


proposal has any objective verifiable guidelines that 

would enable a CLEC to accurately determine when an 

application was "acceptable" to BellSouth. Apparently, 

an application is acceptable only when BellSouth 

determines it is acceptable. BellSouth can control the 

start date simply by finding errors and rejecting the 

application seeking more information. 

5. Some of the individual timelines for 

the individual activities on Exhibit A appear longer 

than necessary to accomplish the identified task. For 

example, thirty days for review of the initial 

application appears too long, particularly in view of 

the number of collocation requests identified by 

BellSouth. Fifteen days would be more reasonable. 

6. BellSouth seeks to have the timeclock 

stop when a request for a building permit is submitted. 

In support of this delay, BellSouth cites the problems 

encountered with building permits in the wake of 

Hurricane Andrew in South Florida. It not clear 

whether the problems with building permits identified 

by BellSouth would apply to types of activity 

necessitated by a collocation arrangement. Moreover, 

it does not appear that the problems, if any, in South 

Florida, should be or could be applied to the rest of 

the state. A more detailed inquiry of building code 



BellSouth's interpretation of that portion of Order No. 

PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP relating to the time period for the 

completion of physical collocation arrangements for 

AT&T. In support thereof, AT&T states: 

1. AT&T agrees that, by Order No. PSC-96- 

1579-FOF-TP (PSC-96-1579), the Commission required that 

physical collocation be provided within three months 

for "ordinary conditions. " 

2. AT&T also agrees that the Commission 

held in Order No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TP that BellSouth had 

not demonstrated why it could not meet the timeframes 

set by the Commission. 

3. As a result, BellSouth has asked the 

Commission to define several terms to allow BellSouth 

to complete collocations ostensibly within the "three 

month" time frame - when the clock starts and stops and 

what constitutes "ordinary conditions." 

4. With respect to BellSouth's requested 

definition of the starting point, BellSouth's proposal 

creates a number of serious questions about what the 

actual total amount of time would be required to obtain 

a physical collocation arrangement. For example, 

delaying the start date creates a number of questions 

regarding what constitutes an "acceptable" application 

for collocation. It is not clear that BellSouth's 



officials statewide should be conducted before the 

conclusion BellSouth advocates can be accepted. 

7. BellSouth also proposes a definition of 

"ordinary conditions. " BellSouth defines ordinary 

conditions as where the space is available and only 

minor changes are required to the network or building 

infrastructure. Initially, it appears that BellSouth's 

view of ordinary conditions would exclude the majority 

of BellSouth's approximately 193 central offices in 

Florida. Unless BellSouth has embarked on a project to 

make all its central offices available to collocation 

in anticipation of a request, based on the number of 

collocation projects listed, it is clear the most of 

BellSouth's central offices would not fall within 

BellSouth's definition of ordinary conditions. 

BellSouth makes no proposal as to a timeline for those 

central offices that would not qualify as "ordinary 

conditions. " 

8. As can be seen from the above, 

BellSouth's proposal seeks to engraft new and 

previously unknown requirements on the Commission's 

established timeline for implementing a physical 

collocation arrangement. This proposal will subject 

CLECs to delays in achieving collocation far beyond 

those envisioned by the Commission. Accordingly, it is 



imperative that BellSouth's proposal be subject to a 

detailed investigation as well as an opportunity for a 

hearing. 

WHEREFORE AT&T requests the Commission to 

conduct a detailed investigation to determine the 

appropriate detailed timelines that will be consistent 

with Order No. 96-1579 and subject any such detailed 

timelines to an appropriate opportunity for hearing. 

Respectfully submitted this 23rd day of 

February, 1998. 
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