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1 L. a PLEASE STATE YOCRKAME AND BUSINESS ADDRKR 

X '' ' 

3 A. My name is Lori A. Stemisha. My business^ address is 180 ^ s t : Broad 

4- Street- Colnmbus„ Ohio 43215. 

5 

6 2. Q. BYWHOMASEYOUEMPLOYEDr 

7 

8 A . TheFublic Utilities Commission of Ohio (FUCO). 

9 

la X a HOWLONGHAVEYOU'BEEiSrEMPLOYEDBYXEJEroCO? 

tc 
IZ A^ Ewe(5J years:. 

( ^ 

t4r 4w Q; WHAT IŜ  YOSR ERESENT EMPLOYMENT" HOSmDN: WTIH: THE 

15 PUCOT 

X6 

IT A. lanxan Utility Rate AnalystCbordinatoi: 

18 

19 5. Q. WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILrnES IN YOUR PRESENT POSmON? 

20 

21 A. I am: involved in. the revie\^ of telecommunications tariff matters, 

2Z indwiingr reviewing preagrt: and proposed tariff sdiedules and piepamg^ 

23 orders for approval of applications to amend tariff scixedules; reviewing-

24 company-issued brochures conceming- new and revised rates and polides; 

25 reviewing- intrastate rates, services and policies and preparing 

26 comprehensive reports. 



1 6. Q. WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BAOOSROUND / EXPERIENCE: 

Z 

3 A . I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Communication irom. Ohio 

4P tTidversity's College of Cbmmunicaiion, which I received iit June of 1989^ 

5 Cum Laude. My major was Communication Systems Management with: 

6 an emphasis on Business Administration. During: the summer of 1988,1 

7 was employed as a college intern at AT&dTs Technical Trainii^ Center in 

a DuHin^Obio. 

9̂  

10 I joined tiie Cbmmission in puly of 1989 as a UdHty Rate Analyst I ht tite 

I t "Mffcommimications Divisian. Bt January of 1990^ I waaupassigmHJ to the 

I Z position of Utility Rate Analyst H. Bx July of 1994)-L was promoted tatfae 

12 positioirQfUfzlityRateAzialystCbOEdmator;-

XS T: O- HAVEYOU'EVHITESTIHED IN ACOMMlSStONTPRCX IKKOINGT 

16 

IT A . Nb-

18 

19 8. Q. WHAT B THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESnMONY? 

20 

21 A. My^ testimony describes and discusses the StafPs position on ceil 

2Z dassification and tariff Slhxg procedvxes as set ibrtii in die Mardt 25^ 1994-

23 Sia^R^Tort in this case 

24r 

25 Specifically, I will be responding-to the objections of the following parties: 

26 American Association of Retired Persons: 27, 38, 39; Ohio Beib E2, F3, F4, 

27 F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, HO, H I , F12, H 3 , G4; Oty of Geveiand: U, 15; 



' 1 D^artment of Administrative Services: 2; D^nrtment of Defense: C2; Gty 

2 of Edgemont: 26,43,44,47, ^ , 50; MCL 4; \!fid-HEast Tdephone Answering-

3 Service: 1; Ohio Public Commimications Associations 5; Office o£ 

4- Consumer's Coundlr 43, 44, 47; 48; TunerWametr IVJU^IV^, 1V«A4; and 

5 the Qieater aeveland Welfare Rights Organization: 16. 

6 

7 9. a DOES STAFF AGREE WTIH THE GEII. CLASSinCAnON STRUCTURE 

8 ASPROPOSED BY OHIO BELL? 

9 

10 A- Yes^ A four ceil structure as proposed by Ohio BdLis,-apptopxlate. Those 

I t OOsaieknomtasCei:bI,Z~3and4. 

IZ 

( 13 IO. a DOES STAPF AGREE THAT OHK3 BELL HAS AESROERIAIEtY: 

-̂ t t CCASaiBisD AlXOFIISSERyiCESlNTOTHECORRECrCErriS^ 

IS 

16 A- X^̂ tit the exGq>tion of the services and conditions listed in die Staff Report: 

17 andtiusTestimony, Staff ^rees with the dassification of all of Ohio BelTs 

18 services. 

19 

20 11. Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW OHIO BELL HAS DEFINED A QSLL1 SERVICE? 

21 

2Z A. Cell t services are basic local exchange services tiiat provide access and 

23 local usage and associated service installation or maintenance servioes not 

24 available irom competitive sources. Services tiiat are deemed essential by 

25 tile Commission for the provision of ptiblic safety or the protection oi 

26 privacy are also dassified as Celll. 



I I Z a IS THE COMMBSIONDEHNmON OF CELL 1 DIFFERENT? 

2. 

3 A . Yes. As set forth in the Commission's Alternative Regulation Order in 

4 Case No- 92-U49-TP-COr, the rules define Cell 1 as a basic local exchange 

5 service tiiat provides monopoly access induding-any bundî f^ hafie^)t;u^\ 

6 exchange service that indudes a monopoly access component; or such 

7 secvice as is denned ess^xtial for the provision of public safety or the 

8 protection of privacy, all service installation o r maintenance services not 

9 a-^gilable ham competitive sources and all local usage (emphasis added). 

10 

I t 131 a HDWDOESOHlDBELLDEEINEACELLZSERVICEr -

I Z 

13 A . CaiZservices are services for winch, adequate ateciQtiveg^notniyffss^ 

i4s snrtilar ixt natuie and fnnctioni. axe available fixna a t least one other 

15 provider in the relevant market, but which are not fully" competitive. 

16-

IT 14. Q. ISTHECOMMKIONDEFINraONOFCELL 2 DIFFERENT? 

18 

19 A- Yes. The Commission rules define a Cell 2 service as a basic local exchange 

20 service, or any other public telecommunication service for which an 

21 adequate alternative, not necessarily similar in nature and function, is 

2Z available from at least one otiier provider in the relevant maricet, bu t 

23 which is deemed not to be fullv competitive bv die Commission after its 

24 Tgyiew of tiie inforniation reqmred to be fUed bv Section XII (0(3) o i the 

25 Rules (emphasis added). 



1 IS. Q. HOW DC^OHK) BELL DEFINE A CELL 3 SERVICE? 

Z 

3 A.. Cell 3 services are discretionary sarvices. These services are not basic local 

' 4 exchange services, but do not properly fit witiun the other cells. New^ 

5 services introduced during the term of the Plan, will be categorized in 

6 CeU 3, xmless die new service fits the criteria for one of the otiier cells. 

7 

8 16. Q. IS THE COMMISSION DHFlNmON OF CELL 3 DIFFERENT? 

9 

10 A . Vflg Tha- rnmmiKsinn WTIPC AoR-nA ̂  r a i l % ffln-gtrt* ag. ŝ  t^ffj? \ Q ^ \ e x c h a n g e 

I t service, or anv otiter pnbHc t^ecornmanication service-intamdiiced dmmg 

IZ d i e term of the alternative regulation piaxt and d a s s i & d ixt C d l 3 

{ 13 pursuant'to Section XV of tiiese rules (emphasis added). 

I S I T Qr HOWD0E5OHI0BELLDEnNEACELL4SERVICE? 

16̂  

IT" A* Ceil 4~services are services which are h i ^ y competitive and for which 

18 functionally ec[uivalent or substitute services are available 

19 

20 18. Q. IS THE COMMISSION DEHNraON OF CELL 4 DIFFERENT? 

21 

2Z A* Yes^ The Commission rules define a Cell 4 service as a service which 

23 meets tite criteria oJ Section 4927.03 (A)a)(a) o r (h). Revised Code, is 

24 available from unaffiliated alternative providers in tiie relevant market. 

^ 25 aiyd is based on the information required to be Bled by Section XII(E)(1) of 

26 the rules. Upon meeting the criteria set forth above, a non-basic service 

27 for which exemption or alternative regulatory treatment is sought under 



1 Section 4927.03 Revised Code, within die context of an alternative 

Z regulatory plan, will be deemed bv die Ccanmission fullv co^npetitive and 

3 will be dass^ed in Cell 4 (emphasis added). 

4 

5 19. Q. WHY DOES THE STAFF BELIEVE THAT OHIO BELL'S CELL 

6 CLASSIHCATION DEFINTHONS SHOULD BE THE SAME AS THE 

7 COMMISSION'S DEHNTHONS? (OBTNo.F3) 

8 

9 A- Staff believes tiiat the omissions by Ohio Bdl in its cell dassification 

10 definitions are significant variations to die Commission's intent in its 

I t Alternative Regulation Order; Hie definitions provide^ a. guidodne to tiie 

IZ company and the Commission for cell dassification and Staff does not 

( 13 . bdievethattite company has adequately demonstrated tiie need to change 

r 
14 its OEdl definitions from tiusse in tiie Otdec 
15 

16̂  Ixt addition, the Commission's Entry on Rehearing iit Case No. 

IT 9M14/9-TP'COI (Pages 6 and 7), is dear when it discusses it interpretation 

18 of the basic/nbn-basic service dichotomy based on Chapters ^^27.03 and 

19 4927.04 of the Revised Code, Spedfically, the Commissiott states: 

20 

21 Thus, we fail to see any justification for calling non-competitive 

2Z and discretionary services"non-basic^ when they neitiier meet die 

23 strict competitive test, nor are basic local exdiange services, based 

24 on the strict interpretation of the definition by OTA and Uiuted. 

25 They are still services that are eligible only for alternative rate 

26 making under Section 4927.04(A), Revised Code. Therefore, it is 

27 not unreasonable to categorize diem in appropriate ceils imder the 



1 umbrella of Ijasic", as provided in the rules, while leaving "non-

2 basic^ for competitive services that can be treated under Section 

3 4927.03 Revised Code 

4 

5 therefore, at a minimum Staff believes that the Applicant's definitions of 

6 Cell Z 3 and 4 services should be revised to darify'the basic and non-basic 

7 distinction as outlined in the Commission's Entry on Rehearing; 

8 

9 20. Q-. YOU" EXPLAINED EARLIER THAT STAFF AGREES WITH THE 

la CLASSIHCATION OF ALL OF OHIO BELL'S SERVICES WITH 

t t EXCEPTIONS AS LISTED IN THE STAFF REPORT AND THIS 

IZ TEST1I«K3NY. WHAT ARE THOSE EXCEPTIONS? 

14 A* Staf£ bdieves thai: Flat Rate U"sage>. Directory Assistance Qkxal and tolD^ 

15 Selective Call StTeening- and Public and Semi Public -^ Local Messages, 

16- were inappropriately dassified and should be dassified in Cell 1. In 

17 addition. Staff bdkfves that Digital Private Line and I^gxial Specialized 

18 Network Services in two wire centers and Digital Local Distribution 

19 Chaxmeis in competitive areas, were inappropriately dassified and should 

20 be classified in Cell Z In addition, as explained lat^- in this Testimony, 

21 Staff is recommending the redassification of 900/976 Blocking and ISDN 

2Z Prime access fcom Cell 3 to C ^ l . 

23 

24 21. a OHIO BELL OBJECTS TO THE MOVEMENT OF FLAT RATE USAGE 

25 INTO CELL 1 BECAUSE IT BELIEVES THE PROPOSED TEffiATMENT 

26 STRIKES A BALANCE BETWEEN THE COSTS AND USAGE OF THE 



1 SERVICE VERSUS THE CUSTOMER'S EXPECTATIONS FOR THE 

Z SERVICE. WHY DOESNT THE STAFF AGREE? (OBTNo.F2) 

3 

4 A. Staff believes that flat rate usage fits within the tit^macm of a Cell 1 

5 service as a monopoly service which provides access to the piUslic switched 

6 network. 

T 

8 2Z a OHIO BELL OBJECTS TO THE RECLASSIHCATIOK OF DIRECTORY 

9 ASKSTANCEFROM CELL 3 TO CELL 1. WHY DOES STAH^SUPPORT 

10 THIS MOVEMENT? (OBT No. F5) 

I t 

IZ A* Staff does not believe tiiat Directory Assistance is a. disccelionaryservioa. If 

13 a^customerdoesnothaveaccessto adirectory; orothermeansofobtaxzting 

14 a: number,. then-Dixectory Assistance is essential to tiie con^letion. of his 

15 or her phone calL Staff does not believe that any of die otixer metiiods of 

16 obtaining a telephone numb^- as mentioned by Ohio Bell are viable 

IT alt^natives to a customer obtaining a number tiiroug^ Ohio Bdl's 

18 Directory Assistance. 

19 

20 23. Q. OHIO BELL BELIEVES SELECTIVE CALL SCREENING IS A 

21 DISCRETIONARY SERVICE AND IS APPROPRIATELY CLASSIFIED IN 

2Z CELL 3. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY STAFF RECOMMENDED 

23 RECLASSmCAHON OF SELECTIVE CALL SCREENING FROM CELL 3 

24 TO CELLI. (OBTN0.F6) 

25 

26 A. On August 9,1991 the FCC released its Report and Order in CC Dod^t No. 

27 91-35, amending Part 64 of its rules to require the unblocking of equal 



^ 1 access codes (lOXXX) at all call aggregator locations. (Dn July 10,1992, tiie 

Z FCC released an Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 91-35. In its 

3 Order on Reconsideration, the FCC determined that ail local exchange 

4 companies (LECs) would offer to call aggregators within six montiis of the 

5 release of its Ord^ on Reconsid^ation, originating line and billed number /i 

6 sareening (selective call screening services) where technologically feasible'^ 

7 These services are intended to prevent fraudulent calling at call ^gregator 

8 locations. 

9 

10 Staff believes that because the FCC has required call ̂ gr^ators to imblodc 

I t IQXXX, once the LEC provides selective call screening and it is tedmically 

IZ ^asible for the aggregators, spective call sdeeaing is not a disaetionary 

13 service to those call aggregators. With lOXXX unfoloddng^ an ^ g r ^ a t o r 

^ - 14 requires selective call screening service so that toll calls placed fcont an 

15 ciggregator location are placed ^ther collect, calling card^ or tiuxd person 

16 basis and not billed to the aggregator's location or a fiaudulent tdephone 

17 number. Witiiout selective call screening an aggregator or a customer to 

1^ whose number calls were fraudulendy billed, could be subjected to the 

19 payment of large sums for toll fraud. Therefore, Staff believes tiiat this 

20 service is essential to public protection and privacy. 

21 

2Z a t Q. OHIO BELL AND OPCA CLAIM THAT THE STAFF ERRED BY 

23 RECOMMENDING THAT PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC LOCAL 

24 MESSAGES BE CLASSIFIED IN CELL 2 RATHER THAN CELLI. PLEASE 

25 EXPLAIN THE STAFFS POSmON. (OBT No. F7, G4, OPCA No. 4) 



1 A. Consistent with Staff Witoess Shields's proposal to ^eeze certain Cell 1 

Z services for three years. Staff believes that the public and semi-public local 

3 message rate ($05) should also be induded in Cell 1, as recommeided hi 

4 die Staff Report, and subject to the three year fiseze. However, after the 

5 tiiree year fireeze, and after Ohio Bdl establishes a pay station line cha^e, 

6 Staff would recommend the indusion of the public and semi-public local 

7 rate in Cell Z Staff Witness Shields explains the StafPs pay station 

8 proposals in greater detail 

9 

10 25. Or OHIO BELL, THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, OFHCE OF 

I t CONSUMER'S COUNSEL AND THE DEPARTMENT OF 

IZ ADMINISTRAUVE SERVICES OBJECT TO TEEE STAFFS PROPOSAL TO 

13 RECLASSIFY". SEVERAL. PRIVATE' LINE SERVICES IN TWO 

14 CLEVELAND AND COLUMBUS WIRE CENTERS TO CELL Z BECAUSE 

15 -THEY BELIEVE EEFECUVE COMPETTnON EXISTS TO WARRANTCELL 

16 •' 4 TREATMENT. WHY DOESNT STAFF AGREE? (OBT No. F8; Defmse 

IT Bage7;OCCNo.-^;DASNo.2) 

18 

19 A. Staff does not believe tiiat tiie Applicant has adequately demonstrated 

20 effective competition for the services in these wire centers. Staff agrees 

21 titat the s^vices are relatively competitive but is of tiie opiiuon that the 

22 degree of competition has not been dsnonstrated in order to warrant Cell 

23 4tieatmentfor those wire oenters. 

24 

25 26. Q. THE APPUCANT OBJECTS TO TEJE TARIFF FILING RULES FOR NEW 

26 SERVICES AS PROPOSED BY THE STAFF IN IIS REPORT. CAN YOU 

27 BRIEFLY EXPLAIN THE STAFF PROPOSAL? (OBT No. HO) 

10 



1 A* Yes. The Staff proposal is exactiy tiie same as tiie tariff filing rules found 

Z in tile Alternative Regulation Rules as prescribed by the Commission. 

3 Most new services will be dassified in Cell 3 imless the service meets the 

4 criteria for another CelL As required by the Commission Rules and the 

5 Staff Report, a new service application for any of the four cells shall be 

6 filed at the Commission, and unless suspended by the Commission, will 

T become autoxxiatically effective on the 31st day. 

8 

9 27: Q. WHY DOES STAFF BELIEVE THAT THE 30 DAY REVIEW PERIOD IS 

10 NECESSARY? 

XL 

IZ A^ Staff believes that a tiurty day review period is necessary to review the 

1 3 ta r t f% roestSf and rri l rlassiffrajimr iwfwTiftgrirHT, Staff d o e s n o t b d i e v e t i l i s 

14̂  review can be effectively accomplished in less tiian 30 days.. Staffwould 

15 points out, however^ tiiat the 30 day review period is half as long as the 

16̂  caxxent regulatory requirements for Ohio Bell which allows automatic 

17 time firaxnes oxdy for competitive services and no automatic time frames 

18 for non-competitive services. Once again, the 30 day time frame is 

19 required by the Alternative Regulation Rules and the Applicant has not 

20 adequately demonstrated why it would need to vary from these rules. 

21 

22 28. Q. THE APPUCANT OBJECTS TO TARIFF FILING RULES FOR CELL 4 

23 SERVICES DUE TO THE COMPETTITVE NATURE OF THESE SERVICES 

24 AND BECAUSE THESE SERVICES WILL BE DETARIFFED. DOES STAFF 

25 AGREE? (OBT No. HI , H2) 

n 



1 A. No. Staff believes tiiat at least 30 days notice, as required by tiie 

Z Cbmmission rules, should be provided to Staff to ensure tiiat a service has 

3 been properly dassified or redassified into CeU. 4. 

4 

5 Further, it should be noted that even under 89-563-TP-COI, if a 

6 competitive carrier desires detariftingof a service for competitive reasons, 

7 essentially Cell 4 treatment; it must apply for a waiver^. If it is the first 

8 entity to request such a waiver for a certain service, then the approval 

9 process of ti^e waiver is not subject to automatic time Barnes. Any other 

10 competitive carriers who provide that same service may obtain an 

I t identical waiver upon tiie filing of a "me too" waiver. Any such''me too" 

12 waiver requests are subject to a 30-day automatic approval, unless the 

13 Commission, acts otherwise^ Therefore^ ixt order for a. competitive carrier 

14 to-have a particular service detariffed, itis also subjiectto a txm^rameof a t 

15 least 30 days. 

16 

17 29. Q. THE APPUCANT OBJECTS TO THE STAFF PROPOSALS REGARDING 

18 RECLASSinCATTON AND WTTHDRAWAL OF SERVICES AMONG 

19 CELLS 1, 2, AND 3 BECAUSE THEY ARE UNREASONABLE, 

20 BURDENSOME, AND NOT FLEXIBLE. DOES STAFF AGREE? (OBT No. 

21 H3) 

22 

23 A. No. As stated previously. Staffs proposals are consistent with the 

24 Alternative Regulation Rules and provide the Commission, and any 

25 interested parties, an opportunity to review these filings prior to an 

26 automatic effective date. Since these are applications which will go into 

1 Case No. 89-563-TP-COI, Entry on Rehearing- December 22,1993: Appendix A, Pages 1 - 3. 

12 



1 effect automatically, unless tite Commission acts otherwise. Staff does not 

Z understand how tiiese rules can be burdensome to the Applicant: 

3 

4 30. a THE CTTY OF EDGEMONT CLAIMS THAT THE STAFF ERRED IN 

5 FAILING TO RECOMMEND THAT NO CURRENT CELL 1 SERVICE BE 

6 ALLOWED TO BE RECLASSCETED AS A CELL 3 SERVICE GIVEN THE 

7 CELL DEFINrnONS RECOMMENDED TO BE ADOPTED FOR OBT. 

8 SHOULD EDGEMONTS POSmON BE ADOPTED? (Ed^montNo. 47). 

9 

10 A. Na. As stated previously the cell definitions reootmxtextded by Staff to be 

I t adopted are tiiose found in die Coxxunission's Alternative Regulation 

IZ Rules. Although Staff does not imderstand why Edgemoxit would broadly 

13 object to xedassifying Ce^ 1 S^vices to Cell 3, such a proposal by the 

14 Applicant is not prohibited by tiie Rules <^ tiie Staff Report. Of course^ 

15 sudt a redassification would be subject to a 30 day automatic tixxie ffaxne 

16 and Edgemont, or any other interested party, is permitted to file an 

17 application for mtervention as outlined by the Rules. 

18 

19 31 Q. THE OFHCE OF CONSUMER'S COtJNSEL, (ITTY OF CLEVELAND, CITY 

20 OF EDGEMONT, AND GREATER CLEVELAND WELFARE RIGHTS 

21 ORGANIZATION OBJECT. THAT STAFF DID NOT CLASSIFY CALL 

2Z BLOCKING (900 & 976) AS A CELL 1 SERVICE? CAN YOU PLEASE 

23 EXPLAIN STAFFS PROPOSALS FOR THIS SERVICE? (OCC No. 43; 

24 Cleveland No. 17; Edgemont No. 43; GCWRO No. 16). 

13 
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A. Based on the record thus far, the Staff would like to amend its previous 

position on this matter to reflect that the charges associated with 900/976 

Blocking (induding the service and establishment charges) should be 

redassified from Cell 3 to Cell 1. Staff believes these changes should be 

subject to the most restrictive Cell 1 pridng parameters. Staff would like 

to reiterate that the service will continue to be subject to the guidelines set 

fbrtii in tiie Coxnmission's Case No. 86-1044-TP-COI and FCC CC Docket 

N0.93-2Z 

3Z. Q. OHIO BELL OBJECTS TO TEJERESimCTIONS ON PRICING FLEXmiUTY 

SUGGESTED BY THE STAFF FOR CALL BLOCKING (900 & 976). WHY 

DOES STAFF THINK THAT IT IS IMPORTANT TO INCLUDE SUCH 

ERJONGRESTBICrKMSr (OBTNO.E4) 

A* Ohio Bell did not explain why it thought that i t is unreasonable to 

coxitinue the pridng constraints as set fortit in botii the Commission and 

FCC decisions in tiiis matter except that It deprives tiie Applicant of 

needed pricing fiexibility. Staff does not agree that additional pridng 

fiexibility is acceptable justification for departure kom. the aforementioned 

dedsions. 

33. Q. SEVERAL PARTIES CLAIM THAT THE STAFF ERRED IN FAIUNG TO 

RECOMMEND THAT THE ADVANCED CUSTOM CALLING FEATURE, 

CALL SCREENING, BE CLASSIFIED AS CELL 1 BECAUSE IT ENHANCES 

PRIVACY FOR CUSTOMERS. WHY DOESN'T STAFF AGREE? 

(Cleveland No. 17; OCC No. 44; Edgemont No. 44) 

14 



1 A. Staff believes tiiat this service is discretionary to customers and is not 

2 aware of any Commission Orders whichr have deemed the current call 

3 screening service essential to the protection of the customer's privacy. 

4 Staff Witness Francis discusses the Commission's treatment of the privacy 

5 issues surrounding the Advanced Custom Calling Features. Hnaily, 

6 while the OCC may believe that this service enhances the privacy of 

7 customers optiag to subscribe to this service. Staff does not bdieve tiiat the 

8 Coxximission has deemed it essential to the priva<^ of the Applicant's 

9 customers. 

10 

11 34^ <2- OCC OBJECTS TO THE STAFF FAILING TO RECOMMEND THAT 

IZ DBTINCnVE RINGING, REPEAT DIALING, CALL FORWARDING, 

IS AND CALL WAmNG BE SUBJECXTO CONSTRAINTS ON MAXIMUM 

14 ERDONGr BECAUSE IT INCREASES THE NUMBER OF COMPLETED 

15 CALLS, THEREFORE ENHANCING THE VALUE OF THE NEtWORK 

16 WHY DOESNT STAFF AGREE WITH THIS OBJECTION? (OCCNo.45) 

17 

IS A. Staff is not sure what additioxial constraints on maximian pridng OCC 

19 believes is necessary for these services. However, Staff has proposed 

20 additional pridng constraints on Cell 3 services b^^nd wiiat is required by 

21 the Alternative Regulation Rules. Staff beUeves these rules should be 

22 coxisistent for all Cell 3 services as described in the testimony oi StaH 

23 Witness Shields. 

24 

25 35. Q. THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS (AARP) 

26 BELIEVES THAT THE STAFF ERRED BY NOT RECOMMENDING A 

27 PROCEDURE FOR WHICH INTERESTED PARTIES CAN BECOME 

15 



1 AWARE OF A NEW SERVICE FILING IN CELL 4 IS THIS CORRECT? 

Z (ARBP NO. 27). 

3 

4 A. No. Staff on Page 60 of the. Staff Report in this case recommended diat, 

5 consistent with die Alternative Regulation Rules, the Applicant provide 

6 notice of a new Cell 4 filing to each party to the proceeding in which its 

7 AUemative Regulation Plan was approved, and anyone not otherwise 

8 represented who requests such notice on the same day that it is filed with 

9 the Commission. 

10 

U 36.̂  Q. THE AARP BELIEVES THAT THE STAFF SHOULD HAVE 

IZ RECOMMENDED A PROCEDURE BY WHK-tt INTERESTED PARTIES 

13 COULD BE MADE AWARE OF THE REVIEW PERIOD FOR NEW 

14 SERVICES IN CELLS 1 , Z 0 R 3 W3E3ICH AFFECT PUBUC SAFETY OR 

15 • PRIVACY INTERESTS. IN ADDHIC^, AARF OBJECTS TO ALLOWING 

16 NEW SERVICE TARIFFS TO BECOME AUTOMATICALLY EFFECTIVE 

17 WTIHOUT AN ORDER DOES STAFF AGREE? (AARP No. 28) 

18 

19 A. No. The Comxxiission was very dear in its Order approving its 

20 Alternative Regulation Rules (see pages 27 - 28 of die January 7, 1993 

21 Finding and Order) concerning tariff review and its intentions for 

22 notification and automatic approval of new service tariffs. The 

23 Comxnission is dear diat an interested person may file an objection to a 

24 tariff application or a contractual arrangement up to 14 days after the filing 

25 of an application. An interested person, ps t as he or she would do today, 

26 would moiutor the daily docketing activities at the Commission to 

27 determine whetiier an application had been filed. Further, on Page 31 (see 

16 



1 4. Privacy) of the Ordor, tiie Commission explidtiy states that it would 

2 expect that a Large Local Exchange Company subject to Alternative 

3 Regulation, would request,, on their own initiative^ tiiat the 30 day time 

4 frame be suspended if they know or suspect tiiat a particular service would 

5 cause a privacy concern. Of course. Staff has every opportunity to suspeoid 

6 a tariff if it discovers privaqr issues in an automatic application. 

7 

3 Furtiier, the Commission on P ^ e 27 of its Alternative Regulation Order 

9 discusses tixe automatic approval process for tariffs and it states titat 30 

to days is a reasonable time period to review^ tariff filings, howev^ die 

11 Commission indicates that it would not be making a deterxnination tiiat 

IZ there is nothing wrong witii the proposed tarifBg rather, the Cbmmission 

( 13 wouid be makh^ a determinatioit that ihe tariff does not appear to be 
1 

i 4 unjust or uxireasoxtable based on tiie ixifbrxnation submitted in the 

15 application. Staff sees no reason to depart from the Cbmxnission's 

16 decisions in these matters.-

17 

18 37 Q. AARP BELIEVES THAT THE STAFF ERRED BY FAILING TO 

19 RECOMMEND ALL ISDN SERVICES BE INCLUDED IN CELL 1. DOES 

20 STAFF AGREE? (AARP NO. 39) 

21 

22 A. Staff agrees tixat the access piece of ISDN sliould be dassified in Cell 1 as 

23 Ohio Bell has proposed for ISDN Direct and ISDN Centrex. However, it 

24 appears, based upon die testimony of Applicant's Witness Mr. Dan 

25 McKenzieNj toctimony, that the access pieces of ISDN Prime have been ^ ^ 

26 dassified by the Applicant in Cell 3. Staff would reconunend that because 

27 access to ISDN Prime, like ISDN Direct, can oztiy be obtained hrom the 

17 



1 Applicant, that die access pieces of ISDN Prime C '̂fulwoik ALUSSS, G 8 

Z Tei'hunation^atd-Dlstance Extension) shoidd also be dassified as a Ceil 1 

3 service. 

4 

5 The features assodated with ISDN Prime and ISDN Direct have be^: 

6 dassified by the Applicant into Ceil 3. The features for ISDN Centrex have 

7 been dassified as Cell 4. Staff agrees with tiie applicant that the respective 

8 ISDN features have been appropriately classified in Cell 3 and Cell 4. 

9 

10 38. Q. THE d l lES OF CLEVELAND AND EDGEMONT BEUEVE THAT THE 

11 STAFF SHOULD HAVE RECOMMENDED TIMET-^LES FOR THE 

12 APPUCANT TO WITHDRAW OR RECLASSIFY A SERVICE. 

/ 13 SPEOHCALLY, THE CTTY BELIEVES THAT SUCH AN APPUCATBON 
V 

14 SHOULD BE FTT.ED 60 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EtHiCTlVH DATE, WITH 

15 OBJECTIONS TO BE FILED 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE, 

16 DOES STAFF AGREE? (Oevdand No. 14; Edganont No. ^ ) 

17 

IS A. No. As stated above. Staff believes that the Commission Rules regarding 

19 tariff filings are the appropriate guidelines regarding new services, 

20 redassification, price changes and withdrawals. The Staff sees no reason to 

21 deviate hrom these rules as suggested by the Oty of Oeveland 

22 

23 39. a AARP, THE GCITES OF CLEVELAND AND EDGEMONT OBJECT TO 

24 STAFF PLACEMENT OF INSIDE WIRE MAINTENANCE PLANS IN 

25 CELL 4. CLEVELAND BELIEVES IT SHOULD BE PLACED IN ONE OF 

^ 26 THE REGULATED CELLS. WHY DOESNT STAFF AGREE? (AARP No. 

27 42; Oeveland No. 15; Edgemont No. 50) 

18 



1 A. The Comxxiission has tiioroughly exaixiined the issues associated with 

Z inside Wire Maintenance Plans in Case No. 86-927-TP-COL The Staff sees 

3 no reason to depart firom tite Commission's decision to deregulate these 

4 plans and, tiierefore, agrees tiiat the Company does not need to place this 

5 service into a Cell. To darify, the applicant has not proposed Cell 4 or any 

6 other Cell placement for Inside Wire Maintenance Plans because this 

7 service has been deregulated Staff agrees with such a placement-

8-

9 Further, the Staff notes that placement of a service into Cell 4 does not 

to indicate tiiat a service has been deregulated,- it is oidy permitted to be 

t t detariffed. The Conunission will coxttiime its oversight^ as indicated in 

IZ tiie Staff R^Kirt, of Cell 4 services even though these services will be 

IS detariffed. Further, as is the case with Inside Vfxre Maintenance Plans,, any 

14 generic dedsions and guidelixies previously applicable to a service will 

15 continue to apply r^ardless of cell dassification. 

16-

IT 40. Q. M a AND TIME WARNER OBJECT TO THE PLACEMENT OF DIGITAL 

18 PRIVATE LINES IN CELL Z BY STAFF. THEY BELIEVE THAT 

19 SUFHdENT COMPETTnON DOES NOT EXIST TO WARRANT CELL 2 

20 TREATMENT AND THE LINES SHOULD BE PLACED IN CELLI. DOES 

21 STAFF AGREE? (MCIN0.4; TWAXNO. 4) 

22 

23 A. As stated- previously, one of the criteria Staff utilized in determining 

24 whether a service had been appropriately classified by the Applicant was 

25 previous Commission decisions. The Commission foimd that suffident 

26 competition existed for Digital Private Line Service to grant it flexible 

27 pridng under the 944/1144 guidelines. Staff beUeves that this treatment is 

19 



1 consistent with the Commission's Cell 2 guidelines, and, therefore is 

Z appropriately dassified as a Cell Z service Itis Staffs opiiuon, however, 

3 tliat the AppUcant has not demonstrated suffident competitive tiireat to 

4 warrant Cell 4 treatment. 

5 

6 41. Q. THE MID-EAST TELEPHONE ASSOCLATTON (METAS) OBJECTS TO THE 

7 CLASSinCATION OF SEVERAL CELL 3 SERVICES WHICH IT BEUEVES 

8 ARE ESSENTIAL TO THE PROVISION OF ITS SERVICES. IN 

9 ADDmON, r r ALSO OBJECTS TO THE CLASSIHCATION OF AUTOTAS 

to CONCENTRATORS AS A CHLZSERVICE WHY DOES STAFF BELIEVE 

t t THESE SERVICES ARE APPROPRIATELY CLASSIFIED?- (METAS 1,2) 

IZ 

13 A. FSzst,.Staff beUeves that the Custom Calling and Central Office Optional 

14 Line Features listed by METAS as essential to the provision of its servioes 

15 are disaetionary to the general population of Ohio Bed customers, and, 

16 therefore, are appropriately dassified by Ohio B ^ as CeU 3 services and do 

17 not meet the defixiiiion of a Cell 1 service. Furthermore, Staff believes 

IS that its proposed pridng parameters as explained by Staff Witness Shields, 

19 for CeU 3 services provide additional pricing protections beyond what is 

20 even required by the Alterxiative Regulation Rules. Therefore, Staff does 

21 not see any additional benefits to dassifying tiiese services as CeUl. 

22 

23 Staff beUeves AUTOTAS Concentrators should rexnain in CeU Z as an 

24 emerging competitive service because the Commission when it approved 

25 AUTOTAS Concentrators granted it flexible treatment as a competitive 

26 service. As stated above, the pridng paraxxieters proposed by Staff provide 

27 additional pridng protections to customers of these services. 

20 



1 4Z. Q. DOES THE STAFF AGREE WITH METAS THAT CELL 3 SERVICES AND 

Z OTHER SERVICES USED IN TELEPHONE SERVICE APPUCATIONS BE 

3 PERMirtED TO BE THE SUBJECT OF SPECIAL CONTRACTS BECAUSE 

4 OFUNIC2UEdRCUMSTANCES REFERENCED IN SECTEONXET(E) OF 

5 THE ALTERNATIVE REGULAHON RULES? (METAS 3) 

6 

7 A . Staff, as described in tixe testimony of Staff Witness Nadia SoUxnan, does 

8 beUeve that contracts should be permitted for CeU 3 services. Furtiier, as 

9 stated by Witness Soliman, Section Xm (E) of the Alternative Regulation 

to Rules would apply for any CeU 1,̂ 2,3 or 4 service. However, Staff caimot 

11 agree, atthis time, witiiout a spedfic appUcation pending tiiat the services 

IZ winch are tisedin coi^unction with tel^hone service applications should 

13 b e permitted to b e subject to die special contracts allowed b y tiie Rules. 

14 Staff beUeves tiiat t he determination wiE b e made^ on a case by case basis, 

15 i£ and when such a contract is filed. 

16 

17 43. Q. TIME WARNER OBJECTS TO THE STAFF REPORTS FAILURE TO 

18 RECOMMEND THAT SERVICES WHICH CONTAIN LOCAL NETWORK 

19 ACCESS COMPONENTS BUNDLED WITH OTHER CAPABILITIES 

20 MUST BE CLASSIFIED AS NON-COMPEITITVE AND CELL 1 SERVICES. 

ZL ACCORDING TO TIME WARNER, THIS WOULD INCLUDE SERVICES 

22 SUCH AS: INTRALATA MTS, WATS AND 800 SERVICES. WHY 

23 DOESNT STAFF AGREE? (TWAX IV A-3) 

24 

25 A. The services mentioned by Time Warner have already been determined 

26 by the Conunission, at the time the services were approved, to be 

27 competitive services, when they were approved under the 944/1144 

21 



1 guideUnes. Staff does not beUeve that any of the competitive services fit 

Z tiie Coxnmission's definition of a CeU 1 service as a basic local exchange 

3 service. Therefore, Staff beUeves that the Applicants Cell Z and CeU 4 

4 services have been appropriately classified^ with the exceptions noted in 

5 tiieStaffReporfc 

6 

7 "44 Q. TIME WARNER BELIEVES THAT ALL BOTTLENECK FUNCTIONS 

8 AND FEATURES THAT OBT OFFERS AND UPON WHICH 

9 COMPETITORS AND ENHANCED SERVICE PROVIDERS RELY IN 

to ORDER TO PROVIDE A SERVICE SHOULD BE CLASSIFIED AS CELL 1 

I I SERVICES DOES STAFF AGREE WITH THIS PROPOSAL? (TWAX No. 

IZ IVA.2) 
r 

14 A. No. Hrst„ this-objection is overly broad. Staff cannot respond to dus 

15 objection uxdess the spedfic services are listed. However, as stated in 

16 Question 41, Staff does not believe tiiat tiiere is a benefit to redassifying a 

17 service to C ^ 1, when such a service is either coxxipetitive or discretionary 

18 to the gaaerai population of customers. Staff beUeves that tiie price cap 

19 and additional pridng constraints proposed by Staff offer additional 

20 protections to competitors beyond the protections that exist today. In 

21 addition; the Staff beUeves its contract proposals offer competitors the 
-f-or 

22 opportimity to negotiate a price that may be better-^ them than tiiose 

23 available in the tariff. HnaUy, a competitor may utilize die complaint 

24 statues if it beUeves Ohio BeU may be acting m an uncompetitive manner. 

22 



r . 

1 45. Q. DOES THIS CONCLtJDEYOURTESnMONY? 

Z 

3 A. Yes,, it does. 

23 
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