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I HIRIBY CERTIFY that 

furnished by United States 

to: 

Tracy Hatch 
Diviaion of co..unications 
Florida Public service 
ca..iaaion 
101 Eaat Gain•• Street 
Tallahaa .. e, FL 32399-0866 

Charlea IIUrphy 
Diviaion of Legal Services 
Florida Public service 
Ca..iaaion 
101 Eaat Gain•• Street 
Ta1lahaaaee, FL 32301 

Patrick K. Wiggin• 
Wiggin• ' Villacorta, P.A. 
Poat Office Drawer 1657 
Tallahaaaee, Florida 32302 

Inter.edia Communications 
suit:e 270 
9280 Bay Plaza Boulevard 
Ta~, FL 33619-4453 

Char lea J. Beck 
Deput:y Public Counsel 

a copy of the foregoing has been 

Hail this ~ day of ~· 

Thomas Parker 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
P.O. Box 110 
MC 616 
Tampa, FL 33601-0110 

c. Dean Kurtz 

1994, 

Central Telephone Company of 
Florida 
Post Office Box 2214 
Tallahassee, Florida 32316-
2214 

Lee L. Willis 
Ausley, McMullen, McGehee 

Carothers & Proctor 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Florida Cable Television 
Association, Inc. 

310 N. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Office of the Public counsel 
111 w. Madiaon Street 

Brad E. Mutschelknaus 
Wiley, Rein, & Fielding 
1776 K Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Rooa 812 
Tallahaaeee, PL 32399-1400 

atty for Interexchange 
Access Coalition 



Joaeph A.. McGlothlin 
Vicki Gordon Kaufaan 
McWhirter, Grandoff and Reeves 
suite 716 
315 South calhoun Street 
Tallahaaaee, PL 32301 
atty for PIXCA 

Joeeph P. Gillan 
J. P. Gillan and A.aaociatea 
Poat Office Box 541038 
orlando, PL 32854-1038 

c. Everett Boyd, Jr. 
Ervin, Yarn, Jacoba, Odom ' 
Ervin 
305 SOuth Ga~aen Street 
Tallahaaaee, PL 32301 

Chanthina R. Bryant 
Sprint 
3065 cuaberland Circle 
Atlanta, GA. 30339 

Peter M. Dunbar, £aq. 
David L. Swafford, 
Raben, CUlpepper, Dunbar 
i French, P.A.. 
Pa.t Office Box 10095 
Tallabaaaee, PL 32302 

Paul Jon••, Eaq. 
Ti .. Warner cable 
Corporate Headquarter• 
300 First stamford Place 
Sta•ford, CT 06902-6732 

Michael w. Tye 
Suite 1410 
106 Ea•t Colleqe Avenue 
Tallaba••ee, FL 

atty. for AT•T 

Harriet Eudy 
ALLTEL Florida, Inc. 
Poat Offic• BOX 550 
Live Oak, FL 32060 

David B. Erwin 
Young, van Assenderp, 
Varnadoe • Benton, P.A. 
225 south Adams Street 
Suite 200 
Post Office Box 1833 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Charles Dennis 
Indiantown Telephone Systea 
Post Office Box 277 
Indiantown, Florida 34956 

John A. carroll, Jr. 
Northeast Telpehone company 
Post Office Box 485 
Macclenny, Florida 32063-0485 

Daniel V. Gregory 
Quincy Telephone Company 
Post Office Box 189 
Quincy, Florida 32351 

Jeff McGehee 
southland Telephone company 
210 Brookwood Road 
Post Office Box 37 
Atmore, Alabama 36504 

Jodie L. Donovan 
Regulatory counsel 
Teleport communications Group 
Inc., Ste. 301 
1 Teleport Drive 
Staten Island, NY 10311 

F. Ben Poag 
United Telephone Company of FL 
P.O. Box 165000 
Altamonte Springs, FL 32716 

Lee L. Willis 
John P. Fons 
Ausley, McMullen, McGehee, 
Carothers • Proctor 
Post Office Box 391 
Tallahasse, YL 32302 
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SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE ' TELEGRAPH CO"PANY 

TESTIMONY OF DAVID B. DENTON 

BEFORE THE 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CO""ISSION 

DOCkET NO. 921074-TP 

HAY 23, 1994 

9 Q. VILL YOU PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS? 

10 

fURls.·,:, L 
~It F CJ?Y 

11 A. I AM DAVID 8. DENTON. "y BUSINESS ADDRESS IS 675 VESX 

12 PIACHTUE STUIT, ATLAHTA, GEORGIA. 

13 

14 Q. BY VHOII All YOU EIIPLOYED AND IN \IHAT C'APACITY? 

lS 

16 A. I All EMPLOYED IY BELLSOUTH TELECO""UNICATIONS INC. , D/B/A 

11 IN rLOaiDA AS SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH cor.~ANY 

18 ("SOUTHON IELL"), AS DIRECTOR IN THE REGULATORY POLICY AND 

19 PLAHNIIIG DEPAilTIIENT. 

20 

21 Q. PLEASE GIVI A BaiEr DESCRIPTION OF YOUR BACkGROUND AND 

22 UPUIDfCE. 

23 

24 A. I SilVIO IN THI UNITED STATES JWliNE CORPS FRO" 1954 TO 

2S 1958. I VAS GIADUATID FRO" THE UNIVERSITY Of "IAMI IN 1961 
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1 VITH A BACHELOR OF BUSINESS ADKINISTRATION DEGREE CUll LAUDE 

2 IN ECONOMICS AND YAS AYARDEO A KASTER OF ARTS DEGREE IN 

3 ICONOIJCS IN 1964 FROM THE SAKE UNIVERSITY. IN 1979, I VAS 

4 AVAIDED A KASrD OF SCIENCE DEGREE IN ADVANCED IWL\GEIIENT 

5 DOl PACE UHIVDSITY. 

6 

7 I IBGAII Dl'LOY11MT UITH SOUTHEJUf BELL IN 1962 AND HELD 

8 VAIIOUS POSITIONS IN THE COI"ERCIAL DEPARTKENT BEFORE 

9 JODIDIG THE HIADQUAJITEBS RATES ORGANIZATION IN 1966. I 

10 H&VI HELD VARIOUS POSITIONS AT SOUTHERN &ELL HEADQUARTERS 

11 IN ATLANTA AMD AT ATiT HEADQUARTERS IN NE.V YOU.: CITY IN THE 

12 IATIS AIID TAIIIPF AlliA. SINCE NOVE"BER 1991, I HAVE BEEN IN 

13 THI BILLSOU!II TELECOifKOHICATIONS INC. , HEADQUAllTEIS 

14 I.IGUUTOIY PO.LICY AND PLAMNING DEPARTtiENT. I HAVE 

15 TESTIFIED IIPOIE THIS OOIIISSION AND BEFORE THE GEORGIA, 

16 1101!11 CAIO.LIIIA, AND SOU11l CAROLINA COIIJUSSIONS. A'nACHED 

17 2'0 1Y TISTIIIOIIY IS All APPFJII)II LISTING THE SPECIFIC STATE 

18 DOCII!S IH VHICH I HAVE TESTIFIED. 

19 

20 Q. UIIAT IS !Ill POifOSE OF YOUR TESTI"ONY7 

21 

22 A. 7HI PUIPOSI or 1Y TESTIBONY IS TO ADDRESS CERTAIN ISSUES 

23 IDEIITUIID IH PIIASI II OF DOCKET NO. 921074-TP. 

24 

25 Q. UIIDII VIIAT CIICUISTAIICIS SHOULD THE COIIISSIOH I"POSE THE 
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1 SAME OR DIFFERENT FORKS OR CONDITIONS OF EXPANDED 

2 INTEICONHECTION THAN THE F.C.C.? (ISSUE 3} 

3 

4 4. THIS COKKISSION HAS THE AUTHORITY TO ALLOV FOR EXPANDED 

5 INTEICONNECTION ON AN INTRASTATE BASIS IN THE VAY THAT IT 

6 FINDS VILL BEST SEltVE THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND IIAY IKPOSE 

7 DIFF!l!NT FORMS OR CONDITIONS FOR EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION 

8 TIWt THE F .C.C. FOR INTRASTATE PURPOSES. VHILE NOT, 

9 HOVEV!R, NECESSARILY IKPOSING A FRAHEVORI FOR EXPANDED 

10 IHTDCOMNECTION ON THIS COKKISSION, THE F .c.c. 'S ORDER KAY 

11 IAII SUBSTANTIAL DEPARTURE FROK THAT ORDER lORE DiffiCULT 

12 AND !ll!NSIVE FOR THOSE PROVIDING EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION 

13 TO ADIIINISTEI SUCH SERVICE. FURTHER, THE ADKINISTRATIVE 

14 PIOBLIIS THAT VOULD BE CAUSED BY VASTLY DIFFERENT EXPANDED 

1.5 IMTDCOHNECTION STRUCTURES FOR INTRASTATE AND INTERSTATE 

16 SDVICES COULD HINDER THE DEVELOPKENT OF SERVICES AND UlfiT 

17 THE DEVELOPIEHT OF COIPETITIVE ALTERNATIVES. BASICALLY, 

18 SOUTHON BILL BELIEVES THE TEMS AND CONDITIONS APPROVED IN 

19 PHASE I POl SPECIAL ACCESS EIPANDED INTERCONNECTION, VHICH 

20 TUCUD 'liE P. C. C. 'S ORDER, ARE PROPER FO.R PHASE II AS 

21 VELL. 'IIIIIEFORI!, IT IS IY RECOKJf£NDATION THAT THE 

22 COUISSICif ADOP'l', VITH ONE ElCErTIOH, THE f.C.C. 'S APPROACH 

23 TO IIPANDID INTERCONNECTION FOR SVITCHED ACCESS. 

24 

2S UNLill! THE F.C.C., THIS CO"JfiSSION SHOULD ALLOV THE LEC1 
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1 THE OPTION TO PROVIDE EITHER VIRTUAL OR PHYSICAL 

2 COLLOCATION. THIS VILL GIVE THE LECs THE ABILITY TO USE 

3 THEIR FACILITIES A.S EFFICIENTLY AND EFFECTIVELY AS 

4 POSSIBLE. INDEED, SOUTHERN BELL HAS APPEALED THE F.C.C.'S 

5 OIDII BECAUSE OF ITS MANDATORY ?HYSICAL COLLOCATION 

6 REQUII!IIENT AND THAT APPEAL IS N0\1 RIPE FOR A DECISION. 

1 

8 Q. IS !IPANDED INTERCONNECTION FOR SWITCHED ACCESS IN THE 

9 PUBLIC INTEREST? (ISSUE 4) 

10 

11 A. ASSUIDIG, AS THIS COJfftiSSION DID IN THE ALTERNATE ACCESS 

12 VEIIDOI DOCkET NO. 890183, AND IN PHASE I OF THIS DOC,ET, 

ll THAT INCI!ASING CUSTOftER OPTIONS FOR TELECOJfJfUNICATION 

14 SDVIC&s IS IN TH! PUBLIC INTEREST, THEN ALLOVINC EXPANDED 

15 INTIICONNICTION FOR INTRASTATE SWITCHED ACCESS SERVICE KAY 

16 II IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST BECAUSE IT COULD RESULT IN 

17 .tDDITIOIIAL COMPETITIVE ALTERNATIVES. 

18 

19 SVIrcHID ACCESS SIIVICES, HOVEVER, PROVIDE SIGNIFICANT 

20 CONTIIIUTION. EJPANDED INTERCONNECTION FOR SWITCHED ACCESS 

21 SIIVICE VILL PUT THESE CONTRIBUTION LEVELS IN J!OPARDY. 

22 l'HIS COIIIISSION SHOULD THUS PROVIDE THE LECs \liTH THE 

23 FLIIIIILirT NECESSARY TO COMPETE FOR THE PROVISION OF 

24 ACCISS SUVICIS. VITHOUT FLEXIBILITY THERE IS THE 

25 POTDfTIAL TIL\T THE 'PUBLIC INTEREST "AY NOT BE WELL SERVED. 
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1 

2 BY ALLOVING EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION, PROVIDERS OF TELE-

3 COKKUNICATIONS SERVICE ALTERNATIVES TO THE LEC1' SERVICES 

4 VILL GAIN A GREATER KARKET SHARE. AT THE SAME TIKI 

5 UPAMDED INTERCONNECTION IS ALLOYED, THE LECs SHOULD BE 

6 ALLOVED THE PRICING FLEXIBILITY TO FULLY COMPETE TO ENSURE 

1 THAT SUBSCRIBERS ARE ABLE TO OBTAIN THEIR SERVICE FROK THE 

8 lOST EFFICIENT COKPETITOR. VITHOUT THIS FLEXIBILITY. AN 

9 INEFFICIENT A.LTERNATIV£ PROVIDER COUW UNDERPRICE A KORE 

10 !friCIIHT LEC. TliiS IIOULD DEN\' THE END USER THE BENEFITS 

11 THAT VOULD ARISE FITION AND THE ATI'ENDAHT 

12 ABILITY TO PURCHASE ACCESS SERVICES FROK THE MOST EFFICIENT 

13 P&OVIDU. FOR THIS REASON, LECs "UST BE ALLOVED TO CO"PETE 

14 to !NSUIE THAT END USERS ARE ABLE TO OBTAIN THEIR SERVICE 

15 FIOII TilE IIOST EFFICIENT COKPETITOR. THIS VOULD GIVE THE 

16 LECa THE OPPORTUNITY TO RETAIN AS HUCH CONTRIBUTION AS THEY 

17 CAlf IY COIPETING ON THE SAME BASIS. 

18 

19 Q. VHAT SIIAIATION IIIPACTS KAY OCCUR If EXPANDED 

20 INTEICONNICTION IS APPROVED? (ISSOE 4) 

21 

22 A. SOUTH!IN BELL HAS NOT DEVELOPED A FORECAST OF DEMAND FOR 

23 COLLOC.\TIOH AMD THEREFORE CANNOT QUANTIFY THE POTDITUl. 

24 JUIISDICTIONAL SEPARATIONS lNPACT OF EXPANDED 

25 INTDCOflf!CTION. 
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2 Q. HOI VOULD RATEPAYERS BE fiNANCIALLY AfFECTED BY EXPANDED 

3 INTERCONNECTION? (ISSUE 4) 

4 

5 A. AS STATID IM PHASE I Of THIS DOCKET, RESIDEMTIAL RATEPAYERS 

6 BY IE riifANCIALLY AFFECTED IF THE UCs ARE NOT ABLE TO 

1 COKPETE FULLY FOR THE PROVISION OF ACCESS SERVICES THAT 

8 CUIIENTLY PROVIDE A CONTRIBUTION TO RESIDENTIAL SERVICE. 

9 TILICOKKUNICATIONS SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE LECs CANNOT BE 

10 VIEVID IM A VACUUK. BECAUSE OF THE !liSTING CROSS-

11 ELASTICITIES BETVEEN DEDICATED AND SVITCHED A.CCESS 

12 SDVICES, 1110! IS ALREADY A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO THE 

13 COift'IIIUTIOII RECEIVED BY THE LECs FROII THESE SERVICES. 

14 VITH IOl! COIP!TITION FOR SVITCHED ACCESS, VHICH PROVIDES 

15 THE LION'S SHARE OF THIS SUPPORT, THERE IS AN EVEN GREATER 

16 IISI OF THE LOSS OF CONTRIBUTION. THEREFOB£, THE LECs NEED 

17 THE AIILITJ TO I! EFFECTIVE AND VIABLE COIIPETITORS IN THIS 

18 IIAJDT. Ir THEY DO HOT HAV£ THIS ABILITY, THEN THERE IS 

19 THI POTENTIAL THAT RATEPAYERS COULD BE ADVERSELY AfFECTED. 

20 

21 Q. IS !Ill OFPUIMG OF DEDICATED AND SWITCHED SERVICES BETVEEN 

22 HOM-AFFILIATED ENTITIES BY NON-LECs IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 

23 (ISSUE 5) 

24 

25 A. IP ALLOUING CUSTOKERS IIORE OPTIONS FOR THfiR 
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1 T!LECOKMUNICATIONS SERVICE REQUIREMENTS IS DEE"ED TO BE IN 

2 THE PUBLIC INTEREST, THEN PERMITTING DEDICATED AND SVITCH£D 

3 SERVICES TO BE PROVISIONED BETVEEN NON-AF.F.ILIATED ENTITIES 

4 BY NON-LEts VOULD PROVIDE CERTAIN END USERS "ORE OPTIONS 

S AND, THEIEFOR£, COULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST. 

6 THIS, IN TURN, VOULD ALLOV FOR "ORE CO"PETITIV! INROADS to 

7 BE lADE INTO TRADITIONAL LEC SERVICE AREAS. AS STATED 

8 ABOVE, IF THIS CO"PETITIVE EROSION IS ALLOVED UITHOUT 

9 PROVIDING AJfY ADDITIONAL FLEXIBILITY TO THE LECa, THEN THE 

10 OVIIALL PUBLIC INTEREST VILL NOT BE SERVED. 

11 

12 Q. DOIS CIIAPTEI 364, FLORIDA STATUTES, ALLOV THE CO""ISSION TO 

13 IIQUIIE EIPANOEO INTERCONNECTION FOR SVITCHED ACCESS? 

14 (ISSUE 6) 

.15 

16 A. THOUGH I All NOT A LAVYER, SOUTHERN BELL'S ATTORNEYS ADVISE 

17 ICE THAT THEil IS NOTHING IN CHAPTER 364, FLORIDA STATUTES 

18 TII4T VOULD PROHIBIT THIS CO""ISSION FRO" ORDERING EXPANDED 

l9 Ilft'DCOIGf!CTION FOR INTRASTATE SVITCHED ACCESS SERVICE. 

20 IIOVIVD, DrAHDED INTUCONNECTION COULD NOT BE USED AS A 

21 VAY TO DO SOIIETHING THAT VOULD 01HERVISE BE PROHIBITED BY 

22 CHAP!II 364. FOR EIAMPLE, UNDER SECTION 364.337 OF THE 

23 STATUTI, HEITH£1 AN ALTERNATE ACCESS VENDOR (AAV), NOR ANY 

24 OTHD HOif-LIC INTITr, CAN PROVIDE SVITCHED SERVICES TO AN 

25 DID USD. THDIFOR!, EIPANDED INTERCONNECTION COULD NOT BE 
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1 USED BY AN AAV OR OTHER PROVIDER OTHER THAN A LEC AS A 

2 MEANS TO PROVIDE SWITCHED ACCESS SERVICE. 

J 

4 Q. DOES A PHYSICAL COLLOCATION JIAHDATE RAISE FEDERAL AND/OR 

5 STATI CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS ABOUT THt TAXING OR CON· 

6 FISCATION Or LEC PROPERTY? (ISSUE 7) 

7 

8 A. THIS IS AHOTHEI LEGAL QUESTION, BUT I t:NOV SOUTHERH BELL 

9 HAS APPIAL!O THE F.C.C. 's ORDER BECAUSE IT BELIEVES THE 

10 OIDU CONSTITUTES AH UNLAVFUL TAkiNG OF PROPERTY. AT THE 

11 PliSENT TIKI THAT APPEAL IS PENDING A DECISION. 

12 

11 Q. MW.lJ&H5NC98J1§1J~H°K~~~s~H~~ilAb£b"2~r.acoHNECTION? 

15 ( lSSUI 8) 

16 

17 A. AS I STATIO WLIElt, THIS IS ONE AREA VHERE THE COtflfiSSION 

19 SHOULD MOT FOLLOV IN THE FOOTSTEPS OF THE F. C. C. THIS 

19 COIDIISSION SHOULD HOT IIANDATE EITHER FOIUI OF COLLOCATION. 

20 llATHII, THE LOCAL UCIWfG£ COMPANIES SHOULD HAVE THE OPTION 

21 Of PIOVIDING IITHEI PHYSICAL OR VIRTUAL INTERCONNECTION 

22 ~IKINTS. VHILE SOUTHERN BELL DOES NOT HAVE ANY 

23 OBJECTION TO COLLOCATION fOR SVITCHED ACCESS SERVICES, THE 

2·4 CIIITIAL OFFICES VH!IE THE COLLOCATION VILL T.UE PLACE ARE 

25 PIOPDTIIS OVNID AND ADMINISTERED BY SOUTHEIN BELL, AND AS 
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1 SUCH, SOUTHERN BELL IS THE APPROPRIATE PARTY TO DETERMINE 

2 VKETHER A PHYSICAL OR VIRTUAL COLLOCATION ARRANGEMENT IS 

3 THE KOST ECONOMIC AND EFFICIENT USE OF CENTRAL OFFICE 

4 SPACE. ALTHOUGH THE COLLOCATOR'S REQUEST SHOULD BE 

5 CONSIDERED, LECs KUST RETAIN THE ABILITY TO DETEkKINE THE 

6 APPIOPIIATE FORM OF COLLOCATION IN ANY GIVF.M CENTRAL 

7 OFFICE. 

8 

9 Q. VBICH L!Ca SHOULD PROVIDE SVITCH£D ACCESS EXPANDED 

10 IMTDCOHNECTION? (ISSUE 9) 

11 

12 A.. UNDD THE F.C.C. 'S ORDER ONLY TIER I LECs, IIHICH IN FLORIDA 

13 VOULD I! SOUTHERN BELL, GTE, AND UNITED/CENTEL, ARE 

14 IIQUIUD TO PROVIDE EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION. THE P.C.C. 'S 

15 RATIONAL! FOR THIS DECISION VAS THAT ltANY SIIALLER LECS flAY 

16 HAVE IIW)EQUATE CENTRAL OFFICE SPACE TO ACCOMMODATE 

17 COLLOCATION. THIS COKKISSION IS, HOVEVER, FREE TO EITHER 

18 ADOPT THIS SAKI APPROACH OR TO DECIDE THIS ISSUE 

19 DIFPIIINTLY. OP COURSE, AS THE f.C.C. RECOGNIZED, SPACE 

20 LIMITATIONS ARE ALSO PRESENT IN SOKE TIER I LEC CENTRAL . 
21 OPriCIS. 

22 

23 Q. PROK VHAT LEC FACILITIES SHOULD EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION 

24 FOI SVITCHED ACCESS BE OFFERED? SHOULD EXPANDED 

25 INTERCONNECTION FOR SVITCHED ACCESS BE REQUIRED FROK ALL 
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1 SUCH FACILITIES? (ISSUE 10) 

2 

3 A. THE FACILITIES THAT ARE OFFERED FOR EXPANDED 

4 IHTEICONNICTION fOR SVITCHED ACCESS SHOULD BE CONSISTENT 

S VITH THOSE REQUIRED BY THE F.C.C.'S ORDER . AS THE 

6 COIOliSSIOII RECOGNIZED IN PHASE I OF THIS PROCEEDING, 

7 REQUIRING THE LECs TO OFFER EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION OUT OF 

8 THI SAil OPPICES THAT HAVE BEEN TARIFFED AT THE INTERSTATE 

9 LIVIL IIADS PUCTICAL SENSE AND VILL BE THE LEAST 

10 BUIDENSOIE APPROACH fOR THE LECS. SPECIFICALLY FOR 

11 SVITCHED ACCESS, THESE FACILITIES ARE END OFFICES, SERVING 

12 VIRI CENTERS AND TAIIDEK SVITCHES. THE F.C.C. RECOGNIZED IN 

ll ITS OID!I THAT THE LECs SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE 

14 !IPAIIDED INTERCONNECTION AT REMOTE NODES OR REMOTE SVITCHES 

15 IN HOST/REMOTE ARRANGEMENTS, UNLESS THEY SERVE AS A RATING 

16 POINT POl SVITCHEO TRANSPORT AND HAVE THE NECESSARY SPACE 

17 AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES. THE LECs SHOULD NOT BE 

18 UQUIIEO '1'0 BUILD ADDITIONAL SPACE TO ENHAHCE THESE REMOTE 

19 NODI/SVITCHIS TO ACCOMMODATE EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION. 

20 IlCAUSI OP PIOBLEHS OF ADMINISTRATION, IT VOULD AGAIN MArE 

21 PIACTICAL SENSE FOR THIS COMMISSION TO roLLOV THE F.C.C. 

22 GUIDILINIS FOR SVITCHED COLLOCATION. 

23 

24 THI ISSUE OF wCHICkERBOAROINc• AS A MEANS TO ACCOMMODATE 

25 llPANSION NEEDS FURTHER EXAMINATION VITH RESPECT TO 
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1 EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION fOR SWITCHED ACCESS SERVICE. 

2 THERE VOULD SEEK TO BE SO"E INCONSISTENCY BETVEEN 

3 "CHECIERBOARDING" AND HOW THE CONCEPT OF "VAREHOUSING" VAS 

4 ADDRESSED BY THIS COH"ISSION IN ITS ORDER. ALSO, THE 

5 F.C.C.'s ORDER DID NOT PROVIDE FOR "CHECKERBOARDING." 

6 THIRE IS AN OBVIOUS INCONSIStENCY IN ALLOVING 

7 "CH!CkERBOARDING" FOR COLLOCATION OF INTRASTATE SERVICES, 

8 BUT NOT POR INTERSTATE. 'THIS INCONSISTENCY VILL 

9 UNQUESTIONABLY MAKE THE ADHIHISTRATION OF EXPANDED 

10 INTERCONNECTION HORE DIFFICULT AND COSTLY. 

11 

12 Q. WICH EHTITIES SHOULD BE ALL0\1£0 EXPANDED IHTERCONNECTION 

13 FOI SVITCHED ACCESS? (ISSUE 11) 

14 

15 A. 'l'HOSE ENTITIES SUCH AS INTEREXCHANGE CARRIERS, ALTERNATE 

16 ACCESS VENDORS, CABLE COHPANIES, AHD END USERS UHO DESIRE 

17 to IMTDCOHNECT THEIR OVN B.ASIC TRANS"ISSION fACILITIES 

18 ASSOCIATED VITH OPTICAL rER"INATING EQUIP"ENT AND 

19 IIULTIPLDUS SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO INTERCONNECT ON AN 

20 INTRASTATE BASIS. 

21 

22 Q. SHOULD COLLOCATORS BE REQUIRED TO ALLOV LECs AND OTHER 

23 PARTIES 1'0 INTERCONNECT VIT.H THEIR NETVORKS? (ISSUE 12) 

24 

25 A. YES, UCIPIOCITY UNDER THE SAlt!: TEIUIS JJm CONDITIONS AS 
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1 REQUIRED FOR LECs SHOULD BE PART OF ANY INTERCONNECTION/ 

2 COLLOCATION ORDER IN FLORIDA . CUSTOMERS MAY BE DENIED THE 

3 FULL BENEFIT FRO" INCREASED COMPETITION IN THE KARIETPLAC£ 

4 IP RECIPROCITY IS NOT AVAILABLE TO ALL TELECO""UNICATIONS 

5 PROVIDERS AND THEIR CUSTOKERS. FOR EXAMPLE, VITHOUT 

6 RECIPROCAL INTERCONNECTION, CUSTO"ERS IIAY BE DENIED THE 

7 OPTION OP PURCHASING LEC SERVICES AT THE "OST CO"PETITIVE 

8 PRICE. OUR EXPERIENCE OE"ONSTRATES THAT THIS SHOULD BE 

9 l!QUIIID IY THIS COH"ISSION BECAUSE IN A NUftBER OF 

10 INSTANCES V£, OR OUR CUSTOMERS, HAVE NOT BEEN ALLOVED TO 

11 COLLOCATE OH REASONABLE TERJIS . 

12 

13 Q. SHOULD THE CO""ISSION ALLOV SVITCHED ACCESS EXPANDED 

14 INTDCOMNECTIOH FOR NON-FIBER OPTIC TECHNOLOGY? (ISSUE I 3) 

15 

16 A. BECAUSE OF THE LI"lTED AVAILABILITY OF CONDUIT AND RISER 

17 SPACE THE INTERCONNECTION OF NON-FIBER OPTIC CABLE SHOULD 

18 NOT BE OIDDED. THE TELECO""UNICA!IONS NETVOU IS "OVING 

19 TOVAIDS A FIBER OPTICS-BASED NETVORK. SOUTHERN BELL IS IN 

20 THE PROCESS OF "ODERHIZING ITS NETVOU AND DEPLOYING FIBER 

21 OnlC TICIINOLOGY. EXPANDED lHTERCONN!CTION OFFERINGS 

22 SHOULD IE CO"PATIBLE VIIH THESE TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOP"ENTS. 

23 UPAifDED llft'UCONHECTION SHOULD 8£ USED AS A "EANS TO 

24 PIO"OTE NETVOU INNOVATION. HOVEVER, AS THE CO"KJ'SSION 

25 IICOGNIZED IN PHASE I, VHERE FACILITIES PERMIT, 

-12-



1 AIIANGEIINtS SHOULD BE NEGOTIATED ON A CASE·BY·CASE BASIS 

2 FOI NON·FliER FACILITIES USED FOR EXPANDED INTERCONNECTION 

3 FOR SUITCHID ACCESS. SOUTHERN BELL BELIEVES THAT THIS 

4 CASE-BY-CASE H£GOTlATION PROCESS IS APPROPRIATE FOR DSO 

5 IHTEICONNECTIONS AS YELL. AT THE VERY LEAST, REQUESTS FOR 

6 DSO IIITERCOIINECTIONS SHOULD BE HANDLED IN THE SAllE KANNER 

7 OUTLINED If THE f.C.C. IN ITS ORDER. SPECIFICALLY, LEC1 

8 SHOULD JOT BE REQUIRED TO FILE TARIFf'S FOR DSO 

9 IN!IICONIICTION UNTIL IT NAS BEEN REQUESTED. 

10 

11 Q. SHOULD !HE PROPOSED LEC FLEIIBLE PRICING PLANS FOR PRIVATE 

12 LINE AND SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES BE APPROV&D1 (ISSUE 15) 

13 

14 A. YES. SOU'!'IIIIN BELL HAS SUB"ITTED A SPECIAL ACCESS TARIFF 

15 THAT UOULD IIPLEIENT ZONE PRICING. THIS COKKISSIOH SHOULD 

16 APPROVE SOUTHEIN BELL'S TARIFF TO IKPLEKENT ITS ZONE 

17 PRICING PLAN ON THE BASIS OF VIR£ CENTER GROUPINGS lATHER 

18 THAN AT AVIIAGID STATEVIDE RATES. INITIALLY, SOUTHERN 

19 BILL'a TAIIff VILL INTRODUCE THE ZONE PRICING STRUCTURE 

20 VIDIOUf C~W~;IMG 11ft RATES. HAVING THE STRUcruRE IN PLACE 

21 VJLL FACILITATE SOUTHERN BELL'S ABILITY TO REACT TO 

22 COKPITITION. AS COKPETITION INCREASES, IT IS OF CRITICAL 

23 IKPOifAMCI THAT THE LEC1 BE ABLE TO RESPONSE QUICXLY TO 

24 COIIPITITICif Ill THIS AlENA. THE PROPOSED TAJtiFF STRUCTURE 

25 VJLL ALLOV SOU1HIIIi BELL TO DO THIS. 
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1 

2 Q. SHOULD THE LECs PROPOSED INTRASTATE PRIVATE LINE AND 

3 SPECIAL ACCESS INTERCONNECTION TARIFF BE APPROVED? (ISSUE 

4 16) 

s 

6 A. YIS. SOU!BIIN BELL'S PROPOSED INTRASTATE EIPANDED 

1 INTEICOMNECTION TARIFFS WITH ONE EXCEPTION (THE SPACE 

8 CONSTIUCTION CRAIG£), ftlRROR THE STRUCTURE AND RATES PILED 

9 liTH THI F.C.C. THE PROPOSED TARIFF ALSO COMPLIES VITH 

10 THIS COIKISSION'S XAICH 10, 1994 ORDER. VITH THE EICEPTION 

11 OF !BOSE JIA!TDS ADDRESSED BY SOUTHERH BELL IN ITS "OTION 

12 FOI IECOIISIDIRATION, SOUTHERN BELL'S INTERSTATE TARIFFS ARE 

13 IN EFFECT IUt ARE UNDER INVESTIGATION. SUBJECT TO ANY 

14 CHAMGIS lADE BY THE F.C.C. AND DECISIONS KADE BY THIS 

15 COIIISSION ON RECONSIDERATION, THE TARIFFS SOUTHtaN BELL 

16 W FILED 101 UPANDED INTERCONNECTION fOR INTRASTATE 

17 PIIVATI LINE AND SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICE ARE PAIR TO 

18 IftEICOIIIIC'l'OIS AND ro RATEPAYERS AND WILL SERVE TO ENKAHCE 

19 COIIPtTITION AICD, THDEFORE, SHOULD BE APPROVED. 

20 

21 Q. PLI.lSI SUJfiiONY. 

22 

23 A. ALLO'IfDfG DfAMDID Dn'U.CONNECTIOH FOR INTRASTATE SIIITCHED 

24 ACCESS SIIVICI MAXIS ADDITIONAL COnPETITJVE ALTERNATIVES 

25 AVAILAILE TO DID USUS. THIS IN TURH PROMOTES lliE 
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1 CONTIHUID EVOLUTION TO A FULLY COKPETITIVE ENVIRONKENT FOR 

2 TELICOKIUNICATION SERVICES. THIS CO""ISSION SHOULD ALLOV 

3 THIS COIIPETITIVE ENVIRONMENT TO DEVELOP IN THE IIOST 

4 EQUITABLE, EFFICIENT AND FAIR KANNER POSSIBLE FOR ALL 

5 TILECOIIIUNICATIONS SERVICE PROVIDERS. A DEVELOP"ENT OF 

6 THIS SOIT VILL ENSURE THAT THE USERS OF SWITCHED ACCESS 

7 VILL lECIIVE THE BENEFITS OF CO"PETITION. THIS, HOYEVER, 

8 CAlf ONLY OCCUI IF THE LECs ARE ALLO\IED THE PRICING 

9 FLIIIIILITT TREY SEEI. ALSO, INTRASTATE SVITCHED ACCESS 

10 SERVICE PROVIDES SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO THE LECs' 

11 IEVINUE IIQUIIEMENTS. VITHOUT PRICING FLEXIBILITY, THE 

12 LICI VILL IE LESS COMPETITIVE IN THE KARIETPLACE AND VILL 

13 BE LESS ABU '1'0 IIAINTAIN CONTRIBUTION. FINALLY, THE LECs 

14 SHOULD BE &FFOIDID THE SAKE RECIPROCAL TREATMENT FROM 

15 Dn'UCCHC!CTOIS ON THE SAKE TEJUIS AND CONDITIONS VHEN 

16 SEEliNG EIPANDID INTERCONNECTION FOR THEMSELVES AND THEIR 

17 CUS'l'OIDS. 

18 

19 Q. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTI"ONY? 

20 

21 A. YES IT DOES. 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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CEOICIA 

DAVID I. DENTON 

STATE DDCIET ACTIVITY 

DOCKET 

APPENDIX 

lUI 
1985 No. 820537-TP, Intrastate Access Charges for Toll Use 

of Local Exchange Services 

liB& No. 820537-TP, Intrastate Access Charges for Toll Use 
of Local Exchange Services - Bypass Restriction 

1987 No. 810184-TP, Intrastate Access Charges for Toll Use 
af Local Exchange Services - Recovery of Non-traffic 
Senstttve Costs 

1188 lo. 810184-TP, lnvesttgatton tnto NTS Cost Recovery­
Phase II Leve 1 

1188 No. 880069-TL, Pet1t1on for Rate Stabtltzatton and 
1.,111efttat1on Orders and Other Reltef 

1188 No. 871394-TP, Alternative Operator Servtces 

1188 lo. 871254-TL, Investigation Into Regulatory 
Flextbtltty for LECs 

1989 Mo. 880812-TP, Investtgatton into Equal Access 
Exchange Areas (EAEAs), Toll Monopoly Areas (TMAs), 
1+ Restrtct1on and Elimination of the Access Discount 

1990 No. 880069-TL, Petition for Rate Stabtltzatton and 
I.,le.entatton Orders and Other Reltef . 

1991 No. 890183-TL, General Investigation Into the 
Operations of Alternate Access Vendors 

1993 No. 910757-TP, Investigation Into the Regulatory Safe 
Guards Required to Prevent Cross-Substdtzatton by 
Telephone Conpantes 

1993 No. 921074-TP, Petition for Expanded Interconnection 
for Alternate Access Vendors Within Local Exchange 
Ca~p~ny Central Offices by Intermedta Communications 
of Florida, Inc. 

1993 No. 120260-TL, Comprehensive Review of the Revenue 
Aequtre.ents and Rate Stabltzatton Plan of Southern 
Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company. 

1974 No. 2632-U, General Rate Application 

1982 No. 3369-U, WATS Restructure and Resale 

1984 No. 3494-U, Resale of local Exchange Service Vta 
Privately Provided Coin Phones 



uATE POCKET ecnvrn. cont. 
1985 No. 3430-U, lnt~astate Access Cha~ges 

1985 lo. 3488-U, Regulation of lnt~astate lnte~exchange 
Resell en 

1185 lo. 3518-U, Gene~al Rate Application 

1186 lo. 3550-U, Restructu~tng of Outward WATS and 800 
Servtces 

1187 lo. 3710-U, Untfonn Telephone Charges fo~ Selected 
servtces 

1188 lo. 3783-U, Alternative Ope~ator Services 

1188 No. 3715-U, ESSX and Otg1tal ESSX Tariff Ftltng 

1119 ID. JIZl·U, IntraLATA Toll Compensation 

1119 lo. 3883-U, ATIT's Petition fo~ Investigation of 
the Le•el and Structure of lnt~astate Access 
Charves 

1190 lo. 3905-U, Rule NISI: Business Riski BAPCO Contract 
Issues; MrS and WATS Rate Changes• Proposed Incentive 
Regulatton Plan 

1910 lo. 3921-U, Compliance Wtth and Implementation of 
Senate Bt11 524, Issue Related to Incentive Regulat~nn 

,., ... , 1*111< 
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IOITI CAIOUIA 

SGUTI CAIOUU 

1974 

1975 

- 1975 

1982 

1985 

1985 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1987 

1187 

1981 

No. P-55, Sub 733, General Rate Appltcatton 

No. P-55, Sub 742, General Rate Appl1cat1on 

No. P-100, Sub 34, App11cat ton to Change Toll Prices 

No. P-100, Sub 61, Resale of Telecommun1catton 
Servtces 

No. P·lOO, Sub 72, Resale of InterLATA WATS and MIS 

No. P·lOO, Sub 72, Resale of IntralATA WATS and MTS 

No. P-100, Sub 86, Restructuring of Outward WATS and 
800 Servtces 

No. P-140, Sub 9, ATT-C General Rate App11cat1on 

No. P-100, Sub 12, IntraLATA Compettt1on 

No. P-100, Sub 65, Access Charges 

No. P-100, Sub 65 and 72, Bt 11tng of Dedicated Access 
Ltne and the Dedicated Access. L tne Extender 

No. P-100, Sub 65 and 72, Access Charges and IntralATA 
Ca.petttton 

Jo. 81·28-C, Application of TSI, Inc. for a 
Certtftcate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

1984 No. 82-134-C, Exchange Network Access Facilities 
Tariff 

1985 No. 82-134-C, lntral.ATA One-Plus Oi a 1 ing 

1985 Nos. 84-430C, 4·31C, 433C, 435C, 452C, Appl1cat tons of 
Resellers for Certificates of Pub11c Con¥entence and 
Necesstty 

1985 No. 85·157-C, Application of PalmettoNet, Inc. for a 
Certtftcate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

1986 No. 86-10-C, Proposal of ATT-C to Provide Custom 
Network Services 

1986 No. 82-134-C, Exchange Network Access Fact I it 1es 
Tart ff 

1987 No. 85-398-0, Pricing of Competitive/Supplemental 
Service Offerings 
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1988 

1988 

.1990 

No. ~74-C, ESSX and Digital ESSX Tariff Filing 

No. 88-213-C, SouthernNet's Proposal to Introduce 
Operator Services 

No, 90·305-C, Proceeding to Consider Allowing Local 
and lntraLATA 0+ Collect Authority for COCOT Providers 
Serving Confl-nt Facll I ties 




