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Qenaral C:a.-aannta to C.._micationa Staff Pro:Jact 

Tho eommunice eiona Sta f f is a ttempting to address tho ioauc that 
competition in the local market hea not developed at tho pace 
cnviaioned by many. Me believe that tho proposals aet forth by 
Statf will not addraae the fundamental clements needed to stimulate 
long tam and irreveraible local cocapetition. The reason i s clear, 
the rror:aal aet forth does not promote or provide incentives to 
fogi it a-hued local exchange providers, especially to those that 
deaira to aarva the reaidential marketa. 

t ntermedia btlievae that the baaic concept of an education program 
is a good ono. We concur that conaumers should be educated on the 
telaa~nunicationa i nduatry as a whole (ex debit cards, alamming , 
pay phone deregula tion, USF, 8911). However, we are concerned that 
any initiative• concerning local competition will have no value 
until A true choice exist a in Florida • a markets. While the 
initiative• are aound, until viable a lternat ives exist, education 
will lava no ~neaningful impact. Therefore , it is Intennedia•s 
poaition that theee programs should not be addressed i n advance of 
the proacnco of competition. To do eo would be ~ misuae of this 
Commlaaion'a time and financiAl reaourcea. 

Thie project ehould seek to eatabliah facilities -baaed competition 
~CK n Florida loca l markets. Theee initiatives, if properly 

----~dove1opod, will benefit all local tolecommunicationo markets, 
AFA ncluding Florida residential markets. Initiatives adopted ohould 
APP be driven by economic realities and ahoull.d not perpetuate the 

current l89acy o f areificial advantage& and incent i vee. These 
CAF ~--~initiative& ehould eeek to remove auch barriers to entry, and not 
CMU r eplace the~ with other artificial mechanisms. 

CTR ----~7~he f ocua of thie project should be to determine the initiatives 
EAG hat stimulate real ones i rreversible COCIIpetition in Plorido• a local 
LEG I market. If thie can be accomplished, then the educational 

--'--"lnit.iativee prO{X)aed can and should be implemented to promc.ote 
----.c:.:onaumor choice. LIN 
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Comments t o Spec ific Staff Propo1als 

Intermedia agrees that education on consumer choice at the 
appropriate time is not only important, but critical. However, 
educatio~on local competition absent real choice at this time is 
premature and not an e fficient use of the Coamiasion•a resources. 
In addition, the Cotmliesion should consider looking to ~:,he industry 
associations and other regulatory bodies for guidance and 
involvement iJl che consumer education process . 

The Commission• s access charge proposal is flawed and patently 
discriminatory against facilities-based local exchange providers. 
The proposal misplaces incentives and would be diff i cult if noc 
impoaaible to administ-er. Rather than aubat1tuting one subuidy for 
another, the objective of the project should be to encourage real 
and irreversible competition by providing the right incentives 
equally to all participants in the local exchange market. Under 
the staf~• s propoeal reeellers are unfairly odvantaged wi thout 
making any real investment in local exchange competition. 

We find the Staff's concept of a •minutes are minutes• intriguing 
beclluse we believe tbJ.s may help to provide an incentive to CWi:Cs 
to expand their l ocal calling scopes beyond that of the ILECe. we 
believe that the curr·ent practice of having distinct ILEC based 
local calling ar eas will be obsolete and meaningless in the future . 
CUrrently these antiquated boundaries coupled with the statutory 
limitations force CLECB to have the same local calling oreas as the 
lU!Ca. 

Unfortunately, the •minutes are minutes• incentive will not 
encourage any meaningful long term competition for residential 
customers. The Commission needs to concentrate on how to encourage 
facilities-baaed competition. Intermedia believes that a reas to 
focus on are: collocation, reciprocal compensotion, operational 
support systems, use of unbundled elements , nonrecurring chargee, 
rights of way and building access. 

Intermedia fully supports the Staff' a deaverogi ng propoeol f or 
unbundled network elements. This action should prov~de the proper 
incentives to facilitate competition in che urban markets and 
provide a starting point for competi t i on in the resi dent i al 
markets. Currently, ~he cost of entry i nto the residential market 
versus the revenues gained does not provide sufficient economic&l 
incentive. ~ntermedia believes that geographic deaveragi ng wi ll 
help reduce the cost of entry, thus making t he residential market 
more attractive for facilities-baaed providers. 

So far, the Commi ssion has established rates for resale a nd 
unbundled eleme.nta pursuant to section 252 o f the Telecommunic a 
tions Act ot 1996 in specific arbitration dockets. In those 
dockets, the Conrniaaion only allowed parties t o t:he nogociations to 
participate, and specifically prohibited im:ervenor a. Therefore, 
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the Commission would v~olate the due process rights of all of the 
remaining telecommunications carriers if it decides to use the 
rates, terms and conditions it established in the arbitration 
dockets to establish policy affecting all telecommunications 
carriers. Moreover, the Commission should be aware that not all 
CLECs need the same requirements to operate under their individual 
business plans. 

Most of the cost information submitted in the arbitration 
proceedings was subjected to limited scrutiny due to time 
constraints and other extenuating factors. Many of the rates set 
for UNEs were temporary pending future proceedings. In addition , 
UNEs offer a network element with a certain function or capability 
and should be priced with this in mind. Intermedia believes this 
same logic should apply when considering nonrecurring charges as 
well . Therefore, we conclude that there is still opportunity for 
the PPSC to set rates for many of the UNEs while examining the 
underlying cost methodology and inputs to the cost studies provided 
by the ILECs. 

:ntermedia supports the Commission's proposal on universal service 
to the extent it is fair and implemented on a non-discriminatory 
basis. Likewise, Intermedia supports proposals that would 
r econ-mend that prices follow their economic coer. initially by 
lifting current freezes and caps. Ic ia Inr.ermedia' s belief that 
over time competitive forces in the marketplace, coupled with 
technological advances, will drive prices for both residential and 
business customers down . 

Intermedia Proposals 

Intermedia recommends the following pro-competitive fra•nework be 
adopted. 

• Convergence of rates toward true economic cost. 
• Required deaveraging of unbundled ne~:work elements, to include 

sub-loop elements. 
• Requirement that incumbent ~ECe provide capabilities to allow 

CLECs to •glue• elements for unbundled network elements. 
• Pully implemented operation support; systems and performance 

standards at parity to that provided to t:he incumbent • s retail 
customers . 

• Universal service rules must be establi shed and must contain 
fair and non-discriminatory provisions for all market 
participant; a. 

• The Florida Public Service Commission should maintain the 
authority to monitor the utatus of competir.ion and modify 
regulatory requirements as needed. 

• ILEC based local calling areas will be obsolete and 
meaningless in the future. We find the Staff • o concept of a 
•minutes are minutes• intriguing because we believe this may 
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