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Comes now Thomas E. Schmersahl being of lawful. age and duly 
sworn and affirms as follows: 

1. My name is Thomas E. Schmersahl and I hold the position 
of Manager-Regulatory and Public Affairs for Contel of Missouri, 
Inc., Contel system of Missouri, Inc. and Webster County Telephone 
Company. 

2. I have prepared the attached rebuttal testimony, pages 
1 through 3, and swear and affirm that the answers therein are true 
and correct to the best of my information, knowledge and belief. 

7J:::._ cgLg 
Thomas E. Schmersahl 

t;l... Subscribed and sworn to before me, a. notary public:.- this 
It day of Stpz; 10 be r , 1988. 

My commission expires: 

Ar r; I 

:::~~')foe 
I • Jr ' ' 

• I . 

JAII[T l& S111111"' • 
MAIY I'IIIILIC STATE Of fiisSDI 

liiCOll COOllY · 
IY a-ISSIII Df'. Af'l. 17.tft0 

liMO f1tQ 111101111 lltfAn ASSOC. 



) 

) 

STATE OF.MI:SSOURI 

Exhibit No.: . 
:IssUe:· Aitematiye Operator Servicea 

Witness: Thomas E. Scbmersabl 
Type of Exhibit: Rebuttal Testimony 

Sponsoring Party: Contel of M!ggouri: Inc., 
Contel system of Missouri, 

· I:nc.. and Webster County 
Telephone. ·COJapany 

case No.: TA-88-218 et al. 

) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF ----~- ) 

Comes now Tho11tas. E. Schmersahl being. of lawful.· a9e and dUly 
sworn and. affirms as follows: 

1. My name is Thomas E. Schmersahl and I hold the position 
of Manager-Regulatory and Public Affairs for Contel of Missouri, 
:Inc., Contel System of Missouri, Inc. and Webster County Telephone 
Company. 

2. :r have prepared the attached rebuttal testimony, pages 
1 through 3, and swear and affirm that the answers therein are true 
and correct ~o the best of my information, knowledge and belief. 

Thomas E. Schmersahl 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a notary public, this 
day of , 1988. 

Notary Public 
· My commission expires: 
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.. REBUTTAL 'l'ISTnjoU OP 'l'BOIJAS I, St:IIMJBUHL . 
. ON BEHALF" or 

CONDL o~ MifiSOURX. :nrc. . COIITEL SYSUM or MIISQQRI·. 
AND WEBSTER COUNTY TELfiPIJOHE CQKlWfX 

XHC, 

Q. P~ease state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Thomas B. _.ScbJiersahl.. My business address is 1700 

Continental Drive, Wentzville, Missouri 63385. 

·.Q., Are you the same ThOllas B. Schmer~ who has previously filed 

direct testimony·in this proceeding? 

A. Ye~, I am. 

Q. 

A. 

What i~ : th~ .purpose_ of_ your. rebuttal .. testimony? 

I will discuss issues raised in the direct testimony of Hr. 

James Bryan of American Operator services, Inc. d/b/a National 

Telephone Services, Inc. (NTS) and Mr. Paul Freels of 

International Telecharge,. Inc. 

Q. Do you have any comm~nts bout Mr. Bryan's statement that the 
.. . . 

volume of complaints lodged against ·lrrs ·at· the Federal 

Co••unications commission (FCC) has been moderate? 

A. Xes. Contel doubts whether the nUllber of complaints filed at 

the FCC is a reliable indicator of public reaction to AOS. 

Companies like Contel have just become aware of information 

describing how customers may place complaints with the FCC 

about problems related to AOS. One would expect that few 

complaints have been filed with the FCC thus far because this 

information is just now becoming available. Furthermore, I 
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•. ~suspect that the experience of other LBCs has been siailar to 

Contei, s, that is I . that customers ba~e been coaplaininq to 

their telephone company and tbe LBCs have been resolving aany 

of_ the probl~ as billing c~mplaints before they ever reach 

the AOS provider or the FCC. In soae cases, contti bas siaply 

deleted an entire AOS charge froa its bill to avoid angering 

its customers • 

. Q. Are . you faJii.liar with Hr ... -,Freels' proposed regulatory 

framework for AOS? 

A. Yes. Contel.is disturbed about sev:eral aspects of Mr. Freel~' 

Hr. Freels ~ecoDQDends~ among otJter things; .tb~t 
. ~ . .. . . . - ~ . .· . . . •. 

LECs providing billing and collection services for operator 

service providers be required to include informational bill 

inserts twice a year informing customers of the existence of 

alternative providers of operator services. Contel does not 

believe that ·such a requirement is either appropriate or 

lawful.· 

He bas also outlined a rather involved proposal designed, 

apparently, to adjust intraLATA access rates to reflect the 

effect~ of competition in operator services on LEC revenues. 

Mr. Freels' proposal would require LECs to perform detailed 

cost studies to quantify the level of contribution from 

operator services. Contel does not believe that it is 

appropriate to implement a mechanism to · adjust intraLATA 

access charges in .the context of this proceeding. That 
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• , p~ocess wou~d ~essly .COIIPlicate a docket that 1111ho~ld .. ~ ·: . . .. · . 

•• J"oo • 

reaain focused on the tenu~ and conditions under whiab ADS may 

bG provid•d in Missouri. I·t would also place contel and the 

other LBCs in the position o~ un4ertaldng c:Uttioult. and 

exp8ns~ve·cost studies when it is the rates o~ AOS providers 

that should be under consideration. The rates LBCs cbar9e for 

particular services are largely irrelevant except so tar as 

they aay relate to an AOS provider's. cos~ o~ serVice. The 

·relevant in:fo~t;i~n ~s~ readlly .ava~l_able. in tari~fs whi~h 

are on file with the. c~~ission. 

· . 0. . ·. Does . th·i-s. co~clude ,.,our · r~uttal.. testimony? . · 

A. Yes it does. 

.· 
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