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LPPEARANCES I 

RICHARD D. NELSON, Hopping Green Sams and 

Irith, PO& Office Box 6526, Tallahassee, Florida 

$2314, appearing on behalf of NCI Teleaornmuniaations 

Zorporation and NCImetro Aoaess Transmission Servioes, 

ha. 

MARTHA NCNILLIM, 780 Johnson Ferry Road, 

suite 700, Atlanta, Georgia, 30342, appearing on 

behalf of NCI Teleaommuniaations and NCImetro Aaaess 

transmission serviaes. 

JOHN P. PONS and J. JEPPRY UAELM, Ausley & 

ncldullen, Post Office Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 

32302, appearing on behalf of United Telephone Compmy 

of Florida and Central Telephone Company of Florida. 

NARTHA CARTER B R O W  and COCSIRAM REATINQ, 

Florida Public Service Commission, Division of Legal 

Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 

Florida 32399-0870, appearing on behalf of the 

Commission Btaff. 
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P R O C P g D I Y Q S  

(Hearing convened at 9:35 a.m.) 

CHILIRXAN CLARK: Iet's call the hearing to 

order. nr. Keating, would you please read the notice? 

NR. KEATINQ: Yes. Pursuant to notice dated 

November 15th, 1996, this time and place has been set 

for a hearing in Docket 961230-TP in re a petition by 

)IC1 Telecommunications Corporation for arbitration 

with United Telephone Company of Florida and Central 

Company of Florida concerning interconnection rates, 

terms and conditions pursuant to the Federal 

Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

COMMIS8IONER KIESLING: We'll take 

appearances starting with you, Mr. Fons. 

NR. mNS: Good morning. I'm John P. Fons 

of the law firm of Ausley & WMullen, Post Office Box 

391, Tallahassee, Florida, appearing on behalf of 

United Telephone Company of Florida and Central 

Telephone Company of Florida. 

is J. Jeffry Wahlen of the same law firm. 

Also appearing with me 

#B. ](ELSON: Richard Welson of the law firm 

Hopping Green Sams G Smith, P.A., Post Office Box 

6526, Tallahassee, appearing on behalf of MCI 

Telecommunications Corporation and MCImetro Access 

Transmission Services, Inc. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICI CONMISSION 
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US. YOMILLIN: BWrtha McMillin, 780 Johnson 

Ferry Road, Suite 700, Atlanta, Georgia, 30342 

appearing on behalf of MCI Telecommunications and 

WXmetro Access Transmission services. 

NR. KEATINQ: Cochran Xeating and Martha 

Brown appearing on behalf of PSC Staff, 2540 Shumard 

Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-0850. 

COMMIBBIOHER KIEBLINQ: Are there any 

preliminary matters we need to take up at this time? 

NR. XEATIIIQ: Chairman Clark, I believe that 

the parties have a stipulation agreement that they 

would like the Commission to consider. It's as a 

preliminary matter. 

In addition, Staff has several items that we 

would like the Commission to take official recognition 

of. 

cBAIm4Atl CmRx: nr. Fons or Mr. Melson? 

NR. rOHS: Yea, Madam Chairman. The parties 

have entered into a stipulation and agreement which 

disposes of a majority of the issues in this 

proceeding. I believe attached to the prehearing 

order is a copy of the stipulation and agreement. 

We can take you through the stipulation and 

agreement and basically indicate to you each of the 

items that have been disposed of by the parties, which 

FLORIDA PUBLIC OERVICL coIII(ISB10N 
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issues remain to be arbitrated, and which ones are not 

to be arbitrated but are to be decided in another 

manner by the Commission at the end of this 

proceeding; however, you would like to proceed. 

CHAIRMAN CLAIU: All right. Why don't you 

indicate which issues remain. 

YB. PONS: The issues that remain will be 

found on Page 20 of the prehearing order. That will 

be under Section 4(a). The issues that remain to be 

arbitrated in their entirety are Issues 2, 3b, 3c and 

9. 

There are several issues that remain to be 

either resolved by negotiation and arbitration in View 

of the fact that they have not been completed by 

arbitration -- I mean, by negotiation as of this 
morning, they will be arbitrated as well. And that is 

part of Issues 7 and 8, which has now been collapsed 

into one issue, Issue 7, and parts of Issues 21 and 

23. 

m. MELSON: And, Commissioner Clark, I 

believe the prehearing order has been revised and 

lists as issues only those things that the parties 

have not otherwise settled. 

COMNISSIOHER KIESLING: Let me ask a 

question of Staff. Is it appropriate at this time to 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COHMIS8ION 
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accept the stipulation? 

YB. BROWN: Yes, Commissioner; Chairman 

"ark. I would think it would be. 

COMNISSIONER DEASON: Madam Chairman, I'm 

prepared to move that we accept the stipulation. 

COMMISSIONER KIESLIIIG: Without objection, 

the stipulation is accepted. 

NR. PONS: Thank you. 

COXdMISSIONER KIESLIXG: Anything else, 

Ks. Brown? 

XS. BROWN: I'm sorry, Chairman Clark: would 

you repeat that? 

COMMISSIONER KIESLIW: What else do we need 

to take up preliminarily? 

MR. KEATINQ: Staff has several items that 

we would like the Commission to take official 

recognition of and marked as an exhibit. 

COMMISSIONER KIESLIYG: You have listed them 

on a document here? 

IIEL. KEATING: Yes; orders for official 

recognition, Docket 961230-TP. 

CHAIRM?iti CLARA: And my list shows there are 

four FCC orders and seven FPSC orders. 

NR. KEATING: Yes, you're correct. There is 

one other Florida PSC order on the reverse, so they're 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICB CO1uII88IOBl 
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totaling eight. 

QIAImW CIARX: You confused me when you 

put it on the back. 

KR. KEATING: I ' m  sorry. 

CHAIRMAN CLIRX: Does everyone have a copy 

of this? We're going to mark this, the official 

recognition list, as Exhibit A. We'll admit it in the 

record without objection, and we will take official 

recognition of every order on that list. 

NR. KEATING: Excuse me. Was that Exhibit 

A? 

CONMISSIONER KIESLINQ: I ' m  sorry; 

Exhibit 1. 

(Exhibit 1 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

KR. KEATING: Thank you. Staff has one 

other preliminary matter. 

confidential Exhibits RGF-6, RGF-7 and RGF-8 be moved 

into the record and marked for identification. 

Staff would ask that 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Are there any objections to 

these exhibits? 

MR. MELSON: And, Commissioners, just so I 

understand. These are the exhibits that you do not 

have volumes of copies of? 

WR. KEATING: That is correct. 

PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CONMISSIOlJ 
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NR. MLBOBl: UCI has got no objection. 

CEAIRHAU CWLIU: All right. We will list 

ZGF-6 as Exhibit 2, RCF-7 am Exhibit 3, RGF-8 as 

exhibit 4 ,  and they will be uhitted in the record 

lrithout objection. 

(Exhibit 2 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

(Exhibit 3 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

(Exhibit4 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

YB. XEATIHQ: Is there anything else for 

preliminary matters? 

CEAIBMAU CLARK: Staff has none? 

NR. KEATINQ: Staff has no more. 

cBAIRMAl4 CLARK: Mr. Pons? 

NR. ?ONS: No preliminary matters. 

cBAIBMAU CLARK: Ur. nelson? 

NR. YELBOBl: Commissioners, we had three 

exhibits to UCIIs petition in this docket that the 

parties have agreed to stipulate into the record. 

Those were Petition Exhibit 1, Petition Exhibit 2 and 

Petition Exhibit 3. I'd like to have those marked, if 

I could, as Exhibits 5, 6 and 7 and I would move them 

into the record. 

F'LORIDA PUBLIC SERVICB CONMIBSIOH 
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~ A I F W A N  CLARK: They will be marked as 

ixhibit 5, 6 and 7 respectively, and they will be 

mtered in the record without objection. 

(Exhibit 5 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

(Exhibit 6 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

(Exhibit 7 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

XR. I(EL80N: MCI also has one witness, 

Yr. Price: a portion of Mr. Price's testimony the 

parties have agreed to stipulate into the record. 

dould this be the appropriate time to do that? 

CEAIRMADI CLARK: Is he going to appear 

anyway? 

XR. IIEL80H: No, he will not be here in 

person. And since a portion of his testimony deals 

with issues that have been withdrawn, there will be 

some substantial portions of the prefiled testimony to 

be stricken. I can walk through those with you. 

CHAIRUAN CLARK: Mr. Nelson, for some reason 

I don't have a copy of his testimony. 

have an extra copy? 

Staff, do you 

All right, Mr. Melson; let's go ahead and 

stipulate that. I've got it, Staff. Thank you. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICB CO1111ISSION 
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Ut's go ahead and stipulate the appropriate portions 

into the record, if you will give them to me. 

YB. NELSOP: I have handed out to each of 

you this morning a revised copy of a chart that shows 

witness by witness what's in and what's out. The only 

change is there's one additional question for Mr. Cabe 

that will not go in from the list that was distributed 

earlier. 

Mr. Price's testimony, I would offer his 

direct testimony. I would withdraw the testimony that 

appears at Page 4, Line 7 through Page 28, Line 25, 

and I would withdraw the testimony that appears at 

Page 34, Line 1 through Page 41, Line 13; and with 

those exceptions, I would move that testimony into the 

record as though read. 

CHAIRNUl CLARK: All right. Without 

objection, the direct testimony of Mr. Price with 

those portions deleted will be inserted in the record 

as though read. 

YB. NELSON: And just so I'm clear, I'm 

expecting, I guess that the court reporter will, where 

there's an entire page deleted, simply omit those from 

the transcript. From my point of view, there's no 

need to include them and to strike them through in any 

manner if there are entire pages that are gone. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC BERVICB C O ~ I S S I O N  



12 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

e 

7 

E 

5 

1( 

11 

1; 

1: 

14 

l! 

1( 

1: 

1I 

l! 

2( 

2: 

2: 

2: 

21 

25 

uiAIRl4?&l CLARK: A0 I understand what they 

do, they insert what's supposed to be inserted and the 

rest of it doesn't appear, and it gets renumbered 

according to where it belongs in the transcript. 

MR. NELSON: I would also offer Mr. Price's 

rebuttal testimony consisting of 16 pages. 

withdraw from that Page 1, Line 20 through Page 14, 

Line 6 and Page 15, Line 9 through Page 16, Line 13. 

We would 

C E A I U  CLARK: All right. Mr. Price's 

rebuttal testimony with those deletions will be 

inserted in the record as though read. 

MR. NELSON: And I would like to have, if I 

could, marked as Exhibit 8 the Exhibit DGP-1 that was 

attached to Mr. Price's direct testimony, and I would 

move that. 

CBAIRMAN CLARK: DGP-1 will be marked a8 

Exhibit 8 and admitted in the record without 

objection. 

MR. IIELSON: Thank you. MCI has got no 

further preliminary matters. 

(Exhibit 8 marked for identification and 

received in evidence.) 

FLORIDA PUBLIC BERVICI ColMIS8ION 
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0. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DON PRICE 

ON BEHALF OF MCI 

MCI - UNITEDKENTEL ARBITRATION 

October 1 1, 1996 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Don Price, and my business address is 701 Brazos, Suite 

600, Austin, Texas, 78701. 

B v  WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

i am employed by MCI Telecommunications Corporation in the 

Southern Region as Senior Regional Manager -- Competition Policy. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED? 

Yes, I have testified in proceedings before regulatory Commissions in 

a number of states. Provided as Exhibit 2 (DGP-1) to  this testimony 

is a document listing the cases in which I have testified. Also 

included as part of the document is a summary of my academic and 

professional qualifications. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of this testimony is to: 1 ) briefly describe the history of 

the negotiations between MCI and Sprint; and 2) describe the ancillary 

arrangements that will be required to eliminate barriers to  competition 

and identify the relevant rules ordered by the FCC in its rulemaking 

-1- 
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2 Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
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5 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE HISTORY OF MCI'S NEGOTIATIONS WITH 

6 SPRINT. 
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implementing the local competition provisions of the 

N EO OTI AT10 N S 

A. By letter dated May 26, 1996, a copy of which was attached as 

Attachment 1 to  MCl's Petition for Arbitration in this docket, MCI filed 

its formal request for negotiations with Sprint. 

The first negotiating meeting pursuant to Section 252 of  the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 ('Act," or 'FTA") was held on May 

13, 1996. Prior to that meeting, MCI submitted to Sprint a copy of 

Version 3.2 of a document entitled "MCI Requirements for lntercarrier 

Agreements" which set forth in detail MCl's requirements for 

interconnection and access, unbundling, resale, ancillary services and 

associated arrangements pursuant to  the Act (the 'Term Sheet"). 

Thereafter Sprint was provided with a reused Term Sheet, Version 

4.0, as well as a draft contract which provided further detail on MCl's 

requirements. The Issues Matrix, Exhibit 3 to the Petition, sets forth 

the term sheet requirements. MCI and Sprint held additional meetings 

and conference calls from June through September. As a result of 

those meetings, the number of unresolved issues that the Commission 

must decide has been reduced significantly. 

Mu 
-2- 
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yme2 

ANCILLARY ARRANGEMENTS AND SERVICES REQUIREMENTS 

Overview 

0. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE 1996 ACT AND THE 

RECENT FCC ORDERS AND RULES. 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Act," or 'ITA") promotes 

competition by directly removing, or mandating that the Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC) and state regulatory Commissions 

(Commissions) remove, significant impediments to efficient entry by 

imposing requirements such as access to  unbundled network 

elements, interconnection, and resale of retail services. The Act also 

removes either directly or through the FCC and Commissions certain 

operational barriers to  competition, for example, by mandating local 

number portability, dialing parity, and nondiscriminatory access to 

rights of way. Eliminating these barriers by devising ancillary 

arrangements and service requirements is essential if competition is to 

develop in the local exchange market. These operational 

arrangements will give new entrants the opportunity to provide to  

their customers high quality, robust local exchange services. Absent 

these ancillary arrangements, MCI will always be placed in the 

position of providing inferior local exchange services and those 

services, regardless of their prices, will likely never be competitive 

with those of the incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) such as 

Sprint. 

A. 

The purpose of this portion of my testimony is to describe the 

ancillary arrangements and service requirements that will be required 

-3- 
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to eliminate barriers to competition, to  identify the relevant rules 

ordered by the FCC in its rulemakings implementing the local 

competition provisions of the FTA, and to  identify the actions that the 

PSC must take to  fully eliminate these barriers. The detailed 

interfaces and performance standards needed for these ancillary 

arrangements are presented in the draft contract. 
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WHAT ARE THE KEY ANCILLARY ARRANGEMENTS ON W 

YOUR TESTIMONY FOCUSES? 

3. directory as 

4. directory listing a ents (both white and yellow pages); 

5. access to 911 a facilities and platforms; 

OF LOCAL N 

th Congress and the FCC have recognize 

portability -- the ability of end users to  retain their telep 

when changing service providers -- is nece 

A. 

"\ 
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choice in selecting their local telephone company. In the long 

effortlessly 

Given the ndessity of cu their numbers as 

they switch between local 

exchange carriers (LECs), 

number portability in 

that all local 

251(b)(2),+ The FCC recently specified w h n  and how LECs are to 

provide number portability. (In the Matter Number 

Porta@/ity, CC Docket No. 95-1 16, First and Further 

Notge of Proposed Rulemaking, July 2, 

Gjnerally, all LECs are required to 

ortability using a database 

performance requirements. 

such implementation. 

In the period before the permanent local number portabili 
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implemented, the FCC has ordered LECs to implement interim loca /" 
measures. Specifically, the FCC has order all 

ECs to implement interim number portability arrangementjV'using 

methods -- namely RCF and 

portability is available. 

Order indicates, 

0. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

to provide interim number 

WHAT ARE THE I 

PORTABILITY TO TH RATION PROCEEDINGS? 

Based on recent indus 

interest in number PO 

LONG TERM (OR TRUE) NUMBER 

n as a result of this Commission's 

the industry is moving in a direction that 

to  customers in this state in 
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this arbitration, issues relating to  permanent number 

- 6- 

c 



,/ ' 
*" 1 9 

rather, MCI assumes those issues will be dealt with el where. 
.Jt P 

WHAT RELIEF IS MCI SEEKING 

REGARDING INTERIM PORTABILITY? 

requests that this Commissi following steps with 

to  cost recovery and impleme 

Require that costs of inter 

n of interim LNP measures: 

portability measures be 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

urn22 

0. 

A. 

al" basis as required by the Act 

graph 126); and 
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BOCs in multi-LATA states t 

dialing parity do not have t 

ave not already ordered intraLATA 

ent dialing parity until they are 

62.) BOCs in single-L ates that ordered 

umber of digits to make a local telephone call, 

notwithstanding the identity of the customer's or the '\ 
called party's local telephone service provider. (Second 
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A. 

EDUCATION? 

selection, the FCC stated: 

sumer education and 

es originating within 

been implemented, a position MCI supports. Consumer 
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neutral manner, not linked to any particular provider. 

the Kentucky Commission ordered that BellSouth s 4 ould not be 

or example, 

3 
/ 

4 
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13 

A services. (Case No. 

of the South Central 

14 the customer’s 

15 (Second Order, 

16 

17 tion and primary 

18 rocess. (The term “PIC“ 

19 arriers, but is now also 

20 mission should require 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 intraLATA PIC 
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observe the foll 

ILECs' anticom 

ple, Sprint should be required to inform 

customers wh 

customer serv 

toll providers in discussions with 

omers call to: change 

compensated based on intraLATA toll marketing. Sprint 

not be allowed to answer questions about competitors' intra 
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services, but should be able to  do the following: 1) transfer,x& call to  

Sprint is willing to  

I 

competitors do n 

0. HOW ARE THE IMPLE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH 

DIALING PARITY TO BE R 

A. The FCC addressed recov dialing implementation parity costs in 

Id be recovered in 

In the case of dialing parity, there is a similar distinction 

echanisms. The FCC stated: 
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between currently-available solutions (i.e., full 2-PIc I /  

presubscription), and long-term solutions (i.e., mu l tp lC  

or smart-PIC methodologies). Like number portpil i ty, we 

/ 

/ \ 
econd Order, Paragraph 93.) 

r commented that: 

ncluded that costs 

cost recovery 

provider an appr 

m should: (1) not give one service 

incremental cost advantage over 

iders to  earn a normal 

graph 94, footnotes 

rejected as not competitively a ne ral the argument 
new entrants should pay dialing parity 

LECs may not recover from other 

recovery mechanism any network 

provision of dialing parity. 
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parity implementation costs to be subject to investigation and r$ew. 

A. Access to dire ess to operator services 

hone service. New 

entrants suc 

to those provided by 

these DA and OS 

Sprint's customers and 

ed in the dialing parity 

mely important to consumers 

rtunities -- for example, 

five bittion DA 
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the in-region long distance market, to provide: 

Nondiscriminatory access to. .. 
(11) directory assistance services to aIFw the other 

provides to itself. nd Order, Paragraph 101 .) 

bH3) requires LECs 

tion with their 

It also stated: 



and of purchasing relevant unbundled elements. /' 
.f' 

levels of unbundling. all of 

ince clearly it has already 

le to do so. The three 

levels of access e DA platform, including 

g to  perform any specific 

functions; (2) read- 

databases, with MCI p 

maintenance of the 

ss to  the DA database and sub- 

ing all the DA functions except for the 

and (3) access to  the data resident 

pes, with MCI (or a third 

ding the maintenance of 

the database. 

l \  
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3 0. 
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5 A. 
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Service," and in Ameritech's draft license agreement. More&r, 

share a database 

arrier having the 

nge DA data and store 

s. Thus, the Bell 

Atlantic refus in compliance with either 

the FCC's Seco nications Act. Likewise, 

this Commission ition that Sprint may take. 

that the refusal to provide access to 

the unbundled DA data sistent with protecting the integrity of 

the database. But this i a legitimate argument. Once MCI has 

uld harm its own 

Surely, if the integrity of the 

\ 

the other ILECs who currently 

oreover, the FCC has 

tegrity, stating that: 

The LEC that owns the database can take the 

necessary safeguards to  protect the integrity of its 

database and any proprietary information, or 
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Paragraph 144.) 

is. Of course, MCI agrees 

ange carriers, must provide 
I 

ame timely updates, to  

II customers benefit from other carriers as the 

DA services based on a 

carrier has the same resp 

ete and accurate database, and each 

lity for maintaining up-to-date 

ot be allowed t o  charge 

at the Commission must 

s currently include data 
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All telecommunications carriers, including the 

ncumbent carrier, shall provide customer list 

ormation gathered in their capacity as p>$ders 

lecommunications service on a tim& and 
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CONSIDERATION? 

DA or OS platform shoul 

MCl's brand name. Par 

kage an incumbent LEC offers for resale, fai 

branding requests presumptively constitutes an 

unreasonable restriction on resale. 
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OS services, then to meet the nondiscriminatory requirements/’the 

ers of all local 
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(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

4 0  
i 

database, via the exchange of tapes, with $1 (or a third party) 

performing all the DA functions; /' 

,/I 

Use of the DA database should beikeld to the same standard as 

currently employed by Sprint, i terms of the type of 

information revealed to DA c lers, with the necessary 

safeguards and protection of the database; 
1 

;i f 
Prices for unbun 

economic costs, 

described the 

elements must be based on direct 

ed using the TELRIC methodology 

customer -- whether served by MCI-provided 

r by MCI resale of ILEC 

, or NPA-555-1212, the 

call to the MCI platform 

e Commission should require Sprint to provide MCI branded 

I 

DA and OS services. If Sprint is not able to provide such 

branded services, then Sprint must remove its brand from the 

DA and OS services it provides itself. 

The draft contract includes specific arrangements related to 

operational implementation for DA/OS. 

-28- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

m a  

4 1  
Directory Listings 

Q. TURNING TO THE FOURTH OF THE ANCILLARY SERVICES THAT 

YOU LISTED ABOVE, WHAT PRINCIPLES REGARDING THE 

PROVISION OF DIRECTORY LISTINGS ARE CONTAINED IN THE 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT AND THE FCC’S ORDERS AND 

RULES? 

Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(viii) of the Act obligates Bell Operating 

Companies choosing to  pursue the provision of in-region long distance 

A. 

services to  provide: 

White pages directory listings for customers of the 

other [interconnecting] carrier’s telephone 

exchange service. 

Section 251 (b)(3) of the Act imposes on all telecommunications 

carriers: 

The duty ... to  permit all such [telephone exchange 

service and telephone toll service] providers to  

have nondiscriminatory access to.. .operator 

services, directory assistance, and directory listing, 

with no unreasonable dialing delays. 

At  paragraphs 141 and 142 of the FCC’s Second Order, the FCC 

stated: 

We conclude that section 251 (b)(3) requires LECs 

to  share subscriber listing information with their 

-29- 



4 2  
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 0. 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

urrm 

competitors, in "readily accessible" tape or 

electronic formats, and that such data be provided 

in a timely fashion upon request. 

Under the general definition of "nondiscriminatory 

access," competing providers must be able to obtain at 

least the same quality of access to  these services that a 

LEC itself enjoys. Merely offering directory assistance 

and directory listing services for resale or purchase would 

not, in and of itself, satisfy this requirement, if the LEC, 

for example, only permits a "degraded" level of access to 

directory assistance and directory listings. (Footnote 

omitted.) 

WHAT ARE THE COMPETITIVE IMPLICATIONS OF THESE 

PASSAGES? 

Customers want. to  have a single, complete white pages directory that 

lists all subscribers in their geographic area. Since customers will not 

know the local carrier of the party for whom they are seeking 

information, it would be very inefficient to  have to cull through 

multiple carrier-specific directories. Thus access to a single complete 

white pages listing is of equal value to the customers of all carriers. 

At  the same time, it would not be efficient for each local exchange 

carrier to  publish its own white pages directory. In most situations, it 

also would not be efficient for each local service provider to  publish 

-30- 
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4 3  

its own yellow pages directory. Since economies of scale will likely 

lead to Sprint being the sole publisher of the white pages directory 

and the yellow pages directory, to  meet the requirements of the Act 

and the FCC's Second Order, methods and procedures need to be 

developed to treat Sprint and the CLECs -- and their customers -- the 

same way with respect to the information provided, rates, and sharing 

of costs. 

All relevant CLEC customer information must be incorporated in 

(or, in the case of "non-published" numbers, excluded from) the white 

pages directory listings at no charge to the CLEC. Data should be 

passed from the CLEC to Sprint using the directory assistance 

process. 

To the extent that Sprint provides pertinent business 

information in the information pages of its white pages directory (e.g., 

rates, calling areas, repair and maintenance information, etc.), the 

same information also must be provided for the CLECs at no charge. 

It is traditional for Sprint to  give each business customer a line 

listing in its yellow pages directory even if the business does not 

purchase a display (or even a bold-faced) listing. If CLEC business 

customers were treated differently from Sprint's customers, then 

Sprint could use its position as the sole provider of a yellow pages 

directory to  place the CLECs at a competitive disadvantage in the 

business market. CLEC business customers therefore must be treated 

the same way as Sprint business customers with respect to  free line 

listings in its yellow pages directory. 

-31- 
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4 4  
The customer information -- and particularly business customer 

information -- that the CLEC provides to Sprint to construct directory 

assistance and white and yellow pages is valuable to Sprint. The 

information allows Sprint to create complete white and yellow pages 

directories and provides leads for it to sell yellow pages advertising. 

As a fair exchange for this valuable information, Sprint should be 

required to  provide a published white pages directory for each CLEC 

subscriber. Sprint should be required to deliver the white pages 

directories to CLEC subscribers as well as to its own subscribers, with 

the CLEC charged only its pro rata portion of the TELRIC costs of 

producing and distributing the directories. Since a "sweep" of all 

dwellings is less costly than leaving directories only with subscribers, 

if Sprint were to refuse to perform the distribution, it would be 

artificially imposing costs on the CLECs. A CLEC should be allowed, 

however, to negotiate with Sprint for an alternative arrangement -- for 

example, delivery of all directories to the CLEC, if the CLEC wishes to 

place its own cover on the directories or for payment to  Sprint to put 

a CLEC cover on the directories intended for the CLEC's customers 

and performing the distribution (which then could not be a "sweep"). 

Yellow pages advertising should be billed separately by the 

publisher, and not combined on the local telephone bill as if it were a 

telecommunications service. 

WHAT ARE THE ISSUES PERTAINING TO DIRECTORY LISTINGS TO 

BE RESOLVED IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

-32- 
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4 5  

A. There are four such issues. They are: 

The Commission should require that all relevant MCI local 

subscriber information be incorporated in (or, in the case of 

"non-published" numbers, excluded from) the white pages 

directory listings at  no charge to  MCI; 

The Commission should require that if Sprint provides pertinent 

business information in the Customer Guide (information) pages 

of its white pages directory (e.g., rates, calling areas, sales, 

service, repair and billing information, etc.), the same 

information also must be provided for MCI a t  no charge; 

Sprint should provide a published white pages directory for 

each MCI local subscriber. Sprint should deliver the white 

pages directories to MCI subscribers as well as to its own 

subscribers, with the TELRIC of production and distribution 

assigned to all local exchange carriers on a pro rata basis 

(although MCI should be allowed to  negotiate with Sprint for an 

alternative arrangement -- for example, delivery of the 

directories to MCI rather than to  subscribers, if MCI wishes to 

place its own cover on the directories); and 

MCI business customers must be treated the same way as 

Sprint business customers with respect to free Service Required 

Listings in Sprint's yellow pages directory. 

-33- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

YDDU 

, 
91 1 and E91 1 Platforms 

YOU MENTIONED THE NEED FOR MCI TO HAVE ACCESS TO 91 1 

AND E91 1 ABOVE. WHAT ARE THE PUBLIC POLICY REASONS 

UNDERLYING THAT CLAIM? 
/ 

ere is no question that the public safety r e q e s  that 91 1 (and 

Q. WHAT ARE THE NE 

FOR 911/E911? 

ort 91 1 service between the 

rucial network requirement is 

itional interface requirement 

3 
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nks used to  interconnect with the 91 1 selective router. Sigr)alng is 
/ 

rocessing is passed between var90s 

elements to  permit calls to be established anddisconnected. 

ustry signaling standardyin support o f  91 1 

ith Sprint's duty undpf Section 251 (c)(2)(C) 
J 

to  assist iq'the configuration of the 

11 tru@s and to  ensure that 91 1 calls are 

correctly routed. 

Sprint must affo Cl's 91 1 trunks the same level of 

it affords its own 91 1 trunks. Sprint 

48 hours prior to any scheduled 

rvice, and communicate immediately 
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4 8  

an maintain customer address and phone numbers in the proper 

for For example, the Automatic Location Identif iation (ALI) is a xi 
database managed by the incumbent, but should be 

property of any participating new entrant. ILECs 
\ 

possess o(contro1 a number of systems that are used to screen and 

edit data fo;',inclusion in the 91 1 ALI atabase. In order to achieve 

consistency i street addresses, customers' data are edited against a 

database referred to  as the master street address guide ("MSAG"). 

New entrants sh b uld be permitted access to  the MSAG, any 

mechanized syste s used in the editing process, and any other 

systems and procesges used in populating the 91 1 ALI database. 

i c 

4 
Access to the 9 1 ALI databases must be available on 

\ 
\ 

! 
conditions that are combrable to the Sprint's access. Because Sprint 

has electronic intyfaces to  such systems, providing anything less to  

MCI would violpte the statut* requirement that interconnection be 

provided at qhality levels at lea& equal to that the incumbent provides 

to  itself. Id'its recent 251 Order, 
i 

determine/d that ILECs must provi 

provid rs such as MCI access to 

a noddiscriminatory basis. 

raph 517, the FCC 

titive local exchange 

ations support systems on 

a a! 
/ Access to update these databases to  cilitate end-user service t \\ 

\ \ 
/i 

rpmber portability also must be provided by th ILEC. This would 

apply to  both the interim and long-term portabilit nvironment. The 

ILEC must also provide a means for validating MCI c stomer 

information in the 91 1 databases. 

/ 

i 
'\ 

'\ , -36- 
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Q. 

A. 

WHA 

RESOL ED IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

There a are three such issues, and they are: 

ARE THE ISSUES PERTAINING TO 91 1 SERVICE TO BE 

Sprin should provide the appropriate trunking, signaling and 

routing of 91 1 and E91 1 calls from MCI switches; ?, 
MCl's 91 1 trunks the same 

at it affords its own 91 1 

provide at least 48 hours 

would affect 91 1 service, 

uled outage; and 

MSAG, any mechanized 

and any other systems 

91 1 ALI database. This 

databases for end-user 

service portability. 

Rights-of-way 

0. WFAT OBLIGATIONS ARE IMPOSED BY THE ACT REGARDING 
I' 

CCESS TO RIGHTS-OF-WAY BY Sprint? 

The Act imposes on carriers (at section 251 (b)(4)): 

The duty to afford access to  the pole 

and rights-of-way of such carrier to  competing prov 

of telecommunications services on rates, terms and '\ 

-37- ?\ 
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conditions that are consistent with section 224. 

C set a general nondisc$mination program that 

issions significant dpcretion: 

our original mandate to institute an 

ure for deterplining just and reasonable 

tes with a minimum of administrative 

t with .fair and efficient regulation, we 

am for nondiscriminatory access to 

poles, ducts, con rights-of-way. (Footnote 

omitted.) 

Key portions of include: 

to expand 

22yf ) (1)  requires that it do likewise A r  

communications carriers and cable 

bddition, we note that section 224(f)(1) m+dates access 

not only to  physical utility facilities (i.e., pole , ducts, 

and conduit), but also to the rights-of-way he1 by the 

utility. The lack of capacity on a particular facilit does 

not necessarily mean there is no capacity in 3 the 

underlying right-of-way that the utility controls. For 

these reasons, we agree with the commenters who 
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,' 
wiU'be borne only 

these situations. Before denying 

expand capacity. (Paragraph 11 64.) 

1 
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/ 
for access. ./ 

Where there are costs associated with freeinI’capacity (e.g., 

,\ 
\ 

\\ 

\,\, 

’\ 

roperty owners. 

the location and availability of access to poles, conduits andyights-of- 

-40- 



53 h 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

/ 

umzl 

way within 20 business days of MCl's request. Sprint must not be 

itted to provide information to itself or its affiliaJes sooner than it 

the information to other telecommunications carriers. For 90 

days af t  & ,a request, Sprint should be require6 to reserve poles, 

rights-of-way for MCl's use. / MCI should be permitted 

six months attachment or instdllation of its facilities to poles, 

or requy t  Sprint to begin make ready or 

use of Sprint-owned or - 
be based on the pro-rata 

to rights of way are 
-----L--c- 

included in the draft - con tract. - -- 
e 

Bona Fide Request Process for Further Unqundling 

0. WHAT IS THE NEED FOR A PROCESS BY WHICH MCI CAN REQUEST 

FURTHEb UNBUNDLING OF THE Sprint7 NETWORK? 

Networks are dynamic structures. ILECs ate -- hopefully -- constantly 

impray(ring them, adding new features and funQtions. In addition, as 

locql competition expands and as MCI gains more experience, MCI 

may find uses for other network functions that curkently exist, but for 

Fhich MCI has not specifically asked to be unbundle& now (for 

example, loop feeder plant). Consequently, after this pWicular 

A. 

arbitration is completed, MCI will need to  be able to  requestand gain 

access to network elements other than what will be specifically 

-41 - 
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unbundled as a result of this process. 

The FCC addresses the substantive issues relating to requests 

for unbundled network elements (251 Order at Paragraphs 283, 284. 

285 1, but does not address the process by which further unbundling 

can be accomplished. Process on this issue is important. Significant 

delays in making unbundled elements available may delay the advent 

of effective competition or may put new entrants a t  a significant 

competitive disadvantage in relation to  the ILEC. For example, once 

an ILEC has installed a new function in its network that has not been 

previously unbundled, competitive pressures will make it imperative 

for the new entrants to have unbundled access to that network 

element, else the new entrants will be left behind. Moreover, as 

demonstrated by past practice in many cases, ILECs will take every 

opportunity to  delay the availability of unbundled elements, given that 

they have no incentive to make available the unbundled elements that 

new entrants need. This incentive will only be magnified for RBOCs 

once they are permitted to  re-enter the interexchange market. 

Consequently, a process must be established for further 

* 

unbundling and that process must be expedited. By expedited, MCI 

means that the process must have specific time frames and a definite 

end point. The process should be initiated with a bona fide request 

from the new entrant. The bona fide request should contain 

information sufficient to permit Sprint to identify the unbundled 

element that MCI seeks and identify the means of accessing that 

element. Sprint then should have ten days to respond to this 

-42- 
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request. This relatively short period is sufficient given that the bona 

fide request process requires MCI to provide identifying information 

and that the major issue with regard to  unbundled elements is 

whether it is technically feasible to unbundle the element. 

If Sprint's response is anything but an unequivocal "yes," with 

a proposed price that is in conformance with the FCC's pricing 

principles for unbundled elements (or otherwise acceptable to MCI by 

voluntary agreement), MCI must have recourse to  the Commission for 

resolution of this issue. Resolution of this issue should include price -- 
if only a proxy price until cost studies are approved in conformance 

with TELRIC principles, and means of accessing the requested 

unbundled network element. 

Again, timing is critical. The pace of competition will require 

speedy resolution of this issue. Because the issue will be very narrow 

and well focused, the Commission should be able to resolve the 

dispute in relatively short order. In light of this, MCI recommends 

that the Commission resolve the issue within 30 days of any request 

for Commission intervention. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes, at this time. 
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DON PRICE 

ON BEHALF OF 

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION AND 

MClmetro ACCESS TRANSMISSION SERVICES, INC. 

DOCKET NO. 961 230-TP 

November 19, 1996 

0. 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Don Price, and my business address is 701 Brazos, Suite 

600, Austin, Texas, 78701. 

Q. 

A. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am employed by MCI Telecommunications Corporation in the 

Southern Region as Senior Regional Manager -- Competition Policy. 

0. ARE YOU THE SAME DON PRICE WHO HAS PREVIOUSLY FILED 

TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

A. Yes, I am. 

HAT IS THE P;Y? 
_--------- 

is to  rebut certain statements-axk-’~~”- 

22 

23 

24 
.-.“. ... -.. --. 

..-. ..~ 

Docket No. 961 230-TP -1- Rebuttal Testimony of Don Price 
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MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

CONTRACT? 

’\ 
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Appendix Vlll to the MClmeNo/lLEC 

attached as Exhibit 2 to MC1's"petition 

ns relating to measuring and mon$ring 

equirements in a carrier-carrier environment. They reflect the 

appropriate level of detail that must be included in the final arbitrate 

agreement in order to ensure fair competition. 
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Limitation of Liability 

of the MClrnetro/lLEC 

ed as Exhibit 2 to  MCl’s Petition is a 

much more appropriate provision. Under MCl’s language, 

e natural consequences of its actions in 

ction facilities by a 

services that MCI will purchase. If Sprint fails to  meet its obligatio 
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In this situati putation as a quality provider will be 
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agreement. 
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IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

has 

is true that MCI removed the loop distribution issue from its 

negotiations with SprinWnited. MCl’s purpose in so doing, however, 
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was to  facilitate discussion of other issues on which progress could 
/ 

made, because there did not appear to  be any hope of 9hg ing  the 

ruling was necessary 

ons on the loop 

APPROPRIATE FOR 

the Commissio 

A. No. MCl is presenting 

feasibility. Such a deci 

he question of technical 

d place the appropriate obligation on 

HAT A "BFR" PROCESS IS 

lable on an unbundled 

intlunited is unable to 

der that objection at the 

\ 

EGARDING THE ISSUE OF BRANDING? 
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Sprint to  provide branding for operator 
/ 

directory assistance. "I echnicat teasibitity is a concept ,,' 

from SprintlUnited's current capability t o  offer a 

rintlunited may not have equipped all of its 

capability, but that does not dean that it is 

SprintlUnited to  provide I P N .  The 

feasibility" suggeste5by Mr. Hunsucker is 

n, access to  unbundled 

ther methods of achieving 

point in the network 

A determination of 

incumbent LEC that claims that it cannot satisfy SUC 
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Local Dialing Parity 

T PAGE 41 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. HUNSUCKER STATES THAT 

TO PROVIDE DIALING PARITY. DOESlVlCl HAVE 

SPRINTIUNITED'S POSITION ON THIS ISSUE? 

that SprintlUnited is migrating a few 

from 6-1-1 dialing to reach the 

place of 6-1-1, SprintlUnited will utilize 

Such an arrangement is 

MCI to  offer a dialing arrangement 

that is a t  parity with what 

SprintlUnited offers. 

\ 

J Numbering Resources 

Q. MR. HUNSUCKER STATJS IS NOT THE 

CENTRAL OFFICE Cq6E DOES NOT 

MAKE CENTRAL OFFICE 

PROVIDERS WITHIN FLORIDA. IN LIGHT O ~ T H I S ,  DOES MCI 

REQUIRE ARB,~RATION ON THE ISSUE OF 

i 
/ 

OFFICE CODE 

that this issue does not 

Mr. Hunsucker. 

HAT THE ISSUE OF RECOVERY OF COSTS OF INTERIM NUMBER 
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PORTABILITY MEASURES SHOULD NOT BE SUBJECT T 9  

ARBITRATION. DO YOU AGREE? 

en theinterim agreement 

d.in my direct 

d in my direct testimony, 

ffected by the Eighth 

t recovery mechanisms 

not afford one service 

provider an app 

service provider. 

advantage over another 

only thing in this regard MCI is seeking in this 

which the monthly recurring 

res is in compliance with the rate for interi 

FCC's order. imony, the simplest 

absorb their own costs of 

asures, given the relatively 

es will be used. 

has established a 

this issue is unresolved 

betweey MCI and SprintlUnited however, it hould be resolved in this 

procepding. 
'3 

'*\ 

\ 
z / 

1 

\ 

Y CAUSE OTHER ENTITIES ARE NOT PARTIES TO 

PROCEEDING, WOULD A COMMISSION RESOLUTION 0 ,THE ISSUE 

IN THIS PROCEEDING POSSIBLY DISCRIMINATE AGAINST THERS 

WHO OBTAIN ILNP MEASURES? \ / '\ 

Q.t 
Docket No. 961230-TP -10- Rebuttal Testimony of Don Price '\ 
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A. No. Other entities purchasing interim number portability measures 

rom SprintNnited should be able to modify their agreements to take 

vantage of the compensation mechanism adopted by the 

mission in this proceeding, pursuant to language in those 

. The ability of affected 

ves the possibility that such 

the issue is resolved in this 

Rights-of-way 

ING MR. HUNSUCKER'S 

TESTIMONY AT PAG 8-39 REGARDING RIGHTS-OF-WAY, 

CONDUITS, AND POLE 

nsucker's assertion at 39, 

lines 8 through 17 regarding t ' cumstances under which 

ge the MCI for facility 

matter is contrary to the 
I 

*\ 

Act qnd not supportable as a matter of sqund public policy. 

'., I The FCC's rules on this point, which 

ghth Circuit Court's Stay Order, are very clea 

e not subject to  the 

\ 
\ At §1.1416(b), the 

rules state in pertinent part that: 

The costs of modifying a facility shall be borne y 

all parties that obtain access to  the facility as \ a 

\ result of the modification and by all parties that 

directly benefit from the modification. Each party / Docket No. 961230-TP -1 1- Rebuttal Testimony of Don Price 
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described in the preceding sentence shall share 

proportionately in the cost of the modification. 

6 7  

./ 

g i ts attachment 

if such rearrangement 

necessitated s 

l 

the language of Sect. h(4 of the Act was on 

I telecommunications and video\ervices providers 

inatory access to  incumbent L E C d  rights-of-way, 
*, 

a 
conduits in order to  encourage 

services. Thus, the 

d status with regard 

the overall public 

competition. Furthermore, Mr. Hunsucker's position ignores the 

that, until such time as SprintNnited determines that a facilities 
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expansion is required, it will have been receiving rents from all other 

entities using the facilitylies). SprintlUnited should not be permitted 

charge entities with pre-existing attachment for later upgrade of the 

the entities have 

If Mr. Hunsucker's 

a competitive 

it to shift to  its 

\ 

\ 

OF MCI'S NEED 

RECORDS? I '  

TO SPRINT/UNITED'S ENGINEERING 

Q. DO YOU HAVE MR. HUNSUCKER'S DISCUSSION 

\ 

" 
seeking. l/cannot envision why &Cl would require access to 

Sprintlynited's engineering records\when unbundled network 

elemghts are at issue. Rather, the neyd for access to  such records 

wohd  arise as a result of MCl's seeking,to obtain access to 

%rint/United's poles, conduit, ducts, andZOr rights-or-way. MCI 

to  furnish 

A. Yes. It appy'ars that there is me confusion as to  what MCI is 

i 

\, 
\. 

1. 

'\ 

would renew its request that Sprint/United 

\\ 

/ access to  engineering diagrams and 
i 

I proposed contract. 

In those instances, MCI recognizes that information 
; 

i 

i can sometimes be included in the company's engineer\g records or 

drawings. It is my understanding that MCl's needs can 

met without requiring access to  records or drawing 
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Bona Fide Request Process 

0. DO YOU HAVE COMMENTS REGARDING MR. HUNSUCKER'S 

PROPOSED "BONA FIDE REQUEST" PROCESS? 

Yes. I have two concerns with Mr. Hunsucker's discussion on this 

point. First, as I noted above with regard to  his recommendation on 

branding of operator services and directory assistance, Mr. Hunsucker 

has blurred the distinction between technical feasibility and 

SprintNnited's current capability. Unless the appropriate definition of 

technical feasibility is required by the Commission, SprintNnited will 

be able to  use its proposed bona fide request process for 

anticompetitive purposes. 

A. 

Second, the timetable set forth in Mr. Hunsucker's Exhibit 

MRH-5 is too lengthy and would frustrate the ability of CLECs such as 

MCI to  offer new services and/or features to  our customers in a timely 

manner. Examination of Mr. Hunsucker's proposal reveals that 

SprintNnited will have five full months after a request for a new 

unbundled element is received before it must provide information 

necessary for the CLEC to move forward. That means that such 

Docket No. 961 230-TP -1 4- Rebuttal Testimony of Dan Price 
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issues as where the requested network element is available, what 

rate(s) SprintlUnited proposes, and its proposed installation intervals, 

will not be known to the CLEC for a number of months after it 

initiates its request. Although there may be certain instances where 

such a time frame is necessary, that should be the exception rather 

than the rule. Thus, I would respectfully reurge the timetable set 

forth in my direct testimony for resolution of bona fide requests. 
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nited is unable to provide such 
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AGREE WITH MR. HUNSUCKER'S POSITION R E G ~ D I N G  

TO CUSTOMIZE THE DIRECTORIES IT 

\ 
ITS CUSTOMERS WITH AN MCI COVER? 

A. No. Because SprintlUnited is affiliated with the publisher(s) of its 

am5.3 
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in a unique position to  use that business arrangement 

treatment in the provision of directories by MCl to 

Commission should ensure that SprintlUnited not 

position in an anticompetitive 

cannot provide customer 

agree to  permit MCI to 

for its customers. 

SprintlUnited be 
'\ 

/ 

neutral qdto any business arrangements between its affiliated 

dire@'ry publishers and MCI. 
I 

Af 
\ 

,A:ES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 7 Yes, at this time. 

85895.3 
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QIAIRluLlo C W :  For my clarification, what 

witnesses will be appearing today and What is the 

order they will be taken up in? 

NR. YELSON: I believe that's as set out in 

the prehearing order. For NCI it will be Mr. Murphy, 

Mr. Cabe, Mr. Darnel1 and Nr. Wood. There was 

prefiled testimony of Mr. Martinez -- I never can 
remember how to pronounce it, Martinez -- that has 
been withdrawn in its entirety. 

C01MISSIO~R KIESLIBG; And for Sprint it's 

Hunsucker, Farrar and Dunbar? 

NR. PONS: Yes; Farrar and Dunbar. 

CHAIRMATS C W :  Okay. Are there any other 

preliminary matters we need to take up at this time? 

MR. XFiATING: Staff has no other preliminary 

matters. 

CHAIRMATS CLARK: If everyone who is going to 

be a witness in thi8 case would please stand and raise 

your right hand, I will swear you all in at the same 

time. 

(Witnesses collectively sworn.) 

CHAIRMATS CLARK: nr. Nurphy; is he the first 

witness? 

y8. YCNILLIN: Yes, Mr. Murphy is MCIIs 

first witness. 

PLORIDA PUBLIC BERVXCE COKKISSIO~ 
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JERRY R. NURPBY 

was called as a witness on behalf of MCI and, having 

been duly sworn, testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXANIt?ATION 

PY NS. NollILLIlY: 

Q Please state your name and business address 

for the record. 

A My name is Jerry Murphy, and my business 

address is 2250 Lakeside Boulevard, Richardson, Texas. 

By whom are you employed and in what Q 
capacity? 

A 

the capac 

I'm employed by MCI Telecommunications in 

ty of director of network implementation for 

the eastern region. 

Q Have you prefiled in this docket direct 

testimony dated October 11, 1996 and consisting of 43 

pages, and rebuttal testimony dated November 19, 1996 

and consisting of eight pages? 

A Yes. 

Q Are there any portions of the direct 

testimony that you are withdrawing? 

A Yes, there is. We're withdrawing on the 

direct testimony Page 6, Line 1 to Page 14, Line 5; 

Page 19, Line 1 to Page 41, Line 18; and Page 42, 

Line 11 to Page 43, Line 10. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICI CONNISSION 
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Q Are there any portions of the rebuttal 

testimony that you're withdrawing? 

A Yes, there are. We're withdrawing from Page 

1, Line 20 to Page 4, Line 20, and then, lastly, from 

Page 5, Line 21 to Page 6, Line 14. 

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to 

the remaining portions of your testimony? 

A The only change I have is on my direct 

testimony, the first page, Line 11 and 12, my title 

should change to read "director of network 

implementation, eastern region." 

Q With that correction, if I were to ask you 

the same questions today, would your answers be the 

same? 

A Yes, they would. 

YB. Y M I L L I N :  Madam Chairman, at this time 

we would ask that the direct and rebuttal testimony of 

Mr. Murphy be inserted into the record as though read. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: The direct and rebuttal 

testimony of Mr. Murphy as revised will be inserted in 

the record as though read. 

PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C O ~ I S S I O N  
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JERRY W. MURPHY 

ON BEHALF OF MCI 

MCI - UNITEDlCENTEL ARBITRATION 

OCTOBER 11, 1996 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Jerry W. Murphy, and my business address is 2250 Meside  

Boulevard, Richardson, Texas 75082. 

JC f&~b> t l  r 
BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLQYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am employed by MCI Telecommunications Corporation as Director of Teekukd 
<;fi ILm 1 e rn 4 ,'t 4 q \ ~ <  e V I  2 5 0 y h  --I < , i' i 1 y, 2 ~L "\ ', ,> 

-pment for MCImetro. 

PLEASE GIVE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF YOUR BACKGROUND AND 

WORK EXPERIENCE. 

I am a graduate of the University of Notre Dame. I have attended several 

continuing education programs in engineering, telecommunications and business. I 

joined MCI in 1980 as an engineer and contributed toward the rapid expansion of the 

MCI long distance network resulting from the opening of that market to competition. 

Thereafter, for a period of four years, I was instrumental in the successful design, 

implementation and launch of MCI into the competitive local access business. Prior 

to my current assignment, I was Director of Engineering and Construction for 

MCImetro and, its predecessor, Access Transmission Services, Inc. I have held my 

current position for two years. My responsibilities include the planning and design 

for all transmission systems in new and existing cities nationwide in support of 

-1- 
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MCI’s entry into the local services market. In addition I manage departments 

responsible for the acquisition of rights-of-way, municiple, franchise and real estate 

agreements necessary for the deployment of the MCImetro network. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to address the following topics: (1) the MCI h d  

Network an overview of the local network that MCI is installing; (2) rite 

Interconnection of Networks: the steps necessary to interconnect MCI’s local 

network with the ILEC network so that all forms of traffic can be. exchanged 

between the networks; (3) Access to Unbundled Network Elements: a description 

of unbundled network elements that MCI is requesting and how MCI proposes to 

gain access to these unbundled elements; and (4) Collocufion: a description of 

collocation arrangements required under the Act and under the FCC’s recent order. 

I will also discuss related issues such as ordering and provisioning that play a critical 

role in the success or failure of interconnection and use of unbundled elements. 

Network unbundling will allow MCI and other competitive local exchange 

companies (‘CLECs”) to provide a wide variety of new products to a broad array of 

customers using portions of the ubiquitous ILEC network combined with 

differentiating network elements provided by the CLEC. Interconnection, effective 

network unbundling, and procedures to make collocation viable are essential in order 

for competition to become a reality in the local exchange market. 

MCI’S LOCAL. NETWORK 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LOCAL NETWORK MCI IS INSTALLING. 

To understand MCI’s need for interconnection, access to unbundled elements and 

-2- 
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collocation, it is necessary to understand MCI’s local network and how MCI plans to 

use that network to provide local service. MCImetro is MCI’s subsidiary in charge 

of constructing local networks and, from a technical perspective, interconnecting 

MCI’s local network with the ILEC’s network. To understand MCImetro’s 

network, how it has evolved, and how it will continue to evolve, it is necessary to 

understand the history of MCImetro. MCImetro began its corporate life as a 

special access provider, also known as a competitive access provider (CAP). 

Special access providers provide high capacity network facilities to mid and large 

business customers for the purpose of originating and terminating interexchange 

traffic directly to or from the interexchange carrier. As such, MCImetro’s original 

network consisted of a limited set of fiber optic rings in several urban areas. 

In January 1994, MCI made the decision to expand MCImetro to offer 

switched local services. Beginning with the fiber rings, MCI embarked on a capital 

construction program with two major goals. First, MCImetro had to expand its 

existing fiber ring facilities to reach more customer buildings and construct new 

rings in other urban areas. Second, MCImetro had to install local switches to 

provide switched services. (MCI’s interexchange switches were not suitable for 

handling local traffic without significant modifications.) Over the last two and one 

half years, MCI has invested over $700 million in its local network. As a result, as 

of the date of my testimony, MCI’s local networks, nationwide, consist of 

approximately 2,600 route miles of fiber rings and 13 switches. 

While MCI’s local network is growing, it is still small compared to the 

ubiquitous reach of the ILECs’ networks. While MCImetro has been building local 

networks for just over 2 years, the ILECs have been building local networks for 

over one hundred years. While MCI’s local network passes by several thousand 

-3- 
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buildings in mostly urban areas, the ILECs’ networks reach into practically every 

building and home in the country. While MCImetro has installed 13 local switches, 

the ILECs collectively own over 23,000 local switches. It is not an overstatement to 

say that the ILECs’ networks are practically everywhere. 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS MCI’S GOAL IN PROVIDING LOCAL SERVICE? 

MCI’s goal is to reach a broad array of customers, business and residential, to 

provide local services that are consistent across geographic areas and are 

differentiated from today’s monopoly offerings. Thus, while total service resale h 

part of MCI’s local efforts and will in some circumstances be MCI’s vehicle for 

initial entry into the local market, resale alone will not allow MCI to differentiate its 

service or develop consistent services across geographic areas. In order to reach 

that goal, and enable true competition in the local services market, MCI and other 

competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs) must he able to create and offer their 

own services. The primary means of achieving this is through deployment of MCI’s 

own local facilities. This has been the path that MCI has chosen to date. However, 

as mentioned earlier, MCI’s significant investment in switching and network 

construction over the past two plus years has only allowed it to reach a maximum of 

several thousand buildings, mostly in urban areas. Network unbundling, discussed 

in more detail below, will allow MCI and other CLECs to provide a broad array of 

new produas to a much larger group of customers using portions of the ubiquitous 

I 

ILEC network combined with differentiating network elements provided by the 

CLEC. Without effective ILEC network unbundling, real competition will not 

become a reality. 

One further item is worth noting. MCI’s local network has a substantially 

-4- 



7 9  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

different architecture than that of the ILEC. ILEC networks, developed over many 

decades, employ an architecture characterized by a large number of switches within 

a hierarchical system, with relatively short subscriber loops. By contrast, MCI's 

local network employs state-of-the-art equipment and design principals based on the 

technology available today, particularly optical fiber M~s,  that does not require the 

deployment of as many switches. In general, there is a trade-off between t4e 

number of switches and the length of the local loop. The fewer the switches 

deployed in any given territory, the longer the loop length necessary to serve 

customers, and vice versa. In any given service territory, MCI will have deployed 

fewer switches than the ILEC. In general, at least for now, MCI's switches all 

serve areas at least equal in size if not greater than the serving area of the ILEC 

tandem. For example, in Baltimore, Bell Atlantic uses two access tandems to serve 

the Baltimore local caHing area. MCI uses just one. Thus, MCI's one switch in 

Baltimore serves an area actually greater than the service area of either of BA's 

tandems. 

New York Metropolitan LATA; initially, MCI has deployed one switch to serve the 

same geography. This last point becomes critical later in my testimony as I discuss 

reciprocal compensation arrangements for transport and termination of traffic. 

Similarly, in New York, NYNEX has six tandems access that serve the 

In sum, MCI's recent but very real experience in deploying local services 

gives it a unique perspective on what it takes to make competition a reality. Our 

"hands on" experience allows us to be very clear on what will be required in the 

areas of implementing network interconnection and gaining access to unbundled 

ILEC network elements. 

. 

m . 2  
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INTERCONNECTION OF NETWORKS 

Q. WHAT IS INTERCONNECTION AND WHY IS IT 

ork means nothing unless that 

interconnected with the ILEC's network and with 

rriers. In the interconnection means 

FCC defm+t term at Paragraph 176 of the First Report 
t 

and Order in CC D , In the Matter of Implementation of the Local 

lecommunications Act of 1996 (the 'Order"). 

Connection of unbundled 

11 interconnection. From a financial 

network ends e ILEC's "transport and tion" charges begin. From an 

AT IS REQUIRED TO PHYSICALLY LINK MCI's LOCAL N 

WITH THE NETWORKS OF INCUMBENT LOCAL EXCHANGE C 
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I 

k. Carriers have interconnected networks -- local network to local n&ork and 

network to local network -- for years. Thus, physi9hnling is 

neithky new nor overly complicated. 

calls, for 91 1/E911 calls, and for 

the followhg Sep?: 

facilities &'the ILEC facilities at the 

0 for the exchange of local traffic, 

toll traffic, for "operator-to- 

"transit" traffic. 

and the ILEC's 

I discuss these steps in dore detail below 
/ 

used to carry traffic back and forth over the IP. 

LocOnon of the IP 

Q. ASE DISCUSS THE LOCATION OF THE IP. 
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/ 

Order states, the ILEC must provide intercomectipn "at 

within the ILEC's network." (Final Rulg; Section 

the new entrant, is permined to select the IP from any 

it is technically feasible to physically 

traffic. (Order, at Paragraph 220, footnote 464) 

to select the location or locations of any IP 

the end offices for which traffic will 

"technically feasible" under this 

\ 

\ 

rather than economic, 

space, or site considerations." Tbus\so long as the ILEC can -- from a technical 

perspective -- take the traffic from and terminate it to any particular end 

office, then that IP is technically feasible. 

I raise this because of a special problem\MCI has faced in New York with 

NYTEL. NYTEL has attempkd to make MCI es+lish IPS at each of their access 
\ 

tandems in the LATA that hve r s  the Metropolitan 

six such access tandems* in that LATA. Clearly, 

physically building oyf facilities to establish an 
i 

would be a time consuming and expensive 

to offer service that LATA and makiig 

thatservice. 

City area. There are 

such as MCI, 

d p' 
feasibility" portion 

to take traffic from that IP and t 
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subtends. Therefore, that IP can -- and at MCI's discretion should -- sepe as the IP 

that Ameritech and MFS have 

/, 

aturally, however, any decision on where an IP is ! h t d  or whether to 

have an impact on the transpof portion of any transport 

If $CI chooses to have only one 

the transport chargd that MCI must pay as part of 

local calls will,feflect the increased distance that 

the particuljdr end office where they terminate. This 

in my testimony where I address the financial 

, 
paid to the ILEC. 

/ 

/ 

the FCC identifies the minimum set of 

places where the ILECs must provide 

section that interconnection,hust be 

within the incumbent L$'s 

and 54). It is tec$cally feasible to establish an 

network where $EC facilities meet each other 

ILEC'S or s f e  other entity's facilities). 

but explicitly states in that 

technically feasible point 

explicitly did not limit 

potential IPS to these 549, 550, 551, 552, 553, 

points on the ILEC 
i 

facilities (either the 

ngineering terms, facilities are 

points.' 

in any network where one 

ually or electronically. 

hysically connected by 

Wire A comes in to a 
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on another point. Then a jumper is used connect Wire A to 

distribution frame (MDF) or any similar "patch panel' is an 

ross-connect device. With an electronic cross-connect, 

er, the 'jumper connection" is performed 

example of an 

's do not have to be 

FCC's Order 

switch. There arefther cross-connect points in the ILEC 
/ 

network, however 

commercial office 

have network faci 

A t e l a  closet in 

device. Thus, an I 

IP. In fact, MCI ch telco closets now in Detroit. 

n u s ,  this type of IP jd certainly tec 

itch, the ILEC will also 

is called a 'telco closet.' 

SUppOfi -- a CCOSS-COMeCt 

ilding can also serve as an 

INTERCONNECTION. 

Ily feasible. (Order 

hnical perspective and is discussed later in my testimony. 

Meet point arrangements are also well known. Under a typical\;\meet 
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build out. to the meet point is the financial reykmibility of each party 

what the FCC calls the 'reasonable accom/hbdation of 

meet." Under this 

the fiber optic facilities 

other responsibilities (as 

do not actually join at 

feasible. 
/ 

/ 

C. 

Trunking and Interconnection of S i d i n g  Networks 

-1  1- \ 



1 

2 

‘ 3  

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

uDJp.1 

rspective to partition 

se facilities into various types of trunk groups 

of traffic that are necessary for complete 

to carry the different 

nnection. Based on our 

ecting MCI’s switch to the ILEC’s operator 

service center. rmits MCI’s operaton to talk to the ILEC’s 

rator connection is critical to ensure that operator 
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TRUNK GROUPS? 

The trunk groups that co 

characteristics. The tm 

similar to the industry s 

requires CCS’I signaling on ay’tm 

g networks is discussed later 

nks can also be either one-way or two-way. Generally, two-way 
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ns (for example, local and ffic), since, with two-way 

establish the interconnection than are needed 

e FCC has recognized the benefits 

request (Order, Paragraph 219). 
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Q. YOU PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED THAT THE FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

OF INTERCONNECTION MUST BE CONSIDERED. WHAT ARE THE 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS WHICH ARISE IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

PHYSICAL LINKING OF NETWORKS? 

Whenever networks are interconnected and traffic is exchanged, a major issue 

between the parties -- bluntly stated -- is "Who pays for what?' Forhmately, the 

FCC Order provided some very specific definitions that help determine financial 

responsibility. As noted above, the IP is the poi@ where the MCI network 

physically connects with the ILEC network. Generally, therefore, each carrier is 

responsible for bringing or getting its facilities to the IP. 

A. 

When an MCI customer makes a local call to an ILEC customer, MCI will 

hand off that call to the ILEC at the IP. MCI then must pay the ILEC compensation 

for the 'transport and termination' of that local call. (Final Rules, Section 51.701) 

The FCC has separately -- and specifically -- defmed "transport" and "termination" 

in this context. 

transmission and any necessary tandem switching of local telecommunications traffic 

. . . from the interconnection point between the two carriers to the terminating 

carrier's end office switch that directly serves the called party...." (Final Rules, 

Section 51.701(c)) 

(Order at Paragraph 1039) 'Transport" is defmed as 'the 

'Termination" is defmed as "the switching of local 

-14- 
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telecommunications traffic at the terminating carrier's end office switch.. . . " (Final 

Rules, Section 51.701(d)) 

is terminating local traffic to the ILEC) must begin paying transport and termination 

compensation to the ILEC: 

Thus, the IP determines the p i n t  at which MCI (when it 

Conveaely, when an ILEC must hand over local traffic to MCI for MCI to 

"transport and terminate," the ILEC must use the established IP. For the ILEC to 

be allowed to do anything else would eviscerate the FCC's requirement that the 

ILEC permit the use of two-way trunking. Thus, the IP also serves as the point at 

which the ILEC must begin payment of "transport and termination' to MCI when it 

terminates a local call on MCI's local network. 

It is important to note that in Section 51.711 of the Final Rules the FCC has 

determined that "rates for transport and termination of local telecommunications 

traffic shall be symmetrical." In addition, the FCC has decided that "where the 

switch of a carrier other than an incumbent LEC serves a geographic area 

comparable to the area served by the incumbent LEC's tandem switch, the 

appropriate rate for the carrier other than the incumbent LEC is the incumbent 

LEC's tandem interconnection rate." I noted previously that MCl's switch clearly 

serves a geographic area comparable to the area served by the ILEC's tandem. 

Therefore, MCI believes it is appropriate for it to charge the ILEC the tandem 

interconnection rate (defined as tandem switching plus the average transport between 

an ILEC tandem and the subtending end offices plus the local switching rate) for 

calls terminating to MCI's network. In addition, the ILEC and MCI will share the 

cost of the facilities used to interconnect the networks as defined by the location of 

the IP. 

The FCC also determined, in section 51.709 of the Final Rules, that "the 

-1 5- 
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rate of a carrier providing transmission facilities dedicated to the transmission of 

traffic between two carriers networks shall recover only the costs of the proportion 

of that trunk capacity used by an interconnecting carrier to send traffic that will 

terminate on the providing carrier's network." 

COULD YOU GIVE AN EXAMPLE OF HOW THE SELECTION OF AN IP 

AFFECTS THE FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS? 

Yes, given all this, it is possible to walk through two examples to describe how the 

selection of the IP affects the "transport and termination' charge that both MCI and 

the ILEC must face. 

Errmrplc I :  

Tandem to Which MCI Needs to lhmk. 

MCI Collocates at the W e  Center H o d g  an Access 

In this example, MCI has established a collocation at the wire center housing a 

tandem; the collocation will be designated as the IP. Two-way trunlcing will be 

established between the MCI switch and the ILEC tandem via the collocation 

facilities. 

0 The Transport and Termination Charges to MCI for calls terminating on the 

ILEC network are: 

(1) tandem switching and transport from the tandem to the end office 

where the call terminam (based on average transport from ILEC 

tandem to subtending end offices); plus 

termination at the end office. (2) 

The total rate paid by MCI in this case is also known as the Tandem 

Transport and Termination rate or Tandem Interconnection Rate. 

-1 6- 
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0 The Transport and Termination Charges to the ILEC for calls terminating on 

MCI’s network are: 

(1) Transport from the IP to the MCI switching center (as discussed in 

Final Rules, Section 51.709), plus 

The symmetrical Tandem Transport and Termination. 

In this example, the ILEC pays for the transport from the IP at its access tandem to 

the MCI switching center because MCI has provided the facilities from that 

switching center to the IP, and the ILEC is using those facilities to transport local 

traffic from the IP back to the MCI switching center. 

MCI switching center, however, MCI is permitted to charge the ILEC a transport 

and termination rate equal to the ILEC’s tandem interconnection rate since MCI’s 

switch serves an area comparable (if not larger) than the area served by the ILEC’s 

tandem switch. (Final Rules, Section 51.711(3)) 

(2) 

. 
Once the call reaches the 

As detailed above, the specific symmetrical tandem transport and termination 

rate should be calculated as follows: 

Tandem switching rate, plus 

Shared transport based on average mileage from the ILEC tandem to 

the various end office8 that subtend that tandem. 

Erample 2: IP At an Agreed to Meetpoint 

In this example, MCI will jointly provision interconnect facilities to an agreed to 

meetpoint at a technically feasible location on the ILEC’s network. The IP is at this 

meetpoint. MCI and the ILEC will establish two-way trunking to both and access 

tandem and an end office via these interconnection facilities. 

0 The Transport and Termination charges to MCI for traffic terminating to the 

-1 7- 
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ILEC via the tandem switch are: 

(1) 

(2) 

transport from the IP to the access tandem; plus 

the Tandem Intemnnection/Transport and Termination Rate, as 

described in Example 1. 

0 The Transport and Termination charges to ILEC for traffic terminating to 

MCI via the tandem switch are: 

(1) 

(2) 

transport from IP to the MCI switching center; plus 

the symmetrical ILEC Tandem InterconnectiodTransport and 

Termination Rate. 

0 The Transport and Termination charges to MCI for traffic terminating to the 

ILEC via direct end office trunking (bypassing the tandem switch) are: 

(1) 

(2) the local termination rate. 

transport from the IP to the ILEC end office switch, plus 

0 The Transport and Termination charges to the ILEC for traffic terminating to 

MCI via the direct end office trunking are: 

(1) 

(2) 

transport from the IP to the MCI switching center, plus 

the symmetrical ILEC Tandem Intemnnection/Transport and 

Termination Rate. 

There are, of course, other options and possibilities, but the concept will be the 

same. The IP will delineate not only the physical point where one network ends and 

another begins, but also will determine the transport and termination charges that 

each carrier must pay to one another. 

-1  8- 
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9 3  

UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS OF THE INCUMBENT LOCAL EX 

COMPANIES’ NETWORKS? 

noted previously, MCI desires to offer local service BS 

, however, currently 

While some residential 

switching centers 

capable of serving only 30, 

compared to the national 

0,ooO customers -- a drop in the bucket 

er 100 million customers. To reach this larger 

LABLE BY THE ILECs? 

nts that the ILEC must 

network. 

LEMENTS MUST BE MADE 

ry information on the record to make such judgments, refore let? that 

propriate in the future. The FCC rules explicitly allows the states to order more 

-1 9- 



9 4  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 Q. 
12 

13 A. 

1 4  

15 

16 

1 7  

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

umoz 

unbundling on a case by case basis. MCI, in this arbitration, requests the 

rk elements, as defined in 

sistance, that are discussed in Mr. 

Price’s testimony. 

MCI AND HOW DOES MCI 

The FCC ~ l e s  require the 

method of implementation 

SE TO GAIN ACCESS TO THEM? 

nbundle a set of elements, but do not specify a 

these elements is n 

eering perspective. 
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Connecting Unbundled Elements 

in a similar fashion. 

e devices can be 

per wires to c ~ ~ e c t  positions within a cross- 

connect device 

devices. Both the jumper cab1 

running between the two cross-comect 

house cabling are, very simply, just wires. 

\ 
\ 

\ 

sue in the larger scheme of 

ion cabling and is routinely 

elements today. However, we 

21 make it operational, unless otherwise noted. \ 
\ $ . ~  

Elements the FCC Ordered to be Unbundled 

LOOP 

HAT ARE LOCAL LOOPS AND HOW SHOULD THEY BE 
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between a distribution 

ill be required to connect the 

ce to other crosg/connect points to access other 

on. This cabling must be 

it will not be financially 

ability to reach residential 

the ILEC. As discuss 

unbundled loop’s frame ap 

loops in a variety of ways, each of 

methods include, but are not 

limited to: 
I 

b 

b 

provided transport or switching 

port or other services 
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% 

s to unbundled loops -- 

ability to differentiate our services 

ILEC customer and 

local loop will need 

MCI proposes the following procedure for coordiited cutovers: 
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\ /' We expect that generally cabling to connect the NIDs will be provided by the 

ILECs. //" 

/ '$ 

If connection to the NID involves a cutover of live customer traffic y&t 

kremise, then the cutover procedures described above must be followed;,,*' 
/ 

/ti 

,/,' 

3. ' Switchiig Capability 
\\ 

Q. W H A + ~ I T C H I N G  CAPABILITY SHOULD BE 
\ 

A. unbundling is defmed in the 
\ 

functions: local\switching and tandem switching. ,/ 
\ // 

a. 
/ 

Q. WHAT IS SHOULD IT BE PROVISIONED? 

A. In Section 51.319( local switching capability network 

clude but are not limited to, the connection 

ion frame and a switch line card; 

elements is defined as: 

between a loop terminatio 

but are not limited to, the connection 

nnect panel and a switch trunk 

the switch, which include, but 
/ 

,,/' 
,A*, tru* to lines, and t r u h  to 

(1) the basic switching function of 

are not l i m i y  to: 

1 ' capabilities made available to the 

telephone number, white page listing, and dial tone; and 

-25- 
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(2) all other features that the switch is capable of providing, 
/ 

including but not limited to custom calling, custom lccal area signaling 

service features, and Centrex, as well as any technically feasible customized 

' 

\ , 

ilities inclyfes: i) all basic 

s to directory assistance, vii) a e s  to operator services, viii) 

the switchjs'capable of providing; and x) any 
/ 

customized call rout 

. There are two points of 

the trunk-side C~OSS-WM~C~. 

MCI-provided loops, MCI-provided transport 

ided transport facilities, or loops or 

ILEC switching may he wnn 

require the ILEC to connect 

ndled Elements." 

ACED BY MCI CUSTOMERS 

calls will route, and for 

other unbundled 

of the two. The 

mail services. Customer specific routing will he implemented via line class 
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or equivalent switch-specific methods. Such routing will allow MCI to designate 

routing for that customer's service, for each of the following call types: 

o+/o- calls 

911 calls 

411/DA calls 

y, InterLATA calls specific PIC or regaddless of PIC 

'\, IntraLATA calls specific to PIC or pgardless of PIC 

\ 

\ 

'?30/888 calls, prior to database query 
/ 

\ Cay forwarding of any typ@pported on the switch, to a line or a 
\ 

Any othe customk@iouting that may be supported by the ILEC 

switch 
,' 

"' 

On the line side, &I m u s t k  able to purchase any line service available on 
/ 

the switch, including bdt not limited 

BRI services, with 41 of their verti 

side, MCI able to purchas ~ n k  service available on the 

ices, Centrex services, and ISDN 

signaling options. On the trunk 

ay, and ISDN PRI t ~ n k  

services. 

Tnndem switching 

(1) trunk connect facilities, 

W e e n  trunk termination at a cross-connect panel and a switch trunk 

-27- 



1 0 2  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 A. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

umo.2 

(2) the basic switching function of conneclhg trunks to trunks; and 

(3) the functions that are centralized in tandem switches (as distinguished 

not limited to call recordmg, the 

conversion features. 

abfe to perfom a variety of 

is critical for new entrants 

independent carriers 

direct connection of 

to interconnect all carriers in a 

ndled element at the tandem 

cross-wnnect device serving the 

onnected to other unbundled 

on as described in "Connecting 

switch location. 

tandem switch. 

' i?  

4. InterofFii'Traaanion I Facilities 

WHAT e IdmROFFICE mNSMISSION TIES AND HOW 
/ 

SHOULD '$E. BE PROVISIONED? 

The FCC e f m  interoffice P 
facilitieg/dedicated to a particular customer or canier, or more than one 

r or carrier, that provide telecommunications 

LECs or requesting telecommunications 

incumbent LECs or requesting 

facilities are customarily 
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facilities. 

The shared interoffice transmission is the path between end offices 

tandem, or between end offices, that is shared by multiple camers. Thihlement is 
/ 

to connect the tandem switching function to the local swi4mg function. 
/ 

Order at paragraph 441) In addition, MCI will 

rt element between ILEC end offices in 
/ switching element. / 

gain access to the shared interoffic#ransport facilities at the trunk 

end office andor the trunk y 6 ss connect at the tandem switch. 

unbundled elements, third party 

in "Connecting Unbundled Elements." 

are transport facilities used exclusively for 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

i 

the requesting camer's 

ILEC end offices, 

one or more of the following points: 

wire centers, other camer wire 

centers or collocated equipment at any 

technically feasible 

DS1, DS3, and all 
/ 

optical levels. i/ \ \ 

Q. BE PROVIDED ACCESS TO D FIBER AS AN 

91. 
\ 

\ 

20 

21 

22 A. Althougp the FCC did not specifically require thal the I*s make available 
I 

23 

24 

25 

M o . 2  

led optical fiber or "dark fiber," MCI contends that 

dark fiber, which from an engineering 

transmission hierarchy. Because 
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/” 
1 0 4  ,/ 

,/’ 
/ 

placement of fiber facilities is timely and costly since it involves pennits, road work, 

h u i t  placement, etc., telecommunications carriers typically install l ade  quantities 
,’ 

/ 

I 

Therefore, we believe that many of the ILECs bade the dark fiber 

they have upgraded their facilities from wppefplant and should be 

necessary for MCI to expand its,detwork reach with the 

plant records to detail where excess c p c i t y  exists. 

This 

only choices are to undertake the 

own fiber in the ground or to 

services from the ILEC. 

of ILEC electronics 

existing electronic 

THEY BE PROVIDED? 
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The FCC Order, at paragraph 444, requires that IIECs provide requesting ca 

transmission levels, $S also provides 
/ 

$S 3/39, where the nomenclature 110 

r greater with cross-connection typically 

the appropriate rate substitution, 

y cited as 3/1 and 313. Types of DCSs 

rt Signal level 1 (STS-1s) or other 

s (for example, STS-3) are also 

iplexors.” Because of 



i _." 

UUI combine DCS with its own transport or that supplied by other parties. 

MCI will gain access to the digital cmss-cannection system at the appropriate 

DS3, DSl, voice grade level) cross-connection device Serving the DCS. 

point will be connected to other unbundled elements, third party 

collocation as described in "Connecting Unbundled Elements." 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 links to transmit 

14 call-related databases." 

15 LECs are 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Call-Related Databases, and Service Management 

Systems ' 

SYSTEMS AND HOW SHOULD 

the muting of 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Y m . 2  

/ 
,I 

signaling networks. This requirement is clearly drstinct from the e r e m e n t  to 

traffic exchange as dpcnbed in the 

Interconnection of the signaling networks faciliptes routing of telephone calls 

m the CLEC to the ILEC. It also is 

services such as caller ID, automated 

ted recall, as well as the transmission of 64 kbps (‘clear 

channel”) calls flo 

the burden of signalin 

both directions. Thus, the connecting carriers must share 

ork interconnection UI support of traffic exchange. 

ccomplished as follows: 

will be two ,signaling points of interconnection 

for two SPOIs is driven by the critical 

parties to signaling link diversity. 

two SPOIs in the LATA. A 

nnect point in the LATA. Since SPOI can be any existing c 

e believe that both parties will be 

explicit charge. 

ILEC switches 
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7 Q. 
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9 A. 
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through the ILEC switched network. 

Translations Capability Applications Part flCAp) messaging in 

support of querying SCP-housed database% and TCAP messaging in 

support of CLASS services 

\ 

\ 

b. 1 Related Databases 

AND WHY ARE THEY 

IMPORTANT? 

databases, other than operations 

for billing and collection or the 

service. An 

including, but not 

downstream 

number portability &bases, and Adva@d Intelligent Network databases, by means 

of physical access $ the signaling transfe;\pomt linked to the unbundled database. 
i I 

for the centralized intelligence 

of calls. Additio ice control points (SCPs) 

lication data is provided, and 

S7 inquity, the information 

\ 

\ 

Batabases, the following 
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The ILEC must enable MCI to store in the ILEC’s LJDB any customer line 

rd, whether ported or not, for which the NPA- 

llowing LIDB functions for MCI’s customer 

Specflc to LNP Database: 

rn to the MCI switch: 

rted numbers, and 

- appropriate routing for 

- industry specifiedpdication for ported NPA-NXX 

provide MCI with descriptiv detailed technical 

g each of the ILEC’s ions housed in its 

\ 
?I  

ly provide MCI with information repking database 

plication capacity available on each of its AIN SCPs. 
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The ILEC must allow MCI to gain access to another patty’s applicatioy’ 

housed in the ILEC AIN SCPs, assuming that MCI has gained w w n  

notification from that third patty permitting MCI to make use of its 

applications. 

BE PROVISIONED. 
/ 

that, among other things, interconnect to the 

control point the information and call 

\ 

/ 

J 

d 
SMS and AIN Service Creation 

t 

AND HOW SHOULD THEY 

as computer databases or system 

processing instructions n+’for jnetwork switch to process and complete a call, 

and provide a telecommfication with the capability of entering and storing 

data regarding the processing and compl*g of a call. 

hered that the ILEC 

to CLECs for downloading of AIN applications, 

minatory basis. (Paragraph 493) 11th MCI’s belief that, in order for 
\ 
\ 

ent to be met: 

ILEC must make SCE hardware, software, tmg, and technical Y 
support resources available to MCI in a similar faslhpn to how they make 

such resources available to themselves. 
\ 

The ILEC must partition its SCP so as to protect 

The ILEC must provide training and 

data from unauthorized access or execution. 

that provided to itself. 
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/’ 

The ILEC must provide MCI secure LANlWAN and dial-up remote access ,.” 
/’ 

1 
.,’ 

2 \  to its SCE/SMS. ,/’ 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

The ILEC must allow MCI to create applications and d o w n l o a @ d ~  without 

ILEC intervention. 

The Operations Support Systems Functions and Ope&r Services Directory 

/ 
/ 

are addressed in the testimony of Don Price., 

\ ,I 

SHOULD THE 

TO PROVIDE? 

one additional unbundled 

This element, described 

the state authority to 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 network elements 
/ 

15 intelligent 

16 

17 

18 1. 

/ 
.1 

AIN ,/ 
Q. WHY IS NO ISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO & CAPABILITY 

\ 
+ \\ 

19 

20 IMPORT& 
\ 

The eli+tion of all discriminatory access to AIN capabi;i*will become 
\ 

21 A. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ymD.2 

gly important as more and more innovative new servicesbepend on that 

MCI expeas to be introducing such sewices within a 

forward with our plans we must have appropriate access to 

pability. In particular, in order to provide new services that are consistent across 
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geographic locations and make the most creative use of MCI's existing ?{;gent 

network platforms, we believe that it is extremely important the state ommission F 
their signaling systems to MCI 

MCI AIN SCPs. The specifi access and/or 

uld permit the introduction \' f such new services 

/ 

/ 
i 

lications in Sprint's 

MCI's use of Spfmt's Service Creation 

IN Service Control Points ,/ 
Service Mqthgement System(s) ('SMS"), as 

, 
's SCPs from our switches or Sprint's 

switches when MCI p 

MCI access to Sprint's A 

switching. 

MCI access to AIN switch tri 

AIN applications. (A   OM fide ("BFR") process may he 

necessary to accomplish such 

forth in thy testimony of Mr. Price.) 

unbundled switching. k 
applications when MCI purchases unbundled k 

- 's switches for access to MCI's 

1's proposed BFR process is set 

The FCC noted $ a t  the record on 

was not clear+ and encouraged state Commission to co 

502) MCI believes that such inte 

interconnection 

this issue. at paragraph 

i : 
f 

p Distribution 

4 E  
THE LOOP DISTRIBUTION 'THAT MCI WANTS 

\ 
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REGULATORY AUTHORITY TO REQUIRE BELLSOUTH TO UNFNDLE AT 

deploying loop facilities by 

inside an outside pl 

Q. WHY DOESMCI 

sub-loop element available for purchase, CLECs will be forced to purchase the 

whole loop, even though they have their own facilities that could be used for a 

portion of the loop. MCI does not want to have to purchase functional elements in 
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e ILEC’s networks that it can efficiently provide itself using new technoJogies. 

ired for the unbundJd local loop so 

on in smalleryCrements. Without 
,‘ 

the leased network with 

is the most efficient 

method for CLE evolve to a facilities 

UNDLED LOOP DISTRIBUTION BE 

make available connecting block 

k or an additional terminal block. 

FDI ready for provisioning. 

PROVIDED? 

ible in general for feeder distribution 

ion of MCI’s copper feeder facilities. 

an interval of 30 days to 

ready activities include: 

view of available capacity and other engin issues and confirmation 

f committed make-ready date (5 days after order 

firm order commitment (FOC). 

removal of unneeded ILEC feeder facilities, and preparation of the 
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1 entrance of MCI’s feeder cable. 

Delivery of feeder block designation and assignments to MCI. 

Testing the installation of MCI’s feeder cables through the feeder block 

mperatively developed loopback tests. 

1’s responsibilities will include delivery of copper feeder 

om the interface point to the CI may elect to include - 
ution elements to all addresses served 

10 

11 feeder cable assignmen 

12 crossconnectin 

by the FDI on a customer orde . MCI will be responsible for selecting the 

19 

20 COLLOCATION 

21 

22 COLLOCATION TO BE VIABLE? 

23 

24 

25 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ARRANGEMENTS WHICH MUST BE IN PLACE FOR 

A. The terms and conditions for collocation for interconnection and access to unbundled 

network elements are different -- broader -- than those that were needed in the past 

for competitive access providers. As of today, the terms and conditions surrounding 

U m J Z  
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collocation serve as a barrier to enable competitive entry. The FCC has recognized 

this and has taken four corrective measures. We urge this Commission to ensure 

proper procedures are put in place to make collocation viable: 

1. Ability to collocate subscriber loop electronics, such as Digital Loop 

Carrier, in the Central mice. The current collocation rules, terms and conditions 

that only allow the placement of basic transmissio~l equipment in the Central Office 

were not designed with acceSs to unbundled elements in mind, and give the ILEC a 

de facto bottleneck veto on CLEC network design plans. (Order at paragraph 580) ,J 
_II 6 

10 ,*‘ 

2. 

collocation facility, rather than physically construct from the CLWA 

network to the ILEC Central Office. (Order at paragraph %) 

Ability to purchase unbundled dedicated transport to the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

with other cpllocators in the same Central 

the expedient and economic 

the exchange of local traffic or for 

the use of one another’s faci)rt’es ;%,negotiated business amgements. 

(Order at paragraph 5 9 )  
, ‘\, 

collocate via physical or virtual facliities. (Order at 
\ 

mentioned earlier in my testimony, MCI has experienced 

tably long intervals in establishing collocations. Because collocatibo 

is such a fundamental requirement for competitive entry, we request this \ 
\-.,\ 

n m . 2  
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Commission to mandate a maximum three month inteF&,for <.. physical and a 
$,, 

onth interval for virtual collocations. , ,: ..'" 
.;<, ': 

.. 
.. 

,>," 
_j 

Q. DOYOUHAVE ONAL COMMENTS? 

proposed contract that MCI has filed 

have discussed in my testimony. 

A. Yes. I w  

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? ' 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Mo.1 
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JERRY MURPHY 

ON BEHALF OF MCI 

DOCKET NO. 961230-’TP 

NOVEMBER 19, 1996 

Q. 

A. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Jerry W. Murphy, and my business address is 2250 Lakeside 

Boulevard, Richardson, Texas 75082. 

Q. 

A, Yes. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET? 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

My testimony responds to the testimony of Mr. Hunsucker concerning the 

unbundling of loop distribution facilities and dark fiber, the types of equipment 

that can be placed in collocation space, and the application of charges for 

terminating local traffic where MCI’s network architecture is different from 

Sprint’s. 

KER THAT REQUEsTS FOR 

fficient replacement for contract 

at terms and conditions 

1 
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the FCC's rules. The 

with additional network 

facilities connect with loop feeder 

point. The type of interconn 

1978 between US West and 

gement has been in effect in Iowa since 

Iowa Telephone Company. 

ty or reliability concerns relating to 

\ 

SAL. TO PROVIDE DIM OR DARK FIBER TO MCI? (RI\GES 12-15) 
'\ 
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/ / 
traditional copper cable sheaths that Sprint has acknowledgee/that they will 

unbundle. Mr. Hunsucker first says that dark fiber is d m p $ t  meet the FCC’s 
i 

refuse to provide 

subdivision on the grou t the loop is not currently being used to provide a 

telecommunications se This is ridiculous. From an engineering 

FIBER SERVICE IN THE 

city, they assign a small amount of their available 

irement, consistent with the way that all network elements 
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/ 
GENERALLY ARE NOT AVAILABLE IN SUFFICIENT Q U A N n n E S  F@ 

ALL CLECS AND SPRINT SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED TO CO f l ’UCT 

FACILITIES TO mm DEMAND FOR DARK FIBEY” 

1 new dark fiber where,$4oes not exist today. 

be provided, wher/available, on a first-come, 

asis. These dark fiber resourcesjeed to be treated just like any 

class codes is not 

possibly limited 

deny such codes to new h e r s .  

s on availability of dark fiber is not a reason to 

, 
1 

a reason to d 

Similarly, possible lim 

refuse to unbundle. 

TEMENT THAT RESALE OF 

R PLACES ALL OF THE 

than for any other 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

etwork elements that allow Sprint to recover its cos earn a reasonable 

Sprint improves the utilization of its assets, so the risk to Sprint 

21 

22 

23 

24 SPACE? 

25 A. No. In general, MCI opposes any arbitrary restrictions on telecommunications 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH SPRINT’S POSITXON THAT REMOTE DIGITAL 

LINE UNITS (RDLUs) WILL NOT BE PERMITTED IN COLLOCATION 

4 
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equipment that can be placed in a collocation space. A collocator should rightly 

be subject to reasonable space limitations, power use limitations, heat production 

limitations, etc. So long as the collocator complies with all of these 

requirements, it should be permitted to use the collocation space in the most 

efficient manner possible, otherwise Sprint will effectively achieve a "veto 

power" over MCI deploying the most efficient network it can using modem 

technology. 

A remote digital line unit (RDLU) is a device that serves two functions. The 

predominant function is to concentrate signals from unbundled network facilities 

for transmission to MCI's own switch. In many cases, an RDLU is the most 

efficient means of providing this loop concentration function. An RDLU also has 

some switching capability -- for example it can switch calls between two 

unbundled loops that both terminate on the RDLU, or it can switch calls from an 

unbundled loop to a specified trunk group, such as a 911 trunk. This provides 

some measure of redundancy. If interoffice facilities between Sprint's central 

office and MCI's switch were out of service for any reason, the RDLU could 

ensure that emergency calls from MCI customers are still routed to the 

appropriate 91 1 center. 

- -- 
Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH SPRINT'S RESTRICTIONS ON CONSTRUCTION 

oundary, whichever is less. The 
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1 2 3  

/ 
ir 

he meet #of the two 

c o y & n y  will compensate 

any technically feasible point of 

switch; trunk side 

switch; central office cross 

points of access to 

of local switch, trunk i 

e Commission. A mid-span meet does not require each p 

of a facility built by one party, with a meet-point denoting where ownership 

1 
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5 
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7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

changes and with both parties bearing their proportionate share of- / 

15 

16 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. HUNSUCKER'S POSITION THAT MCI 

17 SHOULD NOT BE COMPENSATED ON A. SYMMETRICAL BASIS FOR 

18 BOTH TRANSPORT AND TERMINATION IJNLESS MCI HAS DEPLOYED 

19 BOTH TANDEM AND END OFFICE SWITCHES IN ITS NETWORK? 

20 A. Absolutely not. Under Section 51.701 and 51.703 of the FCC Rules, Sprint is 

21 required to establish reciprocal compensation arrangements for transport and 

22 termination of local traffic. Section 51.701(e)l defines reciprocal compensation 

23 as an arrangement in which each carrier receives compensation from the other 

24 "for the transport and termination" of local traffic which originates on the other 

25 Carrier's network. Under Sprint's approach, MCI would not receive 
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compensation for tandem transport unless MCI mirrored Sprint's antiquated 

network architecture instead of deploying the most efficient architecture using 

today's technology. This ignores the provisions of Sections 51.701(c) and (d) 

which define transport and termination in terms of the facilities used by the 

incumbent LEC, or the "equivalent facility" provided by a carrier other than the 

incumbent. 

IF MCI DOES NOT USE A TANDEMIEND-OFFICE SWITCHING 

HIERARCHY, WHAT IS THE EQUIVALENT FACILITY PROVIDED BY 

MCI? 

First of all, Mr. Hunsucker testified that "where the CLEC and ILEC provide the 

same call termination functionality the same compensation rates should be 

applicable." The purpose and functionality of landem switches in the old ILEC 

architecture is to distribute calls to any switch which serves any end user within 

the tandem serving area. The equivalent facility is whatever facility MCI uses 

to terminate traffic over a geographic area that is at least as large as the area 

served by Sprint's tandem. The classic switching hierarchy was dictated by 

limitations on loop length using copper facilities. This resulted in networks that 

use a relatively large number of switches positioned very close to the end users 

of that switch. MCI's network, which uses modem distributed technology, 

supports much greater serving area with a greater number of subscriber loops per 

switch. 

Both network architectures take traffic from a point of interconnection and 

terminate it throughout a wide geographic service area. So long as the temtory 

7 



served by MCI's switch is at least as large as the area served by Sprint's tandem 

and the subtending end offices, each carrier is using "equivalent facilities" to 

provide the same function, and each carrier should be entitled to the Same 

compensation. Any other conclusion would only create an incentive to build 

inefficient networks which would ultimately be detrimental to the consumers of 

Florida. 
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8 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

9 A. Yes, it does. 
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21 

(By I(.. M a i l l i n )  And you had no exhibits; Q 

:orrect? 

A That's correct. 

Q please sumnarize your testimony. 

A Yes, I will. As I have already said, my 

mme is Jerry Murphy and I'm the director of MCI Metro 

network implementation for the eastern region, and I'm 

tasked with deploying YICI's local networks here in 

Florida and in other parts of the eastern portion Of 

the country. 

Local network implementation, first of all, 

is not a theory to WCI nor to me personally. 

what I've been doing for over six years, which many 

would say is longer than the competitive 

telecommunications industry has existed in this 

country. 

It's 

My testimony today covers the remaining 

issues regarding the initial technical requirements in 

the areas of network interconnection unbundling and 

collocation. These are the essential network building 

blocks of a first opening of the local market here in 

Florida to the benefits of competition. 

Fortunately, there are areas between MCI and 

Sprint that we have agreed to and stipulations that 

have greatly shortened the number of issues that we 
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need to discuss with you today, and this should be 

sncouraginq to us all. Therefore, I will focus my 

testimony on the areas that remain unresolved. 

Of course, as the old saying goes, the devil 

is in the details, and therefore when considering the 

olewitnts and issues that I will discuss, I believe we 

need to focus on three fundamental questions. 

First is, what is the element, will it be 

offered, and that is, is it technically feasible; how 

will it be offered, what are those terms and 

conditions, those devilish details that we need to get 

on the record to make sure that what will be offered 

will be offered fairly to the new entrants in 

competition; and then, lastly, how much will it cost. 

The last question is outside of the 

boundaries of my testimony, but I would like to focus 

on the first two for a moment. 

Regarding the nwhatn and *ifn questions, 

there are still several network elements which MCI and 

Sprint have disagreements. 

local transport compensation, and the availability of 

documentation on available rights-of-way. 

are each both technically feasible and, in fact, what 

we are asking for has been done or soon will be made 

available in other jurisdictions. 

These are collocation, 

These items 
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  he FCC order was very clear in its 

iefinition in that it refers, quote, solely to 

technical or operational concerns, rather than 

economic space or site considerations, unquote. Thus, 

BO long as from a technical perspective that what we 

are asking for is doable, it is technically feasible. 

There is 8ome agreement between MCI and 

Sprint, but as I said, there are several details that 

KCI just knows will be a killer to effective 

competition if we don't resolve them now in advance. 

Sprint claims that they have a right to 

dictate what equipment it will or will not allow MCI 

to place in the collocation space that we intend to 

lease from them that will become the basis of the 

demarc or network interface point between the MCI 

network and the Sprint network. 

It does not give us any reasons to indicate 

why what we're asking for is not technically feasible 

or that it will harm the Sprint network in any way. 

Without our ability to choose whatever equipment 

within the reasonable guidelines of space and power 

that MCI wants to deploy, Sprint will achieve a veto 

power over MCI deploying the most efficient network 

designs available to it today. 

Specifically, MCI is requesting the 
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wthority to install our remote digital line units in 

the collocation facilities that will onhance the 

efficiency and reliability of the network that MCI 

will offer. 

In addition, Sprint muot not be able to 

dictate the conditions of which different collocators 

in collocation facilities are allowed to interconnect 

with each other. These interconnections are clearly 

technically feasible as they have been done, and it is 

a simple cross-connect between one cage to another 

between one collocator and another within a facility. 

And, lastly, the right-of-way engineering 

drawings are another one of those details that we can 

make a general statement that these rights-of-way will 

be made available to the new entrants, but without the 

engineering drawings and other details that we need to 

determine where they are at and what exists, they in 

effect become unusable to us. 

Now, if we turn our focus to the issue of 

the "how to," it is my hope and understanding that we 

will leave this proceeding today with a contract that 

governs how MCI and Sprint will interoperate with each 

other. Our experience in other regions and with other 

incumbents suggests that the incunrbent LECs tend to 

push for a very high level in general agreement, where 
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we have proposed a much more detailed contract. 

The bottom line is this: If we don't leave 

them proceedings with a document that clearly defines 

the responsibilities and the time lines of each party 

to the other, then we will surely repeat our sad 

history that we have experienced in other areas, in 

other jurisdictions where we have spent millions of 

dollars on switches and network, only to sit idle for 

months after the state Commission has ordered the 

incumbent LEC to interconnect with us. 

The state order was well-intentioned, but 

lacked that detail to drive the "how to" of how the 

network elements and other facilities would be made 

available for competition. The result was that the 

citizens paid the price by having to wait even further 

for even that modest level of competition to become 

real. 

That concludes my summary. 

YB. YaYILLIN: Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 

Kr. Murphy is available for cross. 

CEAIRMAN CLARK: Mr. Pons. 
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BY m. muss 

Q Good morning, Ur. Murphy. I Y m  John Fons 

representing Sprint, and I have some questions 

concerning your testimony, your direct and your 

rebuttal; but before I do that, I just want to cover a 

few things that you raised on your summary. 

And one of the issues that you raised was 

the ability of MCI to interconnect with other 

collocated entities in the Sprint central office. 

It's my understanding -- and you need to correct me if 
I'm wrong -- that that is not an issue which MCI and 
Sprint are disputing. I thought we had resolved that 

issue. 

A My counsel 

not aware of that. 

Q The other 

advises me that we have. I was 

ssue that you raised was the 

access to records. You suggested that Sprint will not 

grant MCI access to the engineering records, the 

right-of-way records, the plant records. 

Isn't it a fact that Sprint will grant MCI 

access to all of these records; the issue is only what 

compensation will be charged to MCI for access to that 

information? 

A Once again, I believe that we have general 
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agreement from Sprint that that information will be 

made available. 

But, once again, going back to my concern 

over the details, you know, what are the time frames 

that the information will be made available, what will 

be deemed proprietary versus nonproprietary, these are 

the things that I think we need to agree on and get 

into the record in the form of an order so that 

sometime down the road we don't run into the situation 

where we cannot get the data we need to effectively 

deploy the network. 

Q Well, I'm a bit confused. I thought that by 

virtue of our stipulation and agreement, that we had 

disposed of all of those issues except the issue of 

compensation. Now you're saying that XCI is raising 

other issues concerning access, timing, et cetera? 

A No, I don't believe we are raising other 

issues. It's just that those details -- for example, 
we have requested the data to be made available to us 

on two business days' notice, that it's my 

understanding that Sprint has not agreed to. 

Q Well, are you then -- I think we have some 
miscommunication here, and perhaps if we could go off 

the record for a few moments we can try to solve this. 

C€lAIRMAM CLARK: Xr. Fons, I take it you 
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want to consult with MCIls attorneys. 

NR. PONS: Yes, I would like to very much, 

if we could have a brief recass. 

c~uIEUIW CWLILP: Is that acceptable? 

yL1. llEL8OM: That's acceptable, or I can do 

it on the record here, whichever you prefer. 

U W U m  CLARK: We'll take a break until 

quarter after, which you discuss it and then come back 

and let us know. 

(Brief recess.) 

- - - - -  
CHAIRMAM CLARK: Let's go back on the 

record. Mr. Fons and Nr. Nelson. 

NR. I(ELS0M: Commissioner Clark, I believe 

the witness was probably expressing his understanding 

of the stipulation a little differently than the way 

Mr. Fons and I understand it, and I think we've got 

that squared away. 

There are a number of issues, for example 

the engineering records, where we have agreed to 

accept the decision that this Commission made in the 

BellSouth and GTE cases; and that is a conceptual 

level decision, and that concept has got to be 

incorporated into the final contract we file with you 

at the conclusion of these proceedings. 
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There are some details to be worked out 

between now and then. There are no COlPlaiSSiOn 

decisions to be made, unless we get to the end of the 

day and believe that we're unable to work those 

details out and submit, in essence, two sets of 

language for implementing your broad policy and leave 

you to choose one of them. 

So there may be a role for the Commission in 

resolving some of these details at the end of the 

process, but we're not asking you in this hearing to 

vote on any of those details; and there was a 

miscommunication between us and the witness about that 

aspect of the way the stipulation worked. 

CHAIRMAM CLARK: Okay. 

XR. ?ON88 With that understanding, we'll 

proceed on to other subject matters. 

CBAIRMAM C W t  Go ahead, Mr. Fons. 

Q ( B y  Yr. Pons) Ur. Murphy, let's turn to 

0I)R of the other issues that you addressed, and that 

is the issue of mutual and reciprocal compensation. 

Can you describe for ma what your understanding of 

mutual and reciprocal compensation for local 

termination includes? 

A Yes, sir. My understanding is that we each 

have a network, Sprint and l4CI in this case, and we 
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will interconnect those networks; and for calls that 

Sprint sends to MCI customers and for calls that MCI 

eends to Sprint customers, that we will each receive 

the saw or reciprocal compensation for carrying each 

otherls customers' traffic across our networks. 

Q And is it your understanding, then, that 

when an MCI customer calls a Sprint customer that when 

that traffic is delivered to Sprint, MCI can elect 

where that traffic will be delivered, either at the 

tandem or at the end office? 

A Yes, that's true. 

Q And if it's delivered at the tandem, will 

nt charge MCI for tanderm switching? 

A Yes, it will. 

Q And will Sprint charge MCI for the transport 

of that call from the tandem switch to the end office 

switch? 

A I believe you will, yes. 

Q And will Sprint also charge MCI for local 

switching at the end office? 

A Yes. 

Q Will sprint charge MCI for any of the 

transport from that end office to the customer's 

location over the local loop? 

A No. You do not get a separate charge for 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVVICB COyHIS8IOrS 



136 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

la 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

ia 

19 

2a 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the local loop. 

Q And the local loop is the piece of facility 

from the end office switch to the customer's location; 

isn't that correct? 

A In your network, yes. 

Q Now, on a call that a Sprint customer makes 

to an MCI customer and where we are interconnected, 

what will WCI -- what does MCI propose to charge 
Sprint for the termination of that call? 

A WCI proposes to charge a transport charge 

from the point of interconnect of the two networks, 

the IP, in other words, to the MCI host switch, a 

charge then equivalent to and symmetrical to whatever 

you would charge us, as we just discussed, to deliver 

a call to your end user. 

Q And will there be a charge for local 

switching at the end office? 

A There will be a charge that's equivalent to 

your tandem transport and termination charge that 

reflects -- and, as I said, it's symmetrical to 
whatever you would charge us for the same service -- 
and it reflects the use of our network -- you know, 
using modern distributed switching architectures, that 

delivers the call functionally equivalent, but using 

different boxes, you know, that are available in the 
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1990s versus the 1940s or sowthing when the Sprint 

network was designed. 

Q Does the FCC define transport in its order 

or rules? 

A I believe it is mentioned, yes. 

Q And isn't it defined as that facility 

between the tandem switch and the end office switch? 

A 1 can't recall, sir. 

Q If that is the definition, is MCI providing 

a facility between a tandem switch and an end office 

switch when it is terminating a call for Sprint? 

A The short answer, I think, is yes. However, 

we get quickly hung up on definitions and semantics. 

The terms *tandem switch" and "end office switch" and 

"transport* and *loop* are reflective of the way the 

telephone system existed yesterday rather than the way 

that new entrants and forward-looking incumbents would 

build their network today: reflective, you know, 

largely through the old interexchange access rate 

structure versus the new competitive local rate 

structure as contemplated by the Act. 

So certainly MCI is performing a tandem 

function, an end office switching function, all of 

which we hope to be compensated for. 

Q Is that tandem switching and end office 
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switching accomplished by the same switch? 

A Once again, we get into semantics. I would 

have to say *maybe* is the answer to that question, 

because our switch is a distributed switch. You can't 

just -- you know, in the old architecture, you could 
go to a building, go to a room and point at some boxes 

and say that is the switch, you know. 

In the modern technology, the switch is 

actually distributed. So the actual line card, for 

example, in the switch that hooks to the twisted pa-: 

that goes to your house may be in a thousand different 

building8 in a given area. We distribute it out close 

to the customer. So the functionality doesn't reside 

in one location, but is actually -- you know, whether 
you call it one switch or a thousand switches, then is 

debatable. 

0 Does the FCC rules apply a different charge 

for direct transport than for shared transport? 

A I need to make sure what you mean by direct 

and shared transport. 

Q Well, I was going to ask you. Can you 

define direct transport for me? 

A The way I define it is a shared transport. 

For example, if I wanted to buy shared transport 

between your end office switch and your tandem switch, 
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my customers would be routed on a facility along with 

lots of other customers that would also be routed 

along that aame facility, and you would charge me some 

rate for that. 

A dedicated transport would be MCI would 

come to you and say, I don't want my customers on a 

nhared facility along with everybody else's customers, 

I want you to dedicate 80 much capacity to me that I 

pay a flat rate for, and whether I use it or not, 

between those two locations. 

So -- and it's, I guess, up to MCI and how 
much traffic we think we have and how much risk, you 

know, that we are willing to accept would determine 

which of those two that we would select. 

Q In the case of Sprint when it's terminating 

a call to MCI for completion, can Sprint request 

either dedicated transport or shared transport? 

A To be honest, I haven't thought of it, but I 

think yes, you could. 

Q And what facility would MCI use to provide 

dedicated transport to Sprint in that situation? 

Where would the facility begin and where would it end? 

A It would begin at the network interconnect 

point between MCI and Sprint, wherever that may be: 

most likely a collocation, you know, Sprint office, 
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and en route across the NCI SONET ring facilities to 

b e  end user. 

Q So this transport would go directly from the 

interface point directly to the end user, if we ask 

for dedicated transport? 

A Yes; to the digital line unit serving the 

end uner. 

Q And where is this digital line unit that's 

serving the end user? 

A And that could be, like I said, you know, in 

a mature network perhaps in a thousand locations. It 

would be m e t  likely in the building, or the office 

park or something that serves, you know, where that 

customer is located, in the case of a business 

customer. You know, a residential customer, it would 

probably be some sort of a facility in the 

neighborhood, you know, or apartment complex or 

something like that. 

Q It's similar to a remote terminal in the 

Sprint network? 

A I don't know. 

Q You're not a telephone engineer, are you, 

nr. Murphy? 

A Well, I do that work, yes. 

Q U t  me ask it a different way. Have you 
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ever worked for a local exchange company? 

A No, I have not. 

Q Are you familiar at all with the way -.'I 

which Sprint provides its facilities in the state of 

Florida for outside plant purposes? 

A I have a general understanding of how Sprint 

and all of the incumbent LECs provide facilities. I 

do not have any specific detail about Sprint, though, 

in Florida. 

Q Well, let me ask you the question again. 

Would you please tell me what physical facility MCI 

will provide that would fit the definition of 

transport, as defined by the FCC? 

A You would tell me how much dedicated 

transport you would want. 

circuit of that band width, you know, as you requested 

to that end facility that serves the customer, and 

dedicate that to you. You k n o w ,  I'm not really sure 

what you're asking. 

We would then provision a 

Q Well, I ' m  trying to figure out if we're 

talking about a local loop or we're talking about what 

would be technically described as a trunk or transport 

facility. 

A Correct. 

Q Now, your tandem switch, does it have ports? 
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It obviously must have ports, doesn't i.t? 

A Yes, except the ports, as I said, by and 

large are kind of distributed out into the network 

rather than residing on a amin frame switch somewhere. 

Q And what kind of facilities does MCI deploy 

to get from the main frame of the tandem switch to 

these remote locations? 

A Usually a SONET fiber-optic ring. 

Q And would these be considered trunk 

facilities? 

that switch? 

Would they come off the trunk sid f 

A It could be either the trunk side or the 

line side, depending on the product that the customer 

requested. 

Q And they would be terminated on some 

facility out in the -- near the customer; isn't that 
correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And would these be these remote digital line 

units that you've talked about? 

A Yes. 

Q And when that facility plugs into the RDLU, 

or the remote digital line unit, what side of the RDLU 

does it come in on? Does it come in on a trunk side 

or a line side? 
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A A trunk side. 

Q So you're, in effect, classifying this RDLU 

ma a switch? 

A Yes, because the definition of a switch is a 

device that takes many lines from many different users 

and concentrates them -- or switches individual users 
onto specific trunks. For example, if the customer 

wants to call their long distance carrier and they 

dial 1+, they would be routed to a trunk that goes to 

MCI or AT&", or whoever their selected carrier is; 

similarly, to a 911 tandem or operator services 

platform or to another caller in that area. 

So given that definition of what switching 

is, certainly those devices are doing that function, 

yes. 

Q And the RDLU, does that have number 

recognition capability? 

A The RDLU, does it have number recognition 

capability? 

for number translation. 

The RDLU queries a centralized database 

Q So, this in, effect, is a remote off of a 

host switch? 

A You could say that. Using, I think, your 

terminology, yes. 

Q But MCI intends to u5e this as a 

PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE coyllI8810Y 



144 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

switching -- as a switch, the RDLU? 

A It's optional, yes: but the answer is yes. 

Q And I believe you've indicated that you will 

ume this RDLU as an access point to access the 

interexchange carrier? 

A On the customer's side, yes. 

Q What do you mean "on the customer's sidew? 

A We're not going to put these in 

interexchange carrier facilities. They go next to the 

customer. That then routes that customer onto a trunk 

group that carries large groups of customers to an 

interexchange carrier. 

Q Will this RDLU serve more than one customer 

in a location? 

A Most likely, yes. 

Q And will you use this RDLU to access 

enhanced services? 

A Could you define enhanced services? 

Q Yes: to a 900 service, to an information 

services provider. 

A Then certainly yes, if a customer dials a 

900 number or, you how, some other number to an WISP: 

then they are trunked then to the appropriate port and 

then routed to whoever they called, yeah. 

Q In the event of a call that comes from a 
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Sprint c u s t m r  to an WCI customer that comes across 

the WCI network and reaches this RDLU, does MCI 

propose to charge Sprint for any switching that is 

done by that RDLU? 

A Well, once again, you know, it's apples and 

oranges. If you keep trying to say am I going to do 

the same thing that you're doing in your, let's say, 

older network, the answer is no. 

provision my services how the modern network should be 

provided, given the technology available today. 

We both deliver calls to an area, so if 

I'm going to do and 

you -- if UCI wants to place calls to any customer in 
the area served by your tandem switch under the old 

architecture, we would have handed it to your tandem 

and then you would get it to whatever customer 

sub-tended that tandem. 

Similarly, if Sprint hands a call to MCI, we 

are going to get it to whatever NCI customer is in an 

area that is probably greater than the area served by 

your tandem using our distributed architecture. 

you know, the functionality is exactly the same. It's 

just we're using today's most efficient network to do 

it. 

So, 

Q Is MCI going to charge interexchange 

carriers for access? 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COlMIBSIOY 
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A I believe so, but that's probably a question 

better asked another witness. 

Q Well, do you know how you would provide 

access to an interexchange carrier? 

A PhyEiCally I know how. 

Q Well, tell m e  physically how you would do 

it. 

A We would probably connect, collocate with 

the intarexchange carrier's facility no different than 

we intend to interconnect with Sprint's facility. 

Q And would you provide access any differently 

than Sprint would provide access to an interexchange 

carrier? 

A I don't know. 

Q You don't know whether MCI would charge ATGT 

for example, for a termination of a call to an MCI 

customer, local customer, carrier common line charge? 

A I don't know, but I'm sure one of the other 

witnesses do. 

Q Does MCI plan to collocate these ROWS in 

Sprint central offices or wire centers? 

A If permitted, we would like to do that, yes. 

Q But these RDLIJs, I believe you've indicated, 

provide a switching function, and you're going to use 

them as a switch? 
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A That would be our preference, to use them as 

a switch, yes, sir: and the reason why that would be 

our preference is because whereas we try to engineer 

the fiber-optic ring between the Sprint network and 

the XCI network as very reliable, there's always a 

small percentage of chance that that link would be 

cut; and if it is cut, then we would like the 

switching function within the RDLU to be able to 

complete 911 calls, for example, to those MCI 

customers where we buy unbundled loops from Sprint. 

Without that switching function enabled, 

they wouldn't be able to do so, and we feel that it's 

in the public interest to allow that to happen. 

Q 

effect in Florida a collocation tariff that prohibits 

the placement of facilities that do switching in its 

Are you aware that Sprint has on file and in 

collocated space? 

A Yes. 

Q Did XCI protest that tar 

filed? 

A I don't know. 

ff when it was 

Q So under Sprint's current tariffs, you could 

not place the RDLU in a collocation -- collocated 
space with Sprint if you could not certify that it 

would not do switching; isn't that correct? 
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A If what you say is true, that is correct. 

The RDLU can also be optioned to not do switching and 

just a concentration function, which would be the 

second preference that we would have: but of course 

you have that 911 issue that we would really like to 

keep on the table and make sure that we can do that 

for those customers. 

Q And don't you also have the transport 

compensation issue if that RDLU is not used as a 

switch? 

A I don't think I follow you. Sorry. 

Q Well, I've asked you about dedicated 

transport. Tell me about how MCI would provide shared 

transport and how it would calculate the charges for 

shared transport. 

A Basically, you know, we both build network 

to a meet point, some interconnect point between the 

networks, and then we pay a proportional transport 

charge based on who built what; you know, what 

proportion of that interconnect facility was paid for 

by which company. And once we have the interconnect 

in place, then you get to the reciprocal compensation 

issue that we've already discussed. 

Q And I ' m  still discussing that, and what I'm 

trying to find out is how will you charge Sprint for a 

FLORIDA O W L I C  SERVICE CONNISSION 



149 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

shared transport between -- on the customer's side of 
the tandem? What distances will be involved? 

A I'm not sure. 

Q You're not sure whether -- what I'm trying 
to find out -- 

A I mean, I think it's an economic question 

rather than a technical question, and so that's why I 

w e d  to default to my economic witness, I believe. 

Q You don't know whether the transport charge 

is distance sensitive? 

A No, I don't. 

Q If it is distance sensitive, would the 

calculation of the charge be from the tandem to the 

end user, or would it be from the tandem to some other 

point? 

A Again, I'd have to say I don't know, but I 

think in the spirit of reciprocal compensation, I 

think we would do whatever you charged us. 

Q But if the charges that Sprint is charging 

to MCI is based upon a distance calculation, how could 

we charge -- how could you charge us the same thing if 
the distances are different? 

A well, hypothetically, then there would be a 

per mile charge, and if the distances are different, 

then the charges would be different; and I say 
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hypothetically becauae I dm't know that that's what 

we're doing. 

Q Well, aren't you the witness here testifying 

a@ to why mutual compensation is appropriate? 

A Yes, sir, from a technical standpoint. 

Q And thatls what -- all I'm trying to do is 
find out technically how this is provided. Can we 

physically identify a facility that MCI provides that 

meets the definition of a transport facility? 

A Well, a transport facility -- if you could 
allow me to just throw out some definitions here so 

that I can answer more correctly. For example, in 

your network you have given the example of that 

facility between the tandem switch and the end office 

switch, and that is a facility that you need to 

engineer for peak traffic loads and demands of the 

customers, which maybe vary by hour of day or by 

season or other factors, as opposed to the local loop 

which is by and large that twisted pair between some 

LEC and office and a customer's telephone, that when 

the phone is on hook is not in use at all, and when 

the phone is off hook or, you know, has been picked 

up, it is 100% in use. So that local loop is 100% 

dedicated to a particular customer. 

So those facilities between the MCI switches 
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and hub sites, the SONET ring that I've discussed down 

to all of those multiple end user locations fits the 

definition of transport in that we have to engineer 

for peak traffic loads based on all of the customers 

that are being served by that SONET ring. It is not 

dedicated to individual customers as a local loop is. 

So the local loop in the MCI network may be 

a piece of wire that's 50 feet long, you know, between 

our digital line unit and the customer's telephone, 

but we are having to traffic engineer the transport 

between the host switch and the digital line unit just 

as you do between the tandem and your end office 

switch. That's one of the key differences in the 

architecture that we're talking about. 

Q I think we agreed earlier that MCI can 

directly interconnect with the Sprint end office for 

transport purposes rather than going through the 

tandem: isn't that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Can Sprint, by the same token, directly 

connect on the dedicated facility to the RDLU and not 

go through the UCI tandem switch? 

A If the Sprint equipment is compatible with 

the RDLU, I don't see why not. It has functionality 

called multihosting that's designed -- you know, it 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COKI(ISSIOI0 



152 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

was designed just to allow the single RDLU to 

interconnect with more than one switch, and this is 

exactly how -- there'. a very 8-11 percentage of 

lines in the RBOC networks, for example, that I'm more 

familiar with that are being delivered on this next 

generation technology, and that's exactly how we would 

propose those RBOCs makes those loops available to MCI 

and the other competitors, by directly -- allowing us 
to directly connect our switches to those line units. 

Q In the situation that you just described 

where Sprint does interconnect with MCI, delivers the 

traffic to the RDLU, what charge will MCI make to 

Sprint for that call? Will they charge both a tandem 

and an end office switch, or which switching will it 

charge Sprint? 

A In that case I would think that once again 

in the spirit of symmetry and reciprocity, that it 

would be equivalent chargee to a direct termination in 

the Sprint model. 

NR. FONS: We have no further questions. 

CHAIIUbAIy CLARA: Staff? 

NR. KEATINQ: Staff has no questions for the 

witness. 

CBAIIUbAIy CLARK: Redirect? 

YB. YalLILLIMr No redirect. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COXNI88IOI  



153 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Thank you very much, 

Kr. Xurphy. You're excused. 

(Witness Murphy excused.) 

- - - - -  
CHAIRMAN CLARK: W e ' l l  go ahead and take a 

ten-minute break and begin with Mr. Cabe. 

( B r i e f  recess; 1 0 ~ 4 5  a.m.) 

- - - - -  
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