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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Investigation Regarding Intrastate Access :

Charges and IntraLATA Toll Rates of Rural . Docket No. 1-00040105
Carriers, and the Pennsylvania Universal :

Service Fund

AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, ez al.
V. ;. Docket No. C-2009-2098380, ef al.

Armstrong Telephone Company of
Pennsylvania, et al.

REPLY COMMENTS OF
THE PENNSYLVANIA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION

On September 12, 2011, the Pennsylvania rural incumbent local exchange carriers
(“RLECs”) represented by the Pennsylvania Telephone Association (“PTA”) in this matter
submitted Comments to the RLEC Access Charge/Local Rate Rebalancing Template
(“Template”™) issued by Secretarial Letter dated August 19, 2011." To the PTA’s knowledge, the
only other parties to have submitted Comments to the Template were CenturyLink and AT&T.
Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph No. 11 and Annex C of the Commission Order entered July 18,

2011, the PTA submits these replies to AT&T s Comments.

L REPLIES

AT&T’s Comments are brief; so, too, will be the PTA’s replies.

" Due to flooding in the Harrisburg area, the PUC’s offices, along with many other downtown offices and
businesses, were closed. A notice on the PUC’s website allowed filings that were due on September 8 and 9, 2011,
to be filed through close of business on September 13, 2011. The PTA filed its Comments on September 12, 2011



A, Switched Access Rate Elements

AT&T first requests that Tab 3 (Phase 1 Reduction Summary) be clarified to ensure that
the RLECs list “all Switched Access Rate Elements.””” This is not an issue, since the
Commission’s Order requires that intrastate switched access rate elements be brought to parity,
over time, with interstate switched access rate elements. It 1s the RLECS’ intention to ideniify
“afl” intrastate switched access rate elements that have an interstate counterpart as it is those
rates that must be reduced on a revenue-neutral basis. The carrier common line (“CCL”) charge,
as AT&T recognizes, is in a separate category, with the Commission having determined to retain
a CCL, albeit at a lower rate, in lieu of explicit universal service support to recognize the cost

recovery of the local loop.

B. Demand Period

AT&T next requests Staff to clarify that the demand period to be used for the {irst phase
of rebalancing shall be “December 31, 2010 as the start date for the RLECS’ calculations.”” As
the RLECs have continually maintained throughout these consolidated proceedings,” current data
will be used when the Commission has determined finally how and when it desires to proceed in
implementing further intrastate access restructuring. Absent any change on reconsideration of the
July 18, 2011 Order, the RLECs intend to use data for the twelve months ended December 31,

2010 for the demand period.

* AT&T Comments at { (emphasis in original).

* AT&T Comments at 2.

* For example, the PTA successfully opposed AT&T’s and other parties attempts to bog the PTA Companies down
in unnecessary, time consuming, and burdensome discovery by seeking endless monthly and annual updates to data
as the two proceedings progressed, despite the knowledge that in the end, current data would be provided. See e.g.
PTA Main Brief (Melillo proceeding} at 89 (“In lieu of compliance filings subject to accelerated comments and
replies to 31 tariff filings, a more efficient manner of implementing any mandated rate changes, including updating
rate elements, would be technical conferences involving the parties and Commission staff as were used in both
previous rural access reform proceedings,” citing PTA Rejoinder at 11-12).



AT&T’s comments, however, while requesting clarification of the initial demand period,
also secems to suggest that something other than cuwrrent interstate rates should be used for
purposes of progressing to parity. As AT&T is certainly well aware, for those RLECs which
participate in NECA interstate average schedule tariffs, interstate switched access rates were
increased effective July 1, 2011. This directly comports with AT&T’s Attachment 1, Part 1 (for
the PTA Companies) included in AT&T’s rebuttal testimony and referenced in AT&T’s
Comments, which likewise used current rates effective “‘as of July 1, 2009, Thus, according to
the purpose and design of the Commission’s intrastate restructuring, to arrive at parity with
corresponding interstate rates the RLECs must be allowed to use current, not past, interstate rates
as the correct point “for purposes of starting the process.”®

It would be inconsistent for the Commission to compel the RLECs to calculate
mandatory reductions in intrastate switched access — reductions justified by the ascribed public
benefit goal of achieving interstate parity — by using a December 31, 2010 interstate level that all
parties know is outdated, incorrect, and lower than current rates. If this is, in fact, the motivation
behind AT&T’s requested clarification, it simply further proves the PTA’s contention all along
that 1t 1s private corporate greed that 1s driving AT&T’s and the other IXCs’, wireless and other
competitive carriers’ demands for access reductions, and not at all equity, parity, competitive
benefits, or any other allegedly benevolent public goal. If parity is the goal, the Commission
should reject AT&T’s attempts to force reductions to an invalid and outdated lower interstate
rate and instead ensure that known, current interstate rates be the correct starting point at each

phase of the reduction.’

* See footnoted “*” at the bottom of AT&T Attachment 1 for each PTA Company.

¢ AT&T Comments at 2.

7 As for AT&T’s repeated request for continuing parity beyond the three phases identified in the Conunission’s
July 18, 2011 Order, the PTA disagrees that such an action. would comport with the requirements of Section 3017(a)



C. Ministerial Matters

The PTA does not oppose AT&Ts suggestion to link tabs. However, the PTA requests
that the Commission not lock, or password protect, the spreadsheets that are ultimately provided
tor the Companies’ use. This could impede the Companies’ abilities to deploy their own
company-specific data for services that may have a change in rates. For example, Tab 1, “Phase
I Reduction Summary,” includes five lines for Traffic Sensitive rates. If this sheet were
protected, Companies with more than five individual rates would not be able to insert the rows
needed to complete the spreadsheet. This would also apply to Tab 5 — Rate Detatl, where there is
a limit of four “Miscellaneous” local rates that can be revised. If a company were to need a fifth
rate change, it would require the insertion of additional rows. The insertion of rows could lead to
the need to edit formulas to include the new rows. This too would not be possible if the
spreadsheet were password protected. The PTA also agrees that Cell D13 on Tab 7, “Summary
of Revenue Impacts,” must be corrected to add cells E67 and E68 from “Rate Detail” on Tab 5.

With respect to the $3.50 limitation on local rate increases, AT&T contends that such
limit applies to R-1 rates only and not B-1 rates. Understanding the $3.50 R-1 limitation, the
PTA Companies must have the authority to recover the lost access charge revenue through
increases in the prices of any noncompetitive service. The PTA Companies may elect to recover
this revenue through any number or combination of proposed rate increases to any number or
combination of noncompetitive service rates. As the ALJ opined, and the Comumission agreed,
“[e]ach and every RLEC has room for access rebalancing if approached with an open mind to

]558

optimum rate design[,]”” thus instilling in each and every RLEC the freedom and ability to

of Act 183, 66 Pa.C.S. §3017(a), for the reasons set forth in the PTA’s Answer to AT&T’s Petition for
Reconsideration, which are incorporated herein by reference as necessary.
¥ July 18, 2011 Order at 140.



design 1ts own rates. In no event should the Commission insert a new limitation on the
Companies’ discretion and flexibility at this time by disaliowing a proposed rate design that
otherwise satisfies the R-1 limitation. The Companies are best positioned to design rates to
achieve revenue-neutrality. Precluding proposed increases specifically designed by the
Companies 1n response to the Commission’s mandate to mitror interstate rates would result in
the Companies inability to achieve revenue-neutrality, a mandate that is prohibited by Section

3017(a) of Act 183.

1. CONCLUSION
The PTA Companies apprectate the opportunity to provide these replies to comments
and, as always, remain available to work with Staff to finalize the information required to

effectuate the goal’s of the Commission’s July 18, 2011 Order.

Respectfully submitted,
f‘/‘ ’ z = :'ﬂ

gema L. Matz, ID No. 42498
/ FHOMAS, LONG, NIESEN & KENNARD
4 212 Locusl Street, Suite 500

P.0. Box 9500

Harrisburg, PA 17108-9500

(717) 255-7600

Attorneys for
Pennsylvania Telephone Association

Date: September 19, 2011
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