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October 22, 1993 

Mr. Steven C. Tribbl.e, Di:reetor 
Division of Reeorda and Reporting 
Florida Public lervice COmmission 
101 Baet -Gaiaee Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

O~IG!NAL\ 
rt' £ c~ r 

Re : PetitiOD of Intenaedta . Coammicationa of 
Plo~ida, Iac. for Expanded Interconnection 
for Central Office• 

Dear Mr. -Bncloaed herewith for filing in the above-styled docket are 
the original 11114 tift .. n (15) copies of Joint Post-Hearing 
Statement and Brief of tJDitea Telephone Company of. Florida and 
Central Telepboae ~y of Plorida . 

~--

' 
We are al.O .uhldtting the Peat-Hearing Statement and Brief on 

the encloae<t s•, high-density <tiakette genera.ted on a DOS computer 
---tin Nord Perfect: 5. 1 fonsat. . 

Please ackrlowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping 
--.... the duplicate ·CtJI!fiY of thia letter and returning the same to this 
__ _.tn·lter. ~ 
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LEG 
UN 
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f\CH 

SEC 
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OTH 

( 
Thank you for your aa.aiatance in connection with thia matter. 
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BBPORB THB FLORIDA PtJBLIC SDVICB COMMISSION 

. In ·re: Petition of Inte~dia ) DOCJCBT NO. 921074-TP 
Filed: Oc.tober 22, 1993 COn8unicatiOD8 of l'loric:la, Inc. fo.r ) 

Expanded Interconnection for AlVa ) 
within LBC Central Office• ) _________________________________ ) 

JODIT POBT·BBARIMO STATBMBNT AND BRIBP 
OP OBI tBD TBLBPHOIIB COMPANY OP FLORIDA 

MP • i•m•r, DLRPHONI CQNPAJY or FLORIDA 

' 

. - ..... L 

HlE &OU-

PUrauant to RulAt 25-22.056 (3) (a), Florida Adminiatrative Code, 
. . 

and Order lio. P8C-t3•0111-PCO-'IP (Order .. tabliabing Procedure 

5/26/93), United Telephone ec.PanY of Florida ... ( •United• · or the 

"Company•) ancl Central. T~l_,bolle Company of Florida (•Centel• or 

the •COmpany·•) (when appropriate, both coa.pani·e• will be jointly 

referred to as •tbe CQ!IIpllniea•) jointly submit thia Poet-Hearir.~ 

Statement and B~ief. 

Pgtt-H••rinq Statement 

On July 8, 1Sit3, United filed its Prehearing Statement in 

which i.t fu.rniahed. its poaition on th.e Isauee identified in the 

Commisslon.'a Order Batabliahing Procedure (Order No. PSC-93-0811-

PCO-TP, iaaued May 26, · lttS). on July 13, 19.93, Centel filed its 

'Request for Lea.ve to Pile ita Prehearing Sta.tement and its 

.Prehearing Statement. At the .Prebearing Conference held on August 

11, 1993, Commiaaioaer John8on, the prebearing officer, granted 

Centel's request for leave and accepted it• Pr•hearing Statement. 

Centel '• Prehearinsr 8tatement adopted t1nti·ed' • atatement of baaic 

position and United'• po•ition on each of the iaauea identified in 

OOCUHEHT NUMBER -DATE 

11435 OCTI21 
f PSC ·RECORDS/REPORTING 

,- ··.-:....:.......u 



~· .: . . ~, ... .,.-.:: 

the Order on Pz'eheariJlg Procedu.re. In this Post-Hearing Statement, 

the Companies DOW affirm united' a pos.ition on the issues reflected 
... 

in the PrebeariD.g Order (Order No. PSC-93-1.274-PHO-TP, issued 
-

9/1/93). It sbould be noted, hoWever, that Issues 2, 3, 9, 10 and 

19 have been stipulated by the parties and the stipulation has been 

accepted by tbe C:O..i•aion. ·· Por each of the n.on-ati.pulated issues, 

the ·C'Calpllnies Ht forth their discuaaio.n of the issues in 

Attachment A !Iento with app~opriate record citationa. 1 

Several of United's positions origina.lly taken in its 

Prehearing Statealllt exceed the. •fifty worcl8 or less• limitation 

imposed on ~itioaa on issues in Post-Hea.ring Statements (i.e., 

Issuea .1, 4, S, 12, 15 and 18). After careful review of each of 

the poa.itiona which exceed fifty worda, the Companies are convinced 

that the stated poaitiona are as concise as proper language usage 

wi.ll ·permit, and any ef'fort arbitrarily to reduce the number of 

warda to t~ vnc!atory •leas than fifty words• would only do damage 

to the. overall Hnae of the stated position. The Companies 

therefore request a waiver of the Commission'• Rule 25-

22.056(3) (a), to the extent that, and in those instances where, the 

Companies' ;poai.tiOI\8 on tbe issues exceed fifty words. 

pgat-Hearing Brief 

The purpoH ot tbie Post-Hearing Brief ia to discuss the 

following fund•MDtal. concerns that must be addres•ed by the 

1 In this ,Poat-Hauing s.tatement, citations to the record 
will be to the hearing tru.eripta of September 13 and 14, 1993, 
with witne•a ict.ntification where appropriate. 

2 



, ... . . 
Commission aa it CS.'liberates the public interest aspects of 

·- ' 
granting expaaded interconnection: 

1 . The intenelationabip between special access and awi tcbed 

accaaa prici.Dg. 

2. The . impaat of switched ace••• pricing policies on 

alternative 'access activities. --

3. 'l'b8 potential . for uneconomically driven, adverse 
;. :·!:;. 
~· on twa.ic local exchange service prices from 

expudiag · intereOMection without addressing the 

. wiclarly!Qg pricing anomal·ies . 
. . 

4. ~ 1'be DHd for LIC pricing flexibility to meet competitive 
' 

alteJDatives i.f benefits of increased compet.ition are to 

flow to end user eustomers. 

These concO'a& can be -liorated by· the COmmission addressing 

expanded interconnection in terms of its real implications and not 

in a vaCU\111. Bxpande4 interconnection uy be viewed by some simply 

as a siD&ll, · 1Dc.r .. ntal step to increase customer alternatives with 

r ·egard to ~oial. access and private line services. It is, alas, 

a much more dr ... tic step having enormous ramifications on 

universa.l service pricing. The companies are not here a.rguing 

againat granting expanded interconnecticm as request·ed by 

Intermeclla and already requirad in the interstate j ·uriadiction. 

What is bein,g urged, hoiMver, is that the Commis•ion, in granting 
•,, 

expanded inte~ion, do two things; n ... ly, 

1. Grant the LBCs pricing flexibility to meet •peoial ac:cees 

and private line coa1P4tt,itors in the marketplace; and 
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. . 
2. . Begin tbe process of repricing .witched access service to 

redu~e the preasure and incentives to bypass switched 

acc:eaa aervicea. 
'· 

{ . .... 
,r 

A. The C~iea Nu8t be orante4 Pricing Blexibillty 
tg M··t "fnitJ Appoaa ap4 2riyate Lipe Compttitign 

; ,• 

Tbe granting. of expanded interconnection (whether on a 

phyaic·al collocation or a virtual collocati·on baaia) will allow 

interexcuD98 aazrien (lXCa), alternative acceaa vendors (AAV'£' 

and enc:l users (collectively •the interconnectora•) the opportunity 

to provic!e .peeial aaoeaa and private line aervicea making use of 
• • l ~ ••• 

the Coalpmliu' loCal excbaDge network facilities. The principal 

rea.on tbe interc:cmnectora want expanded interconnection is that it 

allow• them ta uae faailitiea that the intereoanectora do not wish 

to provide t.b-elve• because it ia too costly for them to do so. 

Tbia baa been a common practice in 

teleOOIBUDicaticma •• aelective competition baa been introduced. 

The net reault in each inatanc-e has been aclded preasure on 
. ' 

residential aDcl aing1e-li:le bueille&a local exchange ae.rvice prices . 

(Poag, Tr. 411.) 

The expaDCiec:l interconnection scenario being addressed here ia 
• 'l• 

no except.ioa to that practice. Indeed, it ia a dramatic example of 

network piece-out in which curx-e.nt levels of common coat support 

from access .. rvicea will be r .educed. But not allowing the 

Companie• to compete effectively will not only result in reduced 

contribut ion levels, all contribution level• will be lost and there 

will be strandec! inveatMnta to boot. (Poag, Tr. 488-89.) 

4 
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-· 
I•, therefore, critical tbat tbe Companiea be granted 

additionAl p:iciag flexibility to meet ~cial acceaa competition . 

The Coalll!a•ioa ahould contioue to peralit the Companiea the contract 

aervice · aft'ADSJ41~~enta (CSA8) previoualy granted, and add zone 

deuaity :priciag -. bAa bean grant.ed by the .Federal Communications 
. ~ 

r • 

Colamiaaion • tbe interatate level. 

The CSAa 4"· u ·illportant tool in -.ting competitive special 
l 

acceaa aituatiODa, but CSAa have bad l .illited application to date 

becauae of Oc 1 t••i.OD-iiiii'08ed reatrictiona, the moat reatricti.ve of 

which ia tba ~~t that the customer muat first have been 

preaented with a c:~titive propoaal.. In moat casu, the cuatomer 

never thiDka to· call tba Compaftiea to aeek a counter offer when a 

competitive situation ari•••· (Poag, Tr. 576.) That situation may 

' ' 

more meaningful role in _.ting competition. However, CSA.a should 

be j ·u.t. one weapon in tbe Colapaniea' araeul of competitive 

reaponaea . 

. A better wapon to deal with competition from the apeeial 

ace••• and private line veadOra - including the end uaer himself -

is zon.e 4enaity pricing. (Poag, Tr. 494-95.) The principal 

improvement over CSA8 ia tbe f .aet that zone denaity pricing is a 

st.andard, tariffed. offering tbat allows quicker responae to 

competitive situatiD~W. unlike CSAa, which requ.ire cuatomer-

speci fic coat atudi.u~ aone density prioing 1• baaed upo.n zone

specific pricing etudi•• that are applicable acrose a b:r·oad 

spectrum of cdllpetitive eitu.ationa . Nonetbeleaa, juat becauae zone 

.i 
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~ 

dena:lty pricing baa more univer~tal a-pplication, there will be 

competitive •ituatian. wbere a CSA application may be more 

appropriate becauae of unique cuatomer coat cha.racteristioa. 

(Poag, Tr. 65.-57.) 

Oncler zone density pricing, as permitted by the FCC, the 
1· 

Companies' rates for special access will be averaged within each 

zone, but •Y differ betwee.n zones. Also, the Companies will 

establish a number of density pricing zones (up to three zones 

w'i.tho\it further juatifieationJ within each existing study area, 

aaaigniDv each of the central offices to one of the zones. The 

assignment of central offices to a zone will reflect eoat-r.elated 

oharacte:ri•tic•, aucb •• traffic den•ity, although geographic 

eo.ntigui.ty IMY al~ be con.idered. ( Poag, Tr. 4 94-95 . ) 
' ' 

Oil ·February, 16, 1993, zone den.ity pr·icing plana were filed 

wi·th the PCC by C.ntel Corporation and United Telephone Companies. 

Thereafter, on August 4, 1993, the FCC approved these plans and the 

Companies wre granted authority to file tariff revisions to 

implement their zone density pricing plane on not less than. 31 

daya' notice. A copy of FCC Order DA 93-869, released August 4, 

1993, i.e appended to thia Joint Poet-Hearing Stateme.nt as 

Attachment B. In view of the fact that zone denaity pricing plans 

are available 

would be unfortunate for the Companies and their customers if such 

plan. were not alao available to reapond to intrastate competiti·ve 

special ancf private l ine aituationa. 

,, . ... 
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B. The eo-i aaioD Muat_ legin tbe Proc••• of 
Roprigiw Mt.cW lqcwee Mrvice 

Granting ·~ interconnection for apecial access and 

-· private line •zvic:• without alao beginning the process of' 

reducing ewitc:rbed acceaa price• only exacerbates the competitive 

probl.ema and their cuatomers . 

switched acce8a aervice ia priced thirteen hundred percent above 

its incre.ental coat (10 va." 140 par minute) and special access 

aervice ia a ctirec:t aubatitute for high-volume switched access, 
··-

allowing other prcwi&lra to furniah apecial acceaa on an 

unregulated baaia at reduced prices without alao reducing switched 

acceaa priaa. vill create greater preaaure for customer• to migrate 

from awiteW acceaa t~ apecial acceaa. (Cania, Tr. 156-57; Poag, 

Tr. tl84.) . "1'be pr~cipal da .. ge to the Companiea and their 

customer•. fZ'OII tbia replacement of "nitcbed access service with 
_, 

apecial acceaa ia the lo.a of the aubatantial contribution made by 

switched ·~- Hmc:ea to c0111110n coeta and other public policy 

objectivea. (Poag, '1'r. 491.) 
. ' 

PendttiDg ~cial access expanded interconnection at the 

Companiea' _central office• will add impetus and opportunity for 
•' . 

uneconomic bypaaa of the awi tcbed network. ( Poag, Tr. 4 86 . ) There 

long baa been. an incentive for cuatomera either to facility· bypass 

or to service - b)paaa Pitched access. Howe·ver, until exp~nded 

interconnection ia bwplementea, the opportunitiea for marketing 

facility bypaaa aa a line of buainea• are limited . With expanded 

in.tercoruwc:t!on, which givea the interconnectora an aura of 

permaDence aD4 nepeetabi.lity, greater preaaure will be placed on 

7 
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access c:u.ta.a%'8 t;o tak-e advantage of these bypa•• opportunities. 

(Canis, Tr. 70, -~ Poag, _ Tr. 559-61.) unfortunately, as noted 

earlier, .,.t bypaas opportunities are uneconomic bypass because 

the opportuai.ties are not. baae.d on lower cost, but only lower 

price. (Poag, Tr. 486.) 

To be aun, ' granting the Companies epecial acceae pricing 

flexibility will help to pre•erve .IQIIltl ac:eesa revenue, but it will 

be at the expeBM of . tbe Companies' ~itched acce•• revenues and 

the contribution these revenues make. (Poag, Tr. 487.) Indeed, if 

both ~nter•tate aad intra•tate awitched acceas service prices were 

reduced to their ecoDOIIia coat, the magnitude of the issue of 

expanded interc:ozmection would be de minimua; there would be litt.le 

incentive or arket for either network or aervice bypaas. one way 

or the other, expended interconnection •timulatee and accelerates 

·the procesa by which .witched a-ccess serv·.ice contribution of over 
' 

$60 llillion a year :fo:r united w.ill be loet. (Poag, Tr. 491-92 . ) 

Ultimatel y, this procese asauree that basic local e.x.change 

customers will bave t ,o bear a greater porti on of the cost ot local 

exchange service. If, howe.ver, the Commieeion continuea, to ignore 

the clear warni119 signals and persists in oveXJ>ricing swi·tched 

access, •ignitlcant buaine•• uaers will leave the network. for 

alte.rnative provider• that exiet and profit because of uneconomic 

pricing polici••· 

Obviously, reducing witched ace••• p.rie•• and realigning the 

Companiea' other service price• to achieve revenue neutr~ality 

cannot be in thia pha•e of this proceeding. 

8 

' .. 
. . 

4
'.: •. i;.. . ..J:.a't...-..4.J&.• ,L", ••'' • 

1 

~1 



Nonethel•••, di.aovery UDdartaken in th:l.• proceeding baa provided 

the magnitu4e of the revenue realignment required and the impact o.n 

residential local exchange rates if intraatate awitched accesa •. 
price• an reduced ~o the tnter•tate awitched aceeaa price levels. 

Por exaatple, UDitecl ba~ indicated that the annual revenu.e amount to 

be reaa•ignecl ia $60 llillion, which equatea to apprQximately $3.20 

per month per reaidential acceaa line on average. (Poag, Tr. 492.) 

Similarly, C.Utel' • aJDOUDt would be $19.2 million in annual 

revenue• to be reaaaigoed, which equate• to about $4. 75 per month 

per average r.aidelatial acceaa line. (Bx. 35, p. 9.) 

The Ccllpuliea ~se that any revenue realignment between 

switched a.cceaa -.rvicea and the ~ies' other services will not 

be without controveray and reaiatance . (Poag , Tr. 565-66.) Yet, 

it ia an ac.tioa that c.an no longer be avoided. .Bither the 

CommiaaiOD doea it or the marketplace will do it. But , if the 

max-ketplace perf on~~~ the reali~nt, the local exchange customers 
, l 

will be. worn off than if the coaaiasion does it. Becauae if the 

Commission doea it, large cu•tomera and the IXCa wi.ll continue to 

use the COGpaniea' · local networ ks, thereby prov,iding long-te.rm, 

positive benefit• to the local exchange cuatomera .in the form of 

network upgrade• and technological improvements which will permit 

more ~eonomically ef"ficient oper•tion of the network. In addition, 

any increa•• in local exchange aervice prioea ,will be off•et with 

re.duoed toll ratea. C~g, Tr. 561-63 . ) Thia will occur beoauae 

the IXCa will be the greateat. beneficiariea of reduced switched 

acoeaa priaea, and. they will flow-t hrough theae reductions to their 

J 
-~ 
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toll uHr• who al80 bappen to be the Coalpuliea' local exchange 
. . 

customers. (Poag. Tr. 562-63.) 
' DATED thi• 22Dd day of OCto.ber, 1993. 

.. 

Respectfully aubmitted, 

POliS of 
Au•l , McMullen, McGehee, 
• CU'otbe:r• aDd Proctor 
Poat Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, Plorida 32301 
(904) 224-9115 

Attorney• for United Telephone 
COIIpany of Plo~dda 

10 
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I HBRBBY CBRTIPY tbat a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

has been fumi•bed by t7. 8. Mail or hand delivery ( *) tbis 22nd day 

of October, 1tt3, to tt. following: 

Daniel v. Gregory. "' 
Quincy Telephone ~y 
P. o. Box 189 
Qui.ncy, PL 32351 

Da.vid B. Brwin 
Young, van, Aa•endezop, et: al. 
P. O. Box 1833 
T'allabatiHe, PL 32302 

John A. carroll, .J ·r. 
Northea•t Plorida Telepbone 
P . 0. Box 485 
Macclenny, PL 32063-0415 

Jeff McGehee 
Southland Telephone Company 
P. 0. Box 37 · 
Atmore, AL 36504 

Charla• DenDi• . 
Indiantown Te"lepbone Sy•tem 
P. o. Box 277 
Indiantown, PL 34956 

Michael w. Tye 
AT&T Communicationa 
106 B. COllege Ave., Suite 141.0 
T•llaha88ee, PL 32301 

Jo•epb Gillan 
Florida :tnterexehange C&rriera 
P. O. Box 5.1018 
Orlando, PL 32854 

Brad B. Mut•chelknau• 
Danny B. Adaal8 
Rachel J. Rot!wtei11 
Wiley; Rein r. Pielding 
1775 X Street, •~•· 
Washington, DC 20006 

11 

., 

Laura L. Wilson. 
Plorida cable Television A88.n . 
P. o. Box 10383 
Tallaba88ea, PL 32302 

Patrick X. Wiggin• 
Kathleen Villaeo·rta 
Wiggin• & Villacorta 
P. o. Drawer 1657 
Tall.U..•ee, PL 32302 

Jo•eph A. McGlothlin 
Vicki Gordon JCaufma·n 
McWhirter, Reeve•, et al. 
315 S. C.lhO\.In St., Suite 716 
Tallahas•ee, PL 32301 

Jo•eph P. Gillan 
J.P. G.illan and Aa•oeiates 
P. o. Box 541·038 
Orland.o, n, 32854-1038 

Jack Sbreve 
Office of Public. Coun•el 
c/o The Plorida Legislature 
111 w. M&di•on St., Rm. 812 
Tallaha•••e, PL 32399-1400 

C. Everett Boyd, Jr. 
Brvin, Varn, et al. 
305 S. Gadsden Street 
Tallaha••ee, PL 32301 

Chantbina R. Bryant 
Sprint 
3065 cumberland Circle 
Atlanta, GA 30339 

Paul Jones 
Time Warner Cable 
CoJ."PC)rate Headquarters 
300 Pir•t Stamford Place 
Stamford, CT 06902-6732 



Jodie L. DoaovaD 
Teleport eom.unication8 Group 
1 Teleport Drive, Sui'te 301 
Staten Ial&Dd, .r 10311 

Kenneth A. Roffun 
Floyd R. Self 
Messer, Vict.ra, et al. 
P. 0. lox 1171 
Tallabaa ... , P.L 32302 

Tracy Hatcb• 
Di via ion of Legal Service• 
Florida Public Service eo-. 
101 Baat Gaiaea St~t 
Tall.U.aee, PL 32301 

•' 

Marshall M; ~r, XII 
SOUthern Bell-:4felepbaae 

and Telegraph C'.alpaDy 
150 S. MoDroe Str.et, SUite 400 
Tallabaaaee, PL 32301 

utcl\ t2101• • bl'f 

.Michael J. Henry 

.MCI Telecommunications Corp. 
MCI cen.ter 
Three Ravinia Drive 
Atlanta, OA 30346 

Richard D. Melso.n 
Hopping, Boyd, Green ~ Sama 
P. o. aox 6526 
Tallahaeaee, PL 32314 

Harriet Budy 
ALLTBL Florida, Inc . 
P. 0. Box 550 
Live oak, PL 32060 
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STAtiPIICNT or WIC PQIITIOI: 

Unit·ed 'telephone' COalpany of Florida supports expanded 
-

interc:onnectiOD for ,..c::ial access and private line services, 

provided (1) all putiea are given the same opportunities to 

compete on the basis of price, quality and technology, and (2) 

there, is no MD4at~'i:y requi.rement for any particul,ar form of 

collocation. In addition, it ia import.ant to underatand that 

expanded, iDtereoanection will not take place in a vacuum and the 

true eCODOIUc beae!1ta of CG~~petition will not be realized t.f 

prici_D!J support• for a.aic: reai~ntial services are not removed and 

ali competitors are DOt allowed to price baaed on relevant economic 

costs. 

Plst"'P§SJQX: 
,. 

Please ••• tbe COalpanies' Post-Hearing Brief for a further 

diacuasion of equal oppo~unitie• to compete, and the need for the 

COmmission to addreaa UDder lying pricing anotUlies. Please see the 

collocatiOD. 

Companiea' Discussion of laaue 6 on the question of mandatory 
·.• 

:iy ';'l 

r 
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%IIQI 11 %a ~ed iDt~oODDaCt~OD for 8peGia1 aoo••• ADd/or 
pri,.te 11De ill tile public i.Dt:ereat? 

POSITICII: Yea. In the long run, United Telephone agree• that the 

competitive provi.aioning of local private line and special access 

tranaport Hrvicea (and, in the future, switched access services) 

will prov~de cuat011er benefits of product. innovation, higher 

quality Hrvice, network cUversity, and lower pricea . However, 

Unit.ed Te~epboae' • ouatomera, eapecia.lly residential customers and 

single-line, huaineaa eustomere, will be diaadvantaged if the 

Company i• not granted the pricing flexibili_t)· needed to m.eet the 

competition fo.tered by expanded interconnection. 

·,; .. 
DISCUssiOB: BYeli though expana.d. interconnection will a.ccelerate 

competition i n the local exc.hange ma.rket and thereby cre.ate 

p.ressure for aignifieant change• in regulatory policy rel.ative to 

local exchange p~i.cing, the Companies are not opposed to expanded 

interconnection provided all parties are gi·ven the same 

opportunitiea to coa~p~t:e on the basis of price, quality and 

technology. , (Poag, Tr. t81.) 

The dil- that reaults - when competition is introduced for 

services wbicb h.iatorically ha.ve been priced. to p·rovide, 

contributiona that aupport below-cost basic residential service. 

The true benefit• ot competition will not De realized if (1) 

pricing support• are not removed, and (2) all compe.t .itors are not 

allowed t .o price baaed on relative economic costa. (Poag, Tr. 

483.) 

- ··,.~ 

Without pricing flexibility, the Commission-imposed, 

2 
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artificial-ly bigb acce•• rate• aerve aa a pricing umbrella for 
.-

inefficient. p~k"a to enter the market and be profitable at the 

expenae of the ~r• (Poag, Tr. 483. ) 

To give aoaae order of ugnit\\cle to the potential revenue losses 

from impl ... atiDg exp•aded int.erconnection, United Telephon.e had 

$197 million in interat:ate acceaa revenue• during 1992. Of this 
•. 

amount, $1.03 llilliOD ·ia 8Witcbe4 acc:eaa, $29 million is t .rauport, 

$13 million ia fPeCi&l acceaa, and $52 million comes from encl user 

charges . Similarly, Ulli~ Telephone's intrastate ace••• revenue• 

for 1992 were $111 llillion. Of tllia amount, $5 111illion came from 

spe.cial · acce.a, vbile $20 million came from tranaport , and $93 

million came fro. other atdtehecl access. What ia ai.gnifi.cant about 

this is the revenue iJIIPACt of illlpl .... nting expanded intercon.."lection 

i.s not limited jut. to Ullited Ttllephone' • apeoial acceaa revenues. 

Becauae of tbe ~•-eluticity of the services, all of the 

Company's tranaport and awitebed access revenues are subject to 

increased C::OIIIpetiti~ and •aociate<S revenue reductions . (Poag, 

Tr. 490-91. ) 

; - · :t- ' .,.... ' _ .. ...... 
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.. . . 

xsm ·-a, lloW .._ t:M wcc:•• o~ oa .,....Sed J.DtU'GODBectioa 
tapeat t:M c ..... ,. ullitr to ..... ~-- uad aODdltiacu~ of 
upaaded iataaa ••U• t:llat an cllffe~t fn. tbo•• bpoaect by 
the I'CC' • o&'Cie&-t 

-
STIPQLATIQ PQIIIIQI; Tbe FCC' • Order on upanded interconnection 

d.oea not re•trict tbe PPSC' • ability to impoae foru and conditione 

by the PCC' • Order. :· 'Sxpandec:l interconaection, for intra•tate 

•pecial acaeaa/prtvate l i ne fall• under the PPSC'• juri•diction, 

and tbe Coant.••1cm i• DOt bound .by any inter•tate policy . 

.. . 
. . 

DISCUSSIOH: In it• Order PCC 92-440 in CC Docket lfo. 91-141 and CC 

Docket No. 92·222, nleiiHd October 19, 1912, th@ PCC concluded 

that there i• bo Deed fo·r J)~emption of e >ti•ti ng •tate prograi'IUI in 

order to perait initial ia~pleMntation of expanded, interconnection 

f'or inter·atate .pecial •=•••. (Para. 253 . ) 

.. 

- - - ~,_-

-~ 

< 
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:ram 3 a \'JD4er wbat alRVMtaDCea ahcna14 the Ca.aiaaioc .t..poae 
diffe~..at fo:ma · aA4 aoad.itioaa of e~ed illter:t!mmeation? 

STIPQLA.TIQ PQSITION: Iaaue 3 is deleted from furthe.r consideration 

in this proceeding . 

5 



111111 ta Doea c:Mp•u 114, •1ozoicla ltatute•, allow tbe C~••iOD 
to zoequln .. Dtad iatUGC~~~MGtiODt 

. 
PQSITIOiz Although the ori.ginal enactment of Chapt~r 364, Florida 

Statutee, and any of ite •ubeequent amendmen.ts, could not have 

contemplated expanded interconnection, it does appear that Chapter 

364 allowa the FPSC to require expanded interconnection. bA 

section . 3, •. 16 I • Plorida Statute•. However, the Commission' a 

authority ia limited, in any event, to requiring expanded 

interconnection only for the provieion of point-to-point or point

to-IIIUltipoint eervice dedicated to the excluai ve use of an end user 

for the traDaad••ion of any public telecommunications service . au 
Section 36,.335, Plorida Statutes. 

DISCQSSIQI: Thie i.e a legal ie·eue., and the Ccaapaniee' positi.on 

doe• not need further diecua•ion or elaboration. 



PQ8ITIQMa Yea. In fact, several LBCs, including BellSouth, GTE, 

Bell Atlantic, Pacific Telesis, Cincirmat.i Bell And SOuthwestem 

Bell, have appealed the PCC's cleoiaion or. thia iasue to the u.s. 

Ci·rcuit Cow:t of Appeal a for tb.e District of Columbia. The appeal 

is still pencling. The basis for tbis appeal is that mandatory 

physical collocation conatitutes a taking of the LBC' a prope.rty 

requiring juat cocapenaation. only courts, not regulatory agencies, 

ha~e the autborit.y to determine just CoaJPenaation. This deficiency 

is equally applicable to florida. because t ·be 'Florida Public Service 

Coaaisaion is a legisl.ati>Ve agency; and it lacks the authority to 

·require or effectuate such · a taking which meets the required 

constitutional protection. 

DISCQSSIOH: . This ia a · lega.l isaue, and the Companies' position 

does not need further c:tiscuaeion or elaboration. 

7 



. . . : ~\~:y ..• ,-.. .,., 
' . 

JIIQI fa Aaald ~ \,04c-~t aalOD require pbyaical aD4/or virtual 
colloaa~i•f 

PQSITIOI: Tbe Plorida Ccaaiaaion ahoulclnot mancla.te any particular 
. 

form of collocation. Aa aet forth i ·n the Company's position on 
. •, 

Issue 3, tba LaC• and interconnec:tora ahould be able to negotiate 

pb,ysical or virtual collocation on a caae-by-case baaia, with the 

same terms and condition• available to all interconnectora. 

,. 
'· 

DISCQSSIQI: .~ co.p&niea are not oppoaed to providing physical 

col1ecation to ; any qualified entity when it ia demonatratively 

appropriate to do 80. · Tba Coalpaniea are, however, opposed to being 

unconditionally required to provide any specific form of 

colloca.tion, either phy8ical or virtual. Moreover, the FCC'' s 

imposition of •adatozy pb.yaical collocation ia currently on appeal 

on the baaia of an unoonstitutiopal taking of the LBC's property. . . 

Until that appeal baa been concluded, the imposition of manda.tory 

physical collocation is still an open issue. (Poag, Tr. 496-97.) 
' 

. .,: ~ . 

In any event, the Comppiea believe that physical and virtual 

collocation can be treated •• a line of buaineas . Today, united 
., 

Telephone M. ~tOIIU'a/IXCa phyaically collocated in a number of 

its central office•. Tbeae collocations were ne.gotiated on an 

arms-length baaia wit.h terms. and conditions which are mutually 

beneficial to both ~rtie•. Baaed on this •xperience, the Company 

believes that., ratber than mandating any form of collocation, the 

commission ought to adopt rule• and regulations which permit and 
' 

encourage tbe partie• to negotiate physical or virtual collocation 

8 
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• 

arrangement• oa a ca•e-by-ca•e basi• with the same terms and 

conditione available to all interconnect or•. (Poag, Tr. 497.) 

9 



xsm 7a --~ ~., :l! aay, Mould be zoeqd,zoed to pftWicle 
npuacled Jatwaa•HUODt 

PQSITIOII: At thia time, only Tier 1 L8Ca ahould be required to 

offer expanded interconnection. United Telephone concurs witb the 

FCC in ita Oz'der FCC 12-440, paragraplw 56-58. In addition, any 

potential inteJ:CODDector ahould be subject to the same aet of rules 

and requi.re . .-nta. a.& the Company' a poaition on Iasue 1:2. 

DISCQSSIQN: Bo further 4ia~aion of tbia iaaue ia required. 

10 



• • 

J:IIQI I • 1lla1n lllacN14 - •ded laten~eotlOD be offezoedt 

PQSITIQI: To avoid. wmece•nrv admini•trat ion and co•t, expanded 
' . 

interconnection •bauld' onl y be tariffed for tbo•e cent.ral offices 

where it i• · likely to occur. If additional l ocatiou are 
. . 

reque•tect, tuy can be added. Por conai •tency, the intrastate 

serving wire aeDter• •bould -tc:h thoae approved for interatate 
,, 

expanded int.erconnection. 

QISCDSSI<Wa Jlo further cliKU•aion of thia i a•u• .ia re.quired. 

11 



IIIJII Ia 

STIPQLU'IQ PQIITICif: Any entity abould be allowed to interconnect 
·-

on an int.raatat• ~ia i ·.ta own baaie tranemisaion facilitiea 

associated with terminating equipment and multiplexer• except 

entitiea ~•trictad purauant to Commiaaion rule• and regulations . 

DISCUssiOWr 11o further diacuasion of thia isaue .i.s required. 

12 
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:rssn 10• lbaald tbe - t_.. aD4 c~ti.OIUI of ezpaDded 
iDtercoaa•tlOD IIIIP1F to &ft!f u apply to ot:ber iDtercODDeCtora? 

STIPJlLltTIQ PQSI!I(If: ATilT should be allowed to int.erconnect 

intraatate Special Access Arrangements to the same extent as other 
' 

partiea, abject ~o tbe requirements adopted by the FCC in cc 

Docket 91-141 regarding preexisting collocated facili.tiea . 

. •. 

DISCQSSIQia 10 furtbar diecuaaion of thia 1aaue is required . 

. 13 
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' a4/or vi~ aolloaatiaat If •o, wbat Uould t:bey be? 

PQSITIOI: Y••. The Florida Coaai••ion •hould require standards 

for collocation which ' are the same as those iaaposed by the FCC, 

except for mandatory phr-ical collocation. 

piSCUSSIOBa Ito further di•cussion of tbi• issue is required. 

14 
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. . . 
IIIJII s.a 1 abou14 ao11oaato.-a be zoeqW.zoed to allow ~· &Ad othezo 
parties to ilate~:e~ocmect with their ~aetwoz-b? 

pQSITION: . Yea. . Tbe same rules and requirements shou.ld be applied 

to all potential interconnectora. It is essential that consumers 

have full acceaa·ibility to the telecomanmication• network, 

regardleaa of the provider. All interconnectors should be willing 

to offer acceaa to their networks on terauJ and con.ditions that are 

of customers . 

DISCOSSIOB: It ia worth noting that at least two AAVa have agreed 

in this proceediDg to offer access to their networks to the LBCs 
' ' and other partie•, ( cania, Tr. 114 I JCouroupa• I Tr. 262) I because l t 

·• 
will make good bua1nesa aenee for the 'AAVa to do so. Whether it is 

P . 

a good busin••• j~~nt to allow reciprocal interconnection, the 
- . . 

.fact is this oo-isaion em, pursuant to Section 364.16, Florida 
._. 

Statutes, req\lire reci_pr-ocal interconnection and should require it 

so as to· :bring the benefits of interconnection to the largest 

number of end ·uMra. 

1.5 



' r" • • • 

IIIJJI 13a 1Di&t, •taadu'da •boald be ••tabll.W for the LaC• to 
allocate ..,.ae toe oolloaator•t 

PQSITION; The LBC• should .not be required to reserve or allocate 

apace. In tho•• central office• where in.terconnectors want space, 

it should be furni•hed., if available:, on a firat-come, first-served 
·. 

basis. 

DISCQSSIQK: By way of further elaborat.ion on the Companies' 

poaition on I•aue . 13, the Companiea should not be required to 

purcha•e ,additional land or buildings, relinquish build.ing space 

forecaat.ed for their own u.e, or Ulldltrtakfll the conatruction of new 

building• or expansi.on of existing builcUnga in ord.er to satisfy an 

interconneceo~'• reque•t f"Or expanded interconnection. (Bx . 30, p. 

5.) 

16 
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JIIPI H • ·· Doald t1ae C . t ••toe allow apaaded iDtezoaODDeatiOD for 
DOD-fu-r optl.a tMbDologyt 

PQSITIOf: Although the Coamd ••ion should not require expanded 

interconnection for non-fiber optic facilitiea, United Telephon.e 

should be allowed the opti,on to offer expanded interconnection to 

non-:fiber techoology if it •o choo•••. 

DISCJJSSIQI: No further di•cu••ion of thi• i••ue i• required. 

17 



• • • ......... '! .. 'i· '1"1~· ~.--~·~--,.--;'fi'" 
' .••. -"'"f t' ,_ . 

um 11a If tbe C •••loa ~t• ......,eel illtercODDec~icm, wba~ 
prlcilatr f1~l1l~ •laoa14 tbe LIICa be p-aD~ed for apecial ace••• 
aDd prlYa~e liDe .. r9iaea? 

POSITICII; aec:.QH of tbe eroaa-elaaticity between awitohed and 

apec:ial aeceaa aervicea, pricing flexibili.ty ahould not be limited 

to apecial ace••• and. private line service•. In ord.er to allow the 

Company to COIIII)ete baaed on ita economic coats, switched access 

reductiou and pricing flexibility, in the form of geographically 

deaveragecl intrutate local prJ.vat.e l.ine and switched and special 

access ratu, an oecea•ary wb~n expanded interconnec·tion is 

a.pproved. 

Unite.d Telephone' • i.ntraatate switched access rates are 

substantially higher than ita interstate rates. Be.cause of the 

croaa-el•atic:ity between switched and apecial access services, 

draatic price reductio:u and pricing fle~ibility are nece•••ry if 

the COIIIpAily ia to be allowed. to compete eff'eetively and to avoid 

uneconomic resource allocation•. Both ace••• price reductions and 

deaveraged pric:ea are neceanry if the benefits. of cotapetition are . . ' 

to be realized fully. 

DISCQSSIOllc By way of further elabora.tion, pleaae see the 

Companies' Post-Hearing Brief, page• 4 through 6. In addition, it 

should be noted that in CC Docket No. 91-141, the PCC acknowledges 

that "non-eo.t-ba•ed reetrictiona -on LBC reapon•e• to competition 

would create a prici ng Ullbrella for the CAPS. potentially f:oatering 

uneconomic inve•t-nt, anc! depriving cuatomer• of the ~nefits of 

1.8 
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' ., 
. 

LBC rate reductiOJW. • (Bx. 30, p. 10.) Although the FCC 
_, 

·re.cognised iD ita order the need for additional LBC pricing 

flexibilitY., the degree of flexibility the FCC granted is 

inauffieient to ... t the demanda of a co.petitive market. Under 

the POC'• plan, ~ -,peed with which LBCa may adjust their special 

access prices to reflect t .he actual cost of providing service in a 

particular sane ia overly n•trictive. Additio.nally, the FCC is 
.· 

requiring that averaged rates remain in place. until expanded 

intercoaaaetion ia operational, rather than allowing LBCs to be 
·, " .. 

.• 

proactive in preparing for compet.itio.n. (Bx . 30, pp. 10-11.) 

19 
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l:SSVI 1fa If U.. Cc taaioD pezm.u co11oaat10D, wbat rat••• 
teau, aa4 aaadt.U'CIII8 •beNld be taZ'lffe4 by the LaC? 

PQSITIOI: Por conaiatenoy, ea•e of adminietration, and increased 

customer underatanding, the: tariffs for intrastate exp&llded 

.interconoection ahO\Ild. mirror those approved by tbe FCC for United 

Telephone. 

DISCDSSIQifz The PCC ordered that all Tier 1 LECa file a tariff 

covering all teriU of in:te:rconnection, including uniform terms and 

conclitiOD8 for the use of central ot.fice apace for physical 

collocation by all inte·reonneetora in a particular central o .ffice. 

The COGipalliea ha,. filed tariffs for expanded interconnection for 
.I ~-

int.eratate aenieea. Theae tariffs were aP,proved by the FCC and 

became elffect1-ve -nme 16, 199·3. (See Attachment B.) With the 
I. l • + 

exce,ption. of undatory phyaical collocation, the Companies are in 

general. a~t .witb the rates, terms and conditions embodied in 

the approved inten~ate tariff. 
' •" ... 

Although the PCC' • Order does not preempt or preclude the Florida 

COIIIftisaion' s ability to establish different forma and conditions of 

expanded interconnection •• a practical matt.er, little wi ll be 

gained by baviag different interstate and intrastate approaches 

beoaWJe special acceaa facilities carry both i .nteratate and 

intraatate traffic. The same tertU and condition• should be 

applicable for intrastate purpoaea aa approved for interstate . 

(Poag, Tr. 495-961 Bx. 30, pp . 11-12.) 

20 
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:ram 17• 811Gald all IIJ*'i&l aaaeaa ad pzolYate l:l.ae pi'OYidel'a be 
requi~ to file ~illat 

PQSITIOir Ro. 

DISCUSSIOM: The Companies are in favor of less regulation. n.ot 

more regulation, •• ita markets become more an.d mo.re competitive. 

These saM fi"eedolu aball be extended to the Companies an.d other 

LBCa . 

21 



JIIQI 111 tlbat a~at:iOIW bpact. w!-11 upua4ecl int•rcOIUlectioa 
ha,. Oil t!ae Laea7 

PQSITICIIa The central office inve•tment u•ed in the proviaion of 

local swi.tching ia all,ocated in the jurisdictional separation• 

proceaa ueing a uaage · aensitive factor (Dial Equipment Minutes). 

As the toll/accaaa minutea are moved from the switched network to 

dedi.cated -s-c::ial aeceaa, tbe looal allocation of theee investments 

and relatecl expeana will increase, putting upward pressure on 

local service rates. 

DISCOSSIOI: !JO further discussion of this issue ie r ·equired. 

22 



l:IIPJ Y• lboalcl ..-DdecS illteRODD.eGtioa be aubject to a •awt 
reY- uat• r..U,r••t !A order to avoi,d po•aible oroaa-aubaidy 
OODOen8' 

STIPUIATIQ PQSITIOII : Iaaue 19 is deleted from further 

consideration in tbia proceeding. 

23 
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IUD 20 • 1low wa14 :ra~epaye:r• be fin••lally affected by upuuled 
lattU'O"'IIDHtiODt . 

. . -
PQSITIQiz S,pec~l and awitcbed ace••• aervices and private line 

service• pzovicle a aubetantial con.tribut:ion. Those end users that 

are able to take ~ advantage of the price benefits of expanded 

.tntarco~ctioa alternative• will pay 1•••· while thoae cuatomers 

who 4o not qualify for expanded interconnection alternatives will 

ha.ve to pay -.n for tbeir •- •ervice. 

DISC:USSIOlf: Pleaae ·He the Collllpanie•' di•cu••ion of thi• issue in 

their Po8t-Jiur1Dg lriaf, .page• 6 thro~gh 9. Additionally, the .... 
Companies believe that, in the lang run, the benefits flowing from 

\ ... . . 
the c0111petitive prcn'i•icming of local private line and special 

accea• tran.port aezvic:ea will be extended to a larger set of 

customers t.hu ~\1.8t ~he •l•rge volume• customers exploring these 

alternative• today. 'BD4 user• that are able to take advantage of 

the price bea.fit• of extended interconnection alternatives will 

pay lea•, while. t~e C\l8tomer• who do not qualify for expanded 

interconnection alternatives may pay more for their same service . 

(Ex. 30, p .•. ) 

The Companiu' oonc:erna revolve around: the amount of revenues at 

risk due to e.xpandadl interconnection •• propoaed, .both special and 

switched access. J'or · example, UDitedl baa aome $315 milliol'l of 

revenuea, or approxi-tely 45t of total revenues, in interstate and 

intraatate apeci•l and witcbe4 acceaa •ervicea. Special ace••• 

account• f 'or $18 million of thi• amount., with the majority, $13 

24 
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adlliot1, beilag ir:atentate in nature. However, IIUC:h more than $5 

million o·f i.Dtraatat:e -.pec:ial aeee•• revenue• are at risk . Due to 

the c:roaa-elaaticity between •witched and apeeial aece••· 

re4ucticu in t~peeial acceea will cauae a.dditional naigration from 

•witched acce .. , aggravating the Companiea' revenue losses. 

Migration to tbe Collpanie8' apec:ial acee•• •ervieea (aervic:e 

bypaaa) or lo.• of cuata.era altogether (faeilitie·a bypaaa) is more 

likely with upuded iD.tercoamection. In addition, when a cu•tomer 

u••• ~clal acoeaa fot toll traffic, fewer ace••• line• or PBX 

trunlca are required. · (Bx. 30, p. 4-5.) 

The•e revenue l.oaHa will place upward price prea•ure on the 

Coalpaniea' other Hrvieea, notably local exchange aervice rates, 

and •Y iapact term financial viability and 

their _plan. to conttnue with planned infraatrueture improveme.nts. 

The Companiea' cu.toMra, e~ially re•idential and aingle line . . 

buaine•• cuata.era, will be di•advantaged if the Companiea are not 

granted tbe pricing· flexibility needed to meet the competition 

foatered by expaaded interconneotion. (Bx. 30, p. 5-. ) 

25 
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JIIJJ]I 21a lll.cN14 ~ C: f88lOD graD~ IC:I' a pe~lcloo? 

PQSITIQN: Yea . ICI' • petition should be granted. on the condition 

that the Ooaa~••ion adopt United Telephone's recommendations 

embodied in it• position on these issues and .in the testimony of 

its witne•• P. Ben Poag. 

DISctJSSIOJJ: Ro fu.rt.her di&eussion of this is•ue is required . 

,, 
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