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i MEssER, CAPARELLO, MADSEN, GoLDMAN & METZ
A PROFESSIONAL ASSCCIATION
SUITE 70OI
2i5 SOUTH MONROE STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 1878
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 323802-1876
TELEPHONE: (904) 222-0720 ‘ 'mé: AL
TELECOPIERS: [904) 224-4359
{@04a) 425-1942 E{LE capr
January 25, 1996
Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director BY HAND DPELIVERY
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
Room 110, Easley Building
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
Re: Docket No. 950985-TP
Dear Ms. Bayo:
Enclosed for filing on behalf of McCaw Communications of
Florida, Inc., please find the original and 15 copies of the
Posthearing Brief in the above-referenced docket. Also enclosed is
a 3 1/2" diskette with the document on it called “MCCAWPHB.”
Please indicate receipt of this document by stamping the
enclosed extra copy of this letter.
J/f Your attention to this filing is appreciated.
4 o Sincerely,
ey il

T, Y
S Mif/alb

- F‘“Eﬁélosures
i ~e-@e  William H. Higgins, Esqg.
‘ 3 ...., Parties of Record
o RECEIVED & oy
S | =22 DOCUNENT 11UMPE R -DATE
LS A 2l —— fﬁU.J -
N — . j )
e PSC-BUREAL OF RECORDS ~ ) b g

/ 7@’ ?/mwﬁ/z@/zzm

) Norman H. Horton,

—

S/REPORTIHG




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the Poshearing Brief of

McCaw Communications of Florida, Inc.

in Docket No. 950985-TP has been furnished

by Hand Delivery (*) and/or U. 8. Mail on this 25th day of January, 1996 to the

following parties of record:

Robert Elias, Esq.*

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Jack Shreve

Office of the Public Counsel
111 W. Madison St., Room 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Nancy H. Sims*

BellSouth Telecommuications, Inc.
150 S. Monroe St., Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Beverly Y. Menard

c/o Richard Fletcher

GTE Florida, Inc.Fo

106 E. Ccllege Avenue, Suite 1440
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7704

F. Ben Poag

Sprint/United Telephone
Company of Florida

315 S. Calhoun St. Suite 740

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Laurie Maffett

Frontier Communications of the South,
Inc.

4th Floor

180 8. Clinton Ave.

Rochester, NY 14646-0400

Mr. Richard Brashear
ALLTEL Florida, Inc.
P.O. Box 550

Live Qak, FL 32060-0550

bavid B. Erwin

Young Van Assenderp et al.

225 8. Adamg Street, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Jodie Donovan

Teleport Communciations Group
2 Lafayette Place

Suite 400

1133 Twenty-First St., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Kenneth A. Hoffman

William Be. Willingham

Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
and Hoffman

21% S. Monroce St., Suite 420

Tallahassee, FL 32301

A. D. Lanier
Gulf Telephone
P.0O. Box 1120
Perry, FL 32347

Dan Gregory

Quincy Telephone Company
P.O. Box 189

Quincy, FL 32363-0189

John McGlew

Northeast Florida Telephone Co.
P.0O. Box 485

Macelenny, FL 32063-0485

Ferrin Seay

Florala Telephone Company
P.O. Box 186

Florala, AL 36442

Robert M. Post

Indiantown Telephone System, Inc.
P.O. Box 277

Indiantown, FL 34956-0277

Lynn B. Hall

Vista-United Telecommunications
P.O. Box 10180

Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830-0180




John Vaughan Timothy Devine

St. Joseph Telephone & Telegraph Co. MFS Communications Ceo., Inc.
P.0O. Box 220 Six Concourse Parway, Suite 2100
Port St. Joe, FL 32456 Atlanta, GA 30328

Michael W. Tye, Esq. Patrick K. Wiggins

Senior Attorney Wiggins & Villacorta

AT&T P.O.Drawer 1657

101 N. Monrce St., Ste. 700 Tallahassee, F1 32302

Tallahassee, FL. 32301
Peter M. Dunbar, Esqg.

Robin Dunson, Esq. Charles Murphy, Esq.
AT&T Pennington & Haben, P.A.
Promenade I, Room 4038 P.0O. Box 10085

1200 Peachtree St., NE Tallahassee, FL 32302

Atlanta, GA 30309
Ms. Jill Butler

Anthony P. Giliman Florida Regulatory Director
Kimberly Caswell Time Warner Communications
GTE Florida, Inc. 2773 Red Maple Ridge
¢/o Richard M. Fletcher Tallahassee, FL 32301
106 E. College Ave., Suite 1440
Tallahassee, FL 32301 C. Everett Boyd, Jr.

Ervin, Varn, Jacobs,
Richard D. Melson Odom & Ervin
Hopping Green Sams & Smith Post Office Drawer 1170
123 S. Calhoun St. Tallahassee, FL 32302

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Benjamin Fincher, Esq.

Michael J. Henry Sprint Communications Co.
MCI Telecommunications Corp. Limited Partnership
780 Johnson Ferry Road., Suite 700 3065 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30342 Atlanta, GA 30339

Laura L. Wilson, E=sg.
Florida Cable Telecommunications

Association

310 N. Mconroe Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301 ()0 a/éélé’ Q/
By LW’“—’ f71-

Sue E. Weiske Norman H. Horton,

Senior Counsel

Time Warner Communications
160 Invernegs Drive West
Englewocd, CO 80112

Richard Rindler

James C., Falvey

Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
Suite 300

3000 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Resolution of Petitions)
to Establish Nondiscriminatory)
Rates, Terms, and Conditions ) Docket No. 950985-TP
for Interconnection Involving ) Filed: January 25, 1996
Local Exchange Companies and )
Alternative Local Exchange )
Companies }
)

POSTHEARING BRIEF OF
McCAW COMMUNICATIONS OF FLORIDA, INC.

McCaw Communications of Florida , Inc., on behalf of itself
and its Florida regiocnal affiliates, (“"McCaw”), pursuant to Rule
25-22.056, Florida Administrative Code, and Order No. PSC-95-1084-
PCO-TP, respectfully submits the following Posthearing Brief to the
Florida Public Service Commission.

I. BASIC POSITION

For local competition to develop, the competing local carriers
must interconnect pursuant to rates, terms, and conditions that
meet the technical and economic needs of each party. To the extent
such rates, terms, and conditions cannot be negotiated, this
Commission must establish nondiscriminatory rates, terms and

conditions.
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IXI. ISSUES AND POSITIONS
Issue 1: What are the appropriate rate structures,
interconnection rates, or other compensation
arrangements for the exchange of local and toll
traffic between the respective ALECs and Southern
Bell?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *Interconnection rateg, structure and
arrangements should not impair development of competition. A bill
and keep approach appears to be the most appropriate interim
approach, and it may be a long term viable solution. If a minute
of use charge is to be established, it should be set at cost
without any further mark up or contribution.*

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: In adopting sweeping changes to
Chapter 364, the Legislature plainly stated that it found the
competitive provision of telecommunication services to be in the
public interest. The Legislature alsc found there to be a need for
regulatory oversight to protect consumers and provide for the
development of fair and effective competition. In order for
competition to develop there must be appropriate arrangements in
place so that new entrants will have the ability to complete and to
have use of and access to the existing network (TR 51, 321, 402,
437). It is not only important that new entrants have access to

the network, but existing providers must alsoc have access to the
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facilities of the new providers so that callers on one network may
seemlessly reach customers of any other network. The rates and
arrangements proposed by BellSouth in this proceeding will not
advance the findings of the Legislature, but instead will impair
and possibly prevent development of competition.

While some competitive providers have reached agreement with
BellsSouth on the technical, operaticnal and financial arrangements
(Composite Exhibit 15), not all carriers have. There wag a general
view that even through there were some areas of disagreement with
the terms of the stipulation, nevertheless, there was expectation
that the wvarious parties should be able to reach agreement on
technical and operaticnal issues (TR 176, 179, 350, 440), Such is
not the case for rates for interconnection however.

BellSouth is proposing that the interconnection rate to be
paid by providers who have not signed the stipulation will be based
on switched access, (TR 521) even though there has been no cost
study for local interconnection (TR 548). However, those providers
who gign the stipulation will pay only the local transport and
local switch elements and that rate is less than one forth of the
rate to be paid by nonsignators. (TR 535-538) There was testimony

that the lower rate is high enough to cover the cost of terminating
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calls, plus provide a contribution toward shared costs (TR 535},
and that the RIC and CCL (other elements of total access charges)
are contribution elements rather than cost recovery elements. (TR
525) Thus those providers who are assessed the higher rate will be
contributing greatly in excess of costs (TR 549). Even a BellSouth
witness testified that interconnection rates should reflect the
cost of providing interconnection (TR 678).

Rather than encouraging competition and facilitating entry of
competitive providers, the proposal forwarded by BellSouth would
have the new providers paying much more than the costs of
interconnection. This seems to be little more than an attempt to
assegs an entry fee on these new providers with an eye to keeping
BellSouth whole and to limiting competition. (TR 685, 757) The
Commission should not allow such to happen.

There was also sharp disagreement between the parties as to
the method of payment between the parties with the petitionersg and
intervenors supporting a bill and keep arrangement, and BellSouth
opposing such an arrangement. Bill and keep may not be the most
efficient arrangement of the long run, but it has certainly worked
as to arrangements between BellSouth and the other LECs. Moreover

it is simple and can be quickly implemented (TR 430). In order for
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consumers to begin to enjoy the benefits of competition, the
Commission should implement arrangements which have worked--in this

case bill and keep. Alternatively, local interconnection should be

at cost,

Issue 2: If the Commission sets rates, terms, and
conditions £for interconnection between the
respective ALECs and Southern Bell, should
Southern Bell tariff the interconnection
rate(s) or other arrangements?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *Yeg . *
ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: There does not appear to be any

disagreement among the parties on this issue.

Iesue 3: What are the appropriate technical and
financial arrangements which should govern
interconnection between the respective ALECs
and Southern Bell for the delivery of calls
originated and/or terminated from carriers not
directly connected to the respective ALECs’

network?
SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved.*
ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: The individual technical and

operaticnal issues associated with each ALEC’s service needs should
be resolved in a manner that facilitates the competitive provision
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of service. The ability to interconnect with one another is as
important to a LEC as it is to an ALEC. (TR 688) Without this
ability, customers would not be served.

The parties may be able to reach agreement on technical and
operational issues and enter into agreements with BellSouth, as
has been the case with some of the petitioners in this docket.
Parties should be encouraged to reach an accord, but should not
have the terms of agreements reached with others imposed on them.
(TR 155) Each ALEC is in the best position to determine how it can
best serve its customers. Generally, the two sides have informally
resolved most technical issues. Accordingly, those informal
agreements should be implemented. Where there is no agreement at

all, the ALEC position should be approved so it can offer service,

Igsue 4: What are the appropriate technical and financial
requirements £for the exchange of intraLATA 800
traffic which originates from the respective ALECs’
customer and terminates to an 800 number served by
or through Southern Bell?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved. *

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.
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Issue 5a: What are the appropriate technical arrangements for
the interconnection of the respective ALECs’
network to Southern Bell’s 911 provisioning network
such that the respective ALECs’ customers are
ensured the same level of %11 service as they would
receive as a customer of Southern Bell?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved.

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Issue 5b: What procedures should be in place for the timely
exchange and updating of the respective ALECs
customer information for inclusion in appropriate
E911 database?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved, *

ANATLYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Igssue 6: What are the appropriate technical and financial
requirements for operator handled traffic flowing
between the respective ALECs and Southern Bell
including busy line verification and emergency
interrupt services?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved.*

ANAL,YSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.
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Ispue 7: What are the appropriate arrangements for the
provision of directory assistance services and data
between the respective ALECs and Southern Bell?

SUMMARY QF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be

approved. *

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Issue 8: Under what terms and conditions should Southern
Bell be required to list the respective ALEC8’
customers in the white and yellow pages directories
and to publish and distribute these directories to
the respective ALECs’ customera?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved.*

ANATLYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Issue 9: What are the appropriate arrangements for the
provigsion of billing and collection Bservices
between the respective ALECs and Southern Bell,
including billing and clearing credit card,
collect, third party and audiotext calls?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be

approved. *

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.
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Ispue 10: What arrangements are necessary to ensure the
provision of CLASS/LASS services between the
respective ALECs and Southern Bell’s networks?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved. ¥

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Issue 1ll: What are the appropriate arrangements for physical
interconnection between the respective ALECs and
Southern Bell, including trunking and signaling

arrangements?
SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved. *
ANATYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Issue 12: To the extent not addressed in the number
portability docket, Docket No. 3950737-TP, what are
the appropriate financial and operational
arrangements for interexchange calls terminated to
a number that has been "“ported” to the respective

ALECs?
SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved. *
ANATLYSTS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.
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Issue 13: What arrangements, if any, are necessary to address
other operational issues?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requests of the ALECs should be
approved. *

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 3.

Issue 1l4: What arrangements, if any, are appropriate for the
assignment of NXX codes to the respective ALECs?

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *Such assignments should be on a
nondiscriminatory basis, with each carrier recovering its own NXX
establishment charges.¥*

ANATYSTS AND ARGUMENT: Given the positions as stated in the
prehearing order, there is not wide disparity on this issue.
BellSouth should make numbers available to all ALEC’s in the same

manner as for itself and independents.
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Dated this 25th day of January, 1996.

Respectfully submitted,

MESSER, CAPARELLCO, MADSEN, GOLDMAN &
METZ, P.A.

Pogt Office Box 1876

Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876

(904} 222-0720

Nevenaie d/éhé i/

NORMAN H. HORTON, JR. ESQ«\
FLOYD R. SELF, ESQ.

Attorneys for McCaw Communications
of Florida, Inc. and its Florida
regional affiliates
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