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6. Transport

Let’s tum to the sixth major se ction of your testimony. Could you explain your
concems regarding transport costs?

The costs generated by the FCC model(as well as my fund calcuhtions presented in
the next section) nclude transport costs. These include the cost of transporting local
calls across hrger exchange areas (e.g., Wichta, Topeka, and Kansas City) which
include multiple wire centers. They also include costs associated with the intraLATA
long haul network which is used to transport intraLATA toll calls and both intrastate
and mterstate nterLATA tollcalls. This is not surprising, since the FCC is concemed
with making sure that everyone n the country can talk with everyone at reasonable
rates, and thus it sekected a model which nclides forward boking costs for this long
haul function.

It s important to remember that many of the rural wire centers are single-switch
exchanges, where the costs associated with local transport should be mnimal Yet, the
FCC model results display the opposite pattern. As shown n Scheduk 12, transport
costs per line estimates for the smallest wire centers far exceed the analogous costs for
the largest wire centers. Since the small wre centers have lttle or no transport within
the local exchange, it is readily apparert that the high level of transport costs cakuhted
by the FCC model is primarily, if not excluswely, related to the bnghaul function (e.g.

connecting the wrre center to the toll tandem).

Do you have any other evidence de monstrating that the transport costs relate

to the costs of connecting to toll tandems?
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A.

Yes. The Colby wire center in Northwestern Kansas serves as a host to the remote
switches in Atwood, McDomald and other nearby towns. Map 15 depicts the fber
optic transport rings that are generated by the FCC model for the group of wire centers
hosted by the Colby switch. According to the FCC model, one fber optic ring
connects Colby to the adjacent remote swiches, and another fber ring stretches
hundreds of miks across north-central Kansas, connecting the Colby group of wire
centers to the toll tandem in Salina.

The FCC model calcuhtes monthly per line transport costs in Atwood of
$1.22. The analbgous costs in McDonald are $19.50. Both of these figures are far
above the statewide average. Customers in Atwood can only call other customers in
Atwood without incurring toll charges. Similarly, customers in McDonald can only cal
other customers in McDonald. Ifa customer in McDonald wants to call someone n
Atwood (or vice versa) they are required to pay a toll charge. Since the transport
figures primarily represent the cost of transporting calls between wire centers, and since
customers in McDonald and Atwood can’t phce local calls to any other wire centers, t
is readily apparert that these high transport cost kvek are rehted to tol service, rather

than bcal exchange service.

Are you suggesting that the KUSF should not support the high cos t of providing
tolland access service in rural wire centers?

No. This is a policy matter for the Commission to resolve, and it certainly would be
reasomable for the Commission to conchide that these long haul costs should be

supported by the KUSF. My concerns are somewhat different.
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First, I want to be sure the Commission understands what types of costs are
inclided n the KUSF calcuhtions, so that it can make the approprate policy decisions
concerning whether, and to what extent, the KUSF should be supporting these costs.

Second, the approprite percentage of KUSF support for transport costs might
differ from the analogous percentage applicable to loop costs. For exampk, interstate
access charges recover 25% ofthe loop costs, while the analbbgous percentage
applcable to intraLATA trarsport costs can vary widely, depending upon the traffic
mix ona particubr route. In the Colby exanple just discussed, I would antcipate that
interstate access charges are covering well n excess of 25% of the costs. If the majority
of the traffic on these routes were interstate in nature, then the majority of the costs
would already be supported through nterstate access charges. Thus, t might be
appropriate for the KUSF to support kss than 76% of these transport costs.

Thrd, as compettion increases it will become increasingly important to ensure
that any KUSF support for high transport costs s provided to the carrier that is actually
bearing the burden ofthe high costs. If the KUSF calcuhtions are developed entirely on
a per-loop bass, as I have assumed up to ths point n my testimony, thena problem
coul arise with carriers that provide their own loop facilities, but don’t provide their
own transport facilities. For instance, I question whether a CLEC providing bocal
exchange service in McDonald should receive KUSF support for high transport costs,
if the CLEC doesn’t have any transport facilities and nstead purchases access service
from SWBT—partcuhrly if the CLEC pays an average per-minute rate for this service.
In the latter case, the burden of the high costs of providing transport to Mc Donald will
actually be borne by SWBT, rather than the CLEC.



