





[Emphasis added.] Conaistent with this observation, FCTA argued
against any pricing flexibility aside from CSAs, but did pot argue
that CSAs should be abolished or that the LECs could not use them
at this time. Indeed, it stated that "The LECs currently enjoy
substantial pricing flexibility under currently imposed restric-
tions. No further pricing flexibility is appropriate.” (FCTA
Brief at 13 [emphasis added].) Nothing in FCTA's discussion of
this issue cast doubt upon the legality of the LECs' current
ability to use CSAs. If FCTA wished to raise the issue of
Commission authority to maintaln existing CSA use, it could have
done so0o at the issues identification workshop--or at least
mentioned it in the brief. The Commission cannot grant reconsider-
ation of an issue that was not even decided in this proceeding.
FCTA's framing its request for reconsideration in terms of the
Commission's failure to "consider the proper rule of law" is an
ill-concealed attempt to use this proceeding as a forum to again
advance its particularized view of section 364.338 of the Florida
Statutes. The Commission is well aware of its authority under
Chapter 364. It obviously believes, as GTEFL does, that nothing
there prevents the LECs from using CSAs in the absence of an
effective competition determination. But FCTA's ongoing disagree-
ment with the Commission regarding interpretation of Chapter 364
certainly does not justify "reconsideration" of the USA process—-
particularly when the CSA authority was not even granted in this

proceeding.




could easily have said so. In short, GTEFL is confident that the
Commission will properly view FCTA's requested "clarification" as
a wholesale change to the Order.

For all of the reasons discussed in this filing, GTE Florida
Incorporated asks the Commission to deny FCTA's Motion.
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FCTA's alternate request for the Commission to "clarify" its
Order is similarly unfounded. Like the request for reconsidera-
tion, it attempts to tie CSA authority to a determination o1
effective competition. To accept FCTA's interpretation of the
Order, one must accept the assumptions that: (1) the Commission
intends to address the use of CSAs for special access and private
line in Phase II of this proceeding; (2) CSAs are a "deviation"
from the PCC's zone-density pricing; and (3) the Commission means
for the LECs to justify continued use of CSAs by proving that
private line and special access services are effectively competi-
tive. These assumptions are easily shown to be inaccurate.

Nothing in the Order states or even implies that "the
Commission intended to address the issue of whether to continue use
of CSAs for private line and special access in Phase II of this
docket." (FCTA Motion at 5.) Phase II deals with switched access
and transport--not special access (nor, for that matter, the CSA
process), Further, CSAs are not a deviation from the FcC's zone-
pricing concept, as FCTA suggests. They are an existing means of
meeting competition, wholly apart from any additional flexibility
that zone-pricing may confer. This Commission never tied zone-
density pricing to CSAs. Finally, the notion that the Commission
intended the LECs to justify use of CSAs by demonstrating effective
competition for special access and private line services is a
logical leap that even FCTA makes no attempt to explain. {See
Motion at 5.) If the Commission had intended the LECs to justify

their continued use of CSAs by proving effective competition, it














