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BEFORE THE
FLORIDA
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Inre: Investigation Into Temporary )
Local Telephone Number Portability ) Docket No. 950737-TP
Solution to Implement Competition )

)

in Local Exchange Telephone Markets November 6, 1995

POST-HEARING BRIEF OF
METROPOLITAN FIBER SYSTEMS OF FLORIDA, INC.

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. (“MFS”), as an Alternative Local Exchange
Company (“ALEC”) authorized to provide switched local exchange service in Florida after
January 1, 1996, supports the implementation of a temporary service provider number portability
solution to facilitate the introduction of competition in the local exchange market. This
proceeding was initiated pursuant to Florida Statute 364.16(4), which requires the Florida Public
Service Commission (“Commission”) to establish such an interim number portability mechanism
by January 1, 1996.

Service provider number portability permits an end user at a given location to change
service from a local exchange company (“LEC”) to an ALEC or vice versa, or between two
ALECs, without changing the end user’s local telephone number. Such number portability is
essential to the development of local exchange competition and is a critical precondition in order
for ALECs to be economically viable in Florida. The parties to this proceeding agree that

Remote Call Forwarding (“RCF”), while not an appropriate solution to the issue of permanent



number portability, is a temporary service provider number portability mechanism that is
currently available for implementation in most LEC central offices.

The Commission should recognize, however, that RCF is a bottleneck element of local
exchange service, and thus, like other bottleneck elements, RCF should be priced at direct
incremental cost with no contribution. Moreover, because the benefits of local exchange
competition will accrue equally to all Florida telephone subscribers, the temporary service
provider number portability solution adopted by the Commission should be funded by spreading
the costs of such a mechanism evenly across Florida’s entire subscriber base. The recovery of
the costs of RCF in this manner is consistent with the Legislature’s decision to promote local
exchange competition as a matter of public policy, and accurately reflects the fact that all
subscribers benefit from this competition.

BellSouth, GTEFL, and United/Centel argue that the Commission should instead permit
the LECs to include both incremental costs and contribution to shared and common costs in
pricing the RCF for the purposes of interim number portability. Kolb, Tr. at 67-71, 94-98,
Menard, Tr. at 137, Poag, Tr. at 167. Moreover, BellSouth argues that these costs should be
recovered directly from carriers or customers who use RCF to retain their numbers. Kolb, Tr. at
61. The pricing of RCF in such a manner, would impede the development of local exchange
competition, eliminate any incentive for LECs to facilitate a permanent number portability
solution, and permit customers who elect to remain with their current local exchange service
provider to enjoy the benefits of competition at the expense of those customers who choose to

switch to an ALEC.



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Section 364.16(4) of the Florida Statutes requires the Commission to ensure that a
temporary means of achieving telephone number portability is available by January 1, 1996. As
set forth in the statute, the purpose of such a requirement is to assure that “consumers have
access to different local exchange service providers without being disadvantaged, deterred, or
inconvenienced by having to give up the consumer’s existing local telephone number . . ..” Fla.
Stat. Ann. § 364.16(4). The statute further states that in order to achieve this goal, “all providers
of local exchange services must have access to local telephone numbering resources and
assignments on equitable terms . .. .” Id. This objective is consistent with the Legislature’s
overall focus on creating a competitive environment in local exchange services, as evidenced by
Section 364.01 of the Florida Statutes, which states that:

The Legislature finds that the competitive provision of telecommunications

services, including local exchange telecommunications service, is in the public

interest and will provide customers with freedom of choice, encourage the

introduction of new telecommunications service, encourage technological

innovation, and encourage investment in telecommunications infrastructure.
Fla. Stat. Ann. § 364.01(3). Consistent with the legislative finding, MFS has demonstrated in
this proceeding that customers are extremely reluctant to change telephone carriers if it means

they will be required to change their telephone numbers. Devine, Tr. at 20, 43-44. As indicated

in surveys conducted by MFS in New York, 92 percent of customers surveyed said they would



not consider MFS services without number portability.Y Therefore, the lack of true number
portability creates a substantial barrier to the development of local exchange competition. As the
Legislature recognized by the adoption of Section 364.16(4), therefore, some form of number
portability is essential to ensuring effective, if still impaired, local exchange competition in
Florida.

On June 29, 1995, the Commission initiated this proceeding to investigate the
implementation of a temporary number portability mechanism. As required by Section
364.16(4) of the Florida Statutes, industry participants, under the direction of the Commission,
established a number portability standards group on July 26, 1995, to determine the development
of the appropriate costs, parameters, and standards for temporary number portability. Workshops
in conjunction with this proceeding were held on July 20, 1995, and on several occasions during
the month of August.

Based on these meetings, MFS along with other industry participants entered into a
Stipulation and Agreement on most, but not all, of the issues in this proceeding. The

Commission approved the Stipulation and Agreement on September 12, 1995.% A pre-hearing

I/MFS conducted two series of surveys in New York. As indicated above, in its October
10, 1994 survey, 92 percent of the customers surveyed said that they would not switch telephone
carriers if they could not retain their existing telephone numbers. In MFS’ April 6, 1995 survey,
98 percent of the customers surveyed said that number portability was “very important™ to them.
Devine, Tr. at 20, Ex. 1.

#/Investigation into a Temporary Local Telephone Number Portability Solution to
Implement Competition in Local Exchange Markets, Docket No. 950737-TP, Order No. PSC-95-
1214-AS-TP (issued Oct. 3, 1995).



conference was held on October 9, 1995, and a hearing was held on October 20, 1995, to address
the remaining issues in this proceeding.

The Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission resolved a number of
fundamental issues in this proceeding, such as the selection of a temporary service provider
number portability solution. The parties stipulated to the following:

Issue 1: What is the definition of temporary number portability pursuant to Section
364.16(4), Florida Statutes?

The parties agreed that temporary number portability is defined as “an end user’s ability
at a given location to change service from a local exchange company (LEC) to an alternative
local exchange company (ALECs) or vice versa, or between two ALECs, without changing their
local telephone number.” Stipulation at 1-2.

Issue 2: What technical solutions will be available by January 1, 1996, to temporary
provider number portability?

The parties agreed that Remote Call Forwarding is a temporary service provider number
portability mechanism that can be implemented in most LEC central offices at the present time
using existing switch and network technology. Stipulation at 2. The parties also agreed that
Flexible Direct Inward Dialing is an alternative temporary number portability mechanism the
terms of which the LECs will continue to negotiate with ALECs who desire to use such a

mechanism. Stipulation at 3-4.



Issue 6: What is/are the most appropriate method(s) of providing temporary number
portability?

The parties agreed that RCF is the most appropriate method to provide temporary number
portability by January 1, 1996. Stipulation at 2. The parties also agreed that parties can continue
to negotiate other feasible options for temporary number portability that may be available in the
future. Stipulation at 4.

Issue 7: What are the appropriate parameters, costs and standards for the method(s)
identified in Issue 6?

As noted above, the parties agreed that RCF is the temporary number portability
mechanism that is currently available in most LEC central offices. This mechanism entails
sending a call to the old telephone number through the switch of the former local service
provider, and then forwarding the call to the switch of the new local service provider. Stipulation
at 2. The parties agreed that the LECs should offer RCF to certificated ALECs as a temporary
number portability mechanism, effective January 1, 1996. Id. The parties also agreed that
ALECs must offer RCF to LECs as a temporary number portability mechanism, effective on the
date the ALECs begin to provide local exchange telephone service. Id. With regard to reliable
end user access to emergency services such as 9-1-1/E9-1-1, the parties agreed to work together
and with the 9-1-1 coordinators to successfully integrate the relevant ALEC information into the
existing 9-1-1/E9-1-1 systems. Id. The parties agreed that the use of RCF is conditioned upon it
not posing a technical impediment to the availability and reliable transfer of relevant information

to 9-1-1/E9-1-1 systems. Id. at 3. The parties also agreed that the recurring price for RCF will

6



be charged on a per-line, per-month basis and will be uniform throughout an individual LEC’s
existing service territory. Id. The price charged by an individual LEC for RCF shall not be
below the costs of that LEC to provide RCF for the purposes of providing temporary number
portability. Id The price charged for RCF offered by an ALEC will mirror the price charged by
the LEC. Id

The parties were not, however, able to reach an agreement on several remaining issues,
the most fundamental being the details as to what costs should be considered in the provision of
RCF for the purposes of temporary number portability and from whom these costs should be

recovered. The following issues remain to be addressed:

Issue 3: What are the advantages and disadvantages of each solution identified in Issue 2?
Issue 4: What are the costs associated with providing each solution in Issue 2?

Issue 5: How should the costs identified in Issue 4 be recovered?

Issue 8: Should the Docket be closed?

In this Brief, MFS will focus primarily on Issue 4 and Issue 5, addressing what costs
should be considered in analyzing the cost of RCF and how these costs should be recovered. As
noted in the Stipulation and Agreement, other related compensation issues, such as compensation
for termination of ported calls and the entitlement to terminating network access charges on
ported calls will not be addressed here. Rather, these issues will be negotiated by the parties or
resolved by the Commission, as local interconnection issues under Section 364.162. See

Stipulation at 3.



ISSUES
ISSUE 4: What are the costs associated with providing Remote Call Forwarding?

The costs associated with providing RCF, which primarily entails the routing and
switching of RCF calls over the existing network, include processing and transport costs. Such
costs may include nonrecurring costs for receiving the service order, transmission of the order to
the switching employee and the writing of the translation. These nonrecurring costs, however,
should be specific to RCF and should not include costs associated with processing other orders.
Ex. 2 at 15-16. The provisioning of RCF does not create unique new costs, it merely adds more
switching and transport on the already existing network. Ex. 2 at 51, 56. For example, there is
an added recurring cost associated with RCF as a result of the “double routing™ of forwarded
calls that is required under the RCF mechanism. Each call is first routed to the switch of the
former local service provider, and then forwarded (ported) to the switch of the carrier actually

serving the customer. This “double routing” imposes nominal incremental switching costs on the

3/ Engleman, Tr. at 212-213, Price, Tr. at 250, Ex. 2 at 11. See In Re: Investigation into
temporary local telephone number portability solution to implement competition in local
exchange telephone markets, Docket No. 950737-TP, Order No. PSC-95-1246-PHO-TP (issued
Oct. 11, 1995)/



carrier forwarding the call.¥ Thus, the pricing of RCF for interim number portability should only
include those direct incremental costs necessary to provide the service. The purpose of RCF is to
eliminate a substantial barrier to local exchange competition by enabling customers to retain their
existing telephone numbers. Ex. 2 at 57. The purpose is not for MFS, GTE or BellSouth to
make a profit from its competitors. Ex. 2 at 57.

As MFS has previously demonstrated, customers have indicated that they are extremely
reluctant to change telephone service providers if they have to change their existing telephone
numbers. Devine, Tr. at 15, 43. Because interim number portability is a prerequisite for the
development of local competition in Florida, the pricing of RCF also plays a critical role in the
development of local competition. See Devine, Tr. at 44-45, Price, Tr. at 253-254. Those states
that are adopting regulations aimed at introducing local exchange competition have recognized,

like the Florida Legislature (Fla. Stat. Ann. (§ 364.16(4)), that number portability is an essential

4/These costs will vary depending on each carrier’s incremental cost of switching. Ex. 3
at 4. Central office and interoffice networking costs must be carefully scrutinized to ensure that
the LECs are not subsidizing costs that would otherwise be incurred to provide currently tariffed
RCF service. Given the Legislature’s purpose in enacting this legislation, the Commission
should closely scrutinize all costs claimed to be incurred by LECs in provisioning RCF for
ALECs. For example, BellSouth in this proceeding has conducted an “incremental cost study”
for RCF but, as demonstrated, this study includes costs which should not be assessed on RCF
such as the capital cost of lands and buildings. Kolb, Tr. at 67-69.
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component of effective local exchange competition.?  Given the essential nature of this service,
the historical LEC monopoly which is still present, and the deficiencies in this temporary
mechanism, the pricing of RCF should be based on the incremental direct cost to the LEC for
providing RCF. Price, Tr. at 254, Devine, Tr. at 44-46.

The Commission should reject LEC proposals to include in RCF rates a contribution to
shared or common costs. Kolb, Tr. at 57, Menard, Tr. at 137, Poag, Tr. at 167. BellSouth wants
to include the capital cost of lands and building in the pricing of RCF (Kolb, Tr. at 67-69) and
United/Centel wants to include shared costs, such as operating systems software, billing
collections and common overhead expenses. Poag, Tr. at 167. An October 31, 1995 decision by
the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission ordered the incumbent LEC to set its
rates for interim number portability at the LEC’s incremental costs only, finding that there was
no reason for the LEC to recover common costs from this service.f The Michigan Public Service

Commission also has found that “the incremental costs developed by MCI are appropriate for the

3/See Application of MFS Intelenet of Pennsylvania, Inc. for a certificate of public
convenience and necessity, Docket No. A-310203F0002, Opinion and Order at 54 (issued Oct. 4,
1994); Competition 2 Proceeding, Order Requiring Interim Number Portability Directing a
Study of the Feasibility of a Trial of True Number Portability and Directing Further
Collaboration, Case 94-C-0095, Order at 3 (N.Y.P.S.C. Mar. 8, 1995); Washington Utilities and
Transportation Comm'nv. U S West Communications, Inc., Docket No. UT-941464, Fourth
Supplemental Order Rejecting Tariff Filings and Ordering Refiling at 55 (issued October 31,
1995).

& Washington Utilities and Transportation Comm’'nv. U S West Communications, Inc.,
Docket No. UT-941464, Fourth Supplemental Order Rejecting Tariff Filings and Ordering
Refiling at 55 (issued October 31, 1995).
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pricing of ... RCF on a transitional basis.”Z To include contribution in the RCF rate would be
to include overhead costs designed to subsidize monopoly LECs and would merely serve to lock
in the current inefficiencies of the LEC network. Devine, Tr. at 42-43.

There are many barriers to entry for the ALECs entering the local exchange market,
including interim number portability. Many of these barriers result from the fact that ALECs are
forced to utilize LEC bottleneck facilities in order to provide service to their customers.
Naturally, LECs are reluctant to give up this monopoly. Therefore, it is necessary to provide
incentives to the LECs to eliminate these barriers. Permitting the LECs to recover contribution
to overhead in their RCF interim number portability rates would in effect be compensating the
LECs for competitive losses resulting from the entry of ALECs into the local exchange market.
Such contribution effectively insulates the LECs from the forces of competition and removes the
LECs’ incentive to increase their efficiency and improve their responsiveness in order to retain
customers. Permitting the LECs to recover contribution would also eliminate any incentive for
LEC:s to facilitate the development and implementation of a permanent number portability
solution. Price, TR. at 254 & 258.

By inflating the cost to an ALEC of providing service, such a pricing approach also
imposes a further competitive disadvantage on ALECs, compounding the enormous advantages

the LECs already have as a result of their monopoly position. Pricing RCF to include a

/In re Application of City Signal, Inc., for an order establishing and approving
interconnection arrangements with Ameritech Michigan, Opinion and Order (M.I.P.S.C. Feb. 23,
1995).
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contribution to shared and common costs would, therefore, stifle competition, not promote it.
Devine, Tr. at 43, Price, Tr. at 258-259. This result is in direct contravention of the intent of the
Legislature.

In determining RCF pricing, the Commission must make a close assessment of all the
costs imposed by LECs on ALECs. In order to compete, ALECs will have to offer basic local
exchange services at rates equal to or less than the incumbent LECs rates. If LECs are permitted
to assess contributory costs above incremental cost on ALEC competitors, they will whittle away
at the ALEC profit margin between incremental cost and LEC price. The Commission must
therefore consider the total sum of contributory costs imposed on ALECs by LECs, through
universal service, compensation for the exchange of telephone calls, unbundled loops, and other
mechanisms. Consequently, an effective RCF interim number portability pricing mechanism in a
competitive market requires the LECs to price RCF interim number portability, as well as all
other LEC-to-ALEC charges, at incremental direct cost without contribution. Price, Tr. at 254,
Devine, Tr. at 44-46.

RCF is not a “premium” service, such as “Caller ID” or “Call Trace”, made available to
customers merely as a convenient, supplemental feature of telephone service. Devine, Tr. at 45.
RCEF as the temporary number portability solution is the only current means by which customers
can retain their existing telephone numbers while exercising their right to freely choose an
alternative local service provider. Devine, Tr. at 25, Engleman, Tr. at 208. Given the importance

potential customers place on this feature, RCF is an essential element for the provision of local
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exchange services in a competitive marketplace, and the Commission must ensure that the
pricing of RCF is established in a manner that facilitates this competition.

The Legislature already has determined that local exchange competition is in the public
interest. Fla. Stat. Ann. § 364.01(3). Without RCF priced on an economically viable basis,
ALECs are largely foreclosed from attracting customers and therefore, cannot effectively
compete in the provision of local exchange services. See Price, Tr. at 253-254, Devine, Tr. at
43-45. Consequently, without the proper pricing of RCF, the Legislature cannot achieve its goal
of providing its citizens with competitive telecommunications services. Fla. Stat. Ann. §
364.01(3).

On another note, BellSouth and Teleport Communications Group (“Teleport”) have
signed a stipulation for remote call forwarding for temporary number portability in which the two
parties have negotiated a $1.50 per number ported for one path, .75 cents for each additional
path, and a $25 surcharge. Kolb, Tr. at 62-63.

This agreement should not be considered by the Commission in determining the
appropriate pricing of RCF for interim number portability. Teleport was not a party to this
docketed proceeding and the Commission-approved Stipulation, and BellSouth and Teleport
appear to have reached their agreement without consideration of the issues in this proceeding. In
fact, the signing of the BellSouth/Teleport Stipulation can be conceived as an attempt by
BellSouth to impose an anticompetitive solution on the parties to this proceeding. For example,
the rates established in the BellSouth/Teleport stipulation reflect no relation whatsoever to

demonstrable costs of providing RCF, a subject that was one of the principal focal points of the
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parties’ time, effort, and resources in this proceeding. Second, the BellSouth and Teleport
agreement is part of a package deal that includes rates and terms governing not only interim
number portability, but also universal service and interconnection. Kolb, Tr. at 96. As such, the
BellSouth/Teleport stipulation cannot be analyzed on a stand-alone basis for the purposes of
determining the appropriate pricing of RCF.

ISSUE §: How should the costs identified in Issue 4 be recovered?

As required by Section 364.16(4) of the Florida Statutes and provided for in the
Stipulation, the price charged for RCF must not be below the costs of providing RCF for the
purposes of interim number portability. See Fla. Stat. Ann. § 364.16(4); Stipulation at 3. Under
the Stipulation and Agreement entered into in this proceeding, the recurring cost of RCF will be
recovered on a per-line, per-month basis and will be uniform throughout an individual LEC’s
existing service territory. Stipulation at 3. The Stipulation and statutes, however, do not
determine who will be assessed the RCF costs. Devine, Tr. at 41.

In light of the Stipulation that the costs of RCF be assessed on a per-line, per-month
basis, MFS recommends that the Commission adopt an RCF rate which assesses a monthly per
number charge on all working telephone numbers (ported and nonported). Devine, Tr. at 32-33,
Price, Tr. at 251. This surcharge would be determined by multiplying the total minutes of calls
forwarded by the incremental costs of transport and switching required to provide RCF for the
purposes of interim number portability. /d. A similar pricing mechanism has been adopted in
New York State by the New York Public Service Commission, which assesses a monthly per

number charge on all working telephone numbers for temporary number portability.
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Competition 2 Proceeding, Order Requiring interim Number Portability Directing a Study of the
Feasibility of a Trial of True Number Portability and Directing Further Collaboration, Case 94-
C-0095 (N.Y.P.S.C. Mar. 8, 1995).

The recovery of the RCF costs in this manner reflects the policy that the costs of RCF,
which is necessary to develop competition in local exchange services, must be borne by all who
benefit from the service and from the resulting competition. Devine, Tr. at 17. The Legislature
has recognized that local number portability is essential to ensure that consumers have access to
the local exchange service provider of their choice without being disadvantaged by the need to
give up their local telephone number. Fla. Stat. Ann. § 364.16(4). The opportunity for
consumers to retain their telephone numbers when switching local telephone companies benefits
not only those retaining their number but also those calling the consumer at the familiar retained
number. Ex. 2 at 16-17. In addition, since RCF is essential to the development of competition, it
ensures the benefits of competition to all consumers in terms of provider choice, increased
quality and better prices. Therefore, the cost of such a benefit should be spread evenly across the
entire subscriber base. Devine, Tr. at 17, 31-32, Price, Tr. at 251-252. Spreading this cost across
all users, whether they utilize RCF or not, is similar to the way in which consumers pay for a
variety of telephone services. Perhaps the best example is 9-1-1. While an individual consumer
may never have to use it, the consumer benefits from its availability.

BellSouth’s recommended cost recovery mechanism for RCF, ignores the fact that the
benefits of competition, such as lower prices, higher quality services, and increased innovative

service offerings, are enjoyed by all subscribers. BellSouth suggests that the “long run
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incremental costs of the RCF arrangement for temporary number portability . .. be recovered
directly from the carriers or customers who make use of these arrangements.” Kolb, Tr. at 57.
If the costs of RCF are only imposed on customers that utilize RCF, then those subscribers that
choose not to switch to an ALEC, will, nonetheless, receive the benefits of competition without
paying the associated costs. The Commission should not permit these customers to free-ride at
the expense of those customers that first choose to purchase ALEC services. Moreover, as with
many LEC proposals, the BellSouth approach will impose costs on ALEC customers only,
making the feasibility of offering a competitive price that much more difficult.

ISSUE 3: What are the advantages and disadvantages of Remote Call Forwarding?

As an interim number portability solution, MFS and the other parties agree that RCF is
the best solution currently available. Stipulation at 2. RCF can be implemented at the present
time in most LEC Central Offices using existing switch and network technology. Id. Moreover,
the signaling can be either in-band or out-of-band SS7 and the Automatic Number Identification
(“ANI”) that is out-pulsed when the customer places a call is the new number which is
transparent to the customer. Devine, Tr. at 28.

While RCF is sufficient as an inferim number portability solution, RCF should not be
implemented as a permanent solution due to certain deficiencies. Devine, Tr. at 28-30, Price, Tr.
at 247-248, Engleman, Tr. at 210-213. RCF requires all calls to be routed to the incumbent LEC
switch before they can be forwarded to MFS, resulting in additional transmission and switching
expense and additional call set-up time. Devine, Tr. at 28. It also appears that RCF does not

permit the utilization of BLV/I and certain CLASS features. /d. These deficiencies underscore
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the fact that ALECs will be operating at a significant competitive disadvantage until permanent
number portability arrangements are established. LECs, which of necessity must play an integral
role in implementing permanent number portability solutions, currently have a strong
disincentive to implement such solutions. Any interim number portability funding mechanism
should, therefore, create an incentive for LECs to take the initiative in establishing permanent
number portability. Price, Tr. at 258.

ISSUE 8: Should the Docket be closed?

Based on its experiences in other states, MFS anticipates that there will be additional
problems associated with the implementation of interim number portability. Devine, Tr. at 45-
46. Moreover, this Docket should remain open to the extent that there are additional operational
aspects to the provisioning of RCF that extend beyond basic retail service that still need to be
addressed. Ex. 2 at 28. For example, an RCF interim number portability mechanism that
emulates true number portability may include consolidated billing arrangements that contain
collect calls, calling cards, and third-party billed calls. Id. In addition, such RCF arrangements
will require updates to the LIDB data base. Id. Therefore, the Commission should keep this
docket open to ensure that implementation problems can be dealt with efficiently and effectively

by the Commission. Id.
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CONCLUSION

MFS agrees that RCF is at the present time the best available option for providing
temporary number portability in the State of Florida. It is clear, as the Legislature has recognized
with the implementation of 364.16(4) and as demonstrated by MFS customer surveys, that
number portability is essential to meet consumer needs in a competitive local exchange market.
In order for RCF to be economically viable to ALECs in a competitive market, however, the
pricing of RCF must reflect the direct incremental cost to the LEC to provide RCF, with no
contribution. Moreover, these costs should be spread evenly across the entire subscriber base,
thereby distributing the costs of number portability across all those who will reap the benefits of
RCF and the substantial benefits of competition. The recovery of the costs of RCF in this

manner is consistent with the Legislature’s intent to promote competition in local exchange

services.
Respectfully submitted,
Timothy T. Devine hard M. Rindler d,
Senior Regulatory Director mes C. Falvey
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Suite 900
Susan C. Langston West Palm Beach, FL 33401
Florida Telephone Association
P. 0. Box 1776 Floyd R. Self, Esq.
Tallahassee, FL 32302 Messer, Vickers, Caparello,
Madsen, Goldman & Metz, P.A.
Tony H. Key, Director 215 S. Monroe Street, Ste. 701
State Regulatory-South P. O. Box 1876
Sprint Tallahassee, FL 32301
3100 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339 American Communications
Network Incorporated
J. Phillip Carver 919 Third Avenue
Robert G. Beatty Suite 620
c¢/o Nancy H. Sims New York, NY 10022
Southern Bell Telephone &
Telegraph Co. Lynn B. Hall
150 S. Monroe Street Vista-United Telecommunications
Suite 400 3100 Bonnet Creek Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301 Lake Buena Vista, FL. 32830
Richard H. Brashear Peter M. Dunbar, Esq.
Harriet Eudy Charles W. Murphy, Esq.
ALLTEL Florida, Inc. Pennington & Haben, P.A.
206 White Avenue 215 S. Monroe Street
P. O. Box 550 2nd Floor
Live Oak, FL 32060 P. O. Box 10095

Tallahassee, FL 32301



Anthony P. Gillman
Kimberly Caswell

GTE Florida Incorporated
One Tampa City Center
201 N. Franklin Street

P. O. Box 110, FLTC0007
Tampa, FL. 33602

Marsha Rule

Wiggins and Villacorta
501 E. Tennessee St.
Suite B

Tallahassee, FL 32302

Patrick K. Wiggins

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A.
501 E. Tennessee St., Suite B

Tallahassee, FL. 32302

Jacksonville Teleport, L.C.
2516 Edison Avenue

Jacksonville, FL 32204-2530

Laura L. Wilson, Esq.

Charles F. Dudley, Esq.

Florida Cable

Telecommunications
Association, Inc.

310 N. Monroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

David B. Erwin

Young, Van Assenderp
Varnadoe & Benton, P.A.

225 S. Adams Street

Suite 200

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Charles Beck

Office of Public Counsel
House of Representatives
The Capitol

Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Lee L. Willis

J. Jeffrey Wahlen

Ausley, McMullen, McGehee
Carothers & Proctor

227 S. Calhoun Street

Tallahassee, FLL 32301

Alan N. Berg

United Telephone Company
Central Telephone Company
555 Lake Border Drive
Apopka, FL 32703

Timothy T. Devine
MFS Intelenet, Inc.
250 Williams Street
Suite 2200

Atlanta, GA 30303

Michael J. Henry

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
780 Johnson Ferry Road

Suite 700

Atlanta, GA 30342

Dewayne Lanier

Gulf Telephone

115 West Drew Street
Perry, FL 32347

John McGlew

Northeast Florida Telephone Company
130 N. 4th Street

MacClenny, FL 32063

Charles L. Dennis

Indiantown Telecommunications System,
Inc.

15925 S.W. Warfield Boulevard
Indiantown, FL. 34956

James W. Tyler

Vista-United Telecommunications
3100 Bonnet Creek Road

Lake Buena Vista, FL. 32830



John Vaughan

St. Joseph Telephone and
Telegraph Co.

502 5th Street

Port St. Joe, FL 32456

AMNEX

Regulatory Affairs

101 Park Avenue
Suite 2507

New York, NY 10178

Robin Dunson
AT&T Communications

of the Southern States, Inc. (GA)
1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-7733

Thomas Beard

Beard and Associates
5364 Appledore Lane
Tallahassee, FL 32308

BellSouth Mobility, Inc.
1100 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Suite 14-E06

Atlanta, Georgia 30309-4599

Gary T. Lawrence
City of Lakeland
501 East Lemon St.
Lakeland, FLL 33801

J.D. Thomas

Cole Law Firm

1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Greg Krasovsky

Commerce & Economic
Opportunities

State Senate

426 Senate Office Building

Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Data & Electronic Services, Inc.
P. O. Box 1585
Destin, FL. 32540-1585

Carolyn Mason

Department of Management
Services

4050 Esplanade Way

Building 4030

Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Nels Roseland

Office of Planning and Budget
The Capitol, Room 1502
Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Bruce May

Holland Law Firm

P. O. Drawer 810
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Sam LaMartina

Independent Telecommunications
Network, Inc.

8500 W. 110th Street

Suite 600

Overland Park, KS 66210

Vice President, External Affairs
Intermedia Communications

of Florida, Inc. (TI857)
9280 Bay Plaza Blvd., Ste. 720
Tampa, Florida 33619

David Hickman

International Speedway Corp.
P. O. Box 2801

Daytona Beach, FL. 32120

Don Price

MCI Telecommunications
701 Brazos, Suite 600
Austin, TX 78701



Woody Taylor

MCI Telecommunications
2400 N. Glenville Drive
Dept. 0415

Richardson, TX 75082

Office of Public Counsel
c¢/o The Florida Legislature
111 W. Madison Street
Room 812

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Payphone Consultants, Inc.
3431 N.W. 55th Street
Ft. Lauderdale, FL. 33309

Kenneth Hoffman
Rutledge Law Firm

P. O. Box 551
Tallahassee, FL. 32302

Suncoast Payphone Company

7916 Edinburgh Drive
New Port Richey, FL 34653

Margaret Weaver
Tampa Payphones, Inc.
P. O. Box 291805
Tampa, FL 33687

Jodie Donovan

TCG South Florida

1133 21st Street, N.W.
Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20036

Andrew Isar

Telecommunications Reseller Assn.
4312 92nd Avenue, N.W.

Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Clay Phillips

Utilities and Telecommunications
State House

410 House Office Building
Tallahassee, FL. 32399

Prentice P. Pruitt, Esq.
Gerald L. Gunter Bldg.
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Monica M. Barone, Esq.
Gerald L. Gunter Bldg.
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
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Audrey A/ Fértner



