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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation into Temporary 1 DOCKET NO. 950737-TP 
Local Telephone Number Portability 1 
Solution to Implement Competition 1 
in Local Exchange Telephone Markets ) FILED: November 6, 1995 

FLORIDA CABLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION, INC.'S 
POSTHEARING BRIEF 

The Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc. (IIFCTA") pursuant to Order No. 

PSC-95-0896-PCO-TP and Rule 25-22.056, Florida Administrative Code, respectfully submits to 

the Florida Public Service Commission ("Commission") its posthearing brief in the above- 

captioned docket. 

I. BASIC POSITION 

The new law recognizes that number portability is an essential element of local exchange 

competition in Florida. Section 364.337(4), Fla. Stat. (PoagNnited-Centel, Tr. 180, L. 11; 

Englemannime Warner, Tr. 208, L. 20-22). Further, local exchange competition must be 

"promoted" not simply "permitted." Consistent with this intent 

customers must not be "disadvantaged," "deterred" or "inconvenienced" in seeking to keep their 

phone numbers when they change providers. Section 364.16(4), Fla. Stat. 

Section 364.01, Fla. Stat. 

The parties have stipulated a number of issues in this proceeding. The main issue left 

to resolve (the price for the temporary solution to be implemented on January 1, 1996) is a key 

element to the promotion of economic and efficient local exchange competition in Florida. The 

price will directly impact whether customers will be "disadvantaged," "deterred" or 

I' in co n ve n i e n ced I' when exercising choice. 

Remote Call Forwarding (RCF) may be the only temporary solution capable of widespread 

implementation in Florida on January 1, 1996. However, it has numerous disadvantages and is 



not likely to support the ultimate development of full competition. When setting the prices for 

Remote Call Forwarding, the Commission should consider the intent to promote consumer choice, 

the essential nature of the service to competitive providers, and its inherent disadvantages. 

Further, in recognition of the scarcity of numbering resources, the public interest will be best 

served by creating an incentive for the LECs to move toward a better long-term number portability 

solution. (Price/MCI, Tr. 282, L. 20-23; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 222, L. 16-19). 

II. ISSUES 

ISSUE 1 : 

364.1 6(4)? 

What is the definition of interim number portability pursuant to Florida Statutes 

*POSITION : S ti pu lated .* 

ISSUE 2: 

n u m be r porta bi I it y ? 

What technical solutions will be available by January 1,1996 to provide interim 

*POSITION: Stipulated.* 

ISSUE 3: 

Issue 2? 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of each solution identified in 

*POSITION: The advantages and disadvantages include those items contained in 

Hearing Exhibit No. 7. However, that list is not intended to be exhaustive.* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: The record evidence reflects numerous advantages 

and disadvantages that are associated with Remote Call Forwarding when used as a temporary 

number portability solution. With respect to the advantages of using RCF on a temDorarv basis, 

at least eight advantages have been identified: 
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1. RCF will be provisioned using existing translation routines and can be delivered 

directly from an end office to the ALEC. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 53, L. 23-25; 

Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17- 

18; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 234. L. 21-25; Price/MCI, Tr. 282, L. 20-23; 

Guedel/AT&T, Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 1). 

RCF is also a known and well understood offering generally available. (Kolb/Bell, 

Tr. 53-54, L. 25-1; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; Poag/United- 

Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17-18; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 234, L. 21-25; 

Guedel/AT&T, Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 1). As demonstrated by MFS surveys, 

few if any customers will purchase service from LEC competitors if they cannot 

retain their telephone number. (Devine/MFS, Tr. 20-23, L. 7-1 1 ; Tr. 25, L. 19-23). 

RCF allows for the elimination of inefficient trunk groups between the new entrant's 

switch and the incumbent's end offices since call forwarded calls can be routed 

through the tandem switch. (Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17-1 8; 

Englemannime Warner, Tr. 234, L. 21-25 (agrees if comparison to Flex DID is 

assumed; Devine/MFS, Tr. 28, L. 2-5). 

RCF allows end users to change local service providers while retaining their 

existing telephone number, with virtually no impact to the incumbent LEC's 

customer base and network. (Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 15; Tr. 155, L. 10 

(accepted with regard to service provider portability only); Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 

187, L. 17-18; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 234, L. 21-25; Price/MCI, Tr. 282, L. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

20-23). 

3 



5. Only one translation change per path is required. (MenadGTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; 

Tr. 155, L. 24; Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17-1 8; Price/MCI, Tr. 282, L. 20-23; 

Guedel/AT&T, Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 1). 

Screening list CLASS features in customer's new central office still works. 

(Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 9-12; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; 

Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17-1 8; Englemanmime Warner, Tr. 234, L. 21-25; 

Guedel/AT&T, Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 1). 

6. 

7. RCF supports the use of SS7 signaling. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 9-12; 

Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17- 

18). 

8. RCF can be applied on a line-by-line basis. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 9-12; 

Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 187, L. 17- 

18). 

These short-term "advantages" of using Remote Call Forwarding are only "advantages" 

in the sense that RCF appears to be the only temporary solution that enjoys widespread 

availability so that competition can begin to emerge in Florida on January 1, 1996. These positive 

characteristics are clearly offset by the many disadvantages associated with RCF including the 

following: 

1. Two directory numbers are required for each portable number arrangement using 

RCF. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 54, L. 5-6; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; 

Poag/United-Centel, Tr. 188, L. 2-4 (recommends deletion of the term "directory"). 

RCF calls would not allow for full CLASS feature transparency. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 54, 

L. 6-8; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 

2. 

235, L. 5-12). 
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3. Potential call set-up of an additional delay of .5 to 5 seconds is possible depending 

upon the network configuration and signaling protocols. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 54, L. 8-1 1 ; 

Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24). Witness Poag testified that the 

additional delay, if any, would be insignificant on United-Centel's network with the 

exception of long distance calling. (PoagNnited-Centel, Tr. 189, L. 21-24). 

The engineered capability of a given switch may pose a problem in regard to the 

number of call forwarded calls the switch can handle at a given time. (Kolb/Bell, 

Tr. 54, L. 11 -1 4; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; Poag/United-Centel, 

Tr. 190, L. 7-8). 

Some call flow scenarios would require additional trunking. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 54, L. 

14-15; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24). 

All calls must be routed to the LECs' switches before they can be forwarded to 

ALECs. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 11-12; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr, 155, L. 24; 

Devine/MFS, Tr. 28, L. 16-21). 

The actual network number (the ported number) is not known to customers. 

(Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 11-12; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; 

Englemannime Warner, Tr. 5, L. 18-23, Tr. 236, L. 3; Tr. 237, L. 25). 

Some types of calls may require extra trunks, depending on call volumes. 

(Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 11-12; MenardiGTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; 

Englemannime Warner, Tr. 21 1, L. 7-1 2). 

Administration is required to insure the appropriate RCF changes are made in the 

affected office when a customer moves to a new local service provider. (Kolb/Bell, 

Tr. 123, L. 11-12; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 211, L. 13-17; Price/MCI, Tr. 282, 

L. 20-23; Guedel/AT&T, Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 1). 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

RCF for two lines is necessary to enable call waiting for the ported customer. 

(Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 11-12; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 24; 

Englemannime Warner, Tr. 21 1, L. 18-24; Guedel/AT&T, Exhibit No. 20 at 2). 

The incumbent LEC remains in the revenue stream for terminating access 

revenues. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 11-12; Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 153, L. 2; Tr. 155, L. 

24; Englemannime Warner, Tr. 21 1, L. 20-24; Tr. 235, L. 13-24). 

CLASS features Automatic Recall and Automatic Call Back are disabled following 

a call to the ported number. (Engleman - Direct Testimony - Page 7, Line 1; 

Price/MCI, Tr. 282, L. 20-23; Guedel/AT&T, Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 2). 

For 911 purposes, it is not clear that the ported number would be able to be 

displayed at the PSAP in all cases, and if it is, it will require training of the PSAP 

operator. (Kolb/Bell, Tr. 123, L. 11 -1 2; Price/MCI, Tr. 282, L. 20-23; Guedel/AT&T, 

Hearing Exhibit No. 20 at 2). GTEFL, however, has E91 1. While some training 

may be required, GTEFL believes RCF issues can be fully handled by PSAP 

operators. (Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 155, L. 14-1 9). 

Despite these many disadvantages, RCF appears to be the only temporary solution 

currently available. The importance of establishing a widespread temporary solution to the 

emergence of local competition and the many disadvantages associated with RCF should be 

reflected in the price set for the service. The price should reflect no more than the LECs' direct 

incremental cost in order to promote competition and ensure that customers are not deterred, 

inconvenienced or disadvantaged when changing providers. 

ISSUE 4: What costs are associated for providing each solution identified in Issue 2? 

*POSITION: The record reflects recurring and non-recurring costs.* 
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ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: The costs associated with Remote Call Forwarding 

temporary number portability include any additional load on the LEC switch which will be 

switching calls it would not otherwise have been switching; the recurring capital cost of the port 

which varies by central office type; and the cost of transport which will add small increments of 

traffic to the LEC trunks between the end office and tandem switches. (Englemannime Warner, 

Tr. 212-213, L. 23-4). 

Non-recurring costs include the labor time to receive and process a service order and 

transmit this information to the switch translation employee who then writes the translation. 

(Englemannime Warner, Tr. 213, L. 9-12). These costs should also include the labor involved 

in physically putting up the port. (Englemannime Warner, Tr. 213, L. 12-14), 

The record reflects that the incremental cost of these items to the LEC will be sliaht since 

this traffic will not be transported over dedicated facilities. It will be mixed in with all other traffic 

or digital or fiber optic trunks. (Englemannime Warner, Tr. 213, L. 4-7). Again, the critical nature 

of the service to the development of consumer choice and the inherent danger of front loading 

excessive costs on to new entrants cannot be overemphasized. It is appropriate for the price to 

reflect the LECs' direct incremental costs. (Englemannime Warner, Tr. 21 3, L. 7-8; Price/MCI, 

Tr. 254, L. 1-12). Allowing recovery of any overhead costs runs contrary to the principles of 

competition and will merely serve to lock in current inefficiencies of the LEC network. Since RCF 

is an essential facility that must be purchased from the LEC, recovery of contribution is 

inappropriate. (Devine/MFS, Tr. 43, L. 2-9). 

ISSUE 5: How should the costs identified in Issue 4 be recovered? 
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*POSITION: The prices should reflect the LECs' direct incremental cost. Recurring costs 

should be recovered through a flat-rate recurring charge per ported path, including two paths. 

Non-recurring costs should be recovered through a flat-rate per order charge.* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: The record clearly demonstrates that number 

portability at a reasonable price is essential to the development of competition. (PoagNnited- 

Centel, Tr. 180, L. 11; Devine/MFS, Tr. 29, L. 19-23). Therefore, the price should reflect the 

direct incremental cost. The price should include no "contribution" and thus would be 

substantially below the retail rate. This reflects the reality that the function is a monopoly input. 

(Price/MCI, Tr. 254, L. 11-12). Such pricing would also avoid creating a disincentive for the LEC 

to actively pursue a long-term number portability solution. (Price/MCI, Tr. 254, L. 12-15). 

The recurring cost should be recovered through a flat- rate recurring charge per ported 

number, which should include two paths. (EnglemanTTime Warner, Tr. 214, L. 19-21). This will 

prevent customers with enhanced features such as Call Waiting from being "disadvantaged, 

deterred or inconvenienced" as a result of trying to keep their existing phone numbers. See, 

Section 364.16(4) Fla. Stat. Additional paths should be included at a reduced rate. 

(Englemannime Warner, Tr. 214, L. 21 -22). Non-recurring costs should be recovered through 

a flat-rate charge per order billed at the LEC's direct incremental cost. It should include any 

economies the LEC receives by dealing with the ALEC rather than an end user, and economies 

of scale. (Englemannime Warner, Tr. 214-215, L. 22-3). 

ISSUE 6: 

portability? 

What is the most appropriate method(s) of providing temporary number 

*POSITION: Stipulated.* 
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ISSUE 7: 

identified in Issue 6? 

What are the appropriate parameters, costs and standards for the method(s) 

*POSITION: Stipulated.* 

ISSUE 8: Should the docket be closed? 

*POSITION: No. The docket should remain open for the number portability standards 

group to continue its work under the "direction of the Commission" as required by s. 364.16(4).* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: This docket should remain open to provide a 

workshop forum for the industry resolution of any implementation issues. See, e.g. 

Menard/GTEFL, Tr. 148, L. 11-12. It should also remain open to pursue a Flex DID solution. 

111. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, FCTA urges the Commission to (1) recognize the essential 

nature of RCF by setting prices that promote the development of local competition and reflect the 

LECs' direct incremental cost; and (2) keep this docket open for purposes of resolving 

implementation issues through the industry standards group and pursuing a Flex DID solution or 

other temporary. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 6th of November, 1995. 

By: 

Charles F. Dudley, Esquire 
Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc. 
310 N. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
(904) 681 -1 990 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 950737-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of FCTA’s Posthearing Brief has been 

furnished by Hand Delivery(*) and/or U.S. Mail on this 6th day of November, 1995 to the following 

parties of record: 

Monica M. Barone 
Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Earl Poucher 
Office of Public Counsel 
11 1 W. Madison Street 
Suite 812 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Clay Phillips 
Utilities & Telecommunications 
410 House Office Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Lee L. Willis 
J. Jeffry Wahlen 
MacFarlane, Ausley et al., 
227 S. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

F. B. Poag 
SprinVUnited Telephone 
Company of Florida 

555 Lake Border Drive 
Apopka, FL 32703 

Anthony P. Gillman 
Kimberly Caswell 
GTE Florida, Inc. 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
201 N. Franklin Street 
Tampa, FL 33601 -01 10 

Floyd R. Self 
Messer, Vickers, et al. 
215 S. Monroe St., Suite 701 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

William H. Higgins 
McCaw Cellular Comm. 
c/o Cellular One 
250 S. Australian Avenue 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

Greg Krasovsky 
Commerce & Economic 
Opportunities 
Senate Office Bldg., Room 426 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Peter M. Dunbar 
Charles W. Murphy 
Pennington & Haben, P.A. 
P.O. Box 10095 
215 S. Monroe St., 2nd Floor 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2095 

Jill Butler 
Florida Regulatory Director 
Time Warner Communications 
2773 Red Maple Ridge 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

C. Everett Boyd, Jr., 
Ervin, Varn, Jacobs et al. 
305 S. Gadsden Street 
P.O. Drawer 1 170 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
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Tony H. Key 
State Regulatory-South 
Sprint 
31 00 Cumberland Circle 
Atlanta, GA 30339 

Chan Bryant Abney 
Sprint 
3100 Cumberland Circle 
NO802 
Atlanta, Ga 30339 

Robert G. Beatty 
J. Phillip Carver 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
Southern Bell 
150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Richard D. Melson 
Hopping Green Sams & Smith 
123 S. Calhoun Street 
P.O. Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 3231 4 

Michael W. Tye 
AT&T 
106 East College Avenue 
Suite 1410 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Robin D. Dunson 
1200 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Promenade I, Room 4038 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Timothy Devine 
MFS Communications Co., Inc. 
250 Williams Street, Suite 2200 
Atlanta, GA 30303-1 034 

Richard M. Rindler 
James C. Falvey 
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered 
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

Patrick K. Wiggins 
Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A. 
Post Office Drawer 1657 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Marsha E. Rule 
Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A. 
BellSouth Mobility, Inc. 
Post Office Drawer 1657 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Sue E. Weiske 
Senior Counsel 
Time Warner Communications 
160 lnverness Drive West 
Englewood, CO 801 12 

By: 

Angela B. Green 
Florida Public Telecommunications 
Association 
125 South Gadsden Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
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