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46. Further, the RLSA Proposal will have a similar impact on Purple and CSDVRS. 

The following table compares Purple's and CSDVRS's costs to the recommended compensation 

in the RLSA Proposal: 

Figure 4: Proposed Impact on V.RS Providers41 

• 

47. The above table demonstrates that, by using a single, industry-wide rate for all 

three Tier 3 c.:trders, the RLSA Proposal is actually creating a scenario where only one carrier is 

actually profiting from providing VRS services at the highest volume tier. As one might expect, 

this \\'ou1d be disastrous not only to Purple and CSDVRS but to all VRS providers other than 

Sorenson. As one might conclude. this would exacerbate the existing dominance of Sorenson in 

the industry and could encourage monopolistic conduct. In short, the RLSA Proposal, if adopted, 

could be the first step (and perhaps the final step) toward destroying competition in the VRS 

industry. 

11 This table sho"'s only the Tier 3 rates compared to each provider's costs. While the VRS compensation 
rates in the RLSA Proposal are implemented in a "waterfall" fashion, the point is to show that on1y one 
provider has sufficient economies where they cou1d profitably provide service at the highest tier (meaning 
that Purple and CSDVRS would lose money for all minutes in excess of 500,000 per month. 

See, fable I. 
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E. There Is No Reason To Believe That VRS Costs Will Necessarily 
Continue To Decline. 

48. A fundamental concept behind the RL')A Proposal appears to be a belief that there 

is a "dow-nward trend in actual cost of service'' and that a projected increase in 2012 costs 

"'need(s) to be scrutinized closely for reasonableness.',.t3 As identified previously, there have 

been substantial unit cost decreases, on average, in the VRS industry. And, the larger the volume 

increases, the larger the unit cost declines. 

Figure 5: Comparison of Price Declines and Volume Increases 

• 

49. But, despite these overall declines, the RLSA Proposal also recognized "the 

substantial increase in communications assistants' cost'M projected for 2012. Again, while 

suggesting that these costs "need to be scrutinized closely for reasonableness''45 RLSA does also 

recognize that they arc within the range oflabor compensation increases, although on the very 

high end. I would agree that these costs should be carefully scrutinized but, at this time, there is 

no reason- or even suggestion- that these rcal~world cost increases are not accurate. 

44 

45 

RL')A Proposal at 3. 

Jd, at 3. 

RLSA Proposal a.l3. 
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50. The fact of the matter is that, while the VRS industry is characterized by having 

significant economies of scale, the industry is also characterized as having a very high labor-

related cost component. Tn fact, Purp1e's VRS employee costs conservatively constitute in 

excess of two-thirds of total cxpenses.46 If one to were to include Purple's other labor-related 

costs, including call-center contracted labor, advertising and marketing, outside services and 

professional fees and other associated costs, Purple's overall labor-related costs would be a much 

higher percentage of total costs. While there arc variations in labor costs, they undoubtedly and 

indisputably increase over time. And, because labor costs are the single largest cost (by far) of 

providing VRS services, the total unit cost of pl'Oviding VRS services are likely to increase, not 

decrease, over time absent increased volume and economics of scale. 

51. Of course, labor cost increases may be offset, or even more than offset, by 

productivity gains. Higher productivity gains may be realized in the event of new technologies 

or even efticiencies in performance. The 2007 Rate Methodology Order suggested that VRS 

experiences productivity gains of about 0.05% per year.47 In short, without the development of 

significant new technologies, it is reasonable to expect that VRS labor costs increases will 

exceed the productivity gains in any given year- again, absent an increase in volumes resulting 

in greater economies of scale. 

52. In short, there is no reason to expect that the VRS industry will experience cost 

declines absent overall growth in VRS volume resulting in greater economies of scale. And, 

while there may have been a reason to expect significantly greater economies in years past, with 

46 

47 

Employee costs include salaries and wages, payroll taxes and benefits paid to employees. 

2007 TRS Rute ,\,f,;thodology Order at, 47. 
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an average annual growth of 38% between 2005 and 2009,411 the average annual growth has only 

been about 3.0% over the last two years.49 There is no basis tor the belief that this will change in 

the near future. As such, there is simply no reason to envision that the VRS industry will 

experience a reduction in per-minute costs going forward and no evidence has been presented to 

support such a notion. 

53. While it is understandable that the Commission is frustrated by «the large 

discrepancy between actual costs and provider compensation in the face of substantial evidence 

that providers are receiving tar more in compensation than it costs them to provide service,"50 it 

is not fair to conclude that past ''projections that consistently overstate true costs and 

overcompensate VRS providcrs"51 are still true today. h1 fact, it would have been very difficult 

for VRS providers to accurately estimate the economies of scale they were to realize over that 

period. 52 This is not unusual in an industry characterized by rapid adoption of new technologies. 

However, once an industry ha<; experienced high-scale adoption, growth rates become more 

stabilized and predicable. Rather, the relatively small and steady growth in the VRS minutes 

today make it much more likely that providers can more accurately estimate their costs, and these 

costs are not likely to decrease in any significant way without the benefits of additional 

economies of scale. At the very least, the above analysis makes it clear that RLSNs suggestion 

that "the Commission could determine an annual reduction in the differences in Tier rates if the 

51 

52 

VRS industry minutes grew from 27.2 million in 2005 to 98.7 million inl009. 

VRS industry minutes grew from 98.7 million in 2009 to 104.8 mi1lion in 2011. 

2010 ZRS Rate Order at 1112. 

!d 

Tn (lrder to do so, each provider would have had to anticipate the growth in VRS minutes and their portion 
of that ovct-all growth. Such a dynamic market with such astronomical growth makes any forecast subject 
to numerous assumptions and uncertainties. 
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Commission finds that such a reduction is in the public intercst"53 would be inappropriate given 

the current nature of the VRS industry. 

F. The Commission Must Reevaluate Its Views For Calculating Cost..~ For 
The Establishment Of Compensation Rates. 

54. The FCC Public Notice seeks comments on "the appropriate treatment of capita] 

costs, rate ofrctum and related issues."54 Industry participants have widely supported the need 

for the compensation rates to compensate providers for all costs required to provide VRS 

services.55 These views are well founded and much supported. Should the Commission fail to 

reimbllrse providers for some reasonable level 56 of marketing. outreach and research and 

development, it follows that providers will not cover their costs. As various commenters have 

pointed out, failure to compensate for these real-world costs will necessarily lead to a number of 

negative consequenccs.57 

57 

RLSA Proposal at 7. 

FCC l'ublic ,Votiee, pg. 8. 

See, for e-xample, Comments oj.)(mmson Communicafiow, Inc .• March 9, 2012, pg. 40 ("Sorenson lvfarch 
2011 Comments'') and t"'SDVRS E"< Parte ,Votice, CG l)QC.ket Nos. 10-5l and 03"123, October 25,2012 
("CSDH<S Ex Parte Notice"). 

A reasonable level does not necessarily mean a per-minute com.pensaticm rate equal tor all providers. For 
example, a unitary compensation rate for marketing, (lUtreach and rcs.:arch and development will help 
perpetuate the market dominance of the current dominant provider. Assuming an equal per-minute 
compensation rate for all VRS providers and that Sorenson's currently has an approximately soo-i> market 
share, Sorenson would enjoy approximately 4 times tho marketing, outreach and research and development 
funds than all other industry players combined (or approximately ten times the next largest provider). 
Sorenson would then be able to spend ten times the amount of marketing dollars and invest ten times more 
on research and development than any other provider, thereby perpetuating a scenario where Sore-nson will 
continue to dominate the market, if not corner the market. The RLSA data suggests that approximately $38 
million is spent on marketing, outreach and research and development per year. These funds are necessary 
and should be disburs1.-d to VRS providers in a competitively neutral manner so as not to unreasonably 
distort the market 

See, tor example, !A."Claration of Michael L Katz, March 9. 2012, pg. 45 ("Kat::: A.farch 2(Jf2 Dedan.Jtion·') 
and CSDVRS Ex Parle Nolice, October 25, 2012. 
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55. Similarly, the industry has widely agreed that a traditional regulated rate of return 

methodology is inapplicable for the VRS industry. Sorenson has commented that "attempts to 

limit profits to a specific return on capital would grossly tmder-compcnsatc providers" because 

"[u]nlike traditional telecommunications services, which are capital intensive, the vast majority 

ofVRS costs stem from non-capital expenses.'"58 Sorenson further explains that "[i]n a service 

industry, the firm doesn't just pass through its labor costs; it earns a margin on those costs to 

reward it tbr assembling the labor pool and organizing it into a productive unit.''59 

56. The _RLSA Proposal fully supports the fact that using a traditional return on 

investment analysis would be catastrophic for the industry and each provider in the industry. 

The thrce"year weighted average return on investment, using the Commission's 11.25% rate of 

return adopted in 1990, is $0.0569 (less than six cents). When adjusted for taxes, this amounts to 

$0.0769 (less than eight cents). This accounts for only 2.3% of the industry-average cost 

strucrurc.(i() Assuming approxin1ately 100,000,000 industry-wide minutes. this amounts to a total 

annual industry-return of$7.7 million dollars on an industry with not only a capital investment 

base in excess of $50 million, but approximately $340 million in annual expenses. While these 

margins would not be attractive to any industry participants, the vast majority of these dollars are 

going to Sorenson, leaving very little tor the remainder of the industry. In short, a rate of return 

58 Reply Comments {if Sorenson Communications, Tnc., September 2, 2012, pp. 4-5 ("Sorenson September 
2010 Comments") and Comment~ o.fCSDVRS. 

Sorenson March 2012 Comments at 39. 

The specific rate ofretum h. simply not a very significant matter. By ;vay of example, reducing the rate of 
return by 113r·l, to 7.5%. wou1d reduce the calculated industry c<Jst by only about 2.5 cents. Similarly. 
increase the rate of return by 1/3'd. to 15%, would increase the calculated industry cost by only about 2.5 
cents. As such, whi1e it is important to allow industry participants to recover these c0sts, the more 
significant rate-setting issues revolve around propt.Tly 1.>stablishing rates that achieve the FCC's public 
policy objectives. 
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methodology for compensating VRS providers will simply not be attractive, will drive investors 

(and investments) from the market and harm the industry as a ·w:hole. 

57. While it is true that many business decisions arc made based on rate of return 

related to capital investment, this is not a primary driver in valuing an enterprise. Here, it is 

important to differentiate between investing capital (i.e., money) and capital investment (i.e., the 

capital, or fiXed, a<>scts of a firm). Rather, a business' primary objective is to maximize its 

enterprise or shareholder value. McKinsey and Company publishes a text on the valuation of 

enterprises entitled Valuation: Measuring and Managing the Value of Companies. ln this text, 

the authors note the following: .. The guiding principle of value creation is that companies create 

value by investing capital they raise from investors to generate future cash flows at rates of 

retum exceeding the cost of capital (the rate investors require to be paid tor the use of their 

capital). ,.til It is important to note here that the valuation of an enterprise is not tied solely to the 

return on capital investment (i.e., fixed assets) as limited in the Rollca report, but instead is tied. to 

the retum on the capital (i.e., doHars) raised from investors. This concept of providing a return 

on investors' money is important for the Commission to consider in this proceeding because 

investors will no longer invest money in this industry ifthose doilars are not generating returns 

and, as such, the FCC v1:i11 fail in achieving a competitive landscape. 

58. Given that shareholder value is tied to the discounted value of fi1turc anticipated 

cash flows, it is obvious that earnings are critical to the value of a company and investors' 

decisions arc, in turn, guided by these earnings. For this reason, one of the most widely-used 

valuation techniques is expressed as a multiple of earnings or a similar metric (such as earnings 

61 Kol1cr, Tim, Goedhart, Marc, and Wessels, David, Valuation: Measuring and Managing the Value of 
Qlmpanies, Fifth Edition. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Hoboken, NJ, 2010, Kindle Location Nos. 447-452. 
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before interest, taxes. depreciation and amortization or EBITDA) relative to the enterprise value 

for the firm. McKinsey's text on valuation goes on to note: 

Discounted cash flow (DCF) analysis is the most accurate and flexible method for 
valuing projects, divisions, and companies. Any analysis, however, is only as 
accurate as the forecasts it relies on. A careful multiples ana~vsis--comparing a 
company's multiples with those of similar cornpanies-can be u.,·eful in making 
such forecasts and the DCF valuatiom they generate more accurate. Such an 
analysis can help test the plausibility of cash flow forecasts, explain mismatches 
between a company·..,. perfiJrmance and those of its competitors, and support 
useful discussions about ·which companies the market believes are strategically 
positioned to creaJe more value than other industry players. li~ 

Tn short, there are many approaches that the Commission c-ould implement that would 

properly drive proper business incentives in the labor-intensive industry that does not 

have significant fixed assets. But, unfortunately, a return on fixed investment is not one 

of the methodologies. Whether forecasting cash flows, margins, EBIDTA. or utilizing 

mctrics and multiples, the most important decision is to send the correct economic signals 

to the marketplace- signals that encourage investment in new teclmologies. superior 

customer services, etliciency gains and competition. 

59. Moreover, of the numerous ways that the Commission can properly regulate the 

VRS market while achieving its public policy objectives. it is most essential that the Commission 

look toward an approach that continues to foster innovation and CQmpetition. By way of 

example, should the Commission move to an industry-wide cost as a basis of establishing the 

reimbursement rate tor VRS, Sorenson would undoubtedly reap wind tall profits and drive. most, 

if not all, competitors from the market. Doing so will help the Commission achieve the lowest 

VRS cost per minute and minimize the size of the flilld- but only in the ~hort run. In the long 

62 !d. at Kindle Location ;-.Jos. 5469-5474. 
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run, the industry, and the hearing impaired consumers that it serves, will sutler from marginal or 

nonexistent competition.63 

60. On the other hand, it is also true that efficient regulation necessarily needs to 

incentivize carriers to continue providing services as well as to improve its operations (improved 

services, lower costs. etc.). ln this respect, the Commission would be best served by creating a 

consistent and sustainable compensation regime that fosters effective competition, hampers the 

ability of a single carrier to dominate the market and rewards productivity improvements. This 

compensation regime could effectively be informed by historical costs but, as stated above, the 

rates must cover costs plus allow an earning potential that will drive enterprise value and mimic 

the mechanics of a competitive marketplace. 

61. Once established. the industry needs some measure of predictability in revenue 

streams in order to make informed decisions about long-term opportunities and make rational 

investment decisions. Sorenson, for example, has supported the concept of a rate cap.64 A rate 

cap is a perfectly rational and appropriate regulatory approach that helps ensure viable providers 

with proper incentives. And, it also establishes predictability in the fWld administration and size. 

However, the Commission needs to be careful that a price cap meehanism drives a competitive 

market. not a market that \Vill result in a single, dominant provider. As such, price caps must be 

both tiered ill manner that wilJ reward efficiencies toward a competitive market but provide a 

disincentive toward pursuing market dominance. This could be done in any number of ways. 

The Commission could set an absolute maximum minute threshold tor any single provider. The 

64 

Lack of competition is widely recognized as having numerous rcpcrcussions, including less innovation, 
poor service and inefficient operations. 

See. Reply Comments of Sorenson Communications, Inc., March 30, 2012 at 39. See, Reply Comments to 
FNPR.M on Structure and Practices of the Video Relay Services Program, March 30,2012 at 4. 
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Commission could establish a tier structure that, while providing revenue tor minutes above a 

maximum threshold. that revenue will result in reduced earnings for each minute in excess of the 

maximum threshold (i.e .• variable costs exceed per-minute revcnuc.s). The Commission could 

continue eliminating marketing. outreach and research and development funds at a given 

maximum minute threshold and redistributing those funds to competing carriers. The 

possibilities are endless. 

Ill. CONCLUSION 

62. At its core, the single most important issue the Commission needs to determine is 

if it wants to pursue a compensation regime that will promote a VRS market with multiple 

providers (and reap the benefits of competition) or iflt wants to promote a VRS market that will 

yield the lowest short-term c.ost (but lose the benefits of a competitive market). This single 

decision will drive much ofthe Commission's decision-n1aking. 
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64. While Sorenson may argue that such cost differences may be due to better 

management practices, such an argument is purely speculative and unfounded.65 .And, despite 

the ultimate reason for these lower costs; one fact remains the same and remains undisputable -

should the Commission implement a single, industry-wide rate. as opposed to a tiered rate 

structure, either companies such as Purple and CSDVRS will go out of business or Sorenson will 

reap a windfall profit perpetuating its market dominance. As a result should the Commission 

want to promote competition and the rewards there.of, it must adopt policies to level out the 

playing field so that no single provider dominates the market. 

65. Once the Commission makes its determination on how and if it wants to promote 

competition in the VRS industry, there seems to be unanimous agreement that it is imperative 

that the Commission adopt a compensation regime that best simulates the incentives in a 

competitive market and that rate-of-return regulation does not accomplish this goal because of 

the unique, labor-intensive nature of the VRS industry and the lack of significant capital 

investment. The best way for the Commission to do this is to focus on the bottom-line market 

driver- enterprise value, which is, in turn, driven by earnings. 

It is equally true t11at it would be impossible to argue that all diffcrcnc~s are entirely volume-based. But, it 
is beyond beliefthat the entire reason that Sorenson has costs less than one-half of those of its next two 
largest competitors is bf..-cause its management practices are that much better. 
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Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agrt?.ement between AT&T and 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company. Docket No. 16226, Direct Testimony of Steven E. 
Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. & MCl Telecommunications 
Corporation and MCIMctro Access Transmission Services, Inc. Regarding Physical Collocation, 
September 9. 1997. 

Public Utility Commission of Texas. Appliwtion of AT&T Communications of the Soutlnrest, 
Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection AgreemenJ between AT & T and 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 16226, Direct Testimony of Steven E. 
Turner and Nina W. Cornell on behalf of AT&T Commtmications of the Southwest & MCT 
Telecommunications Corporation and MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, Inc., September 
15, 1997. 



Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application ofAT&T Communications of the Southwest. 
Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an interconnection At,rreemenl between AT&T and 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Cotttpany, Docket No. I 6226, Pre filed Direct Testimony of Steven 
E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. & MCI 
Telecommunications Corporation and MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, Inc. Regarding 
Physical Collocation, November 26, 1997. 

Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application of A1~T Communications of the Southwest, 
Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Eslablish an Interconnection Agreement between AT&T and 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 16226, Statement of Steven E. Turner 
Regarding Entrance facilities on behalf of AT&T Communications of the South,vest, Inc. & 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation and MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, Inc. 
Regarding Physica] Collocation, January 26, 1998. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Texas Public Utilities 
Commission. 

Before the Federal Communication Commission, In the ~Vatter of Application of SBC 
Communication Inc. for Authorization Under Section 271 of the Communications Act to Provide 
In-Region. lnterLATA Service in the State of Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 97-121, Affidavit of 
Steven E. 'l'umer on behalf of AT & T Corp., May 1997. 

Before the Nevada Public Utilities Commission, Cost Proceeding before the Nevada Public 
Utilities Commission to Determine Cost-Based Rates for Unbundled Elements and 
Interconnection for Nevada Bell and Sprint-Centel of Nevada, Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. 
Turner Regarding Collocation, June 1997. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter arc available from the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission. 

Before the Public Services Commission of the State of Arkansas, In the Malter ofSouthwestern 
Bell Telephone Company- Arkansas' Application for Approval ofSGAT, Statement of Robert V. 
Falcone and Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc., June 
5, 1997. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Arkansas Public Services 
Commission. 
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Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application of AT&T Communications qfthe Southwest, 
inc. for Compulsory Arbitration of Further Issues to ltsttzblish an Interconnection Agreement 
between AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 17579, Direct 
Testimony of Robert falc.one and Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications ofthc 
Southwest, Inc., July 28, 1997. 

Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application qf Ala:T Communications of the Southwest. 
Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration qf lfztrther L<;sues to Establish an Interconnect ion Agreement 
beru:een AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 17579, Supplemental 
Direct Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, 
Inc. (Filed Under Seal), July 28, L997. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Texas Public Utilities 
Commission. 

Public Utility Commission of Colorado, ln Re: Application of US West Communications, Inc. 
for the Interconnection G>st Adjustment Mechanism, Docket No. 97A-OIJT, Testimony of 
Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. and MCI 
Communications, inc., August 8, 1997. 

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Hawaii, In Lhe !fatter of Instituting a 
Proceeding on Communications, Including an Investigation of the Communications 
Infra<;tructure of the State of llawaii, Docket No. 7702, Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner 
on behalf of AT&T Communications ofHawaii, Inc., August 27, 1997. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Hawaii Public Utilities 
Conunission. 

Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri. In the Matter ql AT&T 
Communications of the Southwest. Inc. 's Petition for Second Compuls01y Arbitration Pursuant 
to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Eslablish an Interconnection 
Agreement with Southwestern Bell Telephone Comptmy. Joint Position Statements, November 
1997. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Missouri Public Service 
Commission. 

Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Cost Proceeding to Detennine Cost-Based 
Rates for Unbundled Elemems and Interconnection for US West Communications, Inc., Direct 
Testimony of Steven E. Turner Regarding Physical and Virtual Collocation Costs on behalf of 
AT&T Communications ofthe Mountain States, Inc., December 1997. 
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Before the Public Utility Commission of California, Application of AT&T Communication.<; r~l 
the Soutlnvest, Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establi<;h an Interconnection Agreement 
between AT&T and Pacific Bell Telephone Company, Joint Declaration of Steven E. Turner and 
Rick Bissell on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. and MCfMetro 
Transmission Access Services, Inc., December 15, 1997. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of California, Application of AT&T Communications of 
the Southwest, Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreernent 
between AT&T and Pacific Bell Teleplwne Company. Rebuttal Statement of Steven E. Turner on 
behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. and MCIMetro Transmission Access 
Services, Inc., March 4, 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of California, Application of AT&T Communication'i of 
the Southwest, Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an Interconnection Agreement 
between AT&T and Pacific Bell Telephone Company~ Supplemental Rebuttal Statement of 
Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. and MCIMetro 
Transmission Access Services, Inc., March 20, 1998. 

Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma, Application of Cox Okluhoma 
Telcom, Inc., for a Determination of the Costs of, and Pennanent Rates for the Unbundled 
Network Elements ofSouthwestem Bell Telephone Company, Cause No. PUD 970000213, Direct 
Testimony of Steven E. Turner, January 12, 1998. 

Before the Corporation Commission (lf the State of Oklahoma, Application of Cox Oklahoma 
Telcom, Inc., .ftJr a Determination of the Costs of. and Permanent Rates jor the Unbundled 
Network Elements of Southwestern Bell Telephone Cornpany, Cause No. PUD 970000213, 
Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner, February 24, 1998. 

Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma, Application of Cox Oklahoma 
Telcom, Inc., f(Jr a Detennination of the Costs of, and Permanenl Rales jilr the Unbwuiled 
Network Elements of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Cause No. PUD 970000213, 
Summary ofRcbuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner. March 4. 1998. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Oklahoma Corporation 
Commission. 

Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma, Application of the Attorney 
General of the State of Oklahoma, AT&T (ommunicatiom of the ::,outhwest, Inc., Brooh Fiber 
Communications of Oklahoma, Inc., Brook'> Fiber Communications of Tulsa, Inc., Cox 
Oklahoma Telecom, Inc., MCJ Telecommunications Corporation, and Sprint Communications. 
L.P. to E:rplore Southwestern Bell Telephone Company~'> Compliance with Section 27l(c) l~[the 
Telecommunicationv Act of 1996, Cause No. PUD 970000560, Affidavit of Steven E. Turner on 
behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, March 23, 1998. 
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Transcripts for hearings in the above matter arc available from the Oklahoma Corporation 
Commission. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of California, Cost Proceeding before the California 
Public Utility Commission to Determine Prices for Unbundled Element ... and Interconnection for 
Pac{fic Bell, Direct Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the 
Southwest, Inc. and MCIMetro Transmission Access Services, lnc., April 6, 1998. 

Belore the Public Utility Commission of California, Cost Proceeding before the California 
Public Utility Commission to Determine Prices for Unbundled Elements and Interconnection for 
Pacific Bell, Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the 
Southwest, Inc. and MCIMetro Transmission Access Services. lnc., April 22, 1998. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Califomia Public Utility 
Commission. 

Before the State Corporation Commission ofthe State of Kansas, In the Matter ofSouthli<'estern 
Bell Telephone Company - Kansa.<:' Compliance with Seclion 271 of the Federal 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Statement of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T 
Communications ofthe Southwest, May 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of California. Rulemaking on the Commission's Own 
Motion to Govern Open Access to Bottleneck Services and Establish a Frameworkfor Network 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, Docket No. R.93-04-003 (Filed April 
7, 1993), Investigation of the Commission's ()wn .lt,;!otion to Open Access and Network 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, Docket No. 1.93-04-002 (Piled April 
7. 1993), Affidavit of Steven E. Turner Regarding Collocation Phase Questions Raised by the 
Administrative Law Judge on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Pacific, lnc., July t 7, 
1998. 

Before the Nebraska Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the Commission, on its Own 
Motion, to Investigate US West Communicalions' Cost to Establish Rates j(Jr Interconnection. 
Unbundled Network Elements, Transport and Termination and Resale Services, Docket No. C-
1415, Direct Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Local Services on behalf of 
TCG Omaha, August 12, 1998. 

Before the Nebraqka Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the Commission, on its Own 
.Motion, to fnvestigate US West Communications' Cost to Establish Rates .for Interconnection. 
Unbundled Network Elements, Transport and Tennination and Resale Sen:ices, Docket No. C-
1415, Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Local Services on behalf of 
TCG Omaha, September 9, 1998. 
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Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Nebraska Public Service 
Commission. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application of AT&T Communications of the 
Southwest, Inc. ji1r Compulsory Arbitration to E<stablish an Interconnection Agreement between 
AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 16226, Petition of MCI 
Telecommunications Corporation and its A..Olliate MC!Metro Access Transmission Sen-'ices. Inc. 
for Arbitration and Request for Mediation under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
Docket No. 16285. Prefiled Direct Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T 
Communications of the Southwest, fnc. & MCI Telecommunications Corporation and MCIMetro 
Access Transmission Services, Lnc. Regarding Virtual Collocation and Entrance Facilities, 
September I, 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application of AT&T Communications of the 
s~)uthwest, Inc . .fiJr Compulsory Arbitralion to &tablb;h an Interconnection Agreement between 
AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 16226, Petition of MCI 
Telecommunications Cmporation and its Affiliate MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, Inc. 
jiJr Arbitration and Request for Mediation under the Federal Telecommunications Act of/996. 
Docket No. 16285, Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T 
Communications of the Southwest, Jnc. & MCI Telecommunications Corporation and MCfMetro 
Access Transmission Services, Inc. Regarding Virtual Collocation and Entrance Facilities, 
September 15, 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application of'AT&T Communications of the 
Southwest, Inc. for Compulsory Arbitration to Establish an Interconneclion Agreement between 
AT&T and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 16226, Petition of MCI 
Telecommunications Corporation and its AjjiliaJe 1\.fCIMetro Access Transmission Serl'ices, Inc. 
fi)l' Arbitration and RequesJ for Mediation under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
Docket No. 16285, Prcfiled Supplemental Direct Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of 
AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc., MCI Telecommunications Corporation, and 
MCfMetro Access Transmission Services, Cnc. Regarding SWBT's Late Filed DS3 Entrance 
1-"acility Cost Study, September 15, 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Application of AT&T Communications of the 
Southwest, Inc. for Comp1dsory Arbitration to k'stahlish an Interconnection Agreement Between 
AT&T and f:J"outhwestern Bell Telephone Company~ Docket No. 16226, Affidavit of Steven E. 
Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Jnc., MCT Telecommunications 
Corporation, and MC1Metro Acc.ess Transmission Services, Inc., October 30, 1998. 

Transcripts tor hearings in the above matter arc available from the Texas Public Utility 
Commission. 
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Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, In the Matter of the Pricing 
Proceeding for Interconnection, Unbundled Elements, Transport and Terminalion. and Resale, 
Docket No. UT -960369, In the Matter of the Pricing Proceeding.for Interconnection, Unbundled 
Elements, Transport and Termination, and Resale for US West Gnnmunicalions. Inc., Docket 
No. UT -960370, In I he Matter of the Pric·ing Proceeding for Interconnection, Unbundled 
Elements, Transpm·t and Termination, and Resale for GTE Northwest Incorporated, Docket No. 
UT-960371, Collocation Response Testhnony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of TCG Seattle, 
Electric Lightwave Inc., and NEXTLlNK Washington, Inc., September 18, 1998. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of California, Rulemaking on the Commission's Ovm 
Motion to Govern Open Access to Bottleneck Serv·ices and l:.stahlish a Framework for Network 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks. Docket No. R.93-04-003 (filed April 
7, 1993), Investigation of the Commiswion 's Own Motion to Open Access and Network 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, Docket No. 1.93-04-002 (Filed April 
7, 1993) (Collocation Phase), Direct Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of Accelerated 
Connections, Tnc., AT&T Communications of California, Inc., Covad Communications 
Company, FirstWorld Communications, Inc., ICG Telecom Group, Inc., NcXTLINK California, 
MCl Telecommunications Corporation. MGC Communications, Inc., and WorldCom 
Technologies, Inc., December 18. 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commissjon of California.. Rulemaking on the Commission's Own 
Afotion to Govern Open Access to Bottleneck Services and Establish a Framework for Network 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, Docket No. R.93~04-003 (Filed April 
7, 1993), Investigation of the Commission's Own Motion to Open Access and Neffi'ork 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks, Docket No. 1.93-04-002 (Filed April 
7, 1993) (Collocation Phase), Reply Testimony of Steven E. Tumer on behalf of Accelerated 
Connections, lnc., AT&T Communications of California, Inc., Covad Communications 
Company, First World Communications, Tnc., ICG Telecom Group, Tnc., NEXTLTNK California, 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation, MGC Communications, Inc., and WorldCom 
Technologies, rnc., January 11, 1999. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Calitornia. Rulemaking on the Commission's Ovm 
Motion to Govern Open Access to Bottleneck Services and Establish a Framework for Network 
Architecture Development of Dominant Carrier Networks. Docket No. R93-04-003 (Filed April 
7, 1993 ), Investigation of the Commission's Own Motion to Open Access and Network 
Architecture Development (~f Dominant Carrier Networks, Docket No. 1.93-04-002 (Filed April 
7. 1993) (Collocation Phase), Rebuttal Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of Accelerated 
Connections, Lnc., AT&T Communications of California. Inc., Covad Communications 
Company, First World Communications, lnc., rCG Telecom Group, Inc., NEXTLTNK California, 
MCI Telecommunications Corporation, MGC Communications. lnc., and WorldCom 
Technologies, Inc., february 8, 1999. 
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Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the California Public Utility 
Commission. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Dispute before the Texas Public Utilities 
Commission Regarding EAS bsues and Prices for Unbundled Network Elements between ALT 
Communications, Inc. and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Direct Testimony of Steven 
E. Turner, Dcccmbcr29. 1998. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas. Dispute before the Texas Public Utililie.\' 
Commi<;sion Regarding EAS l~sues and Prices for Unbundled Network Elements between ALT 
Communications, Inc. and Soulhwestern Bell Telephone Company, Rebuttal Testimony of 
Steven E. Turner, January 5: 1999. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Dispute before the Texas Public Utilities 
Commission Regarding EAS bsues and Prices for Unbundled Nenvork Element'i between ALT 
Communications, Inc. and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Affidavit of Gary P. Nutall 
and Steven E. Turner on behalf of Sage Telecom, Inc. and AJ "T Communications, LL.C., 
February 5, 1999. 

Be tore the Missouri Public Service Commission, In the Maller of Southwestern Bt?ll Telephone 
Company - }..fissouri 's Compliance with Section 271 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 
1996, Statement of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of the South\vest, 
January 25, 1999. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available from the Missouri Public Service 
Commission. · 

State of Michigan, Before the Michigan Public Service Comrnjssion, In the Matter, on the 
Commission >s Own Motion, to Consider the Total Service Long Run Incremental Costs and to 
Determine the Prices for All Access, Toll, and Basic Local Exchange Services Provided by 
Ameritech Michigan, MPSC Case No. Uwl1831, Opening Affidavit of Steven E. Turner on 
behalf of AT&T Communications of Michigan. Inc .• Aprill, 1999. 

State of Michigan, Hefore the Michigan Public Service Commission, In the ~'A.-fatter, on the 
Commission's Own Motion, to Consider the Total Service Long Run Incremenlal Costs and to 
Determine the Prices for All Access, Toll. and Basic Local Exchange Services Provided by 
Ameritech Afichigan, MPSC Case No. l.J-11831, Reply Affidavit of Steven E. Turner on behalf 
of AT&T Communications of Michigan, lnc., June 17, 1999. 
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State of Michigan, Before the Michigan Public Service Commission, In the 1Vatter, on the 
Commission's O»·n Afotfon, to Consider the Totul Service Long Run Incremental Costs and to 
Delermine the Price.v ji)r All Access, Toll, and Basic Local Exchange Services Prot'ided by 
Ameritech Michigan, "MPSC Case No. U-11831, Opening Affidavit of Steven E. Turner on 
behalf of AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc. (Phase 11), August 26, 1999. 

State of Michigan, Heforc the Michigan Public Service Commission. In the IVauer, on the 
Commission 's Own Motion, to Consider the Total Service Long Run Incremental Costs and to 
Determine the Prices for All Access, Toll. and Basic Local Exchange Services Provided by 
Ameritech Michigan, Ml>SC Case No. U-11831, Reply Aftidavit of Steven E. Tumcr on behalf 
of AT&T Communications ofMichigan, lnc. (Phase H), September 30, 1999. 

State of Tllinois, Betore the lllinois Commerce Commission, In the Afatler of the Commission's 
Review of the SBC- Ameritech Merger joJ• the State of lllinois, ICC Docket No. 98-0555, 
Testimony of Steven E. Turner on behalf of AT&T Communications of Illinois. Inc .• July 9, 
1999. 

Transcripts for hearings in the above matter are available fi·om the Illinois Commerce 
Commission. 

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, D1:.,pute before the Texas Public Uu1ilies 
Conrmi~~.;ion to Determine Costs fiJr Reciprocal Compemation between Golden Harbor and 
Souihwestern Bell Telephone Company, Affidavit of Steven E. Turner on behalf of Golden 
Harbor, August 11, 1999. 

Before the Public Utilities Commission Qfthc State of California, Notice ofinlent to File Section 
271 Application of SBC Communications Inc .. Pacific Bell, and Pacific Bell Communications 
Inc., for Provision of In-Region, Inter LATA Services in California, Affidavit of Steven E. Turner 
on behalf of AT&T Communications of California, Inc., August 13, t 999. 

Before the Public lltilities Commission of the State of Hawaii, In the Matter of the Public 
Utilities Commission Instituting a Proceeding on Communications, Including an Investigation of 
the Communications Infrastructure of the State of 1/aw:aii, Docket No. 7702. Affidavit of Steven 
E. Turner, August 19. 1999. 

Before the Public Utilitit:s Commission of the State of Hawaii, In the Matter of the Public 
Utilities Commission Instituting a Proceeding on Communication.Y. Including an Investigation qf 
the Communicafion..-.: Infrastructure q{ the State of Hawaii. Docket No. 7702, Direct Testimony 
of Steven E. Tumcr on behalf of Ar&T Communications of Hawaii, Tnc. and Certificate of 
Service, June 2, 2000. 
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