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June 28, 1993 

YIA AIRBORHJ 

Mr. Steven c. Tribble, Dir·ector 
Division ot Recorda and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Coaiaaion. 
101. Bast Gain.. street 
Fletcher Buildinc) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

1065 ( Umbt:rltJnd 0fl"lt­
At ..... GA JOJJIJ 11f.l6 

RE: CoJIIJDunicationa of 'Florida, .Inc. 
ction for AAVs Within LEC Central 

Dear Mr. Tribble: 

Per your· MIIOranciu.a ot June .24, 1993 concerning the Comuds~ion 
rules for left-handed margi·na to allow for binding, please find 
enclosed tor filing in the above-referenced docket on behalf of 
sprint eo-unicationa company Limited Partnership the origina.l and 
fifteen (15) cop·i•• of Sp·r ·int•a Testimony ln the above-referenced 
matter. Pl.aae return a tile-stamped copy in the enc·losed self­
addressed stamped envelope. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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• Sprint J()t)j Calmbtrkwl Cbcle 
Atbtal. GA JOJJ9·J/66 

June 23, 1993 

YIA AIRBORHE 

Mr. Steven c. Tribble, Director 
'Division O·f Recor ds and Repo,rtinc;, 
Florida Public Service co .. iaaion 
101 East Gaines Street 
Fletcher Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

RE: Petition of tntermedia Couunicatlona of Florida, Inc. 
for Expand•d Interconnection tor AAVs Within LEC central 
Offices - 921074-TP 

Dea.r J!r. Tribble: 

Enclosed tor filin.g in the above-r eferenced docket on behalf 
of Sprint Communications Company Li111ited Partnership are the 
original and fifteen (15) cop·ies of Sprint • s Testimony in the 
above-referenced matter. Please r eturn a file-stamped copy in the 
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope . 

Thank you. 

CRB: lj 

Encl osure· 

Sincerely, 

[JJJM._Y-dL IIA R. (jutf'?(_-t 
Chanthin.a .R. Bryant 
Attorney·, state :Regulatory 

cc: Al l Pa.rties of Record 
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June 23, .1993 

Mr. Steven c. Tribble, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida PUblic Service eo.aission 
101 East Gaines Str .. t 
Fletcher Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

J06j' OotrtbtrWnd Odt 
A..._ QA J()JJ9.JI66 

RE: Petition of Intermedia CoJIUilunications of Florida, Inc. 
for Expandecl Interconnection :for AAVa Witbi·n LEC Central 
Offices - 921074-TP 

Dear Mr. Tribble: 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced docket ~on behalf 
of sprint ca.aunicationa company Liaited ~artnership are the 
original ·and fifteen (15) copies of Sprint's Testimony in the 
above-referenced aatter. Please return a file-stamped copy in the 
enclosed self-addressed staaped en.velope:. 

Thank you. 

CRB:lj 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~o._R.hF 
Cbanthina B. Bryant 
Attorney, State Regulatory 

cc: All Parties of Record 
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VIA AIRBQRNI 

June 28, 1993 

Mr. Steven C. Tribble, Director 
Divisio·n of Recorda and Reporting 
Florida Public Service C011aission 
101 East Gain•• Street 
Fletcher Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

J06S C\JII6t!S...,III' Ck* 
....._ GA JOJJ9.JI66 

RE: Petiti.on of Interaedia co-un,ioations of Florida, Inc. 
for Expanded tntereonnection for AAVa Within LEC central 
Officea - 921074-TP 

Dear Mr. Tribble: 

Per your ••oranciua ot June 24, 1993 concerning the co-ission 
rules tor lett-banded urgina to allow for bindinq, please f1nd 
enclosed tor tilil'l9 in tbe above-referenced docket oa. behalf of 
Sprint Coaaunicationa coapany Liaited Partnership the oriqlnal and 
fifteen (15) oopi .. ot Sprint'• Teatiaony in the above-referenced 
matter. Plea•• return a flle-atnped copy in the enclosed self­
addressed sta.ped envelope. 

Thank you. 

CRB:lj 

Enclosure 

Sin.cerely, 

C!J..IJ.IJUJ..jP..J /J... ~ . 
Cb.antbina R. Bryant l"t) 
Attorney, state Requlatory 

cc: All Parties of Record 
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SPRINT COIOIUMICATIONS COMPANY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

TESTIMONY OF !'RED I. ROCK 

BEFORE THB FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

: DOCKET NO. 921074-TP 

JOJJE 23, 1993 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND OCCUPATION. 

My na .. ia Fred I. Roc.k and ay buaineaa ad.dreaa ia 7171 

W. 95th Street, Overland Park, KS 66212. I am employed 

by Sprint Co•unioationa Liaited Partnership ("Sprint.") 

a.a Manager - Requlat.ory Access Planning. 

WILL YOO BRIIFLY STAT£ YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND? 

I received a Masters in 8uai.neas Adainistration from 

Rockhurat Colleqe, J(anaaa City, Miasouri in 1993 and a 

Bachelor ·of Science Degree. in Accounting from Kansas 

state University in 1983. I aa a Certified PUblic 

Accountant .in. the State ot J<ansas. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR PREVIOUS WORK EXPERIENCE IN 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS. 

I beq·an working for the Sprint Long Distance Division in . 
July, 1992 where I have the responsibility of monitoring 

state and fecl.eral requlatory activity relating to access 

services in the BellSouth region. P.rior to my current 

position, I was employed by United Telephone. - M.idwest 

for tour yea.ra. At United, •Y responsibilities included 
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revenue budgets, financial analysis, and service costing 

and prici~CJ· 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to address issues relating 

to expanded interconnection in Florida. The Florida 

Public Service: co-isaion ("Co-ission") has the 

opportunity to take important steps towards the 

developaent of a more competitive. local acc,ess market and 

more rational pricing of Local Exchan9e Co11pany ("LEC .. ) 

special aeons services by adopting a policy· requiring 

expanded interconnection for special access. At the same 

time, this Co-iasion can establish the framework for 

switched access .interconnection in Florida. 

IS EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION FOR SPECIAL ACCESS AND/OR 

PRIVATE LINE IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 

Yea, expanded interconnection policy is designed to 

encourage eoapetitive entry in the provision of access 
' 

service, Which today is almost exclusively provided by 

local exchang.e companies. With coapetitive entry come 

the benefits ot product innovation, higher quality 

service, network diversity and lower prices. These 

lonq-term advantages would be realized by both the 

end-user and the teleco-unications indu.stry in Florida 

and all other states and is therefore in the public 

interest. 
2 
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Without an intrastate expanded interconnection offering 

in Ploricla tbat correspond• to interconnection ordered by 

the Fe4eral
1

Co-un1cat1ona Co-ission ("FCC") i.n Docket 

91-141, thi.a Commission would be ignoring an important 

intrastate revenue stream tor the LECs and would only be 

delayincJ the inevi.table transforaation of the access ~ 

marketplace froa aonopoly to competition. 

HOW DOBS THE FCC 1 S ORDER ON EXPANDED INT!RCONNECTION 

IMPACT THE COMMISSION'S ABILITY TO IMPOSE FORMS AND 

CONDITIONS OF EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION THAT ARE DIFFERENT 

PROM THOSE IMPOSED BY THE FCC'S ORDER? 

Sprint beli,eves the best alternative for the Florida 

Coaisaio~ is to atructure ita policy on expanded 

interconnect.ion for special access based on the framework 

established by the FCC. Th~ standards tor equipment, 

teobnol,ogies, interconnection points, entry points and 

rate structure ultimately set by the FCC should be 

considered the basis for the inter connection poUcy 

adopted in Florida. However, the Commission is not 

oblig.a.ted to adopt the FCC requireaents in all ~spects. 
I 

UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES SHOULD THE COMMISSION IMPOSE 

DIP'PBRBM'l' FORMS AND CONDITIONS OF EXPANDED 

INTBRCOHIIBCTION? 

3 
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Any enbance-nts to the policy set by the PCC should 

ensure further proaot.ion of the benet ita of expanded 

interconnection, i.e., cUverait y, lower prices, 

innovation, etc. A Florida ape~it.ic enhanceaent to the 

FCC Order in Docket 91-141 as released on october 19, 

1912, should require LICa to oriqinate and terainate ! 

aw·itched traffic at interconnector collocation sites 

.establiahe4 under tbe special access interconnection 

otterinqa. This would allow the shared and efficient use 

ot collocation facilities. This does not constitute 

switched, interconnection. Under such a dual use o·f 

special collocation sites, an interconnector would still 

be .required t .o purchase LIC provided local transport tor 

switched access service (until switched interconnection 

is permitted) , as is required today. .. 

This approach aakes auch aore Dense than restricting the 

special. interconnection ai te to special circuits and 

interconnectors could derive greater trunking 

etticienciq throuqh aggregation. The purpose ot 

coapetitive access ent.ry is to encourage innovation, 

lower costa and higher quality ••.rvice. Such entry will 

be liaited, however, if entrants are automati.cally 

excluded from 70 or 80 percent of access traffic, as they 

would be: under a non-dual use standard. 

reco .. endetion overcoaes this problem. 

4 
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If dual use is not peraitted under special access 

interconnection, coapetitive Aooesa Providsra ("CAP•"> 

and aore likely CAP cuatoaera, will be forced to 

inefficiently reconfiC)Ure network• ·to aerve their apecial 

accesa n-.cta aepara·tely froa their avitche4 acoesf& needs. 

This w·ould: repre.aent a poor use of resources, e.specially t 

given that LECa today operate a shared switched and 

special access network, priurily because it is more 

Alao, atteaptinq to nurture 

competition while aiaultaneoualy pr·ohibiting development 

of an efficient shared use network is perverse from a 

public policy •t•ndpoint because the point of promoting 

interconnection is to ·en.courage competitive entry. 

Precluding entry to a larqe aegaent of the market is 

counter-productive. 

Finally, :troa a LEC revenue aanagement standpoint., 

permitting dual use of special collocation sites has no 

~pact on LEC revenue flows in Florida since LEC loca.l 

transport revenue is recovered via a fixed non distance 

aensitive per minute of use ("MOU") cha.rge. 

SHOULD THE COMMISSION REQUIRE PHYSICAL AND/OR VIRTUA.L 

COLI.DCATION? 

'l'he Florida Public Service co-lasion should mirror the 

requirements reqarding collocation 

5. 
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arrang-nta. In FCC Docket 91-141, the Fcc· Ordered LECs 

to p.rovide physical collocation arrangements, with 

exeaptiona tor lack of central office apace, negotiated 

virtual arrangeaenta or in caaea where a atate has 

a virtual collocation requirement. 

Tecbnolovically, Sprint believes that the aame ! 

interconnection opportuni.tiea can be aade available on a 

virtual baaia aa on a pbyaical baaia. sprint believes 

tbere ia ainiaal coat di.fference between provisioning for 

phyaical and virtual arrange .. nta. Atl lont •• LBCa otter 

"virtual" interconnectors the aaae level of aet·v ice as it 

they were located. in the central office, and provide a 

virtual arrang-nt at the a&M price ·for co-on rate 

el-nta, Sprint does not believe the requirement of 

pbyaical intuconnection is necessary. However, t .. e FCC 

baa -tabliabecl a policy for phyaical collocation and 

thia require•ent would have to apply to any arrangement 

providi ng both int•ratate and intraatate interconnection 

that ia not covered by an exe•ption. 

WHAT .LBC., IF ANY, SHOULD BB RBQUlRID TO PROVIDE EXPANDED 

INTERCONNEC'l'.ION? 

'l'be Florida PSC should adopt the sa•• require .. nts as the 

FCC eatab·liahed. The FCC, in ita Order in Docket 91-141, 

baa required all Tier 1 LECs to file expanded . ,. 

interconnection taritfa .for the provisioning of special 

6 
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WilDE SHOULD EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION BE OFFERED? 

Sprint supports the applioatio·n of ooapetition-based 

;requireaents in locations most likely to experie.nce . 

entry. Specifically, e.xpanded , 

interconnection should be required where interconnectors 

·have indicated a desire to collocate (as determined in 

FCC Docket 91-141). Tier 1 LECa control the major 

aet.ropolitan areas in Florida which are most likely to 

warrant and ben•tit troa competition. While the 

co-iasion should nurture the co11pe.titive process, the 

decision of where an interconnector wants to collocate 

aust be 19lft up to the interconnector. Therefore, LECs 

abould be required to set rates for any subsequent bona 

fide requ .. t in a reasonable period of tiae. Limiting 

interconnection to specific central oftices would enable 
t 

the LBC to determine where competitive entry is feasible. .. 

WHO SHOULD BE ALLOWBD TO INTERCONNECT? 

;. Expanded interconnection should be available to any party 

meeting the applicable standards that desires locating 

its tra.nsalssion and au1tiplexing facilities at a .LEe 

central o.ftice. In addition, LECs and other 

i.nterconneotors should have the right to interconnect 

td th an interconnector. 
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SHOULD THE SAME TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EXPANDED 

INTERCONNECTION APPLY TO AT'T AS APPLY TO OTHER . 
lNTERCONNBCTORS? 

Yes, Sprint aqr·eea with the FCC that any party currently 

located at a LEC central office must interconnect "in 

tbe same aann.er as other inte.rconnectors", "uainq tiber 

optic facilities" and "under the aaae general terms and 

conditions". 

SHOULD THE COMMISSION REQUIRE STANDARDS FOR PHYSICAL 

AND/OR VIRTUAL COLLOCATION? I .P SO, WHAT SHOULD THEY BE? 

Yea. As I bave stated above, the Florida PSC should 

airx:·or the FCC policy of physical collocation with its 

exeaptions. Virtual collocation should be required when 

physical apace be.comes exhausted. In add! tlon, LECs 

shou.ld be required to establish interconnection points as 

close to the central ottice as possible, provide multiple 

points ot entry into the central office, .and allow 

shared use of an interc.onnection point !o.r both speci.al 

access ten.i ·nation and switched transport t .erm.ination as . 
explained in .response t .o Issue No. 3. 

SHOULD COLIDCATORS BE REQUIRED TO ALLOW LECs AND OTHER 

PARTIES TO INTERCONNECT· WITH THEIR NETWOIU(S? 

. ' 
Y'es, a • I have sta.ted, interconnectors should be :requ.ired 

' 
to offer interconnection at its point ot collocation. 

8 
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WHAT STUDAJtDS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED FOR THE L!Cs TO 

ALLOCATI SPACE FOR COLLOCATORS? 

Space should be allocated on a first-come first-served 

ba•i.a. If central office apace is exhausted, the LEC 

should be ~equired to offer a virtual arrangement 

equitable to physical. 

SHOULD '1'111 COMMISSION ALLOW EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION FOR 

NON-FIBER OPTIC TECHNOLOGY? 

Expanded interconnection tor non-fiber technologies 

should be liaited to microwave transmission. 

IF '1'IIB COIIIISSION PERMITS EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION, WHAT 

PRI.CI.NG FLEXIBILITY SHOULD THE LECs BE GRANTED FOR 

SPECIAL ACCESS AND PRIVATE LINE SERVICES? 

Wi.th the followinq moc:liticatio.na, the Florida PSC sho•1ld 

adopt denait;y zone pricing. T.here is no doubt that LECs 

should have a certain degree o.f pricing flexibility in 

relation to expanded interconnection .for special and 

swi tch.ed access. The FCC has adopted density zone 

pricing for special access where competition exi.sts as 

evidenced by an operational special access 

interconnection. Upon availability of switched 
I 

interconnection, a similar density zone pricing system 

can be adopted f'or switched services as well. This 

pricing aethoc:lology would allow LIC• to be competitive in 

9 
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the p·ricing of their special access services 1 while 

li•iting uneconomic interconnection. 

DOES SPRINT SUPPORT THE FCC'S ADOPTION OF DENSITY ZONE 

PRICING? 

While Sp;rint generally supports the FCC's adoption of _. 

density zone pricing, Sprint believes the FCC has been 

O•Verly restrictive in allowi.ng LECs to initiate a zone 

pric,ing system in a study area only after expanded 

interconnect.ion offerings are operational in that study 

area. Density-based pricing should fac.ilitate fair 

coapetition between the LECs and interconneetors after 

competit.ive e.ntry has occurred. Additionally 1 it is even 

more important that the LEes • access prices reflect their 

underlying costs so that interconnectors can determine 

whether or not entry would be economic to begin with and 

allow interexchange carriers ("IXCs") to fully assess the 

pricing that will be available from LECs as IXCs review 

thei.r e-xisting access arrangeme:nts thereby utilizing the 

benefits of access competition. Furthermore, allowing 

the local e·xchange industry to price by density zones, 

whether or .not competitive entry and expand.ed local 

interconnection has occurred in any study area, will send 

the correct economic signals more promptly and should 

facilitate sound entry decisions from the competitive 

access industry. 

10 



1 A seoond modification. to the FCC's density zone pricing 

2 plan that Sprin.t suggests the Coaaission adopt is that 

3 LECs be peraitte.d to propose different initial rates in 

4 each dens.ity zone. It is beyond dispute that the true 

5 ec.anomic cost of provid.ing service in the interoffice 

6 portion of the local excbanqe carriers• networks varies 

7 much more subs.t.antially than ad.option ot the FCC's 

8 denait,y plan w.hich would r ·equire equal initial rat.es in 

9 each zone and that these prices can vary thereafter only 

10 by +5/-10' annually. (The pricing rules are further 

11 constrained by other FCC price cap pricing rules.) If 

12 LEes• de·nsity-based rates are unduly constrained, their 

13 prices will convey improper economic signals to potential 

14 competit.ive entrants and will binder the IXCs' ability to 

15 engage in sound, long-run access planning. 

16 

17 In the absence ot the ability to p.rice the.ir services on 

18 the basi,s of underlying costs, particularly in areas 

19 where cefmpe.tition is most likely to occur, the LEes will 

20 have an incentive to engage in other toms of pricing, 

21 such aa unecono.mic volume discounts or d~ap discounts for 

22 long-term_ commitments, that are, in effect, "second-best" 

23 substitutes tor density-deaverag·ed prices. Since 

24 tranam.isaion costs in tbe LECa' interoffice networks are 

25 driven liJ:Y the total volume of traffic carried on those 

26 netvor,ka, rather than the volume carried for any 

11 
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particular customer, volwae discounts and term discounts 

can p·roduce pe·rverse effects on both local competition 

and interexchanqe competition, and will tend to f'avor the 

larqest .IXC at the expense of aaall and medium-sized IXCs 

and other special access customers. 

IP' THE COtiMISSION PERMITS COLLOCATION I WHA'l' RATES I TERMS 

AND CONDITIONS SHOULD BE TARI.PPED BY THE LEC? 

Tbe Florida CoDUDisaion should establish a policy thai. 

expanded interconnection offerings and central office 

apace usage will be tariffed. The main reason for 

establishing this requirement is the potential for 

anticoapetiti.ve p.r.ic.inq and discrimination on the part of 

the LBCs. Given the level of control in the hands o! the 

LECs, it !a appropriate that interconnection and central 

office space. offerings must be tariffed. Sprint believes 

t .be framework of terms, conditions, and .rates approved by 

the FCC should be adopted by this CoDUDission. However, 

the. Florida co-ission should review rate eleme·nts and 

levels tor reasonableness. If the Commission believes a 

rate eleme;nt is unwarranted or that a rate: is excessive, 

it s .hould use its authority to change the rate 

application for the intrastate portion ot the service . 

It i• i ·n the beat interest of coapetitive entry, and 

therefore the end-user, tb.at tenu, concHt.iona and rate~ 

are reaaonable and are similar to those incurred by the 

12 
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LEC and included in the pricing of i ·ts access services. 

SHOULD ALL SPECIAL ACCESS AND PRIVATE LINE PROVIDERS BE 

REQUIRED TO PILE TARIFFS? 

Yes, but only because non-doainant carriers ar• ~urrently 

required to tile tarlffs in Florida . Given that non­
' 

doJD.inan·t carriers may be lnterconnectors and required to 

file tariffs, all interconnectors aust be r 'equired to 

file tar·iffs to prevent cliscrlmination. Generally, 

Sprint believes a non-dominant carrier has a limited 

ability to ; effect the aarket with its pricing and 

certainly bas limited abili,ty to price diacriminately. 

Therefore, rules requiring price lists would normally be 

sufficient. 

Tbe LEC offerinq of spec.ial access expanded 

interconnection does .not translate into special access 

Special access competition exists only 

where there is more than one provider of special access 

service. in a particular central office. competition is 

then confined only to that location, not to all LEe 

provided special access. Therefore, LBCs sbould continue 

offe.rincJ special access as a tariffed service, presumably 

under a. ayatem of density zone pricinq as previously 

detined. 
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WHAT SEPARATIONS IMPACT WILL EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION 

HAVE ON THI LICa? 

Sp·rint believes the overall effect of' expanded 

interconnection and ooapet.!tion in general will be a more 

efficient local exchange carrie·r, lower prices, nigher 

quali.t.y and bene.fits to the end-user. While trad.itional 

coat aeparationa tend to force coats to follow revenues, 

coapetition, with safequards a.gainst cross-subsidization, 

will require LBCa to cut unnecessary expenditures, 

.incr·eaae productivity and make decisions that face other 

firms in . coape.titi·ve induatries rather than merely 

shifti·nq coats fro• one juriadiction to another and from 

on.e service to another. The LECs must be el')couraged to 

rea.ct to the current environment ·with actions that will 

allow thea to be quality, low cost providers of 

te.lecoWJIUl"licationa services. Therefore, any' e .ffect on 

LBC costs should be to redu.ce the overall cost level and 

the:reby· benefiting c.onsumers, other t.tc customers and LEC 

shareholders • 

To the extent the LEC is unable to cover ''lost 

contrlbution• from redu.ced special access deaand through 

productivity gains, the ColDJiiasion must look at the 

current ~ver:all r ate levels. Indeed, LECs in Florida 

have among the highest intrastate switched access rates 

in· the United States. Given the tact that switched 
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A. 
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A. 

o. 

ace••• currently contr.ibutes greatly to aubaidized baaic 

local rates, Sprint believe• any LEC revenue shortfall 

should be "reeovere<t . .in local ratea. 

HOW WOULD RATEPAYERS BE FINANCIALLY AFFECTED 8¥ EXPANDED 

INTBRCOMNicTION? 

As I explained above, expanded interconnection and 

coapetition in general will. atiaulate the efficient 

provlaion of· all telecommunications services. Ratepayers 

may need to bear more ot the costs attributable to 

.Provid.ing local· se:rvice but only to a point short of 

impacting universal service. Sprint supports targeted 

assistance to ratepayers in ne.ed and i .s willing to 

contribute a fair ahare to provide such assistance. 

Acrosa the board subsidization of local rates is 

unwa:t:'t:'anted. 

SHOULD THE COMMISSION GRANT IC.I's PETITION? 

Yes. The Florida CoJDJDission should allow ICI to 

interconnect ·under the tenus and conditions for expanded 

interconnection as developed in this proceeding. 

SHOULD EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION BE SUBJECT TO A "NET 

RIVENUB TBST" REQUIREMENT IN ORDER TO AVOID POSSIBLE 

CROSS-SUBSIDY CONCERNS? 



f • 

1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 

8 A. 

No. It ia bard to imagine that LECs will price expanded 

interconnection below coat since the result is to allow 

coapetition for ita access services. {This assumption 

has been validated by the LECa with excessive rates filed 

in their int•ratate collocation tariffs.) 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes, it does. 
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within and foregoing Testimony in Dockat No. 921074-TP; "PETITION 

OF INTERMEDIA OF FLORIDA, INC. FOR EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION FOR 
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Tallahassee. Fl. 32316 

J01eph Gilla.a 
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Carolyn Mason 
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Div or Communications 
Kopr Elrccutive ar 
Knipt Bids #110 
Ta1Jahusce. Fl. 32399 

Bcwerly Menard 
GTE Florida Inc: 
106 E CoUegc AYe 
Suite 1440 
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Jntermc:dia Commuo 
ol florida 
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Suite 720 
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Tallahauee., FL 32301 

Paul Jones 
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Charles Dennis 
lnruantown Tele Sysacm 
P.o.Boxm 
Indiantown, PL 34956 

Daniel V. GrcsorY 
Quincy Telephone Co 
P. 0. Box 189 
Quincy, FL 32351 
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P. 0. 80137 
AbDon, AL 36504 
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This ~ day of June, 1993. 

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY LIMI'TED 
PARTNERSHIP 

BY:~/(.~ 
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