


BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petitions by AT&T ) 
Communications of the Southern ) 
States, Inc., MCI Telecommunications ) Docket No. 
Corporation, MCI Metro Access ) 
Transmission Services, Inc., American ) 
Communications Services, Inc. and ) 
American Communications Services of ) Docket No. 
Jacksonville, Inc. for arbitration of 
certain terms and conditions of a ) 
proposed agreement with BellSouth ) Docket No. 
Telecommunications, Inc. concerning ) 
interconnection and resale under the ) 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 1 
1 
) 

MFS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, ) Docket No. 
INC . ) 
Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to ) 
47 U.S.C. 5 252(b) of Interconnection ) 
Rates, Terms, and Conditions with ) 
BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, ) 
INC . ) 

960833-TP 

960846-TP 

960916-TP 

960757-TP 

I 

) 

Company, L.P., for Arbitration of ) 
Interconnection with BellSouth 1 
Telecommunications, Inc., under ) 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ) 

Petition by Sprint Communications ) Docket No. 961150-TP 

) Filed: October 17, 1996 

NOTICE OF ORDER OF THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT 
COURT OF APPEAL'S ORDER GRANTING STAY 

ELWING JUDICIAL REVIEW AND REOUEST FOR RELLEE 

COMES NOW, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth"), 

by and through its undersigned attorneys, and files this Notice 

of the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeal's Order Granting Stay 

Pending Judicial Review (the "Order") and Request for Relief. 

BellSouth respectfully requests that the Florida Public Service 

Commission (the "Commission") take administrative notice of the 
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Order as well as its implications for each of the arbitrations 

that are currently pending before the Commission" as well as for 

those that may be brought before the Commission at some future 

date. BellSouth further requests that the Commj.ssion grant it 2 

the relief sought herein. 

I. BACKOROUND 

On October 15, 1996, the United States Court of Appeals for 

the Eighth Circuit (the "Eighth Circuit") entered its "Order 

Granting Stay Pending Judicial Review" of portions of the Federal 

Communications Commission's ('FCC") First Report and Order in 

Docket No. 96-98. (A copy of that Order is attached hereto as 

Attachment "l''.) In that Order, the Eighth Circuit 

grant[ed] the petitioners' motion to stay the FCC's 
pricing rules and the 'pick and choose' rule contained 
in its First Report and Order* pending a final 
decision on the merits. 

(8) The stay pertains only to 5 5 5  51.501-51.515 
(inclusive), 51-601.51.611 (inclusive), 51.701-51.717 
(inclusive), 5 51.809 and the proxy range €or line 
ports used in the delivery of basic residential and 
business exchange services established in the FCC's 
Order on Reconsideration, dated September 27, 1996. 

Order, p. 14. (All page citations are to Attachment 1.) 

Currently pending before the Commission are the arbitration requests 
of MFS, AT&T, MCI, ACSI and Sprint. The hearing on MFS' request was 
held on August 27, 1996. The hearing in the consolidated docket for 
AT&T, MCI and ACSI took place on October 9 through 11, 1996. The 
request of Sprint is set to be heard on December 3 and 4 ,  1996. 

This Notice discusses the effect of the stay on the full range of 
issues that are currently being arbitrated before this Commission. 
Obviously, not all issues will be germane to every arbitration request 
or to all parties. 
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The basis for the Eighth Circuit's holding was its analysis 

of the FCC's rules compared to the requirements set forth in the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "Act"). In Section IIA of 

its Opinion, the Court found that the petitioners (the parties 

appealing the FCC's Order and seeking a stay) were likely to 

succeed on the merits of this appeal. Specifically, the Eighth 

Circuit held that it was likely that the petitioners would 

prevail on their arguments that the Act did not give the FCC the 

jurisdictional authority to mandate to the states rules on 

pricing. Thus, the Court stated: 

Because we believe that the petitioners have 
demonstrated that they will likely succeed on the 
merits of their appeals based on their argument that, 
under the Act, the FCC is without jurisdiction to 
establish pricing regulations regarding intrastate 
telephone service, we think that it is unnecessary at 
this time to address the remaining theories which the 
petitioners use to challenge the legality of the FCC's 
pricing rules. 

Id., at 9. 

Next, the Court engaged in a discussion of whether or not 

the petitioners would suffer irreparable harm if a stay were not 

granted. It found that the FCC's pricing rules, including the 

"pick and choose" rule, would irreparably injure the states and 

the incumbent local exchange companies ("ILECs") because the 

"pricing rules will derail current efforts to negotiate and 

arbitrate agreements under the Act, and the 'pick and choose' 
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rule will operate to further undercut any agreements that are 

actually negotiated or arbitrated." Id. at 10. 

Furthermore, 

As we explained above, we are persuaded that, absent a 
stay, the proxy rates would frequently be imposed by 
the state commissions and would result in many 
incumbent LECs suffering economic losses beyond those 
inherent in the transition from a monopolistic market 
to a competitive one . . .  In this case, the incumbent 
LECs would not be able to bring a lawsuit to recover 
their undue economic losses if the FCC's rules are 
eventually overturned, and we believe that the 
incumbent LECs would be unable to fully recover such 
losses merely through their participation in the 
market. Moreover, the petitioners' potential loss of 
consumer goodwill qualifies as irreparable ha rm... For 
the foregoing reasons, we believe that the petitioners 
have adequately demonstrated that they will be 
irreparably harmed if a stay of the FCC's pricing 
rules is not granted. 

Id., at 11-12. 

Thus, the Eighth Circuit found that the FCC's pricing rules, 

including the proxy rates, because they do not allow for a 

consideration of embedded costs and because they require the use 

of a hypothetical rather than an ILEC's actual network, result in 

rates that are artificially low and do not allow the ILECs to 

recover their costs. Id., at 4 .  As a result, the Court entered 

its Stay Pending Judicial Review. 

In its testimony filed in the arbitrations currently pending 

before this Commission, BellSouth has set forth its position that 

many of the FCC's rules, 

contrary to the terms of the Act and that, 

including those related to pricing, are 

if this Commission 
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were given the opportunity, it would be appropriate for the 

Commission to reject those rules. 

staying the pricing and "pick and choose" provisions of the rules 

now presents this Commission with such an opportunity. BellSouth 

therefore respectfully requests, as described in more detail 

below, that the Commission reject those parts of the FCC's rules 

that have been stayed and, instead, enter rulings consistent with 

Congress' 

BellSouth's testimony. 

The Eighth Circuit's Order 

intent as expressed in the Act and as described in 

11. DISCUSSION 

. .  
A .  TELiUC Priclng Rules 

As noted above, in the Court's discussion of the FCC's 

TELRIC costing methodology, it referred with approval to the 

petitioning ILECs' arguments that the TELRIC method is improper 

because it does not consider embedded costs and it requires the 

use of a hypothetical 'most technologically efficient" network. 

The Court also indicated that the same infirmities existed with 

respect to the FCC's proxy rates. The Court thus found that the 

ILECs would be irreparably harmed if these portions of the rules 

were not stayed. Therefore, not only does this Order free this 

Commission from the FCC's mandate that the Commission use both 

the FCC's TELRIC costing methodology and, until it reviews TELRIC 

cost studies, the FCC's proxy rates, but the Order also provides 
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guidance to the Commission as to how to review BellSouth's Costs 

and set rates in a manner that will pass judicia:l muster. 

In considering the costs of an ILEC, a Commission must take 

into consideration all of the ILEC's actual costs, including its 

embedded costs. And, in so doing, the Commission must consider 

the actual network deployed by the ILEC, not some hypothetical 

version. To do otherwise would be to invite reversal by a 

reviewing court. Accordingly, BellSouth is currently in the 

process of developing cost studies that will, 

the Eighth Circuit's opinion, reflect all of its costs for all of 

the unbundled elements that will be offered for sale to Alternate 

Local Exchange Companies (vALECs"). BellSouth will submit these 

studies to the Commission for its consideration immediately upon 

the conclusion of the study process. 

in accordance with 

Until such time as it can file appropriate cost studies, 

BellSouth respectfully requests that the Commission order an 

interim rate for all of the relevant unbundled elements. The 

Eighth Circuit has indicated its belief that the FCC's proxy 

rates do not allow ILECs to recover all of their costs and are 

thus inappropriate. BellSouth, however, would not object to the 

imposition of rates above the proxy rates for the interim period 

during which new cost studies are developed and considered by 

this Commission. BellSouth believes that such an interim rate 

would be appropriate if, once the Commission has determined the 
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long term rates for the elements in question, it applies those 

rates back to the date of imposition of the interim rates. All 

of the parties, both BellSouth and the ALECs, will be kept whole 

by a true-up process that applies these final rates to the 

elements purchased from BellSouth by the ALECs during the interim 

period. 

immediately, with the corresponding benefits that competition 

brings, while ensuring that neither party benefits from the 

possibility that the interim rates do not accurately reflect 

BellSouth‘s costs in providing the elements in question. A 

similar procedure should be used for interim prices where the FCC 

did not mandate proxies. 

This procedure will allow the ALECs to begin business 

B. 

Another portion of the FCC’s pricing rules that has been 

stayed is Rule 51.507, which requires, in part, geographic 

deaveraging. Consequently, BellSouth believes that the 

Commission should not require any such geographical deaveraging. 

To order such deaveraging would give BellSouth’s competitors an 

unfair advantage based on historical value of service and 

universal service pricing principles, rather than on any 

legitimate basis. 

that subscribers in urban areas pay more for that service than do 

subscribers in rural areas. This pricing is based on a value of 

This Commission has priced local service so 
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service principle (the urban subscribers can call more persons in 

their local calling area, so they should pay more) as well as on 

the need, based on universal service concept, to subsidize the 

higher cost rural service. While these principles were well 

suited for an era of monopoly telephone service, they do not work 

in a competitive environment. If BellSouth were required to 

geographically deaverage the rates for its unbundled elements, it 

would have to offer those elements to its competj.tors at the 

lowest rates in those very areas, h, urban areas, where 

Bellsouth's end user rates are the highest. This would create an 

unfair advantage to the ALECs, who would then be able to offer 

lower prices not because they are more efficient than BellSouth, 

but because of historical pricing policies. 

To avoid this result, BellSouth urges the Commission not to 

geographically deaverage the rates for unbundled elements until 

such time as BellSouth is able to rebalance its end user rates. 

Once this occurs and all competitors can compete on the same 

relative basis, BellSouth would have no objection to geographic 

deaveraging of rates for unbundled elements. 

C. -ofled EletaenLs 

In Rule 51.315, the FCC required ILECs to provide unbundled 

elements that can be rebundled by ALECs to replicate existing 

ILEC services or to create new services. The Eighth Circuit's 

8 
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Order does not stay this provision, and thus ALECs may continue 

to rebundle unbundled network elements. The Order does, however, 

stay those portions of the FCC's rules that mandate how such 

unbundled elements, and thus the rebundled unbundled elements, 

will be priced (FCC Rules 5551.01 through 51.515). Accordingly, 

the Commission should find that ALECs can no longer rebundle 

local switching and loops to recreate local service and pay the 

providing ILEC merely the sum of the TELRIC based rates for those 

elements. This aspect of the Eighth Circuit's Order presents the 

Commission with the opportunity to set the rate for such a 

rebundling of unbundled elements at an appropriat:e level. 

Since such a rebundling results in the creation of a service 

that, in all relevant respects, is substantially the same as the 

service that the ILEC provides at retail to its end users, the 

ALEC is, in effect, reselling the ILEC's retail service. Section 

252(d) ( 3 )  of the Act provides that, when an ALEC resells a retail 

service, it should pay for the retail rate for such service, less 

the costs avoided by the ILEC as a result of such resale. To the 

extent that the rebundled unbundled elements sold by ALECs will 

be substantially the same as the ILEC's retail services3, 

ALEC is, in effect, merely reselling a retail service under 

another name. Under such a circumstance, the resale pricing 

the 

' For example, 
recreates, in substantial form, the local service provided to end users 
by the ILEC. 

if an ALEC rebundles local switching and a loop, it 
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rules should apply and the ALEC should pay the ILEC the latter's 

retail rates less avoided costs. 4 

D. -nd Vertical Services 

In a related matter, FCC Rule 51.319 provides, inter alia, 

that the local switching unbundled element includes all of the 

vertical features that the switch in question is capable of 

providing. Although this section of the Rules has not been 

stayed, the manner in which the FCC has sought to price the 

switching unbundled element has been stayed. 

BellSouth therefore requests that the Commission reject the 

FCC's proposal that the local switching element, including all 

vertical features, be priced at TELRIC. Instead, this Commission 

should recognize that vertical features are themselves retail 

services and thus should be priced at the resale pricing standard 

of retail price less avoided costs. To do otherwise would ignore 

the Act's requirement that resold services be priced in this 

manner. 

In addition, since the ALEC has, by means of unbundled elements, 
merely duplicated, in substantial respect, the retail local service of 
the ILEC, such a rebundled element should be considered resale of the 
ILEC's local service for joint marketing purposes as well. Therefore, 
the prohibition against joint marketing by AT&T, MCI and Sprint of long 
distance service with BellSouth's resold local service, as set forth in 
5 271(e) of the Act, should apply to any situation in which one of these 
three carriers rebundles switching and loops as a substitute for resale 
of Bellsouth's local service. 

10 



E. Resale - Avoided Cos- 

The Eighth Circuit likewise stayed the effectiveness of 

Sections 51.601- 51.611 of the FCC's Rules, which contain 

standards for the calculation of a wholesale discount to be 

applied to the retail rates of services provided by an ILEC and 

offered for resale to other companies. The Act requires that: 

[AI State commission shall determine wholesale rates 
on the basis of retail rates charged to 
subscribers ...., excluding the portion attributable to 
any marketing, billing, collection, and other costs 

1 be avoided by the local exchange carrier. 

47 U.S.C. §252(d) (3). 

In spite of this clear and unambiguous standard, the FCC 

incorrectly concluded that the wholesale discount. should be 

calculated on the basis of "costs that reasonab1.y can be avoided 

when an incumbent LEC provides a service for resale . . . "  FCC 

Rules, §51.609(b). The FCC also improperly concl.uded that 

"avoided costs are those that an incumbent LEC would no longer 

incur if it were to cease retail operations and instead provide 

all of its services through resellers." FCC Order at 1 911. 

BellSouth has consistently maintained that .the FCC has 

turned the wholesale pricing standard on its head, and for this 

reason, has submitted a wholesale discount calculation which 

complied with the standard in the Act, as well as a discount 

calculation which followed the methodology in the FCC's rules. 

Now that the Order and Rules have been stayed, the Commission can 
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and should apply the 'avoided cost" standard contained in the 

Act. BellSouth is the only party which has provided a wholesale 

discount calculation which follows the Act. Bell-South submits 

that its proposal should be adopted. 

F. T r a n s o o r t a n d i o n  of Tra€€i.€ 

Some parties have asked that the Commission direct that a 

"bill and keep" methodology be implemented for the exchange of 

local calls between their networks and the network of BellSouth. 

The Act provides that: 

[A] State commission shall not consider the terms and 
conditions for reciprocal compensation to be just and 
reasonable unless- (i) such terms provide for the 
mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of 
costs associated with the transport and termination on 
each carrier's network facilities of calls that 
originate on the network facilities of the other 
carrier; and (ii) such terms and conditions determine 
such costs on the basis of a reasonable approximation 
of the additional costs of terminating such calls. 

47 U.S.C. §252(d) (2). 

The Act goes on to explain that it is not intended to 

preclude the "mutual recovery of costs through the offsetting of 

reciprocal obligations, including arrangements that k@&.ce mutual 

recovery (such as bill-and-keep arrangements) . . .  . " 47 U.S.C. § 

The FCC had interpreted this language to allow state 

commissions to impose bill-and-keep arrangements on the parties 

to an arbitration where the traffic was anticipated to be roughly 

12 869 



in balance between two networks. FCC Rules, Section 51.713(b). 

Moreover, the FCC's rules authorize state commissions to presume 

that the traffic exchanged between two networks i.s roughly 

balanced. FCC Rules, Section 51.713 (c). These provisions are a 

part of the pricing rules stayed by the Court. This Commission 

may now reject the FCC's erroneous construction of the Act and 

set mutual and reciprocal rates for the transport. and termination 

of local traffic based on all relevant costs. 

G. 

In its Rules, the FCC also created a presumption that 

reciprocal compensation be symmetrical based on t.he costs of the 

larger of the two interconnecting companies unless the smaller of 

the two companies, or a carrier other than an inc!umbent LEC 

proves that its costs were higher. FCC Rules, Section 51.711. 

Obviously, it would be sheer coincidence if this rate actually 

reflected the cost incurred by the smaller company. Since this 

rule is a part of the pricing rules which have been stayed, this 

Commission is now free to, and should, determine each company's 

actual costs in setting rates for the exchange of local traffic 

in any arbitration which it is called upon to decide. 

Along this same line, the FCC Rules create ,a presumption 

that all calls handed to a competing ALEC are switched through a 

tandem even if they are not and require that the ALEC be 
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compensated accordingly. FCC Rules S51.711 (a)(3). In other 

words, the FCC’s view of symmetry means that an ALEC would be 

entitled to receive the incumbent’s transport and termination 

charge, including tandem switching, interoffice transport, and 

end office termination, even if the ALEC performed no tandem 

switching function. This Commission should ensure that ALECs 

recover only their actual costs of terminating calls, i.e., that 

they be permitted to recover for tandem switching only when 

traffic is actually routed through their tandem. 

H. 

The FCC’s rules prohibited, in the context of unbundled 

switching, the application of access charges to “purchasers of 

telephone exchange or exchange access services.” 

§51.515(a). Instead, the FCC provided for the temporary 

assessment of 75% of the residual interconnection charge and the 

Carrier Common Line Charge upon telecommunications carriers 

purchasing unbundled switching elements “for interstate minutes 

of use traversing such unbundled elements . . . ”  FCC Rules 

§51.515(b). In light of the important role that the revenues 

generated by access charges have played and continue to play in 

the support of universal service, this Commission should now 

affirm that access charges continue to apply when an ALEC 

FCC Rules, 
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purchases unbundled switching and uses it for either intrastate 

or interstate toll traffic. 

I. C c n n . x e e W a d i o  Service (m 

The FCC rules provide that a CMRS provider, such as a 

cellular carrier, pending the conclusion of a new agreement 

between an ILEC and the CMRS provider, may receive on a 

reciprocal basis the same rate it currently pays to the incumbent 

LEC for the completion of landline to mobile calls. FCC Rule, 

551-717(b). The Rules also provide that "telecommunications 

traffic between a LEC and a CMRS provider that, at the beginning 

of the call, originates and terminates within the same Major 

Trading Area, . . . "  is local telecommunications traffic. FCC Rule, 

§51-701(b)(2). Both of these rules are among the provisions 

stayed by the Eighth Circuit. This Commission should reject both 

of these interpretations of the Act if a relevant: request is made 

by a CMRS provider. 

. .  . .  J. Availability of the Provisions of A=--- t 

In addition to the pricing provisions discussed above, the 

Court stayed Section 51-809 of the FCC's Rules. This provision 

requires an incumbent LEC to make available to any ALEC the same 

rates, terms and conditions for any interconnecti.on, service, or 

network element arrangement contained in any agreement approved 
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by a state commission. The Court found that the FCC had likely 

expanded its jurisdiction beyond that granted by the Act. The 

term “rate” is not contained in §252(I) of the Act, which section 

addresses the general availability of agreements to other 

carriers. The Court concluded that if ALECs had the ability to 

“pick and choose” rates from other agreements that the “whole 

methodology for negotiated and arbitrated agreements would 

thereby be destabilized.“ Order at 5. In other words, no 

agreement would ever be final. Any time an incumbent LEC 

negotiated a rate lower than that contained in earlier 

agreements, then all ALECs would presumably demand the lower 

rate. The benefits of entering into binding agreements would be 

lost. In the end this provision would impair a LEC’s ability to 

negotiate agreements with other ALECs. This Commission should 

reject such a requirement, although it should allow parties to 

negotiate “most favored nation” clauses among themselves if they 

so desire. 

111. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons described more fully above, BellSouth 

respectfully requests that this Commission reject the pricing and 

pick and choose aspects of the FCC’s Rules and instead apply the 

terms of the Act as proposed by BellSouth. Specifically 

BellSouth requests that the Commission grant the relief sought in 

the various portions of this pleading, including but not limited 
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to the setting of interim rates for unbundled elements while 

BellSouth prepares its cost studies. 

Respectfully submitted this 17th day of October, 1996. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC 

ROBERT W4.0!!@ G. BEATTY 
- 

J. PHILLIP CARVER 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 3230:L 
(305)  347-5555 

&AiJ.&LLwWJ 
WILLIAM J. ELLENBERG ?I 
NANCY B. WHITE - B' 
675 West Peachtree Street, Room 4300 
Atlanta, GA 30375 
( 4 0 4 )  335-0711 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 961150-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing was served by Federal Express this 17th day of October, 

1 9 9 6  to the following: 

Benjamin W. Fincher 
3100 Cumberland Circle 
#802 
Atlanta, Georgia 3 0 3 3 9  
Atty. for Sprint 
Tel. No.: ( 4 0 4 )  6 4 9 - 5 1 4 4  
Fax. No.: ( 4 0 4 )  6 4 9 - 5 1 7 4  

Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service 
commission 

Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 3 2 3 9 9 - 0 8 5 0  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NOS. 960833-TP, 960846-TP and 960916-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing was served by Federal Express this 17th day of October, 
1 9 9 6  to the following: 

Donna Canzano 
Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service 

Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 3 2 3 9 9 - 0 8 5 0  

Commission 

( 9 0 4 )  4 1 3 - 6 2 0 2  

Floyd R. Self, Esq. 
Norman H. Horton, Jr., Esq. 
Messer, Caparello, Madsen, 
Goldman & Metz, P.A. 

215 South Monroe Street 
Suite 7 0 1  
Tallahassee, FL 3 2 3 0 2 - 1 8 7 6  

Attys. for ACSI 
( 9 0 4 )  2 2 2 - 0 7 2 0  

Tracy Hatch, Esq. Brad Mutschelknaus 
Michael W. Tye, Esq. Kelley Drye & Warren, L.L.P. 
101 N. Monroe Street Suite 500 
Suite 7 0 0  1 2 0 0  19th Street, N.W. 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 2 3 0 1  Washington, I1.C. 2 0 0 3 6  
Attys. fo r  AT&T Atty. for ACSI 
Tel. ( 9 0 4 )  4 2 5 - 6 3 6 4  * 
Robin D. Dunson, Esq. 

# J I 
1 2 0 0  Peachtree Street, N.E. J. Phillip fiarver 
Promenade I, Room 4 0 3 8  
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
Atty. for AT&T 
Tel. ( 4 0 4 )  8 1 0 - 8 6 8 9  

Mark A. Logan, Esq. 
Brian D. Ballard, Esq. 
Bryant, Miller & Olive, P.A. 
2 0 1  S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 2 3 0 1  
Attys. for AT&T 
Tel. ( 9 0 4 )  2 2 2 - 8 6 1 1  

Richard D. Melson, Esq. 
Hopping Green Sams & Smith 
123  South Calhoun Street 
P.O. Box 6526 
Tallahassee, Florida 32314 

Fax. ( 9 0 4 )  2 2 4 - 8 5 5 1  
Atty. for MCImetro 

Tel. ( 9 0 4 )  2 2 2 - 7 5 0 0  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO. 960757-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by 

Federal Express this 17th day of October, 1996 to the following: 

Morton J. Posner 
SWINDLER & BERLIN, Chartered 
3000 K. Street, N.W., Ste. 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
Tel. (202) 424-7500 
Fax. (202) 424-7657 
Attys. for MFS Comm. Co., Inc. 

Michael Billmeier 
Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service 
Commission 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-085OTel. (904) 
41 3-6204 
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