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I

Southwestern Bell Communicutions Services, Inc. P.U.C. of Texas No. |
d/a Southwesiern Beil Diwznce Original
mwmmm Page 56
" d/va Pacific Befl Long Distance
da SBC Long Distanos -
gg$§1=?Jmahuuuuauunemmaunaunq 2000
Pogitus Rivd. __ Issued: %

Pleasarvon, Califocnin 94558 Bifevtive: ngl&m

1.1 This Twiff contains the descriptions, reguistions, and vetes applicabls to intrasiate
intexLATA wad intrasize IntalATA wlscommupioations Servio offiwed by
SBCS with peintipal offices losmed ot 5350 W. Las Pogitas Eivd., Plessamton,
Californis 94588, Servics is firmished fir comnumications that bolk originate snd
termingte «t polats within the State under terms of this Taslff., The Compeny
operatas as & reselley, Unisss otherwise tndiomed in this Twriff, Service is
svailabls om a stxtewide bagis,

212 The Compmy shall not be desned to heve waived or impairext smy right, power,
requitwonst or opticn reserved by this Tkl (iacluding, without limivation, the
right to demand exact compliance with every term and conditien herein), by virtee
of any cusiom or practice of the Company at varianoe with the terms heveof, or
wﬁh“gmdc“bm-ydﬁmﬁw
or 1 insis wpon exast compliapce with ity teyms, or myy waiver, forbearance,
delay, fuilore or omsission by Compwny % cuxuise sy right, power or option
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dﬂﬂlﬁknlt:;g:ﬁLﬁ::fE:::};:::ﬁ:ﬂ“""n'; PU.C. of Tems No. |
} m!«lﬁmumh : Original Page 156

* Issued: 7. 2000
Plessaron. Californin 04588 Hftre R Lo, oy

L

SECTION 3 - DESCRIPTION OF SWITCHED SERVICES
34 Outbound Sexvicss-Swinhed Avcem

341 MTS

MTS is m inteslty long disamecs Sexvice availzbls 0 Customers soven (7) days
per wesk, twentyofour (24) hours per day, 365 deys par yesr, With MTS, calls
are criginated Sram oher then & public or semipubic coie tlephons. The desired
tciephous ouober e disled, the cail is compiessd without Ge assistoce of a live
or axoumend apetwicr, snd the call is oot billed 1o & sumber other then the .
origheting sgber. Calls origiomse on switched faeilities mevided by LECS,
CLECs or mslesined access providers. MTS is sniishbie ta Residentisl Cuslomers
wnd Buoxives Crwtomery that prassbouride 0 the Compuny for loug disance
Savios. H s Customer presubscribes © the Compeny fx the provision of
owtbound Jong distance Servics and does s select ons of the Company's optiont
fwice plans, the Compaty will provislen MTS Service on the Customes’s initial
order for Savies. I & Residetial Cosomer sbaceibes © the Company's
intersate Astrmatic Savings Piro, the Conypuny will provislon MTS Scrvios for
mtrminte calfing. Charges sre usage sensithe ad vary by dey-of-ewek and time-
of-day. Calls wo billad in oos (1) micuwe iococcnents, with § minimwen csll
cration. of ene (1) mimme. Pan and off peak rwtes apply. The pesk tate period
15 8:00 .. 10 but 50t including 5:00 p.s., Mondey Gromgh Friday. The off-pesk
reis period la ol other thnes. The off-pesk raes spply on the ollowing holideys:
New Yew’s Day, Indepandence Day, Lsbor Duy, Tiuskegiving Dey, end
Christes Day. With MTE, thewe is n0 misimmm monthly billing. Calls billed
wder this Servise offering Will not qualify for promotional rates.
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SECTION 3 - DESCRIPYION OF SWITCHED SERVICES
34 Outbound Scrviceo-Switched Acoess (comtimued) '

343 Consmmer Omthound Services (continued)

U w
.. m_“... i
b ﬂwm :
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Suubwestarn Ball Comnzmications Services, lng, PU.C. of Texas No. 3
db/a Sonthwasers Bell Distance -

&% Nevsda Bl Loog Disere Octyionl Page 163
dMa Pcific Bell Long Distance

dﬂﬂhl!BC:Lﬂlqgg:rlln.

ggaem. ﬁu-uwum

Pt :!lel : m Tspand; JI!!"TU%

343 Coosumer Outhomnd Services (eoutimed)

(O) Stmple Salutions (continned)
A MMhMMwmbm

S If the Customer cmosls the Simple Scolutions ssrvics of en affilisted
LEC, the Company will swiomatically move the Customwr o the
optional oalling plas, Long Distnce, which s deseribod in Scotios
343 (A) of tis Tslff. The ratv change vill ke affce on the dute -»
the Service is moved © Loog Distasce,. -

£  Custouss subsoribing to Simple Solutions mey puschase m optional
math-t0-mooth 2,500 Block of Time. Custopuss ssbearihing w this
Simple Solutions Niosk of Time option pxy s monthly recurring
charge for up %0 2,500 of cns pitw (1+) Direcs-Disied outhound
insersinie epd/or tetmsinte MOU thet criginate fiom a fioe
prosubsoribed 1o the Compeny. Additional eistes are charged ot the
Stazple Sobutions per taines e Unused mimios may not bs casvied
forvd © Seitee months, -
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(A) :ﬁ;ﬁ: 300 Mizwtes is = cusiom combingtion owthoumd end culling
distanse optiosn] grivieg plan. This optiosml calling is
ndﬁ:w&'“w Mnnhnh’l:d
Acems distance natwork apd Toqumt 10 be provisioned
wder 1his optional pricing ples. .

(B) Cuososams or Eud Users can aooems the Sexvics by disling 1 + the arvs code
+ the colled telophone svmbar. A Resldential Coitorasy may subscelise
Bockof Time: 300 hamis for the provision of both inseastete TaaneL ATA.
and ittt JutralATA calling. The Customer wuy sles subscelde 0
Block of Time: 300 Mizuies for the proviiion of isesteie Iz ATA,
colling end mimt wothr compmy fiw the povision of intrastste
InLATA calfing.

(C) Fora pecified monthly tecmring charge, the Comtwmer secefves 2 spacific
smowns (Slark) of time fox placing (T) ane phus (1+) Disest-Disied outhound
ealls thes erigiosy Sem & Sue prasbeceibed to the Congumy wnd (2) fally
suiorneted exliing cadd calle sauf bilting thoss calls to the Proprietery Calling
Capd - Optica ). Opsestor Toll Assistamce onlls originuing from
prabpceibed fnes are aot focluded in the bleck of ime. Opezsmoe Told
Amistmce calla. other tum fhlly muscnmted calls hilled 15 ths Propriemry
Ceiling Cord - Option 1, sve ot inciuded fu the black of tie. The per call
clanges shown in Section 4.1.) (B)2s of tis Taiff spply t> oll fully
L“mﬁﬂﬂdw&mmcd-m
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Southwestern, Bell Cometamiestions Services, A
4/o/a Southwestern, Bell Lang Distanes foe. Pu&iﬁﬂd
d/%/a Nevada Bell Long Distance

* (/b/a Pacifie Bell Loag Distance
mncu-.vp:-e
gg?31=?; President - Gensnl Counsel and Secyetary ,
Pleassnton, Callfoenia 93388 ntunzégﬂgzmo

38.1 Block of Thos: 300 Minutes (continued)

(D) Foramanthly securzing chesge, the Costorner ressives & 300 MOU (block)
of intravtate and/or isterstate aue plus (1+) Dirset-Disled calling mod weags
sxoermed fom fAully someted calling card calls billed 1 the Proprictery
Cailing Card - Optice 1. All weags in exoeas of the selvcmd block of time
will be billed at a fixed rase por niinnte. Ses Sestion 4.8.1 of this Taeiff fix -
the par mivams rxts afier the Hock of ticec hes besp weed. The Custooasr
may caly ssbscribe t©© one block of time per BTN, Amy mizmtes not used

) in & billing cycle will not be caried over to the oext billing cycie. No
' -crudi will be given for any wswsed minoies.

(E) For Cumomers slsn subsceibing % Favorite Number, Pavewits Nomber 2,
acd Pavoris Number 3 pasumst W Section 3,43 (B) of this Tariff, al)
MOU sppliceble 0 the sloctad WIN(s) will nox depiste (e, be
scoummiaed in) the Cusomer’s block of thue. '
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Southwestesn Bell Compmmications Services, Inc. P.U.C, of Texas No. |
d/t/a Soutirwesann Bel) Distance

. &bl Nevada Bell Loag Distamcs Origtnsl Fage 212
- /s Pacific Bell Long Distamce

dAva SBC Loog Diswnce
Brace Ramsey, Vice Prosident - Ganseal Counsel and Secretayy
5850 W. Las Positas Binid Issuact: July 7. 2000
Flensaston, Califtenis M308 Effective: July 10, 2000

SECTION 4 - SWITCHED SERVICES RATES AND CHARGES
44 Outhound Serviess-Switched Accam
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The mte is $0.09 par mismtc,
(B) Fovorite Numbes, Favorite Number 2, and Favodiie Number 3 .

1 The pwr mimue sate is $0.06,
2 The optional 2,500 Blook of Thne monthly recsring s is $150.00.
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Southwesiern Bell Communications Services, Inc. P.U.

5850 W. Las Positas Rivd. Issued: July 7. 2000
Pleassnion. Californie 54588 Effectdve: July 10, 2000

SECTION 4 - SWITCHED SERVICES RATES AND CHARGES
43 Custom Connuner Servicey

4.8.1 Block of Time: 300 Minutes
The monthly recurring charge is 318,00 per BTN for 5 300 minate block of titne
for intrastate snd interstate calling. The rate ix $0,06 per minute for all oathound
intrastate calls completed sftee the 300 mizmtc block of time hes been wsed. For

fully sceommsd calltag eurd calls billed to the Propristazy Calling Card - Option .
1 sfter the 300 mingte block of timae hea been used thy rate is $0.08 pey mimans.

482 Texas Unlimited
The monthly recurring chargs is 339.95 per month,

0G0229
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Commsnications Servicss, Inc. P.U.C. of Texas No. 1
d//s Southwesermn Bell isoce
 &wa Nevas Bel Long Disocs , Octpinel Fage 224
mmuy@'ﬂu "
Brucs Ramatey, Vice Prasident - General Connsel snd Secretary
5850 W. Las Positas Biwl. Dssuad: July 7, 2000
Plessurson, California 4SE2 Effeative _Jaly 10, 2000

11.2.3 If the Customer remaits 2 subserfber of the Long Dinaoe oprional pricing plan
for sinety (90) days followiny the start of service dete, the Casiommer will receive
fincty () free minstes of wes. The Comomer quatifies for the five usage
begitming wirh the Cistomser’s 4tk billing cycle, For each mouth for theee (3)
vonsecutiva months, Costomens peticipedng in this prossoiional afferiag will not
be billed for the S thirty (30) oms phus (1+) Disect-Dinlod inserstam sud/or
imrastate MOU. AR WINs under the BTN witl axommise towards the five
minates, Tl leogth of the initial avel adaitionsl periods for the 1+ Dizoct-Dinjed
outhound calls is the sune as Seotion 3.4.3 (A).3 of this TwilY. ¥ the Costomnr
fails © e thirty (30) izt of ous plus (1-+) Dizect-Dinjed fosprotass and/or .
{nasae uaage I 3 given monsly billing period, 20 cvedik is castied forward to
the next morghly billing peciod.

11.2,4 If the Customer swiaches i optiopsl calling pisn before the benefit period
expires, the Customer will no longer receive the beuefity offeved undey this
promotional offering. 1f a Customer camcels Scrvice before the benetit period of
this promotion expires, 20 promogional benefic will be given to the Castomer on
the Cussomaer's firal favoion. '

060335
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Southwestarn Bell

W‘NI Cﬂuﬁd.nhn&ﬂhu.h. P.UC a!'na’s.'r:o.né
@&/b/a Neveda Bail Long Distance ¢

/o/s Pacific Bell Long Distanvs

d/b/a SBC Long Disance -

Bruce Ratueey, Vics President - General Coxcesl and Secrutary

5230 W. Las Posites Bivd, Issued: July 7, 2000
2000

Plestamon, Culifenla Ge508 Effactive: Juty 10,

11.11.1 The sign up period for Promotion #14 & July 10, 2000 dyough Augest 31,
2000. Thix promotion is only availsbis 0 Residentinl Cosomers locased in the
Sz of Texag who respond ® & telamarketing cavpeign snd request ®
participate in this prometiopsl offeeing. Orders for e aptional calling plas,
Lovg Distance, st be scivased by Sepistuber 7, 2000,

11. u.nwa-unumnu—muu-nmmu -
" sigwp peviod will be aucumatioally given sisty (00) Ave mismtes of Uss as &
sign-up bowm. For each BAN, zew Applicants will ot be bitied for the fiest
60 qualified imervimse and tntrastate MOU in thele fimt A0 b cycle sfur
sobmxfbing i Loog Disscs.  Qualified MOU isciude omtbound (14) Disect-
Dinled MOU from prsscbucribed I, For existing Comossss subecribipg o
Long Distasce i the middls of & bilfing cycls, the promerios begins on the dey
the arder is processed. ‘The Chastonser' may receive ug 90 sixty (60) frec minoes
for the partial billing month, Up 10 sixy (60) fhes mivssns ase spplied 1 e
maxt full bllking cycle. All WTNs uader e RAN will saccomauixie wowands the
froe minuees. 1Y the Customer falls ©© nee the sinty (50) fe wiomes in & given
mouthly billieg pericd, 1o credit is ourried forward to the gext monthly billing
pwicd. This promotion camd b combined with sny other dowmestic

promotionsl offesing.

11.11.3 If te Costomer switches or canals i optional calling plan befxe the eod of
the flew full bill cysls, the Customer Wil culy reoeive the portion of the free
Mﬁumhwwbhuhwmphnhm
or changed.

11.11.4 If the Customer catcels Service befirs the firss fall U cycie smres, o free
minusts will b given t0 the Cumomer oa the Custonses’s fioal invoice.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the matter of

Application by SBC Communications Inc.,
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, And
Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc.
d/b/a/ Southwestern Bell Long Distance For Provision
of In-Region, InterLATA Services In Missouri

CC Docket No. 01-88
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Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Application by SBC Communications Inc.,
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company,
And Southwestern Bell Communications
Services, Inc. d/b/a/ Southwestern Bell
Long Distance For Provision of In-Region,
InterLATA Services In Missouri

CC Docket No. 01-88

REPLY DECLARATION OF MICHAEL R. BARANOWSKI
ON BEHALF OF AT&T CORP.

Based on my personal knowledge and on information learned in the course of my

duties, I, Michael R. Baranowski, declare as follows:

I My name is Michael R. Baranowski. I am Executive Vice President of FTI/Klick,
Kent & Allen, Inc., a subsidiary of FTI Consulting, Inc. (“FTI/KKA”). FTI/KKA is an economic
and financial consulting firm with offices at 66 Canal Center Plaza, Suite 670, Alexandria VA,
22314. A full description of my qualifications and experience is included in my declaration filed

with AT&T’s initial comments in this proceeding.

2. In that initial declaration, I demonstrated that SWBT’s Missour: UNE rates do not
comply with TELRIC principles. In particular, I showed that (1) SWBT’s cost studies largely
implement an impermissible “reproduction” approach to network design rather than the forward-

looking “replacement” approach to network design required by the Commission’s TELRIC rules,
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and (2) SWBT’s costs studies fail to comply with numerous other basic TELRIC principles.

Those TELRIC violations significantly inflate SWBT’s Missouri UNE rates.

3 The purpose of my supplemental testimony is three-fold. First, at the time that I
prepared my initial testimony in this proceeding, SWBT had not made electronic versions of its
cost models available to third parties. Since then, SWBT has provided certain files that it
purports to have relied upon in computing its Missourt UNE rates. However, as I explain below,
that information is incomplete, overly aggregated, and internally inconsistent. Second, I
demonstrate that neither SWBT’s common cost factor nor SWBT’s conduit sharing rate are
remotely TELRIC-compliant.  Third, in reviewing my initial testimony, I found minor
typographical errors in Table 2 and the description of the table that accompanied it. These minor

errors had no effect on my conclusions, but nevertheless should be corrected on the record.

L SWBT Has Failed To Provide Complete, Dissaggregated And Accurate Data And
Cost Models To Allow Interested Parties To Replicate And To Correct SWBT’s
Cost Studies.

4. SWBT has effectively prevented commenters from calculating the potentially
enormous impact of these TELRIC violations on its UNE prices by refusing to produce the
relevant electronic versions of its cost studies despite specific requests for them. See WorldCom
at 4-6. What little data SWBT has disclosed create more questions than answers. Those data

and spreadsheets are incomplete and are, in some cases, inconsistent.

5. First, the spreadsheets and document files provided by SWBT include no
underlying data to show how switching and other non-loop related costs were developed.
Consequently, like other parties in this proceeding, I was unable to replicate any of SWBT’s

non-loop cost studies or to determine the extent to which errors in those cost studies inflate
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SWBT’s recurring UNE rates. For instance, SWBT’s switching cost studies include investment
additives for additional switch hardware that the Missouri Public Service Commission Staff
criticized on the grounds that those additives are already included in SWBT’s Switch Cost
Information System/Model Office or elsewhere in SWBT’s cost studies. See Baranowski Decl. §
42. The impact of those plain errors cannot be fully assessed without full access to SWBT’s

switching cost studies.

6. Second, the files that were provided by SWBT are incomplete because they
include only summaries and descriptions of its cost studies, and do not contain the underlying
detail of data that SWBT used in its cost models. In fact, the spreadsheets and document files
provided by SWBT do not include even the sample survey of inputs that SWBT actually used in
its LPVST model to compute loop costs. Instead, SWBT provided an entirely different data set,
entitled “MO 1997 Inputs.xls,” which contains only summaries and averages of the outside plant
used by SWBT to compute loop costs These data are not sufficient to meaningfully replicate
SWBT’s cost studies or to measure the extent to which errors in SWBT’s cost studies inflate
UNE-loop rates. For example, as I explained in my initial declaration, SWBT’s actual sample
survey replicates the inefficiencies of the embedded network by incorrectly assuming that the
feeder and distribution cable sizes in place today are reflective of the forward-looking efficient
cable sizes. See Baranowski Decl. § 13. The summaries and averages provided by SWBT do not
provide sufficient information to reproduce SWBT’s cost studies using the correct forward-

looking cable sizes to determine the full impact of this error.

7. Third, the data sets provided by SWBT contain conflicting data, making it
impossible to replicate or rely on SWBT’s cost studies. For instance, there are unexplained

discrepancies between SWBT’s “CAPCS MO CASE T0-97-40” and “Missouri 96ACE”
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spreadsheets. SWBT claims that both spreadsheets use the Missouri Staff’s inputs, yet the two
spreadsheets produce conflicting outputs. For example, the annual depreciation factor for aerial
cable computed by the CAPCS MO CASE TO-97-40 spreadsheet is almost 3 percentage points
higher than that computed by the Missouri 96ACF spreadsheet. Similar discrepancies exist for
each of the individual asset accounts included in the SWBT cost study. And there is no
explanation for these discrepancies contained in the documentation provided by SWBT (the

“CAPCS DOCUMENTATION. DOC file).

1. SWBT’s Missouri Common Cost Factor and Conduit Fill Factors Are Not
TELRIC-Compliant.

8. In my initial testimony, I explained that SWBT’s common cost factor of 16.47%
is unreasonably high, especially when compared to SWBT’s common cost factors in other states
(10% in Kansas and 13% in Texas). In fact, SWBT’s Missouri common cost factor is based
entirely on SWBT’s pre-1996 Act monopoly level of common costs and is, therefore, not

reflective of the forward-looking common costs that an efficient provider would incur.

9. Moreover, the method used by SWBT to compute its common cost factor for
Missouri is flawed. In particular, there is a fundamental mismatch between the way SWBT’s
16.47% common cost is developed and the UNE costs to which it is being applied. SWBT
calculates the common cost factor as the ratio of common expenses to total expenses (which do
not reflect return on forward-looking investment).! The resulting common cost factor, however,
is applied to UNE costs that do include a calculated return on the forward-looking investment.
The result 1s that denominator of SWBT’s common cost factor is too small (and therefore the

factor is too large), relative to the UNEs to which the factor is being applied.
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10. This mismatch could have been avoided by developing a common cost factor that
accounts for rate of return on forward-looking investment (as do the UNE rates to which the
common cost factor is applied). One way to do this is by generating a common cost factor that is
the ratio of common costs to revenues.” Revenues, unlike expenses, include an implicit return on
forward-looking investment and would thus produce a factor that is consistent with the UNE
costs to which it is being applied. As I explained in my initial testimony in this proceeding,
recent analysis applying these methods show that the common cost factor should not exceed 8%.

See Baranowski Decl. ] 32.

11 SWBT’s assumed conduit fill factor also violates TELRIC. As WorldCom
witness Christopher Frentrup demonstrates, SWBT’s cost studies assume an unrealistically low
percentage of conduit sharing. Specifically, SWBT assumes a scant 0.09% of its forward-
looking conduit investment will be shared with other utilities. SWBT apparently bases this
estimate on its historical conduit sharing experience in Missouri, a methodology which is clearly
inconsistent with forward-looking principles and TELRIC. A proper forward-looking approach
would, at a minimum, account for the fact that a new local telephone entrant in Missouri would
seek out opportunities to share both existing and planned underground structure as a means of
controlling forward-looking investments. The Commission’s Synthesis Model recognizes this
fact by assuming that underground structure sharing will occur in all but the most sparsely
populated areas. In particular, for areas where the lines density is 100 to 200 per square mile, the

Synthesis Model assumes that 15 percent of underground structure investment (which, in

! Total expenses generally include common costs. Therefore, common costs are subtracted from
total expenses before computing this ratio.

2 .
Total revenues generally include common costs. Therefore, common costs should be

subtracted from total revenues before computing this ratio.
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Missouri, are generally conduits) is borne by others. In the highest density zones, the Synthesis
Model assumes a 45 percent sharing rate for underground structure investment. Indeed, the
average underground sharing rate assumed by the Synthesis Model for SWBT Missouri is nearly
40 percent. SWBT’s .09 percent conduit sharing assumption is, therefore, completely out of line

with that used by the Commission’s Synthesis Model.
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1I1. Correction to the Declaration of Michael R. Baranowski, Table 2.

12 Inreviewing my initial testimony in this proceeding, I found a typographical error
in Table 2 of my testimony and the paragraph that explained it. In particular, the two negative
signs in the last column of Table 2 of that testimony were placed before the wrong numbers. My
analysis of Table 2, however, was based upon the correct values that should have been reflected
in that table. Thus, the typographical errors in Table 2 have no impact on the ultimate
conclusions in my initial testimony. Below, is a corrected version of Table 2 and the paragraph

that followed.

Table 2. Comparison of SWBT Relative UNE Switch Usage Rates to Relative FCC Synthesis
Model Switch Costs

SWBT State Amount By Which Missouri | Amount By Which Missouri UNE Costs
UNE Rate Exceeds Rates In Differ From Those in Other States
Other States
Texas 60.8% 20.6%
Kansas 45 9% -2.6%
Oklahoma 3.0% 5.5%
Arkansas 35.8% -0.4%

As Table 2 shows, switch costs for Kansas and Arkansas are below those in
Missouri (by 2.6% and 0.4% respectively). However, SWBT’s Missouri switch rates exceed
those in Kansas and Arkansas by 45.9% and 35.8% respectively. And although the Texas switch
rates are lower than those in Missouri by 20.6%, that does not account for the 60.8% rate

differential between Missouri and Texas.
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I, Michael R. Baranowski, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is

true and correct.

Michael R. Baranowski

Executed on Maylﬁ 2001.
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the matter of

Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern
Bell Telephone Company, And Southwestern Bell
Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a/ Southwestern Bell
Long Distance For Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services In Missourti

CC Docket No. 01-88

DECLARATION OF WAUNETA B. BROWNE
ON BEHALF OF AT&T CORP.

I, Wauneta B. Browne, declare as follows:

1. My name is Wauneta B. Browne. I am employed by AT&T in its Law and
Government Affairs organization as Director of Oklahoma Regulatory Affairs, a position I have
held since January, 1999. In this position, I am responsible for directing AT&T’s regulatory
activities in the state of Oklahoma.

2. I began working for Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (“SWBT”) as a
Clerk in the Outside Plant Department in 1978. In June, 1980 I transferred to SWBT's
Marketing Department as a marketing representative. In that position I was responsible for
selling and maintaining equipment and network service provided to SWBT's governmental,
educational, medical and commercial customers.

3. In December 1983, I transferred into AT&T's External Affairs organization
where I have held different positions with responsibility for various regulatory activities in the
states of Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas and Arkansas. During this time I have overseen the

managing of tariff filings, access related activities and the development and interpretation of
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regulatory policy as it applies to AT&T. The purpose of my declaration is to explain SWBT’s
unbundled network element (“UNE”) rate regime for Oklahoma that resulted from SWBT’s
successful joint application for long distance authority in Kansas and Oklahoma.

4. SWBT’s Kansas/Oklahoma Application initially relied upon very high recurring
and nonrecurring UNE rates (“O2A rates”) that were not TELRIC compliant.® After this fact
was clearly demonstrated by DOJ and numerous other commenters, SWBT submitted an Fx
Parte Letter which indicated SWBT’s intention to rely on new, “Promotional Rates,” in its
Oklahoma/Kansas Application” These Promotional Rates, however, also violated fundamental
TELRIC principles and contained numerous limitations that, for many areas in Oklahoma, left
the initial O2A UNE rates intact. These deficiencies in SWBT’s Promotional Rates were well
documented by the numerous commenters, including AT&T. Less than 30 days before the
Commission’s deadline for acting on SWBT’s Kansas/Oklahoma Application, SWBT submitted
yet another set of revisions to its UNE rates to the Commission. In a December 28 Ex Parte

Letter,* SWBT promised further to lower certain recurring and nonrecurring UNE rates and to

' Joint Application by Southwestern Bell Long Distance for the Provision of In-Region,
Interl ATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217 (filed October 26, 2000)

(“Kansas/Oklahoma Application”).

? See Memorandum Opinion and Order, Joint Application by Southwestern Bell Long Distance
for the Provision of In-Region, Interl ATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No.
00-217, 9 72 (released January 22, 2001) (“Kansas/Oklahoma Order”).

3 See Letter from Edwardo Rodriguez, SBC Director — Federal Regulatory, to Ms. Magalie
Roman Salas, Secretary, Joint Application by Southwestern Bell Long Distance for the Provision
of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217 (November
28, 2000); see also Reply Brief of Southwestern Bell In Support of InterLATA Relief in Kansas
and Oklahoma, Joint Application by Southwestern Bell Long Distance for the Provision of In-
Region, InterLATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217, at 22-24
(December 11, 2000) (indicating SWBT’s intention to rely on its Promotional Rates in its
Section 271 Application for Oklahoma).

* See Letter from Geoffrey M. Klineberg to Ms. Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Joint
Application Southwestern Bell Long Distance for the Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services



FCC CC DOCKET NO. 01-88
DECLARATION OF WAUNETA B. BROWNE

remove certain restrictions contained in the Promotional Rates which applied to both SWBT’s
Oklahoma recurring and non-recurring UNE rates.

5. All parties, including AT&T and the Commission understood that those
discounts — the Promotional Rates and the December 28 Ex Parte Letter rates — both would be
applied to SWBT’s O2A UNE rates. Indeed, the Commission relied on this very fact in granting
SWBT’s Kansas/Oklahoma Application:

[w]e have serious doubts as to whether the permanent rates set
forth in the O2A are at TELRIC-based levels. Nevertheless, we
conclude that the presence of the promotional rates for many of the
UNE-P recurring charges together with the additional reductions
to loop charges outlined in SWBT’s December 28 Ex Parte Letter,

provide competitive LECs with rates that are within the range that
a reasonable application of TELRIC principles would produce.

Kansas/Oklahoma Order § 73 (emphasis added).

6. My correspondence with SWBT’s Oklahoma Area Manager of Rates and Tariffs
(“Area Manager”) further confirms that SWBT also understood the consecutive discounts to be
cumulative. Within the last month, I contacted SWBT’s Area Manager and inquired whether the
Promotional Rates and the rates contained in SWBT’s December 28 Ex Parte Letter had all been
imported into SWBT’s O2A pricing amendment. The Area Manager confirmed that all of the

discounts had been incorporated in the OZA.

7. However, the O2A rates contained in SWBT’s May 4 Ex Parte Letter’ did not

appear to reflect all of these discounts. Upon further review, I determined that all of the

in Kansas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217 (December 28, 2000) (“December 28 Ex Parte
Letter”).

* See Letter from Geoffrey M. Klineberg to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, Application by
Southwestern Bell for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Service in Missouri, CC Docket No.
01-88 (May 4, 2001) (“May 4 Ex Parte Letter”).
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discounts had not, in fact, been incorporated into the O2A. 1 called the Area Manager again to
ask why all of the discounts were not reflected in SWBT’s O2A as she had indicated in our
earlier conversation. The Area Manager explained that she had been mistaken and that the O2A
would reflect only the loop price differences because, in SWBT’s view, those are the only rates
that the Commission had required SWBT to incorporate into its O2A. Nevertheless, the Area
Manager assured me that AT&T would be permitted to take advantage of the most favorable

rates contained in both the Promotional Rates and in SWBT’s December 28 Fx Parte Letter.

8. Following this conversation, I sent an email (attached hereto as Exhibit 1) to the
Area Manager to confirm our conversation. I specifically asked SWBT’s Area Manager whether
AT&T could apply both sets of discounts — the Promotional Rates and the discounts in SWBT’s
December 28 Ex Parte Letter - to the O2A. T also provided a specific example to illustrate my
question. SWBT’s area manager confirmed that the rate discounts contained in the Promotional

Rates and in the December 28 Ex Parte Letter both could be applied to SWBT’s O2A UNE rates.

9. In that email, I also pointed out that SWBT’s Promotional Rates, as posted on
SWBT’s website, do not reflect the removal of certain limitations that SWBT purported to lift in
its December 28 Ex Parte Letter. See Exhibit 1. The Area Manager assured me that SWBT “has
no intent to apply any [of those limitations],” id., and that “it is clearly understood [that SWBT]

will not apply any [of those limitations].” /d.
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10.  In sum, any analysis of SWBT’s Oklahoma UNE rates should reflect the
discounts from the O2A rates that are contained in both the Promotional Rates and in the

December 28 Ex Parte Letter.
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I, Wauneta B. Browne, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and

correct.

_ééayf__ﬁﬁe»«k

Wauneta B. Browne

Executed on May /6, 2001.
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Browne,Wauneta B - LGA

From: MORRIS, HELEN C (SWBT) [hm6713@sbc.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2001 9:14 AM

To: Browne,Wauneta B - LGA

Subject: RE: Oklahoma IA UNE Pricing

You are correct on the first issue, As I stated yesterday, it is something
that will have to be communicated to the correct individuals and I will
gladly assist when the time comes. I have discussed this with Mary Marks and
she agrees. On the second, the Alt Reg Amendment, our Agreement at the FCC
pertained to the intent of the applying the thresholds. It is my
understanding that we did not revise the Alt Reg Amendment because the Alt
Reg Amendment was a result of an Oklahoma Order and we cannot just revise
the language based on our agreement at the FCC. I have discussed this with
Mary and we have no intent to apply any thresholds to the Alt Reg Plan. We
felt that because the line threshold language is in the Alt Reg Appendix as
a result of the Transition Plan that was a result of an Oklahoma Order we
could not just amend that language, since it was separate from the FCC
Docket. But, it is clearly understood we will not apply any thresholds. I
would be the one tracking them and I am not.

Helen Morris

Area Manager-Rates & Tariffs
Phone: 405-291-7767

Fax: 405-278-4338

E-mail: hm6713Q@okmail.sbc.com

————— Original Message-----

From: Browne,Wauneta B - LGA [mailto:wbrownefatt.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2001 6:13 PM

To: MORRIS, HELEN C (SWBT)

Subject: Oklahoma IA UNE Pricing

Helen,

Thanks for calling me back today and walking me through the CLEC website. I
have a couple of follow up questions that I would like to get clarification
on from you. From our conversation today my understanding is that if AT&T
as a CLEC adopts the O2A Schedule of Prices for UNE dated 12/28/00 that
contains the lower December 28, 2000 ex parte non recurring rates and then
amends the AT&T/SWBT interconnection agreement that contains the 02A
schedule of prices with the Appendix Oklahoma Alternative Regulation
Transition Plan, then AT&T will be able to obtain both the lower monthly
recurring rates contained in the Alt Reg Appendix and the lower non
recurring charges contained in the O2A schedule of prices. An example of
this would be the 2-wire Analog Loop to Collocation Cross Connect. Under
the Alt. Reg Appendix the monthly recurring rate is $1.58 and the
non-recurring rate is $40.33 for first, $31.34 for additional. Under the
02A schedule of prices the monthly recurring rate is $2.10 and the
non-recurring rate is $30.25 for the first, $23.51 for additional. Under
this example my understanding of SWBTs intent is that AT&T would be billed
$1.58 on a monthly basis for the 2-wire Analog Loop to Collocation Cross
Connect and $30.25 for the NRC first, and $23.51 for NRC additional. Is
this correct??

I am still concerned regarding how SWBT's systems will know which rates to
charge when AT&T has both the O2A schedule of prices and the Alt. Reg
Appendix, but I wanted to make sure that I understood SWBT's intent before I
send our negotiation team back to the table with the SWBT negotiators to
figure out how this works. Your assistance in helping clarify this is
appreciated.



My second guestion 1s regarding the Appendix OK Alt. Reg. Transition Plan -
Attachment A. In the December 28, 2000 ex parte filing with the FCC SWRBT
stated: "In addition to the discounts described above, SWBT also agrees not
to implement provisions of the line-threshold limitation for Oklahoma
exchanges that are defined in section B(4) (b) of the Oklahoma Alt Reg

transition plan. See Cause No PUD 990000613 (Nov. 29, 1999). Because the
line-threshold limitation will not be implemented, SWBT will also not
implement the reporting provisions of section B(6)." When I review the Alt.

Reg. Transition Plan on the SBC CLEC website, that document still contains
the line~threshold limitation located at A(4) and the reporting provisions
at A(6). Can you help me understand why this language is still in the Alt.
Reg. Plan Attachment A? How can AT&T amend its contract with SWBT with an
Alt. Reg. Transition Plan - Attachment A that does not contain the
line-threshold language?

Since I advised my negotiation team that we did not need to amend our
contract with the Alt. Reg. Transition Plan due to our prior conversation it
would be helpful to obtain a response from you on these questions as soon as
possible so that I can have our negotiations teams begin discussing
implementation. If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Thanks in advance for your assistance.

Wauneta Browne
816-995-4606



