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1 PROCEEDINGS 

2 (HEARING RECONVENED AT 1 : 4 5 P .M. ) 

3 (TRANSCRIPT FOLLOWS IN SEQUENCE FROM VOLUME 1) 

4 CHAIRMAN CLARK: We'll reconvene the hearing. 

5 Mr. Fons, you were inquiring of Mr. Devine. 

6 MR. RINDLER: Yo•r Honor , excuse me, during the 

7 lu11ch break , we prepared a diagram which we have handed out 

8 to e v erybody in li~u of the chalkboard talk. It might be a 

9 little bit easier to follow. 

10 ~RMAN CLARK: All right. We'll label that as 

~1 Exhibit 5, and it will be the handwritten schematic of 

12 termination of local traffic . 

13 EXAMINATION 

14 BY MR. FONS: 

15 Q Mr. Devine, your Exhibit s. is the only 

16 difference between your Exhibit 5 and the Exhibit 4 is that 

17 you have longer end user loops? 

18 A No. 

19 Q You still have the MFS switch as B, point of 

20 interconnection C. the tandem switch D-1, the end off1ce 

21 switch D-2, and then you have two end users, but the loop 

22 is longer than in Exhibit 4? 

23 A 11ell, what it shows is that it could be that 

24 situation. The loops could be both, or the distance 

25 between how far we transport a call and you do could be the 
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same from end point to end point. It could be that w~ 

could be taking a call a further distance or we could be 

taking a call the exact same distance, but the whole 

concept co gLt across through my diagram is thac we are 

providing an equivalent facility between two end points. 

And they could he • .:"lr.tly between the same two end points, 

but we may be using a different topology that reflects a 

forward-looking technology. And clearly the FCC rules 

support, one , that if we are providing equiva~ent facility, 

that that's considered -- and symmetrical rates which is a 

second issue, that rates should be symmetrica l ; and third, 

that if we are serving a similar tandem serving area as the 

ILEC that compensation would be recipro~al. 

0 I thought the reciprocal compensation would be 

for the tandem switch not for the transport ? 

A No, it could apply for - - what the rule talks 

about is applying reciprocal compensation, and it talkr 

about tandem switching, t hat that's how it explai ns 

reciprocal in that nature. But if you l ook 1n the PCC 

rules. it ' s real clear that if we are providing equivalent 

facility that we would get reciprocal compensation, and 

part of that compensation is for transport. 

1 If you are providing transport? 

A No, that if we are providing an equ1valenL 

facility to the classical hlstorical definit1on of 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA (904) 385-5~01 
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l transport . I'Jr . Harris could address that: in more detail i ( 

2 you would like to talk to him about it. 

3 0 Could you give us the rule cite that you are 

4 relying upon? 

5 A That is 51. 701 under transport. 51.701. 

6 0 Do you have that .~ front of you? 

7 A No, I don't. 

8 0 Let me read it to you, and it's 51.701 Subpart C, 

9 Transport: "For purposes of this part, transport is the 

10 transmission and any necessary tandem switching of the 

.ll local telecommunications traffic subject to Section 

12 25l(b) (5) of the Act from the interconnection point between 

13 the two carriers to the terminating carrier's end office 

14 swltch that directly serves the called party or equivalent 

15 facility provided by a carrier other than the incumbent 

16 LEC. • 

17 What is the equivalent facility that yo1· are 

18 providing? 

19 A The equivalent facility is the termlnation 

20 between the ten end points. 

21 0 And that would be between, in my -- in Exhibit B 

22 or Exhibit 4, that would be between B and A? 

23 A Wtll, what this talks about is how t could 

24 work. The f1rst part of the The sentence that reads, 

25 "Between the two ccn·riers to the terminating carrier' a end 
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1 office switch that directly serves the called party, " tt.at 

2 could be talking about between the 0-1 and 0-2; but then it 

3 says "or equivalent facility provided by a carrier other 

4 than an incumbent L£C." 

5 Q And that was my question. Onder this scenario, 

6 which facility are you ·~lking about between Point C and 

7 Point A? 

8 I'm talking about the whole end-to-end connection 

9 between A and C. 

10 Q I thought that under the agreement that you have 

11 with Sprint that Sprint and MFS would each bear their own 

12 costs of the facilities between B and C and c and 0-1. 

1 3 A Oh, excusE' me, sorry, yeah, from the -- well, 

14 it's from the interconnection point. So it's from the 

15 interconnection point, wherever that is defined. And as I 

16 told you, between B and D is actua lly a shared ring, so you 

17 could say that it begins at C. So from C, this equivalent 

18 facility would be from C back to actually to he end user, 

19 and that's what -- It's clear in the order about 

20 equivalent facilities would be CQmpensated symmetrically 

21 with how the L~C would be compensated, and that's the clear 

22 point that's in the rule. 

23 Q But you're asking for compensatior Cor t ranspol ~ 

24 and you've agreed previously that the transpor-t facility l.S 

25 the facility between the tandem switch and the end office 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA (904) 385-5501 
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l switch? 

2 A I said based on historical architectures that 

3 most of the incumbents use, yes, that's correct. But in 

4 numerous locat1ons through the FCC order, and especially 

5 when it talks aoo ut symmetrical rates, it talr.s about 

6 forward-looking te · .. -logy , and it talks about new 

7 entrants' architec ture and the like. 

3 Q And I've asked yo u and I' 11 ask you again, ·~hat 

9 is the equivalent facility th~t MFS provides that 1s 

10 comparable to the transport between D-1 and D-2? 

11 As I've said previously -- I mean wha~ you're 

12 trying to do is define You're not defining 

13 symmetrically how the rules define between , you know, us 

14 symmetrically taking a call between two points. It would 

1~ be our equivalent function. We are talk1ng about an 

16 equivalent fu~ction. And as I said earlier 1n my 

17 testimony, that our architecture and functions are 

18 different than yours. I really don't have anything ei=e to 

19 offer on this. Mr. Harris maybe -- if you '"ould want to 

20 ask him any more specific quest1ons, I 'm sure he could 

21 offer some testimony. 

22 MR. FONS: I have no further questious. 

23 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Staff. 

24 EXAMINATION 

25 BY MR. BILLMEIER: 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA (904) 385-5501 
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1 Q Do you have the exhibit packet? 

2 A Yes . 

3 Q What we have marked Exhibit TTD-14 is your 

~ deposition t r anscript . It's on MFS's discovery responses 

5 and MPS' s petit i oJ . Are these true and correct to the best 

6 of your knowledge an' _.elief? 

7 A Yes. 

8 MR. BILLMEIER: Madam Chairman, could we have 

9 TTD-14 marked? 

10 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Yes, the staff exhibit which 

11 consists of deposition trans~ripts, response to 

12 interrv':)<'' ' ries and petition and attachments and marked by 

13 staff as >'TD-14 ..,ill be Composit:e Exhibit 6. 

14 MR. RINDLER: Madam Chairman, in connect:ion with 

15 the last proceeding when we had stri cken mat:erials that 

16 were taken out of the arbitrat:ion proceeding, you 

17 determined that ir. was not a worthwhile exercise t o do that 

18 with respect to the depositions and interroga~ories. Is 

19 that the same practice you would li ke to follow he re? 

20 Q{A.IRMAN CLARK: I don't see any reason to go 

21 through the deposition to strike out what l.B noL relevant, 

22 okay? 

23 

24 

MR . RINDLER: That's fine. 

':HAIRMAN CLARK: All right. Hr. Billmeier, do we 

25 need to mark Exhibit 15 also? 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORID!• (904) 385-5501 
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MR. BILLMEIER: Yes. 1 

2 CHAIRMAN CLARK : Okay . And that's the response to 

3 Sprint-Oni ted's first set of interrogatories an.. '1FS • s 

4 response t: c fi :-o c p r oduction of documents and MFS ' a 

5 response to first request for admissions. Staff has 

6 labeled them TTD -15; ~hey will be marked as Composjte 

7 Exhibit 7. 

8 BY MR. BILLMEIER: 

9 Q And is Composite Exhibit 7 true and correct to 

10 the best of your knowledge and belief? 

11 A Yes. 

12 Q Now Mr. Devine, I have a question about your 

1 3 deposition on Exhibit TTD-14 which is now Exhibit 6, page 

14 21, lines 16 through 20. You state there, "And really the 

15 only area of disagre~ment f or reciprocal ccmpensation at 

16 this point is that you would just, that we would prefer 

17 just to have a single identical rate. Let's say it's six 

18 tenths of a penny that recovers each carrier's transport. " 

19 Does this six tenths of c. penny rate include end offic e 

20 swi tchin9, tandem switching and transport? 

Yes. 21 

22 

A 

Q Then is it MFS's posi tion that . 0005 is an 

23 appropriate rate for transpor~? 

24 A l t hink that should cover both parrles' costs in 

25 those areas, yes. 

C &: N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA (904 } 385-5501 
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1 0 What does Sprint want to charge MFS for 

2 transport? 

3 A I believe they have offered up the FCC proxy 

4 transport ra~es . 

5 0 Okay. There has been some discussion of a price 
/ 

6 for a cross conne L · lement. What issue in the prehearing 

7 order does that fal l under? 

8 A I don't have the prehearing order in front of 

9 me. 

10 (OOCOMENT TENDERED TO THE WITNESS) 

11 0 Would it be either two or three? 

12 (WITNESS REVIEWED OOCUMENTS) 

13 A I'm checking. Yes, I would say three because 

14 three deals with unbundled loops in general, and as we've 

15 discussed, certainly a cross connect is inherent with 

16 providing an wlbundled loop . 

17 0 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 Honor 

24 

25 

Thank you, Mr. Devine . 

MR. BILLMEYER: That is all we have. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Commissioners, questions? 

(NO RESPONSE) 

CHAIRMAN CL1\.R1< : Redirect, Mr. Rindler. 

MR. RINDLER: I have none at this time, Your 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: All right. Exhibjts. 

MR. FONS: I'll mo~e Exhibit 4 . 
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1 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Without objection, Exhibit 4 is 

2 admitted in the record. 

3 Mr . Rindler, do you --

4 i1R. RINDLER : Yes, I would move Exhibits 1 

5 through 5. 

6 CHAIRJ-1A.: CLARK: Well, it would be 2 and 3 . And 

7 I have a question about 5. We were handed a copy of a 

8 hand-drawn schematic, but we didn't do anything with it. 

9 MR. RINDLER: I believe t hat Mr. Devine testified 

10 and Mr. Fons asked him about the difference between the two 

11 schematics, the schematic 3 and schematic 5, as to whether 

12 or not it was just a difference between loop lengths , and 

13 there was a discussion concerning the Lwo of them, that the 

14 issue was really the end to end terminaLion . 

15 CHAIRMAN CLARK: All right. Do we need --

16 t~. FONS: I have no objection to 5 going in. 

17 CHAIRMAN CLARK: All right. We'll admit Exhibit 

18 5. 

19 And staff moves 6 and 7? 

20 

'21 

MR. BILLMEIER: Staff moves 6 and 7. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Without objection they wi ll be 

22 admitted in the record. 

23 Thank you Mr. Devine. 

24 WITNESS DEVINE: Thank you. 

25 MR. RINDLER: Madam Chairman, in light of the way 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA (904) 385-5501 
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1 the caAe has evolved, we discussed with Mr. Fons the fact 

2 that Mr. Harris probably would make more sense to go on at 

3 this point rather than after Mr. Cheek if no one has an 

4 objection to that . 

5 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay. And Mr. Harris, was he 

6 sworn in? 

7 MR. RlNDLER : No , he was not. 

8 ~RMAN CLARK: Okay . If he would come to the 

9 witness stand, we will take up Mr. Harris who is adopting 

10 Mr. -- is it Doctor Porter or Mr. Porter's testimony? 

11 WITNESS HARRIS: Mister. 

12 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Mr. Porter, okay. 

13 (WHEREUPON, THE WITNESS WAS DULY SWOR!'I BY THE 

:..4 CHAIRMAN) 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2'1 

25 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Thank you. You may be seated. 

• • • 
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1 Whereupon, 

2 ALEX JOHN HARRIS 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 ·1 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

was called as a witness by the MFS and, after being first 

duly sworn, ~as examined and testified as follows: 

... XAMI NATION 

BY MR. RINDLER: 

0 Good morning, Mr. Harris -- Good afternoon, 

Mr. Harris. Did you adopt the testimony that was filed by 

Mr. Porter in this proceeding which was 38 pages -- sorry, 

let me take that back; I've got the wrong sheet -- which is 

25 pages? 

A Yes. 

0 And is it correct that you are adopting it and 

you have substituted for the introduc tion in your mot1on to 

substitute Pages 1 through 4.4 which is the biographical 

information? 

A Yes. 

0 In light of the way the case has evolved, are 

20 there any deletions or corrections you'd make to this 

21 testimony? 

22 A Based on the agreement we reached this morning, 

23 quite a few. We are -- based on having c~me to an 

24 agreemen~ this morning with Sprint, wo are withdrawing 

25 testimony beginning on page 4, lines 7 through page 6, line 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORJDA (904) 385-5501 
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1 7. We are further withdrawins test lmony beginning page B 

2 line 1 through to page 19, line 19 . We are further 

3 withdrawing t estimony --

4 COMMISSIONER KIESLING: You are going to have to 

5 slow down. 

WITNESS HARRIS: I'm sorry. 6 

7 COMMISS:(,RR KIESLING: I'm still on page 14 

8 mark ing it out. 

9 A Okay . And then deleted testimony beginning page 

10 21, line 1 through line 11. In addition on page 25, delete 

11 the sentence on, beginning on line 11, that first sentence 

12 and ending on line 10. 

13 CHAlRMAN CLARK: I ' m sorry, what was that? 

1 4 

15 

WITNESS HARRIS: Page 25. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Yes. 

16 WITNESS HARRIS: The sentence that begins on line 

17 9 and ends on line 10 is deleted . In addition, we are also 

18 withdrawing Exhibit 2 to the testimony. And then as one 

19 final correction, on page 22 of the testimony at line 11, 

20 we would add the sentence, "We have performed a deaveraging 

21 analysis of the proxy based on inpu~ data from the B04 

22 which is contained in Exhibit 5." 

23 CHAIRMAN CLARK: I take it that will go after the 

24 sentenc•• that ends, "cost ceiling? • 

25 WITNESS HARRIS: Yes, that i~ correct . 
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1 CHAlRMA.N CLARK: Okay. 

2 BY MR. RINDLER: 

3 Q With those changes, Mr. Harris, would the answers 

4 be the same as they are here if I asked those questions 

5 today? 

6 A Yes. 

7 MR. RINDLER: I'm go~ng to move that the revised 

8 testimony adopted by Mr. Harris be r ead into the record - -

9 incluced in the record as if read. 

10 CHAIRMAN CLARK: The rebuttal testimony of 

11 Mr. Porter as adopted by Mr. Harris and as revised on the 

12 stand today will be inserted in the record as though read. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

• 
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REBUTTAl TESTIMONY OF & lef) .~1 
DAVID N . PORTER p; ~f<tr 

ON BEHAlF OF 
MFS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, INC. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name Is David N. Porter My bus1ness address is MFS 

Communications Company, Inc ("MFS"), 3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 

'300, Washington. D.C 20007. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND WHAT ARE YOUR 

RESPONSIBILITIES? 

I am the Vice President of Govamment Affairs for MFS. I work w1 th 

senior managers of MFS and it& subsidiaries to develop positions in 

public policy diso.~ssions before state. federal and Intemational 

regulatory and legislative bodies. I oversee MFS filings before the 

Federal Communications Commission ("FCC•), coordinate MFS' 

Congressional activities, advise on certain state proceed1ngs and, 

reoently, have collaborated on our ongoing interconnect:on 

negotiations driven by the Telecommunicetions Act of 1996 that was 

signed by the President of the United States on February 8, 1996. 
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 

PROFESSIONAL EXPE.RIENCE. 

I graduated frC'fTl tM University or Illinois In 1968 With a Bachelor of 

Science degree In General Engineering and from Roosevelt 

University, Chicego, and tn 1 ,.. r .. "' 1th a Masters tn Bus ness 

Administration. I am Registered as a Professional Eng,neer in lll1no•s. 

:'Jew Jersey and New YoM<. 

I began my telecommunications career in 1967 as an er.:=•neer 

for Illinois Bell. After assignments in traffic, outside plant, local and 

toll central office and toll fac:~lity engineenng, I assumed dulles as a 

service cost engineer responsible for des1gn1ng and completing cost 

stu11es to support Illinois Bell rate flllnQS and for establishing the pnca 

of equ1pment, land and bUildings to be sold to or purchased from 

custorr.ars and other utilities. In 1976, I transferred to AT&T and was 

responsible for supervising numerous stud1es being completed by 

academioans and scientists intended to demonstrate the technical 

and economic harms or interconnecting competing communications 

netwoli<s and equipment Later, I woli<ed on the AT&T team that 

negohatoo and Implemented the breakup or the Bell System. For two 

years rollowtng A r& T's divestiture of Bell South and the other Bell 

-2-
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Re~l Tntimo<ry of David N P0<1er 
MFS Comrm.rkadon. Co:npany, Inc: .• Florida PSC, 960533-TP 

Operating Companies In 1984, I managed the !!late and federal 

regulatory activities for AT&T lnfonnatJon Systems Including 1ts 

attempts to gatn state approvals to offer shared tenant servtces. After 

that assignment. I was responsible for creating certain AT&T 

responses in the first trienn1al review of the Modification of F1nal 

Judgment In the late 1980's, I was responsible for develop1ng policy 

positions related to state regulatory 1ssues and for managing AT&rs 

intrastate financial results. For several years thereafter, I advocated 

AT&T's interests at the FCC on matters concemlng enhanced services 

and wireless services Including spectrum management issues. Pnor 

to assuming my current duties I was Director- Technology and 

Infrastructure responsible for advocating AT&rs Interests with 

Members of Congress, the FCC and their staffs on technical matters 

surrounding local exchange competition. 

Dunng the past several years, I traveled In eastern and central 

Europe and South Amence with employees of the U S State 

Department and the U.S. Department of Commerce as their industry 

representative at bilateral and other meetings during which the U.S. 

encouraged other gl)vamments to adopt laws and policies that would 

foster telt communications development and competitiro I have 
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conducted multi~ay training sessions for State Dapertment emoassy 

trade personnel worldwide. I l1ave spoken before manv state 

regulatory end legislative bodies and have attended and made 

presentations to numerous mdustry meet1ngs end training sess1ons. 

6 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

7 WII ... T 13 Till! PURPOSE OF YOUR I ES II MONt I 

12 presented by Sprint 

14 

15 

16 

17 

• II 

greement and the size and complex•ty of t 

Implementation of the Local Competition Prov1s1ons 1n the 
Telecommunications Ad of 1996, First Report end Order. CC Docket 
96·98 (releoS\>d August 6, 1996). Hereafter cited as " lnterevnnection 
Order" The rues Implementing the FCC's decision are cited as "FCC 
Interconnection Rules §51 .l00l" 

. 4 . 
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1 lnterconll9Ction Order. I have included '<\1lh my test1mony a s 

2 the FCC costing requirements, Exhibit _ {DNP-1 ). 

3 s my understanding of the requirements of the 

4 lntercon edion Order With respect to pricmg end 

5 I have also 

6 ion Order as Exh1bi t 

7 {DNP-2). 

8 

9 Q. PLEASESUMMAR~EYO 

10 RECOMMENDATIONS. 

11 A. y Spnnt do not comply w1th the 

12 requirements establls by the FCC. U I Sprint develops (and the 

13 Florida Commissio approves) cost stud•es th do conform w1th the 

14 

15 st ceilings established by the FCC for 

16 ion agreements Specifically, the Florida Con ission 

17 should pply the proxy cost standard prescnbed by the FCC r 

18 Fl · a for unbundled loops. Applying data from Sprints Bench 

19 C st MorJel to the FCC's proxy cost cetllng 1mplies that Spnnt's 

20 average u.,bundled loop rate should be no h1gher than S9.39 per 
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undled loop per month disaggregated 1nto at least th 

COSTING REQUIREMENTS OF THE FCC'S INTERCONNECTION 
ORDER 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE COSTING STANDARD THE FCC SET 

OUT IN ITS INTERCONNECTION ORDER 

As I describe In Exhibit L (ONP-1 ), the FCC adopted a pncmg 

standard for Interconnection and unbundled netwolit elements that 1s 

Intended to emulate the cost-based pricing of a competitive market ~ 

When state commissions arb1tr9te interconnect1on agreements, the 

FCC requires that they establish the incumbent's pnces for 

interconnection and access to unbundled network elements based on 

"economic costs." 

lnterconnectlo' Order at 11679. 
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Recognrzmg that rt may not be possrble for suppot1rng cost 

studies to be performed, analyzed and adopted by states wrthin the 

statutory trme frames set out to resolve interconnection arbrtrallons, 

the FCC adopted a varrety of proxy cost price ceilings for unbundled 

local loops and other unbu rdled networ'f( elements. States were 

directed to use these proxy cost ceilings In the Interim untrl estrmates 

of economic costs were developed and approved by states. States 

are free to set rnterim rates below the proxy cost cerhng States are 

also directed to geographically deaverage unbundled loop prices by 

establishing at least three cost-based zones so that the average over 

all the zones Is less than the proxy cost earling estabhshed by the FCC 

for the state. 

DO THE PROXY COST CEILINGS ESTABLISHED BY THE FCC 

APPLY TO INDMDUAL COMPANIES? 

No. As described in Exhibit _j_ (DNP-1 ). the FCC developed the 

proxy cost callings based on state-wide data drawn from proxy cost 

models and combined With statew.de and natrona! average data 

Plainly, the proxy rost ceilings developed by the FCC are not specrfrc 

to any s ngle company, but represent state-wide avert.JEIS. 
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HOW DID THE FCC DEANE "ECONOMIC COSTS"? 

e FCC defines "economic costs" as the sum of Total Ele 

cremental Costs (TELRIC) of providing each ne 

onable all0':8tion of forward-lool<ing com 

er the long run of the faCilities 

and functions that are 

expenses, depr8C1at1on e appropnate risk-adJUSted cost of 

capital associated wi to the provide the unbundled 

• nt Network Configuration. 

e !mated assuming the most efficient tel 

FC.C Interconnection Rules §51 .505(e) 

lnte wnnection Order at 11703. 
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given the existing location of the Incumbent providA,Js 

centers~ 

Forwt~rd-looklng Co.st of Cspltlll. TELRIC i 

orward-look1ng cost of capital that pre mably projects 

used to provi ndled network element. In a sense, it 

element. A' 

• ' calculated using forward -looking 

de;:>reciation rate · Depreciation in a TELRIC study 
' 

to provide the unbundled 

DlrecUy Attributable Costs. 

only those costs that are directly attnbutable 

lntertonnection Order at 11 682. 

lntercxmnectlon Order at mJ 699-700 

Interconnection Order at 11703. 
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particular unbundled network element. Retailing costs, 

marketing expensos. billing and collection costs, a'1 

costs associated with reta11 offllnngs cannot be · 

c.rectly attributable costs of an unbundled 

The FCC also requ~res that an mcumbe carrier's cost study 

must explain why or how a specrfic f ction included in a 

, ovide a particular element 1-

e/ Service Support or 

CC expressly prohibi ts the use of 

ts Incurred by the incumbent c.amer 1n 

for TELRIC W The FCC also prohibits the 

I service subsidies or opportunity costs 

undled network element).llY 

lnt connection Order at 1m 682, 691 and FC 
§ .505(d) 

terconnection Order at1JW04-707 

lntercon"lechon Order at 1nJ708-711 , 713. 
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The FCC Indicated that a reasonable allocat1on of forward-lookin 

common costs would be determined by each earner subJect t 

a roval by state ~mmissions. In general, 11 held that th 

be allocated were the common costs of otferin unbundled 

ntage of common costs to 

critical unbundled networl< 

methodology . .w Further. that the sum of the TELRIC 

and the reasonable all lion of common \' should not exceed the 

stand-alone costs he unbundled networl< e\ent (i.e .• the costs 

that an efficient fi would incur If it produced on'\ the unbundled 

lion) .~ The FCC also reqwed that 1\e sum of th& 

on Order at 11694. 
eroodht'Ctlon Order et 11696. 

toro~r.n&c:tloo Rules§ 51 .505(c)(2)(A). 
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common coats associated with unbundled networi< elements (a 

common costs are defined by the FCC) should not exceed 

mon costs assoc1ated with unbundled networi< ele 

SPRINT' COST STUDIES AND ANALYSES 0 NOT CONFORM 

C'S COSTING REQUIREME 

A. 

S FOR FLORIDA COMPLY 

ARD FOR UNBUNDLED NETWORK 

ELEMENTS? 

Absolutely not. 

CMj presented by Mr Dunbar as 

• Ia not Intended to eat/mat& the coats of 

died elements. As Mr. Dunbar indicates in his 

imony, the BCM estimates the cost of an enhre serv1ce -

namely residential local servi~ -- and IS not designed to 

--#---e-s-tim_a-te_t_h-eeoonomlc "''" of ""ou' uobundf\ twon< 

I 

Testimony of lames Dunbar on Behalf of United Telephone .:::~pany, 
pg. 7 (Aug. 12 1W6). 
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elements. The BCM was 1nllially des1gned to identify h' -cost 

service areas in the context of defining appropriate 

service support and was never intended to dev op forward-

looking estimates of the costs of unbundled etworl< elements 

estimate of the 

lc costs of an entire seNJce. OVIOU5Iy creates a cost 

n unbundled networl< 

element. nomic costs of unbundled 

loops, a com nent of resi ential telephone service. cennot be 

greater than th~no c costs of residential serv1ce wh1ch 

includes loops as a 

ls~n cannot be certain whet the 

updated SCM resent~y Sprint measure$. The BCM 

model is gr sly complex, an~ it is near1y 1mposslble to 

determin and analyze all of the t.:;implify1ng' assumptions 

ed In the model. The BCM, for example. allows users 

re ults of the model and the data used as 1nput for the BCM 

odel requires a CD-ROM for computer store~ The model 

consiste of about 360 var1able inputs, more than 2Q tables w1th 

- 13- \ 
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170 calculations and a sprPadsneet with more than 160 

~ .ulatlons for aach canr.us block. As a practical matter 

Florida CommiSSIOn has no way to check the valtd1ty o 

acy of the data employed or the calculations 

st1ng M Dur bar The BCM that Mr 

in this proca 1ng IS actually an update of an 

the same model. t is interestmg to note 

switching costs of $23. 

sponsors yields national av 

Such a large 1ncrease 

s that the BCM results Mr. 

Dunbar sponsors are 

unbundled etworlc elements. Certainly, the 

es that are common among vanous netw 

elem ts. For example, the feeder tecnnolog1es are 

s of loops. However, 11 1s unclear whether the mode 

llc::ation of common costs complies w1th the FCC''s 

- 14-
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requirements. For example, the FCC requires that the TELRIC 

and the allocation of stat'd-alone costs be less than stan 

alone cos(s The BCM does not produce a stand-alo 

mate, so rt rs rmpossible to detennrne whethe t complies 

with ·s requrrement Also, the model does 

el exceeds total common 

rn any way consrstent wrth the 

pr~mpetition require 

est/mate of forward-looking 

currenUy deplo 

technologies a d prices might be an tiel ted The BCM 

ct.ices and make no attempt to develop 

ange rn the economrc value of assets used ro ovrde 

led local loops. Other than simply assuming the 

d redatron rate embodied in ARMIS data. the BCM falls to 

provide any analysis of the ecooomrc deprecration assocrated 

wiU the cnsets used to provide unbundled nelwo(i( elements as 
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required by the FCC. Likewise, the BCM assumes a cost 

capital (11 .25%), but do.ls not provides an analys1s 

estimate of the forward-looking, risk adjusted co of capital as 

uired by the FCC 

g.ograph dNveraglng of prl •· The FCC requires that 

It develops Its 

FCC specifically excludes the embedded cost of 

mbent providers from the development of TELRIC 

ARMIS-based factors to develop mark-ups uses the embe ed 

costs (revenue requirements) of incumbent providers as the 
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basis for annualizmg loop investments rather than a f 

looking, incremental methoc:iology as reqwed by e FCC 

The BCM develop& estimates of switch In 

mblnu It with loop costs, but falls 

ulred by the FCC. It is not 

line side port costs (which the 

vered with a per lin"' charge) are 

switching cos1s. 

COST STUDY DESCRIBED BY MR. FAR 

WITH HE REQUIREMENTS ESTABLISHED BY THE FC FOR 

UNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS AND INTERCONNEC 

. Again, Mr. Farrar's study appears to have been des1gned for 

another purpose- to estimate the Total Service Long Run Incrementa 

Cost - r at~er than to develop estlma1es that conform with the FCC's 

- 17 -
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requirements In particular, Mr. Farrar's study suffers from at least 

following major deficiencies: 

• 

The allowance for j oint and common costs (16 

completely arbitrary The FCC allows for a 

I proposing to calcu e its total joint and common 

a methodology virtually guarantees 

costs that the FCC Indicated was 

dev opa his costs The cost study s 

is resented in the highest level of generallt hat conceal 

itlcal assumptions. For example, Mr Farrar d cribes the 

conversion process for translating busy-hour (peak 

investments into monthly costs as follows 

There are two steps. F1rst. each cost function 
(traffic senSitive, processor set-up, and SS7 set
up) Is multiplied by an annual charge fa"'tor to 
determine an annual revenue requiremttnl 

- 18-
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Second, the annual amount ts dtvided by 12 to 
determine a monthly amount.UI 

Mr. Farrar fatl s to describe how that annual 

de11eloped or what it Includes. Stmtlar1v. e descnbes his 

lysts" of unt>undled transport ' conclusory terms that yteld 

abso ely no tnstgnt tnto how e figures were developed For 

example, e described th development of the costs of 

costs bolls own to e taut pgy - "the costs are the costs· -

int's cost studies, the Flonda Com tSston stmply cannot tell 

ether the costs he develops are the ro ard-looklng costs of 

an effietent competitor and an effietent ne 

required by the FCC or whether thay are Spnn 

Testimony of Randy Farrar on Behalf of Untied Telephone C 
of Florida at pg. 8 (P.ugust 12. 1996) 

Teatlmon.' of Randy Farrar on Behalf of UMed Telephc 1e Comp ny 
of Flortde 1t PO 9 (August 12, 1996). 
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Applying the FCC' a Proxy Coat Ceiling to Sprint 

2 Q. WHAT CAN A STATE COMMISSION OR ARBITRATOR DO IF THE 

3 

4 

5 A 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

lJ! 

INCUMBENT PROVIDER HAS NOT PERFORMED THE COST 

STUDIES REQUIRED BY THE FCC? 

The FCC specrf1ed Sf!vera l proxy cost ce1hngs and ranges that state 

regulators and arbitrators are directed to apply in the intenm unt1l the 

incumbent performs the cost studies requtred by the FCC In Flonda. 

the statewide proxy cost ceiling for unbundled local loops IS $13 68 

per line per month. Since this Is a price ceiling, incumbent earners, 

arbitrators and state commissions are free to establish rates based on 

a lower average cost, but not h1gher. It IS 1mportant to emphas1ze that 

the FCC also ordered that the prices for unbundled networl< elements 

be geographically deveraged Into at least three zones to reflect cost 

differences between the zones.l11 The proxy cost IS the we1ghted 

average of these disaggregated costs, so the $13.68 per line per 

month proxy cost ceiling for Florida should be the average over at 

least three geographic zones.lJ! 

Interconnection Order at 1m 764-765. 

lntercornectlon Order at~ 784 
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his test1mony. Mr Dunbar indicates that 

age loop costs for the Ma' nd/Winter Park area 1s 

means that Sprint's average loop rates m 

$9.39, averaged over all the geographic zones sorved b 

12 Ill. RECOMMENDATIONS 

13 Q. WHAT DOES MFS RECOMMEND? 

14 A. The Florida Commission should develop interim unbundled loop rates 

15 

16 

17 

18 

using the proxy cost for unbundled local loops until Spnnt and all other 

incumbent local carriers in the state ttave developed cost studies that 

comply with the FCC's requirements and this Commasslon has 

reviewed and approved those cost stud1es. To comply w1th the 

Benchmarl< Cost Model: A Joint Submission by Sprint Corporation and 
US West 1 'IC., at pg. 67 (July 3, 1996). 
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immed•ate need to meet the mter1m geographiC deaveragmg 

requirement and recognizing that local earners in many Jurisdictions 

have testified that loop length is the only s1gmf•cant vanable 1n 

determining loop costs. the Flonda Comm•ss1on should requ1re each 

mcumbent local earner tc ::e"'trfy the average loop length for each of 

its serving wire-<:enters and the number of work1ng loops 1n each Wlre 

center, which is readily available data. Armt~d with this data. the 

Commission can quickly group Wire-centers mto zones by loop length. 

compute the average length and total loops •n each zone; and. us.ng 

this data, determine loop costs by zone surrounding the FCC ;:Jroxy 

cost ce1ling. *Having satisfied the immediate need. the Comm1ss•on 

should then order each incumbent LEC to develop its forward lookmg 

loop costs. The Commission e&n then conduct the appropnate 

investigations at its own schedule and modrfy the mtenm loop rates as 

needed to comply Wlth the then ava1leble forward-look1ng cost stud1es 

My recommendation regarding deaverag•ng loops by loop length 1s 

shown in Exhibit~ (DNP-3). 

HOW SHOULD THE GEOGRAPHIC ZONES BE DEFINED? 

entence a~ded per TR p.l45 as follows: 
We have pe.formed a deaveraging analysis o( ~he pruxy based on 
input data from the BCM which is contined in Exhibit 5. 

-22-
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As shown in Exhibit L (ONP-3), the zones should be defined by 

clustering wire -<:enters based on the average loop length in each wire-

center. e g . ell wire-<:enters hav1ng srmrlar ev9rage loop lengths 

should be grouped together. Although we each might suggest o~her 

metrics such as aver£ e loop leng1h by household or by census block 

group, average loop length by wire-<:enter is the correct metnc lor 

several reasons. First. 11 matches the 3tandard imposed by the FCC 

for TELRIC studies based on forward lookmg technologres. but current 

wire-<:enters. Second, it uses the same reference as is used for 

current tariffs end billing systems. Most importantly, 11 rs a concept 

that consumers ere most hkely to understand because rt also 1s co-

terminous with current telephone numbenng systems. When the 

Comm1ss1on has gathered the loop length by wire -<:enter data. 11 

should be able to cluster the WlrEH::enters based on rnspect1on or by 

using statistical grouping techniques. In e1ther event. the Commtssron 

should strive to have zones each aggregatrng a s1mrlar number of 

loops, for example. In a three zona system. no zone should constst of 

less than 25% nor more than 50°A. of the total loops 
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DO YOU HAVE OTHER CONCERNS CONCERNING LOOP 

PRICING? 

Yes, I am concerned about the price of cross-connect facllrties 

between Spnn! end MFS equipment end frames 

PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

The FCC defines the loop network element ·as a transmission facility 

between a distribution frarn41, 01' its equrvalent, rn an rncumbem 

carrier's central office, and the network Interface device at the 

customer premises."&' This dofinrtlon specifically does not rnclude the 

cross-connection necessary to deliver the loop from the distnbu1ion 

frame to MFS' collocated equipment. Although the FCC requrres the 

incumbent carrier to provide the cross-connection and establishes the 

costJng standar&JI, II neither defined the cross-connection as a 

network element nor established proxy rates fOI' the cross-conMdton 

Since the loop 15 almost useless wtthout the cross-connect ion, MFS 

requests that thla Commission declare the cross-connection to be a 

network element and require Sprint to develop a TELRIC based rate 

Interconnection Order at 11380. 
Interconnection Order at 11386. 
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for this element. Until the required study is complete, MFS 

recommends this Commiu ion adopt a rate no higher than $0 21 per 

month per eto~s-connectlon as tts Interim rate. Thts is the tanffed rate 

filed with the Illinois Commerce Commtssion for the same networl< 

element based on a co:~1 s.'Udy submitted by Ameritecn.nt 

HOW SHOULD UNBUNDLED TRANSPORT RATES BE 

ESTABUSHEO? 

9 A. =f\lth:t's b&iliJII~ aaet 1lw~· ,aro1ddoo abt0''''8 ')1 AI i: :folliidtlon that Is 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Q. 

A. 

•""wl er ;elo;a;;t to dstema'n1nq the ecoopmjc ooea ef tJev:~;n. MFS 

recommends that the Florida Commission lmpleme'1t the default 

proxies for transport as described in Exhibit 1_ (ONP-1 ). 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESnMONY? 

Yes, it does. 

111"11110 

Am3f't ec:h-lllinois Tantf, ILL C. C. NO. 15, Original Page 876 20.5 
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1 CHAIRNAN CLARK: Now with respect to the 

2 exhibits, does that, those remaining to be part of the 

3 Composite Exhibit are 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6, would that be 

4 correct? 

5 

6 

MR . RINDLER: Yes, ma'am . 

CHAIRMAN CIJUU< : ~·,.ay . DNP-1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 

174 

7 will be marked as Exhibit 8. Okay. I think that does i t. 

8 BY MR. RINDLER: 

9 0 Mr. Harris, do you have a summary of your 

10 testimony? 

11 A Yes. 

12 0 Could you provide it at this time? 

13 A Good afternoon, Madam Chairman, Commissioners, 

14 Staff, and Parties. On August 8, 1996, the FCC released 

15 its interconnection order and rules which are intended to 

16 implement Sections 251 and 252 o f the Communicutions Act of 

17 1934 as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

18 Among many other points in this order, the FCC 

19 describes network elements and a precise pricing standard 

20 for chis Commission to apply should these isvues come 

21 before it in an arbitration proceeding. Specifically. all 

22 unbundled network elements are to be priced on an economic 

23 coat basis. The FCC defines economic cost as the sum of 

24 total element long-run incremental cost of providing each 

25 network e;Lemet,t, TELRIC, plus a reasonable allocation of 
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1 forward-looking common costs related only to the provision 

2 of the network element. 

3 In this arbitration proceeding, this Commission 

4 must decide what l oop rates should be established. Until 

5 there is a TELRIC study, the FCC has established an interim 

6 statewide price cap f or 00ps to be applied by this 

7 Commission. Sprint acknowledges that it does not have 

8 studies that satisfy the FCC TELRIC standards. Until 

9 3print provides a proper cost study, this Commission must 

10 set an interim rate by November 8th, 1996. Based on the 

11 FCC's interconnection rules and information this Commission 

12 has or can readily obtain, I don't believe this will be a 

: 3 particularly difficult job. 

14 The FCC has established a statewide average proxy 

15 o:eiling of $13.68 for unbundled loops in Florida. This is 

16 the rate that this Commission is to apply in the absence of 

17 TELRIC data. The rate is only a statewide average, 

18 however, and it has to be aggregated into geographically 

19 deaveraged zones and has to reflect the existence of 

20 independent telephone companies such as Sprint as well as 

21 the other carriers, incumbent LECs in the state. 

22 To comply with the immediate need to meet the 

23 i~terim geographic deaveraging requirement and r~cognizing 

24 that loca. carriers in many jurisdictione have testified 

25 that ~oop .ength is tbe most significant variable in 
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1 determining loop costs, the Commission should either 

2 require Sprint and other incumbent local exchange carriers 

3 to identify the a verage loop length for each of their 

4 serving wire centers a nd the number of loops i n each wire 

5 center or use readily available loop length data. 

6 In this case t he ~se of loop length data 

7 contained in the benchmark cost mode l contains this data. 

e Armed with this data, the Commission can quickly group wire 

9 cer.ters by loop length and total loops in each length to 

10 establish zones. Using this data &nd the proxy ceiling 

11 that the FCC has established, this Commission can establish 

!?. deaveraged geographical prices. The geographic zoneA 

13 should be defined by clustering the wire centers based on 

14 the average length; that is, all wire centers that have 

15 sindlar average leng~hs should b~ grouped together. This 

16 method matches the standard imposed by the FCC for TELRIC 

17 studies based on forward-looking costs by current wire 

18 center. It is also ~onsiPtent with current tariffs and 

19 billing systems and uses the method most likely to be 

20 identifiable by the public. 

21 It is my opinion that if you determine to use a 

22 three-zone system you should h~ve zones consisting of 

23 roughly 25 to 50 percent of loops in each zone. In other 

24 words, wi~e centers don't have to be evenly distributed, 

25 but neither 9hould they have zero loops or one hundred 
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1 percent of loops in any zone. Using the BCM data and the 

2 FCC proxy for Florida, I have calculated that rates for 

3 Zone 1 should be $7.56; for Zone 2, $11.56, and for Zone 3, 

4 $22.54. 

5 ~ recognize that the Commission, Sp~int and MFS 

6 are all attempting tc ~· 1plement the FCC's rules for the 

7 first time . What I propose I believe is a relatively 

8 simple and accurate means to calculate interim loop costs 

9 by zones . Thank you. 

10 MR. RINDLER: Madam Chairman, the witness is 

11 available for cross examination. 

12 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Thank you. Mr. Fons. 

13 MR. FONS: Thank you. 

l1 EXAMINATION 

15 BY MR. PONS: 

16 Q Mr. Harris I'm Jo~ Fans r epresenting Sprint. I 

17 understand that you're Tim Devine's supervise~? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A Yes, I am. 

Q I've always wanted to meet somebody who would 

supervise Tim Devine. 

A So should I. 

Q Let me ask you a couple of questions about some 

thir.gs that Mr. Devine, your subordinate, said thal you 

will handle for him. The first one is the cross connect, 

and I beli e\e in your testimony at page 24 you talk about 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA (904) 385-5501 



178 

1 the cross connect, and let's just make certain what we are 

2 talking about here. Is the cross connect that we are 

3 talking about a facili ty bet\leen the frame in the Sprint 

4 central office or the MFS central office to MPS's 

5 collocated facil ities or <;print's collocated ~acilities? 

6 A In this contexl as we've defined it in the 

7 agreement, it would be in the facility in the Sprint wire 

8 center between the Sprint frame and the MFS collocation 

9 hcility. 

10 Q Okay. And that could be a jumper cable, could ~t 

11 not? 

12 A Often times, yes. 

1 :> Q And this is the facility that you a:re requesting 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

under unbundled facilities; is that correct? 

A Correct. It's the means by which we can access 

the unbundled loop. 

Q And Sprint has agreed to provide you with that 

unbundled cross connect, isn't that correct? 

A I don't recall if there is specific language to 

that effect, but it's the understanding that they would 

provide it, yes. 

Q And the only issue thnt we are talking about this 

afte~oon or in this arbitration is the price to be paid 

for that cr~ss connect? 

A YeE.. 
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l Q And as I understand it, the FCC did not establish 

2 a proxy for that facility? 

3 A I'm not aware of a specific rate having been set 

4 for that facility. 

5 0 And you have proposed a rate based upon some rate 

6 that was filed in Illinois by Ameritech? 

7 A Yes. 

8 0 And have you seen any cost studies to 

9 substantiate that rate that was f iled by Ameritech in 

10 :llinois? 

ll 

12 

A 

0 

I have not seen such studies. 

And has Sprint offered as a proxy ics tariffed 

13 rate for a cross connect in its either collocation tariff 

11 or its access tariff? 

15 

16 

A 

0 

I recall that they have, yes. 

Okay. Now when does MFS plan to b~ in business 

17 in Florida? 

18 Well, we are already in business, but we 

19 ancicipate the current agreement between MFS and Sprint 

20 that we executed this morni ng calls for the 

21 interconnections to be implemented by January 31, 1997. 

22 0 And that would also include any unbundled loops 

23 that MPS might would desire? 

24 

25 

That io correct. A 

0 An~ hasn't Sprint agreed that it will file a 
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I 
1 ~C study in the near future to set the price for the 

2 cross connect? 

3 A They have. ·es, Sprint has committed to filing 

4 their proposed studies that, then that wculd be before the 

5 Commission. There would be a hearing and a proceeding to 

6 determ1ne rates. 

7 0 And isn't it possible that before MFS needs any 

8 cross connects that that TELRIC based price will have been 

9 approved by this Commission? 

10 A It is certainly possible. Our experience in 

11 other places has been, however, that in a generic 

12 proceeding many parties will have interests and it could 

13 take longer than that. 

11 0 But you're asking this Commission to approve as a 

15 proxy a rate for which they have no cost analysis when 

16 SI;rint o.n the other hand is offered a rate that has been 

17 filed with this Commission and the Commission has had the 

18 opportunity to look at the rate, the cost support for that 

19 rate and approve that rate? 

20 A I would say I'm asking them to adopt a rate that 

21 having been adopted by other LECs and other state 

22 commissions might even be considered a market rate. 

23 Q But that's not the rate that Sprint has filed in 

24 Florida, is it? 

25 A That's correct, it's not the rate Sprint has 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA (904) 385-5501 



181 

1 filed. 

2 Q I also believe that Mr. Devine has saddled you 

3 with the discussion of the unbundled local loop, isn't that 

4 correct? 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1·' 

15 

16 

17 

18 

A 

0 

Well, I t hink that is part of my testimony. 

Okay. And Y"'J l:ave testified that part of the 

agreement between SprinL and MFS is that Sprint w~ll use 

the FCC proxy for the unbundl ed local loop? 

A We have agreed that the interim rate needs to be 

based on the proxy. We disagree as to whether or not it 

should be deaveraged. 

0 This proxy that was established by che FCC, is 

that proxy a cost-based rate? 

A I believe the FCC believes it's an approximacion 

of a cost based -- of an economic cost of a loop. It was 

d(rived through their comparison of a number of different 

very high level studies. 

Q The FCC views this, however, as purely an interim 

19 rate? 

20 A They view it as the rate that should guide the 

21 

22 

23 

state commissions until such time as TELRIC s:udies have 

been filed and approved. 

Q It certainly is not based on a TELRlC study, is 

24 it? 

25 A t~o . it ie not. 
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0 And under the FCC's view, something t hat is not 

based on TBLRIC is not based on economic cost, is it? 

A I wouldn' t want to speak to what the FCC's view 

is. I think that they view that this is a proxy for 

economic cost unt il sur.h time as a TELRIC study can be 

approved. 

0 You have proposea ~n e xhibit, and I think it ' s 

part of exhibit, Composite Exhibit 8, and it's just for 

simplicity purposes, can we call it Attachment 5? Or I can 

cal~ it DNP-5 if that makes it clearer for you. 

A That's fine. 

0 Okay, DNP-5. Now ONP-5, is that an analysis that 

you prepared? 

A It was prepared under my joint supervision , and 

it's based on a method that I had input into. 

0 This DNP-5 is not addressed or described in your 

17 rebuttal testimony, is it? 

18 A It is with the addition I made during the 

19 introduction. It was not because it was filed after the 

20 original testimony was filed. 

21 Q Okay. And in the original testimony, the 

22 methoeology that was being urged was contained in DNP-3, I 

23 believ"!? 

24 

25 

That is correct. A 

0 And how does DNP-5 compare with DNP-3? 
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A The difference is in DNP-3 we recommended that as 

one of the - - one of the inputs be the actual loop le~gths 

by wire center t o be reported by the individual LECs in the 

state. DNP-5 attempted to perform the analysis cont~ined 

in DNP-3 but to use loop length estimates drawn from input. 

data to the benchmark co• model. 

Q Which version of the benchmark cost model? 

A I believe this was drawn from the BCM, the 

original BOol. 

Q Not BCM 2, not the one --

A It's not my understanding that this particular 

data would have changed all that much between the two. 

Q And I believe that -- Let's turn to DNP-5, if 

you would. And I believe that you've indicated you 

established this on tne basis of loop lengths; is that 

cor rect? 

A It attempts to derive an average loop length per 

wire center based on input data from the BCM that set 

based on the distance between a given wire center and the 

center most point of the c~nsus block, which was the unit 

of measure in the BCM, and then to group those to their 

associated wire centers; that was essentially how the BCM 

also measured loop length. 

Q Do you know whether the loop feet that you used 

was airline tiles or actual miles? I'm sorry, airline, on 
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184 

~n airline basis or on an actual basis? 

A I'm not sure ~hat you're saying, the difference 

between airline a nd actual. It's the distance between the 

center most point . the centroid of the census block and the 

wire center. 

0 And that is u!" t!-\e crow flies r ."lther tl:"'l'l the 

actual way the loop actually traverses between the wire 

center and the centroid? 

A Yes, that would be as the crow flies. 

0 Do you know whether the BCM uses the actual or 

the airline? 

A My understanding, since these distances were 

d:!:awn straight from the BCM, that that was an input. My 

understanding is that it uses those same differences to 

measure the differenca between the centroid and the wire 

cunter. 

0 You don't know whethr.r the BCM converts those 

airline distances into actual distances? 

A My recollection is that the BCM doesn't hold 

20 anything constant in the existing network excepL the wire 

21 center locations. 

22 0 Is this -- the loop feet that you're showing 

23 here, are these the loop feet as they exist today , or is 

24 this the loop feet as they would exist in a reconstructed 

25 network? 
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1 

2 

A 

0 

As they would exist in a reconstructed network. 

Turn to page 15 of 15 of your DNP-5 . There you 

3 show Zones 1, 2 and 3, and these are arrayed on the basis 

4 of loop length, isn ' t that correct? 

5 A Correct. 

6 0 And you havE:. 11e rates set forth there as 7. 56. 

7 $11.85 cents and $22.54 ? 

8 A That is correct. 

9 0 And these are the rates that you're asking this 

10 :ommission to adopt for Spr int/MFS? 

11 A Yes, I am. 

12 0 Now your analysis is a statewide analys~s. isn't 

13 it? 

l1 

15 

A 

0 

16 &print? 

Yes. 

Would you have to do a separate analysis just for 

17 A No. As a matter of fact, this entire thing 

18 groups the wire centers by zone so that Pages 1 through 3 

19 and then the first two lines on page 4 are all of the wire 

20 centers in Zone 1, and then the remainder of pAge 4 through 

21 the top of page 8 are Zone 2, and then the balance of the 

22 pages are the wire centers in Zone 3 so that these would be 

23 rates for all carriers in the state. And to determine the 

24 rates at any specific Sprint wire center would merely to 

25 look, to f~d it, how it's grouped in this s~read sheet. 
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0 And what was the cri teriQ that you used for 

splitting the zones into 1, 2 and 3? What was your break 

point? 

A This is a point: that reasonable people can easily 

disagree. We looked at i t we look at a rate out to see 

how they fell out becaus• 

or the -- take that back. 

«S you'll see, the f .1al column 

Oh, the column labeled Average 

Loop Length, all the wire centers are sorted baaed on the 

average loop length. We ~ried to look for natural break 

pcints; no real significant natural break points appeared. 

We hac considered that to make reasonable zones we had 

proposed that no zone have fewer than 25, no more than so 

13 percent. We didn't find any natural break points, so we 

14 made a, you know, what is admittedly somewhat of an 

15 arbitrary distinction and said, well, 30/40/30 s eems a 

16 natJral break. You might - - you know, someont else might 

17 look at this and reasonably move the zone boundaries up or 

18 down to group them into different percentages, and th~~ 

19 would be reasonable. 30/40/30 seemed r e asonable abs ent 

20 some natural break points. 

21 0 And it was your design here to try t o aggregate 

22 tbese wire centers according to their coats? 

23 A We were trying to aggregate, you know, liko coats 

24 characteristics togetl1er. To some extent, you know, I 

25 bel ieve that, you know, what you wind up with i o an average 
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1 across the zone. Anytime you are doing any kind of 

2 grouping or averaging, you have to make some distinctions; 

3 we made this distinction. It may be that by having more 

4 than three zones you could wind up with eifferent groupings 

5 that might have some tighter correlations to the way they 

6 fall out. This is -- you kno1 as I say, it 's open to 

7 some, you know, may be open to some re finement about how 

8 you would group them, but we feel iL's reasonable. 

9 0 And I believe you've i ndicated that the only 

10 criteria you used for estimating cost was loop length? 

11 A That is correct. 

12 0 Are there any other criteria that mlght be used? 

13 A Well, generally in discussions in the industry 

14 and wi1at people have testified in other places, loop length 

15 is con~idered the very strong overriding factor. However, 

16 a second flctor that is often a lso mentioned is loop 

17 density, and it could be that you could take this same 

18 spread sheet and add a second screen for loop density and 

19 that you might say that the Zone 1 has to be loops of a 

20 certain, not only of a certain average length but of a 

21 certain minimal density, and that might be another 

22 reasonable screen. 

23 In general, looking down this, and there are 

24 obvious exceptions, but in general density and length 

25 appear to have some ~l~se correlation, but there are 
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l exceptions where you'll have --well, the very first one 

2 for instance has a, you know, shorter loop lengths but a 

3 very low density, and tha~ would be somewhat of an 

4 aberration. And t hose could be trimmed out very quickly 

5 and easily. 

6 0 And di d you Jo a test for density? Did you do 

7 that density screen? 

A No, we didn't do t hat. 8 

9 Q Is there any other criteria that is considered 

10 for determining the cost by wire center? 

11 A There are other criteria th~t have been 

12 considered in other types of studies. As I say, generally, 

13 in attempting to artive at a proxy, the two overriding 

14 criteria that are always mentioned, or the one that is 

15 al~ays mentioned as the overriding criteria is length, and 

16 the second factor is densi ty. Beyond that, other factors 

17 may come into play, but they seem to be less, far less 

18 significant. 

19 0 Have you done any kind of sanity check to see 

20 whether or not your proposed rates and t he proposed zones 

21 are reasonable? 

A What do you mean by sani t y check? 22 

23 0 Have you run, have you determined wh~ ther or not 

24 there a :·e any aberrations other than the one we mentioned 

25 where density -- there might be some anomalies as you call 
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l. them where density and length don ' t match upl 

2 

3 

A 

0 

No, I haven't. . 

Do you know how many wire centers you have in 

4 this study for Sprint United-Centel? 

s A No. This is, t.his was - - The wire centers here 

6 were pulled straight f rom L .. <- BCM model. 

7 

8 

0 

A 

Okay . 

We did not, you know, try to get them grouped so 

9 tnat Sprint came out in any one zone or anything like that. 

10 0 Okay . And the rate you got. them into the zones 

11 though was by the loop l ength? 

12 

13 

A 

0 

Right. 

Okay . Now if my arithmetic is right, I counted , 

14 based upon your Exhibit DNP-1 - - yes, DNP, I guess it's 4, 

15 I'm sorry, DNP-4, I've counted 101 Spr int wire centers. 

16 Would you accept my math subjec t to check? 

17 

18 

A 

0 

Sure. 

And of those 101 1~ire centers, I've determined, 

19 based again upon your DNP-J, that 11 o f t hose wi re centers 

20 are in Zone 1. 

21 A Okay. 

22 0 And that nine of them are in Zone 2. 

23 A Okay. 

24 0 A.l •d that 81 of them are in Zone 3. 

25 A Th,\t may very well -- I' 11 tell yc..t honestly 
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chat I did not look to see how Sprint's offices came out. 

We were looking to see how the overall would distribute. 

Q Would you consider that to be a bizarre result? 

A Not necessarily at al l. It m,y reflect the 

serving t~rritory of Sprint. 

Q So that i ~ ;. FS were to order loops from Sprint, 

in 81 of its wire centers it would be paying the rates that 

you have recommended this Commission establish for Zone 3, 

which I believe is $22.14; is that correct? 

A That is correct. We didn't screen this to see 

how cheap we could get the rates for MFS. 

MR. FONS: I have no further questions. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Staff. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BILLMEIER: 

Q Mr. Harris, do y0u have the exhi bit package? We 

have in that something marked DNP-7 . It is the transcript 

of your deposition. 

A Yes. Yes, I do. 

Q Is that true and correct to the best of your 

knowledge and belief? 

A Yes, it is. 

MR. BILLMEIER: Madam chairman, could we have 

24 this marked? 

25 CHAIRMAN CLARK: It will be marked as Exhibit 9 . 
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BY MR . BILLMEIER: 

0 I have a few questions about deaveraging. 

A Certainl y. 

0 Do you believe that the FCC establ ished a time 

certain that geographlcall y deaveraged rates must be in 

place? 

A I believe the Act sets the time certain based on 

the arbitration and that the FCC requires that the proxy be 

ceaveraged in any of those arbitration cases. 

0 Should geographic deaveraging apply when the 

Commission uses default proxies? 

A Yes, that's my testimony. 

0 Okay. Do you have the FCC interconnection order? 

A I do. 

0 Could you look at Paragraph 784? When you find 

that, could you read it, please? 

A "The proxies that we establish represent the 

price ceiling or price ranges for the parti cular element on 

an averaged basis. In Section 7.S.3.C above, we require 

that rates be set on a geographically deaveraged basis. 

Consequently, states utilizin~ the proxies shall set rates 

s1ch that the average rate f or the particular element in a 

study area does not exceed the applicable proxy ceiling or 

lie outs. de the proxy range.• 

0 Now does that support your -- I asked you before 
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1 should geographic deaveraging apply when the Commission 

2 uses default proxies, and I believe you answered yes. Does 

3 Paragraph 784 s upport that? 

4 A I believe it does directly. 

5 Q Okay. In the exhibit packet we have something 

6 marked WEC-11 . It's page 107 of that . It has some zone 

7 density pricing tariffs from Sprint United. 

8 A I'm sorry, what was the identifying number? 

9 Q WBC-11. 

10 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Mr. Pons, can we go ahead and 

11 identify this exhibit so we can use it and then have 

~~ Mr. Cheek verify the document? 

13 MR. PONS: Sure, that will be fine . 

14 CHAIRMAN CLARK : Okay. We are going to mark 

15 WBC-11 as Composite Exhibit 10. 

16 Okay. Go ahead, Mr. Billmeier. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

A I haYe the exhibit. 

Q If this Commission adopts geographically 

deaveraged rates for interconnection and unbundled 

elements, should the Commission uee these existing zones to 

price interconnection and unbundled elements? 

22 A Can you give me s page number for that exhibit? 

23 Q It's whAt we have stamped page 107. I t starts on 

24 page 10'/. 

25 A .\nd you're asking should the Commission use the 
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1 zones. I don't see where the zones are identified. 

2 0 At the bottom of page 108. 

3 A To tell you the truth, I'm not sure what criteria 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

went into defining t hese zones, so I really can't, don't 

feel I can answer thut. 

0 Well, would you agree that they are based on the 

number of equivalent DS-1 circuits per wire center? 

A I would accept that s ubject to check. I don't 

9 know that that in that case I don't know that that would 

10 be an accurate or an appropriatP criteria for deaveraging 

11 rates for local loops on a geographic basis since the 

12 characteristics, the density of DS-1s out of a wire center 

\3 may not reflect the cost characteris tics of the local loops 

14 from a given wire center. 

15 0 If Sprint does not hnve the data necessary to 

16 compute average loop length per wire center, should this 

17 Commission order Sprint to provide the information and set 

18 up interim zones based on the existing zone structure 

39 diocussed in WEC-11? 

20 A Well, I wouldn't base it on the zone structure 

21 described in WEC-11, but certainly requiring the LECs to 

22 p~ovide thei r loop length data to perform an analysis as 

23 proposed in DNP- 3 would be a cceptable to MFS; however, we 

24 don't be. ieve that that should just apply on a single LEC 

25 basis bec.\use I believe the proxy that the FCC offers is a 
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statewide pro~·. so it would need to -- or reguire all the 

incumbent LECs to file their data and then to aort the wire 

centers into zones . 

Q Since this proceeding is just between MFS and 

Sprint, how can this Commission set zones for all the 

Florida LECs? 

A Well, I don't know that they would necessarily 

set binding zones for all the Florida LECs, but would 

cal;ulate the rates that Sprint would charge based on the 

entire statewide loops. It may be that in each separate 

proceeding involving each separate LEC you would have to 

order the incumbent to accept the zone rates, but in this 

case, you would use all the data from all the LECs to 

determine what the zones are and which Sprint office falls 

in:o which zone. In other words, you would sort Sprint's 

offices out of the t:otal univ"'!rse of all the offices in the 

state rather than just sorting them out of t:he universe of 

just Sprint's offices; but the prices that you would order 

as a result may only apply to Sprint as an administrative 

matter. 

Q 

A 

Q 

Now I have a few questions on cross connect. 

Okay. 

Is it your understanding of the FCC 

24 intercor>n,•ction order that the cross connect must be priced 

25 according to the same standards as interconrection and 
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unbundl ed elements? 

A I' m not aware tha t the FCC speci fically 

identified the c ross connec t as an unbundled element; 

however, we are making a r equeat for the cross connect t o 

be p r ovided as an unbundled element. And to that extent, 

then it ' s my bell.e f th ' i t needs to be provided according 

to a TELRIC standard . 

0 Does MFS propose that an i nterim r ate be set: for 

cross connect, the cross connect element until Sprint can 

prov ide appropriate TBLRIC cost s t udies? 

A Ye s, we do . 

0 What interim rate does I~FS propose for the cross 

connect element? 

A On this point we have pr oposed -- we have looked 

around the country and seen what, you know, what other rate 

.las been approved and what has been offered and allowed to 

take effect, and we saw the rate t hat Ameritech had filed 

in Ill inois of 21 cents per cross connect, and we thought 

that was a reasonable proxy given that it was voluntarily 

offered up by another incumbent LEC, a very large i ncumbent 

LEC and was accepted by another state comrnisston and the 

fact that this kind of thing should not be geograph i cally 

variable. It's an intraoffice fac ili ty. We are generally 

talking about a jl~per cable. 

0 Could you turn to what i s now Exhibit 10 o r 
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1 marked as Exhibit 10, WEC-11? It's the last page, page 

2 1.47. 

3 A Yes . 

4 Q All right . This is a pase from United ' s 

5 intrastate virtual collocation tariff. It contains the 

6 rates for DS-0, DS-1 and ~·S -3 cross connects. 

7 A I see that. 

196 

8 0 What is your opinion as to the appropriateness of 

9 these as interim rates? 

10 A I'm not sure how these rates were set or on what 

11 basis. My recollection is that the federal access the 

12 federal rates for cross connect were based on the embedded 

13 cost methods that were previously in use at the FCC, and 

14 that in the states in the interconnection tariffs , the LECs 

15 tnnded to try to mirror those rates in the state tariffs. 

16 I'm not- - beyond that I don't really know how this rate 

17 was arrived at, but it does seem high. 

18 MR. BILLMEIER: Thank you, Mr. Harris. That ' s 

19 all I have. 

20 WITNESS HARRIS: Thank you. 

21 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Commissioners . 

22 

23 

{NO RESPONSE) 

CHAlRMAN CLARK: Redirect. 

24 IIR. RINDLER: I have no redirect, Your Honor. I 

25 would move <t this time Exhibits 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6, which 
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CHAIRMAN CLARX: Composite exhibit. 

1-!R . R I NDLER : Composite Exhibit 8 . 

CHAIRMAN Cw\RK: Eight? 

MR. RINDLER: Yr 

6 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay. It will be entered in the 

7 record without objection. 

8 

9 

1-!R . BILLMEIER : Staff moves Exhibit 9. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: It will be entered in the record 

10 without objection. We will wait on Exhibit 10 until 

11 Mr . Cheek takes the stand. 

12 Thank you, Mr. Harris. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Cheek. 

WITNESS HARRIS: Thank you. 

MR. WAHLEN: \>le are ready for Mr. Cheek. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Right. 

1-!R. WAHLEN: United and Centel call Willi.am 

• • • 
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1 Whereupon, 

2 WILLIAM E. CHEEK 

198 

3 was called as a witness by the United and Centel and, after 

4 bei ng first duly sworn, was examined and testified as 

5 follows : 

6 

7 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

8 BY MR. WAHLEN: 

9 0 Will you please state your name? 

10 A William E. Cheek. 

11 

12 

13 

0 

A 

Q 

And by whom are you employed? 

I'm employed by Sprint United Management Company. 

And on whose behalf are you testifying in this 

14 case? 

15 A I • m testifying on behalf of Spri11t United 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Tel ephone of Florida and Central Telephone cf Florida. 

0 And you have been sworn in? 

A Yes , I have. 

0 Mr . Cheek, did you prepare and cause to be filP.d 

in this case, direct t estimony consisting of 48 pages? 

A Yes, I did, and the accompanying exhibi ts that go 

with that as well. 

0 Right. Do you have any corrections or changes to 

your testimony either in general or as a result of the 

settlenent that has been reached today? 
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A Yes, I do. 

Q Would you please read those changes and 

corrections into the record? 

A Yes, I will. As a result of the settlement 

199 

discussions that t ook place this morning between Sprint and 

MFS, there are severa l corr• ctions or deletions, if you 

will, from the testimony that I f iled. TUrning first in my 

direct testimony, beginning on page 9, lines 14 through 25 

should be stricken. Page 10 and 11 should be removed in 

its t'ntirety. That is lines 1 through 25 on both pages. 

Page 12, lines 1 through 17; page 14, lines 7 through 25; 

page 15, lines 1 through 6; also on page 15, lines 9 

through 25; on page 16, linea 1 through 5; also on page 16, 

~ines 7 through 25; page 17, lines 1 through 21; page 18, 

lilles 22 through 25. Page 19, 20, 21 should be stricken in 

the ettirety, lines 1 through 25 on all of those pages. 

Page 21, lines 1 through 3. Let me correct that if I 

could. It will be page 22, page 23 in their entirety. 

Let me correc t that, it be all of page 24 should be 

removed. Pages 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 - - I take chat bar.k, 

through 28 should be removed in their entirety. And line 

(sic) 29, lines 1 through 10. On page 31, lines 3 through 

25 should be stricken. Pages 32, 33, 34, 35 , 36, 37, 38, 

39, 40, 11, 42, 43, 44, 45 and 46 should all be deleted, a s 

should page 47 i~ its entirety. And that' s all thr changes 
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l to the direct tes~imony . 

2 Q Okay. With those changes, if I were to ask you 

3 the questions contained in your direct testimony today, 

4 would your answurs be the same? 

5 Yes, they would. 

6 MR. WAHLEN : ~hai rman Clark, we would request 

7 that Mr. Cheek's direct test imony be inserted into the 

8 record as though read. 
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1 MR . WAHLEN : As far as the exhibits that were 

2 included with this direct testimony, they're identified in 

3 the Prehearlng Order as Exhibits WEC-l and 2, we will not 

4 be offering those into evidence. 

5 CHhiRMAN CLARK: Okay. So there are no exhibits 

6 with this direct test J.monv? 

~ MR. WAHLEN: That's correct. 

8 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay. 

9 MR. WAHLEN: I'd also like to let the record 

10 reflect that his =ebuttal testimony will not be offered 

11 int o the record and neither will his rebuttal exhibits, 

12 which was WEC-3. 

CHAI~~ CLARK: Okay. 

MR. WAHLEN : We have, however, handed out two 

15 diagrams this morning to the Commissioners and the parties 

16 and t he court reporter tnat we would like to ~a ve 

17 identified as an exhibit:. And I bel iP.ve the number would 

18 be 11. 

19 CHAIRMAN CLARK: Since they're two separate 

20 sheets that are not attached we'll make that Central 

21 Florida Sprint Local Calling Area Exhibit 11 and 

22 Interconnection Call Termination Example Exhibit 12. 

23 MR. WAHLEN: Thank you. 

24 

25 
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UNITED TELEVRONE COMPANY 
OF FLORIDA 
<'ENTRAL TELEPHONE COMPANY 
OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 960838-TP D1 ~I",J 
FILED: August 12, 1996 ~ ..... .. 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

C'F 

WILLIAM E. CHEEK 

Please state your name, business address and title. 

My name is William E. Cheek. I am the Assistant Vice 

President of Market Management for Sprint/United 

Management coapany, an affiliate of United Telephone 

Company of Florida and Central Telephone company of 

Florida. My business address is 2330 Shawnee Mission 

Parkway, Westwood, Kansas. 

Please summarize your educat i onal background and work 

experience. 

I received a Bachelor of Arts degree i n Business r:-om 

Hendrix College in 1977 . From June of 1977 through March 

of 1981 I was employed by Allied Telephone Company i n a 

variety of positions pertaining to the administration of 

toll revenues. In t981, I joined United 

Telecommunications, Inc. in Kansas City where I held a 

nuaber nf positions. I was r esponsible for the 

preparati•m of Interstate Access Tarif f Fil ings, Demand 
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Forecasts, Jurisdictional Separation~ Studies, and 

repreae.ntinq United's interests as 11 me~r of National 

Excbanqe Carrier Association (NECA) and United States 

Telephone .Association (USTA) task groups. As a member of 

the USTA FCC Data Roportinq task group I represented the 

telephone indUJitrJ in numerous meetings with the FCC 

staff reqarding the Tar 1f f Review Plan and Automated 

Requlatory Management Informat ion System (ARMIS). I 

joined carolina Telephone, a Sprint company, in March o! 

1989. At carolina Telephone, I was responsible for 

adaini•tration of the interstate and intrastate toll and 

access revenues derived from application of access or 

toll rates and tariffs. I also directed the 

adai.nistration of carolina Telephone contracts wit"h other 

co•paniea. 

In March of 1994, I was na med Assistant Vice President 

Regulatory and Industry Planning for Sprint, Local 

TelecollllDunioationa Divi sion in J<ansas City. In that 

position, I vas responsible for the development and 

advocacy of Sprint's regulatory policy positions before 

regulatory aqenoies, advocacy of Sprint regulatory 

policies in state and federal legislative ini t!.~ti ves, 

transactions with affiliates, and local competition 

negotiations with co•petitive local exchange providers. 

2 
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In April of 1996, I was named Assi&tant Vice President 

Market M.anag-ent. In this position, I alii responsible 

tor implementing the require111ents of th~ 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 to facilitate competition 

in the local aarketplace, devolop111ent o! coat ot service 

studi .. , aanageaent of the interstate access 111arket, and 

aanaqeaent ot the intraLATA toll market. 

What is the purposo o! your tostimony? 

The purpose of my teati111ony is to respond to the matters 

raised in the MFS Petition tor Arbitration ("Petition") 

under Section 252(b)(1), Communications Acto! 1996, and 

to r .. pond to the profiled testi111ony of Timothy Devine 

and the other 11ocumentation which accompanied the MFS 

Petition. 

On August 1, 1996, the Federal Communications Commission 

("PCC") adopted an order and its rules regarding 

interconnection, unbundling and resale required by 

Section 251, CollllDunications A.ct of 1996. Does your 

testimony rely upon or take into account the new FCC 

rules? 

No. Alt~ough the FCC adopted its new rules on August 1, 

3 
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1996, the rules ftnd accompanying order were not released 

until huquat 8, 1996. I did not receive a copy of those 

rules until Auqust 9, 1996. These rules and the order 

explaining them are 1n excess or 700 pages . Sutficient 

time did not exist prior to the dat e tor tiling this 

testimony to conduct a detailed review and analys.~s of 

the FCC's rules and o rder. 

Qnqua.tionably, the FCC rules will impact the manner in 

vhich Sprint will provide local interconnection, 

unbundling and resale along with the corresponding prices 

charged the new entrants. The negotiations between 

Sprint and KFS to date have not had the benefit of these 

nev FCC rules. 

Obvioualy, vith the issuance ot the FCC order and rules 

there will be change!l i"l what KPS is requesting .and how 

Sprint will respond. However, until the parties have had 

a autticient opportunity to read, analyze and digest the 

nev FCC rul-, Sprint is responding to MFS' Petition for 

Arbitration in good taith based upon what HFS has 

requeatecl. AJJ thie doc)(et proceeds and the Company 

COJaplet- its review of the FCC's rules and order, it 

will adjuat, change or modity its responi'Je to HFS' 

PetitJon tor Arbit.ration. Sprint is optimitJtic an 

• 
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agreement may be reached betw«len the partie.s prior to any 

arbitration decition. 

MPS baa attached to its Petition tor Arbitration a 

document titled "Florida Interconr.ection Agreement under 

Sections 251 and 252 ot the Teleco-unication.'t Act ot 

1996, dated J uly 3, 1996, by and between Sprint United

cantel ot Florida , I nc . and MFS Communications Co111pany, 

Inc . • Would you p lease comment on this document. 

Sprint was first praaented with a copy ot this proposed 

aqra .. ant shortly after July 3, 1996 . In the lette::

tranaaittin9 this proposal, Mr. Devine ot MPS stated: 

"Please review the attached agreement and 

return the aiqned copy of the agreement or 

advise me ot each provision with which you 

diaaqree. I a~ assuming that it Sprint 

does not tonaolly respond to each 

proviaion ot the agree.ant, as part of the 

toraal arbitration case recorda, that 

Sprint ia accepting all ot the provisions 

that are contained in the agreement. " ~ 

Attachment B to MFS' Petition tor 

Arbitration. 
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It vou~4 be 41fficult, if not L.poaaitle, for Sprint to 

ruponc1 to AI.Qh proviaion of the proposed KPS 

Interconnection Aqreeaent aa to which the Company 

diaaqreea. Previously, Sprint furnished MFS with 

Sprint's positions in the form of "The Essential Elements 

tor the Coapetitive Checklist" on April 12, 1996. This 

dooua.nt outlines Sprine a position on the key issues. 

KPS aqreu with the aa jority ot these positions as 

illuatrate<S in Kl'S' letter or May 23, 1996 to Jack Burge, 

llbicb is attached as Exhibit no. WEC-1. Additionally, 

KPS' proposed Interconnection Agreement was drafted prior 

to the issuance of the FCC's order and rules on 

interconnection, unbundling and resale and does not 

reflect the requirements iaposed on the parties by those 

rulu an4 interpretive order. Finally, auch ot what KPS 

La requesting in ita proposed Interconnection Agreement 

baa already been addreaaed and rejec ted by this 

co .. iasion in i ta Order Noa. PSC-96-0668-FOP-TP and PSC-

96-0811-POP-TP . Therefore, Sprint is disagreeing with 

each and every provision ot the proposed MPS 

Interconnection Agreement, except as otherwise 

ap.cifioally agreed to in ay teatiaony. 

If Sprint is rejecting KFS' proposed Interconnec tion 

Aqre~t, doea Sprint have an alternative proposal? 
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Yea. Spr int Corporation has prepared and developed a 

draft Interconnection and Reaa!e Agreeaent ("Sprint Model 

Agreeaent"), a copy of which is attached hereto as 

Bldlibit No. WEC-2. Because thia draft agreement was 

prepared by Sprint Corporation, which aerves several 

different telec~unications, aarketa; i.e., local, long 

distance, wireleas _ a coapetitive local exchange, this 

draft aqr .... nt reflects a balanced approach to the 

riqbta, r .. ponaibilitiea and obligation• of the parties 

e.nqaqing in local exchange competition consistent with 

tbe Collllunications Act of 1996. This draft aqree.ment 

does not reflect any changes in the rights and 

obligations of the parties necessitated by the FCC's new 

rules . Moreover, the agreement will of necessity be 

aodified and refined going forward aa circumstances 

require . 

Nonetheless, this draft agreement ia the moat appropriate 

vehicle for purposes ot arbitrating the positions ot' the 

parties. Thia will be the interconnection and resale 

agreeaent that the non-ILEC Sprint entitioo will present 

to the LECa throughout Florida and other states when 

those Sprint entitiea enter the local exchange markets. 

Wben Sprint coapletea ita review and analyois of the 

FCC's rules, !:.print will lllodify, adjust and change as 
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necessary those agreement provisions impacted by th<e 

FCC's rulea. 

'Ifill you please describe how you will respond to Ml'S' 

Petition f or Arbitr«tion and other documentation? 

MFS' Petition f or r.bitration and Mr. Devine's prefiled 

direct teatiaony are not entirely coapatible in the 

nuaber and .makeup of the issues addressed and for which 

KFS claiu arbitration is required. Rather than t.ha 

Company separately raapondinq to the issues raised by KFS 

in its Petition for Arbitration, since Mr. Devine is MFS' 

sole witness, the Coapany takes the position that all 

isaues raised there have been subsumed in Mr. Devine's 

prafiled direct testimony. Thus, my testimony covers all 

of the issues raised by MFS in its request. 

However 1 there are matters contained in MFS' proposed 

co11prebenaive interconnection aqreeaent which are not 

addressed in KP'S 1 Petition, Mr. Devine's testimony or 

never raised in HI'S' negotiations with Sprint. For 

exaaple, Section 10.0 of the MFS proposed interconnection 

aqreement, titled "Resale of Sprint Local Exchange 

Services -- Section 251(c) (4) an<1 251(b) (1)1" requires 

Sprint to aake all of its local exchange services 

8 
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available to MFS for resale. Because this issue has 

nevar bee."' negotiated, it is not propnrly before the 

COmaisaion, and I will not address it in my testimony. 

There may be other such issues as well. 

My testimony will respond to the issues addressed in Mr. 

Devine's prefiled direct testimony in the order that h9 

presents them. I wi 11 s tate whether Sprint agrees or 

disagrees with MFS' pos it1on andfor HFS' proposed 

provision; the basis for the Company's disagreement, if 

any; and the Company's proposed resolution with reference 

to the Sprint Model Agreement where appropriate. 

iAttrcoPDtotioa rotatt 

... 

Would you please comment on Hr. Devine's contention, 

ge 14 of his prefiled direct testimony, is 

overay over the point of interconn 

There really i 

controversy is 

Maitland 

over the point of 

or Winter Park. The 

r the facilities between HFS' 

Park tandem switch 

basis. Sprint has 

to construct facilities wire center 

boundary or half way between Sprint's 
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the 

limits are 

the costs or 

These limitations 

e necessary to prevent the 

that result solely !rom 

ita switch. In 

rom imposing costs on 

e CLEC's decision where 

situation, there is no 

Please testimony, page 15, 

page 17, 

and signaling. 

Sprint ha alraady co-itted o interconnect tor trunking 

ling at its tandems, nd offices and at midspan 

two-way industry 

facilities and s i gnaling arrangements. 

n Order No. 

standard 

Sprint 

PSC-96-the Commission's finding 

pages 40 and 41. 

covered in the Sprint Model Agreement, 

Sections IV.B. and IV.B.a. 

arrangements are 

ibi t No. WEC-2, 

~•Dtation for Trapaitinq traffiq 

Q. Plaaae respond to Kr. Devine's 

10 
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16 tbrou9b pa9e 16, line 13 regardinq 

avitob~ 1nt•~connect1ona betvern 

direct and (2) 

With reqard to direct connection , Sprint does not opposo 

Sprint a9rees 

irect connections between 

ong as the connections are 

ed cross- connect facilities 

cable and conduit facilities. 

Docket No. 950985-TP, Issue 

the commission at the July JO, 

that MFS should pay Sprint for 

s deli vera to Sprint's tandem 

nother CLEC or other carrier. 

pay Sprint for e use of Sprint's tandeJI 

tacilities provided by 

call to and 

Sprint's access tandem switc points 

a separate transitin switch charge is 

necessary. These 

tbe n\mber of porta required by MPS 

COIIbined total traffic for both call 

Sprint'• end users and transiting traffic for 

11 
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to oth'r ALECs or ILECs. In addition, tran11port 

vould be applicable based on KPS' tra!tic vo 

7 through 

Sprint ia 

otter l 'LVI 

end users. 

y, page l 'l , l inea 

Verification and 

tly establish procedures to 

between MFS's and Sprint's 

routed over appropriate 

basis at wholesale rates 

ot the 1996 Act . 

on a non-

vith 

L9otl IaterqoQAeotioa Cgapensation 

Please respond to Mr. Devine's testimony , page 17, line 

15 through pago 23, line 17 regarding setting a local 

call teraination rate. 

KPS vitn .. • Mr. Devine aaka that the Coaaiesion order a 

local call teraination charge on the basis ot "a single, 

identical, reciprocal and equal compensation charge" and 

12 
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as 

00215 

at a rate "of $0. OOS ~r ainute." Sprint agrees with 

MPS' proposal to charqe a cost-bas*d call termination 

rate . However, Sprint disagrees with regard to tho use 

ot a sinqla charqe for all types of traffic and the rate 

and rata structure proposed by MFS. 

Sprint proposes that •t r ates tor local call terminati'n 

be basad on the type ot ... nterconnection requested and the 

uaoc:1ated cost of the fAcil i ties used to provide the 

tandea and transport. That is, where a CLEC 

interconnecta at lln Access tandea and uses Sprint's 

tandaa switching and transport facilities to reach an end 

office, the rates should cover the cost of the tandem 

switch and the cost of the interoffice transport between 

the tend- and the ter11inatinq end off ice. 

There is also a cost for the end office switch, however, 

Sprint proposes to bill and keep for end office switchinq 

on a reciproca l basis tor an interim 2-year period to 

allow tor traffic pattecns to t ully develop. Thus, where 

a CL!C uses its ovn transport to reach an end office, it 

would avoid the tande• switch cost and interoffice 

transport since tel'llination at the end off ice does not 

r.aquira the use of tbo .. fa~ilitias. 

13 
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a. 

0G21G 

Sprint proposes that a tlat-rate OS-) tandem port charge 

1• a.n appropriate billinq aechanill11 tor the acceu tandu 

avitching. The charge tor transport ia based on TSLRIC 

and billed on a distance ••nsitive basis tor the amount 

ot capacity ordered by KFS to terminate its tratfic. 

Pl ... e explain vh the »~it 

rat~, capacity-based port charge. 

appropriate pricing mechaniam 

is tlat-rated, capacity-b 

network 

r reciprocal 

port charges. 

and traffic 

patterns, a os-1 or higher 

of! ice. Likewise, capacity level 

Sprint vo~ld nsed to 

tro• KFS. 

call termination capacity 

The advantage 

services 

port 

and 

is that it is 

oo111penaated relativ 

It is a standard indu 

(Bsllcore Standard No. TR

an efficiency incentive 

that both 

tor 

It 

the 

can .axiaize ths utilization 

faoi Uty by encouraginq ott peaJt usage. 
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6 

What price 4oea Sprint propose 

an4 tranaport functiona? 

0 ., ' " .. 1 7 

switching and transport is tho same 

The coats are 

RCF- 1 r ar 'a testimony. 

8 Local Qpbgp41lpq ID4 L90p1 

9 

11 
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16 

17 
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20 

21 

22 
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0· 

a. 

Pleaee respond to Hr. Devine'& testimony, 

4 through page 26, line 4, 

and p.tge 30, line 40, line 4 

Sprint agrees w no's testimony on page 26, 

lines 1 through states "This Commission has 

already ordered loop• be provided on an 

Sprint 

tance and density and that 

ing that needs to 

unbundled 

auburban, and urban ae proposed by HFS. 

qreater 4etail in the testimony of Kr. 

Jr . , Sprint haa calculated loop costs 

15 

cost s vary 

pricing is 

Sprint does not, 
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17 
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2. 

ite eervice territory in Florida. 

tor 

OG218 

at 

as 

Sprint 

Q. Wbat epecitic unt>undlttd el-ente should be 

1.. 

available? 

• 

ell incumbent 

to provide, 

just, 

ILECs to 

in a manner that 

any 

carriere 

requesting 

the provision ot a 

nondiscriminatory 

unbundled basis at 

and 

reasonable, and 

unbundled network 

carriers to 

the eleaants in order provide the 

telecoamunications service. (251(c) (l) • 

Detinee a netvork element ae a 

equipaent uead in the provision 

teleco .. unicationa service, including 

16 
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Q. 

.. 

.. 

OO?.J!l 

functions, and capabilities such as subscriber 

numbers, databases, signaling systems, an 

in~oraation sufficient for billing and collec on, 

used in t ransmission, routing, or prov 

eleco-unications service. (3 (a) ( 45 

the FCC, network 

minimua, 

that are 

would i~ir 

the sarvices 

Requires prices be 

consider, at a 

network elements 

cessary, and (B) whether 

to these network elements 

to provide 

sed on cost (without 

rate-base 

and may 

and be 

BOCa , as part ot 

checklist, to unbundle 

competitive 

trunk 

side local transport, .. md 

(27l(C) (2) (B) (iv) -(vi)). 

local 

Plea&e define what you mean by local loop transmi ssion, 

trunk side local transport and local switching . 

Local loop transmission means non-switched tra.nsmission 

17 
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between a central off ice and the custocer' s locatiun. 

The customer location may 1:\e the premises of another 

talecomaunications carrier. 

Trunk aide local transport means transmission from the 

trunk oide of a switch to a telecommunications carrier's 

facilities. Loca i cr~nsport does not include switching. 

Tandem awitching should also be offered as a separate 

element, but may be buncHed with transport if agre-ed upon 

by interoonnectinq carriers. 

Local switching means the end-office switching of 

exchange service and exchange access traffic. There are 

two subelements associated with unbundled local 

awitching. One subelement is the line side port. This 

port includes a line aide connection and all ot the useqe 

and software asRociated with the connection. A second 

aubela.ent is the trunk eide port . This port includes a 

trunk side connection and all ot the usdqe and software 

associated with the connection. 

has 

-e the same unbundled 

example, MFS has requested 

18 
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Q. 

0C?.21 

unbund.lin.q rather than the indiv!.c1ual network el 

local awitcbinq and loop . Thus, KFS ia r eques inq that 

local dial tone be ae.qreqated into two aepara e eleaenta: 

a local loop, or a lin~, anc1 a port. The port includes 

telephone nuabe.r , a white listing, 

ot local to 

ory aaaiatance, 911 and oper Thio is 

aqreed 

Are there other d 

Yea. 

wire ADSL, 

thase are ot services 

but ar teohnoloqies tor 

and/or capacity 

t, however, Sprint has 

a requeated by KFS anc1 as 

Docket No. 950984-TP, Order 

Sprint provide unbundled 2 

4 wire HDSL loops. However, 

Sprint currently provides, 

reasing the transmission 

g loop facilities. 

oee Sprint object to providing the r 

No. However, we need to determine 

parameters are required and to determine 

to deaiqn, inatall and maintain 

19 
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00222 

KFS would be responsible for any cost that 

required to provide the reque&ted loops if they r 

the Company to incur additional cost to 

desiqn, t est, maintain and repair. 

Sprint offer collocation as 

ba 

Yes, Sprint has 

inte.rconne 

concentration e 

Hodel 

b. 

to collocate KFS' local 

mission equipment including loop 

This is covered in the Sprint 

No. WEC-2, Sections IV.5.a. and 

Does agree to KFS' 

Whereby KFS dictates 

cross-connection 

In •oat inatancaa, what MFS is requ sting should not 

however, interconnection te 

baaed on a mutual aqreement, not whateve 

unless KPS pays the additional cost that Sprint incurs to 

... t KPS' request for a specific type of hand-of 

BONET. 

20 
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AQ§itional PAbVD4lipq RfGiirtatntt / 
Q. At page 28 of his prefiled direct cestimony , 

claias that Sprint should be required to pr 

. Devine 

MFS with 

... 

a variety of additional unbundling arra Would 

you please comment on th~se claims. 

Mr. Devino's profiled dir t testimony refers the 

to S 9. 0 of proposed Comprehensive 

Agreement. There, MFS lists a series of 

Exhibit No. WEC- , 

Sprint agrees to provide these 

in the Sprint Model Agreement, 

14 Billing ltattatnt 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Q. 

A. 

Sprint 

page 

required to 

by KFS on a single 

to 15, requests that 

all unbundled facilities 

nsolidated statement per 

What is the Compan 's position? 

no evide11ce as to why t s requirement is 

neceasary. The Commission rejected HFS simila~ request 

in Docket No. 950984-TP, although the 

the parties to negotiate "some type 

arrang-ent 

•1-enta." 

for the ordering of 

Order No. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP. 

21 
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A. 

OU224 

added . ) Sprint is willing to work with HFS on develop i ng 

tbia Comaiaeion- ordered billing arrangement, but MFS ha~ 

not receded from its previously rejected billing re est. 

l ine 17 , 

to convert 

and assign 

r ollover or 

HFS ahould only 

incurred to 

ae:rvico 

on page 29, line 2, 

are a common consumer 

Do you agree 

Sprint agreu 

responsible 

cuato11er." 

Mr. 

no penaltie.s, 

the 

He goes on to claim, 

'fresh look' provisions 

procedures in Florida." 

hat "HFS should only be 

ncurred to connect the 

when raced wi·th this 

nt ion by KPS in Docket No. (1) there 

are ·~ cific nonrecurring charges that are necessary to 

the costs of converting service to ALECs; and 

the ALECs KPS agreed that there are such costs a 

ought to pay tor these nonrocurring costs of co era ion. 

22 
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Additionally, the co-iasion found that there may be 

a1t~at1on• jn which the LEC custom~r ia under a contract 

., &nd teraination liability 

contract terainatod e&rly. 

tho 

that the 

with a customer 

ludea a termination liabil y provision may make 

CLEC to customer 's local exchange service. 

It -y, late tor customers with 

existing contract al relatio ships with Sprint to cancel 

s customer without incurring 

the teraination during a briet period - not to 

exceecS ninety 

aarketing activit! 

attor HFS commences ita 

area or the 

Com:aiaaion or arbitrated 

Sections 251 and 

252 of whichever occurs 

first. between a customer 

entered into expiration or the 

nine ty-day period will not e subject to a "fresh 

and the termination liabili provision will be 

enforceable if the customer c an any reason, 

inclucSing to take similar service trom HFS . 

Addition~lly, any customer who takes ad ot this 

23 
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~. 

Q. 

"treah look" window should be eligible to 

Sprint vithin 90 days without incurri 

charges from KFS. 

eturn to 

termination 

\ 

qe 30 of Mr. Devi ne's pref led direct testimony, in 

you pleaee c 

Ex. 14.0 of MFS ' proposed 

n Agreement, he outlines HFS' 

unbundled facilities. Would 

S' roquirem11nts. 

Sprint agrees 

requesting 

approach is 

HFS with a process for 

The Company's proposed 

in Sprint's Hodel Agreement, 

s V and XVIII. 

ot his prefiled dir testimony, on line 6, 

Mr. 

guideline to prevent tre 

s charged to HPS for unbundled elements and the 

charged to the Company's end He suggests 

• aUlD of the prices of the rate 

(link, port, and cross connect) no 

greater than the price of the unbundled dial to e." Do 

24 
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0U227 

yc~ believe this is an appropriate pricing guideline 

unbundled facilities? 

No. t Mr. Devine ia requesting ia to pu a cap on the 

price to 

conflict the 

Communications of 

appropriate prioi 

M~el Agreement, E 

Sprint's position tha 

be provided at a rat,e 

aaaooiated with 

fact cause the 

is in direct 

of the Federal 

Statutes. The 

set forth in the Sprint 

It is 

should 

be co~puted baaed on TSLRIC of 

n amount not to exceed l5t of 

the Company of costs 

facilities. This 

te and federal law. 

page 40, line 5, of 

referer•cea S 23. o 

connection Aqraellent regarding K 

prefiled testimony, 

Comprehensive 

' request that the 

clailU (1) " [S)tipulated 

affloie.nt, effective mechanism tor 

moat illportant proviaions of the 

25 

Hr. 

provide an 

one of the 
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(2) "(S]tipulated damages 

unambiquous financial incentive for parties to 

with the terma and conditions 

ftgroament;• and (3) the Commission addressed 

dam the Interconnection 

Do you agree with any Devine's 

olaias? 

No. Firat, vi respect to Kr. vine's claim that 

ntipulated damage "provides 

~aeohaniaa," what KPS 

to be i•poeed by 

trivial breach of the 

referenced Comprehensive 

Sprint to 

"for each 

in the comprebensiv 

Activity 

aontha." 

effective 

~:malty 

it wishes for even a 

At S 23.3 of the 

MFS is requiring 

damages amount of $75,000 

defined 

mean "the faillure by 

ia for 4DX Specified 

nsecutive calendar 

ion of "Speci fied Activity" 

which involve the 

loops proviaion of interim number portabilit and repair 

ut ot eervice probleaa withi n certain speci ied tiae 

Nowhere Ln Mr. Davina's prefiled testimon or in 

2 6 
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0011~ 
KFS' Petition or supporting docucentation is 

ev14ence offered ae to how Sprint's failure 

e any 

o perform 

the "Speclt'ied Activities" 

Criteria" warrants $75,000 

within 

for 

" Performance 

"Specified 

stipulated 

Commission or i~ 

sought to be imposed 

the 

arformance Breach. " 

Second, with 

daaages 

the 

the Couprehensive 

proposed 

not to MPS' 

Whether or 

be imposed by 

relationship to the 

(2), that stipulated 

financial i ncentive for 

terms and conditions of 

the stipulated damages 

Sprint's activities, and 

therefore provide no 

ply wi th the terms and 

conditions of the Comprehensive Ag ement. 

ith respect to Mr. that the 

addressed stipulated in the 

onnection and Unbundling proceedings, t re is 

ing in the Orders issued by the Commission in th e 

ooeedinge which eve.n remotely resembles an addressing 

t et\ pulated dalll4gea. This is not surprisin9 since 

27 
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Q. 

.a . 

1tipulated ciaaagea let alone 

requested by MFS, in those proceedings. 

Does the Federal Communications Act ot 

Statutes , or the FCC's rul 

Act require stipulated Jam 

implementing the 

as an element ot 

Ho. Clearly, 

Conqreas, the 

arbitra -. 

of the 110st i111port 

aqreallent - as 

it would ••

bodies would have 

but they have not. 

expose itself to • 

thrust of 

unbundlin~ 

ges vas considered by the 

or tho FCC to be "one 

of an intercon.nection 

in his testimony - than 

of those pol ir.ymaJting 

d 1t in legislation or rules, 

atte11pt to require Sprint to 

the guise 

with the principal 

legislation which 

baa raised or 

agreements. 

tor Arbitration 

a "Stipulated 

aa part of 

28 
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Doea Spr int believe that no liability should at 

to •-t performance of an 

No. 

other than from 

lllllount equal 

majeure conditions, in an 

charge for the element 

or the service was 

We do not support the 

liquidated or consequential damages. 

12 XDforwatlon ltryio•• Traffic 

13 

l.! 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. 

J. . 

Would you please comment on MFS' position with regard to 

In~or.ation services Traffic as set out on page 41, of 

Kr . Devine's prefiled direct testimony and S 7.1 of HFS' 

proposed interconnection agreement? 

In MFS' proposed interconnection agreement, Sprint is 

required to serve as the intermediary between KFS and the 

intoraation service providers (IP) for a variety ~f 

ectivitiea inc~udinq, for example, requiring Sprint to 

(1) transfer the I P's rate i nformation to MFS and (2) 

receive the IP's chargee from MFS for passage on to the 

IP. It it not Sprint' • responsibility to act as KFS' 

interaediary with the IPs. MFS should not be treated any 

29 
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:Sifterent than adjace.nt LECs are treated today. The 

current procedure, as supported by Sprint's tariff, is 

that the IP asauaes responsibility tor making suitable 

arrang ... nts with the appropriate telephone co•pany tor 

the provisioning ot service and the billing ot charges 

tor those IP calls that originate outside ot the 

Co•pany's service area 

Mr. Devine contends that the arrangement it proposes, in 

Which Sprint ie to act as MFS' intermediary with IPs, was 

ordered by the CoiDIIiesion in Docket No. 950985-TP. A 

review of Order No. PSC-96-0668-FOF-TP, however, 

indicates that the Commission in tact rejected HFS' 

requeat tor the identical arrangement. The Commission 

stated: 

We agree with Onited/Centel that the IP 

(Information Provider) should assume the 

responsibility tor making suitable 

arrange~nts with the appropriate LEC or 

ALEC tor the provisioning ot service and 

the billing of charges tor those calls 

to pay-per-call nwabers that ori ginate 

outside the LEC' s or ALEC's terri tory. 

Order, page 39. Nothing has changed since the 

eo-iss ion's order to now warrant iJAposing KFS' requested 

30 
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Jl . 

0U23 3 

arrangaaent . 

1, 

45 of his prefiled testimony, beginning at line 

indicates the importance of includ g 

customer information in Sprint's tel hone 

directories, page 46, beginning at li 1, he 

ls wil ling to include nformation states that 

about MFS' repair, custom service and 

other service oriented nformation, a it should." He 

then goes on to complain refuses to include 

KPS' logo at no coat to ace 

Sprint does not agree to 

the White Pages Director 

Sprint's publishers 

listing in the 

MFS 

Can you explain why 

logo at no cost in 

pages? 

include the 

Pages Directory 

tor KFS' cust distribute directory at no 

charge to S. These companies to 

c nsumer-oriented information a in the 

ges Directory Information (Cal.l pages . 

r, these publishers have not agreed to 

other CLEC to pla~e its logo on these 

KFS should deal directly wi th 

Jl 

or 

no 

or 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1!1 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

\ 

Q. 

a . 

00234 

the White Pages Directory on this issue. This is not 4 

matter vhicb the Commission can compel Sprint to provide 

or aoco•plish. 

• Devine contends at page 46 ot his pret ed direct 

aony that Sprint 11USt be required MPS 

telephone number Could you 

to hia comments? 

This issue 

numbering plan 

NXX aseigmaenta. 

aaeiqn NXX 

teatt.ony that t 

manner. 

d in Docket No. 950985-TP . 

it is not the 

in control of 

acknowledged that Sprint does not 

Nonetheless, Sprint stated in 

broadly 

ered i n a competitively neutral 

in jts Ordor No. PSC-96-0668-

the Company is not 

region, but to the 

it has control over N codes it must assign NXX 

that such assignments 

are made to Sprint and other code sprint aqreee 

to aake telephone nuaber resources a~able to MPS, as 

.. t torth in the Spr int Hodel Agreement, ~bit No. WEC-

32 
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g. 

.J.. 

2, Section VIII. 

proposes, beginning at p~ge 47 ot his 

testimony , that Sprint provide tandem 

tor MFS"s switch 

tandem. this a n appropriate 

Yea, that ia one method ot inter: onnection, there are 

others that are 

area in which KFS 

service, KFS may 

any technically 

Sprint ' s network 

to end ottice(s) 

Sprint exchange 

otter local exchange 

network facilities at 

ot interrace within 

access tandem(s); 

wire centers , 

The POls are the 

leal interconnection. As HPS initiates 

exchange aerv, ce operations in additiona 

areas, requests additional POls, 

with MFS at the designated POI, 

withln the exchange. 

wil l 

Interconnectlo n to a Sprlnt end ottice(s) will provide 
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17 Q. 

18 

19 

20 

:n A. 

22 

23 

2' 
25 

KPS ace••• only to the NXX's served by that individual 

end ottice•<•> to vhich KFS interconnect•. 

Interconnection to a Sprint local tandom(a) will prov ae 

KPS local ace••• t o the Sprint end o!!ices 

•ubtend that tandom(s), and to other 

are conneetod to tl, .. ~ t an.doa(a). 

tandea will provide KFS 

to Sprint, Interexchange (IXCs), CLEC, 

IJ,EC•, n4 CMRS providers ~o~hieh 

Slolitch to a Sprint access 

also provide HFS access 

tho aamo functionality 

4eacribed above. 

What are the arrange111ents 

tor jointly originating and terminating 

to eon orm to HEC"B and HECOD 

Sprint 1o1ill Billing Account 

Bill Account erose erence information 

anc1 11 coordinate Initial Billing 

Billing Company billing cycle• with HFS. 
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24 

25 

Exchange access meet point billing arrangements will ~ 

made available to KFS . Where Sprint currently haa meet 

int arrangements, they shall be made available on the 

conditions as are made available by Sprint 

ber ILECs engaged in meet point billing arrangements 

with 

development c harges shall be 

o f standard meet point b ling 

arrangements. 

Where Sprint pro Sprint will 

prepare and transmit inward termi records for 

the appropriate rxcs t n agreed upon form (e .g., 

EHR). Such files an agreed 

upon media (e.q., 

Sprint also pr oses to inward and outward 

terainating records them to HF"S in an 

agreed u industry standard fo mat (e.g . EMR). 

will exchange the to bill 

ange access charges to IXCS in daily 

an agreed upon media mover 

(NOM)). 
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;print agrees to exchange t e st tiles to support 

implementation or meet point billing, local service 

CLASS teature billing, and other acc}{ss or 

esale service e lements prior to live bill p 6duction . 

wns the end-office , Sprint wi not bill the 

transport r idua l ~ncarconnection c arge ("RIC") ~o 

e i ther MFS or t e Ixc. 

Sprint supports the u 

as the billing and 

and special access 

single bill/multiple 

provided 

Sprint's 

arrangement. 

ot mult le bill/multiple tariff 

method !or both switched 

Sprint cannot support 

for jointly 

because 

ccommodat e this 

Sprint does not s port single 

meet point billing. In an bill/single tari 

i ncreasingly 

changing 

ti ti ve marlcet place with ire ntly 

would be 

method coul 

MPS cone red 

s tructures, billing accur 

The mult i ple b i ll/single tariff 

be used between Sprint and MFS unless 

with Sprint's tariffs. Multiple 

bill/single tariff billing is rarely, if ever , employed 

betvean LECs. 
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It is not at KF'S · sole discretion which meet point 

billinq method ia utilized. Sprint· s access tarittB 

Exchange Telephone companies involved }P the 

ot j ointly provided service must agre ' to the 

poi nt bi lling aethodology. Also, it is co'Dilllon 

Por tha 

IIUl tiple 

bet tar 

afficiently acco 

aiLCh other, a 

agrae? 

the companies to agr on the 111eet 

mentioned Sprint recommends 

lling arrangamenta tor 

services. This method 

realities and more 

diverse pricing philosophies. 

, ot his prefiled direct testimony, 

Sprint and KFS should provide 

various usage data. Do you 

Yes . regard to int billing, billing 

should be exchanged reciprocal basis at 

KFS will be 

the same terms conditions as 

er LECs and rxcs. The commission has a eady reached 

decision on these issues, and Sprint supports the 
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Co-ission's finding as stated on page 39 of Order No . / 
/ 

PSC-96-06t~-FOF-TP. 
/ 

lines 14 and 15, of hie pre iled direct 

tiaony, Hr. Devine states that the prov. sions relating 

to service set 

nnection agreement should 

proposed 

What is 

on the prov is ons of 911 a n d E911 

Sprint will r connection o f HFS's trunks 

to Sprint 's 9 1/E911 ee active routers/911 tandems for 

the provision o all 

sub-tending ( • PSAP") i n 

areas where 

provide MPS 

Identifier 

service . Sprin t will 

Co111111on Language Local 

and specifications of the 

in the Sprint Hodel Agre ment, Exhibit No. WEC-

2, Sect on VII.A., where Sprint is t e owner or operator 

ot 911/E911 database, Sprint will intain, and the 

the time frame or a utomated 

ot 911/£911 database nformation 
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related to M.PS' • end users. Sprint will work 

cooperatively with KPS to ena~re the acc~acy ot the data 

transfer by verifying it against the Kaster Stree 

KPS shall use the da 

street a ddressing an4 abbreviationa, 

ALI 

database 

en tara 

tJprint 

5 

sent t o Spri nt. 

it provides to 

when available, 

e database and agrees 

in the 

intormat.ion it 

arising out o or 

and hold 

claims or actions 

MFS's negligence or 

issions in providing the intentional 

record data 

with the appropriat 

&1tb-tenda 

which KFS 

data in 

~··cl 

itionally, Sprint shall work 

rnmental authorizes to provide 

PSAP which 

tandem to 

Sprint will input MFS' s 

o lesa frequent than that 

Sprint l jointly work with M.FS to 

ant/disaster recovery plan inclu 

number in caae ot massive trunk 
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Sprint will use its Nat ettorts to facilitate the 

rompt, robust, raliable, and ettlcient interconnection 

o KPS syateaa to the 911/E911 platforms, with -~~rds 
~ot r ovisioning, service, and performance that are nan-

least equal to those 

tor i tself, its affiliates and/or subsidi ee, 

carriars providing awitchad local xchange 

Does Sprint 

Aasistanca servic 

Devine's pretiled 

Sprint's position on D 

forth in Sprint's 

section VII . c. 

service 

on Directory 

53 and 54 ot Hr. 

Agreement, Exhibit No. WEC-2, 

is a directory assistance 

request, subject to any 

capacity rast aints which Sprint shall 

worlc to for resale, 

directory assistance ervice which is 

in every other way to the di ctory assistance 

ae.rv ce Sprint makes available to its own ~era. 

MPS's request, Sprint will: 
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2. 

provide to MPS operators or to a MP'S designated 

operator bureau on-line- acc.!ss to Sprin s 

directory assistance database, where such ss is 

identical to the type of access own 

directory assbunce operators utili order to 

provide directory assistance s to Sprint end 

uae 

MPS designa operator bureau to 

assistance database for 

itive directory assistance 

s data available to anvone calling 

Sprint's OA. 

Sprint customer informatio~ 

!rectory Assistance database; 

should identified by 

in order 

of KPS or MPS 

infot'llation. 

ruale of DA service. 

the necessary 

proprietary or 

Sprint will allow 

uae of Kl'S'a data to directory unless, 

pursuant to written agreement, KFS grants reater 

flexibility in the use of the data subject to 
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Sprint shall include MFS listi ngs in its directory 

aeeietence database ; however, MFS must 

Uetinqs t o Sprint via data and processed 

aaeiatanca feeds i n accordance with agraed u 

foraat. 

be able to license Sprin unbundled directory 

and sub databases utilize them in the 

Sprint will 

To the extent that HFS 

i ts own directory assistance 

e Sprint's data availabla to 

to MFS all service 

discriminatory basis. 

and requested by KFS, Sprint 

ells to HFS DA centers . 

at are the appropriate procedu tor ustablishing DA 

service for MFS? v 
~. Sprint will update and maintain 
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. . 

data, utilizing the same procedures it uses when its own 

customers, connect, <1isconnect, ami change such as change 

to/from or non-published or non-listed . 

ch coipany shal l bill its own end-users. 

/ 
/ 

be billed by Sprint in standard c ier access 

will develop 

correct errors en they are 

What co~pensation 

provision of Directo 

directory aeaieta 

charge to end u 

to MPS' 

are appropriate for the 

eorvioes? 

Sprint's 

provided without a separate 

llowance, will be provided 

he basic wholesale local 

directory aaaiatanc& 

noted above. ia separately 

a retail service by Spri shall pay for 

at the wholesale rate. 

hould KPS choose to provide ita own direct assistance 
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aervice, either internally or through a third party 

contractor, the coat ot Sprint's directory assistance 

••rvice that is avoided shall bo deducted trom the 

wholesale local service price that HFS pays Sprint f 

local .-rvice \lhich KJ'S rebranda. 

&hall place HPS e nd users ngs in its 

database for no c 

that the price 

applicable to ILEC-

directory assistance 

should be negotiated, 

e-xpectation 

be the same as prices as 

Any additional tr ltinq ocessary to provide an unbranded 

own 

epair calls aet forth at 

pretiled direct testimony? 
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Purauant to Sprint's Model Agreement, Exhibit No. WEC- , 

Section XVII.C., Sprint proposes the to owing 

procedures: 

1. MPS and Sprint will educate the 
' 

respective 

2. 

custo-rs as to the correct tale one nWilbers to 

o"ll in o rder to access their respective repllir 

the extent t hat can determine the 

local s ervice rovider, Sprint will refer 

manner, 

uestions. 

e the correct repair contact 

the caller in a courteous 

harge. In responding to repair 

that neither company shall 

remarks about each other, nor 

repair calla as the basis tor 

referrals, 

information 

solicit customers or to 

Sprint will respond with 

in answering customer 

56 of his pretiled 

atatea that MFS is requesting 

portability arrange.ant different 

Devine 

interim number 

the Florida PUblic Service Commission. c is Sprint's 

45 
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proposal tor providing interim nuaber portability? 

As is stated in Spr int's Model Agreement, xhibit N">. 

section XII, the Parties s hall 

portability arrangeaents en~user 

phone numbers , provided 

area . 

cnarnflng their 

such end user 

serving end ottice 

Sprint wi ll prov data to KFS to allow KPS to 

cess charges, recognizing that 

both are invol ve<S in 

associated with te 

assigned to their 

ot access to IXCs, 

to ported rnumbers 

Sprint is en tled to reaso able compensation for this 

service, is based on the 

cost ot providi 

recc~~zes that interim number 

ior method o! providing numbe 

the service(s) and 

rtability provides an 

at is Sprint's position regarding the rice for interim 

nUII.ber portability, vhich is addressed a ot Hr. 

Devine's pratiled direct testimony an<S 
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Q. 

KPS int.rconneot aqreeaent proposa 1? 

Sprint believes that the appropriato pricu for 

number portabi lity ie the TSLRIC plus contr1but 

55t of the result to reflect that remote call 

is an interior aervinq arranqeaent (coapar 

00248 

lephone nuaber pt)rt.a .! ty) . n the exhibit to 

Farrar'• teatiaony (Exhibit 

ntial RCF, inclu~ing six 

the price for 

patha, ia $0 . 53 and 

also inc udinq six call paths, is 

Sl.OO. additional path, residential 

KPS 

Hr. Devine claims that 

to tako advantage of 

and arranqements sprint 

makaa 1\LECo. Would Sprint 

a "Most Favored clauoe in an 

erconnection aqreemant? 

Y .. , we can accept a "Most Favored 

Please aee the Sprint Model Aqreement, Exhib 

r•ction X. 
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oo.. thia conclude your testimony? 

Yea. 
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