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BBPORB '1'118 PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Petition for expanded 
interconnection for alternate 
accea• vendor• within local 
exchange company central offices 
by INTBRMBDIA CONMtJNICATIONS OF 
FLORIDA, INC. 

DOCKET NO. 921074-TP 
ORDER NO. PSC-96-0099-FOP-TP 
ISSUED: January 18, 1996 

The following Commiaaioners participated in, the disposition of 
this matter: 

BY THB COMMISSION: 

SUSAN P. CLARK, Chai rma:n 
J. TERRY DEASON 

JOL.IA L. JOHNSON 

OIDIR 6PPROV!NG TARIFFS 

By Order 10. PSC-tS-0034-POP-TL, issued January 9, 1995, we 
approved the reviaed local transport rat,e structure ·proposed by the 
local exchange companies (LBCa) to ad.dress .forthcoming ~ompetition. 
This rate structure matches the rate structure approved by the 
Federal Coaaunioationa Commission (FCC) for LBC int erstate Local 
Transport. It was tbe conaenaua o·f the parties that the structure 
adopted at the interstate level, which include• both tandem and 
dedicated switched tranaport options as well as a separate usag~ 
based charge daaigned to enaure reve.nue neut.rality, was the 
appropriate rate deaign t .o adopt . 

The rate structure we approved was designed to assess charges 
in a manner similar to the way in which costs are i ncurred, and the 
way traffic ia routed through the network . The new structure 
c::onsista of the following rate elements : 1) e nt ranoe facility; 2) 
direct trunked t.raft8pol't; 3) tandem switched transport; and 4) 
residual interconnection charge (IUC) . 

Although we approved the proposed rate structure in Order PSC-
95-0034-POP-'l'L, we .rejected the rate level• proposed by the LECs. 
We decided tut the rate level s and relationships for Local 
Tran:sport should reflect the underlying costs, and: should encourage 
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efficient utilisation of the LEC network. Accordingly, we required 
LBCa to refile their tariffs with rates that conform to the 
following guidelin.ea : 

1) The intrastate pricing and structure of Local Transport 
•hould accurately reflect the underlying cost structure. 
Pricea should be eet such that they recover incremental 
coats .nd provide a contribution to joint a.nd common 
costa . 

2) The relationship between prices for various transpor·t 
option• ahould e:nconrage the optimal an.d most efficient 
utilization of the LEC network. 

J) Tbe UIOUilt of contribution need not be identical between 
the Tandem SWitched and Direct Trunked Transport options. 
Hawver, the difference between contribution levels 
•hould not. be unduly discriminatory or serve t o distort 
deund 'fo£' the various options. There.fore, the 
differences in contribution levels should not disguise 
tbe differences (or similarities) in costs. 

In addit.ion, the L&ca were. also required to do the following: 

1) LBCa abal.l develop estimates of their costa for their 
Bntrance Faailitie•, Tandem Switched, and Direct Trunked 
tranaport rate elements to serve aa benchmarks against 
which to mea•ure their pricing proposals. The LBCa shall 
provide incremental c,oet estimates for each of these 
elements. Also, to the extent possible the LBC shall 
identify the amount of any costs that, while .not directly 
attributable to one ot. these elements, is associated with 
thia service. 

2) LBCa •hall prov'ide an analysis justifying the 
cont·ribution levela which they incorporate into their 
propoeed rates. 

3) LBCa shall include a cross-over point analysis in their 
filings. The erose-over point analysis shall cover 
different mileage distances, and cross--over points shall 
be calc::ulatec! for Bnt·rance Facilities separately from 
interoffice channels. The RIC shall not be included . 

4) The LBC• may uae c1eman.d estimates for the RIC baaed on 
networks as currently sonfiq,J,rod. The NRC waiver waa 
designed to encourage more efficient trunking 
configurations on the part of the IXCa. Therefore the 
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LBCs vere to ·uH 1994 demand estimates using as much 
actual data aa was available in the timeframe allowed so 
that. the reaulta would be more accurate . 

In ea.rly September, 1995, BellSoutb Telecommunications, Inc. 
(Southern Bell or &BT·), CJTB Plorida. Incorporated (GTBFL), United 
TeleJ>hone Company of Ploricta (United) and Central Telephone 
Company of Plorida (Ccltel) refiled their tariff.& as required by 
the order and we ~ their tariffs. SAa Order No. PSC-95-
1371-FOP-TP, iaauecJ ~ 3, 1995. We had anticipated that the 
filings would be ccmtroveraial and would require some time to hear 
the viewpoint• of all the partie• on the Local Transport rate 
levels. The tarif~a •• originally filed did not contain all of the 
suppo.rting informatioD tlwt waa required by the order. 

Our ataff belcl a work8bop on November 15, 1.995 to provide a 
forum for intereate4 partiea to diacuaa t 'he propoaed tariffs. The 
partiea subsequently reachad an agreement, and the LBC& have 
submitted reviaed tariff pagaa in accordance with the.ir agreed upon 
rate levels. We believe that the refiled tariff a comport with the 
require.m&nta of tbe ~r and that the rate& adequately reflect the 
policy set fo~;th tberein. · · 

We h&v,e reviewe4 the price, cost and ~ontrib::tion 
relationships bettMen the traneport options contained in the LECs' 
tariffs. The co.ta vary widely •• do the prices; however, the 
ratea reflect a fairl.y uniform contribution amount per DSl 
equivalent c:irouit, by LBC. The order required that contribution 
amounts did not 41etort or 41agui.ee variations and/or similarities 
in cost. 

· we also required t .hat. the contril::.ution levels in the rates fo .. 
the variou• tran.aport option• need not be identical but should be 
reasonably cloae ao •• not to 4i.aguiae differences or similarities 
in costs between. tbe rate el.-nta. The concern was that the LECs 
could selectively s:-aduce tba contribution levels for only some 
tr.anaport opti~, while ui~ttaining higher levela on others where 
customers, who becauae of their limit·ed demand, would not hav·e 
competitive alternatives available to them. The propoaed rate& 
reflect contribut1C1ft ~1• that are .relatively eimilar acroe.a the 
various tr~ optiou. Upon review, we tin..: that the 
contribution level• aa agraed upon by the partie• are reasonable. 

The croae- ov·er point• reflect a major improvement over those 
associated with the origioal filings. A cross-over point is the 
point at which it 'ia econo.ic, from the customer's ( IXC' a) point of 
view, to purchase tbe nezt higher grade of aervice,. Moat of the 
cross-over points are logical. The few anocn,lies at the longer 
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distances are a function of the rate design and do not constitute 
a large percentage of the total volume of minutea. The partie• 
have agreed on tba ratea aDd are willing to accept the mi nor 
anomalies. 

The RIC i• a DOD~co•t b~Qed residual rate element designed to 
allow the LBC• to ~in revenue neutral after the re•tructured 
rates are impleiMDtec:l. 8acb LBC bas provided workpaper• showing 
the calculation of the RIC in ita tariff. Centel bas eliminated 
ita BHMOC rate el...nt ad tranaferred the r ·evenuea to ~he RIC. 
This modificati.on con.olidat•• the two •rev·emue plug• rates, and 
accounts for appraxi-tely $. 006 of the RIC for that company. The 
consolidation waa approved. in c::oncept in the p:rior proceeding. We 
have reviewed the caloulatioM and find that the propoaed RICa are 
reasonabLe and c011p0rt with the t .erma of the order. 

We generally adopted the :FCC' • approach to zone density 
pricing to afford tbe LBOa 80118 meaaure of flexibility for pricing 
accesa aervices. Specifically, LBC• are allowed to implement three 
pricing zones. 1'&e price• within a zone are uniform, but the 
prices vary between the zones. Bach central office is aasigned to 
a particular daaity zone based on the number of DS1 equivalent 
circuits !or switched access, high capacity dedicated access, and 
high capacity private lines. The LBCs plan to match their 
interstate ancl intrastate zones. The LECs will change the zon.e 
assign.ed to a particular cent.ral office if growth patte.rns 
sufficiently increase the den,sity, or if competitive conditions 
change in the area served by that central office . 

The LBCa have now filed zone p:t'iees for some of the Local 
Transport rate elea~enta. For GTBPL and SBT, the majority of demand 
is in ZOne 1, which refleota. the greatest amount of competition and 
thus the loweat price. For Dnited .and Centel, t he demand in Zones 
1 and 2 are almoat equal, but •lightly more demand falls into Zone 
2. We required that each zone price recover its average 
incremental coat. upon review, we find that this requirement has 
been met. 

We also note that with the approval of SBT' s tariff:, we also 
approve the ratea for the 81Dall LECa since they· concur in SBT' s 
tariff. r~ .. •· 

Baaed on the foregoing, it 1• 

ORDBRBD by the Florida Public service Commia•ion that the 
tariff• fi,led by a.llf~Q\lth TelecOIIWUnicationa, Inc. and GTE Florida 
Inco:rpo.rated to natncture their Local Tranaport offering• are 

' . 
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her·eby approVed with an effective date of J 'anua.ry 1, 1996. It is 
further 

ORDBRBD that tbe tariffs filed by United Telephone Company of 
Florida and Celltral Telephone Company of Plorida to restructure 
their Local 'h:~rt offerings ar.e hereby approved with an 
effective date of Pebruary 6, 1996. It is further 

ORDBRBD that if a protest is filed i n acc~rdance with the 
requiretl\ellta Ht forth below, these tari·ffs shall remain in effect 
with any inoreaae in revenues held subject to refund pending 
resolution of the prote•t. It is further 

< 

ORDBRBD that a protest of one tariff shall not keep the other 
tariffs from becOiaiDg final. It is furthe:r 

ORDBRBD that if no protest is f-iled in accordance with the 
requirements aet forth below, this Order shall become final. It ie 
further 

OROKRBD tbat this docket shall remain open. 

By ORDBR of the Florida Public Service Commission, this J.ltll 
day of January, 1J.Ji.. 

(SEAL) 

DLC 

BLANCA S • BAY6, Di.rector 
Division of Records and Reporting 

by· b~~·~·"" 
. Chief I sTreau ofecorde 
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lfQTICI OF PlJI1"'8 PBQCIIQINGS OR JUI)ICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida PUblic Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59 (4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under sectiona 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and ti.me limits that apply. This noti.ce 
should not be conatrued to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or reault in the relief 
sought. 

The Commission's decision on these tariffs is interim in 
nature and will bec.ome final, unless a person whoee substantial 
i .nteresta are affected by the a.ction proposed files a petition for 
a formal proceecl1Df, u provided by Rule 25-22.036(4), Florida 
Admi.nistr•tive COde, . in the · form provided by Rule 
25-22.036 {7) (a) (d) aDd (e), Florida Admini.strative Code. This 
petition must be received by the Director, Division of Records and 
Reporting, 2s•o Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
0850, by the close of business on Feb;uary 8. 1996. 

In tbe absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
final on the day 8Ubsequent to the above date. 

. . . 
.Any objection or protest fi.led in this docket before the 

issuance date of thia Order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the fo:regoing conditione and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this Order becomea final on the da.te described above, any 
party adversely affected may request judicial review by the. Florida 
Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility 
or :by the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, 
Division of Records and Reporting and. filing a copy of the notice 
of appea.l and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This 
filing muat be completed within thirty (30) days of the date this 
Order becomes final, pursuant to Rule 9 .llO, Florida Rul.es of 
Appella.te Procedure. 'l'he notice of appeal must be in the form 
specified in Rule 9.JOO(a), Florida Rules of ,Appellate Procedure. 




