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SUMMARY

Although the Commission's Access Charge Reform Order will reduce the access

charges paid by interexchange carriers by hundreds of millions ot dollars, the
interexchange carriers seek additional rate red:ictions that would turn what was supposed
to have been a revenue-neutral access rate restructure into an even larger net revenue loss
for the local exchange carriers. The Commissi wn <hould reject these efforts. No
commenter has demonstrated any error in the wuv that Bell Atlantic proposes to
implement the Commission's access reform rules '+ the Commission nonetheless decides
to put the tariffs under investigation, it should ~rotect ratepavers and local exchange
carriers alike by adopting a true-up mechanisr thar would correct the etfect of rates that
were either too high or roo low during the perid o the investization,

Bell Atlantic correctly calculated the ¢t - f line ports that will be shifted from

]

the Local Switching category to the Commor ! ine category N\ commenter
demonstrated any errors in Bell Atlantic™s cor aloulations While AT&T complained

that there were wide variations in the percentoves Hne port costs among the carriers.

are the praduct of numerous tactors.

the Commission anticinated such variations, v arch

such as differences in the mix of switch tvpes he imounts paid tor switches and other
equipment, the dates switches were nstalled  nd 'Fe number o lines served by cach
switch. The commenters are wrong in arguin s the the 1FC S <boald have applied therr

percentages of line ports per switch times the unoant of revenues in the Local Switching

basket. The methodoines that Bell Atianne  of - Conent o th the Commission's rug



that exogenous cost changes in general. and thes2 ranges in part:cular, should be based

on cost.

Bell Atlantic also demonstrates herein that it correctly calculated the costs to be
removed from the residual transport interconnection charge and that it properly
reassigned the transport interconnection charge revenues to transport rates that were

deaveraged by zone.

Bell Atlantic’s development of tandem <switched transport rates is consistent with
the Commission's rules. Bell Atlantic properl. tdenritied the costs of tandem trunk ports
and SS7 based on studies ot actual booked cos:s MCT's argument that Bell Atlantic

should have shifted costs to these categories bused - n tandem revenues rather than costs

is contrary to the Commission’s findings in the Access Charge Retorm Order. MCT's
complaint that Bell Atlantic had relatively larce S87 costs in the tandem switching
category fails to recognize that Bell Atlantic has denloved SS7 exclusively at tandem
switches. while some other LECs have deplowo 1~ 7 atend ottices, which puts their 887
costs in the local switching category. MCT e woren s areuine that Bell Atdantic should
have accounted tor the impact of eliminaung  be ortect of the unary rate structure by
submitting a cost study  In response 1o MCL jue-nions about now Bell Atlantic
calculated the eftect ot chiminating the umitar -~ structure. Bell Atlantic has imcluded

-

additional information 1 this filing on the evpect o rovenue shitts,

The commenters are wrong in their hasic sssumption that the number ot multline
business end user comon iine charge < ~should ne have changed o this

filing. The Commission’s decision to establ oy e FEOT 1o ISDN-BRI hines affecteu




the count of multiline business EUCLs. which ~revously included ISDN-BRI lines. The
commenters are also wrong in assuming that the count of FUCLs should equal the count
of presubscribed interexchange carrier charges P10 s The Commission's rules do
not require the LECs to apply EUCLSs to official hnes. emplovee concession services, or
Feature Group A lines. but these lines should he assessed a PICC since they are
presubscribed to interexchange carriers.

Bell Atlantic has demonstrated that the dat: nits tantt review plan are accurate
and fully supported. The commenters have presented no hasis for investigation of the

January 1. 1998 tariff revisions.



Before “he
FEDERAL COMMUNICA TTONS COMMISSION
Washington. M J0554

In the Matter of I

Support Materials for Carriers to File to
Implement Access Charge Reform
Effective January 1, 1998

REPLY COMMENTS OF BELL ATLANTIC!
In its Tariff Review Plan “(TRP™ tiling Be'l Atlanuc demonstrated that its
December 17, 1997 tanft filing will correctly  mplement changes in the access charge

structure that the Commission required in the Access Charge Retorm Order.? Contrary to

the impression given bv some of the interexchange carriers. who seek hundreds of

millions of dollars in additional rate reductior« ¥ access retorm was intended to be

! The Bell Atlantic telephone companies « “Bell Atlantic ™ are Bell Atlantic-Delaware.
Inc.; Bell Atlantic-Marviand, Inc.; Bell Atlarve-Sew lersev. Ine . Bell Atlantic-
Pennsylvania, Inc.: Bell Atlantic-Virgima. [re @ Bell Atanue-Washington, D.C . {nc..
Bell Atlantic-West Virginia, Inc.; New York Uclenhone Company: and New England
Telephone and Telegraph C ompany.

- Access Charge Retorm. 7 Comm. Reg P& 209 ¢ 9097~ Access Charge Reform
Order™).

" As aresult of the Commission's deciston 1o -hafl substantial revenues from usage-
based charges on carriers to tlat-rated charges on end users. together with reductions
associated with the change in allocation of venerad support facilities costs and the

disallowance ot equal access costs, the interoxchange carriers will enjoy substantial rate
reductions in the January 1. 1998 waritt rev o on e the Bell vilantic region alone.

carrier charges will viechine by about $247 0 b

FR



revenue-neutral for the local exchange carriers  The Access Charge Reform Order

generally required a shitt from usage-based charges on carriers to more cost-causative
tlat-rated charges on end users and carriers. Rates are to be calculated so that the
revenues from the new and increased rate elements equal the revenues removed from the
reduced rate elements. Bell Atlantic desires neither a windfall trom rates that are too high
nor a shortfall from rates that are too low The 'nterexchange carriers, however. seek
additional reductions through greater shifts ot - cst- "o end users and through unilateral
rate reductions by the local exchange carriers  The * ‘'ommussion should reject these

efforts.

The interexchange carriers urge the Commussion to suspend and investigate the
tariff filings, hopeful that they will be able to «-btain refunds it any individual rate
elements are later found to be excessive. (yiven the magnitude of the rate changes that
will be made in this filing. and the uncertaint+ . oncerning how new rate elements such as
the presubscribed interexchange carrier charges and the higher rates tor second lines will
be applied. there is a possibility that revenues unde- the new rate structure will be higher
or lower than expected The Commission shovid o1 expose the LECs to retunds for
charges that are later determined to have hees toc fneh without providing a mechanism

for recovering revenues from rates that are lore- ferermined 1o have been too low.

[f the Commission believes that the tartt. Jhould he mvesngated. it should
approve the tanff filinus as temporary rates inder Section 2040b)y, subject to true-up at a
later time that would cure previous over-rec: « v oor shorttalls through going-torward

rate adjustments. To e extent that the irue o~ o e dhoved the Tocal exchange



carriers to recover previous shortfalls. it would nat onstitute retroactive ratemaking,
because the Commission would have put ratepas er- sn notice that “rates being

promulgated are provisional only and subject tc fater revision. ™

For this reason. the Commission should mak« 1t clear at the outset that a true-up
may be implemented at a later date both for rates that are oo high and too low. This

would protect the interests of both the local exchanyee carriers and thelir ratepayers

L Bell Atlantic Correctly Calculated Its Line Port Costs.

AT&T and MCT urge the Commission ' 1 i« ostigate the amount of Hine port costs
that Bell Atlantic and other LECs removed fro~1 the * ocal Switching category and
assigned to the Common [ ine categorv.™ They arvse that Bell Atiantic (1) did not
provide adequate cost support for the percentages ! switch costs identified with line
ports; and (2) incorrectly applied the percentages ot “ine ports to the amount of switching

costs, rather than to the amount of Local Switcing ~evenues  Neither point is valid.

With regard to the first argument. Bell vienoc provided oxtensive details
concerning its calculation of line port costs » “te v data that AV T&T questions are the
mmput values for the percentages ot swites cos - Fore oo Hwith line ports ineach
state. As Bell Atlantic explained in the Descrer - md Bistitieanon accompanying the

Tarift Review Plan. Bell Atlantic derived its norcenrage of line port costs from the output

+ Columbia Gas Transmission Corp. v. FFRC <031 24 701 797 (D.C. Cir. 1990).
3 See AT&T. pp. 6- 11 MCL. pp. 2-6

" See TRP D&J.pp 19-21 Workpapers 1202 o0 O Port 7 2N & 28,



of the Bellcore Switching Cost Information Syutem "SCIS™), which produced unit
investment data for each tvpe of switching technology ™ AT&T argues that Bell Atlantic
has not justified the use of SCIS for this purpose. and that the Commission should not
allow the local exchange carriers to use “internal proprietary. and non-verifiable™ cost
studies for rate-making purposes.® This is a rec herrng. Any development of switch port
costs will involve proprietary data at some level such as the prices the local exchange
carriers pay for switches Bell Atlantic and oth.r Tocal exchange carrters have used SCIS
for over 10 vears to develop unit cost studies toth tor tarift filings and for internal
purposes.’ SCIS develops actual costs based ¢n the »xisting network and verifiable
booked costs. The Commission’s staft, and third parties that signed confidentiality
agreements, examined SCIS extensively in the operr network architecture proceedings. 't

After almost two vears ot study, including revizw hv independent auditors. the

" The percentages of line port costs are shewn e state in Workpapers EO Port-2N &
2S.Jine 2. AT&T argues that the Commission should require the LECs to justity and
document. by switch tyne and manutacturer. "he imvestments that they included in the

percentages of line port ¢costs. Attachment A nron s des this information. which consists ot

the output of the SCIS model.
SAT&T. pp. 6-7

Y AT&T complains that some LECs remored insufticient line port costs from the
lLocal Switching category. because thev used SIS to generate :ncremental line port
costs. AT&T, p. 8. This criticism does not applsy 5 Bell Adanuc. which used SCIS to
allocate actual. booked switch costs to line pors

Network Architecture \ccess Tarifts, 70 2o 32600 e oar Bur, 1992,




Commission found SCIS to be “fundamentalls ~ound 77 AT&T has not demonstrated
why the Commission should go through another investigation of SCIS, or why the model

should be excluded from the ratemaking process

AT&T argues that the variations in the percentages of line port costs among the
local exchange carriers raise questions about their accuracy - However. as AT& T
concedes, the Commission expected the percentage- ot line port costs to vary among the
local exchange carriers due 1o differences in the 'vpes of switches that they have
deploved.’® These variations also retlect factors such as the amounts paid tor switches
(which is affected by the dates that switches were deploved and the discounts that each
local exchange carrier was able to negotiate). the amounts ot original equipment and later
add-ons, the costs of installing the switches, and the number »f lines per switch. For
these reasons, the percentages of line port costs ~hould be expected to vary between
companies, and between states, even where the nereentages ot switch types are the same.
Such variations. standing alone. do not otfer a hasi tor eriticizing the local exchange

carriers’ cost data.

The commenters” second argument 1s t1at tre percentages ot local switching costs

that Bell Atlantic removed trom the Tocal Swochen s catevory were too small hecause

'l See Open Network Architecture Tariffs ot Bell Operaung Companies. 9 FCC Red
440 (1993), para. 82. [n contrast. the validity 7 the proxy cost models cited by AT&T 1s
stifl at issue, and the Commission has not toure o ot the existing models to be usable
for any purpose.

128ee AT&T. pp. H-1

M See id. . p. 10,



Bell Atlantic (and the other local exchange carriers: applied the percentages of line port
costs to their Local Switching revenue requirement~ rather than to the amount of revenues

in the Local Switching basket.'* However. the Access Charge Reform Order and the

Commission's rules require the local exchange carriers to use costs, rather than revenues,

to remove line port costs from the Local Switching hasket. T'he Access Charge Reform

Order requires the local exchange carriers to remove line port ¢osts from Local
Switching, so that these costs can be recovere” tron the Commeon [ine category on a
cost-causative basis.!> Section 69 306(d) state~ that line-side port costs shall be assigned
to the common line element. Section 69 137 <:ates “hat the costs ot ISDN line ports and
the line ports of similar services that exceed the cowrs ot a basic. analog line port shall be
recovered through a separate end user charge. “None of these rules refer to the removal ot
revenues in excess of costs. Furthermore. using revenues to shitt line port costs to the
Common Line category would be inconsistent with the wayv that Base Factor Portion
costs. and the EUCL rates that will be based o them. will be developed in subsequent
annual access taritf filings. That is. the 1.1:Cs must ise Part A4 rules to forecast costs tor
the Base Factor Portior. which will now mclude rre port cost o caleulate the

subscriber line charge.

If there 1s one pomntwhere we agree vorn o commenter its that the

Commission should clanfy as soon as possible ard hetore the lanuary 1 tarifts hecome

W See AT&T. pp 1112, Exhibit AL MCT on




effective, whether it intends to change its polic. and require the local exchange carriers to
use Local Switching revenues to shift line port costs to the Common Line category. If the
Commission were to decide at a later time thar the local exchange carriers should have
shifted more costs out of Local Switching, the nurchasers of Local Switching services
might seek refunds. despite the fact that the local exchange carriers would have charged
less than thev should have from the Common ! ine categorv  The Commission should
avoid exposing the local exchange carriers to ~ich rotential labihties by deciding at an
carly date how it wants 1this exogenous cost chinge 1+ be made. [n addition, the
Commission should put the parties on notice thar it t decides at 1 later time that local
switching rates should be reduced, it will allow the 7 FCs to true-up both local switching

rates and flat-rated end nuser and carrier charge- o «orrect anv previous misallocations.

II.  Bell Atlantic Correctly Calculated The Residual TIC.

A. There Is No Need To Recalculate The Residual TIC.
AT&T argues that Bell Atlantic did not conply with paragraph 237 of the Access

Charge Reform Order. which requires the loc: t exvonange carrier- 1o make exogenous

adjustments to the price cap indexes it it now npeors that they nirgeted too much of the
X-factor to the residual T1C in the Julv 1197 a0 cess tantt revi-ions. ' There was no
need for Bell Atlantic o recalculate the targening 1 the T1C The residual TIC in the Bell
Atlanuc region is tar lareer than the amount o1 b N-tactor reductions that were

incorporated in the Julv 1 1997 tariffs. Thertore ditferences hetween the amount of

In See AT&T p. v



facilities-based costs that were estimated in the Julv | tariffs and the actual amounts in
the January 1, 1998 taritfs and later filings are not siznificant enough to require any
reversal of the X-factor amounts that were targeted 1o the TIC. To prove this, Bell
Atlantic has included as Attachment B the worksheets proposed bv AT&T on page 29 of
its comments. These worksheets show that thar ther: was no excess targeting ot X-tactor

reductions to the TIC in the July 1 tariffs "

B. Bell Atlantic Properly Apportioned Marketing and Central Office
Equipment Maintenance Expense Exogenous Cost Changes To The
Residual TIC.

AT&T argues that Bell Atlantic did not properly apportion its exogenous cost
changes for marketing and central office equipment maintenance expenses between
service related and non-service related portiori« ot the residual T1C, because Bell Atlantic

did not use the TIC as it existed prior to July * 1997 '8 However. the Commission did

17 AT&T states that BellSouth was the onlr * L0 that properly applied its remaining
tacilities based portion ot the TIC to be reallocated inits CAP-1 | n 690 figures. and that
Bell South was the onlv [LEC to use the same tigure in its Workpaper for facilities-related
costs and in CAP-1 Ln 690, See AT&T . pp 27 AT& ! also claims that Bell
Atlantic north did not make a calculation of the <ervice-related costs remaining in the
[1C. See id.. Exhibit I AT&T is simply wrong  Uhe calculation of the service related
costs in the TIC was displaved in Workpape: Ve TIC tor both Bell Atlantic North and
South. The amounts shown on line S of this vorkpaper. $15.°77 846 and $29.638.812
for Bell Atlantic North and South respectivel. are the same amounts shown on the CAP-
I forms. Line 690 for the North (NXTR filiny ent+ on the C AP-| form) and South
(BATR filing entity on the CAP-1 form). Beit Arantic South 1so tiled state junisdiction
specific CAP-1 forms tor the purpose ot displaving adjustments 10 the End User charges.
but the amount on [.n %90 is for the Beil Atliny ~owth regron and is displaved on the
total regional (BATR *iling entitv) form

S See AT& . pp 2

A



not instruct the local exchange carriers to calcuiate the cost shift retroactively. Rather,
the Commission required the local exchange carriers 10 make these exogenous cost
changes to remove the costs currently remaining in the trunking basket.1® AT&T's only
point is that a local exchange carrier might not have 2nough revenues in the non-service
related residual TIC to remove a sufficient amunt o+ these costs  This 1s the same
argument that AT&T made regarding targeting of the X-tactor. Thatis, AT&T claims
that the local exchange carriers should show th it the amount of the X-factor reductions in
the July 1. 1997 tariffs left enough revenues ir the residual TIC to allow for removal of
service-related costs as well as marketing and . entri office equipment maintenance costs
from the TIC in the January 1, 1998 and later t*ling~ - As Bell Atlantic showed above.
there are more than enough residual revenues 11 Bel Atantic’ s January 1. 1998 residual
TIC to allow removal of all service-related cos<i< as wvell as marketing and central office

equipment maintenance costs.

AT&T also argues that Bell Atlantic Jid not remove both marketing and centrai

office equipment maintenance costs trom the ''( Phere 15 no hasts for this clatm. The
amount of marketing expenses that Bell Atlanti: womoved from the TIC category is set
outin its filing.”* Bell Atlantic removed these v directly from the TIC because the

"y

19 See Access Charge Reform Order paras 277 323

0 8See AT&T.n 25 76,

-~
2

2 Seeid. p. 32

W

=2 See Form Supp-1 NG2.page 1 line 2



Commission required the focal exchange carriers t¢ remove marketing expenses only
from services that were not provided directlv 1. end asers.=' The amount of central office

equipment maintenance costs that Bell Atlantic removed from the Trunking Basket is

shown in the filing.2* A portion of this amount was removed tfrom the TIC,

corresponding to the change to the TIC service hand index upper limit that resulted from
the exogenous adjustment to the Trunking Basket  The exogenous adjustment for COE
maintenance costs was made at the basket leve hev juse these costs have been allocated
to. and will be removed from. all services in the hasker Accordingly, the COE
maintenance exogenous adjustment is shown 1 the 1ling as part of the total
“undesignated” costs that were removed trom the runking basket * As with any
ordinary exogenous cost change to the entire basker the TIC receives a portion of the
basket change based on its relative revenues.

C. Bell Atlantic Properly Applied Reallocated TIC Costs For Local
Transport Rates That Were Deaveraged.

AT&T argues that Bell Atlantic miscaculated the exogenous cost adjustments
associated with deaveraged transport rates 2+ poragraph 727 o the Access Charge
Reform Order, the Commission required anv ¢! vchange carrier that had deaveraged

its transport rates in the nast to remove i am ' epresenting the higher costs of serving

2 See Access Charge Retorm Order. para

24 See Form Supp-1'XG2. page 2. line ST
= See Form Supp-1 N2 line 519

o See AT&T.pp 2 33




lower-density areas from the TIC and to shift these costs to its ransport services. AT&T
does not dispute the amount that Bell Atlantic -emoved from the FIC, but it argues that

Bell Atlantic should not have reassigned these ‘osts entirelv to zone 2 and 3 rates.

AT&T is incorrect. The Commission mnstructed the [ ECs 1o “reallocate
additional TIC amounts to facilities-based transport rates. retlecting the higher costs of
serving low-density areas ™7 Accordingly. Be't Atlante assigned these costs to the high
cost. low-density zones 2 and 3. AT&T wants the © »mmission e require the LECs 1o
assign a pro-rata share of these costs to the low vost high densuty zone 1. This would be
fundamentally inconsistent with the Commissian'~ coal of developing cost-causative
rates. Raising the service band limits for low < ost zreas would require the LECSs to
recover the costs of serving high cost areas from customers in low cost areas. This would

not reflect the way that costs are incurred. and i+ would not enhance the ability of the

LECs to develop market-hased rates.

III.  Bell Atlantic Correctly Calculated The Shift In Costs To Tandem
Switched Rates.

MCT makes several arguments that Be'! \rintic incarrectly developed its rates
associated with tanden «witched transport. = “.cpc oS areuments has mert

First. MCT argues that the LECys shov o b e removed the costs of SS7 and

tandem switch ports tfrom the TIC as a nercer e of “extant” tindem switching revenue

<" Access Charge Retorm Order. para 27

-4 See MClL pp. 7-



requirements (the amount originally included i1 1997 as a result of the Local Transport
restructure, as adjusted for subsequent change: in the price cap indexes). in the same way
that the LECs calculated the shift of tandem switching costs from the TIC.2? However,
the Commission specifically stated that a LEC" should remove the “extant” tandem
switching costs from the TIC on the basis of *the percentage of 11s total original TIC that
represented the 80 percent reallocation of its tander switching costs when the TIC was
created.”™ In contrast. the Commission did not preseribe a retroactive method ot
removing the costs of SS7 and tandem trunk ports from the T1C 7 Absent specific
instructions from the Commission. the normal rile « to use current costs to calculate
exogenous adjustments ' Since the purpose - ! these exogenous cost changes is 1o
develop cost-causative rates for SS7 and tandem trunk ports. it 1s appropriate to use actual

current costs as the starting point.

Second. MCI complains that Belt Atlantic South attnibuted a relatively high

proportion ot its tandem switching revenues * » tandem trunk ports.®® MCl argues that

= See id.. pp. 7-8

W See Access Charge Reform Order. par:

M See id.. paras. ' 74 217

28ee, e.g.. 1997 Annual Access Tariff | bng. CC Docket No. 97-149. Memorandum
Opinion and Order. FC'C 97-403 (rel. Dec. 19475 paras 123-28 (OB&C): 1993 Annual
Access Tanff Filings 'Y FOC Red 6277 11007 waras 44.46 i General Support

Facilities).

See MCLLpp. 8-



Bell Atlantic made two errors; (1) Bell Atlantic 1sed costs subject to separations, rather
than interstate costs; and (2} Bell Atlantic base 1 11~ + osts on the cost of a DSO port rather
than the more cost-effective DS1 ports. Neither of these statements 1s correct. Bell
Atlantic derived tandem trunk costs by multiplving the non-separated unit cost of a port
by a demand factor that was multiplied by the ~ercentage of interstate usage. This was
done to develop an exogenous cost change onl- for *he interstate portion of tandem trunk
ports. Second, Bell Atlantic started with the co~ts o+ a DST port. and then divided 1t by

24 to develop a cost per-DS0 equivalent trunk <o thit it could apply rates on a DSO basis.

Third, MCT argues that Bell Atlantic has overstated the SS7 costs, because SS7
costs are a greater percentage of tandem switching r>venue requirements for Bell Atlantic
than for other LECs.** However. MCI provides no fata to back up its claims. The
Commisston should note that Bell Atlantic’s SS7 percentages a (9 percent in the north
and 23 percent in the south, tor a combined percentage ot 1617 are not out of line with
the percentages of the other LECs.3¢ For example SBC calculated SS7 as 16 percent of
total tandem revenue requirements in Arkansis evas and Calitornia.’” Moreover. the

amount of SS7 costs i the tandem category il + v hased on the number of tandems.

H8ee MCI, p. 10

% See Workpaper STP. total lines 3 divides by bines |

¥ §S7 costs are shown in Workpaper ST s 190 percent of tandem costs in Delaware
because Delaware 15 served by the Philadelpnia tandem and the only tandem-related

costs in that state consist ot SS7 equipment

VU See SBC D& xhihit 1)



the costs ot the tandems . the extent of SS7 deplovment. and the Jocation of the signaling
transfer points (end office vs. tandem). Bell Atlantic has aggressively deployed SS7
signaling, and it has deploved all of its SS7 signaling transter points at tandem offices.
Where other carriers deploved their SS7 equipment at end oftices. the costs of this
equipment will appear in local switching rather than in tandem switching, and 1t will not
be removed from the TIC * In addition. the percentages of SS7 costs will vary
depending upon the size of the area served by n 887 signaling ransfer point. For this
reason, the SS7 percentages can and do varv seonitivantly from stite to state even within

the Bell Atlantic region

MCT also claims that Bell Atlantic did not explain how it derived its SS7 costs. ™
This is incorrect. Bell Atlantic explained that 1 identified SS7 signaling transter point

investments at the tandems through the use of *quipment Category Numbers for cach
study area for a representative sample month. “ovember 1996 1 These investments were
divided by the total Category 2 tandem investments for the same month to derive
percentages by state. which were then applied b total 1096 tindem revenue

requirement (adjusted tor other changes 1o be mplemented on Linuary 1, 1998) 1o derive

the tandem revenue recuirements attributable + ~~7 No commenter alleged any error in

this methodology.

% For example, US West has deployed 30 percent of their SN7 investment at end
otfices. and Cincinnati Bell removed no SS7 o osts trom the 110 because all of 115 8S7
cquipment has been deploved at end oftices See S West D& po 14 CBT D&J p. 7

" See MCL.p 10
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Finally, MCI complains that Bell Atlantie provided no cost support for its
estimate of the revenue eftect due to the eliminatior »f the umitary rate structure.*! No
cost support is necessary  Elimination of the unitarv rate structure will affect revenues,
not costs. When the [.LECs eliminate the unitar- rate structure on July 1, 1998. access
customers that are currently paying a per-minute per-mile rate for tandem switched
transport. based on the distance between the en.f ottice and the serving wire center. will
pay somewhat higher rates under the three-part fandem switched rate structure. This will
increase the LECs’ revenues, but not their cosr hecause the underlving facilities will
remain the same. Accordingly. Bell Atlantic used data from the Carrier Access Billing
System database to estimate the revenue change that will occur when customers
purchasing tandem switched transport under the unvary rate structure begin paying the
three-part rates.#2 Attachment C provides additional support for Bell Atlantic’s estimate

of the impact of eliminating the unitary rate ortor

IV. Bell Atlantic’s Demand Calculations Are Correct.

A. Bell Atlantic Did Not Improperly Reduce Multiline Business EUCL
Counts.

AT&T argues that Bell Atlantic shoul f ne have reducee the number of multiline

business end user commaon tine CEUCT 7 co it rom the feve’ m the 1997 Annual

0 See Tariff Review Plan Description an - usiitication, pp. 2930,
HSee MCLop. 11

12 See Workpaper % CTIC

i,



Access Tariff Filing.*3 This is incorrect. ['wo factors required changes to the number of
multiline business EUC! s First, Bell Atlantic had v change the categorization of [ISDN-

BRI lines. Currently, Bell Atlantic charges the multiline business EUCL to business

customers that purchase ISDN-BRI lines Under the Access Charge Reform Order, these
lines will now be charged the ISDN-BRI FUCT “ ccordingly. Bell Atlantic reduced
the base vear multiline business EUCL count b the imount of ISDN BRI lines
purchased by business customers.*> Second, B Avtiantic had to change the number of

multiline business EUCI s charged on ISDN-PR™ Iines  In the Access Charge Reform

Order. the Commission decided that the | ECs houid apply a new EUCL to these lines
that is no more than 5 times the multiline busiress  UCL rate 4 Prior to July 1. 1997,
Bell Atlantic-North charged 23 or 24 multiline ~usizess EUCLs on ISDN-PRI lines. The
shift to an equivalent ot S EUCLSs on ISDN-PRI lines reduced the 1996 multiline business

EUCT count by 401.045  This also accounts t +r the ner reduction in total EUCLSs noted

by AT&T 47

HSee AT& T, pp 3°-136.

+ See Access Charge Retorm Order. para 1

15 See TRP D&J. p. 41, Bell Atlantic reduced the multiline business EUCL count by
1.199.097 in the north and by 2. 141,196 in U oo oh oy aeeount tor the removal of ISDN -
BRI business demand

0 See Access Charve Reform Order. par

7 See AT& 1. p. 30



