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BEFORE THE FLQRIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Ira re: Investigation into 
pricing of unbundled 
elements (Sprintmerizon track) 

Docket No. 990649-B-TP 
Filed: April 12, 2002 

DIECA COMMUNICATIONS, INC. d/b/a COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY'S 
PREHEARING STATEMENT 

DlECA Communications, Inc. d/b/a Covad Communications Company (Covad), pursuant 

to Order No. PSC-01-1592-PCO-TP as modified by various scheduling orders of this 

Commission, hereby files its Prehearing Statement. 

A. APPEARANCES: 

William H. Weber 
Covad Communications Company 
19th Floor, Promenade I1 
1230 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
(404) 942-3494 Telephone 
(404) 942-3495 Facsimile 

w e b  er@,covad. com 

Vicki Gordon Kaufinan 
McWhirter Reeves McGlothlin Davidson 
Decker Kaufman Arnold & Stem, P.A. 
117 Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 230 1 
(850) 222-2525 Telephone 
(850) 222-5605 Facsimile 
vkaufhaA@,mac-l aw.  cor^ 

A tturneys for Covad Communications Company 

B. WITNESSES: 

Covad will not be sponsoring witnesses in this docket, 
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C. EXHIBITS: 

Covad will not be submitting exhibits in this docket except to the extent that exhibits are 

necessary for cross examination of witnesses sponsored by Verizon and Sprint-Florida, Inc. 

(Sprint). 

D. STATEMENT OF BASIC POSITION: 

f Covad concurs with the Statement of Basic Position contained in the Prehearing 

Statement of AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc., World Com, Inc. and Florida 

Digital Network, Inc. (collectively, “the ALEC Coalition”). 

E. STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND POSITIONS: 

ISSUE 1: What factors should the Commission consider in establishing rates and charges for 
UNEs (including deaveraged UNEs and UNE combinations)? 

COVAD: 
the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

With regard to this issue, Covad concurs with the position taken by 

ISSUE 2: (a) What is the appropriate methodology to deaverage UNEs and what is the 
appropriate rate structure for deaveraged UNEs? 

COVAD: Covad concurs with the methodology and rate structure 
recommendations contained within the Rebuttal Testimony Warren R. Fischer filed 
on January 30, 2002 on behalf of the ALEC Coalition (Mr. Fisher’s testimony will 
hereinafter be referred to as “the Fisher Rebuttal Testimony”). As set forth in that 
testimony, the Commission should reject Verizon’ s statewide average rate 
proposal, and instead require Verizon to geographically deaverage UNE loop rates 
at the wire center level. 

(b) For which of the following UNEs should the Commission set deaveraged 
rates? (1) loops (d); (2)  local switching; ( 3 )  interoffice transport (dedicated and 
shared); and (4) other (including combinations)? 

COVAD: 
subloops should be deaveraged. 

All loops, subloops, and UNE combinations containing loops or 

ISSUE 3: (a) What are xDSL capable loops? 

COVAD: xDSL capable loops are loops that can be used to provide xDSL 
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services. In a forward-looking network, the loops used to provide xDSL services 
are identical or nearly identical to those used to provide voice grade services. In a 
forwadlooking network, such facilities include both "clean copper loops" and 
fiber-fed digital loop carrier (DLC) based loops. 

(b) Should a cost study for xDSL-capable loops make distinctions based on loop 
length and/or the particular DSL technology to be deployed? 

COVAD: No. The cost to an ILEC of providing xDSL capable loops does not 
change with changes in DSL technology. Accordingly, the 2 and 4-wire loops sold 
to the ALECs for the provisioning of xDSL services are precisely the same loops 
that would be sold for analog semices, and their pricing should reflect this. 
Further, analog loops are not priced by loop-length, and xDSL loops should be 
treated in the same way. The Commission should adopt costs for all loops, 
including f l S L  capable loops, that reflect the efficient provisioning of such loops 
in a forward-looking network architecture. In a forward-looking network, a cost 
study for xDSL-capable loops should not make distinctions based on loop length 
or on the particular xDSL technology to be deployed. 

ISSUE 4: (a) Which subloop elements, if any, should be unbundled in this proceeding, and 
how should prices be set? 

(b) How should access to such subloop elements be provided, and how should 
prices be set? 

COVAD: Covad has no specific position on these sub-issues at this time. Any 
cost study, however-whether for subloops or any other UNE-should be based 
on forward-looking economic costs. Such forward-looking costs assume the most 
efficient telecommunications technology currently available and the lowest cost 
network configuration. 

ISSUE 5: For which signaling networks and call-related databases should rates be set? 

COVAD: Covad has no specific position on this issue at this time. Any cost 
study, however-whether for signaling networks or call-related databases-should 
be based on forward-looking economic costs. Such forward-looking costs assume 
the most efficient telecommunications technology currently available and the 
lowest cost network configuration. 

ISSUE 6: Under what circumstances, if any, is it appropriate to recover non-recurring costs 
through recurring rates? 

COVAD: Generally, recovery of one-time costs incurred for the benefit of one 
customer should be through non-recurring costs. One time costs incurred for the 
benefit on many customers or that provide Verizon fbture value-such as the 
removal of load coils and bridge tap for the provision of basic and advanced 
services-is investment and should be recovered through recurring rates over the 
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life of the investment. If the Commission finds high nonrecurring rates after 
application of proper rate design, these should be recovered over a reasonable 
period or in several installments. 

ISSUE 7: What are the appropriate assumptions and inputs for the following items to be used 
in the forward-looking recurring UNE cost studies? 

Item 

(a) network design (including 
custom e r Io ca t i o n inform at i o n) 

I 

~ ~~ 

(b) depreciation 

(c) cost of capital 

(d) tax rates 

(e) structure sharing 

(9 structure costs 

(9) fill factors 

(h) manholes 

(i) fiber cable (material and 
p I a ce m e n t costs) 

(i) copper cable (material and 
placement costs) 

(k) drops 

(I) network interface devices 

(m) digital loop carrier costs 

(n) terminal costs 

(0) switching costs and associated 
variables 

(p) traffic data 

Appropriate Assumptions and Inputs 

Network design should be based on actual network 
characteristics which account for differences in population 
density and concurrent differences in the costs of provisioning 
service to various customers. A network model-such as the 
one Verizon used in this docket-that assumes an equal 
distribution of customers across an imaginary grid, dramatically 
overstates the cost of provisioning service to some customers 
while dramatically understating the cost for others. A 
hypothetical network like this results in reported prices that are 
anticompetitive because the prices do not account for the fact 
that ALECs must first gain a revenue foothold in the areas where 
provisioning costs are low before being able to expand into 
higher cost areas and thereby bring competition to all the citizens 
of Florida. 

With regard to these issues, Covad concurs with the assumptions 
and inputs set out in the Fisher Rebuttal Testimony. 

Covad has no specific position on this issue at this time. 

With regard to these issues, Covad concurs with the position 
taken by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

Covad has no specific position on this issue at this time. 

With regard to this issue, Covad concurs with the position taken 
by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

Covad has no specific position on this issue at this time. 
________~  ~ _ _ _  

With regard to this issue, Covad concurs with the position taken 
by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

Covad has no specific position on these issues at this time. 
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(r) transport system costs and 
Covad has no specific position on these issues at this time. associated variables 

UNE Recurring Rate 
(averaged or deaveraged?) 

Covad concurs with the assumptions and inputs set out in the 
Fisher Rebuttal Testimony. 

(t) expenses 

N on-Recu rri ng Charge 

I Other 

With regard to this issue, Covad concurs with the position taken 
by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

ISSUE 8: What are the appropriate assumptions and inputs for the following items to be used 
in the forward looking non-recurring UNE cost studies? 

I Item I Appropriate Assumptions and Inputs 

I (a) networkdesign I 
I 1 (b) OSS design 

(c) labor rates 
With regard to these issues, Covad concurs with the position 
taken by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

el ectron ic activities 

ISSUE 9: (a) What are the appropriate recurring rates (averaged or deaveraged as the case 
may be) and non-recumng charges for each of the following UNEs? 

~~ 

(1) 2-wire voice grade loop 

(2) 4-wire analog loop 

I (3) 2-wire ISDNADSL loop I 
~~ __ E 2-wire xDSL-capable loop I 

1 (5) 4-wire xDSL-capable loop 1 
I (6) 4-wire 56 kbps loop I 

64 kbps loop 

____ ~~ 

The recurring rate for 2-wire and 4-wire xDSL capable loops 
should be the same as the rate for 2-wire and 4-wire voice grade 
loops, and these rates should apply to all DSL loops regardless of 
technology or loop length. The recurring rate for a 2-wire 
ISDN/IDSL loop should be the same as the rate for a 2-wire voice 
grade loop plus an incremental cost to account for network 
elements not present in a standard voice grade loop. 

The Commission should adopt nonrecurring costs for all loops, 
including xDSL capable loops, that reflect the efficient 
provisioning of such loops in a forward-looking network 
arch it ectu re. 

With regard to these issues, Covad concurs with the position 
taken by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

(9) high capacity loops (DS3 and 
above) 

I (10) dark fiber loop I 
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(I 1) subloop elements (to the 
extent required by the 
Commission in Issue 4) 

(12) network interface devices 

(I 3) circuit switching (where 

(14) packet switching (where 

required) 

required) 1 (15) shared interoffice 
trans m iss i o n 

(16) dedicated interoffice 
transmission 

(18) signaling networks and call- I related databases 

I (19) OS/DA (where required) I 

With regard to these issues, Covad concurs with the position 
taken by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

(b) Subject to the standards of the FCC’s Third Report and Order, should the 
Commission required LEGS to unbundle any other elements or combinations of 
elements? IT so, what are they and how should they be priced? 

COVAD: Covad has no specific position on this issue at this time. 

ISSUE 10: What is the appropriate rate, if any, for customized routing? 

COVAD: Covad has no specific position on this issue at this time. 

ISSUE 11: (a) 
situations should the rate apply? 

What is the appropriate rate, if any, for line conditioning, and in what 

COVAD: 
the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

With regard to this issue, Covad concurs with the position taken by 

(b) What is the appropriate rate, if any, for loop qualification information, and in 
what situations should the rate apply? 

COVAD: A forward-looking network would have no need to manually pull loop 
qualification information under any circumstances, and it would therefore be 
inappropriate for the Commission to set any rate at all for manual loop 
qualification, except in circumstances where manual loop information is specifically 
requested by an ALEC. For manual loop qualification under these circumstances 
only, the Commission should adopt the rates of $43.10 (w/o Reservation Facility 
Number) or $45.72 (w/ Facility Reservation Number) as set forth for BellSouth in 
Order No. PSC-0 1- I 18 1 -FOF-TP. For mechanized loop qualification information, 
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the Commission should adopt the rate of $0.6757 as set forth for BellSouth in 
Order No. PSC-01-118 I-FOF-TP. 

Recurring Rate 
(averaged or deaveraged?) 

ISSUE 12: Without deciding the situations in which such combinations are required, what are 
the appropriate recurring and non-recurring rates for the following UNE 
combinations? 

Non-Recurring 
Charge 

UNE 

(I) ’UN€ platform” consisting of loop (all), 
local (including packet where required), 

’ switching (with signaling), and dedicated 
and shared transport (through and 
including location termination. 
“extended links” consisting of (1) loop, 
D S O/l  m u It i pl exi n g , ds 1 i nt e roff i ce 
transport: (2) DS1 loop, DSI interoffice 
transport; and (3) DSI loop, DS1/3 
multiplexing, DS3 interoffice transport 

(2) 

With regard to these issues, Covad concurs with the 
position taken by the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing 
Statement. 

ISSUE 13: When should the recurring and non-recurring rates and charges take effect? 

COVAD: 
the ALEC Coalition in its Prehearing Statement. 

With regard to this issue, Covad concurs with the position taken by 

F. STIPULATED ISSUES 

No issues have been stipulated at this time. 

G. PENDING MOTIONS 

Request for Representation by a Qualified Representative filed March 15, 2002 

H. REQUI[REMENTS THAT CANNOT BE COMPLIED WITH 

Covad has met all requirements of the procedural order and has not identified any 
procedures that cannot be complied with, 

SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS- 
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Vi& Gordon Kaufrnan 
McWhirter Reeves McGlothli!Davidson 
Decker Kaufman Arnold & Steen, P.A. 
117 Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 
(850) 222-2525 Telephone 
(850) 222-5605 Facsimile 
vkaufmanmmac-law . com 

William H. Weber f U  

Covad Communications Company 
19th Floor, Promenade I1 
1230 Peachtree Street, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
(404)942-3 494 Telephone 
(404) 942-3495 Facsimile 
wweber@covad.com ' 

Attorneys for DIECA Communications, Inc. d/b/a 
Covad Communications Company 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of foregoing DEICA Communications, Inc. 
d/b/a Covad Communications Company's Prehearing Statement has been served by (*) hand 
delivery or U. S. Mail on this 12th day of April, 2002 to the following: 

(*) JasonK. Fudge 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Gerald L. Gunter Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
j fb dg e@p sc . stat e. fl . u s 

NancyB. White 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Kimberly Caswell 
Verizon Select Services, Inc. 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601-0110 
kimb erl y . c aswell@verizo n . com 

Richard D. Melson 
Gabriel E. Nieto 
Hopping Green Sams & Smith, PA 
Post Office 6526 
123 S.  Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 323 14 
rmelson@hgss. com 

Floyd Self 
Messer Caparello & Self 
P.O. Drawer 1876 
215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 701 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1 876 
fselfalawfla. com 

Karen M. Camechis 
Pennington Moore Wilkinson & Dunar, PA 
2 I5 S. Monroe Street, 2nd Floor 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 0 1 
Karen@penningtodawfirm. com 

Carolyn Marek 
Vice President of Regulatory Mkirs 
Southeast Region 
Time Warner Communications 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, Tennessee 37069 
Carolyn. Marek@twtelecom. com 

Mark E, Buechel 
Supra Telcom 
13 1 1 Executive Center Drive 
Koger Center, Ellis Bldg, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 0 1.5027 
www. supratelecom. com 

Donna Canzano McNulty 
325 John b o x  Road 
The Atrium Bldg., Suite 105 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
donna. mcnulty@wcom. com 

Michael A. Gross 
VI? Reg. Affairs & Reg. Counsel 
Florida Cable Telecomm. Assoc. 
246 E. 6& Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
mgross@fcta. com 
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Charles J. Rehwinkel 
13 13 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, FE 32301 
char1es.j .rehwinkel@mail. sprint.com 

Brim Sulmonetti 
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200 
Atlanta, GA 30328 
Brian. Sulmonetti@wcom. com 

Michael Sloan 
Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP 
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007-5 116 
msloan@swidlaw. com 

Matthew Feil 
Florida Digital Network, Inc. 
390 N. Orange Avenue, Suite 2000 
Orlando, FL 32801 
mfeil@floridadigital. net 

Rodney L. Joyce 
Shook Hardy & Bacon, LLP 
600 1 4 ~  Street, N.W., Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20005-2004 
rjoyce@shb.com 

Jonathan Canis 
Michael Hazzard 
Kelley Drye and Warren, LLP 
1200 19& St, N.W., Fifth Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 
mhazzard@kelleydrye. corn 
jacanis@kelleydrye. com 

George S. Ford 
Z-Tel CoIlltllunications, Inc. 
60 I South Harbour Island Blvd 
Tampa, FL 33602 
gford@z-tel. com 

Virginia Tate 
1200 Peachtree Street, Suite 8068 
Atlanta, GA 303 09 

John Spilman 
675 Peter Jefferson Parkway, Suite 3 10 
Charlottesville, VA 229 1 1 
j ohnspilmanabr oadslate.net 

Charles Pellegrini 
Patrick Wiggins 
Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
106 East College Avenue, 12& Floor 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 0 1 

Don Sussman 
Three DuIles Tech Center 
13 650 Dulles Technology Drive 
Herndon, VA 20171-4602 
dsussman@nas-corp . corn 

v Vicki Gordon Kauhan 
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