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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Jason P. Hendricks, and my business address is 2270 LaMontana Way, 2 

Colorado Springs, CO 80918. 3 

  4 

Q. Are you the same Jason P. Hendricks who previously filed Direct Testimony on 5 

October 4, 2005, Surrebuttal Testimony on November 11, 2005, and Supplemental 6 

Surrebuttal Testimony on August 11, 2006 in this proceeding? 7 

A. Yes, I am. 8 

 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your post surrebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my post surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the post surrebuttal reply of 11 

Qwest witness Peter Copeland, dated September 28, 2007 and the Rebuttal Testimony of 12 

Staff witness Paul Anderson, dated October 12, 2007.  Specifically, I disagree with the 13 

modifications made to Union’s asymmetric cost study by both witnesses and recommend 14 

that the Commission accept Union’s cost study.   15 

 16 

INITIAL COMMENTS 17 

Q. Do you have any initial comments you’d like to make? 18 

A. Yes.  In this testimony, I recommend that the Commission reject all of Mr. Copeland’s 19 

and Mr. Anderson’s positions on what they believe to be deficiencies with Union’s cost 20 

study.  But I want to point out that if the Commission were to agree with any of the 21 

positions expressed by Mr. Copeland and Mr. Anderson, any resulting changes that need 22 

to be made in Union’s asymmetric rates can be made within the existing cost study 23 



 2 

structure, whether they be explicit input changes or changes in the formulas used within 24 

the model.  Specifically, none of the proposals made by Mr. Copeland and Mr. Anderson 25 

should lead the Commission to conclude that the model itself should be rejected.  Union’s 26 

cost study is a typical TELRIC study and as the filing party, Union should be given an 27 

opportunity to revise its study to comply with the Commission decision from the initial 28 

phase of the proceeding just as other carriers who have developed TELRIC studies have 29 

been allowed to do.  In short, if the Commission were to determine that a specific 30 

assumption made within the study is inappropriate, it should allow Union to correct the 31 

problem and submit a revised study rather than simply rejecting the study in its entirety.  32 

For example, Mr. Copeland takes the position that Union has not met its burden of proof 33 

that its network is 100% traffic-sensitive and that the study should, therefore, be rejected 34 

in its entirety.  My position is that if the Commission were to determine that some lesser 35 

percentage of the network is traffic-sensitive, it should issue a ruling about on the proper 36 

traffic-sensitive factor and allow Union to refile the study that uses the revised traffic-37 

sensitive factor rather than simply rejecting the study in its entirety.  My proposal is 38 

consistent with how the Commission addressed Qwest’s TELRIC study and is consistent 39 

with every ILEC TELRIC proceeding I’m aware of throughout the country.   40 

 41 

Q. Have you prepared an exhibit that summarizes each party’s position on the open 42 

issues with respect to Union’s proposed cost study? 43 

A. Yes.  Exhibit 17 contains a summary of the positions of Union, Qwest, and Staff on 44 

specific issues associated with Union’s proposed cost study.  Again, if the Commission 45 
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were to agree with any position other than Union’s, Union could make those changes to 46 

the study in compliance with such Commission decision. 47 

 48 

Q. Is there a reason why you are making such a recommendation to the Commission? 49 

A. Yes, in addition to that fact that this recommendation is consistent with how ILEC 50 

TELRIC proceedings have been handled, I don’t want the Commission to reach the same 51 

kind of decision that the Colorado Commission reached in which it simply rejected 52 

Union’s entire cost study based on its position that Union did not meet its burden of proof 53 

on specific issues when the Colorado Commission could have required modifications to 54 

the study based on those specific portions of Union’s cost study that the Colorado 55 

Commission believed were not supported.  I will address the Colorado Commission 56 

decision in more detail later in my testimony.  But for now, I simply wanted to make it 57 

clear that any decision made by the Commission on the issues of dispute in this 58 

proceeding can be accounted for in the model proposed by Union. 59 

      60 

RESPONSE TO PAUL ANDERSON 61 

Q. Mr. Anderson states that “any model used must employ the same TELRIC 62 

principles as used by HAI 5.2a.”  (Anderson Rebuttal, p. 10).  Is Mr. Anderson’s 63 

position on the types of costs that should be excluded from Union’s cost study 64 

consistent with his position that a cost study must use the same TELRIC principles 65 

used by HAI 5.2a? 66 

A. No.  Mr. Anderson’s position that costs for towers, buildings, power equipment, cables, 67 

and fiber/conduit should be excluded from cost study is inconsistent with how HAI 5.2a 68 
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treats the same, and similar kinds of, costs.  Specifically, these facilities are support 69 

assets to traffic-sensitive facilities and HAI 5.2a includes non-traffic-sensitive support 70 

assets in the development of per-minute transport and termination rates.  For example, 71 

HAI 5.2a includes land, buildings, and power investment in the development of per-72 

minute switching rates for reciprocal compensation.  Each of these facilities, in isolation, 73 

could not be considered traffic-sensitive, but they are included in the per-minute 74 

switching rates because they support the traffic-sensitive switch.  Similarly, HAI 5.2a 75 

includes pole, conduit, and manhole investment in the development of per-minute 76 

transport rates for reciprocal compensation.  Again, each of these facilities, in isolation, 77 

could not be considered traffic-sensitive, but they are included in the per-minute transport 78 

rates because they support the traffic-sensitive transport equipment.  Union’s switch and 79 

cell sites perform comparable switching and transport functionality to the switches and 80 

transport facilities in Qwest’s network, as discussed in detail in Union’s previous 81 

testimony.  It is simply inappropriate and inconsistent for Mr. Anderson to take the 82 

position that “any model must employ the same TELRIC principles as HAI 5.2a” and yet 83 

propose that Union not be allowed to recover costs in the same manner as HAI 5.2a 84 

would allow.   85 

 86 

Q. Was Qwest’s reciprocal compensation rate based on HAI 5.2a? 87 

A. Yes.  Qwest’s reciprocal compensation rate was developed as a combination of HAI and 88 

ICM results. (Copeland 3/5/2007 Surrebuttal, p. 13).  Because non-traffic-sensitive 89 

support assets were included in the development of Qwest’s reciprocal compensation 90 

rates, it would be inconsistent and inappropriate for the Commission to disallow such 91 
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costs in the development of Union’s asymmetric compensation rates.  In short, Union’s 92 

cost study should not be held to a higher standard than Qwest’s.  93 

 94 

Q. Has the FCC recognized that support assets should be included in switching rates? 95 

A. Yes, in the development of its own synthesis model, the FCC adopted the HAI switching 96 

algorithms.  Specifically, the FCC stated that: 97 

  [t]he synthesis model incorporates the HAI switching and expense modules and 98 
calculates the investment related to wire center buildings and land in the 99 
switching module.  So, US West is mistaken that fifty percent of the building and 100 
land investment is eliminated, because this investment is added back in 101 
calculating switching costs.1   102 

 103 
So, while Mr. Anderson is correct that the FCC never specifically stated in its TELRIC 104 

rules whether non-traffic sensitive support assets should be included as part of switching 105 

costs, the FCC allowed such non-traffic-sensitive support assets to be included in 106 

TELRIC-based switching costs as part of its adoption of the HAI switching platform. 107 

 108 

Q. Why do you suppose that the FCC never specifically ruled on the issue of whether 109 

non-traffic-sensitive support assets should be included in per-minute rates? 110 

A. My understanding, based on personal experience and review of FCC interconnection and 111 

pricing dockets, is that the FCC never ruled on whether non-traffic sensitive support 112 

assets should be included in per-minute switching and transport rates because it was 113 

never an issue of dispute.  The earliest TELRIC models developed by CLECs (including 114 

the predecessor to HAI 5.2a) included non-traffic-sensitive support costs in the 115 

development of per-minute rates because those CLECs presumably recognized that 116 

                                                 
1  “In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service Forward-Looking Mechanism for High Cost 
Support for Non-Rural LECs,” CC Docket Nos. 96-45 and 97-160, Tenth Report and Order, “USF Inputs Order,” 
October 21, 1999, para. 417. 
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inclusion of such costs in that manner was appropriate.  I’ve been involved in a number 117 

of TELRIC proceedings in multiple jurisdictions and I’ve never heard of someone taking 118 

issue with a carrier including non-traffic-sensitive support costs (e.g. land, power, 119 

buildings, poles, manholes, conduit, etc.) in the per-minute transport and termination 120 

rates.  This is the first time I’ve seen anyone question the inclusion of such costs in that 121 

manner.  And indeed, as previously stated, such a position is clearly inconsistent with the 122 

methodology used in the HAI 5.2a model that is Staff’s preferred model and the one that 123 

was used in the development of Qwest’s transport and termination rates.   124 

 125 

Q. How do you propose that the Commission address this issue with respect to the cost 126 

study calculations? 127 

A. I propose that the Commission determine the percentage of Union’s primary assets that is 128 

traffic-sensitive and then require that same percentage to be applied to both the primary 129 

and support assets.  That is the way it is typically done in TELRIC proceedings. For 130 

example, if 70% of an ILEC’s switch is deemed traffic-sensitive, then 70% of the land, 131 

buildings, and power equipment used in support of the switch would be assigned to 132 

traffic-sensitive rate elements/services, such as transport and termination, while the 133 

remaining 30% would be assigned to non-traffic-sensitive elements/services, such as 134 

ports.  Applying this example to the present case, if the Commission were to determine 135 

that 70% of Union’s primary cell site asset (BTS) is traffic-sensitive, then 70% of the 136 

land, buildings, tower, and power equipment used in support of the BTS would be 137 

assigned to traffic-sensitive transport and termination services that would partially be 138 

recoverable through rates charged to Qwest, while the remaining 30% would be assigned 139 
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to non-traffic-sensitive elements/services that Union could only recover in its own retail 140 

rates.  Union’s model is designed to handle this type of finding through its traffic-141 

sensitive factors. 142 

 143 

Q. How does your recommended approach compare with the approach used by Mr. 144 

Anderson? 145 

A. Mr. Anderson’s approach results in under-recovery of legitimate costs because he 146 

removes all of the costs for assets that he deems to be non-traffic sensitive even if they 147 

are support assets for traffic-sensitive assets.  So, in the case of cell site costs, Mr. 148 

Anderson does not determine which percentage of the BTS is traffic-sensitive and then 149 

apply the same factor to all of the cell site costs.  Instead, he estimates which specific cell 150 

site assets are non-traffic-sensitive and then applies that percentage to the entire cell site 151 

investment.  By doing so, the per-minute rate he develops doesn’t allow recovery of any 152 

support assets and only a partial recovery of BTS costs.  The impact of his approach is 153 

exacerbated because the annual operational costs are correspondingly reduced in the 154 

same manner.  Union’s approach allows for the same percentage recovery through per-155 

minute rates for support assets that applies for the primary assets.  Again, Union’s 156 

approach is consistent with the HAI 5.2a methodology.      157 

  158 

Q. Mr. Anderson states that Union’s switch and cell site costs are embedded costs.  159 

(Anderson Rebuttal, p. 11).  Do you agree that Union uses embedded costs in its 160 

study? 161 
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A. No.  Union operates in a competitive wireless industry and has every incentive to operate 162 

in an efficient manner.  Accordingly, the costs that Union incurs are the costs of an 163 

efficient, facilities-based entrant as envisioned by the FCC at the time it established its 164 

TELRIC rules.  Union’s cost study is completely compliant with the FCC’s TELRIC 165 

pricing methodology because it uses the costs Union “would incur today if it built a … 166 

network that could provide all of the services its current network provides, to meet 167 

reasonably foreseeable demand, using the least-cost, most efficient technology currently 168 

available.” 2 (Emphasis added.)  With respect to cell sites, Union developed its cost study 169 

using the current prices it pays for GSM cell sites (those recently completed) as a basis 170 

for the projection of GSM cell sites costs to build and convert additional GSM cell sites.  171 

Union has specifically complied with each of the primary requirements in the FCC’s 172 

TELRIC rules – 1) current costs; 2) reasonably foreseeable demand; and 3) least-cost, 173 

most efficient technology currently available.  174 

 175 

Q. Will you please explain the time period when the costs used in the development of 176 

switching and cell site costs were incurred? 177 

A. Yes.  Union purchased its GSM switch in December of 2003.  Union’s first cost study in 178 

this proceeding was filed in October of 2005.  Given that the switch was less than two 179 

years old, I believe it is reasonable to conclude that the switch costs were certainly 180 

current at that time.  This proceeding is now over two years old, but I would still consider 181 

the switch costs to be current.  In addition, as Mr. Anderson concedes, it is a “modern 182 

                                                 
2 “In the Matter of Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers 
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 Deployment of 
Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability,” CC Docket Nos. 01-338, 96-98 and 98-147, 
Triennial Review Order, February 10, 2003, para. 669.   
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efficient switch technology that is forward-looking.”  (Anderson Rebuttal, p. 11.)  I 183 

wouldn’t consider those costs to be embedded costs as those terms were interpreted by 184 

the FCC in its First Report and Order.3   185 

 186 

 The GSM cell site costs Union used in the model were for 68 cell sites placed in Union’s 187 

network between September 2003 and December 2005.  Again, these are real costs for a 188 

carrier operating in a competitive industry with every incentive to be efficient.  Union 189 

used these costs as a basis to develop its forward-looking costs by using the average cell 190 

site costs for these 68 GSM cell sites as the projected average costs for the 257 additional 191 

GSM cell sites Union is projected to add or convert from TDMA in the reasonably 192 

foreseeable future.  As with switching, I would consider these costs to be current.  If 193 

anything, the costs are understated because for the most recent 43 GSM cell sites that 194 

Union has added in 2006 and 2007, the average cost has been **        ** which is **       195 

** higher than the **       ** average GSM cell site used in the model.  In addition, as 196 

with the GSM switch itself, the GSM cell sites represent efficient technology that is 197 

forward-looking.  Mr. Anderson has certainly not presented any evidence to support a 198 

contention that the GSM technology used in Union’s network is not forward-looking or 199 

efficient.  Rather, he is suggesting that the costs are embedded simply because they were 200 

incurred a few years ago while failing to recognize how long this proceeding has been 201 

open.         202 

 203 

                                                 
3 “In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and 
Interconnection between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers,” CC Docket 
Nos. 96-98 and 95-185, First Report and Order, August 1, 1996, para. 704-707.  
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Q. Do you believe that Mr. Anderson’s concept of embedded costs is consistent with the 204 

FCC’s concept of embedded costs when it established its TELRIC rules? 205 

A. No.  At the time of its establishment of TELRIC rules, the FCC was addressing the proper 206 

pricing mechanism for ILECs whose markets were just recently opened up as a result of 207 

the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.  The common perception at that time 208 

among regulators and competitive carriers was that ILECs had been operating for years 209 

without competition and that their booked costs were probably higher than what a 210 

competitive carrier would incur given that the ILECs had little competitive incentive to be 211 

efficient and, according to this logic, had received a guaranteed return on their 212 

investments.  As a result, the FCC established TELRIC pricing rules so that CLECs 213 

would not have to pay a higher rate for unbundled network elements and service than 214 

what an efficient facilities-based carrier would incur.  The rules were designed to make 215 

the ILEC operate efficiently and allow the CLEC to make decisions on how to deploy 216 

services based on such theoretical efficiency considerations.  Moreover, the types of 217 

embedded costs that the ILECs were seeking to recover were costs that they felt they 218 

incurred as a result of regulatory requirements in place prior to the Telecommunications 219 

Act of 1996 and that they believed they were precluded from recovering with the change 220 

in regulatory requirements resulting from the Telecommunications Acts of 1996.4   221 

 222 

Union’s costs can not be considered inefficient embedded costs because: 1) Union does 223 

not need a separate regulatory incentive to operate efficiently since the market in which it 224 

operates is vastly more competitive than the market in which ILECs operated in 1996; 2) 225 

Union has not had a set regulated return on its wireless networks like the ILECs did on 226 
                                                 
4 Id. para. 706-707. 
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their networks prior to the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; and 3) Union 227 

is not seeking recovery of costs under some previous regulatory regime as were the 228 

ILECs in 1996.  Simply stated, the costs that Union incurred, slightly before and early in 229 

this proceeding, do not include the types of inefficiencies that may have been present in 230 

the ILECs' booked costs in 1996.  The costs are simply a few years old because this 231 

proceeding is a few years old.  Mr. Anderson has not presented any evidence to support a 232 

contention that costs have decreased since the time that Union incurred them, and as 233 

stated above, GSM cell site costs have actually increased.  Therefore, I recommend the 234 

Commission reject Mr. Anderson’s contention that the costs in Union’s cost study are 235 

embedded costs.    236 

 237 

Q. In his proposed modifications to Union’s study, Mr. Anderson reduces the number 238 

of cell sites from the 325 assumed in Union’s study to 225 in order “to consider only 239 

present costs.”  (Anderson Rebuttal, p. 14).  Is Mr. Anderson’s proposal consistent 240 

with FCC TELRIC rules? 241 

A. No.  In violation of FCC TELRIC requirements, Mr. Anderson’s proposal does not 242 

model a network that could provide all of the services necessary to meet reasonably 243 

foreseeable demand.  Union currently has 228 cell sites in operation.  It also has 17 cell 244 

sites under construction and 134 cell sites under budget for construction in 2008.  These 245 

additional cell sites are being constructed in order to meet the reasonably foreseeable 246 

demand for Union’s services.  So, by the end of 2008, Union may have as many as 379 247 

cell sites in operation.  At that rate of progress, Union’s 325th cell site will be in operation 248 

in August of 2008, which is only ten months after the date this testimony is filed.  249 
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Union’s study does not include the additional 189 cell sites Union projects to construct 250 

from August of 2008 through the end of 2011.  Thus, Union has only included the 251 

short-term network investment assumptions, which I believe is fully consistent with the 252 

FCC’s use of the term “reasonably foreseeable demand.”  In contrast, Mr. Anderson’s 253 

approach understates the network investments necessary to meet reasonably foreseeable 254 

demand by 31% [(325-222)/325 = 31%].  Because, Mr. Anderson’s approach violates 255 

FCC TELRIC mandates, I recommend that the Commission reject his proposed number 256 

of cell sites and instead allow Union to include all 325 projected cell sites in its cost 257 

study.      258 

 259 

Q. Mr. Anderson proposes two modifications to Union’s MOU of calculations.  Can 260 

you please describe those proposed changes? 261 

A. Yes.  First, Mr. Anderson applies a 2.74% annual growth rate to the current MOU figures 262 

as an alternative to the proposal made by Union to equate the projected demand and 263 

investment in year 1.  Second, Mr. Anderson eliminates the present value factors Union 264 

applied to the annual MOU.  All else being equal, the first change to the MOU factor 265 

results in higher per-minute cost estimates than those proposed by Union while the 266 

second change results in lower per-minute  cost estimates than those proposed by Union.  267 

The net effect of both changes (again, all else being equal) is a per-minute rate that is 268 

approximately four-tenths of a cent lower than those proposed by Union. 269 

 270 

Q. Will you please respond to Mr. Anderson’s proposal to apply an annual growth rate 271 

to the current MOU? 272 



 13 

A. Yes.  Mr. Anderson’s proposal results in a mismatch between costs and demand by 273 

assuming all costs are incurred in the first year but that the demand, which presumably 274 

drives that investment, doesn’t occur until later years.  Union’s approach assumes that the 275 

projected demand and costs occur in the first year.  Specifically, Union’s investment 276 

assumptions are based on a reasonable projection of expected demand.  The only 277 

reasonable alternative to Union’s approach would be to include additional investments in 278 

subsequent years while simultaneously assuming higher demand in subsequent years.  279 

Mr. Anderson’s approach only makes the latter adjustment, which leads to a mismatch 280 

between costs and revenues.   281 

 282 

Q. Mr. Anderson claims Union’s approach to determining demand is inconsistent with 283 

FCC TELRIC rules and so he proposes a fill factor growth rate to be applied to 284 

current demand.  (Anderson Rebuttal, pp. 7-8 and 13).  To what specific FCC rule 285 

is Mr. Anderson referring when he claims that Union’s approach violates TELRIC 286 

requirements? 287 

A. Mr. Anderson does not provide a citation for the specific FCC requirement to which he is 288 

referring.  Presumably, he is referring to Section 51.511 of the FCC rules, which states:  289 

(a) The forward-looking economic cost per unit of an element equals the forward-290 
looking economic cost of the element, as defined in Sec. 51.505, divided by a 291 
reasonable projection of the sum of the total number of units of the element 292 
that the incumbent LEC is likely to provide to requesting telecommunications 293 
carriers and the total number of units of the element that the incumbent LEC is 294 
likely to use in offering its own services, during a reasonable measuring 295 
period. 296 

     (b)(1) With respect to elements that an incumbent LEC offers on a 297 
flat-rate basis, the number of units is defined as the discrete number 298 
of elements (e.g., local loops or local switch ports) that the 299 
incumbent LEC uses or provides. 300 
(2) With respect to elements that an incumbent LEC offers on a  301 
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usage-sensitive basis, the number of units is defined as the unit of  302 
measurement of the usage (e.g., minutes of use or call-related 303 
database queries) of the element.  (Emphasis added.) 304 

 305 

 Pursuant to this rule, the proper denominator for the services at issue in this proceeding is 306 

a reasonable projection of the MOU originated by Qwest as well as the MOU of Union’s 307 

own services.  That kind of data is exactly what Union has included in the denominator 308 

and has used in the development of rates in the model.  This rule is based on the 309 

following FCC conclusion from the First Report and Order:  310 

Per-unit costs shall be derived from total costs using reasonably accurate “fill 311 
factors” (estimates of the proportion of a facility that will be filled with network 312 
usage); that is, the per-unit costs associated with a particular element must be 313 
derived by dividing the total cost associated with that element by a reasonable 314 
projection of the actual total usage of the element.5  315 

 316 

 Again, this is exactly the type of calculation performed by Union.  Nothing in the FCC’s 317 

rules requires current MOU to be grown on an annual basis in the manner proposed by 318 

Mr. Anderson. 319 

 320 

Q. Will you please respond to Mr. Anderson’s proposal to eliminate the present value 321 

factors from the MOU calculation? 322 

A. Yes.  Mr. Anderson’s decision to eliminate the present value factors from the MOU 323 

calculation would lead to a mismatch between costs and revenues.  Specifically, 324 

multiplying the rate that results from Mr. Anderson’s approach to the projected demand 325 

(all else being equal) would lead to a revenue stream that would not allow Union to 326 

recover its costs.  Mr. Anderson’s approach might be acceptable if Union could recover 327 

                                                 
5 Id. para. 682. 
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all its costs in year 1.  But over a 14 ½ year recovery period, his approach vastly 328 

understates the amount of costs that need to be recovered.   329 

 330 

Q. Will you please explain why Union applied the present value factors to the minutes 331 

of use calculation? 332 

A. Yes.  Union applied the present value factor to the minutes of use calculations because it 333 

recognizes: 1) that costs for the network will not be recovered all at once but will instead 334 

be recovered over the life of the network; 2) it would be administratively burdensome to 335 

change the rates each year to equate future expected revenues with future expected costs; 336 

and 3) the present value calculations are designed to develop one rate that will ensure that 337 

the sum of the discounted projected revenue streams will equal the sum of the discounted 338 

projected costs over the life of the network.  The present value factors were applied to the 339 

minutes of use as a means to obtain present value of revenues.  Because the revenues 340 

under the model will simply equal the rate times MOU, applying present values to MOU 341 

is the simplest means to obtain the present value of revenue.  While Mr. Anderson is 342 

correct that a minute will not be 24 seconds long ten years from now, a dollar will be 343 

worth $0.39 ten years from now.  In other words, a minute of conversation will generate 344 

less revenue for Union in terms of today’s dollars ten years from now than will a minute 345 

of conversation today.  Since the ratio of 24 seconds to one minute is the same as the 346 

ratio of $0.39 to $1.006, applying the present value factors to yearly MOU will result in 347 

the same expected present value of revenue as applying the present value factor to yearly 348 

revenues.  But within Union’s model, the former is a much simpler means to arrive at the 349 

                                                 
6 With rounding because the actual calculation is slightly less than 24 seconds and slightly more than $0.39. 
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proper rate.  So, Union is not really discounting time (i.e. a minute) but is discounting 350 

revenue.  351 

 352 

Q. Has Qwest taken issue with Union’s MOU calculation? 353 

A. No. 354 

 355 

Q. You stated that Mr. Anderson’s approach vastly understates the amount of costs 356 

that Union would need to recover.  Can you provide a mathematical illustration of 357 

what you mean? 358 

A. Yes.  In Union’s model, Union will have **        ** of actual termination costs that it will 359 

have to recover in Year 4.  These costs include costs to recover plant in service 360 

investment as well as depreciation, operational, common, and tax costs.  I use the term 361 

“actual costs” because these are real costs that Union projects to incur and they are not 362 

discounted costs.  The present value factors are applied in another portion of the model.  363 

Union’s model also shows that Union will have **        ** in actual termination revenue 364 

in Year 4.  This figure is calculated by multiplying the termination rate developed in 365 

Union’s model by the projected annual MOU (non-discounted).   I use the term “actual 366 

revenues” because these are the real revenues that Union projects to receive as a result of 367 

the rate it developed and the revenues are not discounted.  In this analysis I’m comparing 368 

apples to apples – actual costs to actual revenues – and the present value factors are not 369 

applied to the costs, revenues, or MOU.  As can be calculated, Union would under-370 

recover its costs by **          ** (which equals **           ** - **           **) in Year 4.  In 371 

fact, in Union’s model, Union would under-recover its costs for over 6 of the first 14 ½ 372 
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years of its network lives.  However, Union’s model would allow Union to compensate 373 

for this early under-recovery because beginning after Year 7, Union would begin to over-374 

recover its costs.  For example, in Year 10, Union would receive **           ** in actual 375 

termination revenue compared with **           ** in actual termination costs. Over the 376 

entire network lives, Union would receive exactly the amount of revenue necessary to 377 

recover its costs.7               378 

 379 

 In contrast, Mr. Anderson’s calculations would result in Union under-recovering its 380 

actual costs every year through year 14.  For example, all else being equal, Mr. 381 

Anderson’s elimination of the present value factors in the MOU calculations would lead 382 

to Union having **           ** in actual termination revenue to recover its **           ** in 383 

actual termination costs in Year 4 and **           ** in actual revenue to recover its  **           384 

** in actual termination costs in Year 10.  Over the 14 ½ life of the facilities, Mr. 385 

Anderson’s elimination of the present value factors in the MOU calculations would result 386 

in Union under-recovering its costs by **           **.8   Mr. Anderson’s approach wouldn’t 387 

allow for over-recovery in later years to compensate Union for under-recovery in early 388 

years.  389 

    390 

                                                 
7 Union’s model would result in Union receiving a total of **            ** in actual termination revenue compared with 
**            ** in actual termination costs.   But on a present value basis, the sum of the costs and revenues would each 
equal **            **.  The reason why the sum of actual revenues must exceed the sum of actual costs and actual 
revenues by 10.6% is because Union doesn’t begin to fully recover its costs on a yearly basis until later in 14 ½ year 
life of the facilities when a dollar is worth less than it is in the early years of under-recovery. 
8 Mr. Copeland’s proposed elimination of the present value factors in the MOU calculation, all else being equal, 
would result in actual revenues being **            ** compared with **            ** in actual costs for an under-recovery 
of actual costs by **            **.  But on a present value basis, the sum of the present value revenues would be **           
** compared with the present value costs of **            ** for an under recovery of **           **.    
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 In Figure 1, I have displayed graphically the comparison of actual termination revenues 391 

to actual termination costs under Union’s approach and Mr. Anderson’s approach (all 392 

else being equal).  Again, Mr. Anderson’s approach would lead to significant under-393 

recovery of Union’s costs and, therefore, should be rejected. 394 

Confidential Figure 1 - Comparison of Actual Costs to Actual Revenues
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 396 

Q. Will you please respond to Mr. Anderson’s claims that the present value factors 397 

cancel each other out when they are multiplied by the costs in the numerator and 398 

the MOU in the denominator? 399 

A. Yes.  As Mr. Anderson himself acknowledges, the “present value factors don’t actually 400 

cancel out since this is the summation of a series of factors divided by a series of 401 

factors.”  (Anderson Direct, p. 27)  Since Union’s calculation is performed using he 402 

series of factors in the numerator and the denominator, Mr. Anderson’s initial position 403 

that the individual factors would cancel out on a yearly basis is moot and irrelevant.  404 

What matters is whether the revenues Union receives as a result of the rate determined in 405 

the model will allow it to fully recover its costs.  As explained, Mr. Anderson’s approach 406 

would not allow Union to fully recover its costs.  407 
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 408 

Q. Can you explain what you believe to be the error in Mr. Anderson’s logic that leads 409 

to the problems with his calculation? 410 

A. Yes.  Mr. Anderson apparently believes that the sum of the actual revenues should equal 411 

the sum of the present value costs.  I say that because under his approach that is exactly 412 

what happens.  Specifically, under his approach (all else being equal) the sum of the 413 

actual termination revenues would equal **            **, which is the sum of the present 414 

value termination costs.  But this is comparing apples to oranges because Union needs to 415 

recover actual costs with actual revenues.  For example, if we could travel in time to 416 

Year 10, Union will have **           ** in actual termination costs it needs to recover.  417 

These are the real dollars for this point in time, 2018.  These are not the costs as they 418 

would be valued in 2007.  Yet, Mr. Anderson’s approach (all else being equal) would 419 

mean that Union would receive only **           ** in actual termination revenue.  Again, 420 

these are the real dollars for this point in time, 2018, and not the costs as they would be 421 

valued in the past, 2007.  If Mr. Anderson’s approach would allow for over-recovery in 422 

some other time periods to compensate for this under-recovery in 2018, that might be 423 

acceptable.  But 2018 would be like every other year up to the final year under Mr. 424 

Anderson’s approach – significant under-recovery.  So, if Mr. Anderson believes that the 425 

annual termination revenue of **           ** is present value revenue, and that he is 426 

equating discounted costs with discounted revenues by maintaining the present value 427 

factors in the numerator, he is very much mistaken because those revenues are the actual 428 

revenues that Union would receive to recover its costs and they are significantly 429 

understated. 430 
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 431 

Q. You mentioned earlier that Mr. Anderson’s approach may be acceptable if Union 432 

could recover all of its costs in Year 1.  Will you please expand on that? 433 

A. Yes.  If one discounted all of the costs over the life of the facilities to present value terms 434 

and then divided the costs by the current MOU, one could fully recover the costs at a rate 435 

of **        ** per minute in the first year.  But such an approach would not be desirable to 436 

Qwest nor would it be justifiable under TELRIC rules.  Accordingly, Union has designed 437 

an approach that recognizes that costs for the network will not be recovered all at once 438 

but will instead be recovered over the life of the network.  Because Union’s approach 439 

would lead to full recovery of costs – but not over-recovery or under-recovery – and Mr. 440 

Anderson’s approach would lead to significant under-recovery of costs, I recommend 441 

that the Commission reject Mr. Anderson’s proposed elimination of present value factors 442 

to the MOU calculations.                443 

      444 

Q. Are there any other alternative calculations that could be used to calculate rates? 445 

A. One alternative approach would be to adjust rates every year to match costs and 446 

revenues.  But such an approach would be administratively burdensome.  Another 447 

alternative would be to simply divide total projected costs by total projected demand over 448 

the entire 14 ½ year life without use of present value factors in the numerator or the 449 

denominator.  But while such an approach would result in a rate that more closely 450 

approximates the proper rate necessary to recover costs, in comparison with Mr. 451 

Anderson’s approach, it would still not allow for full recovery of costs because it doesn’t 452 

recognize that much of the recovery will occur in later years when the value of a dollar is 453 
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worth less than it is today.9  Again, I recommend that the Commission adopt Union’s 454 

approach because it is administratively efficient and allows for proper recovery of 455 

Union’s costs.  456 

 457 

Q. Mr. Anderson states that to be TELRIC compliant, Union’s model must include a 458 

structure sharing factor to account for the sharing of facilities in its network that 459 

may occur with Union’s other operations and with other carriers.  As support, he 460 

states that the HAI model does include structure sharing factors that simulate the 461 

effect of sharing pole lines, conduit and trench costs with other utilities.  (Anderson 462 

Rebuttal, p. 13).  Will you please respond to Mr. Anderson’s position on structure 463 

sharing? 464 

A. Yes.  While Mr. Anderson is correct HAI does include a structure sharing factor to 465 

account for sharing of pole, conduit, and trenching costs, HAI does not have a factor that 466 

accounts for sharing of things like cable and central office space.  So, for example, when 467 

Qwest receives collocation revenue from other carriers, its central office costs aren’t 468 

reduced in the HAI model to account for that revenue.  In addition, the interoffice cable 469 

costs are not reduced in the HAI model to account for revenues Qwest may receive for 470 

other services, like data and ISP services, that it may provide over that cable.  Only some 471 

of the structures, which I’ve labeled non-traffic sensitive support assets, have a sharing 472 

factor associated with them.10  Union may be willing to accept use of a structure sharing 473 

factor in its study if such a factor is only applied to some of the structures consistent with 474 

                                                 
9 See footnote 7. 
10 Interestingly, Mr. Anderson apparently recognizes in this portion of his testimony that non-traffic-sensitive costs 
are included in HAI’s development of per-minute rates.  Yet, his proposal here isn’t consistent with his proposal to 
eliminate all non-traffic-sensitive costs from Union’s study. 
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the HAI methodology.  But as stated in my Supplemental Surrebuttal testimony, Union 475 

should not be held to higher standard than Qwest on this issue.  (Hendricks Supplemental 476 

Surrebuttal Testimony, p. 10.)  Union receives relatively very little revenue from other 477 

carriers for access Union’s network as shown in Exhibit 18.  If the Commission believes 478 

that use of a structure sharing factor is appropriate, Union could easily adjust its study to 479 

account for an assumed amount of structure sharing based on a then-current amount of 480 

revenue received from other entities for access to Union’s network. 481 

 482 

Q. What is your response to Mr. Anderson’s position that Union “erroneously applies 483 

the same depreciation rate to all categories of plant, buildings and land?”  484 

(Anderson Rebuttal, p. 8) 485 

A. Union originally used a 10-year depreciation life but increased it to 14.5 years in 486 

response to Mr. Copeland’s position that use of a 14.5-year depreciation life would be 487 

consistent with the switch depreciation life ordered by the Commission in Qwest’s 488 

TELRIC proceeding.  (Copeland October 24, 2005 Rebuttal, p. 13).  Since Mr. Copeland 489 

never took issue with Union’s depreciation lives following the modification of the model 490 

to include the 14.5-year economic life, Union has considered this issue to be resolved 491 

between Union and Qwest.  Moreover, the 14.5-year depreciation life used in Union’s 492 

model is equivalent to the a composite depreciation life of 25 years for buildings and 493 

towers, which is within the range that Mr. Anderson found to be appropriate, and the 494 

7-year economic life that Union uses for radio equipment.  Specifically, applying a 25-495 

year economic life to total investment figures in the ‘GSM Site Costs’ tab for buildings 496 

and towers (**          **) and a 7-year economic life to the total equipment investments 497 
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contained in that tab (**           **) produces a weighted average depreciation life of 498 

14.58 years.  Thus, Union’s study already contains a composite rate that is consistent 499 

with the depreciation lives Union actually uses in the competitive industry in which it 500 

operates.  Mr. Anderson’s proposal would result in a composite depreciation life of 18.92 501 

years when one applies his recommended 25-year depreciation life for buildings and 502 

towers and his 14.5 year life for radio and switching equipment to the above-stated 503 

investment figures.  I believe that Mr. Anderson’s position should be rejected because the 504 

14.5 year life he recommends for radio and switching equipment in isolation is too long 505 

from an economic perspective for the highly competitive industry in which Union 506 

operates and because of the engineering reasons Mr. Jacobsen states in his response to 507 

Mr. Anderson on this issue.       508 

 509 

Q. Mr. Anderson states that Union “has not shown that its switch and transport costs 510 

contained in its proposed cost model do not also include equipment that is 511 

specifically used for the provision of other retail offerings unrelated to 512 

interconnection.”  (Anderson Rebuttal, p. 15).  What is your response to this 513 

statement? 514 

A.  Union’s network is designed primarily for voice traffic, which takes precedence over data 515 

traffic, as Mr. Jacobsen states in his testimony.  Accordingly, as Mr. Jacobsen also states, 516 

the data-specific costs are very minimal and the data capabilities account for less than one 517 

percent of Union’s monthly wireless revenue.  Moreover, as I previously stated, HAI 518 

transport costs are not reduced to account for data services that ILECs may carry over 519 

their networks.  Thus, I don’t believe that Union’s study should be modified to reduce 520 
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data-specific costs.  If, however, the Commission believes Union’s study should be 521 

modified to remove data and other retail costs, I recommend that the Commission allow 522 

Union an opportunity to file a revised study that contains such modifications.     523 

 524 

 Q. Mr. Anderson criticizes modeling of “transport microwave radio costs based on 525 

what seems to be the retail prices of equivalent T-1s, as opposed to using local or 526 

tandem switch cost data, signaling data or network data” like HAI.  (Anderson 527 

Rebuttal, pp. 8 and 14).  What is your response to Mr. Anderson’s position on this 528 

issue?   529 

A. Mr. Anderson’s preferred approach would be very time-consuming and costly to develop.  530 

Union developed its proposed transport costs by simply determining how many T-1s 531 

worth of capacity were needed to terminate Qwest’s traffic and multiplying that number 532 

of T-1s by a very conservative cost per T-1 of $400.  In comparison, the T-1 rate in Rate 533 

Band 3 of the interstate access tariff of the National Exchange Carrier Association 534 

(NECA) is $290.71 per termination11 and $20.52 per mile.12  So, any T-1 longer than 5.3 535 

miles in NECA’s tariff would be charged at a rate higher than the $400 assumed in 536 

Union’s model.  The impact on the final rate resulting from Union’s proposed cost per 537 

T-1 is $0.001853 per minute, which I don’t believe is unreasonably high.  I would also 538 

note that even though Mr. Anderson identifies this issue as a concern with Union’s study, 539 

he has not made any proposed changes to “fix” the issue.  Rather, the transport costs in 540 

his proposed model are lower than those in Union’s proposed model simply because of 541 

                                                 
11 Calculated by adding the $189.55 Channel Termination rate plus $101.16 Channel Mileage Termination rate. 
12 Channel Mileage Facility rate. 
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the reduction in cell sites Mr. Anderson proposes.  But I’ve already explained why Mr. 542 

Anderson’s proposed cell site reduction is inappropriate.     543 

 544 

RESPONSE TO MR. COPELAND 545 

Q. Does Mr. Copeland raise issues similar to issues in Mr. Anderson’s testimony to 546 

which you feel that you have adequately responded? 547 

A. Yes.  Mr. Copeland raises the following issues, which I believe are comparable to those 548 

raised by Mr. Anderson and to which I believe that have adequately responded: 1) 549 

whether Union’s cost study includes embedded costs; 2) whether there should be a 550 

reduction in costs to account for Union’s retail service offerings; 3) whether there should 551 

be a reduction in costs to account for Union’s facilities shared with other entities; and 4) 552 

whether non-traffic-sensitive costs (for what I’ve argued should be considered support 553 

assets) should be excluded from the model.  In addition, Union witness Henry Jacobsen 554 

responds to Mr. Copeland specific technical issues associated with Mr. Copeland’s 555 

position on traffic-sensitivity and network utilization. 556 

 557 

Q. Mr. Copeland proposes changes in certain calculations in Year 15 of the model to 558 

make the calculations consistent with a 14.5 year network life assumption as opposed 559 

to a 15-year network life assumption.  Do you agree with Mr. Copeland that those 560 

specific changes are appropriate? 561 

A. Yes.  While most of the calculations in the “Year 15” correctly assume only a half-year’s 562 

worth of data, a few of the cells had calculations that would only be appropriate for a 563 
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full-year of data.  Mr. Copeland’s revisions, specific to only those cells in Year 15, are 564 

appropriate.     565 

 566 

Q. Do you agree with any of the other changes Mr. Copeland proposes be made to the 567 

model? 568 

A. No.  For the reasons stated in this testimony and in Henry Jacobsen’s testimony, I 569 

recommend that Commission reject the other changes Mr. Copeland proposes be made to 570 

the Union’s cost study. 571 

 572 

COMMENTS ON COLORADO COMMISSION DECISION 573 

Q. You previously mentioned the Colorado Commission decision on Union’s proposed 574 

asymmetric cost study?  Can you please summarize the Colorado Commission’s 575 

findings? 576 

A. Yes.  The Colorado Commission’s findings were three short paragraphs long.  577 

Specifically, the Colorado Commission issued the following ruling on Union’s cost 578 

study: 579 

173. We find that Union Cellular’s cost study does not yield a "reasonable 580 
approximation of the additional cost of terminating" calls which originate on the 581 
network facilities of the interconnected carrier. 582 
 583 
174.  We find that Union Cellular’s cost study is deficient in at least the 584 
following areas:  (a) it does not distinguish between voice and data services; (b) it 585 
assumes, without analysis, that Union Cellular's entire wireless network is traffic-586 
sensitive (that is, cost sensitive to increasing call traffic); and (c) neither the cost 587 
study nor Union Cellular provides critical detail and analysis required by law. 588 
 589 
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175. We find that Union Cellular has not met its burden of proof. We agree 590 
with Qwest that the Union Cellular’s proposed changes should not be made.13 591 

 592 

With respect to part (c) of paragraph 174, the Colorado Commission did not identify what 593 

it meant when it said that Union did not provide critical detail and analysis required by 594 

law.  But in reviewing its summary of the positions of the parties, it appears that the 595 

Colorado Commission’s concern about lack of “critical detail and analysis” was in regard 596 

to these issues: 597 

1. Insufficient information on whether ten-year depreciation life for GSM switch 598 
is appropriate (Order, p.45); 599 

2. Insufficient information on whether demand from Qwest customers led to 600 
Union’s decision to use GSM technology (Order, pp. 45 and 52); 601 

3. Insufficient information on whether Union will have completed the total 602 
projected cell sites operational by the end of 2006 (Order pp. 47-48); 603 

4. Insufficient information on how 3% MOU growth rate was calculated, the 604 
source from which the growth rate was based, and which portion of MOU 605 
used in the model is for local telecommunications traffic and which portion is 606 
not (Order pp. 49 and 51); 607 

5. Insufficient data on cost allocations pursuant to 47 CFR Parts 32, 36, and 64. 608 
(Order p. 50); and 609 

6. Lack of audit by Mr. Hendricks of data provided to him by Union. (Order p. 610 
50). 611 

 612 

Q. Is there any difference between the record in this proceeding and the Colorado 613 

proceeding that you believe should cause the Commission to reach a different 614 

conclusion than the one reached by the Colorado Commission? 615 

A. Yes.  Union’s current proposed cost study in this proceeding is different in a number of 616 

respects from the one ruled upon by the Colorado Commission.  Some of the differences 617 

are the following: 618 

                                                 
13 “In the Matter  of the Petition of Qwest Corporation for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Union 
Telephone Company d/b/a Union Cellular Under Section 252 of the Federal Telecommunications Act 0f 1996.” 
Decision No. C07-0833, Docket No. 04B-491T, September 26, 2007, pp. 56-57. 
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1. Inclusion of actual GSM cell site costs as opposed to projected GSM cell site 619 
costs.  At the time of development of the Colorado cost study, Union was just 620 
beginning to deploy its GSM architecture and only had projected GSM cell site 621 
costs.  When Union revised its cost study in this proceeding in August 2006, it 622 
was able to include actual GSM cell sites that were recently deployed, thereby, 623 
making the study much more accurate. 624 

2. Inclusion of user-adjustable traffic sensitive factors for cell sties and switches that 625 
allows a user of the model to test the impact of assumption changes on traffic 626 
sensitivity. 627 

3. Use of a projected MOU factor for Year 1 that drives the investment decision in 628 
Year 1.  This differs from the 3% annual growth factor used in Colorado. 629 

4. Use of inputs for annual productivity offset, cost of equity, cost of debt, debt 630 
ratio, tax rate, and depreciation lives that match those that the Commission 631 
required of Qwest, as proposed by Mr. Copeland.  632 

5. Use of different expense assumptions and costs based on actual wireless expenses 633 
incurred by Union. 634 

6. Different tax calculations consistent with those proposed by Mr. Copeland. 635 
7. Different, but actual, MOU calculations broken down by the type of MOU 636 

category. 637 
  638 

I believe each of these changes makes Union’s cost study a more accurate predictor of 639 

costs and rates than the one ruled upon by the Colorado Commission.  In addition, Union 640 

has produced much more voluminous data in this proceeding than in the Colorado 641 

proceeding in support of its cost study assumptions, both in testimony and via data 642 

request responses.  As an example, Union has provided voluminous and detailed support 643 

for its actual GSM cell site costs, whereas in Colorado, there wasn’t as much data to 644 

support the projected cell site costs.  In addition, Union has provided voluminous and 645 

detailed traffic data to support its traffic-sensitivity proposal.  Thus, the Commission can 646 

be assured that the record upon which it must make its decision will be complete and 647 

better than the Colorado record.   648 

 649 

Q. Are there any specific comments you’d like to make about the Colorado 650 

Commission’s findings? 651 
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A. Yes.  As previously stated, I believe that the Colorado Commission erred by 652 

simply rejecting the study rather than requiring specific modifications to the study based 653 

on issues with which it had concern.  But with regard to the specific issues, I believe that 654 

Colorado Commission overlooked the portions of the record that showed that data costs 655 

were insignificant in Union’s study.  I also believe that the Colorado Commission was 656 

mistaken when it stated that Union assumed without analysis that Union’s entire network 657 

is traffic-sensitive. Union performed substantial analysis of that very issue but the 658 

Colorado Commission did not even address the specific portions of Union witness Al 659 

Hinman’s testimony on traffic-sensitivity.  The Order was also internally inconsistent 660 

when it mentioned my testimony on the issue (but failed to address any of the merits of 661 

testimony) and then simply stated that Union made its traffic-sensitivity assumptions 662 

without analysis.   663 

 664 

My response to each of the six issues to which I believe the Commission was referring 665 

when it stated that Union “did not provide critical detail and analysis required by law” are 666 

as follows, both with respect to the Colorado proceeding and this proceeding:     667 

1. Depreciation – The depreciation life was supported in Colorado. But 668 
Union has used a different depreciation life in this proceeding that it 669 
believes is consistent with that proposed by Qwest in this proceeding and 670 
with what the Commission ordered for Qwest in its TELRIC proceeding.  671 
To the extent it is not, Union has provided sufficient support through my 672 
testimony and Mr. Jacobsen’s on why its proposed depreciation life is 673 
appropriate. 674 

2. Impact of Qwest Demand on GSM Deployment Decision – Union chose 675 
GSM technology because it is the most efficient forward-looking 676 
technology available today.  This issue is not disputed by Qwest nor Mr. 677 
Anderson.  TELRIC modeling assumptions do not require proof that the 678 
competitor’s demand is the determining fact in technology decisions.  679 
Thus, there is no need for Union to provide such support.  In addition, as 680 
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I’ve explained, Union has properly divided total costs by Qwest-originated 681 
and Union retail MOU. 682 

3. Support for completion of projected cell sites – Union’s Colorado study 683 
projected that there would be 221 sites in operation.  When the Colorado 684 
Commission Order was released, Union had 225 sites in operation.  Thus, 685 
Union’s projections were quite accurate. 686 

4. MOU issues – The Colorado Commission overlooked information in the 687 
record that addressed those very issues.  As stated, Union’s MOU 688 
assumptions are different in this proceeding. 689 

5. Lack of Part 32, 36,and 64 cost data – Contrary to the Colorado 690 
Commission’s statements, Union is not required to begin a TELRIC-691 
compliant cost study with separations and allocations studies pursuant to 692 
Parts 32, 36, and 64.  In fact, the Telecommunications Act states that a 693 
cost study must be done without reference to a rate-of-return or rate based 694 
proceeding and the FCC rules prevent use of embedded costs.  With 695 
specific reference to expense ratio factors, the Colorado Commission 696 
overlooked data in the record explaining how the expenses used in the 697 
development of the factors did not include Union’s regulated costs since 698 
only wireless-specific sub-accounts were used.  The same thing applies to 699 
this proceeding.  And any concerns the Colorado Commission may have 700 
about data costs being included in Union’s TELRIC study because of 701 
improper costs allocations are misplaced since any data-related costs are 702 
part of forward-looking GSM investment assumptions and not because of 703 
improper Part 32/36/64 cost allocations.  704 

6. Lack of audit of Union-provided data – My employer, GVNW performed 705 
the Part 32/36/64 studies for Union.  Therefore, any data provided by 706 
Union that was based on those studies, and any data that was used as 707 
inputs to those studies, were regularly reviewed by GVNW.  Thus, I had a 708 
very strong level of comfort that the data provided by Union was correct 709 
and didn’t believe a separate audit was either necessary or economical.  710 
Moreover, such a requirement is not required by TELRIC rules and would 711 
be overly burdensome to apply to all data provided by a company to a 712 
consultant for use in a TELRIC study.     713 

 714 
 715 

Q. Has Union filed a petition for reconsideration of the Colorado Commission’s 716 

decision? 717 

A. Yes.  Union filed a petition for reconsideration of the decision with the Colorado 718 

Commission on October 22, 2007. 719 

 720 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS  721 

Q. Do you have any concluding comments you’d like to make? 722 

A. Yes.  Union has sufficiently met its burden of proof in this proceeding (through testimony 723 

and in data request responses) that its TELRIC study complies with FCC TELRIC 724 

requirements.  In addition, Union has met its burden of proof that all of the inputs and 725 

data used in the model are appropriate.  Accordingly, Union has demonstrated that it is 726 

entitled to the asymmetric compensation rates it has proposed.14  If the Commission 727 

believes that any modifications are required to the data, inputs, or model logic, Union 728 

requests that the Commission not reject the study in its entirety but instead allow Union 729 

to correct and file a revised version of the study. 730 

 731 

Q. Does that complete your post surrebuttal testimony in this docket? 732 

A. Yes, it does. 733 

                                                 
14 With a slight change to account for minor Year-15 calculations proposed by Mr. Copeland to reflect a half-year 
instead of a whole year. 
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