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l i s h m e n t of I n t r a s t a t e Acces s ) { S u b f i l e A) 
C h a r g e s , ) 

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING 

1, A p p l i c a n t , AT&T Communicat ions of O h i o , I n c . 

("AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s " ) , p u r s u a n t t o Ohio Rev i sed Code ("ORC") 

S e c t i o n 4903 .10 and Ohio A d m i n i s t r a t i v e Code ( " O . A . C " ) S e c t i o n 

4 9 0 1 . 1 - 3 5 , a p p l i e s fo r r e h e a r i n g of t h e Commiss ion ' s E n t r y 

e n t e r e d J a n u a r y 29, 1985, which E n t r y p u r p o r t e d t o a d d r e s s t h e 

i s s u e of w h e t h e r intraLATA WATS t o l l r e v e n u e s a s r e v i e w e d by an 

i n d e p e n d e n t a u d i t o r s h o u l d be r e c o g n i z e d i n t h a t form and 

i n c l u d e d i n t h e a b o v e - c a p t i o n e d p r o c e e d i n g fo r p u r p o s e s of 

d e t e r m i n i n g Ohio B e l l Te lephone Company's ("Ohio B e l l " ) t o l l 

r e v e n u e r e q u i r e m e n t . AT&T Communicat ions cons i d e r s t h e 

Commiss ion ' s E n t r y t o be u n r e a s o n a b l e o r un lawfu l upon t h e 

f o l l o w i n g g r o u n d s : 

1 . On December 27 , 1984 t h i s Commission i s s u e d an 

E n t r y d i r e c t i n g Ohio B e l l t o p r o v i d e t h e f o l l o w i n g : 

The d a t a s u b m i t t e d by Ohio B e l l w i t h r e g a r d 
t o intraLATA WATS t o l l r e v e n u e s , t o l l p r i v a t e 
l i n e , and t o l l d i r e c t o r y a s s i s t a n c e i n 
r e s p o n s e t o t h e Commiss ion ' s J u l y 19 , 1984 
r e q u e s t f o r such d a t a , s h o u l d be p r o v i d e d by 
Ohio B e l l t o t h e B o a r d ' s s t a f f and t h e 
Commiss ion ' s i n d e p e n d e n t a u d i t o r , a l ong w i t h 
any o t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n n e c e s s a r y fo r v e r i f i c a ­
t i o n of t h e a c c u r a c y and p r o p r i e t y of such 
f i g u r e s , w i t h i n t e n (10) days of t h i s 
e n t r y . . . . 

AT&T Communica t ions , by a p p l i c a t i o n f i l e d J a n u a r y 28 , 1985 , 

o b j e c t e d t o t h e Commiss ion ' s December 2 7 , 1984 Ent ry and t o t h e 



propr ie ty of the inclusion of the amounts reviewed by the 

independent auditor in th i s regard. However, t h i s Commission 

issued i t s Entry of January 29, 1985 without considering t h i s 

app l ica t ion , which was timely f i led by AT&T Communications. AT&T 

Communications' appl icat ion raised subs tan t ia l questions 

involving intraLATA WATS t o l l revenues which were the subject of 

the Commission's December 27, 1984 Entry. In p a r t i c u l a r , AT&T 

Communications raised issues r e l a t i ng to the propriety of the use 

of the f igures submitted by Ohio Bell to determine Ohio B e l l ' s 

s t a t e t o l l revenue requirement, because as i t s appl icat ion of 

January 28, 1985 showed, Ohio Bell has already included amounts 

for the provision of IntraLATA WATS service in the pooling 

formula. 

2, The Commission's Entry of January 29, 1985 

addressed the recommendations of the Ohio Telecommunications 

Advisory Board and those of the Board's independent audi tor , 

Ernst & Whinney, r e l a t i ng to intraLATA WATS t o l l revenues, t o l l 

p r iva te l i n e , and t o l l d i rectory ass is tance in accordance with 

the Commission's December 27, 1984 Entry. Pursuant to procedures 

outl ined by t h i s Commission in the ins tan t proceeding through i t s 

Entry entered July 19, 1984, as modified by Entry entered 

August 14, 1984 any in teres ted party has 15 working days a f te r 

the date such recommendation i s f i l ed with the Commission's 

docketing divis ion within which to f i l e wr i t ten comments on the 

recommendation. The recommendations of the Ohio 

* 
A copy of the same is appended to the Memorandum in 

Support of Application for Rehearing as Exhibit A. 



T e l e c o m m u n i c a t i o n s A d v i s o r y B o a r d a n d t h e B o a r d ' s a u d i t o r , E r n s t 

& W h i n n e y , w e r e f i l e d w i t h t h i s C o m m i s s i o n on J a n u a r y 1 6 , 1 9 8 5 . 

S i n c e t h e p r e s c r i b e d t i m e had n o t p a s s e d , t h e C o m m i s s i o n ' s E n t r y 

a d d r e s s i n g t h i s m a t t e r was i n a p p r o p r i a t e . 

3 , In s u m m a r y , t h e C o m m i s s i o n ' s D e c e m b e r 2 7 , 1984 

E n t r y i n d i c a t e d t h a t t h e p r o p r i e t y of f i g u r e s s u p p l i e d by O h i o 

B e l l s h o u l d b e e x a m i n e d . F u r t h e r t h e p a r t i e s w e r e t o h a v e 15 

w o r k i n g d a y s i n w h i c h t o r e s p o n d t o t h e r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s of t h e 

O h i o T e l e c o m m u n i c a t i o n s A d v i s o r y B o a r d and t h e i n d e p e n d e n t 

a u d i t o r a n d , f u r t h e r , 30 d a y s t o o b j e c t t o t h e C o m m i s s i o n ' s 

D e c e m b e r 2 7 , 1984 E n t r y . AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s had q u e s t i o n e d t h e 

p r o p r i e t y of t h e s e f i g u r e s i n i t s f i l i n g o f J a n u a r y 2 8 , 1 9 8 5 . 

The C o m m i s s i o n made no f i n d i n g w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e c o m m e n t s of 

AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s r e l a t i n g t o t h i s c r u c i a l i s s u e * 

F o r t h e f o r e g o i n g r e a s o n s , AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s r e q u e s t s 

t h a t t h i s C o m m i s s i o n g r a n t r e h e a r i n g a n d i s s u e an E n t r y r e v e r s i n g 

i t s E n t r y of J a n u a r y 2 9 , 1 9 8 5 . AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s h e r e b y 

a t t a c h e s a Memorandum i n S u p p o r t of t h e i n s t a n t A p p l i c a t i o n . 

R e s p e c t f u l l y s u b m i t t e d , 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, I N C . 

W i l M a m S. Nevicomb, J r . 
VORYSr, SATER, SEYMOUR AND PEASE 
52 E i s t Gay S t / e e t 
P . O. Box 1 0 0 8 
C o l u m b u s , O h i o 4 3 2 1 6 

By .̂;̂ "̂ L—^ J ^^i^^-d-J^y 
L a r r y jA/7Sa lus t ro / 

AT&T Comifunicat ions / 
1 South Wacker Dr ive 
12 th F l o o r 
C h i c a g o , I l l i n o i s 60606 
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BEFORE THE 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

I n t h e M a t t e r of t h e C o m m i s s i o n ) 
I n v e s t i g a t i o n R e l a t i v e t o E s t a b - ) C a s e No . 8 3 - 4 6 4 - T P - C O I 
l i s h m e n t of I n t r a s t a t e A c c e s s ) ( S u b f i l e A) 
C h a r g e s . ) 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
APPLICATION FOR REHEARING 

AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s of O h i o h a s p r e v i o u s l y f i l e d i t s 

o b j e c t i o n t o t h e i s s u e a d d r e s s e d i n t h e C o m m i s s i o n ' s E n t r y 

e n t e r e d J a n u a r y 2 9 , 1 9 8 5 . Fo r t h e C o m m i s s i o n ' s e a s e of e x a m i n a ­

t i o n , a c o p y of i t s a p p l i c a t i o n r e c i t i n g t h o s e o b j e c t i o n s h a s 

b e e n a t t a c h e d h e r e t o a n d made a p a r t h e r e o f a s E x h i b i t A. 

The C o m m i s s i o n i n i t s D e c e m b e r 2 7 , 1984 E n t r y i n d i c a t e d 

t h a t : 

The d a t a s u b m i t t e d by O h i o B e l l w i t h r e g a r d 
t o i n t r a L A T A WATS t o l l r e v e n u e s , t o l l p r i v a t e 
l i n e , and t o l l d i r e c t o r y a s s i s t a n c e i n 
r e s p o n s e t o t h e C o m m i s s i o n ' s J u l y 1 9 , 1984 
r e q u e s t f o r s u c h d a t a , s h o u l d b e p r o v i d e d by 
O h i o B e l l t o t h e B o a r d ' s s t a f f a n d t h e 
C o m m i s s i o n ' s i n d e p e n d e n t a u d i t o r , a l o n g w i t h 
a n y o t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n n e c e s s a r y f o r v e r i f i c a ­
t i o n of t h e a c c u r a c y and p r o p r i e t y of s u c h 
f i g u r e s , w i t h i n t e n ( 1 0 ) d a y s of t h i s 
e n t r y . . . . 

A c c o r d i n g l y , t h e a u d i t o r s , E r n s t & W h i n n e y , r e v i e w e d t h e f i g u r e s 

s u p p l i e d by O h i o B e l l a n d i n a t e r s e o n e - p a g e r e s p o n s e i n d i c a t e d 

a c c e p t a n c e of t h e r e v e n u e f i g u r e s . M i s s i n g f rom t h e l e t t e r , 

h o w e v e r , was a n y f i n d i n g of t h e p r o p r i e t y of t h e u s e of t h e s e 

n u m b e r s by O h i o B e l l . As AT&T C o m m u n i c a t i o n s h a s p o i n t e d o u t i n 

i t s p r e v i o u s f i l i n g s , t h e f i r s t of w h i c h was f i l e d November 2 , 

1 9 8 4 , t h e n u m b e r s s u p p l i e d by O h i o B e l l , w h i l e p o s s i b l y b e i n g 

c a l c u l a t e d c o r r e c t l y , s h o u l d n o t b e u t i l i z e d i n t h e m a n n e r 



r e q u e s t e d by Ohio B e l l . C l e a r l y , t h e t e s t i m o n y of Ohio B e l l ' s 

w i t n e s s , a s e v i d e n c e d by t h e t r a n s c r i p t i n t h e p r o c e e d i n g s h e l d 

t o d e t e r m i n e Ohio B e l l ' s p r e s e n t r a t e s , Case No. 83-300-TP-AIR 

(300) p r o c e e d i n g and f u r t h e r t e s t i f i e d t o by t h e Ohio B e l l 

w i t n e s s in t h e 83-464-TP-COI (464) p r o c e e d i n g i n d i c a t e t h e 

i n a p p r o p r l a t e n e s s of t h e a d j u s t m e n t s s u g g e s t e d by Ohio Be l1 

r e l a t i n g t o intraLATA WATS t o l l r e v e n u e s . 

Throughout t h e e x h a u s t i v e h e a r i n g s i n b o t h t h e 300 p r o ­

c e e d i n g and t h e 464 p r o c e e d i n g t h i s Commission, a s w e l l a s o t h e r 

p a r t i e s t o t h e p r o c e e d i n g s , a t t e m p t e d , t i m e a f t e r t i m e , t o o b t a i n 

r e v e n u e f i g u r e s from Ohio B e l l . For a p u r p o r t e d myr iad of 

r e a s o n s , Ohio B e l l was slow in d e v e l o p i n g i t s r e v e n u e s and 

e x p e n s e s i n b o t h of t h e a f o r e s a i d p r o c e e d i n g s . Ohio B e l l 

d e v e l o p e d what i t s u b s e q u e n t l y te rmed i t s " r e s i d u a l r e v e n u e 

r e q u i r e m e n t " t h r o u g h i t s w i t n e s s e s . One a s p e c t of t h a t r e s i d u a l 

r e v e n u e r e q u i r e m e n t r e l a t e d t o Ohio B e l l ' s WATS r e v e n u e s . A 

r e v i e w of t h e t e s t i m o n y of Ohio B e l l ' s w i t n e s s e s c l e a r l y and 

u n e q u i v o c a l l y shows t h a t Ohio B e l l d id n o t i n t e n d t o p r o v i d e 

interLATA WATS s e r v i c e and t h a t t h e s e r e v e n u e s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 

WATS s e r v i c e would be a s s i g n e d t o intraLATA s e r v i c e and a c c o r d ­

i n g l y t o AT&T Communica t ions . However, t h i s i n no way r e f l e c t e d 

t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t Ohio B e l l would f o r e g o r e v e n u e s a s s o c i a t e d 

w i t h t h e p r o v i s i o n of WATS s e r v i c e . R a t h e r , a s Ohio B e l l VJi tness 

Rencehausen t e s t i f i e d , Ohio B e l l i n t e n d e d t o r e c o v e r i t s r e v e n u e s 

a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e p r o v i s i o n of WATS s e r v i c e t h r o u g h a c c e s s 

c h a r g e s o r t h r o u g h an i n t e r i m p r o c e s s . S p e c i f i c a l l y , Ohio B e l l 

W i t n e s s Rencehausen r e s p o n d e d t o t h e q u e s t i o n s of a t t o r n e y exam­

i n e r T a y l o r a s f o l l o w s : 
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EXAMINER TAYLOR: If t h e r e i s no r e v e n u e o r 
no intraLATA WATS, then does t h a t mean a l l 
WATS r e v e n u e would be a s s i g n e d interLATA a n d , 
t h e r e f o r e , be a s s i g n e d t o AT&T? 

THE WITNESS: Yes , and Ohio B e l l would 
r e c o v e r t h e i r c o s t fo r t h e p r o v i s i o n of t h a t 
s e r v i c e t h r o u g h a c c e s s c h a r g e s or an i n t e r i m 
p r o c e s s s i m i l a r t o t h e one we a r e t a l k i n g 
h e r e . 

EXAMINER TAYLOR: Then t h e r e s i d u a l r evenue 
on l i n e 5 would n o t i n c l u d e WATS, i s t h a t 
c o r r e c t ? 

THE WITNESS: I t would i n c l u d e WATS, b e c a u s e 
t h a t would be t h e c ompe ns a t i on t o Ohio B e l l 
f o r e i t h e r c o s t i n p r o v i d i n g WATS s e r v i c e , 
in t raLATA. Th i s r e s i d u a l r e v e n u e i s i n l i e u 
of a c c e s s c h a r g e s . 

T r a n s c r i p t V o l . XIX, p . 80 , Case No. 
83-464-TP-COI 

As AT&T Communicat ions h a s p r e v i o u s l y s t a t e d i n i t s a p p l i c a t i o n 

f i l e d J a n u a r y 2 8 , 1985 , Ohio B e l l , i n d e v e l o p i n g i t s r e s i d u a l 

r e v e n u e r e q u i r e m e n t , i n c l u d e d r e v e n u e based on a c c e s s c h a r g e s f o r 

t h e p r o v i s i o n of intraLATA WATS t o l l s e r v i c e . This f a c t i s 

f u r t h e r b u t t r e s s e d by t h e r e s p o n s e s of Ohio B e l l W i t n e s s 

Rencehausen t o S t a f f Counse l Schermer which s t a t e s a s f o l l o w s : 

W i l l Ohio B e l l Te l ephone have any WATS r e v e ­
nue a f t e r 1-1-84? 

A. The re w i l l be WATS r e v e n u e a s a r e s u l t 
of a c c e s s c h a r g i n g o r t h i s i n t e r i m p r o c e s s . 
C e r t a i n l y t h i s r e v e n u e would be c o m p e n s a t i o n 
f o r Ohio B e l l ' s c o s t i n p r o v i d i n g MTS and 
WATS s e r v i c e . So t h e r e i s r e v e n u e s i n c l u d e d 
i n t h i s number f o r WATS. 

Q. I s t h e r e Ohio B e l l r evenue f o r WATS? 

A. W e l l , i f t h e 8 8 . 1 m i l l i o n i s AT&T's 
c o s t , and t h a t i s t h e r e v e n u e t h a t t h e y g e t 
t o k e e p , a l l t h e r e s i d u a l r e v e n u e u l t i m a t e l y 
ccaties t o Ohio B e l l . So, y e s , Ohio B e l l w i l l 
have WATS r e v e n u e . 
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Testimony of Gerald P. Rencehausen, 
Transcript Vol. XIX, pages 76 and 76a, Case 
No. 83-464-TP-COI. 

In order to avoid any misunderstanding as to the appl i ­

c a b i l i t y of those revenue figures t e s t i f i e d to by Ohio Bell in 

the 464 case to the 300 case se t t ing Ohio B e l l ' s present r a t e , 

AT&T Communications in i t s previous appl icat ion f i l ed January 28, 

1985 fur ther pointed out the testimony of Mr. Rencehausen at 

Transcript Vol. XIX, pages 45 and 46. As AT&T Communications 

pointed out in i t s previous f i l i n g , the revenue assumptions of 

Witness Rencehausen r e l a t ing to access charges resu l t ing from the 

provision of WATS service were also u t i l i z ed by Commission Staff 

Witness Hensel in developing Ohio Be l l ' s revenue requirement in 

the 300 proceeding. This i s c lear from a review of Staff Witness 

Hansel 's testimony at page 3, answer 6, together with her 

supporting Exhibit 7 f i led in the 300 proceeding. 

As AT&T Communications has indicated in i t s f i l i n g s 

r e l a t ing to th i s i ssue , most recently in i t s January 28, 1985 

f i l i n g , Ohio Bell has t e s t i f i e d in both the 464 and 300 proceed­

ing, by i t s own choice, tha t i t is presently recovering revenues 

associated with the provision of intraLATA WATS t o l l service 

through the assignment of associated access charge revenues. 

Thus, the amounts reviewed by the Ohio Telecommunications 

Advisory Board and the independent auditor may have been calcu­

lated cor rec t ly from a revenue s tandpoint , but any adjustment 

based upon t h i s data without looking at the associated access 

charges i s en t i r e ly inappropriate and must be denied. This 

Commission, as i t has for other p a r t i e s to t h i s proceeding, 
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should accept the figures developed and testified to by Ohio Bell 

in the 464 proceeding, as well as the 300 proceeding, relating to 

its residual revenue reguirement and, therefore, deny the 

adjustment erroneously provided for by this Commission in its 

Entry entered January 29, 1985. To allow the adjustment provided 

for in the January 29 Entry will provide for a double recovery by 

Ohio Bell. 

Accordingly, in accordance with the Application and 

Memorandum filed herein, AT&T Communications requests this 

Commission issue its Entry reversing the Entry of January 29, 

1985. 

Respectfully submitted, 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC. 

By 
W i l l i a m S . Newdbmb, J r . 

VORYSR SATER, SEJfMOUR AND PEASE 
5 2 E i s t Gay S t r i f e t 
P . O. Box 1 0 0 8 
C o l u m b u s , O h i o 4 3 2 1 6 

L a r r y J l f G a l u s t r o 
AT&T ComrrtUWications 
1 S o u t h w a c k e r D r i v e 
1 2 t h F l o o r 
C h i c a g o , I l l i n o i s 60606 
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BEFORE THE 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OH 

Exhioit A 

JAN 2 S 1985 
0 nOCKOlNC D!V!SlOr< 
PUBLIC LTIllTiES COfTiliSStON OF OHIO 

._ •*'•••• Vi ,! i ,_uigfi^im 

In the Matter of the Commission ) 
Investigation Relative to Estab- ) Case No. 83-464-TP-COI 
lishment of Intrastate Access ) (Subfile A) 
Charges. ) 

COMMENTS OF 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC, 

TO THE FILING OF 
THE OHIO TELECOMMUNICATIONS ADVISORY BOARD 

ASSOCIATED WITH THE COMMISSION'S DECEMBER 27, 1984 ENTRY 

On January 16, 1985, The Ohio Telecommunications 

Advisory Board and the Board's independent auditor, Ernst & 

Whinney, filed comments relating to intraLATA WATS toll 

revenues, toll private line, and toll directory assistance 

in accordance with the Commission's December 27, 1984 entry. 

The Commission in its Entry of December 27, 198 4 indicated 

that; 

The data submitted by Ohio Bell with regard 
to intraLATA WATS toll revenues, toll private 
line, and toll directory assistance in response 
to the Commission's July 19, 1984 request 
for such data, should be provided by Ohio Bell 
to the Board's Staff and the Commission's in­
dependent auditor, along with any other Infor­
mation necessary for verification of the accuracy 
and propriety of such figures, within ten (10) 
days of this Entry, 

The January 16, 1985 letter indicates that the amount 

supplied by Ohio Bell relating to these services appear to 

be accurate. What the report does not address, however, is 

the critical question as to whether or not Ohio Bell is 

already receiving revenues attributable to intraLATA WATS 



toll service. To the extent Ohio Bell has already included 

an amount for intraLATA WATS toll revenues in its residual 

revenue requirements developed in Case No, 83-300-TP-AIR 

("SOO"), and further testified to by Ohio Bell in the 83-

464-TP-COI ("464") proceeding, any further adjustment is 

wholly inappropriate. 

As the Commission is aware, Ohio Bell developed 

its revenue requirements in the 3 00 proceeding and then 

incorporated the revenue requirement so developed into its 

revenue requirement for purposes of the 4 64 proceeding. 

Other parties as well as the Commission attempted to determine 

what was included in that residual revenue requirement 

developed by Ohio Bell, One aspect of inquiry related to 

Ohio Bell's WATS revenues. The Ohio Bell witness testifying 

on the WATS revenue issue indicated quite clearly that Ohio 

Bell did not intend to provide intraLATA WATS service and 

that the revenues associated with WATS service would be 

assigned to interLATA service and accordingly to AT&T 

Communications of Ohio, Inc, ("AT&T Communications"). The 

Ohio Bell Witness Rencehausen further went on to indicate 

that Ohio Bell would recover its revenues through access 

charges or an interim process. Specifically Mr. Rencehausen 

responded to a question of Examiner Taylor as follows: 

EXAMINER TAYLOR: If there is no revenue 
or no intraLATA WATS, then does that mean 
all WATS revenue would be assigned inter­
LATA and, therefore, be assigned to AT&T? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, and Ohio Bell would 
recover their cost for the provision of 
that service through access charges or 
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an i n t e r i m p roces s s i m i l a r t o the one we a re 
t a l k i n g h e r e , 

EXAtdlNER TAYLOR: Then the r e s i d u a l revenue on 
l i n e 5 would not inc lude WATS, i s t h a t c o r r e c t ? 

THE WITNESS; I t would inc lude WATS, because t h a t 
would be the compensation t o Ohio Be l l for e i t h e r 
c o s t in p rov id ing WATS s e r v i c e , intraLATA. This 
r e s i d u a l revenue i s in l i e u of access cha rges -

T r a n s c r i p t Vol. XIX, p , 80. 

The foregoing q u o t a t i o n s i l l u s t r a t e c l e a r l y Ohio B e l l , in 

deve loping i t s r e s i d u a l revenue r equ i r emen t , has c a l c u l a t e d 

revenue based upon access charges for the p r o v i s i o n of 

intraLATA WATS t o l l r e v e n u e s . A d d i t i o n a l l y , in response to 

q u e s t i o n i n g by S ta f f Counsel Schermer t o the fol lowing 

q u e s t i o n s Mr, Rencehausen s t a t e d the fo l lowing : 

Wil l Ohio Be l l Telephone have any VJATS 
revenue a f t e r 1-1-34? 

A. There w i l l be WATS revenue as a r e s u l t 
of a cce s s charging or t h i s i n t e r i m p r o c e s s . 
C e r t a i n l y t h i s revenue would be compensation 
fo r Ohio B e l l ' s cos t in p rov id ing MTS and 
WATS s e r v i c e . So t h e r e i s revenues included 
i n t h i s number for WATS. 

Q, I s t h e r e Ohio Bel l revenue for WATS? 

A. Well , i f the 88.1 m i l l i o n i s AT&T's c o s t , and 
t h a t i s the revenue t h a t they 
g e t t o keep , a l l the r e s i d u a l revenue 
u l t i m a t e l y comes to Ohio B e l l . So, y e s , 
Ohio B e l l w i l l have WATS r evenue . 

Testimony of Gerald P. Rencehausen, T r a n s c r i p t 
Vol . XIX, pages 76 and 7 6a. 

As i n d i c a t e d e a r l i e r , the numbers t e s t i f i e d to by Witness 

Rencehausen of the Ohio Bel l Telephone Company in the 464 

case were developed from Ohio Be l l Telephone Company's r a t e 

c a s e , 300. This f a c t i s supported by the t es t imony of Mr. 
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Rencehausen at Transcript Vol, XIX, pages 45 and 46. 

Additionally, the Commission Staff Witness Hensel, in her 

testimony at p. 3, answer (6), and supporting Exhibit (7) 

obviously utilized the assumptions and resulting numbers 

testified to by Ohio Bell Witness Rencehausen. 

A reading of the transcripts referred to above 

indicates clearly that Ohio Bell is presently recovering 

revenues associated with intraLATA WATS toll service through 

the imputation of associated access charge revenues. 

Accordingly, even though the amount reviewed by The Ohio 

Telecommunications Advisory Board and the independent 

auditor, Ernst & Whinney, may have been calculated correctly, 

any adjustment based upon such data is entirely inappropriate 

and should be denied. Ohio Bell should be held to its 

residual revenue requirement developed by it in its 300 case 

and utilized in_this proceeding. To do otherwise will allow 

for a double recovery by Ohio Bell. 

Respectfully submitted, 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC 

William S.,Newcomb, Jr. 
VORYS, SATEir', SEYMOUR AND PEASE 
52 Ê ast Gay Street 
P.O.feox 1008 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 

By 
T Salustro - ^ " 7 ^ ^ / 
uiiications J / / 
acker Drive f 

,arry 
AT&T Com 
1 South' Wacke: 
12th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

-4-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of 

the foregoing Application for Rehearing and Memorandum in 

Support Thereof has been served by regular U.S. mail, postage 

prepaid, this J day of February, 1985, upon the parties 

of record as listed on the appendix attached hereto. 
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