROVIDETHE COMMISSION WITH INFORMATION ABOUT ANY 

15 UNTTS THAT WILL BE DIFFERENT FROM THOSE CONTAINED IN 

16 COMMISSION TARIFFS? (AOE.25) 

17 

13 Ar Yes. Ameritech Ohio jhould expand upon its response in a way that is 

19 sufficient to aEow Staff to understand the new proposed units and the 

20 correspondence of these units to those in Commission tariff. Ameritech 

21 Ohio, the Commission, and aE regulatory experts know thatthe selection of 

22 units or weights wiE direcdy affect the costs assigned to different services. 

17 



V 1 One calculation method may fovor residential customers, ̂ <Me anodier may 

2 fovor conqwtitive services. Nonopdmal units or weights wiE provide perverse 

3 incentives that may delay the evolution of competition and harm some current 

4- rattpayers. WithoutiospectionQftMsinfonnadon; the Commission cannot 

5 know what costsMfis are occurring. The Ameritecdt OMo explanation 

6 r e q u i r e s m o r e d a t a . A m m t t ^ ^ COnn and Crmrmks i tm s taff can m n d e j m i t t ^ 

7 on. tMs in order to ensure that an allocation system that meets R.C. 4927 is 

8 ^sMoned. (N-ST 210) 

9 

10 27. Qr SHOULD AMERTTEGH OHIO HAVE THE COMMISSION INVITE 

11 COMMENTS ON ANnCOMEErmVE IMPACTS OFTHE USB OF ANY 

IZ UNITS PROPOSED BY AMERITECH OHIO? (AO E26) 

3 

14- A r 5S[iliCTring rtwmrwsntg ia th<» m a s t affiHwrt" may thi^ r r anmi iua tm a m fjetermine: i f 

15 the units Ameritedr OMo selects have anticompetiUve impacts. Solidtadon 

16 does not mean that the Commission has to ^ree with the comments of the 

17 parties. Rather, it simply aEows comments. If the proposed system is 

IS ''competitor neuttaT -than there should be no particular problem. If the 

19 proposed system is not neutral, this should be read]]^ evident throng the 

20 comments received. The Commissfon would be acting weEwMmi its authority 

21 to take prudent actions designed to avoid endorsing a potendaEy 

22 andcompedtive system of units and weights. (N-ST 2.11) 

18 



1 28. QrKiriMPORTANT TO HAVE AMERITECH OHIO STATE WHETHER 

2 ITS PRICES WILL BE MORE STABLE THAN THOSE UNDER 

3 RATEBASE, RATE-OF-RETURN REGULATION? (AO E27) 

4-

5 Ar TMs N-ST recommendadon (N-ST2J9) was occasioned by Ameritedi OMo 

6 witness Romo saymg that "OMo BeE's price c ^ plan wiE staMEzeprices for 

7 secvicesT. Since prices under RBROR have been vezystable^ the intent was to 

3 & d out what was meant by this statement. Further, as Romo advances price 

9 staliili^ as a positive benefit that consumers wiE receive in retnzs. fin* the 

10 advantages Axoexitedi OMo receives, it is prudent to ask what is meant 

11 Ameritech: OMo's response thafgndoe caps are] separate and dustinctfinm 

12 rate of return, reguladon" is not responsive and fnsnffident IfprioestaMlityis 

13 notequal to orgreaterthan that s^erienced under RBROR,. then Ameritedi 

14- OMo should cease makmgtMs daim and whatever weight that had been 

15 accorded dds assertion should be appropriately discounted by the Commission. 

16 

17 29. Qr SHOULD A MULTT-YEAR TREND Itf AN EXOGENOUS FACTOR BE 

18 REQUIRED BEFORE TT CAN BE CONSIDERED IN AN EXOGENOUS 

19 ADJUSTMENT REQUEST? (AO E28) 

20 

21 Ar Many candidate exogenous events truly wiE foE in the category of noim^ 

22 business risk faced by aE telecommumcadons providers. A muld-year period 

19 



1 may be necessary because the ffnandal impact of an event may subsequently 

2 be overcome in fiuure years and the "one year only" time firame wiE make it 

3 difficult to go backand take the ac^astment out of die base prices (N-ST 5.1) 

4-

5 30. Qr IS IT IMPORTANT TO HAVE ANINETY (90) DAY REVIEW PERIOD 

6 BY STAFF FOR CANDIDATE EXOGENOUS CHANGES? (AO E29) 

7 

3 Ar Yes. Given objections above raised by Ameritedi OMo that reject having the 

9 Staff momtor for raudidafe exogenous events (re N S T 2 ^ and 5J)y the 

10 assertion that "«ut is very Ekefy that the Staff wEI be aware m a timefy fosMon 

11 Ipf exogenous changes].J^ can not be supported. Staff wiE need a reasonable 

12 review period because of die complex and subde analysis inherent in any 

15 exogenous a($istment request StaffwiE need tamonhor and ta review ux 

14- orderto cany out their statutory obEgadons. The Ameritech OMo objection 

15 should be denied and a 90-day review period be selected by the Commission. 

16 (N-ST5J) 

17 

18 31. Qr IS A SERVICE-SPEepCC EXOGENOUS ADJUSTMENT IMPRACTICAL 

19 AND COSTLY? (AO E30) 

20 
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1 Ar No. The N-ST recommendation onfy asks that the Commission determine 

2 whether a service spedfic or general revenue iaapact is more advantageous to 

3 die residendal consumer and Ameritech OMo conqtetitors. (N-ST 5.7) 

4-

5 32: Qr SHOULD AMERTIECH OHIO'S PROPOSED EXOGENOUS 

6 . ADJUSTMENT FACTOR BE REJECTED OR MODIFIED? (AO E31) 

7 

3 Ar Yes. Ameritedi OMo's objection to N-ST 5.8 and 5.19 simply say that the 

9 or̂ gmal adjnstment Ceteris appropriate and does not reqwmd to the issues 

10 raised, ^̂ d̂xout the modifications proposed by N-ST the exogenous 

11 acQbstment wiE be able to be easEy used to make changes that unda^ 

12: advantage Ameritech OMo andhurtOMo consumeis and Ameritedi OMo's 

IS- competitorsu The net result of the N-ST recommended dxanges wiE be to 

14- ensure thatthe Commission has adequate oversight authority suffident to 

15 ensure thataE exogenous adjustments are needed and "con^dtively neutraT'. 

16 

17 33. Qr DO YOU STILL RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE 

18 USTOF CANDIDATE EVENTS THAT AMERITECH OHIO SAYS ARE 

19 NOT ELIGIBLE FOR EXOGENOUS TREATMENT? (AO E32) 

20 

21 Ar Yes. It is unportant to latify this important area of consensus. A dear listing 

22 wiE help fotore commissioners and Ameritech OMo managers to better 

21 



1 understand the ^ e of events that can be considered exogenous. TMs 

2 knowledge should ftli'minate unnecessary hearings over previously exduded 

3 events. TMs is important because the list of evexus^iat Ameritedi OMo 

4- eatcMdes is consistent with its definition of an exogenous ac^ustmem; so no 

5 haimwould be done by codifyingtMs agreement (N-ST 5.15) 

6 

7 34. QrlSTTAPPROPRIATE TO EXCLUDE OHIO SPEOHCTAXES AS A 

8 CANDIDATE EXOGENOUS ADJUSTMENT FACTOR? (AO E33) 

9-

xa Ar Tte (^P-PXaheadymciudes the unpact of OMo taxes. To aEow an 

11 additional exogenous acyustmentwould let Ameritedi OMo collect twice for 

12 die taxr once in the GDP-PI and once as an exogenous acQustment TMs 

15 wouM give Ameritedi OMo an incentive to be ineffident and should be 

14- avoided Ameritech OMo's assertion that reEance on the GDF-H wouid 

15 undeFestxmate the impact is unproven anrf shows a fa^rf^menrs^j 

16 misunderstandmg of the way that the GDP-PI accurate^ and fiiEy records the 

17 impact of price changes m aE sectors of the American economy. GDP-PI 

13 picks up aE changes and, therefore, cannot under or overestimate any 

19 particular price firom any mdustry, or state, or region. (N-ST 5.16) 

20 
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1 35. Qr IS IT IMPORTANT THAT THE EVENTS AMERTIECH OHIO 

2 IDENTIFIES AS NOT BEING EXOGENOUS BE INCLUDED IN THE 

3 FINAL COMMISSION ORDER? (AO E34) 

4 - • 

5 Ar Yes. One of the reasons Ameritech OMo is asked to respond to data requests 

6 iVtfi p m m r i ^ t h ^ r^mrnifiginti with flggnrat^ mfnrmgrirtn t h a t fht^ r f i m r m g ^ ^ n 

7 can use m its dedsion making. To respond to a nonproprietary data request 

8 and then ask. that the response not be indnded in the order raises mai^ 

9" questions. & puts the Commission ux an untenable position and should be 

10 refected. The rationalft is that if the Ameritedi OMo infbnnadon is not 

11 rdjabley. diea Ameritedt OMo should wididraw the fnfonnafion and supply the 

12 Cmmmssiott with more accurate mformaTionregardmgits viewof wfaatwould 

15 causiiiuteaiteaB^senousac^Miiieiil. Theuse of an exogenous â Qustment 

14- fitctor is newin OMo and capable of many interpretadons. The Cbmmission 

15 vitaEy needs to know Ameritech OMo's view so that it can know if an 

16 expansile or restrictive defimdon is being used To advance a restrictive list 

17 and then seek to esdnde it from the order reduces confic^ce in the 

IS inforinadon. The fiaal^Commission order should incorporate this list eith^ 

19 directly or by reference. Further, Ameritech OMo's concern that the list is too 

20 restrictive is baseless as Ameritech OMo could have chosen to exdude 

21 candidate events. (N-ST 5.18,5.4, 5.5, and 5.6) 
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w 
• 1 36. Qr IS r r APPROPRIATE TO HAVE PROFIT-SHARING IF OTHER 

2 FEATURES OF AMERITECH OHIO'S PROPOSED PRICE CAP PLAN 

3 ARE NOT MODIFIED? (AO E35) 

4-
5 Ar Yes. Profit-sharing is a standard feature of price cap plans. In aE instances 

6 commissions recognize that a portion of the profits earned by autiE^ are due 

i 7 to its own efibrts and a portion to the very vaMable assets given die utiliQr by 

8 virtue of its firancMse. These indude restricting competidon,. awarding 

9 strategic rights-of-ws^ and giving antitrust protection. M profit-sharing gives 

10 the udEtyh^her profits than would have been possiMe under RBROR, it 

11 cannot be conduded that die udEQr has not been appiopriateiy rewarded iac 

( I X ftsincreasgd flfffa'CTfy under-prnfrt-^harmg Profit sharing IS UI d i e pubEc 

13= mfierest when die otherfeatures of the price cap^plan take a di^roportionate 

14- part of the consumer surplus. Profit sharing is consistentwith price 

15 reguladon, as most states use i t Ameritech OMo has not shown wi^ tMs 

16 recommendadon should be withdrawn or modified (N-ST 72) 

17 

18 37. Q: IS TT IMPORTANT-TO CLARIFY THE POSmON OF AMERTIECH 

19 OHIO ABOUT TTS POUCY REGARDING CEILING PRICING? (AO G5) 

20 

21 Ar If Ameritech OMo wiE not engage m ceiling pridng, then it should state tMs 

22 poEcy positfon. TMs would be an important piece of informadon. The 
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1 mcendves inherent m a price caps plan are such that it is economical^ 

2 (though periiaps not tacticaEy) irradonal for autilhy not to price at the failing 

3 fbrc^ttive customers. To do so would be to voluntarily sunender neax^ 

4- gnarantei^i reveimes; wMcli would be econonnca%hTationaL Available 

5 eavKJence fndffntfK that price cap ntfliries price a t thfr cciETTg- fi>r ifl'^hstir^ 

6 CUStOmeiS. Ngitfagrthetggtitnmiy nf M r MHrwnrift, nnr th^ prJrmg Ifmitgtinng 

7 of the price cap cited in the objection overcome the evidence supporting the 

g OÊ îDal N-ST recommendation. (NSTZ20) 

9 

10 38. Qr SHOULD AMEEUTECH OHIO FORECAST INDIVIDUAL SERVICE 

11 DEMANDS? (AOG.10) 

IX 

15 Ar It^iouldforecast demand. TlieN-STrecmrnnfflidatfonisttyingto overcome^ 

14- name^ reliance on historical data. A negative "consumer lagTexusts when 

15 Mstoricai infbnnadon is used because it places more cost responsibiEty on die 

16 current largest user-the residential customer— wMle "nTn'rm'ymg the impact on 

17 new services. TMs issue can be resolved easEy if Ameritech OMo and the 

18 Staff meet and agre»-<m a method. (N-ST 2.6) 

19 

20 39. Q r ^ r r i M P O R T A N T FOR A PRICE CAPS ORDER TO CONTAIN A 

21 COMMISSION POnCY STATEMENT REGARDING UNACCEPTABLE 

22 PRICING BEHAVIORS? (AO G.ll) 
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1 Ar Unacceptable pridng is mostEkely m noncoiniTeiidve markets and those 

2 markets m the eariiest stage of transidon fix>m a^nonconqietitive maricet 

3 Ameritedi OMo m its objection has presented no data or con^eUing 

4 argument thatthe proposed 10 percent fioor on price decreases is not ui the 

5 pubEcinterest The only reason Ameritedi OMo would need greater 

6 ffearihflily mnwld hft if ittnigji^riyH iHu^^^mtitrmt prggmm and Icmpt Jtg priceg tnn 

7 h^asawaytomazhnizeprofits. A ten percent Ihnit wiE give Ameritedi 

g OMo the necessaiy încentive to price effictentiy. Theadvant^eof adear 

9̂  <Tiwmii«fiiftir «tatemgnt-iVti«rt'it-iBni awnad Hrigatwin and ftriigrlmgrftiiisnimng 

10 r^nlatoryacdons.(N-ST2J5) 

11 

12. 40. QrAREPRICEFLOORSIMPORTANTTOTHEPRICECAPSPLAN? 

13. (AO G.1Ẑ  

14-

15 Ar Yes. If Ameritedi OMo has been pridng effidendy along the way, dien it wiE 

16 have no need for a pridng fioor greater than ten percent T^Ameritedi 

17 OMo proposal and the objection lack pricing safeguards. TMs can easily del^ 

18 the emergence of sust^iable conqwdtion m OMo and would be counter to 

19 the standards expressed in R C 4927. The selecrion of a 10 percent standard 

20 isnotvaguevandaEOMo consumers wiE benefit by having Ameritedi OMo 

21 price competitively. Qistomers are harmed when the incnmhent is allowed to 

22 engage m. predatory pridng. (N-ST 214) 

26 



1 41. QrlSiriMPORTANTTOHAVEANEXPUCXrSTATEMENTFROM 

2 AMERITECH OHIO REGARDING TTS CRTT.ING PRICING POUCY? 

3 (AO G.13) 

4-

5 Ar No new retpnrements are caEed for by tMs recommendation. Mstead 

S Amcritftdt OMo is simply being asked to clarify if the statwnents tfaroi^iout 

7 its testinun^diatAnierttedi OMo wiE not 2iecessarily price at ̂ le ceiling are 

3 actual Amftaritedi OMo poBqr statements. TMsisaninqxirtantfisatureofthe 

9 pfiJT^rflpy p l a n ^pd tfaft-fjmmnn'ftf^iiQn-mfy^l^ h e n a ^ f i n n m a c a j r a t ^ iiifiu'iiwiinnL 

10 TleAmeritecii OMo obfection should be rejected. (NSTZ20) 

U 

IZ 42L Qr ARE LRSIC STUDIES SUFFICIENT? (AOGa4) 

14- Ar No. LRSIC studies may notmeetR.C 4927 goals in aprice cap environment 

15 as they do not guarantee that anticompetitive pridng wiE not occur. No 

16 mfoimation is presented via the objecdon (G.14) that rebuts tMs concern. 

17 (N-ST 6 J ) 

18 

19 43. Qr ARE PRICE REDUCHON UMHATTON NECESSARY? (AO G.15) 

20 

21 Ar Yes. The proposed price caps plan contains customer service dassifications 

22 with conqwtitive and noncompedtive markets. Price reduction limitadons give 
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1 the ntflity the incentive to price effidemly and avoid predatory pridng. These 

2 two aspects benefit OMo consumers and promote the emergence of 

3 conzpetitiveniaricBts. Ameritedi OMo's objection does not present new 

4- information and doesnot address the original problems idendfiied by N-ST 

5 63^ 

6 

7 44^ Qr ISrriMPORTANTFORTHE COMMISSION TO ESTABLISH A POUCY 

a ON THE FREQUENCY REQUIRED FOR UPDATING INCREMENTAL 

9; OOST STUDIES? (AOGJ16) 

10 

11 Ar Yes;. ThepubEcinterastwould not be served ifinccemental studies were 

IX ncflreriq}da£ed,.orwereconstantlybeingupdated,.orwerei^datedsolefyat 

I S t h e diSCretiOtt o f file a p p l i c a n t T R I C rf^vmnnfmtiaiirm fgfaig t h ^ flftftgmisihlf*^ 

14̂  posidon that the Commission and Ameritech OMo shouM agree to an 

15 iqKiatingpoEcy. lit doing so a contendous matter can be taken off any finure 

16 agenda. Ameritech OMo would benefit by knowing the rules m advance. 

17 Further, aE parties could have greater confidence in the smdies, as they would 

18 know that the time periods selected were not subject to manipulatioiL This 

19 reconrniendation takes no particular positfon on^equeux^, butit seems 

20 reasonable that the Staff and Ameritech OMo can meet to agree iqKHt a 

21 nmtnaEy acc^>table time table. As productivity wiE continue to improve ui 

22 the foture, both demand and cost data supportii^ costing incremental studies 
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1 should also be expected to diange. A sdiednle wiE help the Conunission 

2 ensure that the studies submitted are reasonably current Ameritedi OMo has 

3 presented no infonnadonstq^porring its objection. (N-ST6.7) 

4-

5 45. Qr SHOULD A STAFF STUDY BE UNDERTAKEN REGARDING THE 

6 ttraiAL BASE PRICE? (AO G,17) 

7 

3. Ar Ameritedi OMo objects that a reduction would be inconsistent with 

9 allftiUHiiver^niationaiidtfaeneedto make ooainiiiUMftitts, but piehcuts no 

l a evidence. N-ST recomrnenriaffon 7.1 sfaodd be sustained as aE it says is that 

11 i fa .s tn^ shows fitat a base price reduction is caEedfoxv then an ax^hstment 

IX sfaouldbemade. Seyeral jurisdictions have had similar studies and 

15 aUfusUuents- ItisuiipuitauLto beghiataproperpriceleveLso that 

14- subsequent changes are not fiirther distorting. 

15 

16 46. Qr IS A FIVE-YEAR FREEZE APPROPRIATE? (AO 0.19) 

17 

13 Ar A five-year freeze woiihl benefit residential consumers. The productivity gains 

19 experienced by Ameritech OMo over a five^ear period should of&et aiiy 

20 inffadonary changes. N-ST recommendation 7.6 does, however, say thatif a 

21 base price reduction occurs that a shorter freeze perfod may be appropriate. 

22 
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V 1 47. Qr IS IT IMPORTANT FOR AMERITECH OHIO TO DOCUMENT THE 

2 MODERNIZATION ANALYSIS TT HAS UNDERTAKEN FOR ITS 

3 INFRASTRUCTURE COMMTTMENTS? (AO U5) 

4-

5 Ar Yes. Ameritedt OMo has three concems. Fsstitobjects to the suggestion of 

6 a-modemizadon analysis. Second, it feels modemBadon has not been 

^ 7 adequate^ defoied. TMrd, it s s ^ that the reporting form Ameritech Ohfo 

S proposes is suffident Inrespectto theficstcancem, itis M^ifyunhkely that 

9 Anwrtedr OMo would propose an infrastructure improvernent with out having 

10 astcondnrted a modemizadnn analysis. Ameritecii OMo and aE other weE-

11 managed firms loutmefy do this ui order to see if an investment wiE yield a. 

f IX snfffdent payback witMn a.self^elected time period. Standard busmess 

1 3 jifrarrif^ a n d th<» mndarmrgrinm- t U ^ p j ^ wi l^ i ^ q fiw- «%?Anffny aw i n w g t m i m r i F 

14- andoulyifsuffidentrevennesaieavailable;. Therefore;objectmgto the 

15 suggestion of amodemizationsauiy is not sustainable. Ameritecii OMo 

16 should share its modernization investmem smdy with the Commission, with 

17 32^ appropriate proprietary safeguards. 

13 

19 Responding to the second concern, a modenuzatxon investment stucfy is the 

20 stxufythatacompany routinely undertakes in order to detennine if it should 

21 replaceitsexistingtechnQlogy or mode of production with a new or different 

22 technology or mode of production using a dedsion rule that says that 
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1 replacement can only occur if and only if the set fomre revenue stream wiE 

2 beincreased. It is not a strategic plan or a busmess plan, although it m ^ 

5 receive inpiits on projected revenues and demand from these and odier 

4- sources. Ameritecb Ohm's niodernization study should be submitted to die 

5 ChmmfsSioru Tiie third crmnpTn«^angi»emdhytl^<»Tiftqwtn^ 

6 concerns. Theproposedfbnnis inadequate inthati t does notadeqnately 

7 idenrifyiuiiasti'ucture goals orfiiereasflinmg bcMnd invRiiMMftiii patterns, 

a (N-ST 3.1) 

9 

10 48w Qr SHOULD AMERTIHS: OfflO STATE CLEARLY IN \^UTDN<J WHAT 

U ITMEANSBY ARESIDENnALRATEFREEZE? (AO LIT) 

IX 

IS- A r Yes;. This rftgnmmi^ndatfnTt niggfiyiTynl?*i»<^ hi*<»^sy n f f } ^ m t ^ ^ t y n ; thaf 

14- existsaboutexactfywhatismeastbyafiseze The Ameritedi OMo response 

15 does not address this very important and legitiznate issuer it sunpiy refers to a 

16 previous series of statements diat originafiy caused the confosion. Ameritech 

17 OMo should issue a poEcy statement that supeisedes aE previous statements 

13 and state if its policy n^ans that residendaL rates wiE remain the same for the 

19 fireezeperiod. Giventheinq)ortanceofafi»ezeinai^qaidproquo,itis 

20 important thataE parties dearly know "Jt̂ iat has been agreed to by a freeze;. 

21 Ameritedi OMo should beasked to provide a written statement to the 

22 Commission. (N-ST 75) 
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1 4 9 . Q r IS T H E R E A C L E A R N E E D F O R A P R I C E CAPS PLAN W n H A S E T 

2 T E R M A N D F O R A N EVALUATION PLAN? (AO K.4) 

5 

4- A r Yes;. T h e N-ST 7 ^ recommendadon recommends a five^ear price cap p lan 

5 b u t q n a H g » tMs l y spring d i a t t h e leggtfr of t h e p lan should b e de i ennmed 

6 b y d i e p lan features agreed to by t h e CommissiQn. Ameritecii OMo h a s n o t 

7 provided any fnfonnatfon to change tMs posi t ion. Ameritech OMo's proposa l 

3 f o r a n m d e & n t e period is ou t of t h e mains t ream of price c ^ plans. 

9 
> 

1(X ^ o i ^ l e prudence a n d t h e pnfaEc stewardship obligations of the Conmiissioa 

H m a k e t h e N-ST7.8 recoinniBnriationof a n e v a i n a d n n o f d i e p l a n a n 

I X m d o p e n s a b l e a c t u n t Q iiiiHiisMons r o u d n d y evalnatff pr ice caps after a n 

13r a g r e e d u p o n n u m b e r o f years;. Ameritecii OMo,. OMo consumers; a n d o t l i e r 

14- tftfecaimnmriratTons p r o v n t o s n e e d t h e staMEty provided by knowing t h e 

1 5 length of t i m e of t h e trial per iod. No one is advantaged by a plan d i a t can b e 

16 dianged a t a n unknown mtervaL Amer i ted i OMo, for example, might define 

1 7 indefinite as t en years, wMle others might assume tfaree-to^nre years. TMs 

18 type of uncertainty n^^dtessfy raises t h e cost of doing business and the cost of 

19 reguladon with no appreciable of&etting benefits. T h e proposal of a n 

20 ftidafmitft period should be rcfjected. 

21 
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1 By the same token, once an agreed i9<»t time period is known,̂  rational poEcŷ  

2 niaking processes necessarify require accuracte and tixndyinfoxmadon about 

3 die impact of the price c ^ plan. Adoption of N-ST TI&wEl aEow the 

4- CommissiozLto cany outits evaluative activities in a-costeSectiveniaimerr 

5 Having adequate lead t6ae also means that Stafg. Ameritedt Qhu^andodier 

6 ly^ftifty cst^ uirtrg tngefiMi^iiT a: r^%||^yn<^^f ^ffnn^'^tff d*1HMT n**^ ^^IPftfltl^lT. 

7 rOUdneS. T» paw alan awtid thj^-^rmffr^^duggn^ '^^^^\y ptfrf>leny n f g f t h ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' g 

g missmg data or the wrong data. It can reduce costs by coEectxng data 

9 rotttine^» radier diaitfiirDi^t n m e capensive postlmc roflftirtinn eflbits. 

10 

U 50.. Qr DOES THIS CONdDDEYOURTESnMONY? 

IX 

15 Ar TMs condudes nQFtestmunxy. 
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Cedl O. Simpson, Jr; 
Office of The Judge Advocate General 
Department of the Army 
901 North Stuart Street 
Ariington, VA 22203-1837 

Daniel Ma]ko££ 
Dept of AdminxstEative Services 
30 East Broad Street 
Q)inmbas^OH432X5 

SbeidanTaft 
Vocys, Siter; Seymour and ^ a s e 
S Z & s t G ^ Street 
P.aBoxlOOS 
Q)hmdnis;.O!T4321M00a 

C^^IQidander 
Teleport 
HoeeChst National Plaza 
CMcagD,It606Q^ 

IGaxyBiQce 
O^of lb iedo 
Dept. o^PaUlc Utilities 
OtaeGawenunent Onter; Sui te lS^ 
roledo,OH43604 

wnninLA^Adam» 
AttBT&Hadden 
in West Broad Steeet 
Cbimites«.OH43225 


