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Armstrong Telephone Company • North
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Armstrong Telephone Company - North Supplements No. 2. S, and 9 ■ 

Telephone - PA PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff PCC No. S
Change
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Armstrong Telephone Company - North
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Armstrong Telephone Company • North Supplements No. 2, S. ind 9 -

Telephone • PA PUC Tariff No. 11

i«)

locjl frjnvport (Section 17 2 1 p.iRr 2)
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Cf' r trn •I'D * rw.i "ioi' • f V‘ l,rff^<u.*'f'i v A"'S '•rr.*im-i »o

sf. > ilii’B 'f 0'--|ii*i.f f<* *;• t ,|i’»ir v * rV't 'isM iliRV

(An j{ iniii-s iStvocee tr r-avioi. il'wieri ST'sO 00

1'. rk A. liul’i'ir fnrv < 1*

[Ptr 'A Tr.,nks A.iivst-.u fiai.iion Tl'cn'of)

-f-» ANI Nr r i >>M.M \rj rh,*rf^'

iPn trTOfiw. I'-f CiC] riur*

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. 5
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Armstrong Telephone Company - PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Atm«fO(vg TelepKone Company - f>A Supplements No. 2. S. and 9 - 

Telephone • PA PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NfCA Tariff FCC No. S
Change
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Armstrong Telephone Company • PA
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Annstrong Telephone Company - PA Supplements No. 2. S, and 9 ■ 

Telephone - PA PUC T.intf No. 11
NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
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Citizens Telephone Company of Kecksburg - PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Citizens Telephone Company of Keck&burg Supplements No. 2 & 6 - PA 

PUCTariH No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

1C0RE Tariff FCC No. 2
Change
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Citizens Telephone Company of Kecksburg - PA
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Citizens Telephone Company of Kecksburg Supplements No. 2 & 6 - PA 

PUC Tariff No 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

ICORE Tariff FCC No. 2

Change
(A) IB) (C)p(B)-(A)

loial Tr.import (Section 17.2.2 page 47| Local Transport (Section 17.S.2 page 117)
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Commonwealth Telephone Company • PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Commonwealth Telephone Company - PA PUC Tarilf No. 26

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NCCA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

(A) IB) iCJmbmai

Carrier Charge iv.tmn n 11 a-**- n Carrier Common Line
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M.ru.te T tn,TP«Tl €W 'r 1 T ’ 7 - ’ fl ' J Vru'.. •i"".rp
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?Ouf Wire $56 14 '»arre $75 ’0 $23.16

DSI r.l7bft2 ;^3r'e $',7 07

gsj i’.OSUI ^nrrf! $2,336 SO $176 67

irrpr'.T.i.rL,.d Tr iru -n.t !C-.r/.tvl flj'p Di-pi *-r".r-pc ''•>'.1.011 i'i'.IvI -'rliPP 10 T1 Or.tP R.ite

It'S' M «) SdR'l*

Mate Gurt* $2 50 b JTiP $153 $; 03

OSl $10 14 3.-c» $16 70

0.3 $131.77 bomo $145 $5 ‘.13.73

?‘tP n rnrT.T'ii'il *-it T.»rir t-Mr nr* Iri.tim | f1 j J} l<AtP

(Ppr 7.“-.- il.cn] S.trTP

vowt* Cum;* $75 11 SjlTlr* i8 $ 10 37

r.si $■}•» 38 jjn*e t'i

DS3 $575 64 j 1.5'ib 71 $31 07

P.itp h.kj'tn'AA mp Jn ’fl *) ».llP c,.ih'

(ff?? Arr,ir^fiir<*iif) S.i.rej

CSi %. D^l ■;•■■■ 74 31 5J-n* $'06.12 $32.11

DS1(o Von© '.133.12 'i.irriJ $ 105.53 $13 10

1IftP/r nr*:'^i trnr' rin^t* I'.ifP !• .•••ini" • n" ■'l-.i'i’p »itp

;p» Ai (P;s Miniilp) $001006 (Ni.l AI cwcc) IlCnp • ; .■ ■

0,-P Ni ' vori -"(Tlir.'r-,1'rp III L-p 10 7 1 7) B.OP •' «r#

|ivi 31.31...-1 r.ni • rcoi $UlS$ll S.i ire $ 1) 1 '.'JO ' ’■

K.l?« fl(>0 r.'j n.fp Art.A% S-'v;* -» Gi.'i •» I'-.'ip '0 31 U »tf* ^ up

3.1 Vi -;i..«ry $ 0C48 •,.irr« $ r.05.1 £ Ctf'tf

V^'tifjl ••MH.rn i r<r nt e'y $ 11054 Mrr* SCCfiil $0006

U'Ar', • Al i.MlIv t, xm

|i* in.rro' *V .!«, /»J ' •*•< rPft4 r t v*i ^ l^r ►'*.! n;)M, Cj'T '̂on rrol \ <»“j1 NrlwCf « ru'-'w^T ir\. 'li'.i’MlO* *i ir-.'.ir '.c'V i r, ••*<: «-r**r Mrv i* A IT

»M'dl to T ■ • f* jU ,..,rv i •'<. 11* i jS* p*i\r in i:uf'i rv ,1^ ■«: \ rion*. |n;,( 'I'ey Ilf ‘.irr.l^tiY (in* rotf'd To I!'** i (v«- ir.i fir isl ,h* •**, i,,,il .»*»*

!Ut t.i.rtj r -H.* * U/l, ATM I.’.I? *1.1 h f '**'5 r ol u.u. fkT •r'vi* S



Commonwealth Telephone Company - PA

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Commonwealth Telephone Company - PA PUC Tariff No. 26 NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

'A| IB) (C) - |B) - (A)
local Transport (Sfctloo 17.2.1 p.igc 2) Lacj) Transport (Sec(ion 17.2.1 page 10)

'll'.”' (*, I,r< v r 'i'.’f !nst.ill.»rinn N:®-c.".'p i'‘-k.*.’ f'*.v *e
friM-re f jciMyj Same

S.1 !*'!■

!■*(> W.'o $!<.: no t-SO 00 53S0 00

lci.> '.'.•.Gi cd Same •C4S0 00 SCj'JOO

DS1 5) Si DC S.f rr«« £3 moo 5 14'1 Oi)
Vd'.'J 00

3 jm** £44j 1)0 1

l-'i'rr— n<> r-jn;!i' nr \0" Ir-V » %,*'i F' nn *Jr—®pr'ij.f®
Ppt LATAor MjrtW A’4i) :ai co S.iine s^c.w 5100 00

~C-t ^rr rr,0 Ci-nve'S cr i-f •C. r, J-.ll.r4 10

V.7 S pfMlr.' u' \ tv..S. r p i u f/i vi <'»*nu*"Vv C^fh a*s' fiC. Jilt CGr1 r.Vv*r' .'■'ll rv .'rr-ncc S M '.S7

o, 1 ' - r .* rr .i,.'.. S nr r»f 7 'i ro.il i ft*' M<. • <'*•«:v 'vi-it *1 -o

iIV- ?.| Tn.rus C.JVPrted O' r-scl.on irprrcir] i.’OJDO S.llTl** 54.12.&J s:^: oo

r*».rk Ar» v <f r'' 'Inn T-rr. .'.ci.-.,i.ur

[Tpr »M .'n,ri»i Activ *stvc O' F’.Kt C1*1 irorocf • tee 6.^ *. B| iO 1} JO S^rrif* £45'00 $210.00

•*>-« AM t}'.r -T f*. AM
■■Per !<1.: Oif.,e. p..r CIC) 'Jo*® Sjrrf- Pwl O No*1**

Nv! *(S A« of "..y ;OUcJ



Consolidated Communications of PA Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Ncrft TpUphcnp Company |d/b/:> ConsolidJtnd Corrmyrhc o* PA)

Suppfpmpnt* No. 6 jnri 1C • PA PUC Tariff No. 12

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NCCA I.inHFCCNo. S
Change

t*) (B) ICjMBMA)

Cnffer Ch.irg# {tation 17.1.1 pagp 1) Corner Common line

Jt,r >»'c:*. ir*<\}>♦ nrjjnJn r,o lNet ••.iicv.mII ■.one

End OMlce {Section 17.2 3 page S) V,.-re End Office (Section 17.2.) page 11) Av.'.5‘ Vin.rc A, Vi.eitc

Lijc.ii SwMi hit g Cvo;cj?o7 j.rnie 5 J'.r.s:.’

Vil-UIM A»e-.v Vie',.,.i

rfanrcTion tt-fg,' o.ofoo S.irre •;i)3:;co So;: soo

local transport (Section 17.2.2 p.>ge» i-4) Lorjl Frirvpart ISnilion 17.2.2J

t Arc-*/.

•" mIiI» l:lei v.'cl 5 v'oo:y> : d»:o3 s CfiNlH

u i^rf Ti'i«inr ni"f] SO'tiSSJ 'dire SOOrHiS sooo::3

JjntJcrr Sw*Uhir? [-»r f^' ^err.) SiW.’Jii Spirit' S oo:744

lus

(•er H'rtf'tt umii) i.ire

V o« i* «• 'jr.'rjc \irrv

r-»c W'l.; i’5 09 S.’r't* st. ti4;;

pcur Wire ;.si> ;i i.lllH' i."i 30 srj.io

o^: s;7i. s? Carr** 5043.69 Sl-7C7

W.OSl L'i s:.::cti6 C.: .’5 t i

[?C< Sdin-

Gr.*»<:c or.so O-jr-c S3 S3 :■ os

o'.: 5;" U Sjne •.:ti :o

3^3 Suirn '.'.ii SS s:3 .‘ii

iPvr Ti''ii'in.r*icr) <.ainf

V'*i' •• Gr.idi? 0.’5:: :.35 m '.:c 37

nu 5‘>4 28 '.Sficl

'M :;:564 'i.'trc ssso n ii: )7

isis Pde

\ \-f -*u r.n f rincH] 5-ir.«

O^J ro n: ;-;4 y. SuTTr iSChJJ •,>?

XV, rcvi.n c* y.ni:: s:«s s:

l ’rr Ac ci'S* VinuteJ Voitv |Nd*|iii*.0] Nure Ncn**

ji'cr knrl Cull i 00) :..jiS30 i.irre S i!a'IO

'.'XO

'i C - K8 jomr S ..'OCb

,«l lui'> (i*f r,\ i'ry Sa)''4 Swire S CCuO SOCOS

• .■•ii.i !..i* :ijoi

II n-n ii' IU ur'i; iin.'lf. l.nr./' -.im-n , ,'pi.:ii- ni«. i:-l.-i'i .in’, mti.i- "v. im’i.iih, lr,i •■i.-n'i ii-. I'l.mmnr i h ‘rr-l '.nr.'liiif Ni'iwiik reri" iln:ii. rr.i'icti < i '■•«i.ir 0i •! "m-dc.rv Atf.T

III < II'T' rrlv tl'Cl Til thr '■4l<*nl ^,1. • civil'", or i .It'* -'-I ,t ir fli 111 lh<| 'r'r.l'.T.ili' .-n] liilcr';t,Hi' ^.I'l'j.iluni-. Il'.'l ll'Cy ri" luriii.ulv It im red 11. rl-c •■■tcc I rr ere .'■l'. irlr,] .tjlij ivu ci tt'.d .'i.' I'.rjl

ei 'm|.-d ir ll c .ill. i-.r-jle t„i.|(, At.',! ( n | "'.i". -C.il ii:li..vt.'.(f ulr-v iii<r.-,ir .n .................... ..  l Wi n



Consolidated Communications of PA Company

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*
North Pittsburgh Ttipphcne Compiinv |(?/b/a CcmoliO^Tfd Communications of PA)

No. 6 onij 10 . PA PUC TjnH No. 1?

NECA Tariff (CC No. S

Change
(A) mi (C) . (B) * (A)

tuli rrartpon (Sullen 17 2.7 page 47) Local Transport {Section 17.2 1 page 1C)

Iris'i'Ut rn Nr emn tnntf rw..r.*<>
[Set f;k .lily] :j.»rrn

V'jice G*dc? Some

T wo 7/irt* '>o 5..T.. $4:-0 '30 '.;59 00

t O'-r "AVi* ‘ilolCil S.trre T-i-COO j:moo
i)Sl ■;:a: on lijc.oa Stil 30
Oil •..W9 .» ;aiv« 5-40.00

fj^rirr ‘Irrr^e-i.rrrre i*Kiryr r lernr. Hi/ Tm.'HV i-n
(•’ef LAtAu VartitAr'M) $a:.uO ^o<rip V2ZU GO S: i'.' ou

e^c- .ri- -r.r. CK-.fior V. rv A.l,l?r.« '...•i-.-kr.- in. tr*C iiri* “^0 fnrvrrnn *>f Vi I* ftm .-n/v ‘..T.'Nrj •««
• v’ il.rj m '•vT *,> Vftifri «H7**r.'v AcTch*".. '.'pr 1M1 d si irrnri.rM'B i*h*rj.* WrAlify or ‘LS? ‘.'.'fV.hre to %*« v Ai*.'i r\i *M^n.ilirj :*,M'r«r..rr'r*k» n\!ri-n
l?Cf 2*i Trurics Cowcftt’it *'1 :'0cti>;n 5r« rcor) $:-»i w) l>jinc 5442 00 ‘.:s: oa

T.ri.l Ak'iV Nf.nrg’n rrif'»* (h u.i.* Tn«nir A' r '^t.nn N''ftror *11*ire r'h ven N« rr>r'p Gh.irsf*
{Per :i T'unhv AUiv.'lfrrt or ^ivutiCit tn.;r«.cf} Same CO 5::ooo

i f,<v AN) Nnrrr« i./nnp TJ-.urr* Hr*« AN) Nfir.rn*i rtma Th >ry«'
i.'i-r rri; o'Kt. ;‘e> c.l; *4ore iaree tlcre ‘June

M^tci ■ AiuMuiyroos



Frontier Communications of Breezewood
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Frontier Communications of Pennsylvania - Tariff PA PUC IS Frontier Telephone Companies Tariff FCC No. 2

Change
(A) (0) = (8| • (A)

Carrier Charge (Section 3 S.1 page 4) Carrier Common Line (Section 16.1 page 1)

P.t arc. si l.i'e, ::er rr.orvh 50 00 (Not Aliev,.'(l) 50 00 No Chr.pge

Pr.’i-VMir 9a:e Ivr I’fPiniurti ajt*1 f-tr prer**uji*i “.up f’rr

End Office [Section 6.8.3 page 122) Af - •«%«. Wiritfp End Office (Section 16.4.7 page 7) A,-re',-. M-in.n* A.r,..'. Minute

Local SsV'lrhii'K Loral Switching

i;i ;reA s ui 5 003000 is; |FG4 a 6) s.oorosi i .

UiZ (^«jC i DJ 0 003500 L52 (FOC .4 0) 5 002t,51

'.ornir.on Trurk Port 8 lie Common Trunk Pen P.ste Pate

(Pei- Minnie) 0 OQfia! 2 (Per Minnie} 5 000200

DSC, p.r mcnth 310.00 (J50. cvr month 510 CC No 6S'arge

CS'.. per itionth 5178 68 DSI. per inontr M'tO.OO Ml 32

local Transport (Section 6.8.1 pages 114 - 119)

Prpir.ijm Pate fJ«r

local Transport (Section 16.4 pages 4 - 8)

Hjtf* AfCPM Para Pe' Arcp-.s

r.imlem Swi'chfl 'it.iees n? • 118} 2*'Cc^rb M'nufp T.ir'clpm Switcher! Tr,'r.tnnrt hop* ft) M.rule Minute

Tr.in^rnio*,icn iPf*r Mile) 5 000040 Same 3C0OU10

Trons'iiiSSion (r'»m) 5 0044^7 i *n*^ •5.002415

T.mdem Switching SG00355 j iine $.000200

f i'lc ante Fv.il'tles IS-it-on .1.3 1 itaer 11-11 Pate Per Month Fnlranre F ic.liti^s (page 4} '1 UP

.^11:1; Crime L.-.I.52 Same $80 70

Oil S25'3.00 Same 5130 00

ns3 51,102.00 b.ime Sl.l'JJ 00 No Change

Dire. 1-Tmi'll ej Tni’-.oerr (f trilitvl In.lBe 1151 ftitn Dnecl-Trnnked Trar.soort irnrilitvl Ir.ifr 51 ri.up Rare

(kVr Miff?) Sa me

Voice Grade Jl.'i9 Same $1.50

DS1 co j.me 5-10 00

053 5215.00 Sjme 5 100 00 >•"

Piri-ot-Tr.iPked Torminetipp uiaff 1MI Pare Per Month nirert-rninked rerminatiun ipaee 61 Palp Pale

Vince Of.ide 564 00 '.imp $M 20

DM 5472 00 S.ime $7':.00 c

053 58,360 00 Same $750 00

R.ifp r»*r Month Mnll:olf?vre inate 61 PrilP P.itp

DM 10 DSI 5>!.: 40 60 Stime 5.1.340.60 No Change

DS1 to Vo.ce 320 1 05 fiAme 5:o; os No Change

irrU f.1ii>t.ulp*iro Jr ijjp ] Pare Fpr Mmute Shared Muitmi..i-e (mire SI oi4j<> “ It#'

(t.-r f.tm-jte) 5 000176 lner Minute) $ cnr.ooo

I'r.-hSM.m Sate Per P'p*r..e.'*t •* ttP Ppt Premairr n.lle Per

^eMilual ir.ti’rrnrnr-cron '"hart- Ic.lfie 1 !9| Mii-ute 4e5idn.il Interconnertinn Ch.irje Icaire 51 MhvjSp Mi-i.te

'.iippkni.'iit.il l.CC Tiiinspon [.harps 5 OOkjQOO (Not Allowed} $ COOO-UO No CNirigt*

\-TWOfk 3'C, k inf Charpe 'i’.iRC 1^0} Pit- Nutwnrk HfnrkirF rh,i«*r7f fji.tjp ?\ Pate Pij<;

(Per Calll 5 31000 5 01000 •5 0COCC0

'Vdir.it.vi Ti-'rli.m tr-ji'l Fort' lu.ice 1 ini R>t<* pndicati'd Tandem Tiunl Peris Orr-ce /I [i.lh- P.UP

OSD, pp< monih 36 08 □50, (.cr iitcnih $10.00 $3.‘*2

C51. opt mcrth * • 29 CM. ppf north oo 3dl 71

• ~n'VTtrf '•ur;1't< Oup^m'% i\i t:ion ^ i•.«►*«’ 1 !?l R HP vCO f'jt * st* Accp'A ‘sf-fvin* f'lji'rri'S «> '< ItM « lt»<

p,*r nuery 5 i^jn /3 IrdTip $0 00hi,7

V<*; SH.it TC’f" Oinjry 500142 Vi nu* $0 COOr’.A

NnH's • a, <:i ju/ jf ;i;o9

:ln*> rrnrr irinB .U or.. ATft T hjilr'J i crl-l*n in.M c'l'.ir• «/<'• ‘.rrvit n * '•.rjkn,' rcr ,*cn**,c.n i*h.innH Vr‘jrk rt ceu i Skip, Cp'M'ijr Tr.v'.-.ffj '<vr\if.irej f>ir«*« !u» v Aso-.f.nt* p Af,< T

ic-nnuTiJ', !n,!? it» irw i.]«i .prv.**'; >ji r,c»' *4lc*'i» iifi ♦■ii .1 in ];oih ir** .nti ivi.if** ,iini n:tri»,iutc ji.;? i>ic, t't.il :hi-y Ijp ,,ii,iiIjiiy mu" m*'J '*1 it'.r irnr !['Pir- .c* mur.vj ur ,i-rvu iI'.u mif*

.tut .|1<h.rlrrj >n !hr :.r*r i.fi.rrtu'S ihjf '.m h .ctimv:,<!h r.y.vs ,>t ;h.<ir n.rrpm (»'wh

f CoinrM.rur.uiom ol mhU', PA I'Ui. *!> .uu! I CC No ' JicJ n*.! int li.tJp ,i ,H>hrintci Non :<»'Cijrnr^ Cr ji ^cs.

P n... 1 i,i



Frontier Communications of Canton
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Frontier Communications of Pennsylvania - Tariff PA PUC IS Frontier Telephone Companies Tariff FCC No. 2

Change
(A) 18) IC)MBI-(A)

Carrier Charge (Section 3.5.1 page 4) Carrier Common Line (Section 16.1 page 1)

Pi?r ,i< c»»S'i I'li**, {:♦ r month ic.oo INm Al'ow.-d) 50 00 No Change

■-•ri-n-Ln' Pari- i>r fi Hi'lu nr ‘*.11-2 pf*i Pi•i',:iur> Pnlr [•♦'i

End Office (Section 6.8.3 page 122) *./ os’. M.rwitp End Office (Section 16.4.7 page 7) Arfvl Acft'ss Minute

LoCt‘1 -witching Lcr.il Sw tchn'g

L'i I (;G4 B) SCCPnoi is; (fC:AS. si 5 C02651

LS2 ircc &0) $ OflA'Mi LS2 (FGC d 0| S OO.'tibl ”1

CoiTimon Tf jnli Port t;.n^ Ccminon Trunk foil Rate “ r*

e'er Minute) SOOCS’.I (Per Minute) S.000200

Di.n, iter ir.jnth 51000 050. t'.f r rhrjntn 510 30 No Change

DSI, per month f.irs.es CSl. per month SlVO 00 Si 1.32

Local Transport (Section 6.8.1 pages 114 • 119) Local Transport (Section 16.4 pages 4 - 8)

rtAr ArcPSs Pate her A,, -ss

Tii'tli'in Wtrhefl (RoSirS H7- ; 13) Afi*f»v, Mii’iiT* Tandem V«,nen*r1 Tmrscort (rare 61

Transmission ii’c-r Mile) 5 acoo-io Sjdp rroccic

Tr,<nsm,ss.i;r (Fi«-a) 5 00—97 Some 5002413

Tnndem 'iwilcl’.ing 5 1)00365 Same 5 000200

TflfrAnrp PinMiOv ^ ! Ml Rate he' Monrn r^!r^r»*H F.i«*f,iTfP5 fp.ipA 4} P-te

Voice Gradv isi 580.70

0S1 irsouD '•sine 5160 00

IJS3 SI. 192.00 Same SI,1'.'2.C0 NO Change

r.'r-ct-Trunied Trinspor- iP.H il't/) In'^e 1 Jri] o.ite Dirnrt-frlinked T-anmcrt IF >c .li'v'- Inann M

[Per Mile) Same

V.ii. e Grade il.f/.l Sj.ri? 51 50

0S1 5:3 oo ^sit’ie 610 00

OS3 s: is.oo Sam,- SI00 00

Dif/T f-TfurkPil Tprr*»ir jrir.n 11'.itfp T1-1} Rate P"r Month nir^fT-tri.jslcor-l Fpr."in,.fion Sj Pate

Vi-ice Grace SCR 00 Same SS4 20

DS1 SST’.OO Same 575.00

DS3 $8..tnO.OO 5ufme 57S0 00

Multuileiirg Ip.ign 1 lb) P*r Worth Rate

No ChangeC">3 to 0S1 Sl.SAO 00 hame 51.540 nO

051 tr Vonte SOiH.CjS Sa me $:oi os No CKir.ge

'.hared Miiitirtci .ng '( i^e 1 ln| 3 ilf* P*r Minno rihlr*r* ip.ip* "}

(Per Miniite) 'iOOOl-’O (Per Minule] 5 000000

PiHtT'.m Pan- f-r pr-.mi.i P n.)te Per

“piifiiof Ini-'fornt-rtion i*hitt ** Icas<* M*nuT** tl !r!*ffOf»i'f»i*T on f’h.trro *[**•[;*

Supiilt-nterta! LCC Tiarv,poit Ch.irge 6 niwfitie (Not Allowed) 5 000000

N.**ivnrlt Rlnrkiri; “nnrpA (r* iff j Rate "Jet-.yorv Rlfl. Lmg fp ,rre (race 71 Due

(Per C ill) 5 MiOCO Selfl'n 5 llliJOO 5 COOOOO

Der'.ir.ittHi Tmili'oi I'r'irh Port' Imio 11'*l Hale C"rfi<.i*i'^ T.'indpm Trunk Pnrfs frM*f** ^ .'njfi

61000O'C. ,;ei month So 03 OSO, ircAfh 53.92

CSl. (ter I’lontn •..;r)S 29 I3S1. per iria'th srinoo ISi ;i

SCO D.itd P.r.P Arri".' '.erv ''n ............... .. I'.t r lion A .3 n i::e ! 17) ^ ,r»* 950 C.'la Bate A.;, es-, Vrviiv O.-cm-s linn- si ►1 ,»4.

8e-.n peri’urrv S(X>S73 Some 50 00867

Vertn.il fe.itori1 ,)-’r nuery 5 00142 Same aOOOUiiO

hr,r,*> • ii.ly l.

f<> *1 i. MuMf.'TiOn, /•'&' *'»> •* > nw.i fll -n* Imim*’ .............. .. I'.j^mr.ii ri>o« f'JrtwOil 'ion. srtit '...rvu .nui fj.n iji'fy A'. „ .t.jru ^ ATX7

r r. f, i’i tT't* 11<; i ihM lr> tM.'* .•*. Ji-rW i ,m < i-*,'. s.'fv-' Oi 'mi-.I in :,i'l h il'n •ri^.rl|,*Ti* ;,n,l n\!r'r ‘.'.Ht' -in imJi* ’ i»nv i h«*y mmhi.kIv nnriu'r*^ 'A H*n • [i*Af ff*» i *• .Kr n'-r.iSJat'* •.'»v,, th.if ui «*

jT ri in :h»« tAnll. Afy, f Jf1 a? \u> r\ <x rr*nii f i,i

»*i tjnli* r ''ucrmnn < nh<;,*is ol i.'.irnA * ^ ii*% PA f'l .C ! e.‘ in«{ f• {. r:<> 1 0«i! not ."f tuitt* .i .» f lusn \>,f Nrjn Pfi iirrn*x



Frontier Communications of Lakewood
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed intrastate Access Rate*

Frontier Communications of Pennsylvania - TJfiff PA PUC 15 frontier Telephone Companies TariH FCC No. 2

Change
(A) IB) lOnlB).(A)

C.tmrf Chiirge (Section 3.S.1 p.ige 4) Carrier Common Line (Section 16.1 page 1)

Prr ,ii i^si i.pl, pi-i month snco (Not Ailcvsetl] vO No Ch.-mge

^rt'.^iur; -.*:p ?(•! I’l PfT* 11 1 |T’ 'l.lfp Ppf Premium Rate Per

Preen Mii-i.ie tistl Office (Section 16.4.7 page T) Al't v >*»

l.ci.j| iwitch ng loc.n j'Afitcnmg

LSI IFCA A H) OflTr-'0 is; (Pga & n) s .sr/'is:

l_S2 IfCC Sr J) StJOrOJO LS2 IfGC&O) s oc.'fcs:

Common Tn.ni, port Pile Common Trunk Pert 6 ati; *5.1 TP
jPdc Minute) <C002i: (•'c-r Minute) ooc:co

DSO. per .Tiorih 51D 00 CS0, ter inonth 5 :o oc No Change

OS 1. per It-onin •31/8 t.8 rJM, uei ittiinth :-:l>o oo 511 32

Local Transport (Section 6.8.1 pages 114 -119)

I’ri-iTiiurrt ft Per

Local Transport (Section 16.4 pages 4 - 8)

nate Per Arrest p ,:e Per A, rec-.

At' Tanrtprr !v//itt h^d fr.insrrrt fn.ktft5 f>\ Minute .Mif'iilf*

Tr.insiniSi.on (Per f/,1-] S000040 Sjcic ; COOOi-7

T-in:in,si.';n IFi.vl) S 1304497 Same 5C'.'2418

r.iodL-in Sv<iict\ng 0 CCQ.InS S.t me S JCC.'OO

A,He P»r r/r,nth c.iolni«?s ill.'?*4 41 “ate Rate

VO'i e Gr.ide SSI S2 Same S30 70

0S1 iTSSUO Sjme Slid 00

ilSJ si.:?20o Sjitl- S1.192 00 No Change

DirPct-Tr'inV^o Tr tr'.oort tr j.-jii|'.t /tr.’te 1 I SI R Ite r>i.'<>ri-Tn.rkp(t Tnr-scor* (i'.n-'litv) fo.i.e Si Pete Rnrp

(Per Mile) S.imn

Vo.re Gr.idr Vl h9 >4ine ;i so

0S1 S:; no Same 510.1)0

0S3 is.oo Sime 5100 00

fVr h Ra'H 0 ire

Voice CrjUe Sf.4 00 Same 5S4 20 i 'i ,,

S877.00 Same 575 00

0S3 S3,360,00 S.ime 5750 00

F'Ate Per Mnnlh M,,H,nlr«inf li:aee SI Rite

0S3 10 US I S-..S40 00 51,540.HO No Change

DS1 to Voice SJOl.CS Same 5201 05 No Change

“.lie P.-r Minute Sl't'etJ Mull rln.ir.; ,'f.igp S) H.v*

(Per Virultr) SCOOlTll (Per Mmule) 5 OOOCtiO

r.>.,nii,m P.tir Pit Pirmnim w.ffp Por c reminn O.ite I'-r

Mirn'e R»iS:du.^ l«'tPiTt*f'n#»r!,rn Ch.^rtf/r fi.iwp f*rl M'.ii.te MiOiiTP

Siipplta,moi'>.1l l.rC Traiv.|:ort Ovircc S orof06 (Net AlPiwedl 5 rOCMO

Pile Rlrrfc ine r« (['[•f#* ') ijte

(Per CjII) so: COO Same 5 O'lT.W S.COCOOO

r.-itir.iti'ri T.iii.'mi.i Trunk °nrt'. l I'll “ite fVriir,i;p.J Tindnm f-unk Rriirs Ic lee 71 P.U»* Rite

OSO. prr iTii-.nth Sfi 08 OSO, per month 5 ;ooo 5 3 '12

CS1, per nontti ::cs 2-1 DS1. pr-r month 51't'l 00 581.71

Pate 800 0.1 t.i nj-c- Access Serviru .'uer In iae 81 l-.rte

p**r qurry 5 00873 50 OOSPi?

Vt Ctniil rr-iin.rf jjpr tjufry S.00342 ''•imf So OCOr.'.i

• .'...-i i.iiv i. 'fK;9

ir. [|||% .11.11'-.II"i: illi.iti-i'.uin. ATST ■'.Hu,)..) i ..rMiii nv,. ■■ll.in.-oN'. •.••h.i'i-s. m. Indnv lor Oirorinn Oh.mr'.-I Ni'I'-voil vonr'i-r :,or. r?|.v.itor I r.'i^rrr r„ tv. •>. Oi.-ciTuiy I.nut*

, .......... ih.il to ihi. <• .li'i'T rl'i.M- , r-'.i ................. , 01 r ,ir,- . ........... I ,n l.olh rl-f ,nrrm.i!.• ,‘ril ,ur,.J i I'Oiv, lh.il tlicy t;c inn.l.iny rfuroi.'J. T': in- . .l.'ni l^.■l,. .n. .n;. r.i .).• th.il .in>

rnl ihf .niriMjir '.O',It. A r s T I hn ,i,th Jl’' • .ill's n-i"-'in .<1 Ihoir ■ nirciH li'Vrl.

......................... i:i u'11. A11. ,r't ,.l i'l-mi ,,!y ,'ri.i 7 ir.lt-. f’A I’i.'l .tn<l 1 '’C No 2 (I'd ''O! itii'li.clt' .t Si-, non lor t.'o.', ic . .......... ... r|:.iiSrJ.



Frontier Communications of Oswayo River
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Frontier Communications of Pennsylvania - Tariff PA PUC 15 Frontier Telephone Companies Tariff FCC No. 2

Change
|A) 16) (C)--IH)-(A)

Cjm.T Charge (Seition 3.5.1 page 4) Corner Common line (Section 16.1 page 1)

I-'it arifi; 1 re. ,wi iroi-rti i u Not a lowil) ; oo

r-iorv.lltir P,1-|. ISu ^rrr'Hjr.i Hjta fy-* l".■lTl.l,^•• e il- Per

End Office (Seciian 6.8.3 page 122) '•rrius K'.r-.jt(. End Office (Section 16.4.7 page 7) M • f sS MmiitlJ Af'i >+•,', Mlfliftr-

local Switching Loral Svviich.np

u>: ifOA .4 r>) ; tn.tp’: IM iPOA 4 B) soorssi

is: ifor s o) ?.0!.3h3: L52 (FGC 4 0) 5 oozes:

COkT’iron Ti'jt'k (>orf 9..ue Common Cruel Pert U jtij Rain

Win.jtlil 5 ccim:: (Per Mi'-iiM S 0'>1.'00

CbO, pm ironlh MOOO CS0. per trnnTh S'.O CO rio Charge

!2S1, per rnenth s:78.hi USl. lei im:nth S ISC 00 511.4:

Local Transport (Section 6.8.1 pages 114 • 119)

r'rurruini PjLe

Local Transport (Section 16.4 pages 4 - 8)

c.Ue Per i. 'i-ss ®.l!f ‘’f«r -CCt*>^

■'irciptr. Siv tcned i.sjues 11 7 • I i’j) ••lyfcs Mirn.Ie TnncVm .Trt’pft *• iinnon <n.ipp i>\ M||fi Ml«

f'»()S"njn |PVf MiIp) s ococ-to Same s.cocoic

Tr.iriiri'.siO^ fr.ien) Si;C44'j7 S'?o:4is

T.ii'dem Sw-lchiig S.COOlTtj Same S000200

rnriafre f,h iimr'. l•'.“l•tln^ » 9 [ c n'" ; !4l i> t'^r Vo^fh ? Offircf' ( VlllfiHS j h)

Vijn'ii Grsfli- jHI 52 SSO.20

CS1 5259 CO Samp SIS0 00

[:S3 M.I92 00 Same si.iu: eo Nj Ci'.ange

f> r.-1-l-Tr .nkorl 'nr'.Lor: (r icilitv) iiviiri* 1 151 "ate Dirm ••Ti.jnkpd T-.m'.aor* ir.j. il.tv' >n ip* 51 Ra'» Rate

(0..| Milp) Same

Vciiv' Ci ace Sl.iP Same si.so

CM S.’i.CO ‘'nrie •Mc.eo

C53 JMS.OO S.ime SUX uC

Cifort-Ti-irnLotl r^-iVi'-.il'Or' ig.-ipe 1 :4) 0 tVr M^nth Cirpct-7rnrk»»i1 N»f"rnr.iTir3r fripr*' r*' Rale

vim .• (jt.iJe ..04.00 SS4 20

CM ;3'2 CO •i.irttc s;r. oo

U53 S8.260 sQ S”0 00

B,te per Month Multiolpiire Icaee c)

C53 to DM Sl.jlO lit) ?.< ne Si.540.50 fin Change

CM to Voice •;:oi us S.*.r.e 4201.05 No Change

't.ite l7'1' Mmute Shan'd Mill tinier rein >e« SI R,)*- •OTt?

(Pef Mculii) 0 GttOl7i_. ll'er Minute) S U00i jOO

f't>r^:ijl*« 0 (»P Ppt Prrrutim P*>Tr» t‘r*r I’rfTPMfni ll.TT,* F’,»f

'cjciiln.il lni**rrr.nr nr'Sinn ‘h.ir.’A i'p.ip> '• Minute Rti'flu.il (•’forrAnr-rT»r>  ̂^hrri^ Truttfr* Mift.jif Mir.iUe

'iijpClc’nc-nTjl i.£C Tf.ii*i*4>.’rt (*hjib;e >.C000f.tS (Not Allowed) •; .iocijco

'li.i'.vrirl il'i-rluu' Ct irge jp.ijje 120) ?rl?p Net.vorl Riivlme Chirfip In.iiie ;| Rare Hale

ll’.ir Call) 5.0HXO Same 5.01000 5 iXClKG

12e'*ii*.l(*■ d ■ 11 d<-> Ttnrk Pot n In uv PI R He Ci’dirated Tandem Tu.nk Pnrt'. (oai’e 71 Nate H'Kf'

U‘.0. PIT m.nun 50 08 CS0, per month 41(1 00

ns;, pet mnntn jiu«.29 por frooih 5 100 oo 5hl .'1

'iOfl 0 IIP ".iji’ Ar. e-.. •ii.n/iru iliu.i dl R.ltr * ft.*

n.iiN* ijr'f (lurry 5 CCS73 J 0:j£67

Vt-riir.il r»*\)iurr i:n S 01)242 Vl)TlE» 50 ilOilSR

’ A', ell luly I.

III Ai i mil I (.fill,- ill u lit , III III. Aii<T U.iJ.'i! . l■^r.l,ll iiir-.i n'l jni'iiii'. .i-rvii iivrmM.K t.ir l•*.)lTly!l^ ruimsin ClMni'ri '.i^r.ilnsi fit l'.•.l■t^ riirii-i 1 i'n, (;;:'t.lto "iiin .I.t V rv m1. .h'iJ O.ir-i Mty n ATK f

Ainir.'f.l; •l-.ii la l hi- l■.ll•nl ihr:-’ !■ i .••'vn ifr I jtn .•;>'it..'ii'.« .'.I-'I III linm 111,. „,['iM.itn .ir'il mi.T u.ll- Infi'iln I .;ir. I|i.*l '.l-.i'V i. >-il >11,' ■ Ml! I-II.'■) 1., tfn' ill HI' I'll' v.tjlr ..'iv.i A i: oi"

m'I •'*( i '.if i'll 'll '.t- ml 1=1.1,111' 1,it ill. .u .^r ■Ji<i|;n.'", ih.it h ..•n.i .Mil- r-'ni.in. j: ilv.r • urrcnt

1*1 'I'r. I*' li'ini'iniiiii; ilniil, iiM1,.f"i\ylv.]ili.t r.ir.lf'. I'A ('l,C l t ''nil rCl. liO J .I'll ni;T ni link* .1 '.iltlfjli U.i fli .r. MA' i.f f.n^ Ch.il.'i'S



Frontier Communications of PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Frontier Communications of Pennsylvania - Tariff PA PUC 15 Frontier Telephone Companies Tariff FCC No. 2

Change
(A) IB) (C| = (8)-(A)

Carrier Charge (Section 3.5.1 page 4) Carrier Common Line (Section 16.1 page 1)

P*'r Ktif, (.nr ironfh so no Mot .Ulowei!) 50 00 No Charge

F rt*r I'reinium ,1 it.- Ppr Ore Tun Ram I'er

A.-reo, Mimte Af r*»*s . Arf.'ss Virntc

LiX.il Switch.ng Lor ,)l 5vvU rung

ISI |rGA&3} S008931 LSI ,104 ii 6) 5 OOOfaSl : 'n

L S* (> OC A C) p C06l,ti 1 LS2 (FGC H, Cl 5 002651 .1.

Common Trunk Prtrt P.ite Ccmr.cn Frink I’ort “p'e

(Per Mm,.tel ioccsi: li’cr Minute) S i:co;oo , - ,

ObO, Gflr moMh siooo DS0. por fronth 510 00 No Charge

CSi. month >:r3.t,8 D51. per niumn 51X00 511.52

Local Tramport (Section 6.S.1 pages 114 - 119) Local Transport (Section 16.4 pages 4 • 8)

•'r«muim fi.ilc Per D,Uf» Per A.It** P^l A<

Arr^ss Vin'iff* Tai'dprr Swiffh*'3 "nr**rnrl (*h<?h h) Mm me NTimiJh

f, (r "r Mill') ooooao SjiTItf SGOCOIO

Tninsmiit-on (r;*vfl) S004497 '..imp V oo:iL8
. .

T.ino«frt' ^tfrit<:hjaj| S0003DS r.dme 5 0G02OT ; :

Rite Per Meerh E'tr.)ni-e F .cilmes In irp 4}

Vc.cp 1 ,rjt;e C<il S2 >jni»y 5H0 70

0S1 Slj-I CO Same 5150 00

C>3 51.192 00 Samp $U9:..:o Nc Charge

P.ite Oifftct-T'iirVed Tr.in'.rorf fr.>rili*'A c,'. R.UP P ifrj

(Per Mile) Same

Voic* Grade M 09 S.une 61.50

DSL S2? GO Sar»« 510 00

oS3 5215.00 S^iire 6 :oo.-:o

fiirprr.Trfrfce-H r^rr-jivtrinn \J1| Rate opi M.-mth fSirnf f > Fni'ik.'ft fr'fmir. *t*nn «p ipe •Jj Ratp R He

Vc),ce Or.iJe 5t>4 00 Sane 554 20

0S1 '.'372.00 $nm« 576 00

ns3 >S.3bO 00 Same 5760.00

P.l!p pp, Mr nth Muinolp.ii'f.; ip.’,re 9| R UP R.Ue

DS2 to OS! 01.54C 60 5..me 51,540.cO No ohirge

Oil to Vdce 5201 05 5.i rre 5201 05 No Change

p.ttp Per Miiicitp '•hared Multuileiinr i:j.iee 5)

(per MulLte) 5CD0176 (Ter MiouSe) 6 GOOOCO i.. .. . i i

fV^irium ^,»ff» h»*r Pr->reu:n Rate Rei r». ommp- C p.tf

Ofudi.al ir’i<r**onr,-<":rn O'*»•(»►» fr;iHp ‘' *1 Mmutp ftf'iMSijaf Irt^orroc'nerfio;’ Cfirsfiu* fr M M n'jli* Minu»c»

SuppIcmeMial LEC ri.in-.pon Chncfe 5 00Cf.f.6 (fl.-.t/.Mowed) 5.':coooo

Nr (work El^rt ire rrirce l|'ag“ l-'O) Npt jvO'V 0'p. Viru "hvi-e Ina-’r 7) PtiIh n up

IP-f CJH) smono Sdirie 5.o;.'oo 5 000X0

fViPr i^rrl T.<rir'f.ir rrnr* Por»^ i|' 1 FvS r)«d:»ifed 'mrfc hr.rt* fp.-i^i* 7J P UP Rate

Or.O, uer month S', 0H OSG, n»r rtonrh SIO.GO 63.(?

r»SI, pef fro,ith 5108.29 DSl, Iter iininlh 5 inn CO 581.,'l

=.00 Oa:,t P.oji- 4i 'ipi-/.o. Cu.-t'-i .'i'.ici- 81 .l.ili- R Up

P.r.ir |,.T i;oi'i-y VOOK73 Same 50 00367

. . tV«’rt.c jl TtMltifr' pf*r rji.frv 5 00142 Same 50 OOOii'i

V.r--. |„IV .’W'l

l|i Sl'o iTiifini.!•{; .if.,......... .... •««..ini’,;*1 W»'i)u\ ................. . iri U.rSirg f.l' •*, Ch.ir'Mc' >U Twori Cni:ii>'« :.vf\ Ojir",Ttoi Tr.iiiili'r '.••r'.ri r. .nwt r>M'i rnry A*,1,. i* AT.'ir

irv Mnni.-iwi', in.1t I.J i\'f ••.ri'rtl !l i1 'i** •’’*'» u U‘U' r«i«,t in Hw» .•nif ir,..*itl,.Tr: for.-, th.H :?vy h«‘ *.rr '.nl< ouiowt1, Ti; it'.'.e j»p Mfi.r,: rtf -ivm'', ih>.| ji**

'<•: um ,n *r** ,ntr| larJt. A* o.**S (M.if mr M r.itrv n>nmM .tt th.'ii rnni-iiT

j*.,iinni|-‘.« .it of "jfitts PA (C 2 ili^l not n't lmJ»* .1 ,» i lino for Noil i1'*! uif•r'^ |*h,Hf;r'V.



Hickory Telephone Corporation
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Hickory Telephone Corporation • Supplements No. 2, r> & 6 • Telephone - 

PA PUC Tariff No 11
NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change

l«l IB] |C] • ,61 (A)

Currlfr Chdrgp (Section 17.1 l 17 feU Urrler Co<nmon Line

?«'r iirr*. |.ft tr^nth S‘.* 34 NOt Alld MO] 10 oc

.'i' i.itf t'f'f -cm = .(,- ,',t 4..f

Eno Office (Wctior 17.; 3 oa|e«S) Ak.v V.-LT £rd Otfke (Wition 17,2,1 pnje 11) •'•i.c et * M ri ic Af 1 . '.S V'nijTP

luiJl •; o.;o;57 '.Cf. Jl Iwill s 1)35043 SL':;7s6

r, r-,, n\ n^t.. J-* MT •'* f?n*f i<f'“ - iti* Per * OV rtrnipiiiir '-..tc 13'll :C0

rVi K’in V-r-utPS A* i .■■:« Ou'Ui”.

n*mrT'dtir;r Sirfn'Ltg*' ' OJOtvJO Ir'torrvi.'tior ‘.i.rrh.’r^e ;J3::oo <o:::0o

tocjl Tr^mparr (Sectior' 17.61 jnd 64)

«,s|r I'm A,

iocji tr in sport (Section 17.2.2)

liir/' 3.*r Ar (•.•‘.c fl .rc Ont A. rers

T. r.'rr^ e.'V-t,-K.«r- 11 ’n« |jcrT V.i*i.re Tw V"* e*4,itrh, n Tnr..,»(>'! *fi * ') V r i fp rote

• ,-i A t» (—‘f Vile) S^.nc S':,:o:oj '> C00034

ii rmirpt.dr i''**' Trrripl*Jiiut'i S OOQft^ S.l.r.p. OOJ055 >.Q00?2r

I«v'*:cir ^wili^'n,! (for T/inruti) S 'iOJ/AJ S.i^i ^ s co:?^ soccoo:

Sun •*

Votrr; Gr.’CC S. me

fwa W r-' -4; 7; S.ffTC :v> s S7 33

(OCf 'eVif# Sf-fi ?i S.XII,. S71? *0 s:: 16

ns; s:/a .,3 S.idlH S9 :tS 7b

'S3 '.’.ov: :o "».tine s:.:.’r, 66 i:s..-6

^.r r;»'t« r f 1 •i>..r,««ri rr ,, 1 > ^0 'iJM Rite a ftlo

(^■•r Viiei S-.re

Voice Groce s: o; •Dive S3 S3 io ; 6

js: S'.'J 34 SarTc £:♦>..'o

ns. \ r.:33.:: ';;43 is

= ii.’ "'..rr.ft Tr« rS^.' Te-i»ririTif.j» *r4» * ) 1 3 iff* 3.*te

\Vct Sair.c

v’rin.e sjr.vJe s:9:is b ur^ ‘•.33.48 ir. «2

as: ••.;361)9

:sj Gio: co SSS6 71 123..':

9 it* fJArn = ,r.

(=>•'. .Vnr,-cr—Til S^c-e

313 ic as: 5.; ;i.3: Sjire i

as: it. vc-.m* 14,n,. S'l'lS.',’ -,i:.40

f'.fr«t ntl rr’^rr-rr. < ».rr i"** .r^ !>:rr’ 11..tf

l?*:r AcCOSi f. oxi^no iNct AHov.cn) 1 imiwo No ChJrtgc

. ,.e :iIrr>:rv f •*.;»p.> i?i• *11 ? r eve

13^r filoiktc Cil* 'nC) so:uho i.^ir»* S n: jfjo :. ;oj'.o

?r,n rvt.t m.s«o Acf.*s< '.:to SOtT'V.l.n!Ar <<•<«. Wv.i «. Oner *n il

I.imi p^roi.' rv 1 i:i,S4 •. .i"- SuJ54 No a

V^rt.f ol [r ' •>?»¥ f, lyiv^ '• ,r#* 1 Li'.M) S ouo:

N«Sr\ • A* nr JlI>

>ii !(*»•, mirror r,’ rlltj'Tr. Atil f-»i . «'rf.*in micm :l. *rrvi>*i”. ./ulMl«rri ••trirpl*/. Cun'H on ‘JH.ion* i N* fwcrk Cijnn.^j.cn Ci'^r.'.tcr Tr.ir^Ti'r 'i*vwa»,< 'nd Cstri t«iry Ay.isJ.irrv. Al>if

i ommiii ro*. rlvf In ^ ^ * :*' * « f v.c* \ • f • li-mn’t', *o LmII* •nrnt.-f'’ .‘n«? id. M/irr m.i •.<'«tmiv, ih.»t if’i > t» nrr -|.ir!v f n if •> otir t>i rf > ;<• cf<- »i T/.'-r^tc .oiv < .n rh..f I’ot

r.li.ih’d lO’hr < (► i .fMlc ln>U. ATAI j n th.’i si.rfi r.ii^s rrni„*p .,f :r*. tf. i,tr. r t !' vr«K



Hickory Telephone Corporation
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Hickorv Telephone Corporation - Supplements No. 2.5 & 6 - Telephone - 

PA PUC T iritf No. 11

(Al

Icul Trjmuan (Setlion 1 ?.2.1 6?)

Nrinn«i i,rr*nj 1*1*‘'.tyf*

!?• r ';-.lr.-.rc.' -'.lul'tv:

Vinfi' Cl,ate

T wo -V i*

> oli Wire •juo ao

is: ;.'5: do

5S3

I'Kiriie

I'Pcr LUA if iVsiket /.ri'.i! SJit/rt

<r,r -r.l tr.:, r..,, nr vi..,r.l<»r... nr- .Vrrri'S". Sitri-.l'lli rc

'Jnrrt'i» r •ii,o i‘h*si ja

>'<*f r* Jrunks Lcwncuor iKart-ijf] oo

NiH'r**' nrrirp (

i?^r TrLi'ki ift»v8Ti» J ot :f,»c*kcn U'.uccf) y*:v CU

ir.T irti Gffict1. jv* C'O

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NSCA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

•B| iC|.(BJ-lA)

lotal Transport (Seitloo 17.2.1 page 10}

ins:sMi:.or %i‘ii<foci rri-v rvarrAt i f' r'p

S.’me

Oiiire

me 'Aj.JOO $;:o oo

'.■rr- 'JSOOG •3:;ooo

jjrr.' 5»3C>J.l i go

r.~i oo

TTi'fifr Nxt ’m„ .hTrf-.r.

-,’rre IJ-O-M C24 00

{fC 'rr {r<7> “• >",“rrtiic -’f !ti»r. e., v Ar •rAf *a

5’rf :«li<'ff «^r SjT ^u»r «l,f'S Tr r> \ '«,k>p .in-y Mfnrr/1 /n-.t « i- '(un •frri» .** ;f i*f l> i'isv

Saitc f-AJJ UO s:j: on

Tfunk Actr/-t..*n t'Vvran

s.-rre CO ; oo

FI.;* .“.Ml •'Irr.fn wi n-tf t> jrar iNoArArit*if’k* rh*'f 1'

Srime Merc Nirc

fioii's. • asr.'ih.iv :0':y



Ironton Telephone Company - PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Ironton Telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 6 - PA PUC Tariff No. 

11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

ICORE Tariff FCC No. 2

Change
(*) IB) |C)--I6)'|A1

Carrier Charge tSutiun ir.i.i Dtif t.' tM Carrier Common Line

Pt'f acit'iv .-r#. ijcf "•on!n 51? 19 (Nut Af'cw-n] 50 00

>•••',-i„,.r i’-p. P-P.V I.IV 'tjtP P-- P'.-'V 1. •• “ It.. P--

M [p End Office tsp.t.on it.s i c>t< t?u A....... M .-I.tp

Lorai ‘.w.tcti f.g 5010016 ' 0^4? Swiich ng 5c::s28 5 oorsi;

r •>.r .j -Oj-pPp. P*Pf- t.T, ^.«fP ®Pf ’CO c,.„- , .- D ,tp .'nr 'Itn

Arn’iv Mir«,'»»'; M.i-.iPi

5 0i6£C0 Infcrrrar iff#* 5o:scoo 5 01 1400

Local Transport i><tion a i: luim ta-iii Local Transport iwt.pr it.s t in -1 ts)

P.itiJ Pp' ArcP^ Rat* Uor Af, P .IP Ppi AfC-.S

M .'ftp T intem Ssvitc6eJ I-nr'pr.rt M U' V,--e

tvl-nt M.:.;] 5 000363 s»i'T,e i OuOlli

Tifrrrifat.o.' (Par r-'m ndti.'-J 5 oo;/so 5 1T« 5 OOCl'19

Tdi—c.-r Sw.tcn.re (Pet Torv;em| N/A ^Hir«e N/A N/A

®.|TP C-tf»-i- r: t—t PstP

(Per r^iiru’.it'fjn) 5„rr<.

Vnu *» Groc^ Safe

two 536.96 Sjmp io a CB

FObr fy\te 5u6 96 tCB iOB

051 51?6 34 Sjmt? 513: 15 61. 61

053 5:.C47 31 S-Te 'CD 109

i’.irp 3 >»r.t.t'>,r>'.<e ;. .-'r.-i't tr <r 11>/ n.n-* C til*

[rtf' t/ifn) Same

VO'U? 04 •-ai”p tCB IOB

OS I 5i'i 11 512 47 . 1.

053 5131 "6 ^j.**<* ica IOB

K.lfP Dir.<c»-r'',:*»prl Ip''’'"--tt'rn 0lffi
(P^r T-r'-. -at on] Sam*

V,i,.teCr.i.!« iZ:) 01 f.jme 103 iOB

051 6i).i:? 564 74

053 5524 77 S.*rre 'OB IOB

•.Vt'GWrg P.itn tAult'c'-y—B H I’e s.ji..

fP-r ATj-vet-f-tl Sd rr»>

C53 to 051 4h Sanp iOB ion

051 n: Vd.ch 5165 91 SslTP C.B iCB

Pite rr-kn'T/rirT or ro.t'flr r,-.,

irVr At.cf*is. N.ire [Not A1..i*n..t| Nr.'llf No"»»

fl.lfp ft orVi^.-r ( t pjtp F-ttp

ippr ft'otkeri can ror;] 5 OU'40 5 01260 6 OOtllO

tiyioo'.i n.'» a. reij- on-'*' k a* ^00 r> •'.ht' Ar< <.*rv i.» Oi.P' ps K.to P,.tp

li.rV*. ’̂ r f,ue,fV $ tM/j* *) drti p 0 00 S 6 5 r)0U?

VPft f.il f-MPiirP ij.*r r;i.prv 5 0059 O ik!ol •5 .foo:

' A', B‘ ]i,ly I. .'lX)9

In ir.y ,v fly I1.,•.(mi ,jr-. A[)4T n,, i ............ .........:iini vi—,, rl:i ||!<-. ............... hi'twn'n r',..Tt i |..in, Or- c I'nr li t.-

....... .. vin.-r.i:'. il’ji 'o -itni'i .cr-s, ■ -'v • <•'. o> • ttf .■.—r-rf. n tt-p- nijt.. .i-c .rii-t'jtt. j'.i >ij . i.cn. tt-.it •n.'v .rr-.uiy ■> .-'i.r-i:. ]r,

".it r, , r; rl->'it.it- !.n ‘t. .Mft r IIII lift — ' tt'.lt v.. tl ..'It |■.•dtl' Mli-i '-il'.nn it Iff r U.i. — Il -i - i.

fill- i ‘1



Ironton Telephone Company - PA 

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Ironton Telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 6 

11

PA PUC Tariff No.
ICORE Tariff FCC No. 2

Change

|A» (B) IC) c (8) - |A)
local Transport (Section 17.2.2 page 47) Local Transport [Section 17.5.2 page 117)

InsUlljtion N.yro. "U *.'rr Ir'Ct jll.Jtl.V' Non'** ijrr.rs' r Horr-rurr.r j C'^rre

IP*'' "I'ar.o r.n.i tvl S.iH'c

Vo-w C* »ce Lu're

I'.VC '.V IP. s;jO'io '»ame iCfl ICB

u) 'jo <6 rce

RSI srsi no Scirr.? 5T7H 00 5i:7 CO

CSi 5.'5I >rO 5.<n-e OS ICB

NX' 7nr c*.«T*rir, N'r-Af Ilf' tIff r** IMO'ITI Nyv 7'^ • 1 i* .*,n
lf'i;r LA! A nr M.ltvnt Arss) 51 It. CU Sdflie 5.-7 00

fGC ■tr.-r pr,r> ror--....r; I'T Mu T.*r=.-| rrrev Acnr.-.;! S, '::.r -3

\V7 ' * i-j rA7 ^ Jim mV to vuv V Acr» •,*, hCi(* jnct r,-,n f *iT'vp,'< rr. ' orr-tiittf *o c''s7

(P.- .‘4 T'l.'-l- Cosei'-*.: .;r P.-ict cr ii:- on Sate $?Vi ')0 545 no

Tri.n< Art .M.-r Ne-r“Cu-' re f ra-r» T-.rl Art vsr'rvr

(Per ’d Tr'j.iVf, Act A a'rrd <if frjt tio " V'-" •JJIOUO 555100 543 00

Mu, AMI AN* AJ.jr/^ujr • v r-VTiVP

.r..r fra 0" re. Per'1C) No-e Sd rne Hare None

Hotel * As of July 1, JOU?



lackawaxen Telecommunications Services
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Ljckjwaicn Supplements No. 7 & 8 - PA PUC T.irift No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

i*l iB| ic; t i«m«i

Ci"'»r Cn iffif tSminn 17 l.l pjg»'ll) Carrier Common Lins

*i i p.u-i ► :n*^. |>c r rth s: 3* lN.lt Allcwi'ill 40 00

*r. M IMI« <Vf •'"ll'llllu i1' f 1 «• '^1.' R. r

V,n.tn (nd Office (Seetion 17 2,i pjjs LI) Ai 1 •• Vu'iiTi* ............ v.n.le

. rr;l !■ vi’t h.r^ ^ UlJ^CW Switet »'K 4 OO.OU

rr'cr** -rr MC Af.'inufT * )Tf* Artf *P0 ^r* iriiiir i*nn Pot T.'d

A , !>« Vnt'.lM

\t<yv 5o:'too lntorir^tK:o h Kir*1* 403:'.00 5o:::cj

Local transport {S«tion 1 2 91 to’>4) Lotdl Transport (Section 17.2.2)

Pv'TO 1\,• Ai 'U'U ,’f.; i -to

T '.w rr-.n'pofl Vin.Tr Tarrirm Sw.lil-. .J ic.na" IP 1 ?) V n.rn V M re
; -^jo: .u> S.ir*'' 4 <;lo:oj 9 O' 10079

'■ i iiiirotiCM l:'"i Tcrn'inot f*rj •;• '.vc/’-o ••arc ooioss 9<;C03.)S

I.irt>'ir Sv'iU bin; (-i r r.mro.n) f. 4 003744 4«oou:

*r• *rim .» :n:r tru- •'-til.l c\ lr .-(t,' t fl ' ] •'Ate l> M®

(i>r rVNrir.viunj ictr

SiJir*.

T 7. o \V i r >* 'Jl.? V ■sine '.en 33 C?7 *7

-nur Wire S66.M '.'it'C '•u: u2 ',44 30

311 SI.XO baire 9;o:.4s •jM?S3

•...’.07:.:o t.iro :.3.::7>.o so

r fr1 cfc.vr r*^rtrnr* i? ,f it • f ’ •.or '•rffl Tu.cli-I Trtr'.i'ort I'.V ililv! 'f '.••• 'f i: H It®

/Pff y.iej •miv

vo-if Gt.'icc r»7 '..nrr >4)4

7.^ JJ S.rire 9:3 :e 'U C4
C-53 •y.u:: S-.irc 4303 77 :. ■■0l4

“.•.•rt Ti* ffc.M T*'i*n,nM),'r ’,»|n nirrvl Tn.olr^il f.-r/rm n.r'p ip U' ‘ j I = -,!»

Tr'irn'.ii.c"; S.irr.;

Vo.ce Cr.irJe sripb '..•me ?.i‘) 67 >;'J a:
7'.1 ‘.9b J1 •:.r» : 3b 01

4m:.30 I-a.ne V??9.i9 4348

J-rc R ill. I’rtn

|Pi•< An.,Mpr*rr.'in]

.;s* t; ;s: :.j;i 3« S.,rlU' •s/Vf? ,,f) ;;j4 t*a

Cs; te vuit^ ii rti.ir SJife 4371.73 4‘lObl

J.,.. Tr I'** it Art i*>w.v.t*io>. t f^r «>nrf|*< j ,,r

h:< I.'.i.u.tf! > t.0 )0C0 INot Alfcu....!) S 'JO00C0 S-: U .ir*e,*

•ii't'/sr.ik llpi i "t'. ir^r> i.ro •if'wrri aiKt.pe .‘t Mf-u-nr :.i: • :i 6.»n«

r.icuK'n •j ij:imO b.tir... > o:t»*o 40i-ci:o

«;,s' ’"ri'.t i;.v i* *. • i'*; K^'vu .• iVi.'i 'Os &.(tb t'10'\.tl 9.i<« t, P(H. ;i. T.tn If .,-r. <t *.ne •J tie

■) i*.if ivr.:i,.rv v oor>4 4 l.<f.4 'Jo«li if^e

Vr-ilK.-l f .,i\ n« pu oil. rv ^ r-oso .Ifl- ^ ITCPO >0 i)00:

Ni>i4-\ • m n* ii,i»

V !r is irurruj'̂  AT s* I > »(Iticnfl i ntjul i Hr-i’roi.s ••■i, ii’» ri 'cr ''v.Trir.l.', {. t''r«v »• i ?\jrn>:J <ijjr jl r»j£ :irHvr?rh 'urr-.-c ht,n, toi Tr .-i- k*» c.rrvn »•. .’•••; OurtU r> Ai-/ !.,»• .* A JA’

ii t run .■■rsr*. t! (t.. .'vr,1 ih.v .r.c.s *.f .n -t or <..?r Hnn i rt. * <r*.C 10 huth fn* n .1 fl irti rvt.ilr let ■, V al Jh-vt •• HM'iijriv iriincM*»J to rh.* v.»r f IN r- u»/ rr. H . I re it 1

11\, ii.rvo m ri'i ri.TvJ.Hr ». /.II inr t»o',.'i, *u* b i .it* '«• it......... tl **,», j.rri.r i • v* h.



Lackawaxen Telecommunications Services
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Lackawaxen Supplement No. 2 & 8 • PA PUC Tariff No. 11 NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
<A| IB| 1C|.|B)(A)

Loi^t Trumporf (Set t«on 17.2.2 pii|« 92} Local Tram port tSetlion 17.2.1 pa^e 10)

|n«r .;H i*'nn V nrr'ntrr rr* O'
[r'e* i nn.uc i tiitv»

■J.-KI- Gl.-CC Sjiv..

T«nu Wire S,1 }O«)0 S. rrc Wo no 'J.'lito

'OM W.r<‘ *i:3G DO vime 5-SC r>D .w

nb: i?!: 30 Srirnc -;32J'jO '.7(? 00

□si s:::oo iemp CO ‘i;v» ixi

ffepirr Tr.'rtl.itirp ’f'pp'rt r*ie^.'h,vfA rte^tif NX* ir’pi ;U^,un

11*.T LATAw V.’fk.'t A(PJ) C:2r OC bjrr" r.»:o oo '..-A 00

ffV U'rr rr.l rr.Miv»r*inn p,l Viil^t.nAiu'.rP'i ft.n^* trs IVif tr,1 tt:~ f t ( »..*r .* tror • i*r< k hre-rr*- f ,.r 'Im-j •
rjri'rr n.rrrem i">- upi* NM rr«,:rnrp

l^’cr r^rks •.*cv»jrT«*; c» ►rjt'icn ;h$fPOt} j321 00 -..Uj ,.10 m:: oo

Tn rk At t*-, »ftnn '<<irrr., p Tn rk Aftfv.'i,f*r Nrf»rr>< in rinp ri- iTi'f*

li'tr /» rri.nki A.*.Tiviiic«J ':r ef«* Tirn iilO 00 baire Sb'JOO V US CO

iu* ANi Hrivocrnntf fh.iif.* -h»» ANl Nnt'*rri •'►op t Harvo

ICcr trU Cflioj. ?.:i i:.C; Nor? '-"rn Ncnc Nc (>;:ive

■ iciti • Asor lUv



Laurel Highland
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Unif^l HighiROtf Supp1«m^nH No, 2 fc 6< 9A PUC Tintf No, il

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

MCA tariff tCC No. S
Change

(A] IS) (C) tB|-|A|

Car”<*f Charge iSpft.or 17.1.1 pdge 106) Carnet Common life

l,'*r rsj Urn. | i r rfOi'tn INc.t AUcvnu; 3C.:o

_____ . „... - . . , i. i „ , .

[nd OKIce |S»«tlon 17.2.3 p.igt 110) Au . '/irt.ir tndOtficv IScrtion 17.2.3 pae» 11) '.-vs v.i*i'*e

LO( A 0\Vktth»*g so:a:,>? L.,Ccl SAitch.ng 3c:’::a

,, I** *'f'l 100 An****,^ r^.. tj n.w I.*,; Prrirn.n* fr.i|n p,v 'On

Aff. s* VIir. tec Ai. •►sv r/;n trx

rfcr^vticn SLifrh.irR.’ •nf;rmSuch.T^e o': r. iir.soo
Local Trarspcrt {Section 17.2.2 pages 10ft to 1C9] local Tianspurt (Settion 17,2.2}

f',,1** Arrr>'' 3.J.' Pro Af ff< *,

7.>r0»*iv '•vTrhri^ f'^r'pnrt 1 /r<* i t*‘ T <r*;>n* <U'if'*t’rn 1 f.ir'-imt' It .icm 1 f1 ^ t *! Wmjtc

* »* c 1111 * .Pi;r V(le) SOJOItA Some 5 C'jOJQ] ion i:ni4
'rtni.r^t.cr* lJ,.r lorfr»r<'lfOr“) C 20IJFJ3 S; p-o :..)a;jvs s .)0I'22J

Tuivein Iwitd r. ir*< T^r.>'ft ) i> * • .* ';'ne •; .•w:744 s-toc'M:

r r'r.iin « tv l.’i.'i “.lit- (I'U M'f- i.ii Ihtian Ip,.fit* * A M ’*-ie

(Scf T.;rivir,i(icr) ■•..,1110

v.„..e I'vsce ',crne

TwC 'A-.fe lisoQ •o.-o S9 5»> SN 4/

iovr W re jj*' li :..mo 37? y) >?j :«i

^s: 5::c')B2 ',.hp- '.TO 30 r.h7 07

OjJ s:,os:.i5 5J’Pc S-’.-'-'BSf. Sl.’S r.7

rtif.’rt Trn.’fcoH Trircmir ffArility] 1-HP D-tett fr*r*M'r.r* ifj. ilitvi !’>:*•• 10 3**te ;>jtr

l^.-f V.lel ?.if*

v.-iivCMd'* s: '.o So. re S’ S3 s: (33

cs: '.M i- :.vn.'

DS3 M.11.77 S.imt- SUS S5

nir^t l'i.rv«>? rrifTic.“iUct P Tr« rl-*>* T. rmr i'irr lr**|a^ }J} 4,tr

i*?» pi&jicr) Svr-v

Vdice Cr jcj i.lirp t3S 43 ;:o =7

ilSl S'3^ 3B r,.l(Tl" .'.So n9

)S3 SS.'S u Same SSS6 7: s.1,: il?

MyUifiU** r^ P -te

(Ppr S.inn

r/»3 * d j i 3: S.HT’e :.S0A 42

DS: lo Von« SiH.t S3 95 S?

Trar-rr rt V*rrrr.r-r« firtl Th vpn 6 It.' fr 'r«irrt ir'r rfnrr.jf ♦•n*- n*

iPi-r v ocooco Clot -111 AOCl 5 oi>; joo 'lo

N.n'»,nii Plnr Vir^ Ch.-^ir 1 * « i*Kk«•'f fn*itfn 10 ? ?1

(i'it uiii.tvj i tit tii;)j :• i!!3p.o ■...mo s.cij'ja

eOO'̂ .*:ta Ai rr^s ' i r;«rr f^m-rirx '.'tt* SCO n 1? t .In. rvc-Ot Ir.tpr «0 .vp p t»

;,ivn ;>*f';Li.,ry t.-.W s ijt)' a SCi.iH't

Vi'ftiral kit.T nunv ^ 00'a 4 S.HI1P 'XifjO »n lU'iirj

v t. v • iiui ii.iv

* *<*V* t.'nH 'itoTe. »)• < rt'iruti* I’loyi rli^j to por 100 nurut*' r.i'o lo' ‘uc lo l^v Ltrrp. n*nf* \i|h nP-r'.ti'l*’

v ihc. <rnr«’r ilkistt, u»n AtftT <•««l-.ifn: i oftjirt mi'i r rvn rv iivli.c.ni; lr;f* rci^rrHii: f lun »•. '••xr.!linr; N«'iw.ifk Corn'Hlimv ilpriutPf rr.v'-.lrr f< rviM*. .in! ^ir* > lory ,W,r AT^I

I,; iirtTi rc; fh«0 1 o H'*' * O.’M n:r\f- .\t t c'.s v»li'.itO'. o< I.in:-:l.'frt !'1*. • • x i *. t «m <njlh !Kf .nTr.^fAU*. fit nti r,\M‘ \>,rr.*tu t uii'j t^.,1 |I»< v l«»* 1 iiniLirly irmrorm In ilm ••Ti.-nt u'T.r.r.if.' ,«rM» ,«•. rlMl .-r- r'nt

,1- It.- Iht> r'I.,r»* l.ii it!. prupo.rv thn( m.i !• •Mtr.*M..t€' .'t O'Mr • I.rn nl JOvnH.



Laurel Highland

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

L.iu'tl Hfghi.md No, 2 & 6 PA PUC Tjriff No, U

Current interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NtCATar.HFCC No. 5

Change
14) iB) IC1--|6|-|4|

total Transport (Section 17.2,1 page 107] Local Transport (Section 17,2.1 page 10)

1, ,-rr,._r>'r.jfl-.-'.-r Inc! on ............ice fh.urp

fnir,:ru- f.t' <l'tv1 Siit1**

V *> ir ,*C6 S.rrc

Iwn Wire :.',me :-ivj oo s:.1!11 to
■ not tf.lt? y.i: oo S.'.ii1* S-S0 00 S.’S? 00

ds: S ;31 0U iO 'W s:-90o

::'3 •_-kS 00 Sair-r Si4‘, OIJ

r|- r>*f t|»^ ^.w.,|-s?jon u»rir^ Ci- rteruT. c 7i,v\klAtirn rrmirrim nn.F»p»»

j Ti r I.A7A i;r V.jfti 1 Si: r.0 02:0 00 01 =9 CO

Cr,n -.•a ,*r-« r \'t \\ llilrc.riicr tKf Ar'r’rr** *, *r, ,r.' cr.r) n «'4 fS.< :t.f;nnn^r.-v A.n'rwc '..ir.il.rt u, <•,.*

^ ',7 iiit*, r ',«• 1 'us-' .Urit ", M' lt«fri«oi. i'm< v A ^ro'^ S.^n *fir«P N r nnp rh.krpn *lr,nr«v r'f'rv’

2*1 rn.rVv CcvctT'.C ot Vt^s^oi i.'.SO Q0 S.o.co 9:.coo

Afts.iiK n •inrtiN • r nr s f h v -•,* Af’iVAlirr' NArrnn.rrirj 'ini'cr’i'crrirn i'Kirct*

•M'l 1- Irt.rks/ilivil, ,1 or Froiliori ir'.?rc..i; 'same Sio? 00

r(, % 4N' 'j^.rrpri -riro '*i» ir.-r t'rt ANI \Arrnri,rrirp n«ifi?r>

(i'vr Ei'r'Cft,. o, .'i-rC-i ) ••.one Vjirc \c»*j :,o,e

•iciu';. • ai .,i ir.ivrco'.i



Marianna & Scenery Hill
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

M^Miinna A Sien«ry Hill Su0plf*m*n(* No. 2 & 6 • PA PUC Tariff No. Li

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA f.'hff FCC Nft. 5
Change

IA) |B| (cimsi iai

C.Kntr (Section W.1.1 pd|e 121) Orrler Common One

l 1 r Iir.', (Ji;f 'Hi nlh i\n :0 Mot A'lCAirt) T.O 113

“M'fni 1" tilr ►■**r Ctii ujir ’> it*' H, r •**r« r.'u H.ite rrr

Ai .--S' \ttni.re End Office (Set tion 17.2.3 |Uge 11| .Ar.' ... N Vi ^ Jr1 ia

'.i>. Swiltnir j o:::;8 Lctal 5,Ai,ct,n g ’j OCrii 1 i ■ ■

, •rr mm t.itr -rr *00 ^r-r-mfr a.'itr T’or !«’f -At«* *rii'

ir r^< s t**s tM.o.iM.r. !*.< 4i i rs«

'nfouTi jtirn Sofi'h.ir^e S tj.’.ViOO 'r f^rrr.vljcr Sii::;oo

Local Transport (Section 17.2.2 pa^es 12) to 12A) Local Transport (Section 17.2.2)

H • *(» Pr'j .VcC-St •TiSn P.'r Ar.-n%.,

T mfTr’rr ^'AiiTrw<*<< Tr.-:r«'CH".rT <r.'rfA * 0 ' ' /\ M n».!o

r'.V'l.l/ V.k-I c ooo: ft .'o 5 ouuo.);

IcfiTitiitron (n r Jrfi".r..t cr| o .‘.nog'j 5,.it e 0 OCDB.HJ b «]CCOSO

T.irrJi’ir Swilvfirg r'cr T,-ir<<i:ivt| 3.r-c

3ttr rnltsrr.* • il.fi.^ |r«*p<; ] <* p J-tr.

aame

Von v' 'jratio S^rre

T so A’>*1 SAL.71 iJltM! S 7 8 S

CcurA;* Sutri* io

oy. Sc^re S:a}.39 >05 .*h

SjitiC $:.2:t.rh M 5*.7o

T»i otn<! Tr 'r«rrrT If 'rifity] Vi»e ^rrrrT ntr*.* Trs«-'rrr» • - vil.T’.1 inAre J) <M!» •< .* T n

(iVr s-irre

Viii^c jjr.iue ',.>.97 c. <1 mQ V3.33 <0 56

cs: SI" 34 '.atTv J-.6 3C

ass V.3! Sam»? 1.5 5).' 43

Q.'tr n»r.>rf Tri rl.»r» T.»ifnr Hmi' ’ f) J p

(Prr prrmir'.ith*r| San'c

Vok u O' ace S.'*Hb Sarrt* S2S.4d SS 62

D'-i SOS. 34 Same SH AQ

DS3 s.-i: CO Son*c 05:0 7J *•25 71

•* tin Muftn N'Tknjr ’C 1\ 3.«t-

(Ajr Ar rartfc'injrtr/ S.imc

ci.iioDS: Ci'-..': e-4lT* 55C0 ^2 53.’ 11

Ob 1 to V./Kt tfjrr« - •‘-'3 52 51.’JO

Tr .ir *nn rt • r r.v'.rn rh.irj|n K.:!e

(1\m Aucii V.r.,!C.) 5 DcaIOCO !'4CI .••Ur.Ai-o] 1. oocooo Vo O’SrVr'

rt itn N<-f A-r r k flfni hirv r*,*.nr*‘ /r.vi1 V 7 * ‘" a tl»

(F.:r .-031 SC’.DSO i.we s o:.ir‘0 5 'tui’O

-Htn RDn CaT.' - .v.r' Arro««. 'v* r /irn Cl* .'i i«'« fr. *•».*•• *0 3l “ ill*

jl.tsii pr» uc-rry !.0);4 Sami* b 'V)S4 Nii 'J1, ngi*

Vi‘rtn (r-wtlifr prf CIJi*ry S OJSO Wno OC60 >. ioo:

Nditfi * Ai'.fli.ly 1. .'CC1

r ih.'. nurtr • >rp AJ I rrrt.'in I'lf.m* mjs ,'fwu .-s. irfluL'-rg fci l*.i.rr»rrtn n-.nir« l 'jKjwcrfc (>jrr. * t.Dr, O; f.*, r‘.'<f c, .in: »v A .* i'.tcr«*c A14 f

f.-, orJP-* H: (^r thiAr out'S'. i«.rvh*.a "r r.-lc > Nori ot'. r.iit in r?u»h \l~r inti,.st.iTr Mui iMirr.tofr .'<n*.frji.uo'' •. rb.*t ifry t «* •.iryj.-rtv norrr.r.'o. Tn thr “%'• r • thor»' .*• r irh.v.t.^c- ,*o ,m .a rn.-t .■r'' r^t

ip. NjiifO if V ’1 uiTi.Kto.tr tonll. /-TAT pnipc .. , thA( tt it .rtt.V.t.Kr», i»*.nr ((•«'» t uroftt HavU



Marianna & Scenery Hilt 

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

M.iriAnnj & %teiif»rv Hilt No. J & 6 • PA PUC Tarff No, ] 1 «CA TjnflfCCNo. S Change
lAl iB) |C!--I8)-IA)

Luc4l Ttarspoft (Section 17.2.1 pdRe 122) Lucji ifjpspon (Section 17,2.1 pjge 10|

‘n*;! ^lt»! nn Nnrm. <> MfilT l*h
•, Fi'i enif.’i <£ : Kil.tyJ S.irrn

V..nc<>.’<1c '.in r
Trf.o'.Vtt-* li3000 ^jrre ^'<0 no
Fl'ui Win* Sr3C 00 : soc an 00

a: ::s: on '.Atro Vi'O oo i.”lG0
3S3 on S:r-t! 044:, i>) a no

lr’<'fni- N »* !r.ir»l.tl.or* •lnru'i r.rrir>r« (‘t'.-ifi,. NXX I'nnsf.it on Nrrf^riirrii'. rhifffr-
!-er’..'TAur V.-iVCI Af.^l C00 Same oo a- oo

:‘r hm •Vf'v'frcn <->' Mmrifroc'.n't.v 'ijrr.'k'L* to ^rr* =<*•1') Ck.rwrtion r* ‘.'i H!«'“,• i ,«r*'v '
Vi? ir.il rr cr M.Tr.I.i'i •/..Inll. .•1..T1 ■/ ‘.,.•.•-,1^; Nl.rrr. mriru . Is use *l.i - <:r 'n'n re "/i nli*'.*1 Mn*n**\. * S.rn ilif’j 'Sun*/'. >.f r'ff ( >rjp •li.rr. turnn,

('Cf i*i Tfur^s L'cvcrtffc cr ffsctiCir 00 i.,fne sw: oo ■.iii'no

Tn.”N Ar.iv.ii nn Nn.-—. .ii'.ne r-.arsK Noi'f'1* cfr'ns ^rpn

(i«r Tii.rk-. A;t.s.-|-:tJ •;> :iouh'.p :f’r'c'] T U0 00 v«rrc 14'^ Cl) CU1) 00

2h*« ‘trvnrr r k:rnri rh.«n-i» C!n» a:ji 'JrMVn's n-CT t'H'r.'r*

(Ji.r g<vt OKk**. *rt C'Cl Saif'*? Ncnr* Mom

moics ' as.it ;l;v ico9



North Eastern Pennsylvania Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*
North Eastern Pennsylvania Telephone Company (NEPA) Supplements 2. S, 

b & 9 PA PUCT.inH No. 11
M£CA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
IA| I8| IC| »8I (A)

Cjrfifr Cf>'irge (Svctiai^ 17.1.1 ) )6) larrlft Comman tine

Mil L." i >• "i II' $7 HJj •'4^1 :.o on

l'l1 'innid' I'.r v, (t> urti a.ni*. .Vr ,T1 ia.t, :in

, rv. v n.v (nil Office (Section 17 2 J p.ige 11) .ill.'V .-l lr V.riate

.Ov. 1 Vwit;h.rfc 'KCIj'in .0«itir (> idit-:: 5 JC5i 7.5

Pcr>i»',,,|r **ij^> iVf UY) -rcn'ujn' Rato -W ‘.DO = 'f rvn n- ;*.«ir >. r fi'O

Ari • Vir .i..s .............. ...s

r^cri'n.'tii'n i,ri *. o;: iiui rrftjrn'flficr Sti'r t'.vge Sd-.JICO s o:
Lnol rrwnsport (Scinon 17 2 2 pages US (o 119) toe ail fun sport (Section 17.2.2)

RAtt* °}f Aft'c'tC
Viri.hi f si ‘-rc< ‘,a fr *0 ‘ " J M.r.jlp V-.riAC

lily ;?*< Vil.'} $ 11.710:3 i Jinr* »1 UOMJ sCi.O-JO

T .‘rtrinjlioc i Prr :092a3 5..r-d •.OUC'.S ^ i}1

lor cvin j-ai ich.i*^ fai •:ctr',
5oo:/as

0..,^ --ti^rr«> = .» •I'Tu*: 'j ipr' :»l ; [ i..,.

^e.TrnrTjr.. ■. -idd

Vjif C 1 »T jvt S..mp

fv.v lVi»e ^9 ’..imc :.<sfl r,t‘*
fui.r >71 :n S?<l .10 '••.no:

r.s: S.'ifT’C '.raj E3

V,! i.’.o:: j't 5i7>fc;

r fn rk'-t ' r'ri'rt jr u tiiiyk -Jt“ 1' Ifn dtin

sMe) SvfTC

Vi.i' v Criirt^ 53 ’9 jwine 81 53 50 45

y>\. '.JO ■•■8 ^1. rvo 116 70

Z\i Oil'."7 ' ,sf*ie 814i 35 313 .’8

rif-ct Tn.rkO'l r<vn'M* .fi«n 'irert rn.i koc r. n. .,-..r n- In yn in 1 1' it.'ltP 7.r =

|r\i IcriTiirotjr.nS Win-*

Ncia uf. dL 531.0(1 Srll'» t2j -13 14 48

w *«9 5.1 me •:oc

OSJ y,y, a 'au»Tff 8551...’1 \}\ J/

U 1|(. R.*le

i-.f Arrir,;i;r «:*»)

.Y.S »c Oil 5.::a3; '/jGft 4? 'fit 1.

Q$: !u vonv iii-3 :: l,..rd Mii -U •ii.MO

rr.irv.f'/'it ‘uTr, iii• i"Vir.ii IT. i*i* T r if*' r.nM c.r-n^^^n i*t' 'tf.; a.Hr -i

|pdf Al.'iSS v.imrci S rltiiinoo (lll.'l rStlOVd.d) 3 vtUOOO H'i CMrige

nil 1 lif’fi >!;•» 6 Hr

(.>! Pl'd.k. d ( .11 103 : iiimo jurnL* ; oi.oo

mV) .3.11.* •'. '*« Arra.yr OrC fir *. » .f.. ............................ ........................... ........................ -,i,, . -Mr

i.ur pi-T-u.irv ino'.i 5.. S ih)S4 Mo f>.
Vi’t'u r\ *.Tun* pf cu-ry i OijW '* i»0 No

• 0|ry * ,*.• ijJ Sjly *, r*^0'l

•*Mt -n »•«' utM*. cif . nr uti i’IMl' .i.ri’^.d uns n .it ih<*y 1 »• Mivl.ul, rrnMircft lu flu*

rl

• :<rl II I'm .«M» .1 U.r.1.1



North Eastern Pennsylvania Telephone Company
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
North Ejttern Pennsylvania Telephone Company (NEPA) Supplements 2, S, 

b&9 • PA PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
l») ■B| IC|.I81-(A)

Letjl Vunsport (Section 17.2.1 PH* ^7] Local Transport lS*<t?on 17.2.1 pa|e 10)

T>:..'la! iir. Sll^rr•r^.rf'l'C, tfr* Ins-.-illai H-.n •lO-r-Cl ftll'ff I'.h.-I8l* **)< pn . iirnrc* n**irri>

|>1<* r Lnlf ",'cilitvJ Oarrij

Vcifs* Cirrife Sere

\ *o Wire s:.<oco '.ai:co $rro oc

• OU Wire 02 V? 00 '■■■SO ■» s::*; m
'j'ij S2S1O0 I.* me T.?’o nu > 7^ IX)

'./me saas Oil M'ii 00

Tf vn'ktirr 'J-rrArir»r r.i Ci-vt* Yr.'fiir Nry TnrjUt.rr Ni re. n inrc « t ar.*.*» *lr r*t*rurf.rtp or

l?v» LATA ‘If Vifkct Alt.)) Jiifc.GO b<>me i::c.oo DO

:i~,c p-:1r)r.i*-vr''r.r- .-I ’/• ;i i"'"i.—is A.v'rr- '.'tr*li.'j *i CfCr .ri,1 Ci*r^ f'rtnvrx.rr i*f Vt.11 •Jf«*i’tn*r< •/ Afr*»»A» fr AT

v^r livr 'irrf . r '>S7 VulT frr t,i..«r'cv ' r-r,- ''h/r.-.- Si. paNi*^ nf sS.' SiB*ii,'j(Pr t. n< i# i'f v A«pr ''ii'f •tnnrf'ek.rr rs* ^-.fpc

i ■?»» 2- Trcrli Ccvvftcu tr at’icr ir..tect} 0321 r*o $aj: oc ^'.r: oo

frt.nfc *.'*iv..r-f;.n ‘/fiV«fi.iMia “Mr.jr

i'cr 2- Tn.n*s Attiv.itcd c« f'i* •ion irff* ol) StlOGO iJire '.Aj-co ;.;aaoo

"r, ANI Ntirr.'i m fr’u fh.Tfur PlfC i?Jl Mrrr--fi urii'u n*.‘ins*

;i>ei gr.) CfUr, Paj cm) Nui'r Un-n Nore Nomv

•JCU'i * As i:I July 1. Tl'C<



North Penn Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

North P«*nn Telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 8 • 

tl

PA PUC Tariff No.

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff ICC No. S
Change

(*) |B| (C) MBl -lAI

C^fnpr CH.irge (S«?<han 17.1.1 poge 1SU C^'riet Common Line

S'i i -'i ■ i;:; lii-.-. d.t ii'i.rul1 V-I J } [Nul •‘OilO

i’t*:i,,(',r*i Pet ....a.,., 3.IT. -4*n prr

... V rt t.i Ena Otficr iSrrtior 17.2.3 page 11) ,V. Vf. v At 1 .«%» M,f i.u*

Lu( ol S-viirh rg jOICCoU '.K.'J 5V.I*lPlf»g s oibs.*: 5 ww?

=.te^'.. :c<! C'l'ii'u.n* T.ifr Ji'f iitfl Prriru .r 0 ,*n Prr lo^

£r t.».C Mr. l !(•< Arcr.-c Virnrrs A., r.r \Vn.,t.n

irfl'imgt'On Sliti.lvir^c 5 OoCiJOi) 'titDrn.it.cn Ccrrh^rge ■v 0.12:00 So:: •••jo

lociii trankport (Section 17.2.2 pdges IS3 to lr»^l Lotdl Transport {Section 17.2,2]

3 fC ^ H 'TP r t*1 f Are.-SN

J -nU'fr h^vr T'.iftjKirt Min.f j T.iMif'/iV'bvvit-h'.'d rnr'-ru'’ I'lMcr )ii " 1 Vir*itc

f .-I ility (r<*r Mill*] $ COM-O ',.i.re / :oc:oi : .;coofi3

ti-rm.ii.jTif.n i TvmM’rTioni S.iWOHOO -■ire SOCIOiO S iifji:25j

r.'.rccft* ‘iwitcbi^ lPi?r Turci in| 000:743 Sitn© v cc::«:4 scoooo:

frtr ti’f*' - iri'it'r*' kn";r •<) * *, « Mt

h’r-r torr'ic/.iion) Siinc

V.im: Af,.ce ^ine

T l.V>re 'a:.;: SCiO 5:71.7

Tour V\rre ;a t...re s::: 02 •;w .’e

os: S^r^e '.34; 4S s:

OSi C2.07: in Sfr^TO S3.:U(,13 51.C45 50

^irr'<» Tn Trar-rnrt I'S'inlity] rtrttf* t Mr

ii’m Mil^l

Voice OriCe 97 •.jn-e M-K S: ^7

3s: ■\yi Hire '.'.73 IS 54 04

0S3 s:33.:: Sairc 1103 .’7 57.) "5

sti'e 'ir^rt 7*i rkr>*17« •fr>r,'fr (p*f>r i.”' * J]

(fT.r Tvrmnjhor.J jrtino

Vckp Araci* s:sr:6 Sitne '.'•40 o7 :;n s:

zn '..‘•S 3- Sokre sir. J.’ '.‘Ph 01

US3 •35i: 'M SrkinC C77QJ9 s:as .’9

H.np Ip.'en 10 7’ C ,tp

•V.*r Arronictrii nt; :.in-c

0S» III CM 0-7.1 !’ Saive :?C8 vi S2.'4 rJ3

OS I to S (IkC i:.33 :: S. wo 5273.73 55'}...!

c. r<s V.inijf.ft irf.-rrnr r»w**»nr Osrr

l^f'r Au.-.s V'.n.tcl nooc* ;:*ci 4liowi.it) I 'JOOilflO N<i CIi.icr.;

rk k,r|? *• «lr Nrf *r:f k a1f*f k u.’ rj* irer in.'.pr * 'f

[.■■'T Sk.LkL'II I'.lll •■'',01 s in'iso S-irrc SCliVO

«nn A't i An.: Afrm\v, rvtr‘*crf .a , SCO ■>•>, On-.C / if.-A '."VI..' n. ,>ni \ l"w.* 'Oil

^.»vf p*rt;ni'fv S.iim* j h^.4 Nn Cl:.'11^

Vi'rtu «l fk'.iliirc* jn1* rjM'rv S JOS'. b. icrr s kk.o soio:

t * A*, v I l«,lv I.

Hi :hi* it Tfnnok' illoitT.itu.n. AT.^f .'•< huti-i' M:rf.m' it,«v *'H- n»>< i/. '^nvi it'. fur f.cmtrao r'f'jritel <-i,*n.:lirtp Nr J'/yorh rorr>-< lir.r, 0|« r;Soi t>. r‘,% r '• »:r*vM »•, 3ir.*fr< ry A'.m .motf A ■ cs f

H icini irih Ih.tl ro Thn, »ltrit rh.'r ,, ‘*TV,i**li.r l« rr. rHcMit r l.«.sh rN* irlr w.,!.? .mt irr» .lmmu‘lOr* th»'> b»‘ .m 0 -iiy n>u. T<; th»*- llu r«* ;r.* intr.i.lLt-.* iv,i« tl.if oh. rnl

iiHliji-.-C m IF»' 5.ir,|f, A’AT j.irji Ih.il '.srtft ii'ir.^.f.n,' r,-J|.-, 4 11*1 *' •



North Penn Telephone Company
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Morth Penn Telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 8 
11

PA PUCT.iriH No. NECA Tariff fCC No. 5 Change
1*1 ifl) IC| ■ (BMA)

loc.ti Transport (Action 17.2.1 pa|# Local Transput (Section 17.2.1 p.*** 17*10)
th.'fpn in.',!;la: .on vJnrrk*i '.rr*",* CH .fti> Nc,i" <*f * if i in? Ot-.n pi»

l“. i • rl!r, i'i.C - J* ilitv] bjine

Vci« r ‘..i mi*

Two *ir'» $:;o*:o i.rr.- Si so no $220 DD
'CLI VkHO ;.’3ouo Zi.-n oo S;:o iX)

;s: '■>2Y. oa S.Tirc* :,no oo 00

Zil s:>ioo CiAS JO s:94 oo

.ru'f'tr *» 'in* I 'ti*-r
’Jrnvpr'jr'r^ O’ \rpf rfrnn- T*.V'*5 't*CT Nprr'Vinrir j «*h

|f\*r utTA oi V.'ikft Af< d| 5: ;c no Same $200,110 00

rr;r :r.r\ f rf >'<•!» Ir •**i,.-rrs ‘.*yr tn
:c,c -r.i -'*,n o.i-von infl ..t V> 11.fn C'ji-rrv aiinr’C. '.irt-..li(>r !.• !A?

Nnnr«*n t' rv’ t>.urr Sip** \l.t-a cr •.^7 vo to , AcMrs*.*.
Nprfnr r rr.rt t*" r.'*»

iDcr 2- Tivfik' Oi fr.jMior Th>:'roO ie:rne swroo

..... i ir rtf rt’ircr* T*i.nh At t.v i rn 'JfM 'nn rnra ^l.a;»*f .'i'i'-iei '..inry riifTfr

(iV> rrui-.k5ai.|i.2ti:(! or f r.i. lit"' Sl'.OOO Scire s-so oo Mi*) CO

C|t*< AN) N n n r nr 11 r r 11*! e r h.’ r tf •*
Cf.'. ANI Murrrif i rrinp f'hirp.*

\i*rf **« '*r.<i

iP»r ^ro C!(.»e. *er c:-:; Ncre Sa ire N'jre iNun*»

Notes * A*. Ot !ulv 1, .'009



Palmerton Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Palmerton Telephone Company Supplement* No. 4 & 8 -

U

PA PUC Tariff No.

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff ECC No. S
Change

1*1 |B! ic;- (»)• i*i

Corner Ch.irg? (Section 17.1,1 pr»ge 1 &6} Ciinf- Common Line

i\ r s m’s J i i>. (,c r in.,rtH s:.) •)) Net A«k.w*. ir; 5J CO

rr.-nn rr J.'IP Pat -"‘•■T'n.m I'll- f.'r

*i ri-si Yin im End O^ice (Section 17.2.J page 11) A, , i'v. VTimiIc Ar UM Vf'''.1*'

Ul.'-l liVrtll’inU S Ol'ISAfe LccjI Iwiti.fMig oo:*;:s S 102 f* 72

.•>ir*i''i<.rn Pi’n Pcf 100 H.'iriM.m 9it..pr- :no Pr.-rM,:r 4.,.i* P.v *00

Ai i rs. ViMutf-s Af reiS Y.n te». Ac rck VircMo*

.rkrirutinr St.fi!*irge i OlitQO »rfr;rir0t(cr; Syrrhirge 5 033:00 ^ ilGiSfOO

Loral Transport (Section 17,2.^ pages 16& to 169) Local Transport (Section 17.2.2)

3.M" Hrr Am OSS ? .?!? Ar, css

7 irrVtn I'MH Tr.-.r • prrt Vin t-: r.'rce'r^ C'Aitiloc! rr-r%t'nrl fn.ioo '.D ? 1 m,' Micutk» Vnii.T*.*

•:dMhtv i^nr ^iJu) •; ooi/’fci Satt f S OCCM3 ..rc.::.'

Icrr-n.->|iOr r Tr jtti.j ..* or) c ciw75: S.i*-® ft C01C3S f 000274

T^nl3en, Swill n«Pr* i r*-'t T tn'rrn*.! ) OiMl’OO '.-rre 5002744 3 002 77.9

-''»nri*>** tlii.i**. 0 ,rr En.r.^Mi 5.vi',t .•■ :n :] *At*

(i’er r..vrT5.rnlKo) 5.'n-c

Von - Gr.’re ■-iire

:«c wuc C !h ’Jh Sairv ?6 K>

Four Wire ‘.■h’’ n3 S.,rnr 579 30 '.I) r.7

JSi sis::« 53-3.S9 55 l 65

CS3 S?.:io:9

i“in*rt Irnrlr-ii Tr*rr.omt i “ r M\ ' <01,1^" ' ] It'!.-

ji'iT M.ie) Same

Vckc Grace 53 ?? Sf me 53 53 SO I;1

r>y. s:: ;o Same 5:6.70

CM 5303 67 Sen** 5:-5 55 1 •'
".If** rt mot Tri nIml r«rfr'r.-fi.m fn.*.e" ’r> t 0 ifr

(Per Rf'T'.r *,iior} Sjrrc

Vocs' Cr;de 26 Sarrt? SiS 48 > ;2

os: y.y.:? i.lme ' .36 69

•y.i wti a Cume 5536.71

’.■re ^ at*1

|Prr Arrarfi (rorll Some

Ji'DCOVl CS.'i 2 3 Same 5'f«47

DSI to V. lie 5:0; 40 jdir*

Tf H’.ipfir* TT* rrf*rrrr*,.jn |?r *.«!» frir'rnrt .................................... .

(« Vr A .L*.iC V nuMi S CCkiOOO INct illov. cl) 6 CRCGGO ‘to Cii.xiie

N» TWuiV Mli/I Vuv 1*l1 *ift?(• O.MC N|it\»rrrL i«(0,r Ltf’ff rStre^. fn ij-o |r1 * ' ,*1 > irt> l» lt^

int-rSluik.-cr.ill Hi.)] 5o:;40 5ime So:2on 5W.0

pno ''.J . ’i V,.« A> 1 *,»•'.!, .• On Cl". P.-TO KV) n.itj n.m. 4r i-,.,. 'i-v . <■ O'.-rif. ('Vi'.- ;.i ii 4.nf» a -rt*

tl.-nu tier ci.rry s uJSi '....re Nr) i.h, orc

.it f '.MlLf** Lit i;t.\’ry s wi S.irre 5 o:co f i«Wl

:ji u:', * a>. ui j'.i¥ ji:n«

r rhi-. irirrcnn^ •unr, Atft I o»i . .*i f.>ni it-1 i -H.ir.'t ;.:prn.rv .r»i for...... . ilcj/nrriT N« r.M'r« ct.nn. Ooi i.tfrr Trorntpr V’fvii o. .'^c1 «in*v e.'pf»• AfI

«r< •Hi-, *o *1'. « U<. c(rhi' o ,»ru **, *,i <vp of r.iSf .-J. in. nts • ii' »*.c^ tf’t' «r*c iMU r.Mlo lio*”* !»m* tfi*v b<- sn iJ.mI# it'.iri ri*<> |>i rK*« |n, f«*,ri tvn • •. If*.it .«r.> r or

►oi r in *rr m leru.ilf* r.-i.M, At I ^ir,tn,»o . that m.i ^ Mtr.v.i."l*’ r. i oo*,,.r j{ jhv'ir c iirri’r I



Palmerton Telephone Company
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current intrastate Access Rate

Palmerton Telephone Company Supple menu No. 4 & 8 - PA PUC Tariff No. 

11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA TjriHFCC No. 5
Change

|A| IB) IC1 =|B).|A)

toul TVdmport (Section 17.2.1 page 167| .otai Transport (Section 17.7.1 pdge 10)

Ir.Ml'n.on •tr'r'nri'rrir*.' Mi rrrv. ir.rff H* %r**n

(I’fl cr'Ti.iML* l-.'.'ll.tv) S.flT^H

7c..cc Of •ule S.ir’C

Two VWifS •:::uco S.irc S-'noo s::ooo

1 'Aire 5:10 no T.yre Sisa oc •;v:o oo

vs: •;:si.oo MiOOO no

Obi i2^: iio Sure in'. CO Sl'jl.W

N-I.inin NX. rr.ir'.latwi' Mcr ............. ‘UX 1r.>ivl;t.(.n 'l<*r'nr11rfire f'r-.if^r*

U’vr LAI A 1:1 r/.Ht- t AiiM) 00 '^jme S.'iOOO SSI 00

tf\r .rrl C«*.r rnrur r^ni’1*1 I*.trrriM'r« • fi-.r .-in: rrv 'Vriv,.''5,f.’r ij< •.••.Hirreij'.erv / /•■Wr"!'. '..-'-.■Iiri- n; \S'

? r.|er*.111f .* ru SS7 Vi■ i»ri'm>i'Crv \ilrif f'C*. 'iir*' ••in J Nor -.LmiiB.'lMfC: \ ill' ilii-k nr ' K7 ^ik'' ••Jimrf ’r.' V' ii’.lri'fi .'m/ .Vnn'' 1 .itiv.litv ^*'r*r.-i '.rrme r*h*ir.*n fliT'nri rnnv Cl' urn

(IV-r 1i trlts CovrrK J Cl tujr tjf) cm oo SOfTL- •■4^2 'JO s::: ou
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Pennsylvania Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

PenniylvanU Telephone Company Supplement* No. 2 & 6

No. 11

PA PUCTanH

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NtCA TariH FCC No. S
Change
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Pennsylvania Telephone Company
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Pennsylvania Telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 6 • PA PUC Tariff

NO. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate”

NCCA Tariff PCC No. 5

Change
|A> (8) |C1=IB).[4)

Lcul Irjnioori |S*«.lion 17 2.1 p.ije 182) LimaI rrjniptirt (Section 17.2.1 pjge 10)
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Pymatuning Independent Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Pyrnatuning independent Telephone Company

Supplements No. 2 & 6 - PA PUC T.if 1* No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NCCA Tariff PCC No. 5
Change

!A) IB) (C)-191-14)

Currier Ch.uge (Section 17.1.1 puge l')6) Carrier Common Line

*’'*r Mic-.) l:oc. p-r tit.nh INOT -llowCC) SO 00
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Pymatuning Independent Telephone Company
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Pymatuning Independent Telephone Company
NECA Tariff FCC No. S

ChangeSupplements No. 2 & 6 • PA PUC Tariff No. 11

(*) 101 |C] = 18) - |A|
l.n j| TrarNport (Set tion 17.2.2 pd|e L97) Local Ttamport (Set (ton 17.2.1 page* 10]
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South Canaan Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
South Can.ian felephonf Company

Supplement No. 2 4 8 • PA PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
IA| iBI lC| • |0)- |A)

Carrer Charge |S«iHon 17.1.! page 211) *^rner Common tirse
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rctfAf'rn : ir.litm* 1;*'^
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OVI 5133 r>7 Same 5:45 55

3 n.rncr TrnrW'C r,*rmr .'np?o '0* M 7 .IT*

(P<:r rertrn'otior.) Sarre

Vi in c! Or .tile s:u -h S.rre S»S 48 5v 02

os: Si'fT? 535 r',9

Oil S'j‘13 JJ 5556.,-!

u,,,.. VrlfinJ^-riT'^ ip.y»» *0 '■) R,|te

i'Pr*r .V'.ii’i’i'rr-nt) Serfu;

7S3tcOM y,:- 2i Sr me 5 5(Ki 4 2

Oi,I W\ i:\f.C 5/132 *30 i.tn*e 3:95 i.’

,1 .le T'.ir*rir-l mr.'ii rnnM lfh.sr|:/i

11'.* r Ac ,'v. V.r..tc] 3 coocoo \H-\ Al oachI} 5 OOCOOO Uo-lhcijc

i,,,. NrfWfrS Ain. .irj *'1* ir.'i'r.n^i*'iO > ' x\ 3ufA « ,'t*

(iVr ili.i.ki-2 C«ll iODI S u’.i.'O 50:190

snn Arr ,,s flilO 0 it.i 3 vo A< 11"., .> Tin .*,•» M h>.» ' 0 n.'tr*

'M'.H t» r «.U* ry 5 COS 4 S-ire 7r Ct)S4 Nfj *;h,*n^c

rtic.'i rc.it*jre c- t c,i-i ry •; iiosy $ 0060 5.000)

i*.lv I, . uO’J

* *f'A tariff i.i-/ rnim.li- tr 11 r»y»'ft<>i? Ti1 10^ inm.h1 r.,ti* 'cr Mu* tr, i t nntpjn* un »virh

r» *hii nu/r/ rii ulu .Tr.^KV', ATS. I » i vr!.-»r «’H.M'rrsty. '<*r\,n**> mi li <_iiv ''*r • •A»rp1.\ f •,r>*iruf t hifivl -l- iwiiV Ci/rn** Imr*, <"pi f-lnr 7f.*'n .1r r ‘ i rvn f'.. r <5 v.rv Av.i^t. f'* r. AT.9.!

Ku.it'ir-’i'f?*. niuT 1v !hr 1h» *.r ’< i r.vivo "*> • ' r.*'-'« IrM’i'jil', »•»!« ip h' illi :Hc .irrj mtrrst.it*' ,i.ri'»!i. tirn . Mvit rhcy ?<*' i*tiil.--r!v •'|*tf(^r, >J To U'»' <'«i.Tt llirro .i/e mrr.nr.i'** n,u .j* ;!*,.t ,u .> rot

I* • IM'» C li th. II'*. * r.i%'t. Uir, ;j>;i Iitoj-uu •. thjt 'hih I fr ,sJ#t** •£\r\ rrrn.i.f .it ik'i-ir turn rt !* v Is



South Canaan Telephone Company
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
South Canaan Telephone Company

Supplement No. 2 & 8 - PA PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
(A) lei IC)-IB)-(A)

locil Tr.irsport i5«<tKin 17.2.2 o^fe 212} Locyl Transport {SeUron 17,2.1 p.tge 10)
Ms'nli on

'Mi'fi't iitit "f',ir*’(' Nfrr
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IDS - Mahanoy & Mahantango
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
TDS - Mahanov & Maha^iango SupplerreMs No. 2 & 6 - PA PUC Tariff No.

11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

IA) iC) = I*MA|

Cdirier Common une (Section 17.1.1 o«ig<* 226} !drner Ccminon Line
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-j. iLi , i-'s r Vik) 5 OOOjfc? •; jco:;o

Tfrm.n.itif.r (f c-f Tot■»'in.'r'*r'l 3 :on:6 *.«irc t CiAAfaJ
Tiinrcir SwitChil^. (f -_r !.»pti' i'l) 'K!’:63 SmriL* S 0022S7

rtjtr? "s i'r ,*.» ’0 ' 1 I'll*

(rci ;.:'rr.|-,'licr| M-re

Vo-1 •• Gr^ro Urro

Two VVirn SjSO‘1 r.ami> S5'3.4( 3"A.3h
MH.f W re ',r.S K Jam,* S'n.lB S*!« 07

OSl 32 r*rre •i.'fli o7 v. 1S ftS
iSl Wo 52 67:.:-3 St.': 04

^ tie Fluff T "ll.T’kO'* Irin'fM ft .n'«'rTSrl 11* ipr ill ;j ‘-.in. ii.,.,.

(5i.r Vile! 5..II-S

VLiU GfCCc' 32 ;0 '..rro s; ;a
DM $:? u S:mc sr^oi SO M)
D'i3 S:.‘S 77 Sprre S:7A f6 sa; =•,

>1.1'" Oir.-tT rrr Pli-U :..."in n '.oao '.ij : 1' !>*•** -

ion-o

Vr ii* Cr^ije S.2S 1 '-Jtr.r ••■.? o

Same •;..«03 :■’) 65

DS3 Ss:r..C4 i,imc Slt.fi OS 314:4’*

VLllTlr^.re <r .** fl '1 “MO *' »*.«

{?*?f /.rr r>nf« rre-orj ijme

D>1 io-i) j**«r*i ii Uamo V.i)/ 10 ‘.'.jj i"
os: tc Vfiic* v.a31: S.nnc S.’.M b7 *'0

P;,te r»irec nr »*t< «’jt n rto tjia "I!"

iv»:rAv<c,jt Miruiu] 5cos:«2 'Not Allow‘*<3} ‘j.orxicco

J «ti> Nrt'ivf fk Mr r kirw •>-;rf >'/r ; •} a it*
(•Mr •’•.D) 3u:3r.0 >Jire $o:j90

••IV- r.,r^ r... . A r, v I'l.llp wo ri.itd a- <»■>•.• .tv........' .1 t,»•' 1,. ,fc.. *r ^ R.-.fti

:V£1L U* r rju-ry Ol'aa S-irio S 'I0';*i
V'-iT.i.il ^V.iliif•• i i r ijlO'v 3 COSi Ul^o S 'V.ftU S CO-

* As i'l li.lv I. M'/)

r. ihjs iili.str ,t>of, * |,»' Mo'ir • '.rt.iin *f r n U..i'> ■ «s. luc!»nj{ lor c*.«rt^:)e. i ^ ititmo O'. r*m*l N« f-ivork i'r> • bco. Oixm.'IiH jr«l Oil ■*< lur, •* A Iy. I

..-.urnir.'f rf Hvl »f> II r. .*► ,*l ll-if* .• rvu».c:r r.,lv . \"uu t"i\\ r twlf- Vlf« W'. .rl* ••,•41* /.uiOKl-cm 1l*Jl thi'y .......... .. U I., f 1 Hi 1**, rc .iijrr ,».,!•* t|vt ,'<**

I ,••< It,•]*•<! ,n H-, ,i s t.-r.fl, a:.*.; ].n |«rvv-. !K* I -i t h .1 un lot*.* n .*1 H ur oitu’iu is* is



TOS - Mahanoy & Mahantango
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current intrastate Access Rate

TOS - Mahanoy & Mahantango Supplements No. 2 & 6 - PA PUC Tariff No. 

11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff ECC No. S
Change

,A) 18) lC|MB|-(A)

Local Tram port (Section 17.2 i pafe 227) Local T*.import (Section 17 2.1 pdg* 10)

jiv,*.ill,ii .nr\ Nrnfi-ri t rm.1 '‘kirs>r»

(mv Fr'SMr'ii'frfMlity! s.me
Vo it c Ctik'c 'aocre

TsvC Vaitr* f **>! 00 s-sr oo SOS'’ iJO
Four v.vc 5 !>■: 00 ^.’me :-\a ‘.'0

Oil SIR! 00 Same 53V,oo s:j'.‘co

OS3 00 I..jrnc V--S.OO

riflin'-, -fl Wrcu-rjC!- ‘-'Jr • rtnnm NH1 Trar'ItTi.Jri rrr rp •J-f'fPn • '.rp '*!,..«rk'i<

LATA or AVutict Arcs) LBT 00 jJilH' ry:i'j oo s:3<» oo

:r.c ir'« ifrfl <Vr/*’r* t:'* "{ r/t.!TirrcfiLenrv *o -•%C f‘nr;>'fn'r ri Mi hil'o''* w /.nrrnc< ,.i**r‘Alir.<

Nrrrni •jr'TC rr.uP«v Ifirrcf r-fifv ' h.Tf.-

(Pt r 24 Jrvi'M Coif rrnc; yr f r,,cjtor ^TCO 00 ».*mc c.4j: oo 5.132 Oil

"rtirk /.< r.v-*.f r> ^<vr<v*.rTir,* rh/'p.* ?i'.’»’f<»riirric\rf m T|

\rnf 74 rr>.ras AitiSalrc cr r cn !h^r;orj J.24^ 00 Sjm** 00 so: ooo

K'<'» AN> rjmmrt.rrtlO rt'.V.s* ANi Nof*fi'(*i rr I’C '*harp<*

{Jf'r erti Orfire, ?>'r C'C| More



IDS-Sugar Valley
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

TDS • Sugar Valley Supplements No. 2 & 6 PA PUC Tariff No. 11 NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

(A) iBl 1C) • IB| - i*)

Cairer Coirtmcr line iSeit ion 17.1.1 page 2411 Tamer Corrirnon Lne

'h< .-i.w»?*.S Ii'''*, i.it rrur:h i-''’ ■ir.l .••IIcmt;) to 00

?r. i** i »n o.ir.» *<*r "|| iru.m 4 ,»,► J,lr .Jr.-rm.ir *>T.. f,»»

A| . .H*. Vll'lifO End Orflcr (Sertiun 17.2.3 pjgr 11) V.n. t.-

‘.OC31 so;too3 k\kM Swilcrif*! •*» oo«o: j

c tt.ir Pft • rvi ............." “if ivr •l.l ’i»rn..n. «..|t “c/ ICO

a'rro> ^ V.f'f.'P* A,. ■'•.« Vin.mr

f,'Tf.*m.itiOn SiLiihirge So;;:oc li'foffn.ilirjn Surer,ii ge 0 OS.’IOO s o:4uoo

local fr^ntport {Section 17.2 2 pa|p> 243 to ?44)

-,-i*i. Pit IrroM

Local Transport {Section 17.2.2)

Vre I*.<f

f irt-otr Trs '̂crr! VT'.te tm,:cir SiMtiron Tr.'r'Cjit lcj,-|. :C ? ' .’1 Vi^utr '/r’*u:e

: (ill!V I ■','l^) sooo:«; ire s ocoroj

TtT!r.ii'.A^Cir C‘;ir.Uo Satrie h CfU^S

f.irdvin '-will l*.r*g h’cr T.jiiCtfrn! i)077AJ ^.re : :o2744

Frlnof • CHi'itli'S ’MO rrlr.vi, r r-".li',c< : 7 '0 1!

l^cr r.:inin'.Vion] So.nn

VC fl' S.jrrr

Iwc yVnC SIS'19 SornP 138 Cfc

JcLi Wire sstt :a *>ir? ■;-6 35

3s: i: /a a; Some l-4

"S3 :.:.as: :9 S.nre Sl.iJ: 46

'i-.vr 'rtr-ieC n.irir.-"i “ .111’ iVrr r T*i r«»’fT f vi’Tott i - •( <*irv' ir»p» ' J I'T ’ 1 3 «M •'atr-

C’cr V.I.-I Snrrn

Vcnc ••.mCC sr >tl V.*’fro S3.16

cs: ;:o u S..p-c :i ;6

DS3 !*'<lfTC ^3 Ob

oi r/H t Tn.i'kotf Tf I-* instirr 3 %fo Ti'^rt Tri.rkon T'vr-,.«..iirr hs’yr !7 lu * ‘1 n.re

i*\r !• iirif'*«'C-n} Spmr

VQK V s.s:: Serrc 070.74

os: ^ x S.1 rre 6SC f6

ss: v»v4 S.ime 1321.36

-.ite VCi-if r Ir-ir# * 7 *i7 -..jr *‘.>rr

IPot Afrar^^crtf 'jjme

■yj mss: S4/4 3: S.,in« ,231 ??

os: roVt" c s:i2.:: S..M,e :.::4:7

'.l!«' Tr ir'r.irt oli-rfrirnr-Tirr* .’h itp« ,:ie , lt„

f?ri Virutrl C :o.h:4: ,NCI Alltl*.' «] f. i.'O.CiW

rr Md-A-ork fllorkir? i-h.v.udti..^.’ •; ‘A ’ * 7) , ,r„

(Pir Jl0<ki tl fill (OJI ScK'.-.O jorrn? io;j"0

r> .(« W r.lll 9 .'l-.l. .r.; i.-fllii-r..-. 'n.-.n : ! II

^oMt j>er ucrv ocas r»,)ini’ '*> i «*f.4 '» coop

Vcrin ,’l 1 ''.'tiaH' pi'f t;u«'rv s inr,4 l.i in» lt i)tJu0 'i 1 iOCh

Nnto'.. * A*. <it Inly *• *00^

ii tfn*. n kllxj.t/.it.Cr, AIM *‘i •: if i'.<rrlL'tiri Ii r r»,>rr.plr'. Cvr^i r i Irti'r* l c.^r.-lir^Ni T*uk Tr.i »'i rUvr, 0|i>'r.<A;i If, <hj. r*« ivur'. *rt*. ti.fy AlSi'.T. pm*. A'M

i.-( Oft thit tc Ih*' r'*tcfkl if i »'SS 'a*'»u'w f*f Mt«’ • ki'” * •*t,. i-ti-1 ir t oT!’ T1 rfr ist.'T-* ..m' int»:r'.S.*.tr jijtm'i, Jior*. thal :h*>y ho Mir.I.ulv rnimifrC To «* (*<T"i'T thtfr .if? •ojt,,. i,,r,. .C}Vi* rS It'd .n*:

i'ol mi •' I, i iff, A) I rf''M*• 5h.il .i-i I' / trf'.f.ih* t .hfS rorr nn ol Hi* if i lijvCIS



IDS - Sugar Valley
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
IDS - Sugar Valley Supplements No. 2 & 6 - PA PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
(A) IB) |C|=ltt|-lA|

Local Transport (Settle* 17.2.1 page 242) Local Transport (Section 17.2,1 pjge 17 IQ)

r rnotf i'h-ir.*/> ir".:,." i'-nn 'Jr r'^n rnr*tf r>; fc« 'Mr-'Mitr rrf r’h.'rrf'*

t.VrJnria'c'fiii.l.tvi lo.ne

VO».*r Or.-cc Some

Two Wire iis: eo '.lire SiSOOO
;.'S9 'fl

four Wire t:c: on S-ri'X) 0?H'J -.0

■3S1 s:ai oo <3rre S ! ,W 00 SMiiW

nr,3 VAV} ou S.irre no

VTur N*X Tf\.*»1s»fOr Ni rron »r-rff r^imr* n:-'r>»r. N,«> Tr.T'.t'ti'r •l^^ror'k rnrc «■!* :r»^

(Per LATA or V: rket AreA) Cer 00 S.’.'COO 5: >''• no

'■GC it'd cOC Mrrwir.r' -t Vi.lTilr<*iM>«rv A.in.- RGC .irr* JOn fjinu. is-nn n* Vli !r.fr.-'t:i»*'rr u vVirlrr v. k.,A'“ihr*p rn

; ^i-rahry r r SS 7 'u’f. '1 rtf Tr*< VI 'll.fr*'<1'imi V A. 'itr.-iiintf nr S's? '..jnlirj in Vi Uiir.-ni.i.ri ■/ \>ir .fir-.'

|Per .'4 Trunks Covert* <i Cf f Mcf'or’ 'hrreof) UW iX! iawt ‘.44: '*x> S:d; w

T ri: r 1 Atf'Vtlior NiinrP' i jr\r, Tn,''li -i tivr*ftyr Nnrr.»riimrtf ‘Ku ►’n Norre'-.rr Mv*r'vitfr

lPi:r 2S In.nl. 1 AiTiv.itcil I'r.-rliijn ir.-ii'Ot) ^24^ .U0 iarre S4:.ti 00 I'.rot'C

pi. » AM :|n« 1M
’••r rricCIfite. J-!iC:CI Mere f..,re

Ar kJv .'000



The Bentleyville Telephone Company • PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Bentleyville Telephone Company - Supplement No. 2 - 

PUC Tariff No. 11

Telephone - PA

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

iAJ [B| ICImBI-IAI

Carrier Charge iv.iu.c imi fi.' til Carrier Common line

P?r .icc''? *i’r '"o'ijp S7 03
N<.t A Icwec] SC .10

1 r* i^i*' P e.r,..- •’.>!* p->r Pi.-’-'i.-r Pi:.- 3e>
Jd.V.5 V.-Lfe End Office [SrcCnn I7..'.»pp,r U] Access M A»l «»S',

1 ocol 'iwitt M.r,» :.ou:y7 1 otal Swlrh nj| iP.it",'B.i.'ii 3] 30:2132 S 011535

• ,it» Pr*' 1 D.B^ i r. Cr<a p0, TC = -“r-...n- v i'.. Pf.- '00

.V**pv. M -« rr*'s \S'f ’ae

In'orn-.it on Vj""jrr,¥ hrorrrjt'O^* Su'C'^tge SO.'.MOO S 031.“.89

local Transport is*ttio» i ? 2.1 1110 M) local Transport iv.t.on 17.2.2)

'•’I'ePe- Ac:-'\ o.,ie Access P itft Pp'
Vi'*!.!** ! TC'dr-rr V r* f’-ue M ^ \ ('| M cure M --tA*

:a<..i!v (Pei Mi e| SCtKJJnS :• 000203 S .•*30033

Ti*rir.r;i! Or (Per Terivra! c'') S 'jOOS’6 jjii’e S 001055 S 000239

rar.:fm 'jw.Uh r:-, (f'r*r r.ir-iK-1') oo.'y.u S.»rre 5 .102744 5 000001

-........-re* T is .U.** on. ( •ii.,!-,,, Fjc.M et ">'ie 111 1’ P.irn -'ile

'.Pe* tjr-r ut cnj $41 we

Vt-ce Cr.ide

Iv.o W 1 e S3S0') 540 S« 5)4 47

Witt* Sin 14 ‘l.me 5*7*. 30

DSl SI 71. 112 S^lne S24 j 39 M.7 07

CS3 S2.05; 19 Sj.re S2.’2-7«n SI'S A7

o-ecr T’.i -.ec T'3.-:co-t Mvl LVr».;..rr,,.i-(; .................... (F-.r r.O 1 -le- til 11 O.ltM a,jre

(P-r MI.0 Sdrr**

V'ju.t* (in-tA S2.S0 S.irnt’ S3 S3 Sl.OJ

CM SI9 :4 S.irra 510 70

D'il sm.77 5.vr« JUS '>5 SI 3 79

0 (,r ftai* P 'ert-r-i.r«-n Tenr -it t,-’ '3>ee 10 1 ’.1 *..r* P.'re

|Prr TarT.e.U o"l) !»^rre

Vo Ka Crjoe S.’S 11 Sjrre 535 48 CiU 57

CM S'34 33 Sjme - -i

OS3 ‘/jT'j Ij4 SSSl,.?! S3! 07

n-,*A Mi.itinv* r*k> TnMsJH Wl*A

(Pe- An 'ra rent] 9.1 rre
OM to CM S'lM 31 S-ir-e 5500 4? JJM1

OS-, rn Vrjice Slal 13 Sjire S 195.52 13 40

Pj'p rM,''.r«*ft t-n/i.i'or.../,, f c.r »*i\.rrr.* ‘’.ifP U ,tp

lP-r ACte-'A J S DOCOCO (Mol Al'.-v.eil) ?J..np \Of e

k R r-i p - ,*f Ni>T*,n-i av.,-., v .‘i |.;n ir.ife n; • : ’) ".lie « «»<»

iPer fi'orki-fi Call -1 CO] •; or. so •..lire SOUM

ton n .1.1 q Mrw ^v ' »• tv."' • p.i'« f'M ll ll.l I1.C.P >TV m n:*t r. In.ii'.* 10 il 01T*’ M,.le

?,i*. r OA' Ci' T/ 1 LK3.13 ^JTP S 13354 0 OK*

V^rtn.n f^Ujr- »Vf c.'.rty > lY'/ji S.imp ; «:nop

• Av uT ii.iy i, ’on'i

• *k'A f,»r .• |i. \ p«'i 't f•..[<« r.ili* f i nv<'f(*’rt ><t ;:»•< \\'[) r rut* < Itr fo' ' m» l ► »* < OT'jji 'uri /..I h Inli'i 't.jtf

M rhi, t: rt .« t o .1 «jsU.it ir, r. A fM '•«' !•.<!♦'«.' »' .u. .m'I V'V • rfi'.rjirg ‘<jr C./rr^o^ ^Parvi" '.‘^ru, n£ rr,r‘S.< t r,i> 0r*'f'i'O* T* ir''.'* ',<•'>/< p. .jrii C*'-** fcrv As ..M.jr. »* ATS J

i f ,t *c !»*•- p*Ii r«t l^‘ f »'<* V" (»• \* »r UiV :>*r j *15 r* I pr * *' 1 •» [•, f ,<? .j «jrs tt.it t"* » ^ J.jr v rr.?n>‘*‘rJ t'» T:s*. . (prl p jt <* .••tn r'l^t

rU /*< ‘i..:-.; •• j• pi-r'.j.jp m< >T. AT •« T i^ocoips i” it m n «« »m > ii-*v1 i* *iu'i) 11,1 'pin v,,. ,



The Bentleyville Telephone Company - PA

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Bentleyville Telephone Company • Supplement No. 2 - Telephone - PA 

PUC Tariff No. 11

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff fCC No. S
Change

|A| m lC)-|B)-IA|

local Transport [Section 17.2.1 page 12) IdijI Transport (Section 17.M pafe 10)

No"r»ci.T'ip rnstjlht'nn Nilr-mn... -vriMv-

\P?r E 'l-soce fji.il <vl S.i ire

Vijt c CucV

Two'.V.re 5:61.w btime iJSOOU ;;sf.oo

foil' W.'P s:bico S.jine j.i'.o no

OSl oo Sjme •jJJOCO 51.1'i 00

OS3 00 'jJIT* S-US 00

Irto','- T'ir«l ifir.n Mo 1'c‘i'j'i -y CT>rr« Ir-fi*'1"' nn Nnrr^i i* *'nr r-

(for LATA o' Mjikrl Ar»^) lh: cu Same S.'CO.'TO 51J9.00

flTC ji'.-l E,'in rirwii'S.or or Mill' (■»rilli.|-. V A(.'i:ro"S S ^':.l"r'i; 10
ss: '.ST ' .Tii' i-f -o M.J r 'rijr.-.ei-i s A.lo.-ois f<’,f pi'n cr''*v*a» t.ri-1 M*. * rrr.f i ..“I -J ...... tf* rS.7

No vrVirr *r f Vrt^'.rnr'* »3 r1*
(P?' 24 Tn,:*»j Covefeo or ftiJ'.'.on M i.'tjO .00 Stitv* ■Lis: oo

It'lf'k t-V*1 VrlT.I'n Trn«:k Art y.ilinn Wnn'rTk.rrir'p r,-.5rpp Ni irr«ri.rrin.» i’I’.i-vp
(fur M rrooi; i-O V Uofl C Frji! an ri-orpu' - .J.,. h a I Bi ao Same i-naco C710 00

fa. .MJI Mo-'ptiii'.'i; O'm-.’h r«. ani NoT.i'o.'frj'irT.-.'ee Mni-“(ur-. "5 rc.vrc
(iVr En: C'fie, CiiJ) \nnc >a re None None

N.jtes. * As (if July !.



Venus Telephone Corporation
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Vunus Telephone Corporation - Supplements No. 2 & 6 

PUC TjnH No. 11

Telephone - PA

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NSCA T.iriff FCC No. S
Change

tA) 'W <C1 (B|.(A)

Career Ch.nge (Sntion 17.1.1 pjge 2S6] Ca» fiar Common Lina

.r-'.iv - rm !ll -.7 59 riut .•■Ilc-tO; Oil 00

■. -T-.i.r..i... Af,,|l9|,||-. *•', ■’n rmiri s.it*' J,',

A. • 1"A V.t'i.10 End 0trice [Sfrt.an 17.2.J u.i«e 11) a:, viit i/r rPs*. V.ril’a

so:?:*.? u-< .<1 S..)JiiiSj •;.j:4;.-8

••n <i,rr n.-.rc **u '|W1 -.I,-. °fvn-iiii» :<ai«' A^r K*ii)

A.'vsiVir us i. r« ts Virntm A.. • v-'.vi tin

■ rfivir,*la*n Sin ( '. o:r.7.oo T fOf fTiilic r $i.uNr*e 5 OJ’MO iansoo

Local Transport (Section 17.2.2 ojges 2%fl ro 2S9) Local Transport iSeitinn 17.2 2)

A.ili* i’i•» A, . r-r >.|«A r.'r ft,-, pS< * iti< 'Vr Arcn«<

v„„ m V.rijtv i,.

' ...-il.lv |p<r Mil.:; junroj 3 (.'Ciii734

rt: .n.p,.i.-n|-Vi r.:im.r,r..-.i| s tci'yii r.jne SOO’.OJS '

Imo.rr SMiUhirj (.'11 Tartirr; '30:7•"•3 i 0i:?/44 s .:t iiiioi

'-rrirr*'' r tilths 'T.ae rrfnn»*« I,T,« Jr\-r- 0 '■ }..TP •.uv

if<'t rer'̂ ri’.'lion) '.nrrn

Vi.to Gr-dc

1 am; V,ac '.i'ISn '•.7 85

:i,u VAr-: '.ho 74 '..•rre 5 *."5 10 <:.»

os: Sjir.n C24: .jo 2f:i

3S3 ;o :u.ne sl.ZIC i6 ; :>4 7ii

»i »te J>ir<*< f ivin' nnr? i '..i ,1 fvl ii in 'I •7 .re ' i'e

( VI Vile) ijmc

Vi iCOOi JCt? ‘: 57 '.■lire r.j ss •'.Ij ifi

os: Si'i :A si me C uj . ’O

r.si 5:"-;3 T'dlTf? J. 14*. 55 ‘,12 *3

nir»-ft Ta.vLnr ti*^r rjr.on ®Mf! *"ri'r( In >Ui»H T''ri,**ti:.,ir<' irapr in * I' •? -t«

lP<:< Tun ir'.tlI'm*)

7 it <? r.f ce •..’lob s^rre :.>3 48 3i ..2

os: Vi'.-N S.nro :><»

JS3 ; »j: ac Sjire jsst. ?:

IJulP Vit'*irln»M*B f" k^i,- *n v fair 3 ifp
(-rr Arr^t'^<'Tr‘,rt) irmc

JS3 to dv: S4 74 _>1 :.i.i e 42 s.<: u

331 to .c.ce S.isJ 12 S.iiro Sl^S.lZ Ct: ao

& u** Tr.ar'nrr» .nfnr^c'rrni fi(| p .*'*« ,rff

Acc« *.S MiOi.lv) S-MiHXW ..Ni l ulllSMeO) > n.iiiuno Ni Clv.n^i.'

"lr« lire C 1 ..i^i* r.tv ?v>Tv.ruk *»fni lire ri'.ir.r (n.ivn 's') ’ '

(i’i«f Mjn.lrrj<'th) s irre 1 .(jJ'JO

'Jl'fl l,s, A ft.k% o, rv M, |j, ,, < itr RtlO tl.v.c Ai,*nr.< '.,>rv., ,• r, . Uv..«P * H \t a it«* i-t..

ii.v a \ •:( Aia ry V n’Vii '..•.FT,. S u»J'.4 Hn Ch-ruv

V''fffi, \ f'Vfuf" y r Aia'ty i iWJ 1 vi o S onrr.

\..trv. * A* U ,Uv 1, .'Wl

in 'ho jrirr•*!idt.'/r. hr n. S. I i'.k li.crd » rn i * ll.'rrv;u . *• 'vn • %. re 'r r J‘c<» H*r»r !nrr| * ilu»^ t-At.rl ri:i,i»«*r hrn, ^ rV'» <•. jf>»t ' r«i fvy A .• lit. «• AT/, I

ti >i • jPirMNjvff-.-r IA It'11 •* irn t u- \v\u r r I* n..*r T. t •iM in i Oin II »■ if tr." .'I'M If ll*r y nc nnl^Hv iriffr«K rj Jr, if*... *u n? •li.-n- , i,< liifi.»M,.|l' ..»i en->, tlt.il not

ir, m fhr »r'f.'f.l,*'i,» r.n.lf, AT/.T p. )t *, 'h it \k.i h if1 If a .l.ito > .Jl*-. •<•tv.nn at 'h< ir i uf vTl I- va|»,.



Venus Telephone Corporation
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*
Venus Telephone Corporation - Supplements No. 2 ft 6 

PUC Tariff No. U

• Telephone • PA
NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
(A| |8) !C)-iB|.(A|

Local Ti.import tSeciron 17.2.! page 2S7) Local Transport jSeition 17.2.1 pOK* 1U)

^r.rfi’i I’fjTfr ‘‘hrir.-r In- Mil-,I no ft'srrf i. i.i ru'A Ot.'i *»n ................... i*r l'h.*r jn

(J’.t Lnff.ir.ii’ t.iiiUr*]

Vcim' GrcL’e ‘..lire

T ec; C’.,r» '..’.'cca r..nre '.-“.o .10 ',120 00

four W'fv '.OM'OO

3S1 ^i.ifT p '.l.’flOO W

OSJ f. z'. : m V.-i-OO

'rvsfir*' Ni ir'f'H i.ffin^ rh-irpt*' 1 ’’TiTir** \)r)t Tr.ir'l.tr-nn Mrrf i«r uir.r^ fh.trcr- ?gr'rrnr i rr.ri*

\Pi’f LATA t r %i.ifVHt Ar.; j) $lJt uJ Ijjme r.22C 00 -X)

-rr ’TcJ * (*f nf V. ,1.»*nrrv A-llfnu infill ff

N<'nrr< .,i r,nr -r j.' «*r .^7’n Mi 111rrr'ri.''nr*. At'fir’n'* ’Jorrr-f • rni-.i .................. '.i*c ir

l^cr 2* '.'tvcftiirt cr r riititr tr«?ieof) •;i:: '.o i.iir,; 'i;i oo 012: «;-c

Tn ,.k rinpri'riirctro

iPor 24 7rici'!«i ArtivAJ'’iS of Pf.Tffior thuforji) StJO'.O T*jn’0 S.-.59CO

’In* util flrnmc i ir.rk' f'c 'r/n 'Ji‘nfpf fkrf;t*V Hv-rtf.'

n'-jr ire; Office, c'er Cl'l) ?h;ri‘ Sjrr« Sor«7

fjiiloj. ' Ai ct July .’00!



Windstream
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access

Current Intrastate Access Rate Rate*

Windstream Pennsylvania Inc. Tariff PA P.U.C. 8 Windstream Telephone System Tariff FCC No. 6
Change

IA| IB) iq-imiA)

C.irnef Ch.irge (Sutler 17.2.1 page 1|) Carrier Common line

Pc- .i.-ies' '• fe. cei ■••ivv.li '4 8H (No: >\How.',!] $0 00

Pir"Vl,:-l ’’.-i-p Be- «5'r »>at* •,t4' ?'('m ij'i P/>r

M fii-i' At Vi.*ujr® AfF't’v' M ^u*e

l.tcji r.g (Ot n-tuT tig i .enTiirj: rgl Local tw.;,h ig iCr g tijii.hg P. ter-'n.i:. -gl

tsi.im: ls: 0 008:16 L3101-0 is: $ 003024

P'n'Tv^.'v. 5 re 0®' (’•a'v.i.m o *re P®r ’OO Prv^iFiTi c ,r® Pp.t i (lO

MoMjie ArtPsK Mi;iu*®^

liifcrniji nn 'urciarge i C0C630 i'ilor.-,lt r)t! Surcharge $000000

total Transport (Section 17.7.2 page 2)

c ire "er Aa ess

local Transport iSection 17.2.21

Fa-e pp' Arcess aa**- F'-r

T ,»*r1om f vv ’ r^n^'O'1 N't.f'Mj'f' Tjndrri Swil.-Ti.d Tr.v'':'.0'! tuijes 30-321 M nut* V nye

> ir-ify (P<y M->J sooc2:s $ UC0140 i. • ■

Tr-rTiirijt on iPe** ter'r»in,ij.cn) 5iM077: S.rr.e $ OOOS’4

r.sfiriem Svsii,Thing (P—■ 7,siidc>n] j000996 'irttne 500)524 $000378

Fmr;,n^e f ir«Lr ei R*;p P-r Mr>ii5r» EH'-inre r K'lT i;s In hoes 2C- 331 P.jtl? fl.ne

(pjr fe'r.iradon) bamt,’

Vc c- Grad*! f'jrrf?

Twd W.ie ■;:8.63 i.i.n*? $-.5 47

FO'jr Wire i’9.8l Some $24 76

CSl »i? Cb f.tvne 51U02 ..

Db3 1.769 ;s S.ime $;.033.22

n rc-cT Tiuntcl 1: imiiisn ir.K-l.tvl i\v:» Pe- Mnr,:n TT'iKt- r,i,ti.,..J r,„n.I'Caf .:.]•;! 23 - 2sl r-xtr R.lN*

(P.r M.!e) Same

Vo<c*? Oi*aJp Sa me

Two W''i? $.32 S.itiie $ S6

Four W^e nirre $ 36 ,
LTSl $12 25 $am»* $ 10 3 3

CS3 $124 ul same $67 bS

n,»nr*-Tr>in»Prt Tt.f —in-:inn Bale Pe' Miinrn 0 recr- T^rir-rt.iTu'jn ir„\o<*i ?1 • 75) s.»?e Hare

re»m^0CiOn] Sane

Vfln-o G'.iGe Same

Two 'iA.'i<e $13 24 Same $11 61

Four Woe 3:3 34 '..line •.■11 61

!JM $41.$4 $ 12 40

CS3 3b;j 04 5arrie $723 26 $10*0.22

Per Month Mu • '.T»>ic r p *flj u,:a y *7®

(Ppr Arr.ing. r-luo;)

GS3 TcD'.l $304 ;j '..ime $302.10 $,302.10

GSl :c Voire 3151 :o S«ir« $U9 :0 5-.4u.jn

f r.i’wort |1 .Jf Nsif'.vnrk Hliirki Plfp B ,...

(P^r d'oCh»rii Ca'I > > mD) ‘j 0076 (Per faloC'ed Cail • FG0| N/A r,M

-.it .Hu.i' fm Th >«i»e P.ne ,r- c ttf

fp»»r Access eixiras (Nor A !OrV*:d) $ 000000

orT).'.3«fi n.’ , •3a-,n Airr-i-Va rr iT„». l-i,.. Tl ore an<V3SB/8/7n.ii i .-i.-rprA ■:.•••. rr-nuer r-, r,. L’i’441 Hpi-f ‘■'.‘rn

■ Pr’ Cuerv)

1‘aSC $i'n;il $ 0010 $ 111)00

i.om: ki:.* 5 C.t 100

’ll i\> ), ?•/«

n -< -'ll i-.**- hj r i1*. r< Ti'1?]m."; i |J ''j -i'k I'on.'*1* : iV". Onf'.*'/'' 1 ‘ iv ■ **, i if] U 'f !.)'V

!■■■ ........................if- .11 f. i. h-kii i'i r,- • ..........it11.n Liuii if- .-it.r.MV .mil fr.-'.Mi- |nt ■ r!n-:,,i-i, :im! •]•;.•> Min. -n.ii,.-..,] lo ........... ..

■ •■i'in:c ti-i t'.' p'rro.f.'.--.it-.'iMn • i'-v • — iw-i .i: , r,.r. "it



Windstream

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges
Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access

Current Intrastate Access Rate Rate*

Windstream Pennsylvania Inc. - Taifff PA P.U.C. 8 Windstream Telephone System • Tariff FCC No. 6

Change
IA) IB) IC)MB|-(A)

Local Transport (SccNon 17.2.1-} pages 1 anS 2) local Transport [Section 17.2.1 page IS)

Install.t'icn Mn„.nru. r“.ir?a Inv.jI'atiDri Nrirafii-i ,•(. r-n-.v.

l?H> fiv-.ini >• r.icOtvl

Vo f H iV'lrf* Same

V.'.re s::soo 'a-'** sns.oo
COi,l LV.IP 57 IS i)0 l,*i ire 53IS I.M

[751 5:-40 DO 5’03 .70

253 •;370 CO l.»me i?3.7 00

MTfif NXX l> lO'Jti' on 'loiver-uir nii Gharte mr-r in fjxx T -tfi'.iAt.in Mnrr.'Ci irr:>u* Cn m?*

|Per Orperj vi:.CO Same ShrJOO

r.'.ir IT Irte-.-.K-a’ion I'-'u in-a!^r iciiu NnnrHCr '■ I-'i? C Iff t-r Ids v.lirHr r.,-1 O-ji.iTltri'r lilIKI Noprei-pr- -L11 ‘\ve<* NonfMi*! ,1 r n,»

Vo ce Gndt 54 oa ric Cn.in^e

C5I 54V O’ r.i.-’ie 5')7.?2 NoC't.t-'g®

253 Same No i;ii.ii-ge

7n,n*« A-- v v on T'»,n; . r, v Nr.ii'nrrji' >*> Cr.yri- Cr.Vfr-

(Per .‘4 fri.n^s A;r valP-i cr f'iv: ai inereof) Si 15 00 ScfTle Sn: oo

rfiC jnri IGO SSTlUt L if'Vp.-f Tri.n 'i-ovd Ccr. Ors-ni FijC .tiij :Gr S57' VF Ii-i! Trun; G.-Oun Oo-varc on

I'h i-^e :ii’n--'ij-.-iii r I's’pe rn

ZA 'rurks Ccvrit€<- or Froc* cn r-,i*rtJol) M/.\ Same $112.00 5)12.00

Notts * As ol July ;coo



Windstream Buffalo Valley • PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current intrastate Access Rate

Windstream Buffalo Valley - Telephone - PA PUC Tariff No. 10

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. 5
Change

IA| (SI |C|-(B)(A)

Carrier Charge iiKutn ir.1.1 cm H Carrier Common Line

Pfpr .itfr’i'*1 '*»?. ;:«»f n'or^" i-t :o (Nor Al r-wciil SO CO

P.ile Up- P'i*r*i'j r Z If® Pw

If 1 M Tfit^ End Office ivi’.or ncm in Apc.'-.s An'.^p N'a’. 10

Li'CjI Svw.lch r.£ 5 Clteiss Local V* tl I- ri(J S 012218 3 007 .'63

P oirMjrp Pif.- Pr»r :rn Prw^'.-n’ pur Ti1 P>-rr k,.-" o ,»d D,.r if0

Arrpf, \) r>,f r*s Ar. Ps. M .'c> M

irfCfrrijhor Soi’ir.if^e 0 007E60 lnr'orr-,,l:er Su'C-a'ge S 032Iu0 s orisin

Local Transport isrci.on i7 J7ojii« > '“*1 Local Transport isei nun rj .vri

Bale P®r IWocc P^*o pot Accnrc J.\tP P**r

Tarru'T' ‘ w Tr 1 f> J ] j1} \A ru‘® r/'i'pire

JjC -'Y M.li'J : '.00036 i ooo:o3 V '100:67

Wmin.it.of- <**' To*rri'Mt.':^) 1 (KW’.SJ r»arr»* SOOICSS : 'WC87!

raroer’’ ^w.tchirg fcnr Tj'^em) J OCO’H'i 1» »nn V 007744 S.l>323S“

R:.i® r^rrarre fad |.e< ieaf-.. 10 I) Ka'e o

IP®- TfrT'ii.tiion) Sdn*

V-icy ''ir.'de

Two vv.re C?? T9 ‘sj re S49 S6 327 27

I'cur W .•» j i^.67 Sa.-e S7? 20 ^>13 63

cm ins.60 Sjr-e 3743 39 <17709

ll‘.3 :'i.i.us6 50-.M <•?,?:* «r. Sdtn.KO

D rerr.T'u S<n] fra-'.cun 'FaciMvl lii.iee !0 11 R.»rf

(K-' Mil®) SJ TP

Voice G'JOe SI so Sdme S3 S3 s: 94

GS1 sir ro Sjm*» 16.70 33 40

GSJ Sy.- sa SUS SS 347 92

Oi?or i>n Pare D.iect-trij-.i'fl fe: <•! lee 10 1 M Pare K ifa.

(IVr reffr. rjt.o-| SdfTff

Vr> ce Or ode SIS 95 '>iftie -s a •31') 53

OV! Si;6 43 Sa'n? SEfi 6'* $:■) 26

OS3 S3 hr 70 Ss'TP S'.56 71 3 l').1 Cl

u ,rs Ram P.ve

(P-r ArronjJ.»rrc»nt) Sjn*e*

nsiicOM sn; '’3 350*3 42 SUM SO

USl to Vo ce 312U 43 Sa.i’e SIOS 52 S7S ;o

r'^,'«on»* r"t^•'rr>t,ndr ^ r." Th -’p* Fat®

(F-> *ci.e>i M oli®) SilD'.JJS (No! Aicwc-O) N>;r*

fl offc-rY'’ •\rv* Bare N.,.rAO'l P'.>|1 ,v.. nir» :0 7 1 7) P-'e p jlp

(Per Fl'ccF®!! vail KiD) S in.'70 5n: :on

,Jffl P. .ft H t* f» A/, /i". N/TM/t* o «'fn*r '‘i P ire °(Xi Oi! t Eoye A. • P-.I 'lervi.e O'ler e? Once 10 0 io>rp 0 ft®

;i.fsiL n>,r :i*rv 3 'Zi;3 Sam® Sl'0i4

Vi'itn'j* |»*.itiiff* ]**•* 5 0076 SdiTin mso

W't-% • A-. ..I (Mly 1, U'J

n; i'• *. tr tuy,r  ̂ nr. Arv#1 1 ,?r'J' *•^.'•1'' i'*i •.».«*rv < ii'rlij'! fj! •irnlP, C'i/rr"'in < Nrtwi^* >fof Jr.in'.rrr ,jnj l?.r#«LtOiV A1*, st.inip AIAT

ff>, Vif .f „r,\^ ri^t to trr'.r '."v.<rs • tfi k* «'rr.*rK ■'» ^>rr r j *.{ |,,* «■! r I o ft' IX <!<l '••m.i' v fo fr.' **J r*"?*- .if*» r.nt.iT.- '-'Vn *••. V1 if .•**

,i .. r t•' ’ II At4 ^ Of'/ro*'' ' ’’dl V-1 r’ ’’Mst ifi' '.itr .it tl*i> r • i.f'••m f.«v**ls

rrl ;•



Windstream Buffalo Valley - PA

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Windstream Buffalo Valley - Telephone -PA PUC Tariff No. 10 NECA Tariff FCC No. S

Change
(A) (C|-t8)-iA|

local Transport (Section 17.2.1 page 17-2) local Transport IScctlor 17.2.1 page 10)

Nnn'rfMi-' rv l> InsMliatlon NA.’r *J|C 1J" 'T* If f> NonrAt ii'noy <**• «r,'w

(r,r Er-rrjure l.Hi'ity) Some

VO k* Cr.td* 5.11'ie

Two W re <:c:no r»irrt CAS0 00 52S9 00

f..ur s:6i ‘TO San-e i-SW0O sjji-oo

s;?i oo Ijoe ‘ 3 ’.0 CO •:.i4'»oo

DS3 :«33 0o Saire VJ.;s 00

rr N»i> Ti.tni.1 .•„r’ *rk»P l„"r.- - flVS Tr.,nt1.,r ...n Nomi*' ,‘p ^*1'uxe Mci-ffrirtir-r- ri’ir.-..
(pnr LAIA Or Mjr.i-t A"-ai STij X? Same •,::or,o S* * 41.13
r.-.v a-.t £<-,11 rn,O' M /'.'rec .A -,.v Aocass S ',.lrr,

SS7 s .—A ,•••' n- «7 c **r-1 '!> Vo -. -'ec .C-C1 Aoc- FCt Pf’tH r.*rse*s rr a* r<Hr« ►»-• v ^ p-an *<» ? ss;

f tivr»ri|r* ,*p r»- 5 .’•'al-.'a -v ‘,V7 S i—i;..-,’ -n V', '.‘'BO'.ani v 'il-l'-!-..... . . . . .. Nr-f^i’iir *--p Cuir.o

!Ppr M Trcr-V-: Covi-rt‘’d O' ' racllnr 'rp'i-o-) ‘TJtfOOu jflir e C‘142.00 Sis? uo
T-v.-C Act ^.st 'M- !iA ViM Ml - *W

24 FrfKt-or • w** 6 4.1 0) iJO Same oo J21C CO

rip, an' N,'|i,|";jTr"J O',Si ,**' AMI Nfv-'ncu‘r AP *“-.rru Non'-r ••'rr*1‘ rh nt,.

ll-e' End IVr C'C] Sor*» Sjrr'e •Jc-e Nr/fJra^c

N.;!PS. As cl Ids 1. -CCM



Windstream Conestoga, Inc. - PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Windstream Conestoga. Inc. - PA PUC Tariff No. 13 NECA Tariff FCC No. 5
Change

iA) iB) 1C1 = |B|-|A!

Carrier Charge isnt'." if.i.i p-'*' i| Carrier Common Line

Pt jci-ss ' '•<•. ::i?i r <" t' y- di 'Jot ••. iyv.i‘Ol

►’i > - ti:r w.jff frr djMIf.r, I* 0 ,tn pw ;c,,. (i,,,, u-

M ri.’.e End Office iSnnen !.' ; iD*«r 111 4f. pi". V " .te A,t.t ".IP

LCfCd 1 SWiU** SO'.CI-'i '-pr-e '.-ir.6S2: S 0Co3>S

V nr* i.rr a ,•« Pm, lOT ^rpi*' '.it* c >*.r ’f 0 P.p.p .iT O ,|p Pp, If).'

&-r<-k, M A, M r-'.lrr

Iric-ir.iiion 0';Ii4?S Saxe SOl'lOO o:oo7S

Local Transport >': > jip<i

Dpr A| rp«<

local Transport ise.iien i? j :i

1‘itf Per An-'.S *?.irp Sa* A, r P‘C

k/ ^%.p r.ii-rpift Sv:it*r.'rt T' .n.tnrrt i ' .n» *0 i 1 *1 M W -jtp

fJt.Mv It’er M Im) >U<)0:7n So'* i? S C'kVCJ :■ otiooiT

7**tn:,ratin'* ‘Pfie JliO'’] S '.onuM Saute •JOOIOSS OOOil'f.

laro*’'Ti i>wiTch r,; S.001S25 tome ■; c)OJ74d 5 H0041')

J'tnrre f ' t pt 1;.a,'e 10 11 Hate vn

|pH' *er real or) S.-rve

Vove 'jr.ifl* ^ame

t*o ^V.re SJJ.13 •jamf? 049 SO <:s 38

Foi.i Wre SM'cs Vnre iO 1.47 72

CSl Sjrfi* M43H4 M:7 ;o

r,s3 S1.3r.4 33 ttfe <7.4:6.36 ',.37: 98

P |T»* 0-r«(t.rr- I'-T-Iir- 'r.inj’v'' 1 rrtp !C il r-.np Patp

(P<T Ml'.-) larre

VO'C** Otdiio Si o5 Sa'ne S3 S3 SI 58

CM Mr r.4 Sdmo “0 34 Cr

CM '•b7C4 M4S 55 5S3 SI

fVert-If • .rk *•: a* Pile n.-pr-.Trr.-.Pit fp. r.cr.it cr Ic ire i 0 1 11 Blte
(P,-i Irt— rjl orj S J T tf

VOUC ur.iCtf SIS St) Same S.!S 48 S 18 89

DSl Sli:.!4 Srl/TlP -6 69 ;.24 JS

US 3 M47 :o Same SSSc. 71 •;:r,9 :-.i

P l!H 'r.>JP [\\ h'] P.-.tp P (fo

{p>‘> Ar'jri,'**rre^it) Some

Ot,3 To os; ‘313 30 Ljti* SS06 42 SMI.12

DM to Vri'CB SI JO '!*> Mere ;.r'S.S2 374 Sn

S'ls p.ito ^.itf*

(Fi‘i At u'5'i Mi iu’r) SiMS-'-l.! (No! A.tbwedl 5oocuoo 1

Nat A'*jr« »Mrru -y rn i>re a \tM Netwo*'* fl,r.r« re 1*. *n (' ] J*} Pj-p F it"

(Per Hm.. ')C.-il • tt.(l) SOISSO Sam* f. Cl 140

*?Ar»* 400 C.lt 1 n.,‘p A'fPM 'prv rp n. i • pi 'rr.tpp U l» ife p..p

tV-.ic trr .ll.P'-, S 04.4 '...rn.. •;. 'I'iSd .* non*

S 00S4 SdMlC S ooso S C005

n.-t.'* • /.»'ii i!..v i. rw

l(, r-(5 ,TT it I'f, A F «• o I«. r*.» •* >• i^rv •'%, •• ''j,* i-»,t rpte, ( '\?r> ,\.n^ a.i

'•HU’n-t 1 ••.it ’IJ ‘ ............ sv’ V 01 1 !*•' •» - I' : O’li .jr>0 ••(.■/‘^ jt-' |i,f -..J.i »,ui1. ir.kt lr-1

C

Tn.|f .ft*

1 Hi 2



Windstream Conestoga, Inc. • PA
Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Windstream Conestoga. Inc. ■ PA PUC Tariff No. 13

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

IA) IB) |C1mB(.(A|

Local Ti.import (Spcllon 17.2.1 page 2) Local Transport (Section 17.2.1 page 10)

li’sMiUrion \if.-..ri.,r r? fliv,!,. j.) me N^ri -.ir r,- NL-.r"ea.i-.ii'( '-.I'tfe

(k’tfr Ei'li..n^. f.v i IV) Some

Vo.ce ei.l'> VlT*

Tvc, WuH 5161 00 5450 00 5780 i-jO

fOM 'Alice 5161 DO ’..irre •..450 CO

TjSI 518! 00 S'T* 5330 00 514Q 00

0S2 W) 00 Sarre 5445 CO

Irtn' rnn- IViir-eci.if rtf ''-.iri'e bjmp *Jjv*f»><*r''r -’.a /"is.,, e»

[Per LATA u' Mir* 1. 531.CO b.,me 5270 00 5139 00

TOC ii'n FGO C^hvijcj or- Mi, ''eijoeirv a"ji r-e ’a

s-'7ciif.-i.i-eoc.ss ’ 'I'k—.1'. -c -r. Muitil-eci.e-w Aptfn'cs

No- e--.jr' Ttf ('rarpe Sarre Na -lec'-rr -i- Cl-jrtfe

(Pel 74 Tforl; Cuv e'leC or Jcl.cn ’i'k-i-orj 526COO ^arre 5:4700 sis: 00

T”.rr Ac! vi! o-. “1 )•••?<:'.rrr-i: C'.IIEC Sa-re

|P?f 74 ' r'j.lks Ac! \ itei: or F-act i)n trfirecf - see 'V 4.1 S) 5740 00 S.nre 515^ 00 5:1000

Pev AMI Nrvir^rnrr n.» Clvr irirr*} •Jnni-oc i,fr pp 'h.^r ^0

(ref Fnd Qfi.ifl. P»r CIO More Nr)r;e Nonp

r 7. j:09Ncies: • As ot Dtcemst-f



Windstream Denver & Ephrata - PA
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate

Windstream Denver & Ephrata - PA PUC Tariff No. 19

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. S
Change

W (S| lC)MB)-(A)

Carrier Charge iwi.m im.i 11 Carrier Common Line

i3?" 2>.tv\\ .ir-. r"Crin tw Ni.ll A1 owed) ','.11 00

Pc... U ,»„ Hrtr -'I-?—.•,"1 Ojip Pyr

An fy*. n.,f*i .‘.;rrss M -i.te ■••C, rv, \rt .’!.!»

Iocj Sw'k Nrg 5 01??0I Iccji SwiU niiy 5 016522

0,v- O?- H>1 prumi'J'l' P.1T? Per im Premi'.-m p.l'“ P-r lOO

Art nsn M '•'jfpt, Arro<! Ui",.tc« Across

Ir^crrrolior. S'af<«*a^ge so::s70 Irfcrxj: or Su'crj'je 5C27100 5 020530

Local Transport iint.on i?: 2 pi«» 1 iu«i
Local Transport [snuon 1? mi

p LfM» ,*.rr f-p A»*ro«s PJI* Per Vo -M
^FfL?P Vii'*itr* fwintiTP

JOOOL't ajrn<e C 00(2203 V 00C024

rermnjt 0-' iPer r-"iTii3i O'-] •; rjnivjio 5.ime C001055 cc>>;i75

Tdf’tjPit' Svs.lcr. 'g (P^f fano^'r) SOOJWS a.l'T® 5 002744 3 0008'.*6

Fl'Ti tn'»* 1 At il.f t*% = .ro r-Ii.i-ce la.-l’ies ir.-i,;.' 10)1 p.itn P He
{P»?r Tf/nr .ivtior I ^ame*

Vi» <<• ijr.ide

Two W-ri» 3:347 earre 54(1 50 C26 09

Poor V/.re 537 c. t 573 30 541.76

asi r.i!8:s S-jn’e 5243 S3 5125 63

L'bl il.,171 i> Sjire 52.770 «6 C855 03

(3 -erl-T-'.'.t.c 7rin;r.i'i1 l( ?o i>v) i:s ipe iO 11 Pile u .T?

|Pe» M..e| 54X«

Cl 68 'jOIT*! 53 33 31 35

FJ51 J 13.80 Sd'T'P SIS 70 C3 90

JS3 CiB 12 Sjrr j 6143 SC 557 42

p.rorr.T'M'N-C Tptw n-jt-on H.ir.. D>»a-rri..'li-i1 r-' x -nt.rr f )i»e 1(3 1 11 Pile H.lt*

liVr Terr*!,* jt on) Sjire

Vof.e Gf j«:e 51620 S.id’e 533 48 51S68

Cr»I CO? I? ^.vre CPS r.'3 C7.F 57

3S3 5251.35 f;Jiri« 3536.71 5205 16

Po’e Mulin'.-«|-|> Ip.vje 'O ’I n.ite I'.rrr

(PorAr- .r-ij-irerll Sjme

0S1 10 Oil 5317.22 'j.irre C506 4 2 $:s'i ;o

DS1 tovoie 5172 47 caa*V«* C195 52 C71 05

iMfM-.srf 1»'r>r* t*#'! 1 nnr-.opH P lie T-injon Irto'iTV-r. ’ul- rh ,r.>r U ir# * i9*

IPei Ac<.i Mi-'uIh) C l>05517 INOI A* ewer!) c ornooo

N^wnr* IVnr 1.-y r**'i-jf* P.i'e Network ij'rt li-.- 0 ‘ MPi’ 10 ? 1 71 P ft**

(p.r 1 CO] 3 01550 5 .my 5 nu?o

P.ile £00 O.ifA At n»«^ sojim >> t'li'e*' ms /n r ? 1 0 “.it* P 1t#»

S..1 *• i:f f <; j^ry 5 oC4g Sartre* C 0054 0 MfCt>

V'-'t t 1 *Mlur»* iJf’f C'^-ry l’ (KW ,,,trrri '.'. IKlhO 5 0006

* A; ,'i/v *. *'^9
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Windstream Denver & Ephrata - PA

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

Windstream Denver & Ephrata - PAPUC Tariff .No. 19 NECA Tariff FCCNo. S

Change
(A) IB) (C) - IB) - (A)

Local Transport (Section 17.2.1 page 2) Local Transport (Section 17.2.1 page 10)

|n>t,ill.itirin

(fVc f >c ' Wl Sdm**

Vj Cr.»ce Sa re

Tvko W.f'* S161C0 3jre s.i'oco S2S3.0C

• o... ‘.v-'e Stfi! .to Tun-e 04^0 00 sesv no

0S1 ;;t!i oo C2:ono OM'J.OO

DS3 S-i'-i') i;o '..kirn** ;4js uo

I'-P'.IT' 'J*« T'l'ic-.il np Nnr-m ..-fi-e f‘-:".'f lr*'*r.r'* NXX T'AnsMlvr

{Per L'TA 0' A't*d) ;si CO ri4T* 52/C CO •;i39.W

fG' ar-c: rriO r.-.-W' rn 'll Mu Ii'r"I-V An;in*c

-|S7r, r" ti.r-e nr SS7 | .-/l.c .....................  ‘ fir. ICC ,ii't* <*i**rvrar« a-f n '•*v Ar*r'>c< *it ^s7

*irnrrsf,jr(1(",* | S.t* -Al"*.- nr V,7 <,tr%\ f*s ti? f/i; f’lffc'n.e'-r*, Arr1r«*»< ‘V-i*-* il"'? r«« eri'.i

TO T»u*ks Covt'rrej k:i r't.ii*ticn S.'M) 00 :;-M2 oo r.l!i2.C0

7rt."« Acf -i’ TAft Vlt n.; i.r'-re f >' t- .» Mo-rero" rj f'-s'-'e

(I'ei 24 1 runks Activ.itrC or fi.ics.on irn^ef - S 4.1,3) s:4«0ij Si.t'f SflS'f 00 3:11' oo

l'e, 4:ji (fe. 4W Nnnr«»**i rv^rcr#

(i'ei E-i: Ott-f'?. ?*•' CIC) Nor* SS'ite More .'.Cl Cnji'ge

N'jles • JLly !. .'039



Yukon-Waltz Telephone Company
Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Yukon-Waltz telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 6

PUC Tariff No. 11

Telephone - PA

Current interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NEC A Tariff FCC No. S

Change
i*l ifll ICIMW-IA)

C.vnef Chdrgr (Section } 7.1.1 QJi« 271) Qrr er Coir.mor l.n«

r.-f .<1 ■ -•lin-, I'-iunh k-i; INut .Mluw.-il) Ci: no

End Offkc (Section 17.2,3 pr*fsn 11)

•.mMLwiKI-.i'd '.oi. j\ Sw«ti l’it’(: •> u.U'US S UlIT'liB

->r

u,fO(*r'?tif)r •nirchjrgc S ;*>ra rlcnraticr ‘.i.ir l-.-.rje $1)32:00 :.Q:::oa

toe jl rrjnsport (Seition 17,2.2 273 to 274) Local transport iSeruon L7.2.2)

il.lv 0vr V-lcj $.oi/o:c3 '.ijjocj;

T*;rp*tr.»((on (Pit itfr^uiasir r) V 'lOOHJJ ;.oa:o$$ scooij:

r.iMi’.jtn S\viTf I'irs jP.T l.u’c'cm) Sco::<} Jdilic ck';■■■■ oio >»:

s.n-

[■r-r Viirf*

Vt'Cc Ot-'icc 'j.*in*«

rwfj Win* $.*<lTC sen Vo ■IT

-fit.r Wife 7«i Sant* $.*9 iO

c,:r9 i-j

ioJ 10 S«n’c* tc.r.’ti >b :::5i ;g

'■MS

1* *.r v.kl j.’fT-C

vci. eli-ulp s:.^7 wime $2 S3 $0 5h

0!.l s:‘j ic S.-ire $:i> ?o

Oli s:-J12 S.:i» 6 ::-j r.$ si: -j

Dircci 7,..rk..l< Itrmr.iirr Ir.ve iO i 11

(P<>f Tnurir.jfiO'i) SlllH-

Voice Oijoe S.vt’e r,3j os $3 f.2

js: S9?.J4 S.TTC :M!r, o9

asi oa S.-rre . ..•$ 7:

V" 'OUle.-i-K Ms VnlUM^rc M 21 ins ills

IrW .•.l.i'-gcrrcrt; SHir^

Cba loDSl Siti.i: i: $3:

OS 1 In VtJifC SI SI 12 $'.9$ 52 $12.10

(Pci A< CciS .Vir.nlc) V UiMOO ilici aiioWL-c!) $ oocooo No O'orgt*

liMrSinki-nOII rGL-1 S C:CS0 Somr $ OHIO t onj;o

Bosh f.rr ^i.cfv V rr:-,4 dcu Nn I'h. n^e

Vi it • J '-I Mh f*- i «f r.icry Ms* S.vfrr $ 0T60 $rioo:

rir.H'i * A*, of July *, » kJ'I

$ \hr, .'-.ncft't illi.'.tf.it'*'*', A ' » l-x'i 0 < •

(r< <'rniT I |1(V, 1hi^ 'f1 M*‘ • 1 ■»!*' I't fhrv ,-<» • , |VJl r‘

hh 'M r<*i* n*h f.l.it-• ‘.ifift, AI.^F 11 rtl

li »0' I »*. Ii r

'« ,i(i' "liMr. nl', ''xi't iM iit.fl! |l-f n'tr 
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Yukon-Waltz Telephone Company 

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate
Yukon-Waltz Telephone Company Supplements No. 2 & 6 

PUC Tariff No. 11

- Telephone - PA

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*

NECA Tariff FCC No. 5

Change
IA) l«) |C) (8| |A|

lotjl Transport lection 1/.2.I .72) loca) Transport tS#«tion 17.2.1 +i<ife 10)

-..•(e,. (i-.M'lvr.-.- !'•** ill iri^n y .l I....," r>cr .:|.,-lr.-.. Nr-r-r.. i ri.'.' fh.-.r.i-

ir'.'i tMlr.-f-c -.’n’ltvl 'rjme

Vi;u Qizce S. me

TkNO '.Vife Si'j'JOO wne ;4'0 UQ S.'.'O 00

W<f9 s:'.r; oo S.nne SiiOilO SUtO'.’O

os: Sorru S.iM')C S-'^OO

OSJ : :c S^rr.; ^*rj <Y) oo

rt^nr-' N'Y Tr N t'«vr. 1 rf rtf ■rli-r:cf 'JfT ............... ...

.ArA i.r V.vker .Vv.il sue on VjmL' :.::o.cio SUOQ

rr.r -.fS.l I r,n '•nnvrr'rnn , ,f ',»•> '.iiCP M 1 |.«ri f.~r* r*nn«*Mrirnn nl ‘.'ill* er. w A.lr1*'*'.v < ut ihr-r *n

S'.? '.ur.Jir; ri SS? S .■r.H rj !i V> Itirn-.'i.c—-v >v-:l rj : .trmt i.rr’rrf C\ Ar»p* rw rt S *»!irp r«? VnU It.A(.i.i ••.•v fi.-rifi".-. ♦.i. rv’lir; ‘It?*1 r»»* ..rr.r«-

■y®r rr^nki Cc*«'rtbfl oi -V.Hritr !K i s;:: no S.nre :aaj i)0 •;i?i oo

T**irt fs’Vi Mir r ^ r.f*ri>r I’rnne ''•*,«r;.» Tr. rk Ar v^.-n Nf.r'-euTr-k r'h.irr'.

l?,-r Tr'.i-fc5 A. l.v.iteo nr s 1:0 00 '.mre lUi ^ 00 oo

Pf..yA»JI r i-Tfo. 1 :ri ir^ ChTtfP fjx. rSNI 'Jrr iri i mrp I'Knr.-r*

(j?< -rflO'iic-’.>:-ci Ntre Urre



CenturyLink - PA

Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate*
Thr umTpd T'l^phcn*' Comcany (d/h/a G'niurvlmk) Pa PUC No. 9

Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate*
Conlurvlm* TviW TCC No, 1 Change

(A| (B) (C)MB)-(A)

Carrier Charge (suctian 3.9.1 pig.’ 90) Carrier Common Line

AHiiin ,3n!»' tr 1 X(*' VNinfhl,'<>1 iMt-i’t*. 57 1'3 (Not Allowed) $0 00

; *’ 1 i*»'»"iuk"1 ii* *v;n .► .»..ii'm ti -K • .‘.n.ft'j ; 1

R.iV Pit A. cuss P.ite PnrA.'c.ns Rale Pur Access

Local Switching iscrimn 6.8.2 p.ig? 216) Wiri.tu Local Switching ISeamn 6 8.3 p.iRes b-xiB jndSW) V"iuie AZmii'p

LS 1 - Grujnui'nfj .inti Ti>im,rt,itiri|> Fr.itufp Cn-Aip A A B 5 UC.i)i"Z S.itne 5.0C3892 No Ch.iilgn

LS7 • Or.gm.il 111; .inU '•■'imir.iiuii; frjlure Gi'cuu 0 5 iinjsnz j?r\\n $003892 No Ch,ir>(ic>

Switched Transport** (SnMiim&.s.i p.i|e 214.21 Switched Transport iSrrt.mx 0 8.7 naguv 6-365 thro,,gn 3791

Rate Per At r-sx Rate Per Accuse Pate Per Access

Tandem Sv.'itched Ti :insnin,sion Mirnlp T.inoprn Switched Tnnsms'iion Wmute Minute

Tiirniiiiitiior [Fm’rt) * ■* S.OOC-US 5drne $.000449 No Chau^-t

Facility (Pit Wilp) • Pi?r Ai.Lt-i, Mir.ule Ptr Wile *•• S.ilCOOZZ Sdine $ (100022 No Chunge

T.miifm SwitcAmg * •* 5.001438 $ 001438 No oh.inite

Commcin Trnnvport MuHipInaing *** 5 000459 .Same 5 000409 No Change

Ccmmon TrunK Ports 5 000490 $ 000490 No Change

1'i'dicjted frunt Pert Montnlv Oedicared Trunk Port Monthly Mnarhfv

P.t DiB S.5 S3 Same $3.83 No Change

Per DS1 59«.S6 Same 508.5G No Change

Fnrrante Faoht'ps I'hiiut.ii ■; 3 ; c...v 21.1 :i Morth'v Fntr.inrf F.ir.litre', itHLr.or n 3 2 n.ixr-, r.:'d thr.-u»h .’id

Vo«ce Gr;*de P<?r Point of Terminaiton Sj me

Two Wire 540.00 Same 540 00 No Change

Four Wire 555.00 $a me 555.00 No Change

C'Sl Same

'one 1 5104.CO Sarny 5104.00 Mo Change

Zone J 5104.00 Sa me $109 50 $5.50

7 one ii 5104 CO Same $120.00 $16.00

DS3 Per Poim of remvnjtion

Within CO Same

Zone 1 51,150.70 Same $1,036.00 . ' •

Zone 2 51.150.70 Same 51,208 00 $57.30

Zone i 51,150.70 Sine $1,206.00 5115.30

0-3 W.les Same

Zone ] 51,412 10 Sane $1,271.00 . ' 1 1 7

Io^h 2 51.412.10 Same $1 483.00 $70 90

Zone 3 S1,41Z.10 Same 51,55.1.00 5140.t'O

Over 3 Miles S.j me

Zone 1 51,500.00 Same 51.710 00 •. :ri.

Zone 2 51,%0 00 Same $1,995.00 555.00

Zone 3 51,500.00 Same $2,090.00 5190.00

Pirorl-Triin«pd Trsn-.iiort nci,. 9 « : :.jvt 214 ll Monthly Direct-Trunk ed Trantoort feut'or, I, s.: u.i.tx u-iN thrn.wh 37 tl Mnnth'y

Voice Gr.ide Per Ch.innel Same

Fin'd $30 00 Same 530.00 No Charge

Per Mile S 81 Suine 5 SI No Charge

DS1 Pei DS1 S.me

Zone 1 S*i me

Fixed $70.'00 Same 565.00

P.-r Mile $2.00 Snuie 52.00 No Change

Zone Z Sa me

Fixed $70.00 j.inie 568 CO

P n? Mile $2.00 Some 52.05 50 05

Zone 3 Vi me

F'i.ijO 570 00 Same $72.00 $2 00

Per Mile 52 00 S.jmc S2 JO 50 10

I3S3 Per D53 So me

.'anff l 5,1 me

f fi $175 70 Some $375.70 No Change

p.>r Mile $t>5 20 Same StiS.20 No Change

Zen" 1 S.ine

l-ut'd $.175 70 S.inie $413 00 $37.30

I’ -i Milo $<jv;o S,Tie $72.00 56 30

Zun." \ Some

Fond 5175.70 S.inU’ $41 1 00 537 iO

n.'i Mile $1.5 20 Same $77.00 $6 60

Toll Free Code (TFC) Access Service (section o a.i pxis y?? ?) Toll Free Code (TFC) Access Service isetnon v s 4 c-igt 6-,-'22i

III! A, F, .f, i. ;.,t i|..,.iy $ illO’HH S.irn.* 5CC06 79

• li.ly 1. .’i;!!1!

■ ‘ 'll,!!-- .11 : .ii ill ■.hii'.v. .• • ii'jili" I.u-’ I'll .id .Mrir-.. '.Ilc.vn r. m.: •■'. I. 7. A 5 M (ull.iw i iiiiri|>r;),)i: r mil i.jli-s.

‘ ‘' B.ii- ..i'l'l i'S in .'i-n.|i ! I

•< ' ■ • it...... i ;; i« sI) '.1 vi •.Tip-,i ...i-...
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Centurylink • PA

Non-Recurring Switched Access Charges

Current Intrastate Access Rate* Current Interstate & Proposed Intrastate Access Rate* Change
(A) (B| (CJ = (8) • (A)

Local Switchlne isnt on 6 a 2 page 217) Local Switchingisrciion«8.3 p^t b s.’oi

Fnd Otfire to fantlem HearranporT'Cilt Choree Noi''.’< i,nie? ‘h-irsi’ Noni-rurroii! Ch.i'k'n fJnor»<r uninn Ch.Her8

Ter 2-1 i:hann"ls Lunv'T:*‘t1 ‘’r fra. t.un Therr-ot 'j.'fj.att Same S-io.OO ■ ; f

Switched Transport** tsv.t oni. e t od«e2is./i Switched Transoort istn.nn bat c.,sr n-sori

Inst.-ill.-ition Nonrr.njirinp Ch.srrn Same Ncnretui.' i’i' Chari'-' Ncnriifijrr.np Ov-ee

Per Line S32.22 Same S3* 00 ¥s.7$

Par Truni SA4.G4 Some S33 ')0

fr.tranre Fai-ihl es tSec: on (>.S 1 o.iee 213 2) Nonr-rurr np fharee Same Nonrprurrkntf "hAtpp ^rr.rnnjrnne Ch.uep

Vcicc GrjiJe Ter Po n*. rormkn.ition same

Two Wire SI 34 25 Some S1J4.2S No Change

Four Wire S134.25 *1*1 me si 34 :s No Change

DS1 Same

Zone 1 5309 00 .Same SJO'.'.OO No Change

Zone 2 SZOL'.OO So me 5309.00 No Change

Zone 3 S3C9.00 jjme S3C9 00 No Change

OS 3 Some

Noitrecurrmd Inctallation Charge Some

Zone 1 3342.CO Son#* S342 00 No Charge

Zone 2 5342 CO Same S342 00 No Change

Zone 3 >342.00 S.ime S342.00 No Change

Nonrecurring Rearrangement Charge jam*

Zone 1 >17] 00 Same SI 71.00 No Change

Zone 2 5171 00 Same S171 00 No Change

Zone 4 S121.00 Same 5W: oc No Charge

Notes:

* As of July 3, ZCOy

■" State access tariff shews a sir.jfe ra:e for all cones. Shown as Zones 1. 2. ft 3 to follow counterpart interstate tariff rates
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AGENDA DATE: 1/20/10 
AGENDA ITEM: 4A

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
Board of Public Utilities 

Two Gateway Center 
Newark, NJ 07102
www.ni.qov/bpu/

IN THE MATTER OF THE BOARD’S INVESTIGATION ) TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
AND REVIEW OF LOCAL EXCHANGE CARRIER )
INTRASTATE EXCHANGE ACCESS RATES ) ORDER

)

) DOCKET NO. TX08090830

(SERVICE LIST ATTACHED)

William E. Mosca, Jr., Esq. and Murray Bevan, Esq., Sevan, Mosca, Guiditta & Zarillo, PC, for 
AT&T Communications of New Jersey LP and its Certificated Affiliates, Watchunq, New Jersey 
07069

Jeanne Stockman, Esq. and Sue Benedek, Esq. for United Telephone Company of New 
Jersey, Inc. f/d/b/a Embarq, d/b/a CenturyLink, Harrisburg, PA 17101

Colleen A. Foley, Esq., Saul Ewing LLP, for Embarq, Newark NJ 07101

Richard Chapkis, Esq., for Verizon New Jersey, Inc., Newark, NJ 07102

Martin Rothfelder, Esq., Rothfelder Stern, £or Monmouth Telephone and Telegraph, RNK, and 
Warwick Valley Telephone Company, Westfield, New Jersey 07090

Benjamin Aron, Esq. and Kenneth Schifman, Esq., for Sprint Communications Company LP, 
Sprint Spectrum, LP and Nextel of New York, Inc., Reston, Virginia 20191

James Meyer, Esq., Riker Danzig, Scherer, Hyland & Perretti, LLP, for Sprint Communications 
Company, L.P., Morristown, New Jersey 07090

Eric Krathwohl, Esq., Rich May a Professional Corp., for One Communications, PAETEC 
Communications, Inc. US LEC of Pennsylvania, LLC, Level3 Communications. LLC and XO 
Communications Sen/ices. Inc. Boston, Massachusetts 02110



Christopher White, Esq., for the Department of the Public Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel, 
Newark, New Jersey 07101

Kerri Kirschbaum and Alex Moreau, Deputy Attorneys General, for the Staff of the Board of 
Public Utilities, Newark. New Jersey 07101

Michael Pryor and Stefanie Zalewski Desai, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo,
PC., for the New Jersey Cable Telecommunications Association, Washington. DC. 20004

BY THE BOARD:

At its October 3, 2008 Agenda Meeting, the Board of Public Utilities (“Board'’ or "BPU"), 
in recognition of requests by certain telecommunications providers in the State, ordered the 
initiation of an investigation into Local Exchange Carrier (“LEG”) Intrastate Exchange Access 
Rates (“Intrastate Access Rates”). Specifically, in its Order dated October 6, 2008, the Board 
noted that since Intrastate Access Rates were first established by the Board in 1984, there have 
been limited changes to the structure and level of these rates. Since the implementation of 
Intrastate Access Rates and in light of the advent of local competitive alternatives, there are 
now a significant number of competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) with intrastate 
access tariffs on file with the Board, in addition to the access tariffs of the incumbent local 
exchange carriers (“ILECs"), many of which have varying Intrastate Access Rates. This Order 
memorializes the Board’s determination with regard to the structure and level of Intrastate 
Access Rates.

Procedural History

Pursuant to the Board’s October 6, 2008 Order, Board Staff and the Division of Law 
convened a pre-hearing conference to allow interested parties an opportunity to present 
positions on the issues involved, the nature of the proceeding, and the schedule for discovery, 
hearings and briefings. The pre-hearing conference was held on October 29, 2008 after notice 
was sent to the telecommunications companies operating in the State. Interested parties 
submitted proposed schedules, statements of the case and other relevant information. Entities 
were also directed to submit pro hac vice motions and motions to intervene and/or participate by 
a certain deadline.

On December 18, 2008, the Board issued a Pre-Hearing Order ("Pre-Hearing Order”) 
that set forth the issues to be resolved and the procedural schedule. The Pre-Hearing Order 
also granted eight motions to intervene and five motions for participant status. Motions for 
intervention were granted to: United Telephone of New Jersey, Inc. d/b/a CenturyLink (f/d/b/a 
Embarq) (“Embarq”)1; Verizon New Jersey Inc. (“Verizon”): Sprint Communications Company, 
L.P., Sprint Spectrum, L.P. and Nextel of New York, Inc. (collectively, '“Sprint”);AT&T 
Communications of New Jersey, TCG Pittsburgh, Inc and TCG New York, Inc. (collectively, 
“AT&T): Department of the Public Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel (“Rate Counsel "); and 
One Communications. PAETEC Communications, Inc. of Pennsylvania. LLC, Level 3 
Communications LLC and XO Communications Services, Inc. (collectively, "Joint CLECs"). 
Motions for participation were granted to Monmouth Telephone and Telegraph, Inc. 
("Monmouth"). New Jersey Cable Telecommunications Association (“NJCTA"), Cavalier

1 On or about October 2009, Embarq changed its designation to d/b/a CenturyLink. However, for 
purposes of convenience, this Order will use the Embarq designation.
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Telephone, RNK Communications and Warwick Valley Telephone Company (“WVTC"). The 
Order designated Commissioner Elizabeth Randall as the designated presiding officer. Finally, 
the Pre-Hearing Order provided a schedule for the filing of testimony and discovery. Direct 
Testimony was scheduled to be submitted on February 13, 2009, Reply Testimony on April 20, 
2009, and Rebuttal Testimony on June 22, 2009. In an Order dated January 14, 2009, 
Commissioner Randall granted Monmouth’s request to change its status to an intervener, and . 
granted several pro hac vice motions.

On February 19. 2009, the Joint CLECs filed a letter requesting an extension to the 
discovery schedule previously set by the Board, claiming Verizon, in supplying its initial 
testimony, produced only six of nine CD-ROMs, citing third-party confidentiality issues. The 
Joint CLECs asserted the need for additional time to generate discovery requests, and asked 
for a deadline of two weeks following the submission of CD-ROMs by Verizon. Commissioner 
Randall ordered that the parties be permitted to propound discovery within 10 days of receipt of 
the missing CD-ROMs in an Order dated February 23, 2009.

By letter dated March 12, 2009, Rate Counsel filed a Motion to Extend Discovery, which 
sought to extend the discovery deadline concerning the right to propound additional discovery 
on the cost model CD-ROMs obtained from Verizon New Jersey on March 2 and 3, 2009, 
pursuant to the February 23, 2009 Order. By letter dated March 13, 2009, AT&T concurred with 
Rate Counsel and requested that the Board grant Rate Counsel’s motion. On March 23, 2009, 
Verizon filed a letter opposing Rate Counsel's motion to extend discovery on Verizon’s cost 
model. Rate Counsel filed its reply to Verizon's opposition on March 25, 2009. In an Order 
dated April 6, 2009, Commissioner Randall held that Verizon had sufficiently complied with her 
February 23ld Order and additional time for discovery was unwarranted. As for the ciaims 
concerning the difficulties experienced when attempting to review, manipulate and understand 
the Verizon cost model, Commissioner Randall held that technical issues be addressed through 
Verizon's technical support staff. With respect to the request of Rate Counsel that Verizon be 
directed to provide a “stand-alone'’ version of the cost model, Commissioner Randall held that 
the question was not ripe and denied the motion.

On July 7, 2009, Embarq filed a Motion for an extension of time to respond to discovery 
requests related to rebuttal testimony filed by the parties. The date set for discovery requests 
related to rebuttal testimony was July 13, 2009, and Embarq sought an extension of time of one 
week, setting the date at July 20, 2009. Based upon the lack of opposition and the foundation 
for the request, the motion to modify the schedule was granted by Commissioner Randall.

On August 4. 2009, a second pre-hearing conference was held at the Board's Newark 
office. Representatives from participating and intervening parties attended the conference, 
which centered on discussions to streamline the evidentiary process in this case. To that end, 
the parties agreed on a number of issues dealing with marking and introduction of evidence, but 
left open the questions of the order of testimony and the ability to submit discovery responses to 
the discretion of the Commissioner. Based upon those agreements, and the open questions, 
Commissioner Randall amended the previously issued scheduling Order.

On August 13, 2009, the Joint CLECs filed a Motion to Compel AT&T, to provide further 
responses to certain Discovery Requests JCLEC-AT&T-1 (a), JCLEC-AT&T-1(d) and JCLEC- 
AT&T-3. According to the Motion, the information the Joint CLECs’ sought was directly relevant 
to the case and the Joint CLECs argued that the information sought has already been compiled 
by AT&T and that providing the information to the Joint CLECs would be a minimal burden. 
Furthermore, the Joint CLECs argued that its Motion to Compel was tailored to ensure that the
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information sought is relevant to AT&T's testimony in this matter, is reasonable in scope, is 
crucial to the proceedings, and is consistent with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 1:1-10.1(c). By letter 
dated August 18, 2009, AT&T opposed the Joint CLEC Motion to Compel, claiming that the 
requests were untimely, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant and non-probative. AT&T 
claimed that voluminous information was already provided and there was no credible basis for 
the motion. Accordingly, AT&T sought that the motion be denied in its entirety. On August 21, 
2009, the Joint CLECs filed a reply to AT&T’s response to their Motion to Compel. 
Commissioner Randall denied the Joint CLECs Motion to Compel in its entirety for in an Order 
dated September 10, 2009.

On September 8, 2009. Embarq filed a Motion in Limine requesting that the Board not 
admit into the record certain discovery responses. Additionally, on September 9, 2009, 
Monmouth filed a Motion in Limine requesting that the Board exclude from the record the 
response to its discovery request Monmouth 3-1 (b). Both motions were filed with the Board 
pursuant to an Amended Pre-Hearing Order setting forth a schedule providing for the filing of a 
list of proposed documents to be pre-submitted into evidence and for the filing of Motions in 
Limine and responses challenging the proposed evidentiary lists. Each motion was opposed by 
other parties in the case. Upon review and consideration of the motions and the responses, 
Commissioner Randall held that the discovery responses at issue in the Motions in Limine filed 
by Embarq and Monmouth, respectively, were relevant to the proceeding and should be 
admitted into the record. Accordingly, by Order dated September 11,2009, Commissioner 
Randall denied both Monmouth and Embarq’s Motion in Limine in their entirety.

The Board held evidentiary hearings before Commissioner Randall in Newark on 
September 15 and 17 and on October 19 and 20, 2009. Initial and Reply Briefs were submitted 
on November 13 and December 4, 2009 respectively.

Summary of the Positions of the Parties

Verizon

In its initial brief, Verizon proposes that the Board adopt a two-step approach by first 
leveling the playing field by capping the intrastate switched access rates of all local exchange 
carriers at the rates currently authorized for Verizon NJ. Verizon argues that its switched 
access rate is a reasonable benchmark because it has been subject to more scrutiny than any 
other carrier and is in the mainstream of switched access rates both in New Jersey and across 
the country. The Company avers that a universal benchmark would immediately increase 
economic efficiency and benefit New Jersey consumers. VNJ IB at 1-2. As a second step, and 
only after evaluating the market-disciplining effect of establishing a reasonable benchmark 
based on Verizon NJ’s access rate, the Company believes that the Board could consider 
reducing the uniform benchmark, but only if the Board were at the same time to eliminate the 
Company’s carrier of last resort obligations and grant more pricing flexibility. Id. at 2.

Furthermore, Verizon argues that no evidence exists to support the idea that an 
immediate massive reduction in the intrastate access rates is critical for New Jersey's 
telecommunications consumers, because Verizon’s residential basic exchange rates remain 
among the lowest in the nation and that it continues to invest hundreds of millions of dollars in 
its network to upgrade it from a traditional copper network to an advanced fiber optic network, 
even though it has lost a substantial number of access lines to competition. Based upon these 
circumstances. Verizon concludes that its intrastate switched access rates are not 
unreasonable, and that all other carriers should have Iheir rates reduced immediately to ensure
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competitive intrastate toll pricing. Id.at 1. Moreover, according to Verizon, a benchmark at the 
level of Verizon’s rates would be a simple and effective means to quickly move the most 
excessive switched access rates in New Jersey to more efficient levels by promoting equity and 
competitive parity as well as to reduce market distortions by prompting carriers with the highest 
access rates to recover more of their network costs from their own customers, rather than from 
other carriers and their customers through access rates. Id.at 7.

Verizon further states that when ordering CLECs to mirror the interstate switched access 
rates of the ILECs with which they compete, the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC”) 
explained that a benchmark approach to switched access regulation is both administratively 
efficient and good policy. Verizon asserts that the FCC’s benchmark rule was prompted by 
“persistent’' concerns that CLEC access rates varied dramatically and were frequently well 
above the rates charged by ILECs operating in the same area, just as in New Jersey. In further 
support of its benchmark position, Verizon argues that its intrastate access rate is close to the 
median rate in New Jersey and is in line with other states. Id. at 9-10.

Verizon assails the Joint CLECs for arguing that they should be exempted from switched 
access regulation by arguing that intrastate switched access is competitive. Id. at 10-11.
Verizon contends that the Joint CLECs theory that competition for CLEC retail customers will 
discipline CLECs’ switched access rates over some indeterminate long run ignores the 
marketplace reality that carriers compete with each other for customers by offering the best 
retail price for a service. End-users care only about what they have to pay their chosen 
supplier, not what that supplier may be charging others for switched access service. In fact, 
argues Verizon, a CLEC that wishes to avoid losing customers will have the incentive to 
maintain high switched access rates so it can make up for revenues lost from reducing its retail 
rates to win or keep customers, jd at 11.

Verizon further contends that the CLECs in this proceeding also argue that their 
switched access rates may be justified by higher costs. Verizon states that even if it were true 
that some CLECs have higher switched access costs than ILECs, (it would be irrelevant 
because no basis exists for regulators to permit CLECs to subsidize an inefficient cost structure 
by charging excessive switched access rates. Ibid. According to Verizon, CLECs should 
compete on the same playing field as the ILECs (i.e., without the artificial competitive advantage 
of higher switched access rates), and there is no evidence that CLECs have been unable to 
compete with ILECs in the wake of the FCC’s CLEC Rate Cap Order requiring them to mirror 
ILEC interstate rates. Verizon adds that as witnesses for Verizon, AT&T, and Rate Counsel 
have explained, the CLECs cost studies in this proceeding have fundamental flaws that 
exaggerate their switched access costs. Id. at 11-12.

Verizon argues that Embarq should be allowed additional pricing flexibility if its intrastate 
access rates are reduced to the benchmark level of Verizon’s rates. Verizon asserts that such 
pricing flexibility would ensure that Embarq can compete on a level playing field with Verizon NJ 
and other LECs. Id. at 13. However, Verizon contends that Embarq does not want additional 
pricing flexibility, but instead seeks the creation of a state universal service fund (“USF ’) with 
which to recover its network costs. Accordingly, Verizon asks the Board to reject Embarq’s 
request, because based on sound regulatory principles, Embarq has a right only to a 
reasonable opportunity to recover its prudently incurred costs. Ibid. Verizon also counters 
Embarq’s position that its loop costs should be included in its costs for switched access.
Verizon argues that such costs should not be attributable to switched access service because it 
is well established that it is improper to include loop costs in the total service long run
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incremental cost (“TSLRIC") of switched access services because loop costs are not caused by 
usage-based services, such as intrastate switched access. Id. at 13-14.

Verizon contends that its Intrastate Access Rates allows it to maintain the affordable 
basic exchange rates set by the Board and provide basic local service at below cost rates. 
Accordingly, Verizon argues that if the Board were to determine that a reasonable benchmark is 
lower than Verizon's intrastate access rate, the Board must permit it to collect more of its 
network costs from its own end-users and removing the legacy regulatory obligations supported 
by access charges. Verizon further argues that the Board has consciously set Verizon's 
Intrastate Access Rates to provide a contribution to local retail service. In support of its 
argument, Verizon cites to the Board’s PAR-1 and PAR-2 Orders. Id. at 16.

Moreover, Verizon argues that evidence in the present case shows that revenues from 
Verizon's basic exchange service are not sufficient to cover the total costs to provide the 
service. According to Verizon, its rate-regulated services earn revenue substantially lower than 
its costs for providing the services, therefore, the Board cannot reduce Verizon NJ’s intrastate 
switched access rates without simultaneously providing Verizon NJ the ability to offset such a 
reduction with greater pricing flexibility for its other rate-regulated services and without 
simultaneously eliminating the legacy regulatory obligations supported by access charges that 
still burden Verizon notwithstanding that Verizon now operates in a hyper-competitive 
communications market. Id. at 17.

According to Verizon, reducing its Intrastate Access Rates without considering the 
effects on Verizon's other rate regulated services would result in unjust and unreasonable rates. 
Id.at 19. Verizon argues that under New Jersey law, rates for services classified by the Board as 
■'non-competitive” must be “just and reasonable," and since the introduction of the “competitive" 
and “non-competitive” service classifications in 1987, the Board has monitored the 
reasonableness of rates for services classified as non-competitive by evaluating the aggregate 
revenues and costs for those services. In Verizon’s view, the rates of rate-regulated services, 
as a whole, must allow Verizon an opportunity to earn revenues sufficient to cover total costs 
associated with providing these services. If the Board considers reducing any of Verizon’s 
rates for rate-regulated services, including intrastate access rates, the Board must evaluate and 
understand the effect that reduction will have on Verizon’s opportunity to earn sufficient 
revenues to recover its total costs for its rate regulated services, id. at 19-20. Verizon argues 
that requiring it to subsidize its regulated services with revenue from competitive services would 
violate New Jersey law. Id. at 20. Verizon further adds that the arguments from Sprint and 
Rate Counsel, and to a lesser extent, AT&T, that long distance, broadband, an expansive list of 
custom calling features, and video services provide revenues that can be used by ILECs to 
recover their full basic network connection costs are incorrect. Id. at 20.

Verizon adds that in issuing the ILEC Reclassification Order,2 the Board did not 
anticipate and accommodate any specific level of future rate reductions in the retail 
reclassification case. Ibid. Moreover, Verizon argues that even if it were able to immediately 
take advantage of the full extent of pricing flexibility approved in the ILEC Reclassification 
Order, which it is prohibited from doing until October 2010, Verizon has shown that the total

l/M/O the Board Investigation Regarding the Reclassification of Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier 
(ILEC) Services as Competitive: l/M/O the Application of United Telephone Company of New Jersey, Inc, 
d/b/a Embarq for Approval of a Plan for Alternative Regulation, BRU Docket Nos. TX07110873 and 
1008060451 (August 20. 2008); ('ILEC Reclassification Order.").
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costs for Residential Basic Exchange Service ("RBES") would still exceed RBES revenues.
Thus, Verizon concludes that there is no way that the additional revenue that Verizon may 
derive from last year's ILEC reclassification proceeding can be considered as having “set the 
stage” for reducing Verizon NJ's intrastate access rates. Id. at 23.

Verizon also requests the Board to ignore AT&T's assertions regarding policies and 
experiences of other states. According to Verizon, AT&T's witnesses attempt to create the 
impression that there is a trend among state public utility commission towards ordering the type 
of reform AT&T advocates. Id. at 27. Verizon points out what it perceives as fundamental 
flaws with AT&T's assertion. As an initial matter, AT&T misrepresents what many other state 
commissions have done by suggesting, for example, that Texas is a “mirroring state" while 
unable to produce a statute, order, or any other authority that requires any company in Texas to 
mirror its interstate rate. Similarly, Verizon argues that some of the other parties misrepresent 
its advocacy elsewhere. Verizon contends that it consistently advocates the same benchmark 
policy it advocates here - that the rate of the ILEC that has undergone the most scrutiny should 
be used as the benchmark rate for all telephone companies. ]d. at 28-29.

In its Reply Brief, Verizon contends that no other party credibly rebutted Verizon’s 
position that its proposal is pro-consumer and fair to all carriers. Verizon also argues that 
reducing excessive access rates to a reasonable benchmark will also curb the opportunities for 
fraud and arbitrage that arise from undue rate disparities among carriers. Verizon adds that 
disproportionately high access charges provide an incentive for carriers to stimulate artificial 
demand for access services in order to increase their own revenues and profits, which is 
commonly known as “traffic pumping." In this scenario, according to Verizon, a LEC 
collaborates with a non-LEC entity that advertises “free" international calling, adult content 
calling, or other such “free" services to generate access minutes—and terminating access 
fees—for the LEC. The LEC, according to Verizon, then gives the non-LEC firm kickbacks of a 
portion of the terminating switched access fees carriers pay to the LEC. The LEC thus exploits 
its high access rates at the expense of the carriers compelled to send long-distance calls to the 
LEC's network. VZ RB at 5-6.

Verizon also counters the arguments posed by the Joint CLECs and Embarq that 
excessive access rates may be justified by their higher costs. Id. at 9. Verizon contends that 
nothing in the record supports the conclusion that Embarq and the Joint CLECs costs are more 
than those of Verizon to provide switched access service. Verizon reiterates its previous 
argument that even if the Board were to determine that Embarq or the Joint CLECs actually had 
higher costs than Verizon, the Board should not subsidize an inefficient cost structure by 
allowing Embarq or the Joint CLECs to charge excessive rates for a non-competitive service. 
Moreover, Verizon states that the purpose of regulation is to mimic the effects of competition, 
and, in competitive markets, higher cost firms typically are not rewarded for inefficiency with 
higher prices. Id. at 10.

Furthermore, Verizon argues that the Joint CLECs position that the market for switched 
access services is competitive is incorrect because regulation prohibits the originating carrier 
from blocking calls to a CLEC with high access rates, and the originating carrier does not have a 
choice of terminating carriers the originating carrier must pay the switched access rate set by 
the terminating carrier. Verizon, AT&T, Sprint, and Rate Counsel all have presented evidence 
of other regulatory decisions supporting the fact that CLEC access services are not subject to 
sufficient competitive discipline because regulation prohibits one carrier from refusing to deliver 
traffic to another carrier with disproportionately high access rates. Moreover, claims Verizon, 
the FCC and state commissions have rejected the Joint CLECs argument repeatedly, and no
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state commission that has investigated the issue has declined to constrain CLEC intrastate 
access rates. Id. at 10.

In its Reply Brief, Verizon also argues that any reduction in its Intrastate Access Rates 
must accompany a rate rebalancing to the extent that the lost revenues from the Intrastate 
Access reductions were subsidizing non-competitive services, id at 12. Verizon also counters 
the argument of AT&T, Sprint and Rate Counsel that the pricing flexibility granted in the ILEC 
Reclassification proceeding was intended to provide ILECs with sufficient revenues to 
compensate for potential revenue losses due to a reduction in Intrastate Access Rates. ]d at 
14. Moreover, Verizon asserts that any separate proceeding to grant additional pricing flexibility 
to ILECs must occur immediately following a reduction in Verizon's Intrastate Access Rates. 
Furthermore, Verizon requests that a subsequent pricing flexibility proceeding conclude before a 
reduction in Intrastate Access Rates are phased in. Otherwise, claims Verizon, such regulatory 
lag would be confiscatory to Verizon. Id. at 19-20. Additionally, Verizon argues that any 
argument that the Board should require a company to subsidize rate-regulated services with 
revenue from non-regulated services is an unsustainable policy that must be rejected. Id. at 27.

EMBARQ

In its Initial Brief. Embarq argues that the Board must reject the proposals presented by 
the other parties to reduce Embarq's Intrastate Access Rates. Alternatively, Embarq requests 
that if the Board deems it necessary to adjust Embarq's Intrastate Access Rates, the Board 
must also implement the following: (1) a statewide universal service fund supported by all 
competitive providers; (2) the allowance of additional pricing flexibilities to Embarq in recognition 
that an ILEC serving less dense and higher cost areas that has Carrier of Last Resort (‘'COLR”) 
obligations; and (3) a reduction of intrastate access rates on a phased-in basis over a period of 
several years. EQ IB at 69.

First, Embarq contends that the parties seeking to change intrastate access rates must 
prove the case that intrastate access rates require reduction, something they have failed to do. 
Id. at 6. Moreover, Embarq argues that this case is a policy matter which requires the Board to 
take notice of the costs needed to install and maintain a network. Cost studies and testimony 
submitted by Embarq support the argument that the costs to provide service exceed Embarq's 
revenues and reducing intrastate access rates and/or eliminating the Carrier Common Line 
Charge (“CCLC") will only exacerbate the deficit between costs and revenues. Moreover, 
Embarq contends that access rate reductions, absent a recovery mechanism, provides no 
benefit to New Jersey's consumers. Id. at 7-8.

Furthermore, Embarq argues that AT&T, in recommending that Intrastate Access Rates 
be immediately reduced to interstate levels, wrongfully aligns the pricing flexibility granted in the 
Embarq ILEC Reclassification proceeding with access reduction relief. Embarq also contends 
that Verizon’s proposal is flawed because it uses Verizon's rate as a benchmark for intrastate 
access rates. Additionally, Embarq asserts that Rate Counsel’s approach to eliminate subsidies 
and use TELRIC to determine the cost for switched access is unreasonable. IcL at 4.

In arguing how its customers benefit from the current Intrastate Access Rates, Embarq 
describes how it serves less dense high cost areas and holds less than 4% of the access lines 
in the State. Furthermore, Embarq argues that while its COLR obligations, as provided under 
N.J.S.A. 48:2-23 and related regulations, are a costly burden, the obligation furthers the state 
policy of universal service at affordable rates. IcLat 16. Embarq contends that opposing parties 
fail to show how Embarq can continue to meet its COLR obligations in light of the proposed
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access charge reductions, and the record does not establish that if such reductions to Embarq's 
intrastate switched access rates occur it can avoid rate increases for New Jersey’s consumers. 
|dat 10.

Embarq further argues that toll rates and access charges are set based on regulatory 
policy promoting affordable residential service, and the subsidies inherent in local rates which 
derive from switched access is a policy maintained over the years that supports the provision of 
universal and affordable service. Id. at 18. To provide local exchange service, Embarq must 
maintain and upgrade its network. This is achieved through the existing public policies of the 
state which support the use of intrastate access charges to ensure safe, quality, affordable 
service in Embarq's territory including less dense, high cost service areas. This regulatory 
balance should be preserved. Id. at 20.

Furthermore, Embarq argues that, as shown by its cost study, its current Intrastate 
Access Rates are just and reasonable. Embarq details the testimony from its witnesses that its 
cost study submitted provides TSLRIC. Furthermore, Embarq argues that its CCLC is necessary 
and generally is gauged by minutes of use billed to an IXC by the ILEC to recover costs of the 
local loop plant. Id. at 30. Embarq argues that "the evidentiary record demonstrates that loop 
cost support is critical and necessary. Embarq claims the cost adjustments proposed by 
various parties are not supported in the record and that previously granted pricing flexibility was 
not intended to justify access reductions. Id. at 38.

Embarq goes on to argue that its Plan of Alternative Regulation established in the 2008 
ILEC Reclassification proceeding is necessary to keep its rates just and reasonable and to 
accomplish the Board’s goals. Additionally, Embarq contends that using the revenues from the 
pricing flexibility granted in the ILEC Reclassification Order to fund access reductions is 
improper. Id. at 39. Embarq opposes AT&T and Sprint’s position that any reduction in revenues 
from Intrastate Access Rates can be offset through the pricing flexibility, arguing, in part, that 
intrastate access rates were not an issue in the ILEC Reclassification proceeding. Moreover, 
Embarq contends that the language in its Stipulation and Agreement from that proceeding does 
not create a linkage between price flexibility and access reductions. Idi at 40-41. Finally,
Embarq argues that its New Jersey customers will be harmed if revenues from the ILEC 
Reclassification proceeding are used to fund access reductions. Embarq claims that the Board 
granted it additional pricing flexibility to counter low rates, level the competitive playing field 
between Embarq and unregulated competitors, and to enhance incentives for Embarq to invest 
in infrastructure improvements, and any diversion of funding to support access reductions will be 
done at the consumers’ expense. Id. at 43-45.

Additionally, Embarq argues that any reduction to its Intrastate Access Rate would result 
in de minimis financial benefits to consumers and that the current Intrastate Access Rate levels 
are not a barrier to competition in New Jersey. Id. at 49-53. Embarq also attacks Verizon's 
benchmarking proposal, arguing that using Verizon specific intrastate switched access rates as 
a benchmark for all carriers does not ensure rates that are just and reasonable. Embarq further 
contends that contrary to Verizon's suggestion, no state commission has adopted Verizon's 
proposal that the Regional Bell Operating Company's (“RBOC") intrastate access rate be used 
as the benchmark rate for other ILECs operating in the state. Id at 65-67.

Embarq's Reply Brief argues that reduction of the Intrastate Access Rates by Ihe Board 
would be premature in light of ongoing FCC investigations into intercarrier compensation and 
universal service. EQ RB at 4. Embarq also claims that AT&T's studies showing a benefit to 
customers if Intrastate Access Rates are reduced are misleading. Moreover, Embarq states that
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while AT&T has offered to eliminate its in-state access fee and reduce a decrement rate on 
intrastate prepaid calling cards if the Intrastate Access Rate is reduced to interstate levels, 
Sprint has failed to make a similar commitment. Id.at 23.

Embarq further asserts that AT&T. Sprint and Rate Counsel’s reliance on the Board's 
IntraLATA Presubscription Order3 to argue that total company revenues should be considered 
when reviewing financial harm, is misplaced. Embarq contends that the IntraLATA 
Presubscription Order is narrow and limited to a specific context inapplicable to the instant 
proceeding. In that 1995 proceeding, Verizon claimed that it would suffer financial harm in the 
form of competitive losses as a result of intraLATA toll presubscription being introduced in New 
Jersey. Embarq argues that unlike the factual circumstances in the IntraLATA Presubscription 
Order, Embarq in this proceeding provided hard evidence of the direct harm to consumers, to 
New Jersey, and to Embarq's regulatory obligations if the proponents of intrastate switched 
access rate reductions prevail and unravel one component of Board pricing policies. Id. at 35- 
36.

Embarq reiterates its argument that the implementation of a state USF is an essential 
component of access reform. Id.at 40. Embarq also assails Rate Counsel for arguing that rate 
increases for competitive services and other consumer demanded services, such as bundles, 
should be used to fund access reductions. Embarq argues that Rate Counsel advocates 
breaking the historic linkage between the elimination of subsidies in switched access charges 
and wrongly recommends that the ILECs use revenues from competitive services to offset 
reductions in carrier access charges. According to Embarq, a recommendation that the ILECs 
subsidize basic rates with revenues from their own retail services is contrary to New Jersey law 
and the intentions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which states that there “should be 
specific, predictable and sufficient Federal and State mechanisms to preserve and advance 
universal service.” Id. At 36-37.

JOINT CLECS

In its Initial Brief, the Joint CLECs contend that the main point of this proceeding is to 
determine whether Verizon, the dominant carrier in New Jersey, should be required to reduce its 
Intrastate Access Rates and whether it should be allowed to recoup lost revenues from another 
source. They further add that where the Joint CLECs have shown their costs to be far higher 
than the level urged by the IXCs, the Board must reject the IXCs’ requests for lower rates. 
Specifically, there can be no reduction in the Joint CLECs access charges by any amount that 
would result in the Joint CLECs not being able to recover the costs of providing a service (to 
IXCs) that the Joint CLECs have no choice but to provide. They add that if the Board finds it 
appropriate to adjust all carriers' Intrastate Access Rates, then, at least with respect to the Joint 
CLECs, a reduction of its Intrastate Access Rates can only be done in a manner consistent with 
its cost studies. JC IB at 2-3. Moreover, the Joint CLECs submit that Rate Counsel has 
acknowledged that the Joint CLECs switched access rates should also be set on the basis of 
company specific cost studies. Id. at 3.

Though the Joint CLECs believe no reduction in their access charges is necessary or 
appropriate, and that any change must heed cost floors shown by cost studies, the CLECs 
agree that transition periods are good policy. Alternatively, the Board may avoid all concerns

J Investigation of IntraLATA toll Competition for Telecommunications Services. GPU Dkt. No. 
7X94090388 (Dec. 14, 1995) rintraLATA Presubscription Order”)
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with confiscation by eschewing the regulation by price caps (involving slashing of Joint CLECs 
access charges) by allowing the market to control the prices, jd. at 4.

The Joint CLECs argue that in determining whether to adjust Intrastate Access rates, the 
Board should consider the carrier’s cost, and that this position is in line with the ILECs' 
testimony on the argument that rates should be compensatory and that they too have submitted 
cost studies to support their demands for adequate compensation. IcL at 5-6. Accordingly, the 
Joint CLECs state that the costing/pricing considerations for the CLECs are relatively 
straightforward. The costs of providing switched access services are shown by the cost studies. 
If the Board determines to regulate the prices for such services, those prices must cover costs, 
and as the Joint CLECs1 witness, Dr. Ankum, testified, CLECs cannot easily shift switched 
access costs, a wholesale service, to retail customers. This is shown by the relatively low 
margin on CLEC retail services. Id. at 7. In contrast, ILECs have several regulated services 
and historically regulators intentionally subsidized basic service. Therefore, the Joint CLECs 
contend that the issue is more complex in the case of the two incumbents than it is for the 
competitive carriers. The Joint CLECs argue that these issues mandate that the Board take a 
different approach to ILECs and CLECs rates, though ultimately, all carriers must be allowed to 
set rates that cover costs. Id. at 7-8. The Joint CLECs also allege that AT&T has not shown that 
there has been inefficient operation or investment by the CLECs, and that a uniform price vision 
for Intrastate Access Rates in improper. Id. at 8-9.

The Joint CLECs also contend that long-standing precedent at the Board, and through 
the New Jersey courts and the U.S. Supreme Court bars regulators from setting rates that do 
not allow a company to recover its costs of providing service. Such precedent bars the "free­
riding" sought by AT&T and Sprint. Id. at 12.

Regardless of the existence of a cost study, or of the Board's acceptance of any cost 
study, the Joint CLECs contend that there are fundamental differences between ILECs and 
CLECs resulting in different costs to provide service. Id. at 13. Dr. Ankum showed that five 
significant factors can lead to demonstrably higher CLEC access costs: 1 2 3 4 5

1. CLECs do not have the same economies of scale as large ILECs.
2. CLECs have different network architectures than large ILECs with proportionately 

more traffic-sensitive costs.
3. CLECs have lower facility utilization than large ILECs.
4. CLECs have a sparser customer base than large ILECs.
5. CLECs have higher input prices than large ILECs.

Id. at 14.

For these reasons, the Joint CLECs argue that the Board should summarily reject the 
suggestions that CLECs’ Intrastate Access Rates may in any way be set with reference to ILEC 
switched access rates. Ibid. The Joint CLECs maintain that the study results demonstrate that 
the difference between rates and costs comprises a much narrower gap for One Comm, and 
PAETEC than for Verizon (/.e. CLECs operate on a much thinner margin). The Joint CLECs 
submit that it is clear that even modest rate reductions would force PAETEC and One Comm, 
rates "underwater." Id^ at 15. The Joint CLECs also allege that its cost studies analyze all the 
companies’ facilities and equipment and financial records, as well as consider their network and 
business planning, and the cost studies and the panel of experts that performed those studies 
were barely questioned on the stand and the only criticisms raised, were thoroughly rebutted.
Id. at 16.
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Furthermore, the Joint CLECs argue that IXCs must bear their share of joint and 
common costs associated with the provision of switched access service. Id. at 18.
Furthermore, the Joint CLECs argue that loop costs must be considered, because the local loop 
is needed to both provide local service to an end user and to carry toll calls to and from an end 
user. Moreover, the Joint CLECs contend that customers simply do not sign up for a 
telecommunications service that allows them to connect to a relatively limited number of people 
and businesses in a very limited geographic proximity. Indeed, there is considerable evidence 
on the record to the effect that end-users purchase telecommunications services on a bundled 
basis. Thus, the Joint CLECs argue, it is clear that customers focus on being able to make 
whatever calls they want to -local or toll- and that the clear conclusion is that both carriers and 
customers view local and toll services as intertwined, such that the total cost of providing both 
services should be allocated to customers of both services. Id. at 19-20.

The Joint CLECs also contend that because the cost studies model a forward-looking 
network using the most current, most efficient equipment, even if the companies are currently 
using older, more expensive equipment, those studies will understate costs actually incurred by 
the CLECs. Moreover, the Joint CLECs state that the cost studies have used a reasonable (if 
not conservative) cost of capital, based upon actual costs of existing debt, expectations of each 
company's chief financial officer for future debt issuances and the commonly used and accepted 
CAPM equity cost model, using inputs determined as reasonable by the person responsible for 
raising capital for the companies. Id. at 22-23.

Additionally, the Joint CLECs argue that the Board should permit the market to control 
Intrastate Access Rates. The Joint CLECs oppose the position of the other parties that CLECs 
have a monopoly on switched access services because the CLEC providing switched access is 
chosen by the CLEC end-user and so the IXC has no choice but to connect to the CLEC, 
regardless of the level of access charges. Id. at 29. The Joint CLECs also recommend that just 
as AT&T currently charges an in-state customer connectivity charge, that is built upon the 
allegedly excessive access charges, and just as many IXCs impose a variety of other usage 
based surcharges, IXCs could impose a fee reflecting the cost of any access charge differential. 
kT at 35.

The Joint CLECs further allege that AT&T has mischaracterized action on Intrastate 
Access Rates by other state commissions. While the Joint CLECs do not deny that a number of 
states have taken some action over the past eight years that affect CLEC access charges, the 
Joint CLECs contend that those actions are more nuanced than AT&T and others would have 
the Board believe. Id. at 36.

Finally, the Joint CLECs’ Initial Brief argues that the Board, with regard to One Comm, 
and PAETEC, cannot reduce access charges below the indicated level of costs, As to Level 3 
and XO, they recommend that the Board should follow the Massachusetts approach and allow 
Level 3 and XO a reasonable time to prepare and file their own cost studies should they so 
choose. Also, at any time in the future, the Joint CLECs argue that any CLEC should be able to 
propose access rates higher than any cap if those rates are supported by a cost study. ]cL at 
37. The Joint CLECs assert that their economic arguments have merit, and the Board must not 
succumb to AT&T's superficial claims. The record reflects that the IXCs have plenty of options 
to bypass the CLECs intrastate switched access services and/or to force CLEC pricing on such 
services lower. According to the CLECs, IXCs dwarf the CLECs in both the local and long 
distance markets and are fully capable of reaching an end-user customer on their own. The
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Board need not take the extraordinary step of regulating (even in part) heretofore unregulated 
competitive carrier services. Ibid.

In its Reply Brief, the Joint CLECs reiterate their position that the Intrastate Access Rate 
proposals put forth by Sprint and AT&T would force the Joint CLECs to provide services at rates 
below their costs. JC RB at 5. The Joint CLECs also argue that the IXCs and Rate Counsel are 
recommending a pricing scheme under which the CLECs end users would subsidize IXC 
access services. According to the Joint CLECs, the whole thrust of regulation over the last 
decades has been to eliminate implicit subsidies and to have cost causers pay and the IXCs 
and Rate Counsel's suggestions would be a giant step back in this process. The Joint CLECs 
assert that they and other CLECs would be forced to attempt to have their end users subsidize 
IXCs, some of whom are the largest and most profitable telecommunications companies in the 
United States. Id. at 14.

The Joint CLECs also argue that a number of decisions cited by the IXCs and Rate 
Counsel in support of their positions also support the Joint CLECs because these decisions 
recognize a need to consider CLEC costs and base access charges on the cost studies, as well 
as allow a transition period to any reduction in access charges. According to the Joint CLECs, 
the 2008 decision of the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable 
(“MDTC") imposed a one year transition period in recognition of the possible adverse effects on 
CLECs. More importantly, argues the Joint CLECs, the MDTC agreed with the CLECs 
confiscation arguments and allowed all CLECs an opportunity to file a cost study to justify a 
level of charges other than that of the ILEC (Verizon). Thus, the Joint CLECs argue, this 
precedent endorses the rejection of the ‘flash cut” arguments of AT&T and Rate Counsel, as 
well as the need to base any regulated charges on the costs of providing the service by the 
carrier in question (as PAETEC and One Comm, have done here). Id. at 33. The Reply Brief 
concludes by stating that the West Virginia Commission issued on November 23, 2009 a final 
order that allowed for up to a 30 month, three step phase in of rate reductions and allowed 
CLECs the opportunity to file cost studies that could be the basis for an exemption from any 
requirement to reduce their access charges to Verizon’s interstate charges, id. at 34.

MONMOUTH TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH COMPANY

In its Initial Brief, Monmouth contends that it is well settled that utility rates must provide 
sufficient revenue to avoid use of private property for public without just and adequate 
compensation. To that end, Monmouth asserts that the record shows that its Intrastate Access 
Rates are below costs, are not unjust and unreasonable, and, accordingly, should not be 
reduced. Monmouth IB at 2-3.

Monmouth claims that it has presented in this docket a forward-looking study of its 
specific costs to provide intrastate switched access services, and that study, including the 
update for cost of capital, supports a cost that is well in excess of Monmouth’s current intrastate 
switched access rate of 3.3 cents per MOU. Moreover, Monmouth contends, after refuting 
Verizon and AT&T's criticisms as unsupported and without merit, that it has shown that 
adjusting its study to accommodate the criticisms results in a cost, which remains above 
Monmouth's current intrastate switched access rate, jd at 4.

Monmouth argues that criticism levied at its cost study by other parties is without merit 
and does not justify an adjustment to Monmouth’s Intrastate Access Rates. Monmouth 
contends that Rate Counsel offered into evidence a late-filed revised discovery response by 
AT&T, to Monmouth-AT&T 3-1(b). Monmouth notes that it filed a Motion in Limine, requesting
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that the AT&T revised response be excluded from record of evidence in this docket, but the 
motion was denied by Commissioner Randall. In its Initial Brief, Monmouth requests that the full 
Board reverse that Order and order that the subject, revised discovery response by AT&T, 
introduced by Rate Counsel, be excluded from the record of evidence in this docket. Monmouth 
claims that the revised response does not address the basis of AT&T's pre-filed rebuttal 
testimony, for which the discovery asked. Instead, claims Monmouth, the response provides a 
revised calculation of costs, which provided new calculations using Monmouth's cost study by 
an unidentified person or persons, id. at 14-15.

Monmouth notes that this docket contains proposals by AT&T, Verizon, Sprint, and Rate 
Counsel to set intrastate switched access rates for CLECs based on the rates of other carriers, 
set by other tribunals, or otherwise not based on the CLECs costs to provide switched access 
service. According to Monmouth, discovery responses placed in the record confirm that these 
parties developed and filed their access rate proposals without any review of Monmouth’s or 
any other New Jersey CLECs’ costs. Monmouth asserts that findings on Monmouth's currently 
tariffed intrastate switched access rates, or setting new rates, without regard to Monmouth's 
costs would violate the legal standards governing the setting of utility rates under N.J.S.A. 48:2- 
21(b)1. Id,, at 19.

Monmouth concludes that with regard to Monmouth, the Board should focus on the 
evidence of Monmouth’s cost for providing switched access service. Based on the evidence in 
the record, the Board should find that there is no basis to find Monmouth’s rates unjust or 
unreasonable. Thus, Monmouth argues, this matter should conclude with no change in 
Monmouth's rates and no further inquiry into them. Id. at 21.

In its Reply Brief, Monmouth argues that any non-voluntary reduction in Monmouth's 
intrastate switch access rate that may be ordered by the Board cannot result in rates so low as 
to be confiscatory by constitutional standards. Additionally, Monmouth continues to request 
that the Board either strike or give no weight to AT&T's response to discovery responses 
Monmouth-AT&T 3-1 (b), which is part of Exhibit RC-4. Monmouth RB at 5.

Finally, Monmouth asserts that if the Board reduces Intrastate Access Rates, that a 
transition period, such as the one proposed by the Joint CLECs, be provided so that carriers 
can adjust or exit the New Jersey telecommunications industry. Monmouth also requests that a 
Board order addressing CLEC Intrastate Access Rates on a generic basis allow carriers to 
submit cost studies to support rates and rate filings that are consistent with their costs. 
Monmouth also notes that the FCC order that set CLEC rates based on ILEC costs provided for 
a three year transition period to the new rates based on a finding that a "flash cut" to such rates 
would be "unduly detrimental to the competitive carriers." Jd. at 6.

WARWICK VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY

In a letter brief filed in lieu of a brief. Warwick, a participant in this proceeding, contends 
that the Board’s Prehearing Order dated December 18, 2008 provides that this investigation is 
designed to set rates for which ail entities will be required to charge "including default rates 
where entities have failed to participate in this proceeding." Accordingly, Warwick argues that 
because it participated in this proceeding by responding to Staffs discovery response, based on 
the record in this proceeding, there is no basis to adjust Warwick's intrastate access rates.
WVT IB at 1.
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According to Warwick, on January 23, 2009, Warwick provided answers to Board Staff’s 
discovery requests, including a response to request Staff-5, to which Warwick provided a copy 
of a cost study and related work papers quantifying Warwick's cost to provide intrastate 
switched access service. These materials, according to the Warwick, show that Warwick's 
switched access rates are not unreasonable. Warwick argues that no other party has submitted 
materials that address Warwick's specific costs, kl at 2.

Warwick asserts that there is no record basis to change its current intrastate switched 
access rate in this docket, and submits that policy and constitutional considerations dictate that 
Warwick be afforded the opportunity to have its specific costs and services addressed by the 
Board before any change to Warwick's intrastate switched access rates are ordered by the 
Board. Ibid.

In its Reply Brief, WVT claims that because it is the only rural ILEC, as defined under 47 
U.S.C. §153 (37). and because the Board annually certifies WVT’s eligibility to receive federal 
high-cost universal service funds, no party's proposal relate to the costs and operations of WVT. 
Accordingly, WVT asks that the Board make no changes to its Intrastate Access Rates in this 
docket. WVT RBat 1.

AT&T

In its Initial Brief, AT&T argues that the Board should reject the claims made by the 
ILECs and CLECs and pursue Intrastate Access Rate reform. First, AT&T notes that only the 
LEG serving the calling or called customer can provide switched access service on calls to or 
from that customer absent a dedicated service arrangement through special access, and an IXC 
has no choice of which LEG to use because there can be only one supplier of switched access 
on each LEC line. ATT IB at 8. AT&T contends that this bottleneck gives all LECs market power 
in the provision of switched access. The originating carrier has no other choice but to terminate 
the call through the called party’s carrier. Moreover, AT&T argues that the record shows there 
is no difference between the origination and termination functions of both intrastate and 
interstate switched access, and that the other LECs in the proceeding acknowledged these 
similarities.

Secondly, AT&T states that AT&T, Verizon, and Rate Counsel concur that intrastate 
access rate reductions will benefit New Jersey consumers. According to AT&T, Verizon 
intimated that competitive forces in the interexchange market will ensure that retail rates include 
the effects of cost savings reflected in reduced rates, and Rate Counsel's witness expected 
market discipline would prevent an IXC from only temporarily decreasing its retail rates and then 
raising them again. Jd. at 11. AT&T also found that prices in non-mirroring states were 
approximately 15% higher than in mirroring states, an indication of a strong correlation between 
access reductions and lowering of retail rates. jd.at 12. AT&T further argues that a Verizon 
witness in another proceeding testified that “asymmetric regulation" harms competition and 
consumers because they prevent a competitor from charging cost-based prices that would 
prevail in an unregulated market, harm customers who are served with higher costs and 
diminish the ability to innovate, id. at 14-15.

AT&T also claims that by allowing Embarq and Verizon pricing flexibility in the ILEC 
Reclassification proceeding, the Board has paved the way for reduced access rates. In arguing 
that a reduction in intrastate access charge revenues for Embarq and Verizon would be less 
than the increase both ILECs generated as a result of the ILEC Reclassification proceeding, 
AT&T urges the Board to immediately reduce Intrastate Access Rates Id. at 16-11.
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Furthermore, AT&T contends that nearly two dozen states, including Massachusetts, 
Ohio and Illinois, have reduced intrastate access rates, id. at 17. States with a similar level of 
industrialization to New Jersey such as Massachusetts, Ohio and Illinois are among the pack of 
states that have mirrored intrastate rates with interstate rates, id. at 9. According to AT&T, 
Verizon agrees that consumers will benefit from access reductions because competitive market 
forces will cause carriers to flow those reductions through to customers.

In addressing Verizon’s charges, AT&T claims that while Verizon has argued against a 
reduction of Intrastate Access Rates in this proceeding, it has advocated for it before other state 
commissions. \& at 25. AT&T also states that Verizon’s Intrastate Access Rates are excessive 
and Verizon’s costs to provide switched access service are below its Intrastate Access Rates. 
Moreover, AT&T contends that Verizon's Intrastate Access Rate is three and a half times 
Verizon’s average interstate access rate for the same functionality. Id. at 31. With modest 
corrections to eliminate excessive cost of capital, non-traffic sensitive costs, use of Board 
approved depreciation lives, removal of the common overhead factor not needed in forward 
looking costs and others, AT&T claims that Verizon's cost would be reduced to a figure that 
leaves an 80% margin of profit over its interstate rates. ]d. at 32-34. AT&T dismisses the LECs' 
argument that reducing intrastate access rates to interstate parity would somehow result in 
below-cost access rates. There is no record evidence that any carrier participating in this case 
has ever challenged its interstate rates as being below cost.

Furthermore, AT&T contends that Verizon’s argument that the Board must consider that 
Verizon’s rate-regulated revenues do not cover the costs for providing these services is wrong. 
AT&T argues that not only would the net effect of Intrastate Access Rate reductions and the 
ILEC Reclassification Order be a financial benefit to Verizon, but Verizon’s cost study includes 
excessive costs. ]d. at 35. AT&T also states that the Board’s Prehearing Order was clear that 
issues related to revenue recovery are outside the scope of this proceeding, kl at 36.
Moreover, provisions in the Stipulations of Settlement approved in the ILEC Reclassification 
Orders provided that Embarq and Verizon may not petition the Board to modify their rate caps 
until the Board initiates a proceeding to reevaluate the competitiveness of certain services 
unless the Board issues an Order reducing Intrastate Access Rates. Then, according to AT&T, 
Verizon and Embarq may request the Board to adjust the rate caps upon petition to the Board, 
upon notice and hearing. Accordingly, AT&T contends that any request for an adjustment to rate 
regulated rates in this docket is premature. ]d. at 37. According to AT&T, Verizon eventually 
admitted that the net impact of the Board's pricing flexibility order and access reductions for 
LECs will still generate very substantial positive revenue over a three year period. AT&T further 
states that issues such as additional pricing regulations, COLR and Fiber Optic Service ( ‘FiOS") 
investments are clearly outside the scope of this proceeding. Id. at 44-45.

AT&T similarly argues Embarq has already been granted more retail pricing flexibility 
than it will require to recover access revenue reductions if the Board reduces its Intrastate 
Access Rates, [d. at 48. Moreover, AT&T argues that consumers will benefit from access 
reductions, contrary to Embarq’s position, because a reduction in Intrastate Access Rates to the 
interstate level would result in some reduction in long distance rates. Id^. at 51-53. Additionally, 
AT&T contends that Embarq’s direct costs of access are below its interstate rate, and Embarq's 
inclusion of the CCLC is improper. Id at 54-55. According to AT&T, Verizon, AT&T, the FCC 
and Embarq's Dr. Stahir agree that "there is no causative relationship between the provision of 
customer loops and the provision of switched access." Embarq also wrongfully included a 
common cost loading factor to the direct cost of switched access. AT&T also claims that 
Embarq incorrectly attributed other traffic non-sensitive costs into its model as Verizon did and
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overstated its average trunk investment. AT&T argues that when these four issues are 
corrected, the incremental cost of Embarq's switched access is below the interstate rate, and by 
reducing the intrastate rates to the interstate level, Embarq will still be making a 200% profit 
over its costs, id,, at 59-61.

AT&T also dismisses Embarq's position that the Board should create a statewide 
Universal Service Fund, and its arguments regarding the Board's ILEC Reclassification Order. 
COIR, rate regulated services and that any reductions in Intrastate Access Rates be phased in. 
Id. at 63. AT&T contends that Embarq’s witnesses did not identify any specific costs related to 
its COLR obligations and affirmed that Embarq conducted no studies to determine such costs. 
Id. at 62. Additionally, AT&T argues that Embarq's request for a statewide USF should be 
rejected because universal service support is intended to provide assistance to local exchange 
companies that have higher than average cost and or serve low income communities. Embarq 
is a net payer into the Federal Universal Service fund and receives no high cost loop support 
from the Federal Universal Service Fund. Ibid.

AT&T contends that the Intrastate Access Rates charged by CLECs in New Jersey are 
excessive. Id. at 64. Moreover, AT&T attacks the Joint CLECs position that they have no 
market power, arguing that switched access rates are not subject to competitive pressures, jd. 
at 69-70. Additionally, AT&T asserts that the CLECs are not entitled to offsetting revenue 
streams if their Intrastate Access Rates are lowered because all CLEC retail services are 
competitive and have no pricing restraints, id. at 70.

AT&T also argues that witnesses at the hearings all confirmed that switched access is a 
monopoly product because CLECs have 100% market share on all calls made to and from their 
customers. Jd. at 67. Claims by CLECs that the access market is competitive because others 
could win away CLEC customers if the access rates are too high is implausible to quote Rate 
Counsel because competition will cause CLECs to lower their retail rates and not the switched 
access rates. According to AT&T, the record in this case is consistent with the findings of the 
FCC and numerous state regulators who have ordered that CLEC switched access rates above 
the level of the principal incumbent in its serving area can not be considered just and equitable. 
Id. at 68. Moreover, AT&T states that CLECs may not (and do not) charge interstate switched 
access rates in excess of the relevant ILECs rates today for interstate calls that either originate 
or terminate in New Jersey, and they have provided no evidence that this limit has caused them 
to exit any market or diminished their ability to compete. AT&T also asserts that CLECs have 
no universal service obligations, and none of the CLECs participating in this docket serve any 
residential customers. Id. at 16.

AT&T argues that the CLECs cost studies are irrelevant because access costs should 
be based on ILEC and not CLEC costs. Id. at 72. AT&T further argues that if a CLEC has no 
market power, its prices for switched access service would not be expected to exceed the 
ILECs rate in its geographic area even if it has higher costs, and the FCC found persuasive the 
IXC arguments that it is highly unusual for a competitor to enter a market at a price dramatically 
above the price charged by the incumbent absent a differentiated service offering. Id. at 73-74. 
Notwithstanding these arguments, AT&T also asserts that the CLEC cost studies contain many 
errors that do not support CLEC claims. PAETEC and One Communications, for instance, both 
include excessive overhead costs and local loop costs in their cost studies, as did Embarq. Id. 
at 74-75. AT&T also argues that Monmouth's cost study also contains many flaws which it was 
unable to refute, and Monmouth admitted to one flaw and even agreed to reduce the cost of 
capital during the hearings. According to AT&T, eight other errors include a modification in 
depreciation lives from five years to a conservative 12 years for network assets, elimination of
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double counting of engineering costs from switched investments, assignment of transport costs 
in proportion to switched access minutes consistent with cost causation principles. Id. at 75-76. 
Collectively, AT&T argues, these modifications reduce Monmouth costs to an amount which is 
well below Monmouth's interstate access rate. Id. at 77.

Furthermore. AT&T recommends that the Board reject all of the CLEC arguments; 
including using company-specific costs to establish rates for competitive carriers and that the 
reduction in access charges results in a subsidy for IXCs. AT&T contends that the standing rule 
for CLECs is the one that the FCC has used for all CLECs with regard to interstate access. 
Moreover, new entrants are generally not bound by legacy rules that affect incumbents and the 
burden is on them to reduce their costs, accept lower overall margins or provide a higher value 
retail service that will attract end users. ]d. at 78-79.

AT&T concludes its Initial Brief by asserting that the evidence shows that LEG intrastate 
switched access prices are much too high, are harmful to competition and New Jersey 
consumers, and Intrastate Access Rates should be immediately reduced to interstate level no 
later than January 1,2010 for all carriers, id. at 79.

AT&T argues in its Reply Brief that Verizon will not suffer financial harm because of this 
proceeding, and that Verizon's Initial Brief does not mention that the Board has already created 
a process to address revenue recovery issues "in a separate matter, as appropriate, following 
the conclusion of this matter." AT&T RB at 16. AT&T also argues that if Verizon persists in its 
argument that its rate regulated services are below cost, it would be perfectly proper for the 
Board to require Verizon to provide a full review of all the costs and revenues associated with all 
of its telecommunications services, including both rate-regulated and competitive services, 
pursuant to N.J.S.A. § 48:2-21.18(d). Ibid.

Also, according to AT&T, if Verizon wishes to seek additional opportunities to recover 
reduced access revenues related to access rate reductions, the Board has already announced 
its willingness to entertain such a request. This is only a matter of timing, not one of substantive 
right, and, according to AT&T, it moots Verizon’s claim that no party offers any policy argument 
for why Verizon should not be permitted greater retail pricing flexibility to offset potential 
switched access reductions. AT&T also notes that the Board may in fact grant Verizon 
additional pricing flexibility - just not in this docket. kL at 17.

AT&T's Reply Brief also states that Embarq tries to confuse matters with the suggestion 
that reducing intrastate switched access rates to match the corresponding interstate rates would 
impose administrative costs, asserting that the interstate rate structure is complex. AT&T 
contends that Embarq’s arguments defy common sense because achieving parity with interstate 
rates is easy, as the interstate rates and structure have been in place for years, and Embarq 
has already established the administrative processes needed to implement them. Id. at 37.

According to AT&T, the Joint CLECs’ Brief rests upon the false premise that CLECs lack 
market power over switched access and ask the Board to "take no action" to address the fact 
that CLEC access rates are often much higher than even the ILECs' excessive rates AT&T 
maintains that CLECs cannot make this argument without ignoring (i) that they have total pricing 
flexibility for all of their retail services and (ii) that they serve only business (and not residential) 
customers and have historically had no role in the social policies that underlie the use of cross 
subsidies to support universal service objectives. Thus, argues AT&T. CLECs stand on a 
completely different footing from ILECs with regard to access policies, and they have no
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entitlement to recover their costs of service through subsidies that come from excessive access 
charges, which harm consumers and distort competition. Id. at 45-46.

AT&T adds that it is asking nothing more than for CLECs to be required to cap their 
intrastate rates at the same level the FCC already required them to charge years ago for the 
same services in the interstate jurisdiction. Id. at 12-16.

AT&T also argues that there is no basis for the Joint CLECs' claim that requiring IXCs to 
pay intrastate access rates that match interstate rates could result in a subsidy to the IXCs or 
would result in the IXC receiving some kind of free ride. In an efficient competitive market, no 
IXC would voluntarily pay more for access than the market rate as defined by the price (and 
ultimately the costs) of the predominant supplier, the ILEC. All AT&T seeks here is for the 
Board to create the same market-emulating environment for intrastate rates that the FCC set for 
interstate rates. By doing so, CLECs that are willing and able to compete on the basis of such 
fair and reasonable rates are permitted the same chance to succeed as the incumbents.
CLECs that do not (or cannot) compete on those terms should not be allowed to force IXCs and 
their customers to subsidize the CLECs inefficiencies. Such inefficiencies should be supported 
by CLEC customers who have market choices (i.e., end users) or by the CLECs owners. Id. at 
52.

AT&T further argues that both PAETEC’s and One Communications' studies improperly 
included costs of the local loop, which is not a cost of access service. In addition, both apply 
extremely high common overhead costs. AT&T argues that when just these two incorrect 
inputs are removed, the results shows that their direct costs of access are well below their 
interstate rates. For its part, Monmouth’s cost study is riddled with a plethora of errors that, 
when corrected, also show its costs of access are below its interstate rates. Thus, none of the 
CLECs that submitted cost studies have demonstrated that their properly calculated costs of 
access exceed the rates the Board should establish. Id. at 53.

AT&T disagrees with the Joint CLECs argument that Level 3 and XO, two of their 
members that elected not to submit cost studies, should be allowed to rely upon the PAETEC 
and/or One Communications cost study as a “proxy" or should be permitted a reasonable time 
to prepare and file cost studies should they so choose. AT&T argues that the Board’s 
Prehearing Order gave all LECs notice in December 2008 that they should file whatever 
evidence they chose in support of their positions in this docket. Having failed to do so for the 
past year, neither Level3 nor XO nor any other CLEC should be allowed to avoid the Board's 
direction and make untimely filings, especially since AT&T and Verizon have demonstrated that 
CLECs' costs are neither relevant nor material to the Board's decision regarding the proper 
intrastate access rate. jd. at 54.

SPRINT

In its Initial Brief, Sprint argues that the Board should 1) order the ILECs to set their 
intrastate switched access rates and rate structures to the equivalent interstate access rate and 
rate structure; and 2) order the CLECs to cap their aggregate switched access rate at the 
aggregate rate of the ILEC the CLEC is competing against. Sprint IB at 1.

In support of its position, Sprint argues that excessive access rates are anti-competitive 
and that these rates are harmful to consumers because its forces carriers to subsidize 
competitors. Id. at 9. All carriers, including wireless carriers that compete against a LEC in a 
retail market, must use that LECs switched access service to terminate non-local calls to the
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ILECs customers. Ibid. According to Sprint, this monopoly-controlled bottleneck facility is priced 
far above the actual cost of providing the functions, and access prices are traditionally inflated 
as a mechanism to subsidize the price of basic local service in a regulated environment. The 
subsidies distort the true cost of providing service, the true value of such service, and the 
development of the telephone market. IcT at 11. Sprint further argues that consumers are not 
receiving the best offers because high Intrastate Access Rates inflate the rates for alternative 
services. Id. at 12.

Sprint also notes that the FCC and other states have taken action to lower Intrastate 
Access Rates. According to Sprint, the FCC has long relied on cooperation from state 
commissions to accomplish its access charge reform initiative, encourage reform efforts by 
states in advance of final FCC action, and provided clear guidance on the need for access 
reforms. Jd. at 18. Moreover, 22 states require LECs' intrastate access rates to mirror their 
interstate access rates. For instance, Sprint notes that in Virginia the commission ordered a 
reduction of Embarq's access line revenues by $2.79 per access line, and a recovery of the 
revenue could only be done through existing pricing flexibility. ]d. at 22-23. Sprint emphasizes 
that the reduction of input costs will pass through to the customers as shown by AT&T’s 
witness’s predictive study. In her study, according to Sprint, Dr. Aron predicted that 83% of 
costs would be passed through to customers, and markets that dropped prices gained market 
share at the detriment of companies that did not pass through costs savings. Id .at 13.

Sprint argues that the record establishes that ILECs costs are inflated when compared 
with several relevant points of cost comparison, including the reciprocal compensation rates, the 
interstate access rates and the ILECs cost studies. Sprint contends that the Board established 
cost-based, forward looking economic rates (or TELRIC) for ILECs to compensate another 
carrier for the use of switches and transport facilities that complete local calls and to stimulate 
efficiency and competition. Because no significant differences exist between calls subject to 
reciprocal compensation and calls subject to switched access charges in terms of the network 
elements used, and because competition regulates prices and ensures the availability of service 
at affordable prices. Sprint argues that different call termination rates are improper. Id. at 29-31. 
Furthermore, Sprint argues that Verizon's and Embarq’s costs studies do not support their 
Intrastate Access Rates. Sprint asserts that Verizon's study clearly demonstrated that its 
intrastate cost was lower than its interstate rates, and Embarq's cost study concealed the cost 
results by inappropriately including a loop cost in the switched access cost analysis, jd,. at 34.

Sprint also asserts that a reduction in the Intrastate Access Rates will not result in 
unaffordable retail rates or hardship for the LECs. Sprint argues that the Board’s Pre-Hearing 
Order and the stipulations in the ILEC Reclassification proceeding address provisions for 
additional rate relief for Embarq and Verizon, but that such requests may only be made after the 
Board issues an order reducing the access rates. Claims by ILECs that pricing flexibility gained 
cannot be sufficient without further retail rate flexibility must be rejected because the ILECs 
omitted critical information regarding their present ability to recover their network costs from 
their own customers, jd. at 36-37. Verizon and Embarq are fully capable of recovering their full 
basic network connections from their own end user customers and the record shows that 
Verizon and Embarq have increased the average revenue per customer as a result of bundled 
sen/ices. Id. at 38. Furthermore, Sprint recommends that the Board needs to consider other 
sources of revenue before entertaining any ILEC claims of additional retail relief. Id at 45.
Sprint also argues that COLR obligations need not be reduced because COLR does not 
constitute any impediment to the ILECs and ILECs have not provided cost evidence on any 
negative influence of COLR obligations on their performance. Id. at 46.
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Sprint asserts that CLEC Intrastate Access Rates must mirror competing ILEC rates. 
According to Sprint, because the FCC determined that a CLEC monopoly over end users was 
inconsistent with pro-competitive policy, the FCC detariffed all CLEC interstate access rates that 
exceeded a rate benchmark by ordering CLECs to mirror competing ILEC rates. Id. at 47.
Sprint argues that there is no need for the Board to reach a decision contrary to the FCC and 
the Board should order the CLECs to mirror the rates of the ILEC in whose territory they 
operate. JcL at 48. Sprint concludes by recommending that the Board should quickly institute 
reform by ordering each LEC to mirror the rate levels and structure of their interstate switched 
access charges.

Sprint argues in its Reply Brief that Embarq never quantified its COLR obligations in the 
record, and it has failed to present any evidence whatsoever regarding its cost of COLR and 
service quality compliance. As it stands, there is no record on which the Board can withhold 
access reductions for Embarq on COLR grounds. There is, however, evidence that no state 
commission that has reduced a ILECs access charges has concomitantly relieved it of its COLR 
obligations. Sprint RB at 22.

Sprint further states that in 1983, the FCC indicated that its long-range goal was for 
common-line costs to be removed from the calculation of the cost of switched access. In 
support of this conclusion, the FCC found that a customer which does not use his or her local- 
loop to place or receive even a single call generates the same local-loop expense as a 
customer who places calls over the local-loop; accordingly, every LEC customer causes the 
same local-loop expense, and does so regardless of whether the local-loop is ever used. Thus, 
according to Sprint, as the LEC customer causes 100% of the local-loop expense without any 
traffic-sensitivity, the FCC concluded that those costs should ultimately be borne exclusively by 
the LEC customer and/or the LEC, and should not be shifted to competing carriers. ]d. at 23. 
Sprint argues that in other proceedings, Embarq has testified regarding the impropriety of 
including local-loop costs in switched access rates. Brian Stahir, a regulatory economist for 
Embarq, testified before the Kansas Commission that loop costs should be recovered on a flat 
rate basis from customers as a part of basic local service rates.

Sprint goes on to argue in its Reply Brief that Embarq’s testimony indicates that only a 
minimal percent of Embarq’s wire centers are located in areas that can be classified as rural, id. 
at 29-30. The record also indicates that the average income in Embarq’s service area is 
approximately $110,000 per household, so while Embarq characterizes part of its service area 
as rural, the area Embarq serves lacks certain characteristics of typical rural areas. Finally, 
Sprint contends that the record also establishes that despite its characterization of itself as a 
rural carrier in New Jersey, Embarq receives no High Cost Universal Service Support in New 
Jersey.

RATE COUNSEL

Based upon the record created in this proceeding, Rate Counsel urges the Board to 
order an immediate reduction in Intrastate Access Rates to the level of Verizon's interstate 
access rate, and a subsequent reduction to a lower interim rate pending a determination by the 
Board of the appropriate forward looking access rate based upon a TELRIC analysis. Rate 
Counsel also urges the Board to reject all of the cost studies offered by parties in this 
proceeding because none of these parties have shown that their cost study is forward looking, 
and because the rates resulting from such cost studies are well above any just and reasonable 
rate for intrastate access. RC IB at 1-2. Providers of intrastate switched access possess 
monopoly power and the wide disparities in rates charged demonstrate that the marketplace

DOCKET NO. rX08090830



does not discipline rates. The rates are well in excess of the interstate rates that ILECs and 
CLECs are permitted to charge by the FCC. Ibid.

Rate Counsel contends that TELRIC analysis should guide the Board’s determination of 
the forward-looking cost of intrastate switched access and thereby establish the appropriate 
rate. According to Rate Counsel, the economic benefits of applying TELRIC methodology to set 
prices for unbundled network elements supports adoption of TELRIC methodology to set an 
intrastate access rate, because:

1) TELRIC-based prices simulate the prices for network elements that would result in a 
competitive market; i.e., in a competitive market competition would drive prices to 
forward looking costs;

2) Rates based on forward looking costs minimize the opportunity for ILECs to exploit 
their market power over bottleneck network elements;

3) TELRIC-based rates provide accurate pricing signals to CLECs that are deciding 
whether to invest;

4) TELRIC-based rates minimize the opportunity for anticompetitive cross subsidization 
(and price squeezes); and

5) TELRIC-based rates could lead to lower prices for consumers in ‘downstream” 
markets.

Id. at 16-17.

According to Rate Counsel, the TELRIC methodology is favored over TSLRIC because it 
provides a better cost measure of the various elements that comprise a service without 
excessive allocation of joint and common costs, and the two costing methods seek to compute 
the cost that would prevail in a competitive market and reflect forward-looking efficient cost. The 
core difference between the two relates to their allocation of joint and common costs. The 
results of Verizon’s TSLRIC analysis produces costs and rates well outside of any reasonable 
range of forward looking rates due to numerous deficiencies. Notwithstanding those 
deficiencies, the analysis shows that Verizon's cost for intrastate switched access is well below 
its interstate rate. Id. at 20. Moreover, Rate Counsel contends that TSLRIC tends to over­
allocate common costs, which causes intrastate switched access rates to be inflated and 
inconsistent with rates that would exist in a competitive market, thus making TELRIC superior to 
TSLRIC. id, at 19.

Rate Counsel argues that Verizon's benchmarking proposal should not be adopted by 
the Board, because Verizon's current Intrastate Access Rates are not market-based and 
provides no benefit to consumers. Id. at 21. Likewise, Rate Counsel contends that Embarq's 
cost study is flawed because the calculations and assumptions regarding the cost of debt are 
unsupported by detailed market data and common costs and overhead are dramatically 
excessive. Moreover, Rate Counsel contends that the major flaw in Embarq's study is the 
inclusion of the CCL non-traffic sensitive costs that are based on the allocation of the local loop 
cost. Id, at 22-23. Additionally. Rate Counsel argues that Monmouth's cost study fails to justify 
its Intrastate Access Rates because it fails to represent TELRIC compliant costs. IcL at 23. 
Moreover. Rate Counsel argues that the CLECs' cost studies results are inflated and are flawed 
because of inclusion of loop costs, because of flawed inputs such as shared/common costs
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factor, and cost of capital. ]d. at 24-25. AT&T’s critique of Monmouth's cost analysis reveals 
that Monmouth's cost model shows unreasonably high cost factors due to misallocations and 
miscalculations that yield erroneously excessive minute of use rates. The CLECs cost model 
suffers from the same infirmities as Verizon's and Embarq’s Cost Model, The inputs and the 
assumptions made in their cost models are flawed and the results derived there from are 
overstated and unreliable. An analysis conducted by Rate Counsel demonstrates that the 
CLECs’ loop costs, shared/common costs factor, and cost of capital, in some cases, are 
inflated.

Rate Counsel also argues that Verizon’s and Embarq's requests that they be relieved from 
their COLR obligations if their respective Intrastate Access Rates are reduced should be 
rejected. According to Rate Counsel, Verizon failed to identify particular exchanges, classes, or 
subsets of customers that it would choose not to serve if it was relieved of its COLR obligations. 
In addition, it failed to quantify the one-time and recurring cost of providing basic local service to 
new customers. Moreover, Embarq’s request for COLR relief is unsupported by any competent 
evidence in this record, in part because its witness admitted that costs for COLR were not 
quantified, jd. at 28-29.

Rate Counsel assails Verizon's cost study on several grounds. Rate Counsel contends 
that the study is flawed because it is not forward looking; it fails to include rate regulated 
revenues; it fails to look at ail services to determine if a reasonable return exists; and it fails to 
show that its revenues are insufficient to cover its intrastate access costs. Jd. at 32. Rate 
Counsel also argues that Embarq has failed to provide any evidence to demonstrate that its 
revenue is insufficient to cover the costs associated with providing basic, local service at 
affordable rates. Id. at 50. Similarly. Rate Counsel notes that the CLECs have failed to show 
that any reductions in Intrastate Access revenues cannot be recovered from its retail services. 
Moreover, Rate Counsel asserts that the CLECs have not demonstrated how they will be 
harmed by a flash cut reduction of Intrastate Access Rates to the interstate level, id. at 57-58.

Finally, Rate Counsel contends that its recommendations will have a positive effect on 
consumers because it will lead to more accurate pricing signals. Id at 62. According to Rate 
Counsel, witnesses for AT&T. Sprint and Verizon have testified that upon a reduction of the 
Intrastate Access Rates, competitive forces should cause carriers to flow through the reductions 
to consumers, id. at 64.

Rate Counsel urges the Board to adopt its recommendations that 1) on a flash cut basis, 
the Board should direct all carriers to set Intrastate Access Rates at levels that are no higher 
than Verizon's interstate rates; and 2) on a phased-in basis, the Board should direct all carriers 
to set intrastate switched access rates at cost-based rates, using cost studies and models that 
incorporate forward-looking assumptions, and in the absence of TELRIC-compliant rates, the 
Board should set local switching rates between the levels of the interstate ISP reciprocal 
compensation rate of $.0007 and the reciprocal compensation rate of $.001493 in the recent 
Verizon interconnection agreement filed with the Board. Additionally. CLECs should have the 
opportunity to file cost studies to show their costs, but such studies must be subject to the same 
examination and forward-looking cost standards as are the ILECs costs studies. Rate Counsel 
also requests that the Board seek commitments from carriers to pass through access charge 
reductions to consumers. Id at 69.

In its Reply Brief. Rate Counsel asserts that Verizon's argument that if the Board were to 
lower its intrastate access rates without permitting a rate rebalancing mechanism, the result 
would have constitutional implications is without merit. Verizon has the opportunity to seek
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further relief in a subsequent proceeding for any revenue losses arising from intrastate access 
reform. Rate Counsel further argues that while the constitution protects utilities from 
confiscatory regulation, as held in Duquesne Light Co. v. Barasch, 488 U.S. 299, 307 (1989), 
the Court has further held that in determining whether a rate is confiscatory depends on whether 
the rate is just and reasonable and not on what methodology is used. Federal Power Comm'n v. 
Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 602-603 (1944). Verizon's subsequent opportunity to 
recover claimed revenue losses that result from intrastate switched access rate reductions 
dispels any notion that access reform would be confiscatory.

Rate Counsel's Reply Brief goes on to state that when Monmouth's cost study is revised, 
the adjusted cost for access is well below the flash cut rate proposed by Rate Counsel. In 
addition, when the Joint CLECs cost studies are revised to be forward-looking, the adjusted cost 
for access is below PAETEC's and One Communications’ respective interstate access prices. 
The Joint CLECs and Monmouth mount no serious or articulated basis for the Board to deviate 
from its well established policy that a carrier’s return is measured by looking at all services and 
not just one service or subset of services. The Joint CLECs and Monmouth fail to acknowledge 
the Board's 1995 IntraLATA Prescription Order that clearly set forth the standard of looking at all 
services including regulated, competitive and other services. RC RB at 12.

Rate Counsel submits that the Board should give no weight to WVT’s cost studies 
because they are not part of the record. Neither Board Staff nor any other party put into the 
record responses to Staff discovery. As a result, there is no factual basis to conclude that 
Warwick intrastate access rates are in fact reasonable or are reflective of forward-looking rates. 
In fact, Warwick acknowledges that its rates were set in September 2. 1983 and at that time 
such rates were set under rate of return regulation. Under rate of return regulation, rates are 
based upon embedded costs and therefore, such rates by definition are not forward looking. 
Rate Counsel also notes that reporting of costs under Part 36 and Part 69 are based upon 
embedded costs and not forward-looking costs. Rate Counsel also notes that Warwick’s 
request is inconsistent with the Board’s stated intention to set one intrastate rate for all carriers. 
Rate Counsel asks that the Board reject Warwick’s request to change the scope of the 
proceeding at this time. Id. at 14.

NEW JERSEY CABLE AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION

In its Initial Brief, NJCTA, an organization whose members currently provide a broad 
range of communications services in competition with ILECs and CLECs, argues that the Board 
should take two measures in this proceeding to further the competitive provision of 
telecommunications services in New Jersey and to reduce distortions in the state’s current 
intrastate access charge regime.

First, NJCTA contends that the Board should cap CLECs Intrastate Access Rates at the 
competing incumbent's intrastate rate, unless a CLEC can prove to the Board that a higher 
intrastate access rate is necessary to recover its costs. According to NJCTA, the need to 
constrain CLEC access charges is driven by a relatively small number of CLECs that assess 
charges well in excess of their competing incumbent carrier, and the unchecked ability of 
CLECs to impose inflated access charges creates incentives to structure business 
arrangements designed primarily to generate access revenue. NJCTA member companies (and 
their customers) have no alternative but to pay supracompetitive intrastate access rates to 
certain CLECs to provide customers with the ability to make calls to those CLECs’ customers, 
according to the brief. These rates are not subject to market discipline, may have no 
reasonable relation to cost, and thus are antithetical to the competitive market fostered by this
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Board's policies. Moreover, if, as some CLECs claim, their costs justify higher rates, NJCTA 
suggests that the Board can provide a procedure to allow a CLEC to make an affirmative 
showing that the ILEC intrastate rate would be insufficient to recoup costs. Id. at 2.

Second, NJCTA supports the Board's review and reduction of all LEG access charges. 
With respect to ILEC access charges, NJCTA asserts that the Board should immediately 
eliminate Verizon’s Market Share Line Charge ( “MSLC’ ), because it is nothing more than a 
compelled subsidy paid by Verizon's competitors to prop up Verizon’s profits. NJCTA argues 
that the MSLC is an outdated subsidy that does not serve any reasonable, useful purpose. The 
Board granted Verizon substantial retail rate relief and Verizon today reaps revenues from a 
host of other services, including video and broadband. New Jersey is one of only two states 
that permit recovery of this type of charge. The MSLC should therefore be eliminated, NJCTA 
argues. Id. at 2-3.

NJCTA goes on to state in its Reply Brief that subsidy-ridden access charges (like the 
MSLC) are not only outdated and anti-competitive, they are wholly unnecessary in light of the 
greatly increased revenue opportunities available to Verizon through a host of services that are 
free from rate regulation. These include long distance service, vertical features, such as call 
waiting, and DSL. Verizon has received substantial price flexibility for its local voice service, 
which it has used to its full advantage. NJCTA argues that Verizon is a company with over $100 
billion in revenues, a thriving wireline and wireless business, and easy access to the capital 
markets. Verizon does not need (and the Board should not permit) legacy subsidies in the form 
of the MSLC originally intended to keep local phone rates low in order to fund its investment in 
advanced and competitive services. The Board should end this antiquated practice and instead 
allow CLECs to put these resources to innovation and investment in their own networks and 
products, rather than contributing to Verizon’s bottom line. NJCTA RB at 6.

NJCTA further argues that Verizon’s claim that its revenues are insufficient to cover its 
costs without access charge subsidies such as the MSLC is predicated on the disproportionate 
and unreasonable assignment of all network costs to basic voice service when the same 
network is used to provide other advanced and competitive services that contribute substantially 
to network costs. There is simply no support in the record for the MSLC, according to NJCTA. 
id. at 7.

DISCUSSION

Prior to the divestiture of AT&T in 1984, AT&T was a monopoly that provided both local 
and long distance or toll calling. Generally, toll calls were priced in excess of cost so that local 
service rates could be kept artificially low. With the divestiture of AT&T, local telephone service 
was provided by local exchange companies, like New Jersey Bell, and long distance service 
was provided by interexchange carriers, like AT&T. In an effort to continue the subsidy flow 
from toll calls to local service, access charges were developed separately for interstate calls by 
the FCC and for intrastate calls by the Board. Access charges were purposely set well above 
the cost to provide the service, to maintain the existing subsidy. IXCs such as AT&T pay LECs, 
such as Verizon (formerly New Jersey Bell) for the use of the local telephone network to 
complete toll calls.

Since the divestiture, the FCC and numerous other states have, over time, reduced 
and/or eliminated the subsidy paid through access charges as telecommunications markets 
have become competitive. The Board opened this investigation to determine the appropriate 
level of access charges in New Jersey, which have changed little since 1984.
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The parties’ positions in this proceeding have been described in detail above. On one 
side of the argument, AT&T, Sprint, the NJCTA and Rate Counsel, those that seek to have 
access charges reduced, argue that the current Intrastate Access Rates contain subsidies that 
distort the competitive market by assessing IXCs with access rates significantly higher than the 
rates paid by their competitors. These parties ask that the Board no longer require their 
customers to subsidize the services and customers of their local exchange carrier competitors.

On the other side -- the primary recipients of access charges - Verizon, Embarq and the 
CLECs argue that their access charges should not be reduced and that the existing subsidy 
should continue. Verizon and Embarq ask that the Board maintain the flow of subsidy to offset 
their carrier of last resort obligations and to keep their basic residential rates low.

Over the past 22 years, this Board has recognized the changing nature of the 
telecommunications industry by reducing and/or eliminating regulation and granting pricing 
flexibility, where appropriate, in the face of competition in the marketplace. See, e.g., ILEC 
Reclassification Proceeding. While the pace of this relaxation of regulatory oversight may not 
have satisfied everyone, the Board has been deliberate and consistent in its approach in 
permitting the marketplace to determine prices where a showing has been made that sufficient 
competition exists.

In fact, in 1987, five years prior to the enactment of state legislation that determined that 
it was state policy to open markets to competition, and nine years before federal legislation 
opened local telephone markets to competition, this Board granted regulatory relief to New 
Jersey Bell for a group of services that the Board described as subject to “obvious market 
competition”.4 Since that time, this Board has granted partial or complete regulatory and 
pricing freedom to virtually all of Verizon and Embarq retail services,5 and the CLECs have 
complete pricing freedom for all retail services.0 In these decisions, the Board has made a 
concerted effort to balance the need for the appropriate level of continued consumer protections 
in the marketplace, with the desire to eliminate unnecessary regulation of carriers under the 
Board’s jurisdiction. Each decision was a measured step toward allowing competing carriers 
more pricing flexibility in order to more effectively compete in the market. Each decision was 
consistent with the Board’s statutory obligation to balance the needs and the rights of both the 
utility and the consumers of those utility services.

Following these progressive, pro-competitive policy determinations, the Board now has 
completed its review of access charges. These rates were established in 1984 and have not 
been materially changed since that time. As described above, much has happened in the 
industry since 1984. It is this Board's view, based upon the record in this proceeding, that it is 
time to reduce these long standing subsidies that are neither necessary nor appropriate in the 
increasingly competitive marketplace. As noted in the record, many states and the FCC have 
reduced access charge rates over the years, some as many as 15 years ago. The policy 
decisions by the Board in the past to include significant subsidies in these rates were I II

I l/M/Q the Petition of New Jersey Bell Telephone Company for Approval of a Proposal for a Rate 
Stability Plan and Relaxed Earnings Surveillance for Certain Competitive Services. BPU Docket No. 
rO87050398 (June 22. 1987).

II See, ILEC Reclassification Proceeding.
See, l/M/0 the Board Investigation Regarding the Reclassification of Competitive Local Exchange 

Carrier (CLEC) Services as Competitive. BPU Docket No. TX06120841 (June 29, 2007) ("CLEG 
Reclassification Proceeding').
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appropriate at a time when there was little or no competition. The Board is convinced that the 
current level of subsidies is no longer necessary today.

After a careful review of the record in this matter, the Board HEREBY FINDS that 
switched access service is a monopoly because there is no ability for an IXC or its customers to 
avoid excessive access charges. The Board concurs with Sprint's argument, that LECs have a 
monopoly over access to their end users, which has permitted a situation where CLECs have 
charged access rates well above the rates that ILECs charge for similar services. Sprint IB at 
47. Verizon, in countering the Joint CLECs position that switched access service is competitive, 
argues that regulation prohibits an originating carrier from blocking calls to a CLEC with a high 
access rate. VZ RB at 10. Furthermore, switched access is a monopoly because an originating 
carrier does not have a choice of terminating carriers. VZ RB at 10; and VZ IB at 11 FN 21. 
Accordingly, the Board does not find persuasive the Joint CLECs' claim that they do not have a 
monopoly on intrastate access services and that the Board should permit the market to control 
Intrastate Access Rates.

AT&T argues that the functionality used to provide interstate and intrastate switched 
access do not materially differ. See also, Sprint IB at 29-31. AT&T IB at 9. The Board agrees. 
Accordingly, the Board HEREBY FINDS that there is no material difference in the functionalities 
used to provide interstate and intrastate switched access and, as a result, any disparities in the 
Intrastate and Interstate Access Rates should be eliminated. Additionally, the CLECs and 
ILECs in New Jersey have been charging interstate rates and using interstate rate structures for 
all interstate calls in New Jersey since the FCC issued its CLEC Rate Cap Order. Sprint 
argues, and the Board agrees that the FCC's approach has been successful and the FCC has 
not since changed its approach to the pricing of Interstate Access Rates. Sprint IB at 48. The 
record also indicates that there is no evidence that interstate access rates capped by the FCC 
eight years ago have caused any CLEC to exit the market. See, Reply Testimony of Verizon 
witness Vasington at 17; Rebuttal Testimony of AT&T witness Aron at 56.

Throughout the proceeding emphasis was placed on the benefits of reducing and 
maintaining the Intrastate Access Rates. After a review of the record and the arguments put 
forth by the parties, the Board HEREBY FINDS that a reduction of Intrastate Access Rates will 
benefit customers because there is a relationship between reduced access charges and toll 
reductions. The record also shows that not only will market discipline drive IXC rates lower, but 
AT&T has committed to eliminate an in-state connectivity fee and reduce the decrement rate on 
prepaid calling cards. AT&T IB. at 11-12.

Many of the parties in this proceeding offered into evidence their cost studies to support 
their positions. The record shows that each and every cost model presented in this proceeding 
overstates, and in some cases, grossly overstates intrastate switched access costs. The record 
shows that flaws in the access cost models include, but are not limited to, cost of capital, 
common overheads and depreciation rates that were inappropriately inflated. Furthermore, loop 
costs, which should not be included, are in some cases the largest cost elements in the cost 
model. These costs are inappropriate for inclusion in the access cost models in this proceeding. 
Moreover, there is evidence that the cost models offered by the parties are not forward looking 
as required by the Board's December 2008 Order. Accordingly, the Board HEREBY FINDS that 
the cost models offered by the parties to this proceeding included inappropriate costs, are 
flawed and overstate costs for providing intrastate switched access service, such that they do 
not form a foundation for higher access rates.

27 DOCKET NO. rX08090830



The ILECs in this proceeding have argued that if the Board reduces Intrastate Access 
Rates, the Board should provide the LECs with more pricing flexibility to offset the reduction in 
Intrastate Access revenues. VZ IB. at 2. Despite the arguments from Verizon and Embarq, the 
question of revenue recovery is not part of this proceeding. Verizon and Embarq agreed in their 
respective Stipulations in the ILEC Reclassification Proceeding that they would have the ability 
to seek additional rate relief if the Board issues an order reducing access rates. See, ILEC 
Reclassification Proceeding Order at 31,43. Moreover, the Board's December 2008 Pre- 
Hearing Order in this docket provided that revenue recovery would not be determined in this 
proceeding and that determination was not challenged by any party to this proceeding.

Nevertheless, the record shows that Embarq and Verizon would still have a positive 
revenue impact after both the rate flexibility granted to them in the ILEC Reclassification 
Proceeding and the potential access reductions are calculated. Furthermore, CLECs have 
complete retail pricing flexibility because all of their retail services have been deemed 
competitive. Accordingly, the Board HEREBY FINDS that the issue of revenue recovery was not 
intended to be a part of the proceeding, and the issue should be reserved for a separate 
proceeding, as appropriate for each ILEC.

Verizon and Embarq also argued that if the Board reduces Intrastate Access Rates, the 
Board should also eliminate their COLR obligations. However, the record shows that COLR 
obligations of ILECs have not been reduced or eliminated in any state that has also reduced 
Intrastate Access Rates. Sprint RB at 22. Furthermore, the ILECs have failed to quantify the 
cost of their COLR obligations in New Jersey. ]d. at 15, 22. Accordingly, the Board HEREBY 
FINDS that the requests of Embarq and Verizon are without merit and therefore, the ILECs 
current COLR obligations as codified in N.J.S.A. 48:2-23 and in the Board’s rules and Board 
Orders, should not be eliminated.

The Board HEREBY FINDS that the proposal for a Universal Service Fund would merely 
shift the subsidy from toll customers to all customers and would protect Embarq from 
competitive losses. Moreover, because Embarq is not a federally-funded high cost carrier in 
New Jersey, there is no need to establish a fund for Embarq. Accordingly, the Board HEREBY 
REJECTS Embarq s proposal to establish a state Universal Service Fund.

The Board also HEREBY FINDS that the Board need not to wait for federal action from the 
FCC or from Congress on Intrastate Access Rate issues. As the Board stated in its December 
2008 Order, the Board regulates Intrastate Access Rates and it is within the Board’s authority to 
review the complete record in this proceeding and render its decision.

Finally, the LECs request that if the Board reduces the Intrastate Access Rates, that it do 
so over a transition period. EQ IB at 69; JC IB at 4; Monmouth RB at 5-6. AT&T, Rate Counsel 
and Sprint request that the Board reduce Intrastate Access Rates through a flash cut. AT&T IB 
at 46.The Board HEREBY FINDS that the record supports a reduction of Intrastate Access 
Rates over a transition period as more fully described below. Therefore, based upon the 
extensive record in this docket, the Board HEREBY ORDERS that 1) the ILECs Intrastate 
Access Rates be modified to mirror their respective interstate access rates and rate structures: 
and 2) that all CLECs Intrastate Access Rates shall be reduced to, and capped at, the 
corresponding ILEC Intrastate Access Rates.

The Board also HEREBY REJECTS the arguments of WVT that there is no basis in this 
record to change its current Intrastate Access Rates. As the Board notes in its December 2008 
Order, the Board intended to investigate the Intrastate Access Rates of the entire New Jersey
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telecommunications industry with the expectation that the results of the investigation would 
apply, unless otherwise appropriate, to all entities in the state that charge Intrastate Access 
Rates. In that Order, the Board denied WVT's request that it be excluded from the investigation, 
and the Board similarly rejects its request here. Therefore, the Board FURTHER ORDERS that 
all local exchange carriers in New Jersey, regardless of their involvement in this docket, reduce 
their Intrastate Access Rates to their interstate access rates and rate structures.

While the Board finds that it is appropriate to reduce Intrastate Access Rates to the 
lower interstate levels, the Board recognizes the concerns put forth by the LECs about the 
timing of these reductions. In light of the current economic conditions throughout the State, and 
in recognition of actions taken by other state commissions, the Board HEREBY ORDERS that a 
phase-in period be established. This will allow the Board to remove subsidies that the Board 
finds are no longer appropriate without subjecting LECs to sudden revenue changes or other 
negative rate continuity issues. While the Board agrees that it is necessary and appropriate to 
bring access rates to a more reasonable level quickly, a balanced, phase-in approach is good 
public policy. Therefore, the Board FURTHER ORDERS that the reduction to the respective 
ILEC interstate rates and the mirroring of the interstate rate structure shall be accomplished in 
four phases over a 36-month period. In addition to recognizing the economic environment and 
the need for allowing all parties a transition phase on the rate change, a 36-month period 
represents a reasonable compromise between the "flash cut" called for by certain parties and 
the five-year phase-in that represents the outer time frame used by two other states. Thirty-six 
months is also consistent with the FCC’s phase-in for the reduction of CLEC access charges as 
well as suggestions by the CLECs in this proceeding.

For the reasons stated above, the Board HEREBY FINDS that the legacy subsidies 
contained in intrastate switched access rates are no longer appropriate and should therefore be 
removed. In an effort to remove legacy subsidies as quickly as possible under the Board’s four- 
step, 36-month phase-in, thereby sending the appropriate pricing signals to toll providers, the 
Board HEREBY ORDERS that the subsidy elements, specifically the ILECs’ Carrier Common 
Line Charge {"CCLC") and Verizon's Market Share Line Charge ("MSLC”) shall be eliminated 
and/or reduced first, followed by other access rate elements. In light of the fact that the 
individual ILEC intrastate tariff and rate structures are currently not the same, each step of the 
four-step phase-in will necessarily differ by carrier. However, the phase-in detailed below, while 
not the same for each carrier, is consistent with the Board's desire to remove non-cost based 
subsidies first, without causing rate continuity issues with each carrier.

Therefore, the Board HEREBY ORDERS the following reductions in intrastate switched 
access rates:

Phase I. Effective 20 davs from the date of this Order

(1) Verizon and Embarq shall eliminate the Carrier Common Line Charge.

(2) Verizon shall also reduce its Market share Line Charge (MSLC) by 25% from 98 cents 
to 73.5 cents per line.

(3) Warwick Valley Telephone Company shall reduce its CCLC by one-third.

(4) CLEC rates shall not exceed the composite, per minute intrastate rate charged by the 
ILEC in whose territory switched access calls are originated or terminated.
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Phase II. Effective 12 months from the date of this Order

(1) Embarq shall reduce its intrastate switched access rates by one-third of the difference 
between its Intrastate Access Rates and its Interstate Access Rates.

(2) Verizon shall further reduce its MSLC rate (of 73.5 cents) by an amount equivalent to 
one-third of the then existing remaining difference between total intrastate switched 
access revenues and the amount that would be generated if Verizon's intrastate 
switched access rates were set at its interstate rates.

(3) Warwick Valley Telephone shall reduce its CCLC by an additional one-half.

(4) CLEG rates shall not exceed the composite, per minute intrastate rate charged by the 
ILEC in whose territory switched access calls are originated or terminated.

Phase III. Effective 24 months from the date of this Order

(1) Embarq shall reduce its intrastate switched access rates by one-half of the difference 
between its intrastate rates and its interstate rates.

(2) Verizon shall eliminate the remaining MSLC rate. In addition, Verizon shall reduce 
other access rate elements that, when combined with the elimination of the MSLC, are 
equivalent to one-half of the then existing difference between total intrastate switched 
access revenues and the amount that would be generated if Verizon's intrastate 
switched access rates were set at its interstate rates.

(3) Warwick Valley Telephone shall eliminate the remainder of its CCLC.

(4) CLEC rates shall not exceed the composite, per minute intrastate rate charged by the 
ILEC in whose territory switched access calls are originated or terminated.

Phase IV. Effective 36 months from the date of this Order

(t) Embarq, Verizon and Warwick Valley Telephone shall reduce their intrastate switched 
access rates to be equal to their interstate rates and mirror their interstate access rate 
structure.

(2) CLEC rates shall not exceed the composite, per minute intrastate rate charged by the 
ILEC in whose territory switched access calls are originated or terminated.

The Board FURTHER ORDERS that, within 7 calendar days of the date of this Order, 
Embarq, Verizon and Warwick Valley Telephone shall provide to Board Staff their proposed 
composite per minute Intrastate Access Rates that are to become effective 20 days from the 
date of this Order as Phase t. Board Staff shall electronically circulate to the CLECs, the per 
minute Intrastate Access Rates as proposed by the ILECs. In addition. Embarq, Verizon and 
Warwick Valley Telephone shall provide to Board Staff and all CLECs their proposed composite 
rates 45 days prior to each effective date for Phase II, Phase III and Phase IV.
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Any disputes that arise regarding the Intrastate Access Rates charged or the 
implementation of this Order shall proceed in accordance with the Board’s rules and regulations. 
However, in no event shall the filing of any billing dispute serve to stay the effective date of the 
implementation of the Intrastate Access Rates as discussed above. Moreover, rate and billing 
adjustments will be implemented in a true-up process, as appropriate.

The actions by the Board in this Order reflect a policy recognition that, in a mostly 
competitive field, legacy subsidies are no longer necessary or appropriate. As described above 
and as reflected in the record, the Board HEREBY FINDS that the ILEC interstate access rate 
that the Board is setting herein as the appropriate rate for Intrastate Access charges at the 
conclusion of the phase-in period, is in excess of cost for providing Intrastate Switched Access 
service. Therefore, the revenues from the reduced Intrastate Access Rates will continue to 
provide a contribution to LECs. While it is not within the Board’s authority to order a reduction in 
toll rates in light of access reductions, the Board does fully expect carriers that benefit from 
these reductions to fulfill the commitments made in this proceeding and pass through the effects 
of these savings to New Jersey consumers. The Board looks forward to continuing the process 
of examination and review of telecommunication regulation and policy toward a fair and 
equitable environment for both customers and telecommunications providers.

All local exchange carriers (ILECs and CLECs) who provide intrastate switched access 
services in New Jersey are HEREBY ORDERED to file amended tariff pages to effectuate the 
determinations in this decision, not later than 15 days from the date of this Order, with an 
effective date of 20 days from the date of this Order. In addition, all local exchange carriers are 
FURTHER ORDERED to file updated tariff pages at least 10 days prior to the effective date of 
each subsequent phase as described above.
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Century Link Responses to 
AT&T - Set ID

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC et al, vs. Armstrong Telephone
Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Sponsors: Dave Bonsick

AT&T-CTL-3-2:

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr, which purports to produce the results of a 
survey of Century Link customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, has CenturyLink increased 
residential basic local service rates in Pennsylvania at any time from January 1, 
2003 to the present,? If yes, please provide the following for each such increase:

(a) the date of each price increase;

(b) the monthly rate for basic local service before and after that increase;

(c) the number of CenturyLink customers buying basic local service before 
the increase as of the date closest to the increase for which data are 
available, split between customers buying basic local service on a stand­
alone basis and customers buying basic local service as part of a bundle 
(/.«?. along with any other telephone service pre-packaged at a combined, 
set price);

(d) the number of CenturyLink customers buying basic local serv ice 6 months 
after the increase (or the closest date thereto for which data are av ailable), 
split between customers buying service on a stand-alone basis and 
customers buying service as part of a bundle {i.e. along with any other 
telephone service pre- packaged at a combined, set price); and

(e) any survey or other analysis conducted or review ed by or on behalf of 
CenturyLink or any affiliate to determine customers* anticipated or actual 
reaction to that price increase.

Objection:

As to subparts (c) through and including (e), CenturyLink objects on the ground 
that responding to the question would require the making of an unreasonable 
investigation and an onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. 
The question is also vague and unclear. Thus, the question causes unreasonable 
investigation as well as annoyance, burden, and expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361(a) 
and (b). Moreover, subparts (c) and (d) are objected to on the basis that the 
question uses terms that are not defined or referenced and, therefore, is overbroad.



CeoturyLink Responses to 
AT&T - Set III

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC et al, vs. Armstrong Telephone
Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

vague and burdensome. As to subpart (e) and the request for information 
regarding “any affiliate," CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the 
information requested is not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. 52 Pa. Code vj5.32l. Sec also, General 
Objections. Finally, CenturyLink maintains that AT&T propounded discovery 
requiring such a detailed and special study so late in the procedural schedule so as 
to give itself an opportunity to "reserve" a claimed "right" to respond in 
surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony. The question requires unreasonable 
investigation and causes undue annoyance, burden, and expense. 52 Pa. Code 
^§5.361(a) and (b).

Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-2 continued)

Per a meet and confer call, AT&T modified the question to reflect the time period 
from January 1.2005 to present. In addition, as discussed during the meet and 
confer, subparts (c) and (d) require a special study. CenturyLink is currently 
investigating if the requested special study can be reasonably conducted and the 
extent to which it can provide any responsive information. If possible, a response 
to the question will be provided on or before March 5, 2010.
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Sponsor: David Bonsick

AT AT-CTL-3-3:

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr, which purports to produce the results of a 
survey of CenturyLink customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, has CenturyLink or any affiliate of 
CenturyLink increased residential basic local service rates in New Jersey or 
Virginia at any time from January 1, 2003 to the present? If yes, please provide 
the following for each such increase:

(a) the date of each price increase;

(b) the monthly rate for basic local service before and after that increase;

(c) the number of CenturyLink customers, or customers of the applicable 
CenturyLink affiliate, buying basic local service before the increase, as of 
the date closest to the decrease for which data are available, split between 
customers buying basic local service on a stand-alone basis and customers 
buying basic local service as part of a bundle (/>. along with any other 
telephone service pre- packaged at a combined, set pnee);

(d) the number of CenturyLink customers, or customers of the applicable 
CenturyLink affiliate, buying that service 6 months after the increase tor 
the closest date thereto for which data are available), split between 
customers buying service on a stand-alone basis and customers buying 
service as part of a bundle {i.e. along with any other telephone service pre­
packaged at a combined, set price); and

(e) any survey or other analysis conducted or review ed by or on behalf of 
CenturyLink or the applicable CenturyLink affiliate or any other 
CenturyLink affiliate to determine the anticipated or actual customer 
reaction to that price increase.

Objection:

First, as to the question and all subparts and the request for information regarding 
*‘any affiliate,” CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the information 
requested is not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence in this proceeding in Pennsylvania. 52 Pa. Code $5.321.
See iilsos General Objections. The question seeks information well beyond the
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Pennsylvania-specific study presented in this proceeding, beyond any 
Commission-identified issue slated for this proceeding, and beyond any fact or 
defense relevant to Pennsylvania or admissible in this proceeding. Unlike AF&T, 
CcnturyLink has not injected into this proceeding rate or consumer-specific 
information from other states. Second, CcnturyLink objects on the ground that 
responding to the question would require the making of an unreasonable 
investigation and an onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. 
Third, even if it is found that information could be obtained via a reasonable 
special study, producing it would be voluminous and exceedingly burdensome. 
Fourth, the question is also vague and unclear. Finally. CcnturyLink maintains 
that AT&T propounded discovery requiring such a detailed and special study so 
late in the procedural schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserve” a 
claimed “right” to respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony. The question 
requires unreasonable investigation and causes undue annoyance, burden, and 
expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361(a) and (b).

Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-3 continued)

Per a meet and confer call, AT&T modified the question to reflect the time period 
from January 1.2005 to present. In addition, as discussed during the meet and 
confer, the question would require a burdensome special study only to seek 
information that is not relevant and not admissible. CenturyLink is currently 
investigating if any of the information requested in the subparts of this question 
can be reasonably conducted and the extent to which it can provide any 
responsive information. If possible, a response to the question will be provided 
on or before March 5, 2010.
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Sponsor: Dr. Brian Staihr

AT&T-CTL-3-4:

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr, w hich purports to produce the results of a 
survey ofCenturyLink customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, please provide the following:

(a) Please state whether, prior to the survey described in Dr. Staihr’s 
testimony, Centuryl.ink or any affiliate of CenturyLink has performed or 
reviewed a survey of consumers’ anticipated or actual reaction in advance 
of any increase in the price of any service in Pennsylvania or any other 
state.

(b) please state whether the results of that survey had any effect on the price 
increase.

(c) please provide any and all analyses or data showing how the results of the 
survey compared to the actual customer reactions after the price increase

Objection:

First, as to the request for information regarding .“'any affiliate” and “or any other 
state,” CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the information requested is 
not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence in this proceeding in Pennsylvania. 52 Pa. Code §5.321. See also, 
General Objections. The question seeks information well beyond the 
Pennsylvania-specific study presented in this proceeding, beyond any 
Commission-identified issue slated for this proceeding, and beyond any fact or 
defense relevant to Pennsylvania or admissible in this proceeding. Unlike AT&T, 
CenturyLink has not injected into this proceeding rate or consumer-specific 
information from other states. Second, CenturyLink objects on the ground that 
responding to the question would require the making of an unreasonable 
investigation and an onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. 
Third, even if it is found that information could be obtained via a reasonable 
special study, producing it would be voluminous and exceedingly burdensome. 
Fourth, the question is also vague and unclear. Finally, CenturyLink maintains 
that AT&T propounded discovery requiring such a detailed and special study so 
late in the procedural schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to '"reserv e” a 
claimed "right” to respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.
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The question requires unreasonable investigation and causes undue annoyance, 
burden, and expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361(a) and (b).

Response: (AT&T-OTL-3-4 continued)

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides: To the best of 
CenturyLink’s knowledge, CenturyLink has not performed or reviewed a survey 
of customer's anticipated or actual reactions in advance of any increase in the 
price of any service in Pennsylvania.
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Sponsor: Dave Bonsick

AT&T-CTL-3-5:

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr. which purports to produce the results of a 
survey of CenturyLink customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, please provide all consumer surveys 
and other analyses of customer reaction to possible price increases, including 
elasticity analyses, that were conducted or reviewed by or on behalf of 
CenturyLink or any affiliate of CenturyLink prior to CenturyLink's last three price 
increases for basic local service in Pennsylvania, or any price increase tor basic 
local service by CenturyLink or an affiliate in states other than Pennsylvania for 
the last five years.

Objection:

First, as to the request for information regarding “any affiliate,’* “ any other 
state,” and “any price increase for basic local service by CenturyLink or an 
affiliate in states,” CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the information 
requested is not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence in this proceeding in Pennsylvania. 52 Pa. Code §5.321.
See also. General Objections. The question seeks information well beyond the 
Pennsylvania-specific study presented in this proceeding, beyond any 
Commission-identified issue slated for this proceeding, and beyond any fact or 
defense relevant to Pennsylvania or admissible in this proceeding. Unlike AT&T, 
CenturyLink has not injected into this proceeding rate or consumer-specific 
information from other states. Second, CenturyLink objects on the ground that 
responding to the question would require the making of an unreasonable 
investigation and an onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. 
Third, even if it is found that information could be obtained or existed, producing 
it would be voluminous and exceedingly burdensome. Fourth, the question is also 
overly broad, vague, and burdensome (e.g„ “all consumer surveys and other 
analyses,” “customer reaction,” ‘possible price increases,” and “elasticity 
studies” - all of which are not defined. Finally, CenturyLink maintains that 
AT&T propounded discovery requiring such a detailed and special study so late in 
the procedural schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserve” a claimed 
"right” to respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony. The question 
requires unreasonable investigation and causes undue annoyance, burden, and 
expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361(a) and (b).
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-5 continued)

Per a meet and confer call, AT&T agreed to review the question to see if can be 
modified given the exceedingly broad and burdensome nature of the question and 
the lack of relevancy as claimed by Century Link.

Accordingly and without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:
No customer surveys or elasticity studies were conducted in conjunction with the 
increases in the price of residential basic local service implemented in January 
and December of 2005.
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AT&T-CTL-3-6;
Sponsor: Dr. Brian Staihr

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr. which purports to produce the results of 
surv ey of CenturyLink customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, please provide all working papers 
showing or relating to the number of persons surveyed, the methodology for 
selecting the persons to be surveyed, the methodology for determining the 
questions to be asked, and the method by which sample sizes were determined 
and any reasons for choosing any particular sample size or method.

Objection:

Sec, General Objections.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides: With the exception of 
the documents already provided to all parties in this proceeding (see, Sprint-EQ 1 
17 and AT&T-CTL 1-26), there are no other "working papers" relating to the 
number of persons surv eyed, the methodology for selecting persons to be 
surveyed, the methodology for determining the questions to be asked, the 
methodology for determining the sample size. The survey was addressed in 
verbal conversations held during the month of December 2009 between 
representatives of the Company's regulatory group and the Company's market 
research group.
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Sponsor: Dr. Brian Staihr

AT&T-CTL-3-7:

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr. which purports to produce the results of a 
survey of CenturyLink customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, please provide the following:

(a) please state whether the customers surveyed were asked about or advised 
of the possibility that the hypothesized increases in local service rates 
might result in decreases in long distance rates;

(b) please provide any all consumer surveys and other analyses of consumer 
reaction to potential or actual increases in local serv ice rates if coupled 
with decreases in long distance rates, conducted by or on behalf of 
CenturyLink or any affiliate, relating to Pennsylvania or any other state, 
for the last five years.

(c) please state whether the customers surveyed were asked whether they 
might obtain some service or bundle of services, other than stand-alone 
basic local service, from CenturyLink as a result of the price increase;

(d) please state whether the customers surveyed were asked about or advised 
of alternative services or bundles of services available from Century Link,

(e) please state whether the customers surveyed were asked if they would 
likely remove any optional services to reduce their monthly bill, before or 
in lieu of choosing to disconnect their service; and

(t) please state whether the customers surveyed that said they were likely to 
leave CenturyLink were asked what monthly price they expected to pay 
for local service after they left CenturyLink.

Objection:

First, Century Link objects on the ground that responding to the question and all 
subparts would require the making of an unreasonable investigation and an 
onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. The requires 
unreasonable investigation and causes undue annoyance, burden, and expense. 52 
Pa. Code §§5..'61(a) and (b). Second, the request for information regarding "any
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affiliate” and “other analyses” are broad and burdensome. In addition, the request 
for information relative to other CenturyLink affiliates in other states is not 
relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence in this proceeding in Pennsylvania. 52 Pa. Code §5.321. See also. 
General Objections. Third, even if it is found that information could be 
reasonably obtained, producing it would be voluminous and exceedingly 
burdensome.

Response (ATF-CTL-3-7):

Without waiver of any objections. CenturyLink provides: Survey respondents 
were asked exactly the questions that were contained in Attachment BKS-I as 
provided with Dr. Staihr's Direct Testimony. 'Fhey were asked no other questions.
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Sponsor: Dr. Brian Staihr

AT&T-CTL-3-8:

Referencing the testimony of Dr. Staihr, which purports to produce the results of a 
survey of CenturyLink customers regarding their reaction or possible reaction to 
an increase in the price of basic local service, please provide the following 
information:

(a) what number or percentage of customers surveyed buys local service as 
part of a bundle?

(b) what number of percentage of customers surveyed buys local serv ice 
on a stand-alone basis ?

(c) what is the average monthly bill that CenturyLink currently assesses on 
those customers identitied in response to part (a)'?

(d) what is the average monthly bill that CenturyLink currently assesses on 
those customers surveyed identified in response to part (b)?

Objection:

CenturyLink objects on the ground that responding to the question and all 
subparts would require the making of an unreasonable investigation and an 
onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. Thus, the question 
requires unreasonable investigation and causes undue annoyance, burden, and 
expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361 (a) and (b). Finally, CenturyLink maintains that 
AT&T propounded discovery requiring such a detailed and special study so late in 
the procedural schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserve” a claimed 
“right” to respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides: Providing this 
information would require conducting a new and extensive analysis/study on the 
customers that made up the group of survey respondents. Century Link does not 
have the information requested and cannot reasonably conduct a special study as 
requested in the subparts to this question.
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Sponsor: David Bonsick

AT&T-CTL-3-10:

Referencing the testimony of Mr. Bonsick at pages 17-18 wherein Mr. Bonsick 
states that "building and maintaining the local network, especially in rural, high 
cost areas, is capital intensive;" please provide the tbllowing:

(a) the exact amount of capital spending budgeted by CenturyLink each year 
since 2004 to "build and maintain the local network" in Pennsylvania;

(b) CenturyLink’s total revenues (before any separations, and separately 
stated, after separations) derived from Pennsylvania each year since 2004; 
and

(c) CenturyLink’s capital budget as a percentage of revenues, before 
separations, and separately stated, as a percentage after separations, each 
year since 2004.

If less burdensome or more readily available, you may substitute actual capital 
expenditures for capital budget amounts in parts (a) and (c) above.

Objection:

As to the request for budgeted information and capital budget as a percentage of 
revenues, CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the information requested is 
not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence in this proceeding in Pennsylvania. 52 Pa. Code §5.321.

Response:

Per a meet and confer call, AT&T agreed to provide a definition of its use of the 
term "separations." As of March I, 2010, AT&T has not provided a definition. 
Moreover. AT&T modified the question to reflect the time period from January 1, 
2005 to present. Accordingly, without waiver of any objections and based upon 
CenturyLink’s understanding of separations. CenturyLink provides:

(a) Actual capital expenditures in Pennsylvania are identified below.
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Response: AT&T-CTL-3-I0 (continued)

BEGIN CTL CONFIDENTIAL

END CTL CONFIDENTIAL

(b) Based on CcnturyLink's interpretation and understanding of the question 
below are revenues for 2004 through September 2009. Final 2009 
financial data is not available at this time.

BEGIN CTL CONFIDENTIAL

END CTL CONFIDENTIAL

(c) The information is provided in (a) and (b) above for AT&T to perform the 
calculations requested.
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Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey

AT&T-CTL-3-11:

Referencing the statement in the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page
6, lines 13-14 that “Consumers, investment in Pennsylvania, jobs. . .are
disadvantaged by the mirroring proposal,” please provide:

(a) any studies, documents, or other information within Century Link's 
possession that show which jobs, how many jobs, or Jiny other information 
about the jobs that will be disadvantaged by AT&T's proposal in this 
case.

(b) any studies, documents or other information within CenturyLink’s 
possession that show which jobs, how many jobs, or any other information 
about any jobs that CenturyLink claims were disadvantaged by the 
implementation of switched access charge reductions for interstate 
traffic.

(c) is the converse of Messrs, Lindsey and Harpers claim also true? 
Specifically, are any Pennsylvania jobs advantaged by AT&T's mirroring 
proposal? Please explain why or why not.

Objection:

See, General Objections.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

(a) No “studies, documents, or other information” exist, nor are any required 
for a point that supported by common sense.

(b) No “studies, documents, or other information” exist nor are any required 
for a point that supported by common sense.

(c) CenturyLink has not examined this question and takes no position as to 
whether Pennsylvania jobs (total throughout the State) would be 
advantaged by AT&T’s incomplete mirroring proposal. However, it is
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Response: AT&T-CTLO-l 1 (continued)

possible to assume that jobs which are located in and depend only on 
economic activity in urban areas could be slightly advantaged, w'hile, 
conv ersely, those jobs which are located in and depend on rural areas 
would be significantly disadvantaged. In other words, assuming that 
Pennsylvania job levels were advantaged by AT&T’s incomplete 
mirroring proposal, the rural effect per job is highly likely to be much 
greater as there are far fewer rural jobs to absorb the negative effects of 
implementing AT&T’s incomplete mirroring proposal without sufficient 
revenue recovery alternatives as AT&T has recommended in this 
proceeding.
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Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey
AT&T-CTL-2-I2 (sic):

Referencing the statement in the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page
6, lines 13-14 that “Consumers, investment in Pennsylvania, jobs...are
disadv antaged by the mirroring proposal,” please provide:

(a) any studies, documents, or other information within CenturyLink’s 
possession that show which investment, the amount of inv estment, or any 
other information about the investment that will he disadvantaged by 
AT&T's proposal in this case.

(b) any studies, documents, or other information within CenturyLink’s 
possession that show which investment, the amount of investment, or any 
other information about the investment that CenturyLink claims was 
disadvantaged by the implementation of switched access charge 
reductions for interstate traffic.

(c) is the converse of Messrs. Lindsey and Harpers claim also true1? 
Specifically, isany Pennsylvania investment advantaged by AT&T’s 
mirroring proposal? Please explain why or why not.

Ohiection:

See, General Objections.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

(a) No “studies, documents, or other information” exist, nor are any required 
for a point that supported by common sense.

(b) No “studies, documents, or other information” exist, nor arc any required 
for a point that supported by common sense.

(c) CenturyLink has not examined and takes no position as to whether 
Pennsylvania investment (total throughout the State) would be adv;mtaged 
by AT&T’s incomplete mirroring proposal. However, it is possible to 
assume that, similar to jobs (as addressed in response to AT&T-CTL 3-
11), investment which is located in and which depends solely on economic
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Response: AT&T-CTL-2-12 (sic) (continued)

activity in urban areas could be slightly advantaged, while, conversely, 
investment which is located in and depends on economic activity in rural areas 
would be significantly disadvantaged. The effect on rural areas is highly likely to 
he much greater per-capita, as the smaller rural population is less able to absorb 
the negative effects of implementing AT&T’s incomplete mirroring proposal 
without sufficient revenue recovery alternatives as AT&T has recommended in 
this proceeding.
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Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey

AT&T-CTL-3-16:

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 18. lines 9-10 and 
page 26, lines 18-19, please provide the tbllowing:

(a) identify the number and location of the “many" “vulnerable rural 
Pennsylvanians.. .without competitive options."

(b) define which services Messrs. Lindsey and Harper consider to be a 
“competitive option."

(c) identify the time period that Messrs. Lindsey and Harper considered in 
reaching their conclusion that such consumers would be “without 
competitive options."

(d) identify each CenturyLink exchange where all Century Link customers 
have no competitive options.

(e) state whether Messrs. Lindsey and Harper consider the threat or potential 
of competitive entry, whether by potential competitors such as electric 
utilities who might offer Broadband over Power Line (BPL) or cable 
providers who might upgrade to cable telephony, or by wireless (CMRS) 
or WiMax providers, to provide any competitive option at all to 
Pennsylvanians who might not have an immediately available competitor 
standing by?

(f) Please provide all documentation to support the responses to parts (a)-(e) 
above.

Objection:

See, General Objections. Finally, Century Link maintains that AT&T propounded 
discovery requiring such information so late in the procedural schedule so as to 
give itself an opportunity to “reserve" a claimed “right" to respond in surrebuttal 
and/or rejoinder testimony.
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-16 continued)

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

(a) The locations are wherever competitive carriers cannot or will not meet 
the communications needs of consumers. The exact number of customers 
and locations has not been specifically determined by CenturyLink, or by 
any other party, to CenturyLink’s knowledge. The number and location of 
consumers without competitive options could be determined by attempting 
to overlay the actual - not authorized, franchised, or otherwise permitted - 
areas where service is provided by all competitors. However, due to the 
proprietary nature of information relative to competitors facilities, 
marketing efforts, and options, such an analysis has not been undertaken 
and has not been compiled by any party to the best of CcnturyLink’s 
knowledge.

(b) Customers determine competitive alternatives. Accordingly, even if a 
carrier claims to provide competitive service to a given customer, it is the 
customer that ultimately determines if he/she/it has a competitive 
alternative and if that customer does not perceive the competitor’s serv ice 
to be a viable alternative for any number reasons, including quality, 
reliability, etc., then no viable competitive alternative will be perceived to 
be available. Furthermore, the testimony refers competitive alternatives 
for basic local voice services. The most significant of these are commonly 
understood to be fixed-voice services offered by cable companies or 
CLECs and mobile wireless voice services.

(c) Time periods considered were past, present, and near-term future periods.

(d) To the best of CenturyLink’s knowledge, there are no CenturyLink 
exchanges where no customers have zero competitive options,
Conversely, to the best of CenturyLink’s knowledge, there are no 
CenturyLink exchanges where all customers have competitive options.
The availability of competitive options can vary by customer type and by 
neighborhood to neighborhood, street to street and house to house. 
Competitive carriers have the luxury of cherry-picking based on cost to 
serve individual customers. Rural ILEC's such as CenturyLink have no 
such luxury and hear the cost of serving all.
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Response: (AT&T-CTI.-V16 continued)

(e) Potential competitive entry was considered by Messrs. Lindsey and 
Harper. However, many potential’ competitive services never 
materialize. For example, cable telephony services currently are available 
outside of incorporated city-town limits only on a limited basis - fourteen 
years post Telecom Act of 1996. Despite years of promotion of growing 
competition, actual cable telephony competition is not available - or is 
chosen by these entities to not make itself available - to many rural 
Pennsylvanians who live in rural and high-cost unincorporated areas. So, 
potential competition must be a secondary consideration to actual 
competition.

(0 No documentation was utilized.
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Sponsors: Jeffrey Lindsey/Mark 
Harper

AT&T-CTL-3-17:

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 18, lines 12-13, 
please provide the following:

(a) What are the exact “regulatory burdens associated with being an 
incumbent local exchange ca^rier?,,

(b) Provide citations to the legal source for each such burden.

(e) Identify the capital and expense cost of each and every regulatory burden
identified.

(d) Provide all documentation to support the responses to parts (a)-(c) above.

Objection:

To the extent the question seeks an interpretation of Commission orders, 
regulations, and statutes, CenturyLink objects on the grounds that the question is 
not within the scope of allowable discovery and/or that the information sought is 
protected by the attorney client privilege. Finally, CenturyLink maintains that 
AT&T propounded discovery requiring such information so late in the procedural 
schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserve*’ a claimed “right” to 
respond in surrcbuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections. CenturyLink provides:

(a) To CenturyLink’s knowledge no “exact" listing of regulatory burdens 
exists. As the largest ILEC in the country, AT&T is well aware of the 
regulatory burdens of being an ILEC and has not produced such a list. 
Nonetheless, the major regulatory burdens include: the COLR obligation, 
lack of price flexibility, lack of ability to discontinue service, requirements 
to open network for wholesale purposes, service standards and reporting, 
financial reporting obligations, low-income/lifeline obligations, access to 
IXC network, interconnect wireless and wireline networks, etc.
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-17 continued)

This is a far from complete list, but serves to provide a general 
understanding of unique obligations faced by rural ILECs.

(b) See, e.g., 66 Pa.C.S. § 1501. See also. Chapters 63 and 64 of the 
Commission’s Rules and Regulations.

(c) To CenturyLink’s knowledge, no financial analysis of the cost of every 
regulatory burden has been performed by CenturyLink. The 
‘‘quantification* via "capital and expense costs” of the myriad regulatory 
obligations associated with universal service/COLR and safe and reliable 
service is not subject exact science as this question incorrectly presumes. 
Indeed, industry consensus or Commission/legislative parameters would 
be necessary to gain an understanding of exactly how to calculate these 
costs and expenses. AT&T, as the largest ILEC in the country, with its 
vast resources, has not produced such a calculation for its ILECs, to 
CenturyLink’s knowledge. The cost is obviously large and the expenses 
significant - particularly in rural, high-cost areas. Fewer competitive 
alternatives in many rural areas of low-population density, where only the 
ILEC provides service offers evidence as only the ILEC bears costs that 
others are unwilling to bear. Verizon’s actions provide additional 
evidence. Verizon has divested, and continues to divest, its most rural and 
high-cost access lines, signaling its belief that the costs of serving these 
areas is high and the risks of not receiving sufficient funds to serve these 
areas is high enough for Verizon to exit these markets. Verizon’s actions 
in this proceeding, if ordered by the PA PUC, will serve as a step in 
making this a self-fulfilling prophecy.

(d) No documentation was created or utilized to answer these questions.



CenturyTink Responses to 
AT&T ~ Set III

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC et al, vs. Armstrong Telephone
Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

AT&T-CTL-3-18;

Sponsors: Jeffrey Lindsey/Mark 
Harper

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 18, lines 20-21, 
please provide the following:

(a) Define the term “COLR obligation’* as used there, and provide reference 
to the specific order, rule, or statute which imposes this “obligation” 
uniquely on the incumbent carrier.

(b) Is CenturyLink’s purported COLR obligation a uniquely intrastate 
obligation or is some portion the COLR obligation assignable to the 
interstate jurisdiction?

(c) Identify the exact “COLR obligations” of CenturyLink: the annual cost of 
each such obligation, the total cost of CenturyLink’s COLR obligations in 
Pennsylvania; and the amount of funding that intrastate switched access 
revenues presently contribute to the “partial funding” of the COLR 
obligations.

(d) Provide all documentation to support the responses to parts (a)-(c) above.

Objection:

To the extent the question seeks an interpretation of Commission orders, 
regulations, and statutes, CenturyLink objects on the grounds that the question is 
not within the scope of allow able discovery and/or that the information sought is 
protected by the attorney client privilege. Finally, CenturyLink maintains that 
AT&T propounded discovery requiring such information so late in the procedural 
schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserve” a claimed “right” to 
respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

(a) Hie term “COLR obligation” is defined as the unique obligation of
ILEC’s to serve all requesting customers, irrespective of costs (except in 
rare, extreme circumstances), at rates, terms and conditions offered to
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-18 continued)

similarly situated customers. This includes the obligation to serve rural 
and urban customers at similar rates, terms and conditions. Further, the 
COLR obligation includes the obligations addressed in CenturyLink’s 
responses at AT&T-CTL-3-17, above.

(b) The COLR obligation is a combination of state and federal duties. Some 
obligations appear to be redundant, some overlap, and some are exclusive 
to one jurisdiction or the other. Again, as the largest ILEC in the country, 
AT&T through its ILEC affiliates are well aware of the various COLR 
obligations. See also, AT&T-CTL-3-17, as incorporated herein.

(e) See also, AT&T-CTL-3-17, as incorporated herein. Also, while
CenturyLink does not support all aspects of a report from the National 
Regulatory Research Institute (NRRI), see NRR1 Report, entitled “Carriers 
of Last Resort: Updating a Traditional Doctrine.’' A copy of that 
document is attached hereto.

The annual costs of each obligation have not been determined. Again, 
CenturyLink is unaware that any ILEC or regulator in the country has 
undertaken to quantify these obligations, including AT&T and Verizon. 
ILECs’ accounting systems are simply not set up to categorize financial 
transactions in the manner requested. Similarly, the exact amount of 
partial funding of COLR obligations has not been established as 
accounting systems have not been set up in this manner. To 
CenturyLink’s knowledge, no ILEC in the country, including the ILEC 
affiliates of AT&T or Verizon, has calculated the amount of partial COLR 
obligation funding present in intrastate switched access rates, if any. 
CenturyLink’s universal service and/or COLR funding includes a 
component of switched access revenues, in addition to some level of 
revenues from retail business rates and retail urban residential rates. The 
latter two categories have been largely eroded by competition, increasing 
the dependence of the universal service system on intrastate switched 
access revenues and/or explicit universal service binding.

(d) No documentation was created or utilized to provide responses to the 
questions.
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Sponsor: Mark Harper

AT&T-CTL-3-19:

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 19, lines 6-13, 
please provide the following:

(a) During each month for each of the past three years, how many of 
CenturyLink’s customers purchased CenturyLink’s $18 per month 
service?

(b) During each month for each of the past three years, how many of 
CenturyLink’s residential customers purchased local service on a bundled 
basis?

(c) What proportion of CenturyLink’s residential local exchange access lines 
were purchased on a standalone basis (and thus subject to the $ 18 rate cap) 
during each month for each of the past three years'?

(d) If the monthly number or proportion of residential customers buying the 
$18 price capped service is declining please explain why.

(c) Provide all documentation to support the responses to parts (a)-(d) above

Objection:

First, CenturyLink objects on the ground that responding to the question would 
require the making of an unreasonable investigation and an onerous special study 
which cannot be reasonably conducted. In particular, the request for monthly 
information over the “past three years’* is burdensome and oppressive. The 
question requires unreasonable investigation and causes undue annoyance, 
burden, and expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361(a) and (b). Second, to the extent the 
question seeks detailed monthly information over the past three years,
CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the information requested is not 
relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discov ery of admissible 
evidence. 52 Pa. Code §5.321. See also, Genera! Objections. Finally, 
CenturyLink maintains that AT&T propounded discovery requiring such a 
detailed and special study so late in the procedural schedule so as to give itself an 
opportunity to “reserve’* a claimed “right” to respond in surrebuttal and/or
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CenturyLink Responses to 
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-19 continued)

rejoinder testimony.

As discussed during the meet and confer, the question as posed requires an 
onerous special study. CenturyLink is currently investigating if the requested 
special study can be reasonably conducted and the extent to which it can provide 
any responsive information. If possible, a response to the question will be 
provided on or before March 5, 2010.



Century Link Responses to 
AT&T -- Set III

AT&T Communications of Penosylvania. LLC et al, vs. Armstrong Telephone
Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey

AT&T-CTL-3-22:

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 21. line 15, please 
provide the following:

(a) Please provide any and all studies or other documentation to support the 
statement that reducing switched access rates will destroy universal 
service.

(b) Please provide all examples, with supporting evidence, of states that have 
reduced switched access rates and destroyed universal service as a result.

Objection:

Sec, General Objections. To extent requiring CenturyLink to do a study, 
CenturyLink also objects on the ground that responding to the question would 
require the making of an unreasonable investigation and an onerous special study 
which cannot be reasonably conducted. Finally, CenturyLink maintains that 
AT&T propounded discovery requiring such a detailed and special study so late in 
the procedural schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserve” a claimed 
“right” to respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

(a) No studies or other documentation exist. The statement reflects the 
obvious fact that a portion of switched access revenues support the 
COLR/umversal service obligation. Given that traditional implicit 
universal service support from urban and business rates has been 
eviscerated by competition in those markets, the reliance on intrastate 
switched access and explicit funding is increased, if the PA PUC were to 
order switched access reductions without sufficient revenue recovery 
offset, CenturyLink’s ability to meet universal service obligations could be 
impaired. An impaired ability to meet universal service obligations 
equates to being unable to fully fulfill the obligation.
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-22 continued)

(b) This question is flawed, contorts CenturyLink's Panel Testimony, and 
contains overly-simplistic assumptions, including the presumption that 
universal service as preserved by this Commission and as mandated policy 
set forth by the Pennsylvania General Assembly can be reduced to a 
mathematical sum game. Adequately funding the universal service/COLR 
obligation is a function of retail rates, explicit universal service support, 
switched access rates, and costs that are unique to each state (and each 
carrier). For example, if switched access rates were reduced and displaced 
revenues were recovered through otTsetting explicit universal service 
support, the ILECs ability to meet its universal service obligation would 
not be "destroyed” or impaired.



Centuryl.ink Responses to 
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AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC et al, vs. Armstrong Telephone
Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey

AT&T-CTL-3-23:

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 21. lines 20-22, 
please provide the following:

(a) Please provide any and all studies or other analyses or evidence 
demonstrating that CenturyLink’s commitment to broadband availability 
by 2013 “could be jeopardized” if access rates are reduced.

(b) Please summarize Messrs. Lindsey and Harper's understanding of 
CenturyLink's broadband build out commitments made to the FCC in its 
review of the recent merger with Embarq. Is it Messrs. Lindsey and 
Harper's position that intrastate access reform would relieve or lessen 
CenturyLink’s broadband build out commitments?

(c) Is it Messrs. Lindsey and Harper's position that intrastate access reform 
would relieve or lessen CenturyLink's Pennsylvania broadband 
commitment under Chapter 30/Act 183 or CenturyLink’s Network 
Modernization Plan?

(d) If the answer to (b) or (c) is anything other than an unequivocal “no,” 
provide Messrs. Lindsey and Harper's understanding of how or why each 
of those commitments would be relieved or lessened, and provide citation 
to any supporting order, rule, or statute.

(e) For each year from 2003 to the present identity the dollar amount of 
intrastate access which was collected and then directed to finance 
CenturyLink's broadband buildout.

Objection:

First, as to subpart (b), CenturyLink objects on the ground that that the 
information requested is not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. 52 Pa. Code §5.321. See also. General 
Objections. Second, to the extent the question or any subpurt seeks an 
interpretation of orders, regulations, and statutes, CenturyLink objects on the 
grounds that the question is not within (he scope of allowable discovery and/or 
that the information sought is protected by the attorney client privilege. Finally, 
as to subpart (e), CenturyLink objects CenturyLink maintains (hat AT&T
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propounded discovery requiring such information so late in the procedural 
schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to "reserve” a claimed "right” to 
respond in surrebuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.

Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-23 continued)

Without waiver of any objections, Century Link provides:

(a) No studies or analysis has been prepared. The testimony makes explicit 
an obvious point of fact and reality. To take funding away from the 
narrowband network means there will be less of it. The broadband 
network leverages the narrowband network. If the narrowband network 
did not exist, the broadband network would not be deployed nearly as 
extensively as it has been to-date. For example, think of the narrowband 
network like the foundation of a house. Then, think of the broadband 
network like the frame of the house. The frame will only be built on the 
foundation. If there is no foundation, there will be no frame. This does 
not mean that the foundation subsidizes the frame. It simply means that 
the foundation is a condition precedent to build the frame. To be clear, the 
narrowband network does not in anv wav subsidize the broadband 
network.

(b) No. This instant proceeding is independent of CenturyLink’s broadband 
build out commitments ordered by the FCC as part of its approval of the 
transfer of control of Embarq to CenturyLink. Accordingly, this 
proceeding has no effect on the FCC-ordered commitments.

(c) No. This instant PA proceeding is independent of CenturyLink’s 
broadband commitments under Chapter 30/Act 183. Accordingly, this 
proceeding has no effect on the commitments.

(d) N/A

(e) The dollar amount is zero for each year: 2003, 2004, 2005. 2006, 2007, 
2008, and 2009.
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Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey

AT&T-CTL-3-24

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 28. line 18. What 
is the amount that is needed to “sufficiently fund the ILEC’s unique universal 
service and COLR obligations’* for CenturyLink in Pennsylvania? Provide any 
and all studies, analyses, or other evidence to support this response.

Objection:

See also. General Objections.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

Quantifying universal service/COLR obligations is highly analogous to 
quantifying the “exact cost” of every regulatory burden. See, CenturyLink's 
responses to AT&T-CTL-3-17 and 3-18, incorporated herein. No studies or 
analyses were prepared or utilized.



CeaturyUnk Responses to 
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Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Sponsor: Jeffrey Lindsey/Mark 
Harper

AT&T-CTL-3-25:

Reference the testimony of Messrs. Lindsey and Harper at page 32, lines 3-6, 
please provide the following:

(a) Identify the exact “rural outlying areas” where cable telephony, wireless 
services and/or VoIP services are not readily available.

(b) Quantify the number of residential households which are located in these 
“rural outlying areas” where cable telephony, wireless services and/or 
VoIP services are not readily available. Please break down this number 
for CenturyLink’s territory (separately by CenturyLink exchanges), and 
for any other area or 1LEC in Pennsylvania for which CenturyLink has 
information.

Objection:

CenturyLink objects on the ground that responding to the question as posed (e.g., 
by exchange) would require the making of an unreasonable investigation and an 
onerous special study which cannot be reasonably conducted. The question in 
this regard would cause unreasonable investigation as well as annoyance, burden, 
and expense. 52 Pa. Code §§5.361(a) and (b). General Objections. Finally, 
as to subpart (e), CenturyLink objects CenturyLink maintains that AT&T 
propounded discovery requiring such information so late in the procedural 
schedule so as to give itself an opportunity to “reserv e” a claimed “right” to 
respond in surrehuttal and/or rejoinder testimony.

Response:

Without waiver of any objections, CenturyLink provides:

(a) The only way to answer this question is for providers of each of these 
services to provide precise maps of the areas and customers where they offer basic 
voice communications services. CenturyLink does not possess this information. 
Moreover, as a general mutter, cost correlates highly with population density for the 
provisioning of basic voice communication services. Exchanges w ith higher 
population density tend to suffer greater



AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC et al, vs. Armstrong Telephone
Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

CenturyLink Responses to 
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Response: (AT&T-CTL-3-25 continued)

line loss, indicating a greater presence of competition in these areas as 
competitors avoid high-cost areas and choose to focus their services in 
lower cost areas. However, although exchange level analysis is far 
superior to a company (study area) level of analysis, more granular 
analysis below the exchange level is necessary to truly isolate “rural 
outlying areas’" as exchanges nearly always include town centers and rural 
unincorporated areas. To CenturyLink’s knowledge, no 1LEC and no 
regulatory agency has precisely answered this question, including 
America’s two largest 1LEC and Wireless carriers, AT&T and Verizon.

(b) Because CenturyLink is unable to answer (a), it is unable to answer (b) as 
it is dependent on the answer to (a).
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Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-3:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, et al. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 18, lines 3-4 of Mr. Zingaretti’s testimony, for each 
of the past three years, how much has each PTA company spent to 
“maintain and improve their networks?” Please separate out amounts 
spent for the legacy local network versus amounts spent on any 
broadband deployment.

Please see the responses to Sprint-PTA-2-8 and AT&T-PTA-5-9. The 
PTA Companies record network investment by traditional plant 
accounts. Investment is not recorded separately for “legacy local 
network versus amounts spent on any broadband deployment” as 
requested.



Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-7:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, et al. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 20, lines 7-9 of PTA's January 20, 2010 testimony, 
which asserts that rate increases above current rates will accelerate 
customer migration and lines losses and result in less revenue, not 
more:

(a) Please identify each PTA company to which this statement 
applies.

(b) Please provide any evidence that demonstrates that the reason 
for any PTA member's customer migration or line losses is due 
to price increases.

(c) Please provide any studies or analyses performed or reviewed 
by any PTA companies within the last five years regarding the 
impact of rate increases, Including elasticity studies and 
customer surveys.

This statement represents the collective experience of the 
Pennsylvania RLECs represented by the Pennsylvania Telephone 
Association in this proceeding. It is a general statement reflective of 
the RLECs’ observation of customer behavior that as rates increase, 
customer migration and line losses accelerate, resulting in lost 
revenues. Please also see the responses to AT&T-PTA-1-3 and 1-4 in 
the proceeding before ALJ Colwell.



Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-9:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, ef a/, 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, ei al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 26, lines 1-15 of PTA's January 20, 2010 testimony, 
please provide

(a) the level of dollars each PTA company invested in its wireline 
network to provide regulated voice service for each year from 
2005-2009.

(b) the level of total network investments in dollars, made by each 
PTA company for all services for each year from 2005-2009.

(a) The PTA Companies do not record network investment 
separately for the provision of "regulated voice service".

(b) See attached.



AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, etal. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, etal.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Person Answering: Gary Zingaretti

AT&T-PTA-5-10: Referencing page 29, lines 3-4 of PTA's January 20, 2010 testimony,
please provide the following information:

(a) Define the term “carrier of last resort obligations” as used there, 
and provide reference to the specific order, rule, or statute which 
imposes each such “obligation" uniquely on the incumbent 
carrier.

(b) Are the purported carrier of last resort obligations uniquely 
intrastate obligations or is some portion of these obligations 
assignable to the interstate jurisdiction?

(c) Identify the exact “carrier of last resort obligations” of each PTA 
member, the annual cost of each such obligation, the total cost 
of such obligations in Pennsylvania; and the amount of funding 
that intrastate switched access revenues presently contribute to 
those obligations.

(d) Provide all documentation to support the responses to parts (a)-
(c) above.

Response: I am not a lawyer. Consequently in my answer I provide my lay
understanding of carrier of last resort (COLR) obligations as it has 
evolved on both the state and federal side, which may or may not 
include all possible statutory or regulatory citations to support the 
imposition of the COLR obligation on incumbents as distinguished 
from other carriers.

In my lay understanding, carrier of last resort obligations refers to the 
incumbents’ obligation to serve any customer within their certificated 
service territories upon request. Prior to the introduction of 
competition, telecommunications services were provided by
incumbents only subject to monopoly regulation. This included the PA 
PUC's grant of exclusive service franchises in exchange for the 
incumbent's obligation to provide service ubiquitously throughout that 
franchised service territory. Because of this history of exclusive



AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, etal. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

franchising, an express statutory obligation to provide COLR voice 
service was unnecessary. The original Chapter 30 COLR broadband 
obligations are imposed by the Commission solely on the incumbents. 
Act 183, through the definition of "local exchange telecommunications 
company," referred only to incumbents. In the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996 (TCA-96), ETC status was applied to all existing 
incumbent rural carriers as the providers of last resort in their study 
areas, while newly certificated competitive carriers were subject to 
ETC status only if they sought universal service support and the state 
commission found that designation of an additional ETC for an area 
served by a rural telephone company was in the public interest.

Also, see PTA Exhibit JJL-6 in the proceeding before ALJ Colwell. 
With respect to the cost of the COLR obligation, please see my 
testimony beginning at page 29, line 16, and the responses to AT&T- 
PTA-1-8, 9, and 10 in the proceeding before ALJ Colwell.



Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-11:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, ef al. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
intraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 29, line 5 of PTA’s January 20, 2010 testimony, 
please provide the following:

(a) identify each and every “regulatory burden" associated with each 
PTA company's role as providers of last resort.

(b) provide references to the specific order, rule, or statute which 
imposes each such “burden" uniquely on the incumbent carrier.

(c) Identify the cost associated with each such regulatory burden.

fd) Provide all documentation to support the responses to parts (a)-
(c) above.

The regulatory burden is that burden associated with having to provide 
service ubiquitously, including ubiquitous broadband deployment, 
rather than rendering service availability and pricing decisions based 
upon a cost/benefit analysis that includes the ability to seek to serve 
only low cost, high volume, or profitable customers, or require a 
minimum return before making investment, while avoiding ubiquitous 
service and investment obligations. See also my response to AT&T- 
PTA-5-10.



Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-12:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, ef al. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, ef al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, ef al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 44 lines 14-19 and page 45 lines 1-2 of PTA's 
January 20, 2010 testimony, which claims that it is in AT&T’s, Sprint's, 
Verizon’s and Comcast’s interest to gain more customers were RLEC 
rates to be priced above the market price, please provide the following 
information:

(a) What does PTA consider to be the "market price" for each PTA 
company's basic local service rates?

(b) Please identify any competitive basic local service alternatives 
provided by competitors, and identify each competitor, the 
service(s), their service price points, and dates for which those 
service price points were effective.

(c) Please provide any available examples where any PTA company 
has reduced prices for basic local service in response to 
competitive offers during the past 3 years, and provide the 
name of the PTA company, the date of the reduction, a 
description of the specific service or services for which prices 
were reduced, an explanation of the reasons why such prices 
were reduced, and the price(s) for each such service before and 
after that reduction.

(a) The PTA Companies use of the term "market price” is intended 
to be indicative of the general market for substitutable telephone 
service in the areas in which they serve. The fact that many of 
the PTA companies have not used banked revenues resulting 
from the operation of alternative regulation would strongly 
indicate that they feel they are currently at the market price. 
See (b) below for additional data on market rates.

(b) Wireless companies, competitive LECs, and VoIP providers are 
the primary competitors serving RLEC markets. Wireless rates 
and services are available on their websites. Competitive LEC 
rates are available in their tariffs on file with the PA PUC.



AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, et al. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, etal.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, ef al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Attached are several web site price and service descriptions for 
companies serving the RLEC markets. The PTA companies do 
not know when these rates were effective.

(c) No PTA Company has reduced prices for basic local service in 
response to competitive offers in the last three (3) years.
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Anytime
Minutes

Talk & Text*
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Talk
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450 $59.99 $39 99 - 45<

900 $79.99 $59 99 Pink 5 Fnende 40*
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Individual Cell Phone Plans starting at $39.9° w ith activation - Wireles... http:.;'\v\vw.wireless.att.com/cell-phone-service'cell-phone-pUms. indi
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• Uniimled calling on Nights and Wetkends lor imsi plans
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Sprint - < 'cl! phone rate plans, nextel plans, wireless phone services htTp:/.nextelonline.ne\tel.conv’NASApp/onlinestorf/en/Actioiv'SubiuitR.

Spnnr.rom Bourns fin} a 'f4hi>/fllj Cjotart Ui 
frWf v^ur-.fdirh TUWi'cr hr'e

Uck.iges Phones

o
P'ans 'utrviues

O-
accf-.sories Promotions roveiageWaps 'diopping Cart

o 0

Plans l>hO'l-S .-S •Vcn'.sc: .i*s

■i 5u <*ff '.hc-Dpinf ir Hanr.&uis. PA

Il-e i i*t at piair. f-j5 be-.-i' tittered Msed tne emend tieiov.. To a ti.U list of pisns, oltc* Reset brlow.

■'-o.yironQ

Ary .Vi'.jf.v/i?. 
Arya^C''

$69"

Narrow My List » Direct Connect ■ Irdtviduai Share Mobile Broadband any woDile, Any'ime'* -

Simply Everything*

Cveothing vour yhone, PDA ci smar!phone ran do natlonwid* unlimited tent, surf, email, listen. watch, find and <<i cuui'.n. tali’ oc one 

simple plan.

This plan includes

Unlimited data Woo turfing, email, BlackBcrr, Internet 

Services iBISi. OPS Navigation, Music Premier, rv 

Premier, NR MoOMe Live, NASCAR Sprint CupMotale'*

Unlimited Direct Connect; Direct Connect and Croup 

Connect (for capable phonrsi

Unlimited messaging: Te»t. pictures and video 

Unlimited talk- Unlimited anytime minutes, nationwide 

long distance and no roaming charges

Anytime Minutes Monthly Pne# Additional Anytime Minutes

MU unlimited S99 09 Unlimited Select

Everything Data - with Any Mobile, Anytime"

htroducmg Anv Mobile, Anytime, forget aoout restrictive calling circles. Our Everything Data plans give vtu urtimit-*d data, messages and rails 

to ary mobile, anytime while on the Spnnt Network That'S ricces: to over iSD million U S mobile phones nationwide. Take adianlage of 

unlimited Nationwide messaging, Web surfing, and nights and weekends mth nights starting at 7 p m . ••.•r”-i r ,i -

This plan Includes

Any Mobile, Anytime: Unlimited domestic calls liom the 

sprint network to and frnm ANV U S. motnle phone 

ingardless of carnet. Any network, any time.

Unlimited data: web surfing, email, BlackBatry internet 

Services |3IS), CPS Navigation, Music Ptemiet, TV 

I’rermer, NFL Mobile live, NASCAR Spnnt Cup Mobile’’- 

Unlimited Dtrwt Connect' Direct Connect and Groi*> 

Connect (for capable phones I 

Unlimited messaging: Tent, pictures and vifleo 

Talk; Night calling and weekends stailing at 7 p m., 

nationwide long distance and no roaming charges

Anytime Minutes Monthly Price Additional Anytime Minutes

450 Sk9 99 4*></rmn Select

900 589 99 sOr/min select

Everything Messaging

i uf: ’ loo 10 3:55 PM
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Hnlimied nejsafinj- !c«t, pictures and video
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This plan Include*
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Unlimited Direct '.orinoO Deed Connect and Croup 

Connect (for capable prionesl

H- /".l1 '■ 11*. 1 -I--: i' ' • ,'M'

Anytime Mmutes Monthly Price

200 $29 99

Additional plan options:

Unlimited Nights 6 Weekend*

" I-I,-,!' ,! .................... . • .y . $0 00

V iiiwi■1 I'- I .'«■ I 'rin .1- I• $5.00

Ml,'! .r .V', ..••rx I- • $:0.00
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r-ar Privacy Pighls Acceptable Use policy and Visltni igromimt Copyright Notice* Find a Store Contact Us Email Sign Up 

C iill) '.trim *1 rjhil mieivM
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Comcast Unlimited'-^ - Special Offer

0»t unlimited local and long^latance calling lor one low rate lor only 
99 a month lor 6 months!
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V OlldtC http://ww\v vonagc.coin'Ip'liS'scarehyahoc

\ •/
y •: \St -i Start Saving Now Call l‘30G-5S3-45?i

Free activation, Free priority shipping and a Vonage phone adapter.
witti one year ajrewnen^

• (jet iinitmiTea local ana ionq distance calling across trie U a and Poertt Rico

• Free i.Tii-mitec international calnng to cvei 6C countries inctidmo maid Me^co 
.mo Canada :r<.

• Ket?p you' existing nu/rbe' ‘

• Cf arrtac;ng teatures like

VONAGE VISUAL VOICEMAIL1

• Vonagf -..o;;verts' all n( >nu: voice-mails ‘o' FPEE ana tru.-n* to .cju jo iexi 01 e*vi.ji 

» fj-ivei have in lis:*o a vor urijl again • unless ynu a ant 10

ANONYMOUS CALL BLOCK
» 8lcc:V a:i irfixnowri or .-estreted nuinoars so yuu car: avoid annoying

Get a FREE Month of Service 
for Every Friend You Refer!1
Learn More >

Home How It Works 25+ Included Features FAQ Compare Vonage.com

MiQh-sreed tnternei inquired. 'Limted t.me offer, vai*t lor new lines only. Pates extude Internet servee, fees and taxes. Device may be refurbished. A 

O-S'icnnectcr fee of S39.9') wJ jpoly lor :arcel'aucn after the 30-day Mnrey BacV Guarantee pered and before 1 year. .cvcrii. vour monev Dock 

ijuarantee ptred and b llini; •■t.irt on the date of your order If you cancel within vour money liarV guarantee period, you must return the cevice. If ymi 

i ancel lifter the money back guarantee period and within 1 year uf your .-rder date, you wdl be charged a rebate recovery fee equal tc the amount o’ the 

rebate mituiv grvun to you for the equipment Uni meed calmq subject to rcrinai resirJertal use. Vmiaoe 911 operates itfteTjntly than trndtiunai9: i 

£911 not av.iilahk? everywhere. For details •. »:i h.,rp. Alarms. rTY and other systems may not be compatible. "Supports Q'ngish Cnty. ’Where available.

I rauster rr.av take up ro 10 days. « Ttie Pefurrer wil not te chaned ter the monthly service fee of their plan but other charges wHl apply. Sec plan ;V 

deta k. If either Referrer oi Referee cancels before •'10 days from, the date the Referee subscribes to Vonage service, this will result in 'he kiss nt and/or 

cnarij.*back of associated credits 'o the payu-eitt ir<'thot; on file.

•vjiU09 Vor.aqe iVarl elu-g, 1 LC All Rights Reserved.
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i IMom* tlQ* Vnn«g* iVn>fc» ' • ' , i $uupo(t Orctr^o*
. i,-. ._v. ....... .!•

' Sn»»II cilKIng Pl*n» l«J*fi»tto*i»l Plf.Mlnolr »•!«* ’)

Residential Calling Plans
Reliable home phone service. Great value. Start saving today!

Otir Miom Popular Plan

Vonage World
HM i'Ml jli!' 1- • .1.

Vonage Pro •'
Cle.s^tc Plan

Basic 500
n-0 MmuiPS

',r t TiinCTib Tron 'iJVJt mo

L.tfl >19

^IfONVP NO# :

Vonage World: r i'.'O:

• Unlimited local and long dlatanco In tha U S. and Puarlo Rico
■ 1H6E un imited 'arvjime caSs lo at :-t«s and locaiions in .nore man

'■•C ■ mcJuamg 'rdia. Mauco and Canada

• FREE unlunnod n cali-ng nnywtiaia around the world

• jt' ■ i Oo/ 11 c,ii p.ji rdiirted I'^a raadaoi* voicamailj Caller

'O. Call Waiting and Anonymous CaA BiocA.

■ "wiicn to Vonage and Keep your «• sting on ore njmoer*

Vonage World Rate Finder

Enlar tho internal*ina number vou wuukJ line to cneck.

I SS
K'Jlindl, UHI* • •IfiCIT/ code *

EAKR A FIFE MOSTH OF SERVICE 
.F08£Vm FRIEIDiTOD,RIF£fi‘

No snt-uo '•J'lupin/j or eouipmpnr ror.ts - a $125 value

Added Mn*nil .'4r7 acres', tc your bllbng intormar.nn i-.irv; your orkr* account

• Oar cut* nr-as*. in mcar •merganev sa'vicos witn Vo"age * 911 Daiirg mature
- ^ecimnu.:*? Tray#r a mr" Tne Vonaga pr-Jinu adapter a small and 'otaily portable — yun 

can us* >t anvwti*m th*ra s a higA-vpead Inrienai connection

n*qutram*nla - rou muu neve a t rgh-cpnerl iniarncn ce-ncenon ireNe d DSt.|

• roi retad a ll b nr P ,eru Rico sncpinq i-Jdiess (sorry, -o P O be .esl
• Orva yru tgn up. w* »i« srup your startup pecKaga wunir I v* busvosa d*ya

Keep four Eeistlng Number »
Most phone numbers 
can be transferred to 
Vonage. Can yours?

Available Area Codas 

Calculate Sian Up Coats

'Money Back Guarmntae
Vcmufla is so convircad rat you ** inv* an :h* teauras and cavings, mot ee o”*r you a 

m irayOjL'. uiM vii'.-'i-

Calculale Savings

"AM ...ill!. !■•' I.m-tiin.' irn-.T r.-« m i;!ni:.'.l '.'.ul'. r ut'cr,... j-i t; r.-'i-rl. .| (l..!V'.J'n,; ;n i'rin

'■.iiiji'C' ut.-ti.ir-H' ! -j.-.'i ..-''t.iirM ,||.-.I'C .'.u-rI f, in .uji i-T.i: V V , .nu. i":io .|..|:o(;:..v

'(T.ilCJ.i. !<. F.n 1 I'.li 0.11 < tu'l.i"! -..'J .Ml II'U H.e.r-I 1 'u ru , .U...I ,jj-.

P.-*1??*1, ^.®.=

ALr*if. 1 r.-B-ic* *; i .Ji.'C’i i f'’j“jr rj-ij1 i 1 u’i:: v'I > isc v; . l.etkt* ' '•V.vLnv . V^"ii«a W':^ ; "*ir?«

irtyv ( vvcf'*^ '1 • i :ji*w
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Hama Vonao* nVoraa J Taaimaa | Support niitar Noar i
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Residential Calling Plans
Reliable home phone service. Great value. Start saving today!

Ou> Most Puoulnr Pljn

Vonage World
vonage Pro'-"
Classic Pinn

.f1' I .■I.-': c,-‘. .. i'I.-V,
Basic 500
500 Mmutra

$^499
/moo'

Vonage Pro* Plan:
For pooeia v lPa go one ’'dad more commumcaiton options. 

Vonage Pro otlers:

OfttorNow

«ri< on«'y«e/ 
4graeir>«ru

'Jmimiied local and long oisiance m me U S.. Canada, and P’jorto nico a) any lime 

FREE uniimntd calling lo lan.j'mes in Italy. France, Spam, UK, and M.ino'

r.ji.n"; tj,j;..'; inciuoetl uka Oak Wailing. Voicemail, ana CJlnr i0. 

includes '. .I' fVJ': CcT.t ,i ‘'On. urfuch allowe you ic make and receive calls from any 

comouler witr a higvspeed imemei cornoction

2S v..,i. jf i. oucma.i' mciuVed nacn mortn. Your vn-cemaH is irarscubed lo ten' and 

sent io up io 5 five pnona numDors arrlor email adaesses ol your choosing§

25 ireo Lr'i'."’J c-- >1J Oiredory Asssiance cans per monih ircluded. 

in&udes i-'efn,, as low as I cam per minuia

With no vet-un foes or equipmunt costs 
here’s just how much you can save:

Acrvitiofimv. *s^«ev«iu» 

Pnontr'. I'rTPlfr; ar»! Harvtlviq Su.aii **uee.'«w» 

WriVigt) Pnortii. .ItiiaptlfT tfl . t/VMO>y|vw>Pnaa

Swn up IoiSby <mQ pay only $34.99'Mf-'

«re< OW.VW ■pn <n»«iV1 «*.«> cm

Added beneflla - Switcti lo Vonaga and reap your •muerg phone ri.rrl>ar 

- <>oosa ary area code 'mm across llte US 

. 24.1 access lo your tPmg mlonnanon using your or line eccou"!
■ Uu** access is rcalerrergeney servres with Vormje's 9< f Olaikig laaiure 

Requlremenil - rnu must nave a high-apeed Iriernei connection fcaUe or 001)

tou reed e U S or Puurto Rco sMppsrg address isorry. nu P 0 Oosan)

■ Give you sign up. «• mH she your siariap package witninf yaousireas days

> n sian. irTTply cennaci your foiephone. using ire Vonage prone adapiar. lo yuui high­
speed irlarrei connection.

Honey Back Guarantee
Vonage is so convinced fhat you wis love an the feel jies and aavmga, that we utfer you a
?v ;ui k'cfyr '.Vk- ir.'-'v..

EARS A FREE MOHIfl Of SERVIQ 
vrFOR-EVFrfttiniDTOU REFERS

t- ■ A Vs.

k wp Ynur Eaiaimg Number o

Most phone number 
can be transferred t< 
Vonage. Can yours?

Available Area Codes 

Calculate Start up Cosla 

Calculate Saving*

Compare Reaidvntlal Calling Plan*
a too* «i «v«rjinmQ

pirn
pick the on* v,)t» i

'v: r-r-.j. t .is.; i

.;,hrf -mVCuHii tti,',** f.Pi '.L 'urtfiii .* ,• 

>ij.‘
|4S CL ■k,i:f I* * f f\n.L '*1 • f ,U Cvj

.MA*i,3Pf. f M C ^ '<0 J >' • FS ••v*i | i i 41.'
'a'* e*?tC i *,l U'tl ffOV/tAl n t 1-O'eAl 

40: :-*c ,.;.i-f.

Mi CA» r t;,*.,: -
iNl •.« Iml "t HA«»- N'f 
Th; Vi_r.£ i

iRaenrr c rtni-:L* ahC. 'A'TM'N » »i 
1 * *C: 1 'Vl< T»i£ • .Viul • 1 *'t r

■*'* f- h -i *-i m-.s.i mij:.: > ( ',mm

http://www.vunage.com/rcsidcntial_calling..plans/vonage_pro/?rcfer_id=WEBSR0706010... 2/28/2010



Vonage - Residential Calling Plans - Residential Basic 500 Page 1 uf 1

Shortage
■ i i‘•o* Voo»oi Wer»* F«4tur*« &vppnrt O’risrKaw i■ - . * r «. f .*• S- • •***■■ • VC* '»• V •<V *•«

SfaiU OutlRtM CKIIng Pt«na ^ International PcF-Uinut* R*tr« |

Residential Calling Plans
Reliable home phone service. Great value. Start saving todayl

Out Most Populor Plan

Von.ige World
l riim.i^i •« ........... i.i - i-o.ini'

Vonage Pro 1
Clnssir Plan

r. 'iv:- I'C ■ i'll";

Basic 500
C'lO Minnies

l .1 :i" »•

$-J799
« ■ ,mon

OnlarWow

«tn *av

Residential Basic 500:

1 500 ’Tini.ilOB ol ouiQOund local ana long distanc* calling Ic anywhare m ihn IJ S . 

C.jnaoa. and Puertc Rico

• Oily 3 0« lor eacn addilional rmruta

* Ui’lirrmed incoming rrvnulaa

■ Unlimited Vonage lo Vonage calls

■ 1.jii.ng ’ejiu’i.; included hVe Can Wailing, Voicemail, and C.ilief 10.

■ Smlch 10 Vonage ana keep yoo> ecsimg phone ngmoer*

■ mciuaes ic<cr j.v,i:'rnti.::aiy':: as in* as 1 cen! per mmuie

Added benefit*

Requirement*

Sotcn lo Vorege and >eep your eMSimg phone number

Chuoi* ery aiet -ode Irorr across the US
,'4r? access ro your bltlrg tnlormalton using your online ecuiunl

Uue« uccqm ;o local emnrgency services emn Vonege's 911 0«lmg lealure
TiHecorrmure? rrevel i tor? Tn« Vonage ohnne aoeprer is smell end totally oorubie .nu

-on use <t anyone'* mere s » .o>gh-speed Inisrnel connedon

'.-iu musl nave a “qh-soeed in'emet connodlon ireNe nr 0SU

Voir need e U S or Puerto Rico smpprg jOdrees isorry, no P O Maes)
Cure you sqn ic. *• eel chip your sia-tup peceog* enlhin Uve business itayt 

lo start, nmoiy connect vtiur -eieonona, using tne Vonage phone soaolei 10 your high­

speed internet conneotior.

Money flack Guarantee
Vnnag* it so c-nvtnced that you win love all Ihe teatures and savings, thai we oitar you a 
.'i Juj Mui’sy tj;-, i'i.i.i. -i”'i'-

iAIM AFR£E M0IT8 0FSERV1C 
tT08 EYIRT illEID TOO KFET,

,7 4 \ .v*' r ^ *

Ko4p Your bx is ling Numbor n

Most phone number 
can be transferred t 
Vonage. Can yours?

r“-r"-r"

AvallaWe Area Code* 

Caiculale Start Up Cosis 

Calculate Savlnge

Compare Residential Calling Plana
A < u. 0,-a.ie look at overylhing 
-•u^Jrit ri e»V irar

• . nr. ■ ?•> Of;'..

'C3u',.s FK'iaitii'* t . .iii'": r’'ivj:i i’ly.y ! ' mats i'.*'-se . ',v ' Cm ""J ZiWMjP I '..■r.U'.':.l;c ; .ucp-uli i rvfjji Mul'W Vy.uvV rVorU 1 J.ri'LSI

'-.-( v "u* /.■-.lun nr.v-s Ua'-.rvj''ill's r>,,v..n*> jiypot; , i, r J.;; Jryw

;MSirt £.;ii.CF ''lOt* cPEf [> iHE n'.£T '.LriVlCF ■:llM'*.«AUOt rttr. Vic ?Or( i-.»^, rut AIhjN >f Tl i» 1HF It 1)4' MitNi; • BAO- .ttiaCAnrk'l, pri!IO(> ANt' V. ,tb M I -£*.? r.»'VlA
,l|.r , .nil,-n vevurNl i.\rf * t.iylOriNl ■::h;n i- If tj* IVI I> ‘t«l *. -'"U'ATC RLi :vCP ' ‘Eli OUAL TO TfE .'MM'rut 'Hi tflUIl -*M Ml • ;ivfc*l I?- . :o FOt III* CFV't V»l.,L »'-n-.r 

, yij). MO-.fcr tAOf ijuiraWEl Vn-n'iO AN£- « , 1 it.r, :,*l.PT ON f-f LJAtti rOyit "y-r-f" If VOU OASCE.I WIU'IN Ih>_ V.'Nf I ijAltr ',UAI''ll 1 ‘ F r'.tn 'JliSI t “CMF*! ' r-Friu'*N
11-l viCt Cll ..•I'.'JN » Lk y i' 'I: "t MOvr.Hi t f r, ;t l I.L‘ * Am*'* a» I l-'rn» M - I'vnnv iivlui r lives'. -LUI''- .nis l» "J L ,f -•IS .imsh'.ii- :l-» . n- ,r.,i ,.,-li r .l.i n.'r-s:vr ni aji rs 
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hUp://www.vonagc.cum/iesidcntial_calling_plans/'basic_500/?refer_icl=WlZBSRU7060HK)... 2/28/2010



PA PUC Tariff No. 1
Armstrong' relecommunicati<.jns, Inc. Section 2

Ongmal Sheet 37

C LOCAL EX( M ANGE SERV ICE OFFERINGS AND RATES (cort'd) 

2. Residence Rates - Monthly Recurring

Local Senice with Optional Calling Sersices 1‘ackage SI 8.00

Local Service with Unlimited L ATA Calling Package $22.00

Local Service with Unlimited LATA and Optional 
Culling Services Package $25.00

Local Service $15.00

3. Business Service Offerings

l.oca] Service - Provides tlie Customer with unlimited calling to those exchanges identified in the Local Exchange Service 
portion of this tariff.

4. Business Rates - Monthly Recurring

Less than 20 lines $18.00

20 lints or over

I year service agreement $16.20
3 year service agreement $14.50
5 year service agreement $13.00

Issued: December 12.2001 Effective December 13, 2001
Dru A. Scdwick

ARMSTRONG TELECOMMUNICATIONS. INC.
One Armstrong Place 

Butler. PA 16001



Digital Phone Pricing : Blue Ridge Communications Page 1 of l

BLUE RIDGE
COMMUNICATIONS
C A B i £ | t * T l * H l T \ F M 0 H t

Vou Aro 1 '.mi'. T n ‘V

Digital Phone Pricing
inolufles unlimited tor.:il ^rd long ri<-.inm:c .rails wolvn toe continental U"ilbd r>lat«*s, 

AlB&K.i, Haw,ill. n^erto p,ec. .•;„urn & US vuqm Isl.inds

if You Have:

Basic* Cable AND High Spend Intomot

Basic* Cable OR High Speed tniermii

Dgital Ptione Only

Add Digital Phone For

S3A 9S.nioiilh

$39.95/mnnlh

$49 SS.’monih

Calling features:

Vece Mail induced

Call Waiting induced

Enhanced Caller i0 Ini luded

Caller 10 Blocking included

Call Return included

Call Forwarding Included

Three Way Catling inducted

Speed Dialing included

E9tt Included

V»Me Hijd Pjty_'rniir_Bill_ 
C.nannm neops 3 ^nc.iny 
L'l’ie cTigy Mows _ 
Wnal'i. Qi Jv 
fpocials
c.trie tv v's r»5ft_

I ’nymtnl Cf,nl':i*
’ niOQiafiminfl
Vowmg?

a Fn^no
CIipck ^(ii;r e-mail
H:6£.fie*5Ji!!?I______
ASK - H.jvp j i'j ,i'sj>in ' 

On bemano Uigiisi
wvancry co'ti

i:iyt»t.tvx«Tt

Follow Blue 
Ridge On tujifcfcer

International Calling i£licK.tlfi.r9J0L !5l9S)

An .icidiaonal pet minute surcna'ge applies awhen calling an international mobile or cel 

| phone___________________

!International Calling Codes lClitS,tere iQLiOOes)

Pei-Call Charges 

i Directory Assistance pet :all|iocah

Money Back Guarantee

St 23'ta> -------------
Cable Card Customers '

We are so conruMn’ about the guabty ol Blue nidge Digital Phone lhal wo're ollering a 30- 
day, monoy-baW. -Jtislaciion guarantee. II you ate dissalislied with your Blue Ridge 
Digital Phone Service lor any reason, you will receive a refund il you cancel the Service 
within 30 days ol installation.'

* Only lees paid lor standard installation, equpment (it returned! and 30 days ot service 
wilt be refunded.

9 TO 1 OFFICE RAHTY
WITH THE DOCTOR

digital cable channel 113

PENN S PEAK renoib

Blue ft'dge En Espanol
Privacy Policy Conlact Us About Us Sue Index

litlp://www.brctv.com/prodserv/digitaLphonc/pricing.php 2/28/2010



RCN Lehigh Valley I Phune 1 Plans & Pricing Page 1 of 1

O .!i •:,! > •■in

RCN*

Lenigh valley
1 C’O HC-Mt

.’fltl.HiSi'i HiTH

kMONE ’N Lt'MlGH'/ALLEV

Plans & Pricing
rv.irs A Pricmn

lulling >

l^lv'nJIiomi Calling

When there's a connection,
you can talk for hours and hours. !
(or until you run out of things to say;

No* i; cobts ‘Dvnn let.j to stew oonnecteil. With our uriifnitod prone tilan^, you can at Tinny locai or 

'ann aist.‘»nce cniis> ns you warn Call anytime .inn ;nlr. lot na long >s yon ime. 'ot n tla: iriontnly rote

Unlimited Nationwide Calling

• ' ip „ K ._r ,1.; l,il

« i |rihir'l'»(j fJnV'U •' i'S) I'ut'Citv**

► .fltl.. I.'t I v»* l"u- , '.Mf«.r-e

• NV |^r w,\» *1,Ti*

• ,iil (r irr: >>i'iIh<! 'ti • mj.r

.•“.rk., ■KJWJH. M'> Vu.';.i.

• GW if »‘*f|M'i.<. ,il

529.99/mo
as low ns S89.99tmo.

A<*n-nn» loclutlfd

'**-•> if > »* •.«> •» k-C>'v*Mfn ii'^r r **:»:»♦-hi*': fj.i -t

...................... .. »..r. r . i .Uy L. r.r. •W ij ..V'l M I <•* .'ff »* fiir*% [f

.f» v»s t i*f. JA .1.

i .\ni :*h..r »,,, i„ ,(.••• ».i . *, ..r.-j

AO-J t’H * I1« ^ >io»*. .a rw If ' Cf-'i.'VtKj [:»> i,-.. .ir'i^ i, ,i. ,110 » M .»0d I " 'M* , t »s i‘ wek‘ I'. C JI'M* I / r fo* •• slAk.oor * . / ■ l1 * *»
»: .« C: r-M'rii4f .‘<^u O wi; •* 11 „i.t .* Tow v*s • tt* •t.Lr,‘i 1 I , « “t f .h* V < i; **i’v.o> J.tw* ,ji,,.h^; tn.*

►■iNSiMt*....... ..’h', ,f'v»r.. un.,-.),, , fr/i, S*/' i’ iii»t......•i«r, »«•, fi*>. t*»ij ~.j ;'"ir ei'i j-, r*'. cc il* <'« o < v» i *« '

tHigri.fiooiKJ Iniernet

r . /. r.t r,j

Hignji Cab'e rv

-*.*« ,’t M-N;. ^

^hrrt

V \ i1 ’

Ai>ojt RCN N«^s tnver.tcr Mrialhvrx Coniacl Us

-Z^ru* Home «.• PCNt

hltp://www. rcn.com/lehigh-valley/phone/services-and-pricing 2/28/2010



Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-13:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, ef a/, 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, et al.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 44 lines 14-19 and page 45 lines 1-2 of PTA's
January 20, 2010 testimony, please provide the following for each
PTA member:

(a) please state the total number of PTA customers that left its 
network for a competitor, and of those that left, the number of 
those customers that left due to a lower price offered by a 
competitor:

(b) please provide the number of basic local service line losses from 
2005-2009, each reason for the line losses and the number of 
losses to which that reason applies, and the type of competitor to 
whom the customer was lost and the number of losses to which 
that competitor type applies.

(a) This information is not available. The PTA companies do not 
track the reason for a customer disconnecting service.

(b) This information is not available. See (a) above.



Person Answering:

AT&T-PTA-5-14:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, etal. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, et al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, etai.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 45, line 2 of PTA's January 20, 2010 testimony 
wherein Mr. Zingaretti states that “not all customers have options.” 
For each PTA member, identify how many customers in the PTA 
territory that PTA contends do not have options and identify where 
such customers are located (such as by exchange or rate center, 
county, or other geographic designation). Please provide all 
documents, calculations and analyses supporting your response.

The requested information is not available. The best information 
available to PTA was summarized by the PTA in the proceeding in 
testimony before ALJ Colwell. See PTA Statement No. 1R at pages 
23, line 10 et seq. in that proceeding. Also see the response to ATT- 
PTA-1-11.



Person Answering: 

AT&T-PTA-5-15:

Response:

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, etal. 
v. Armstrong Telephone Company - Pennsylvania, ef al.

Docket No. C-2009-2098380, ef ai.

Interrogatories of ATT - Set V 
Answers of the Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and
IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers and

The Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund, Docket No. 1-00040105

Gary Zingaretti

Referencing page 49, lines 6-7 of PTA's January 20, 2010 testimony, 
provide any and all supporting documents for the statement that “it is 
unlikely that the Commission’s actions will be acknowledged by the 
FCC in its intercarrier compensation plans." Identify any 
conversations, correspondence or other communications any PTA 
member has had with any FCC staff member or other representative 
or official, or any other information PTA has in its possession 
regarding its knowledge of the FCC’s likely future plans. Please 
provide copies of all documents referenced in this response.

There are no such documents. This testimony is my opinion and is not 
based upon any specific conversation by me or any PTA Company. 
Prior FCC proposals did not credit state access reform efforts. 
Specific PTA Company discussions with the FCC about intercarrier 
compensation plans, if any, are disclosed in ex parte filings before the 
FCC, notices of which are publicly available on the FCC’s website.
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Tim O'Hara 
Manager 
External Affairs

AT&T Services, Inc.
U20 20m St.. NW 
Suite 1000
Washington. D.C. 20036

T 202.457-2267 
F-832 213 0218 
tottara^att.corn

February 18. 20 H)

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY
Ms. Kristi l/.zo
Secretary
State of New Jersey 
Board of Public Utilities 
Two Gateway Center 
Newark. NJ 07102

Dear Secretary Izzo:

Enclosed for filing are an original and three copies of a tariff page that revises 
AT&T Communications of NJ. L.P. (“AT&T") Tariff B.R.C.-N.J.-No. 1.

The following page is included in this filing:

Tariff B.R.C. N.J. - No. I
Section - Page 15G

This filing reduces the Instate Connection Fee for consumers.

The enclosed tariff page has an effective date of February 21. 2010. three days 
from the date of this filing.

Acknow ledgement and date of receipt of this filing are requested. A postage- 
paid. pre*addressed envelope is enclosed for this purpose.

Enclosures

cc: Stcfanie Brand. Esq.. Division of the Ratepayer Advocate



ATVT COMMUNICATIONS OF NEW JERSEY, INC, 
J.M. SCHWEDER, PRESIDENT 

SWITCHED SERVICES
TARIFF B.P.U. -N.J. -No. 1

ISSUED: FEBRUARY IS, 2010 
EFFECTIVE: FEBRUARY 21, 2010 
BY: CAROL PAULSEN - TAR'FF ADMINISTRATOR
208 S. Akard Street, Dallas, TX ^502

77H REVISED PAGE 1SG 
CANCELS 6TH REVISED RAGE ISO

SECTION 6

SWITCHED SERVICES

MESSAGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE (MTS)

h . 4 . PRICE DETERMINATION (Cone’d)

8.4.10, State Cost Recovery Charqe !In-State Connection Fee)

A monthly service charge will be applied to each AT&T long distance 
residential customer's account. This monthly charge is applied if a 
customer has ATiT billable charges and credits on their bill, including, 
but not limited, to, monthly recurring charges or minimum usage charges. 
This charge does not contribute towards any applicable minimum monthly 
charge.

Customers who have ATaT Local Phone Service are also excluded from this 
charge.

Monthly Charge: $1.20

o 
rc



at&t Tim O'Hara 
Manager 
E<tetnal Affairs

AT&T Services, Inc.
1120 20:'' St.. NW 
Suite 1000
Washington, D C. 20036

T: 202.-157-2267 
F 332.213 0218 
fohara^att com

K’bruarv IS. 2010

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY
Ms. Kristi Izzo 
Secretary
State of New- Jersey 
Board of Public Utilities 
Two Gateway Center 
Newark. NJ 07102

Dear Secretary Izzo:

Enclosed for filing are an original and three copies of a tariff page that revises 
AT&T Communications of NJ, L.P. ("AT&T") Tariff B.R.C.-N.J.-No. I.

The following page is included in this filing:

Tariff B.R.C. N.J.-No.l 
Section 2 - Page 7

This filing reduces the Instate Connection Fee for business customers.

The enclosed tariff page has an effective date of February 21.2010, three days 
from the date of this filing.

Acknowledgement and date of receipt of this tiling are requested. A postage- 
paid. pre-uddressed envelope is enclosed for this purpose.

Enclosures

Stefanie Brand. Esq.. Division olThe Ratepayer Advocate



AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF NEW JERSEY, TNC.
J.M. SCHWEDER, PRESIDENT 
'.'USTCM NETWORK SERVICES

B.P.U. - N.J. NO. L
ISSUED: FEBRUARY 19, 20:0 SECTION D
EEKECTIVE: FEBRUARY PI, COlO CMD REVISED PAGE 7
BY: CAROL F'AUI,SEN-TART FF ADMINISTRATOR CANCELS 1ST REVISED FACE 7

DUS S. Ak-.-n.v] S7 i.-^e U , [Oi: ] .i ^ , TX 7 5 C 0.1

2. GENERAL REGULATIONS 

P.S. PAYMENTS AND CHARGES (Cone Vi)

2.5.6. INSTATE CONNECTION PEE

An instate Connection Fee of $2. OS will be assessed to customers 
who subscribe to the following services: AT&T Commercial Long 
Distance, AT&T All In One, AT&T CustomNet, AT&T Small Business 
Option, Distributed Network; AT&T PRO WATS/Pian 0 and AT&T Clear 
Advantage. This fee will be charged to all customers who incur at 
Least $0.01 of long distance usage or long distance charges on 
their monthly bill. Billed charges can he in the form of billed 
usage or a billed monthly fee. This fee does not apply to 
customers that subscribe to only AT&T Local Services.

2.6. USE OF ANOTHER MEANS OF COMMUNICATIONS 

2.6.1. Genera 1

If the customer elects to use another means of conimunication 
(.luring a period of interruption, the customer must pay the 
charges for the alternative service used.



ATTACHMENT 10

AT&T Rebuttal Testimony 

03-10-10



EXAMPLES OF D&E, CONESTOGA, AND NORTH PITTSBURGH NUMBERS

USED FOR TRAFFIC PUMPING

Chat Line 
Number

Advertised Descriptions, Comments
AT&T 

Terminating 
MOUs From 
Jun 2009 To 

Jan 2010
YVindstream D&E (OCN 0165) 717-625

Lititz. PA
717-625-0071 "Jokers Play House.” previously promoted at

'inn. •.wva i :ii eii'-i'• o.e,! [lie<-iu, C allers were laterdirceted to dial
218-862-3200, a Minnesota number which is currently promoted on the 
website, hilp: w vwv i.'uir, :ri,’ei\!ri‘, 1.951,559

717-625-6974 "Miindo Criolo." promoted at hup: wa a.' I i;\vll'ar'o.! in'>.oiiii.
w ith comment “You may encounter some phone sex ... Whatever 
your desires are. you could possibly find them on Mundo Criolo.” 
Subsequently, the title was modified to "■Club Criolo,” and the 
service was moved to a Minnesota number, 218-862-3222, see,
tiH[V. 1.525.009

717-625-6994 "Guv Sex Line.” oromoted at Itnr.: v. w w |v .:K-..i;M'ivll!’.n [■. i uic^ i.dhi. with 
eommertt: "Gav Sex Line - 717-625-6999 It is iust that. ... Absolutely no 
one under the age of 18 is allowed on this system. If you are not into adult 
content do not call this line. You are not forced to be there, and if you are 
fthere] it is of vour own free will.”

549.164

71 7-625-6998 “Rebel Chat” Myspaee posting at
hup: ''jiv'm-.inv'iijii.v , ,i>ii ker-elehai’A.oi fT l "rGi'noos, displacing a 
photograph of a young male and a cartoon image of a marijuana leaf. 69.040

Other D&E Other identified D&E Traffic Pumping Numbers 655.771

YVindstream D&E Subtotals 4,526,343

YVindstream Conestoga (OCN 6024) 610-404
Birdsboro. PA

10.404-5169 “Sex Lino.” promoted at imp. •>. w 1'uvciim.with 
comment: "Sex Lino - 6111-404-5 169 It is iust that. Check it out for 
yourself. .Absolutely no one under the age of 18 is allowed on this system.
If you are not into adult content do not call this line. You are not forced to 
be there, and if you are [there) it is of vour own free will.”

2.492.476

<,10-404-5999 “Puppy Love Paradise.” is promoted at
hup- 'a v. 1 iuvn'i.!!v*il’’iri\ ei.m as "a highly sexually explicit party
line where you are sure to tiiltill all of vour sexual desires. ... St) get out 
those special tovs. and come play with us 24 hrs a day." 681.479
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North Pittsburgh/ C onsolidated Communications (OCN 0193) 724-444
(jibsonia, PA

1Z Numbers 
in the 724- 
444- 35XX 
Block

"Parly Line Adventures." promoted at nnp- ypin . provide?* a
list of 72 chat line numbers with themes such as "FCK 'The only thing 
missing is U\" "Golden Tongue & Sexy Bitch’s Play Palace.” "1 lookah 
Lounge.” and "Hoolersville.” 12. IS 1,449

724-444-7444 “Talkshoe.” is promoted at Imp: v.wv •..ili—boe ■.'oiii, which provides to the 
public the PIN codes needed to enter each service. The banner over the 
website pages for individual services reads. "Join this call to talk, chat and 
listen. ... You don't even have to be a member." Although Talkshoe 
features a wide variety of chat line themes, some are clearly sexual in 
nature, such as "Mantalk Episode 2 Sex in the office.” “mtnmm phone sex 
baby.” "THE HUDDLE - TEEN SEX CRIMINALS." and "Pom Chat." A 
related web page advertises unique telephone numbers that Talkshoe will 
make available to chat line operators for S24 per month, 
hup' v. v* \\ .ialk'.hoe com 1T ".pmJcvi'hn .iuciii kiii-hosi :'r' '::i .ppi lor-
.liicet-di.il •uiiiphciy.-elinjacijev.-need /jtka'v.iif id-pir hmy. <1.243.327

724-444-3535 "The Chatterbox." is promoted at lu'.p-. v ii.ioe. oo> p.ntxiine - oi . The
number is an entrance point for various chat rooms, including 20 
"unccnsored" chat rooms. An introductory recording greeting promotes 
"The Chatterbox” us "the best place to meet singles” and assures callers that 
the service is "safe, confidential, and always free.”

741.231

Other N. Pitt. Other Identified North Pittsburgh Traffic Pumping Numbers 207.370

North Pittsburgh Subtotals 19,373,377

Total Traffic Pumping Access MOUs Billed to AT&T
By D&R, Conestoga, and North Pittsburgh,

June 2009 Through January 2010 36,178,008



EXAMPLES OF WEB-BASED ADVERTISEMENTS PROMOTING 

CALLING TO D&E, CONESTOGA, AND NORTH PITTSBURGH NUMBERS

USED FOR TRAFFIC PUMPING



i s u >crccn shut ol' lntp://www.uncensorcJpartvlincs.i'om/lrtfeDanvline?>.html a.s ii appeared on Feb. 14, 2010.

ig^^®^l>a^/MWiyw"^e‘,ihtei^t^lriitias2'itS40wn\website;y^ will li able tO'y^'w it.; Just put y^r m
j-jfjit,tu^is:jrk£lIttidt/meaSs- you canTcUck;bn4t.tOjVfs<t*the<r siter-^^uretb^vrsit any^WebsiteiMlvCjf^^ 

fS^cM^^Tty^c^idbemore^u^ |jstotherimp^rtaottnformatibnthatyoumtghtwanttoknow:;|,[-^^,^

•tv* in

PfeIbininq thetrsvstem^Die hard bartv’lihers have'to check out-The iJncenaored Partvtine. lt !isVthe;bartv.;»»v 
tbat startedObanoU ls the' biggest^ craziest party line.we havey and'eyer/one js welcorne to join in'dn all the^'

^^Iing*2i8*936f i4.14i\lt is’tbe reason^vyby we-npw do what wa^dorfsb^be su 
Hi i nrirni 11~ : ii A ii 4. 11 ■', u 11 „ "r. -- _ ..T_ ■ i.. —'l. . '!: ^ 7i. :7 lJZ.'. ..—



is^^Une ^‘fW;^H^;wlw are loqkir^ fora: relaxed;place to. chat,w»th>y^:litt|e drama/ that is 
tojnooUo^rSo^haVe'i^n/ anct if’you have any Questionsf:"coticefris^6r would:like:td bbtain'a'roQhn‘ ask'foX:RohjOrf:-^^^

-.-,---- '•.-vv••/--• •:*'-•■'• .

b-W^ome^theGhocoiateCityi^Thisisanerotic^rtylinefor peoplewholovechcc6late,wholiketoCasty:>^^^ 
pclKi^a^'anb;for p^p^el,who w^lci like'to'cliiTib^he chocolate^moum^ the'gnDwn-and'sexy. ^nX':^
^0ayi!;We:doyrottolerate any drama?and nof6ne- underthe'ageprie/tbme join usy anb'teir^ fantasy^t^:
ptte'OKX^^te Gity We do offer ro^s/The party line owner ts Puddin/'and our two hosi^ are Matt, and Real^ ^

|tt.^-ju^^J:v^h©ckit;ooitfor-y<wrs€if.;:Ate6luteiy.nb;one under;the.age,bf.l8.is*allow^
^are^n(Xrintb adult cbntent.do:not:ca!l this iinel:‘:Vou:are;not;fQrced tb b€ there;'and if;you are it ls~of ybur,6wn f:ree ¥/

f-^you areio^ing fpr/aifnwdly.ihjn^charlif^xvisjt.the Rose Garden^It jS tne best plac^ tb be ior^friendlyxxv- c -^v^ 
^^ver5adon;vThe party. lirre bvvners are Shar6n, and Brandon ;rThey have rooms 0 through 9 followed by the;^-^

^^fS/isa-teppenih^chat line/drama frw;{and theipaity is aiways happening^tthHbts pfjexciting ^opleto,talk^:§
g^V/T^fe:;afe"^'^mple rel^T: Rule ;#l':.Yo^ De:l8 oV: olderito'join’' Ruie:#2;';No:p‘uttiri'g'pe6ple:d6wnTorx^^
r’^i^'td^lxRute^S^No icrtid.Ty’si’ormusic. Ruie’>4?;No.advertising of;other party linesx
Itweakihg any^ the.rei^/ybuvwili te always someone‘on'thisJpart7:Une around the.clpck.;^l^
^!5iii»©Ct;aH:P|W^^pWnersx;and;nevy^ilere:>fheparty;itne-
S^^ O th^gh'S/sIf you want to be^me a part bf THE PENTHOUSE CREW corne'join usMf.you have any;'^

ff'OuestinoKyor rrimntaint<:r iiict:rall rviir ri icfrymor cerviro niVmhfir: mfi-A.ll ra(l»Vc .aro' uunlmrrixa1- Kwf ';XXXT‘1,':5-i



gQ«xfcti^^tpia^;wher«;yourcan‘make.fnendsrand'fee! at-^mev, then[p^^^
Ntothjw<f,^h^evThey'have lOO;room5;to choosG from;'If,you wish'to m(^erate a;room plea^ see Keith';or->'^;

fn?ro^fl#;lThe i?:riendsh»p^Ptece;isfdpen;24;H(^'re a 'day|7{days'^ 
^Si^r;:j«]rc^U#rortydu:can;<^li;773:'572-7862]a^':ieaVe.a':m^sagerfor;tHem-ti^ere/:^<^^

P^ychoMthic PIatforoun^ - 61Q-4Q4-S968 r ^ “^-.r
!®^%^^^R*t^^*y9f!|9i^:t*.-W/^y<^f’'’W!^.oyynef;0%ark|Demon^-an<l;i$;ohelof‘l^e*fr^h^^ug9^jcH»t/iine$^ 

l^ygiound ii;up!24/7.for you-tb call iri/;Vnd;axe:the 
i2^^.^pi^^;la|d::tok'^4^the^y;big^ml^:ar^;-,youimust;be^lB'!qr:olde^
Pyp^gow'no exceptionsrfr-VBut.'oUie^thari'that we keep it:chill: 6f course'there is also the;rLile of respect; yoij^^r
**11III r-t-->h n 11 i*~rm r n n (~t~ fryi'^kn%'AnI n a - fv>nn% ' At-K a>> /-'tkiln'Mi1 a~ n> mnj^ 'a#.V ai wai’i r rr\V*iH Ara^m*^

pS^Poio^Yp.Lc^r^utnotlQQSt-dlwBysr^fiBi^Ayour.^rt^UfiQ^ownQrDdrk '■DcM'on^ I^ai^!haye^di;ffeshTass^ site^up'ifo^^ 
^^;V^£p'che^i^t;Wte‘r€^^

s.^ro ^tua!fwld;.ofCt^e fpr;:almost/anything’fgrorn!lettjng:me;khow about
~art/4 ^n'A&iAn ^A’'in^Am/iAurA/i An t-Ka'' D<-\A ►K»* DI si> a«v\< m/Hp'Isitlj rt': D aHin' el-wMsj s I IaHDeL//*hiVw*iAtK 'r-^

a/aaiBf »I rfPEj a mi mmitwimwiui t wirim *-w: ■ .*rf. . ■ .w ■ •• • ■«-. ■ — • ru; ■ • v •:;.\--.cr

:,'- ■''' a'>n ■yr'--J‘.-.y/
!^-Ci^y^iog40»-59to^^4^> > S V ,: '7-! *- ' .'-V''
tt^tvAVUC nn* ' £s* Ai -f / -?k rX j4 ^ ^ «_#« f~r .b\ -t. rrv a '»>•»*. «% » A ' a a i # ^ ^ a 't ^ I A i A ' I i j A ^ ^ A ^ ^ I L* 4 '

ptefowne^.-wf7Ql^ieni^S^ool.Jht$i8a tratning svst€rrias,vveJiasa party !ine.tochaton with friends from^aH:^ 
igcro^^ji^OT/P^ple fiwi’alKov^'caHithis ctok ^
mijgfiHl&tRWJ!i90cwXQZM%WMWp:dp&:comittg''(>  ̂
|paY^^/y^^aye what^te^lypy^ui^njhia^ity. line'of your

Jj^f|IIJ^,|ojVn^if»|^;TS^;trom;the[yery:|>est^you;areisu^



^^^^tefe^^^T^n^fSvJrtd^ld^witK^ie Arnazing Sexy Aimee:-Tbe chat iS;light/a

funexpM^fr6mth^_vvlW:andcrdzypeopte."-TheylovetoJauQh,‘andthey^p^>ally.l^
Wre;t^f^^at!Kome wjth!ttie d6wn home atmosphere coming’ from vour gracioos hostess wtth liw nTostess.-i'^ :-;^

aU;the:hott»t,sexl^t aHere ontthe Whole;6L6 chat system'attKe Pu 
pjpaore onVAfiican^Amerlcah.bas^,line but ailvra6esVrand genders;^ highiy^sexu^
^iJa^^i^eiWhereyyou'are-^re-to'fuiriirailof-your/sexuardesires^^justas^to 
^ttcrst^^t^rina^iblyysexy^Shawty/andthesu^r.sexyDesireherself^fheywill.sta
^exper»ence blit b«e awarertfvat birthday attire is required: You must'beii^-'.or'byer-itb'dilif'and.the-'party^line^i^'YV'r

^Wetcome ttv f^iwp:Cnojo'where.a\I of the’cr[pl peopie have ajspecial.place to. meet and taikr. lt js'a^iacecwherey.ii, 
^tfte;latinci^c^mu heardasonevoiceVltisa'partyUne.where sex;frace^religic)n,’'and:^ople'..withJ^^

^ e^biwh' pea<^/ Allj|f^yl^^afe.welc<^e;cpast to.'coast; M 
|a*^iGhyi^yc^j.h^ve'_10;.wofl(^tO:choo6effbm:iOrKe.y6uVcHoose;whichVworW

\ajs\*I A •-■Ti.-'-V O J. ■ L, .'■: —“j  L.' 'J' l_"« .'■. >• kji, ^I

mm

4



Soriw
witft;a rhac^ge;,ceftificerte that ls^

^p^^mar^ge i^kag^ cwTie wIth bdchelors. and braceiets pdrties/'aruj a-big receptioni We also Kave chat.T
^i^lBrtj^:y(^r’dK|jyte:tovusf^d-let our court cte^e:WhoseSulity 6ri«^c^

z'— -'— li.1.'*:.' .'--i . .i_’'_ ‘ vl! 1 ‘1J».'l:'_’____̂  U -rv" ’_ l‘_ 1 '•' r*:_ J. ^.'.^ ..n' k> j a - !m *'

[te^j^^tlW^Ch^W-ltpyt fpr yoyrself.'Absolutely/no one under the age'Gf.lSHs dllowed on this system/Tlf you; .^
.*^®A X^u ^re pot forced ^ |herp, and if y<w are it is of your

(^Sumitactte^ oat-aifa^dtti diffe^ijt pkity lme.ii-^efNS until you find r/*» oro ttiat yvu lfk«l .Hfey ate each fuH &ftenmUy,4i)d wJB appeal to tb/fcreftf. : .: 
'c^ens^R. j|a&|Q*rU aana,:^ /W|p* ^wtyou wftafVov'Rh» booking tqr/and feme/nber to hay^ a grcot tirm. - ^ - V-;-:-k-^V;v/:^ 'pv v"1-



a screen shut ol ihe home page of hupiy/u wu’.mitensorcdpartvlines.eom as il appeared on Feb. 26, 2010.

IfMiili";
Web Control '^Features-'. Contact

-„•-, • :- i: ' • • - l

• AvM

Vif^atreadiy:ha^;ycwr;pwn .party, line/ roofi,on a^partyihnero^cpnference^roorn/and are.trYlngito ac^ 
^^fcbnU^^Ulk^fonihe web control imk above. Then type irv your username^andrpassword for;the.appro'pr»atei:v:f

%v^ ‘ f - ' -.;‘ r If

^Tbese free party .ljnes are located in Minnesota^Si Pennsylvania. Onlyjyour!normal telephone toll charges Oo'apply:^
jf’yqulhaveiwhat

rif (“ifr'allo.nc for o **r\ r> I A. iai hr>'< li Lr<»‘'>o' ockh'a L4javy'':» r*H Vh > r<ri wa*t»j\/-vuif -:•

^tt^^;70Mr?l^np5it6;n^lt6Viy5^/r:P3rtYrline|If^y6uT tlijn^ 
g]^l;4[i^^fe«iyjgyowr?^nVoom^b1nJouf::24/74bnf€renc|ngV 
^^lableto'eyl^pi^f Once^oufe^rn^lO^Oppmlnuteswe'wllljm

’|B^p(^^ceryw)^fe?5^009:*?>*nMt«?we“wilbUansfoVm,;Y<wrJsyU^f^ 
|^«:^^towjp^^:a.dw^fto^ieafn:ail^e^eb^ntrc^sTland  ̂
|^P^^riy:n^(^fp^|er^ W^mi^nning;y6ur syst^;Jand:»f/ycHjido y<^^



£YQurcajVfWme;_y^r. party Jihe^
5o^f^reUke/rnMt.bf:OuKparty^lin^:do/or.Kave;l:person'run;.theentiresysterriV'that'pa^
Sbacj^._ Obce^y^ earn;100,0Q0 rninutes|in a 30wday tirne period .we'wili iadd^you' toythis'website bn .the free/party/?’ 
^^f^^^^^P.PrP^oterand'fllveyoursystemsQmefree.advertising^Wewillthenprovideyouw
^CtfUessibnailv ‘recnrd^drare^rinVi '<;f» fhaf'ur»i ir rvart\y 'lina 'c/M m/ic ’ac l»/'Jc'> rAr'if w/-MY'‘r«r*i#*»r v/Aj'7>Vaf»»,?'>.-i.V??.s

c9^^tyouJwill ^•abie/to view all rooms in use on ycHjr i^rt 
fr^[aTroom;or;fromCyqur;entire'system;VV^

^x>bf?i'SiM, ®db C3ilers‘to web coritrolrand so much rnoreifor ali of your rbomsr Each:rcxim can be set up^^
‘iidtffefenbv'sbifA/fttl dn ribt uuAnfV^rtAin ir^C tr\: I ri rioi^ain* ar^ac wrt«i‘v»an”i4A'Hiat '! I r> I i 'o lic+tirme -i'X.' I

■■ ItA ° ^“ ,' . ^ a^. v3'’ ^ iuii (_uni(jtcicty-;uyer uie teiepriune, dnu *vt dre.<i<rnusiS^6^.^We.i^j^]that;tb^e;are;ia‘lo<:9f p^^e^wfrw'do ^
that.eyery person deserves a chance to be dbie to run a {^jty^line'if^that|isVbAt'theyjiwaht't6'*d6^Nu5^7^ 

Sit-in front of.vourcbmouter tf. wbu 'donnt! np&d.fri .Ont».fhinn''wuA' ran^nn.Arant<a^» and! v/Ki i' ran r rHic-ru i» .it • •

i“v Ji •-..%%*rr• rj*•?^ • r.}~ * > . T *' T, L:-TV*. i TT * . 7^,, * »1 ^ y*1 * r y«*j;» Tf.Y^-. :w*V1 .Vl ■ v*. ^pi ■ w 11 c, r» im rvu v ai ic i iwwj jj

EIJf^4p?P9-ar;^e-^r^*'-t!u^e;:t^Pr‘vdfe^tufe'’:w^ere^f{ers;cd^.t^*KPr‘vace,y^^.w

^;^!!^pby^©lt9"9iye'theniia^warnihg^Orvtb;simply^^
rw^m.i A rjT' i. 1' ~ IT*»1 ' Y 1 •i'l’-J'.J 1, _ •- , Iv"- • ' ." ■ ' --' '- '• '••j .. -y . -• ^ «

^‘^»e?5-^>anythlng ypofwo^lci like.tp h^Ye.thfit we'fbay 'have:mis^/;j^t let.us-knbw^Th^
Pf i^egfcate^ t^hntcl^^ l i^ye-^en tb help-'M



gs^Vf. '•.’T , ' ^ r.rf1 7r“’ . ' _ TVH h^c.rii y.cvciviicii.:ywu •..'5.-v’;

B

“^1?^:^^^?'-^^::!’^ ‘̂-fe!c^Pi»tJ(lV^*'''Tp7v*ew:.the>v«tem'n4l^'‘a^;rwd!-the-differeht’’d^riptlonslof.£iS 
.^/^^^Ijnevyeoffer^ylsjtthes^

to caN;fand;r^em^ft«V all start^ ^t just like
ww^Jave their own partv tines for all to enJoy. iSo if you like everythIng vwe have to offer/ vyhat are you - i’' ^ ^ 
^""[^?;You <*an,contact u^at anytjrne^ ahd we. will be more^than'happy^to assist ydu TnVaQy w^y MssIble^^^^A
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Party Line Adventures*
Chat Line Numbers (In Numeric Order) and Topics'

(as of Feb. 14. 2010)

Haxor/2011 Clubhouse

Telephone Number

217-238-6299

The Gays of Our Lives 724-444-3500

Rebound 724-444-3501

Golden Tongue & Sexy Bitch's Play Palace 724-444-3502

Blast ya self 724-444-3504

Moonlighter's Lounge 724-444-3505

Hookah Lounge 724-444-3508

Hatchet Island 724-444-3509

Juggalo Empire 724-444-3520

Club 21 724-444-3521

Uncensored Embassy 724-444-3522

Hangout 724-444-3523

Gio's Place 724-444-3524

Friends 'R us 724-444-3527

Rainbow Pham 724-444-3528

Knight Castle 724-444-3530

Fun Factory 724-444-3531

Pianofingers 724-444-3532

Vampire Shangrila 724-444-3533

Bam Barn's Place 724-444-3534

The Chatterbox 724-444-3535

Club Midnight en Espanol 724-444-3536

Club Latino International 724-444-3537

Jeffrey Bodean's Line 724-444-3538

Hootersville 724-444-3539

The Wolfs Den 724-444-3540

The Meeting Connection 724-444-3541

B & B Pitstop 724-444-3542

Shock Zone 724-444-3544
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The Hangout 

The Hideout 

Texas Chatterbox 

Chatterbox Bspanol 

Texas Tornado 

Texas Roadhouse 

Club Kaliente

724-444-3598

936-630-9300

936-630-9301

936-630-9302

936-630-9311

936-630-9330

936-630-9369
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THE HOT TUB @ 940*Degrees 10

Welcome to the HOT.TUB where the temperature.is always 940 degrees Hosted by DJ Mega the infamous King o! Orchard Beach - 
Mike.the Maieta Man along with the chicks at midnight and Mr-Wepa Man aka {Freddy Bagadonuti) where we discuss hot topics as well as mature' ■ 
conversations and honest tracks. This is a station that allows its callers to express them selves in a tree manner. Please understand that alloallers- .. 
must be at least 18 yrs of age and understands that this show is for entertainment purposes only 'And for your, safety No one is to give out there • 
phone numbers on the air. Send us your comments about the show at WWLTRWOdLIVB.COM Also join us at our very own live 24 hour free chat • 
tine where you can meet some of the hottest and sexiest people in.your area:.The number to call is 610404-3151 and follow the prompt 10^ .
instructions'.:;'ENJOYi!!: : ‘ • j 'C' C.1• f"
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

DR. OYEFUSI AND MR. NURSE, ARE YOU THE SAME WITNESSES WHO 
PRESENTED DIRECT TESTIMONY ON JULY 2,2009, SUPPLEMENTAL 
DIRECT TESTIMONY ON NOVEMBER 30, 2009, AND REBUTTAL 
TESTIMONY ON MARCH 10, 2010?

Yes we are.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

We are responding to the Rebuttal Testimony of the Office of Small Business Advocate 

('■QSBA’T as well as the testimony of Qwest Communications. We are also updating 

our Rebuttal Testimony to acknowledge that (i) Windstream's new D&E and Conestoga 

affiliates recently stopped their traffic pumping activities, (ii) traffic pumping 

nevertheless remains a serious concern for Pennsylvania consumers, and (Hi) the 

Commission can reduce incentives for traffic pumping by reducing RLEC access charges. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THIS SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY.

First, we respond to the testimony of the OSBA, which criticized the Office of Consumer 

Advocate's ("‘OCA”) proposal to reduce each Rural Local Exchange Carriers' (“RLECs") 

intrastate switched access charges to mirror the RLECs* corresponding interstate rates. 

The OSBA appears to agree that there is no place for RLEC subsidies in today's 

competitive market, but nonetheless argues that the Commission should not reduce the 

RLECs' intrastate access rates. The OSBA's positions, however, arc not supported by 

the Commission's orders or even by the RLECs themselves, and are contrary to prior 

history regarding access rates.

For one thing, the OSBA argues that long-distance providers should contribute to 

the cost of the local loop. As a practical matter, the market already has settled that issue. 

Today, long-distance providers are competing against e-mail, social networking websites.



Internet services providers, text messaging and wireless curriers, all of which are largely 

immune from subsidy-laden access charges. Attempting to force long-distance providers 

to subsidize the loop when their competitors do not is wrong, and unsustainable. 

Attempting to perpetuate such an uneven playing field would distort consumer choices 

and deprive Pennsylvania consumers of the benefits of full, fair competition. Indeed, the 

OCA. which in the past has supported the OSBA's theory that loop costs should be 

allocated to IXCs. in this proceeding has expressly acknowledged that intrastate and 

interstate switched access rates must be aligned to eliminate this competitive disparity.

As support, the OCA noted that with regard to interstate switched access rates, the FCC 

has largely removed subsidies from interstate access rates by eliminating the interstate 

Carrier Common Line Charge and replacing it primarily with the Subscriber Line Charge 

imposed directly on end users. Moreover, with regard to wireless call termination, the 

FCC established rules for carriers to terminate calls within Pennsylvania's very large 

Major Trading Areas at a rate less than l/10,h of a penny ($0.0007).1 Likewise, 

CcnturyLink's witnesses have testified numerous times that access rates should not 

contribute to the cost of the loop because the cost of the loop should be borne directly by 

the cost causers - end user local service customers."

We agree with CenturyLink’s witnesses that, as a matter of economic theory, loop 

cost allocation arguments like the one OSBA presents here are wrong: long-distance call 

volume has absolutely no impact on loop costs, so long-distance customers should not

1 b1 m: u iivIc^vUa;.'ViV :ttich.tns d;il;ril).tpvn11[!_.nilf.

Of course, it is axiomatic that a//production costs in the economy generally, and 
telecommunications specifically, are borne entirely by consumers. Arbitrary loop cost allocation docs not 
mean that loop costs magically disappear, or that consumers are somehow relieved from paying them. 
Rather, attempting to allocate them merely obscures the mechanism through which that entire cost is 
recovered, and sends incorrect pricing signals to the market.



have to pay for the loop costs they did not cause. The cost of extending a loop does not 

vary' in any material way whether the customer makes only local calls, only long distance 

calls, many calls or no calls at all. and it will not change if a call lasts for only one minute 

or if a caller stays on the phone for tw enty four hours. Arguments that access should 

“contribute” to the cost of the loop are not based on a valid economic cost recovery 

theory, but are based on an obsolete construct that was necessary to promote the adoption 

of universal service goals in the monopoly era. Today, the national policy construct has 

shifted as competition intensifies and, as a result, the old allocation processes are no 

longer necessary to promote universal service. Indeed, to the extent the old policies 

hinder the development of competition and consumer choice, they actually impede 

universal service goals.

In any event, there is no cause for OSBA to fear that reducing intrastate switched 

access rates to interstate levels will deprive the RLECs of all contribution from access 

services. Neither AT&T nor OCA are proposing that the RLECs’ intrastate access rates 

be reduced to incremental cost, the point where they do not include any contribution to 

joint and common costs, or that wireline IXCs should receive any kind of free ride like 

the OSBA suggests. Rather. AT&T and the OCA propose that intrastate switched access 

rates be reduced to mirror rates that the FCC has found reasonable for the identical access 

service on interstate traffic originating or terminating in Pennsylvania. Those interstate 

rates provide a contribution to the RLECs' joint and common costs.

Second, we respond to Qwest’s argument that reducing intrastate switched access 

rates to parity w ith the corresponding interstate rates does not go far enough, because.



1 according to Qwest, some carriers in other states have high interstate rates.1 Quest's

2 proposal does not resolve the problems caused by the differential in intrastate and

3 interstate access rates, including, for example, the problems of phantom traffic and

4 jurisdictional misreporting. Moreover, Qwest's proposal would lead to higher intrastate

5 access rates than the existing interstate rates for the largest RLECs while harming the

6 smaller RLECs, an outcome that would not serve the best interests of Pennsylvania

7 consumers.

8 Third, this Surrebuttal Testimony also updates the record with new information

9 regarding call pumping that was disclosed by Windstream after we filed our Rebuttal

10 Testimony. Specifically, Windstream has informed AT&T -- and AT&T has confirmed -

11 - that Windstream's new affiliates have recently ceased call pumping in Pennsylvania.

12 That is welcome news. However, the ultimate conclusion of our Rebuttal Testimony -

13 that high access rates create incentives for carriers to engage in call pumping and other

14 detrimental practices - remains valid. As of the date of this testimony. North Pittsburgh

15 continues to engage in call pumping in Pennsylvania. The fact that North Pittsburgh’s

16 access rates are high enough to enable it to cover its costs and still share some portion of

17 the revenues with its traffic pumping partners is strong evidence that the North Pittsburgh

18 access rates are too high.

19

Qwest cites an Iowa carrier with a 13-eeni interstate access rate. 01'course, that is more than 
100% higher than the interstate rate of any carrier in Pennsylvania, making Qwesl's rationale inapplicable 
in Pennsylvania.

4



II. THE OSBA IS WRONG THAT CURRENT ACCESS RATES DO NOT CONTAIN 
SUBSIDIES, AND OSBA PROVIDES NO EVIDENCE THAT HIGH ACCESS 
RATES MUST BE MAINTAINED IN ORDER TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE COST 
OF THE LOCAL LOOP.

Q. IS OSBA CORRECT THAT THERE ARE NO SUBSIDIES IN THE CURRENT 
ACCESS RATES?

A. No. of course not. OSBA's position is contrary to history, the Commission's own orders, 

and the RLECs' own admissions. Contrary to Dr. Wilson's testimony, the Commission 

itself has previously found that intrastate switched access rates are set above the 

associated access cost, that they provide a subsidy to local service rates, and that the 

Carrier Common Line C'CCL") charge has no cost basis.4 When the Commission first 

initiated its generic investigation of the RLECs' intrastate access rates in December 2004, 

the Commission stated that “ILECs have priced access charges above cost as a means of 

generating additional revenues that can be used to subsidize local rates and, thus, keep 

basic local service affordable."5 In 2007, the Commission held that “access charges have, 

over time, and under a prior monopoly telecommunications regime, included implicit as 

well as explicit subsidies. Such implicit subsidies contained in access charges were 

permitted under the regulatory policy of, inter alia, providing for basic universal service 

at affordable rates. This Commission, as well as the FCC, acknowledged that a policy of 

implicit subsidies must be changed in light of competition in the local exchange 

telecommunications industry."*

Indeed, the FCC recently delivered to Congress a Broadband Report authored by 

an FCC task force which recognized that (i) intrastate and interstate switched access rales

4 Re Ne.xtlhik Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. P-<)(mi648; P-0W1649, 91 Po PUC I 72
(September 30. 1999>(“07^/>o/ Order'), at pp. 11-13: fns. 8, IS, and 55.
5 Order. December 20, 2004. Docket No. 1-00040105, p. 3.
^ Opinion and Order. July 11. 2007. Docket Nos. 1-00040105 and P-0O,)S1428FIO00, el a/..p. 4.
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“were set above cost” to **providc[] an implicit subsidy to keep residential rales low” and 

(ii) that intrastate and even interstate access rates - which are well below the RLECs" 

infrasiatc rates in Pennsylvania - are still above cost. Moreover, the Broadband Report 

recognized that “[tjhe current ICC [IntcrCarrier Compensation] system is not sustainable” 

and “creates opportunities for access stimulation,” just as we have testified. The 

Broadband Report says as follows:

Local companies incurred a traffic-sensitive cost to “switch” or connect a 
call from the long distance company to the carrier's customer. The per- 
minute rates charged to the long distance carrier were set above cost and 
provided an implicit subsidy for local carriers to keep residential rates low 
and promote universal telephone service. ICC has not been reformed to 
reflect fundamental, ongoing shifts in technology and consumer behavior, 
and it continues to include above-cost rates. The current ICC system is 
not sustainable in an all-broadband Internet Protocol (IP) world where 
payments for the exchange of IP traffic are not based on per-minute 
charges, but instead are typically based on charges tor the amount of 
bandw'idth consumed per month. Most ICC rates are above incremental 
cost, which creates opportunities for access stimulation, in which 
carriers artificially inflate the amount of minutes subject to ICC 
payments. (Broadband Plan at p. 142).7 [emphasis added].

Page 148 of the Broadband Report encourages states to engage in intercarrier

compensation reform that is consistent with the recommendation of the OCA and AT&T

in this case to reduce intrastate access rates and rebalance local rates:

The FCC should also encourage states to complete rebalancing of local 
rates to offset the impact of lost access revenues. Even with SLC 
increases and rate rebalancing, some carriers may also need support from 
the reformed Universal Service Fund to ensure adequate cost recovery.
When calculating support levels under the new CAF, the FCC could 
impute residential local rates that meet an established benchmark. Doing 
so would encourage carriers and states to "rebalance" rates to move 
away from artificially low $8-$l2 residential rates that represent old 
implicit subsidies to levels that are more consistent with costs. (Emphasis 
added).

The full text of the Broadband Report cun be found at ww'.v.broadband.ci^. Attached to this 
testimony as Attachment ! is Section 8.3 entitled "Universal Service."

6
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THE OS BA ARGUES THAT INTRASTATE ACCESS RATES SHOULD, AS A 
THEORETICAL MATTER, CONTAIN A “CONTRIBUTION" TOWARDS THE 
COST OF THE LOCAL LOOP. IS THAT ARGUMENT RELEV ANT?

No. There are two reasons why this theoretical argument has no relevance to the real-

world proposals presented here. First, and most important, forcing traditional wireline

long distance service to contribute to loop costs is discriminatory and anti-competitive,

because IXCs competitors - e.g., e-mail, text messaging, social networking websites,

Internet serv ices providers, wireless carriers - do not face the same requirements. The

issue for the Commission is whether Pennsylvania will continue to saddle one group of

competing providers (wireline IXCs) with a cost that other competing providers do not

have to pay. We have shown in our prior testimony that such artificial cost disadvantages

harm consumers, distort the market, and prevent wireline IXCs from competing freely

and aggressively to maximize consumer benefit. Whether you call that cost a subsidy (as

the FCC and many states have done) or a "contribution" (as the OSBA tries to do now) is

beside the point.

The OCA certainly understands the concern. While in the past the OCA has 

generally agreed (and still agrees) with the OSBA that IXCs should contribute to the cost 

of the loop, it is precisely because of the serious concerns with discrimination among 

wireless and wireline carriers that the OCA agreed that intrastate rates must be brought to 

parity with interstate rates.

Second, the OCA and AT&T are not proposing that all of the "contribution” in 

switched access rates should be eliminated, or that wireline IXCs be allowed to" use" 

loops for "free” as the OSBA suggests. Rather, the OCA and AT&T simply propose that 

intrastate switched access rates be reduced to parity with the interstate rates for the same

7
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access services. As we noted above, the FCC itself has stated that interstate rates are still

above cost and therefore include a contribution towards local service.

THE OS BA SUGGESTS TH AT THE OC A AND AT&T ADVOCATE A 
‘COMPLETE ELIMINATION" OF THE CONTRIBUTION THAT ACCESS 
CHARGES MAKE TOWARDS LOCAL LOOPS. IS THAT RIGHT?

No. The OSBA’s portrayal is misleading. Under the OCA/AT&T proposal, only one

rate element (the Carrier Common Line charge, which is nothing but a subsidy for local

loops) would be eliminated. The remaining rate elements would still generate a

contribution towards joint and common costs. So the question before the Commission

now is not whether the “contribution'* of access charges will be eliminated (the false

question that the OSBA argues about), but whether the amount of that contribution will

be adjusted to a more rational level. We have shown that a straightforward, common-

sense reduction of intrastate access rates to interstate levels will give consumers the

benefit of lower long-distance prices and the full benefits of a more level competitive

playing field, where wireline IXCs can compete more aggressively and effectively

against alternative technologies. Meanwhile, local service rates would be allowed to

increase to a more reasonable, up-to-date level from the nearly seven-year-old $ 18 cap so

that rates are more closely aligned with cost causation.

DOES THE OSBA SUPPORT A REASONABLE INCREASE IN LOCAL 
SERVICE RATES?

Yes. The OSBA agrees with us that the $18 cap, which was set several years ago, should 

be updated for inflation (or eliminated entirely). In fact, their proposed benchmark of 

$21 is not that fur from the initial S22 benchmark we proposed Plus, the OSBA agrees

> It appears that the difference in the rate between AT&T and OSBA is merely arithmetic since the
OSBA agreed with AT&T that it should be based on raising the current rate cap by the level of inflation. 
AT&T's benchmark is based on inllation through 2010. which is when this case will he decided.

S



1

1 with us that universal service fund subsidies should not be large or permanent -- a

2 problem we address by increasing the local rate benchmark by the modest amount of S l

3 per year for the next three years.

4 Q. IF THE COMMISSION CONSIDERS THE ABSTRACT THEORETIC AL
5 QUESTION OF WHETHER ACCESS RATES SHOULD INCLUDE A
6 CONTRIBUTION TOW ARDS LOOP COSTS, IS THE OSBA CORRECT?
7
8 A. No. As a theoretical matter, wireline IXCs should not have to make any contribution

9 towards loop costs, because wireline IXCs do not cause local exchange carriers to incur

10 any local loop costs. The local loop is the transmission link between the end user and the

11 local switch. It is indisputable that the loop is a major part of local exchange service,

12 and that loop costs are a major component of the costs of basic local service. Applying

13 straightforward cost causation principles, one can conclude that loop costs arc not

14 “shared,‘‘ switched access service costs. Rather, loop costs are fixed, non-traffic sensitive

15 costs that arc incurred when the customer first places an order for local service. Loop

16 costs do not vary according to how the customer uses the loop, nor do they vary in any

17 material way according to which services the customer elects to use. Rather, the costs are

18 the same regardless of whether the customer makes only local calls, only long distance

19 calls, or many calls, or even no calls at all. Thus, once a LEC incurs the loop cost to

20 establish a service connection to the local customer, there is no further material loop-

21 related cost to the customer's decision to use other services. The cost of a local loop

22 cannot be avoided by not making toll calls, nor is it increased by making numerous toll

23 calls; the cost of a loop can only be avoided by not ordering local service. Thus, based

24 on elementary and economically well-accepted cost causation principles, the loop cost is 

attributable exclusively to the customer's decision to order local service. The New Jersey

9

25
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cost models (including that of CenturyLink) in part because those models included loop

costs in the calculation of access rates:

Many of the parties in this proceeding offered into evidence their cost 
studies to support their positions. The record shows that each and every 
cost model presented in this proceeding overstates, and in some cases, 
grossly overstates intrastate switched access costs. The record shows that 
Haws in the access cost models include, but are not limited to, cost of 
capital common overheads and depreciation rates that were 
inappropriately inflated. Furthermore, loop costs, w hich should not be 
included, ore in some cases the largest cost elements in the cost model.
These costs are inappropriate for inclusion in the access cost models in 
this proceeding.'*

Board of Public Utilities recently recognized this when it rejected several parties' access

HAVE ANY RLEC WITNESSESES IN THIS CASE PREVIOUSLY 
ACKNOWLEDGED THAT LOOP COSTS SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED IN 
ACCESS COSTS?

Yes, CenturyLink's witness Dr. Staihr, as well as other CenturyLink witnesses, have 

acknowledged this many times, including in the most recent rate cap/USF case before 

ALJ Colwell. In that rate cap/USF proceeding, CenturyLink presented testimony from 

Ms. Christy Londerholm stating that the '‘cost causer" for local loops is local service, not 

switched access:

"When a customer contacts [CenturyLink] for service it is to establish basic local 
exchange sendee. [CenturyLink] builds loops to customers to provide basic local 
exchange service. Therefore the cost causation to [CenturyLink] for the loop is 
basic local exchange service. Dial tone requires a loop to a requesting customer. If 
a customer chooses to add other services, such as long distance or a custom 
calling feature, the dial tone must be there tirst. Loop investment is a direct cost 
of basic local exchange service."* 11’

* In the Mutter of the Board's Investigation and Review of Local Exchange Carrier Intrastate
Exchange Access Rates. Docket No. TX0.S090830, released February 1,2U10 (“NJ Access Order”), p. 27 
(emphasis added).

11 Investigation regarding Intrastate Access Charges and IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural Carriers 
and the Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. Docket No. I- 
00040105. Rebuttal Testimony of Christy V. Londerholm, submitted January 15. 2009. at p. 7.

10
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In addition. Dr. Brian Staihr - who is currently a witness for CenturyLink - has 

testified frequently and consistently that the cost of switched access does not include any

costs for the loop. He has vigorously argued in many proceedings across the country 

over many years that loop costs should not be included in any cost study related to 

switched access. For example,

(1) In a 1999 Kansas proceeding. Dr. Staihr argued that loop costs should not be 

allocated to access charges, stating. "Under the [then] current allocation method a 

customer pays for part of a loop every time he or she makes a toll call through 

access charges. It is inefficient, uneconomical, and unfair to recover loop costs 

this way."11 He explained that *\ .. in fact it makes more economic sense to 

recover the loop cost as a part of basic local service than through any other means 

currently available."'2

(2) Two years later, in another Kansas proceeding. Dr. Staihr affirmed that it is 

"detrimental to perpetuate a system in which the cost of a non-traffic sensitive 

item, the local loop, is recovered through a traffic-sensitive mechanism, access 

charges," and that “[e]vcry time a customer makes a toll call he or she pays a part 

of a loop cost through access charges. It is simply uneconomical and unfair to 

recover loop costs this nv/v\"l? * * * * * * 9

" Kansas Docket No, 99-GIMT-326-GIT. In re Investigation into the Kansas Universal Service
Fund (KUSF)) Mechanism for the Purpose of Modifying The KUSF and Establishing a Cost-based Fund,
Rebuttal Testimony of Brian K. Stuilir on behalf of Sprint. May 24. 1999 at p. b (emphasis added).

id.
I! In re Genera! Investigation into the Reformation of Intrastate Access Charges. Kansas Docket
No. 01 -(jlMT-082-GI, Rebuttal Testimony of Brian K. Staihr on behalf of Sprint. July 13, 2001. at pp. 7,
9 (emphasis added).
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(3) In a 2002 testimony before the Missouri Public Service Commission, Dr. 

Staihr stated that “the issue at hand is to determine the actual cost of switched 

access, and the actual cost of switched access does not include the cost of the 

loop, any more than it contains the cost of the telephone handset."'4

(4) In a 2003 Florida proceeding. Dr. Staihr cited Dr. Alfred Kahn's testimony 

from a Pennsylvania proceeding to support his argument that loop costs should 

not be allocated to access services: "The arguments proffered by these witnesses 

[that the loop is a shared cost among multiple services] are the most persistent 

weeds in the regulatory garden. Other mainstream economists and I have dealt 

with and debunked those claims for years - and l suppose this will remain our 

task for as long as parties to proceedings such as this insist on conflating the 

politics of setting prices with the economics of determining costs."* 15 Dr. Staihr’s 

direct testimony in that same Florida proceeding stated that his objective was to 

"convert... implicit subsidies generated on a per-minute-of-use basis to flat-rate 

charges directly recovered from the cost-causer (the end-user)."^

' In re Investigation of the Actual Costs Incurred in Providing Exchange Access Seixicc and the
Access Rates to he Charged by Competitive Local Telecommunications Companies in the State of 
Missouri, Case No. TR-2001 -65. Surrebuttal Testimony of Dr. Brian R. [sicj Staihr dated August 26, 
2002, at pp. 5-6 (emphasis added).
15 Sprinl-Florida, Inc. ’.v Petition to Reduce Intrastate Sw itched Network Access Rates to Interstate 
Parity in a Revenue Neutral Manner Pursuant to Section 364.1 64(1). Florida Statutes, Florida Docket 
No. 030868-TL. Rebuttal Testimony of Brian K. Staihr on behalf of Sprint, November 19. 2003, at pp. 6-
7. quoting rebuttal testimony of Dr. Alfred Kahn before the Pennsylvania PUC in Docket No. 1-940035, 
February 15, 1996.
" Id.. Direct Testimony of Brian K. Staihr. August 27. 2003, at p. 5.



1 Q. THE OSBA ALSO ARGUES AGAINST THE INCREASE TO THE PA USE
2 THAT WOULD RESULT FROM THE OCA'S PROPOSAL TO FUND
3 ACCESS CHARGE REDUCTIONS THROUGH THE PA USF. PLEASE
4 RESPOND.
5
6 A. We agree with OSBA on the need to adjust this partieular piece of the OCA"s

7 proposal - under which carriers would recover access charge reductions almost

8 entirely through the USF - because they would be forced to maintain an

9 artificially low “benchmark” rate for local service. We also agree with the

10 OSBA’s point that the USF should not be used to create a huge, permanent

11 subsidy for the RLECs. But in our Rebuttal Testimony, we have proposed a

12 straightforward transitional adjustment that would greatly reduce (and then phase

13 down) the burden on the USF and that resolves the OSBA's concerns. As noted

14 in our Rebuttal Testimony, wc propose allowing carriers to increase their local

15 service rates up to a more reasonable, inflation-adjusted benchmark of $22 per

16 month - which is very similar to Mr. Wilson's proposed benchmark of S211' --

17 and then increasing the benchmark by $ 1 each year for the next three years to

18 minimize the subsidy burdens of the USF.

19 The OSBA's position to maintain high implicit subsidies while arguing

20 that explicit subsidies cannot be maintained in a competitive world makes no

21 sense. AT&T certainly agrees that a huge expansion of the state USF is neither

22 advisable nor necessary, and that all subsidies should eventually be eliminated.

23 but our Rebuttal Testimony offers a simple adjustment that takes care of the

24 OSBA’s concern.

Dr. Wilson ended his inflation adjustment at the beginning of (he case, while our inflation 
adjustment updates the benchmark up to the lime the case is decided and new rates become effective.

13



1 Indeed, Dr. Wilson's testimony actually supports AT&T's proposal. As

2 Dr. Wilson properly testified, “there should be clear cost of serv ice evidence

3 demonstrating that local exchange service rates and carrier access charges do not

4 provide adequate compensation for local access costs of any local exchange

5 service provider seeking a PAUSF subsidy.''1* This position directly supports

6 AT&T's moditled proposal in this case, which requires RLECs to recover their

7 costs primarily from their own customers rather than other carricrs/competitors.

8 Additionally, Dr. Wilson correctly observes that “indiscriminate PAUSF funding

9 could be having the unintended consequence of keeping lower cost competitors

10 out of subsidized rural markets rather than promoting competition."|g He further

11 said that “there is little knowledge of which RLECs today need a subsidy."2'1

12 These arguments apply equally to excessive intrastate access rates as they do to

13 USF support. In other words. Dr. Wilson’s arguments against the expansion of

14 the state USF also support the immediate reduction of intrastate access rates, with

15 modest and temporary support from the USF solely to make for a smoother

16 transition.

17
18

i‘i 
.’n

USB A Statement No. 2 at pp. 16-17. 
/(/. at p. 17.
U.

14



THERE IS NO MERIT TO QWEST’S PROPOSAL THAT SOME RLECS’ 
ACCESS RATES BE REDUCED BELOW THE RLECS' INTERSTATE 
RATES, BUT OTHER RLECS SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO 
IMPLEMENT ACCESS RATES ABOVE THEIR INTERSTATE RATES.

QWEST ADVOCATES REDUCTIONS IN INTRASTATE SWITCHED 
ACCESS RATES, BUT OPPOSES THE OCA/AT&T PROPOSAL TO 
REDUCE THOSE RATES TO “PARITY” WITH THE CORRESPONDING 
INTERSTATE R ATES. HOW DO YOU RESPOND?

We are baffled by Qwest's new position. It appears that Qwest is saying that

■‘parity” does not reduce rates far enough, at least for a few carriers, because those

carriers have interstate access rates that Qwest apparently believes are too high.

But instead of identifying and then proposing a fix for the few small rural carriers

that Qwest thinks are a problem. Qwest proposes an entirely different approach

for all carriers: that all RLECs' intrastate access rates be reduced to match

Verizon’s intrastate access rates.

WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS WITH QWEST’S PROPOSAL?

First, Qwest's proposal allows the disparity between intrastate and interstate rates 

to continue, which, as Qwest appears to acknowledge, will continue to create 

arbitrage opportunities, including incentives for carriers to disguise intrastate 

traffic as interstate (the “phantom traffic'' problem) and engage in other schemes 

to artificially increase their intrastate access revenues.

Second. Qwest's proposal results in higher administrative costs and 

inefficiency. The OCA/AT&T proposal is simple: carriers will charge the same 

rates on intrastate traffic that they already charge on interstate traffic. The RLECs 

already have billing procedures in place to charge their interstate rates, so they



1 will simply use those same procedures for intrastate traffic as well. Plus, the

2 inefficiencies of the present system - where carriers maintain two sets of rates for

3 the same access services - will not be eliminated under Qwest’s proposal. To the

4 contrary, Qwest’s proposal would require carriers to implement new procedures

5 so they can charge rate elements and rate levels that only Veri/on charges today.

6 That is, RLHCs would have to introduce into their tariffs all the Verizon intrastate

7 access rate elements that the RLEC does not have in place today, and adjust rate

8 levels accordingly.

9 Third, the Qwest proposal produces an arbitrary and inconsistent outcome.

10 Some RLECs, including many small ones, would be forced to charge intrastate

11 access rates that arc below the RLECs' existing interstate rates, while other

12 RLECs, including some of the largest ones, would get to charge intrastate

13 switched access rates substantially above their interstate rates. That would

14 produce winners and losers among the RLECs, but for consumers it would be a

15 uniformly bad deal.

16 Q. HOW WOULD QWEST'S PROPOSAL THAT ALL RLECS MATCH
17 VERIZION'S AVERAGE INTRASTATE ACCESS RATE HURT SOME OF THE
18 SMALLEST RLECS?
19
20 A. As shown on Attachment 2 to this Testimony, a number of the smaller Pennsylvania

21 RLECs have average interstate switched access rates that are higher than Verizon's

22 average intrastate rates. Qwest’s proposal would hurt those RLECs (relative to AT&T's

23 proposal that the RLECs mirror their own interstate rates).

24 For example, AT&T proposes that Pennsylvania Telephone mirror its 4.67 cent

25 per minute average interstate switched access rate; Qwest would force Pennsylvania

16
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1 Telephone to reduce its average rate down to 1.73 cents per minute, a rate some 63% 

tower than what AT&T proposes. Similarly. South Canaan has an average interstate rate 

of 3.79 cents, but Qwest would also force South Canaan down to 1.73 cents per minute, 

some 54% lower than what AT&T proposes. For these and other small RLECs, the 

Qwest proposal would reduce switched access rates far below interstate parity and far 

below what AT&T has proposed. The Qwest proposal would force these carriers cither 

to raise their local exchange rates higher, and/or to take a bigger draw' from the USF than 

would be necessary under AT&T's proposal. Of course, the Qwest proposal w ould also 

let some RLECs charge intrastate rates that are higher than their existing interstate rates, 

and that fact also underscores a fundamental Haw' with the proposal. It is far more 

sensible to have each RLEC mirror its own interstate access rates - established based on 

uniform FCC rules and the RLECs' own data - than to create arbitrary winners and losers 

by pegging all of the RLECs to Verizon.

IS THE AT&T PROPOSAL SUPERIOR TO QWEST'S POSITION?

Yes. AT&T's proposal that each RLEC mirror its own interstate switched access charges 

recognizes that, in addition to the other benefits of mirroring (e.g., elimination of 

arbitrage and gaming opportunities, simplified access billing), the proposal will enable 

the RLECs with the higher interstate rates (and presumably the higher unit costs) to 

maintain that relationship in their intrastate access rates. The Qwest proposal, on the 

other hand, treats all RLECs the same, regardless of size and regardless of any cost 

differences reflected in their interstate rates.

Thus, while the Qwest position appears on the surface to be administratively 

simple, it is not. it w'ould provide a hardship to some RLECs and a boon to other ones. It 

should not be adopted.

17



1 Q. QWEST CLAIMS THAT THE PARITY APPROACH PROPOSED BY
2 THE OCA AND AT&T IS NOT “COMPETITIVELY NEUTRAL.'’ IS
3 THAT CORRECT?
4
5 A. Not at all. Qwest is ignoring the massive competitive disparity that exists today -

6 the dispanty between wireline IXCs (who have to pay exorbitant access rales on

7 intrastate traffic) and competing technologies that do not bear the same access

8 burden. In addition. Qwest is ignoring the fact that the subsidies in high intrastate

9 access charges are also not “neutral" to local service, because they allow RLECs

10 to charge artificially, unrealistically low rates for local service that stifle

11 competitive entry. The OCA/AT&T proposal of intrastate/interstate parity goes

12 much farther towards remedying these competitive gaps than Qwest's approach.

13

14 IV. WINDSTREAM HAS RECENTLY CEASED TRAFFIC PUMPING, BUT
15 THAT DOES NOT NEGATE THE IMPORTANCE OF ELIMINATING
16 THE INCENTIVE FOR SUCH TRAFFIC PUMPING IN PENNSYLVANIA.
17

18 Q. IN YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY, AT PAGES 53 -58, YOU STATE THAT
19 TWO WINDSTREAM SUBSIDIARIES HAVE BEEN ENGAGED IN TRAFFIC-
20 PUMPING. HAS THERE BEEN A POSITIVE NEW DEVELOPMENT?
21
22 A. Yes. Shortly after AT&T filed its March 10, 2010, testimony, Windstream disclosed to

23 AT&T that Windstream had notified its traffic pumping customers on November 11.

24 200L), (the day after Windstream closed its acquisition of D&E and Conestoga) that

25 Windstream would be ending the traffic pumping relationship.21 That was welcome

Windstream filed a letter with the Commission late Friday, March 12, 2010, accusing AT&T of 
‘several untruthful and defamatory assertions,” hut, as AT&T explained in its March 15, 2010. response 
(Attachment 3 hereto), there was no defamation. Had Windstream informed AT&T earlier that it was 
stopping the D&E and Conestoga traffic pumping, we certainly would have noted it in our March 10 
testimony. But the core facts of our March 10 testimony were accurate then and now - D&E and 
Conestoga engaged in traffic pumping, the two companies continued to pump traffic for 3-1/2 months
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2 inappropriate business activity that must be stopped.

3 Q HAVE YOU CONFIRMED THAT THE D&E AND CONESTOGA TRAFFIC
4 PUMPING HAS STOPPED?

5 A. Yes. Before filing our March 10 testimony wc had placed test calls in late February

6 confirming that the pom and chat lines being served by D&E and Conestoga were

7 operational. Likewise, we had reviewed the web sites advertising the D&E and

8 Conestoga pom and chat lines and confirmed that, indeed, those lines were still being

9 promoted. After Windstream received our Rebuttal Testimony and notified AT&T that it

10 had ended its call pumping relationship, we placed additional test calls, reviewed the

11 advertising, and concluded that the D&E and Conestoga traffic pumping had ended

12 sometime after we placed our latc-Fcbruary test calls."

13 Q. HAS WINDSTREAM EXPLAINED WHY IT TOOK 3-1/2 MONTHS TO END
14 THE D&E AND CONESTOGA TRAFFIC PUMPING?

15 A. No.

16 Q. PRIOR TO YOUR MARCH 10, 2010 TESTIMONY, HAD WINDSTREAM
17 INFOMRED AT&T THAT IT HAD DISCOV ERED D&E AND CONESTOGA'S
18 CALL PUMPING AND THAT IT WOULD BE ENDING THE CALL PUMPING?

19 A. To the best of our knowledge, no. Windstream did not notify AT&T, nor did it send an

20 industry notification letter informing carriers {and traffic pumpers) that it had discovered

21 traffic pumping and instructed its new affiliates to end it.

news, and we are gratified that Windstream, like AT&T, believes that call pumping is an

alter Windstream acquired them, and they collected well in excess of 5400.000 from AT&T that, to date, 
the two Windstream companies have not agreed to return.

At this time, the numbers provided by D&E and Conestoga to traffic pumpers arc still in service, 
but callers are now directed to Minnesota numbers offering the same pom and chat services previously 
provided on the D&E or Windstream numbers. The Minnesota telephone numbers are served by a currier 
with no affiliation to Windstream.
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HAS WINDSTREAM OFFERED TO REFUND THE ACCESS CHARGES IT 
COLLECTED FROM TRAFFIC PUMPING?

Not yet, On March 30. 2010, AT&T requested a refund ofS411.000, but, as of the date 

of this testimony. Windstream has not responded.

HAS CALL PUMPING ENDED IN PENNSYLVANIA?

No. As of April 1, 2010. the date of this testimony, North Pittsburgh continues to serve 

pom and chat lines. The concents outlined in our March 10, 2010, Rebuttal Testimony 

remain valid. So long as Pennsylvania LECs maintain high intrastate switched access 

charges, traffic pumping tempts them with easy money. The best way to ensure 

Pennsylvania does not become a haven for traffic pumping is to reduce intrastate access 

charges to their corresponding interstate levels.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?
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S.:; UNIVERSAL SERVICI-

Universal service has heon a nalional objective since the 

Uomiminicnlions Act of |‘);u. in which Onigress stated its 

intention to “make available, so far as possible, to all the 

people of the United States... a rapid, efficient. Nation-wide, 

ami world-wide wire and radio ennnnumcat ion service with 

nc1ei|iiale facilities at reasonable eharj'es."--

The current federal universal service programs were created 

in the aftermath of the Telecommunications Act of PWn at a 

time when only 'I'.VJc of Americans had dial tip l liter net access 

at home, and virtually no one bad broadband.-1 While the fed­

eral USE and earlier programs have played a critical role in the 

universalization of voiee sendee in the last century, the current 

USE was not designed to support broadband directly, other 

than for schools, libraries and rural health care providers."1

In -010. the federal USE is projected to make total outlays of 

$8.7 billion through four programs (see Exhibit 8-K)."r'The lligh- 

(’nst program, which subsidizes telecommunications services 

in areas where costs wi add otherwise be prohibitively high, will 

spend $4.n billion. E-rate, which supports voice and broadband 

connect ivitv for schools and libraries, will spend $12.7 billion.-'''

The Low Income program, which subsidizes the cost of telephone 

service for low-income people, will spend $1.2 billion, and the 

Rural Health Care program, which supports connectivity for 

health care providers, will spend $214 million.

At least 21 states have high-cost funds that collectively distrib­

ute over $1.5 hiIIion.Thirty-three states have a state low-income 

program, nine states have a state subsidy program for schools and 

libraries, and at least 27 states support state telchealth networks^"

A number of states have established specific programs to fund 

broadband deployment.Some states provide lax credits for 

investment in broadband infrastructure."

The remainder of this section will discuss how the current 

federal High-Cost program should lie modernized to shift from 

supporting legacy telephone networks to directly supporting 

high-capacity broadband networks. The federal Low Income 

program provides critical support to low-income households 

and will be discussed in ChapterThe Rural I lealth Care and 

E-Rate programs provide important support for broadband to 

critical institutions like schools, libraries and health care facili­

ties, and will be addressed in Chapters lo and 11.

Accelerating the pace of investment in broadband networks 

in high-cost areas will also require consideration of related pol­

icy issues that affect ihe revenue streams of existing carriers. 

The ICC system provides a positive revenue stream for certain 

carriers, which in turn affects their ability to upgrade their 

networks during the transition from voire telephone service to 

broadband service. I n rural America I’SF and ICC' represent a 

significant portion of revenues for some of the smallest carri­

ers—i.e.. bWv or more of their regulated revenues. ^ The rules 

’governing special access services also affect the economics of 

deployment and investment, as middle-mile transmission often 

represents a significant cost for carriers that need to transport 

their traffic a significant distance to the Internet backbone. For 

that reason, Ihe FCC needs to consider the middle mile in any 

discussion of government support to high-cost areas.1'

USE and ICC regulations were designed for a telecommunica­

tions industry that provided voice .service over circuit-switched 

networks. State and federal ratemaking c reated implicit sub­

sidies at both the state a ml federal levels and were designed to

F.xht'i'it s I::
The Federal ('niveraal Service Fund-7

Program Description
FY 2010 disbursements 
(projected)

High Cost Ensures that consumers in all regions of the nation have access to and pay 
rates for telecommunications services that are reasonably comparable to 
those in urban areas.

$4.6 billion

Low Income (Lifeline and 
Link-Up)

Provides discounts that make basic, local telephone service affordable for 
low-income consumers.

$1.2 billion

Schools and Libraries (E-rate) Subsidizes telecommunications services. Internet access and internal con­
nections to enable schools and libraries to connect to the Internet.

$2.7 billion

Rural Health Care Provides reduced rates to rural health care providers for telecommunica­
tions and Internet access services and, on a pilot basis, support for infra­

structure.

$214 million

Total $8.7bHKon
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shift cf)sls from riinil to urhiiu aroiis. from residential to hiisiness 
I'listomers. and from load to U*nj4 distance sendee.

Unfortunately, the current regulatory framework will not 
dose the broadband availability gap. A comprehensive reform 
program is required to shift from primarily supporting voice 
communications to supporting a broadband platform that en­
ables many applications, including voice. This reform must be 
staged over time to realign these systems to support broadband 
and minimize regulatory uncertainty for investment.

The goal of reform is to provide everyone with affordable 
voice ami broadband. The reforms must be achieved over 
time to manage the impact on consumers, who ultimately pay 
for universal service. The FCC should target areas that are 
currently unserved, while taking care to ensure that consum­
ers continue to enjoy broadband and voice sendees that are 
available today, (liven that USF is a finite resource, the FCC 
should work to maximize the number of households that can be 
served quickly, focusing first on those areas that require lower 
amounts of subsidy to achieve that goal, and over time address­
ing those areas that are the hardest to sene, recognizing that 
the subsidy required may decline in the future as technology 
advances and costs decline. Ongoing support should be pro­
vided where necessary.

Sudden changes in USF and ICC could have unintended 
consequences that slow progress. Success will come from a 
clear road map for reform, including guidance about the timing 
and pace ofehanges to existing regulations, so that the private 
sector can react and plan appropriately.

Stage One of this comprehensive reform program starts with 
building the institutional foundation for reform, identifying 
funding that can be shifted immediately to jumpstart broad­
band deployment in imserved areas, creating the framework 
for a new Connect America Fund and a Mobility Fund, estab­
lishing a long-term vision for ICC, and examining middle-mile 
costs and pricing (see Chapter 4). In Stage Two. the FCC will 
begin disbursements from the CAF and Mobility Fund, while 
implementing the first step in reducing intercarrier compensa­
tion rales and reforming USF contribution methodology. Stage 
Three completes the transformation of the legacy High-Cost 
program, ends support for voice-only networks and completes 
reforms on ICC.

before going into the details of this plan, it is important 
to consider the unique characteristics of each system in 
more detail.

The High-Cost Program
The High-Cost program ensures that consumers in all parts 

of I he country have access to voice service ami pay rates for 
that service that are reasonably comparable to service in urban 
areas. The program currently provides funding to three groups

of eligible telecommunications carriers (F.TCs) (see Box K-2).
In 200*). approximately $2 billion went to K14 rate-of-return 
carriers. .‘M billion to 17 price-cap carriers and SI.2 billion to 
212 competitive eligible telecommunications carriers (com­
petitive FTCs)/'

The current High-Cost program is not designed to univer­
salize broadband. While some companies receiving H igh-Cnst 
support have deployed broadband-capable infrastructure 
to serve most of their customers.i!; others have not. Carriers 
receiving High-Cost support are not required to provide any 
households in their service area with some minimal level of 
broadband sen ice. much less provide such service to u//house­
holds in their sendee area.

In addition, the High-Cost program only supports certain 
components of a network, such as local loops and switching 
equipment, but not other components necessary for broad­
band. like middle-mile infrastructure that transports voice and 
data traffic to an Internet point of presence. As a result, the 
amount of support provided is not appropriately sized for the 
provision of broadband in high-cost areas.

Because broadband is not a supported service, today there 
is no mechanism to ensure that support is targeted toward ex­
tending broadband service to unserved homes. Today, roughly 
half of the imserved housing units are located in the territo­
ries of the largest price-cap carriers, which include AT&T. 
Verizon and Qwest, while about UiT are located in the terri­
tories of mid-sized price-cap companies such as CcnturyLink, 
Windstream ami Frontier/''' While current funding.supports 
phone service to lines served by price-cap carriers, the amounts 
do not provide an incentive for the costly upgrades that may be 
required to deliver broadband to these customers.

In addition, current oversight of the specific uses of High-Cost 
support is limited. While some states require both incumbents

box a-*

High-Cost Program Recipients

Rate-of-Return Carriers—Incumbent telephone companies that 
are given the opportunity to earn an 11.25% rate of return on 

their interstate services.

Price-Cap Carriers—Incumbent telephone companies that may 
only raise interstate rates on the basis of a formula that considers 
expense growth and a productivity growth factor.

Competitive ETCs—Competitive wireline and wireless providers 
that are certified by a state utility regulator or the FCC to receive 
funds from the High-Cost program based on the level of support 
provided to the incumbent in a given area.
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and fompctilive KTCs to report on tlu-ir use olTumliii^ Tor net­
work infrastructure projects," many states do not.''‘ There is no 
uniform framework at the federal level to track the progress of 
any infrastructure deployment, broadband-capable or not, that is 
subsidized through the use of federal funds.

While the High-Cost program has made a material dif­
ference in enabling households in many high-cost areas of 
America to have access to affordable voice service, it will not do 
the same for broadband without reform of the current system.

Intercarrier Compensation
ICC is a system of regulated payments in which carriers 
compensate each other for the origination, transport and 
termination of telecommunications traffic. Kor example, when 
a family in Philadelphia calls Crandma in Florida, the family's 
carrier usually pays Craiulma's can ier a per-mimite charge, 
which may be a few cents a minute, for terminating the call. 
Kstimates indicate that this system results in up to $14 billion 
in transfers between carriers every year.1'1

The current pcr-miinile ICC system was never designed 
to promote deployment of broadband networks. Rather. ICC 
was implemented before the advent of the Internet when there 
were separate local and longdistance phone companies, laical 
companies incurred a traffic-scnsitjve cost to "switch" or 
connect a call from the long distance company to the carrier's 
customer. The per-minute rates charged to the long distance 
carrier were set above cost and provided an implicit subsidy 
for local carriers to keep residential rates low and promote 

universal telephone service." ICC has not been reformed to 
reflect fundamental, ongoing shifts in technology and con­
sumer behavior, and it continues to include above-cost rates. 
The current ICC system is not sustainable in an all-broadband 
I liter net Protocol (IP) world where payments tor the exchange 
of IP traffic are not based on per-minute charges, but instead 
are typically based on charges for the amount of bandwidth 
consumed per month.

The current ICC system also has fundamental problems that 
create inefficient incentives. First, terminating rates are not 
uniform despite the uniformity of the function of terminating a 
call, which leads to unproductive economic activity. Rates vary 
from zero to Rf..') cents per minute,1- depending on the jurisdic­
tion of the call, the type of traffic"1 and the regulatory status of 
the terminating carrier." Kate differences lead lo arbitrage op­
portunities such as phantom traffic, in which traffic is masked 
to avoid paying the terminating carrier intercarrier compen­
sation entirely, and/or redirected to make it appear that t lie 
i all should be subject to a lower rate."’ Such behavior leads to 
disputes and underpayment, to the terminating carrier.

Most ICC rates are above incremental cost, which creates 
opportunities for access stimulation, in which carriers artifi­
cially inflate the amount of minutes subjecl lo ICC payments. 
For example, companies have established “fret.*" conference 
calling services, which provide free services to consumers while 
the carrier and conference call company share the ICC rev­
enues paid by interexchange carriers.1" because the arbitrage 
opportunity exists, investment is directed to free conference 
calling and similar schemes for adult entertainment that 
ultimately cost consumers money. " rather than to other, more 
productive endeavors.

Broadband providers have begun migrating lo more effi­
cient IP interconnection and compensation arrangements for 
the transport and termination of IP traffic. Because providers’ 
rates are above cost, the current system creates disincentives 
to migrate to all IP-based networks. Furexample, to retain ICC 
revenues, carriers may reipnTe an interconnecting carrier to 
convert Voice over Internet Protocol (Vol P) calls to time-divi­
sion multiplexing in order to collect interearrier compensation 
revenue. While this may he in the short-term interest of y 
carrier seeking to retain ICC revenues, it actually hinders the 
transformation of America’s networks to broadband."'

ICC may he stalling the development of the broadband eco­
system in other ways as well. For example, there are allegations 
that regulatory uncertainty about whether or what interearrier 
compensation payments are required for VoIP traffic.'" as well 
as a lack of uniform rates, may he hindering investment and the 
introduction of new IP-based services and products.’"

Moreover, fewer terminating minutes ultimately mean a 
smaller revenue base for interearrier compensation. .According 
to FCC data, for example, total minutes of use of incumbent 
carriers decreased from ."*('7 billion minutes in 2000 to RI6 
billion minutes in 2008, a drop «>f •' Price-cap carriers
have no means of increasing per-minute rates to offset these 
declines. Even rale-of-rcturn carriers, who are permitted to 
increase per-minute rates so they have the opportunity to earn 
their authorized rate of return, acknowledge that I he current 
system is "not sustainable" and could lead to a ‘•death spiral’’ as 
higher rates to offset declining minutes exacerbate arbitrage 
and non-payment.’1 As the small carriers recognize, revenues 
are also decreasing due to arbitrage and disputes over payment 
for VoIP traffic.v'

The continued decline in revenues and free cash flows at un­
predictable levels could hamper ran iers’ ability to implement 
network upgrade investments or other capital improve­
ments. Any consideration of how government slmu Id provide 
supplemental funding to companies to close the broadband 
availability gap should recognize that ICt' revenue is an impor­
tant part of the picture for >ome providers.
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Special Access Policies

High-capacity dedicated circuits arc critical inputs in the pro­
vision of fixed and mobile broadband services in rural America. 
Special access circuits connect wireless towers to the core net­
work.-'' provide fiber optic connectivity to hospitals and health 
centers.’’'’ and are sometimes the critical broadband link that 
traverses up to LlOO miles between a small town and the nearest 
Internet point of presence.’'' The law requires that the rates, 
terms and conditions for these circuits be just and reasonable.57

The rates that firms pay for these critical middle- and 
second-mile connections have an impact on the business ease 
fur the provision of broadband in high-cost areas. Small local 
exchange carriers, wireless firms and small cable companies 
typically purchase these connections from other providers. It 
may well be the case that the cost of providing these circuits 
is so high that there is no private sector business case to offer 
broadband in some areas, even if the rates, terms and condi­
tions are just and reasonable.

11 igh-Cost funds today are generally distributed on the basis 
ofloop and switching costs ami not the cost of middle-mile 
transport of voice traffic. Because data traffic is aggregated 
on backhaul facilities, per-customer middle-mile costs will 
increase significantly as consumers and businesses use their 
broadband connections more.'''

It is not clear whether the high costs of middle-mile con­
nectivity in rural areas are due solely to long distances and low 
population density, or also reflect excessively high special ac­
cess prices as some parties have alleged.'’" The Kt’C is currently 
examining its analytic framework for regulating special access 
services generally (see Chapter 4). Because of the link between 
middle- and second-mile costs and special access policies, the 
[•'CCs review of its special access policies should be completed 
in concert with other aspects of this reform plan.

Comprehensive Reform
As federal and state regulators have recognized, the federal 
I’SF must be modernized to support the advanced broadband 
networks and services of the fulure—and must be modernized 
quickly, in a way that will accelerate the availability of broad­
band to all Americans."' Closing the broadband availability 
gap requires comprehensive reform of the USK High-Cost 
program, as well as consideration of ICC and an examination 
ofspecial access costs and pricing. These actions should he 
consistent with a set of guiding principles:
► Support broadbanddrpioymrnt directly. The federal govern­

ment should, over time, end all financial support for networks 
that only provide “Plain Old Telephone Service" (POTS) and 
should provide financial support, where necessary and in an 
economically efficient manner, for broadband platforms that 
enable many applications, including voice."'

>■ Maximize broadbandacailability. I SK resources are Unite, 
and policymakers need to weigh tradeoffs in allocating 
those resources so that the nation "gets the most bang for 
its buck." The objective should be to maximize the number 
of households that are served by broadband meeting the 
National Broadband Availability Target.”'

► flash cuts. New rules should be phased in over a reason­
able time period. Policymakers must give service providers 
and investors time to adjust to a new regulatory regime.”4

► Reform requires federal and state coordination. The 
KCC should seek input from state commissions on how 
to harmonize federal and state efforts to promote broad- 
hand availability.'’'

These guiding principles will inform a long-term plan for 
reform that will unfold over a decade (see Exhibit B-F). This plan 
balances the need to direct more capital to broadband networks, 
particularly in high-cost areas, while recognizing the significant 
role that the private sector plays in broadband deployment.

One variable that will impact the pace of broadband avail­
ability is the time it will take to implement various reforms. 
The proposed reforms on the timeline presented could enable 
the buildout of broadband infrastructure to more than of 
American households by ‘iOltU. Any acceleration of this path 
would require more funding from Congress, deeper cuts in 
the existing USF program or higher I'SF assessments, which 
ultimately are home by consumers. While this plan makes the 
best use of the assets the country currently has to advance the 
availability of broadband, a more aggressive path is available if 
Congress so chooses.

Before discussing the reforms in Stage One to advance 
broadband availability, we address administrative reforms to 
improve the management and oversight ofl'SF.

RECOMMENDATION 8.1: The I CC' should improve Culver 
sal Service Fund (CSF) performance and accountability.

The Universal Service Administrative Company (I'SAC), 
a not-for-profit subsidiary of the National Exchange Carrier 
Association (NKCA), serves as the day-to-day administrator 
of USF, working under FCC direction. As part of its overall 
effort to make the FCC more open and transparent, data- 
driven and a model of excellence in government, the FCC is 
reviewing its oversight of the funds it administers to determine 
whether changes are necessary to improve efficiency and 
clfcctiveness. USF is part of that review and includes over­
sight and management of US AC and all of the universal service 
programs. While there is no doubt that federal universal sendee 
programs have been successful in preseningand advancing 
universal service, it is vital Io ensure that these public funds 
are administered appropriately.
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T<» provide M ron^er maiuiiiement and oversight nt flu* 

]*roiiram. Ihe FCC already lias In'^un to implement a number 

of clnmtfes:
> The R’C lias moved uversi.ubt of the audit [iroaram to the 

Offiec of Manaiiiui* Directin' and has directed US AC to 

revise its audit approach.
>■ The R’C has implemented a new Improper Payments

Information Act (1P1A) assessment program that is tailored 

to rover all four USF disbursement programs, measure the 

aeetiracy of payments, evaluate the eligibility nt applicants, 

test information obtained by participants, and ensure a 

reasonable cost while meeting I PI A requirements.
>• The FCC has implemented a new compliance audit program 

for all four USF disbursement mechanisms and contribu­

tors. This audit program takes into account such factors 
as program risk elements and size of disbursements. This 

audit program is also conducted at a reasonable cost in rela­

tion to program disbursements and reduces unnecessary 

burdens on beneficiaries.

These new assessment and audit programs will reduce the 
cost ofUSF-related audits going forward and will be more effi­

cient. These changes will also help deter fraud, waste and abuse 

and identify levels of improper payments.
As the FCC reforms its USF support and disbursement 

mechanisms after the release of the National Broadband

Plan, it should also ensure that any future enhancements to 

the USF program have accountability and oversight provi­

sions built in from the outset. The FCC should also examine 

its Memorandum of Understanding with LiSAC to ensure that 

it reflects programmatic changes and evaluate whether any 

modifications to its existing relationship with US AC 

are necessary.""
Across the four USF programs, there is a lack of adequate 

data to make critical policy decisions regarding how to better 

utilize funding to promote universal service objectives. For 

instance, recipients of USF funding currently are not required 

to report the extent to which they use the funding they receive 
to extend broadband-capable networks. As the FCC moves 

forward on the reforms in the plan, it should enhance its data 

collection and reporting to ensure that the nation's funds are 
being used effectively to advance defined programmatic goals.

Stage One: Laying the Foundation for Reform (2010-2011)
The FCC should create a Connect America Fund to address the 
broadband availability gap in unserved areas and provide any 

ongoing support necessary to sustain sendee in areas that al - 

ready have broadband because of previous support from federal 
USF. The FCC should create a fast-track program in UAF for 

providers to receive targeted funding for new broadband con­

struction in unserved areas. In addition, the FCC should create 
a Mobility Fund to provide one-time support for deployment of

S /'•
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MCI nftwoi ks (used for both voice and data) to bring all states 

to a minimum level of (Ui availability which will improve the 

business ease for investment in the rollout of 4(j in harder to 

serve areas.
In Stage (>ne. a series of actions will identify initial funds to 

he shifted from the current High-Cost program to the CAF and 

Mobility Funds. The FCC also should establish a glide path to 

long-term ICC reform, while taking interim steps to address 

phantom traffic and access stimulation to provide the industry 

a greater degree of revenue stability and predictability, because 

middle- and second-mile connectivity is a key cost component 

for broadband service providers in high-cost areas, the FCC 

should also examine the rates for high-capacity circuits to 

ensure they are just and reasonable.

Throughout the l\SF reform process, the FCC should solicit 

input from Tribal governments on CSF matters that impact 

Tribal lands."'’

RECOMMENDATION 8.2: The FCC should create (lie Con 

necf America Fund (CAF).

The l-’CC's lung range goal should be to replace all of the 

legacy High-Cost programs with a new program that preserves 
the connectivity that Americans have today and advances 

universal broadband in the 21" century. CAF will enable all 

(IS. households to access a network that is capable of provid­
ing both high-quality voice-grade service and broadband that 

satisfies the National Broadband Availability Target. There 
are many issues that will need to be addressed in order to fully 

transition the legacy programs into the new fund. The FCC 

should create an expedited process"”, however, to fund broad­
band infrastructure buildout in unserved areas with the CSF 

savings identified below.

As a general roadmap, CAF should adhere to the following 

principles:
>- CAF should only provide funding in geographic areas where 

(here is no private sector business case to provide broadband 
and high -quality voice-grade service.''" C.W support levels 
should be based on what is necessary to induce a private 

firm to serve an area. Support should be based on the net 

gap (/.c.. forward looking costs less revenues).7" Those costs 

would include both capital expenditures and any ongo­

ing costs, including middle-mile costs, required to provide 

high-speed broadband service that meets the National 
Broadband Availability Target.'! Be venues should include 

all revenues earned from broadband-capable network in­

frastructure. including voice, data and video revenues.'" and 

take into account the impact of other regulatory reforms 
that may impact revenue Bows, such as ICC. and funding 

fmm other sources, such as Kocovery Act grants. : The FCC 

should evaluate eligibility and define -uipport levels on the

basis of neutral geographic units such as (IS. Census-based 

geographic areas, not the geographic units associated with 

any particular industry segment/'

In targeting funding to the areas where there is no private 

sector business case to offer broadband service, the FCC 

should consider the role of state high-cost funds in .support­

ing universal service amt other Tribal, state, regional and local 

initiatives to support broadband. A number of states have es­
tablished state-level programs through their respective public 

utility commissions to subsidize broadband connections, while 

other states have implemented other forms of grants and loans 

to support broadband investment.75 As the country shifts its ef­
forts to universalize both broadband and voice, the FCC should 

encourage states to provide funding to support broadband and 

to modify- any laws that might limit such support.7"
► There should beat most one subsidized provider of bmad- 

hand per geographic area.:7 Areas with extremely low popu­

lation density are typically unprofitable for even a single 

operator to serve and often face a significant broadband 

availability gap. Subsidizing duplicate, competing networks 

in such areas where there is no sustainable business case 

would impose significant burdens on the USF and. ulti­
mately, on the consumers who contribute to the USF.

► The eligibility criteria for obtaining support from CAF 
should be company- and technology-agnostic so long as the 

service provided meets the specifications set by the FCC. 
Support should be available to both incumbent and com­

petitive telephone companies (whether classified today as 
''rural" or "non-rural"). fixed and mobile wireless providers, 

satellite providers and other broadband providers, consis­

tent with statutory requirements.7'‘ Any broadband provider 
that can meet or exceed the specifications set by the FCC 

should be eligible to receive support.

► The FCC should identify icuy-s' to drive funding to efficient 
levels, including market-based mechanisms where appropri­
ate. to determine the firms that will receive CAF support and 
the amount of support they will receive/" If enough carriers 

compete for support in a given area ami the mechanism is 

properly designed, the market should help identify the pro­

vider that will serve the area at the lowest cost.
► Recipients of CAF support must he accountable for its use 

and subject to enforceable timelines for achieving universal 
access. USF requires ongoing adjustment and re-evaluation 

to focus on performance-based outeomes.The recipients of 
funding should be subject to a broadband provider-of-last- 

resort obligation.”" The FCC should establish timelines for 

extending broadband to unserved areas. It should define 
operational requirements and make verification of broad­

band availability a condition for funding.,<l The Mibsidized 

providers, should be subject to specific service quality and
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importing ivquirfnifnts. including obligations to report 

on service availability and pricing. Recipients of fund­

ing should offer sendee at rates reasonably comparable 

to urban rates/-1 The FCC should exercise all its relevant 

enforcement powers if recipients of support fail to meet 

l-'CC specifications.

RECOMMENDATION 8.3: The I CC should create llic Mobil­

ity l-'uml.

As discussed in Chapter T both broadband and access to 
mobility are now essential needs, and America should have 

healthy fixed and mobile broadband ecosystems. Rased on past 

experience with mobile wireless, it is not clear that govern­
ment intervention will be necessary to enable a robust mobile 

broadband ecosystem in most parts of the country. According 

to American Roamcr. dG wireless networks, used for both voice 
and data, cover ‘JKCi) of the population in the United States- 

more people than are pas>ed by terrestrial broadband.'-1

However, some states have materially lower ^G deploy­

ment than the national average. Tor example. 77T of Alaska's 
population is covered by 3G networks, and a mere 7Vv of West 

Virginia's population is covered by .'5G networks/*

This lack of coverage is even more significant if one consid­
ers that :<G infrastructure will be used in many cases to enable 

the rollout of 4G networks, U.S. companies will soon embark 

on 4G buildouts, expecting to reach at least of the L'.S. 
population by UORt/15 The 4G footprint is likely to mirror 

closely the fU> footprint, because providers will use their exist­
ing infrastructure as much as possible. Rut how much this build 

will ultimately cost, and exactly which parts of the country it 

will cover, or not cover, remains unclear.

Timely, limited government intervention to expand the 
availability of :tf» networks would help states with dG buildout 

below the national standard to catch up with the rest of the 

nation and improve the business case for 4G rollout in barder- 
lo-servt* areas. In addition, expanding oG coverage would 

benefit public safety users to the extent that public safety agen­

cies use commercial services. It would benefit public safety by 
establishing more cell sites that could be used tor a 4(> public- 

private broadband network, serv ing commercial as well as 

public safety users.
The l;UL' should create a Mobility Fund to provide one-time 

support for deployment of/G networks, to bringall states to a 

minimum level ofttG tor better) mobile serviee availability/" 

The R.'U should select an efficient method, such as a market- 
based mechanism, for supporting mobility in targeted areas.

RECOMMENDATION 8.4: The FUU should design new 

\ 'SF funds in a lax-efficient manner to minimize the size 

of the gap. ^

In certain circumstances, the Department of Treasury's 

Internal Revenue Service treats governmental payments to 

private parties for the purpose of making capital investments 

to advance public purposes as contributions to capital under 

section HHofthe L’.S. Internal Revenue Code. Such treatment 

allows recipients to exclude the payments from income, hut re­

duces depreciation deductions in future years. The Department 
of Treasury recently issued a ruling that RTt.)!’ grants to cor­

porations that are restricted solely to the acquisition of capital 

assets to be used to expand the business and that meet a five- 
part test would he excluded from income as a nonshareholder 

contribution to capital under section I IHta)/" Ultimately, the 

impact of taxes incurred may depend on the specific details of 
how the support is distributed, as well as the profitability of the 

service providers that receive support.

RECOMMENDATION 8.5: Throughoul the USF reform pro 

eess. (he I’UU should solicit input from Tribal governments 

on USF matters that impart Tribal lands.

In recognition ofTrihal sovereignty, the FUU should solicit 
input from Tribal governments on any proposed changes to 

USF that would impact Tribal lands. Tribal governments 

should play an integral role in the process for designating 
carriers who may receive support to serve Tribal lands.''1 The 

KTC designation process should require consultation with the 
relevant Tribal government after a carrier files an KTC applica­

tion to serve a Tribal land. It should also require that an KTC 

file a plan with both the FCC tor state, in those cases where a 

carrier is seeking FTC designation from a slate) and the Tribe 
on proposed plans to serve the area.

•OX i-J:

Tribal Input
The United States currently recognizes 564 American Indian i 

Tribes and Alaska Native Villages (Tribes)/4 Tribes are inherently 
sovereign governments that enjoy a special relationship with the 
U.S. predicated on the principle of government-to-government 
interaction. This government-to-government relationship war­
rants a tailored approach that takes into consideration the unique 
characteristics of Tribal lands in extending the benefits of broad­
band to everyone.

Any approach to increasing broadband availability and adop­
tion should recognize Tribal sovereignty, autonomy and inde­
pendence, the importance of consultation with Tribal leaders, 
the critical role of Tribal anchor institutions, and the community- 
oriented nature of demand aggregation on Tribal lands/0

1 4 A



A M K K H \ S I- I. V \

RECOMMENDATION 8.6: The I CC slmukl Uikc action lo 

shift up lo SliVfi billion over the next decade from the cur­

rent High-Cost program to broadband through common 

sense reforms.''”
In Stage One. the KCC should identity near-term opportu­

nities to shift funding from existing programs to advance the 

universalization of broadband. These targeted changes are 

designed to create a pathway to a more efficient and targeted 

funding mechanism for government support for broadband 

investment, while creating greater certainty and stability for 

private sector investment.
While these shifts could move as much as $lf>..r> billion (pres­

ent value in 20U) dollars) into new broadband programs, they 

are not risk-free. Shifting identified funds to support broadband 

could have transitional impacts that will need to be carefully 

considered. To the extent the KCC does not realize the full 
amount of savings described below, it will need to identity addi­

tional opportunities for savings in Stage Two in order to achieve 

the National Broadband Availability Target, unless Congress 
chooses to provide additional public funding for broadband to 

mitigate someofhese risks.

First, the FCC should issue an order to implement the vol­

untary commitments of Sprint and Verizon Wireless to reduce 

the High-Cost funding they receive as competitive ETCs to 

zero over a five-year period as a condition of earlier merger 

decisions."11 Sprint and Verizon Wireless received roughly $520 

million in annual competitiv e ETC funding at the time of their 

respective transactions with Ocarwire and Alltel in 2008. 

Their recaptured competitive ETC funding should he used to 
implement the recommendations set forth in this plan. This 

represents up to $2.‘> billion (present value in 2010 dollars) 

over a decade.

Second, the KCC should require rale-of-return carriers to 

move to incentive regulation. As USE migrates from support­

ing voice telephone service lo supporting broadband platforms 

that can support voice as well as other applications, and as 

recipients of support increasingly face competition in some 
portion of their service areas,"' how l.'SF compensates carriers 

needs to change as well.

Ilatc-of-return regulation was implemented in the IPoOs. 

when there was a single provider of voice services in a given 
geographic area that had a legal obligation to serve ail cus­

tomers in the area and when tin* network only provided voice 

sendee. Bate-of-retiirn regulation was not designed to promote 

efficiency or innovation; indeed, when the FCC adopted price- 

cap regulation in 1‘ion. it recognized that "rate of return does 

not provide sufficient incentives for broad innovations in the 

way firms do business.’"'", in an increasingly competitive mar­

ketplace with unsubsidized competitors operating in a portion

of incumbents' territories, permittingearriers to he made 

whole through USE support lessons their incentives to become 

more efficient and offer innovative new services to retain and 

attract consumers.
Conversion lo price-cap regulation would he revenue 

neutral in Ihe initial year of implementation, assuming that 

amounts per tine for access replacement funding known as 

Interstate Common Line Support (ICES) would he frozen 

(consistent with existing ECC precedent).'’'Over time, how­

ever. freezing ICLS would limit growth in the legacy High-Cost 

program on an interim basis, while the FCC develops a new 

methodology for providing appropriate levels of CAE support 

to sustain service in areas that already have broadband."7 This 
step could yield up to $1.8 billion (present value in 2010 dol­

lars) in savings over a decade.

The amount of interim savings achieved by freezing ICES 
support during the CAP transition is dependent on the timing 

of the conversion to price caps and carrier behavior before; flu* 

conversion. There is some chance that rate-of-return carri­
ers could accelerate their investment before conversion to 

price caps to lock in higher support per line. Depending on the 

details of implementation, such a spike in investment activ­

ity could result in further broadband deployment that would 

narrow the broadband availability gap, hut could increase the 

overall size of the fund.
Third, the FCC should redirect access replacement funding 

known as Interstate Access Support (IAS) toward broadband 
deployment."" Incumbent carriers received roughly $457 million 

in I/VS in 2009." When the FCC created IAS in 2000. it said it 

would revisit this funding mechanism in five years "to ensure that 

such funding is sufficient, yet not excessive. '1"" That re-examina­
tion never occurred. Now, in order to advance the deployment of 

broadband platforms that can deliver high-quality voice service 

as well as other applications and services, the ECC should take 

immediate steps to eliminate this legacy program ami re-target its 

dollars toward broadband. This could yield up to $4 billion (pres­

ent value in 2010 dollar s) in savings over a decade.
Freezing ICLS and refocusing IAS could have distributional 

consequences for existing recipients; individual companies 

would not necessarily receive the same amount of funding 
from the CAE as they might otherwise receive under the legacy 

programs. As the FCC considers this policy shift, it should take 

into account the impact of potential changes in free cash flows 

on providers' ability to continue to provide voice service and on 
future broadband network deployment strategies.

Fourth, the KCC should phase out the remaining legacy 

High-Cost support for competitive ETCs.1"1 In 2008. the KCC 

adopted on an interim basis an overall competitive ETC cap 
ofapproximately $1.4 billion, pending comprehensive l.'SF
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ix'r<>rm.u’: As lIn* FCC reforms t'SP' to suppor! hroadhand. it is 

lime to eliminate ongoing competitive KTC support for voice 

service in tlie legacy Nigh-Cost program.

I n some areas today, the USF supports more than a dozen com­

petitive ETCs that provide voice service.1"'1 and in many instances, 

companies receive support for multiple handsets on a single 

family plan. (liven the national imperative to advance broadband, 

subsidizing this many competitive F.TCs for voice service is clear­

ly inefficient.’"‘The FCC should establish a schedule to reduce 

compel ilive KTC support to zero over five years, which will be 

completed in Stage Two. In order to accelerate the phase-down of 
legacy support, the FCC could immediately adopt a rule that any 

wireless family plan .should be treated as a single line for purposes 

of univ ersal service funding.1’* As competitive ETC support levels 
are reduced, tins fundingshould lie redirected toward broadband. 

This could yield up to $5.8 billion (present value in J010 dollars) 

in savings over a decade.

Depending on the details and timing of implementation, 
these actions collectively will free up to $15.5 billion (present 

value in LiUUt dollars) in funding from the legacy High-Cost 

program between now and 2020. In addition to funding the 

CAF. the savings identified should be used to implement 

a number of USF and ICC recommendations in this plan. 

Approximately $4 billion (present value in 2010 dollars) will go 

to a combination of activities including the new Mobility Fund, 

potential revenue replacement resulting from intercarrier 

compensation reform, expanding USF support for health care 
institutions up to the existing cap. enabling E-rate funding to 

maintain its purchasing power overtime, and conducting pilots 

for a broadband Mfeline program. The remaining amount, up 
to $ 11.5 billion (present value in 2010 dollars), can be expressly 

targeted to supporting broadband through the CAF so that no 

one is left behind.

RECOMMENDATION 8.7: The I CC should adopt a framework 

for long-term interearrier compensation (ICO reform that 
creates a glide path to eliminate per-minute eharges while 

providing carriers an opportunity for adequate cost recovery, 

and establish interim solutions to address arbitrage.
I luring Stage Une. the FCC should establish a framework 

for phased reform of ICC to eliminate current distortions that 

are created by recovering fixed network costs through per- 

miiuile rates for the origination and terminal ion of traffic. The 

FCC also >hould provide carriers the opportunity for adequate 

cost recovery.
The first step of the staged reform should move carriers' 

intrastate lenninatingswitched access rates to interstate 
terminating switched access rate levels in equal increments 

liver a period of two to four years.,"‘, The FCC lias aut liority to 

establish a new methodology for ICC. hut Congress could make

explicit the FCC's authority to reform intrastate intercarrier 

rates by amending the Communications Act in order to reduce 

litigation and expedite reform. Following the intrastate rate re­

ductions. the framework .should set forth a glide path to phase 

out per-minute charges by 2020.

To offset the impad of decreasing ICC revenues, the FCC 

should permit gradual increases in the subscriber line charges 
(SI.C) and consider deregulating the SLC in areas where states 

have deregulated local rates."’7

The FCC should also encourage states to complete reha lanc­

ing of local rates to offset the impact of lost access revenues. Even 
with SLC increases and rate rebalancing, some carriers may also 

need support from the reformed Universal Service Fund to ensure 

adequate cost recovery. When calculating support levels under the 

new CAF, the FCC could impute residential local rates that meet 

an established benchmark.1"* Lining so would encourage carriers 

ami states to “rebalance" rates to move away from artificially low 

88-$l2 residential rates that represent old implicit subsidies to 

levels that are more consistent with costs.11'''

As part of comprehensive ICC reform, the FCC should adopt in­

terim rides to reduce ICC arbitrage. The FCC should, for example, 
prohibit carriers iVonudiminatinginformation necessary fora 

terminating carrier to bill an originating carrier for a call. Similarly, 

the FCC should adopt rules to reduce access slimulationand to 
curtail business models that make a profit by artificially inflating 

the number of terminating minutes. The FCC also should address 

the treatment of VoIP traffic for purposes of ICC.

RECOMMENDATION 8.8: The FCC should examine middle 

mile costs and pricing.
As discussed above, the cost of second - and middle-mile 

connectivity has a direct impact on the cost of providing broad­

band service in unserved areas of the country. As a result, there 
is a direct link between whether the FCC's policies regarding 

the rates, terms and conditions of special access services are ef­

fective and tlie fund mg demands that will he placed on the new’ 

CAF. It may he tlie case that the cost of providing these circuits 

in areas supported by CAF is so high that there is no private 

sector business cast; to offer broadband services, even if the 

rates, terms and conditions are just and reasonable. An exami­

nation of middle - mile costs and pricing should occur in concert 

with the comprehensive USF/ICC reform program.

Stage Ttoo: Accelerating Reform (2012-2016)
In Stage Two. the FCC will need to take further steps and an­

swer a number of questions in order to accelerate reform of the 

High-Cost program and ICC. Some have proposed other ways 
that current High -Ci >st funding could be shifted towards broad­

band without havinga deleterious effect on existing network 

deployment or operations.The FCC should examine the
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potenti;ii costs ami benefits iif ;ulilitiona) ways to shift fumlint* 
from the legacy Hiiili-Cost program to the C.'AK

Implement at ion ileeisio ns in Stage Two will impact the 

speed with which broadband service is available throughout 

the United States and the overall eost of filling the broadband 

availability gap. Two critical issues will be to determine what 

ongoing support is necessary to sustain areas that already meet 

the National Broadband Availability Target due to current 

I'SF subsidies, and how rights and responsibilities should be 

mollified when the incumbent is not the broadband prnvider- 

of-last-resort fora particular geographic area."1
During this phase, the FCC will begin distributing support 

from CAF, with an initial focus on extending broadband to 

unserved areas, intrastate rates for ICC will be lowered over 

several years to interstate levels, and competitive FTC support 

will be phased out. The FCC should also stabilize USF for the 

future by expanding the USF contribution base.

RECOMMENDATION 8.9: The I CC should begin making 

disbursemenls from the CAF.
Once the FCC completes rulemakings to establish the 

parameters of the new CAF. it should begin to distribute CAF 

funding to discrete geographic areas that contain unserved 
households. The FCC potentially could focus first on those 

slates that have a higher absolute number or percentage of 

unserved housing units per capita, or those states that provide 
matching funds for broadband construction.

RECOMMENDATION 8.10: The ITT should broaden (he 

universal serviceeonlrihulion base.

Today, federal universal service funding comes from as­

sessments on interstate and international end-user revenues 
from telecommunications services and interconnected Vo 11* 

services. Service providers typically pass the cost of these as­

sessments on to their customers.
The revenue base for universal sendee contributions—tele­

communications services—has remained flat over the last 

decade, even though total revenues reported to the FCC by 

communications firms grew from STBS billion in 2000 to more 
than $420 billion in 200H."- Broadband-related revenues are 

projected to grow steadily over time."'

Sendee providers are increasingly offering packages that 

'‘bundle" voice and broadband and deliver them over the same in­

frastructure. Assessing only telecommunications sendees revenues 

provides incentives for companies to characterize their offerings as 
"in formal ion sendees” to reduce contributions to the fund.

There is an emerging consensus that the current contribu­

tion base should he broadened, though with differing views 

on how to proceed. Some parties urge I he ITT' to expand the 

eonlrihulion base to include broadband revenues.''' while

others urge the ITT to assess broadband connections through 

a hybrid numbers- and coiineclions-bascd approach.Some 
parties suggest that the FCC should explore some method of 

assessing entities that use large amounts of bandwidth.'" Some 

suggest that broadband should not be assessed because that 

would lessen broadband adoption, or that residential broadband 

should be exempted."7

As the FCC establishes the CAF. it also should adopt revised 

contribution methodology rules to ensure that USF remains 

sustainable over time. Whichever patli the FCC ultimately 
takes, it should take steps to minimize opportunities for arbi­

trage as new products and services are developed and remove 

the need to continuously update regulation to catch up with 

technology and the market.

RECOMMENDATION 8.11: The FCC should begin a staged 

transition of rcducingpor minute rates for interearrier 

compensation.

The comprehensive ICC reforms adopted in Stage (>ne 

should he implemented in Stage Two. The FCC should begin by 

reducing intrastate rates to interstate rate levels in equal incre­

ments over a period of time. The FCC should also implement 

interim solutions to address arbitrage, which will help offset 
revenue losses from the reduction in intrastate rates.

The FCC should continue the staged reduction of per- 

minute rates adopted as part of the comprehensive ICC reform. 
After reducing intrastate rates, the FCC could, for example, 

reduce interstate rates to reciprocal compensation rate levels 

for those carriers whose interstate rates exceed I heir recipro­
cal compensation rates, and reduce originating access rates in 

equal increments. Doing so would transition all ICC terminat­

ing rates to a uniform rate per carrier, which is an important 
step to eliminate inefficient economic behavior. The rate 

reduction in a >taged approach will give carriers adequate time 

to prepare and make adjustments to offset the lost revenues.

Stage Three: Completing the Transition (2017-2020)
In Stage Three, the FCC should complete the transition with an 

emphasis on measurement and adjustment. To the extent there 
remain a small number of households that still do not have ser­

vice meeting the National Broadband Availability Target, the 

FCC should consider alternative approaches In extend service 
to those areas.

RECOMMENDATION 8.12: The FCC should manage the total 
size of the USF to remain close to its current size (in 2010 

dollars) in order lo minimize the burden of increasing uni­

versal service contributions on consumers.

I 'n rest rained growth of the CSF. regardless of reason, could 
jeopardize public support for the g< uils of universal semce."'1
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Tin-1'SI' lias thrown fmni approx imately $4.r* billion in 2000 to a 

projected $8.7 billion in 2010."" Portions of the USP are already 

eappcil. and wilh tin* iniplenmitation of the interim competitive 

KTC cap for the Hi^li -Cost program in 200M, the only significant 

parts of the fund that remains tmeapped are the l.ow Income 

program and a part of the I ligh -Cnst program that provides access 

replacement funding (U7LS) to small, rate-of-return carriers.

The I'CCs Low Income program lias grown significantly 

in the last year,1-'1 in large part due to the efforts of companies 

to create targeted offerings for Lifeline recipients. Since Low 

Income support comes from an uncapped fund for which eli­

gibility is determined by need, future demand for Low Income 
support will likely depend on many factors, including the state of 

the economy, tile efficacy of outreach efforts, the level of subsidy 

provided, Ihe price elasticity of demand among low-income 
households, the number and type of eligible service offerings and 

the evolution of consumer demand.

The FCC needs to proceed with measured steps to assure 
that as it advances the nation's broadband goals, it does not in­

crease the L'SF contribution factor, which is already at a public 

historic high. Unless Congress chooses to provide additional 
public funding lo accelerate broadband deployment, the FCC 

should aim to keep the overall size of the fund close to its cur­

rent size (in 2010 dollars), while recognizing that the uncapped 
parts of L’SF may continue to grow due to factors outside the 

scope of this plan.1-1 As the FCC implements the recommenda­

tions of the plan, it should evaluate innovative strategies to 

leverage the reach ufexistinggovernmental support programs 
and evaluate whether to adjust the relative proportion of 

supply-side versus demand-side subsidies over time.

RECOMMENDATION 8.13: The FCC should eliminate the 

legacy High-Cost program, with all federal government 
funding tosupport broadband availability provided through 

theCAF.
By 2020, liu: "old" High-Cost program will cease operations, 

ant! service providers will only receive support for deployment 
and provision of supported services (i.e.. broadband that offers 

high-i|uality voice) through the CAF.

The FCC should set a deadline for recipients ofl'SF to offer 

supported services. As noted above, based on current terrestrial 

technology, providing broadband to the 2r»().000 housing units with 

the highest gaps accounts for approximately $14 billion of the total 

investment gap. which represents an average cost of $56,000 per 

housing unit to serve the last two-tenths of ITJ-of all housing units.

The FCC should consider alternative approaches, such as 

satellite broadband, for addressing the most costly areas of 

the country lo minimize the contribution burden on consum­

ers across .America. The FCC could consider means-tested

consumer subsidies for satellite service. .Another approach 

would be to provide a limited waiver of tlie requirement to offer 

broadband to providers that demonstrate that it is economical­

ly or technically infeasible to upgrade a line to offer broadband 

service.1-- while ensuring that consumers are able to continue 

to receive the high-quality voice service that they enjoy today.

RECOMMENDATION 8.14: The ITT should continue 
reducing ICC rates by phasingout pcr-minulo rates for the 

origination and termination of telecommunications traffic.

The elimination of per-minute above-cost charges should 

encourage carriers to negotiate alternative compensation arrange­
ments for the transport and termination of voice and data traffic.

< liven that there maybe market power for terminating traffic, the 

FCC should carefully monitor compensation arrangements for 
IP traffic as the industry transitions away from per-minute rates, 

particularly in areas where there is little or no competition, to 

ensure that such arrangements do not harm the public interest.'-1

In summary, this roadmap for comprehensive universal 

service and ICC reform over the next decade represents a criti­
cal first step to ensure that all people in the United States have 

access to affordable broadband. To begin turning this roadmap 

into reality, the FCC will embark on a series of rulemakings to 
seek public comment and adopt rules to implement this reform. 

Although these proceedings will need to make specific deci­

sions on implementation details, this plan sets forth a clear 

vision for the end state we seek to achieve as a nation — preserv­
ing the connectivity that Americans have today and advancing 

universal broadband in the 21'’ century.
Achieving this vision will not happen automatically. Indeed, 

significant changes to the existing regulatory structure will 

need to be made, including adjustments to existing USF sup­
port mechanisms to redirect funding away from supporting 

single-purpose voice telephone networks and toward support­

ing integrated, multifunctional broadband platforms in a more 

efficient manner. Additional capital must be directed toward 
broadband infrastructure. The plan sets forth a pathway to 

shift up to $15.5 billion (present value in 2010 dollars) over 

the next decade from the existing USF High-Cost program 

to broadband, with up to $11.5 billion specifically focused on 

broadband deployment in unserved areas. By implementing 

this plan as written, broadband will be available to more than 

009f' of the people in the United States by 2020.

This plan is not without risk. The baseline estimates that 

form the foundation for this plan are subject to a numberof 

assumptions, most notably relating to the timing ami outcome 
of regulatory proceedings.I;' The riming of some shifts such 

as implementation of the voluntary commitments from Sprint
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ami Veri/on Wirelrss t<» ^ive up tlieir competitive KTC fuml- 
inj» in known, wliilt* the liming of other changes that could yield 

savings is not.
The FCCs ability to shift funds from existing programs to 

broadband assumes that shifting the identified money from 

voice service to broadband will not negatively impact company 

operations or future deployment strategies.

The gap estimates assume that the l-’CC implements an 

effective market-based mechanism to determine who should 

receive support and the level of that support, and that the 

market-based mechanism is designed in a way to target support 

first to Ihose areas that require only support for new construc­

tion. The estimates also assume that the market mechanism 

will fund the areas requiring the least amount of support first, 
thus connecting the most Ionising units as quickly as possible.

I n some areas of the country, however, the number of inter­
ested parties may be insufficient to implement a market-based 

mechanism, and the FCC therefore may need to use an alterna­

tive approach to drive subsidies to efficient levels.

The plan does not estimate the amount of support that may 
be necessary to sustain broadband service in those areas where 

it already is available. The estimates focus on the investment 

gap to make broadband capable of delivering high-quality 
voice universally available in unserved areas. While the FCC 

will initially target CAF funding toward unserved areas, the 

objective over time is to develop a mechanism that supports the 
provision of affordable broadband and voice ill all areas, both 

served and unserved, where governmental funding is necessary. 

The amount of support ultimately required for those areas I hat 
currently are served through the receipt of universal service 

subsidies will depend on many factors, including the evolution 

of market demand, the precise distribution mechanism select­
ed. anti the achievement of efficiencies in an IP-based network. 

To the extent an incumbent rate-of-return company is not the 

designated broadband provider-of-last-resort for its entire 
territory, for instance, the FCC would need to determine how 

changing support levels would impact service to consumers and 

how to address the costs of past network investments.
The fact that many questions remain to be answered should 

not stop the nation from starting down the road to universal 

broadband. There will be ample opportunity to adjust in the 

years ahead.

Accelerating Broadband Deployment
Active management of the entire i.'SF program by the FCC as 
described in this plan is the best way to mitigate these risks 

going forward. To speed deployment, provide the FCC greater

flexibility, and ensure significant capital available for broad­

band. Congress should act.

RECOMMENDATION 8.15: To uccelerale broadband deploy 
iiicnt. Congress should consider providing optional public 
funding to the Connect .America Fund, suelt as a few billion 
dollars peryear over a two to three year period.

If Congress were to provide such funding in a timely 

manner, it would enable the FCC to achieve more quickly 

the objectives set forth in the plan for universal broadband, 
without having to obtain such funding through the current I’SF 

contribution mechanism. Since consumers and businesses hear 

both the USF contribution burden and the general tax burden, 
additional public funding would draw money for deployment 

from the same parties that contribute today, but potentially 

with less relative impact on vulnerable populations that may 
have tower broadband adoption rates than the general popula- 

I ion.' -' Additional funding would allow t be country to achieve 

the National Broadband Availability Target faster and ease 

the glide path for implementing other reforms in this plan by 

removing regulatory uncertainty over CSF and ICC revenue 

streams potentially available for further broadband deploy­

ment. In addition, in the event additional funding becomes 
available, whet tier Mi rough new government funding or careful 

management of existing funds, that funding could be used to 

build upon lessons learned from successful Lifeline broadband 
pilots and expand innovations in the F.-rate and other programs 

to support community institutions (see Chapters 0 and 11).

Although the plan sets forth a vision to achieve universal 
broadband, no one can accurately foresee every potential mar­

ket dynamic between now and 2020. nor would it be possible 

for the plan to accurately predict how private sector investment 
may occur in the future. The precise timing to achieve universal 

availability will depend on multiple variables, many of which 

arc beyond the control of regulators. Technology, markets and 
the industry can and will change. One thing that we can reliably 

predict is that the world in 2020 will be different than what we 

envision today. But the fact that the FCC! may need to make 
m id-course corrections along the way does not change I he over­

arching national policy imperative —the need for a connected, 

high-performance America. For the nation to achieve I his goal, 

the steps outlined in this plan must he taken promptly.
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AT&T Panel Surrebuttal Attachment 2

ADOPTING VERIZON'S INTRASTATE RATES AS THE TARGET FOR PENNSYLVANIA ACCESS REFORM 

WILL NOT ELIMINATE RATE DISPARITIES

Cunc-nl Pricing Strut ure Qwest's Proposed Pricing Structure

Current
Composite Proposed LEC

Current
Disparities 

(Percent Intra

Proposed LEC

Rates at

Is Verizon Target 

Higher or Lower

If Lower,

Percent Less

if Higher, 

Percent More

Has Less

Than 10K

Intrastate Access Rates at higher than Verizon than LEC Than Than lines?

Rate Interstate Target Inter) Target Interstatei* Interstate Interstate (Y/N)

PA RLECs

Pennsylvania $.0806 $.0467 723S $.0173 Lower -63% na Yes

South Canaan $.0776 $.0379 105% $.0173 Lower -54% na ves

Venus $.0417 $ 0356 17>« $.0173 l ower -51% na Yes

Yukon WalU $.0641 $.0348 84% $.0173 Lower •50% na Yes

Armstrong North $0173 $0347 -50% $.0173 Lower -50% na Yes

Armstrong Pennsylvania $.0519 $.0346 50% $.0173 Lower -50% na Yes
Hickory $.0588 $.0340 73% $.0173 lower -49% na Ves

Ironton 5.1141 $.0307 271% $.0173 Lower -44% na Yes

Pymatuning $.0928 $.0279 233% $.0173 Lower -38% na Yes

Frontier Commonwealth $.0809 $.0271 199% $.017.3 Lower -36% na No
Bentleyville $ 0381 $.0251 52% $ 0173 Lower •31% na Yes

NEPA $.0425 $.0238 79% $.0173 Lower -28% na No
North Penn $.0369 5.0213 73% $.0173 Lower -19% na Yes
Conestoga $.0488 $.0213 129% $.0173 Lower -19% Ud No

Consolidated Comm of PA $.0462 $.0211 119% $.0173 Lower -18% na No

Denver & Ephrata $.0542 $.0202 168% $0173 lower -15% na No
Palmerton $.0426 $.0173 147% $0173 Lower 0% na Yes

Buffalo Valley $.0400 $.0160 150% $.0173 Higher na 8% No
Laurel Highland $.0649 $.0156 316% $.0173 Higher oe 11% Yes
Citizens of Kecksourg $ 1100 $.0143 bt>8% $.0173 Higher na 21% Yes
Marianna & Scenery Hill $.0593 $.0134 342% $.0173 Higher nj 28% Yes
TDS - Sugar varley $.0496 $0128 287% $.0173 Higner na 35% Yes
TDS- M&M $.0449 $.0120 274% $.0173 Higher na 44% Yes

Ldckawaien $.0536 $0118 352% $.0173 Higher na 46% Yes
frontier Oswayo River 5 0249 $.0074 238% $.01/3 Higher na 134% Yes
CenturyUn< 5.0479 5 0073 560% $.0173 Higher na 138% No
Frontier Breezewood 5 0087 $.0070 24% $.0173 Higher na 146% Yes
Frontier Pennsylvania $.0181 $.0069 162% $.0173 Higher na 149% No
Windstream $0364 $.0059 499% $.0173 Higher na 193% No
Frontier Canton $.0121 $.0058 110% $.0173 Higher na 199% Yes
Frontier Lakewood $.0141 $.0052 171% $0373 Higher na 232% Yes

Source/Notes:
Verizon PA rjte per Don Price Direct Testimony (7-2-09. page 19)
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Painter Law Firm, PLLC
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March 15, 2010 h:

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

James J. McNulty. Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd floor 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Re: Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access Charges and IntraLATA Toll Rates of
Rural Carriers and the Pennsylvania Universal Service Fund.
Docket No. 1-00040105

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, LLC, TCG New Jersey, Inc. and TCG 
Pittsburgh. Inc. v. Armstrong Telephone Company-Pennsylvania, et.ai.
Docket Nos. C-2009-2Q98380. C-2009-2099805. C-2009-2098735

Dear Mr. McNulty:

I am writing on behalf of AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania. LLC. TCG Pittsburgh, and 
TCG New Jersey, Inc. (collectively, “AT&T”), to respond to Windstream's March 12, 2010, letter filing 
regarding portions of the Panel Rebuttal Testimony of E. Christopher Nurse and Dr. Ola A. Oyefusi filed 
in the above-referenced proceedings on March 10, 2010.

Shortly after AT&T's pane! testimony was submitted, counsel for Windstream Communications. 
Inc. advised AT&T's counsel that Windstream had ceased the “traffic pumping” activities described at 
pages 53-58 of AT&T's Panel Rebuttal Testimony. From AT&T's perspective, this is a very positive 
new development. AT&T greatly appreciates Windstream's action, and is pleased that Windstream 
shares AT&T's opinion that such activities are improper. AT&T will submit additional testimony and 
evidence reflecting this new development in accordance with the procedural schedule in this case.

While Windstream's action is welcome news, AT&T wishes to make clear that the underlying, 
serious issues described in its Panel Rebuttal Testimony have not gone away. For example. North 
Pittsburgh, now owned by Consolidated Communications, continues to engage in traffic pumping. As of 
the date of this letter, calls to pom and chat lines served by North Pittsburgh continue to complete, and 
AT&T and other IXCs are continuing to be billed access charges for that traffic. This only serves to 
prove that high intrastate switched access rates continue to create incentives for Pennsylvania carriers to 
participate in traffic pumping activities. Reducing Pennsylvania's intrastate access charges will help 
eliminate the problem.

Indeed. Windstream's experience demonstrates the insidiousness of traffic pumping, and the 
problems it can create for Pennsylvania. According to Windstream, it was not even aware that the two 
Pennsylvania companies it was acquiring were engaged in traffic pumping until after its acquisition of
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D&E and Conestoga closed on November 10. 2009. Windstream asserts that the very next day,
November 11,2009. it notified the traffic-pumpers their business was no longer welcome in the D&E and 
Conestoga service territories. Windstream reports that all D&E and Conestoga traffic pumping ended as 
of March I, 2010.

At this point, it is unclear why it took Windstream 3-1/2 months to bring traffic pumping to an 
end, and it is equally unclear why Windstream took no action in mid-November, 2009 to inform AT&T 
and other IXCs that it had discovered traffic pumping and was putting an end to it. Likewise, it is 
unclear whether Windstream intends to return the $411.000 which AT&T has paid D&E and Conestoga 
for completing calls to traffic-pumped Pennsylvania numbers since June, 2009.

But those are matters for another day and another venue. What is important here is that 
Windstream, like AT&T, agrees that traffic pumping activities are scams against consumers that must be 
stopped. We look forward to seeing Windstream’s proposals for ensuring that Pennsylvania does not 
become a haven for traffic pumping, and we stand ready to work cooperatively with Windstream to craft a 
solution. To that end, AT&T expressly invites Windstream (and all other Pennsylvania RLECs, for that 
matter) to sign on to the access reform proposal set forth in AT&T’s March 10, 2010, Panel Rebuttal 
Testimony. Among its many other attributes, AT&T's proposal will curb the traffic pumping that 
continues to plague Pennsylvania.

Finally, WindstreanTs March 12 letters to AT&T and to the PUC allege ‘defamation." Clearly 
those assertions constitute nothing more than legal posturing, attempted intimidation and puffery. There 
has been no defamation, nor was any intended. Truth is an absolute defense to defamation, and truth is 
established if the alleged defamation was substantially true. 42 Pa.C.S. §8343(bX I )• Schnabel v. 
Meredith. 378 Pa. 609. 612. 107 A.2d 860. 862 (1954): Chicarellav. Passant. 343 Pa. Super. 330. 341,
49 A.2d 1109. 1115 (1985). AT&T’s evidence proves beyond question—and Windstream itself does not 
dispute - that D&E and Conestoga have been engaged in traffic pumping, and that pumping continued 
for 3-1/2 months after the Windstream merger, while Windstream states that it acted to end the practice 
once it acquired the companies. Had AT&T know at the time it filed its March 10 rebuttal testimony that 
Windstream had taken action to cease traffic pumping activities, AT&T would have said so in its 
testimony: however. Windstream did not inform AT&T of its internal efforts until after AT&T filed its 
Rebuttal Testimony. Likewise, had AT&T known at the time it filed its March 10 testimony that the 
D&E and Conestoga traffic pumping had stopped a few days before, AT&T would have said so in its 
Testimony and. as we acknowledge in this letter, we will he submitting testimony to reflect that new 
development. But it cannot be defamation for AT&T to state that the two Windstream companies were 
engaged in traffic pumping because, as AT&T's evidence proves, that is an indisputable fact.

Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns with this matter.

cc: Hon. Kandace F. Melillo
Norman J. Kennard, Esq. 
Kimberly K. Bennett, Esq. 
DemetriosG. Metropoulos. Esq. 
Certificate of Service

Very truly yours.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of AT&T's Letter to Secretary McNulty upon 
the participants listed below in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code Section l .54 (related to 
service by a participant) and 1.55 (related to service upon attorneys).

Dated at Fairfax, VA this 15th day of March 2010.

VIA E-MAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Norman J. Kennard, Esquire 
Thomas, Long, Niesen & Kennard 
212 Locust Street, Suite 500 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
(717)255-7600
nkennard@thomaslonglaw.com

Suzan D. Paiva 
Verizon
1717 Arch Street 
Philadelphia PA 19103 
(215)466-4755 
Suzan.D.Paiva@Verizon.com

Bradford M. Stem, Esquire 
Martin C. Rothfelder, Esquire 
Rothfelder Stem, L.L.C.
625 Central Avenue 
Westfield, NJ 07090 
(908)301-1211 
hmstem@rothfelderstem.com

Christopher M. Arfaa, Esquire 
Christopher M. Arfaa, P C.
150 N. Radnor Chester Road, Suite F-200 
Radnor, PA 19087-5245 
(610)977-2001 
carfaa@arfaalaw.com

Pamela C. Polacek, Esq.
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC 
100 Pine Street 
Harrisburg PA 17108-1166 
(717)232-8000 
PPOLACF.K@MWN.COM

Joel Cheskis, Esquire 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut Street, 5,h Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923 
(717) 783-5048 
icheskis@)paoca.org

Zsuzanna Benedek, Esquire 
CenturyLink
240 North Third Street Suite 201 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
(717) 245-6346 
sue.e.benedek@embarq.com

Steven C. Gray, Esquire 
Office of Small Business Advocate 
300 North 2nd St, Suite 1102 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
(717) 783-2525 
sgrav@state.pa.us

Renardo L. Hicks 
Stevens & Lee
17 North Second St I6,h Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
(717) 234-1090 
rlh@stevenslee.com

John F. Povalitis
Ryan, Russell, Ogden & Seltzer P.C. 
800 North Third Street Suite 101 
Harrisburg, PA 17102-2025 
(717) 236-7714 
ipovaiitis@rvanrusselI.com



Allison C. Kaster
PA Public Utility Commission
Office of Trial Staff
PO Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105
akaster^state.pa.us

Theresa Z. Cavanaugh 
John Dodge
Davis, Wright, Tremaine, LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 
Suite 200
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 973-4205 
JohnDodge(q)dwt.eom

Michelle Painter
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Q. DR. OYEFUSI AND MR. NURSE, ARE YOU THE SAME WITNESSES WHO 

PRESENTED DIRECT TESTIMONY ON JULY 2, 2009, SUPPLEMENTAL 

DIRECT TESTIMONY ON NOVEMBER 30, 2009, REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

ON MARCH 10, 2010 AND SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY ON APRIL 1, 2010?

A. Yes we are.

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REJOINDER TESTIMONY?

A. We are responding to the Surrebuttai Testimony filed by several parties, including the 

Pennsylvania Telephone Association (“PTA”), CenturyLink, the Office of Consumer 

Advocate (“OCA”), Office of Trial Staff (“OTS”), and Verizon.

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REJOINDER TESTIMONY.

A. This case should be about finding a solution to a problem the Commission first pledged 

to fix over a decade ago. The landmark 1999 Global Order promised access reform in 

2001. That did not happen. The Commission said in 2003 it would move forward on 

access reform. That did not happen. The Commission first opened this investigation in 

2004, but then delayed even taking up the matter for five years. To claim that AT&T’s 

proposal to complete access reform by 2014 is “rushed” reform is completely at odds 

with reality.

AT&T’s proposal will reduce access subsidies by bringing intrastate rates to 

parity with interstate rates,1 but not until fifteen years after the Commission’s landmark 

Global Order. It will reduce access charge subsidies in a manner fully consistent with

AT&T’s proposal to reduce intrastate access rates to interstate levels, while substantially reducing 
implicit subsidies, still contains a generous contribution above incremental cost. There absolutely is 
nothing “free” in the billions paid at interstate rate levels.
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1

the Commission’s goals of promoting competition while preserving universal service.2 It

2 will achieve the Commission’s goal of completing access reform in a measured and

3 responsible manner.

4 The parties opposing intrastate access reform continue to make the same

5 arguments they’ve been making for years as to why access reform should not occur in

6 Pennsylvania. Specifically, the RLECs argue if access reform as advocated by AT&T is

7 adopted, the world as we know it will crumble, universal service will be destroyed, and

8 customers will see no benefits. The facts demonstrate otherwise.

9 The RLECs continue to argue for monopoly era policies that may have been

10 appropriate a decade or two ago, but are no longer sustainable today. Universal service is

11 about protecting customers, not companies. AT&T agrees that it is important for all

12 customers to have the ability to obtain telephone service at affordable rates - no party

13 disputes that. But the best way to keep rates affordable is not to tax one set of carriers to

14 subsidize others. For the past 25 years, and certainly since the passage of the federal

15 Telecommunications Act of 1996, telecommunications policy in this country has been

16 squarely focused on making the market more competitive, founded on well-established

17 economic principles that competition will force all firms in the market to become more

18 efficient, to innovate, and to deliver to consumers the services they want at prices they

19 are willing to pay. Maintaining exorbitant intrastate access rates or adopting a nearly

20 $100 million state Universal Service Fund (“USF”) are not the answers to maintaining

Advocates for delay seek to misrepresent the legal requirements and policy recommendations as 
if the promotion of competition and the attainment of universal service were somehow at odds with each 
other, as if the Commission had to choose one at the loss of the other. That is simply not the case - both 
goals can be realized at the same time, a point already astutely recognized by ALJ Colwell in her July 22, 
2009 Recommended Decision at Docket No. 1-00040105. In fact, promoting competition is indeed one 
way to ensure universal service goals are more readily attained.

2



1 universal service. All that would accomplish is to force the vast majority of consumers

2 across Pennsylvania to subsidize the RLECs, just so the RLECs could be insulated from

3 having to compete based on their own innovation and efficiencies.3 It is easy to

4 understand why the RLECs think that is a good idea, but it should be equally easy for the

5 Commission to understand that such a result does not serve the best interests of

6 Pennsylvania as a whole.

7 The burden some parties would place on the majority of Pennsylvania consumers

8 cannot be understated. The OCA’s proposal to triple the size of the PA USE to nearly

9 $100 million,'for example, would amount to a $90/line annual subsidy even for those

10 customers that have competitive options, and for those customers who are voluntarily

11 purchasing bundles at prices much higher than AT&T’s proposed benchmark of

12 $22/month. ALJ Colwell has already found that perpetuating the existing $34 million

13 USE would be bad policy, finding that “Institutionalizing the PA USE in its present form

14 to provide subsidies to companies who do not have to prove need will not assist the

15 market in reaching its goals and will, instead, provide barriers to entry for new carriers.”4

16 To state the obvious, tripling the current USE would be three times as bad.

17 Likewise keeping intrastate access rates at their current levels thereby saddling

18 consumers across Pennsylvania with a $100 million subsidy burden -- but continuing to

19 hide that burden in high intrastate access rates - just so RLECs can charge local service

20 prices well below market rates would be anti-competitive and anti-consumer.5

3 Meanwhile, the over a million rural customers served by Verizon receive no explicit universal 

service subsidy.
4 ALJ Colwell Recommended Decision, Docket No. 1-00040105, July 22, 2009, pp. 87-88.
5 ALJ Schnierle recognized this point nearly twelve years ago when he said, “By providing ILECs 

with a stream of subsidized revenues from certain customers, the system has allowed regulators to 
demand below-cost rates for other customers, such as basic telephone service for those customers in high-

3
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Consumers across Pennsylvania would be asked to pay too much just so RLECs could 

continue to use their access subsidies as a shield against competition. It is hard to 

imagine an outcome more detrimental to the long term interests of Pennsylvania 

consumers.

The RLECs accuse AT&T of failing to prove that access reductions will benefit 

Pennsylvania consumers. This repeated claim is a blatant attempt to mislead the 

Commission -AT&T has provided concrete proof that its toll rates have come down 

faster than its access expenses.6 In 19 states where access rates have been reduced, 

AT&T’s average toll rates have come down by more than its access reductions. That is 

hardly surprising, given the intense competition that has occurred in the long distance 

business since 1984, and given the universally accepted economic principle that any 

business - even an unregulated monopolist with zero competition - will reduce its retail 

price if costs go down, all else equal. What is surprising, however, is that, even with this 

long-term, broadly based evidence in hand, the RLECs are still arguing that access 

reform does not benefit consumers.

Some parties also claim that access reductions should not occur because AT&T 

did not present a cost study showing that the current access rates contain a subsidy. But 

there is no reason for AT&T (or any other party) to present a cost study. The 

Commission did not rely on cost studies the last two times it reduced the RLECs’ 

intrastate access rates. Even the PTA agrees that no cost studies are necessary to

cost areas. For all intents and purposes, the system serves as a hidden tax collected by the telephone 
companies. Low cost telephone customers are required to pay more than they would have to pay in a 
competitive market, to allow the telephone companies to charge less to customers whose cost of service 
would otherwise be higher.” In Re: Intrastate Access Charge Reform, Docket No. 1-00960066, 
Recommended Decision, June 30, 1998 at p. 6.
6 See Attachment H to our Direct Testimony and Attachment 8 to our Rebuttal Testimony, 

comparing AT&T’s toll rates and access expenses in Pennsylvania and in 19 other states.

4



1

1 implement access reform. Every party agrees there are no material cost differences in

2 terminating a local call versus terminating an in-state long distance call versus

3 terminating an interstate long distance call. RLEC intrastate access rates (and even their

4 lower, interstate access rates) are comfortably above the RLECs’ reciprocal

5 compensation rates, and in turn those reciprocal compensation rates have never been

6 challenged as being below-cost. Thus, there is no need to have a cost study to prove the

7 very clear fact that existing RLEC intrastate access rates (and interstate access rates) are

8 above cost. Further, AT&T’s proposal is that the RLECs reduce intrastate access rates to

9 match interstate rates - and no RLEC has ever asserted to the FCC that its interstate rates

10 are below cost. If the RLECs believe that AT&T’s proposal would result in below cost

11 rates, they could have presented a cost study to the Commission - but they did not. More

12 to the point, there is no need for cost studies under AT&T’s proposal because, under

13 AT&T’s approach, whatever access revenues the RLECs lose they have the opportunity

14 to recover through higher retail rates and, for the next few years, through transitional USF

15 contributions.

16 Finally, both the PTA and CenturyLink argue yet again for the Commission to

17 delay access reform for several more years to wait on FCC action, this time citing the

18 recently released National Broadband Report. But that Broadband Report specifically

19 encourages states to move forward with access reform consistent with AT&T’s proposal

20 in this case - by reducing intrastate access rates and rebalancing retail local rates.

21 Indeed, the Broadband Report cites the Pennsylvania Commission’s recommendation that

22 the FCC account for state access reform efforts as part of any federal intercarrier

5
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compensation reform the FCC may adopt over the next several years.7 Far from 

providing a reason for more delay, the Broadband Report supports this Commission 

moving forward with much-needed and long-overdue reform that wilt balance the 

interests of competition and universal service. AT&T’s proposal does just that, and it 

should be adopted.

THE RLECS CONTINUE TO PUSH FOR MONOPOLY ERA POLICIES THAT 
CANNOT BE SUSTAINED IN A COMPETITIVE WORLD.

A. UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUNDS MUST BE ABOUT PROTECTING 
CUSTOMERS, NOT COMPANIES.

THE RLECS CLAIM THAT UNIVERSAL SERVICE WILL BE DESTROYED IN 
PENNSYLVANIA IF ACCESS RATES ARE REDUCED. PLEASE RESPOND.

There are several problems with this argument. First, universal service must be about

ensuring customers have access to affordable telephone service, not about protecting

individual companies. Second, there is absolutely no credible evidence to support the
\

RLECs’ claims that universal service will be destroyed in Pennsylvania if access reform 

is implemented. Third, universal service cannot and should not be about insulating 

RLECs from competition, which is what the RLECs’ positions are advocating.

WHAT DO YOU MEAN WHEN YOU SAY THAT UNIVERSAL SERVICE 
SHOULD BE ABOUT PROTECTING CUSTOMERS, NOT COMPANIES?

Universal service is about ensuring that every customer in Pennsylvania has the

ability to obtain telephone service at affordable rates. AT&T agrees that is a

mandatory and critical goal in Pennsylvania. However, the RLECs’ proposal to

maintain access rates at the current, unsustainably high levels, and the OCA’s

See http://www.broadband.gov/plan/8-availabilitv/: page 143; fn. 65.
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proposal to triple the size of the USF, do not accomplish the goal of achieving 

universal service. Rather, the RLEC and OCA positions simply pick the pockets 

of all Pennsylvania consumers and give the money to the RLECs without any 

actual analysis into whether the money is needed to ensure that rural customers 

have affordable telephone service. Given the “hyper-competitive” nature of the 

telephone market in rural service territories - as the RLECs themselves claim — 

this seems unlikely.

CenturyLink itself testified that the primary purpose of universal service is 

to ensure service to “rural, high-cost consumers who generally do not have viable 

competitive alternatives available and who would otherwise not have any 

communications services available without implicit and/or explicit universal 

service support to provide communications services at affordable prices that are 

comparable to the rates of other consumers.”8 We agree.

However, the facts and the math unequivocally prove that CenturyLink’s 

real reason for maintaining its current subsidies is not about protecting customers 

who do not have competitive alternatives, but about protecting CenturyLink’s 

revenue streams. First and foremost, CenturyLink itself has testified that its 

territory is “hyper-competitive,” and that virtually all of its customers have 

competitive alternatives. Therefore, one must question whether there are any 

customers in CenturyLink’s territory that do not have competitive alternatives, 

and therefore need universal service protections. The same is true for PTA, which

Panel Surrebuttal Testimony of Lindsey/Harper, Statement 1.1 at pp. 14-15.
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also testified that its members are facing extreme amounts of competition 

throughout their service territories.

Second, even if there were some limited number of customers who did not 

have competitive alternatives, and who could not obtain service at affordable rates 

without subsidies, those customers should be cared for through targeted subsidy 

mechanisms, not the sort of broad brush approach the RLECs and OCA advocate. 

By any measure, the levels of subsidies the RLECs and OCA are claiming is 

needed are extreme and go way beyond the amounts needed to assure telephone 

services for that limited number of customers. Let’s take a look at CenturyLink 

as an example. CenturyLink already receives over BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL END CONFIDENTIAL per year from the

current PA USE. In this case, the OCA proposes (and, to no great surprise, 

CenturyLink agrees) that CenturyLink should receive an additional BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL END CONFIDENTIAL either through

implicit subsidies from its high access rates, or explicit subsidies from the PA 

USE. In other words, CenturyLink claims it needs a subsidy of nearly BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL END CONFIDENTIAL.

According to CenturyLink, it needs these subsidies to maintain universal 

service for those customers that do not have competitive alternatives. Here’s the 

problem - CenturyLink itself has testified that its service territory is hyper- 

competitive and that “CenturyLink continues to see robust inter-modal

8
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competition for residential consumers, including wireless voice and data services, 

cable voice and data services, and VoIP services (e.g. Vonage, Magic Jack).”9 

If CenturyLink is given BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL END

CONFIDENTIAL in subsidies, every single one of CenturyLink *s lines would 

be subsidized by over BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL END

CONFIDENTIAL. This includes business lines. This includes the majority of 

CenturyLink’s customers who have elected to forego standalone local service in 

favor of a bundled offering. More importantly, this includes a subsidy for 

customers that have multiple competitive alternatives, and therefore under 

CenturyLink’s own definition, do not need universal service protections or 

subsidies. Assume for the sake of argument that 50% of CenturyLink’s customers 

have no competitive alternative - and by CenturyLink’s own claims that is way 

too high - a BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL END CONFIDENTIAL

subsidy to CenturyLink’s “universal service customers” would equate to over 

BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL END CONFIDENTIAL Under a more

realistic, but still conservative, assumption that 10% of CenturyLink’s customers 

have no competitive alternative, the BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL END

CONFIDENTIAL CenturyLink subsidy would equal over BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL END CONFIDENTIAL Even more

troubling, this subsidy will continue permanently.10 Thus, under CenturyLink’s 

proposal, as more and more CenturyLink customers leave to go to a competitor

9 Surrebuttal Testimony of David F. Bonsick, Statement 3.1; p. 11.
10 The OCA claimed that under its proposal, the size of the USF would decrease each year, but that 

was based on speculation about whether Verizon will increase its retail rates each year, thereby increasing 
the “comparable” benchmark. OCA has no proposal of decreasing the size based on a reduction in 
customers that actually need support.
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(or at least have the option), the constant BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL

END CONFIDENTIAL subsidy would continue on, supporting an ever-smaller

number of customers.

CenturyLink’s approach is clearly wrong, and unarguably bad policy. If 

subsidies were truly about universal service and protecting customers, then the 

amount of subsidies should decrease when there are less customers to support.

Let’s took at it another way. Imagine if an RLEC is receiving $1 million/year 

from the current PA USF, and the RLEC receives an additional $1 million if the OCA’s 

“comprehensive” proposal is adopted in this case. If the RLEC lost all but 10 of its lines 

to competition, the RLEC, under the OCA’s approach, would continue to receive the same 

$2 million/year to subsidize only 10 lines, or $200,000 per line. In the meantime, 

competitors in the RLEC territory - who would be the ones really serving the customers - 

would receive $0 subsidy per line. To take this even further, if the competitors served all 

of the lines in a particular RLECs territory, the competitor would get no subsidy and the 

RLEC would continue to still receive its $2 million of universal service funding to support 

zero customers. This is the fundamental problem with having a fund that is solely a 

permanent revenue guarantee fund, as the OCA and RLECs propose, as opposed to a fund 

that is targeted to helping actual customers that genuinely need universal service support.

Let’s take a look at the PTA companies. The PTA companies (exclusive of 

CenturyLink) have previously testified that they have experienced an approximate 20% 

line loss from 1999-2007 (from 855,586 total lines to 669,836 lines) and the rate of line 

loss continues to increase each year.11 The PTA (non-CenturyLink) companies get *

See PTA Statement 1.0 in USF/rate cap case before ALJ Colwell at Docket No. 1-00040105, p. 7.
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approximately $25.6 million annually from the current PA USF. This means the USF 

subsidy per line increased from $29.92/line to $38.21/line from 1999 to 2007. Now look 

at current data. The OCA shows that the number of PTA (non-CenturyLink) lines is 

727,332.12 The amount of USF increase under the OCA’s proposal would be 

$37,920,297; adding that to the exiting $25.6 million subsidy means that the PTA 

companies (non-CenturyLink) would receive $63,520,297 in USF support under OCA’s 

proposal: over $87per line annually. As the PTA companies continue to lose lines each 

year, the contribution per line will only increase. This absurd result demonstrates why the 

OCA’s proposed mega-expansion of the fund protects RLECs, not customers. It makes 

absolutely no sense to increase the amount of contribution to support fewer customers 

when the entire point is to help ensure universal service for customers, not provide 

guaranteed revenues for the RLECs.

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO PARTIES THAT CLAIM ACCESS REFORM IN 

PENNSYLVANIA WILL HAVE A DEVASTATING EFFECT ON CONSUMERS 
AND MAKE TELEPHONE SERVICE UNAFFORDABLE, OR THAT IT WILL 
HAVE A NEGATIVE EFFECT ON TELEPHONE SUBSCRIBERSHIP?

These brash claims are unsupported by any credible evidence. First, AT&T has already

shown that its proposal will not lead to the imposition of unaffordable rates. In fact,

AT&T has shown that the Commission can make a meaningful reduction in access rates,

maintain the USF at a reasonable level, and keep local rates affordable at an initial

“benchmark” local rate of $22 per month. The Commission can then gradually increase

the benchmark (to $25 per month over the next three years) and phase down even further

the USF burden being imposed on the majority of Pennsylvania consumers.

See Exhibit RL-4.
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Second, there is no actual evidence that access reform will cause customers to

lose telephone service. As we explained in our Direct Testimony, other states have 

implemented access reform and the sky-is-falling results predicted by the RLECs have 

not occurred.13 Given the extensive amount of reform that has taken place throughout the 

country, surely the parties could have pointed to one example where penetration rates 

decreased as a result of access reform, or where any of the dire predictions about 

customers losing their ability to obtain universal telephone service at affordable rates has 

come true. There is no such evidence because the RLECs’ claims are simply not true. In 

fact, in response to the RLECs’ claims in their most recent round of testimony, we 

checked into whether the FCC’s interstate access reforms, which resulted in increases to 

the subscriber line charge, have caused any change in national telephone penetration 

rates, and the chart below shows that there is no such correlation.

13 Two examples of states that have implemented access reform and pricing flexibility are Michigan 
and Indiana. In both states, the intrastate access rates are on average less than a penny per minute. In 
addition, there is virtually full retail pricing flexibility, with the exception of a single residential calling 
plan that includes a limited number of outgoing calls in Michigan. The “doom and gloom” scenario 
presented by the RLECs in this case of customers unable to get telephone service and universal service 
being destroyed if access reform were implemented have not occurred in either of those states.
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^Interstate Switched Access Charge ($/min) —Households with a Telephone (%)

Source: FCC Data (http://www.fcc.gov/wcb/latd/stats.html)

B. UNIVERSAL SERVICE CANNOT BE ABOUT INSULATING 

COMPANIES FROM COMPETITION.

DO THE RLECS WANT ACCESS AND USE SUBSIDIES TO INSULATE THEM 
FROM COMPETITION?

Unfortunately, yes. If you take a close look at the CenturyLink Surrebuttal Testimony, its 

entire focus is on a concern that CenturyLink will not be able to compete if it is required 

to obtain revenues from its own customers rather than from other carriers and those 

carriers’ customers. The PTA makes the same claims. They then claim that because of 

their inability to compete on their own merits, they must be heavily subsidized in order to 

survive. That position is essentially asking the Commission to guarantee that one company 

will be standing atop the winner's podium every time by giving that competitor an 

artificial and unfair advantage.
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But universal service is not about ensuring that one company gets preferential 

treatment over another. Nor is it about promising some companies that, even if they 

cannot compete on their own merits, they will still be guaranteed the same amount of 

revenues. If it is truly the case that the RLECs cannot compete without being heavily 

subsidized by other companies, the answer is not to keep shoving the same subsidies into 

the RLECs’ treasury, or to insulate the RLECs from competitive losses that are the result 

of normal consumer choice. If competitors are more efficient, let them serve the market.

If RLECs cannot operate under price cap regulation without massive subsidies, then 

require the RLECs to return to rate-of-retum regulation. Under no circumstance, however, 

should the RLECs be allowed to walk both sides of the regulatory street. They should not 

keep getting all the benefits of alternative regulation (like increased revenues from 

unregulated service offerings) while, at the same time, receiving the same guaranteed 

revenues they did when they were monopolies under rate-of-retum regulation — 

particularly when those guaranteed revenues come from other competing companies and 

those companies’ customers.

THE RLECS HAVE CRITICIZED AT&T’S PROPOSAL, CLAIMING THAT IT IS 
NOT TRULY REVENUE NEUTRAL BECAUSE COMPETITION MAY 

PRECLUDE THEM FROM RAISING RETAIL RATES ENOUGH TO OFFSET 
ACCESS REDUCTIONS. PLEASE RESPOND.

This position is misguided. Under AT&T’s proposal, the RLECs would have retail price 

constraints removed and would be permitted to obtain revenues from their own customers 

to make up the reduction in access subsidies. Yet even that is not sufficient for the 

RLECs. They claim that they are not only entitled to an opportunity to recover lost 

revenues, but these revenues must be guaranteed. There are no guarantees in a
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competitive market, and for the Commission to provide such guarantees would be using a 

regulatory artifice to pick winners and losers.

CENTURYL1NK CLAIMS THAT IN TEXAS AND KANSAS, WHERE AT&T IS 

AN ILEC, AT&T HAS IN FACT SUPPORTED A PROPOSAL SIMILAR TO THE 

OCA’S TO OBTAIN ALL INTRASTATE ACCESS REVENUE REDUCTIONS 

FROM THE STATE USF. IS THAT TRUE?

No - this is a complete mischaracterization of fact. AT&T’s position in this case is entirely 

consistent with its positions in Texas and Kansas. Contrary to CenturyLink's claim that 

AT&T only supported access reductions in Texas if such reductions were recovered from 

the Texas Universal Service Fund (“TUSP”), the exact opposite is true. At the same time 

AT&T access reductions were being phased in in Texas, AT&T agreed to reduce its draw 

from the TUSF by over $100 million. AT&T supported legislation in 2005 in Texas that 

required AT&T to move its intrastate access rates to parity with its interstate access rates 

in three steps over a three-year period (July l, 2006 through July 1, 2008). AT&T 

supported access reductions in exchange for significantly expanded pricing flexibility, 

including the ability to raise residential basic rates in certain deregulated exchanges 

without Texas PUC approval. Moreover, AT&T agreed to a significant reduction in its 

TUSF support in a proceeding that began in Sept. 2007 and finished in April 2008. Thus, 

in Texas, AT&T did not rely on any state USF support to achieve access parity, but 

instead relied on the ability to rebalance its local rates, just as AT&T is advocating here.

In Kansas, AT&T argued to increase local retail rates in order to make up for the reduction 

in access rates. While the Kansas Commission decided to increase the size of the state 

USF, it is also going to review the USF to determine whether it should be maintained at its 

current level. AT&T’s position in this case — that access reductions first be recovered

15
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from retail rates, and that the state USF be temporarily increased on a transitional basis so 

that access reductions are phased in more gradually - will achieve the same result.

Thus, contrary to CenturyLink’s claims, AT&T’s position in Pennsylvania is fully 

consistent with the positions it has taken in Texas and Kansas.

BOTH PTA AND CENTURYLINK CLAIM THAT A CUSTOMER SURVEY 
CONDUCTED BY CENTURYLINK PROVES THAT CONSUMERS WILL NOT 

ACCEPT ANY INCREASES TO THE RLECS’ RETAIL PRICES. PLEASE 

RESPOND.

We already explained why the CenturyLink survey is highly flawed in our Rebuttal 

Testimony and there is no need to repeat those arguments here. However, CenturyLink 

criticized other parties for not conducting our own elasticity studies to prove that 

customers will not react negatively to the benchmark rates proposed by AT&T. The 

problem with that argument is that, rather than relying on hypotheticals, AT&T attempted 

to get information from the RLECs to demonstrate how customers actually respond to 

price increases. In most cases, the RLECs refused to provide such information.
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C. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT REFUSE TO IMPLEMENT 
ACCESS REFORM BECAUSE OF THE RLECS’ CLAIMS OF 
CARRIER OF LAST RESORT OBLIGATIONS.

Q. THE RLECS (AND EVEN OCA) CLAIM THAT THEY MUST CONTINUE 
TO RECEIVE THE CURRENT LEVEL OF SUBSIDIES IN ORDER TO 

FUND THEIR CARRIER OF LAST RESORT OBLIGATIONS. PLEASE 
RESPOND.

A. The RLECs spend a great deal of time discussing their Carrier of Last Resort

(“COLR”) obligations as the primary justification for urging this Commission to 

reject AT&T’s proposal regarding access reform.14 The RLECs claim that they 

are the carriers that have faithfully served rural Pennsylvania; competitors are not

The RLECs consistently blur the concept of universal service with a Carrier of Last Resort 
obligation (in fact, CenturyLink’s testimony almost always uses the two terms together, as if they are 
one). The two are not the same and are not interchangeable. While universal service is generally well 
understood (ensuring all customers have access to affordable telephone service), the RLECs have yet to 
identify the source of, or define, their COLR obligations in Pennsylvania - they merely argue that such 
obligations are naturally assumed.
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willing to serve all rural customers; and therefore RLECs are entitled to nearly 

$100 million in implicit or explicit subsidies. AT&T does not dispute, and has 

never disputed, that COLR obligations may exist (even though AT&T asked and 

the RLECs failed to provide the legal or statutory basis for such COLR 

obligations in Pennsylvania). But if the RLECs are going to claim they must be 

subsidized by $87-$ 110/line/year to meet their COLR obligations, they should at 

least be expected to identify and quantify what those COLR obligations are and 

where they exist. They have utterly failed to do so (and claim they cannot do so). 

If the RLECs cannot affirmatively prove that they need such huge subsidies in 

order to meet their COLR obligations, then the Commission should most certainly 

not use those arguments as a basis to continue to maintain such extraordinarily 

high anti-competitive implicit or explicit subsidies.

THE RLECS’ CLAIMS THAT CUSTOMERS WILL NOT BENEFIT 

FROM ACCESS REDUCTIONS ARE WITHOUT MERIT AND REFLECT 
AN OUTDATED AND FLAWED VIEW OF THE MARKET.

THE PTA AND CENTURYLINK STATE THAT AT&T HAS NOT 
PROVEN THAT CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCED TOLL RATE 

REDUCTIONS FROM PRIOR ACCESS REDUCTIONS. IS THAT TRUE?

No, and it is frankly an outrageous claim given the amount of proof AT&T has

provided in this case. In our Direct Testimony, we provided proof that since

2004, AT&T’s average in-state long distance rate in Pennsylvania is in fact below

the average intrastate access rate of RLECs (see Attachment H to AT&T

Statement 1.0). Looking at the chart AT&T provided for CenturyLink (then

21
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Embarq), it is beyond dispute that AT&T has reduced its toll rates even more than

the access reductions implemented since 2004.

Embarq's Average Access Rates Exceed 
Long Distance Prices Substantially Inhibiting 

Competition and Lower Prices for Consumers in
Pennsylvania

$0.06 - ----------------------------------- ------------------ ----- —

In-State Long 
Distance Prices 

and Access Rates 
Per Access Minute

$0.04 -

$0.03
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Mi AT&T Avg In-state LD Price 1 .0467 .0440 .0379 .0403 .0443
Embarq Avg Access Rate .0528 .0513 .0496 .0522 .0532

In our Rebuttal Testimony (Attachment 8), we went beyond Pennsylvania and 

provided proof that in 19 states where access reform has occurred, AT&T has 

reduced its toll rates even more than the access reductions realized. Thus, AT&T

has definitively proven that access reductions lead to clear and identifiable 

reductions in toll rates.

Q. THE PTA AND CENTURYLINK CLAIM THAT AT&T HAS NOT

DEMONSTRATED TO THE COMMISSION THAT AT&T CUSTOMERS 
BENEFITTED FROM THE ACCESS REDUCTIONS IMPLEMENTED IN 

THE 1999 GLOBAL ORDER AND 2003 RLEC SETTLEMENT ORDER. 
HOW DO YOU RESPOND?

22



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

S

9

10

11

12

13
14
15
16
17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The claim is misleading, irrelevant and wrong. AT&T gave CenturyLink 

permission to retrieve AT&T’s post-Global filing from the Commission when 

AT&T could not find the decade-old document it in its files, but CenturyLink 

apparently never bothered to do so. And in the wake of the 2003 RLEC 

Settlement Order, AT&T filed a letter with the Commission complaining that the 

RLECs had not provided enough information to permit AT&T to make its filing, 

but RLECs never provided the data requested by AT&T (and MCI) and the 

Commission never forced them to. The passage of time, however, has made that 

issue moot. AT&T’s Exhibit H to our Direct Testimony in this case - provided to 

the parties nine months ago - proves beyond question that AT&T’s average per- 

minute Pennsylvania intrastate long distance prices have declined more than 

AT&T’s average per-minute access costs.

IS THE RLECS’ CLAIM THAT CUSTOMERS WILL NOT REALIZE A 
BENEFIT FROM ACCESS REDUCTIONS A SUFFICIENT REASON TO 
DEFER OR DENY ACCESS REFORM?

Absolutely not. Really, this is a policy decision that the Commission already 

made nearly eleven years ago. In the Global Order, the Commission recognized 

that access reform was necessary and critical in order to ensure a level playing 

field. At that time, the Commission would have been aware of any RLEC carrier 

of last resort obligations, and knew there were universal service obligations, yet 

the Commission still understood that access subsidies cannot be sustained and that 

it must move forward with access reform. Arguing over whether reform is 

necessary, or whether consumers will benefit from removing artificial pricing 

distortions and implicit subsidies is simply not useful.
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Over the past decade, regulation of the RLECs’ retail rates has become 

more relaxed and competition has given customers even more choices, thereby 

reducing universal service concerns. AT&T (and other parties) have already 

explained numerous times in this case the myriad of benefits that come from 

access reform in the context of providing a level playing field and allowing 

competition to thrive without favoring some types of competitors over others.

AT&T has also explained the harms caused by having high access rates, and from 

having different rates for intrastate and interstate access rates. Even the RLECs 

have agreed with us regarding both the benefits of access reform and the harms 

that will befall consumers if it is further delayed. It is time to move forward past 

long-resolved arguments over whether reform is a good idea, and get on with a 

viable solution. AT&T has done just that in this case.

Q. SOME PARTIES CLAIM THAT AT&T’S PRICING PLANS ARE UNIFORM 

ACROSS STATES, SO CONSUMERS IN PENNSYLVANIA WILL NOT SEE 
ANY BENEFITS TO ACCESS REDUCTIONS. DOES AT&T OFFER THE SAME 
PLANS ACROSS ALL STATES SUCH THAT THERE ARE NO PRICE 

DIFFERENCES TO REFLECT DIFFERENCES IN SWITCHED ACCESS 
EXPENSES? AND IS THIS EVEN A RELEVANT CONCERN?

A. No. While we have not exhaustively reviewed the entire menu of calling plans offered by 

AT&T, we have reviewed the Consumer Basic plan and the Business All in One plan and 

our research shows that the Basic and All in One plans’ prices are not the same from state 

to state. We have presented the results of our research of these plans in Panel Rejoinder 

Attachment 3.15

15 We have also provided in Panel Rejoinder Attachment 4 instructions and links to these plans. 

Examples of other plans with varying prices across states include: For Business - AT&T Business 
Network Service, AT&T Pro WATS/Plan Q Service, AT&T CustomNet Service, Toll-Free Megacom 
Service; these plans can be found in the Custom Network Services tariff which can be found using the
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Also, our consumer benefit analysis of flow through in 19 states provided as 

Attachment 8 to our Rebuttal Testimony relies on AT&T’s intrastate toll revenue, which 

included total revenues from all calling plans. As a result, those revenues reflected the 

differences in calling plans across states.16 We calculate the average per minute revenue 

to represent the toll prices that customers pay. This takes into account not only the 

regular prices available in the tariff or price schedules, but also discounted pricing plans, 

grandfathered plans, add-on plans, and other offerings. It also takes into account the fact 

that AT&T may offer a menu of plans, but may vary its marketing strategy in some states 

to respond to the extent or level of competition that may require encouraging some plans 

over others, or promoting some discount plans more heavily in some states relative to 

others.

If there were no differences in toll prices from state to state, the unit price per 

minute should have been the same for each of the nineteen states. That is not what we 

observed; therefore these parties’ allegations that consumers will not benefit from access 

reductions in a given state are false.

Moreover, the RLECs’ claim is not all that relevant, even if it were true. Their 

underlying premise is that if only Pennsylvania reduces access rates, the impact would be 

diluted across national calling plans. The reality, of course is that numerous states have 

reduced intrastate access rates, and more are being added to the list all the time. And 

even if the RLECs got their wish to make Pennsylvania the last state to reform access

same instructions. For Consumer - One Rate USA, Intralata overlay, Intralata overlay II, Schedule Y 
(e.g. true reach plan), Schedule Z (e.g. Reach Out America), Instate overlay.
16 The only exception is the In-State Connection Fee (“ISCF”), which is not included in our 

analysis. Exclusion of the ISCF from the analysis means that the nineteen state trends capture the effect 
of access rate differences on the actual revenues earned by AT&T from its menu of available pricing 
plans excluding ISCF revenues. Therefore, the effect on consumers of reduced access rates is greater 
once the effect of elimination of ISCF is added.
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1 rates, the probable result would be that Pennsylvanians would incur higher intrastate long

2 distance prices than consumers in other states, because carriers would want to reflect

3 Pennsylvania’s higher intrastate access charges in their prices to Pennsylvania

4 consumers.17 18

5
6 IV. NO COST STUDIES ARE REQUIRED TO PROVE THAT ACCESS
7 RATES ARE ABOVE COST AND PROVIDING A SUBSIDY TO LOCAL

8 RATES.

9

10 Q. ARE THE CRITICISMS OF AT&T FOR NOT INTRODUCING A COST STUDY

11 IN THIS CASE VALID?

12
13 A. Absolutely not. The Commission has never relied on cost studies as a basis for setting

14 access rate policy. Despite this, several parties, including the Office of Trial Staff

15 (“OTS”), criticize AT&T for not introducing a cost study to “prove” that current

16 intrastate access rates are above cost and therefore contain a subsidy. We are quite

17 baffled by OTS’ position on this issue. This case not only involves AT&T’s complaint,

18 but also involves a generic investigation where the RLECs must provide proof to support

19 their case that access rates should not be reduced. If the RLECs believe that intrastate

20 access rates are truly at or below cost, they are clearly in the best position to provide such

21 cost data. They did not do so. Thus, the OTS criticism should go both ways - it should

22 be aimed at the RLECs for their failure to introduce a cost study - but for some reason,

23 the OTS was not at all concerned about this failure.

7 The ISCF is just one example of different pricing in different states - that fee is not the same in 

each state.
18 In several recent cases in other states, such as Virginia and New Jersey, CenturyLink did 

introduce a cost study. For some reason, they did not introduce it here. Presumably it is because 
CenturyLink’s cost study was universally rejected and found to be fatally flawed, thereby failing to 
accurately calculate the cost of intrastate access.
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The PTA’s position on cost studies is equally puzzling. On the one hand, the 

PTA correctly admitted that cost studies are not required in order to resolve the issues in 

this case, that cost studies would serve no purpose, and that the Commission should not 

draw any conclusions from the lack of cost studies.19 On the other hand, the PTA 

criticizes AT&T for failing to introduce a cost study to show that access rates are above 

cost.20 21 PTA’s schizophrenic position on this issue should be rejected.

Q. IS A COST STUDY NEEDED TO PROVE THAT INTRASTATE ACCESS 
RATES ARE ABOVE COST AND CONTAIN A SUBSIDY?

A. No. ^ There is no material difference in the cost to terminate a local call versus an in­

state long distance call, and no party claims otherwise. The Commission has already set 

cost-based rates for the termination of local traffic - the RLECs’ reciprocal compensation 

rates - and no party disputes that those reciprocal compensation rates, which are well 

below the RLECs’ intrastate and interstate access rates, are sufficient to cover the cost of 

terminating a local call. Accordingly, there can be no serious dispute that access rates far 

exceed the costs of terminating an in-state long-distance call.

Note, however, that AT&T is not asking this Commission to set the RLECs’ 

intrastate access rates at cost-based levels. AT&T and the OCA are simply requesting 

that the RLECs’ intrastate access rates be set at parity with their corresponding interstate

Surrebuttal Testimony of Gary Zingaretti, p. 14.
20 Id. at pp. 10-11.
21 It should be noted that in neither the Global Order nor the 2003 RLEC access settlement 
proceedings did the Commission engage in or require costs studies to undertake access reform. Likewise, 
the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities recently noted that the four cost studies injected in that case were 
unnecessary for it to reach its decision to reduce access rates. In the Matter of the Board’s Investigation 
and Review of Local Exchange Carrier Intrastate Exchange Access Rates, Docket No. TX08090830, 
released February 1, 2010 (“NJ Access Order”). Likewise, the Virginia State Corporation Commission 
was not guided by the cost study CenturyLink introduced in an access case in Virginia.

27



1

2

3

4
5
6
7
8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

levels. The RLECs’ interstate access rates are well above their reciprocal compensation 

rates and thus well above “cost.” Thus, lowering intrastate rates to interstate levels will 

still leave intrastate rates well above cost.

THERE IS ADDITIONAL DEBATE IN THE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY ABOUT 
WHETHER ACCESS RATES SHOULD RECOVER A PORTION OF THE 
LOCAL LOOP. PLEASE RESPOND TO THIS DISCUSSION.

We have already addressed this issue fairly extensively in our Rebuttal Testimony. There

we showed not only that access rates should not contribute to the cost of the local loop,

we also made a more important point - namely, that the market has already trumped this

endless (and pointless) economic debate because the various services and technologies

with which traditional long distance carriers compete (e.g., e-mail, social networking

websites, internet service providers, VoIP providers, wireless carriers) are largely

immune from any loop cost subsidy obligations. Whatever the Commission’s views on

loop cost allocation, it cannot impose loop costs on IXCs without putting them at a severe

competitive disadvantage. Even the OCA recognized this reality. As we’ve said before,

the Commission’s objective should be to promote competition, not to favor one set of

competitors at the expense of another.

In any event, AT&T’s proposal will result in access rates that still make a 

contribution to the RLECs’ joint and common costs, since AT&T’s proposal does not 

reduce the RLECs’ access rates to cost-based levels.

We also want to respond to one point made by the OCA. Dr. Loube argues that 

some rural loops are in fact traffic sensitive because remote terminals are used to 

concentrate traffic.22 This novel position is wrong. All loops, regardless of their cost or

Surrebuttal Testimony of Dr. Robert Loube, p. 23.
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capacity, are non-traffic sensitive for ail practical engineering purposes, and certainly for

costing purposes. It is universally understood that loops provided in less dense rural

areas tend to be longer and more expensive than urban loops, but nonetheless the costs

the LEC incurs to extend those loops are caused by the customers’ decision to order

telephone service, and do not vary based on the volume of voice traffic the customer

sends across the loop, or whether the customer even uses the loop at all.

Q. CENTURYL1NK PROVIDED A REGRESSION ANALYSIS TO SHOW THAT 
ITS COSTS ARE HIGHER IN LOWER DENSITY (OR MORE RURAL)
AREAS.23 PLEASE COMMENT.

A. We have two responses. First, CenturyLink’s analysis relies extensively on the OCA cost 

model that was presented in the USF case before ALJ Colwell. AT&T has already 

explained that the OCA’s use of a non-rural model to calculate rural costs was highly 

flawed and cannot be used for any purpose in this case.24 Even CenturyLink criticized 

the OCA cost model,25 but now chooses to use the results where they benefit 

CenturyLink’s positions. The fact that the OCA cost model submitted in another 

proceeding is the only cost model submitted in either case does not make it a valid cost 

model, or a model that should be relied on for any purpose. ALJ Colwell did not rely on 

the model in the USF case, and it should not be relied upon to draw any conclusions in 

this one.

Our second response is, “so what?” CenturyLink’s conclusions from its regression 

analysis are hardly surprising, and are irrelevant. To say that costs are higher in less

23 Panel Surrebuttal Testimony of Lindsey/Harper, pp. 30-33.
24 See AT&T Reply Brief of June 4, 2009 in Docket No. 1-00040105, pp. 19-21; See a/50 AT&T 
Statement 1.1 in that same case before ALJ Colwell containing extensive discussion about why the OCA 
cost model is fatally flawed.
25 Rebuttal Testimony of Londerholm; Statement 3.0; January 15, 2009 in Docket No. 1-00040105, 
p. 5.
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dense areas is an undisputed (and non-controversial) fact. But the CenturyLink 

regression analysis failed to respond to the real issue (as noted by Comcast witness 

Pelcovits): that there is no correlation between loop costs (or density, which is the prime 

driver of loop costs) and access rates. Since high access rates are supposed to be 

supporting high loop costs, Dr. Pelcovits correctly observed that one would expect to see 

the highest access rates for the RLECs with the highest loop costs/lowest densities, and 

vice versa, but the facts show that is not the case. CenturyLink has not disputed the 

point, and its non-responsive regression analysis should be disregarded.

ACCESS REFORM SHOULD NOT BE FURTHER DELAYED.

THE PTA AND CENTURYLINK ARGUE THAT THE RECENT NATIONAL 
BROADBAND REPORT RELEASED BY A FCC TASK FORCE JUSTFIES 
DEFERRING PENNSYLVANIA ACCESS REFORM TO SEE WHAT THE FCC 
MIGHT DO IN A FEW YEARS. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THAT 
ARGUMENT?

Truly unbelievable. It is clear from even a cursory review of the Broadband Report that, 

even if the FCC stars align, it will be years before the more than forty additional FCC 

rulemakings proposed in the Report yield any comprehensive intercarrier compensation 

reform. At this stage no one can predict, not even the FCC itself, when, or even if, the 

FCC will gamer the necessary three votes needed to push through intercarrier 

compensation reform envisioned in the Broadband Report.

More to the point, the Broadband Report expressly supports state regulators 

undertaking intrastate access reform. The Report specifically recommends that the “FCC 

should also encourage states to complete rebalancing of local rates to offset the impact 

of lost access revenues. Doing so would encourage carriers and states to “rebalance**
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rates to move away from artificially low $8-$12 residential rates that represent old

implicit subsidies to levels that are more consistent with costs."26

Q. IN YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY, YOU PRAISED THE OCA’S PROPOSAL 
AND ADOPTED PARTS OF IT. THE OCA CLAIMED THAT IT DID NOT 
AGREE WITH AT&T’S CHANGES, AND THAT UNLESS THE OCA 
PROPOSAL IS ADOPTED IN ITS ENTIRETY, ACCESS REFORM SHOULD 
NOT OCCUR. DO YOU AGREE?

A. No. We have already explained why the OCA’s benchmark of $17.09 is unreasonable (it 

is even below the $18 rate the Commission found to be reasonable nearly seven years 

ago). We have already explained why the OCA’s proposal to expand the size of the PA 

USF to nearly $100 million is unsupported, unnecessary and unreasonable. In fact, ALJ 

Colwell has already found that a similar OCA proposal to use a USF in order to keep 

rates comparable to Verizon’s is unwise, because although it will certainly lead to 

universal service, it will do so at the expense of competition:

The OCA plan will institutionalize the present fund and will keep 
RLEC rates comparable to Verizon PA rates — as long as the Commission 
requires Verizon’s customers as well as those of the other contributors to 
the Fund to subsidize RLEC services. The OCA plan will promote the 
goals of universal service in providing affordability and comparability but 
does not promote competition.27

We also disagree with OCA’s proposal to wait to implement access reform unless 

and until the Commission expands the base of contributors to the PA USF. The process 

of adding wireless and VoIP providers as contributors is likely to be .highly contentious 

and could take years, and it may require a change in law. If the Commission were to

Connecting America: The National Broadband Plan, p. 148 (emphasis added).
27 ALJ Colwell Recommended Decision, Docket No. 1-00040105, July 22, 2009, p. 82. ALJ 
Colwell further found that universal service and competition are both equal goals of state law. Id. at p.
84. In that same Recommended Decision at pages 80-82, ALJ Colwell also expressly disagreed with the 
OCA proposal to use comparability as a basis to determine a reasonable benchmark RLEC rate. Finally, 
the OCA’s discussion at pages 30-31 in its Surrebuttal Testimony of the 10,h Circuit decision regarding 
comparability are misleading and wrong, but that is a legal argument that can be addressed in briefs.
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adopt a properly and reasonably sized PA USF (as proposed by AT&T), the Commission 

would not have to be so concerned with expanding the base of contributors. The OCA’s 

comprehensive proposal would lead to yet more inaction for years to come, and that is 

not an acceptable result. This is especially true when the OCA itself has acknowledged 

that the disparity between intrastate and interstate rates is harmful to competition and 

consumers.

Q. VERIZON PRESENTED TESTIMONY THAT THE COMMISSION SHOULD 
PHASE IN ACCESS REDUCTIONS RATHER THAN ADOPT AT&T’S 
PROPOSAL TO TEMPORARILY INCREASE THE SIZE OF THE PA USF. DO 
YOU AGREE?

A. No. Verizon is essentially arguing that it is better to have implicit subsidies rather than 

explicit subsidies. AT&T disagrees. The FCC and this Commission have always 

recognized that implicit subsidies must be removed, and that if there are going to be any 

subsidies at all, they should be explicit. Verizon’s suggestion goes in exactly the 

opposite direction. AT&T certainly agrees with Verizon that access reform should occur 

now, and AT&T’s alternate proposal is intended to present a balanced and measured

7 6

approach to access reform.

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REJOINDER TESTIMONY?

A. Yes it does.

■8 Verizon also makes a powerful observation that RLECs are over-collecting from the PA USF and 
their current fund draws do not reflect reductions in access minutes or lines that would have occurred over 
the past ten years.
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AT&T Consumer State to State Direct Dial Basic & Value, 
In-State LD

Single
Rate Offpeak Peak Weekend

Night/
Weekend

AL $0.23
AZ $0.24 $0.32 $0.15
CO $0.33
IA $0.33
IN $0.30 $0.40 $0.28
KY $0.32 $0.37 $0.29
LA $0.33
MS $0.33
MO $0.39 $0.42 $0.33
NC $0.33
NE $0.26 $0.26 $0.26
ND $0.42 $0.45 $0.39
NV $0.31 $0.42 $0.26
OH $0.33
OR $0.33
PA $0.33
SC $0.33
SD $0.38 $0.44 $0.35
TN $0.33
TX $0.31 $0.40 $0.26
WA $0.35 $0.37 $0.25
WV $0.19 $0.19 $0.19
WY $0.33

Note: Blank cell implies the rate does not apply



* I ■ « t

Business All In One Service - Sample of Basic Rate Plans
Rate Table Multi-Saver-

Rate Table A-IntraState Rate Table B-IntraState Rate Table C-IntraState IntraState

Basic Connected Basic Connected Basic Connected Basic Connected
Inter LATA IntcrLATA IntcrLATA IntcrLATA IntcrLATA IntcrLATA IntcrLATA IntcrLATA

State DD DD DD DD DD DD DD DD
AL 0.24 0.14 0.24 0.15 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07

AR 0.27 0.18 0.27 0.19 0.14 0.07 0.11 0.07

AZ 0.24 0.18 0.24 0.17 0.14 0.07 0.11 0.07

CA 0.28 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05
CO 0J2 0.23 0.32 0.21 0.13 0.06 0.10 0.06
CT 0.26 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.08

DC 0.26 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
DE 0.26 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
FL 0.26 0.14 0.26 0.15 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.07
GA 0.26 0.14 0.26 0.15 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
HI 0.26 0.17 0.26 0.18 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.06
IA 0.32 0.23 0.32 0.23 0.14 0.06 0.11 0.06
ID 0.29 0.20 0.29 0.21 0.14 0.06 0.11 0.06
IL 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05
IN 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.08 0.05 005 0.05
KS 0.32 0.23 0.32 0.21 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
KY 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
LA 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
MA 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
MD 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
ME 0.32 0.23 0.32 0.24 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
Ml 0.26 0.14 0.26 0.15 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05
MN 0.29 0.20 0.29 0.18 0.13 0.06 0.10 0.06
MO 0.32 0.21 0.32 0.21 0.16 0.07 0.13 0.07
MS 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
MT 0.30 0.21 0.30 0.22 0.15 0.06 0.12 0.06
NC 0.24 0.14 0.24 0.15 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
ND 0.31 0.22 0.31 0.23 0.19 0.08 0.16 0.08
NE 0.31 0.22 0.31 0.21 0.10 0.05 0.07 0.05
NH 0.26 0.17 0.26 0.18 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.06
NJ 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 009 0.06 0.06 0.06
NM 0.33 0.24 0.33 0.24 0.14 0.06 0.11 0.06
NV 0.26 0.17 0.26 0.18 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.05
NY 0.28 0.15 0.25 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
OH 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05
OK 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
OR 0.26 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05
PA 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
PR 0.27 0.18 0.27 0.19 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
Rl 0.28 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
SC 0.30 0.22 0.30 0.22 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07
SD 0.30 0.22 0.30 0.22 0.19 0.08 0.17 0.10
TN 0.24 0.14 0.24 0.15 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.07

TX 0.35 0.21 0.28 0.17 0.11 0.07 0.08 0.07
UT 0.31 0.23 0.31 0.21 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.05
VA 0.26 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.06
VT 0.32 0.23 0.32 0.23 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.06
WA 0.28 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.05
WI 0.26 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.05
WV 0.29 0.20 0.29 0.20 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.06
WY 0.32 0.23 0.32 0.23 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.05
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Instructions and Links to Access the AT&T’s Consumer and Business Plans

USING CONSUMER TARIFF - Basic Rate Plan and all other plans in states which have tariffs

From www.att.com 

Select “About AT&T” tab

Select “Service Publications” in the “Public Policy and Regulatory Information” section, which takes you 

to:

httD://vvw\v.:in.com/uen/ni»blic-aflairs'.*Did-970t)

Select a state on the map and then select “Residential”

Under the company “AT&T Communications of the XXX ...” select “Leam More” understate tariffs” 

Select a state again

Select “Tariffs”. You have to look through the different tariffs to find the service in which you are 

interested. The tariff may differ for each state.

As an example from

hun:-,,‘vvww.att.coia/t:cn/miblic-affairs'.>Did=9700:

Select “PA” for the state.

Select “Residential”

Under AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc..... select “Leam More”

under “State Tariffs:

Select “PA”

Select “Tariffs”

Select “PA Message Telecommunications Service”

Search for “X Schedule, Dial Station”

As another example, from

httn:.;/'w\vw.;ut.com/»cn'piiblic-affairs?pid~9700:

Select “TX” for the state.

Select “Residential’
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Under AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc...select “Learn More” under 

“State Tariffs:

Select “TX"

Select ‘Tariffs”

Select ‘TX MTS TOC Section 1 MTS andOCPs”

Search for “Schedule X”

USING CONSUMER SERVICE GUIDE - Basic Rate Plan 

From www.att.com 

Select “About AT&T” tab

Select “Service Publications” in the “Public Policy and Regulatory Information” section, which takes you 

to:

htTn:.;.''w\\\v.;in.c>Miv:ecn’public-atTairs'>oid~u70()

Select a state on map and select “Residential”

Under the company “AT&T Communications of the XXX select “Leant More” under “State

Guidebooks/Service Guides” which takes you to:

ht tp://\vww..scrviccuiiidc.;m.conv ACS/cxt. index,c tin

Select "Domestic Service Guide” on the left

Select “AT&T State to State Direct Dialed Basic Rate Plan”

Select “AT&T State-To-State Direct Dialed Basic Rate Plan service guide” •

Once link opens, go to bottom of page and in the last paragraph, select the “information” link,

Select the desired state. Only states that have “Service Guides” for the “Basic Rate Plan will be available 

to select.

USING CONSUMER SERVICE GUIDE - One Rate USA, AT&T True Reach and AT&T Reach 

Out America

From www.att.com

Select “About AT&T’ tab

Select “Service Publications” in the “Public Policy and Regulatory Information” section, which takes you

to:
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hnt,)://wwvv.aU.eimv'acn/'public-i>rfairs7p}J~‘97lX)

Select a state on map and select “Residential”

Under the company “AT&T Communications of the XXX select “Learn More” under “State 

Guidebooks/Service Guides” which takes you to:

http:/.’www. seiviceauide.att.conv'AC.S/exfindex.cfm 

Select "Domestic Service Guide” on the left 

One Rare USA

Scroll down to “Local Services Bundle”, select One Rate USA, a new document opens 

up, scroll down to bottom and click on desired state

AT&T TRUE REACH AND AT&T REACH OUT AMERICA

Scroll down to “Offers No Longer Available to New Customers”, and select “more” at 

the bottom and you will then see expanded list of grandfathered plans

Scroll down to AT&T True Reach or AT&T Reach Out America, select plan, and a new 

page opens up,

Select the Plan again, a new document opens up

Scroll down to bottom of document, in the last paragraph (usually) it talks about state 

rates (for de-tariffed states), select the “information” link, new screen opens up

Select desired state

USING CONSUMER SERVICE GUIDE - AT&T In-State Overlay, AT&T IntraLATA Overlay and 

AT&T IntraLATA Overlay II

From www.att.com

Select “About AT&T” tab

Select “Service Publications” in the “Public Policy and Regulatory Information “ section, which takes you 

to:

lntp://ww\v.art.conVacn/Dublic-aft'airs'.>nid--<>700

Select a state on map and select “Residential”

Under the company “AT&T Communications of the XXX.... select “Learn More” under “State

Guidebooks/Service Guides” which takes you to:

hup:,V’wwvv.scrviccauidc.at t.coin;’ACS/cxi'index, din
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Select “State Specific Service Guides" on the left

Scroll down to “Offers No Longer Available to New Customers”, and select “more” at the bottom and 

you will then see expanded list of grandfathered plans '

Scroll down to AT&T In- State Overlay or AT&T IntraLata Overlay OR AT&T IntraLATA Overlay II, 

select plan, and a new page opens up,

Select the Plan again, a new document opens up

Scroll down to bottom of document, in the last paragraph (usually) it talks about state rates (for de-tariffed 

states), select the “information” link, new screen opens up

Select desired state

BUSINESS TARIFF OR SERVICE GUIDE FOR THE “ALL IN ONE” PLAN AS WELL AS 

OTHER BUSINESS PLANS

From www.att.com 

Select “About AT&T” tab

Select “Service Publications” in the “Public Policy and Regulatory Information” section, which takes you 

to:

httD:.<'/ww\v-att.coin/'gcnr!public-alVairs?ni<.l-9700 

Select a state and then select “Business”

Under the company “AT&T Communications of the XXXX...., select “Learn More” under “State tariffs”

Select state again 

Select “Services”

Under “Custom Network Services”, select “the Price List”,

On “Price List” page, select either Section 10 or “AT&T All in One Service” Only one of these will be 

available. If “AT&T All in One Service” is available, go to Section 10 within the document.


