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J. Phillip Carver Southemn Bell Telephone

Tallshassee, Florida 32301
Phone (305) 530-5558

July 27, 1994

Mrs. Blanca §. Bayo

Director, Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission

101 East Gaines Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Docket No. SENUVESER930955-TL, 940014-TL

Dear Mrs. Bayo:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen copies of
Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company’s Prehearing
Statement, which we ask that you file in the captioned docket.

A copy of this letter is enclosed. Please mark it to
. indicate that the original was filed and return the copy to me.
r~+ ___Copies have been served to the parties shown on the attached
Certificate of Service.

( R Sincerely yours,
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3 e . Phillip carver ~"QJ
f “~Enclosures

#/ cc: All Parties of Record
T7=* A. M. Lombardo

... Harris R. Anthony
: R. Douglas Lackey
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CERTIFICATE OF BERVICE
Dockets No. 921074-TL, 930955~-TL,

940014~-TL, 940020-TL,

931196~-TL, 940190-TL

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been
furnished by United States Mail this m%day of 6[&\03/ 1994,

to:

Tracy Hatch

Division of Communications
Fla. Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0866

Donna Canzano

Division of Legal Services
Fla. Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Patrick K. Wiggins

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A.
Post Office Drawer 1657
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Intermedia Communications
9280 Bay Plaza Blvd., #270
Tampa, FL 33619-4453

Charles J. Beck

Deputy Public Counsel
Office of the Public Counsel
111 W. Madison Street

Room 812

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Thomas Parker

GTE Florida Incorporated
P.O. Box 110, MC 7
Tampa, FL 33601-0110

C. Dean Kurtz

Central Tel. Co.of I'lorida
Post Office Box 2214
Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214

Florida Cable Television
Association, Inc.

310 N. Monroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Interexchange Access Carrier
Coalition (IACC)

Brad E. Mutschelknaus

Rachel J. Rothstein

Ann M. Szemplenski

Wiley, Rein, & Fielding

1776 K Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

Joseph A. McGlothlin

Vicki Gordon Kaufman
McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin,
Davison & Bakas

Suite 716

315 South Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Joseph P. Gillan

J. P. Gillan and Associates
Post Office Box 541038
Orlando, FL 32854-1038

C. Everett Boyd, Jr.

Ervin, Vvarn, Jacobs, Qdom &
Ervin

305 South Gasdsen Streat
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Chanthina R. Bryant
Sprint

3065 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339

Sprint Communications Co.
Ltd. Partnership

c/o Tony Key, Director
3065 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339



Laura L. Wilson, Esq.
c/o Florida Cable Tele-
vision Association, Inc.
Post Office Box 10383
310 North Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Ms. Janis Stahlhut

Vice Pres. of REg. Affrs.
Time Warner Comm.
Corporate Headquarters
300 First Stamford Place
Stamford, CT 06902-6732

Peter M. Dunbar
Pennington & Haben, P.A.
Post Office Box 10095
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Michael W. Tye

Suite 1410

106 East College Avenue
Tallahassee, FL

Harriet Eud{

ALLTEL Florida, Inc.
Post Office Box 550
Live Oak, FL 32060

Lee L. Willis

J. Jeffry Wahlen

John P. Fons

Macfarlane, Ausley, Ferguson
& McMullen

Post Office Box 391
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Charles Dennis

Indiantown Telephone System
Post Office Box 277
Indiantown, Florida 34956

John A. Carroll, Jr.
Northeast Telephone Company
Post Office Box 485
Macclenny, Florida 32063-0485

Daniel V. Gregory
Quincy Telephone Company
Post Office Box 189
Quincy, Florida 32351

Jeff McGehee

Southiand Telephone Company
210 Brookwood Road

Post Office Box 37

Atmore, Alabama 36504

Jodie L. Donovan

Regulatory Counsel

Teleport Communications Group
Inc., Ste. 301

1 Teleport Drive

Staten Island, NY 10311

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq.
Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
Purnel & Hoffman, P.A.

P.0O. Box 551

Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551

F. Ben Poag

United Telephone Company of FL
P.O0. Box 165000

Altamonte Springs, FL 32716

Michael J. Henry

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
Suite 700

780 Johnson Ferry Road
Atlanta, GA 30342

Richard D. Melson
Hopping Boyd Green & Sams
Post Office Box 6526
Tallahassee, FL 32314
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION i !

In re: Expanded Interconnection ) Docket No. 921074~-TP
Phase II and Local Transport ) Docket No. 930955-TL
Restructure ) Docket No. 940014-TL

) Docket No. 940020-TL
Docket No. 931196-TL
Docket No. 940190-TL

Filed: July 27, 1994

SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY’S
EREHEARING STATEMENT

COMES NOW, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., d/b/a
Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company ("Southern Bell" or
"Company"), in compliance with Order No. PSC-94-0076-PCO-TL,
issued January 21, 1994 (as modified by Order No. PSC-94-0777-
PCO-TL, issued June 23, 1994) and submits its Prehearing
Statement:

A. NWITNESSES
Southern Bell intends to call the following witnesses to

offer testimony on the issues indicated below:

Witnesses Issues Addressed
David B. Denton 3 - 13, 15, 16 and 23(a)
Jerry D. Hendrix i, 2, 14, 17, 18, 19(a & b),

20(a-d), 21, 22 and 23.
David B. Denton will also offer rebuttal testimony to address
certain aspects of the testimony of AT&T’s witness, Mike Guedel,
and Teleport’s witness Steven C. Andreassi. Jerry D. Hendrix
will also offer rebuttal testimony to address certain aspects of
the testimony of IAC’s witness, Joseph Gillan, Teleport’s
witness, Steven C. Andreassi, Intermedia’s witness, Douglas S.

Metcalf, and Sprint’s witness, Fred I. Rock.
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Southern Bell reserves the right to call other rebuttal
witnesses, witnesses to respond to Commission inquiries not
addressed through direct testimony and witnesses to address
issues not presently designated, which may be designated at the
Prehearing Conference to be held on August 10, 1994, or

thereafter by the Prehearing Officer.

B. [EXHIBITS
Witness Exhibit Indicator = Exhibit Title
Jerry D. Hendrix JDH-1 Current Configuration
- e JDH=-2 Proposed Structure
» ” JDH-3 Average Switched

Access Rates - Per
Access Minute

Southern Bell reserves the right to file exhibits to any
additional testimony that may be filed under the circumstances
identified in Section "A" above. Southern Bell also reserves the
right to introduce exhibits for cross examination, impeachment,
or any other purpose authorized by the Florida Rules of Evidence
and the Rules of this Commission.

C. ETATEMENT OF BASIC POSITION

Allowing expanded interconnection for intrastate switched
access services will make additional competitive alternatives
available to end users. This, in turn, will promote the
continued evolution to a fully competitive environment for
telecommunications services. This Commission should allow this
competitive environment to develop in the most equitable,
efficient and fair manner possible for all telecommunications
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providers. This can only occur if the LECs are allowed the
pricing flexibility they seek.

Also, intrastate switched access services provide
significant contribution to the LECs’ revenue requirements.
Without pricing flexibility, the LECs will be less competitive in
the marketplace and will be less able to maintain this level of
contribution. Finally, the LECs should be afforded reciprocal
treatment from interconnectors, on the same terms and conditions,
when seeking expanded interconnection for themselves and their
customers.

As to local transport restructure, Southern Bell is
proposing to restructure its switched access transport service in
Florida. This proposed transport restructured should be approved
for many reasons, among them:

(1) The proposed structure will mirror the interstate

switched transport rates and structure approved by the FCC

and, thereby, simplify transport issues, eliminate

inefficiency, and eliminate customer confusion.

(2) The proposed changes will more closely reflect the way
transport is provided and costs are incurred.

(3) The proposed changes will promote a more efficient use
of Southern Bell’s network by providing a greater incentive
for customers utilizing transport to do so efficiently.

(4) The proposed changes will facilitate movement toward a
more competitive environment for provision of interexchange
services.

(5) These changes will also facilitate the developmelit of
access competition.

Also, the Commission should allow the local exchange
companies to have the option of implementing zone pricing for
transport services with a rate change interval of 14 days, as
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allowed by the FCC rules and procedures pursuant to price cap
regulations. The local exchange companies should also be granted
the flexibility to zone price other access services as well.

Finally, imputation requirements are no longer needed and
should be eliminated. If, however, these requirements are
allowed to continue, they should be modified to reflect the
average transport cost, not rate per access minute of use. The
requirement for a separate access line for Southern Bell’s and
other LEC’s high volume toll offerings should be eliminated.

D. SOUTHERN BELL’S POSITIONS ON THE ISSUES

Issue 1: How is switched access provisioned and priced
today?

Position: Southern Bell’s switched access seivices provide a
communications path between the interexchange carrier’s (IXC") or
end user’s terminal location and the end user’s premises. There
are three categories of rates and charges that apply to switched
access services monthly recurring rates, usage rates and non-
recurring charges. The rates and charges at issue today are
primarily related to the usage rate elements of the local
transport service. Presently, all of the local transport usage
rate elements are assessed on a per minute of use basis.

Issue 2: How is local transport structured and priced
today?

Position: Currently, because of the equal charge rule
established in the Modification of Final Judgment entered by the
U.S. District Court in United States v. Western Electric Company
and American Telephone and Telegraph, switched access local




transport service has a usage sensitive rate structure regardless
of whether dedicated or tandem facilities are used.

Issue 3: Under what circumstances should the Commission

impose the same or different forms and conditions of

expanded interconnection than the F.C.C.?

Position: This Commission has the authority to allow for
expanded interconnection on a intrastate basis in the way that it
finds will best serve the public interest and may impose
different forms or conditions than the FCC has ordered. However,
Southern Bell believes that the terms and conditions approved in
Phase I for special access expanded interconnection, which
generally track the FCC’s current position, are proper for
expanded interconnection for switched access as well. The one
exception is that this Commission should modify its Phase I Order
to allow the LECs the option to provide either virtual or
physical collocation, and should allow this choice in Phase II
for collocation for switched access as well. This is consistent
with the current FCC position.

Issue 4: Is expanded interconnection for switched access in
the public interest?

Position: Assuming, that increasing customer options for
telecommunications services is in the public interest, then
allowing expanded interconnection for intrastate switched access
service may be in the public interest because it could result in
additional competitive alternatives. Switched access services,
however, provide significant contribution, and this Commission
should provide the LECs with sufficient flexibility to compete
for the provision of access services so that this contribution
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will not be lost. If the LECs are not allowed the flexibility to
price compete, this could both result in a loss of contribution
from switched access services and deny end users of these
services the full benefits of competition. Both of these results
could be contrary to the public interest.

Issue S5: Is the offering of dedicated and switched services

between non-affiliated entities by non-LECs in the public

interest?

Position: If providing customers increased competitive
options is in the public interest, than the public interest may
be served by the offering of dedicated and switched services
between non-affiliated entities by non-LECs because this offering
will likely increase customer options. For the reasons
previously stated in response to Issue No. 4, however, the public
interest will only be served if the LECs are granted additional
pricing flexibility.

Issue 6: Does Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, allow the

commission to reguire expanded interconnection for switched

access?

Position: There is nothing in Chapter 364, Florida Statutes
that would prohibit this Commission from ordering expanded
interconnection for switched access. Expanded interconnection,
however, cannot be used as a means to do something that would
otherwise be prohibited by Chapter 364.

Issue 7t Does a physical collocation mandate raise federal

or state comstitutional guestions about the taking or

confiscation of LEC property?

Position: Yes, Southern Bell appealed the FCC’s Order

because it believes that a mandate of physical collocation



constitutes an unlawful taking of LEC property. The United
sStates Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
sustained this position and vacated the FCC’s mandate of physical
collocation. Therefore, this Commission cannot properly mandate
physical collocation.

Issue 8t BShould the Commission require physical and/or

virtual collocation for switched access expanded

interconnection?

Position: This Commission should not require either form of
collocation. Instead, each LEC should have the option of
providing either physical or virtual interconnection

arrangements.

Issue 9: Which LECs should provide switched access expanded
interconnection?

Position: Southern Bell is not opposed to this Commission’s
adopting the same approach as did the FCC, and requiring expanded
interconnection only by Tier 1 LECs.

Issue 10: FProm what LEC facilities should expanded

interconnection for switched access be offered? Should

expanded interconnection for switched access be required
from all such facilities?

Position: The facilities that are offered for expanded
interconnection for switched access should be consistent with
those required by the FCC’s order. For switched access, these
facilities are end offices, serving wire centers and tandem
switches. This Commission should also examine further the issue
of checkerboarding because requiring checkerboarding, which is

not provided for in the FCC order, will unquestionably make the




administration of expanded interconnection more difficult and

costly.

Issue 11 'hieﬁ entities should be allowed expanded
interconnection for switched access?

position: Those entities such as interexchange carriers,
alternate access vendors, cable companies and end users who
desire to interconnect their own basic transmission of facilities
associated with optical terminating equipment and multiplexers
should be allowed to interconnect on a intrastate basis.

¢ SBhould collocators be required to allow LECs and
other parties to interconnect with their networks?

Position: Yes. Reciprocity under the same terms and
conditions as required for LECs should be part of any
interconnection/collocation ordered by this Commission.

Issue -13: Bhould the Commission allow switched access
expanded interconnection for non-fiber optic technology?

Position: Because of the limited availability of conduit and
riser space, the ingcrconnootion of non-fiber optic cable should
not be ordered. Where facilities permit, however, arrangements
should be negotiated on a case-by-case basis for non-fiber
facilities. Also, LECs should not be required to file tariffs
for DSO interconnection until it has been requested.

§ Bhould all switched access transport providers be
required to file tariffs?

Position: The Commission should not require the local
exchange companies and other transport providers to file tariffs
as these decisions should be left to the transport provider.

Although currently, federal and state statutes and rules require




Southern Bell to file tariffs, once these rules are removed,
Southern Bell should have the same pricing flexibility as is
enjoyed by its competitors.

Issue 15: Bhould the proposed LEC flexible pricing plans for
private line and special access services be approved?

Position: Yes. Southern Bell has submitted a special
access tariff that would implement zone pricing on the basis of
wire center groupings rather than at averaged statewide rates.
Southern Bell’s tariff will initially introduce zone pricing
structure without changing any rates. Having the structure in
place is of critical importance because it will allow Southern
Bell to respond gquickly to competition as it develops.

Issue 16: Should the LECs proposed intrastate private line

and special access expanded interconnection tariffs be

approved?

Position: Yes, Southern Bell’s proposed intrastate expanded
interconnection tariffs generally mirror the structure and rates
filed with the FCC. Subject to any further changes by the FCC or
this Commission, the Southern Bell tariffs for intrastate private
line and special access service should be approved.

Issue 17: Should the LECs proposed intrastate switched
access interconnection tariffs be approved?

Position: Yes, the illustrative tariff filed by Southern
Bell mirrors the interstate filing for the same services.
Subject to any changes arising from this docket, Southern Bell
should be allowed to file a final tariff and it should be

approved.

Issue 18: Should the LECs be granted additional pricing
flexibility? If so, what should it be?
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Position: Yes, at a minimum, the Commission should allow the
local exchange companies (LECs) to have the option of
implementing zone pricing for transport services with a rate
change interval of 14 days, as allowed by the FCC rules and
procedures pursuant to price cap regulations. The LECs should
also be granted the flexibility to zone price other access
services as well.

Issue 19: Should the Commission modify its pricing and rate
structure regarding switched transport service?

a) WwWith the implementation of switched expanded
interconnection.

b) Without the implementation of switched expanded
interconnection.

Position: Yes, the Commission should modify its pricing and
rate structure policy regarding switched transport service,
regardless of whether switched expanded interconnection is
implemented. Further, switched expanded interconnection should
not be implemented prior to the implementation of switched local
transport restructure. The Commission’s current policy is
grounded in the single goal of fostering interexchange carrier
competition. However, by pursuing this goal, the Commission has
encouraged inefficient use of the local exchange company’s public
switched network. It is now appropriate to move tc an interim
structure and pricing plan adopted by the FCC, which will foster
both access competition and interexchange carrier competition and
will promote a more efficient use of the public switched network.

Issue 20t If the Commission changes its policy on the

pricing and rate structure of switched transport service,

vhich of the following should the new policy be based on:
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a) The intrastate pricing and rate structure of local
transport should mirror each LEC’s interstate filing,

respectively.

b) The intrastate pricing and rate structure of local
transport should be determined by competitive
conditions in the transport market.

¢) The intrastate pricing and rate structure of local
transport should reflect the underlying cost based
structure

d) The intrastate pricing and rate structure of local
transport should reflect other methods.

Position: If the Commission changes its policy on the
pricing and rate structure of switched transport service, the new
policy should be based on the competitive conditions in the
marketplace and should mirror each LEC’s interstate filing. A
policy of mirroring the switched access transport service rate
structure and pricing plan of the interstate jurisdiction will
eliminate the inefficiencies of maintaining a different set of
rates and structure, will lessen any impetus for misreporting
percentage of interstate use and will eliminate confusion for our
customers.

Issue 23t Should the LECs proposed local transport

restructure tariffs be approved? If not, what changes would

be made to the tariffs?

Position: Yes, Southern Bell’s proposed local transport
restructure tariff should be approved. Southern Bell’s proposed
tariff, which mirrors the interstate tariff that has been in
effect since December 30, 1993, will help 2chieve many goals.
These include promoting efficiency, choice for customers,
simplicity and the fostering of competition. The proposed tariff
also more closely reflects the way transport services are
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provided and the way costs to the local exchange companies are

incurred.
Issue 22: Should the Modified Access Based Compensation
(MABC) agreement be modified to incorporate a revised
structure (if local transport restructure is
adopted) for intralATA toll traffic between LECs?

Position: The current MABC plan, rates and rate structures
should remain in place. Once local transport restructure is
fully implemented and the Commission determines that it is
appropriate to introduce the proposed transport structure into
the MABC, then all transport rates should reflect the way the
service is provisioned between local exchange companies.

Issue 23: How should the Commissica’s imputation guidelines

be modified to reflect a revised transport structure (if

local transport restructure is adopted)?

Position: It is not appropriate to address access imputation
in this proceeding. Furthermore, imputation requirements are no
longer needed and should be eliminated since such requirements
are contrary to the intent of competition. Only interexchange
carriers and other toll providers are assured of benefiting from
imputation because imputation requirements artificially raise
toll rates for services offered by LECs and, thereby, mask the
true low cost toll service provider. If the Commission, however,
determines that imputation is still required, the guidelines
should be modified to reflect average transport costs, not rate
per access minute of use.

t Bhould the Commission modify the Phase I Order

issue 233
in 1light of the decision by the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit?
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Position: Yes, this Commission should modify its Phase I
Order in light of the Court of Appeals’ decision. Southern
Bell’s position throughout this docket has been that this
Commission should allow the LECs the option to provide either
physical or virtual collocation. The Federal Court decision
makes it clear that this Commission cannot require physical
collocation. Therefore, this Commission sh&uld modify its Phase
I Order to allow the LEC the option to offer either form of
collocation.

Issue 24: Bhould these dockets be closed?

Position: These dockets should be closed at the conclusion
of this proceeding.

E. BETIPULATIONS

Southern Bell is not aware of any stipulations between the
parties in this proceeding.

F. PENDING MOTIONS FILED BY SOUTHERN BELL

There are no currently pending motions filed by Southern
Bell.

G. OTHER REQUIREMENTS
Southern Bell knows of no requirements set forth in the

prehearing order with which it cannot comply.
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Respectfully submitted this 27th day of July, 1994.

ATTORNEYS FOR SOUTHERN BELL
TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

c/o Marshall M. Criser III

150 So. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

(305) 347-5555

c/o Marsh i, Criser III
150 So. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

(404) 529-7208
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