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July 15, 1994 

Ms. Blanca s. Bayo , Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
101 East Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399·0850 

Re: Docket No .. .... IJ 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 
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Enclosed herewi th for filing in the above-referenced docket on 

behalf of Teleport communications Group, Inc. are the original and 

fifteen copies of the supplemontal direct testimony of Steven c . 

Andreassi. 

Please acknowledge receipt of these documents by atampinq the 

extra copy of this let ter "filed" and returning the same t o me . 

Thank you for your assistance with this fil i ng. 
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CERTifiCATE Of SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTifY that a true and correct copy of the foregoi ng 
supplemental direct testimony of Steven c. Andreassi submitted on 
behalf of Teleport COI:mrunications Group, Inc. was furnished by u. 
S. Mail to the following, this 15th day of July, 1994: 

Patrick K. Wiggins, Esq . 
P. 0. Drawer 1657 
Tallahassee, fL 32302 

Lee Willis, Esq. 
MacFarlane, Ausley, Perquson ' 
McMullen 
P. o. Box 391 
Tallahassee, florida 32301 

Michael Tye, Esq. 
106 East COlleqe Avenue 
Suite 1420 
Tallahassee, florida 32301 -7733 

Everett Boyd, Esq. 
P. o. Box 1170 
Tallahassee, fL 32302 

Beverly Menard 
c/o Richard Pletcher 
106 East COllege Avenue 
Suite 1440 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-7704 

David Erwin, Baq. 
P. 0. Box 1833 
Tallahassee, PL 32302 -1833 

Vicki Kaufman, Esq. 
315 S. calhoun Street 
Suite 716 
Tallahassee, PL 32301 

Interexchanqe Access COalition 
c/o Wiley Law Firm 
Rachel Rothstein 
1776 K. Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006 

Ms . Janis Stahlhut 
Vice President of Requlatory 
Affairs 
Time warner communications 
COrporate Headquarters 
300 Pirst Stamford Place 
Stamford, CT 06902 - 6732 

Richard Melson, Esq. 
P . 0 . Box 6526 
Tallahassee, PL 32314 

Office of Public counsel 
111 West Madison Street 
Suite 1400 
Tallahassee, Plorida 32399 -1400 

Douglas s. Metcalf 
communications consultants, 
Inc. 
631 S. Orlando Avenue 
Suite 250 
P. o. Box 1148 
Winter Park, Plor1da 32790-1148 

Marshall Criser, III 
Southern Bell Telephone co. 
150 s . Monroe Street 
Suite 400 
Tallahassee, PL 32301-1556 

Benjamin H. Dickens, Jr. 
P 1 o r i d a A d H o c 
Telecommunications users 
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson & 
Dickens 
2120 L. Street, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20037-1527 
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Jodie Donovan, Bsq. 
Teleport communications Group 
one Teleport Drive 
Staten Island, NY 10311 

Donna canzano, Baq. 
Division of Leqal Services 
101 !ast Gaines Street 
Room 212 
Tallahassee, PL 32399-0850 

Peter M. Dunbar, Baq. 
Penninqton ' Raben, P.A. 
P. 0. Box 10095 
Tallahassee, PL 32302 

By:~P'MAJI, ESQ. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name i• Steven Andrea••i. My buainess addre•• 

is Teleport Communications Group, Inc. (TCG), Two 

Teleport Drive, Suite 300, Staten Island, New York 

10311. 

OIO YOO FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN PHASE II OF THIS 

DOCKET? 

Yes. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT 

TES TIMONY? 

I will address certain policy issues raised by the 

D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals' decision vacating 

the Federal Communications Commission's ("FCC") 

requirement that Tier I local exchange carriers 

("LECs") allow interconnectors to physically 

collocate transmission equipment at the LECs' 

central offices. The Court also remanded the issue 

of virtual collocation back to the FCC for further 

proceedings As a general matter, TCG believes 

that the Court decision actually simplifies this 

docket to the extent that appeals at the federal 

, evel are complete and fi~1al interstate tariffs for 

special access and switched transport services will 

be in place to be used as a guide at the intrastate 

level. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

SHOULD FLORIDA MOVE FORWARD WITH EXPANDED 

INTERCONNECTION FOR SWITCHED ACCESS SERVICES IN 

LIGHT OF THIS COURT DECISION? 

Yes. Expanded interconnection is in the public 

interest. The Commission already confirmed this in 

its order approving interconnection for special 

access services. As I explained in my direct 

testimony, virtual collocation provided by the LECs 

in a manner which is technically, economically and 

operationally equivalent to physical collocation is 

workable. 

CAN YOU EXPLAlN THIS VIRTUAL COLLOCATION STANDARD? 

Yes . TCG believes the Commission can take this 

opportunity to adopt a clear and definite standard 

for virtual collocation. Florida s hould adopt the 

standard put in place in New York which requires 

that interconnection provided through virtual 

collocation must be technically and economically 

comparable to physical collocation. New York also 

requires that the terms of virtual collocation be 

reasonable, thereby preventing the LEC from 

imposing inefficient administrative processes and 

requirements . 

Thie standard ensures that the form of collocation 

does not affect the critical competitive technical, 
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o. 

A. 

operational and financial charll.cteristics o,f 

the interconnector• s services. Physical 

collocation thus becomes not the means to 

interconnection, but simply the standard aqainst 

which virtual collocation is to be measured to 

determine if it is adequate to satisfy this 

commission's policy objective of expanding 

competition. The conmission must not allow the 

LBC8 to use the Court of Appeals' decision to delay 

the benefits of competition by over-focusing on the 

interconnection arranqement, itself. The 

commission already stated in the Phase I order t hat 

interconnectors were free to choose virtual 

collocation. Therefore, by now specifically 

defininq a collocation standard, the Commission 

will have made the adjustment necessary to ensure 

that its expanded interconnection policy remains 

intact. 

WILL 'l'HE L!CS HA V! AN INCENTIVE TO OFFER A VIABLE 

VIRTUAL COLLOCATION ARRANGEMENT IN THE ABSENCE OF A 

WELL·D!PINED STANDARD POT INTO PLACE BY THIS 

COMMISSION? 

No. In Phase I, the Commission established 

physical collocation as the mandatory means for 

accomplishinq interconnection. Virtual collocation 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

was only to be implemented if chosen by the 

interconnector as the optimum arranqement. Under a 

physical mandate, the LEC had a natural incentive 

to make virtual collocation attractive or else the 

intercormector would simply opt tor a physical 

arranqement. Physical collocation thus served as a 

•check• on the adequacy of expanded interconnection 

offered throuqh virtual collocation. Since 

physical collocation can no lonqer be relied upon, 

the comnission should develop a standard which 

meets the interconnector•s needs. 

HOW DOES THE COURT DECISION IMPACT PHASE I OF THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

Tbe Court decision does not materially impact this 

Commission's special access expanded 

interconnection policy which it determined to be in 

the public interest in Phase I. The Conunission 

need only mandate in Phase II that LECS offer 

expanded interconnection for special access and 

switched transport services throuqh virtual 

collocation arranqements which are technically, 

ec::>nomically and operationally equivalent to 

physical collocation. 

SHOULD THE COMMISSION MOVE FORWARD WITH LOCAL 

TRANSPORT RESTRUCTURING (•LTR•) ISSUES? 
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A. 

o. 
A. 

Yes. There has been no suggestion that the local 

transport issues should be delayed, and 

parties have already filed rebuttal testimony 

addressing these issues. To the extent that 

resolution of LTR issues should occur 

s imultaneously with implementation of switched 

transport expanded interconnection, the 

Commission should resolve these issues on 

schedule. 

HOW DOES THE FCC'S REMAND ORDER ADOPTED ON JULY 1.4, 

1994 IMPACT THIS PROCEEDING? 

The FCC order confi rms that this Commission should 

move forward with an i ntrastate expanded 

interconnection policy for switched transport and 

should confirm i ts special access i nterconnection 

policy. Stati ng that expanded interconnection 

absolutely continues to be in the publ ic interest, 

the FCC implemented a mandatory requirement for 

virtual collocation, with physical collocation as 

an option. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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