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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR ULTIMATE MARKET SHARE OF 5 PERCENT
BellScuth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV - Market NPV~ NPV ~ Market NPV NPV

MAVLTNMA $209,939 $987,707 | | $534,565|  $217,297 | | 154.6%|  -78.0%
MCKNTNMA | | N/A (344,823) |  N/A|  $172,533 N/A -484.9%
MCWNTNMT NA NIA  NAT N/A N/A N/A
MDTNTNMA N/A; N/A  N/A NALT N/A N/A|
MDVITNMT N/A N/A NA N N/A N7A|
MEDNTNMA  N/A N/A| N/AL  NA| | N/A N/A
MILNTNMA  N/A ($7,085)| | N/A $144,837 | | N/A -2144.3%
MMPHTNBA '$1,596,534 | $3,000,643 | | ($93,700)]  ($729,223)] | -105.9% -124.3%
MMPHTNCK $168,055 $281,758 | | $56,875 $13,368 | |  -66.2% -95.3%
MMPHTNCT $425,036 | $1,085182 | | $146,984 | ($14B489)| | -654%|  -113.7%
MMPHTNEL  $610489  $1981999 | | §77,830 | (3548,745)| | = -87.3% -127.7%
MMPHTNFR | | $301,641 |  $552470 | | $141,857 $31,686 -53.0% -94.3%
MMPHTNGT $1,704,181 | $2,856,477 | | ($128,949)  ($657,789) -107.6% -123.0%
MMPHTNHP ($27,632) ($12,677)] $2.849 ($19,987)] |  -110.3% 57.7%
MMPHTNMA $417,305 | $1,762,044 | $5,858 ($608,500), |  -98.6%|  -134.5%
MMPHTNMT $394,355 $933,070 $127,706 ($108454)) |  -67.6%|  -111.6%
MMPHTNGA $1,272,177 | $3,431,911 (§173.197)] ($1,166,062)] |  -113.6% -134.0%
MMPHTNSL  $608,226 |  $1,842,140 $87.716 (3476,621)| | -85.6% -125.9%
MMPHTNST | | $270,367 $704,605 | | $125,098 ($57,840)| | -53.7%|  -108.2%
MMPHTNWW | | '$140,834 |  $273725| | $187,146 | $128,120 | ' 329% -

MNCHTNMA | | NA| NAL | N/A | NAL L NAL N/A
MNPLTNMA | | ($144,034)  ($126,092)! | N/AL 8155301 | | N/A -223.2%
MRBOTNMA | | $1,049487 | $2,073,056 | | $131,120 | (§319790)| | -87.5%|  -115.4%
MRTWTNMA  NA _ N/A| ($64,214) | N/A -112.6%
MSCTTNMT | |~ " "N/Al 838621 | | T NA[ 8100433 | NA|  159.3%
MSCWTNMA N/A| N/A NA| NA[ | NA| NA
MYVLTNMA N N/A NAl NIA| | NIAl N/A
NRRSTNMA - __NIA|"T(846,530)] NAl  (820237)] | NiAj  -565%
NSVLTNAA | | NAL NAL] NAL NALL NAL N/A
NSVLTNAP | | $352507 |  $891,350 | | 9131441 ($101,998)| |  -62.7%| -111.4%
NSVLTNBH ($15,901) $906 | | $112,550 $110,845 | |  -B07.8%|  12137.5%
NSVLTNBY | '$321,018 |  $457,162 | | $139907 |  $87,664 |  -56.4%|  -80.8%
NSVLTNBW | | '§576,000 | $1,562,464 | |  $30,588 | ($412,767)| |  -94.7% -126.4%
NSVLTNCD | | 9413 | $214916| |  (84,343)|  (8106,656)| |  -146.1%|  -149.6%)
NSVLTNCH | | '$649,323| $1428,189| | $165125| ($179,863) T46%  -112.6%]
NSVLTNDO '$461,183 |  $1.581,483 $135499 | ($373451) | -70.6%  -123.6%]
{NSVLTNHH $78,607 |  $210,105 $54,249 |  $13,061 | |  -31.0%  -93.8%
NSVLTNIN $366,357 | $636,779 | | 9206762 |  $91531 | =~ 436% 856%
NSVITNMC ||  "$272,336 |  $678,159 | | '$165,575 |  (§12,024)) |~  -4209%  -101.8%,
NSVLTNMT $651,238 | $2.890,824 (396,867)| ($1,105,461) 114.9% -138.2%
NSVLINST | | §723.2191 $1612534 & |  §$71,582| (3320,514) | -90.1% 19.9%
NSVLTNUN | | $267215  $1051,717 | | ($56,111)|  (8380,956)| |  -121.0%|  -136.2%
NSVLTNWC | | ($225,605)]  ($167,349)] | N/A|$107 1 NA| -1845%
NSVLTNWM | | $135424 |  $398,912 | | 5204440 | ~ 51.0%|  -75.8%
NWBRTNMA | | NA] NA L NA[ i CNAl N/A|
NWPTTNMT 7 N/A| $75286 | | CN/AL CNA| 31.2%
OKRGTNMT || '$135400 |  $704,515| | $107,668 | (3116,326)] |  -205%|  -116.5%
OLHCTNMA $5171 $41,896 | | 6108633 999,003 | |  2000.9%|  136.5%
OLSPTNMA [ | NIA|  (367.848) | NA]  $151343| 1 NA|  -323.1%
PARSTNMA ' NIA| 144,342 N/A ($8,759) N/A -106.1%
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BellSouth Cpening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
PCLMYTNMA N/A NAl T NIA N/A N/A N/A
PLSKTNMA N/A NJ/A _N/A| N/A N/A N/A
PSVWTNMT | _NA N/A NA[ NA N/A N/A
PTBGTNMA | ~ NIA|  N/A NA| NA[ T NIA N/A
PTLDOTNMA | | ($133,995)]  ($2,339) NA| 871,000 | | N/A -3135.0%
RDGLTNMA N/A N/A CUONAl T NA T NIA N/A
RKWDTNMA N/A|  ($31.416) | NA|  $142780 | | N/A -554.5%
RPLYTNMA ($152,891)]  ($85.441) | N/A|  $132,959 N/A -255.6%
RRVLTNMA N/A N/A N/A ~N/A _NA _ NIA
SANGTNMT NAAL T TNIAL NA[ NA N/A NIA
SDDSTNMA  NIA - ($170) N/A $114,887 N/A|  -67789.8%
SEWNTNMW | | "NA] NA | NIAL N/A N/A N
SHVLTNMA (3116,452)|  $203,426 CNIAT 823,310 | | N/A -88.5%
SLMRTNMT N/A ($27,092), | N/A NA| | N/A N/A
SMTWTNMA N/A N/A| | N/AL N/A N/A N/A
SMYRTNMA | |~ $334,579 $732,022 $133478 ' ($40,197) -60.1% -105.5%
[SNTFTNMA N/A NAl | N/A N/A: N/A N/A
[SNVLTNMA N/A N[ N/A N/A N/A N/A
SOVL.TNMT N/A N N/A ~ NIA N/A N/A
SPBGTNMA N/A ($22,119) CN/AT (328,055) N/A 26.8%
SPCYTNMT | | . NAL N N[ NA| | N/A N/A
SPFDTNMA | | ($13,674) $250.966 | | . $8330 [\ NIAL -96.7%
SPHLTNMT | 1 N/A NIA N/A o NA WA
SRVLTNMA | N/A N/A CNA | NA ~ N/A
SVNHTNMT N/A ($6,219)| '  NA| T NA N/A
SVVLTNMT  N/AL $579,051 | (397,264)| N/A -116.8%
SWTWTNMT N/A ($5.179)! |  N/A| $132789 | | N/A -2663.9%
TLLHTNMA ~ ($88,491) $274092 |  N/A| 514035 | N/A -94.9%
TPVLTNMA ($102,217)| ($109429) N/A|  $41,001 | N/A|  -137.5%
TRINTNMA CONAL TN T NA NIA N/A __NiA
TROYTNMT N/A CNAL N/A| N/A N/A N/A
TRTNTNMA N/A ($1,147)) | NA]  $137,959 N/A|  -12125.9%
TWNSTNMA | [ N/A NIA i N/A CONA] N N/A|
UNCYTNMA | | ($179.612) 54308 [ | NAL o s17144) WAl -498.0%
VNLRTNMA |7 N/A|  NAA| | NIA/ N/A N/A N/A
WHBLTNMT |~ NA[  NAL | NA N/A _ NiA N/A
WHHSTNMA (§57,244) $6,5101 | N/A $106,199 | NiA|  1531.2%
WHPITNMA ] N/A ($72111)| | N/A|  $156,714 | NIA| -317.3%|
WHVLTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
WHWLTNMA N/A N/A NIAL T TNAL N/A N/A
WLPTTNMA | [ N/A NiA CNATT T NIA ~ NA — N/A
WNCHTNMA | | N/A NAL L NA NAL L NA _NIA
WRTRTNMT NA|NA[ ] N/A N/A NIA N/A
WTTWINMA | | " RAL T TONAL T NA NIA| N/A NA
WVRLTNMT | | N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A
$15,671,298 $57,552,380  $7,358,347  ($3,061,495) -53.0% -105.3%
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

UNEZone CEA Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
Zone1 'Chattanooga TN-GA | $270212 0  $4,316,237 $177,867 | $3,691,159 | -34.2% -14.5%
Zong1 Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY B | $582,168  $1,410,776  $384,210 | $1,129,693 -34.0% -19.9%
Zonel | !Jackson TN ! $256,894 $821,100 $200,841 $696,284 -21.8% -15.2%
Zone1 Knoxville TN i $1,775,008 $8,241,181 $909,482 $6,592,842 -48 8% -20.0%
Zone1 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY $7,867,046 | $18,738,070 $4,973,741 | $14,848,307 -36.8% -20.8%
Zonei Nashville TN-KY $6,988,044 | $17,950171 $4,794,215 | $14,835,852 -31.4% -17.3%
Zone2 | Chattanooga TN-GA $0 $712,109 $0 $537,610 | N/A -24.5%
Zone2 . Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/AS N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone2 i |Huntsville AL-TN $0 $102,339 30 $89,371 N/A -12.7%
Zone2  : |Jackson TN $o $613,326 $0 $512,348 NIA -16.5%
Zone2  : |Knoxville TN $0 | $1,074121 $0 . $797,343 N/A. -25.8%
Zone2 | Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY ($568,908) $650,032 | ($433,225);  $602,345  -238% -7.3%
Zone2 | 'Nashville TN-KY {$1,500,166)]  $3,060,761 | ($821,702)1 $3,193,671 -45.2%: 4.3%
Zoned | Aflanta GA-AL-NC N/A N/A: N/A N/A N/AL N/A
Zone3 Chattanooga TN-GA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/A NIA: N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Huntsville AL-TN N/A N/A N/A; N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Jackson TN N/A N/A N/A B N/A N/A NfA
Zone3 Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol TN-VA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Knoxville TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Lexington KY-TN-VA-WV N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A
Zone3 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A NIA
Zone3d Nashvifle TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Tupelo MS-AL-TN $0 {$137,844) N/A N/A N/A N/A

$15,671,298 $57,552,380  $10,185428 $47,526,823 -35.0% -17.4%
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
ACHLTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA
ARTNTNMT N/A NAL | NA N/A N/A N/A
ASCYTNMA {$98,653) ($48,194) ($63,386) ($21,473) -35.7% -55.4%
ATHNTNMA N/A|  $257122 |~ N/A| $217,116 N/A -15.6%
BGSNTNMA N/A N/a| | ~ NA N/A N/A N/A
BLGPTNMA N/A NAl 1 NA N/A N/A N/A
BLLSTNMA N/A N/A ~ NA N/A N/A N/A
[BLNCTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLVRTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BNTNTNMT N/A N/A N/A| N/A N/A N/A
BTSPTNMA N/A|  ($104,533) N/A N/A; N/A N/A
BWVLTNMA N/A N/AL | N/A N/A N/A N/A
CHRLTNMT N/A N/AT  N/A N/A N/A N/A
CHTGTNBR $194,691 | $1,567,224 | | $156,547 | $1,351,349 -19.6% -13.8%
CHTGTNDT $149,285 $927,141  $93,454 $770,841 -37.4% -16.9%
CHTGTNHT N/A|  ($40,917) ~___NA ($42,813) N/A 4.6%
CHTGTNMV (383,216} $25,429 (5100,558) ($7,525) 20.8% -129.6%
CHTGTNNS $231,696 | $1,300,209 $190,553 | $1,134,723 -17.8% 12.7%
CHTGTNRB $47,357 $397.472 $23,642 $322,385 -50.1% -18.9%
CHTGTNRO ($136,256)]  $114,797 (391,885)|  $118,028 -32.6% 2.8%
CHTGTNSE ($133,346) ($16,035) ($93,887) $1,358 -29.6% -108.5%
CHTGTNSM N/A ($51,015) N/A {$53,110) N/A 4.1%
CHTNTNMT N/A N/A NA] N/A N/A N/A
ICLDGTNMA NA| N/A NA[ N/A NIA N/A
CLEVTNMA N/IA|  $579,671 N/A|  $489,910 N/A -15.5%
CLMATNMA ($126,137)]  $428,662 ($52,569)]  $445,245 -58.3% 3.9%
CLTNTNMA N/A|  $40,292 NA $27,251 N/A -32.4%
CLVLTNMA $582,168 | $1,410,776 $384,210 |  $1,129,693 -34.0% -19.9%
CMCYTNMT N/A ~ N/A _N/A N/A N/A N/A
CMDNTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNHMTNMA NAL N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNVLTNMA N/A N/A N/A,| N/A N/A N/A
CRHLTNCB N/A N/A| ~ NIA N/A N/A N/A
CRPLTNMA | | N/A NA| | NA N/A N/A N/A
CRTHTNMA | - ($126,357) ($86,611)| |  ($84,189)  ($55.699) -33.4% -35.7%
CRVLTNMA |7 '$97,695 $453,769 $46,163 |  $360,478 -52.7% -20.6%
CULKTNMA | . N/A N/A| /A N/A NiA N/A
CVINTNMT |~ ($95,157)]  $168,627 | ($70,664)  $165,155 | -25.7% 2.1%
DCTRTNMT | | NA;  NA| | N/Al T NA N/A N/A
DKSNTNMT ($32,402)]  $296,125 ($4,534)  $288,923 -86.0% -2.4%
DNRGTNMA N/A (321,713)| | NIA|  ($27.872) N/A 28.4%
DOVRTNMT N/A NA| | NIAl  N/A N/A N/A
DYBGTNMA ($136,725)]  $218,198 | | ($77,874)]  $226,509 | |  -43.0% 3.8%
DYERTNMT N/A (397,575)| |  NiA ($95,503) N/A -2.1%
DYTNTNMA N/A $52,617 N/A $35,966 N/A -31.6%
EAVLTNMA N/A NAL | NA| N/A  NA N/A
ETWHTNMT N/A ($57,901) __NA| - ($60,427) N 4.4%
FIVLTNMA N/A N/A[ | NIA[ N/A N/A N/A
FKLNTNCC $5,831 $341435 | |  $23348 |  $321,824 300.4% -5.7%
FKCNTNMA $263,281 $798,700 $210,489 |  $697,716 -20.1% -12.6%
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Jotal

Wire Center Market NPV NPV ‘Market NPV NPY  Market NPV NPV
FLVLTNMA 1 N/A NAAT L NIA] NIAL [ N/A N/A
FRDNTNMA N/A N/A, N/A N/A N/A N/A
FRVWWTNMT (| N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
FYVLTNMA ~ N/Al $102,339 N/A $89,371 N/A -12.7%
GALLTNMA ($21,922)  $365528 $7,406 |  $359,559 -133.8% -1.6%
GBSNTNMT __NA CNA[ ] NIAL NiA NIA N/A
GDJTTNMA NA] NA T T NA NA| | NIA N/A
GDVLTNMA | | $204476 | $573,103 | | $150,150 |  $480,074 -26.6% -16.2%
GLSNTNMA N/A NIA| __NIA N/A N/A N/A
GNBRTNMA ($99,114) ($80,996) ($75,424) ($61,346) -23.9% -24.3%
GNFDTNMT | N/A - NA| NA| NIA| | N/A N/A
GRNBTNMA | N/A NA[ [ NA N/A N/A N/A
GTBGTNMT (341,935)  $148,036 ($27,880) $127,940 | -33.5% -13.6%
GTWSTNSW ($14,522) $44,725 ($18,808)]  $24,679 29.5% -44,8%
HDVLTNMA ||  $547,304 $914,585 | | $375005 |  $707,187 -31.5% -22.7%
HHNWTNMA ($160,751)]  ($115,846)| | ($103,854) ($69,201) -35.4% -40.3%
HIMNTNMA _ N/A ($18,579) N/A ($26,161) N/A 40.8%
HLLSTNMT N/A N/A| N/A ~ N/A N/A N/A
HMBLTNMA | [ N/A $5115 | | NIA|  ($32443) | NIA -147.8%
HMPSTNMA | [~ NAL NAL L N[ NAT T NAL T NAA
HNLDTNMA | NA NA[ | NA[ NAL L NA N/A
HNNGTNMA | | N/A N[ NAL /A, A N/A
HNSNTNMT N/A NA | NA N/A! NIA N/A
HNTGTNMA (] _NA ' NAL | NAL NIA| N/A /A
[HRFRTNMA | N/A NAL L NAL NA N/A N/A
HRNBTNMT N/A NA[ | NA[ N/A NAl T NiA
HTVLTNMA | | __N/A N/A COONAL T NATL T NIA N/A
JCSNTNMA | NA|  $614,499  N/Al 85566331 ]  NA  -0.4%
JCSNTNNS | | $256,804 |  $821,100 1$200,841 1 $695_2§z_z_,7,j__________ -21.8%|  -152%
JFCYTNMA NiA] $13183| |  NA| 82214 |  NA| -B3.2%
JLLCTNMA N/A N/A| | N/A N/A N/A N/A
JSPRTNMT N/A NA| NAl N N/A N/A
KGTNTNMT N/A N/A NA| T TN/A NA] N/A
KNTNTNMA | | N/A NA| | NAL U NIAL T NIAT T T NA
KNVLTNBE | | $271,235 | $1,123,755 $175868 | $923507 | |  352%|  -17.8%
[KNVLTNFC | |~ '$86,840 $523,875 | |  $2,512|  $379668 | |  971%  -27.5%
KNVLTNMA $449,300 | $2,482,254 | | $308,321 | $2,116,997 | -31.4% -14.7%
KNVLTNWH  $631,376 | $1,937,031 !  $330,578 | $1483499| |  47.6% -23.4%
KNVLTNYH | | 832,852 .  $334,007 |  ($37,669)|  $224559 | |  -2147%|  -32.8%
LBNNTNMA ($3,678) $537,213 ' $48,090 $540,239 1407 4% 0.6%
LFLTTNMA N/A sas,793 | | " NA| $32238 | | T WA 353%
LKCYTNMA | | NA ($57,516)| , N/A|  ($58487) | NIA| 1.7%
LNCYTNMA | N/A $73982 | N/A|  $55504 1 | N/A -25.0%
LODNTNMA || NIA $10467 | | N/A| $322 | NA  -96.9%
LRBGTNMA ($193376)]  $115075 | | ($125543)]  $138974 | |  -3514%| 20.8%|
LWBGTNMA | | (5127,314) $70456 | | ($87,185)]  $79817 |  -315%|  134%
LXTNTNMA N/A CNA L NAL T NA[ 0 NAT N
LYBGTNMT | | N/A CNAl | NAl NIA N NIA
LYLSTNMA N/A CONA[ L NAL NA| ONA| T NIA
LYVLTNMA N/A CONAL LN TN TN N/A]
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Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
MAVLTNMA $209,939 |  ge87,707 | [ s84,052| $766,011 | | -60.0% -22.4%
MCKNTNMA N/A|  ($44,823) N/A|  ($48,581) N/A 8.4%
MCWNTNMT N/A _ NA  NA[  N/A ~ NA N/A
MDTNTNMA N/A N _NIA N/A N/A N/A
MOVITNMT NA NA ~ NA| N/A N/A N/A
MEDNTNMA || N/A  NA NIAL T NIAL N/A) N/A
MILNTNMA ) CN/AL(gT.085) | NIAl ($13,723) N/A _ 93.7%
MMPHTNBA | | $1,596,534 | $3,000,643 $999,801 | $2,274,735 -37.4% -24.2%
MMPHTNCK  $168,055 |  $281,758 | $71,591 |  $170,982 | | -57.4% -39.3%
MMPHTNCT $425,036 | $1,085182 | $297.638 |  $897,299 -30.0% -17.3%
MMPHTNEL $610,489 | $1,981,999 | | $441,426 | $1,692,783 _27.7% -14.6%|
MMPHTNFR $301,641 $552,470 | | $153,046 |  $379,467 -49.3%| -31.3%
MMPHTNGT | | $1,704,181 | $2,856,477 | | $1,006,124 | $2,055678 | | 41.0% -28.0%
MMPHTNHP (327,632)]  ($12,677) ($26,001)]  ($21,989)) -5.9%

MMPHTNMA $417,305 |  $1,762,044 $318,881 | $1,553,454 | -23.6%

MMPHTNMT $394,355 $933,070 | | $243,839 |  $729,945 | -38.2%

MMPHTNOA $1,272,177 | $3,431911, | $845654 | $2,816718 | -33.5%
IMMPHTNSL | | $608,226 | $1,842,140 | $414,784 | §$1,538,023 -31.8%

MMPHTNST $270,367 | $704,605 | $176,081 |  $566,580 -34.9%

MMPHTNWW $140,834 |  $273,725 $49,685 |  $169,953 -64.7%|

MNCHTNMA N/A| NIA| NA|  N/A N/A
MNPLTNMA | | ($144 034)|  ($126,002)] | ($101,700)  ($90,737)| -29.4%

MRBOTNMA - 1,049,487 | $2,073,056 | | $709,748 | $1,645,692 -32.4%

MRTWTNMA | ~ N/A[ $509,185 | N/A| $435,660 N/A|

MSCTTNMT ~ N/A|  $38,621 _ NIAl 527,236 N/A

MSCWTNMA N/A N/A O N/A NAl | NIA

MYVLTNMA - CNAL T NA NAL - NALL NA

NRRSTNMA JNAL (848530 | NIAL (848,043 N/A

NSVLTNAA | | NIA| N/A CNIA| NA] N/A

NSVLTNAP | | §352, 5391_777 $891,359 | | $214,346 $706,377 | -39.2% .
NSVLTNBH ($15,901))  $906 | |  ($35.055)|  ($22,843) | 120, 5%[ - -2622.0%
NSVLTNBV || '8321,018 1 $457,162 | | $184,454 | $306,388 -33.0%
NSVLTNBW | | $576,000 . §$1,562,464 | | §391,548 | $1200606 | | -16.8%|
NSVLTNCD ~ $9413|  $214,916 - $9,501 1 "$202.801 | | -5.6%
NSVLTNCH | | $649.323 | $1.4281189 | | 431,088 | $1,144,975 -19.8%
NSVLTNDO | | $461,183 | $1,581,483 | | $328412 | $1,350659 | = -14.0%
NSVLTNHH ||~ $78.607 $210,105 | |  $39,186 |  3154,879| | ) -26.3%
NSVLTNIN | | $366,357 |  $636,779 | | $227701 | $473192% ;,  -37.8¢ -25.7%
NSVLTNMC | | $272,336 | $678,159 | | $184,708 | $552988 | -18.5%|
NSVLTNMT $651,238 | $2,890,824 $568,321 | $2,644,671 -8.5%
NSVLTNST | | '$723219 | $1612,534 | | $508455 $1,322,205 | | -18.0%
NSVLTNUN | |~ $267,215 | $1,051.717 | | $225424 | 9944272 | |  -156% -10.2%
NSVLTNWC | | ($225695)] ($167,349)| | ($139,690)  ($88,157)| | -47.3%
NSVLTNWM $135424 | $398.912 | |  $§76709 |  §314,717 %1 210%
NWBRTNMA CONIA| N/A NA N[ NA  NA
NWPTTNMT [ | NJA|  §75256 | N/A|  $56707 | |  NIA -24.6%
OKRGTNMT | | $135400 | $704,515| | §73.700 | $570,661 | |  -456% -19.0%
OLHCTNMA 85171 $41,896 | | ($7.431)  $23,087 | -2437% 44.9%
[OLSPTNMA N/A|  ($67,848)| ~ N/AL - ($68,860) NA 1.5%)
PARSTNMA ~ N/A $144,342 N/A| 8123203 | | T NIA -14.6%
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Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV  Market NPV NPV
PLMYTNMA | N/A| NA T NA[ N/A] ] N/A N/A
PLSKTNMA ||~ N/A __ NIA N/A N/A N/A “N/A|
PSVWTNMT | N/A N/A| NA| _N/A N/A N/A
PTBGTNMA NIAL N/A| | N/A| N/A N/A N/A|
PTLDTNMA ($133.995)]  ($2,339)| |  ($82,115) $34,240 | | -387% -1563.7%
RDGLTNMA N/A NA| - _NIA| N/A N/A N/A
RKWDTNMA T NA ($31416)) | NIA| (836,194) N/A 15.2%
RPLYTNMA ($152,891) ($85.441)| ' ($115,861)|  ($63,663) -24.2% -25.5%
RRVLTNMA ~ NA NA| L NA| N/A N/A N/A]
SANGTNMT N/A NAl NI N/A N/A N/A
SDDSTNMA N/A ($170) NA[(87,140) N/A 4106.7%
SEWNTNMW [ N/A NA| | NA| N/A  NA[NA
SHVLTNMA T ($116,452) $203,426 ($83,735)|  $185,342 -28.1% ~ -8.9%)
SLMRTNMT N/A ($27,092) CONALTTT T NIA N/A N/A
SMTWTNMA | N/A N/A| N/A| NA| | N/A N/A
SMYRTNMA $334,579 $732,022 $211,856 |  $575,833 -36.7% -21.3%
SNTFTNMA N/A N/A NIAl  NIA| | N/A N/A
SNVLTNMA ~N/A N/A _NA| N/A ~ NA NIA
SOVLTNMT B N/A N/A _NIA N/A; N/A N/A
SPBGTNMA | | N/A ($22,119) T TNA| (s27.425)) N/A 24.0%
SPCYTNMT | NA N/A N/A,  NIAL L N/A[ NIA
SPFDTNMA | | ($13,674) $250,966  {$3,251)]  $234,074 | | -76.2% 6.7%
SPHLTNMT | |~ N/A N/A N/A NA | NAl T NA
B N/A N/A N/A| NA | NIAL N/A
SVNHTNMT | | N/A ($6.219) | N NA[ |l NA N/A
SVWLTNMT || N/A[  $579,051 N/A|  $498240 | | NA| -140%
SWTWTNMT N/A ($5,179) NA|  ($14487) | NA|  179.3%
TLLHTNMA ($88,491) $274,092 ($55,663)]  $246,921 | -37.1% -9.9%
TPVLTNMA T ($102,217)|  ($109,429) | ($82,723)|  ($96,050) -19.1%|  -12.2%
TRINTNMA || NA N/A| NIAL  NALT  NA N/A
TROYTNMT N/A N/A NAL Nal | N/A N/A
TRTNTNMA | | N/A ($1,147) | NIA - ($7.238) ON/A 531.0%
TWNSTNMA | |~ N/A NA | NIA NAL | NA N/A
UNCYTNMA | T ($179,612) $4308 | | (§132,265) 7; 39,916 264%  130.2%
VNLRTNMA | | N/A TNl L NA[ O NA|  NAl NA
WHBLTNMT O NA] N/A _ NIA _ N/A| | CNIA[ N/A
WHHSTNMA ($57.244) $6,510 | | (348,198)]  $7,312| |  -158% _  12.3%)
WHPITNMA |~ CNAL @72 | NIAL (872412)) [ NIA __0.4%)
WHVLTNMT | N/A| NA | NA] NA N/A  N/A
WHWLTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
WLPTTNMA O NAL ONA[ T NIA[ NA[ N/A ~ NA
WNCHTNMA N/A NIA|  N/A| CN/A NiA| _ N/A
WRTRTNMT CONAL T NA[ L NA| ONAL |l NA N/A
WITWINMA | | NA[ NA[L NIAL AL A ___Nia
[WVRLTNMT N/A NIA  NA N/A N/A N/A

$15,671,208  $57,552,380  $10,185428  $47,526,823 -35.0% A7.4%




COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH CEA NPV TO AT&T CEA NPV

WITH ANNUAL PRICE DECREASE OF 1t PERCENT

BellSouth Opening

Exhibit JCK - 4

Rabuttal Testimony of AT&T Witness John C. Klick
Docket No. 03-00491

AT&T Rebuttal

February 27,2004
Page 1of 5

Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

UNEZone CEA Market NPV NPV Market NPY NPV Market NPV NPV
Zone1 iChattanooga TN-GA ~ 11 $270,212 $4,316,237 ($973,812)] $2,193,901 -460.4% -49.2%
Zone1 Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY | | $582,168 |  $1.410,776 $109.455 $753,128 -81.2% -46.6%
Zonet Jackson TN B | $256,804 $821.100 $46,548 $477,834 | | -81.9% -41.8%
Zonel iKnoxville TN 51,775,008 |  $8,241,181 ($257,064)] 94,862,251 -114.5% -41.0%)
Zone ‘Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY $7,867,046 | $18,738,070 $3,335,552 | $11,956,667 -57.6% -36.2%
Zonet Nashville TN-KY $6,989,044 | $17,950,171 $2,566,043 | $11,228,009 -63.3% -37.4%
Zone2 | |Chattanooga TN-GA $0 $712,109 $o _$407,196 | N/A -42.8%
Zone?2 Clarksvitle-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone2 Huntsville AL-TN $0 $102,339 | ¢ $0 $63,251 N/A -38.2%
Zone2 Jackson TN $0 $613,326 | $0 $348,003 N/A -43.3%)
Zone2 ‘Knoxville TN $0 |  $1.074,121 $0 $585.020 | | N/A: -45.5%
Zone2 i :Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY . ($568,008)  $650,032 | | $0 $477,613 | -100.0% _-26.5%
Zone2 | .Nashville TN-KY ' i ($1,500,166)  $3,060,761 $0! $2268422: |  -100.0% -25.9%|
Zone3d | -Atlanta GA-AL-NC N/A N/A N/A! N/A; ! N/A; N/A
Zone3d  :Chattanooga TN-GA N/A N/A N/A N/A! N/A N/A
Zonel \Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Huntsville AL-TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Jackson TN N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Zonel Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol TN-VA N/A __N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Knoxville TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zonel Lexington KY-TN-VA-WV N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Nashville TN-KY NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Tupelo MS-AL-TN $0 {$137,844) NIA N/A NIA N/A

$15,671,298  $57,552,380 $4,826,722 $35,621,295 -69.2% -38.1%
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
ACHLTNMT N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A
ARTNTNMT N/A NA| | N/A N/A N/A N/A
ASCYTNMA | | ($98,653) (548194} | NIA ($28,406) N/A 41.1%
ATHNTNMA N/A $257,122 N/A $183,406 N/A -287%
BGSNTNMA N/A NA| [ N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLGPTNMA N/A| B N/A  NA N/A N/A N/A
BLLSTNMA N/A Na| | N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLNCTNMT [ | N/A ~ NA NIA N/A N/A N/A
BLVRTNMA ' N/A NAl L NAL  NA N/A N/A
BNTNTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BTSPTNMA N/A ($104,533) N/A ~ NA N/A N/A
BWVLTNMA N/A N/A “NIA N/A N/A N/A
CHRLTNMT N O N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CHTGTNBR $194,691 $1,567,224 ($153,872) $920,218 -179.0% -41.3%
CHTGTNDT _ $149,285 %027,141 ($79,549)|  $533,053 -153.3% -42.5%
CHTGTNHT CNA| (340,917) . N/A ($42,860) N/A 4.7%
CHTGTNMV | | (383,216)] $25,429 {$206,569)]  ($120,823) 148.2% -575.1%
CHTGTNNS $231,696 ~$1,300,209 $92,465 $942,578 -60.1% -27 5%
CHTGTNRB $47357 | ($133,508) $134,731 -381.9% -66.1%
CHTGTNRO _ ($136,256) ($289,046)]  ($100,504) 112.1% -187.5%
CHTGTNSE ($133,346) ($1s 035)] | ($203,733)  ($115,352) 52.8% 619.4%
CHTGTNSM N/A ($51,015) N/A ($52,541)] N/A 3.0%
CHTNTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CLDGTNMA N/A _ e NA| N/A N/A N/A
CLEVINMA | | N/A D $s79671 | | NIAl T 3416929 N/A -28.1%
CLMATNMA ($126,137) $428662 [ | NA $337,864 NA|  -21.2%
CLTNTNMA } N/A $40,292 | | N/AL  $17,584 N/A -56.4%
CLVLTNMA $582,168 $1,410,776 '$109,455 $753,128 -81.2% -46.6%
CMCYTNMT NA] N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CMDNTNMA CNA] T NA N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNHMTNMA | | C N/A “NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNVLTNMA | ~ NA| . NA N/A NAl T NA N/A
CRHLTNCB [ |  NA| NAI|  NA — NIA N/A N/A
CRPLTNMA | | N/A N/A NA| N/A N/A N/A
CRTHTNMA ~ ($126,357) ($86.611) | N/A|  ($39,153) N/A -54 8%
CRVLTNMA  $97,695 ~$453,769 N/A $194,557 N/A 57.1%
CULKTNMA NIA T OUNAL N/A N/A N/A N/A
CVTNTNMT ($95,157) $168,627 | | N/A|  $152,550 N/A -9.5%
DCTRTNMT NIA NIA] N/A| N/A N/A N/A
DKSNTNMT | | ($32,402) §298,425 | | N/A]  $200,968 N/A -32.1%
[DNRGTNMA - N/A e, L TNiA {$31,285) N/A 44.1%
DOVRTNMT N/A N/A| ] " N/A N/A N/A N/A
DYBGTNMA ($136,725)! $218,198 N/A $184,303 N/A -15.5%
DYERTNMT - NA] (397575 | NIA ($92,031) N/A -5.7%
DYTNTNMA B '  $52,617 TN/A $24,293 N/A -53.8%
EAVLTNMA |1 o N/A CNIATTT N/A N/A N/A
ETWHTNMT | | _(8$57.901);  NIA ($60,468) N/A 4.4%
FIVLTNMA | | , N/A NiAl N/A N/A N/A
FKLNTNCC 85831 $341,435 NIA $217 495 NA| -36.3%
FKLNTNMA $263,291 " $798,700 | N/A $362,609 | | N/A -54 6%
FLVLTNMA O NIAl T NA N/A N/A N/A N/A
FRONTNMA | CNA T N N/A N/A N/A N/A
FRVWTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPY NPV  Market NPY NPV Market NPV NPV
FYVLTNMA N/A $102,339 | | NA|  $63.251 N/A -38.2%
GALLTNMA ($21,922) $365,528  N/A] T $250,939 N/A -31.3%
GBSNTNMT N/A N/A “NIA] N/A| N/A N/A
GDJTTNMA N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A
[GDVLTNMA $204,476 $573103 | | $66,463 |  $350,386 -67.5% -38.9%
GLSNTNMA N/A N/A - N[ N/A ~ NIA N/A
GNBRTNMA ($99,114) ($80,996) ~ NIA]  ($56,529) NA]-30.2%
GNFDTNMT N/A NA L NIA N/A N/A N/A
GRNBTNMA N/A ONALT N/A N/A N/A N/A
GTBGTNMT ($41,935) $148,036 | | ($103,797) $42,771 147.5% T1.1%
GTWSTNSW ($14,522) $44,725 ($26,946) $18,101 B5.6% -58.5%
HDVL.TNMA $547,304 §914,585 | | $238,089 |  $520,758 | -56.5% -43.1%
HHNWTNMA ($160,751) {$115,846)| | NAl  ($36,302) N/A| -68.7%
HIMNTNMA N/A ($18,579) N ($30,522} N/A| 64.3%
HLLSTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
HMBLTNMA | | N/A $5,115 N/AL  ($14,442)] NA|  -382.4%
HMPSTNMA N/A N/A ~ NA N/A N/A N/A|
HNLDTNMA |1 "N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
HNNGTNMA | N/A  NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A
HNSNTNMT N/A N/A| N/A| _N/A N/A N/A
HNTGTNMA N/A NAl T NA[  N/A NJAl  NIA
HRFRTNMA N/A NIA| | N/A _ NA ~ NA N/A
HRNBTNMT N/A NiA NA\ L NAL NI NA
HTVLTNMA | N/A N/A N/A N/A _N/A ~N/A
JCSNTNMA N/A $614,499 N/A|  $460,662 N/A -25.0%
JCSNTNNS $256,894 ~§821,100 $46,548 |  $477,834 -81.9% -41.8%
JFCYTNMA N/A $13188 | . N/A (35,326)] CN/A|  -1404%
JLLCTNMA N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A ~ N/A|
JSPRTNMT ||~ "NiA Nl NIA N N/A N/
KGTNTNMT | | NA] Nl | NA T NIAL | N/A ~ N/A
KNTNTNMA ~_NA N/A O NA| NIA NA|  NIA
KNVLTNBE | | $271,235 $1,123,755 | | $111,890 |  $783.456 | | -58.7%|  -30.3%|
KNVLTNFC $86,840 $523,875 | | ($139,877)]  $199,478 -261.1%|  -61.9%
KNVLTNMA | | $448,300  $2,482,254 $67,985 | $1,694689 | | -849%|  -31.7%
KNVLTNWH $631,376 $1,937,031 $178,651 | $1.214722 | |  -71.7% -37.3%
KNVLTNYH ~ $32,852 $334,007 ($167,784)|  $69.927 | | -610.7%|  -79.1%
LBNNTNMA | | ($3,678) $537,213 | NA]  §372506 . 1 N/AL -30.7%
LFLTTNMA | 1 N/A $49,793 NA|  $19,811 | (NIA[ T 60.2%
LKCYTNMA N/A ($57,516)] | CUN/A| (357,405 O NIAT 0.2%
LNCYTNMA N/A $73,982 CN/A| $41474 0 | NIA -44.3%|
LODNTNMA  NIA| $10467 | | NA ($6,634)! N/A -163.4%
LRBGTNMA | | ($193,376) $115,075 CNIA} $162,009 N/A 40.8%
LWBGTNMA ($127,314) $70,456 NIA $82,258 N/A 16.7%
LXTNTNMA =\ | NAL LoNAL L NI NA NIAL . NA
LYBGTNMT || NAL NALL NAL NAL L NAL NIA
LYLSTNMA N/A CNA - NAl N/A] NIA| NIA]
LYVLTNMA N/AL NALL  NAL NIALL NIAL NIA
MAVLTNMA | | §209,939| $987,707 | | ($190,105)]  $423,261| |  -190.6%|  -57.1%)
MCKNTNMA . NAT " ($44,823)) CNAL (354,072) 1 NALL | 20.6%
MCWNTNMT N/A CNIAL O NAL NIA _N/A]
MDTNTNMA . N/A N NAY S NA L NiA
MDVITNMT | | N/A CNA[ T NA ~ NA  NA
MEDNTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Mass Jotal Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPV~ NPY ~ Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPY
MILNTNMA NA|  ($7,085) NA|  ($24,314)) | N/A 243.2%
MMPHTNBA | | $1596534 |  $3,000,643 $761,144 | $1,867,007 52.3%| -37.8%
MMPHTNCK $168,055 $281,758 $36,712 |  $124008 | | -78.2% -56.0%|
MMPHTNCT $425,036 $1,085,182 $100,726 | $622,391 | | -76.3%,  -426%
MMPHTNEL ' | $610489 |  $1,981,999 $240,312 | $1,328,623 -60.6% -33.0%
MMPHTNFR $301,641 $552,470 | |  $78628 |  $277570| |  -73.9% -49.8%
MMPHTNGT | : 1,704,181 $2,856,477 $884,864 | $1,799,502 | -48.1%|  -37.0%
MMPHINHP | |~ ($27,632) ($12677) ($34,156}] ($25339) | ,,,,?:3,6% . 99.9%)
MMPHTNMA $417,305 T§1,762,044 | | $231,546 |  $1,313,143 _ -44.5% -25.5%
MMPHTNMT $394,355 $933,070 | | $131,748 $556,606 | | -66.6%  -40.3%|
MMPHTNOA $1,272,177 | $3,431,911 | | $697,192 | $2,416,937 | | -45.2% -29.6%
MMPHTNSL $608,226 |  $1,842,140 | | $190,095 | §$1,171,129 | |  -68.6% -36.4%
MMPHTNST | | $270367 |~ $704.605 _.578,746 | $416.667 | | -70.9%|  -40.9%
MMPHTNWW | |~ $140,834 |  — '$273725 ~ ($35,960) $70,325 -125.5% -74.3%
MNCHTNMA | | NA| N/A N/A NAL | NIA _N/A
MNPLTNMA | | ($144,034) ($126,002) N/A ($61,930) N/A| -50.9%
MRBOTNMA $1,049,487 $2,073,056 $410,561 | $1,215391| |  -60.8% -41.4%
MRTWTNMA NAT $509,185 | | N/A|  $372,516 N/A -26.8%
MSCTTNMT UNALTT T s3se21 N/A $18,532 | | C NIA -52.0%
MSCWTNMA _ NIA . NiA N/A NAL | NAL T NIA
MYVLTNMA  NIA N/A NAl  NA CUNAl NIA
NRRSTNMA | |~ "~ 'N/Al  (346530) | — N/Al ~ (647,814) | . 2.B%]
NSVLTNAA NAlTTTT N/A| | N/A|  N/A| N/A
NSVLTNAP $352,597 |  $891,359 | | $120418 |  $546,861 | | -38.6%
NSVLTNBH _($15901)) T Tgo06 | | ($40,389)]  ($28,010)  -3192.3%
NSVLTNBV | '§321,018] $457462 | | $110,773|  $213955| |
NSVLTNBW $576,000 | $1,562464 | |  $277,225| $1,063671 | |  -519%| -
NSVLTNCD %9413 5214916 | |  $6,236 $176,922 _
NSVLTNCH ! |  $649,323 |  $1,428,189 $195,733 $810,914
INSVLTNDO | | 461,183 |  $1,581,483 $120,129 |  §1,025,152 |
NSVLTNHH | $78.607 |  $210,105 $13,216°  $112719 | |
NSVLTNIN || $366,357 | $636,779  $76,771 1  $288,599
NSVLTNMC | | $272336 |  $678159| |  §$73088 $387,876
NSVLTNMT | | $651,238 |  $2,890,824 $394,218 | $2,179.851 |
NSVLTNST $723,219 |  $1,612,534 | | $316,625 | $1,016,809 | |
INSVLTNUN $267,215 C$1,050,717 | | $ $779,125 | |
NSVLTNWC | | ($225695)) ($187,349) | ~— NA] ~ (821418)) | = :
NSVLTNWM | |~ $135424 | $398,912]| |  (847,342)  $157,115 -135.0%|
NWBRTNMA o oNnAlL Al NA NAl | NIAL
NWPTTNMT CN/A| $75256 | | N/A|  $42,536 NA[ 12
OKRGINMT | $135400 | 8704515 ($14,027)] _ $433947 | | -1104%| -3¢
[OLHCTNMA $5,171 $41,896 {$51,668) ($24,315) -1099.2%
OLSPTNMA NiA (367,848) N/A ($67,459) N/A
PARSTNMA | | NA[ " $144342 [ N $89,325 N/A
PLMYTNMA | |~ NA\  NALL NAL NALT T NAL
PLSKTNMA | |~~~ NA| O NALL T NAL NIALL  NIAL
PSYWTINMT | | NAl_ NALL NAL NAL T AL
PTBGTNMA . NA] NAl | N NAL L N/A N/A
PTLOTNMA_ | | (8133,995)| ($2339) |~ NAl 841178 | |~ NA|  -1860.2%]
RDGLTNMA | & NA| NALT™ T TNA| N/A[ CNAL NIA
RKWDTNMA O UNIA[ 0 ($31418)] | NA[ ($38657) @ NIAL 23.0%
RPLYTNMA | i ($152,891)| ($85441)| |  NA|l  (822326) |~ NA  73.9%
RRVLTNMA N/A N/A N/A NA| ] N/A NiA
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR ANNUAL PRICE DECREASE OF 1 PERCENT
BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV _ Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
SANGTNMT N/A N/A CNIAl NJA B N/A N/A
SDDSTNMA | | N/A $170) | N/Al  ($11,328) N/A 6574.0%
SEWNTNMW N/A  NA NA| N/A N/A N/A
SHVLTNMA {$116,452) $203,426 ~ N/A| $165,045 | N/A -18.9%
SLMRTNMT N/A ($27,092) N/A N/A N/A N/A
SMTWTNMA N/A NAl | N/A NAL T NA NiA
SMYRTNMA $334,579  $732,022 $118,102 |  $434,228 | -64.7% 40.7%
SNTFTNMA N/A N/A| | NAl NIA N/A N/A
SNVLTNMA N/A i NA[ | NA[ NIA N/A N/A
SOVLTNMT N/A N/A TNAl T NIA N/A N/A
SPBGTNMA _N/A ($22,119) N/A] ($29,795) N/A  34.7%
SPCYTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SPFDTNMA || ($13,674) $250966 | | N/A|  $149,321 N/A -40.5%
SPHLTNMT ~_ NA NiA N/A N/A NAL N/A
SRVLTNMA ~ N/A NAal [ NA N/A N/A; N/A
SVNHTNMT N/A (36,219)| | N/A| N/A NiA; N/A
SVVLTNMT NIA $579,051 _ N/A| $428506 | | N/A -26.0%
SWTWTNMT | | N/A ($5,179) N/A ($20,439) ~ NIA 294.6%
TLLHTNMA ($88,491) $274,092 N/A $187,721 NIA -31.5%;
TPVLTNMA (3102,217) ($109,429) N/A|  {$87,105) N/A -20.4%,
TRINTNMA N/A NAl N/A - N/A N/A NiA
TROYTNMT N/A N NAL NIA N/A N/A
TRTNTNMA NIAl T ($1,147) N/A| ($17.124) | NAL 1392.7%
TWNSTNMA N/A NIA NAAl  NA  NAl TTNIA
UNCYTNMA (3179,612)] $4,308 N/A|  $55634 N/A] 1191.5%
VNLRTNMA N/A N/A NiA _ N/A NAl NIA
WHBLTNMT ~ NIA N/A N/A| N/A N/A T NA
WHHSTNMA ~ |~ ($57,244) $6,510 NA| _(817.785) | N[ -3727%
WHPITNMA NA| ($72,111) _ N/A| ($70,539) | N/A -2.2%
WHVLTNMT N/A " NIA . NiAL N/A N/A N/A
WHWLTNMA N/A N/A NIA! N N/A! N/A
WLPTTNMA B N/A N/A N/AL  NIA N/A N/A
WNCHTNMA N/A NAL L NA UNAL L NA NIA
WRTRTNMT N/A N/A N/A NA | N/A N/A
WTTWTNMA B NA| CN/A CNIA[ ONAL T N/A NIA
WVRLTNMT | | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

$15,671,298 $57,552,380 $4,826,722  $35,621,295 -69.2% -38.1%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH CEA NPV TO AT&T CEA NPV
EOR REDUCTION IN RETAIL PRICES BY 15 PERCENT FOR YEAR 1
BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
UNEZone CEA Market NPV NPV _Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV

Zonel iChattanooga TN-GA $270,212 $4,316,237 | 50 $91,600 -100.0% -97.9%
Zone1l Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY $582,168 | $1,410,776 $0 $29,399 -100.0% -97.9%)|
Zone1 Jackson TN $256,894 $821,100 $0 $23,964 -100.0% -97.1%
Zone' Knoxville TN $1,775,008 | $8,241,181 $0 $314,967 -100.0% -96.2%
Zone1 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY $7.667,046 | $18,738,070 ($602,403) $287,495 -107.7% -98.5%
Zone1 Nashville TN-KY $6,989,044 | $17,950,171 $0 $586,487 -100.0% -96.7%
Zone2 Chattanooga TN-GA $0 $712,109 $0 ($68,970) N/A, -109.7%
Zane?2 Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone2 Huntsville AL-TN $0 $102,339 §0 ($2,395) N/A -102.3%
Zone2 Jackson TN $0 $613,326 30 $2,678 N/A -99.6%
Zone? Knoxville TN $0! $1,074121 $0 (395,113} N/A -108.9%
Zone2 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY ($568,208) $650,032 $0 $15,193 | -100.0% -97.7%
Zone?2 Nashville TN-KY ($1,500,166)]  $3,060,761 $0 $68,560 -100.0% -87.8%
Zone3 Atlanta GA-AL-NC N/A N/A NIA NIA NIA N/A
Zone3 Chattanooga TN-GA N/A NfA N/A NIA N/A N/A
Zone3 Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Huntsville AL-TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Jackson TN - N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A
Zoned Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol TN-VA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Knoxville TN NJ/A _ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Lexington KY-TN-VA-WV NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A iN/A
Zone3 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Nashville TN-KY NfA N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA
Zong3 Tupelo MS-AL-TN $0 ($137,844) NIA N/A N/A N/A
$15,671,298 $57,552,380 ($602,403)  $1,253,764 -103.8% -97.8%
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Percent Change

Mass Totai Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center _ Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPY NPV

ACHLTNMT N/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A
ARTNTNMT N/A NIA | N/A NA L N/A N/A
ASCYTNMA (398,653} (348,194) _ N/A ($7.617) ~ N/A -84.2%
ATHNTNMA N/A  $257,122 N/A $3,286 N/A -98.7%
BGSNTNMA | N/A ONA | N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLGPTNMA !  NIA ~ NA N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLLSTNMA | N/A “N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA
BLNCTNMT | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLVRTNMA |  NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BNTNTNMT ! . NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
BTSPTNMA | N/A  ($104,533) N/A N/A N/A N/A
BWVLTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CHRLTNMT | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CHTGTNBR | | 8194691  §1,567,224 N/A $41,113 N/A -97.4%
CHTGTNDT $149,285  $927,141 N/A $24,390 N/A -97.4%
CHTGTNHT NA (840,917 ~ NA ($8,901) N/A -78.2%
CHTGTNMV (383,2186) $25,429 N/A ($4,998) N/A -119.7%
CHTGTNNS  $231,696  $1,300,209 N/A $45,049 N/A -96.5%
CHTGTNRB | |  $47,357 $397,472 N/A $80 N/A -100.0%
CHTGTNRO | | ($136,256)  $114,797 N/A ($6,328) N/A -105.5%
CHTGTNSE : | ($133346)  (818,035) | ~ N/A (87,705} N/A -51.9%
ICHTGTNSM ! ~ N/A (851,015 NIA — ($10,767) N/A -78.9%
CHTNTNMT  NA  NA N/A N/A N/A N/A
CLDGTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CLEVINMA | | NA  $579671 |  NIA ($3,831) N/A -100.7%
CLMATNMA | ($126,137)  $428,662 ' N/A $15,935 N/A -96.3%
CLTNTNMA N/A $40,292 N/A (36,212) N/A -115.4%
CLVLTNMA | | $582,168  $1410,776 N/A $29,399 N/A -97.9%
CMCYTNMT | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CMDNTNMA | ‘NA N N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNHMTNMA | NA  NA | NA N/A N/A N/A
CNVLINMA | WA NA | NA _NiA NIA N/A
CRHLTNCB | | N/A NA | N/A N/A N/A
CRPLTNMA | ~ N/IA O ONA | N/A N/A N/A
CRTHTNMA | | ($126,357)  ($86,611) |  ($9,851) N/A -88.6%
CRVLTNMA $97,695 8453769 $13,470 N/A -97.0%
CULKTNMA N/A NA | N/A N/A N/A
CVINTNMT ($95,157)  $168,627 | = N/A  $13,351 N/A 92.1%
DCTRTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
DKSNTNMT  ($32,402)  $296,125 | $11,258 N/A -96.2%
DNRGTNMA | NA T ($21,713) (39,513) N/A -56.2%
DOVRTNMT | | NA NA | ~N/A N/A N/A
DYBGTNMA || ($136,725)  $218,198 $10,977 N/A -95.0%
DYERTNMT N/A - ($97,575) ~ ($13,889) N/A -85.8%
DYTNTNMA N/A T $52617 {$9,606) N/A -118.3%
EAVLTNMA CONA T N N N/A N/A N/A
ETWHTNMT T ONIAT T (g57.001) | ($11,869) N/A -79.5%
FIVLTNMA L NiA NA |  NIA N/A N/A
FKLNTNCC $5,831  $341,435 N/A  §11,524 N/A -96.6%
FKLNTNMA™ | $263291  §$798,700  NA $24,812 N/A -96.9%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO ATAT WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR REDUCTION IN RETAIL PRICES BY 15 PERCENT FOR YEAR 1

BellScuth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV~ Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
FLVLTNMA N/A N/A  NIA N/A N/A N/A
FRDNTNMA ! NA N/A NA N/A N/A N/A
FRVWTNMT  N/A NA | NA N/A N/A N/A
FYVLTNMA || NA  $102339 | NA ($2,395) N/A ~102.3%
GALLTNMA | ($21,922)  $365528 N/A 816,169 N/A -95.6%
GBSNTNMT N/A N/A N/A _N/A N/A N/A
GDJTTNMA ~ NA N/A ~ NA N/A N/A N/A
GDVLTNMA $204.,476 $573,103 NA  $12,961 N/A -97.7%
GLSNTNMA N N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A
GNBRTNMA _ ($99,114) ($80,996) |  N/A ($9,522) N/A -88.2%
GNFDTNMT | N/A N/A N/A ONA T NA  N/A
GRNBTNMA & | N/A N/A | NIA NA~ N/A N/A
GTBGTNMT | " ($41,935)  $148,036 NIA ($515) N/A -100.3%
GTWSTNSW | ($14,522) $44,725 ($7,452)  ($3,364) -48.7% -107.5%
HDVLTNMA $547,304  $914585 | CN/A$12,035 N/A -98.7%
HHNWTNMA | | ($160,751)  ($115,846) N/A ($9,251) N/A -92.0%
HIMNTNMA NA  ($18,579) N/A (810,559) N/A 43.2%
HLLSTNMT  ° N/A N/A N/A CNA | N/A N/A
HMBLTNMA NA — $5115 | NIA ($7,208) N/A -240.9%
HMPSTNMA 1  NA N/A N/A  NA | N/A ~ NA
HNLDTNMA N/A N/A N/A _ NA | N/A N/A
HNNGTNMA N/A NA | N/A NA NIA N/A
HNSNTNMT | NA T N/A N/A NA | NA N/A
ANTGTNMA . |~ NA CNA ] TTNAT TNA T NA TR
HRFRTNMA _NA O NA N/A N/A ~ NA  NIA
HRNBTNMT | ] N/A NA L NAL NAL L NA A
HTVLTNMA | | N/A - NA NA  NIA N/A _ N/A|
JCSNTNMA | N/A — $614,499 N/A~ §38872 N/A -93.7%
JCSNTNNS | $256,894 $821,100 |  N/A $23984 | NA  97.1%
JFCYTNMA ™  NA 813189 | N NA - -165.1%
JLLCTNMA N/A NiA N/A N/A
JSPRTNMT ' | 'NIA Na | 1 N/A T NIA
KGTNTNMT | N/A NA - N _ NA
KNTNTNMA N/A N/A | N/A N/A
KNVLTNBE | $271,235  $1,123755 | - NA_ -964%
KNVLTNFC $66,840 $523,875 L NA -97.5%
KNVLTNMA [ '$449,300  $2,482,254 | NA  $122727 | NA  .951%
KNVLTNWH - ;  $631,376  $1,937,031 NA_ 868,764 N/A -96.5%
KNVLTNYH | $32,852 $334,007 | N/A $8,544 O NA - 974%
LBNNTNMA | ($3,678)  $537,213 N/A $26,937 N/A -95.0%
LFLTINMA N/A $49,793 | N/A ($9,025) N/ -118.1%
LKCYTNMA [~ " NIA __ (§57.516) N/A  ($10,296) NA  -B21%
LNCYTNMA | NA  §73982 '  NA  ($6,107) | -108.3%
LODNTNMA | | N/A §10467 |  N/A  ($8,144) | _ 177.8%
LRBGTNMA ($193,376)  $115,075 '  NA %6673 O NA  -942%
LWBGTNMA ($127,314) 870456 |  N/A (3548) | NA  -100.8%)
LXTNTNMA N/A NA © NA  NA NA N/A
LYBGTNMT NA  NA NA NA | N/A ~N/A
LYLSTNMA N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A - N/A
LYVLTNMA N/A } N/A N/A N/A N/A
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV

FOR REDUCTION [N RETAIL PRICES BY 15 PERCENT FOR YEAR 1

BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPY NPV Market NPV NPV 7
MAVLTNMA | $209,939 $987,707 | CNIA $36466 | NA -96.3%]
MCKNTNMA N/A  ($44,823) CN/A (31,401 NIA  98.7%
MCWNTNMT N/A CNA | NIA NIA N/A N/A
MDTNTNMA N/A NA | NA NA  N/A N/A
MDVITNMT NNA NA | NA N/A N/A N/A
MEDNTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A  ONA NIA
MILNTNMA | __NIA ($7.085) | NA  ($8,266) | N/A 16.7%
MMPHTNBA | | $1,596,534  $3,000,643 |  ($86,740)  $24,800 |  -105.4% -99.2%
MMPHTNCK $168,055 $281,758 ($27,627) ($19,525) . -116.4% -106.9%
MMPHTNCT . | $425,036  $1,085,182 |  ($65,845) ($12,610) 1155%  -101.2%
MMPHTNEL : | $610,489  $1,981,999 ($54,941) $57,599 | -100.0% -97.1%
MMPHTNFR $301,641  $552,470 ($43,867)  ($23,333) -114.5% -104.2%
MMPHTNGT ' | $1,704,181  $2,856,477 ($63,604) $31032 | A03.7%  -98.9%
MMPHTNHP & | ($27,632) ($12,677) (57.200)  (87.226) |  -73.9% -43.0%|
MMPHTNMA © |  $417,305  $1762,044 ($8,859)  $107,679 | 027%  -93.9%
[MMPHTNMT - | $394,355  $933,070 ($45,493) ($2.400) | -111.5% -100.3%
MMPHTNOA $1,272,177  $3,431,911 ($30,605)  $149,195 |  -102.4% -95.7%
MMPHTNSL $608,226  $1,842,140 ($73,621)  $28,038 -112.1% -98.5%
MMPHTNST $270,367  §704,605 | ($35,712) ($2,909) | -113.2% -100.4%
MMPHTNWW : |  $140,834  $273,725 (550,829)  ($39,571) ! 136.1%  -114.5%
MNCHTNMA NA N/A N/A N/A NIA  NA|
MNPLTNMA ~ | ($144,034)  ($126,092) NA - ($11,530) | NIA -90.9%
MRBOTNMA | $1,049,487  $2,073,056 ONA U $56300 [ NA L 97.3%
MRTWTNMA & | N/A $509,185 | NA  $11,252 CNA L -97.8%
MSCTTNMT | |~ N/A 338621 | N/A  ($4675) |  NA  -1121%
MSCWTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A]
MYVLTNMA | NA N/A NA - NA | NAL NIA
NRRSTNMA _NA(346830) | N/A (39078) | NA  B0.5%
NSVLTNAA | NA NA | NA NA | NAL NA
NSVLTNAP | $352,507  $891,359 |  N/A $29,103 _ NA - -96.7%
NSVLTNBH . [ ($15901) ~ $906 | NA . (89.395) | N/A_ T -1137.2%)
NSVLTNBY $321,018 $457,162 N (s2886) | NAL -100.6%)
NSVLTNBW |  $576,000  $1,562,464 NA L se1en - NiA _~9%6.0%
NSVLTNCD | §9413  $214,916 N/A  $18,113 CONA -916%
NSVLTNCH $649,323  $1,428,189 N/A  $44,336 CNA -96.9%
NSVLTNDO |  $461,183  $1,581,483 N/A - $72,423 NA  .95.4%)
NSVLTNHH © | §78607  $210105 | = NA _ ($2,049) NA L -101.0%
NSVLTNIN | 8366357 = 8636779 [~ NA $8,051 NA - -98.7%
NSVLTNMC $272,336  $678,159 CUNAT 0 $18,341 | N/A -97.6%
NSVLTNMT $651,238  $2,890,824 NA~ $152,895 N/A -94.7%
NSVLTNST $723219  $1,612,534 N/A~ 349,383 | NA -96.9%
NSVLTNUN | $267,215 $1,081717 |  NA 848012 | NA -95.4%
NSVLTNWC * | ($225695)  ($167,349) o NiA ($6304) | NA  -962%
NSVLTNWM | $135424 8398912 |  NA $7.083 | N/A -98.2%
NWBRTNMA NIA N/A N/A NA NIA N/A
NWPTTNMT _NA§75256 | NIA  ($5589) | _NiA~ ~-107.4%
OKRGTNMT ° | $135400  §$704,515 - N/A $24,938 NA  965%
OLHCTNMA 95171 841886 | NA_ ($8,304) NIA - -119.8%
OLSPTNMA N/A ($67.848) NA  ($12,027) CNA -823%
PARSTNMA N/A  $144,342 NIA $1.298 N/A -99.1%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR REDUCTION IN RETAIL PRICES BY 15 PERCENT FOR YEAR 1

BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center  Market NPV NPV ~ Market NPY NPV Market NPV NPV
PLMYTNMA 1 [ N/A NiA  NA ONIA N/A NJA)
PLSKTNMA | N/A NIA N/A NA | N/A N/A
PSVWTNMT N/A N/A NA N/A N/A N/A
PTBGTNMA N/A NA | NA N/A NA  N/A
PTLDTNMA ! ($133,995) ($2339) | N/A ($1,387) | N/A 40.7%]
ROGLTNMA | __NiA N/A N/A NA | N/A N/A
RKWDTNMA | N/A ($31.416) NiA - (39,854) | N/A -68.6%
RPLYTNMA | | ($152,891) ($85,441) _NiA ($7,376) N/A -91.4%
RRVLTNMA | N/A N/A T NIA N/A i N/A N/A]
SANGTNMT N/A N/A ~N/A N/A ~ NA _ NA
SDDSTNMA N/A ($170) NJA (37,644) N/A 4403.7%
SEWNTNMW 1 [ ~_N/A NA | NA NA T N/A “N/A
SHVLTNMA ($116,452) $203426 | NIA  $5554 | NA T 97.3%|
SLMRTNMT N/A ($27.092) CNA NA | N/A, N/A
SMTWTNMA | N/A N/A NA NiA N/A _NIA
SMYRTNMA | '$334,579 $732,022 NA ~ $19,974 N/A -97.3%
SNTFTNMA N/A N/A NA NA | N/A N/A
SNVLTNMA ¢ N/A N/A NA NA [ NA N/A
SOVLTNMT | N/A N/A NA T NA | NA NIA
SPBGTNMA | [ N/A ($22,119) N/A (89,723) | N/A -56.0%
SPCYTNMT N/A NA T NA NA N/A N/A
SPFDTNMA ($13,674) $250,966 N $7,649 | NA  97.0%
SPHLTNMT _ N/A N/A N/A o NA | NA N/A
SRVLTNMA | N/A N/A NA N/A N/A  NA
SUNHTNMT N/A ($6,219) | CONA NAA | NA N/A
SWLTNMT & | N/A §579.051 |  NIA 815322 | NA  97.4%
SWTWTNMT | N/A ($5179) | NA (89,915} | N/A 91.4%
TLLHTNMA | | (388.491) $274,092 _ N/A 85131 NIA 98.1%
TPVLTNMA | | ($102,217)  ($109,429) NA (313541 | NIA -B7.6%
TRINTNMA ~ 0 | N/A N/A NA - NA | NA ___NA
TROYTNMT ~ NA N/A CN/A N/A ~ NIA N/A
TRTNTNMA | " N/A $1147) | NIA T ($6,739) N/A 487.5%
TWNSTNMA | [~ NA NA T TNAT T T NIA L NA NIA
[UNCYTNMA ~° | ($179,612)  $4,308 N/A ($1.688) |  NIA  -139.2%|
VNLRTNMA | [ 7 N/A T NIA N/A  N/A NIATT U NIA
WHBLTNMT @ | NiA ~ NIA NA  NA L NA N/A]
WHHSTNMA @ | ($57,244) $6510 | ~ NA ($6.981) | CNIA - -207.2%)
WHPITNMA NJA T @g7211y L NIAL 0 ($12,029) | NIA -83.3%
WHVLTNMT TOONIA N/A  NA NA | CNIA N
WHWLTNMA . | N/A N/A CNATT T TNIATT T NA N/A|
WLPTTNMA CNA NA NA o O NA L NA L NA
WNCHTNMA N/A N/A N/A ONA | NAL N/A
WRTRTNMT | N/A NA | NA  NA | NA N/A
WTTWTNMA ___NA N/A N/A NAL O NA  NA
WVRLTNMT N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A
$15,671,208 $57,552,380 ($602,403)  $1,253,764 -103.8% -97.8%
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TN Zone1 Chattanooga TN-GA 4,316,237 270,212 4,046,025

TN Zonei Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY 1,410,776 582,168 828,609
TN Zonel Jackson TN 821,100 256,894 564,206
TN Zonet Knoxville TN 8,241,181 1,775,008 6,466,173
TN Zonet Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY 18,738,070 7,867,046 10,871,024
TN Zonel Nashville TN-KY 17,950,171 6,989,044 10,861,127
TN Zone?2 Chattancoga TN-GA 712,109 0 712,109
TN Zone2 Huntsville AL-TN 102,339 0 102,339
™ Zone2 Jackson TN 613,326 0 613,326
TN Zone2 Knoxville TN 1,074,121 0 1,074,121
TN Zone?2 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY 650,032 -568,908 1,218,939
TN Zaone2 Nashville TN-KY 3,060,761 -1,500,166 4,560,928
TN Zone3 Tupelo MS-AL-TN -137,844 0 -137,844

Total 57,552,380 15,671,298 41,881,082




TN
TN
TN
N
TN
TN
TN
TN
TN
TN
TN

one
Zone1
Zone
Zone1
Zone1
Zone1
Zone2
Zone2
Zone2
Zone2
Zone2
Zone2

NPV RESULTS FOR AT&T

ULTIMATE MARKET SHARE OF 5 PERCENT

attanooga TN-GA
Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY
Jackson TN

Knoxville TN

Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY
Nashville TN-KY
Chattanooga TN-GA
Huntsville AL-TN
Jackson TN

Knoxville TN

Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY
Nashville TN-KY

Total

50,747
-5,183
-269,048
-4,267,805
-3,008,269
846,095
82,799
479,042
1,410,180
183,124
481,206

-3,061,495

955617
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2038441

384,365
171,913
2,352,389
646,176
1,765,064

CcCOOoCQOQOoOQ

7,358,347

1,082,824

-333,619
-177,096
-2,621,437
-4,913,980
-4,773,333
846,095
82,799
479,042
1,410,180
183,124
481,206

-10,419,842
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FOR INCLUDING SUBSCRIPTION IN BUNDLE DISCOUNT

BellSouth Opening_ ATET Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

UNEZone CEA Market NPV NPV _Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
Zonet Chaftancoga TN-GA | $270,212  $4.316,237 $0  $1.752447 -100.0% -59.4%
Zone1  Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY $582,168  $1,410,776 $0 $426,231 -100.0% -69.8%
Zonel  Jackson TN $256,894 $821,100 $0 $255,795 -100.0% -68.8%
Zonel Knoxville TN $1,775,008  $8,241,181 $0  $3,768,389 -100.0% -54.3%
Zonet Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY $7,867,046  $18,738,070 $0 6,725,267 -100.0% -64.1%)|
Zonel Nashville TN-KY $6.989,044 $17,950,174 $0  $6,705.894 -100.0% -62.6%
Zone2 Chattanooga TN-GA $0 $712,109 $0 $65.006 N/A -90.9%
Zone2 Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY L N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone2 Huntsville AL-TN $0 $102,339 $0 $45,533 N/A -55.5%
Zone? Jackson TN $0 $613,326 $0 $271,171 N/A -55.8%
Zone2 Knoxville TN $0  $1.074,121 $0 $216,705 N/A -79.8%
Zone2 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY ($568,908) $650,032 $0 $335,329 -100.0% -48.4%
Zone2 Nashville TN-KY ($1.500,166)  $3,060,761 $0  $2,010,328 -100.0% -34.3%
Zone3 Atlanta GA-AL-NC N/A N/A NIA_ NA N/A N/A
Zone3 Chattanooga TN-GA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3d Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Huntsville AL-TN N/A NfA NIA N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Jackson TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Johnsan City-Kingsport-Bristol TN-VA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Knoxville TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Lexington KY-TN-VA-WV N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Nashville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 Tupelo MS-AL-TN $0 {$137,844) 30 {$181,663) N/A 31.8%

$15,671,298 $57,552,380 $0 $22,396,440 -100.0% 61.1%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR INCLUDING SUBSCRIPTION IN BUNDLE DISCOUNT

BellSouth Opening

AT&T Rebuttal

Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV

ACHLTNMT | NA_ 0 NA L NA  NAT 0 NAL NA
ARTNTNMT —ONA ~N/A CNATT TNA TNATTT N/A
ASCYTNMA ($98,653)  ($48194) | N/A_ ($30,185) NJA -37.4%)
ATHNTN_MI}__ O NIA 3257122 | NA $130915 | NA -49.1%
BGSNTNMA | N/A CNA | ONA NA | _ NA N/A
BLGPTNMA ~ NIA__ NA o NAa o NA NA N/A
BLLSTNMA CN/A ] NIA CNA O NAL CNA _ NA
BLNETNMT 1 TNA CNIA | ONA N/A NA NA
BLVRTNMA WA U NA L NI T NIA | NA  NA
BNTNTNMT  NA NIRRT e T TN L U NIA T NA
BTSPTNMA TNAT ($104,533) | N/A L ($91.851) ~ N/A -121%
BWVLTNMA NA NA | NA CNA L NIA _NiA
CHRLTNMT TUNIA NA | NA NA | _NA
CHTGTNBR | $194,881 §1,567,224 | N/A ~ '§659,965 | '~ NA  -57.9%
CHTGTNDT || '$149,285  $927,141 ~NiA $373,331 | -59.7%
CHTGTNHT N ($40,917) N/A ($47,054) | [ ~ 15.0%
CHTGTNMV (383,216)  $25429 NIA ($2,356) N/A -109.3%
CHTGTNNS & | $231,696  $1,300209 | _  MNA ~ $568,832 N/A ~-56.3%
CHTGTNRB * $47,357  $397,472 TONA s1133s2 ¢ NAL 715%
CHIGTNRO | | ($136,256)  $114,797 B N/A $47,934 N/A -5B2%
CHTGTNSE | ' '($133,348)  ($16,035) N/A 1) CUNA L -46.4%
CHTGTNSM : | N/A  ($51.015) U ONA ($5g3 393) CNIA 145%
CHTNTNMT  © NA N/A _NiA - NIA O NA NA
CLDGTNMA | NA  NIA NA - NA _NA N/A
CLEVINMA - | NA  $579,671 N/A $216,549 TNA T -B2.8%)
CLMATNMA | ($126,137)  $428,662  NA $274868 | NIA -35.9%
CLTNTNMA | NA $40,292 CNAT T 8214y TNA - -100.5%
CLVLTNMA §$582,168  $1,410776 |  N/A  $426,231 T NA T 89.8%
CMCYTNMT | NIA NA CNA NA | NAL N/A
CMDNTNMA TUTNIA T NIA | CN/A CNA T NA T NIA
CNHMTNMA NI T NA NIA TN TNA N/A
CNVLTNMA NA O NA | CNIA TNA L NA N/A
CRHLTNCB NA T NIA L NIA CUNA L NAT T NIA
CRPLTNMA | NIA N/A NA NIA~ NA T NA
CRTHTNMA | ($126,357)  ($86,611) N/A  ($42,396) NA 511%
CRVLTNMA $97,695 $453769 |  N/A %150668 @ NA  -66.8%
CULKTNMA NA N/A T ONIA N/A | CNA N/A
CVTNTNMT ($95.157)  $168,627 | N/A $128859 | NIA | -23.6%
DCTRT[\}MIW NA NA ( NA NA | NA N/A
DKSNTNMT |~ ($32,402)  $296,125 N/A $172,092 TNIA -41.9%
DNRGTNMA N/A ($21,743) T N/AT ($38444) | O NA T71%
DOVRTNMT TNA 0 NA | NA NA | CNA NIA
DYBGTNMA | ($136,725)  $218,198  NA $139,235 T NA -36.2%
DYERTNMT _N/A - (397,575) N/A ($87,269) o NA -106%
DYTNTNMA - NJA  $52617 N/A ($12,674) CNA L -124.1%
EAVLTNMA | NA NAT NAL L NIA NA__ NIA
ETWHTNMT ~UN/A ($57,901) . NIA ($62,220) CNA 7.5%
FIVLTNMA ONIA ~ N/A NA NA CNA " N/A
FKLNTNCC | $5831  $341,435 | N/A $341,920 | NA  0.4%!
FKLNTNMA ] $263,291  $798,700 NIA T $314,566 N/A  60.6%
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COMPARISCN OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Tolal
Wire Center ~ Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV ~ Markel NPV NPV

FOVLTNMA " NA T NA T TTNAT T NA N/A N/A
FRONTNMA | 7 N na T TTTNIA T N NIA N/A
FRVWTNMT || 7 " NiA NIA NA T NJA N/A N/A

FYVLTNMA 1| " NA  $102339 | N/A  $45533 N/A -55.5%
GALLTNMA " ($21,922)  $365528 |  N/A  $217,389 N/A 40.5%
GBSNTNMT ¢ | N/A NA | N/A CNA | N/A N/A

GOJTTNMA = | NIA NA L NA TN N/A N/A

GDVLTNMA 204476 $573103 | NA  $196192 NA T 65.8%

GLSNTNMA i |~ N/A TNA T NA T NA T NA _ N/A
GNBRTNMA | | ($99,114) ($80,996) o NA o (s54242) | NA  -33.0%
GNFDTNMT N/A NIA ONA NA N/A N/A
GRNBTNMA | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

GTBGTNMT ($41,935)  $148036 | = NA  $55512 N/A  62.5%]}

[GTWSTNSW | | ($14,522) $44,726 | T NA L ($M317)y | NA L 1253%
HDOVLTNMA | $547,304 $914,585 N/A $190,367 NA T79.2%

HHNWTNMA (5160,751)  ($115,846) |  N/A _ ($39,018) NIA -66.3%

HIMNTNMA | NJA ($18579) | N/A_ (340618) |  NA  1186%
HLLSTNMT - N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HMBLTNMA ~ N/A $5,115 NIA ($24,889) N/A -586.6%

HMPSTNMA | " N/A NA N/A NA | NIA N/A

HNLDTNMA 1 [ "NA™ T TNA | T A NA L NAT T NA
HANNGTNMA 1| N/A T UNA T NA NA NA T NA

HNSNTNMT  © | “N/A O NA L NA N/A NAT NA

ENTGTNMA ;| NA T~ NA T NA L NA L NA L NA
HRFRINMA . | NA NIA CoNAC o NI NA A
HRNBTNMT | NIA N!A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HIVLTNMA | N/A NA |7 TNA L NA | NA T NA
JCENTNMA N/A $614,499 NA 5378181 NIA -38.5%

JCSNTNNS | saskees st | NA sassres | NA -6ast
QFM(_.TYTNMAH_ o _N/A $13, 189 1 N/A ($19 521) + N/A o -248 0%
JLLCTNMA | TN/A N/A N;‘A N/A N/A N/A

JSPRINMT | "7 N/A N UNA L T NA L NAL NIA
KGTNTNMT | N/A NA T NA NA NIA N/A

KNTNTNMA N/A NA | NIA NIA ~ NA N/A

KNVLTNBE | | '$271,235  $1,123756 | ~ N/A  $500422 |  NA  -555%
KNVLTNFC $86,840 $523875 |  N/A_ $215935 | N/A  -58.8%
KNVLTNMA $449,300  $2,482254 |  N/A 81301431 |

KNVLTNWH $631,376  $1,937,031 N/A_ $789,545
KNVLTNYH .| $32,852 $334007 | = NA 8137633 1
LBNNTNMA | (83,678) $537,213 N/A $325,959
LFLTTNMA ¢ N/A $49,793 N/A ($4,961)

LKCYTNMA N/A ($57.516) | = NIA  ($57,669)

LNCYTNMA | T TNAs73g82 | UNIA S16417 |
LODNTNMA N/A $10,467 N/A ($19,263)

LREGTNMA | (s193376) 8115075 | WA st2en | NA a3

[(WBGTNMA . | ($127,314) $70456 | T N/A _ $61,501

CXINTNMA™ 7} NA-  NA L NA T NA
LYBGTNMT TTTNA NIA | TNA NAT

LYLSTNMA | NA CTUNATL NAL NAT T TNA L NA
LYVLTNMA NA T NIA N/A N/A
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rehuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center  Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV ~ Market NPV~ NPV
MAVLTNMA ' | $209,93  $987,707 ' N/A  $448661 | N/A -54.6%
MCKNTNMA 1] N/A~  ($44823) | N/A §3623 N/A -108.1%
MCWNTNMT : |  NA NA | NA NA | N/A N/A
MDTNTNMA | N NA T NA ~  NIA N/A N/A
MDVITNMT CNA NA  NIA T NIA N/A  N/A
MEDNTNMA T | NIA NA T NIA NA | NA N/A
MILNTNMA .|  NA ($7,085) N/A  ($32,981) N/A 365.5%
MMPHTNBA | $1,596,534  $3,000,643 | N/A  $878,364 N/A -70.7%
MMPHTNCK | | $168,055 $281,758 | N/A  $11,324 N/A -96.0%
MMPHTNCT | | $425036  $1,085,182  N/A_ $398,480 | N/A  -63.3%
MMPHTNEL | $610,489  $1,981,999 ~ N/A 3879688 |  NiA -55.6%
MMPHTNFR $301,641 $652,470 | NJA'", © $113906 |  NA -79.4%
MMPHTNGT © | $1,704,181 52856477 | N/A  $720,884 N/A -74.8%
MMPHTNHP ($27,632) ($12,677) ' _NiA $33207 | NIA -362.7%
MMPHTNMA | | $417,305  $1,762,044 ' CN/A 3905398 | N/A 48.6%
MMPHTNMT $394,355 $933,070 N/A  $313,006  NA -66.4%
MMPHTNOA i | $1,272,177  $3,431.911 N/A  $1,428,824 N -58.4%
MMPHTNSL | $608,226  $1,842,140  NA $785857 | NA -57.3%
MMPHTNST | $270,367  $704,605 | N/A 8236377 | = NA  66.5%
MMPHTNWW © [ $140,834 $273,725 N/A 831,089 | NA  -8B.6%
MNCHTNMA = | N/A NIA NA NA | NIA N/A
MNPLTNMA | (5144,034)  ($126,092) | N/A  ($61,346) NIA 51.3%
MRBOTNMA ' | $1,040487 $2073056 ' N/A 9644020 |  N/A  -B89%
MRTWTNMA = | © " N/A _ $500,185 | WA S27i781 | NIA | T-468%
MSCTTNMT N/A $38,621 ~ NA %4753 | NA  -81.7%
MSCWTNMA | N/A N/A ~ NA N/A  NA N/A
MYVLTNMA | 1 N/A NA | N/A NA | NA NIA
NRRSTNMA |~ N/A ~ (846,530) | NIA  ($48606) [ NA  45%
NSVLTNAA | | NNA NA | NA NA | NA NA
NSVLTNAP | $352,597 $891,359 | T NJA §330,020 | NA -63.0%
NSVLTNBH | |  ($15,901) $906 N/A ($54,058) | N/A  -B068.1%
NSVLTNBV |  $321,018 $457,162 NA  $27614 | NA -94.0%
NSVLTNBW = | $576,000  $1,562,464 | N/A  $649325 |  NJA  -5B.4%
NSVLTNGD ' |7 $9413  Setasie | NA  S1s52a2 | U NA  -27.8%
NSVLTNCH ' | $649.323 $1428189 | N/A  $494017 |  NIA 65.4%
NSVLTNDO $461,183  $1,581,483 NAT s74a871 1 T NA -52.9%
NSVLTNHH © | $78,607 $210105 | N/A  $30390 | NA_ -855%
NSVLTNIN _ ~ | 366,357 ~ $636779 |~ NA  s127ee7 | NA -80.0%
NSVLTNMC $272,336 $678,159 | N/A 8225293 |  NIA -66.8%
NSVLTNMT ! $651,238  $2,890,824 NIA  $1,552,527 N/A -46.3%
NSVLTNST $723219  $1,612,534 N/A_ $560,331 | N/A 65.3%
NSVLTNUN @ | $267,215  $1,051,7177 |  N/A  $518109 | ~ NA -507%
NSVLTNWC | ($225695)  ($167,349) |  N/A  ($22909) | N/A -86.3%
NSVLTNWM & | $135424  $398912 |  N/A $123226 | NA  -69.1%
NWBRTNMA N/A ONA | NA NA T N/A N/A
[NWPTTNMT + | NIA $75256 |  N/A 18556 | NA  -753%
OKRGTNMT i $135,400 $704,515 | N/A  $319,249 | N/A -54.7%
OLACTNMA | $5171 _ $4189% | NA  (840302) | NA  -1962%
OLSPTNMA | = NA  ($67848) | ~ NA  (867,719) |  NA  -0.2%
PARSTNMA N/A  $144,342 N/A $58,991 N/A -59.1%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR INCLUDING SUBSCRIPTION IN BUNDLE DISCOUNT
BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

_Wire Center  Market NPV NPV~ MarketNPY NPV Market NPV NPV
PLMYTNMA N/A NA _NA NIA NA N/A
PLSKTNMA NA T ONA | N/A N/A N/A N/A
PSVWTNMT N/A  NA | NIA N/A N/A N/A
PTBGTNMA NA - NIA | NiA N/A NA  NA
PTLDTNMA (3133,995) (§2,339) N/A~ $31831 NIA -1460.7%
RDGLTNMA N/A N/A ~ NiA CONA | N/A N/A
RKWDTNMA | N/A ($31,416) N/A ($43699) |  NA 39.1%
RPLYTNMA ($152,891) ($85,441) N/A ($30,576) N/A -64.2%
RRVLTNMA N/A NA | CNA N/A N/A N/A
SANGTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SDDSTNMA N/A ($170)  NIA T ($26,718) O N/A 15641.9%|
SEWNTNMW | N/A N/IA | N/A N/A N/A N/A|
SHVLTNMA | | (5116,452)  $203,426 N/A $132,556 N/A -34.8%
SLMRTNMT N/A ($27,092) | N/A ($49,992) N/A 84.5%)
SMTWTNMA " N/A N/A N/A NIA | N/A N/A
SMYRTNMA $334,579 $732,022 N/A_ $231,031 Nia -68.4%
SNTFTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
SNVLTNMA N/A N/A NA CNIA N/A N/A
SOVLTNMT | N/A N/A CN/A NIAT ] NIA T NIA
SPBGTNMA | NJA ($22,119) | N/A  ($43,380) |  NIA 96.1%
SPCYTNMT ~ N/A NA | NA N/A N/A _N/A
SPFDTNMA ($13.674) __ $250,966 NA T 8127366 | NA_ -49.2%)
SPHLTNMT N/A TNATL O NAT  NA L NA A
SRVLTNMA N/A N/A CNIA L NA NA  NA
SVNHTNMT ! N/A ($6.219) CONJA T ($39,819) | N/A  540.3%
SWLTNMT N/A_ $579,051 N/A 8315879 |  NIA -45.5%
SWTWTNMT : N/A ($5179) | CN/AT($32,020) | NIA 518.2%
TLLHTNMA ($88,491)  $274,092 |  N/A $149,081 ~ NA -45.6%
TPVLTNMA (3102217)  ($109.429) |  N/A  ($83,458) ONA T 237%)
TRINTNMA N/A NA L ONA NA | NA N/A:
TROYTNMT N/A - N/A COONA T NA | NA N/A
TRTNTNMA N/A @1,147) | T NA T (S24d87) | T NAT 2034.5%
TWNSTNMA N/A NJA T NIA CONA T O NIA NIA
JUNCYTNMA | ($179,612) $4,308 WA 330,601 NIA 610.4%
VNLRTNMA | N/A N/A  NIA_ CONA | NA NA
WHBLTNMT N/A NA | NA TNA L NIA N/A
WHHSTNMA (357.244) $6,510 N/A ($21.476) | NIA 425.3%)
WHPITNMA ¢ N/A ($72,111) ~ ($69,465) TOONA T 3T7%
WHVLTNMT N/A NA - NA NA | NIA N/A
WHWLTNMA N/A NA | NA NA T N/A NIA
WLPTTNMA | N/A NAT N T N/A T NA T NA
[WNCHTNMA N/A NIA ~ N/A NA N/A
WRTRTNMT | N/A~ NA T NA NA | CNIAT T NA
WTTWTNMA j T NA NA T NA T NIA | CNJAT T NA
WVRLTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

$15,671,2908  $57,552,380 $0  $22,396,440 -100.0% 61.1%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH CEA NPV TO AT&T CEA NPV
FOR CHURN DECREASE OF 20 PERCENT
BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Jotal

UNEZone CEA Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
Zonel | Chattancoga TN-GA $270,212 ¢ $4,316,237 | | $871,276  $5,114,369 | | 222.4% 18.5%
Zonel . Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY s ' §582,168 . $1,410,776 . . $782,942 | $1,653,105 34.5%, 17.2%
Zonel _ Jackson TN N | $256,804 :  $821,100 . | $334,365 $928,305 30.2% 13.1%
Zonel i |Knoxvile TN - " $1,775,008  $8,241,181 | $2722,524 | $9.489,737 53.4% 15.2%
Zone1  : :Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY i . $7,867,046 | $18,738,070 . $9,769,966  $21,147,576 24.2% 12.9%
Zoneit ¢ Nashville TN-KY © 1 95,080,044 | $17,950,171 . @ $8,878,013 | $20,357,519 27.0% 13.4%|
Zone2 ' Chattanooga TN-GA : $0 $712,109 : $0 $780,831 N/A 8.7%
Zone2 | Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A| NIA] N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone2 . ;Huntsville AL-TN - $0  $102,339 30 $110,338 N/A 7.8%
Zone2 | [Jackson TN . $0 $613,326 $0 $738,708 N/AI 20.4%)
Zone2 | Knoxville TN P 80! $1.074121 ) $0 :  $1,178,045 N/A; 9.7%
Zone2 | :Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY B . ($568,908): $650,032 ($300,761)! $952,961 | 47 1% 51.2%
Zone2 | ;Nashville TN-KY _ | {$1,500,166)  $3,060,761 ($596,022)]  $4,198,179 -60.3% 37.2%
Zoned | iAflanta GA-AL-NC N/A N/A $0 ($48,414) . N/A N/A
Zoned  ° Chattancoga TN-GA N/A N/AL | N/A N/A | N/A N/A
Zone3 | (Clarksvilie-Hopkinsville TN-KY ; N/A NIA| | N/A; ~ NiA| N/A N/A
Zoned Huntsville AL-TN L N/A N/A NiAL N/A! N/A N/A
Zoned | |Jackson TN _ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 | |Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristo!l TN-VA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned 'Knoxville TN N/A NAL | N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 [Lexington KY-TN-VA-WV i N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A] N/A
Zoned |Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY _ N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A; N/A
Zone3 Nashville TN-KY - N/A N/A N/A N/A ~_NIA N/A
Zone3 i |Tupelo MS-AL-TN $0 ($137,844) $0 ($131,190)] | N/A -4.8%

$15,671,208 $57,552,380  $22,462,303 $66,500,068 43.3% 15.5%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR CHURN DECREASE OF 20 PERCENT
BellSouth Opening ATAT Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
ACHLTNMT N/A N/A NAT T NIAJT  NIA N/A
ARTNTNMT ~ NIA N/AL | N/A‘ NA | NIA N/A
ASCYTNMA | | ($98,653)]  ($48,194) | ~ ($74, 792) ~ (521,234) -24.2% -55.9%
ATHNTNMA |7 N/A|  $257,122 | NA  $272541 | | N/A 6.0%
BGSNTNMA | ¥ N CNA[ N/A, _ NiA N/A N/A
BLGPTNMA |,  N/A NIA NALTNALL N/A| N/A
BLLSTNMA 1 NA N/A| - ____N;'A' ' NAl T NA N/A
BLNCTNMT | . __NIA NA | NA  N/A N/A N/A
BLVRTNMA | | N/A N/A ~NAl  NA N/A N/A
BNTNTNMT N/A NAL L NA NALL . NA N/A
BTSPTNMA /Al (3104,533) | N/A|  ($106,738)] | N/A 2.1%
BWVLTNMA N/A NAL | NA _ N/A N/AL - NIA
CHRLTNMT | N/A| N/A| | N/A N/A NIA] N/A|
CHTGTNBR | | $104,691  $1,567,224 | | $363,618 | $1.803,935 86.8%;  15.1%|
CHTGTNDT | $149,285 |  $927,141 | | $254,291 | $1,068,738 70.3%| _ 15.3%|
CHTGTNHT NA, (340917) NAA| T (341,117) N/Al 0.5%]
[CHTGTNMV ($83,216)] $25429 | | ($17,224) $96,198 | | -79.3%|  278.3%
CHTGTNNS $231,696 | $1,300,209 | | $285463 | $1,400,434 232%  1.7%|
CHTGTNRB  $47,357 $397,472 $132,725 |  $502,332 ~ 180.3% 26.4%
CHTGTNRO | | ($136,256) $114,797 | |  ($55644)] 3210354 | |  -59.2%|  832%
CHTGTNSE | | ($133,346)]  ($16,035)] | ($91,953)  $32,378 -31.0%| -301.9%|
CHTGTNSM NAL Tyss10i8) | T NA[T #50977)) | NAJ - -0.1%]
CHINTNMT | |~ NA| Naj o NAp o NA __NA[ NA
CLDGTNMA | | N/A NAL | NAL N/A 7 N/A  NA
CLEVTNMA N/A|  $579,671 N/A|  $620,037 CNAl 7.0%
CLMATNMA | T (5126,137),  $428662 | |  ($37,788)]  §545973 | ~  -70.0%{  27.4%
CLTNTNMA | |  N/A $40292 | N/A $45,289 | | N/A _ 12.4%
CLVLTNMA | | '$582,168  $1,410.776 | | $782,942 | $1,653,105 | 34.5% 17.2%
CMCYTNMT CNAL T NAL N/A COONALT T N[ NIA
CMDNTNMA ||~ NA[ N[Nl NAL T NIA
CNHMTNMA N/A N/AL | N/A _ NA
CNVLTNMA - CONA T CON/A] - NA| N/A
CRHLTNCB | NAT|TTTT UNAAL ($48414) | NAA N/A|
CRPLTNMA || NA NA | NAL T TN N NA
CRTHTNMA 1" ($126,357)|  ($86,611)] | ($112,022))  (§70,249)| | -10.6% -18.9%
CRVLTNMA $97,695 | $453,769 | |  $204.493 |  $578,935| 1  109.3%| 27.6%
CULKTNMA | i NIA| _ONA| | _NAL NA | NA[  NA
CVINTNMT | | ($95,157) $168,627 | | ($46,180)]  $220379| |  -51.5%|  36.0%
DCTRTNMT | |~ WA NAL - NAL  NA[L NAL NA
DKSNTNMT | ($32,402)]  $296,125 $23,094 $368,531 -171.3% 24.5%
DNRGTNMA _} CNAL @2y | NAL ($19808) | NAL L -B.8%
DOVRTNMT |  NA[ N/A  NIA| NAL T NA] N/A
DYBGTNMA ($136,725),  $218,198 | |  ($84,130)]  $289451 | | -385%|  327%
DYERTNMT |~ T'NAT -~ (897,575) | NIA|  (899,500) i NA] _ 20%
DYTNTNMA : N/A $52,617 | | NiA| 858997 | NiAL 121%
EAVLTNMA NA) N/A! _NiAl NA | NIAL NIA
ETWHTNMT | | _N/AT T ($57,901) CNIA;(857.658) | NA[ -04%
FIVLTNMA | | ONIA[ NA | NIA] CNALL NA N/A
FKLNTNCC | $5,831 |  $341.435 | | $15163 | $369006 | |  160.0%; __ 8.1%]
FKLNTNMA $263,291 $798,700 $433,818 | $995,089 | ! 64.8% 24.6%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR CHURN DECREASE OF 20 PERCENT

BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPV NPV _ MarketNPY NPV Market NPV NPV
FLVLTNMA | | N/A N/A N/A | NA[ | NAl T NA
FRONTNMA | N/A N/A ~ N/A NIAl ~Nia N/A
FRVWTNMT | N N/A N/A| N/AL | N/A N/A
FYVLTNMA | | N/A| $102,338 | | N/A|  $110338 | | NA|  7.8%
GALLTNMA _ _(821,922)|  $365528 | | $54,213 | §460,849 | | ~ -347.3%| 26.1%)
GBSNTNMT U NAR Nl NA] /A o NAL NA
GDJTTNMA N/A| CNALT N/A N/A NATT N/A
GDVLTNMA | | $204,476 | 3573103 | | $263352| $651,889 | | ~  28.8% 13.7%
GLSNTNMA | | NA| Nl NIAl NA| | N/A _N/A|
GNBRTNMA (899,114)]  ($80,996)| |  (580,148)]  ($60,927) -19.1% -24.8%
GNFDTNMT NMA| NIAlL T NIAl NA N/A N/A
GRNBTNMA NA| NIA  NA| N/A| O NA[ NIA|
GTBGTNMT  ($41,935)]  $148,036 ($8,637)]  $190,914 79.4%| ~29.0%
GTWSTNSW (814.522)  $44725| | ($8.860) $53471 | -39.0%|  196%
HDVLTNMA ~$547,304 $914,585 | |  $672664 | $1,059701 | 22.9% 15.9%
AHNWTNMA | | '(3160,751)  ($115,846)| | ($145,009)]  ($97.292)) |  -9.8%|  -16.0%
HIMNTNMA CNIA[_(818579)) | NA|  ($16,284) | N/A -12.4%
HLLSTNMT A _ N/AL | NAL NAaL NAL A
HMBLTNMA NA 85115 | NA|  $8982: | NA| 75.6%
HMPSTNMA | CONA| NJA] NIA| N/A NIA N/A
HNLDTNMA _ | NA) N/A| NAL N NAL NIA
HNNGTNMA [ | NAL L NALL NAL NA N/A __ NA]
HNSNTNMT [ | N/A NAL | CNIAL NAL | NIA| N/A
ENTGTNMA | NAl T A CNATTTTONA TNA
HRFRTNMA | | = N/A| NA| L NAL L NAL NAL L NIA
HRNBTNMT |1 N/A NIA CNAl NIALL NIA N/A|
HTVLTNMA | CNAL NP NIAL NA| L NIA _NIA|
JCSNTNMA | N/A, $614,499 | | NA| 3645369 | | N/A| 5.0%]
JCSNTNNS 1| $256,894  $821,100 | |  $334,365 |  $928,305 : | 30.2% 13.1%
JECYTNMA || " N/A| 313,189 CNIAL 817024 NA| 29.1%
[JLLCTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A] N/A
JSPRTNMT TNAL T NA T N/A CNAl LT T NA _N/A
KGTNTNMT [ 177 7 WAL 7 7 il NA| NAl T T TR TR
KNTNTNMA [ N[ N[ A NA | NAD NIA
KNVLTNBE | | $271,235| $1,123755| | $334,356 | $1,227,415 23.3%| 9.2%
KNVLTNFC $86,640 |  $523,875| | $199,980 |  $659,829 | ,  1303%  26.0%)
KNVLTNMA | | $449,300 | $2,482,254 $623,349 | $2,745,054 | ! 387%  10.6%
KNVLTNWH 17| $631,376 | $1,937,031 | | $825129| $2191,311| |  307%  13.1%
KNVLTNYH ||~ $32.852|  $334,007 $135,806 |  $451,255 | |  313.7% 35.1%
LBNNTNMA ($3.678)  §537.213} | $101,321 $668,102 | | -2854.6%| 24.4%
LFLTTNMA . NAL 549,793 ~ N/A| 856287 | | NA| 13.0%
LKCYTNMA | | CN/A] (857516) | NA ($57,914); CN/A| 0.7%
LNCYTNMA CNAL $73,982 ] N/A 0 $81,3821 | NIAL 10.0%
LODNTNMA | | N/A|  $10467 | | CN/A] $13,990 ¢ | N/Al  33.7%|
LRBGTNMA ($193,376)] 3115075 | | ($155,385) $167,250  -19.6%| 45.3%
LWBGTNMA || ($127,314)]  $70.456 | :  ($96,348)]  $111,490 | | -24.3% 58.2%
LXTNTNMA NIA] NAL NA T N/A TONIAL NA
LYBGTNMT | CNAL CONALL O NAl NAL NA| NA
LYLSTNMA || N/A N/AL | N N/A NA| O NA
LYVLTNMA NIA N/A! N/A N7A N/A NIA
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV

FOR CHURN DECREASE OF 20 PERCENT

BellSouth Opening

AT&T Rebuttal

Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center  Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV  MarketNPV NPV
MAVLTNMA | $209,93¢ $987,707 | | $410,874 = $1,225994 C957%!  24.1%]
MCKNTNMA N/A (344,823)} | NA T $30,878 N/A| -168.9%]
MCWNTNMT N/A N/A  NIA O NIA N/A|
MDTNTNMA  N/A NAl | NA| _ N/A N/A
MDVITNMT N/A N/A NA CNAl NA
MEDNTNMA N/A N/A| | NA N/A OONA| N
MILNTNMA [ | N/A ($7,085) N/A| ($3,529) ~ NA ~-50.2%)|
MMPHTNBA | | $1,596,534 | $3,000,643 | | $1,942,761 | $3,415668 21.7% ~13.8%)
MMPHTNCK | $168,055 $281,758 $225124 | $345,351 34.0% 22.6%
MMPHTNCT * | $425036 | $1,085,182 $570,726 | $1,261,980 343% 16.3%
MMPHTNEL $610,489 | $1,981,999 $765431 | $2,200,922 | | 254%|  11.0%
MMPHTNFR | $301,641 $552,470 | | $401,318 |  $663,507 33.0%|  201%
MMPHTNGT | | '$1,704,181 | $2,856,477 | | $2,026,187 | $3,232,1 . 189%|  132%
MMPHTNHP ($27,632) ($12,677) ($24,656) -10.8%|  -34.6%
MMPHTNMA | | $417,305 | $1,762,044 | | $487,728 1 16.9% 72%
MMPHTNMT $394,355 $933,070 | | $506,974 | $1,071,¢  286%|  14.9%
MMPHTNOA $1.272,177 | $3.431,911 | | $1497,976 | $3,757.057 17.7%) 9.5%
MMPHTNSL $608,226 | $1,842,140 '$797,584 | $2,088,747 31.1%|  134%
MMPHTNST | | $270,367 |  $704,605 | | $354,877 | saﬁ'sg( 1 313%| 152%
[MMPHTNWW | | $140,834 $273,725 | |  $226,796 |  $365300) . 61.0%|  335%
MNCHTNMA UNAL NA| | N/A L UNA[ NIA]
MNPLTNMA | | ($144,034)]  ($126,002) | ($130,431) ($110,698)i | -9.4%|  -12.2%)
MRBOTNMA | | $1,049,487 | $2,073,056 | | $1,325277 | $2,398,051 263%|  157%
MRTWTNMA | | N/A $500,185 | | N/A|C 839,777 || NIAL B.O0%
MSCTTNMT | T~ N/A| -~ $38.621 | N[ sa2is2) NIAL 91%
MSCWTNMA N/A N/A] N/A CNA NIA
MYVLTNMA | NA N/A CONA|  NA N/A
NRRSTNMA N/A {$46,530)| NAL T (846,732)] | NIAL 0.4%
NSVLTNAA  NA NAIL T Nl T NI TTNA] T NTA
NSVLTNAP | | $352,597 |  $891,350 | | $453466  $1,017,432 - 28.6% 14.1%
NSVLTNBH ($15,901)] ($3.300)] $14.517 -79.2%|  1502.7%
NSVLTNBV | | $321018] .| $408,571 | $552,604 213%) .. 209%
NSVLTNBW -  $576,000 | $1, 562,464 '§$696,054 | $1,727,596 | 208%| 106%
NSVLTNCD C$9413|  $214,916 | | $10720 |  $223,234 | |  13.9%|  3.9%|
NSVLTNCH | |  $649,323 | $1,428,189 | | $853,801 | $1,669,706  31.5%  16.9%
NSVLTNDO $461,183 | $1,581483 | ' $611,518 | $1,780,893 | |  32.6% 12.6%
NSVLTNHH $78.607 | $210,105 . .,  $104217 | $243144 | | 326% 15.7%
NSVLTNIN ' $366,357 | $636,779 !  $496,354 |  $780,084 355%|  22.5%
NSVLTNMC | | $272,336 | 9678150 | | $358,513 | $785732| | 316% 15.9%]
NSVLTNMT | $651,238 | $2,890.824 | |  $747,301 | $3,088,167 14.8% 6.8%
NSVLTNST 7| $723219 | $1,612,534 $891,443 | $1.824,211 | 233%] 131%
NSVLTNUN §267,215 | $1,051,717 $305,123 | $1,125,978 142% 71%
NSVLTNWC | | ($225,695)]  ($167,349)| | ($185891)  ($124,477)| |  -176%|  -25.6%
NSVLTNWM || $135424 1 5308912 | | 3225784 |  §503,045 | |  66.7% 26.1%
NWBRTNMA N/A NA[ T NIAG CONA L NIA N/A
NWPTTNMT  NIA $75256 | | N/A._  $82222 CNAL 93%
OKRGTNMT $135,400 §704,515 $201,577 | $797,966 48.9% 13.3%
OLHCTNMA |1 "'s5171 1  $41896| | $31.289 |  $70301 | |  505.1% 67.8%
OLSPTNMA N/AI ($67,848) N/A|  ($68,349)| | N/A 0.7%
PARSTNMA | N/A]  $144,342 _ NIA $155,004 N/A 7.4%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV

FOR CHURN DECREASE OF 20 PERCENT

BellSouth Opening ATET Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPY NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV

PLMYTNMA NAl NA| NAL &?A] | N/Al NA

PLSKTNMA N/A NAl L NIA| NAT | NIA[ N/A

PSVWTNMT O NIAL N[ N/A NA | N/A T N/A]

PTBGTNMA N/A CNA | NA[ N CNA| T NJA

PTLDTNMA | | ($133.995) ($2.339) | (§100,159)  $38.247 | |  253%| ~ -1734.9%|

RDGLTNMA N/A| N/A NAL N/A] NAl  NA

RKWDTNMA ||~ " "NA_ (31416)| |~ NA[ ~ ($30284) | NA| - -3
RPLYTNMA ($152891)  ($85,441)| | (6126,088)|  (§54,067)| | )
RRVLTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A

[SANGTNMT | TNAL T NIALY T N N/A

SDDSTNMA | NATTTTEITO LT Nl 816351 |

SEWNTNMW | T NA NA[ [ NA[ T NA {__ T\
SHVLTNMA | | ($116452)|  $203,426 (570,891)  $265074 |

SLMRTNMT |7 WwA| @2ro92) | Al (8238000 T NAL
SMTWTNMA T N/A N/A N/A| NAL T

SMYRTNMA | | '$334,579|  $732,022 | | $425866  $841,235
SNTFTNMA | | N/A| ~_NA N/A N/A
SNVLTNMA || NA|  NAJ N/A
SOVLTNMT N/A| N/A N/A

SPBGTNMA || N/A| (§22119)| | NAAL
SPCYTNMTW . NIA o N;'A
SPFQ_'[NMA I B $250 966 ____$§(_5__g31

SPHLTNMT |+ O NAL N
SRVLTNMA !

NIA' 1 ;
SUNHTNMT | | A [$6.219), (3652)
SWLTNMT | |  N/A| 8579051 | ~ $612,307

SWTWTNMT | | CNIAL ($5,179)) T NA| (31883 |

TLLHTNMA | ($88,491)]  $274,002 | |  (342,141)  $340,164

TPVLTNMA | ($102,217)  (8100420)| [ = ($97.423) _ (5104132)| |

TRINTNMA & N/A TN TN T NIAL  NIA

TROYTNMT . NA[ N/A NA| T NA T N/A]

TRTNTMMA || N/A OUUNAl s1s13 | [ NI -231.9%)

TWNSTNMA || NA|
UNCYTNMA ($179,612)

NAL  NA ON/A] N/A

($151,433)] $43,396 | |  -157% - 907.4%
VNLRTNMA | | NIAY ' NALNA COUONIAL T N/A
WHBLTNMT || NA NIAT N/A ~ NAL NA
WHHSTNMA || (§57,244),  $6.510 | .  ($27,958)]  $39,700 | -51.2% 509.8%
WHPITNMA NA ($72111)] | N/A| T ($73,014)| N/A 1.3%

WHVLTNMT |+ NA| N/Al © NA N/A| N/A| CNA

WHWLTNMA | CN/A N/A| N/A N/A| N/A N/A
WLPTINMA | | NA N/A N/A N/A! N/A N/A

WNCHTNMA || "Nl T NAL L NAR T T NIAL L AL A
WRTRTNMT B N/A N/A N/A N/A; N/A N/A

WITWTNMA | [ WAL N TTNAL NALE N NA

WVRLTNMT N/A N/A NA T NIAL NAl  NiA
$15,671,298 $57,552,380  $22,462,303  $66,500,068 433% 15.5%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSOUTH CEA NPV TO AT&T CEA NPV
FOR CHURN INCREASE OF 25 PERCENT
BellSouth Opening ATE&T Rebuttal Percent Change
Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
UNEZone CEA Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
Zonei i iChattancoga TN-GA $270,212 1 $4,316,237 {$418,495)] $3,399,760 -254.9% ! -21.2%
Zonet ! [Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY ~ $582,168 | $1,410,776 $320,142 1 $1,094,694 -45.0% -22.4%
Zonei | 'Jackson TN 1 $256,894 $821,100 | | $151,597 5677241 -41.0%, -17.5%|
Zone1 . {Knoxvilie TN $1,775,008 | $8,241,181 | ; $686,605  $6,803,838 -61.3%! -17.4%
Zone1 i 'Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY $7.867,046 = $18,738,070 | | $5,635013 | $15904,329 -28.4% -15.1%
Zonet . 'Nashville TN-KY o $6,989,044  $17,950,171 $4,759,746 | $15,095,393 -31.9% -15.9%
Zone2 | Chattanooga TN-GA $0 : $712109 | | $0 $634,930 N/A -10.8%
Zone2 | |Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/A| N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone2 i |Huntsville AL-TN $0 $102,339 50 $91,053 N/A -11.0%
Zone?  Jackson TN 0 $613,326 %0 $539,723 N/A -12.0%
Zore2 | Knoxville TN o $01 31074121 ¢ $0 $943,352 NIA! -12.2%
Zone2 | Memphis TN-AR-MS-KY | ($568,808) $650,032 $0 $666,108 -100.0% 2.5%
Zone2 | :Nashville TN-KY B ! {$1,500,166); $3,060,761 $0: $2962,183 -100.0% -3.2%
Zone3d iAtlanta GA-AL-NC L N/A: N/A N/A NIA, N/A N/A
Zone3d |Chattancoga TN-GA o N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3 IClarksvilte-Hopkinsville TN-KY N/Al N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3  : iHuntsville AL-TN N/A N/A N/A: N/A N/A N/A
Zone3  : iJackson TN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/AS N/A
Zoned |Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol TN-VA NIAL N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A
Zone3 iKnoxville TN NiA, N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3d Lexington KY-TN-VA-WV N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zone3d Memgphis TN-AR-MS-KY N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zoned Nashville TN-KY N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A
Zoned Tupelo MS-AL-TN $0 {$137,844) | $0]  ($146,672) N/A 6.4%
$15,674,298 $57,552,380  $11,134,608 $48,665,932 -28.9% -15.4%
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV
ACHLTNMT NAT N/A - NAT N/A] N/A N/A
ARTNTNMT N/A| N/A|  NA N/A N/A N/A
ASCYTNMA (398,653)  ($48,194)| | N/A ($22,810) N/A -52.7%
ATHNTNMA NAl $257122] 0 N/AL $238441 1 | N/A -7.3%
BGSNTNMA ~ NA N/AL L NA N/A N/A N/A
BLGPTNMA N/A | NAT | N/A N/A N/A N/A
BLLSTNMA U NA CNIAL O NA NJ/A  NA N/A
BLNCTNMT N/A N/A] | __N/A ~ NIA N N/A
BLVRTNMA N/A NAL T NA N/A ~NA N/A
BNTNTNMT N/A NAL ] NA NAl [ NA N/A
BTSPTNMA . N/A[ ($104,533) ~ N/A|  ($102,519) N/A| -1.9%
BWVLTNMA N/A N/A NA[ N/A NA| N/A)
CHRLTNMT | | N/A N/A N/A| N/A N/A N/A
CHTGTNBR $194,601 | $1,567,224 | |  $3,365 | $1,297,527 -98.3% -17.2%
CHTGTNDT | | $149,285|  $927,141 $28,629 $764,341 -80.8%|  -17.6%]
CHTGTNHT NA|  ($40.917)) | N/A ($41,066) N/A  0.4%
CHTGTNMV | | ($83,216) '$25429 | | (5158,764) ($55,644) 90.8%!  -318.8%
CHTGTNNS $231,696 | $1,300,209 | $169,870 | $1,185,191 -26.7% -8.8%
CHTGTNRB $47,357 | 3397472 | |  ($50,892),  $276,479 -207.5%.  -30.4%
CHTGTNRO ($136,256)]  $114,797 | | ($229,947) _ $3,531 68.8%|  -96.9%
CHTGTNSE ($133,346)]  (316,035) (3180,755)|  ($71,665) 35.6%|  346.9%
CHTGTNSM || NA[  (851,015) | N/A|  ($51,535) NA| 1.0%]
CHTNTNMT | = NAL T NAL L NAL N/A N/A NIA
CLDGTNMA " [ NA|  NA| | NA|  NA NAl NA
CLEVINMA ' | N/A| $579871 | |  N/A]  $538,277 NA[ AL
CLMATNMA | | ($126,137)]  $428,662 N/Al  $425,531 N/A -0.7%
CLTNTNMA N/Al 840,292 _ N/A $33,885 NIA -15.9%
CLVLTNMA || 8582168, $1,410,776 | | $320,142 | $1,094,694 | -45.0% -22.4%
CMCYTNMT | - N/ o NAV o NA L NIAL N/A NIA
CMONTNMA | | L _NAl N/A Na| - NA
CNHMTNMA NIAL NIA| N/A| N/A N/A
CNVLTNMA | NAL T NA] N/A N/A N/A
CRHLTNCB - N/A ~ NA|  NA N/A N/A
CRPLTNMA N NAL N/A N/A N/A
CRTHTNMA | | ($126,357)]  ($86,611)[ | N/A|  ($33,128) N/A 61.8%
CRVLTNMA $97,695 | $453,769 | | N/A|  $249,003 NIA -45.1%
CULKTNMA | | CNIAL NA| T NA] N/A N/A N/A
CVINTNMT || ($95,157)| $168627 | | NA|  $190,113 N/A 12.7%
DCTRTNMT COOONAl TNl NAlNA N/A N/A
DKSNTNMT (332,402)|  $296,125 ~ N/Al $252,011 N/A -14.8%
DNRGTNMA | NAl  (321,713) NIA ($24,472) N/A 12.7%
DOVRTNMT ||~ NiA| N/AL L NIA __NIA N/A N/A
DYBGTNMA | | ($136.725)  $218198 | = N/A|  $241493 N/A 10.7%
DYERTNMT | i WA ($97,578) |  NIA| — ($95961) N/A A.7%
DYTNTNMA ™ N/A| 852617 |  N/Al  $45986 N/A -12.6%
EAVLTNMA ~ NA NA T NAL N/A N/A N/A
ETWHTNMT | , N/A|  (857,801)| | N/AL  ($58,714) __NA 1.4%
FIVCTNMA — [0 Nl NAf L N NAA N/A N/A
FKLNTNCC || $5831| 8341435 | NA|  $272,.943 N/A -20.1%
FKLNTNMA $263,291 $798,700 N/A|  $446,060 N/A 44.2%
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COMPARISON OF BELLSQUTH WIRE CENTER NPV TO AT&T WIRE CENTER NPV
FOR CHURN INCREASE OF 25%

BellSouth Opening

AT&T Rebutial

Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total

Wire Center  Market NPV NPV Market NPY NPV Market NPV NPY

FLVLTNMA |1 NA[ N/A N/A] N/A[ | N/A] N/A
FRDNTNMA N/A] N/A NiA  NA N/A NIA
FRVWTNMT NAl NA ~N/A N/A N/A N/A
FYVLTNMA N/A|  $102,339 _N/A $91,053 _NA -11.0%
GALLTNMA ($21,922) $365,528 | N/A $310,651 N/A -15.0%
GBSNTNMT N/A - N/A __N/A NIA N/A| N/A
GDJTTNMA N/A NAL | NA N/A N/A N/A
GDVLTNMA $204,476 $573,103 | |  $135,069 $479,201 -33.9% -16.4%
GLSNTNMA ~N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
GNBRTNMA ($99,114) ($80,996) | N/A|  ($57.095) | N/A -29.5%
GNFDTNMT N/A NAl ] NAL NAL | N/A N/A
GRNBTNMA N/A ~ NiA CNIAl T NA N/A N/A
GTBGTNMT | |  ($41,935)]  $148,036 ($78,779) $99,870 87.9% -32.5%
GTWSTNSW | | ($14,522) $44,725 | | (320,948} $34,543 44.3% -22.8%
HDVLTNMA $547,304 $914,585 | | $397,143 |  §740,081 -27.4% -19.1%
HHNWTNMA (3160,751)]  ($115,846) N/A|  ($30,066) N/A -74.0%
HIMNTNMA N/A ($18,579) N/A|  ($21,850) N/A 17.6%
HLLSTNMT  NIA N/A N/A| NA ] N/A N/A
HMBLTNMA || NA $5115 [ N/ ~ ($826) N/A -116.1%
HMPSTNMA || N/A N/A N/A ONAL N/A N/A
HNLDTNMA ~ NA N/A N/A ONAL N/A N/A
HNNGTNMA N/A N/A N/A - NiA A NA
HNSNTNMT _N/A N/A N/A ~ N/IA| N/A NIA
HNTGTNMA ~_N/A NAl | NA CNA| N/A N/A
HRFRTNMA | | N/A OONA[L Nl NA] N/A N
HRNBTNMT ) N/A N/A NAL  N/A NA| NIA
HTVLTNMA ~ NIA N/A N/A CNA| N/A ~ NiA
JCSNTNMA _ NJA| $614,499 N/A|  $573.264 N/A -6.7%
JCSNTHNS $256,894 $821,100 | |  $151,597 |  $677,241 -41.0% -17.5%
JFCYTNMA | | N/A $13,189 N/A - $8,116 _N/A -38.5%
JLLCTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A NA T NA
JSPRTNMT N/A ONA| ] NA| NA| T NAl T NIA
ket T T TN TN A CNAL L NA ' N/A
KNTNTNMA 17"~ i AL T TNAL T Nl N/A NiA
KNVLTNBE | | $271,235 | $1,123,755 ' | $197958 | $1,003,430 27.0%  -10.7%
KNVLTNFC | |  $86,840 $523,875 | |  ($43,245)  $367,165 | -149.8% -29.9%
KNVLTNMA $449,300 | $2,482254 | | $250,044 | $2,180,689 -44.3%  -12.1%
KNVLTNWH |1 $631,376 |  $1,937,031  $407,002 | $1,642,575 355%|  -152%
KNVLTNYH | | $32,852 | $334,007 | | ($85353)]  $199,318 | . -359.8%| -40.3%
LBNNTNMA ($3,678)]  $537.213 N/A|  $455481 ) N/A -15.2%
LFLTTNMA NA $49793 | | NA| 519  NIA| -16.6%
LKCYTNMA TUUNIALss7818)| | NIA| (857,538)| | N/A - 0.0%
LNCYTNMA [ | N/AT 873082 | | NA| 364,657 L NA -12.6%
LODNTNMA | | N/A;  $10,467 | O NA| $5,837 NA|  -44.2%
LRBGTNMA | | ($193.376), N/A| 32085431 | N/A 81.2%
LWBGTNMA ($127,314)) ] WAl $113440 1 | NAL T 610%
LXTNTNMA NA] O NAL NI N/A  NA
LYBGTNMT | | NAal Nk NAL T NAL N/A N/A
LYLSTNMA | |~ NA[ NIA CNa N NIA NiA
LYVLTNMA | | NA|  NA N/A N/A| | N/A N/A
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BellSouth Opening AT&T Rebuttal Percent Change

Mass Total Mass Total Mass Total
Wire Center  Market NPV NPY Market NPV~ NPV ~ Market NPV NPV
MAVLTNMA | | $209,939 | $987,707 | '  ($19,467)]  $714,881|  -109.3%! -27.6%
MCKNTNMA | N/A ($44,823) | N/A $47859) T NIA| 6.8%
MCWNTNMT | NAl NIAF]  NA N/AL | NA|  NIA
MOTNTNMA | 17 NAl NAL] NIA N/A] |
MODVITNMT | [ N/A ONAL N/A CONALT
MEDNTNMA || NAL NI N/A| NiA| |
MILNTNMA _N/A ($7-0§i§}+,. N/A|  ($12,636)] |
MMPHTNBA $1,506,534 | $3,000,643 | | $1,191,569 | $2,513,655
MMPHTNCK $168,055 $281,758 $100,528 $206,353 | | -0
MMPHTNCT $425,036 | $1,085,182 $254,206 $877,280 | |
MMPHTNEL | | $610,489 | $1.981,999 | | $427.210 | $1,722,761 | |
MMPHTNFR | |~ $301,641 $652470 | | $184,847 | 3422178 |
MMPHTNGT $1,704,181 | $2,856,477 $1,324,387 | $2.412,087
MMPHTNHP ($27,632) ($12,677) ($31,107) ($17,948)( | 1
MMPHTNMA $417,305 | $1,762,044 | | $334341| $1613,063 |,  -199%|  -8.5%
MMPHTNMT | | $394,355 |  $933,070 | | $261,226 |  $768,948 | -33.8% 17.6%
[MMPHTNOA | | $1,272177 | $3,431,911 | | $1,008,373 | $3,050,512 | |  -20.7% -11.1%
[MMPHTNSL $608,226 |  $1,842,140 $388,578 | $1,554,662 . -36.1% 15.6%
MMPHTNST || $270,367 |  $704,605 $171,149 $578,469 | |  -36.7% 17.9%
MMPHTNWW $140,834 $273726 | |  $40,653 | $166865| |  -7T1.1%|  -39.0%
MNCHTNMA | ONA| NA NA| N/AL ONAL N/A
MNPLTNMA | | ($144,034)]  ($126,092) N/Al  (860659) | ~ NA]  -51.9%
MRBOTNMA $1,040487 | $2,073,056 | | $724,587 | $1.688,406 | |  -31.0%]  -18.6%
MRTWTNMA | | N/A]  $509,185 | |  N/A|  s472849 | | NIA| 7.2%|
MSCTTNMT | C ONAL 838621 | | NA[ $34104| | NAL -17%]
MSCWTNMA | | NA[ ~  NA O NAL NAL L NAL L NIA
MYVLTNMA | | NAL  NALL T NAL T N[ NAL NIA
NRRSTNMA N/A|  ($46530)] | N/A!  ($46,708) | N/A 0.4%
NSVLTNAA [ ]~ NAl T N NAAT T NIA[L Nl NIA
NSVLTNAP | 8352597 |  $891,359 | | $234,207 | $742616 ' |  -33.6% A167%
NSVLTNBH | *'_'_ ($15,901)| §906 | | (829,649)|  ($14.117)| | 865%|  -1658.5%
NSVLTNBV | | $321018| $457,162 ! | $216,689 | $342907 |  -325% -2
NSVLTNBW | $576,000 | $1,562,464 | | $434,270 | $1,366,922 | |  -246%|  -12.5%
NSVLTNCD ||  $9413| $214916| |  $7,950| $205420 | |  -155%| -44%
NSVLTNCH | | $649,323 | $1,428,189 $410,441 | $1,144,802 | | -36.8%
NSVLTNDO | | '$461,183 | $1,581483 | | 285867 | $1,347,702 | |  -38.0%
NSVLTNHH $78,607 |  $210,105 $47 558 $169.831 | |  -395%|
NSVLTNIN | | $366,357 |  $635,779 - $212,179 | $466,427 | | -421%
NSVLTNMC | |  $272,336 | $678,159 $169,858 | $549441| |  37.6%  -19.0%
NSVLTNMT | $651,238  $2,890,824 $538,054 | $2,656,661 | | -17.4%
NSVLTNST || §723,219: $1,612534 | | $522982| $1,359641 |1  -27.7%|  -157%
NSVLTNUN | : '$267.215 .  $1,051,717  $221,449 $962.148 | | 171%| -
NSVLTNWC | | (8225,695);  ($167,349)] | NAI  (§15405) NA[ 90
NSVLTNWM  $135,424 $398,912 | | $31215;  $277,808 |  -77.0%
NWBRTNMA | | ONA| N/AL N/A N/AE | N/A
NWPTTNMT | |~ Nl §75256 ) | T NAL O Sebaat || NIA)
OKRGTNMT  $135400|  $704,515  $58,445:  $595911 -56.8%|  -15.
OLHCTNMA™ 1" " 35471  $41,896 | | ($26246) - $7646 | | 6076%|  -81.8%
[OLSPTNMA | T N/A ($67,848)] | N/A|  ($67.757) N/A -0.1%
PARSTNMA U UUNAlL s144342 | NiAT s129280!l 1 NA -10.4%
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Mass Total Mass Total Mass Totai

Wire Center Market NPV NPV Market NPV NPV _ Market NPV NPV
PLMYTNMA | ~ NA ~NIA CN/AT N/Al | N/A ~ NA
PLSKTNMA N/A N/A JNA L NAL A
PSVWTNMT N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A
[PTBGTNMA | N/A NAlT NAL N/A N/A _ N/A
PTLDTNMA ($133,995) ($2,339) ~ $59832 | | N/AL  -2657.7%
RDGLTNMA . NA NA| | N NA N/A, N/A
RKWDTNMA | | N/A (331,416) CN/AL ($33,239)) | NAl 58%
[RPLYTNMA (3152,891) ($85,441) (311,998 1 NA -86.0%
RRVLTNMA N/A NiA N[ N/A N/A
SANGTNMT NIA _NIA NA| | NA N/A
SDDSTNMA | | _ N/A ($170) (32,662)| | N/A 1468.6%
SEWNTNMW ~_NIA NA| |  NA o NIA
SHVLTNMA " ($116,452)]  $203426 | | $213,351 4.9%
SLMRTRMT ~ NiA ($27,092), UA;  (s31498) | 16.3%
SMTWTNMA N/A N_,f__%\_l G NAaL  NALL NI
SMYRTNMA $334,579 $732,022 | $226,035 |  $602,052 | | -17.8%
SNTFTNMA N/A N/A NIA| NALL N/A
SNVLTNMA | N/A N/A _N/A NIAL L NiA
[ SOVLTNMT N/A NALL . NA N/A N/A
ISPBGTNMA ONA| ($22,119)) | NA] (324132) | NIAl L 94%
SPCYTNMT N/A N/A ONAL  NAJT T NAL  NA
SPFDTNMA ($13674))  $250966 | |  N/A 189,581 24.5%
SPHLTNMT | ' NA|  NA - NIA  N/A N/A
SRVLTNMA | | N/A N/A ~ NIA CNAT ~ NAA
SVNHTNMT _ NiA $6,219) | NIA| ($12857)] | 103.5%
SVWLTNMT | N/A|  $579,051 N/A|  $539,380 -6.9%]|
SWTWTNMT ~ NIA ($5,179); N/A ($9,664) 86.6%
TLLHTNMA ($88,491)|  $274,092 | | NIA| $243613 | -11.1%
TPVLTNMA ($102,217))  ($109,429) ~ NIA] ($89,783) -18.0%
TRINTNMA CNA[ NAAL N/A CNAL L N/A
TROYTNMT CUNIAl NA N/A N/AD N/A
TRINTNMA || NA[ @g4n| | N/A|  ($5,526)] |  381.7%
TWNSTNMA | & N/A N NIl N CNIATTT T NIA
UNCYTNMA | | ($179,612)]  $4,308 | NA|  s87278| | NIAL T 19261%
VNLRTNMA | | NA, Nia| N/A N/A ) NJ/A|
WHBLTNMT NAL NIA NAl " N/A N/A
WHHSTNMA | | ($57,244) $6.510 | N/A ($9.693) | NIA|  -248.9%
WHPITNMA __NIA 372,111y | N/A|  ($71,572) N -0.7%]
WHVLTNMT | CNIA; NA | NA N/A| N/A ~ N/A]
WHWLTNMA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
WLPTTNMA NIA N/AL | NIA N/AL T NA[  NA
WNCHTNMA  NA[ N ON/A N/A NrA N/A
WRTRTNMT | | N/A| N/A N/A N/A NIA| NIA
WITWINMA TNATTT N WA NiA| NAL N
WVRLTNMT N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A

$15,671,298 $57,552,380  $11,134,608 $48,665,932 -28.9% -15.4%
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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Don J. Wood. My business address is 30000 Mill Creek Avenue, Suite

395, Alpharetta, Georgia, 30022.

ARE YOU THE SAME DON J. WOOD WHO PREFILED DIRECT
TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING ON BEHALF OF AT&T?

Yes.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of
BellSouth witnesses Debra Aron, Randall Billingsley, Pamela Tipton, and James

Stegeman.

The testimony of these witnesses supports BellSouth’s analysis of the
potential for competitive entry by CLECs to provide services to mass market
customers in certain BellSouth-defined geographic markets, and to do so by self-
provisioning the necessary local switching facilities. I am responding specifically to
the claim by Dr. Aron that based on the results of the BellSouth analysis, the
Authority should conclude that CLECs are not impaired without access to the local
circuit switching UNE. Dr. Aron makes the claim (p. 6 and Exhibit DJA-2) that this
analysis supports a conclusion that CLECs are not impaired in 3 of the BellSouth-
defined markets. The FCC has made it clear that an analysis of potential deployment
must consider both operational and economic barriers. AT&T witness Mark Van de
Water addresses operational impairment issues in his testimony. My testimony

focuses on economic barriers to market entry, and addresses the BellSouth model
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used to conduct its analysis and the inputs and assumptions that BellSouth chose to

use with that model.

A closer review of the BellSouth “economic impairment™ analysis reveals that
limitations in the computer model used (the BellSouth Analysis of Competitive Entry,
or “BACE” model sponsored by Mr. Stegeman) and conflicting and nonsensical
inputs to that model (sponsored by Drs. Aron and Billingsley) have created a highly
distorted version of reality that offers no basis whatsoever for a conclusion that
CLECs’ efforts to provide services to mass market customers are not impaired

without access to UNE switching.

The structural limitations of the model cannot be corrected, and BellSouth has
refused a request to make the source code available in a usable format that may have
permitted a correction to some of these problems. Because of the model limitations,
it is impossible in many cases to populate the model with meaningful input values.
Making all of the corrections required to bring the BACE in line with reality is
ultimately unnecessary, however: my analysis of the BellSouth inputs shows that
even minor changes to certain key inputs causes the reported Net Present Value of
CLEC entry using self-provisioned local switching to be negative. In other words,
with even modest input corrections the BACE confirms the actual facts “on the
ground”: economic barriers exist to CLEC entry via self-provisioned local switching
that make such an investment uneconomic. Prudent, rational CLEC management will
not seek to make these investments, and prudent, rational investors will not make the

capital available to do so.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.
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Before considering the results of any analysis of “potential deployment,” it is
important to put this question into the proper context. In the TRO, the FCC creates an
opportunity for ILECs to demonstrate, if they can, that no impairment exists in
specific, geographic markets. It is important to note that any consideration of
“potential entry” is made only after the Authority concludes that “actual entry” has
not occurred, even though CLECs have been, and continue to be, motivated to utilize
their own network facilities wherever feasible.  Any assertion by BellSouth that
competition for mass market customers using self-provisioned local switching can
potentially exist, even though it does not actually exist, should be carefully examined
before being relied upon.

BellSouth conducts its analysis of “economic” impairment using its new
BACE model. This analysis is fundamentally flawed for several reasons. First, the
model “locks in” several important assumptions. Important price assumptions are
preprocessed and cannot be changed, or even directly examined, by the user. Equally
importantly, the model is designed to permit an analysis to be performed only over a
ten-year time horizon. The user has no ability to consider a shorter investment
horizon that a rational investor would consider before making an investment in a
large, fixed asset such as a local circuit switch.

BellSouth’s inputs to the BACE are likewise flawed, and overstate the likely
revenues that a CLEC would receive in two ways. BellSouth has failed to properly
consider how its retail prices for services to mass market customers vary across its
service territory, causing its initial price assumptions to be flawed and rendering its

attempt to segment customers based on spending levels meaningless. More
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importantly, BellSouth has failed to consider how prices will change over the time
horizon of its analysis. In addition to inflated prices, BellSouth assumes a total
market that is too large CLEC markets shares that far exceed those experienced to
date, and a rate of customer acquisition for CLECs that exceeds anything previously
experienced in the industry. Finally, BellSouth assumes a scope of CLEC service
offerings that may not represent the services that the CLEC seeks to offer, and even if
offered, does not represent the opportunity for cost recovery assumed by BellSouth.
BellSouth also understates the costs that a CLEC would incur. BeliSouth’s
analysis includes revenues from a broad array of services but includes the sales costs
associated with only a subset of those services. The G&A costs assumed by
BellSouth are based in part on companies with 2 much greater customer density in the
markets being studied, and understate the costs that an efficient CLEC would incur.
Most importantly, BellSouth has grossly underestimated the likely cost of capital to a
CLEC seeking to self-deploy local circuit switching. After arguing that a CLEC
utilizing UNEs incurs less risk that a CLEC investing in its own network
infrastructure and after noting that CLECs who made investments in large, fixed
network assets to serve mass market customers in the past are now largely bankrupt,
BellSouth assumes that a CLEC that invests in local circuit switching will incur Jess
risk and a lower cost of capital in the future. By understating the cost of capital,
BellSouth understates the discount rate applied in its Net Present Value calculation.
This causes the present value of future revenues to be overstated and results in an

artificially positive reported NPV,
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With changes to only a few of its unreasonable assumptions, the BACE
consistently reports that CLEC deployment of local switching to serve mass market

customers is uneconomic.

HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO CONDUCT A COMPLETE REVIEW OF THE
BACE MODEL?

No. As of the filing of this testimony, a complete analysis of the BACE has not been
conducted. Our efforts continue to be encumbered by the frequent crashes of the
model and the limitations of the model wizard. We continue to encounter instances in
which the model produces different results for otherwise identical runs and where
different users operating different computers obtain inconsistent results. Our efforts
are also limited by a model structure that makes it impossible to change certain key
assumptions, such as the time horizon for the analysis (the model effectively locks

this assumption at ten years).

While the parties ought to have an opportunity to fully examine the BACE
model before its results are relied upon, the issue may ultimately be moot; the limited
analysis completed to date indicates that there are ample reasons to reject the model

results — and BellSouth’s proposed conclusion of no impairment — based on inputs

that can be changed.

THE REALITIES OF THE MASS MARKET MUST BE PART OF ANY
POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT ANALYSIS

WHAT DID THE FCC CONCLUDE REGARDING WHETHER CLECS ARE
IMPAIRED WITHOUT ACCESS TO THE LOCAL CIRCUIT SWITCHING
UNE WHEN ATTEMPTING TO SERVE MASS MARKET CUSTOMERS?
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As [ indicated in my direct testimony, the FCC has reached a clear and unambiguous
conclusion in the TRO: “we find on a national level that requesting carriers are
impaired without access to unbundled local circuit switching when serving mass
market customers,” and this national finding is driven home by repeated references to
this conclusion. TRO Y 419, sce also 1] 422, 424, 459, 476, 479, and 493.
Impairment has been found to exist for CLECs attempting to serve the mass market
without access to unbundled local switching, and this Authority may not overturn this
finding, unless and until specific, concrete evidence to the contrary is identified and
documented for a given market. Even BellSouth’s Mr. Ruscilli concedes, at p. 4 of
his testimony, that “CLECs serving mass market customers are presumed to be

impaired.”

IS IT REASONABLE TO EXPECT THAT AN ANLYSIS OF “POTENTIAL”
MARKET ENTRY WILL PROVIDE THE AUTHORITY WITH A SOUND
BASIS TO CONCLUDE THAT NO IMPAIRMENT EXISTS IN A GIVEN
MARKET?

No. It 1s important to recognize that the FCC developed the mechanism for a
“potential deployment” analysis to be conducted and considered if, but only if, this
Authority first determines that the triggers set forth in the TRO are not being met. In
other words, the consideration of an analysis of potential deployment occurs only if
CLECs are not actually self-provisioning switches to serve mass market customers in
the market in question and alternative sources of wholesale local switching are not
available. The absence of CLECs using self-provided local switching, therefore, will
have been firmly established before any analysis begins to determine the operational
and economic barriers to entry that a CLEC would face. The reality is that self

provisioned switches do not exist in the mass market, and this fact should eliminate
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any question regarding the ability of CLECs to enter a market and successfully

compete for mass market customers without access to UNE local circuit switching.

In summary, the Authority will have ample evidence that CLECs are impaired
without access to unbundled local switching to serve the mass market before it begins
any detailed review of BellSouth’s assumptions regarding expected revenues and
costs or the computer model that uses them. For this reason, the results of any
“potential deployment” analysis that suggests an opportunity for CLECs to self-
provision local switching to provide service to mass market customers should be met

with considerable skepticism.

A. The Reality Is That CLECs Are Not Self-Provisioning Switches.

DOES THE FCC PROVIDE A USEFUL REALITY CHECK TO BE APPLIED
WHEN CONSIDERING THE RESULTS OF ANY ANALYSIS OF
“POTENTIAL” MARKET ENTRY?

Yes; the FCC actually provides two useful reality checks against which the results of

any such analysis should be compared.

First, the FCC noted that on a national level, actual entry using self-
provisioned switching to provide service to mass market customers has been minimal.
After collecting a large volume of information in the course of its investigation, the
FCC concluded (f 422) that “the record indicates that there has been only minimal
deployment of competitive LEC-owned switches to serve mass market customers.”

Based on data that the FCC notes may be inflated, the FCC calculated (7438)
that CLECs using self-provisioned switches are serving “less than three percent” of

the residential voice grade lines currently served by the incumbent LECs. The FCC
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went on to note (442) that wholesale local switching from a source other than the
incumbent LEC is unavailable: “Moreover, because no party offers evidence to show
that third parties are currently offering switching on a wholesale basis ... we find that

no significant third-party alternatives to unbundled local switching exist.”

It is apparent that the FCC did not consider these findings surprising, as it
goes on to explain (Y 422) that “the characteristics of the mass market give rise to
significant barriers to competitive LECs” use of self-provisioned switching to serve
mass-market customers.” As BellSouth’s BACE model can be used to demonstrate,

these barriers are not easily overcome.

Second, the FCC provides the opportunity for state regulators to consider
evidence of self-provisioned local circuit switching to serve mass market customers
in specific geographic areas. By definition, if this Authority sees results from a so-
called “business case model” that suggests that self-provisioning for mass market
customers is economically viable in a given area the Authority is immediately
presented with an opportunity for an important reality check: such self-provisioning is

not actually taking place.

This reality check is a critical opportunity for the Authority to compare what
competitive entry and activity is acfually taking place with the results of what the
BellSouth BACE model suggests could be taking place. In my experience, CLECs
are highly motivated to utilize their own equipment and facilities whenever and
wherever feasible. Reliance on a competitor — BellSouth - to provide wholesale

facilities is not an enviable position to be in and means that the CLEC has no control

10
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over important aspects of service quality and provisioning that will be experienced by

its customers.

AFTER MAKING ITS FINDING OF IMPAIRMENT REGARDING LOCAL
SWITCHING TO SERVE MASS MARKET CUSTOMERS, WHAT PROCESS
DID THE FCC PUT INTO PLACE ON A GOING-FORWARD BASIS?

After concluding (9422) that “competitive providers providing service to mass market
customers are impaired without unbundled access to local circuit switching,” the FCC
stated (Y423) “our analysis could end with this conclusion.” Rather than end with a
conclusion of impairment, however, the FCC asked the states to begin the process of

identifying proactive steps to mitigate, if possible, the causes of impairment.

Specifically, the FCC noted operational barriers to entry created by an
inadequate manual “hot cut” process unsuitable for migrating large numbers of mass
market customers from one carrier to another. It asked (] 423) state regulators to
“approve and implement a batch cut migration process — a seamless, low cost process
for transferring large volumes of mass market customers” and to determine if such a
process could mitigate the impairment posed by the existing inadequate manual loop

migration process.

The FCC (Y 476) also recognized that other sources of impairment may exist
and recognized that, even if a batch cut migration process is implemented,
“requesting carriers may be impaired without access to unbundled incumbent LEC
local circuit switching because of operational and economic factors other than those
associated with hot cuts” The FCC (]506) directed the states to consider the
theoretical possibility that specific geographic markets exist in which “self-

provisioning of switching is economic notwithstanding the fact that no three carriers

11
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have in fact provisioned their own switches” (emphasis in original). When attempting
to determine whether such a theoretical possibility exists, the FCC directed the

Authority to consider three factors in concert:

First, states must examine whether competitors are using their
own switches to serve enterprise or mass market customers in
the market at issue. Second, states must consider the role of
operational barriers ... Third, states must consider the role of
potential economic barriers associated with the use of
competitive switching facilitics. TRO 9 507

Dr. Aron (pp. 6-7), Mr. Ruscilli (p. 11), and Mr. Stegeman (pp. 11-12) each

refer the FCC’s requirement that the states consider each of these three factors.

DOES THE FCC DEFINE “IMPAIRMENT?” AS IT IS USING THE TERM IN
THE ORDER?

Yes. The FCC states (156) that a determination of impairment means understanding
“whether lack of access to an incumbent LEC network element poses a barrier or
barriers to entry, including operational and economic barriers that are likely to make
entry into a market uneconomic.” There are two important elements of this
definition: (1) a single barrier to entry, either economic or operational, is sufficient to
establish impairment, and (2) the barrier need only make it likely that entry into the
market will be uneconomic. The FCC further clarified its definition of impairment
when it referred (60) to the requirement of section 251(d)(2) that “requires the
Commission to consider whether the failure to provide access to a particular network
element would impair the ability of a requesting telecommunications carrier ‘to
provide the services that it seeks to offer’™ (emphasis in FCC’s original). The

analysis, therefore, cannot focus on what services BellSouth thinks that CLECs ought

12
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to be offering to mass market customers; it must instead focus on what services

CLECs seek to offer.

B. The Reality Is That Local Circuit Switches Provide Not Only Switching
Functions, But Also Serve As An Importgmt Loop Aggregation Point.

DID THE FCC IDENTIFY THE PRIMARY ECONOMIC BARRIERS TO
POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT?

Only in part. The FCC did identify a barrier to entry that is significant and very
difficult to mitigate: the cost advantage that the ILEC enjoys by having its local
switching facilities located at the primary aggregation point of its local loops. This
significant cost advantage is due to the design of the legacy ILEC network that was

developed in a monopoly provider environment.

The FCC recognized that an ILEC end office is an extremely important point
of network aggregation: it is the place where the ILEC’s local loops come together.
The ability to locate local switching equipment at this key facilities-aggregation point
1s an essential part of an efficient network configuration for serving the mass market
customers connected to voice grade loops. As a result, “access to local circuit

switching” also means “access to an essential network aggregation point.” As the

FCC explains (9429):

We note that an important function of the local circuit switch is
as a means of accessing the local loop. Competitive LECs can
use their own switches to provide services only by gaining
access to customers’ loop facilities, which predominately, if
not exclusively, are provided by the incumbent LEC. Although
the record indicates that competitors can deploy duplicate
switches capable of serving all customer classes, without the
ability to combine those switches with customers’ loaps in an

13
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economic manner, compelitors remain impaired in their ability

to provide service (emphasis added).

Given this legacy network design, a CLEC’s ability to purchase UNE loops
and UNE local switching, particularly as a UNE-P combination, is the only means of
putting the CLEC in a position comparable to that enjoyed by the ILEC; a situation
from which it can perform a local switching function at the location where its

customers’ loops are aggregated.

WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO PERFORM THE LOCAL SWITCHING
FUNCTION WHERE THE ILEC’S LOCAL LOOPS ARE AGGREGATED?

There is no real debate about the economic necessity of a CLEC’s access to ILEC

local loop facilities. As the FCC explained (1439):

We have made detailed findings that competitors are impaired
without access to incumbents’ voice-grade local loops. Indeed,
no party seriously contends that competitors should be required
to self-deploy voice grade loops ... entry into the mass market
will likely require access to the incumbent’s loops, using the
UNE-L strategy ... this strategy raised operational and
economic difficulties associated with accessing the loop.
Indeed, as discussed above, a crucial function of the
incumbent’s local circuit switch is to provide a means of
accessing the local loop (emphasis added).

The FCC also concluded (7446) that the presence of cable or CMRS switching
facilities does nothing to alleviate this bottleneck: “We are unaware of any evidence
that either technology can be used as a means of accessing the incumbents’ wireline
voice-grade local loops.  Accordingly, neither technology provides probative
evidence of an entrant’s ability to access the incumbent LEC’s wireline voice-grade

local loop and thereby self-deploy local circuit switches™ (emphasis added).

14
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DO OTHER ECONOMIC BARRIERS TO ENTRY EXIST FOR A CLEC
ATTEMPTING TO SELF-PROVISION LOCAL SWITCHING TO SERVE
THE MASS MARKET?

Yes. As new entrants, CLECs incur a level of risk when investing in a large fixed
asset, such as a local switch, that ILECs do not face. This can be looked at as an
entry barrier uniquely faced by CLECs, or as an example of a “first in” advantage
enjoyed by the ILEC. Either way, it represents a significant barrier to a CLECs’ self-

provisioning of local switching equipment to serve mass market customers.

When making their investments in local switching, the ILECs did so (and
continue to do so} with the knowledge that a large and stable customer base would be
available to contribute to the recovery of the asset’s capital and operational costs. As
the BellSouth witnesses point out (and the BACE demonstrates), the decision to
invest in a local circuit switch represents a decision to incur a large fixed cost that
must be recovered from a sufficiently large base of customers. Without access to
UNE local switching and UNE-P, a CLEC that seeks to serve the mass market would
have to enter this market by incurring this large fixed cost and beginning with no

customer base at all.

For purposes of illustration, the following is a simplified example. Assume
that Carrier A invests $1,000,000 in an asset whose cost is largely fixed, and does so
with a ready base of 50,000 customers through which to recover that fixed cost
($20/customer). Carrier A does in fact incur some risk by making the investment, and
this risk must be considered by a prudent decision maker when deciding to make the

investment. In contrast, assume that Carrier B makes the same $1,000,000
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investment, but has an initial customer base of 0 (or even 500 or 5000) through which
to recover that same fixed cost (a cost that could begin at $1,000,000 per customer,
and would continue to be higher than the ILEC’s cost until 50,000 customers are
acquired). Carrier B faces a very different risk profile than carrier A, and this
different risk profile must be considered when considering whether the investment is

prudent for Carrier B to make.

In order to increase the size of its potential customer base, Carrier B could
seek to provide service to a larger geographic area with its switch than Carrier A does
with its equipment. Doing so would increase the size of the potential customer base
but comes with a trade-off: while Carrier B will have increased the likelihood that its
per-customer cost of switching could approach (over time) the level incurred by
Carrier A, in doing so, Carrier B will have increased its need to transport traffic over
extended distances and increased the magnitude of its “backhaul” cost disadvantage
vis-a-vis Carrier A. The extended transport facilities add to the costs that Carrier B

must find a way to recover in the prices charged to its customers.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RISKS THAT ARE REFLECTED IN YOUR
EXAMPLE.

As this simple example illustrates, two factors work in tandem to create a significant
economic barrier to the self-provisioning of local circuit switching. The ILEC makes
its investment with a customer base in place, and is able to locate its switching
equipment at the aggregation point of its local loops. In direct contrast, a CLEC must
build a customer base while incurring a higher per-customer cost than the ILEC, and
must incur additional costs to transport traffic from the loop aggregation points to its

switch. As discussed in the direct testimony of AT&T’s witness Steve Turner, these
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added costs constitute an absolute cost penalty to the CLEC. In addition, these added
costs contribute to the higher risk faced by the CLEC, which in turn increases the

CLEC’s cost of capital.

ARE THERE ADDITIONAL FACTORS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE
HIGHER RISKS FACED BY THE CLEC WHO ATTEMPTS TO SERVE THE
MASS MARKET USING SELF-PROVIDED LOCAL SWITCHING?

Yes. The above risks are multiplied for the CLEC if the ILEC has significant
pricing flexibility, as BellSouth does in Tennessee. BellSouth can take advantage of
the CLEC’s cost disadvantage by reducing its prices to a level above its own costs but
below those of the CLEC (for the reasons described above, even a CLEC that is
operating more efficiently than BellSouth will, because it does not have BellSouth’s
“first in” advantages, be at a cost disadvantage for most of its service offerings).
Furthermore, by targeting its pricing response, BellSouth can retain or “win back”
mass market customers that may have chosen previously to select the CLEC. This
will keep the CLEC’s per-customer cost high (limiting its ability to grow its market
share) and ultimately prevent the recovery of the large fixed investment in local
circuit switching. Knowing that BellSouth has this ability, a prudent CLEC would

not make this investment.

C. Any Potential Deplovment Analysis Must Take Into Account These
Market Realities in Order to be Valid.

CAN AN ANALYSIS OF “POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT” PROVIDE USEFUL
INFORMATION?

Yes. If properly conducted, a “potential deployment™ analysis can shed some light on

the following question: “What operational and economic barriers to entry exist that
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cause CLECs to be impaired?” The answers (and there are likely to be several) to this
question may be useful, particularly if the Authority seeks to find specific actions that
it can take to reduce or eliminate these barriers to entry within the geographic markets
that are analyzed. Such information would be useful to anyone undertaking an effort
to develop prospective requirements to reduce or eliminate the existing sources of
impairment. Of course, the results of such an analysis may also indicate that the
factors that create the existing level of impairment are more fundamental in nature
and are beyond the reach of regulatory requirements.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR OBSERVATIONS REGARDING THE

PROPER CONTEXT FOR CONSIDERATION OF BELLSOUTH’S
“POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT” ANALYSIS.

The FCC concluded (§506) that in a situation in which no actual deployment of mass
market switching could be observed in a defined market area, it might nevertheless be
potentially possible for the CLECs to utilize their own local circuit switching
equipment to serve mass market customers. As described above, such a scenario
defies both experience and logic: CLECs have invested in a broad range of entry
strategies over the past seven years, and in an area where none of those strategies has
met with actual success, it is extremely unlikely that there is some as-yet hidden
formula for potential success, and even more unlikely that BellSouth has now
managed to find the formula that has eluded CLECs for all these years. Accordingly,
a reversal of the FCC’s national finding of impairment for mass market local
switching based on the results of a potential deployment analysis prepared by
BellSouth for this proceeding should not be made without a very careful

consideration of the methodology and assumptions relied upon.
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THIS AUTHORITY SHOULD CAREFULLY FRAME THE QUESTIONS TO
BE ANSWERED IN ANY “POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT” ANALYSIS TO
ENSURE AN ACCURATE AND MEANINGFUL RESULT.

WHAT SPECIFIC QUESTIONS REGARDING “POTENTIAL
DEPLOYMENT” ARE BEFORE THE COMISSION IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Any process that ultimately produces a meaningful answer must begin with

meaningful statement of the question. This proceeding is no exception.

At p. 6, Dr. Aron states that of the 24 BellSouth-defined markets in
Tennessee, BellSouth is claiming that this Authority should reverse the FCC’s
national finding of impairment in 3 of those markets based on the results of the
BACE model. (Dr. Aron also incorrectly claims that the FCC’s trigger requirements
are met in 4 of the other markets. This claim is addressed in the Rebuttal Testimony

of Joseph Gillan on behalf of FCCA.)

Dr. Aron goes on to describe the proper “potential deployment™ analysis as
directly comparable to a business case analysis that a firm would conduct prior to
making an investment. Dr. Aron states (p. 10) that “a business case is an analytical
approach, with a specific structure, that is used to quantify the expected value of a
particular investment opportunity, and thus determine whether the investment
opportunity is ‘economic’ ... Properly implemented, the business case approach
correctly distinguishes between ‘economic’ and ‘uneconomic’ entry, and therefore is
particularly (and uniquely) suited to an analysis of CLEC impairment™ (emphasis

added).

DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. ARON’S ASSESSMENT?

While I'm not sure that a business case approach is “uniquely™ suited to the task at

hand, I do agree that such an analysis, properly implemented, can indicate whether a
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rational firm would make the investment (and incur the risk) necessary to enter a
given market under a specific set of circumstances. This is the “potential

deployment™-related question betore the Authority in this proceeding.

As always, however, the devil is in the details. In order to be properly
implemented, the analyses described by Dr. Aron must be structured correctly and
populated with meaningful and accurate assumptions. BeliSouth has produced a
computer model that is visually stunning (the maps in particular are quite colorful)
and impressive in its complexity. This is not a situation in which form trumps
substance, however. All the window dressing in the world can’t overcome
fundamental errors in the structure of the analysis or in the assumptions used to create
the results. The BACE results represent such a flawed analysis. After loading the
model with unreasonable and internally-inconsistent assumptions, BellSouth has
produced the resuits of a business case analysis that erroneously suggests that market
entry by a CLEC would be economic in certain markets. BellSouth has only a
tenuous hold on this alternative reality, though. Even slight changes to key
assumptions cause BellSouth’s business case analysis to indicate that mass market
entry via self-provisioned local switching is not economic and would not be

undertaken by a rational CLEC.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A PROPERLY IMPLEMENTED BUSINESS
CASE ANALYSIS?

At p. 15, Dr. Aron correctly points out that “the purpose of a business case is to
assess, within the framework of the business case model, the effect of gif barriers to
entry and barriers to capturing profit opportunities that exist in the market at issue.

Entry barriers raise the costs or reduce the revenue opportunities associated with
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competitive entry. A well-specified business case model incorporates as costs (or
reductions in revenue opportunities) the effect of all such barriers” (emphasis in
original). Iagree with Dr. Aron that any meaningful business case analysis must fully
consider all of the potential barriers to entry. [ strenuously disagree with any
conclusion that the BACE, populated with BellSouth’s chosen inputs, represents such

an analysis.

WHAT QUESTIONS WOULD YOU POSE FOR THIS AUTHORITY TO
ANSWER IN DOING A PROPER BUSINESS CASE OR “POTENTIAL
DEPLOYMENT” ANALYSIS?

There are really two questions: (1} “Would a CLEC management team, using
reasonable judgment, elect to make this investment?” and (2) “Would a rational

investor provide the capital needed for the CLEC to make such an investment?”

DOES BELLSOUTH ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE FIRST QUESTION:
WOULD A CLEC MANAGEMENT TEAM, USING REASONABLE
JUDGMENT, ELECT TO MAKE THIS INVESTMENT?

No. Mr. Stegeman (p. 18) states that “the model allows the user to assume that the
CLEC management team will use reasonable judgment.” One of the problems with
BellSouth’s potential deployment analysis, however, is that the assumptions utilized
do not represent the assumptions of a CLEC management team exercising reasonable
judgment. When inputs and assumptions are used that do reflect such reasonable
judgment, the results of the BACE indicate that a rational CLEC would not attempt to
provide mass market services via self-provisioned local switching anywhere within

BellSouth’s operating territory in Tennessee.

WHY IS IT ALSO IMPORTANT TO ADDRESS THE SECOND QUESTION:
“WOULD A RATIONAL INVESTOR PROVIDE THE CAPITAL NEEDED
FOR THE CLEC TO MAKE SUCH AN INVESTMENT?”
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As Dr. Aron states at p. 12, a properly structured business case analysis permits the
determination of “whether investors would rationally provide the capital needed to
fund entry (and other) costs that would be incurred.” This, of course, is true. A
CLEC management team cannot actually make a given investment, however prudent
they may consider it to be, without the willingness of an investor to provide the
necessary capital. Ideally, rational managers and rational investors will reach the
same conclusion regarding the key assumptions of the business case analysis. Their
decisions are interrelated but somewhat different. The management team can conduct
its business case analysis based on an assumption regarding the cost of necessary
capital (the return investors will demand in return for a given investment). Assuming
the risk of the investment being considered is comparable to the risk of the company
as a whole, this cost of capital can serve as the discount rate for the business case
NPV analysis. The return actually demanded by investors, however, will reflect other
factors that are not directly related to the CLEC or the potential investment. As Dr.
Billingsley correctly points out (p. 26), “current [capital] market values are
determined by investors’ most up-to-date expectations for the future. These

expectations are based on a variety of factors, many of which are external to a

CLEC.”

The total capital available also plays a role, as different risk/return
combinations vie for investors’ money. Investors may shy away from a particular
industry and be reluctant to invest (or require a higher return if they do). This has,
and continues to be, the case for many CLECs. Dr, Billingsley (p. 12) cites to an

article that acknowledges this “ongoing drought in the capital markets.” Accordingly,
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in order to conduct Dr. Aron’s “properly implemented” business case analysis, it is
first necessary to determine that the necessary capital will be made available, and then
to ascertain, based on “investor’s most up-to-date expectations for the future,” what
the cost of that capital will be to CLECs, which in turn represents the appropriate

discount rate to be utilized for the NPV analysis.

DOES BELLSOUTH ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE WILLINGNESS OF
INVESTORS TO PROVIDE CAPITAL?

No. As I will describe in the next section of my testimony, I disagree with some of
Dr. Billingsley’s assumptions regarding a CLEC’s likely cost of capital. These
assumptions can be addressed by changing the inputs to the model. Other problems
exist in the structure of the BellSouth BACE model and analysis however — those
problems are not so easily remedied. For example, the analysis as conducted
implicitly assumes that a CLEC’s investment in a local circuit switch represents the
same level of risk as the CLEC’s current operations (it is this risk of current
operations that is reflected in the data relied upon by Dr. Billingsley). This is clearly
not the case. As the BellSouth witnesses point out, a CLEC incurs greater risk when
self-provisioning a local circuit switch than when utilizing UNE switching or UNE-P.
Dr. Billingsley assumes a market beta for CLECs, but the BACE has no place to enter
a project beta to reflect the increased riskiness of the investment being considered.
As another example, Dr. Billingsley, after citing to the article noting the lack of
available capital, implicitly assumes that the necessary total amount of capital will be
made available, and will be available at a cost that represents a level of risk lower
than that currently being experienced by CLECs. There is no rational basis for this

assumption.
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WHAT MUST A MODEL SUCH AS BACE DO TO ADDRESS THE
QUESTIONS YOU IDENTIFIED?

In order for the model results to accurately provide an answer to the questions
“Would a rational CLEC make an investment in local circuit switching to provide
service to mass market customers?” or “Are rational investors likely to provide the
capital necessary for CLECs to make these investments?,” the model must (1)
accurately perform the required tasks, (2) permit a consideration of all potential
barriers to entry, and (3) be populated with inputs and assumptions that are

reasonable.

HAVE YOU BEEN ABLE TO DETERMINE IF THE BACE MEETS THESE
CRITERIA?

[ have not yet been able to determine whether the model calculations are accurate
because of the preprocessing conducted and the lack of access to any of the
underlying code. 1 have been able to determine that the model does not consider all
barriers to entry, and that BellSouth’s inputs and assumptions are not reasonable. Of

course, a failure in any one of these areas renders the results unreliable.

IV. BELLSOUTH’S MODEL IS BASED ON AN ALTERNATE REALITY.

WHAT CATEGORIES OF BACE CLACULATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS
HAVE YOU EXAMINED?

I have examined the calculations and assumptions associated with expected revenue
(price, quantity sold, and scope of service offerings) and expected cost (including
network/operations cost and the cost to the CLEC of obtaining capital). | will address

each category in turn,
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A. BellSouth Makes Improper Revenue Assumptions.

WHAT REVENUES MUST BE CONSIDERED IN AN ANALYSIS OF
POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT?

The FCC requires that a CLEC’s likely revenues be considered. TRO 99517, 519.
The FCC explicitly recognizes that the amount of revenue that will be available to a
CLEC in the future (but during the time over which the large fixed cost of a local
circuit switch must be recovered) is uncertain. This uncertainty must be reflected in a
business case analysis, both in terms of revenue (the prices assumed over time) and

cost (the impact of risk).

Initial prices, geographic differences in initial prices, and the magnitude of the
price discount that a CLEC must offer to entice a customer to leave the ILEC must be
considered. Equally (and perhaps more) importantly, it is necessary to consider how
prices are likely to change over time. Long-term trends play a role, but a
consideration of such trends alone is not sufficient. It is also necessary to examine
the prices and corresponding costs in discreet geographic areas in order to determine
(1) whether the price currently being charged in a given area is likely to change over
time as it moves toward the underlying cost, and (2) the likely magnitude of such a
change. It is also necessary to consider the flexibility that BellSouth has to respond to
a CLEC’s price. The presence of a BellSouth customer “win-back™ program changes
the effective price against which a CLEC must compete if it wants to retain the
customer for any significant period of time. Finally, the size of the overall market
must be considered. Likely CLEC revenues are a function of both the CLEC’s market
share and the size of the overall market that can be served by the investment being

considered.
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1. BellSouth Makes Improper Assumptions about Price Levels Over
Time.

WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO CONSIDER PRICE CHANGES OVER TIME?
As the FCC correctly noted (Y484, footnote 1499), a market that is currently

characterized by high rates and low costs is most likely to support self-provisioning
of a switch by a CLEC to serve mass market customers. It is important to recognize,
however — and a prudent CLEC considering an investment of the scale of a local
circuit switch would certainly do so — that high prices and low costs do not represent
a relationship that is likely to be maintained in an effectively competitive market. By
definition, effectively competitive markets do not have such relationships. Tt is
essential, therefore, for a CLEC to consider the potential revenues it would receive —
and how the level of those potential revenues can be expected to change over time —
when deciding whether to invest in its own local circuit switching equipment to serve
mass market customers. Such a consideration is fully consistent with the FCC’s
conclusion (§517) that when “judging whether entry is economic,” states must

consider how “competitive risks affect the likelihood of entry.”

A CLEC that elects to invest in its own local switching facilities to serve mass
market customers must recover the cost of those facilities over time from the
revenues received from these customers. Prior to making such a substantial
investment, a prudent CLEC will consider not only current prices and projected
revenue levels but also likely changes in those prices and levels over time. Some
revenue changes can be predicted from current market trends. For example, it would
clearly not be prudent for a CLEC to base its investment decision on an expectation

of higher toll revenues in the future. Other price and revenue changes can be
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predicted by considering the operation of competitive market forces. Successful entry
by a CLEC, particularly a CLEC that manages to increase its market share over time,

will certainly inspire a competitive pricing response by the ILEC.

WHAT INITIAL PRICE LEVELS MUST BE CONSIDERED?

It is necessary to consider prices at BellSouth’s current level of disaggregation in
order to predict CLEC revenues over time with any degree of accuracy. For mass
market customers, BellSouth currently has five rate groups in Tennessee (a given
wire center is assigned to one rate group). The rates vary significantly across rate
groups. Rate Group | customers of BellSouth’s residential local exchange services
pay about 60% of the rate that a comparable customer in Rate Group 5 would pay.
BellSouth’s tariff pages showing the rate groups and applicable rates are attached as

Exhibit DJW-R1.

A complete consideration of this geographic disaggregation is important for
two reasons. First, the price that BellSouth charges to retail customers served by a
given wire center is the initial price against which the CLEC must compete for that
customer. Even if the market is defined as an area larger than a wire center
(BellSouth has defined markets as representing a larger geographic area), it is still
necessary to consider the level of retail prices at the wire center level because the
CLEC must compete against the price actually offered to these customers, not an
average of the prices offered by BellSouth to retail customers served by different wire

centers.

Second, it is essential that prices be considered at this level of disaggregation

in order to determine the likelihood and potential magnitude of price changes during
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the time horizon of the analysis. This problem is particularly acute because
BellSouth’s retail rate structure for mass market customers is roughly the inverse of
its cost structure: the highest prices are charged in the lowest cost areas, and lowest
prices in the highest cost areas. Areas currently characterized by high prices and low
costs are the areas within which prices are most likely to decline over time and likely
to be reduced by the greatest amount. A CLEC management team exercising
reasonable judgment would not decide to make a large fixed investment based on a
business case analysis that assumes that high prices can be maintained in low cost

arcas.

DOES BELLSOUTH ADDRESS INITIAL PRICES AT CURRENT LEVELS
OF AGGREGATION?

No. Mr. Stegeman argues (p. 13) that “the model allows the user to input complete
information about UNE rates, retail rates and other revenue opportunities specific to
each wire center.” This does not appear to be correct: I have been unable to find a
way in working with the BACE model to establish initial prices based on wire center-
specific prices in place today or, more importantly, to forecast future price changes on
a wire center-specific basis. Without this ability, it is impossible to accurately

determine the revenues that a CLEC is likely to receive.

DR. ARON ARGUES (PP. 23-24) THAT IT IS APPROPRIATE TO BASE
PROJECTED REVENUES USED IN THE BACE ON “PREVAILING
PRICES.” DO YOU AGREE?

No. Dr. Aron states (p. 23) that BellSouth has developed initial prices for individual
service offerings on BellSouth billing data that reflects current prices. [Initial prices
for bundles of services were developed by Dr. Aron after she reviewed prices for

unspecified bundled offerings of unidentified CLECs and engaged in a process that
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she does not describe in her testimony. Beyond the problem (described in more detail
below) that these assumptions were developed in a “pre-processing” stage and are not
actual inputs to the BACE, these assumptions are inconsistent with the extended time

horizon (ten years) that BellSouth has locked into the BACE.

Dr, Aron’s only justification for the use of these prices is a reference to
footnote 1588 of the TRO. In that footnote, the FCC does state that for administrative
ease prevailing prices can be considered. Of course, a constant price assumption
implies a short time horizon for the analysis. BellSouth has juxtaposed the use of
prevailing prices with an extended ten-year time horizon that cannot be altered in the
model. This is a nonsensical combination of assumptions, and there is nothing in the
TRO that indicates that the FCC intends for a “potential deployment” analysis

conducted pursuant to the Order to be based on contradictory assumptions.

DOES EXPERIENCE IN THE INDUSTRY SUPPORT BELLSOUTH’S
ASSUMPTION OF PREVAILING PRICES AND AN EXTENDED TIME
HORIZON?

No, but contrary evidence does exist. Since the ten-year time horizon is fixed in the
model, I have looked at the average level of interstate toll prices during the ten-year
period following divestiture. As shown in Exhibit DJW-R2, prices decreased by an

average of 5.1% over this period.

YOU STATED THAT THE ASSUMPTION OF A TEN-YEAR TIME
HORIZON CANNOT BE CHANGED IN THE MODEL. WHY IS THIS
IMPORTANT?

BellSouth’s only stated basis for its ten year time horizon is Dr. Aron’s statement that
“it is common” to conduct a business case analysis over such a time frame. Such a

time horizon may be “common” for an analysis of industries with relatively low rates
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of structural and technological change, but is not appropriate for an industry in which
significant and fundamental changes have occurred over much shorter periods.

The time horizon of a business case analysis must be limited to period over
which assumptions about revenues and costs can be made with a reasonable degree of
confidence that such assumptions will be accurate. As structural changes in the
industry or technological changes make these assumptions less certain, it is necessary
to reflect this uncertainty. To a point, the discount rate applied in the NPV analysis
can be adjusted upward to reflect the risk associated with this increased uncertainty.
At some point in time, however, it is necessary to recognize that projections of events
sufficiently far in the future are mere guesses.

Over the past ten years, the telecommunications industry has undergone
structural changes, prices for many services have changed dramatically, new service
offerings have been demanded, the demand for some existing services has
dramatically decreased, the cost of providing network functionality has changed
significantly, and new means of provisioning existing services have made network
investments obsolete earlier than expected. Undaunted, BellSouth has conducted a
business case analysis over a comparable ten year time frame, but has assumed that
only minor changes will occur over the next ten years (and has done a poor job of
reflecting even those minor changes.

A rational CLEC management team considering an investment in a large fixed
asset, and a rational investor considering whether or not to provide the capital

necessary for such an investment, will not assume that, in this industry, conditions in
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the year 2013 will represent only minor variations of the conditions experienced

foday.

WHAT HAPPENS IF PRICES IN THE BACE ARE ASSUMED TO
DECREASE BY ABOUT THE SAME 5.1% PER YEAR?

It is possible to run the BACE holding all other inputs constant (even though many of
these inputs are clearly unreasonable), and changing only the projected level of prices
over time. If prices decrease at the rate previously experienced in the markets for
interstate toll, the BACE indicates that the calculated NPV in each Tennessee LATA
is significantly reduced. In other words, the BACE indicates that, even if all other
inputs are assumed to be reasonable, if the experience in the markets for mass market
services is similar to that experienced for toll services after divestiture, CLEC entry
into these markets using self-provisioned local switching is likely to be uneconomic.

No rational CLEC would or should make the investment.

DOES THE BACE PERMIT THE USE OF ACCURATE AND REASONABLE
ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING PRICES TO BE USED TO CALCULATE THE
LIKELY REVENUE THAT A CLEC WOULD RECEIVE?

No. Mr. Stegeman states (pp. 7-8) that based on his experience and understanding of
FCC requirements, an “economic model that considers impairment” should be

L

“capable of granular analysis,” “allow inputs consistent with an efficient CLEC
business model,” and “incorporate all likely CLEC revenues and costs.” The BACE

fails to meet these basic requirements.

In spite of Mr. Stegeman’s claims (p. 23) that an advantage of the BACE is
“the degree of control the user has over inputs,” including price-related inputs,
important inputs are not only beyond the control of the user but are hidden from sight

in a preprocessing stage. Based on the descriptions provided by Mr. Stegeman and
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Dr. Aron, it appears that the way prices are treated in this preprocessing stage prevent

the “granular analysis” referenced by Mr. Stegeman and required by the FCC.

2. Bellsouth Segments Customers In A Way That Is Meaningless
And Which Leads To Misleading Results.

BELLSOUTH HAS SEGMENTED MASS MARKET CUSTOMERS INTO
DIFFERENT BANDS. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF
THIS PROCESS.

The BACE divides the mass market customer base into seventeen separate segments
based on customer type and spending patterns. As Dr. Aron describes the process (p.
22), the seventeen segments are composed of “one residential segment, divided into
five ‘quintiles” by customer spend, and four business segments (segmented by
numbers of lines at each business customer location), each further subdivided into
three ‘terciles’ by spend.” Mr. Stegeman describes this process at p. 24 of his

testimony.

Dr. Aron argues that this method of segmentation represents “an economically
reasonable way to take into account the granular variation of customer spending.” I
disagree. There are problems with BellSouth’s process that invalidate Dr. Aron’s
conclusion. Most importantly, the process fails to distinguish between (1) custorners
that are high or low spenders based on a large or small quantity of services (or units
of service) being purchased, and (2) customers who appear to be high or low spenders
based on the rate group that their serving wire center is assigned to rather than the

quantity of services (or units of service) being purchased.
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WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO PROPERLY DISTINGUISH AMONG
CUSTOMERS BASED ON THE QUANTITY OR UNITS OF SERVICES
PROVIDED?

As Mr. Stegeman points out (p. 24), “the expenditure categories are determined at the
state level.” Then, as Dr. Aron describes (p. 22), each BellSouth-defined market is
“allocated the appropriate number of customers from each segment to reflect the
actual economic profile of that market.” This process simply will not do what
BellSouth intends it to do (or what Dr. Aron claims that it does). By failing to
account for the significant geographic disparity in the prices BellSouth charges to
mass market customers, the BACE assumes that CLECs are likely to receive what are
in reality phantom revenues. A customer that actually purchases very few services,
but is served by a wire center assigned to one of BellSouth’s high price rate groups,
may appear in the BACE customer segment associated with the largest spenders and
treated by the model as a particularly desirable customer. Conversely, a customer
that actually purchases quite a few services (or units of service), but is served by a
wirg center assigned to one of BellSouth’s low price rate groups, may appear in the
BACE customer segment associated with the lowest spenders and treated by the
model as a particularly undesirable customer. This is important, because the BACE’s
assumptions regarding the number of customers in a given geographic areca that
represent members of a desirable (high spending) market segment is used to

determine the opportunities for CLECs to enter and serve such customers.

BellSouth’s market segments consist of a mixture of customers that typically
spend a given amount of money each month but do so for completely different
reasons: some do so because they buy a lot; others do simply because they currently

have to pay a lot for what they get. This causes the results of BellSouth’s analysis to
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be incorrect. The geographic price-cost relationships, and the way that BellSouth
uses customer segments in the BACE, also causes the results of BellSouth’s analysis
to be biased toward a showing of “no impairment.” Because the prices in the existing
high price/low cost wire centers are least likely to be sustained over time, BellSouth
is treating a large number of customers as having the potential to contribute high
CLEC revenues in the future, when in fact (based on what the customer actually

buys) this is highly unlikely to be the case.

DR. ARON REFERS TO A “CREAMSKIMMING” STRATEGY BY THE
CLECS, AND USES IT TO JUSTIFY BELLSOUTH’S MARKET
SEGMENTATION METHOD. DO YOU AGREE WITH HER REASONING?

Not at all. At pp. 22-23 and 28-30, Dr. Aron argues that CLECs have engaged in a
“creamskimming” exercise to serve only highly profitable customers and
systematically avoid providing service to customers who purchase fewer services (or
units of service). She then uses this argument to justify the BACE’s method of
customer segmentation, asserting (p. 22) that “without a segmentation of customers
based on their level of spending, it would be impossible to take into account this kind
of ‘creamskimming’ that an efficient CLEC could perform.” Dr. Aron is wrong is

several respects.

First, even if it were rational for a CLEC to engage in a creamskimming
strategy such as that described by Dr. Aron, the BACE’s market segmentation process
would not accurately address the issue. Second, the data she relies on is flawed. It
does not establish that “creamskimming” occurs. Third, a CLEC that self-provisions

a switch has no incenttive to “creamskim.”

WHY DOES BELLSOUTH’S MARKET SEGMENTATION PROCESS NOT
ADDRESS “CREAMSKIMMING”?
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Dr. Aron states (p. 21) that “the FCC has sought to ensure that variations in revenues
and costs by geography, customer class, and services offered be taken into
consideration ... it is clearly inadequate to assume that the CLEC being modeled gains
the same revenue per line for every subscriber acquired — obviously some customers
spend more than others, and may therefore be more attractive for the CLEC to
acquire.” I agree that it is appropriate to consider differences in current revenues for
different customers, but it is even more important to consider the level of revenues
that are likely to be received from different customers over time. As described above,
many of the customers assigned by BellSouth to a top spending quintile “spend more”
because BellSouth’s prices vary significantly but are unlikely to produce higher than
average revenues over the ten-year period assumed by BACE for cost recovery. A
customer who generates a high level of revenues today but is unlikely to do so in the
future does not represent a customer that is “more attractive for the CLEC to acquire”
and cannot be counted on to contribute to the recovery of the cost of the CLEC’s
investment in local circuit switching. The BACE results depend on these “phantom
revenues” in later years to make market entry appear to be economic, when in fact it

is not.

WHY IS THE DATA THAT DR. ARON RELIES UPON TO SUPPORT HER
CLAIM OF “CREAMSKIMMING” FLAWED?

When reviewed carefully, it becomes evident that her assumptions are unsupported.
At p. 28 she states that “in my opinion, it is clear that CLECs attempt to attract
disproportionate numbers of high-spending customers.” Her sole stated basis for this
opinion is the observation that the customers lost by BellSouth to CLECs tend to have

higher than average spending levels: “If there were no customer targeting, one would
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expect competitors to win customers about evenly from each customer segment ...
Instead BellSouth data indicate that competitive disconnects have been lowest among
residential customers with lower-than-average spending on telecommunications
services .. Absent creamskimming, one would expect CLECs to win 20 percent of its
[sic] customers from each quintile.” With regard to the small business market
segments, Dr. Aron likewise concludes (p. 29) that “if no creamskimming occurred,
one would expect customer location losses to be evenly divided among the three

spending categories.” Dr. Aron’s conclusions are shown graphically in Exhibits

DJA-3 and DJA-4.

This is utter nonsense. There is no reason to expect that the spending
characteristics of the customers that leave BellSouth and obtain service from a CLEC
will be representative of the average BellSouth customer. FExperience in the
interexchange markets after divestiture indicates that customers self-select based on
their spending patterns and the resulting opportunity for savings. During the 1994-
1999 period, non-dominant IXCs did not selectively market to only high-spending
mass market customers; in fact, these companies had no means of identifying such
customers. Yet over time, a disproportionate number of end users with high toll
usage became customers of non-dominant IXCs, and AT&T’s customer base
contained an increasing concentration of customers with little or no toll usage in a
given month. The reason why is clear and has nothing to do with [XC marketing
plans: those customers with higher usage (and therefore spending) levels had the most
to gain from a decision to subscribe to a lower priced carrier. End users who

averaged little or no toll usage had no incentive to subscribe to a carrier other than
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AT&T. A study of AT&T “disconnects” during the mid 1990°s would likely reveal
the kind of pattern shown in exhibits DJA-3 and DJA-4, but these patterns do not

demonstrate that non-dominant IXCs were “creamskimming.”

In addition, experience in the interexchange markets supports an assumption
that, consistent with the markets for many other products and services, customers in
more urban areas are more likely to be early adopters of a newly available service
offering or competitive alternatives, while people living in rural areas are likely to
respond more slowly. As previously described in, BellSouth’s prices for its mass
market services vary geographically, with the highest prices in the most densely
populated areas. People in these arcas are both more likely to try a CLEC service
offering and are paying the highest prices to BellSouth. Not surprisingly, Dr. Aron
found a disproportionate number of above average spenders among those who had
changed service providers: these people are higher spenders in part because BellSouth

is charging them higher prices.

WHY DO CLECS THAT SELF-PROVISION SWITCHES NOT HAVE AN
INCENTIVE TO “CREAMSKIM”?

Dr. Aron is simply wrong about the incentives that CLECs would face if attempting
to serve the mass market with self-provisioned local switching. At p. 28 she states
that “it would be rational for an efficient CLEC to “cream skim.” I disagree for two
reasons. First, because UNE loop costs are averaged at the level of the wire center, a
CLEC has an equal incentive to seek to obtain all customers served by that wire
center. There is no incentive for a CLEC to avoid what BellSouth considers to be
higher cost customers. Second, a CLEC seeking to provide mass-market services via

a self-provisioned local switch will have the incentive to serve as many customers as
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possible as quickly as possible. The recovery of the large fixed investment in local
circuit switching requires customers over which to spread the cost recovery, and even
low spending customers provide such an opportunity. As described previously, a
CLEC that seeks to enter a market via self-provisioning of local switching will begin
with a significant per-customer cost disadvantage when compared to the ILEC. Such

a CLEC will hardly be in the position to be selective about its customer base.

DR. ARON GOES ON TO ARGUE (P. 30) THAT THE “CREAMSKIMMING”
THAT SHE HAS OBSERVED REPRESENTS A “COUNTERVAILING
ADVANTAGE” FOR CLECS. DO YOU AGREE?

No. Specifically, Dr. Aron concludes that “the evidence clearly supports the
economically rational expectation that CLECs engage in customer targeting,” and that
such targeting “should be considered as one of the ‘countervailing advantages’ that
the FCC requires state commissions to consider in their impairment analysis. |
recommend that customer targeting be modeled in the residential and SOHO (1 to 3

line) customer segments consistent with the evidence of BellSouth’s experience.”

As described above, there is in fact no evidence that CLECs are engaging in
such targeting, though the evidence does suggest that customers who have the
greatest opportunity for savings “self-select” themselves and are more likely to take
service from a CLEC, and that customers in more urban areas — whose spending
levels are distorted by the fact that BellSouth’s rates to mass market customers are
highest in these areas — are more likely to try something new than customers in rural
areas. There is also no “economically rational expectation” that CLECs will target in
this manner; a CLEC investing in a local circuit switch will have every incentive to

provide service to any and all customers willing to subscribe. While high spending
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customers are more desirable to any carrier than low spending customers (assuming
the higher spending level is indicative of the customers desire for more service
offerings or units of service and not created by BellSouth’s geographic rate disparity),
low spending customers are clearly more desirable than no customer at all to

contribute to the recovery of a large fixed cost.

In the end, the customer targeting that Dr. Aron attempts to support (and that
BellSouth in fact uses in the BACE) distorts the results of the analysis because it

creates an expectation of future CLEC revenues that are unlikely to exist.

3. BellSouth Does Not Properly Consider Quantities of Services
Purchased by Customers.

HOW ARE EXPECTATIONS REGARDING THE QUANTITIES OF
SERVICES THAT WILL BE SOLD BY A CLEC TREATED BY THE BACE?

The model considers the size of the overall market and likely CLEC penetration
levels over time to develop assumptions about service quantities. As with the
consideration of prices, BellSouth’s treatment of service quantity assumptions suffers

from limitations of the BACE and the use of unreasonable assumptions.

As Mr. Stegeman explains (p. 26), the BACE uses the term quantity to “refer
to the number of products or services demanded and actually sold, not the number of
customers.” I am using the term the same way in my testimony. Mr. Stegeman then
goes on to describe one of the fundamental problems in the BACE’s treatment of
customer characteristics: “BACE uses quantities by wire center, for each of the
products offered, by customer segment, by customer spend category.” Because

customers are assigned to spending-based segments at the state level and then
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allocated to wire centers, the fact that BellSouth’s rates vary across wire centers
means that customers who purchase very different quantities of service will be
assigned to the same spending segment. This makes the average amount spent by a
customer a relatively poor predictor of the quantity of services actually being
demanded by the customer. The BACE goes on to assign a different CLEC market
share for the different customer spending segments, and ultimately assumes (based on
the flawed assumption that high revenue equals high demand) that CLECs are more
likely to capture customers with a higher than average demand for service quantities.
This assumption distorts the results by overstating future CLEC revenues and causing

entry to appear economic when it is not.

4, BellSouth Overestimates Future CLEC Market Shares.

HOW ARE CLEC MARKET SHARES TREATED IN THE BACE?
Dr. Aron (pp. 24-28, 30-31) and Mr. Stegeman (pp. 34-37) describe this process in

some detail. The process involves estimating the total number of customers in a
given market for each year of the ten-year time horizon and estimating the CLEC

market share in each year.

BellSouth assumes that the total market for wireline telecommunications
services will grow over the time horizon of its analysis, but does not provide the basis
for this assumption. It is reasonable to expect that the penetration of wireless
services, patticularly with the implementation of local number portability, will cause
a reduction in the demand for wireline services over the extended (ten year) time

horizon used by BellSouth in its analysis. If such a reduction does take place, the
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quantity of services sold — and therefore the revenues — projected by the BACE will

be overstated. Accordingly, the BACE overestimates the size of the overall pie.

DOES BACE OVERESTIMATE CLEC MARKET SHARE IN ANY OTHER
WAY?

Yes. In addition to overestimating the size of the overall pie, BeliSouth’s analysis
also overstates the likely size of each CLEC’s slice. Dr. Aron supports the market
share assumptions used in the BACE at pp. 24-25 and 30-31. She makes three
important assumptions: (1) the market share for each CLEC, for each customer
segment, will increase to 15% of the total geographic market in question over the ten
year period, (2) the rate of customer acquisition will be high: CLECs will gain fully
one-half of their ultimate market share for residential customers, and between one
fourth and one half of their ultimate market share for business customers, in year one,
and (3) the market share (and rate of growth of that market share) is unrelated to the
number of competitors in a given market and the current level of prices in that

market.

Her stated basis for these assumptions is a review of academic literature, an
inspection of CLEC line growth across the BellSouth region, and a review of cable
telephony. Such an approach is immediately suspect. The academic literature on
firm growth in other industries in unlikely to be relevant to the specific characteristics
of mass market telecommunications services in which a market is being transitioned
from menopoly control to competitive supply using a combination of UNEs and self-
provisioned facilities. CLEC line growth across the region is not likely to be
representative of the growth in CLEC market share for specific products in specific

geographic markets, and is based on the success of CLECs with access to UNE
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switching and UNE-P (that by definition is not available to CLECs in BellSouth’s
potential deployment analysis). At a minimum, this information is insufficient for the
granular analysis required by the FCC and described by Mr. Stegeman and Dr. Aron.
Finally, cable telephony is, as the FCC noted in the TRO, a very different market
because cable providers do not rely on access to BellSouth local loops. The FCC
concluded (1446) that cable telephony does not “provide probative evidence of an
entrant’s ability to access the incumbent LEC’s wireline voice-grade local loop and

thereby self-deploy local circuit switches.”

IS THE ASSUMPTION OF 15% MARKET SHARE FOR ALL MARKET
SEGMENTS FOR ALL CLECS A RESONABLE ASSUMPTION?

No. Such a conclusion ignores all experience to date. At p. 26, Dr. Aron justifies her
assumption with the following observation: “in the 9-state BellSouth region, CLECs,
in aggregate, had attained market shares of 15 percent or more in 172 of BellSouth’s
wire centers.” In other words, nearly eight years after the Act, with access to UNE
switching and UNE-P, CLECs have, in the aggregate, attained a 15% market share in
a few wire centers in the BellSouth’s region (Dr. Aron does not state whether the 15%
share is limited to services provided to mass market customers). It requires quite a
leap to go from this observation to a conclusion that without access to UNE switching
or UNE-P, all CLECs will individually attain a 15% market share for mass market
services in each of the BellSouth wire centers included in Dr. Aron’s 3 market areas
for which “no impairment” is claimed to exist due to potential deployment. Yet this is

exactly what BellSouth is asking the Authority to accept as a reasonable assumption.

ARE DR. ARON’S MARKET SHARE ASSUMPTIONS REASONABLE
WHEN COMPARED TO MS. TIPTON’S CLAIMS REGARDING THE
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NUMBER OF TRIGGER COMPANIES IN EACH BELLSOUTH-DEFINED
MARKET?

No. In Exhibit PAT-5, Ms. Tipton claims that between three and five CLECs are
currently offering services to mass market customers using self-provisioned local
swilching facilities in 4 BellSouth-defined markets. If each of these CLECs is able to
capture 15% market share within ten years of its entry using its own switch, the
BellSouth-defined markets will ultimately be characterized by an aggregate CLEC
market share of between 45% and 75% of the total market. The combination of Dr.
Aron’s and Ms. Tipton’s analysis suggests that BellSouth’s market share will be

eroded to a quarter of its current level,

IS THE RATE OF CLEC CUSTOMER ACQUISITION ASSUMED BY
BELLSOUTH REASONABLE?

No. Dr. Aron assumes that a CLEC will capture 7.5% of the total market for services
provided to residential mass market customers in the first vear of entry and will do so
without access to UNE switching or UNE-P. BellSouth has produced no evidence
that any CLEC anywhere in its service territory has captured 7.5% of the market for
services provided to residential mass market customers over the past seven years with

access to UNE switching or UNE-P.

YOU STATED THAT THE BELLSOUTH POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT
ANALYSIS ASSUMES THAT CLEC MARKET SHARE 1S UNRELATED TO
THE NUMBER OF COMPETITORS AND TO THE CURRENT LEVEL OF
RETIAL PRICES IN A MARKET. PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Because of the structure of the analysis and the inputs used, the BellSouth analysis

implicitly makes both of these assumptions.

The market share assumptions described by Dr. Aron are made without

consideration of the presence of other competing providers. Even if, contrary to all
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empirical evidence, if would be reasonable to assume that the first CLEC to enter a
given geographic market can capture a 15% share of mass market services in ten
years (and 7.5% in the first year), it is not clear that the second CLEC to enter the
market could do so. If the first CLEC is able to grow its customer base at this very
high rate, it is reasonable to assume that it will have captured a significant portion of
the customers most responsive to price reductions or new service offerings. The
second CLEC will have to repeat this high rate of customer acquisition from among a
base of customers that is less likely to change carriers. Put another way, even if it is
reasonable to assume that one CLEC can enter a given geographic market and capture
a 15% share of mass market services in ten years (and 7.5% in the first year), is it
reasonable to assume that two CLECs can enter that market simultaneously and
capture a 30% share (15% in the first year)? Again, Bellsouth has offered no
evidence that CLECs, with access to UNE switching or UNE-P, have managed to
capture a 30% (or even 15%) share of mass market customers in a given geographic

area in the nearly eight years that they have had to try.

BellSouth also assumes that CLECs will capture a 15% share in all of the
markets identified by Dr. Aron {and will do so at the same accelerated rate), without
consideration of the level of initial prices, relationship between initial prices and
costs, and the demographics of the individual markets (beyond the flawed customer
segmentation by current spending level). Such “across the board™ assumptions about
market share cannot form the basis for a sufficiently granular analysis as required by

the FCC.
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IN ADDITION TO GAINING CUSTOMERS, CLECS CAN ALSO LOSE
CUSTOMERS OVER TIME. HOW DOES THE BACE ADDRESS THIS
ISSUE?

The BACE permits the user to make assumptions about the rate of customer “churn”
experienced by CLECs. The BACE defines churn as the percentage of the CLEC’s
customer base in a given market segment that disconnects each month. The problem
with BellSouth’s analysis is created by assumptions made about churn rates and,

more importantly, what churn rates can be reasonably assumed to apply in the future.

Dr. Aron’s stated basis for the churn assumptions used (4% per month for
residential customers, 2% per month for the two smaller business segments, and 1.5%
per month for the two larger business segments) is an observation of historic levels of
churn for CLECs and other telecommunications service providers, including wireless
providers. The historical data she relies upon are poor predictors of the future for

several reasons.

First, the historic levels of CLEC churn fail to reflect BellSouth’s new
“customer reacquisition” efforts, or “win-back™ programs. According to the 2002
BellSouth annual report (the relevant page from that report is attached as Exhibit
DJW-R3), as a result of such programs BellSouth has managed to “slash competitive
line loss by 24 percent in small business in 2002, compared to the previous year, and
by 23 percent in large business. At the same time, in terms of access lines, we
increased reacquisition in small business by 22 percent. In large business, the
reacquisition rate last year was six times higher than in 2001.” If BellSouth’s CEO
Duane Ackerman is right about this, churn rates from previous vears (such as those

that Dr. Aron relies upon on p. 33 are not likely to be applicable in future years for
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business customers. BellSouth now has a similar “customer reacquisition” program
in place for its residential customer base, and this program will allow it to effectively

dictate CLEC churn rates in that market going forward.

Second, Dr. Aron relies (p. 33, for example) on data supporting an “industry-
wide churn rate.” This industry-wide rate includes the experience of both ILECs and
CLECs. This is almost certain to understate the level of CLEC churn because the
ILEC churn rate is biased downward by the presence of a base of customers who are
unlikely to change providers in response to competitive alternatives (are therefore
served by the ILEC as the former monopoly provider). By including these ILEC

customers in the mix, Dr. Aron offers an understated projection of CLEC churn rates.

Third, Dr. Aron’s reliance on the experience of the wireless industry is
misplaced. To date, this market has been characterized by long-term contracts and
the lack of number portability. Once number portability is fully in place and existing
contracts have expired, it might be reasonable to use the wireless churn rate as a
proxy for a CLEC mass market churn rate. Until that time, the historic restrictions on
wireless customers will mean that the wireless churn rate will almost certainly
understate the churn rate that should be included in any reasonable potential

deployment analysis.

DOES THE BACE PERMIT THE USER TO ADJUST QUANTITY
ASSUMPTIONS IN ORDER TO CONDUCT A “GRANULAR ANALYSIS,”
“ALLOW INPUTS CONSISTENT WITH AN EFFICIENT CLEC BUSINESS
MODEL,” AND “INCORPORATE ALL LIKELY CLEC REVENUES AND
COSTS”?

No. As described above (and at p. 23 of Dr. Aron’s testimony), some of the quantity

assumptions are performed in the preprocessing stage of the model. Assumptions
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regarding CLEC market share are limited to the characteristics of the curve chosen by
Dr. Aron (the user can change the ultimate market share and the assumption regarding
how much of that share will be captured in year one, but cannot make other
assumptions). The user also cannot adjust market share assumptions in a way that is

specific to individual wire centers.

5. BellSouth Makes Unreasonable Assumptions About CLEC Service
Offerings.

THE BELLSOUTH “POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT” ANALYSIS INCLUDES
SEVERAL ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT THE SCOPE OF A CLEC’S SERVICE
OFFERINGS. ARE THESE ASSUMPTIONS REASONABLE AND
APPROPRIATE?

No. Dr. Aron (p. 9) argues that an efficient CLEC will “sell a broad array of products
to a wide range of customers,” because “many products and many customers can be
serviced using the same asset platform without replicating many of the fixed costs.” T
disagree. It is certainly possible for an efficient firm to specialize in providing
service to a specific market segment; not all efficient firms “sell a broad array of

"

products to a wide range of customers.” Her observation that “many products” and
“many customers” can be served without changing the magnitude of the fixed cost of
the investment of local circuit switching is too superficial and high level to be of use
in this proceeding. The question before the Authority is a specific one: Would a
rational CLEC elect to invest in self-provisioned local circuit switching in order to
provide service to mass market customers in a given geographic area? The “fixed

cost” in Dr. Aron’s observation is a specific piece of equipment — a local circuit

switch. The impairment test relates specifically to whether the CLEC can reasonably
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expect to be able to recover the cost of this investment from the customers whose

service is provided by the investment.

It is not necessary or appropriate to assume {as BellSouth does in its analysis)
that an efficient CLEC will offer non-switched services in order to help pay for the
switch, for two reasons. First, if the non-switched service is subject to effective
competition, there will be no surplus revenues to contribute to switch cost recovery.
Second. the inclusion of the additional services expands the scope of the business

case analysis beyond the specific revenues and costs that are properly included.

Other scenarios may help to put BellSouth’s and Dr. Aron’s “If the CLEC
can’t pay for a switch with the revenues from switched services, it doesn’t mean that
entry is uneconomic, it just means the CLEC needs to get out and sell some other
services” theory into context. It would be equally reasonable (and fully consistent
with Dr. Aron’s theory) to argue that a CLEC whose projected revenues from
switched services are insufficient to make the investment economic should
nevertheless make this large fixed investment and make up the revenue shortfall by
having its employees sell Krispy Kreme® doughnuts on the corner every Saturday

morning.

Fortunately, §251 contains no doughnut sales quota. As the FCC correctly
notes (§60), when determining impairment §251(d)(2) “requires the Commission to
consider whether the failure to provide access to a particular network element would
impair the ability of a requesting telecommunications carrier ‘to provide the services
that it seeks to offer’” (emphasis in FCC’s original). BellSouth’s “potential

deployment™ analysis ignores the language of the Act by forcing an expansion of
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CLEC service offerings and by erroneously concluding that high margins for these
other services would be maintained in a competitive market over a long period of

time.

B. BACE Includes Faulty Cost Assumptions.

WHAT COSTS MUST BE CONSIDERED IN A “POTENTIAL
DEPLOYMENT” ANALYSIS?

Dr. Aron argues (p. 19) that an analysis of “potential deployment” should incorporate
“realistic assumptions” associated with providing mass market services. 1 agree, but
disagree with her conclusion that BellSouth’s inputs to the BACE reflect such

“realistic assumptions.”

THE FCC STATES (517) THAT AN ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL
DEPLOYMENT SHOULD BE BASED ON THE MODEL OF AN “EFFICIENT
CLEC BUSINESS MODEL.” DOES BELLSOUTH’S ANALYSIS REFLECT
THIS REQUIREMENT IN A MEANINGFUL WAY?

No. Dr. Aron argues (pp. 8-9) that in order to reflect this requirement, “the operating
assumptions [for the CLEC] that are employed must be consistent with the operations
of an efficient firm.” 1 agree. Dr. Aron then goes on to conclude that “this would
tend to suggest that key operating metrics like customer acquisition cost, customer
churn, and so forth, would tend to be better than the average of actual firms.” Her
basis for this conclusion is that “a number of CLECs have gone bankrupt, suggesting
that, on average CLECs do not have optimally efficient operations.” CLEC
bankruptcies, however, suggest nothing of the sort. As Dr. Billingsley explains (I
will discuss this issue in detail later in my testimony), available evidence suggests the

many of the CLECs that have gone bankrupt have done so primarily because they
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made uneconomic investments in large, fixed, network assets. Even if Dr. Aron’s
assumption were valid that the CLECs that have declared bankruptcy have done so
because of a lack of “optimally efficient operations,” it is reasonable to assume that
the CLECs with inefficient operations are either no longer in business or have
increased their efficiency as they emerged from bankruptcy. The correct conclusion
is the opposite of Dr. Aron’s: the fact that a significant number of CLECs have gone
bankrupt suggests that competitive market constraints have winnowed the field and
those CLECs that currently are operating do have efficient operations. In order to
make reasonable assumptions about efficient CLEC costs, it is logical to look at
currently operating CLECs. There is no support for Dr. Aron’s assumption that

current CLEC costs need to be adjusted in order to reflect efficient CLEC operation.

ARE BELLSOUTH’S ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING CLEC COSTS
REASONABLE?

No. I disagree with a number of BellSouth inputs to the BACE, particularly those
related to sales and customer acquisition costs, general and administrative (“G&A”™)
costs, and the cost of capital. The cost of capital is especially important because it is
the discount rate used in the model’s NPV analysis, and the model results are highly

sensitive to changes in this rate.

1. BACE Assumptions Regarding Sales and Customer Acquisition
Costs are Unreasonable.

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY BELLSOUTH’S ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING
SALES AND CUSTOMER ACQUISITION COSTS ARE NOT REASONABLE.

At pages 36-41, Dr. Aron describes the process that she used to develop an assumed

cost for sales/customer acquisition for residence and business mass market customers.
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Her methodology consists of gathering estimates of these costs made by various
analysts for certain carriers. The data mismatch in the BellSouth assumptions is that
while revenues from a very broad range of services are assumed o be available to a
CLEC, the sales costs relied upon by Dr. Aron relate almost exclusively to carriers
selling a much narrower menu of services. BellSouth makes no adjustment for the
cost that a CLEC would incur to sell the additional service offerings assumed in its
analysis. BellSouth has included in its analysis the revenues from these services
(though it has improperly done so, as explained above), but has not included any costs

that a CLEC would incur to sell them.

2, BACE Assumptions Regarding G&A Costs are Unreasonable.

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY BELLSOUTH’S ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING
G&A COSTS ARE NOT REASONABLE.

Dr. Aron explains (pp. 41-42) that she developed an assumption of CLEC G&A costs
based on the historic relationship of G&A costs to revenues for ILECs. She does not
explain why historic ILEC cost to revenue relationships would be applicable to the
future operation of a CLEC. In addition, Dr. Aron states that she has used in her
analysis “data representing a number of ILECs of various sizes.” The size a CLEC’s
operation in a given state (even a large CLEC with national operations) is unlikely to
compare to the size of the ILEC’s operation. BellSouth enjoys a much larger number
of customers in all markets within its operating territory than even the largest CLECs,
and it is reasonable to expect that BellSouth enjoys some G&A cost advantage as a
result. This cost disparity is not caused by CLEC inefficiency, but by BellSouth’s

position as the former monopoly carrier.
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3. BellSouth’s Cost of Capital Assumptions Ignore Market Reality
And Significantly Distort The Results Of The Analysis

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE ROLE PLAYED BY COST OF CAPITAL
ASSUMPTIONS IN BELLSOUTH’S ANALYSIS.

The assumed CLEC cost of capital serves as the discount rate for the BACE’s NPV
analysis. In this way, the results of the NPV analysis (assuming that it has been
properly conducted) indicate whether investors would provide the necessary capital
for CLEC investment, and whether a rational CLEC would make the investment,
given the risk characteristics of the project and the availability of capital in the capital

markets.

BellSouth’s assumption is supported by the testimony of Dr. Billingsley. His
assumptions and analysis are important, because even small changes in the assumed
cost of capital (and therefore the discount rate) have a significant impact on the
calculated NPV for the BellSouth-defined markets. If Dr. Billingsley underestimates
the return that investors will require to provide capital to CLECs over the time
horizon of BellSouth’s analysis, the model resuits will suggest that entry is economic

when in fact it is not.

Dr. Billingsley cites to the language in the TRO (]680) that states that “a
TELRIC-based cost of capital shouid reflect the risks of a competitive market.” Of
course, in this and related paragraphs, the FCC discussed the ILEC’s cost of capital to
be used to calculate TELRIC. While the FCC states that this ILEC cost of capital
should reflect the increased risk that the ILEC incurs when operating in a competitive

market, it does not state (or even suggest) that the risk incurred by the CLEC (and its
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resulting cost of capital) will be the same. There 1s a fundamental difference in the
risk incurred by a former monopoly provider, with existing network facilities and an
existing base of customers, and the risk incurred by a new entrant to enter the market
by making a large fixed investment without the customer base needed to recover the

cost of that investment.

PLEASE THE DESCRIBE THE RISKS THAT A CLEC FACES IN THIS
SCENARIO.

When deciding whether to make a large fixed investment whose cost will be
recovered over extended period of time, the uncertainty of future revenues and costs
(the cash flows) represent the primary form of risk. As Dr. Aron correctly points out
(p. 13), “the future cash flows associated with an investment opportunity (such as
competitive entry) cannot be known with certainty. A properly-specified business
case must reliably adjust for such uncertainty.” Through its inputs to the BACE,

BellSouth has assumed a relatively predictable set of future cash flows.

ARE THERE REASONS TO BELEIVE THAT THE BACE’S FORECAST OF
FUTURE CLEC CASH FLOWS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED UNCERTAIN,
AND THE RISK OF CLEC ENTRY VIA SELF-PROVISIONING HIGH?

Yes. Dr. Billingsley provides quite a bit of evidence in his testimony. He cites to a
Standard & Poor’s conclusion (p. 9) that “added competition in all segments will
result in tighter profit margins for all players.” With regard to CLECs specifically, he
cites (p. 11) a conclusion by International Data Corporation (“IDC”™) that “while
CLEC access lines will grow at a 12.2% compounded annual growth through 2007,
their revenue growth will be in low single digits because of falling prices services for
both voice and data services.” If IDC is right, a CLEC that relies on the results of

BellSouth’s “potential deployment™ analysis will be in trouble. Not only will the
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phantom revenues associated with BellSouth’s current (but unsustainable) geographic
price differences not materialize, but the margins for voice service will likely be
lower than predicted by the BACE. The narrowing margins for data services means
that the revenues from these services relied on by the BACE to make entry for
switched mass market services appear economic will not be available, leaving the

Krispy Kreme® strategy as the only alternative.

Dr. Billingsley concludes (p. 10) that “the point that one can draw from all of
this is that the entire telecommunications industry is competitive and risky, and is
growing more so with the passage of time.” I agree. What Dr. Billingsley fails to
point out is that while the increase in risk applies to both ILECs and CLECs, a CLEC

continues to face, for the reasons described above, much higher risk than an ILEC.

YOU DISCUSSED DR. ARON’S ASSUMPTION THAT CLEC
BANKRUPTCIES HAVE BEEN THE RESULT OF CLEC INEFFICIENCY.
DOES DR. BILLINGSLEY PRESENT AN ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION?

Yes. Dr. Billingsley refers to a report (pp. 11-12) by the New Paradigm Resources
Group, Inc. as the “generally accepted” explanation for the “broad financial distress

and bankruptcies experienced by the CLEC industry”:

Just as the fact that a number of CLECs have filed for Chapter
11 has become common knowledge, the reason for their
bankruptcies is well known. In the 1990s, the CLECs acquired
billions of dollars in financing to invest in telecommunications
infrastructure with the assumption that the demand for their
services would continue to experience accelerating growth.
When this demand did not materialize, the CLECs were left
with billions of dollars in debt and no way to pay it off.

The New Paradigm Resources Group, Inc. was quite insightful, and describes
a scenario that now seems oddly familiar: CLECs invested in network infrastructure

(large fixed costs) based on an anticipation of future revenues that would make their
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market entry economic. Their assumptions regarding whether entry in this manner
would be economic, now clearly flawed, are very similar to the assumptions that
BellSouth is now inviting CLECs to make through the results of its business case
analysis (and is asking the Authority to conclude that the CLEC’s should accept the
invitation). Like the scenario described in the article Dr. Billingsley cites, CLECs
face a decision of whether or not to invest in network infrastructure (in this case a
local circuit switch, whose cost characteristics cause it to represent a large fixed cost).
BellSouth argues that they could rationally do so, based on assumed future revenues
that are based on demonstrably erroneous assumptions about both prices and

quantities.

'The New Paradigm Resources Group, Inc. article also spells out, at a high
level, the formula for CLEC success and longevity: “the CLEC industry continued to
shrink in 2002 as several competitive providers with weak business plans” — e.g.
those that made large fixed capital investments — “have gone bust.” The article goes
on to state that “the CLECs that continue to do business in late 2002 have reduced
their capital spending” and have “scaled back expansion plans.” The message is
clear: CLEC entry via self-provisioned network facilities has proven, in many cases,
to be uneconomic. In these previous cases, it is reasonable to assume that not all of
the CLEC business case analyses contained the number of obvious flaws that the
BellSouth analysis contains, yet BellSouth now argues that its analysis makes a clear
case for economic investment by CLECs. If the Authority accepts BellSouth’s
analysis and UNE switching is no longer made available, CLECs will have two

choices: they can discontinue any attempts to serve mass market customers, or they
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can accept BellSouth’s invitation to disaster. A rationa! CLEC management team
(and a rational investor considering whether to make funds available) can only choose

the first alternative.

DR. BILLINGSLEY ARGUES THAT THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH
EXISTING CLEC OPERATIONS IS NOT A GOOD PROXY FOR THE RISK
THAT WILL BE INCURRED BY CLECS IN THE FUTURE. DO YOU
AGREE?

Yes, but my conclusion is the opposite of Dr. Billingsley’s. Dr. Billingsley argues
that future CLEC operations, when those CLECs will be incurring the risk to make
large fixed investments in network infrastructure, will be less risky that the current
operation of CLECs who rely on UNE switching and UNE-P. This conclusion is
nonsensical and directly contradicts both the articles cited by Dr. Billingsley in his
testimony and the ILEC mantra that CLECs currently rely on ILEC provided UNEs in
order to avoid the risk of self-provisioning. If Dr. Billingsley were right that self-
provisioning local circuit switching is likely to be less risky for a CLEC than utilizing
UNE switching, it would compel the question “Why any CLECs are purchasing UNE

switching or UNE-P today when doing so simply causes them to incur more risk?”

HOW DOES DR. BILLINGSLEY REFLECT HIS ASSUMPTION THAT THE
SELF-PROVISIONING OF LOCAL CIRCUIT SWITCHING WILL REDUCE
THE RISK FACED BY CLECS?

In his discounted cash flow analysis (pp. 19-21), Dr. Billingsley considers the average
risk of S&P 500 companies and calculates a cost of equity of 14.31%. He then
performs a CAPM analysis based on an estimate of risk that he believes is appropriate
for a “representative CLEC.” This risk, which primarily reflects the operation of
CLECs utilizing UNE switching and UNE-P, yields a cost of capital for this

representative CLEC of 20.78%.
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Instead of attempting to adjust the “representative CLEC” cost of equity to
reflect the higher risk of self-provisioning, Dr. Billingsley (with little explanation)
then averages the results for the “representative CLEC™ and the S&P 500 companies.
In other words, Dr. Billingsley assumes that the level of risk associated with future
CLEC operations (and self-provisioning of large fixed assets) will move downward to
a point half way between the current “representative CLEC” cost of equity and the

average cost of equity of S&P 500 companies.

Dr. Billingsley makes a comparable adjustment to his cost of debt calculations
(p- 24). He considers the yield on bonds reflecting current “representative CLEC”
levels of risk, and then averages this yield with the yield of bonds that reflect the
average level of risk of the S&P 500 companies. As with the cost of equity, Dr.
Billingsley assumes that the cost of debt to CLEC will decrease over time as the

operations of these CLECs become more risky.

HOW DOES DR. BILLINGSLEY DEVELOP HIS ASSUMPTION OF AN
APPROPRIATE CAPITAL STRUCTURE FOR CLECS ON A GOING-
FORWARD BASIS?

At p. 25 Dr. Billingsley notes that the market-based capital structure of his current
“representative CLEC™ sample is 87.43% debt and 12.57% equity. This structure is
clearly not the target capital structure of these companies, but has arisen in large part
because of the precipitous drop in the companies’ stock prices. He then calculates the
market-based capital structure of the S&P 500 companies as 29.50% debt and 70.50%
equity. With no explanation, he again averages the results and computes a forward-

looking “representative CLEC” capital structure of 58.45% debt and 41.54% equity.
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Dr. Billingsley does not explain why he believes that CLECs, as they begin to
finance their increasingly risky operations, will find investors who are not only
comfortable with this high debt load but who consider the risk associated with this
debt to be lower than current levels. The conclusions of the New Paradigm
Resources Group, Inc. in the article he cites have apparently not left a significant
impression on Dr. Billingsley; he is now suggesting that it would be rational for
CLECs to invest in fixed investments by incurring “billions of dollars in debt™ and
incurring the very real risk of having “no way to pay it off.™ All the while, he
assumes that such a scenario would represent a lower level of risk for both CLECs

and investors than existing UNE-based CLEC operations.

WHAT ARE THE IMPLICATIONS OF DR. BILLINGSLEY’S
ASSUMPTIONS?

By underestimating the future cost of debt and equity to CLECs, and by assuming a
debt-laden capital structure, Dr. Billingsley has significantly underestimated the
discount factor to be applied in BellSouth’s business case analysis. As a result, future
cash flows are treated with a sense of certainty that they do not have, and the NPV of

market entry calculated by the BACE is significantly overstated.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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Average Revenue
Per Minute for
Interstate and
Year International Calls
1984 $ 0.32
1985] § 0.31
1986| $ 0.28
1987] $ 0.25
1988| $ 0.23
1989| 3 0.22
1990| $ 0.20
1991 § 0.20
1992| § 0.19
1993| $ 0.19
|Average Yearly Decrease -5.08%)]

$0.35

$0.30

$0.25

$0.20

$0.15

$0.10

Average Long Distance Per Minute Revenues

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Years
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?J.z:;.

&3 BASIC LDCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE
£3.1 General {Cont'd}
£, (DELETED
A3.2 Staiswide Rate Scheduls
AX2 Flat Rate Soleedhide
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CEPHIAL APPROSCL VERSION, KELEANLE BY BYTHY

BELLSOQUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVHCTFS TARIFF Seventl Revised Page 7.2

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. Cancels Sixth Revised Page 12
TENNESSEE

ISSUED: January 72004 EFFECTIVE Felnuary 6, 2004

BY: Pressdent - Tennessee
Nuashville, Tenncssec

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.2 Statewide Rate Schedule (Cont'd)
Ad.2.1 Flat Rate Schedule (Cont'd)
B, Tie followny exchanges huve cxcepsion rates 1 the siarowide sroup.

I Excepticis from Schadule

Hesidence Bassiness USOC
) Cedar Grove fgroup {0 Bi0.40 $29.580 NA
thi  Lyles (group 28 9.4 N NA
tey Big Sandy fgrowp 2C3 10,19 715 NA
(v Summertown (grouy 20 w9 3278 NA
i Buels Gap igroup 38 949 3378 N&
i Fork Rudge (See A3 10 3 1002 3095 h iy
tgy  Michie (Sex A3 1006y o0 .11 NA
(13 South Fulton ¢Sec A3 107 h.07 %10 NA
3} Suuth Guihrie (Sce A3 108} .07 28.10 hEY
(k) Soumth Osk Grove (See AG.109) 16.59 22,90 NA

E\_El BeliSouth muries vontuned herein i i sot foath in e walenuehs wnd servioemurks section of s Tadf are owied by BeilSouh Iclectud Proorty
SRR




LEFEEAL AFPRTDY ED VERSION, RELEASED Y BSTHG

RBELL SOUTH GENERAL SUBSCTRIBER SERVICES TARIFF Thiricenth Revised Page 14

TELECOMMUNICATHONS, INC Cuncels Twelfth Revised Page 1%
TENNESSER

ISSUEN January 7, 30003 EFFECTIVE Fobruwy 6, 2004

BY: President - Tennessee
MNashville, Tennessee

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE
A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service

A, The eates specifizd herein, with zone mileage churges wheh applicable 1w service furnished ontside the bose rate ared o an
owchangy, eolnhe subsenters to an unhiouted sumber of mossazes w all ssanion hines bearing the dessgnation of cential pffiees
withan the serving exchange and sdditional exchanges as shown i A38. Local Calling Areas. of this Tanff.

1 Exchange
Adams-Cedar HEI
Residence Business US0cC

fal RG 3 £12.12 L30T N4
Arlinglon

iy R.GS 1134 370 NA
Ashland Cin

i RGOS 1334 20,70 A
wikeis

[ R G2 5.62 P80 NA
Bean Suanien

i} R ;4 1243 J0% NA
Belis

foy R T.467 pyED NA
Renr {reek

[ R G4 12.63 R EHS NA
Benim

oy ROGZ 2.1% 278 NA
Bethel Sprongs

i ROGLI 7.67 2705 NA
Big Sandy’

i RG220 1010 3LTS NA
Blanche

wr R.G.2 £.62 M50 NA

Mote 1@ Excepiivn Rute

éﬁl HeliSouth wupks contained hercin and as sat forth in the imcepaeks and servicemirks section of thas Tanf e owned by BeliSouth Iellanad Propaty
CTOREION




OFFICIAL AFPROVLD VURSION . RELEAMED BY DYTHO
BELLSOLUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER STURVICES TARIFF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
TENNESSEE
ISSUED: Januany 7. 2001
BY: Preadent - Tennosser
Naskville, Tennossee

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)

A3.7.1 Flat Rate Secvice {(Cont’d)
Ao iCont'd)
i, Exchange cCont'd}

Belbivar
Residence

(a3 R.G i 5767
Browpswlle

my RGO 67
Bulls Ga)!

TaE R.G 3B 239
Caniden

iy R.GE 767
Carthage

ar RGO 167

Note 1: DaceptionRae

Eaghth Revised Page 191
Cancely Seventh Revised Page 19

EEIECTIVR Febrizany 6, 2004

Business
§27.08

s

JOUVES

27.08

27.08

£50C
NA

WEY

NA

NA

NA

Al Bel!Seuth rzuks contuned herein i s sel foath in the fudemarks and servicen ks sectb of thes TarilT are owased by BullSoeuth Ivellectud Property

Comp i,




CEFEICIAL AFTROVED VRN, RELEASEI BY ISTHO

BELLSOUTH GENFRAL SURSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFF Sixleenth Ravised Page 20
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. Cancels Fifteenth Revised Page 20
TENNESSER

ISSUED: Junusey 7, 2004
BY: Pressdent - Tonnessee
Nashvitie, Teonessee

LEFECTIVE: February 6. 2004

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
Ad.7.1 Fiat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A (Contih)

1. Exchange iCont'd)
Cedar Grove!'
Residence Rusiness rsoc

o R.GOHC $l0.46 $29.80 Na
Centerville

iy R G 767 27405 NA
Charleston

ra) R.G. 4 12.03 05 NA
Charletie .

{a; R.G. S 1234 30,70 NA
Chattanoog:

{a} R.G. 4 12,03 3008 NA
Chestnut Hill

fa} R.G. 4 12.00F ROt NA
Clarksviile

& RG 3 219 I8 NA
Cleveland

{a R.G. 4 12.03 A9.0% NA
Clizion

fan R.G.3 1203 3005 NA
Colherville

{wp R G3 12.34 30 NA
Cojumbiu

{41 R G.2 8.62 36058 NA
Cupper Bas.n

a RGO 767 2105 NA
Covinglon

) R.G. 3 12,34 1070 NA
Cioss Plains-

Orlinda

(a1 R.G. 3 1234 N Na
{Cudienka

{ar  R.G.2 462 3.0 NA
Cumberland Ciry

{ai R.G. 1 767 208 A

Note I:  Exception Rate

Al BediSouth marks conizined herein and as set foath ie the miukerrerhs and serviceriasks soction of this Tasff are owned by BellSouth: Ikeliertinl Property

Coporanon.

h

HE




EERRAE AFTELS L Y RT LY RELE AN EY BATHEG

AL R00TH CENERAL SUBSCRIAER SERVICES TARIFF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

TENNESSEER
I3SUTED Banuary 7, 2004

Nucteentt Revised Page 21
{ancels Fieghleenty Reovised Page 20

EFFECTIVE: Febraary 0. 2004

HY: Proad

onl - Tonnessee

Nashvilic, Tennossge

A,

Cnnrdy

L Eschange iCont'd)

Cumberband Gap

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)

Residence Business US0¢C

L R.G. 2 X8.62 $30.80 NA
Cusginghun

iy RGO} 919 7S NA
Dandr:dge

{ad RG. 4 133 JatA ] NA
[havtor

fai R.G 4 1203 RN A
Decatur

tar R.GL4 1243 X0.0F NA
Diwkson

{uds R.G. 2 1234 MM NA
[rover

L R G 767 1705 LRY
Dver

{4 RG22 Ra2 ARG NA
Drvershurg

i R.G 2 842 MRk NA
Fagienilie

e RGUS 1234 39.70 NA
Fast Sango

. R.G.S 12,34 39.70 NA
Elkion

in RG 767 163 NA
[iowah

{a R.G.2 Xa7 s hEY

Al BelISouth r ks conliined herein and s sed forth an the trademirks ad servicemarks section of s Tariff e owned by BellSoudy Intellectund Preperty

Capontn

[

1y




CETICTAL APPROVED VIRSIN RELEASTED BY 851310

BELLSOUTH GENLERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES TARII
FRLECOMMUNICATIONS. INC.
TENNESSEEL
ISSUED: Januwy 7, 2004
BY- President - Tenncssee
Nashville. Tennessce

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A37.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A [Cent'd)
I, Bachange (Coal'dy

Sarview

Residence
(mm R.G.S5 §i2.34
Faverrewilic
(22 R.G1 767
Flintvitle
wy R.G 767

Sixth Rovised Pa
Cuncels Fifth Revised Pa

FFFECTIVE February 6, 2004

Business
$39.7)

27.08

27.0%8

CsoC

NA

NA

Na

Al BliSouth szarks contained hercin i as set forf in the tadenyarks and senvieetnanks section of Bis Turill ave owned Dy BehSouth Intellecraal Propenty

Compordion.

e 21
e 2t.1



F AL AFCRONET VERETON, RELE ASTD BY BSFHG

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES TARLIFE Fifleenth Revised Page 22

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC, Cancels Vourteenth Revised Page 22
TENNESSEE

ISSURD: Jznuary 7, 2004 EFFECTIVE Fehruary o, 2004

BY: Piesident - Tennessee
Nushiville, Tennessee

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A}7.1Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A, (Cont'd;
Exchanie (Cont'd;
Fork Ridge

Residenee Business TISOC

[t See AIOS $106.02 $30.4s ™A
Fiarklin

{4) R.G.3 1234 3070 NA
Fredonia '

(M KG3 ar¢ 375 NA
Gatlaimn

) R.G.5 1234 39.70 KA
Gatitnburg

(it) R G4 1263 30.05 NA
Gaorgeiown

(1 R.G.4 12.63 39.05 NA
Gilvann

o RG22 8.62 A0R0 NA
Gleasan

[y R.G. I 767 27.05 NA
Genglletisvidle

B R G.3 1234 30,74 NA
Giramd Junction

) RGO 767 27.08 NA
Greenback

wr RGA4 12.03 39.058 NA
Cireenbricr

i RG.S 12.34 370 NA
Grecefield

fay R.G. TET 2708 NA
Huils

{a) R.G.1 267 27.05 NA

AT TellSouth ks contrened herein and as <o forh in the wademarks and sarvicemarks section of tis Tarift are owned by BeliSouth Intelloctud Property

Crporalion.




OFICIAL RFPROMVED VERAIOM KELEASEDRY B37HQ

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIDER SERVICES TARITE Thunteenth Revised Page 23
TELECOMMUNICATHONS NG, Caneels Tweifth Revised Page 23
TENNESSER
ISSUED: January 7. 2004 EFFECTIVE: Febiuay 6, 2804
BY Prosident - Tennessee
Nashviiie, Tennesses

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A L7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)

A, iConids
H Exckange (Cont'd}

Hamipshire
Residence Business 8O

2y RG22 $8.62 $30.80 Na
Huarriman

oy R G4 12431 39.0% NA
Haravdle

0 RGO 67 27.08 A
[Henderson

m R G 7EY 27,08 NA
Handersonvilie

L) R (5 F2d ML NA
Henning

{1} R G 747 278 NA
Hahenwatd

12l G F67 2708 e AY
Flirnbesk

i RGO 7.67 21705 NA
Flarnbold:

[ B2 8.62 3450 NA
Hununsdon

5] R G Te7 2708 NA
Huntlamgd

B R G 767 278 NA

Al RefSouh nurks contained leresn i s set 1o in the tasderarks amd servicemarks secton of this TanfY ae owned by BeliSouth Intcllectieg Propaty
Corpemaion,




DEFITIAL APPROY ED VERSIGN, KLLEASLD BY 3510}

BELLSOLUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBLR SERVICES TARIFH
TELECOMMUNICATIONS. TNC.
TEMNNESSEL

ISSUED: Fanuary 7, 2004
BY: President - Tennessee
Naoshville, Tenuessee

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE
A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A (Cont'd)
1. Exchange (Cont'dd

Jackson
Residence

) R G232 S9.19
Jasp

) R.G. 4 12.03
Jatfersom City

) R G. 4 12.03
Ieitico

tar RGOS Y4y
Kemon

[u} R.G.2 8.62

Eighth Revised Page 231
Cancels Sevenrh Revised Page 2303

EFFECTIVE: February 0, 2004

Business
$32.75

34.05

349,05

3075

.80

LsoC
NA

NA
NA
NA

NA

Al BeHSonth murks containes Hetein and as set Frth in the radenzeks sod servicesnarks section of s Tar{T are owned by BellSouh Tnrelecusl Property

COXTER,
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CPHECDML ATTRULLED VERNN RELEAABRBEY ARTHD

BELLSOUTH GENTR AL SURSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFE Thireenth Revised Page 21
TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC Canvels Twelfth Revised Page 24

TENNESSEE
ISSUED: Junuay 7, 200 EFFECTIVE: February 8, 2008
BY  Prosided - Tonnesseys

Nashwille, Tennessee

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
AX7.1Flat Rate Service (Cont'd}

Al

Cangds

achanges vTontd

Kmgsion
Residence Business USOC
fin RG.4 $12.63 530,05 NA N
Kingston Springs
sy R.G.3 1234 Wy NA
Raoaviiie
£ R.G 4 1243 RUREN NA it
L alfnliene
i R.GZ Ra2 k%) NA i
Latrange
s R.QGE 1234 39.70 NA
e Ly
4 1203 o5 NA B
Lrwrence
fu} 2 862 30.80 NA I
L.ehansn
i~y R.G.S 1234 0T RN ih
Lamwnr Ty
e R.G 4 1263 2043 NA 1o
Lowishury
ty R.GUH 767 27.08 NA 5
Lexingion
{al RGO 7.67 27.05 NA M
Loudon
i R0 4 12.0% 3903 NA RE
Lyies
Ll R. € 28 LN 270 A RE

Note br Exception Rawe.

Al BellSouth marks contained hevia and s st forth in U trademarks and servicerrarks section of this Tailf are awned by BellSouth Inteloctont Propetty

Corpoxatn




CERPICEAL ADPFROVED VERSION, RELIASED 5Y BITHE

BELLSOUTH CENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFY Faghth Revised Page 244

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC, Cancels Sevenrk Revised fage 24 ¢
TENNESSEF

ISSUED: Junuay 720654 EFFECTIVE: February 4, 2004

Bz Presidem - Tennessoy
Nashville, Tennesses

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd}
A 1Contdy
i Exchangy [EaSTTiN )

Lvachburg

Residence Business UiNOL

(i RGO $7.67 2708 NA i
Lynaville

(Y RG I 767 2705 NA 1
Madisonilie

ty RGO 767 27008 NA kD
Mancheser

(A} RG22 562 MLED NA
Marville

i R.GA 12.03 IG5 NA

{}jl BeliSoutly nra ks contired hesein and s set fonk in Lhe anlensohs and servicomarss sedion of this Tardff are owned by BedlSuwh Iteliectua! Propars
OEPRNLLIUAY.




DFPICIAL APIRIWLD YERSON, RELEASED RY BATHY

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SURSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFF Fourteenth Revisad Page 23

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. Cancels Thirteenth Revised Page 25
TENNESSEE

ISSUED: January 7, 2004 EFFECTIVE: February o, 2004

BY: President - Tennesseo
Naslivdile, Tennessea

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd}
M (Contdh
I, Exchange (Cont'd)
Maseot-Srawbeny Plais

Residence Busitiesy LS0C

(a3 R.G.4 S12.03 $39.05 NA
Meynardville

) R.G.4 12.03 3908 Ni
MeEwen

G R.G1 7.67 17405 NA
MeKengie

wy  R.G 7.67 2705 NA
Meelina

ar R.QG.2 .62 30,80 NA
Memphis Mewo

i R.G.5 12.34 3570 NA
Michic

{a) Sec A3 106 10.00 36.1t NA
Middleton

(6] R.G.d 787 27.08 NA
Mitan

) R.G.2 862 040 NA
Morrislown

{a R G2 862 3080 NA
Moscow

(2 R G5 {Tennessce Goly) 1234 3070 NA

by RO (Mississippi Ondy) 67 27.50 Ka

E‘:Il HellSouwh rrarks cotainedd herein and s set forth in the traderruarks aod servicemarks section of this Timiif are owned by BeftSoutk Intelicowuat Property
TIADORHION.

i
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O TETIAL RFPROVED VLEMOM RELEAED EY B3THQ

BELLSOUTH GENERAL SURBSCRIBFR SERVICES TARIFY Figink Revised Page 28

FELECOMMUNICATIONS INC. Cancels Seventh Reviced Page 251
TENNESSEE

ISSUED: Junuary 7. 2004 EFFECTIVE: Febraary &, 2003

By, Prosident - Tennessce
Naskiville, Tennesses

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)

AL7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A, {Uonrdd

Fachange tCont'ds
S Plensant

Residence Tusiness USOC

= R.G 2 ¥5.62 $30.50 NA
Murfroesdwom

o RG3 12.34 3970 NA
Nanhviile

m R GUE 1234 T NA
N EWRern

ab RG22 K62 a8 NA

A BetSoutls marks comained horem sl as sot forth in the imdermais and servicemarks secticnr of this TandT are ovnied by BeliSouth Intelivctial Prgeity
Componaion.

b ]




e3h £l Al AFPRUVLE CERSIDN, RFELFASED BY BYYHD

HELLSGUTH GEXNERAL SURSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFF Therteenth Revised Page 26

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, [NC. Cuancels Twetfih Revised Page 26
TENNESSEE

ISSUED: January 7, 2004 EFFECTIVE: Febtuary 6, 2004

B3y Presdent - Tenugesses
Sashviile, Tennessce

A3. BASIC 1LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Fiat Rate Service (Cont’d}

A, Contd:

i Eawtunge (Contds
Newporn
Residence Business ENOC

v R G 5767 $27403 NA h
Normaedy

) R.GOZ 62 380 NA i
Numis

o RG34 1203 0% A
Ninils Spring Hill

y RG.S 1234 .70 A d
Oak Rudee

(Y R.G 4 1203 nas NA
(nd Hhickory

s} R.G.S 1234 W NA
Ouver Speings

oy R G4 oz 30405 NA IS
Pudmym

! R.G 3 2.74 278 NA |
fars

(3 RG22 8.62 J0KD N4

Petersbur:
ey RUGHE 767 27405 NA
Pliisanl View

{ay R.G 3 12.34 9.7 NA i
Portiand
{a} R.(G. S 1234 agm XA i,

é}l BellSoath marks contaencd herein and as <t fock in the tadentirks dnd seyvicemarks section of this TarltT are oweed by BeliSouth Iatsfisonal Proparty
TP




GEEEIAl ARPROVED VRSN RLLEARRD BY B5 iy

AELLSOUTH GENERAL SURSCRIBER SERVICRS TARIFF Fleventh Revised Pags 16,1

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. Cunvcels Teml Revised Page 261
TENNESSEER
ISSUED danuamy 5, T00S EFFECTIVE: Februury 6. 2004

BY. Proswdent - Tenn
Naskwille, Tepnesses

L1k

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates {Cont'd)
AL7TE Flat Rate Service (Cont’d)
A Contdy
i. Puehanpe (Cont'ds

Pulaskt
Residence Business UsOC
{ad; H.O g N7 AT ATAS XA
Rudgely
ay RGO FE7 2708 NA
Ripigy
fay ROG 767 27.08 NA

Roackawossd
a; R.G.4 12.03 A9.05 NA
Regeraville

vy R.G I

~4
o
~
[
~3
3
.

NA

A4 BeltSin rrarks contrnesd heron ancd i sel foak in the tradermerks and servicommarks secton of this Tl are owned by BeitSomh Dntellectzsd Propersy
Compengion, . :




SHOC AL APFROVIE Y BRAION RELEASED BY BATHU

BELLSOUTH GENER AL SURSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFF Eleveruh Ruvived Page 27

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC Cancel< Tenta Revised Page 27
TENNESSEE

ISSUCED: January 7. 2004 EFFECTIVE: February 6, 2004

BY: Preswient - Tennessee
sastvalic, Tennesscs

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Fiat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A, Cont'dy
1. Exchunge (Conl'd)

Sargo
HResidence Business E80C

) R.G2 $9.49 $3175 NA i
Santa Fe

i R.G 2 562 20.80 NA i
Sapvannah

Wy RGO 47 37.68 NA SE
Selme

tal R.G.1 7 2705 NA )
Sevierville

wr R.G 4 1r03 .65 NA 15
Sewanee

(v R G 67 208 Na 4
Shelhywilic

1y RGO .67 27.08 NA ¥
Smvraa

o RGOS 1134 Ao NA s
Sneedviile

fay R.G. I JET 1708 NA o4

%‘gil BelSexsth ks comained herein s s 5ot Fasth i he tademarks anlservicemarks section of this Tl f we owrecd by BellSoets Inteliechanl Property
Jompuralion




PRI ROV VLRSS RELEASED BY 3aTHE

RELLSOVTH CGENERAL 51 BSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFE Eloventh Resised Page 274

TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC. Cancels Tenth Revized Page 27 |
TENNESSEE

ISSUTDY January 7, 2004 CFFECTIVE Fehruary 6. 2004

AY: President - Ternesses
Nashaille, Tennessee
A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)

ALT.1 Flat Rate Service (Coni’d)
A, (Com'dy

b Esckanze Conrds

Sodds-Dasy
Residenwe Business USOC

in RGo $i2.03 $19.02 NA s
Selway

i R.Go4 12m 2008 NA 1P
Somervilic

iwp R.G.3 12.34 .70 NA it
Somh Cunvingham

i RGOS 1234 397 NA Oy
South Fredomia

{al R.G.S 1204 39,70 NA £
Sk Fulten

vur o See AT .07 8.0 NA
Suouth Guihine

ixr See AXI0E .47 8.1 NA

&%ll BeSounh marks contsined herein and s sct o in b wademrerby and sevicerdrks sevson of s Tarf e oweed by BellSoul Baellatand Proporty
ol




S ECTAL APMPROVED VERSION, BELEASLD BY BSTHG

BELL.SOUTH GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFF Fifieenth Revised Page 28

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. Caneels Fourteenth Revised Page 23
TENNESSEE

ISSUED: January 7, 2004 EFECCTIVE: February 6, 2004

BY: Presadent - Tenngusee
Nashville, Tennasseo

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)
A Comg'd)
Exchange (Cong'd}
South Crak Grose

Residence Business LSO

{2y Sec ALi09 $10.59 §32.90 Na
Souh Pishurg

{a1) R.G4 1203 39.05 NA
Spercer Mt

(=) R85 12.34 3070 NA
Spring City

[hY RG.4 12403 39.05 NA
Springtfeid

) RGS P2 70 NA
Spring Hl

{ay K. G2 8.62 30,50 NA
Summertown’

) R.G 2D 9.0¢ s NA
Surgoinsvilic

o ]G 767 2708 NA
Sweetwaler

fa) RGO A7 2745 NA

Note 1: Exception Rate,

i\il BeatSouth ks contunce herein and s set forttrin the mckezeks and sevjoemarks section of this Tartdf are ovwnedd by BellSouth Irueliecll Property
Hporalion,




HE DAL APPRN LR » URAEON BLLUASEE BT BaTHY

BELLSOUTH OENERAL SURSCRIATR SERVICES TARIFF Ninth Revised Page 281

TELECOMAUNICATIONS, INC. Cancels Eighth Revised Page 28
TENNESSEE

ISSUED fanuary 7, 2004 EFFECTIVE: Februngy 6, 20

BY: Preswdent - Tenuessee
Nushville, Tennessee
A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Fiat Rate Service (Cont'd}
A, (Conrde
b Exchange {Cont'd;

Tipteavilia
Residence Buxiness LSO

b3 R G 767 32705 NA
Trenten

TaY R G2 .62 30.50 NA
Trine

o ROGUA 1232 Rl N
Trevy

a0 RGO 767 105 NA
Tuliakona

‘o RG22 §.62 2080 NA
Umon Ciry

v RGO 7.67 1745 NA
Yanieer

qxy RGOS 12,34 19720 N

.{\ 1 BellSruth mirks connned hosein and as set forth 11 the midermarks and servicerarks section of tus Tantt ore owned by BeliSeuh beedlecial Property
AR




BRELLSOUTH
YELECOMMUNICATIONS INC

LEFRIAL APPRUY R VERSION, RELBASED BY HaTHG

GENERAL SUBSCRIBER SERVICES TARIFE

TENMESSER

[SSUED: Tunaary 7. 2004

BY . President - Tenneswee
Nustinshie, Tonnessee

A3. BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

A3.7 Monthly Exchange Rates (Cont'd)
A3.7.1 Flat Rate Service (Cont'd)

A, (Canr'd)

i

Exchang: :Cont'd)

Wartrace
Residence Business

Tal R.G| ¥.67 s 27.65
Waeriosn

iy RG.3 1234 39,70
Waverly

o RGO 67 2708
West Vanleer

ar R.G5 1234 29.70
Wil Sweviwoler

i R.G 4 1203 3¢,05
Wesl Whigevilie

1 R.G 3 12.34 2970
Whire Blaft

i RGOS 12,34 L)
White Touse

o RGOS 1214 KUR )
White Ping

Ll BG4 12.03 IW0F
Whiteviile

i RGU 7.67 243
Whinweil

ay R.Go4 1203 .08
Wiitimnsport

o RGO 5.62 L850
Winchester

{1 R.G. | 67 27405

Filteenth Revised Page 28
Cancels Fourteonth Revised Puge 29

EFFECTIVE: Febraary 6, 2004

rsoc
NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

Na
NA
NA
NA

NA

All BeltSouh murks contained heron and i sot forth m the tdenrorks and seevicerniarks seedon of Ui Tanitf are owned by BellSaath Incllecnial Propony

Coerordui,

i s




