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IEFOIE THE FLORIDA PUIUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Petition of MERMEOIA ) 
COMMUNICATD-JS OF FLORIDA. NC. ) 
for expanded lrlt.rconnectlon for ) 
AA Vs wlfhln, lEC cen1ral otftcea. ) 

Docket No. 921074-TP 
Aled: October 22, 1993 

FLORIDA. CAaE TBEVISION ASSOCIAnON, INC.'S 
POSIHEAIINO .. EF 

The Aotlda Cable T&levtslon AIIOCiotlon, Inc. ("FCTA"), pursuant to Rule 26-22.056. 

Ronda Aclmlnlltratlve Code, r_,.cttully IUbmlta the following Postheortng Brief to the 

Florida Puble Service Convnllllon ("Commtlllon") In the above-captioned docket. 

I. IAIIC POSITION 

Under Chapt• 364. Floftda statutes, the Commission has the authority f'o authcrtze 

expanded Interconnection for alternative acce~~ vendors within the local e)(c.honge 

company' cen1rol otncea. Expanded Interconnection Is llldenlobly In the public Interest 

and should be requqd. Juat as leOI8d access to a cable television operator's network 

Is mandated bv the FCC. the carrier of last retOrt for telecomm~lcotlons services should 

be required, by the Convnllllon to provide expanded Interconnection. This wlllnsure that 

all customers hove offordoble ace.. to telecommunications services on o non-

discriminatory balls. 
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II. ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

ISSUE 1: II the expanded lnterccw.-.clon for epedat acce~~ and/or private lne In 

the pubic Interet~? 

•vea. Expanded Interconnection Ia In the p\bllc Interest 
becoule It wl promote competition ond thereby afford 
~ beneflta to contUmefl.• 

The Commlsllon wl folt8r telecornmunleottons competttton by requlmg expanded 

Interconnection for apeclal accea and/or private line. The result of such competition wtU 

be significant beneftta to consumers In Aorldo. Therefore, expanded Interconnection Is 

In the public lnter81t. 

State public uttllty commlslionsipermlttlng expanded lnterconnectfon and the FCC 

have found that a wide range o1 public Interest benefits wtll accrue· from collocotlon bv 

removing umeceasary barrlefl to lncr8018d competition. Canis, Tr. 22; EXDOOded 

lntercoooectton with L.ocgl Ttltcbooe Comogoy FgcH!tles. FCC Docket 91-141, 7 FCC Red 

7269, 7472 (1992) (hereinafter referred to os "FCC Orde('). These consumer benefits 

Include more rapid deployment .of new technology, system redlX\doncv and Increased 

protectton a:galnst c:lsastrow 8VIoe outages, Increased servlee lnnovatk>n and greater 

customer choice. ond pdce compefltloo that will reduce the cost of telecommunications 

services to oil customers. canis, Tr. 22, 102, 105; ~ 2.!!Q, Kouroupas, Tr. 243-244. For all 

these reasons, the Conmllllon lhoUd determine that expanded Interconnection Is In the 

pubUc Interest. 

ISSUE 2: How doee the FCC'a order on expanded Interconnection Impact the 
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Commllllon't abiiiV to lmpoee forma and concltlona of expanded lntercoMectlon that 

are different from thole lmpoted by the FCc•, order? 

~.· 

ISSUE 3: Under what clrcwnltancet thould the CommiMion lmpoee different forma 

and concllonl of e.xpanftd lntwconnecflon? 

ISSUE'= 

•Stipulated.· 

Doel Chapter W Florida Statut.. alow the CommiMion to require 

·v... The Commission has been granted the statutory 
authority to require expanded Interconnection.• 

eon.tent with the authority conferred upon the Commission under Chapter 364. 

Aortdo stoMee, the Commission may lawfully require expanded Interconnection. 

Specfftcally, Sectton 364.01. florida Statutes. grants the Commission "exclusive Jurlsdlctlc!1" 

over telecommunications services. In addlt1on. Section 364. 16, Florida Statutes. authorizes 

the Comrnlaalon to require COf'Vleetlons between two or more telecommunications 

companies where comecflons can. reasonably be mode, efficient service obtained and 

such connections ore necessary. When read In con)unctlon with the other sections 

authorlzJng the COfTlmlstk)n to certify competitive proVIders and to promote com petit lon 

as wei aa modem and efficient network. Section 364.14. Florida StaMes, permits the 

Commission to order the LECs to permit competitors to Interconnect with their networks 
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ao that competitors con reach ol conuners. Kouroupos, Tr. 251-252. 

ISSUE 1: Doee a phylk:al colocalon mandate raiM federal or atate conatttut1ona1 

qu1IID~W about the taking or oonllcalon of LEC property? 

•No. A phyllcol collocation mandate doel not rofte federal 
or ltote conatttuttonal ques11ons about the taking or 
conftlcotton of LEC property. • 

The LECI' C*8ttlons that mandatory physical collocation raises federal or state 

constftuttonol ~ about the taking or conftscotton of LEC property ore wtthout 

merit. K~oupo~. Tr. 262. Arlt. as stated previously. expanded Interconnection Is In the 

pubic lnterelt. and requiring tt 11 wtthW'I1he conm~~~~on·a atoMory authority. Mandating 

physical colocatlon.iherefore, eonstiMes lawful governmental regulation. In addition, 

lnteroomectona wl f<*tv compensate the LECs for the use of their fociUtles. For these 

reasons. the Corrmllllon lhould reJect the LECs' position and mandate ohyslcol 

collocation. 

ISSUE 6: ShoWd the Commllllon require phyalcal and/or virtual colocatlon? 

•y• The Commllllon shoUd require T1er 1 LECs to offer 
phyllcal colocatlon as a tariffed, generoly avaAoble service. 
VIrtual colocatlon ahould be required where physical 
colocatlon Ia not posalbfe.• 

A physical collocotlon r&qUWement will promote competttton as well as fairness 

among ol partlel. Flrlt. IUCh a requirement will correct the dsproportlonate bargaining 

power pretently enjoyed by the LECa In negotiating collocation orrongementl. ~ 
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monopolv providers, the LECs hove on ovefWhelmlng advantage In estobllahlng 

lntarconnectlon arrangemen11 and In torttnng Interconnection terms and condlttons. 

Hearing Exhibit No. 8, Teleporfa Responses to Stoff's Arst Set of Interrogatories. at 13. A 

mondatcwy phyllcol collocation polcy Is by for the most efficient. effective. and pro­

eompettttve action that the Commllllon could take. Heating Exhibit No. 4. Depolltton of 

John Canll, at 11. 

Second, o physical co11ocotton requrement will ensure that competitors ore 

provided lnteroomecffon on the 10me terms and conditions as the lECs Interconnect 

their own high capacity networks. Kat~oupoa, Tr. 253. Requiring physical collocation will 

permit the eolocator. rather than tne LEC. ultimate dscretlon In decldng how and when 

equipment wtl be deployed and, most lmportonttv. In setting performance standardS for 

servlcel and pe1101'n81. Canis. Tr. 31. Oedslons such as these deftne the type and quality 

of the I8IVIce an MV provides and ahould be left to the AAV. Accordingly, the 

Commllllon lhould raqure Tier 1 LEOs to provide phyalcol collocation. 

A vtrtuo1 coloeotton requirement. In contrast, woud perpetuate the LEC 

bottteneek and deny AAVa the ability to control some of the most Important aspects of 

their buslnellel. Jg. Therefore. virtual collocation should only be required when space 

for a phytkxll colocaflon becomes exhausted. 

ISSUE 7: What LECe lhould provide expanded lnterconneclon? 

•Only 11er 1 LECI lhould be required to provide expanded 
lntarconnectlon .• 

In Docket No. 91-141. the FCC required Tier 1 l.ECa to provide expanded 

lntercOf'V'\eCtlon. FCC Order at 7398-7399. Tier 2 LECs ore much smaller companies. ore 
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dlfferenttv lltuoted than Tier 1 LECI, and may not hove the ability to provide colocoflon 

space to lnterconnectora, CarW. Tr. 118; Beouvals, Tr. 336, 37~71. In oddtlon, It Is 

unlikely that there woold be great demand for expanded Interconnection In the smoler 

LEC areas, at least In 1he near fut\.we. FCC Order 0 1t 7398. The Commlsllon lhould, 

therefbre, adopt the FCC requhtment that only Tier 1 LECs be required to provide 

expanded lntercon.-wctlon. Rock, Tr. 446 447; Carroll, Tr. 662; Eudy. Tr. 677; Guedel. Tr. 

198. 

ISSUE 1: 

•Expanded ~tton lhould be tariffed for those 
central offtcel where It Is lketv to occU'. If additional 
1ocot1on1 are reqlated. they should be added. For 
conllltency, the lntroltate ..vtng wire centers lhould match 
thole approved for Interstate expanded Interconnection. • 

The FCC determined that colocators should be allowed to Interconnect In LEC 

central offices In area~ molt lbtV to e~e competitive entry. FCC Order at 7398. 

Tier 1 LECa typlcalv control the Iorge monopoly bottlenecks and ore located In Iorge 

metropolitan aeaa. Rock. Tr. 447. lnterconnectora should have access to such ,central 

offices to afford 01 many customers as possible the advantages of expanded 

Interconnection. In adcttton.lnterconnectors snoud be allowed to meet future customer 

demand. cants. Tr. 6'19. Therefore, It additional locations ore requested they should be 

added . . For~. the Intrastate eervlng wire centers should match thoae approved 

tor Interstate expanded lntercomectlon. 

ISSUE 9: Who lhould be Glowed to Interconnect? 
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•Stipulated .• 

ISSUE let Should the tame term1 and conclttoM of expanded Interconnection apply 

to AT6T • apply to other lnt.rconnecto11? 

-stfpUoted .• 

ISSUE 11: ~heM*~ the Commllllon require atandardl for phYifcal and/or virtual 

colocalaft? leo, what lhould they be? 

-v. 1he Comrnii*Ml should require o standard that wo\Ad 
o1ow tnt•eonnectlon In o manner ~h Is technically. 
operaftonaly. and economically comparable to the way the 
lEC eonnecta Its own facilities. • 

The Commlllion ahould require standards for physical and/or virtual collocation 

that _,ttoiV mirror thole Imposed by the FCC. This would allow for uniformity between 

state and federal ~.,._,ta and would minimize diseconomies. Canis, Tr. 54, 141. It 

mult be recognized~ 81tabllahlng standards that. as monopoly providers, the l.ECs 

curenffy~ an ~advantage In establishing lnterconnectfon arrCtngements 

and In tarmng Interconnection terms and conditions. Hearing Exhibit No. 8. Teleport's 

Reepon111 to stafra Fht Set of lnt·errogotorles. at 13. Adopting standards such as those 

Imposed by the FCC Ia abeofutely necessary to ensure ~t Interconnection Is provided 

by the LECa In o rnonf* that Ia technically, operotionol. and ec~lcolly comparable 

to the way that the LEC connects Its own fodutles. This degree of parity must exist If true 

competttton fa to be occompllshed. Canis, Tr. 56, 143. 
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ISSUE12: lhcMU colocaton be required to Glow LEC• and other pari•• to 

•No. 1M FCC'e expanded Interconnection requirement 
applea to Tier 1 LECs only. In odcttior.. eongr .. has enacted 
o ·federal ICheme governing the manner In third parties 
oece. cable ayatems. • 

Collocofolllhould not be required to allow other parties. Including fhe. LECs. to 

Interconnect to ·their network for the reasons that follow. 

Alit. the FCC' I elCPQI'lded Interconnection reqUirement applies to Tier 1 LECs only. 

FCC Order at 7398. The reaaonlng underlying the FCC's requirement for Tier 1 LECs Is 

c1eortv not~ to colocatore. The FCC's declllon was c::frtven. In port. by the goals 

of (1) encouaglng ~ efftcJency and deployment of new technologies that· facilitate 

Innovative ..vtce offerings (FCC Order ot 7380); (2) making the~ more responsive to 

customera In 1he prcMIIon of existing eervtces (W; and (3) removing the barriers to entry 

constructed by the exllt1ng monopoly (Guedel. Tr. 198. 200). In sum. the FCC sought to 

ensure falme11 to LEC competttora by moklng Interconnection available on terms and 

conc:ltlonl cornporoble to what the LECs provide themselves. FCC Order at 7390-7391. 

This Commllllon. Uke the FCC. Is squarely faced with the to~ of transltlonlng the 

entry ot potential LEC competttora Into o previously monopoly market. No LEC 

competttora currently poaeea monopoly bottleneck fodlltles. Guedel. Tr. 200. To the 

contrary. 1he r8cord evidence reveals fl"iot the provision of competitiVe services remolns 

o nascent lndultry- nationwide AAV groa revenue. repreeent· le• than 1% of the market 

for occes aeMeel which remains dominated by the LEes. Canis. Tr. 21. Therefore. to 

tronalflon Into toll OO!"nPetltlon. It ta not necessary to Impose safeguards on coUocoton. 

The lnterconneetton requirements proeatbed by the LECs. In contrast, would .hove 1he 
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effect of frUitratlng rather than enco4Xoglng the development of competft1on. Canis. Tr. 

56. 

The record evidence lrldeflcores the slgnlflcance of the LEC$' current matket 

power and 1he neca•lftv of lmpollng expanded Interconnection requlrementa upon only 

the LEC.. v..tne.Koupoual teltlfted that while the lECs should be required to provide 

physical c:olocatfon. non-donV'a1t carrtera need no IUCh requirement. Kcuoupas. Tr. 114. 

wttne. CorW, clartfylng lntermeda Cortlmlncatlons of Aortdo. Inc.'s ('ICI") position on 

fhlllllue, cid not dllagree wtth WllnfMI Kowoupas' ttotement. Canis, Jr. 115. He further 

testtnad that' whle ICt wll conllder bono ftde requests for ~ from the l.ECs or 

othef partial. colocatorllhould not· be reQUired to gve lnterconnectton In return to the 

LECs. Conls. Tr. 114. 

A I8COnd reason why this C'ornmlsston should not Impose o reciprocal 

lntercannectlon requirement 1.4)00 colocotors Is that Congreea has estabiW\ed a federal 

scheme ttYough chanrtelleoliog to OSIUf'& access to "cable systems''1 by third parties 

unafftlated wtth o "cable operotor.14 Speclfloatty. Secnon 47 u.s.c. 532(c) (1993) 

provides, ... pertinent port. 

( 1) tt o person unaffiliated with the cable operator seekS to 
uae chomel capacity dealgnated purauont to abaectton (b) 
of thlleectton tor commercial use. the cable opmqtq aholj 
estgbllb. oonllatent wtth the PlXPOS8 of this section and with 

1The term "cable system" Ia generally defined as "a facility, consisting of o set of closed 
transmlallon pathl and OIIOCioted llgnol generation. reception. and control equipment 
that Ia delfgned to provide cable 18fVIce which Includes video programming and which 
Is provided tom~ subacrlbefl wttt\ln o community , . . ," 47 U.S.C . 552(7) (1993). 

'The term "cable operofo(' Ia defined as ''any person or group of persons (A) who 
provldel cable t8fVIee over 01 cable system and dlrectty or through one or more affiliates 
owns a llgnlftcont lnterelt In euc::h cable system. or (8) who otherwise controls or Is 
reepontlble tor, ttvough any arrangement. the management ond operation of such o 
cable aystem." 47 U.S.C. 552(5) {1993). 
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rules pniiCft)ed by the CornrrUIIon under paragraph (4), ttHl 
pdca. fwrrf q>d condlt1oos ot sych use which gee gt legst 
sufftclent to n- re tbgt such Ul9 will not gdyeqaly affect the 
opargttgn. ftngoclgl coodtloo. or market deyalogrnent of the 
cgble Mfwn. (Empbasla .upplled.) 

In addition. Section 47 U.S,C. 532(4XA) (1993) provides: 

Ttw Cpmmlljon lhqll bgyt ttw gutbqtty to -

(I) detlmtw 1lw rngxlmun regsoogbft rgtes 1hat a cable 
operator rray ..tabllsh puriUOnt to paragraph (1) tor 
commercial use of delignated channel capacity, Including 
the rate charged for the bllnQ of rates to subecrlbers and for 
the colectlon of revenue from subsertbers by the cable 
operator for IUCh Ull; 

(I) tttcj211b fiQIOOQblt ttmll god concltJooa tor !JCh Ulf. 
lneluclng 1hole for bllng and eollec11on; and 

(Ill) establllh procedures for the expedted resolutton of 
dllput• conCerning rat• or carriage under thla aectlon. 
(Empholll.uppled.) 

The above provisioN preclude this Commission from establishing the terms and 

conc:ltlonl upon which cable operatOfS open their networks to third portfes. The FCC has 

speclftcaly fo...nd that commercial leasing of cable channels 181Ves Jmpottant c:Jverstty 

and compettttve objectives such that centralized reguotory oversight would assist In the 

achievement of the ltaMory clrecttv81. In the Motter of lmplemeotot!QO of Sections of 

!be Coble Ieleyljoo COON'fl8[ protection Ond Comoetlt!on Act of 1m Rote Regulation. 

Report and Order and Further No"ce of Proposed Rulernoklng. Released ·May 3, 1993, at 

303-307. Because 1he terrna and concltions under which cable operators lease channel 

capacity ore to be administered by the FCC, this Commlstlon Is preempted from 

Imposing Ita own~et of expanded Interconnection requirements upon collocotors that ore 

~able operators. 

10 
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ISSUE 13: 

colocalorl? 

What ltandar• lhould be ..tabllhed for the LECe to a1ocate epace for 

•standcJrdllhould be established for apace allocation and 
eXhaustion. the point of Interconnection. equipment placed 
In central offtcal. Interconnection of non-fiber technologies. 
and the provlllon of colocatlon at service, wire centers. • 

The following standards are supported by the record and appropriate for the 

Corrvnlsllon to establllh: 

1. Spoct Aloogttoo and Exbqusfloo-The Commission shO\Ad adopt the 

FCC approactuegorclng the allocation of central otftce space. Canla, Tr. 119-121. 

Guedel~ Tr. 198. The FCC mandates physical collocation with the exeeptton of two 

lnltoncea: (1) voluntorfly negotiated arrangements for virtual collocation. and (2) 

upon aLEC demonstration. to the FCC's sattstoctton, that a central office lacks 

adequate space, for physical collocation. Canis. Tr. 137-138. 

The LECa lhoUd be required to provide space for a physical collocation 

1.1'\tl the central otnce Ia fled to eopactty. Kouroupas, Tr. 263. When space for a 

ph'fllcal co1ocat1on Ia exhausted, the LECs should be required to provide virtual 

calocaflon to requesttng lnterconnectors otter a CommJsslon determination that, 

In tact. the space Is exhausted. Canis, Tr. 50. In addition. the LECs should be 

reQUired to after central offtce space on a first come. ftrst served bosls. Rock. Tr. 

449. 

2. point of lntercoooectton - In the case of physico! collocation, the 

point of lnterconnectton. or the "operational demarcotton". shoUld be placed 

lnllde the central offtce. Canis, Tr. 136. 1n the case of virtual collocation. this point 

should be placed In o public r1ght-of-way that Is occessJble to all potential 

11 
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lntercomect:ors and Is as cloee to the central otnce as possible. Rock, Tr. 448. 

3. E(IJipmant pkx;ed In CeotrQI Qfflcea by or for lntercoooactora -The 

LECa lhould be '*'-*ed to allow coloca1ton of equipment necessary to terminate 

bolic transmllllon facltttes. Including optical termlnoflng equipment and 

~· Rode. Tr. 448. 

4. lntwrpgnnactlql of Non-fiber Technologies - The LECs shoUd be 

required to make ecpanded Interconnection available to tiber technologlel oa 

wei as non-ftler technologies auch as microwave facilities. Rock, Tr. 449. 

5. LEC Oftlcet at which lntercoooecttoo Is Aygflob!e - The LECs ahould 

be requked to provide •xpanded Interconnection at servldng wire centers (SNCs) 

and otncea. 

ISSUE 14: Should the Commllllon alow expanded Interconnection for non·flber optic 

-The LECa lhould be required to make expanded 
lnt~ ovaloble to fiber technologies as wea as non­
fiber technologNtl .• 

Expanded Interconnection should be req\Jred for non-fiber technology on the 

same basis oa fiber technology. Guedel. Tr. 215. The allocoflon of apace to the non-fiber 

technology would be treated on a flrst-come-fltlt-seNed basis. If the central offftce 

reochel copoclty, the LEC lhould then allocate· space to the ftber and non-ftber 

collocotora on o virtual oolocotton basis. 

ISSUE 16: 

12 
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lhould ._ LICI be granted lor epeclal acceet and private lne MrYic•? 

-the LECa c\Xrentty ~oy substantial pricing ftexlblllty 
l.M'ldercurenfly Imposed restrictions. No further pricing 
tlexlbllty Is appropriate. • 

The Cc:mmllllon hal aJready granted the LECs substantial Intrastate pricing 

fte)(l:)lfty. Fot example, no l8fVIces have been deemed "effectively compet1ttve." When 

a l.EC offM o monopoly leiVIee purauont to o Contractual SeMce Arrangement ("CSA") 

under Ita Private Lne Tarttt, the LEC currently enjoys vlrtuolly unfe"ered price flexibility due 

ta the tact that CSAI ore~ complex, dlttlcult to review. ond receive Uttle, It ony, 

Commllllon ICf\Jtlny. CSAs, therefore, provk:te the LECs with more than enough pr1clng 

· flexlblty. tt should be remembered that, despite the LECa sweeping and completely 

unsupported alegatlont '"' .. docket, the prOVIalon of AA V service does not yet pose a 

substantial ttveat to the lECs. Canis, Tr. 21. 'The LEes currently hove the ability to respond 

to what' they haVe broadly aleged to be "competition" for the monopoly network In this 

proceeding. The FCTA IUbmltl that no further pricing flexibility for LEC monopoly services 

Is appropriate ot thia 11rne. 

ISSUE 16: 

ISSUE 17: 

tarlffl? 

lf the Commllllon permltt colocatton, what ratea, term• and condltlona 

•No pollffon.• 

Should al ep«;lal acce~~ and pdvate lne 
1
provlden be r•qulred to fll• 

13 
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•No. The Commission shoUld exempt AA Va from tariff tiling 
~ Ollt cld ~Order No. 24877.• 

The Convnlsllon appropriately requires the LECs to tile tariffs os L£C customers ore 

coptlve. ond the lECI have strong Incentives to aOSS«bsicize competitive services with 

monopotv r~. In contrast. AA.V aervfces ore priced oc.cording to the dctotes of 

the l"nnfket rendering a tartfflng requirement auperlluoua. Conls. Tr. 53. Further. os 

recognized by the Commllllon In Order No. 24877. AA V customers are generally 

sophlatlcoted uat who dO not need expansive Commission protection. kL For these 

reasons. the Conmllllon lhoUd not require thot special access or private line providers 

file tortffl. 

ISSUE 11: What eeparatlorwlmpact wll uponded lnterconnectlona have on the LECI? 

•No, position. • 

ISSUE 19: 

requlrerMnt In order to avoid poulble croea·aublldy concerna? 

•~~sue deleted by attpulotlon of the parties. • 

ISSUE 20: How would rat.poyers be financially affected by exPQnded 

lntercomectlon? 

•The ratepayers would not be flnonclolly harmed by 
expanded lnteroonnectlon. • 

14 



The FCTA IUbmltl that ratepayers wll not be ftnonclolly harmed by expanded 

Interconnection. The OW«JJ effect of expanded Interconnection and competition will 

produce a more efficient LEC, r:esult In lower prices, and generate greater quality and 

benefits to the end user. Kouroupos, Tr. 243-244; Canis. Tr. 22. 

ISSUE 21: .,_.. 1M Comml1llon grant ICI't petition? 

-¥• The Commission should grant ICI's petition and order 
expanded Interconnection. • 

The CommJselon lhoUd grant ICI's petition and allow ICI to Interconnect under the 

terms and condtlons for expanded Interconnection developed In this proceeding. 

Granting ICI'a petition wt1 benefit the public, focllltate customer choice, and encoU'oge 

the development of new and Innovative services. Guedel, Tr. 194; Canis Tr. 55; 

Kou-oupos, Tr. 268; Rock. Tr. 442. 

15 
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Ill. CONCLUSION 

The Commlselon has the staMory outhorl1y to require expanded Interconnection, 

and the MCOrd demonstrates that such action will foster competition In 1he publlo 

Interest. Therefa.. the Commlulon lhould. require Tier 1 LECa to provide expanded 

lnteroOI"".-.ctlon on term1 that mirror the FCC's expanded Interconnection requirements. 

RelpectUv IUbmltted this 22nd day of Occtober, 1993. 
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by lkllted stat. Mall. and/or by Hand Delvety c·> tNt 22nd day of October. 1993 to the 
following partlel of record: . 

Tracy Hateh• 
Dlvlllon Of Legal Servlcel 
Rortda Pubic SeMce Commllllon 
101 E. Ganes 
T alahaaee, Florida 32301 

Lee L Will 
Autley, McMUian, McGehee, 

Carothers a Proctor 
P.O. Box 391 
TOiat'alee, Flottda 

Michael W. Tye 
ATAT' 
106 E. Colege Avenue 
sute 1410 
Tala~. Florida 32301 

c. Dean Kurtz 
Central Telephone Cor'f1)0ny 

ofAorldo 
P.O. Box 2214 
Tallahaslee, Ftorida 32316 

Chanthlna R. Bryant 
Sprint 
3065 Cunbertand Circle 
Atlanta. Georgia 30389 

Joseph P. Glan 
J.P. Glan and Alloclates 
P.O. Box 641038 
Orlando, Florida 32854-1038 

Thomas R. Parker 
Klmbettv Caawell 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
lOmpa, Flortda 33601 

Harriet Eudy 
ALLTEL Florida. Inc. 
P.O. Box550 
Uve Oak, Florida 32060 

Honts R. Anthony 
J. PhUIIp Carver 
Southem Ben Telephone and 

Telegraph Company 
C/O Marshall M. Crlser Ill 
160 S. Monroe Street 
Sulte·.ol 
Talahassee. Florida 32301 

C. Everett Boyd, Jr. 
Ervin, Vom. Jacobs. 

Odom&Ervlf'l 
305 S. Gadsden Street 
TaUohassee. florida 32301 

Peter M. Dunbar 
Pennington. Hoben. Culpepper. Dunlop. 

Dunbar. Richmond & French. P.A. 
P.O. Box 10095 
TaUohossee. Rorldo 32302 

Joseph A McGlothin 
VIcki Gordon Kaufman 
McWhirter. Grondoff and Reeves 
316 S. Calhoun Street, Ste. 716 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Brad E. Mutschelkn.ous 
Danny E. Adams 
Rachel J. Rothstein 
Wiley, Rein & Flelclng 
1776 K Street. N.W. 
Washington. DC 20GJ6 
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David B. &win 
Young, va1 ~. Varnadoe 

a Benton, P.A. 
P.O Box 1833 
Tallatalee, Aortda 32302 

Charles J. Beck 
Deputy P\blc Colnel 
Office of Pubic Coullel 
C/O The floric:b ~· 
111 w. Mocllon 
Room 812 
T~. Flotlda 32399-l«X> 

Jeff McGehee 
Southland lal•phone Company 
P.O. Box37 
Atmore, Alabama 36504 

Pou Jonel 
T1me Womer Coble 
Corporate Headquarters 
300 Flrlt Stamford Place 
Stamford, Connecticut 06902-6732 

Charles~ 
fndontown Telephone System, Inc. 
P.O. Box277 
lnclantown, Florida 34956 

Richard D. Mallon 
Hopping Boyd Green a Sarna 
P.O Box 6526 
ToHohastee, Flak:.la 32314 

Patrick Wlggn. Eaq. 
Wlgglna & Vllacorta 
P.O. Drawer 1657 
T ollohaslee, Florida 32302 

John A. Carroll, Jr. 
Northeast Florida T e!ephone Co. 
P.O. Box 485 
Macclenny, Florida 3~ 

Donlel V. Gregory 
Quincy Telephone Company 
P.O. Box 189 
Quincy, Florida 32351 

Jodie L. Donovan 
RegulotOtY Counsel 
Teleport Communications 

Group, Inc. 
1 Teleport Drive 
SUite 301 
Staten lslond, New York 10311 

F. Ben Poag 
United Telephone Company 

of Florida 
P.O. Box 16500 
Altamonte Springs, Florida 32716-&00 

Michael J. Henry 
MCI Telecommunlcottons Corp. 
MCI Center, Ttvee Rovlnlo .Drive 
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Eaq. 
Floyd R. Self, Esq. 
Messer. VIckers, Coparello, 

Madsen. Lewis, Goldman & Metz. P.A. 
P.O. Box 1876 
Tallahassee. Florida 32302 
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