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I. INTRODUCTION
Q. please state your name, position, and address.

A.
My name is Douglas B. Rupp. I am the lead petitioner and spokesman for the Skyko 2 Community in their Petition for telephone service before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.

Q.
what is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
My purpose is to present general rebuttal of the responsive testimony offered by Verizon Northwest, Inc. I will discuss some issues of cost, permitting, alternative communication methods, Petitioners contributions, also briefly touch on exchange area boundaries, and finally present some facts about the number of residents and potential for growth along Index-Galena Road north of the Index Town bridge.
II. COSTS
Q.
Dr. Danner compares Petitioner’s line extension with the Taylor case (WUTC Docket No. UT-011439), where the Commission held that Verizon did not have to extend service. How do you respond?
A. Ironically in the MCI-Verizon merger case
, Verizon contrasted Petitioner’s line extension with Taylor saying that our requested line extension is “in the public interest”
, also that “[s]ettlement of the Rupp case is not inconsistent with the Taylor case”
 and that “Taylor is not a precedent for Rupp”
.
Regarding the factual elements of the case, Verizon argued in the merger case that “In Taylor, the estimated cost to serve eight customers at two remote locations was $1.2 million (or $150,000 per customer), whereas in Rupp the cost is only $325,000 ($27,000 per customer)”
. The $27,000 comes from dividing $325,000 by the number of petitioners
, rather than the number of households. In order to be consistent and agreeable with Verizon’s arithmetic, Petitioners will adopt Verizon’s method of calculation, to wit: one petitioner has moved away and been dropped but fourteen have asked to join. Using Verizon’s latest construction estimate of $299,950 divided by the resulting total of 25 11 petitioners and prospective petitioners results in a per customer cost of only $11,998 $27,268.
Verizon also argues in the merger case that “Taylor petitioners had alternative telephone service (wireless) available to them, whereas the Rupp petitioners do not have wireless, radio, or any other type of service and cannot obtain such service …”
 and “finally, the second set of petitioners in the Taylor case lived at the end of a 26-mile dirt road, which would have increased Verizon’s maintenance costs tremendously, whereas the Rupp petitioners live along a paved, well-maintained road”
.
I submit that Verizon cannot now use the same facts to argue that the proposed line extension is not in the public interest.

Q.
How does the $11,998 $27,268 amount compare with other high cost line extensions?
A.
It is less than three some cases where Verizon increased its access rates in order to recoup the cost of service extensions to new customers:

1) UT-991931: $256,449 for 12 customers or $21,371 per customer.
2) Advice No. 3036: $1,357,853 for 34 customers or $39,937 per customer
3) Advice No. 3164: $859,283 for 58 customers or $14,815 per customer

See Exhibit DBR-12.
Q. Dr. Danner argues that “the proposed extensions in this case are quite expensive and well above the norm for what Verizon is spending in other instances …” How do you respond?

A. That might well be true, but so what?  The “norm” is the average and will include amounts across a range. As shown above Petitioners extension on a per customer basis will not be the most costly, neither will it (obviously) be the least costly, but it does fall within the range that Verizon has previously indicated was reasonable (by the fact it performed the line extensions). To follow Dr. Danner’s argument to its logical conclusion: If Verizon rejected every line extension that was “above the norm” then the norm would eventually and necessarily progress to zero dollars meaning there would be no new line extensions.
Q.
dr danner makes note of the libby creek community as an area with an impossibly high cost for a line extension. how do you respond?
A.
One can imagine that Dr. Danner wishes that he had chosen a different example to make his point since a few days after his testimony was filed, the Commission approved a line extension to Libby Creek
 with a per customer cost of $18,675, an amount considerably more only about one third less than the per customer cost for the proposed Skyko 2 line extension.

III. PERMITTING
Q.
Mr binney’s understanding is that aN ENVIRONMENTAL “DEcision memo” from the forest service would be required for the portion of index-galena road in question. what has your research on this subject revealed?
A.
The easement document
 mentioned in Verizon’s exhibits KB-8 & 9 is for a portion of Index-Galena Road in Township 28, whereas the portion of the road of concern in this petition is in Township 27.  The USFS Surveyor acknowledges this easement document doesn’t apply and that no specific easement document from the USFS exists for the portion of Index-Galena Rd in question
. Snohomish Country records show that Weyerhaeuser Timber Company granted easements to Snohomish County in 1929
, for the portion of Index-Galena Rd in question, with no mention of a restriction for highway use only. A thorough search, at my request, by the Snohomish County Office of Public Records found only Weyerhaeuser deed
 recorded for Section 10 Township 27 Range 10E for land east of the river, and it gave ownership to the USFS in 1936 of certain portions of the sections in question but “subject to any easements in the public for any public road heretofore established or located on said premises”

Q.
if it does turn out that some sort of environmental INVESTIGATION is required, are you aware of any local permitting consultants WHO are qualified to do the work and could start immediately?
A.
Yes. Blue Heron Services has offered their services
, of course the ultimate decision is Verizon’s as to whom they want to do the work. Regarding the uncertain time window for the completion of the study, Petitioners realize that time is of the essence but are willing to work cooperatively with Verizon on any unavoidable delays.

Q.
ARE SatELLITE phones and satellite internet a viable interim solution DURING A POTENTIALLY LONG AND UNCERTAIN PERMITTING AND CONSTRUCTION PHASE?
A.
The cost basic telephone service and dial-up internet ($35/mo typical) with what the equivalent cost would be using satellite phones and satellite internet ($325/mo typical)
. Petitioners suggest that the Commission may want to ask Verizon to subsidize this cost as an interim solution if extended permitting and construction phases are anticipated.
IV. ALTERNATIVES
Q. Dr. Danner argues that “Petitioners have wireless phones and presumably spend time regularly where these phones work”. How do you respond?
A. I submit that other Petitioners have wireless phones for the same reason I do: because 1) the only alternative is to stand out in the open and (usually) in the rain at the pay telephone booth in Index (or in my case at a mouse infested former radio-telephone bunker near the end of the grid) or else 2) to make the best use of time by making calls when going into town on errands, doctors appointments, or shopping since I don’t have a home telephone.
Q.
mr. Binney suggests that since petitioners all have cell phones which can be used “SOME DISTANCE DOWN the index-galena road” that petitioners are not completely without the ability to communicate with the rest of the world.” How do you RESPOND?
A.
I dispute Mr. Binney’s assertion that there is cell coverage in the area he suggests. A few petitioners said they can sometimes get coverage at the Index General Store which, by the way, is not on Index-Galena Rd, but most have testified that they have to drive to Highway 2 and sometimes as far as the town of Gold Bar to get coverage
, about 13 miles. Is Mr. Binney suggesting that merely because petitioner’s own automobiles that they are somehow not deserving of home telephone service?

Q.
Dr. Danner claims that one or two satellite phones could provide useful alternative for emergency communications. Do you agree?

A.
No. There are a host of logistical problems in sharing one or two satellite phones in a diverse community.  Dr Danner suggests that the phones be “kept in different residences or in a lock box …” Problems that immediately come to mind:

1) Whoever has the phone likely won’t be the one who needs it. 

2) Keeping track the location of a portable phone among many residents

3) Phone access when the custodial resident is gone.

4) Power supply to a roadside lock box phone 

5) Vandalism of a roadside lock box phone

There are even now between 40 and 50 residents along the two mile stretch of road in question
, some with driveways hundreds of feet long, compounding immensely the above enumerated problems.

Q.
Dr. Danner suggests the a new VoIP offering could be used. IS IT REALLY SOMETHING NEW?
A.
No. The VoIP offering from Ground Control (http://www.groundcontrol.com) that Dr. Danner suggests is just a repackaged CrystalVoiceLive softphone
 which Petitioner Rupp has had for years
 and which doesn’t work significantly better than other VoIP offerings. Listen to Exhibit DBR-25 for the original recording of a well known speech and then Exhibits DBR-26 and DBR-27 for audio after being played over Vonage and CrystalVoiceLive, respectively. This will demonstrate the typical outbound audio quality of call placed via VoIP over satellite internet. The Vonage call is completely unintelligible. The CrystalVoice call is marginally better in that the words are mostly heard but there are long pauses between sentence fragments. This audio only demonstrates part of the problem since it ignores the annoying effects of the high latency of a VoIP call over satellite internet which can range from about 1 second up to about 10 seconds in extreme cases.
V. CONTRIBUTIONS BY PETITIONERS
Q. Dr. Danner recommends that, if the petition is approved, that Petitioners pay 10 percent of the total cost or $30,000 to “demonstrate that these extensions are indeed a high priority to them” and to “protect the public interest.” how do you respond?
A.
Petitioners will be required to pay an approximately $650 line extension fee plus a hookup fee. That amount for families living on disability, social security or working at low wage jobs
 is a lot of money and will surely demonstrate that the extensions are a high priority. Furthermore most of these families have said that they would dig the trench from the road to their homes with a pick and shovel if necessary
. What more could Verizon possibly want for proof of their commitment? In the merger case, Verizon offered to bring the service to Petitioners homes at no extra expense.
 I submit that the “public interest” would be served best for Verizon renew that offer if the petition is approved.
Q.
Dr. Danner quotes a fundamental principle of economics that “People face tradeoffs – to get one thing we like, we usually have to give up another thing we like.” IS it really that simple?
A.
No. Further on in that same section of the book
 that Dr. Danner quotes, it also says “When people are grouped into societies, they face different kinds of tradeoffs.” Then: “Another tradeoff society faces is between efficiency and equity. Efficiency means that society is getting the most it can form its scarce resources. Equity means that the benefits of those resources are distributed fairly among society’s members.” Finally: “Often, when government policies are being designed, these two goals conflict.” So the tradeoffs Dr. Danner speaks about are not as simple as he would have us believe.
Q.
Dr. Danner says that “Petitioners were not willing to pay a deposit towards the full cost of construction of an extension”. Is that correct?
A.
If Dr. Danner is speaking of the $11,040 construction estimate, his understanding is not correct. Petitioners offered to pay this if it would lead to them having phone service
 however the amount was presented to them as the first installment of a much larger amount that they could not afford. Petitioner’s position is that they should not be required to pay for the construction estimate if the petition is granted, but would be willing to do so out of their desperation to get service.
VI. EXCHANGE AREA BOUNDARIES

Q.
Dr. Danner says that the “lack of any other fixed utility services to this location (e.g. electricity) speaks to that cost and difficulty in this instance”. How do you respond?

A.
Petitioners believe that it is an accident of history that they don’t have utilities, more than cost and difficulty. Take for example the North Fork
 area’s sister community on the South Fork a.k.a. Mt Index Riversites
. That community is similar in socio-economic strata, remoteness, and population. It is also surrounded by USFS land, but it has both power and telephone and it doesn’t even have a paved road!
Q.
dr danner and Mr binney SEEM TO argue that exchange area boundaries should be either stagnant or that the telecoms should have sole authority to propose an exPANSION. how do you respond?
A.
Exchange area boundaries are always expanding. Prior to 1996 it was the telecom’s choice whether to serve a new area. The law was changed in 1996 and the Universal Service Fund created:
The High Cost Program of the Universal Service Fund, which is administered by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC), ensures that consumers in all regions of the Nation have access to and pay rates for telecommunications services that are reasonably comparable to those services provided and rates paid in urban areas.
 [emphasis added]
This says nothing about exchange area boundaries being a barrier to Universal Service and in fact implies quite the opposite.

Washington state law also expressly gives authority to the WUTC to prescribe exchange area boundaries.
 

Verizon would presumably like to have the authority to shrink their exchange area boundaries and relieve themselves of their obligation to serve high cost and/or high maintenance areas that have been forced upon them by historical decisions over which they had no control. I submit that letting telecoms unilaterally set their own exchange area boundaries is the first step towards letting them shrink their areas.

VII. OBLIGATION TO SEVE SMALL COMMUNITIES
Q.
DR. Danner States that the Skyko 2 community Is very small and uses this as part of his justification to not provide service under federal statute
A.
First off the definition of “very small” is subjective as well as irrelevant. 47 USC 214(e)(3) doesn’t state a minimum size and in fact the FCC interpretation of the terminology used in the statute, e.g. “portion of a community” is that no minimum size was intended by Congress.
  
Secondly there are approximately 29 improved lots out of 50 total lots along the section of Index-Galena Rd that would be served by the requested line extension.
 This is a number on par with other line extensions that Verizon has done.

Lastly the demographics of the North Fork Area from the end of the existing grid to about mile post 10 where Index-Galena road is barricaded shows in addition to the 50 lots between mile posts 4 and 6 there are about 122 lots between mile posts 8 and 10. Of those 122 lots, 47 are improved according to Snohomish County records. That area isn’t a part of this Petition, but I submit that Verizon and the Commission might want to consider a larger solution than just extending the line to Skyko 2 with a 25-pair cable.
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