Cross Exhibit No.

Responses to United’s Discovery
Requests to AT&T 1
In UTC Docket UT-081393

REDACTED VERSION

Confidential per Protective Order in UTC Docket UT-081393



Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Embarq 1-6

Question: For each AT&T entity providing “interexchange services” in
Washington:

a. | Separately identify total residential customers and total business

customers served at years ending 2004, 2008, 2006, 2007 and
2008;

b.  Separately identify total residential customers and total business
customers served at years ending 2004, 2003, 2006, 2007 and
2008 subscribing to stand-alone interexchange services. For
purpose of this question, “stand-alone” means an interexchange
plan, service or product that is not bundled by AT&T with any
other service or product;

¢.  Provide fotal annual access expense paid to Incumbent Local
Exchange Carriers (“ILECs”) (other than Embarq), separately
identified by ILEC, at years ending 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007 and
2008;

d. _ Starting January 1, 2006 to present, provide by month

use (MOUs) subject to intrastate local switching access charges.
Please separate these monthly originating and terminating
MOUs fotals by local exchange earxier in Washington;

e.  Provide all non-redacted reports (incinding confidential reports)
filed ox provided to the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission for each year from January 2004 to present.

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects to this request in that if is overly broad,
uaduly burdensome and seeks information regarding services and providers that are not at
issue in this proceeding. AT&T further objects to this request in that it seeks irrelevant
confidential and non-confidential information not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. This proceeding involves a dispute over Bmbarg’s
intrastate switched access rates; AT&T affiliate interexchange services, their customers,
their “stand glone™ services, MOUs—by month and all unidentified reporis filed with the
Commission from 2004 to present are not relevant to whether Embarqg’s rates are just and
reasonable. Without waiving its objections, AT&T siates:

AT&T’s originating and terminating intrastate access minutes of =~
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Cross Exhibit No.

Embarq 1-6 Continued

c&d, BSee Confidential Attachment 1-6,

Responsible Person: Hal Thompson and Scoit Stewart




Cross Exhibit No.

Vz Attachment 65
CONFIDENTIAL

Confidential Attachment EQ-VZ 6a

IXC Small Business Stand Alone Customer Counts :
20068 - --2007 2008

MCI Communications Services, Inc.

TT1 National, tnc.

Teleconnect Long Distance Services and Systems Co.

Venzon Select Services, Inc.

IXC Small Business Total Customer Counts

MCI Communications Sarvices, Inc. { QD
TTI National, Inc.

Telecdrnect Long Distance Services and Systems Co. _

Verizon Select Services; Inc.

Confidential Per Protective Order in UTC Docket UT-081393



- Cross Exhibit No..

Vz Attachment 6b .
CONFIDENTIAL

Confidential Attachment EQ-VZ 6b

IXC Residential Stand Along Customer Counts

T 2006 2007 2008
MCl Communications Services, Inc.

T National, inc.

Teleconnect Long Distance Services and Systems Co.
Verizon Select Services, Inc.

IXC Reskiential Total Customer Counts , Q‘@%

MCI Communications Semoes Inc

TTi National, Inc.

" Teleconnect Long Distance Services and Systems Co.
Verizon Select Services, Ine.

Confidential Per Protective Order in UTC Docket UT-081393
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Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarg Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Embarq 1-7

Question: For the AT&T entify providing “switched local exchange” services in
Washington:

a.

Separately identify total residential customers and total

business customers at years ending 2004, 2605, 2006, 2007 and
2008;

Separately identify total residential customers and total
business customers served at years ending 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007 and 2008 subscribing to stand-alone switched local
exchange service. For purpose of this question, “stand-alone”
means a switched local exchange plan, service or product that
is not bundled by AT&T with any other service or product;

Provide total annual access expense paid to Incumbent Local
Exchange Carriers (“ILECs™) {(other than Embarg), separately

identified by ILEC, at years ending 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007 and
2008;

Startiig Favisry 1; 2006 66 present, provide by ments T

AT&T’s originating and terminating intrastate access minutes
of use {(MOUs) subject to intrastate local swifching access
charges. Please separate these monthly originating and
terminating MOUs totals by local exchange carrier in
‘Washington;

Provide all non-redacted reports (including confidential
reports) filed or provided to the Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission for each year from January 2004

" {0 present.

Objections: AT&T objects to this request in that it iz overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and it seeks information regarding services and providers that are not at
issue in this proceeding. AT&T further objects to this request in that it seeks irrelevant
confidential and non-confidential information not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. This proceeding involves a dispute over Embarg’s
intrastate switched access rates; AT&T affiliate local services, their ctistomers, their
“stand alone” services, MOUs—by raonth and all reports



Cross Exhibit No.

Embarq 1-7 Continued

filed with the Commission from 2004 to present are not relevant to whether Embarg’s
access Tates are just and reasonable,




Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No, UT-081393
AT&Ts Response to Brabarq Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Bmbarg 1413

Question: Reference page 4, lines 3-11 of AT&T witness Bax®s testimony, is it Mr.
Bax’s testimony that any and all costs savings that AT&T would
experience if Embarg’s intrastate switched access rates were lowered
would be passed on in their entirety fo AT&Ts customersin
Washington in the from of lower prices? If the answer is ‘no,’ please
explain,

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects to this request to the extent it
mischaracterizes Mr. Bax®s testimony. Without waiving its objections, Mr, Bax stated
that the implicit subsidies imposed on intrastate interexchange service cause Washington
consumers 1o pay more for intrastate long distance. As Embarq is well aware, Mr. Bax
did not reference pass through or whether lower access rates would be passed through in
their entirety to AT&T’s customers in Washington.

Responsible Persom; Lawrence Bax

———



Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393 .

AT&T’s Response to Ermbarqg Data Requesi 1
Date 3/13/0%

Embarq i-15
Question:  Reference page 4, lines 14-18 of AT&T witness Bax’s testimony, pleases

a.  Define the term “maxkeiplace” and list all services that are
contained in this “markeiplace.”

b. Defiue the term “high access charges.”

¢ Provide all documents, analyses, sources and related
information supporting Mr. Bax’s conclusion that high access
charges prevent IXCs to “faixly compete,”

¢
Objections & Responser  AT&T objects to the request as overly broad and unduly
bardensome in its demand for “alf’ documents, analyses, sources and related information.

Without waiving its objections, Mr. Bax defines the following as a lay person would
likely employ and define such terms:

a, Marketplace means the market for intrastate, mterexchange ioll

Serviceor itsequivalent. . ... .

b. High access charges means charges set at rates unfair, unjust, and
unreasonable individual carriers® costs.

c. See the discussion in the FCC’s Calls Qxder, for example sea |3
and 1[35.

Responsible Person: Lawrence Bax



Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarg Data Request 1
Dats 3/13/09

Embarq 1-18

Question:  Reference page 4, lines 14-18 of AT&T witness Bax’s testimony and the
statement: “In addition to othex problems, high access charges prevent
interexchange carriers from heing able to fairly compete in the
markeiplace with sther communications providers (.2, including, but
not lmited to, VoIP providers, wireless earriers, etc.) because thase
providers are not saddled with the snbsidies implicit in access charges.”

.

Do the AT&T entities named in this proceeding ox any other
AT&T entity, affiliate, subsidiary, or partucrship provide
wireless services in Washington? Ydentify which AT&T entities,
affiliate, subsidiaries or parinerships provide wireless services in
Washingtons

Do the AT&T entities named in this proceeding or any other
AT&T entity, affiliate, subsidiary, or partnership provide Voil
services in Washington? Identify which AT&T entities, afiiliate,
subsidiaries or partuerships provide VoIP services in

Washington.

Objections: AT&T objects to this request in that it seeks irrelevant information not
_ reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. This proceeding
involves a dispute over Embarg’s intrastate switched access rafes. Whether AT&T

offers wircless or VolP service is not relevant to whether Embarg’s rates are just and
reasonable, . .

10



Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Responss to Ewibarq Data Request }
Date 3/13/09

Embarg 1-21

Question:  Provide a1l documenis, studies, warkpapers, analyses, sources,
. calculations, cases, assumptions and related information demonsirating
how AT&T s proposed access vate reductions in this proceeding will be
passed on or “Howed through” to its Washington customers.

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects that this request is overly broad and wduly
burdensome in its demand for “all” documents, etc. AT&T further objects to his reqoest
fo the extent it assumes facts not in evidence or contained in Mr. Bax"s testimony.

AT&T objects farther to this request to the extent it seeks irrelevant information not
reasonably caleulated to ead to the discovery of admissible evidence. This proceeding
involves a dispute over Hmbarq’s intrastate switched access rates. Whether or not AT&ET
will fow through any Commission ordered access reductions or how it might do so is not
televant to whether Embarq’s rates are just and reasonsble. The following chart
demonstrates that as costs have declined, so have the rates for toil. The data utilized in
the chart ig extracted from the FCC’s Trends in Telephons Service, Industry Analysis and

Technology Division, Wireline Competition Bureau, August 2008, Chart 13.1.

1651 1993 1054 1955 1995 1997 1008 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 15

w—tTevenise per minte retained by carrier
s Uock to cfYEr per minuke for 2ccess and universal servioe

Responsible Person: Lawrence Bax

11
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Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No, UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embar Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Embarg 1-22

Question: Reference to page 4, line 22 through page 5, lines 1-2 of AT&T witness
Bax’s testimony:

a. Is it Mr. Bax'’s understanding that interstate aceess rates were
reduced immediately? X net, please explain.

b,  YsitMr. Bax"s understanding that interstate access rates were
Ssimply” reduced without introducing other forms of cost
recovery, such as suhseriber line charges and the federal
universal service fund? I not, please explain.

e Isit Mr. Bax’s recommendation that intrastate switched access
rates are to be reduced without introducing other forms of cost
recovery, such as subscriber line charges and/or establishing a
stafe universal service fund? Please explain the reasening behind
your answer. :

d. List all carrlers in Washington that Mr, Bax believes are

charging intrastate switched access rates equal to intexstate
switched access rates,

Objections & Respomses  AT&T objects to the request as overly broad and unduly
burdensome in its demand for a list of “all” carriers, AT&T further objects that the
referenced testimony does not indicate that this Commission reduced interstate access
rates immediately or otherwise. Without waiving its objections, AT&T states:

2, No; see the FCC’s CALLS order’ and the MAG order. 2

b, Nojseethe FCC’s CALLS order’ and the MAG order.?

! Aevess Charge Reform, Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers, CC Docket Nos, 96-262 and
841, Sixth Report and Ordes, Zow-Polime Eong-Distence Users, CC Docket No. 90-249, Report and Oxder, Pederal-
State Join Board on Universal Service, CC Docket 96-45, Eieventh Report znd Order, 15 FCC Red. 1292, 12963
;“CAL[.S Opder™).

Access Charge Reform, Price Cop Performance Review for Local Fechange Carriers, CC Docleet Nos, 56-262 and
94-1, Sixth Report and Order, Low-Volume Long-Distanee Users, CC Dotket No. 99-249, Report and Order, Federal--

State Join Board on Universal Service, CC Docket 96-45, Eleventh Report and Order, 15 FCC Rod. 1292, 12965
("CALLS Order™). . —
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' ' Cross Exhibit No.

Fmbarg 1-22 Continved

LG Tt is Mr., Bax’s testimony that to the extent Bmbarq shows that it is
entifled o recover some subsidy over that provided by its intrastate
switched access rates {after being reduced to interstats rates), its
current federal USF receipts and its current rotail sate levels the
Commission should contemplate allowing Ermbarg to recover those
revennes by raising its cnrent retail rates andfor from an explicit
competitively nenival mechanism.’

d. The instant proceeding only concems Embarq and as such this
question is not relevant. '

Responsible Person: Lawrence Bax

13
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Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No, UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Request 1
Date 3/13/08

Embarg 1-23

‘Question; . Reference page 5, lines 8-12 of AT&T wituess Bax’s testimony, is it Mr.
Bax’s understanding fhat the decline in AT&T’s Washington intrastate
toll volumes, revenue; and price are solely attributable to “excessive
intrastate switched access rates™? If no, stafe what percentage of the
dectine Is due to “excessive infrastate snitched access rates.” Provide all
supporting documentations, studies, analyses, calcolations and related

information. If AT&T does not know the answer to this question, please
state 50,

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects to the request as overly broad and unduly
burdensome in its demnand for “all” documenis, analyses, sources and related information.
Without waiving its objections, AT&T believes that interexchange carriers generally
have lost toll traffic volumes because customers find toll calling (both infrastate and
intersiate) more expensive than the alternatives. While this is a major cause of the
decline in such service, AT&T concedes that it is not the sole factor causing such decline.

As shown in the following chart, while CLEC, SLC, and Special Access revenues have
remained relatively constant and ILEC revenues have dropped, the revenues for wireless

.. have risen commensurate with the decline in foil revenues. The data is extracted from the -

following sources: Industry Analysis and Technology Division Wireline Competition
Bureau, Trends in Telephone Service: May 2002, Table 15.7, p. 15-9; May 2004, Table
13.7, p. 15-9; April 2005, Table 15.7, p. 15-9; February 2007, Table 15.7, p. 15-9; and,
August 2008, Table 15.7, p. 15-9. Revenues are shown as dollars in miilions.

Responsible Pexson: Lawrence Bax

120,000
100,000
80,000 $-iLEC

et —~Fs (LEC
60,000 : e Wireless

’ el SF
40,000
| ==e=Special Access
20,000 i Toll
0 .
2001 2002 2003 2004 7005
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Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Request 1
- Date 3/13/09

Embarg 1-26

Question: Reference page 5, lines 19-22, of AT&T witness Bax’s testimony, is it

Mr, Bax’s recommendation that the Commission follow the FCC’s
example by “minimizing the implicit sabsidies and the associated
jeopardizes” and “implement explicit, more compefitively neutral
universal service support mechanistas®? ¥ not, why not.

Response:  Ingeneral, yes, With regard to whether the Cormission must teke those
same steps related to this proceeding, Mr. Bax notes that Embarq has as yet provided no
peof that it wonld need state fund assistance.

Responsible Person: Lawrence Bax

15




Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T"s Response to Bmbarqg Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Embaq1-28

Question:  Provide a list of all curvent (for years 2807 and 2008) long distance
) calling plans, services, and products offered or provided by AT&T
and exclusively available in Washington —i.e,, long distance calling
plans, servites, and products which are not also available to AT&T’s
retail wirdline customers in other states,

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects to this request in that it seeks irrelevant
information not reasonably caleniated to Iead to the discovery or admissible evidence.
‘This proceeding involves a digpute over Embarg’s intrastate switched access rates.
AT&T s calling plans, services and products, whether offered exclusively in Washington
or otherwise, are not relevant to whether Bmbarg®s rates are just and reasonable. Withont
waiving ifs objections, AT&T does not have any offerings publicly available in
Washington that are not available in other states. See the AT&T website at www.ati.com;
htip:{iservicepnide att com/tari fi/business or hitp:/setvicepuide att.com/farifficonsumer,

~ Responsible Person: Denise Herb & Fim Archer

16
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Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Request 1
, Date 3/13/09

Embarg 1-29

Quesfion: Provide coples of any current (for years 2007 and 2008) advextising and
marketing materials for AT&T or any AT&T affitiate(s) for long
distance services offered or provided by AT&T and exclusively
available in Washington — Le., Jong distance calling plans, services, and
products which are not also available to AT&T’s retail wireline
customers in other states.

Objcetions & Response:  AT&T objects to this requost in that it secks irrelevant
information not reasonably catculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
This proceeding involves a dispute over Bmbarg’s intrastafe switched access rates;
AT&T advertising is not relevant to whether Bmbarqg’s rates are just and reasonable.
Without waiving its objections, AT&T does not engage in state specific long-distance
advertising. :

Respousible Persan:  Denise Herb and Fim Archer

17



Cross Exhibit No.

Daocket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarg Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Embarq 1-32

Question: Do any AT&T affiliates operating in Washington currently assess an

In-State Access Recovery Fee or similar charge to its retail end-user
-customers there? Ifyes:

a. On what date did AT&T begin assessing an In-State Access
Recavery Fee; and

b. Provide all tariff pages (tariff original, tariff modifieatiods, and
current fariff) or hyperlink to the tariffs, price list or texms
and conditions relating to AT&T’s In-State Access Recovery
Fee or similar fee.

¢,  Ydentifyand explain any changes in the rate for the In-State
Access Recovery Fee or similar fee since it was implemented.

. Objections & Respouse:  AT&T objects to thig request in that it seeks imelevant
i information not reasonably calculated to fead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
—_— .t . Thisproceeding involves a dispute over Bmbarqg’s intrastate switched access rates, and
B AT&T’s in-state connection fee is not relevant to whether Bmbarq's access rates are just

and reasonable, Without waiving its objections, AT&T states for residential customers,
" please ses as follows:

_a.  AT&T implemented the En-State Connection Fee effective
12/28/03.

"b.  Attached is original tariff page. In addition, a hyperlink to current
. In-State Conncction Fee service guide for de-tariffed states is
: http:/fwww.serviceguide. att com/ACSext/mes.cfim

c. 'The In-State Comnection Fee was implemented at a rate of $1.40
- and this rate has not changed since implementation.

For business customers, please see as foHows:

a. Effective 3/61/2007 $2.99

18



Cross Exhibit No.

Embarg 1-32 Continued

b.  The following WA Service Guide Pages:, Custom Network
Service Terms and Conditions page 10 (definition of ISCF} and
Custom Network Services Price List Page 91.

<. There has beex no change in the fee sinca inception.

Responsible Person: Eileen Somerville and Charlie Emanuet

19
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Attachment 1-32a
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Cross Exhibit No.

ATET COMMUNICATIONS OF
THE PACIFIC HORTHWEST, INC.

PRICE LIsv
SCHEDULE 1 PAGE: 1l.2
LONG DISTANCE SERVICE RELEASE: 1

EFFECTIVE: DECEMBER 28, 2003

3. ATET LONG DISTANGE SERVICE
3.10 In-Stace Connearion Fee

A monthly sexvice charge will be applied to each ATST long distance

residential Customer’s account. This monthly charga is applied if a
Customer has 30.01 or more of ATST new billable charges on thelr bill
including, but not limited to, monthly recurring charges, or minimum

usage charges. This charge does mot contribute towards any
applicable minimum monthly chargze.

Customers in ATET's Long Distance Lifeline Program are exempt. from
this sexvice charge. .

) . MONTHLY CHARGE -
in State Cormection Fee $ .40

21
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 Attachment 1-32b
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Cross Exhibit No.

Service Guide

‘Gustom Wetwork Services
Perma and Conditions
Page 11

Rffective: July 1, 2007

CENERAL RECULATIONS

5+  Payments and Charges {(Cont?d)

3.7

5.8

5.9

Payphone Use Charge

In addition to all other charges for Custom Network Serwvices
wmder this service guide, a non-discountable Payphone Use Charge
as speeified in the state specific Price List shall apply to each
coinless call which ATET can fdentify as placed from a domestic
payphone by or to the Customer or its permitted users. This
charge doss mot apply to calls completed using ATST 800 Plsa P
Service, AT&T EazsyReach Service, AT&T 500 Personal Number
Service, ATET Commercial Prepaid Card Serviece, or calls that are
subject to tha payphone charge specified ian the Geneval Serxvices
Serviece guide. This charge is for the use of the payphone
instrument to access ATET servieces.,

Carrier Line Charge (Indiana)

Customers of outbound services provided pursuant to this service
gaide ara subject to an undiscountable Garriex Linme Charge {CLC)
wiich is a monthly recurring charge., The Carrier Line Charge
will be spplied subjeet to billing availadility.

The lime status determination is based on available ATET andfoz
LEC provided informatioen. :

Refer to the state specific Price List for charges.

Instate Connectlon Fee

An Instate Connectilen Fee will be asseszed as apecified in the
state specific Price List to customers who subseribe to the
following services: ATHT Commercial Long Distance, AT&T All In
One, ATAT CustomNet, ATET Small Buginess Oprion, Distributed
Network, ATST PRO WATS/Plan Q and ATAT Clear Advantage. This fee
will be charged to all customers wha incur at least $0.01 of long
distance usage or long distacce charges on their monthly bill,
Billed charges can he in the form of billed usage or a billed
monthly fee. Thls fee does not apply to- customers that subseribe
to only ATET Local Sexvices. :

23
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ATST Yashington
Custon Network Services

Page 91

Effective: March 1, 2007

! 1

INSTATE CORNECTION FEE
52.99

s

S

24



Cross Exhibit No.

_ Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Request 1
Date 3/13/69

Embarq 1-43

Question:  Reference page 11, lines 12-13 of AT&T witness Bax’s festimony,
please list all economic benefits for residential and business customers
in Washingion tha¢ he believes have materialized because of the

. “significant reductions” in Verizon and Qwest’s intrastate switched
aceess rates.

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects to this request as overly broad and unduly
burdensome in its demand to produce “all” economic benefits, Without waiving its
objections, please see the benefit discossed by the Commission in the following orders:
Docket No. UT-020406 (2003), Eleventh Supplemental Order at para. 39, (“Eloventh
Supplemental Qrder”); Docket No. UT-040788, Order No. 15 and Docket No. UT-
040520, Narrative Supporiing Settlement Agreement and Docket No. UT-950200 (1996),

_ Fificenth Supplemental Order gt para. 112 (“Fifteenth Supplemental Onder’},

Furthermore, the FCC CALLS Order describes the consumer benefits resniting ﬁcm
access tefonn, which are also likely in Washmgton. ' '

Responsible Pexson: Lawrence Bax

25
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o

-~ - Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Reqaest 1
Date 3/13/09

Embarg 1-46

Question: Reference page 18, lines 2-4 of AT&T witness Bax™s testimony and the.
statement “The hidden charges embedded in access charges, and
iherefore, in the prices consnmers pay for wireline long-distance
service, are foreing long-distance providers like AT&T to mainéain
higher-than-necessary retail rates fox consnmers.”

2. Please provide all docoments, studies, workpapers, analyses,
sowrces, calenfations, cases, assumptions and related
information that quantify the amount that AT&T contends

long-distance consumers are paying in higher than necessary
retail rates in Washingion,

b. OAf the amount identified in respense to a. above, how much

does AT&T contend is related to Embarg’s infrastate access
rates?

i Objections & Response: ~ AT&T cbjects to this request as over broad and unduly
o burdensome in its demand for “all* documents, studies, ote, Without walving its
objections, AT&T states:

a. It incorporates by reference its responses and objections io DR 32.

b. Embarg’s infrastaie switched access rates are factored into the

instate-connection fee as a part of a calculation sefting an average
fee for the state,

Responsible Person: Lawrence Bax

O
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- Cross Exhibit No.

Docket No. UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarg Data Request 1

Date 3/13/09

Embarg 1-48

Question: Refercnce page 21, lines 1-5 of AT&T witness Bax’s festimony and the
' statement “Xt is thus critical that pelicy makers find 2 means to
txausition from the increasinply anachronistic POTS/long
distancefaccess charge business model to the business mode! of the 21
. century which Is based on the provision of broadband capacity,
together with competitive prices for voice services and other
applications on top of the broadband pipe.”

a.  Explain and guantify the expected additional network
investment in broadband that would resui¢ from the access
rate changes propesed by AT&T for each of the following
entitles:

1 Embarq

2. AT&T

3. Other IXCs

4. Any other nectwork providers

Objections & Response:  AT&T objects to this request 1o the extent it calls for
speculation and caloulations based on information thet AT&T does not possess or
control. AT&T further objects to this request to the extent it seeks irrelevant information
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Addifional
network investment for broadband deployment i8 not at issue in this proceeding nor

- 1legally supported by implicit access subsidies. Without waiving its objections, AT&T

states that it cannot speak for other carriers and what investment decisions they would
make and AT&T has not performed ifs own investment anatysis. -

Respongible Person:  Philip Bowie

27
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Cross_ Exhibit No.

Duocket No, UT-081393
AT&T’s Response to Embarq Data Request 1
Date 3/13/09

Erebarg 1-52

Question: Reference the revenue shift per line included oxt page 24, line 10 and
- colurm J of Bax-Appendix 1 of AT&T witness Bax’s testimony:

a. Does Mr. Bax believe that Embarqg can raise the price for its
revenue producing access lines in all areas by the amount
provided ix his testimony? Please explain your respense and
provide any and all documents, workpapers, analyses, sonrces, -
calculations and assemptions that wonld support this belief. I
there are ne such studies, please state so.

b. Does My, Bax believe than [sic] in areas where competitive
forces discipiine prices, Embarg will be able to raise prices by

the amount reflected in the testimony? Please explain your
YESponse.

. Objections & Response:  AT&T ohjects fo this request as overly broad and unduly

burdensome in its request for “all” documents, workpapers, etc. Without waiving its
- objections, AT&T states:

a. Mr. Bax does not take a position on whether Embarg “can raise the
price for its revenue producing access lines in ail areas by the
amonnt provided in his testimony.”

b. Embarg may desire to raise its rates, but it may not be able to due
to competitive forces, but Embarq has provided no evidence that
such siuation exits nor that it is entitled to recover iis entire
revenue loss, if any.

Responsible Pexson: Lawrence Bax
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