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I.	INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY





Q.	Please State Your Full Name, Position, And Business Address.


A.	My name is David E. Stahly.  I am employed by Sprint Communications Company L.P. ("Sprint") as a Manager of Regulatory Policy.  My business address is 8140 Ward Parkway, Kansas City, Missouri 64114.





Q.	Are you the same David E. Stahly that filed Direct Testimony in this Docket?


A.	Yes.





Q.	What Is The Purpose Of Your Testimony?


A.	The purpose of my testimony is to address the rebuttal arguments put forth by Dr. Robert Harris and James Kahan in their defense of the proposed merger.  In sum, Dr. Harris and Mr. Kahan inadequately rebutted or failed to rebut altogether the arguments I set forth in my testimony as to how the proposed merger would harm competition in Illinois.  Accordingly, I still find that the proposed SBC/Ameritech merger fails to satisfy the relevant statutory requirements from an economic perspective.  SBC’s and Ameritech’s control of the local network over such a vast multi-state region will enable it to damage competition in both the local and long distance markets.  SBC and Ameritech should not be allowed to merge.





Q.	Please Summarize Your Testimony.


A.	Contrary to the assertions of Dr. Harris, SBC/Ameritech has the ability and incentive to harm competition in local and long distance markets by implementing a price squeeze.  Dr. Harris’ theories are contrary to SBC’s actions of price squeezing in Oklahoma with its “Local Plus” intraLATA toll tariff offering.  Dr. Harris’ theories run counter to the wisdom of the many policy makers that crafted the 1982 Consent Decree to allow competition to flourish in the interexchange toll market.  





Many of the reasons that Dr. Harris cites as justifications for the SBC/Ameritech merger are either weak or incorrect.  The merger should not be allowed to proceed under the guise of preserving universal service.  The Commission is already taking steps to preserve universal service in a way that will allow competition to flourish.  SBC’s geographical merger with Ameritech does not help it extend its product line vertically to compete by providing one-stop shopping; but rather, locks up one-third of the United States local market and gives SBC incredible muscle to compete by freezing competitors out of the local market.  Additionally, sheer size as measured by market capitalization is not as important as is broad based access to the local market.  The local market largely remains a captive of the RBOCs who still wield control of 98.5% of the local-loops that its competitors must use to reach local customers.  Based on SBC’s and Ameritech’s control over the local network and their ability and incentive to leverage that advantage, I recommend that the Commission reject SBC and Ameritech’s request for merger approval.





SBC HAS SOUGHT TO ENGAGE IN A PRICE SQUEEZE 





Q.	CONTRARY TO DR. HARRIS’ ASSERTION, DOES SBC/AMERITECH HAVE THE FINANCIAL INCENTIVE AND ABILITY TO PRICE SQUEEZE?


A.	Yes, as long as SBC/Ameritech maintains its monopoly domination of the local market� and its switched access rates are priced significantly above cost,� SBC/Ameritech will have the incentive and ability to engage in a price squeeze.  Dr. Harris’s assertion that SBC/Ameritech has no incentive or ability flies in the face of the DOJ’s seven year investigation of the Bell Operating System that led to the divestiture of AT&T from the local Bell Operating Companies.  Judge Greene clearly summarized the value of divestiture rather than implementing regulatory safeguards by stating:





“These restrictions are justified, according to the Department, because the Operating Companies will have “both the ability and the incentive” to thwart competition in these markets by leveraging their monopoly power in the intraexchange telecommunications market.  In the absence of the restrictions, it is reasoned, the Operating Companies will be able (1) to subsidize their prices in competitive markets with supracompetitive profits earned in the monopoly market, and (2) to hinder competitors by restricting their access to the intraexchange network.  In short, it is the Department’s view that the divested Operating Companies may appropriately be equated with the present Bell System complex in that, if permitted to enter competitive markets, they may be expected to engage in the same type of anticompetitive behavior that was the crux of the AT&T lawsuit.”�





Q.	DOES DR. HARRIS’ THEORY THAT SBC WON’T PRICE SQUEEZE REFLECT WHAT SBC HAS ACTUALLY DONE IN THE MARKET?


A.	No.  Actual experience has shown that SBC had sought to implement a price squeeze.  As I discussed in my Direct Testimony,� SBC sought to implement a price squeeze with its interLATA long distance service offering and with its intraLATA long distance service offering.  In Texas, SBC (via its subsidiary Southwestern Bell Long Distance) proposed a flat rate of 9¢ per minute 24 hours a day, seven days a week despite the fact that its affiliate Southwestern Bell Local charges 12¢ per minute for intrastate switched access.�  In Oklahoma and elsewhere, SBC has also applied the price squeeze in the intraLATA local "toll" market with its attempt to implement its "Local Plus" service in a number of its states where it competes directly with interexchange carriers.   SBC's Local Plus offers customers unlimited intraLATA toll calling for $30 a month.  IXCs are unable to offer a matching flat-rated intraLATA toll calling product because they must pay SBC per minute of use fees for originating and terminating switched access to carry intraLATA toll calls.�  Dr. Harris did not rebut either of these examples of SBC’s price squeezing behavior.





Q.	HOW DID SBC RECOVER REVENUE SHORTFALLS ASSOCIATED WITH THE LOCAL PLUS SERVICE PRICE SQUEEZE IN OKLAHOMA?


A.	In Oklahoma, SBC was willing to forgo toll revenue and switched access revenues because it thought it could take money from the Oklahoma Universal Service Fund (OUSF).  Fortunately, the Commission denied SBC’s request.  SBC is now negotiating interconnection agreements with secondary ILECs for purposes of providing Local Plus LATAwide.  In the agreement, SBC requires the ILECs to support SBC at the Commission and before the Legislature to receive OUSF for revenue shortfalls resulting from its Local Plus intraLATA toll calling product (“the Plan”) if SBC continues to offer Local Plus after the initial one-year trial period.  The pertinent language in Section II J. 2. reads as follows:


“…the TeleCo shall support at the OCC (Oklahoma Corporation Commission) and in any legislative or judicial proceeding the position that any prospective financial shortfall of SWBT resulting from the Plan being offered outside of the Plan carrier’s local exchange service area shall be recovered from the Oklahoma Universal Service Fund (OUSF).”�





Based on SBC’s behavior in Oklahoma, it appears that SBC is willing to price below imputed switched access rates because it believes it can recover the revenue short fall from universal service funding.  I am concerned that if the merger is approved, SBC will attempt to engage in similar anti-competitive behavior in Illinois.  This behavior would have a significant adverse effect on competition.





Q.	WHAT ELSE LEADS YOU TO BELIEVE THAT RBOCS ARE WILLING TO PRICE BELOW IMPUTED SWITCHED ACCESS RATES?


A.	Actual experience from dockets that I have participated in, or am aware of, has shown that some RBOCs seek to price below imputed costs.  Generally, the RBOC witnesses have argued that the RBOC should be allowed to price below imputed access costs so that it can better compete against other carriers.  Further, the RBOC witnesses have argued that TSLRIC should be the minimum price standard and that as long as prices are above TSLIRC, the service will still be generating a positive contribution to the company’s bottom line.  Stated another way, the company is willing to forgo the profits it would have earned if it imputed access charges and set prices at a higher level.





	As I mentioned earlier, SBC has argued strenuously against imputing switched access in its price of intraLATA toll for its Local Plus service.�  Again, SBC, was proposing to offer interexchange long distance for 9 cents per minute despite a weighted access cost of 9 ½ cents per minute.�


	U S WEST argued against imputing access charges in its recent docket to relax rules for the pricing of its intraLATA toll.�  Bell Atlantic argued recently in Vermont, that its IntraLATA toll services should not be subject to imputation standards.�  GTE argued in Missouri that it should not have to impute switched access into the price of its flat-rated intraLATA toll calling plan, Extended Local Reach.�  A review of actual ILEC tariff filings reveals that RBOCs will price below imputed switched access costs contrary to Dr. Harris’ argument that they have no incentive to do so.





Q.	HOW DOES DR. HARRIS MISREPRESENT THE PRICE SQUEEZE EXAMPLE� TO SHOW THAT SBC/AMERITECH HAS NO INCENTIVE TO PRICE SQUEEZE? 


A.	Dr. Harris contends that SBC has no incentive to price squeeze and puts forth a theoretical numeric example to underscore his point.  However, real world experience shows that Dr. Harris’ theory and example do not reflect the actual behavior of SBC or other RBOCs.  ILECs are concerned about pricing above TSLRIC, not imputed access costs.  As I discuss later in my testimony, real world experience is filled with examples of ILECs seeking to price services below imputed cost.  However, I will respond to the flaws in Dr. Harris’ example.





	Dr. Harris should have recognized that some portion of the incremental long distance costs represent a normal return or profit on providing long distance service.  In my example of the price squeeze, the BOC does not reduce its access revenues, but rather simply gives up the profit portion of the incremental long distance costs (represented as a $4 cost in Dr. Harris’ example).  The BOC does not have to reduce access revenues to implement a price squeeze.  Using Dr. Harris’ example, $1 of the $4 network costs represents a normal profit that an IXC would need to justify staying in the market.  The BOC long distance affiliate is willing to forgo that $1 profit in order to capture the IXC’s market share.  Using Harris’ example, his chart should have been constructed as follows:





			SBC/Ameritech PROFIT MAXIMIZATION MATRIX


�
IXC Carries Traffic�
SBLD Doesn’t Price Squeeze�
SBLD Does Price Squeeze�
�
LD Revenues�
�
$12.00�
$11.00�
�
LD Network Cost (without $1 profit)�
�
($3.00)*�
($3.00)�
�
Access Revenues�
$8.00�
�
�
�
Access Costs**�
($0.75)�
($0.75)�
($0.75)�
�
SBC/Ameritech Profit�
$7.25�
$8.25�
$7.25�
�
  


	*  LD profits are reflected in the fact that the incremental cost of providing long distance service is only $3.00 (thus, $1.00 of the $4.00 cost that Dr. Harris used in his example is actually profit, not cost). 


	**  If Dr. Harris used proportional numbers in his example, SBC/Ameritech’s cost of switched access in the SBC/Ameritech region would be approximately 75¢.





	There are two observations.  First, SBC/Ameritech generates the same level of profit whether it price squeezes or sells access to the IXC competitor.  Second, over the long run, SBC/Ameritech can earn greater profits by not price squeezing if it can capture customers.  However, SBC/Ameritech may choose to price squeeze its IXC competitors over the short run in order to capture market share and maximize long term profitability.�  If customers want bundled local and long distance service, it may make sense for SBC/Ameritech to temporarily sacrifice in the LD market to secure earnings in the local market.  Additionally, the BOC long distance affiliate may engage in limit pricing and may raise long distance prices above the normal 12¢ per minute level of Dr. Harris’ example, but just below the point where it would entice the IXC to re-enter the market.  Due to the additional cost of re-entering the market (building facilities, acquiring customers, etc.), the BOC long distance affiliate has some leeway before the IXC competitor would seek to re-enter the market.  In summary, Dr. Harris’ analysis is wrong.  Thus, SBC/Ameritech does have the incentive and ability to engage in price squeeze behavior.





III.	REBUTTAL OF ADEQUACY OF CURRENT SAFEGUARDS





Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. HARRIS THAT EXISTING SAFEGUARDS ARE SUFFICIENT?�


A.	No, I do not.  Dr. Harris greatly discounts the time and effort required to seek remedy from regulatory bodies and courts.  In truth, it can take years for an issue to work its way through the regulatory commission and the various courts before a satisfactory resolution is reached.  During that extended period of time, competitors may be suffering significant market share loss and/or goodwill damage that may be irreparable.  For this reason, it is better to resolve issues that can lead to anti-competitive harm in the market prior to allowing significant changes in the market such as the proposed merger.





Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. HARRIS THAT INTERCONNECTION WITH SBC IS OCCURING WITHOUT THE KINDS OF PROBLEMS HYPOTHESIZED?�


A.	No, I do not.  While SBC is providing interconnection to cellular carriers and intraLATA toll carriers with whom it competes, SBC has been extremely difficult to deal with when trying to interconnect to provide competing local exchange services.  Sprint has experienced countless delays, misinformation, and other roadblocks in seeking interconnection with SBC as demonstrated by Mr. Wescott’s Rebuttal Testimony filed in this case.  





Q.	WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR MOST RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH NEGOTIATING AN INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH SBC?


A.	Sprint has been negotiating with SBC for the ability to purchase ADSL UNEs for the provisioning of Sprint’s new Integrated On-Demand Network (ION) service.  Upon protesting SBC’s extremely high non-recurring charge (NRC), SBC offered to allow Sprint to review it’s cost data for its ADSL recurring and NRC cost study.  Sprint sent four costing experts (myself included) to SBC’s office in St. Louis, Missouri on December 17, 1998 to review the cost studies.  Upon arrival, Sprint’s four employees were told by SBC’s attorney that they would only be allowed to see a brief 2 ½ page written general description of SBC’s costing methodology and the final resulting cost numbers.  Despite vigorous protests and calls from Sprint’s attorneys, SBC refused to allow Sprint to review any part of the cost data that Sprint was previously told they would be allowed to review.  After three hours of protracted argument, SBC told the Sprint employees that the issue would not be resolved that day and that they should leave.  After again voicing our frustration, a SBC attorney noted that the same thing happens to all of the parties that come to St. Louis to review SBC’s cost studies.





IV.	REBUTTAL OF WHY MERGER IS NECESSARY FOR SBC/AMERITECH’S NATIONAL LOCAL STRATEGY





Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. HARRIS THAT AMERITECH NEEDS TO MERGE GEOGRAPHICALLY TO COMPETE WITH CARRIERS THAT HAVE MERGED VERTICALLY�?


A.	No, I do not.  Dr. Harris cites examples of carriers that have either merged or formed alliances vertically in order to expand into new product lines and offer customers one-stop shopping for local and long distance services.  In particular, he cites the AT&T/TCI/TCG combination and the MCI/WorldCom/MFS/BrooksFiber combination.  Dr. Harris then goes on to claim that Ameritech and SBC need to merge geographically in order to compete with these carriers.  





There are obvious differences between the two types of mergers that call into question the validity of Dr. Harris’ argument.  Clearly, many firms in the telecom industry are merging and forming partnerships vertically in order to be able to offer all telecommunications services to customers - local, long distance, wireless, internet, etc.  The SBC/Ameritech merger is simply a geographic extension of local service territory.  The merger does not give either company any new product lines such as long distance that would enable the companies to offer a more complete set of services or one-stop shopping.  Hence, it is difficult to understand how this merger better positions SBC and Ameritech to compete with vertically integrated carriers other than the glaring fact that SBC and Ameritech will have control of local bottleneck facilities for one-third of the United States and can use that bottleneck to damage competition in vertical markets.  In short, Dr. Harris’ argument that Bell’s geographic merger is necessary to compete with vertical mergers lacks credibility. 





Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. HARRIS AND MR. KAHAN THAT AMERITECH NEEDS A LARGER MARKET CAPTALIZATION TO COMPETE WITH OTHER CARRIERS�?


A.	No, I do not because successful market entry depends on access to local markets rather than having an enormous market capitalization.  If market capitalization was the only criterion, then Microsoft and General Electric should be considered as viable competitors for the local market.  Dr. Harris cites examples of telecommunications carriers that have merged and formed companies with a market capitalization in excess of $100 billion and claims that the only way Ameritech or SBC can compete is by merging into a company with similarly large market capitalization.  However, of much greater importance than market capitalization, is a company’s ability to access local markets.  While AT&T and MCI/WorldCom each have a large market capitalization, they still have very limited access to local markets.  AT&T’s cable partner, TCI, currently has limited value as an access conduit to local customers.  TCI needs to make substantial network investments to upgrade its cable TV network to enable it to provide local phone service.  MCI’s CLEC partners, MFS and Brooks Fiber, have limited reach to local customers and do not appear to address as broad of a market as either SBC or Ameritech.   Likewise, Sprint’s local telephone operations are largely located in rural areas, not the major metropolitan areas that many large carriers are seeking to target first.  All of these carriers will have to either rely on SBC/Ameritech for access to local customers through the use of UNEs or expend capital to build their own local networks.  Either way, it is more important to have broad coverage and access to local markets than it is to have a huge market capitalization.





Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. HARRIS AND MR. KAHAN THAT THE MERGER IS NECESSARY TO PROTECT UNIVERSAL SERVICE�?


A.	No.  Dr. Harris’ and Mr. Kahan’s argument that the merger should be allowed because it will allow SBC and Ameritech to retain high margin business customers which help subsidize residential service is without merit.  Many states, including Illinois, have established universal service funds that will ensure that universal service can continue to receive subsidies that are necessary to sustain it even as competition is allowed to flourish within a state.  With universal service ensuring that residential customers will continue to receive basic services at a just and affordable rate, states can allow competition to develop.  Dr. Harris’ argument, stated another way, maintains that if SBC and Ameritech are allowed to merge, they will be able to stifle competition and prevent competitive losses, thereby retaining the subsidies found in high margin business services.  I do not believe this to be  the result that the Illinois Commerce Commission is seeking.





	Dr. Harris also argues that the merger is needed to create a large revenue base over which to spread competitive losses.  Again, a well-designed universal service fund will adequately provide for residential services and alleviate the need for creating a large revenue base over which to dilute competitive losses.





	Finally, Dr. Harris argues that a merged SBC/Ameritech will be better able to compete; and thus, be able to retain the business customers that provide high margin subsidies to residential services.  This is similar to Dr. Harris’ first argument which infers that a merged SBC and Ameritech will be able to stifle competition and prevent competitive losses, thereby retaining the subsidies found in high margin business services.  Again, such a proposal runs counter to the pro-competitive policies of this Commission, and, as stated above, are not necessary. A well-designed universal service fund will ensure that all residential customers continue to receive service at just and reasonable rates. 





Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH DR. HARRIS THAT IT IS A SERIOUS MISTAKE FOR PUBLIC POLICY MAKERS TO “INTERFERE” WITH MARKET PLACE FORCES?�


A.	No.  Government “interference” at appropriate times has brought about desirable results.  It was government “interference” that led to the granting of monopoly franchises in the first place.  Under the regulatory compact established between regulators and industry, local service was priced below cost to encourage the penetration of local phone service.  As a result, the United States enjoys the highest penetration rates in the world.  





As public policy makers work to unwind a century of regulation, it seems reasonable that some type of “interference” will be necessary to ensure a level playing field.  The BOCs have had nearly 100 years to build their monolithic, monopoly empires.  One cannot imagine local competition flourishing, let alone getting started, if the RBOCs were simply deregulated in all markets.  It will take thoughtful regulation from policy makers to ensure that competition in local markets can develop.





	Government “interference” has fostered the growth and development of competition in the long distance industry.  Who could have imagined the MFJ leading to the dramatic decrease in long distance calling prices and the unique pricing plans that exist today, such as 10 cents a minute for calls of any mileage, any time of the day, any day of the week?  Clearly, government “interference” at the right time and in the right amount can spur the development of competition; or, in the case of the proposed merger, prevent actions which may harm competition.


	


Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. KAHAN THAT NEITHER SBC NOR AMERITECH NEEDS TO MERGE TO IMPLEMENT A NATIONAL LOCAL STRATEGY?


A.	Yes.  Mr. Kahan writes on p. 14 of his rebuttal testimony, that either SBC or Ameritech on their own could raise the $2.5 billion necessary to execute the national local strategy of becoming a facilities-based CLEC in the 30 markets outside of the combined SBC/Ameritech territory.  This contradicts Kahan’s statements later in his testimony (pp. 57 - 61) that SBC and Ameritech need to merge to execute the strategy.  Additionally, no one is forcing SBC to pursue its “get huge quick” strategy.  SBC could roll out CLEC services incrementally like many of the other competitors in the industry.  





Kahan’s concerns regarding earnings dilution are invalid.  Every other company investing in the CLEC business will face earnings dilution.  In fact, either SBC and Ameritech alone have greater net income to cover debt payments incurred from borrowing in capital markets, $3.4 billion and $2.3 billion, respectively.  Only AT&T is comparable to either SBC or Ameritech.  By comparison, Sprint and MCI/WorldCom have net incomes of $950 million and $590 million, respectively.  The overwhelming majority of CLEC competitors that Dr. Harris and Mr. Kahan cite as viable national competitors have negative net incomes.  Based on this, I see no compelling reason why SBC or Ameritech should be given favorable treatment simply because of earnings dilution.�


 


Q.	DO YOU AGREE WITH KAHAN THAT THE MERGER IS CRITICAL FOR SBC TO ALLOW IT TO FOLLOW ITS BIG CUSTOMERS OUT OF REGION AND COMPETE NATIONALLY?�


A.	No, I do not.  Based on Highly Confidential business documents that I reviewed, it is apparent that SBC was planning to use its Cellular One customer base to leverage into the local wireline and long distance market in Illinois.  SBC’s Cellular One Business Plan for 1997 – 1999 highlighted SBC’s customer research and entry strategy.  Specifically, SBC found that:


***************************** Proprietary*********************


























***************************** Proprietary*********************





	Clearly, SBC sees their cellular customer base as an extremely valuable asset for entering the local landline and long distance market.  I do not believe that the fact that the Rochester experiment did not go as well as planned would prevent SBC from leveraging off of its large Cellular One customer base in Chicago and in central Illinois to provide competition to Ameritech if it was precluded from merging.





Q.	DID ANY SBC WITNESS REBUT YOUR ARGUMENTS REGARDING SBC’S INTERNATIONAL EXPANSION OR THE FUTURE OF AMERITECH’S CABLE TV OPERATIONS?


A.	No, they did not.  SBC has stated that the merger is necessary to allow SBC to expand internationally.  My direct testimony showed that SBC had already expanded internationally and was continuing to do so without having merged with Ameritech.�  This apparent contradiction invalidates one of SBC’s claims for the necessity of the merger.  None of the SBC/Ameritech witnesses disputed my claims.  





Additionally, I discussed the competitive harm that could befall Illinois telecommunications users if SBC were to shut down Ameritech’s cable TV operations.  I presented evidence that SBC executives had looked at closing down Ameritech’s cable TV operations.�  Again, none of the SBC/Ameritech witnesses disputed my claims.  





Q.	DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?


A.	Yes. 


�  SBC/Ameritech controls over 98.5% of all access lines.


�  SBC/Ameritech’s switched access  rates are 5-10 times actual cost.


�  See footnote 54 in Direct Testimony of David E. Stahly p. S-54.


�  See Direct Testimony of David E. Stahly pp. 20-21.


�  Southwestern Bell Long Distance's ("SBLD's") proposed 9¢ per minute rate was also below SBLD witness Dr. Schmalansee's cost estimate of 9 ½¢ per minute for the weighted cost of switched access using a mix of interstate and intrastate toll calling. See "Investigation of SBC/Ameritech Telephone Company's Entry into the Texas InterLATA Telecommunications Market; Project No. 16251, Testimony of Dr. Schmalansee.


�  Case No. PUD 980000296, In The Matter Of SWBT’s Local Plus Filing before the Corporate Commission of the State of Oklahoma.


� See Cause No. PUD 98-604 Applicants: Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and Salina�Spavinaw Telephone Company, Inc, Relief Sought:  Approval of Compensation Agreement for Local Plus an Area Wide Calling Service; Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma; Attachment 1 “Compensation Agreement for Local Plus and Area Wide Calling Service.” 


�  Case No. PUD 980000296.


�  See "Investigation of SBC/Ameritech Telephone Company's Entry into the Texas InterLATA Telecommunications Market; Project No. 16251,


�  Docket No. 98-049-24.  In The Matter Of The Application Of U S WEST Communications, Inc. For Exemption Of IntraLATA Long Distance Services From Regulation.


�   Docket No. 6077.  Before the State of Vermont Public Service Board; Investigation into three special contracts filed by New England Telephone and Telegraph Company d/b/a/ Bell Atlantic.


�  Case No. TT-98-545, In The Matter Of GTE Midwest Incorporated’s Proposed Revision Of Its PSC Mo. No. 1 To Introduce LATA-wide GTE the Extended Reach Plan. 


�  See Harris Rebuttal testimony, p. 19 - 22. 


�   When GTE entered the LD market, it offered its new customers discounts of up to 50% for six months.  It is questionable whether GTE, as a reseller of LD service, could offer those savings other than by forgoing profit from its switched access revenues.


�  See Rebuttal Testimony of Robert G. Harris pp. 17 - 18.


�  Ibid.


�  See Rebuttal Testimony of Robert G. Harris pp. 22 - 24.


�  See Rebuttal Testimony of Robert G. Harris pp. 28 - 30 and Rebuttal Testimony of James Kahan, pp 47 - 48.


�  See Rebuttal Testimony of Robert G. Harris pp. 30 – 33 and Rebuttal Testimony of James Kahan, pp. 16-19.


�  Harris at p. 40.


�  See Direct Testimony of David E. Stahly, Exhibit DES-6.


�  See Rebuttal Testimony of James Kahan.


�  See Direct Testimony of David E. Stahly, pp. 43 – 45.


�  See Direct Testimony of David E. Stahly, pp. 45 – 48.
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