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•.o"' ' •• .. ·• ~~ • "AX •.a.• 211 ?Geo 

August 23, 1996 

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporr:ng 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Docket 

Dear Me . Bayo : 

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are the criginal and 
fifteen 115) copies of Spz·int United/Centel' s Rebuttal Testimony of 
William E. Cheek 

Please acknO\•ledge receipt and filing of thl' above by stamping 
t~e duplicate cop} of this letter and returning the same to this 
writer. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

---"'Enclosure 
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A. 

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY 
OF FLORIDA 
CENTRAL TELEPHONE COMPANY 
OF FLORIDA 
DOCKET NO. 960838-TP 
FILED: August 23, 1996 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

WILLIAM B. CHEEK 

Please state your n ... , . business address and title. 

1.. 
7,.,. 
t ' 

My name is William E. Cheek. I am the Assistant Vice 

President of Marltet Management for Sprint/United 

Management Company, an affiliate of United Telephone 

Company of Florida and Central Telephone Company of 

Florid& . My business address is 2330 Shawnee Mission 

Parkway, Westwood, Kansas. 

Did you previously submit prefiled direct testimony in 

this proceeding? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of providing rebuttal t estimony in 

this arbitration proceeding? 

As stated in my direct t estimony of August 12, 1996, the 

FCC adopted its First Report and Order and ita Rules in 

CC Docltet Nc. 96-98, on August l, 1996, regarding 
DOCU!-'f tl f 'll " fl! DATE 
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interconnection, unbundling and resale, as required by 

Section 251 of the Communicat~ons Act of 1996. The Order 

and Rules were released by the FCC on August 8. A~ the 

time my dlrect testimony was prepared and subsequently 

filed, insufficient time existed to allow for a detailed 

evaluation of th~ FCC Order. I have since reviewed my 

direct testimony ~n light of the FCC Order and offer 

these revisions to the positions previously stat ed which 

I believe conform the direct testimony to the FCC 

directives. 

Given the firm direction and interim rate prescriptions 

co1 tained in the FCC Order, it is likPly that many of the 

dif.'erences between the positiono of 11FS and Sprint can 

be resolved. My rebuttal testimony will outl ine those 

areas where disagreement between the part~es is likely to 

remain. In addition, 1 would like to clarify our 

positions regarding directory issues and the mos t favored 

nations clause. Sprint will cortinue 1 ts ef for to to 

reach an agrePment with MFS on those remaining 

differences in hopes of presenting an interconnectio.· 

agreement to the Commission for approval prior to any 

a=bitration decision becoming necessary. 

Woul d you please summarize your rebuttal testimony? 
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Q. 

A. 

Yes. This rebuttal testimony was prepared to assist the 
Commission i:1 its analysis of the FCC Order and its 
implications on the differences betw~en the parties. The 
positions adopted by the FCC, in certain areas , have 
necessitated changea to Sprint's positicns contained in 
my direct testimony and, in certain cases, invalidated 
the positions ' en by MFS in Mr. Devine's d~rect 

t estimony. Thls rebuttal testimony addresses these 
matters in the s£me order as they were contained in my 
direct testimony by providing the cit e to the FCC Order 
and con:eaponding rule3 to aid the Commission in its 
review of the teotimony in this proceeding . 

Dr.>e tl the FCC Order provide clarification regarding points 
of interconnection that Sprint should make available to 
MFS? 

Yea, as indicated in my direct testimony a t page 9, 
Sprint does not object to interconnection with MFS on a 
meet-point basis. The FCC Order, 1 553, confirms that 
meet-point arrangements must be available upon request to 
CLECs. In a meet-point arrangement, each party pays i ts 
portion of the costs to build out the facilities to the 
meet-point, typically the wire center boundary . The FCC 
concluded that meet-point arrangements make sense for 
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A. 

interconnection pursuant t~ Section 25llcl (2), but not 

for unbundled access under S~ction 25l(c) (3). 

MFS requests interconnection under Section 251(cl (2) for 
tte purpose of exchanging traffic with Sprint. rn thia 

situation, Sprint and MFS are co-carriers and each gains 

value from the intercon .. to t.ion agreement . The FCC 

concluded that it is reasonable to require each party 

bear a portion of the econ~nic cos ts of the arrangement. 

Does the FCC Order support Sprint's position on direct 

connet~tions and transiting traf!ic that was stated on 

page 10, line 24 of your direct testimony? 

Yes. As statea in my direct testimony, Sprint does not 

object to collocated CLECs establishing direct 

connections with other collocated carriers as long as the 

cross-connecting facilities between the CLECs are 

provided by Sprint. Sprint's position is suppor ted in 11 
594 and 595 of the FCC Order, which state in part, •we 

therefore will require that the incumbent. LECs allow 

collocating telecommunication carriers to connect 

collocated equipment to such equipment of other carriers 

within the same LEC premises s~ long as the collocated 

equipment is used for interconnection with the incumbent 
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LBC or access to the LEC's unbundled network elements. 

We clarify that we here require incumbent LECs to provide 

the connection between the equipment in the collocated 

spaces of two or more collocating telecommunications 

carriers unleso they permit the collocating parties to 

provide this connec~ ion for themselves. We do not 

require incumbent LEL to allow placemer.t of connectinq 

transmission facilit ies owned by competitors within the 

incumbent LEC premises anywhere outside of the actual 

physical collocation space." This is codified in Subpart 

0 of Part 51 of the FCC'£ Rules at Section Sl.323(hl Ill 

which states, •An incumbent LEC shall ~rovide the 

connet·tion between the equipment in the colloc3ted spaces 

of two or more telecommunications carr~ers, unless the 

incumbent LEC permits one or more of the collocat1ng 

parties to provide this interconnection for 

themeelves .... • 

Also, for transiting traffic, the FCC Order supports the 

~atabliahment of usage-sensitive charges to recover 

tandem s witching costa. The FCC has established a 
default rate ceiling of SO. 0015 per minute of use for 

tanclem switching that should be used until completion of 

a forward-looking economic coat study. FCC Order, , 824. 

Sprint proposes the interim FCC rate be adopted pending 
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approval of a TELRIC-based economic study. In his 

rebuttal testimony, Mr . Farrar discusses how the TELRIC 

methodology differs from that employed in his direct 

testimony. 

Please explain the r elatiorwhip between the FCC Order and 

the local interconnect rate elements proposed in your 

direct testimony, begu: .. - •. :: on page 12, line 18. 

The FCC Order identifies the same three network elements 

as I proposed in my testimony. Local switching is 

discussed beginning with 1 810 of the Order; a default 

pric:e range for local St4itching of SO. 002 to SO. 004 per 

minute of use is established in 1 811 and disct&sed in 1 
815. The t . ·an sport discussion begins with 1 820 . The 

PCC concludes that for dedicated transport, states should 

rely upon existing toriffed rates for dedicated transport 

as a proxy ceiling. In addition to dedicated transpo::t, 

the Order requires that shsred transmission facilities 

(transport) be developed in a similar manner, 1 822. The 

FCC concludes that those rates are close to economic cost 
level.&. The third element, tandem switching, was 

discussed previously. The FCC Order, 1 825, establishes 

a proxy ceiling rate of $0.001~ per minute of use. 
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Has Sprint reconsidered its proposed flat-rated, 

capacity-based port charge approach in light of the FCC 

decision in CC Docket 96-98? 

Yes. Consistent with the FCC findings, 1 810, we agree 

that a combination of a flat-rated charge for line ports, 

i.e., line cards, an~ per-minute usage charge for the 

switching matrix and for trunk ports, best reflects the 

way costs for unbundl<•d local s witching are incurred and 

should be used. The FCC concluded, 1 815, that the sum 

of ~e flat-rated charge for line ports and the product 

of the projected minutes of use per port and the usage ­

s~it$ve charges for switching and trunk ports, all 

divided 'i:r/ the projected minutes of uf'e , should not 

exceed $0.004 per minute of use and should ~ot be lower 

than $0.002 per minute of use . Cortrary to Sprint • s 

original bill-and-keep proposal for end office ports, the 

FCC found, "that carriers i,ncur costs in term1nating 

traffic that are not de minimis, and consequently, bill ­

and-keep arrangements that lack any provisions for 

compensation do not provide for recovery o f costs.• FCC 

Order, 1 1112. Sprint htcs reconsidered the flat -rated, 

capacity-based charge in favor of a combination of flat ­

rated and usage-based charges describtd above. However, 

consistent with authority granted to the states by the 
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FCC at 1 1112, absent evidence that the traffic volumes 

are not balanced, Sprint proposes an interim bill-and­

keep arrangement until such time as TELRIC economic 

studies have been completed and approved by t his 

COmmiesion. 

Does the Order provi~ a •true-up• mechanism t o ensure 

that no carrier is disaovantaged by an interim rate? 

Yes. A mandatory •true-up• of inte1·in t ransport and 

~ermindtion rates is discussed i n the FCC Order, 1 1066. 

The •true-up• ensures that certain carriers will not be 

disadvantaged by implem~nting the interim rates. 

On page 1 S, line 5 of your direct testimony, you propose 

an unbundled loop price of $ 23 .01 . How does that price 

compare with the default price proposed in the FCC Order 

for Florida? 

The unbundled loop price in my direct testimony was 

developed based on the BCH 2 model, however , since the 

FCC did n.ot use BCM 2 , because of time constraints (.~~..~a 

FCC Order, 1 796), Sprint will accept the $13.68 defaul' 

price (PCC Order, Appendix Dl as an •interim• default 

price until Sprint can develop its deaveraged costs and 
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Q. 

A. 

proposed pricing. The FCC stated its intention to 

continue its investigation of the various models that 

have been used to develop unbundled loop pricing. 

Does the Older support Sprint's position that the 
additional costs associated with c onditioned loops, such 

as ADSL, HDSL and ISDJ;. be recovered from the requesting 

carrier? 

Yes, the FCC Order, , 382, addresses cost recovery for 

conditioning. As 1 stated on page 20 of my direct 
testimony, assuming the technical requirements of these 

1acilities can be adequately identified and cost recovery 
agreed l o, Sprint would agree to provide these 
capabilitJ.es. 

In your direct testimony on page 24 you address MFS • 
proposed pricing guideli,es which would require the price 

for unbundled elements not exceed the price ot the 
bundled element. Does the FCC Order support your 

position? 

Yeo. There are numerous statements in the Order 
regarding the development of prices baaed on cost. The 
FCC Order, 1 620, specifically states that •stateo may 
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A. 
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A. 

not oet prices lower than the forward-looking incremental 

costs d irectly attributable to the provision of a given 

element .• 

Will Sprint allow resellers to rebrand Directory 

Assistance as the~r own ~n light of the FCC Order? 

Consistent with the r -- Second Report and Order (issued 

August 8, 1996, in cc Docket No. 96-98), 1 148, Sprint 

will comply with 1easonable, technically feasible 

requects of CLECs for the rebranding of directory 

assistance services in the CL~C's name . The CLEC will be 

.·esponsible for the costs incurred to implement such a 

request. 

Would you please clarify your position on the directory 

issues? 

United Telephone Conpany of Florida's telephone 

directories are published by Sprint ?ublishing and 

Advertising. Central Telephone Company of f"lorida' s 
~!rectories are published by CenOOn Partnership, a 

partnership composed of the Reuben H. D:~nnelley 

Corporation and Centel Directory Company. Sprint has 

secured agreement with Sprint Publishing and Advertising 
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to provide directory services conoistent with those 
outlined in my direct testimony. A similar agreement 
witb CenDon does not e.xist at this time. Sprint agrees 
t.bat it will work with MFS in seeking the cooperat i on and 
approval of the CenDon Partrership in an effort to meet 
the directory publ ishi no com'llitments similar to those 
contained in my direct L• H.imony. A separate publishing 
agreement may be required between MPS an.... the CenDon 
Partnership. 

Has Sprint amended the "Most Favored Nations• clause 
contained in its draft Interconnection and Resale 
Agreement ? 

Yes. Section X. OPIION TQ ELECI OTHER IERMS has been 
amended to coincide with the FCC Rules, Sec t i ons 
51.301(3), 51.303, and 51.809. A copy of this revision 
is provided in Exhibit WEC-3 to my rebuttal testimony. 

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

Yes. 
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X. omoN TO ELECT OHlER TERMS 

Spiat Ullillod.ICcmd 
Docb:l No. 9«)131-TP 
Rtbvtlal Tudraoay or 
Willlam E. o-t 
£l:hi)il WEC·3 

U, at any timo while this A&reemcnt is in cfl'ect, Company provides ~ similar to t.10sedescribed herein to a third patty CLEC ope:ratiQg within the wnc LAT~ (Ulcludil:lg auociated.Extcndcd Area Servi~ Zones in adjKem l.ATAs) to which thiJ 
~ applia, on terms dlffercn1 from !how available under this Agreement 
(provided that ~third party is autboriud to provide I~ exchqe ter\'ic:es). then 
caniet may Opt lO adopt aD)' Individual rates, term&, and cooditions o1f"eted 10 tho third 
patty in place of apec:Uic rates, terms, or conditio~ otherwise applicable UDder this 
~for its OWD ~with Comp&IJY ~UJ of volume diiCOWils, ather quantity te:rma.. or other rat! ictlons or provision~ coll1&inod in the Aareemem or t&rilf available to such third party . 

.: In add.itio.n, if Company entered in &D agreement (the "'tbet Aalccmealj 
approved by the Commissio11 punua.m to Sectioo .251 and/or Section 2S2 of the Act, 
md/Ol' is IUbjCCl to Order of tho Commiaioa, wtskh provides for the provi.sloo of an 
intcrconneetion, serW:c, or Wlbundlcd demcm to mother IUthorUcd Curler, Compa.ay 
ahall make available to Carrier such l.atercoDDCCtion, aervice or vnhrrndlcd elemeat on an 
i.Ddlvidu&l elcmelll-by demem or ~seM:e basts withou.s rqard 10 other 
~ iD said llllCD"C11t upon the bee iodividual terms and cooditiom as tbote 
provUed in the Other Aarcemart. · 

Ngt 'J!itlytJpdlg tM abs.y c pnnisjon. thia Agmnmr tb.eD bs UaU fung 
1ubjc;st tq apcb cheDJCI or mocUfigtlgp• wifb 1 gpeq tg the qtq. tmas or 
cogdWOna cot1talnccl l!mfn u may be ordmd or dlmt&d bx rbc lStatd llmll.; SmJst Commlglop pr tbs lrdrnl Commgpiqtjont Commiftion In tb ... 
J:UISjfe o( their rg.U,c lpd8flstlom Cwfmbcr gid s,bepm or 
modJOqdopt mpft ft:mp I mlgta)dpJ QJXccdjlJI.I mmc igrgthelfn tr 
., •rkftrttiqp prvgsdm wbida IIH!Dg to ~~ Cownyy or Ia n;q tits rscmcl 
l!btjt; SsnV Comphden mem I ''Aerie dstpmlaadop\ Db Amsgcpt pan bs mocftacd, lunmsr. oplr to dtt gtcpt pc;g:ata IR IDJIJr yld dJpm whm 
ComRJPI pufflc 4ata bg bm! madc uaOabfc tp tile Pantp agd gnnldm4 by 
Jbt lStatcJ hbl!s SmJg Comm!p!og. Agy rttp. tmpa pr fl9lldltfgm Cf'Pt 
dcydoplld thaD bt IJibstfnalccf lg plaq pC f.bmlll'!yipprtr tp Iff est nd 
tbaQ be dCQ!rd to bayt bcrp cfT«dtyc ppdq tblr Amgpurt u gfths 
sficctjyt dttf of tilt ontsr Jry ths lStaSc) hblk Ssnig Commlpjog or the 
FCC, whether ncb actjop !!M commmced bcf'OEJ or .Ocr tfat ctTcstfyc "''' or thlz Avesmcat. U'any tgda mo4jtjqt!og rcpdrn the Amcmspt tgppmbh; qr 
Sl!llP any ambjplty or mnaltJmnl Cor fprthq IJimdmmt lp the Ac1 cqpspt, 
the Partig 1rilJ ncgdate(o god Caltl! to ame ppog aar necegary 
amcglmcob tg tile Arrcangt. 
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