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LAW OFFICES 

MESSER, CAPARELLO, MADSEN, GOLDMAN & METZ 
A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

215 SOUTH MONROE STREET 5"ITE 701 

POST OFFlCE BOX 1876 
I 
L TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 323OZ-1876 P 

April 5, 1996 

Ms. Blanca Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Room 110, Easley Building 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 950984-TP 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed for filing is an original and fifteen copies LDDS 
WorldCom's Posthearing Brief in the above-referenced docket. Also 
enclosed is a 3 l/Z" diskette in Wordperfect 6.1 format. 

Please indicate receipt of this document by stamping the J ?tcx -closed extra copy of this letter. 
' FA  -- 
I"'? - Your attention to this filing is appreciated. 
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. .  ----Yosure s 
1. ' '  : .  ' ..a--Mr, Brian Sulmonetti 

Sincerely, 

Norman H. Horton U 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Resolution of Petitions) 
to Establish Nondiscriminatory) 
Rates, Terms, and Conditions ) Docket No.950984-TP 
for Resale Involving Local ) Filed: April 5, 1996 
Exchange Companies and ) 
Alternative Local Exchange ) 
Companies ) 

) 

POSTHEARING BRIEF OF 
cord c- 

WORLDCOM, INC. d/b/a LDDS WORLDCOM COMMUNICATIONS ( "LDDS 

WORLDCOM"), pursuant to Rule 25-22.056, Florida Administrative 

Code, and Order No. PSC-96-0137-PCO-TP, respectfully submits the 

following Posthearing Brief to the Florida Public Service 

Commission. 

I. BASIC POSITION 

The Commission should recognize that the creation of end-to- 

end wholesale network arrangements are paramount to the development 

of meaningful local competition. Thus, in approving the pending 

requests, the Commission should recognize that other carriers may 

have different unbundling and resale requirements that would 

necessitate different entry arrangements. 



11. ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

Issue 1: What elements should be made available by 
United/Centel and GTEFL to MFS-FL on an unbundled 
basis (e.g. link elements, port elements, loop 
concentration, loop transport)? 

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The requested unbundling and resale 

requests should be granted. However, in approving these requests, 

the Commission should recognize that because each competitor's 

service requirements may be different, the unbundled network 

elements approved in this proceeding may be insufficient or 

inappropriate for other competitors.* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: In this proceeding MFS-FL and GTEFL 

have reached an agreement on the elements to be provided and on 

technical arrangements. (Tr. 18; Exh. 3.) On the other hand, MFS- 

FL and Sprint United/Centel have not entered into any agreement, 

although Sprint expressed willingness to work with carriers and 

reach agreements. (Tr. 501; 516; 525; 568.) 

While there may be differences in the technical unbundling 

requirements and needs among the various ALECs because of each 

carriers' unique circumstance, there is no doubt that unbundling of 

the local exchange network is critical to encouraging competition. 

It is not possible for an ALEC to duplicate the LEC network nor 
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should it be expected. Tr. 148. Without effective unbundling, new 

entrants will be precluded from providing the same quality of 

service as LECs and any growth in competition will be stifled. Tr. 

309. 

It is also important to recognize that the Telecommunications 

Act of 1995, passed subsequent to the first series of hearings in 

this docket, would require LEC's to provide unbundled network 

elements in a manner that allows ALEC's to configure or combine the 

various elements in any fashion so as to offer telecommunications 

services. The federal legislation defines a network element 

broadly enough with respect to the unbundling obligations of the 

LEC that it is clear that the intent is to enable entrants to 

provide competing services. 

In determining the elements to be available on an unbundled 

basis, as well as the technical arrangements for each element, the 

concern of the Commission should be to insure that competition is 

encouraged. If the LEC is permitted to "control" or limit how 

elements are unbundled, new entrants will be severely restricted 

and the objective of competition will not be attained. 

Issue 2: What are the appropriate technical arrangements for 
each such unbundled element? 
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*The technical arrangements requested SUMMARY OF POSITION: 

should be approved.* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: See Issue No. 1. 

Issue 3: what are the appropriate financial arrangements for 
each such unbundled element? 

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The pricing of the unbundled 

elements should be based on the direct economic cost of the network 

element purchased.* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: While the parties have been able to 

resolve some of the technical issues surrounding unbundling - there 

has been no agreement on the price for unbundled elements. As the 

Commission has recognized "it is critical to set rates for 

unbundled elements as accurately as possible." Order No. PSC-96- 

0444-FOF-TP, p. 15. Both Sprint and GTEFL propose pricing using 

special access rates. However, as Dr. Cornel1 points out this 

creates a price squeeze and reduces efficiency. Tr. 237. With the 

rates suggested by the LECs there would be no competition; no 

entry. To encourage competition, the Commission should set rates 

at direct economic cost. Tr. 234. 

This would also be consistent with the Telecommunications Act 

which requires that prices for unbundled network elements be based 
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on the cost of providing the network element, with cost being 

economic cost. As encouraged by Dr. Cornell, this will promote 

competition and it is this which is the objective. 

Issue 4: What arrangements, if any, are necessary to address 
other operational issues? 

SUMMARY OF POSITION: *The Commission should recognize that 

other carriers may have different unbundling and resale 

requirements that may require further proceedings. At a minimum, 

the Commission should direct the LECs to provide nondiscriminatory 

automated operational support mechanisms to facilitate the purchase 

of all network elements of the local network.* 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: The request and proposals presented 

in this docket do not necessarily meet the needs of these 

petitioners in the future nor may they meet the needs of future 

competitors. Accordingly, the Commission should recognize that 

this current proceeding may not be the only time this subject is 

addressed. For example, in the interexchange market, customers are 

able to switch carriers easily through an automated PIC (primary 

interexchange carrier) change process. If consumers are to have 

the same chance to take advantage of competitive choices in local 

service providers, then the same automated and nondiscriminatory 
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mechanisms must promptly be put in place that will effectively 

allow new entrants using LEC unbundled network components to 

quickly and automatically extend service to all customers, and to 

do so in the kinds of volumes seen in the competitive interexchange 

market today. 

ISSUE NO. 5: To what extent are the non-petitioning parties that 
actively participate in this proceeding bound by 
the Commission's decision in this docket as it 
relates to Sprint-United/Centel? 

This issue has already been resolved. 

Dated this 5th day of April, 1996. 

FLOYD R. SELF, ESQ. ~ 

NORMAN H. HORTON, JR., ESQ. 

Attorneys for LDDS WorldCom, Inc. 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of Posthearing Brief of LDDS 
WorldCom Communications in Docket No. 950984-TP has been furnished by Hand 
Delivery ( * )  and/or U. S .  Mail on this 5th day of April, 1996 to the following 
parties of record: 

Donna Canzano, 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 
Tall.ahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Davi.d B. Erwin 
Young Van Assenderp et al. 
225 S. Adams Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Mr. Randolph Fowler 
Alternet 
c/o Hyperion Telecommunications, 
Inc . 

2570 Boyce Plaza Road 
Pittsburg, PA 15241 

City of Lakeland 
501 East Lemon Street 
Lakeland, FL 33801-5079 

MS. Leslie Carter 
Digital Media Partners 
1 Prestige Place, Suite 255 
2600 McCormick Drive 
Clearwater, FL 34619-1098 

Patricia A. Kurlin, Esq. 
Intermedia Communications of 
Florida, Inc. 

3625 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, FL 33619 

Mickey Henry 
MCI Metro Access Transmission 
Services, Inc. 
780 Johnson Ferry Road 
Atlanta, GA 30342 

Metropolitan Fiber Systems of 

One Tower Lane, Suite 1600 
Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181-4630 

Florida, Inc. 

Mr. Graham A. Taylor 
TCG South Florida 
1001 W. Cypress Creek Road, Suite 209 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-1949 

Mr. Richard Gerstemeier 
Time Warner AxS of Florida, L.P. 
2251 Lucien way, Suite 320 
Maitland, FL 32751-7023 

Mr. Ralph Peluso 
Winstar Wireless of Florida, Inc. 
7799 Leesburg Park South, Suite 401 
Tyson's Corner, VA 22043 

Richard Melson, Esq. 
Hopping Law Firm 
P.O. BOX 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 32314 

Mr. Richard €I. Brashear 
ALLTEL Florida, Inc. 

Live Oak, FL 32060-0550 

Mr. P. J. Merkle 
Sprint/United - Florida 

Altamonte Springs, FL 32716-5000 

P.O. BOX 550 

P.O. Box 165000 

Ms. Laurie A. Maffett 
Frontier Telephone Group 
180 South Clinton Avenue 
Rochester, NY 14646-0400 

Ms. Beverly Menard 
GTE Florida, Inc. 
c/o Mr. Richard M. Fletcher 
106 E. College Avenue, Suite 1440 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-7704 
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Mr. A. D. Lanier 
Gulf Telephone Company 

Perry, FL 32347-1120 

Mr. Robert M. Post, Jr. 
Indiantown Telephone System, Inc. 
P.O. Box 277 
Indiantown, FL 34956-0277 

Peter M. Dunbar, Esq. 
Robert S. Cohen, Esq. 
Pennington, Culpepper, Moore, 

P.O.. BOX 1120 

Wil.kinson, Dunbar and 
Dunlap, P.A. 
P.O. Box 10095 
Tall.ahassee, FL 32302 

Ms. Lynne G. Brewer 
Nort.heast Florida Telephone 
Company, Inc . 

P.O. BOX 485 
Macclenny, FL 32063-0485 

Michael W. Tye, Esq 

101 N. Monroe St., Suite 700 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Robin D. Dunson, Esq. 
1200 Peachtree St., NE 
Promenade I, Room 4038 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

Mr. Daniel V. Gregory 
Quincy Telephone Company 
P.O. Box 189 
Quincy, FL 32353-0189 

MS. Nancy H. Sims 
Southern Bell Telephone and 
Telegraph Co. 

150 S .  Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1556 

Mr. John Vaughan 
St. Joseph Telephone & Telegraph 
Company 

P.O. Box 220 
Port St. Joe, FL 32456-0220 

AT&T 

Mr. Ferrin Seay 
Florala Telephone Company, Inc. 

Florala, AL 36442-0186 
P.O. BOX 186 

Ms. Lynn B. Hall 
Vista United Telecommunications 
P.O. Box 10180 
Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830-0180 

Mr. Timothy Devine 
MFS Communications Co., Inc. 
Six Concourse Parway, Suite 2100 
Atlanta, GA 30328 

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

Patrick K. Wiggins 
Wiggins & villacorta, P. A 
Post Office Drawer 1657 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Laura L. Wilson 
Vice President, Regulatory Affairs 

Florida Cable Telecommunications 

310 N. Monroe St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

C. Everett Boyd, Jr. 
Ervin , Varn, Jacobs, Odom F. Ervin 
P.O. Drawer 1170 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Benjamin Fincher, Esq. 
Sprint Communications Company, L.P. 
3065 Cumberland Circle 
Atlanta, GA 30339 

and Regulatory Counsel 

Association 



Mark K. Logan, Esq. 
Bryant, Miller and Oliver, P.A. 
201 S. Monroe Street, Suite 500 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

William B. Graham, Esq. 
Bateman Graham 
300 E. Park Ave. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Norman H. Horton, Jr. 
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