RECEIVED

DEC 2 11992

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS CUMMISSION
OFFICE (F THE SFCRFTARY

ORIGINA
Before the f?LE

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Amendment of the Part 69 Allocation CC Docket No. 92-222

of General Support Facility Costs
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AMERICAN TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

Pursuant to Section 1.415 of the Commission's
Rules, American Telephone and Telegraph Company ("AT&T")
hereby replies to the comments of other parties in
response to the Commission's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

("GSF Notice") in the above-captioned proceeding.l

Virtually all of the commentors support the
Commission's proposal to revise Section 69.307 of its
Rules, so as to eliminate the over-allocation of general
support facilities ("GSF") costs to Special Access and

Transport, and thereby obviate the need to establish a

Expanded Interconnection with Local Telephone Company
Facilities, Report and Order and Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CC Docket Nos. 91-141 and 92-222,

FCC 92-440, released October 19, 1992 ("Interconnection
Order" and "GSF Notice," respectively). A list of
parties filing comments in this proceeding, with the
abbreviated designations used herein, is attached as

Appendix A.
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ListABCDE




non-cost-based "contribution" charge.2 As GSA (p. 3)
points out, because "I[bly their very nature, investments
in general support facilities are attributable to all
services . . . . [nlo service should be exempt, and no
service should bear a disproportionate share of GSF
costs."3 Ameritech (pp. 2-3) confirms that "[i]ln a
competitive environment, it is extremely important that
services are burdened only with those costs that are
economically attributable" to it. This is because, as
Bell Atlantic (p. 2) observes, a rule "which misallocates
a significant amount of costs sends false signals to the
market," creates an unwarranted "price umbrella" that
encourages uneconomic competitive entry,4 and "is
inconsistent with the Commission's stated policy of

allowing marketplace forces to drive prices closer to

Of the twenty-two parties filing comments, twenty
parties affirmatively support the Commission's
proposal, and only the D.C. PSC opposes it. MFS (p. 4)
states that the Commission must "determine whether the
proposed rule would serve the public interest better
than the existing one does." For the reasons shown
above, the Commission's proposal to remove the
disproportionate allocation of GSF costs from Special
Access and Switched Traffic-Sensitive will further the
public interest.

See also AT&T, p. 3, n.5; MCI, p. 2; MFS, pp. 2-4;
NECA, pp. 2-3 ("strongly supports" the Commission's
proposal because by assigning some GSF costs to Common
Line, it will help to reduce the high Traffic-Sensitive
revenue requirements of smaller LECs); NYNEX, p. 2;
Pacific, p. 2; Rochester, pp. 5-6; SNET, p. 2; SWBT,
pp. 4-5; Sprint, p. 1; JSI, p. 2; USTA, pp. 2-3; U S
WEST, pp. 3-4; United, p. 3.

See also, e.g., Rochester, pp. 5-6.




cost." Cost-based pricing of access services is also
required to promote efficient use of LEC access facilities
by IXCs. The Commission's objective of fostering cost-
based access prices would be undermined if the LECs
implemented more cost-based access prices but at the same
time required customers to pay an additional non-cost-
based "contribution" charge to compensate the LECs for a
continuing misallocation of costs under the Commission's
Part 69 Rules.5
Several LECs point out that, due to the current cap
on subscriber line charge ("SLC") rates, the majority of GSF
costs that would be shifted to the Common Line Category as a
result of the rule change would have to be recovered via
increased Carrier Common Line Charges ("CCLCs"). These
carriers suggest that the Commission should consider
increasing the SLC because, as a flat-rate charge, the SLC
reflects the non-traffic sensitive, dedicated nature of

subscriber lines, whereas the usage-sensitive CCLC does not.6

AT&T, pp. 4-6.

See, e.g., CBT, p. 4 (suggests raising the residence
and single line business SLC to $6.00); GTE, p. 5
(suggests raising the residence and single line
business SLC to at least $4.50); NYNEX, p. 4 (suggests
a waiver of Section 69.204 of the rules to allow LECs
to impose a $.35 surcharge on the residential and
single line business SLC pending evaluation of further
SLC increases); Rochester, pp. 6-7; SWBT, p. 8
(recommends consideration of a SLC increase in an
overall review of access structure); U S WEST, p. 5
n.16 ("recommends that the Commission's proposed change
be implemented by increasing end user charges").



AT&T supports the LECs' suggestion that the Commission take
steps to increase the SLC so that the additional costs
assigned to the Common Line Category could be recovered in a
more cost-causative manner.

Only one party, the D.C. PSC, opposes the proposed
revision of Section 69.307 because it fears that an increase
in the level of the SLC would adversely impact telephone
subscribership levels within its jurisdiction.7 As ATET
showed in its Comments (pp. 6-7), on a national level,
telephone subscribership has not been adversely affected due
to introduction of, or increases in, the SLC. 1In all events,
existing programs such as Lifeline Assistance and Link-Up
America are designed to ameliorate the impact that SLCs may
have on the ability of certain households to afford basic
telephone service by providing targeted subsidies to those
households. These programs address the concern raised by the
D.C. PSC and thus are the appropriate vehicle for resolving

this issue.

D.C. PSC, p. 2.
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WHEREFORE, the Commission's proposal to modify
Bection 69.307 of its Rules to properly align GSF costs with

the access elements sghould be adopted.

Respectfully Submitted,
AMERICAN TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

Francine J.[ Befry
David P. Copdit
Judy Sello

Its Attorneys

By

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3244J1
Bagking Ridge, New Jersey 07920

Decembay 21, 1992



APPENDIX A

LIST OF COMMENTORS

American Telephone and Telegraph Company ("AT&T")
Ameritech Operating Companies ("Ameritech")

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies ("Bell Atlantic")
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth")
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT")

Public Service Commigsion of the District of Columbia
("D.C. PSC")

General Services Administration ("GSA")

GTE Service Corporation ("GTE")

GVNW, Inc./Management ("GVNW")

MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("MCI")

MFS Communications Company, Inc. ("MFS")

National Exchange Carrier Asgsociation, Inc. ("NECA")
NYNEX Telephone Companies ("NYNEX")

Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell ("Pacific")

Rochester Telephone Corporation ("Rochester")

The Southern New England Telephone Company ("SNET")
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company ("SWBT")

Sprint Communications Company ("Sprint")

John Staurulakis, Inc. ("JSI%)

United States Telephone Association ("USTA")

U S WEST Communications, Inc. ("U S WEST")

United Telephone Companies ("United")
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I, Karen Mitchell, certify that on this 21ist day
of December, 1992, a true copy of the foregoing "Reply
Commente of American Telephone and Telegraph Company" was

served by first claee mall, postage prepaid, upon the

v/l

aren Mitchell

parties on the attached list,




Floyd S. Keene

Michael S. Pabian

Ameritech Operating Companies
Room 4H76

2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL. 60196-1025

Michael D. Lowe

Lawrence W. Katz

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
1710 H Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

William B. Barfield

Richard M. Sbaratta

Rebecca M. Lough

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Suite 1800

1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Carol J. Schroeder
Director-Separations

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company
201 E. Fourth Street, 102-37

P. O. Box 2301

Cincinnati, OH 45201

William D. Baskett, III

Thomas E. Taylor

David S. Bince

Frost & Jacobs

2500 Central Trust Center

201 East Fifth Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

Daryl L. Avery

Paul B. D'Ari

Public Service Commission
of the District of Columbia

450 Fifth Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20001

SERVICE LIST

Dennis Mullins

Vincent L. Crivella

Michael J. Ettner

General Services Administration
18th & F Streets, N.W, Room 4002
Washington, D.C. 20405

Richard McKenna, HQE03J36
GTE Service Corporation

P. O. Box 152092

Irving, TX 75015-2092

Gail L. Polivy

GTE Service Corporation

1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington,D.C. 20036

Kenneth T. Burchett

GVNW, Inc.

P. O. Box 230399, 97281-0399
7125 S.W. Hampton

Portland, OR 97223

Gregory J. Darnell

Manager, Regulatory Analysis

MCI Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20006

Andrew D. Lipman

Russel M. Blau

Swidler & Berlin, Chartered

3000 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20007

Attorneys for MFS
Communications Company, Inc.

Cindy Z. Schonhaut

Vice President-Government Affairs
MFS Communications Company, Inc.
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007



Richard A. Askoff

National Exchange Carrier
Association, Inc.

100 South Jefferson Road

Whippany, NJ 07981

Patrick A. Lee

William J. Balcerski

New York Telephone Company and
New England Telephone and
Telegraph Company

120 Bloomingdale Road

White Plains, NY 10605

JoAnn Goddard

Director, Federal Regulatory Relations
Pacific Telesis Group - Washington
Suite 400

1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

James P. Tuthill

Betsy S. Granger

Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell

140 New Montgomery St., Room 1525
San Francisco, CA 94105

James L. Wurtz

Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell

1275 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Josephine S. Trubeck

General Counsel

Rochester Telephone Corporation
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

Linda D. Hershman

Vice President-External Affairs

The Southern New England
Telephone Company

227 Church Street

New Haven, CT 06510

James E. Taylor

Richard C. Hartgrove

John Paul Walters, Jr.
Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.
1010 Pine Street, Room 2114

St. Louis, MO 63101

Leon M. Kestenbaum

H. Richard Juhnke

Sprint Communications Company
1850 M Street, N.W., 11th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas J. Moorman

General Counsel

Regulatory & Industry Affairs
John Staurulakis, Inc.

6315 Seabrock Road
Seabrook, MD 20706

Martin T. McCue

Vice President and General Counsel
United States Telephone Association

900 19th Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20006

Lawrence P. Keller

Cathey, Hutton & Associates, Inc.
Suite 286

3300 Holcomb Bridge Road
Norcross, GA 30092

Laurie J. Bennett

James T. Hannon

U S WEST Communications, Inc.
1020 19th St., N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jay C. Keithley

United Telephone Companies
1850 M St., N.W., Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036

Craig T. Smith

United Telephone Companies
P. O. Box 11315

Kansas City, MO 64112



