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July 22, 1996

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director
Division of Records & Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 950984-TP
Resolution of petition(s) to establish nondiscriminatory rates, terms and
conditions for resale involving local exchange companies and
alternative local exchange companies pursuant to Section 364.161,
Florida Statutes

Dear Ms. Bayo:

Please find enclosed for filing two copies of GTE Florida Incorporated’'s Notice of
Administrative Appeal in reference to the above matter. A copy of this Notice and the

required $250.00 filing fee have been provided to the Clerk, Supreme Court of Florida.

GTE Florida Incorporated intends for the full record to be supplied to the Supreme
Court of Florida. This request includes all Staff Recommendations and associated
Commission Agenda Conference transcripts. These matters are legally a part of the

record pursuant to Citizens of the State of Florida v. Beard, 613 So.2d 403 (Fla. 1992).

Accordingly, GTE Florida Incorporated will not be filing any further pleadings pursuant
to rule 9.200, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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Ms. Blanca S. Bayo
July 22, 1996
Page 2

Copies of this filing have been provided to the parties of record to the proceeding
below. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at 813-228-

3087.

Very truly yours, p gl

nthony P. Gillm&n

APG:tas
Enclosures

c: Mr. Sid J. White, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC
SERVICE COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. 850984-TP

¥

FILE Copy

NOTICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED,
Appellant,

V.

SUSAN F. CLARK, efc., etal.,

Appellee.

NOTICE IS GIVEN that GTE Florida Incorporated, Appellant, appeals to the
Supreme Court of Fiorida the Florida Public Service Commission Order number PSC-96-
0811-FOF-TP, rendered June 24, 1996 in the above-cited docket. A conformed copy of
the Order is attached in accordance with rule 9.110(d).

The Order being appealed is a final order rendered by the Florida Public Service
Commission establishing the rates, terms and conditions for the resale of network
elements and services provided by GTE Florida Incorporated.

Respectfully submitted on July 22, 1996.

M. Eric Edgington, Florida Bar No. 772909
Kimberly Caswell, Florida Bar No. 0874310
P. O. Box 110, FLTCO007

Tampa, FL 33601

Telephone: 813-224-4001

Attorneys for GTE Florida Incorporated

DOCUMENT NUMEER-DATE
07688 JuL2a <091



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Administrative Appeal

was sent by U.S. mail the 22nd day of July, 1996, to the parties on the attached list.

(Yutve, O LI~

Anthony P{ Gillman
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Ref Resclution of ) DOCKET NO. S950984-TP
petlFlongsz to establish ) ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FQOF-TP
nondiscriminatory rates, terms, ) ISSUED: June 24, 1996

and conditions for resale
involving local exchange
companies and alternative local
exchange companies pursuant to
Section 364.161, F. S.

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

SUSAN F. CLARK, Chairman
J. TERRY DEASON
JOE GARCIA
JULIA L. JOHNSON
DIANE K. KIESLING

BY THE COMMISSION:

APPEARANCES

Richard M. Rindler, Esquire, Swidler & Berlin, Chartered,
3000 K Street N.W., Suite 300, Washington, D.C. 20007

Oon behalf of Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc.

Anthony P. Gillman, Esquire, and M. Eric Edgington,
Esquire, Post Office Box 110, FLTC0007, Tampa, Florida
33601

On behalf of GTE Florida Incorporated.

J. Jeffry Wahlen, Esquire, and John P. Fons, Esquire,
Macfarlane, Ausley, Ferguson & McMullen, Post Office Box
391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302

on half of Central Tel e Compan f Florida and

United Telephone Company of Florida.

Mark Logan, Esguire, Bryant, Miller and Olive, 201 South
Monroe Street, Suite 500, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, and
Robin D. Dunson, Esquire, 1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.,
Promenade I, Room 4038, Atlanta, Georgia 30309

On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern States,

Inc.
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Laura L. Wilson, Esquire, and William Graham, Esquire,
310 N. Monroe Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301

0 behalf " lorid ~ab] Tel icat
Aasocjation, Inc.

Patrick K. Wiggins, Esquire, Wiggins'& Villacorta, Post
Office Drawer 1657, Tallahassee, Florida 32302

Floyd R. Self, Esquire, and Norman H. Horton, Jr.,
Esquire, Messer, Caparello, Madsen, Goldman & Metz, P.A.,
Post Office Box 1876, Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1876

on behalf of Worldcom, JInc. d/b/a 1LDDS WorldCom
: icat]

Richard D. Melson, Esquire, Hopping Green Sams & Smith,
Post Office Box 6526, 123 South Calhoun Street,
Tallahassee, Florida 32314

on behalf of MCI Metro Access Transmission Services, Inc.
Robert S. Cohen, Esquire, Pennington, Culpepper, Moore,
Wilkinson, Dunbar & Dunlap, P.A., Post Office Box 10095,
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-2095

Media Partners.

Everett Boyd, Esquire, Ervin, Jacobs, Odum and Ervin, 305
South Gadsden Street, Tallahassee, Florida, 32301

Donna L. Canzano, Esquire, Scott Edmonds, Esquire, and
Tracy Hatch, Esquire, Florida Public Service Commission,
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-0850

995 Florida Legislature approved substantial revisions to

Chapter 364, Florida statutes. These changes included provisions
that authorize the competitive provision of local exchange
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telecomnunications service. Incumbent local exchange companies may
elect to be price regulated rather than rate base, rate-of-return
regqulated companies. GTE Florida Incorporated (GTEFL) and United
Telephone Company of Florida and Central Telephone Company of
Florida (collectively United/Centel) slected to be price regulated.

Section 364.161, Florida Statutes, provides that upon request,
each local exchange telecommunications company shall unbundle all
of its network features, functions, and capabilities, and offer
them to any other telecommunications provider reguesting them for
resale to the extent technically and economically feasible. If the
parties to the proceeding are unable to successfully negotiate the
terms, conditions, and prices of any feasible unbundling request,
the Commission, pursuant to Section 364.162(3), Florida Statutes,
is required to set nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions
for resale of services and facilities within 120 days of receiving
a petition.

On August 30, 1995, the Prehearing Officer set forth the
procedural dates governing petitions filed regquesting the
Commission to establish nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and
conditions for resale. See Order No. PSC-95~1083-PCO-TP. Oon
January 24, 1996, Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. (MFS-
FL) filed a petition requesting that the Commission establish such
nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for resale with
GTEFL and United/Centel. The hearing in this docket was held on
March 20 and 21, 1996. Our decision, based on the evidence in the
record, is set forth below.

II. MFS-FL/GTEFL STIPULATION

On February 19, 1996, MFS-FL and GTEFL signed an agreement
regarding several terms for unbundling and resale and stipulated
some issues within this proceeding. On March 20, 1996, at the
hearing, we approved the stipulation without objection. The
stipulation resolves some of the terms for unbundling and resale
between MFS-FL and GTEFL with regards to Sections IV, V and VII of
this Order. The stipulation is attached to this Order as
Attachment A, and is by reference incorporated herein.

III. NON-PETITIONING PARTIES AND THIS DECISION

At the prehearing conference held on March 1, 1996, the
following issue was identified: "To what extent are the non-
petitioning parties that actively participate in this proceeding
bound by the Commission's decision in this docket as it relates to
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United/Centel and GTEFL?" The issue was orally arqued at the
hearing by the parties and ruled upon as follows:

Any intervenor ALEC who fully participates in this
proceeding is bound by the resolution of the issues.
Such ALEC is still free to negotiate its own rate. To
the extent negotiations fail, the affected ALEC may
petition the Commigsion to set rates.

IV. UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS

Section 364.161 (1), Florida Statutes, states that upon
request, each local exchange company (LEC) shall:

unbundle all of its network features, functions, and
capabilities, including access to signalling databases,
system and routing processes, and offer them to any other
telecommunications provider requesting such features,
functions or capabilities for resale to the extent
technically and economically feasible.

We interpret this to mean that LECs are required to unbundle
any network feature, function and capability upon request. This
section does not require the LECs to offer existing tariffed
services as unbundled network elements.

Generally, the parties agree that United/Centel should be
required to unbundle loops, ports, loop concentration and any
transport associated with these elements. Disagreement among the
parties arises as to the level of unbundling requested by MFS-FL.

A. MFS-FL's Request

MFS-FL requested that United/Centel unbundle its exchange
services into two separate packages: the link element plus cross-
connect element and the port element plus cross-connect element.
Specifically, MFS-FL seeks unbundled access and interconnection to
the following forme of unbundled links: 1) 2-wire and 4-wire
analog voice grade; 2) 2-wire Integrated Services Digital Network
(ISDN) digital grade; and 3) 4-wire D5-1 digital grade.

A link element or loop element is the transmission facility,
or channel or group of channels on such facility, which extends
from the LEC end office to a demarcation point at the customer's
premises. 2-wire analog voice grade links are commonly used for
local dial tone service. 2-wire ISDN digital grade links are a 2B
+D basic rate interface integrated services digital network (BRI-
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ISDN) type of loop which meets national ISDN standards. 4-wire DS-
1 digital grade links provide the equivalent of 24 voice grade
channels. Cross-connection is an intra-wire center channel
connecting separate pieces of telecommunications equipment
including equipment between separate collocation facilities.

MFS-FL also requests the following forms of unbundled ports be
made available by United/Centel: 1) 2-wire and 4-wire analog line;
2) 2-wire ISDN digital line; 3) 2-wire analog direct inward dialing
(DID) trunk; 4) 4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk; and 5) 4-wire ISDN
DS-1 digital trunk.

A port element is a line card and associated equipment on the
LEC switch which serves as the hardware termination for the
customer's exchange service. The port generates dial tone and
provides the customer a pathway into the public switched network.
Each port is typically associated with one or more telephone
numbers which serve as, the customer's network address.

2-wire analog line ports are line side switch connections that
provide basic residential and business type exchange services. A
line side connection from the switch provides access to the
customer. 2-wire ISDN digital line ports are basic rate interface
(BRI) line side switch connections that provide ISDN exchange
services. A 2-wire analog DID trunk port is a DID trunk side
connection that provides incoming trunk type exchange services. A
trunk side connection from the switch typically provides access to
another switch. 4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk ports are trunk side
switch connections that provide the equivalent of 24 analog"
incoming trunk type exchange services. 4-wire ISDN digital DS-1
trunk ports are primary rate interface (PRI) trunk side switch
connections that provide ISDN exchange services.

MFS-FL also regquests the ability to use its own digital loop
carrier (DILC) through collocation to provide loop concentration or
to purchase such loop concentration from United/Centel. MFS-FL
also filed testimony on unbundled access and interconnection to the
link sub-elements of United/Centel's D1Cs located in the field.

B. United/Centel's Proposal

In addition to collocation offered in its expanded
interconnection tariffs, United/Centel proposes to offer unbundled
loops and ports. United/Centel's witness Poag asserts that
United/Centel's existing special access tariff contains the loop
elements that should be provided to MFS-FL on an unbundled basis.
Special access services are currently used to connect end users to
IXCs for switched toll and private line services. United/Centel
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asserts that special access services meet the needs of IXCs and end

users for a large variety of toll services; special access should

g: rsed to provide services on a local basis as well as a toll
‘ ‘.

United/Centel proposes to offer unbundled ports with the
capability to handle local, long distance, directory assistance,
operator and 911 type calls. Currently, United/Centel's only
tariffed port is a Centrex network access register (NAR) which is
equivalent to the dial tone element of a PBX trunk. United/Centel
states that it is in the process of developing residence, single
line business, and rotary business ports.

C. Loop/Link vs. Special Access

MFS-FL argues that using a special access line as an unbundled
loop is not appropriate. MFS-FL's witness Devine asserts that
special access lines provide for additional performance parameters
that are beyond what is necessary to provide plain old telephone
service (POTS). He states that installation of a special access
line typically requires special engineering by the LEC and costs
more than installation of a POTS line. Another concern arises when
a United/Centel customer chooses to change service to MFS~FL. MFS-
FL asserts that the customer's existing link facility should be
rolled over from United/Centel to MFS-FL without having the entire
link re-provisioned or engineered over different facilities. MFS-
FL's concerns regarding customer rollover are addressed in Section
VII of this Order. We recognize that dedicated services are rated
to reflect operational parameters that go beyond that of a basic
local loop. Therefore, we find that special access lines are not
an appropriate substitute for an unbundled loop.

D. ISDN Loops and Ports

MFS-FL argues that alternative local exchange companies
(ALECs) must be able to use 2-wire and 4-wire connections in analog
or digital format to offer advanced network services such as ISDN.
Further, MFS-FL states that private branch exchange (PBX) and key
systems almost always require a 4~wire connection. MFS-FL asserts
that if the appropriate range of unbundled loops are not offered,
ALECs effectively will be precluded from offering sophisticated
telecommunications services, such as ISDN. Thus, MFS-FL states,
United/Centel will be able to offer such sophisticated services
without competition.

United/Centel states that it has 2-wire and 4-wire ana;og
voice grade loops as well as data loops available in its special
access tariff. United/Centel's witness Khazraee states that ports

2098



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 8

United/Centel to create a new pricing element if the petitioner has
not requested it.

G. Sub-loop Unbundling

MFS-FL states that sub-loop unbundling consists of breaking
the local loop into sub-elements that can be purchased by the ALEC.
MFS-FL's witness Devine maintains that MPS-FL should have access to
United/Centel's loop concentration equipment deploved in the field.
Witness Devine states that sub-loop unbundling is needed in the
future but that MFS-FL is not initially requesting it. We find
that United/Centel shall not be required to offer sub-loop
unbundling at this time because MFS-FL has not regquested it. Upon
a bona fide reqguest from MFS-FL, United/Centel and MFS-~FL shall
develop a comprehensive proposal for sub-loop unbundling for our
review. The proposal shall include cost and price support for each
unbundled element, and a list of operational, administrative and
maintenance procedures.

V.  TECHNICAL ARRANGEMENTS

MFS-FL and MCImetro assert that interconnection of unbundled
elements should occur at United/Centel's central office via
collocated facilities, including loop concentration, or by way of
loop transport. LDDS supports MFS~-FL's and MCImetro's request.

FCTA and Time Warner state that unbundled elements should be
made available at interconnection points. Time Warner believes-
this should be achieved according to industry standards.

AT&T asserts that unbundled elements should be provided in a
manner that will not prohibit the new entrant from providing the
same quality of service as the incumbent LEC. This means that
technical arrangements used to connect unbundled elements to a new
entrant's network should be equal to those currently used to
connect these elements within the LEC's own network.

MFS-FL provided references to BellCore technical publications
for digital loop carrier systems. Witness Devine states that most
companies, whether an ALEC, incumbent LEC, or interexchange
carrier, generally abide by BellCore standards. MFS-FL is
regquesting that collocation of loop concentration devices (digital
loop carrier) be allowed. MFS-FL intends to aggregate its traffic
via loop concentration and transport it to its respective switch.
As stated previously, ALECs shall be allowed to collocate loop
concentration devices within United/Centel's central office.
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United/Centel states that the technical arrangements contained
in its special access tariff provide a good starting peint.
United/Centel asserts that the technical requirements used to
interconnect each of the unbundled elements are industry standards.
These industry standards were developed by one or more of the
following agencies: BellCore, American National Standards
Institute (ANSI), or the International Telegraph and Telephone
Consultive Committee (CCITT).

Upon consideration, we believe that the telecommunications
industry has developed and created its own set of standards that
are widely used for the provision of 1local traffic. These
standards are a reasonable starting point for the provision of
unbundled network elements and that this serves the public interest
by helping to maintain service guality. Therefore, all parties
shall adhere to industry standards for the provision and operation
of each unbundled element. '

VI. PRICING OF UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS

Section 364.01, Florida Statutes, mandates that the
competitive provision of local exchange service is in the public
interest. Section 364.161, Florida Statutes, requires unbundling
of LEC features, functions, and capabilities, including access to
signaling databases, systems and routing processes. The unbundling
and resale of certain LEC features, functions and capabilities by
competitors allows them to enter the market more guickly and with
less cost than if they had to build an entire duplicative network.
The statute also requires that unbundled rates not be set below
cost but neither may they become a barrier to competition.

Essentially, parties were divided with respect to pricing of
unbundled loops: those who advocated pricing at Special Access
rates and those who advocated pricing at Total Service Long Run
Incremental Cost (TSLRIC). The LECs and those ALECs who had signed
agreements with the LECs, such as Florida Cable Telecommunications
Association, Inc. (FCTA) and Time Warner, proposed Special Access
rates or rates with some contribution in them. The others,
including AT&T, MCImetro, MFS-FL, and L1DDS, believe that for
competition to occur, unbundled loop rates must be priced no higher
than TSLRIC. MCImetro also advocates the establishment of
deaveraged rates for unbundled loops which will be discussed

further.
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A. TISLRIC Data

Although the definitions are similar, there has not been a
universally accepted definition of TSLRIC proposed in this
proceeding. GTEFL witness Duncan states that it is defined
differently depending on the context; in this proceeding, he means
the average incremental cost of providing a service as opposed to
not providing it at all. MCImetro witness Cornell describes it as
the direct economic cost, which includes recovery of the firm's
cost of capital, but does not include any contribution above cost.
Witness Cornell also explains that the phrase "reasonable return on
capital" as expressed in regulatory terms, is called "a normal
profit®" in standard economic terms.

MFS-FL appears to use Long Run Incremental Cost (LRIC) and
TSLRIC interchangeably. For example, witness Devine, in
deposition, agreed with Dr. Cornell's definition of TSLRIC, yet he
refers to that type of cost as "LRIC." Witness Devine defines LRIC
as the direct economic Tost of a given facility, including the cost
of capital, and represents the cost that the LEC would otherwise
have avoided if it had not installed relevant increment of plant,
that is, local loops in a given region. This definition is similar
to the ones given by MCImetro witness Cornell and GTEFL witness
Trimble.

GTEFL witness Trimble explains the concept as follows:

..+ if the company were to get out of the R-1
residential business, the true TSLRIC would be
defined as the total cost to the company with
R-1 residential service minus the total cost
of the company without residential service, or
the total change in cost to the company.

Witness Trimble also noted that for a multi-product firm with
significant joint and common costs, it is extremely difficult to
calculate a true TSLRIC, and that he knew of no telecommunications
company that had actually performed a true TSLRIC study.
Therefore, GTEFL developed a two-step process by which it computed
two known TSLRIC components: volume-sensitive costs (or LRIC) and
the volume-insensitive costs specific to that service, which he
describes as fixed costs. He indicated that certain common costs
would be appropriate to include as well, but these were not
identified and quantified for this proceeding.

United/Centel did not conduct any cost studies for loops at

all. United/Centel did not define its cost data as TSLRIC except
for the ports for the 2-wire analog loops. Unlike GTEFL,
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gnited/Centel did not attempt to develop a substitute or proxy for
SLRIC.

AT&T described TSLRIC as the actual cost that the LEC incurs
in providing the unbundled element, either to itself or to a new
entrant. According to AT&T, when prices are set at TSLRIC, neither
the new entrant nor the incumbent is disadvantaged. Both AT&T and
MCImetro argue that TSLRIC is competitively neutral and thus will
not be a barrier to competition by causing a price squeeze.

For purposes of this proceeding, we find that the TSLRIC
estimates, where provided in accordance with our findings in this
proceeding, shall be used to determine whether an unbundled rate
meets the statutory requirement. Specifically, no permanent
unbundled loop rate shall be set below our best estimate of TSLRIC,
as determined by the evidence provided in this proceeding. TSLRIC
estimates shall be based on the provider's current or prospective
network facilities, as oppcsed to some theoretically optimal
network configuration.«

B. GIEFL Cost Data

GTEFL provided approximations of TSLRIC for the 1loops and
ports that it has agreed to provide to MFS-FL. As noted earlier,
GTEFL states that true TSLRIC estimates are extremely difficult to
produce. Therefore, GTEFL provided estimates that reflect volume
sensitive LRIC plus volume insensitive costs. We believe that this
approach is reasonable considering the statutory time constraints
in this proceeding. GTEFL provided cost data for several types of
loops and ports that were requested specifically by MFS-FL. ’

For loops, the LRIC (or volume-sensitive) cost components
included the basic loop costs, by distance, the Drop-In protector,
the Main Distribution Frame (MDF) protector, the Network Access
Cross Connect (NACC) which connects the port to the loop, Billing
& Collection (B&C), and volume-sensitive customer contact/marketing
expense. The volume-insensitive components included spare capacity
equipment and volume-insensitive customer contact/marketing
expense. GTEFL provided data for DS-1 channels and transport
costs.

For ports, the LRIC cost components included the Basic Level
Switch Interface (the line card that connects the loop and switch),
Billing & Collection, Directory Exchange, which relates to costs
for telephone directories, and volume-sensitive customer
contact/marketing expense. The volume-insensitive component
included just the volume-insensitive customer contact/marketing
expense. GTEFL provided data for DID and ISDN costs.
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MFS-FL states that GTEFL should exclude extra costs such as
B&C, customer contact and marketing, as well as spare capacity
inventory. MFS-FL proposes that GTEFL and United/Centel be
required to resubmit proper cost data for the link, port, cross-
connect, and local usage. MFS-FL further proposes that the
Commission set interim rates so that local competition is not
delayed in the meantime. '

MCImetro states that GTEFL's cost studies include high amounts
of marketing costs that should not be included in the TSLRIC of
unbundled loops. MCImetro argues that LECs should not incur
marketing costs on any unbundled network elements. GTEFL witness
Trimble testified that these costs do not reflect retail marketing
efforts, but rather the sales and support efforts that GTEFL does
for interexchange carriers. He believes that this type of support
would continue for ALECs in the unbundled environment. He
explained that in developing these expenses, GTEFL used data that
related to the current support provided to IXCs for special access
services since that was information they had available.

We note these marketing or customer support costs were
6lightly over 12% of the total unbundled 2-wire loop cost. There
is no evidence in the record that provides guidance as to what a
reasonable proportion of total cost such customer contact/support
expenses should be. Witness Trimble acknowledged that GTEFL hag
not provided specific supporting documentation for the expense
numbers submitted.

We disagree with MFS-FL that GTEFL should exclude all B&C,
customer contact and marketing, and spare capacity inventory.
These types of costs are relevant TSLRIC components because they
represent costs that would be avoided in the long run if the LEC
did not provide the service. If these are costs which are not
incurred if the service is not provided, then they are relevant
costs to provide the service. As with the marketing and customer
contact expenses discussed above, GTEFL did not provide support for
the specific figures it used.

We believe that the cost data which GTEFL provided was a
creditable effort, particularly given the time constraints of this
proceeding. We believe that, for the most part, it is adequate to
set rates for unbundled loops and ports in this proceeding.

One exception is the data provided for the 4-wire DS-1 loop.
The TSLRIC estimate that GTEFL provided is higher than the Special
Access rate that GTEFL has proposed for this element. In addition,
the TSLRIC estimate is higher than GTEFL's currently tariffed rates
for the equivalent service in its Private Line and Local Transport
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tariffs as well. Since none of GTEFL's tariffed DS-1 rates cover
the cost as submitted, we shall require GTEFL to reexamine the DS-1
loop cost estimate submitted in this proceeding and shall refile
it. Alternatively, GTEFL shall explain why its TSLRIC estimate is
higher than its proposed rate, current tariffed Special Access
charge, for the unbundled DS-1 1loop. In addition, GTEFL shall
explain why its TSLRIC is higher than the currently tariffed rate
for the equivalent service in its current Private Line and lLocal
Transport tariffs. In the meantime, the current DS-1 Special
Access rate shall be used as an interim rate for the unbundled 4-
wire DS-1 loop.

C. United/Centel Cost Data

United/Centel filed its cost data on the rate elements
immediately prior to hearing. United/Centel did not provide cost
estimates or proposed rates for most of the requested elements.
Instead of cost support, United/Centel cited to old tariffs.
However, witness Poag-tonceded that he was not sure whether costs
were in fact provided with those tariffs. He stated that for the
2-wire voice grade analog loop costs that he provided, the studies
were old and the costs needed to be updated. Moreover, the loop
costs did not reflect unbundled loops, but rather, consisted of the
loop portion of residential and business exchange service. Witness
Poag testified that the costs could be considered incremental but
could not identify them as LRIC or TSLRIC. The only TSLRIC cost
data provided, according to witness Poag, were for the 2-wire
ports, and for these he submitted different estimates for
residential and business ports. For reasons to be discussed, we do
not believe that unbundled elements should be priced according to
the type of user of the service. There were several elements for
which neither costs nor rates were proposed. For those, witness
Poag conceded that he was unclear as to what MFS-FL was requesting.

The data provided does not adeguately support the development
of rates for the elements requested; therefore, United/Centel shall
refile cost studies for all elements requested by MFS-FL as found
in Section IV of this Order. United/Centel shall organize the data
so that we can determine the relevant TSLRIC cost components and
the associated amounts. The cost data need not reflect separate
estimates for residential and business: it shall include weighted
averaged costs for each component. To the extent that TSLRIC is
unavailable or a proxy is used, this needs to be stated clearly and
the method used explained. These estimates shall be based on the
provider's current or prospective network facilities, as opposed to
some theoretically optimal network configuration. The cost studies
shall conform to the information requirements set forth in Rule 25-
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4.046, Florida Administrative Code. These studies shall be
subnitted no later than 60 days from the issuance of this Order.

We find the following rates are approved on an interim basis
only: 2-W voice grade analog loop at $15.00; and 2-W analog line
port at $7.00. These rates will be used as an interim mechanism so
that ALECs may obtain service as quickly as possible. These
interim rates will recover the costs as preliminarily identified by
United/Centel.

D. "Price Squeezing" and Imputation

GTEFL argues that there will be no price squeeze if unbundled
loop rates are set at Special Access rates, because ALECs will
generate revenues from non-basic services. MFS-FL, however, argues
that providing simple links at Special Access rates would create a
price squeeze. The ALECs also stated that they would not be able
to resell competitively at those rates.

MCImetro witness Cornell states that any price above TSLRIC
for essential inputs would not permit the LEC to pass an imputation
test and would therefore create a price squeeze. MCImetro argues
that LEC proposals discriminate because they want to charge special
access rates to ALECs for elements which the LECs obtain at TSLRIC.
MCImetro argues that if a price squeeze is allowed to occur, then
equally efficient firms would not be able to compete. Witness
Cornell argues that a proper imputation test would require that the
price floor for a LEC retail service (local exchange service)
equal: (a) the price charged to ALECs for monopoly inputs (loops), -
plus (b) the LEC's TSLRIC of all other components of the retail
service, such as switching, transport, billing and directory
listings. MCImetro states that the LECs' current local exchange
rates do not pass an imputation test: local exchange rates would
have to more than double to pass the imputation test at the
proposed special access rates.

Witness Cornell offers three alternative solutions: 1) raise
local rates; 2) reduce the prices charged to ALECs for essential
inputs; or 3) Universal Service Fund (USF). MCImetro recommends
reducing rates to ALECs in the short run by setting rates at TSLRIC
with deaveraged loops; in the long run, local rates should be
raised to affordable levels and the difference should be funded by
means of a USF mechanism. MCImetro argues that this is the only
solution under the current regulatory regime where unbundled loops
must cover costs, and local rates are capped below the claimed
average cost of an unbundled loop.
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Time Warner agrees with MCImetro that the proper imputation
standard would require the incumbent LEC to recover from the retajl
service the price charged to entrants for monopoly inputs, plus all
the other costs of providing the retail service. Alternatively, a
LEC could reduce the price of its monopoly elements to avoid a
price squeeze and to pass an imputation test. However, Time Warner
disagrees with MCImetro that exercising this alternative would
require pricing the inputs at TSLRIC. Time Warner also endorses
MCImetro's third alternative, where local rates are frozen, to rely
on the USF to make up the difference between TSLRIC and the
unbundled loop.

We believe that to be able to compete, the ALECs must pay
rates for essential inputs that do not result in a price squeeze by
exceeding the rates charged by their competitors, the LECs, for
their retail 1local exchange services. Given the statutory
restrictions that LEC unbundled rates must not be set below cost,
and that basic local rates may not increase prior to January 1,
1999, we find that the best course is to set rates now for
essential monopoly inputs .at or near TSLRIC. We agree with
MCImetro witness Cornell that in the long run, if necessary, local
rates could be raised to affordable levels and any difference could
be funded by means of a USF mechanism.

E. Contribution to Shared and Common Costs

United/Centel argues that using Special Access tariffed rates
avoids price discrimination because unbundled rates are not priced
differently from rates charged to other providers, such as IXCs,
MSPs, and AAVs. According to United/Centel, pricing at incremental
costs is inappropriate because the relevant services are cross
elastic with toll and switched access; LECs would not recover their
shared and common costs; and incremental cost pricing would make
end users subsidize ALECs. United/Centel asserts that its proposed
pricing would not create a price sgqueeze, and that special access
rates would reasonably reflect TSLRIC plus some contribution.

GTEFL endorses the concept of the Efficient Component Pricing
(ECP) rule, which, according to GTEFL, requires that prices fall
between Stand Alone costs and TSLRIC. Specifically, GTEFL
advocates the ECP, which would set the price of unbundled loops at
the lesser of: 1) the TSLRIC of the element, plus related
wholesale marketing activities, plus the contribution that would
have been received from the use of the element in the provision of
the LEC's own end-user service; or 2) the stand-alone cost of the
unbundled element, GTEFL argues that pricing at TSLRIC would
drive firms out of business since there would be no recovery of
shared and common costs. In addition, GTEFL argues that the

2107



ORDER NO. PSC-%6-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 16

Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 provides for cost recovery
Plus a reasonable profit. However, GTEFL did not ultimately
propose to apply ECP, stating that prices should be set at a level
comparable to where they would be in a competitive marketplace.
Since application of ECP would result in rates which could be
undercut by competitive providers, GTEFL proposed to price
unbundled loops at Special Access tariffed rates.

According to GTEFL's studies, this results in an unbundled
business loop of $61.69, and an unbundled residential loop of
$28.67. These rates include the contribution from toll, access and
vertical service revenues that go along with the loop when an ALEC
takes the customer. But these amounts exceed the Stand Alcne cost,
as well as the cost to an entrant to provide the loop itself.
Thus, GTEFL proposes $23.00 for an unbundled loop, which is the
same as the 2-wire special access line. GTEFL states that pricing
this way will prevent arbitrage. Also, GTEFL states the special
access price for a two-wire loop provides 12% contribution.

Time Warner and FCTA agree with the LEC positions that
unbundled rates should include contribution. Time Warner believes
that pricing at TSLRIC eliminates the incentive for facilities-
based competitors to build out their networks and also endorses
requiring that LEC retail services pass an imputation test. Time
Warner also agrees with the LECs that deaveraging of loop rates
should be done in conjunction with universal service reform.

MFS-FL, MCImetro, AT&T and LDDS advocate the pricing of
essential monopoly elements at TSLRIC. MFS-FL asserts that the LEC .
cost studies that were submitted are inadequate; thus, MFS-FL
proposes to set interim rates based on the costs submitted and
require both LECs to refile true LRIC studies. Generally, MFS-~FL
states that the retail rates in the tariff for bundled services
should cover the sum of the prices for applicable unbundled
monopoly elements. MFS-FL objects to the LEC proposal to set rates
at Special Access prices because unbundled loops are not the same
as special access channels. Although there may be only slight
physical differences, MFS-FL states that there are significant
differences in technical standards, engineering and operational
practices.

MCImetro advocates two basic pricing principles. First, the
price for essential inputs, such as those which cannot be
competitively provided in the near term, should be set at TSLRIC,
which includes cost of capital but no contribution in excess of
that normal profit. Second, the price for elements which can be
competitively provided in the near term should be set by the
market, and could contain contribution. According to witness
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Cornell, the essential inputs include loops, loop concentration,
and transport. NCImetro asserts that ports should be unbundled and
made available for resale; however, they need not be priced at
TSLRIC since they are more likely to be provided competitively.
MFS-FL agrees that ports need not be priced at TSLRIC, and proposed
that they be priced at the retail rate of the bundled service less
the sum of the LRICs of the loop and the cross-connect.

MCImetro, MFS-FL, and AT&T assert that there should be no
contribution in the loop rates. According to MFS-FL, LRIC (TSLRIC)
pricing of unbundled elements is essential to the development of
local exchange competition. AT&T states that when loops are priced
at TSLRIC, both the LEC and the ALEC incur the same loop costs, and
then both have the same opportunity to recover their joint and
common costs from retail services. MCImetro states that including
contribution raises the price floor down to which competition can
force rates. MCImetro witness Cornell argues that the point of
requiring loop wunbundling is that it is not clear that
economically, it wills ever be viable to establish a complete
duplicate of the LECs' distribution and feeder networks. She also
makes the point that if such facilities-based competition ever does
occur in certain areas and not in others, establishing TSLRIC-based
rates will not impede the market.

Upon consideration, we do not believe that ECP produces a
desirable result. A competitive market does not thrive on
indifference. If a LEC is rendered indifferent by virtue of the
pricing of its services as to whether it serves the customer or
not, the reason for establishing competition is eliminated. There
is no longer any incentive for the LEC to seek to attract
customers, and the market is no longer driven by competition. 1If
competitive providers do not have to compete, the consumer will not
be served well. Therefore, we do not agree with GTEFL that ECP is
an appropriate approach to determining prices.

United/Centel and GTEFL have opted for price cap requlation
under which there is an assumption of a greater degree of
competitive risk. However, the LECs seer to presume that they are
entitled to the same revenue or at least contribution protection
that they had under rate-of-return regulation. Their positions
seen to indicate that they should not be required to assume any
competitive risk at all.

We also disagree with United/Centel's argument that charging
different rates to ALECs than those charged to Interexchange
Carriers (IXC), cellular carriers, and Alternative Access Vendors
(AAVs) is discriminatory. First, ALECs are a different class of
customer than IXCs, AAVs, and cellular providers. Also, the
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unbundled loops and ports at issue are not the same end-to-end
tariffed services provided to IXCs, AAVs, and cellular providers.
Moreover, if there still are any concerns about arbitrage, use and
user restrictions are the standard method of addressing the
problem. Thus, only ALECs could purchase the unbundled network
elements at the prices approved in this proceeding.

Moreover, the evidence in the record indicates that the loops
are not going to be competitively provided in any meaningful way in
the foreseeable future. Thus, the LEC is the only realistic source
for this element. We believe that loops should be priced at a
level that approximates TSLRIC. Therefore, the LECs' proposed
;pplication of their Special Access rates to unbundled loops is

enied. '

GTEFL submitted proposed rates for all the port elements
requested by MFS-FL. GTEFL proposes to charge a flat monthly rate
Plus a usage charge for ports. The flat rates cover the identified
TSLRIC estimates. GTEFL also proposes to charge associated
tariffed DID and ISDN charges where applicable. The usage charge
would be identical to the Shared Tenant Service (STS) usage rate.
Witness Trimble testified that he does not expect to see much
demand for unbundled ports.

United/Centel proposed rates and provided cost estimates for
some but not all of the reguested ports. United/Centel proposes
that the 2-wire analog port rates differ between residential and
business. United/Centel does not propose a separate usage charge
for ports but includes a usage component in its cost estimate.

We agree with GTEFL that ports may not be in high demand from
the LECs and believe that they may be more widely available from
alternative sources. Many ALECs own their switches, can provide
their own ports, and can resell them to other ALECs as well. Ports
can therefore either be priced with some contribution, or "market
priced."

However, we do not believe that it is appropriate or necessary
to decide a usage rate for ports. We have been asked by MFS-FL to
determine rates for unbundled components. MFS-FL has requested
loops and ports, but it did not request local switching in this
proceeding which is what the usage rate would cover. The ALECs can
obtain that from the LEC if they want, and at this point, the LECs
may charge STS usage rates if that is what the ALECs are willing to
pay. If MFS-FL or any other ALEC does not agree with that, and if
it cannot resolve this issue with the LECs, it may reguest that the
Commission decide this matter. We note that no party specifically
objected to the usage rates proposed by GTEFL.

b
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F. Distance and Dengity Sensitive Loop Rates

ALECs advocate wunbundling Jloops even further through
deaveraging loop rates by distance and density. MFS~FL argues that
any proposed rate that does not consider this distance-sensitivity,
and wmore importantly, does not consider 1line density, is
fundamentally flawed and could severely impair facilities-based
local exchange competition.

MCImetro contends, based on the evidence in the record, that
under the LECs' proposed flat special access rates, shorter loops
would provide a greater level of contribution than the longer loops
because the cost of longer loops is higher. At a flat averaged
rate, the effect would be to charge all loops a share of the non-
integrated pair gain costs, even though shorter loops do not use
pair gain technology. Witness Cornell stated that customers would
be better off if loop rates were deaveraged by distance and
density. Deaveraging helps identify areas that need universal
service support and “allows rural customers to benefit from
competition that they might otherwise not have. MCImetro also
argues that setting unbundled loop prices equal tc deaveraged costs
would help minimize the chance for a price squeeze in higher
density areas, which would enhance the likelihood of competitive
entry in such areas. MCImetro alsoc notes that the official
corporate position for United/Centel on this issue is that loop
prices should be deaveraged, at least by distance.

MCImetro proposes that unbundled loop prices for GTEFL be
based on density and distance and that for United/Centel, the rates
should be based on distance only for now since that is all it
provided. MCImetrc suggests requiring United/Centel to refile
TSLRIC studies incorporating both distance and density. Since
United/Centel separated the lcop costs between residential and
business, that would have to modified as well. We will not design
rates for resale that distinguish between residential and business,
because there would be no way to monitor or enforce the intended
use. We agree with MCImetro's statement that the costs of the
loops should be expressed in terms of the functionality and not the
projected service to be provided over them.

The LECs acknowledge the distance and density aspects of loop
costs. They state, however, that although deaveraged loops are
appropriate in theory, the Commission should not allow such
deaveraging until LECs can also deaverage. United/Centel states
that distance sensitive pricing was not included in MFS-FL's
petition, and therefore is not ripe for decision now. The LECs say
they should be allowed to deaverage at the same time as ALECs, or
they would be competitively disadvantaged.
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We Dbelieve that eventually loop rates may need to be
deaveraged as the market develops. However, this proceeding was
initiated by petitions of MFS-FL requesting that we resolve issues
between MFS-FL, GTEFL, and United/Centel which they were unable to
resolve during their negotiations. Deaveraging local loops was not
part of the negotiation process according to United/Centel. We
agree with United/Centel that it is premature to require
deaveraging of the loop rates at this time.

G. Selling Unbundled Loops and Ports Together

MFS-FL maintains that the ability to combine unbundled loops
with unbundled ports is crucial to its ability to compete for local
traffic. However, United/Centel does not want to allow the
connection of unbundled loops with unbundled ports. :

We agree with the ALECs that these items together are
important for resale. Section 364.161(1), Florida Statutes,
requires that a LEC unbundle all of its network features, functions
and capabilities for resale. There are two limitations on this
statutory directive: 1) the price cannot be below cost; and 2) the
Commission cannot require the resale of "“currently tariffed, flat-
rated, switched residential and business services" prior to 1997.
The combination of unbundled loops and ports at the approved rates
does not run afoul of either of these limitations. Moreover, in
view of the statutory directive to promote competition, these
limitations should be narrowly construed. Therefore, we find that
the ALECs shall be allowed to combine unbundled loops and unbundled
ports.

H. GTEFL's Taking Arguments

GTEFL asserts that it will lose contribution and market share.
Specifically, GTEFL contends that forcing the loss of contribution
constitutes an impermissible taking of GTEFL's property. GTEFL
argues that prices should not be set at LRIC or TSLRIC because it
will be unable to obtain any contribution to their joint and common
and/or shared costs. GTEFL contends that LRIC and TSLRIC do not
recover all costs nor provide a profit to the firm. PFurther, GTEFL
asserts that pricing the unbundled loop at TSLRIC does not cover
any of GTEFL's embedded costs in providing the loop. GTEFL also
argues that denying it recovery of these costs is inconsistent with
the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 which authorizes the
incumbent LEC to recover reasonable profit after the LEC's costs
are recovered. GTEFL asserts that the Commission should
immediately address this expected loss of contribution in a
comprehensive universal service docket or some other proceeding to
avoid confiscation of GTEFL's property.
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Further, GTEFL argues that it is entitled to rates which
return to the company all funds expended in the deployment of
assets under the de jure local moncpoly which was in effect until
January 1, 1996. GTEFL contends that the investments and costs
were previously recovered through rate mechanisms and control of
entry into the telecommunications field by the Commission and thus -
constituted an express regulatory compact between the Commission
and GTEFL. With the revisions to Chapter 364, GTEFL contends that
the state has abandoned the regulatory compact by opening the local
exchange market to competition. GTEFL asserts that while the state
previously allowed recovery of these investments, the Commission
now jeopardizes the financial integrity of GTEFL.

Specifically, GTEFL takes issue with MFS-FL's assertion that
GTEFL must price its services at LRIC levels, requiring GTEFL to
forego recovery of all service-specific incremental volume
insensitive costs as well as shared common costs. GTEFL asserts
that neither the Commission nor any other governmental agency is
permitted to impose confiscatory rates on one line of a company's
business simply because the company can theoretically afford those
losses by generating additional revenue on other lines of business.
Such a notion, GTEFL argues, would permit the government to impose
below-cost pricing on any profitable company. GTEFL argues that
mandatory below-cost pricing on a particular line of business is
unconstitutional even if the company is able to make up those
losses from revenues generated from other businesses and cites to
the following case for support. Brooks-Scanlon Co, Vv Railroad
Copmission, 251 U.S. 396 (1920).

Although we cannot rule on whether our decision will be
unconstitutional, we can address the concerns which GTEFL asserts
implicate the takings clause.

Implicit in GTEFL's arguments is the notion that this
Commission owes GTEFL an increase in local rates to replace the
company's potential losses of expected contribution and profit.
GTEFL is asking that we look at potential revenue losses, albeit
under the disguise of alleged constitutional violations. Even if
it could be predicted with certainty that there would be major
losses, GTEFL does not have a per se statutory right that it must
recover profit and contribution as a result of unbundling and
reselling services. Even under the rate-base requlation regime in
Chapter 364, GTEFL was merely afforded the opportunity to earn a
fair return on its investment, not a guarantee of a return.
Further, under the new, price-regulated regime in Chapter 364 that
GTEFL has elected, GTEFL is not guaranteed a specific return in
this competitive environment. Moreover, even if the losses come to
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fruition, such losses, if necessary, can be addressed through
appropriate Commission proceedings.

Property interests are not created by the Constitution, but
rather are delineated by existing rules or understandings that stem
from an independent source such as state law. Ruckelshaus v.

Mansanto Co., 467 U. S. 986, 1000 (1984) citing Webb's Fabulous
Bharmacies. Inc v. Beckwith, 449 U.S. 155, 161 (1980).

As previously stated, under Sections 364.161 and 364.162,
Florida Statutes, the LEC is required to unbundle its network
features, functions, and capabilities and offer them for resale to
the extent technically and economically feasible. If the parties
cannot negotiate an agreement, then this Commission's obligation is
to set rates for such services, features, functions, capabilities,
or unbundled local loops at rates that are not below cost. This
Commission is also obligated by statute to ensure that the rate
must not be set so high that it would serve as a barrier to
competition. The incumbent LEC has no statutory or constitutional
right to contribution above cost for unbundled services. Most
significantly, the unbundled rates we have established for GTEFL
meet our obligation to ensure that the rates are not below GTEFL's
costs.

GTEFL argues that setting rates based on TSLRIC is
inconsistent with the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996.
GTEFL states that basing rates on TSLRIC violates the Act because:
1) it does not cover any of GTEFL's embedded costs in providing the
loop; and 2) it denies a reasonable profit to GTEFL as provided in
the Act. We disagree with GTEFL's arguments. First, Section’
252(c) (1) (A) of the Act provides that just and reasonable rates
shall be based on the cost of providing the network element.
Basing rates on TSLRIC meets Section 252(c) (1) (A) of the Act,
because TSLRIC is the cost of providing the service. Second,
Section 252(c) (1) (B) provides that just and reasonable rates may,
not must, include a reasonable profit. As discussed previously,
TSLRIC includes recovery of the cost of capital or a reasonable
profit; therefore, we cannot sustain GTEFL's argument.

In anticipation or speculation that GTEFL will experience lost
revenues as a result of unbundling, GTEFL believes that this
Commission must order an immediate rate rebalancing or explicit
subsidy payments when unbundled rates go into effect. Even if we
agreed that there was a possibility of major revenue losses, that
mere possibility would not give rise to an immediate rate increase.
To the extent GTEFL does experience revenue losses, there are
specific procedures for relief set forth in Chapter 364. First,
under Section 364.051(5), Florida Statutes, if GTEFL believes that
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circumstances have changed substantially to justify any increase in
the rates for basic local telecommunications services, it may
petition the Commission for a rate increase. This Commission shall
grant such a petition only after an opportunity for a hearing and
a compelling showing of changed circumstances. Second, under
Section 364.025, Florida Statutes, GTEFL may seek a subsidy towards
its universal service obligations. Specifically, GTEFL must file
a petition showing that competition has eroded its ability to
support universal service and identify the amount of subsidy
needed. §£See Order No. PSC-95-1592-FOF-TP.

GTEFL also argues that mandatory interconnection and
unbundling by definition provides physical access to its tangible
property. GTEFL states that interconnection allows MFS-FL to move
its traffic over GTEFL's network which is then physically invaded
by the bits and bytes transmitted by MFS-FL. GTEFL contends that
the movement of bits of information across telephone wires
constitutes a physical invasion of GTEFL's private property. GTEFL
relies on Loretto v, Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp., 458 U.S.
419 (1982), for the proposition that the appropriate compensation
for this physical taking is to compensate the property owner for
the full opportunity cost of the physical invasion. This argument
would have been more appropriately raised in the interconnection
proceeding in Docket No. 950985-TP; nevertheless, we will address
GTEFL's arguments in this unbundling proceeding.

A similar argument was raised by the LECs when this Commission
ordered mandatory physical collocation in Phase I of the expanded
interconnection docket. See Order No. PSC-94-0285-FOF-TP, issued
March 10, 1994. This Commission stayed its order when the FCC
ordered mandatory virtual rather than physical collocation. §See
Order No. PSC-94-1102-FOF-TP, issued September 7, 1994. 1In that
order, this Commission was persuaded by the argument that property
dedicated for the public purpose is subject to a different standard
when, pursuant to statutory authorization, a regulatory body
mandates certain uses of that property in the furtherance of its
dedicated use. This Commission was not persuaded by the LECs'
argument that a mandatory physical occupation is a per ge taking.

In this case, the statutory authorization is provided by
Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. Effective interconnection and
unbundling and the adequate provision of telecommunications service
require that this Commission mandate interconnection and unbundling
of the local loop and such purposes do not turn statutorily
authorized requlation into a taking.
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Loretto is relied upon by GTEFL as authority for the taking
analysis based upon an ad hoc factual inquiry of:

1) The economic impact of the regulation;

2) The extent to which it interferes with investment-backed
expectations; and .

3) The character of the governmental action.

loretto is also relied upon for the proposition that a
permanent physical occupation represents a per ge taking and that
an ad hoc¢ inquiry is only reached in the absence of such a
permanent physical occupation. In Loretto, the Court stated:

We affirm the traditional rule that a permanent physical
occupation of property is a taking. In such a case, the
property owner entertains a  |historically rooted
expectation of compensation, and the character of the
invasion is gqualitatively more intrusive than perhaps any
other category of property regulation. Jd. at 441

This Commission previously found that an objective reading of
Loretto is that if there is a permanent physical occupation there
is a taking. This is the case regardless of the size of the
occupation. In Loretto, the permanent occupation was the
attachment of wires and a box to the exterior of a building.

In the instant case, GTEFL objects to the possible mandate of
interconnection and unbundling of its local loop to effectuate
statutorily authorized interconnection and unbundling. However,
based on Loretto, it appears that such interconnection would be a
taking if opposed by GTEFL. Such an interpretation would make it
impossible for this Commission to regulate telecommunications
pursuant to its statutory mandate.

GTEFL contends that it must be compensated for the full
opportunity cost of the physical invasion of its private property.
We believe that Loretto is not the appropriate standard to employ
regarding the Commission's statutorily authorized regulation of the
LEC's property. Loretto involved neither the taking of a common
carrier's property nor government regulation of a common carrier.
This distinction is central to any taking analysis.

A lawful governmental regulation of the service of common
carriers, though it may be a burden, is not a violation
of constitutional rights to acquire, possess, and protect
property, to due process of law, and to equal protection
of the laws, since those who devote their property to the
uses of a common carrier do so subject to the right of
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governmental regulation in the interest of the common
velfare. . . . Even where a particular regulatiosn causes
a pecuniary loss to the carrier, if it is reasonahle with
reference to the just demands of the public ¢o pa

affected by it, and it does not arbitrarily se an
unreasonable burden upon the carrier, ;ng_unlmﬂu
Constitution. ! -

East Coast RY. Co., 49 So. 43-44 (Fla. 1909) {Enphasis

added) .

It has long been established that property which has § .

to a public purpose can be regulated and uﬁ“ ;‘,f.;:;ﬁ;f._fd
physically occupied as long as the regulation jfpvolves thz
dedicated public purpose. See Munn v. I11inols, % ®.s8. 113, 126
(1876). Under this analysis, the taking issue fg not re;ched
except to the extent that there is inadequate comPumsation for the
use of the property or a mandate to use the property fg a manner to
which it has not been dedicated. Neither case is pepgent here.

Although we cannot determine the appropriateme
a taking, we certainly have the authority &= lﬂ.::??,ign i::
appropriate rates for the provision of telecommusipat ions service
in Florida. Provided that the rates are not co ry, we have
the statutory authority to establish nondiscriefastory rates
terms, and conditions for resale. '

I. conclusiop

Based upon the foregoing, we find that #MEr*s rates for
unbundled loops shall approximate TSLRIC. Unbuiiis ports may be
set at reasonable market prices. Based on thewsfience in the
record, we find that the monthly recurring rates:#y the unbundled
elements for GTEFL shall be set as follows:

Loopa :
1A. 2-W voice grade analog loop: $ 20.00
1B. 4-W voice grade analog loop: $ 25,00

2. 2-W ISDN digital grade loop: $ 20.00 _
3. 4-W DS-1 digital grade loop: $250.00 - Mg Systen
$154.00 - Sk Systen

Roxts )

4. 2-W & 4-W analog line ports: $ 6.00

5, 2-W ISDN digital line port*: $ 20.00

6. 2-W analog DID trunk por. $ 6.00 pPluyiriffed DID
Changy

AL
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7. 4-W DS-1 digital DID trunk port: $ 60.00 plus tariffed DID
charges
8. 4-W ISDN DS-1 digital port: $350.00

The rate shown above for the 4-W DS-1 digital grade loop is an
interim rate. GTEFL shall either refile its cost information or
explain why its proposed rate (current Special Access DS-1 rate) is
below its cost estimate, and why the TSLRIC is higher than
currently tariffed rates for the equivalent service in GTEFL's
Special Access, Private Line, and lLocal Transport tariffs. This
information shall be filed no later than 60 days following the
issuance of this Order. '

United/Centel shall refile its cost studies providing
estimates of TSLRIC for all elements as approved in Section IV of
this Order. United/Centel shall organize the cost studies so that
we can determine the relevant TSLRIC cost components and the
associated amounts. The cost data need not reflect separate
estimates for residential and business and shall include weighted
average total costs for each component. To the extent that TSLRIC
is unavailable or that a proxy is used, this shall be stated
clearly and the method used explained. These cost studies shall
conform to the information requirements set forth in Rule 25-4.046,
Florida Administrative Code, and shall be submitted no later than
60 days from the issuance of this Order.

Also, we find that the following rates for United/Centel are
approved on an interim basis only: )

2-W voice grade analog loop: $ 15.00
2-W analog line port: $ 7.00

: For GTEFL and United/Centel, TSLRIC estimates, where provided
in accordance with our findings, shall be used to determine whether
an unbundled rate meets the statutory requirement. That is, no
permanent unbundled loop rate shall be set below our best estimate
of TSLRIC, as determined by the evidence provided in this
proceeding. TSLRIC estimates shall be based on the provider's
current or prospective network facilities, as opposed to some
theoretically optimal network configuration, assuming no facilities
are in place.

Further, we find that ALECs shall be allowed to combine
unbundled loops and unbundled ports for GTEFL and United/Centel.

Finally, all tariffs required to be filed in this sectign
shall be filed no later than 30 days following the issuance of this

2118



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 27

Order. They shall becone effective fifteen days following the date
that complete and correct tariffs are filed.

VII. OPERATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

GTEFL and MFS-FL signed a partial co-carrier agreement which
pertained to this issue; however, GTEFL and MFS-FL were not able to
fully agree on this subject, so we did not approve it as a
stipulation. The agreement states that each party will use its
best efforts to address, within 60 days, certain operational issues
which remain to be resclved by GTEFL and MFS-FL. The only aspect
to which MFS-FL and GTEFL do not agree is the handling of further
operational disputes that may arise. _

Time Warner, MCImetro, and FCTA argue that United/Centel and
GTEFL should provide, on an automated basis, ordering, repair, and
testing and any other administrative systems needed wherever
possible. LDDS's position is that the requests and proposals
presented in this docket do not necessarily meet the needs of these
petitioners in the future nor may they meet the needs of future
competitors. AT&T supports MFS-FL's position which is described
below.

MFS-FL. states that for it to efficiently offer service,
United/Centel and GTEFL should make the following terms and
conditions available for unbundled elements:

1) United/Centel and GTEFL should be required to apply all
transport-based and switched-based features, functions,
service attributes, grades-of-service, and installation
maintenance and repair intervals which apply to bundled
service to unbundled links.

2) United/Centel and GTEFL should permit any customer to
convert its bundled service to an unbundled service and
assign such service to MFS-FL, with no penalties,
rollover, termination or conversion charges to MFS-FL or
the customer.

3) United/Centel and GTEFL should bill all unbundled
facilities purchased by MFS-FL on a single consolidated
statement per wire center.

4) United/Centel and GTEFL should provide MFS-FL with an
appropriate on-line electronic file transfer arrangement
by which MFS-FL may place, verify, and receive
confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue
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and track trouble-ticket and repair regquests associated
with unbundled elements.

United/Centel argues that it is not necessary for us to
address detailed operational issues at this time, and that it is
willing to work in good faith with MFS-FL to address the
operational concerns. United/Centel states that since it will be
difficult to predict the areas in which we will be called upon to
arbitrate operational disputes between United/Centel and ALECs, it
is premature to decide detailed operational issues at this time.
Instead, United/Centel asserts that detailed operational issues are
best left to the parties, with resolution by the Commission on a
case-by-case basis.

United/Centel disagrees with MFS-FL that United/Centel should
permit any customer to convert its bundled service to an unbundled
service and assign such service to MFS-FL, with no penalties,
rollover, termination or conversion charges to MFS-FL or the
customer. United/Centel states that there are nonrecurring costs
involved in making the changes necessary in the network and the
records to change an end user's service, and that United/Centel
should be allowed to recover direct costs from direct cost causers,
including MFS-FL. United/Centel proposes that it use its existing
nonrecurring charges associated with residence or business service
as an alternative to the nonrecurring charges that are in the
special access tariff until such time as it is able to develop
nonrecurring charges that are appropriate for unbundled loops.

United/Centel also disagrees with MFS-FL with respect to the

mechanized arrangement by which MFS~FL may place, verify, and-

receive confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue
and track trouble~ticket and repair regquests associated with
unbundled elements. United/Centel states that it should not be
required to develop new systems simply to allow electronic
interconnection in the manner desired by each ALEC. However,
United/Centel states that if the existing systems can be used to
effect such transfer of information or if minor modifications can
be made to the existing systems, then it would be willing to
negotiate such transfers with MFS-FL.

GTEFL argues that any applicable termination charges, as
specified in its existing tariffs, would apply when any customer
converts its bundled service to an unbundled service and assigns
such service to MFS-FL. Further, GTEFL states that it cannot agree
to do all of the work to discontinue billing GTEFL's customer and
institute billing to MFS-FL at no charge. GTEFL states that it is
patently unfair to force it to bear the costs of these changes
simply to hold down MFS-FL's cost of entry. The interests of all
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carriers, both incumbents and new entrants, must be balanced if
open and effective competition is to develop. 1In addition, GTEFL
asserts that if GTEFL has a customer on some type of contract
arrangement with termination 1liability, then those termination
liability charges should apply when the customer terminates early.

GTEFL does not disagree that some type of on-line electronic
file transfer system by which ALECs may place, verify, and receive
confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue and track
trouble-ticket and repair requests associated with wunbundled
elements should be developed. 1In addition, GTEFL asserts that
developing such a system is in its interest and has agreed to work
with the industry in developing a standard system.

MFS~-FL, agrees that GTEFL should not have many different
systems and that they should attempt to have one for GTE
nationwide. In addition, MFS-FL states that with regard to rolling
over service, there are additional costs associated with the
conversion, and MFS-FLswould pay for the jumper cable on the main
distribution frame and the service order charge in order to
convert.

We understand that there are many operaticnal issues that will
arise as the ALECs begin to provide service. The following
operational arrangements should help to minimize problems between
the ALECs and LECs in a competitive market.

We agree with MFS-FL that United/Centel and GTEFL should be
required to apply all transport-based and switched-based features,
functions, service attributes, grades-of-service, and installation
maintenance and repair intervals which apply to bundled service to
unbundled links because the change in service providers should be
transparent to the end-user.

However, we do not believe that MFS-FL's request for rolling
over service should be at no charge to the ALEC. Witnesses for
GTEFL and United/Centel stated that there are specific nonrecurring
charges that are necessary to cover the costs of converting service
to the ALECs. Even MFS-FL agreed that there are costs and that the
ALECs should pay for these nonrecurring costs of conversion.
Further, GTEFL points out that there may be situations in which the
LEC customer is under a contract and termination liability charges
would apply if the contract is terminated early. Therefore, we
find that MFS-FL's request that United/Centel and GTEFL should
permit any customer to convert its bundled service to an unbundled
service and assign such service to MFS~-FL, with no penalties,
rollover, termination or conversion charges to MFS-FL or the
customer is denied.
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We also find that the appropriate nonrecurring charges for
conversion of bundled loops to unbundled loops shall apply and that
the termination 1liability charges for early termination of
contracts shall also apply. Termination liability charges shall be
pursuant to existing tariffs for the specific service.
Nonrecurring charges for the conversion of bundled 1loops to
unbundled 1loops shall be based on their costs. However,
United/Centel stated that it has not developed nonrecurring
conversion charges. Therefore, in the interim, United/Centel shall
use its currently tariffed nonrecurring charges associated with
residence and business service for the conversion of bundled loops
to unbundled loops. United/Centel shall submit cost studies which
reflect the nonrecurring costs of converting bundled service of the
LEC to unbundled service for the ALEC. United/Centel shall file
these cost studies and proposed terms, conditions, and rates for
conversion within 60 days from the issuance of this Order.

We find that MFS-FL's request that United/Centel and GTEFL
bill all unbundled facilities purchased by MFS-FL on a single
consolidated statement per wire center is denied because there is
insufficient support for this request. However, we believe that
some type of billing arrangement should be negotiated between the
LECs and ALECs for the ordering of unbundled elements. Therefore,
we require United/Centel and MFS-FL to develop a billing
arrangement to be filed with the Commission within 60 days of the
issuance of this Order.

We believe that the mechanized intercompany operational
procedures supported by the ALECs are appropriate, since similar
procedures are currently used today between LECs and IXCs. In
addition, mechanized procedures will be the most efficient means
for both LECs and ALECs to operate together in the same markets.
However, the parties need to work together to determine how much
these interfaces will cost, how long they will take to develop, and
who should pay for them. Such mechanized systems should conform to
industry standards, so that they will function for all
interconnecting companies. Therefore, we find that wmechanized
intercompany operational procedures, similar to the ones between
IXCs and LECs today, shall be jointly developed by MFS-FL and
United/Centel and shall conform to national industry standards that
are currently being developed.

We believe that for the future, parties should attempt to
resolve operational problems that arise. If the parties cannot
reach a resolution, they can request resolution of the problem with
the Commission by filing a petition or motion.
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We also find that GTEFL and MFS-FL shall continue to negotiate
as outlined in their partial co-carrier agreement. If an agreement
is reached on these operational issues, it shall be filed with this
Commission before it becomes effective. If no agreement is reached
within 60 days of the issuance of this Order, then GTEFL shall
adhere to the same operational arrangements that are ordered for
United/Centel. ' '

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that each and
all of the specific findings herein are approved in every respect.
It is further

ORDERED that the stipulation attached to this Order as
Attachment A and reached between MFS-FL and GTEFL is hereby.
approved and by reference incorporated herein. It is further

ORDERED that any-intervenor ALEC who fully participates in
this proceeding is bound by the resolution of the issues. Such
ALEC is still free to negotiate its own rates. To the extent
negotiations fail, the affected ALEC may petition the Commission to
set unbundling rates. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall offer the following elements
on an unbundled basis: 1) 2-wire and 4-wire analog voice grade
loops; 2) 2-wire ISDN digital grade loop; 3) 4-wire DS-1 digital
grade loop; 4) 2-wire and 4-wire analog line ports; 5) 2-wire ISDN
digital line port; 6) 2~wire analog DID trunk port; 7) 4-wire DS-1
digital DID trunk port; and 8) 4-wire ISDN DS-1 digital trunk port.
It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall allow ALECs to collocate loop
concentration equipment as set forth in the body of this Order. It
is further

ORDERED that all parties shall be required to adhere to
industry standards for the provision and operation of each
unbundled element as outlined in the body of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that GTEFL's rates for unbundled Jloops shall
approximate TSLRIC. Unbundled ports may be set at reasonable
market prices. The monthly recurring rates for the unbundled
elements for GTEFL shall be set as set forth in the body of this
Order. It is further
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ORDERED that GTEFL shall either refile its cost information or
explain why its proposed rate (current Special Access DS-1 rate) is
below its cost estimate, and why the TSLRIC is higher than
currently tariffed rates for the equivalent service in GTEFL's
Special Access, Private Line, and Local Transport tariffs. This
information shall be filed no later than 60 days following the
issuance of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall refile its cost studies
providing estimates of TSLRIC for all elements as approved in
Section IV of this Order. United/Centel shall organize the cost
studies so that we can determine the relevant TSLRIC cost
components and the associated amounts. The cost data need not
reflect separate estimates for residential and business and shall
include weighted average total costs for each component. To the
extent that TSLRIC is unavailable or that a proxy is used, this
shall be stated clearly and the method used explained. These cost
studies shall conform to the information requirements set forth in
Rule 25-4.046, Florida Administrative Code, and shall be submitted
no later than 60 days from the issuance of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that the following rates for United/Centel are
approved on an interim basis only:

2-W voice grade analog loop: $ 15.00
2-W analog line port: $ 7.00

It is further

ORDERED that for GTEFL and United/Centel, TSLRIC estimates,
where provided in accordance with our findings, shall be used to
determine whether an unbundled rate meets the statutory
requirement. That is, no permanent unbundled loop rate shall be
set below our best estimate of TSLRIC, as determined by the
evidence provided in this proceeding. TSLRIC estimates shall be
based on the provider's current or prospective network facilities,
as opposed to some theoretically optimal network configuration,
assuming no facilities are in place. It is further

ORDERED that ALECs shall be allowed to combine unbundled loops
and unbundled ports for GTEFL and United/Centel. It is further

ORDERED that all tariffs required to be filed in Section VI of
this Order shall be filed no later than 30 days following the
issuance of this Order. They shall become effective fifteen days
following the date that complete and correct tariffs are filed. It
is further
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ORDERED that GTEFL and MFS-FL shall continue to negotiate
operational issues as outlined in their partial co-carrier
agreement. If an agreement is reached on these operational issues,
it should be filed with the Commission before it becomes effective.
If an agreement is not reached within 60 days of the issuance of
this Order, then GTEFL and MFS-FL shall adhere to the same
gperational arrangements that are ordered for United/Centel. It is

urther

ORDERED that regarding operational issues, United/Centel shall
apply all transport-based and switched-based features, functions,
service attributes, grades-of-service, installation, maintenance,
and repair intervals which apply to bundled service to unbundled
loops. It is further .

ORDERED that the appropriate termination liability charges for
early termination of contracts shall apply. Termination liability
charges shall be pursuant to existing tariffs for the specific
service, In addition, nonrecurring charges for conversion of
bundled loops to unbundled loops shall apply. Nonrecurring charges
for the conversion of bundled loops to unbundled loops shall be
based on their costs. In the interim, United/Centel shall use its
currently tariffed nonrecurring charges associated with residence
and business service for the conversion of bundled loops to
unbundled loops. United/Centel shall submit cost studies which
reflect the nonrecurring costs of converting bundled service of the
LEC to unbundled service for the ALEC. United/Centel shall file
these cost studies and proposed terms, conditions, and rates no
later than 60 days following the issuance of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that United/Centel and MFS-FL shall develop a billing
arrangenent for unbundled elements ordered between the companies to
be filed with this Commission within 60 days from the issuance of
this Order. It is further

ORDERED that mechanized intercompany operational procedures
shall be jointly developed by MFS-FL and United/Centel and shall
conform to national industry standards which are currently being
developed. It is further

ORDERED further operational disputes that may arise that MFs-
FL and United/Centel are unable to resolve through negotiations
shall be handled by filing a petition or motion with this
Commission. It is further

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open.
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 24th
day of June, 1996.

*

BLANCA S. BAYS, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

{ SEAL )

DLC/SKE

NOTI F_FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR IAT REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought .

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric; gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director,
Division of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This
filing must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in
Rule 9.900 {a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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WHEREAS Yabsartt such connectivity the utiity of communications servioss to
Mwml‘cmw.tom”omwbmm“mﬂy
diminiahad; and

WHEREAS, in the senvice of maximum imsr-opersbiiity, the Parties should be
wwﬁm.m.NrMnmm“Mawmu
and standurdized points of mutually egresd interconnsct:on. snd

WHEREAS, GTE Florids Inoorporsted is 8 10ca! sachangs telecommunicsbons
company (LEC! as defined by Section 384.02(8) of the Florids Sustutes. Metropoinan
ﬁwtmd%.h.ﬂ1unwﬂw“m
teiscommunications company (ALEC] as sefined by Section 384.02(1). snd

wums.ww.u.mm-.m.mmm.m
Mmm“u.“w-lhmmmfﬂu
uwoﬂuwwﬂcdwmmmm“w
mwvwﬁmammm.mm-\lmm
by the procedures aet forth in Section 384.182, Forids Sustutes; and :

WHEREAS. Section 304.181, Naride Statutes, requires sach LEC. upon request,
umﬁudnmrmmnm.wm”
uwm.mummwoﬂ-unbmm
Wﬂoﬁ-mwm.fwgﬁu‘nmm
rensie to the axtant tschnically and sconomically fessibis and st prices that ars not
balow cost; and

WHEREAS, Sections 384.18 anc 384.181 also requires LECs and ALECs
mhmpﬁmmfmwrm.mﬂmwruvmw
unbundihng. Huwhnqoﬁﬁomiﬂ.d“pmhnhﬁdﬂtoﬁhtpmm
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MPS/GTE _
mwmm

e Rocids Public Servies Commission to establish such rites, ferms and conditions;

WHEREAS, on Jenusry 24, 1098, MFS filed petitions Rgfers the Comemission
thNu.mu“mmnWUMm,m
umhwunwdm%mw
and fegtures t» MFE; and .

axperns of Ntigation befors the Commisaion and spbesis belsn the courts. desirs to
mnfalomnmmﬂmunmdm“m*‘_
950984 and 950985 notad sbove: end

scknowiedge that nons of the provisions set forth hersin shlfde profferse by either
GTE Rorids or MFS or any of theit Mh@summ.m
ofunvcmhnunlwmdmmorfcw*m,

NOW,. THEREFORE, in conaideration of the mutus/ paudsiens comtained harein
and other good and valuable considergtion, the recsipt anfiglliciency of which are
haraby achnowledged, MFS and GTE hersby covenant snflgges s follows.

8. DEFNMIDONS

A, “Automstic Number identification” or "SI mslirs ® the number
Ganamitisd though the netwark entityingthasling party.

8. ‘Cenvs 'oma Swhch®, "Cantral OMics” o788 mesns ¢ switching
erttity within the public switcthed telecoOmMMualing retwork, nchaing
st not Smined to:

*krd Office Switches® which are Clinillignitohes from which end
user Exchangs Services are directivattfisted and offesec.

*Tarciemn Office Switches® which sglliin: 4 switches which sre
usad 10 cornect snd switth Il between and smong’
Corttral Difics Switches.

Contrai Offics Switches may be Nyl o5 combinstion Eng
Office Tantderm Office switches (combinsngiiliis 6/Class 4).

FIAT Y
Pugs 2
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first carrier for the primary purpose of intarconnecting the first carmier's
faciiies to the fatiilties of the sscond carvier.

E.  "Commission” means the Florids Public Service Commission (PSC).

F. *Common Channe! Signaling” er "CCS" mears 8 method of dighalty
Danamitting <ol sat-up and Network control dats over 8 EPecis! NETwork
fully separste from the public switched network that carties the sctual
call.

G. “DID" means direct inward dialing.
H. *DS-1" is 8 digital signal rate of 1.544 Mbps (Mega Bt Per Second).
L *DS-3" is a Sgital signal rate of 44.736 MbPs.

J. *DSX parwl® hnmﬂv!ﬁﬂmﬂfvhmﬂ
sguipmern and facilities operating at digitsl resss.

K. “"Secuonic Mis Trarefer® refers (6 anty system/process which utiizes an
slsctronic formst end protocel to send/receive data fies.

L *Eachangs Messags Record” or *BVR" s the standard used for exchange
of wlscommunications message information among Local Exchange
Casriars for billable, non-biflsbls, sarmple, ssttiament and study data.
EMR format s contained in BR-010-200-010 CAYS Exchange Messspe
ARecord, » Beficors document which defines industry sandards for
sachange messege records.
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MPSAOTE
PARTIAL ROADA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT

™. WW'“»IMMhm.umm
earvices offered & end users which provide snd users with s talephoric
somnection 19, and » unigus telephone humber address an, the public
® piace or rensive calls t» o othes sistiors on the pubiic switched
tadecormyrunications nEtwork.

N.  “interconnection® meens the connection of separvts pisces of squimerT?,
tararniagion faclitas, tc., within, betwesn or among netwerks. The
srchhacture of intarconnection may include several mathods including.
st not Emited 1o co-location emangemertts and mid-flber Mmest
MTENQUTeMS.

0. “imgrexchange Cartier” or "IXC® means & provider of stand-sione
interaxchangs talecoOMMUNICETONS MArVioes.

P. *imanrim Nurnber Portability” or *INP° maans the tsnsparent delivery of
Local Teisphone Number Portabflity ("LTNP®) capeblities, frem »
customer standpoint in tenme of call complation, and from a8 carrier
sandpoint in tarrns of compenastion, through the uss of axisting snd
svalisbie call routing. forwarding, snd addresaing capabilries.

C. “ISDON" means imagratad Services Digital Network; a swilched network
sefvica providing end-to-end digital connectivity for the simulanedus
wansmismon of voice and deta. Basic Rate intarface-ISDN (BR-ISDN)
provides for digital tranamission of two 84 Khos bearer shanneis and one
16 Kbpa data channei (28 « D). Primary Rate Interface-SDN (PRI-ISDN)
provides for digitsl tanamission of twenty-three (23) 54 Kbps beerer
chantwis and one 18 Kbps deta channet (23 B+ D).

. *Line Side” refers to an and office swhoh connsction that has besn
prograramed o treat the circult as & local line connactad to 8 ordinery
telophone stition est. Line side connections offer only thoss
tranamission end signaling fastures approprists for 3 connection between
an ondd office and an ardinary talephone station est.

8. "Link Bemamt® ar “Link” is » componam of an Exchangs Service: for
of genarsl Bustration, the “Link Bamem® is the Ganamission

faciity (or aharvnel or group of channels on such fecliity] which extends

from & Main Distribution Frame, DBX-panal, ¢ functionally comparable
piece of equipmant in an GTE end offics wire comtar, to 8 demnarcation or
connector block in/at & customer’s premisss. Traditionally, inks wers
provisioned a8 2-wire or & wirs cODPM Pairs running from the end office
distridution frame 10 the customer pramise; howeve:, 8 ink may e
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U ol certified by thw
“Local Exchangs Carrier” or "LEC” means afry company : ‘
Commmiasion to provide local eachange talscommunicetions service. The
inchudes the Parties to this agreement.

*Loca! Telephons Number Portablity” e "LTNP" mesns the tachnicsl
m:m-wldwnmumbw'“'“n
conjunction with eny sxshange servics provided by any Local Exchange
mwm“"www“%m
m'ammmnm.m-‘_-" originalty
austomer's Chosen Lacal Exchange Casvier is the casrier which o
the mumber to the customsr, without penaity to either
sustomar of ita chosen locsl sachange carvier.

: jon Frams” e "MOF” s the primary poirtt st which autsice
wmgﬂ“mwi\lﬂ‘“.‘ﬂ R cotrwction 1D Other
telscommunications faclities within the wire conter.

two
M“-.“tm.-mm
mmmmnmwd-mm,'.‘":
 one of the LEC's end offics switchas, with sach mcﬁlndwbv“‘”
0poropriats shars of the Banapon slament revenuss = de

offective sccess tmifly.
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Z W-ruum'immmmuowmm
carriars mesl nt 3 fibee aplics in & juncuon box.

o * means *North Arancen Numbering Man®, the syriam of
AR muu&':qmuhhwms.m.mm
Caribbenr countriss which smpioy NPA 809.

'MM“’-'&P&'imm:Jmﬁb??\ﬂn
s code. mnmmmmmumnmﬂ:. ».
m'c'muﬁawmwmmmm
American Numbering Plan ["NANP®). Eﬂ\ﬂﬂm. ‘
mcm.ﬂmnmwmuwa: Geographic
NPA2" ant “Non-Geographic NPAS®. A “Geographic NPA h-."‘":';
with s defined geographic ares. and ol tlephors numbers beering
NPA sre asscoistad Mmummumwm-;:
A "Non-Geograghic NPA®, also thown as a “Service Accem
mcm'hmmm.m‘ talecommmuniogtions o
service which may be provided across mutiple gecgraphic rA ;
800, 500, 700, andl S88 are examples of Non-Geographic NPAS.

. " three

"MAX®, "NXX Coade’, “Contrai Offics Code” or eoc.:u_h s the roe
ee- :xsmmmmm-mwu D°, "E*, and °F
mdotwtmmwmnmm
Numbering Man ("NANP®). Each NXOX Code comains 10,000 station
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numbers. Historically, entire NXOX code biotks have been essigned to

DD. "On-iine Transter® smaers ¥ tunsferring of an Incoming cell th Enother
talaphone number without the call baing disconnectad.

EE. "Permanert Number Portabliity” ot *FINP” masra the use of » database
sohstion to provids fully varsparert LTNP for all customers and of
providers withowt hmitation.

FF.  “Pain Oid Telaphone Servios Traific®or “POTS oaffic.” The perties agres
than this Includes local taffic s defined in GTE's tartff and disagres as
to whather this includes norlocal IRLATA toff waffic axchanged
betwesn the parties rsapective aschangs GLIROMEMS.

0G. “PoR Elemem® ot "Pont” is » componem of en Exchangs Servios; for
purposes of generel iluetration, the “Port® is 8 Ine card end sssocisted
peciphersl squipment on an GTE end office swhch which serves s the
Aardwars termination for the oustomer's exchangs service on thit switch
and generaies disl tone and provides the Custamer s pathway o the
public swiched tslecommunications network. Esch Port s typically
associxted whth one (or mors) teisphons number(s] which sarves as the
cusilomer s network address. Port catagories inchude:

*2-wirs snalog lire port® is » ine sice switch connection emploved
to provide basic tesidential snd business type Exchange Services.

*2.wire ISDN dighal fine port” is s Basic Rats imterface (BRI} ine
sids swhch connection smployed to provide ISDN Exchange

*2-wire analog DID trunk port® s & dirsct inward disling (DID)
sk side switch connection amployed to provide inoomming trunk
type Exchangs Serviess.

*&-wirs DS-1 Sghat DD turk port® is » direct inward dialing (DID}
trunk side switoh conmection ampioyed to provide the equivelem
ot 24 snslog incoming Tunk type Exchangs Services.

4 wice ISDN dighat DS-1 tunk penrt® s » Primary Ranta interfece

(RN tunk side swihch connaction smpioyed to provide the ISON
Exchange Servioes.

— 2
Page 7
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kK.

*Rating Poim®, sometimas aiso referred 10 a8 *Routing Poim® mesrs
mm-mmwmmmm-y‘w
mammmm»z.mmwwu
LEC which baar 8 cartain NPA-NXX designation. Pursuam to Balicore
Practice BR 785-100-100, the Rating Puoint may be en “Ered
location, o 8 *LEC Consortium Poimt of interconnaction”. Punu-n
me-hm.uwhdhmmﬂhmw
8 common langusge location idertifier (CLLY) code with (XIKD in positions
8. 10. 11, whers (x} may bs any siphanumeric A-Z er O-9. ﬂ'-'lm

4

*Switched Access Service® mesns the offaring of faclities for the
mdﬂuWuMﬂMTSudﬁeuum

—‘EJTO'E.
2134
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T Partias shall imerconnact their m.mucﬂmhw
Carrier Anrsngements idemtified in Pars V., VI, Vii., and 1X., as defined below:

A.  In sach LATA dantifisd below, the corrsapondingly identifiad wire cermaer
shall sarve as the inftial Designated Network inmerconnection Point (*D-
NIP*) ot which poim MFS and GTE will interconnect their respectve
natworks for inter-operability within that LATA,

—LATA ~D-ir
Tampa Tampa Main SWC (GTE)
OWFS connect o GTE)
Tarpe Toumps Dowrtown Nods (MFS)
GTE connects 1 MFS)

8. initislly, MFS agress 12 connect to OTE st GTE's Tampa Main Serving
Wirs Centar (810 Morgan) and GTE agress to reciprocally conmact to
MFS ot MFS’ Tarnps downtown Node facliity (Bamnett Bank Bullding).
Whers MFE and GTT interconnect st a D-NIP, the parties mey mutualty
agree to other svangertents induding. St not mitad to Brw of the
following imterconnection metheds:

1. o mid-fe mest gt the D-NIP, or In » manhole & other AgBroprists
AnCtion point near 1o of just outside the D-NIP;
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c. in axtending natwork imterconnection fecliities to the D-NIP, MFS shal!
have the right to axtend its own facilities o t0 leass dark fiber faciities
0f ®alabie) or dighal tanspon faclities from GTE o from arvy Jrd-party,
subject to the following terms:

1. Such lsased tacilities shal' extond from any point designated by
MFE on s own network (inchuding & oco-locstion feciity
maintained by MFS st an GTE wire centar} 1o the D-NIP or
asaociniad manhoie Ot Other BOPIOPrste JUNTHON DOIM.

2. Where MFS lsases such faciitiss from GTE, MFS shall have the
rigin to isase unds’ non-chacrimenatory tari?f or contrect terms
from GTE.

b. Upon reasonsbie notics and If agread to by GTE, MFS and GTE may
change from one of the imtarconnection methods apecified above. to one
of the other methods apeciiied THRING, Wi ne penalty. conversion, or
rolover charges.

v. NUMRER RESOURCE ARRANGEMENTS

A. Nething in this agresamem shall be construad to in any mannar lmit or
otherwiss adversaly impact any MFS' rigihtt to amploy or to reguest and
be sssigned any NANP number resowrces including. bt not limited to,
oarrsl office (QDCX! codes pusuart ® the Cenmtrel Office Code
Assighment Guidelines’. .

8.  As contamplsted by the Cantral Office Cods Assignenent Guidelines, MFS
will designats within the geographic NPA with which sach of s sesigned

' Last publishad By The eustry Numbering Comminias ("BNC°| s INC 95-0407-008,
Asvinion 47798, formany ICLF 830720010,
210/98

Pege 10
2136
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the
Rating Point for all the NPA-NXXs sssocistad with thet Rate Camer and
with one or more other Rets Centers ssrved by MFS within the sarme
LATA.

Uil such tirms MFS wv-wiﬁmmmlmh
to vary fta rats camters rom GTE's rute comtars, MIFS will agres to depicy
s mirumurn of ane NXX per astablished GTE rate certar sres.

To the extent GYE sarves 88 Camral Otfice Cods Administreter for 2
given region, GTE will support sl MFS raguests reiated to central office
(NXX) cods ssministrauon and assignment in an sitective and timely

N shal be the reaporaibiity of sach Party 1o program e updits R3 own'
switchas snd nEtwork systams 1o recognize and route Tsffic 1o other
Party's ssmgned NOUX codes o1 off times. Neither Party shall impose any
foss Ot chargas whatsowver on the other Party for such sctivies.

axoept
2. whimdcmm.oﬁmwu
srabis MFS 10 sub-tend the GTE access Landerm switch(es! nearsst

i1\
Page 11
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Rating Pointis] mesocistad with the NPA-NXX(s)
mmummmnw n
inazances of capesity lsnktation st » given access tandam switoh.
MMhﬂﬁh-&wﬁmmmm

. MAFS and GTE wil! use their bast ramonabie sfforts, individually
’ “WWMMMHMIWM

STANGaMmant, Mmeﬂhﬁme
6. nm-nuuecuuemursncﬁwimm

jointt VWWWSNmﬂhmmm.
information shal be exchanged in Elsctionic Message Record
("EMR®) format, on magnetic taps or vis & mutually sccaptable
siactronic fils transfer protooni.
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B.  WMPB will apply for all uetfic besring thellll. 882, or any other
ic NPA which may be lkaniivdisignated for such

uwific in the future, where the responlilegerty is an IXC. In
thoss aftustions where the responsibieSey fiy such watfic in &
LEC. full swiched sccess rutes Wit sl

Vi.  RECIPROGCAL TRAFAC EXCHANGE ARAANGEMENT

s. GTE shed maks evallable o Wiliamiee GTE Tarmpe Main
M.m«wﬁdﬂamu“’m
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5. WFS shal maka svillsble 0 GTE. &t the MFE Tampe
dowmown Neds, tunks over which GTE shall terminsw o
ordd \mers of MFS-provided Exchangs Servicss, POTS uethic
erigirated from end users of GTE-provided Exchange

d. To the axtert differsrt rutas are agread upon or are orderad
by the Commiasion for local and non-local taffic, the partes
will provicde each othet spEroprists percartages for the traffic
carriad over the trunk greups.

Reciproca Tratfic Exchangs Arrangemnan trunk connections shal!
be made st 8 DS-1 or muitiple DS-1 level, DE-3, (SONET where
tachnically aveilsbie! and shall be joirttly-enginesrse to Bn obICTVe
P.01 prade of sarvios.

MFS and GTE agree to use their best collective sfforts to develop
snd agres on ¢ Joir interconnection Grooming Man prescrtbing
standards to enmss thst the Reciprocal Traffic Exschange
Ansnhgemanm trunk groups are Mmaintained st conmistent P.01 or
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.ﬁ*mmwmmmﬁu
forwerded.

4

5.

7

Parties shall establish company-wide CCS marconnections
ETP. Such STP Inks shall be reciprocally provided.

8. Lomosnantion

MFS and GTE do not agree a8 1o the COMpenastion arangaments for the
mdmnmwum.mmgumm
thWﬂhhmmmmmn
Commission decision or mMustual agreemem of the parties.

i

.. MFS wit interconnect Tk groups to the GTE §-1-1/%-8-1-
1 selective rovters/B11 tandems which serve ths rem n
which MFS provides sxchange services, for the provision of
5-1-1/E9-1-1 servicas and for accass to ofl sub-tanding
Public Safery Answaring Poims. GTE will provide WFS with
the spgropriste CLL oodes and specifications of the tandem
SNrving ores.

refiable snd officient intarconnection of MFS systems 1o the
91-1£-9-1-1 pistiorms.

2. Camoenaltion
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.. VY of this agreamert apply for the axchange of BOC traffic.

Somoatastion

Applicable Swiched Access Mest-point billing
apply for sll SO0 calls per the tarme and conditions

section V of ths sgreement.

_ o0 Services Al | Cotiect
1 Deacription

reas
conmtained In

m-dﬂﬁﬂlwmmuﬁkum.gwwm
* information services {a.g. 878, 874, N11, weather knes, sports
fines, publisher lines, otc.) issuss. The subseguem information

offectunts the of this section and
enacuta the sdditdonal agresmert within 80
this agresrmant.
1 Descristion

1
Page 18
2142
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The directory Estings and distribution tarrs and rete apecified in
this section shall spply ® lstings of MFE oustomer numbare falling
writhin NDOX codes dirsctly assignad t» MPS, and © listings of MFS
oustomes talaphons nusvbers which wre retsined by MPFS purmam
® Locsl Telaphans Number Pertabiiity Arrangements destribec
halow. The wrms of this msction My fumire & mubsequer
additional agresrnenk GTE's Directary Publishing comparny.

inchutis WFS's curtornare’ talephone rumbers in ol

. mhh' "Yallow Pagee® directory lstings end
directory essistance detabases ssaccistad with the srees n
which MFS provides sarvioss 1o such customaers, and will
mmm&mummw
such custorrery, In the identical and Tanepareit manner in

b. MFSﬂMBﬁmb&mﬁW“ﬂy
updetes w0 those listings in an industry-acoepied formet;
GTE will provide MFS » magnetic taps o computar disk
sontaning the proper formet.

“mmn!m.qinﬁﬂmm
scosms t MFE's oustomer proprigiary confiderttial directory
wm-lhmulwuwmm
who are directly involved in the praparetion of listings.
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ntings will be t no fee. Owi-of-wres directory delivery and
snhanced listings, i.e. boiding, indention, second lstings.
otz., wil be par GTE's ausrently Urrified or non-ciscriminately
svelishie corract retes.

E. Disctory Assistance (DA)
Y. Dsscristion
At MFS’ request, GTE wit:

8. provide to MFS unbrandied irectory sssistance service MFS
which s comparable In svary way ®© %w directory
assistance sarvice GTE makes svaliable to s own end
unaTs;

b. provida 10 MFS directory assistance service under MFS's
brand which s comparable in every way 1o the directory
aspistence sarvics GTE makes svallable tv s own end
UDerS;

2 Wher sveilable. st MFS’ requast, GTE will:

8.  provide to MFS operstors or 10 an MFS-designanec operstor
bursau ondine access t GTE's directory ssaistance
dutabase, where such accass is iderical to the type of
astets GTE's own dinectory assistancs Spaiwtons utilze in
order 1o provide directory assistance sarvices v GTE end
uaers;

5.  allow NFS or an MFS-designatad opurstor buresu to icenss
GTE's directory ssuistance dmabane for use in providing
sompetitive direciory asaistancs sarvioss; antd/or

.. in conjunction with VILE. 1.a. or VILE.1.b., sbove, provide
callet-optionsl directory msistance call completion service
whish B comparsbie In ovary way ®» e drsctory
msietance call completion service GTE makas svallsbis
it own and uners. Whan this Aunctionality s svallable, GTE
will route the calls beek to MFS far MFS to complete the
oustornar eall.

3. Lompsnamtion

219708
P14



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 53

WSSTE
PARTIAL PLORIDA OO-CARNER AGREEMENT

GTE wit cherge MFS Iz wholsaale DXCAEC rutas for the fallowing
functionality:

e $0.28 por unbranded direcilory msistance iIntrestate call.
b. 00.25 per branded directory stalstance ivtrastate call.
€ $0.28 per unbranded directory BSiStance intarstes call.
d $0.28 per branded direcidry Basislance intarstats call.
Whaen svallable:

e. 00.0_ per uss of caller-optionsl directory sssistance caft
- compigbon. (Futwre}

1. $0.0__ per dirpctory assistance detabass query. (Future)

@ §___ for licensing of each ditectory assistance databise.
Future)

F.  XYalow Page Maintenance

GTE will work cooperstively with MFS to snsure thi Yallow Puge
acivertisaments purchased by customers whe switoh their asrvios to MFS
Onchuding customaers Wiizing MPS-maigned talephons numbers and MFS
customen wtlizing co-carmiss number forwarding! are mairtained without
imerruprion. GTE wil sliow MFE customers to purchass new yellow
pages advertisements without disorimingtion, it non-<tiacriminstory rewms.
trms and cordiitions. GTE ovi MFS wil work cooperatively to
8 commission program whereby MFS mey act ss 8 sales, biling and
ooliection agent for Yellow Peges advertisements purchased by MFS's
sxchangs Sarvioe SUBtarners.

6. Yonosis of Servios Annourcamants

When sn and Wb cutomes changss from GTE w MFS, or from MFS t
GTE. arwf doas not retain It origingl talephone mumber, the party formarty
providing sarvice to the end user will provide » tanafer of esrvice
announcamaestt on the abandoned! talephons number upon request. This
mmﬂM“mthuhmw
reach this customer. These arrangemaents wilt be provided reciproaslly

3108
P38 45
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bessd upon ourtem practios with GTE's customerns © either the othe!
oarriee of the end uBer SUBtoMEY.

Leontinstad Renair Calla

WFS and GTE wil empioy the following procedurss for handiing
misdirectat repair aalls: ’

1.  MFS snd GTE will sducats thei respective CuFlomen & © the
oorrect talephone numbers t© eall in order W acosss thels

2. To the extam the comect provider can be detarmined, misdirectad
repais calis will be referred 15 the propes provider of iocsl exchenge
S8rvics In 8 Cowrtsous manner, & no charge, and the end user wil!
be provided the cormect contact talephons number. Extraneous
sommunicstions beyond the direct referral 10 the coreot repair
talophons numbet are strictly prohibimd.

3. MFS and GTE will provide theit respective repsic comact numbers
te one another on 8 reciprocal basis.

Ei

1



an

”0“
(1) Bnk slement; (2) port slemerm; and (3]
/& wire
unbundis ant separ staly prics and offer thase slements such
will be abls tv hase and imarconnest to whichever of thase
wbundlied slaments MFS requires, andd ts combine the GTE-provided

slement. The following fink and port categorias shall be provided:

mwi

PARTIAL RLORIDA CO-CARNER AGAERRENT

fterconnection shall be achisved vis co-location anangamams
MFS shall maimtain st the wire comtar st which the unbundied
sloment e resigdernt.

order to officiently offer talaphone services to end users, pursuant t the

slernents with any facilities and services that MFS may Raalf provide, in
following terws:

GTE shall unbundie ofl itz Exchange Services into tives separss
2/4-wirs anslog voice grade

2 wire 1SDN dighal prade

& wire DS dightal grade

packages:

ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP
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2. Each Ink or port slemert shall be delivered © the MFS co-loostion
over 8 loop/port conrwctor appliicabie W tw

3.  To the degree possible of tansport-based festurss, functions,
ssrvices MUributas, grades-of-servics, install, maintsnance end
repair intarvels which spply t© the bundied servios shousd spply t©
unbundied links.

8. GTE will not monitor the unbundied loop for Mmaintsnance
prposss. MFS will be required to provision a loop tasting
-device sither in its cenral office, Network Comyol Canter,
of in their coliocation arrengemant to tast the unbundied
toop. GTE will perform repair and maintanance onos trouble
is icarntified by MFS.

4. Yo the degres possible aff switch-bised festures, functions, service
mribuies, grades-of sarvica, and install, maintanance and repair
intervais which apply to thw bundied servics should apply t©
unbundied ports.

5. OGTE ard MFS wil work cooparstively 1o stiampt to sccormmodate
MFS’ requirerment for biling of off nbundied faciities purchesed
by MFS (sither directly or by previous ssagnmem by » customaer)
on a single corsolidated Natament par wirs cantar. GTE will work
toward billing st & wirs cantar level, however, in the inltial phases
of unbuncling, GTE’s billing wil be &t ¢ ®tate lovel, o & an
sgoregate accoumt level basad on GTE's billing cyales.

8. Where GTE Wtiizes dighal lvop canier ("DLLC")* tachnology
provision the ink slemam of an bundiad Exchangs Servics ©© an
ond umer austomer who subsaguently detarmings to sasigh the Bnk
slerrart w MFS ond receive Exchange Service from MPS vie such
Bnk, GTE shall use Its best efforts w0 deliver such link to MIFS on
an unimegreted bDasle. pusuart W MFE' chosan hand-off
architecturs, without » depradstion of end user sarvice o fasture
svalisbiity. GTE and MFS recognize that thare may be techrical

. San. Salcorn TA-TEY-000008, Dighte' irtarface Betwes the SLC- 96 Dighey Lony Carvier
Systam and Leca Dighe! Swhsh srs TR-TEYJO0303. agnted Diphe! Leep Camw LD
IR Y ]

o214y
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MFS and GTE do not sgres s 1o compensaton rates for Unbundied
Eachangs Access ArTangements.

IX. LOCAL TELEPHONE NUMBER FORTARNLITY ARRANGEMENTS
A. Deacriction

GTE and MFS will provids Uterim Numbe Portabiity (INP) on s reciprocs!
basis betwesn theit netwearks to enabis each of thair snd user automers
o utiize talephone numbers sssocisted with an Exchangs Service
provided by one carmier, In conjunction an Eachangs Service provided by
the other carvier, upon the coordinated or slmuliswous teThingtion of the
fmt Exchange Service and activetion of the second Exchange Servios.

1. WMFE ol GTE will provide reciprocs INP immadiistaly upon
sxscstion of this agresmart vie cafl forwwrding. OTE srd MPS witl
migrste o NP ©» & dotabess-driven Pucrnanet Number

wrengament as soon as practically possible, without

Portablity
tarruption of servics ta their reapective customers.
2. NP shall operste s follows:

'Y A oustomer of Carrier A slects 16 becoms a oustomer of
Currior 8. The oustomer slects to utilize the origingl

AL
P 23

2149
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1.4 m-uanuwmwmwummm
St the retas ordered by the Florids PMublic Service Commisaion in
Docket No. 950727-TP or st MFS’ option, other mutually agreed
upon retes, sxoept for msthorized coflect, celing card and Ird-

2
|
3
3
:
E
2
]
i

i
i
¢

sgresmarn. |
and GTE will work cooperstively t tinimize fraud associstes with
. %wm.mmmummmmu

natwork expansion, MPS and GTE wil teview enginesring
© Fn:uimnawhﬂﬁmmmfum
wiization. New Tunk groups will ba implemented as dicisted by

NS
PS5 |
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Uniless mutualty agtesd mmiu.mlﬂ-'Smr_G‘ltMm
cancallstion charges upon sach othar for any baneficial network intarconnection
functions.

shall be reaporuible for deleys or falires in performance resulting
m\.t::“ummmhwmdmh.
regardiass of whether such deleys or fallures in parformance were forssesn or
forssesable ms of the dsts of this Agresment, inchuding, without Emitation. fire,
sxplosion, power fallure, acts of Ged, war, revolution, civll commotion, or acts
of public enamiss; any law, order, regulstion, ardinance or reguiremant of ey
governmant of legal body: or lsbor urwest, inchuating, without mitstion, strikss,
slowdowns, pickating or boyootis; or deisys causet by the other Party or by
othar service or squipmant venders; or any sther circumstances beyond the
Party’s reasonabls control. In sush svent, the Purty sffectad shall, upen giving
promgt notics 1 the other Party, be exoused form sush parformance on on & dey-
w-doy basis 1o the extant of such intarfersnce (and the sthar Party shall Bowine
s excused from performance of its cbligations en & day-for-dey basis to the
edent such Party’s cbligations relsted t the parformance se intarfered with).
The affectad party shall use its best efforts 0 svoid or remove the caume of rnan-
performance and both parties shall procesd 10 perform with dispatch onee the
COUSeS Bre ramoved or CBENS.

2152
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Donna L. Canzano

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Qak Blvd., Room 370
Tallahassee, FL 323959-0850

David B. Erwin

Young VanAssenderp et al.
225 S. Adams St., Ste. 200
P.C. Box 1833
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Donaid L. Crosby

Continental Cablevision, Inc.
Southeastern Region

7800 Belfort Parkway Suite 270
Jacksonville, FL 32256-6925

Lee Willis

Macfarlane Ausiey et al.
227 $. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 32302

F.B. Poag
Sprint/United-Florida
555 Lake Border Drive
Apopka, FL 32703

Peter Dunbar/Robert Cohen
Pennington Cuipepper et al.
215 S. Monroe St., 2nd Filoor
Tallahassee, FL 32301

James Falvey/Richard Rindler
Swidler & Berlin

3000 K Street, NW., Ste. 300
Washington, DC 20007

Jill Butler

Florida Regulatory Director
Time Warner Communications
2773 Red Maple Ridge
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Floyd R. Self

Messer Caparello Madsen
Goldman & Metz, P.A.

215 8. Monroe St., Suite 701
Tallahassee, FL 32302

J. Phillip Carver c/o Nancy Sims
Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co.
150 S. Monroe St., Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Andrew D. Lipman

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Fla.
One Tower Lane, Suite 1600
Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181-4630

John Murray

Payphone Consultants, inc.
3431 N.W. 55th Street

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-6308

Patricia Kurlin

Intermedia Comm. of Florda
3625 Queen Palm Drive
Tampa, FL 33619

Gary T. Lawrence

City of Lakeland

501 East Lemon Street
Lakeland, FL 33801-5079

Leslie Carter

Digital Media Partners

2600 McCormack Dr., Suite 255
Clearwater, FL 34619-1098

Richard D. Melson

Hopping Green Sams & Smith
123 S. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 32314

Michael W. Tye

ATA&T

101 North Monroe St., Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Charles Beck

Office of Public Counsel

111 W. Madison St., Room 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Steven D. Shannon

MCI Metro Access Trans.
2250 Lakeside Boulevard
Richardson, TX 75082

H. W. Goodall

Continental Fiber Technologies
4455 BayMeadows Road
Jacksonville, FL 32217-4716

Richard A. Gerstameier
Time Warner AxS of Florida
2251 Lucien Way, Suite 320
Maitland, Fl. 32751-7023

Leo George

Winstar Wireless of Florida
1146 16th St., N\W., Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036

Jodie Donovan-May

Teleport Communications Group
2 Lafayette Centre, Suite 400
1133 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Patrick K. Wiggins

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A.

501 E. Tennessee St., Suite B
Tallahassee, Fl. 32308

Michael J. Henry

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
780 Johnson Ferry Rd., Suite 700
Atlanta, GA 30342

Robin D. Dunson

1200 Peachtree St., N.E.
Promenade |, Room 4038
Allanta, GA 30309

Kenneth Hoffman

Rutiedge Ecenia et al.

215 S. Monroe St., Suite 420
Tallahassee, FL 32301
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Timothy Devine

MFS Communications Co. Inc.
Six Concourse Pkwy., Ste. 2100
Atlanta, GA 30328

Sue E. Weiske, Senior Counsel
Law Department

Time Warner Communications
160 Inverness Drive West
Englewood, CO 80112

Benjamin Fincher

Sprint Communications Co.
3065 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339

Greg Krasovsky

Commerce & Economic Oppor.
Room 426 Senate Office Building
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Laura Wilson/Charles Dudley
Florida Cable Telecomm. Assn.
310 N. Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

C. Everett Boyd, Jr.

Ervin Varn Jacobs Odom & Ervin
305 S. Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Bill Tabor

Utilities & Tefecommunications
Room 410 House Office Building
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Mark K. Logan

Bryant Miller & Olive, P.A.

201 S. Monroe Street, Suite 500
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Graham A. Taylor

TCG South Florida

1001 W. Cypress Creek Rd.
Suite 209

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-1949

Brian Sulmonetti

LDDS Communications Inc.
1515 S. Federal Highway, #400
Boca Raton, FL 33432-7404

Nels Roseland

Executive Office of the Governor
Office of Planning and Budget
The Capitol, Room 1502
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001
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