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I. BACKGROUND
The 1995 Florida Legislature approved substantial revisions to

Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. These changes included provisions
that authorize the competitive provision of local exchange
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telecommunications service. Incumbent local exchange companies may
elect to be price regulated rather than rate base, rate-of-return
regulated companies. GTE Florida Incorporated (GTEFL) and United
Telephone Company of Florida and Central Telephone Company of
Florida (collectively United/Centel) elected to be price regulated.

Section 364.161, Florida Statutes, provides that upon request,
each local exchange telecommunications company shall unbundle all
of its network features, functions, and capabilities, and offer
them to any other telecommunications provider requesting them for
resale to the extent technically and economically feasible. If the
parties to the proceeding are unable to successfully negotiate the
terms, conditions, and prices of any feasible unbundling request,
the Commission, pursuant to Section 364.162(3), Florida Statutes,
is required to set nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions
for resale of services and facilities within 120 days of receiving
a petition.

On August 30, 1995, the Prehearing Officer set forth the
procedural dates governing petitions filed requesting the
Commission to establish nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and
conditions for resale. See Order No. PSC-95-1083~PCO-TP. On
January 24, 1996, Metropolitan Fiber Systems of Florida, Inc. (MFS-
FL) filed a petition requesting that the Commission establish such
nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions for resale with
GTEFL and United/Centel. The hearing in this docket was held on
March 20 and 21, 1996. Our decision, based on the evidence in the
record, is set forth below.

II. = P TION

On February 19, 1996, MFS-FL and GTEFL signed an agreement
regarding several terms for unbundling and resale and stipulated
some issues within this proceeding. ©On March 20, 1996, at the
hearing, we approved the stipulation without objection. The
stipulation resolves some of the terms for unbundling and resale
between MFS-FL and GTEFL with regards to Sections IV, V and VII of
this Order. The stipulation is attached to this Order as
Attachment A, and is by reference incorporated herein.

ITI. NON-PETITIONING PARTIES AND THIS DECISION
At the prehearing conference held on March 1, 1996, the
following issue was identified: "To what extent are the non-

petitioning parties that actively participate in this proceeding
bound by the Commission's decision in this docket as it relates to

1864



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 4

Unitgd/Centel and GTEFL?"Y The issue was orally argued at the
hearing by the parties and ruled upon as follows:

Any intervenor ALEC who fully participates in this
proceeding is bound by the resolution of the issues.
Such ALEC is still free to negotiate its own rate. To
the extent negotiations fail, the affected ALEC may
petition the Commission to set rates.

1V. UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS

Section 364.161 (1), Florida Statutes, states that upon
request, each local exchange company {(LEC) shall:

unbundle all of its network features, functions, and
capabilities, including access to signalling databases,
system and routing processes, and offer them to any other
telecommunications provider requesting such features,
functions or capabilities for resale to the extent
technically and economically feasible.

We interpret this to mean that LECs are required to unbundle
any network feature, function and capability upon request. This
section does not require the LECs to offer existing tariffed
services as unbundled network elements.

Generally, the parties agree that United/Centel should be
required to unbundle loops, ports, loop concentration and any
transport associated with these elements. Disagreement among the
parties arises as to the level of unbundling requested by MFS-FL.

A. MFS-FL's Request

MFS-FL requested that United/Centel unbundle its exchange
services into two separate packages: the link element plus cross-
connect element and the port element plus cross-connect element.
Specifically, MFS-FL seeks unbundled access and interconnection to
the following forms of unbundled links: 1) 2-wire and 4-wire
analog voice grade; 2) 2-wire Integrated Services Digital Network
(ISDN) digital grade; and 3) 4-wire DS—~1 digital grade.

A link element or loop element is the transmission facility,
or channel or group of channels on such facility, which extends
from the LEC end office to a demarcation point at the customer's
Premises. 2-wire analog voice grade links are commonly used for
local dial tone service. 2-wire ISDN digital grade links are a 2B
+D basic rate interface integrated services digital network (BRI-
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ISDN) type of loop which meets national ISDN standards. 4-wire DS-
1 digital grade links provide the equivalent of 24 voice grade
channels. Cross-connection 1is an intra-wire center channel
connecting separate pieces of telecommunications equipment
including equipment between separate collocation facilities.

MFS-FL also requests the following forms of unbundled ports be
made available by United/Centel: 1) 2-wire and 4-wire analog line;
2) 2-wire ISDN digital line; 3) 2-wire analog direct inward dialing
(DID) trunk; 4) 4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk; and 5) 4-wire ISDN
DS-1 digital trunk.

A port element is a line card and associated equipment on the
LEC switch which serves as the hardware termination for the
customer's exchange service. The port generates dial tone and
provides the customer a pathway into the public switched network.
Each port is typically associated with one or more telephone
numbers which serve as the customer's network address.

2-wire analog line ports are line side switch connections that
provide basic residential and business type exchange services. A
line side connection from the switch provides access to the
customer. 2-wire ISDN digital line ports are basic rate interface
(BRI) line side switch connections that provide ISDN exchange
services. A 2-wire analog DID trunk port is a DID trunk side
connection that provides incoming trunk type exchange services. A
trunk side connection from the switch typically provides access to
another switch. 4-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk ports are trunk side
switch connections that provide the equivalent of 24 analog
incoming trunk type exchange services. 4-wire ISDN digital DS-1
trunk ports are primary rate interface (PRI) trunk side switch
connections that provide ISDN exchange services.

MFS-FL also requests the ability to use its own digital loop
carrier (DLC) through collocation to provide loop concentration or
to purchase such loop concentration from United/Centel. MFS-FL
also filed testimony on unbundled access and interconnection to the
link sub-elements of United/Centel's DLCs located in the field.

B. United/Centel's Proposal

In addition to collocation offered 1in its expanded
interconnection tariffs, United/Centel proposes to offer unbundled
loops and ports. United/Centel's witness Poag asserts that
United/Centel's existing special access tariff contains the loop
elements that should be provided to MFS-FL on an unbundled basis.
Special access services are currently used to connect end users to
IXCs for switched toll and private line services. United/Centel
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asserts that special access services meet the needs of IXCs and end
users for a large variety of toll services; special access should
be used to provide services on a local basis as well as a toll
basis.

United/Centel proposes to offer unbundled ports with the
capability to handle local, long distance, directory assistance,
operator and 911 type calls. Currently, United/Centel's only
tariffed port is a Centrex network access register (NAR) which is
equivalent to the dial tone element of a PBX trunk. United/Centel
states that it is in the process of developing residence, single
line business, and rotary business ports.

C. Loop/Link vs. Special Access

MFS~FL argues that using a special access line as an unbundled
loop is not appropriate. MFS-FL's witness Devine asserts that
special access lines provide for additional performance parameters
that are beyond what is necessary to provide plain old telephone
service (POTS). He states that installation of a special access
line typically requires special engineering by the LEC and costs
more than installation of a POTS line. Another concern arises when
a United/Centel customer chooses to change service to MFS-FL. MFS-
FL asserts that the customer's existing link facility should be
rolled over from United/Centel to MFS-FL without having the entire
link re~-provisioned or engineered over different facilities. MFS~
FL's concerns regarding customer rollover are addressed in Section
VII of this Order. We recognize that dedicated services are rated
to reflect operational parameters that go beyond that of a basic
local loop. Therefore, we find that special access lines are not
an appropriate substitute for an unbundled loop.

D.  ISDN Loops and Ports

MFS~FL argues that alternative 1local exchange companies
(ALECs) must be able to use 2-wire and 4-wire connections in analog
or digital format to offer advanced network services such as ISDN.
Further, MFS-FL states that private branch exchange (PBX) and key
systems almost always require a 4-wire connection. MFS-FL asserts
that if the appropriate range of unbundled loops are not offered,
ALECs effectively will be precluded from offering sophisticated
telecommunications services, such as ISDN. Thus, MFS-FL states,
United/Centel will be able to offer such sophisticated services
without competition.

United/Centel states that it has 2-wire and 4-wire analog

voice grade loops as well as data loops available in its special
access tariff. United/Centel's witness Khazraee states that ports

1
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are not currently tariffed but various grades of ports can be
offered once a tariff is developed and operational issues are
resolved. United/Centel states that it was confused as to exactly
what MFS-FL is requesting.

It is curious that six months after MFS-FL's initial contact
with United/Centel there is still a misunderstanding regarding MFs-
FL's unbundling request. We find MFS-FL's request to be
reasonable. We also find MFS-FL's request is consistent with its
agreement with GTEFL and our decision regarding MFS-FL's unbundling
for BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. See Order No. PSC~06-0444-
FOF-TP, issued March 29, 1996.

E. Loop Concentration

MFS-FL a nonpetitioner requests that it be allowed to
cocllocate loop concentration equipment in United/Centel's central
offices. United/Centel states that it will allow central office
collocation of loop concentration equipment if it is being used for
terminating loop facilities. We find that it is appropriate to
allow ALECs to collocate loop concentration equipment. Collocating
loop concentration equipment was not explicitly addressed during
the expanded interconnection proceedings. That proceeding
addressed collocation facilities as encompassing central office
equipment needed to terminate basic transmission facilities,
including optical terminating equipment and multiplexers. See
Order No. PSC-94-0285-FOF-TP, issued March 10, 1994. In addition,
we believe that the procedures for collocating loop concentration
devices should be the same as those ordered in the expanded
interconnection proceedings.

F. Loop Transport

MCImetro, an intervenor, requests loop transport from
United/Centel. Loop transport is the function of transporting
concentrated loops from the central office of the incumbent LEC to
the switch of the ALEC. United/Centel asserts that loop transport
is nothing more than interoffice transport and should be handled
via existing tariffed rates. MFS-FL agrees and states that it
would purchase this capability from United/Centel's tariff. We do
not construe MFS-FL's request to include loop transport as an
unbundled element. The ALECs currently have the option to lease
these facilities from the LEC or to provide the facilities
themselves as envisioned in expanded interconnection and ordered in
the local transport restructure. §See Orders Nos. PSC-94-0285-FOF~-
TP, issued March 10, 1994, and PSC-95-0034-FOF-TP, issued January
9, 1995. Accordingly, we find that it is not necessary to require
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68



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF~TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 8

United/Centel to create a new pricing element if the petitioner has
not requested it.

G. - n i

MFS-FL states that sub-loop unbundling consists of breaking
the local loop into sub-elements that can be purchased by the ALEC.
MFS-FL's witness Devine maintains that MFS-FL should have access to
United/Centel's loop concentration equipment deployed in the field.
Witness Devine states that sub-loop unbundling is needed in the
future but that MFS-FL is not initially requesting it. We find
that United/Centel shall not be required to offer sub-loop
unbundling at this time because MFS-FL has not requested it. Upon
a bona fide request from MFS-FL, United/Centel and MFS-FL shall
develop a comprehensive proposal for sub-loop unbundling for our
review. The proposal shall include cost and price support for each
unbundled element, and a list of operational, administrative and
maintenance procedures.

V.  TECHNICAL ARRANGEMENTS

MFS-FL and MCImetro assert that interconnection of unbundled
elements should occur at United/Centel's central office via
collocated facilities, including loop concentration, or by way of
loop transport. LDDS supports MFS-FL's and MCImetro's request.

FCTA and Time Warner state that unbundled elements should be
made available at interconnection points. Time Warner believes
this should be achieved according to industry standards.

AT&T asserts that unbundled elements should be provided in a
manner that will not prohibit the new entrant from providing the
same gquality of service as the incumbent LEC. This means that
technical arrangements used to connect unbundled elements to a new
entrant's network should be equal to those currently used to
connect these elements within the LEC's own network.

MFS-FL provided references to BellCore technical publications
for digital loop carrier systems. Witness Devine states that most
companies, whether an ALEC, incumbent LEC, or interexchange
carrier, generally abide by BellCore standards. MFS-FL is
requesting that collocation of loop concentration devices (digital
loop carrier) be allowed. MFS-FL intends to aggregate its traffic
via loop concentration and transport it to its respective switch.
As stated previously, ALECs shall be allowed to collocate loop
concentration devices within United/Centel's central office.

1
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_ _United/Centel states that the technical arrangements contained
in its special access tariff provide a good starting point.
pnited/Centel asserts that the technical requirements used to
interconnect each of the unbundled elements are industry standards.
These industry standards were developed by one or more of the
following agencies: BellCore, American National Standards
Institute (ANSI), or the 1International Telegraph and Telephone
Consultive Committee (CCITT).

Upon consideration, we believe that the telecommunications
industry has developed and created its own set of standards that
are widely used for the provision of 1local traffic. These
standards are a reasonable starting point for the provision of
unbundled network elements and that this serves the public interest
by helping to maintain service quality. Therefore, all parties
shall adhere to industry standards for the provision and operation
of each unbundled element.

VI. PRICING OF UNBUNDLED ELEMENTS

Section 364.01, Florida Statutes, mandates that the
competitive provision of local exchange service is in the public
interest. Section 364.161, Florida Statutes, requires unbundling
of LEC features, functions, and capabilities, including access to
signaling databases, systems and routing processes. The unbundling
and resale of certain LEC features, functions and capabilities by
competitors allows them to enter the market more quickly and with
less cost than if they had to build an entire duplicative network.
The statute also requires that unbundled rates not be set below
cost but neither may they become a barrier to competition.

Essentially, parties were divided with respect to pricing of
unbundled loops: those who advocated pricing at Special Access
rates and those who advocated pricing at Total Service Long Run
Incremental Cost (TSLRIC). The LECs and those ALECs who had signed
agreements with the LECs, such as Florida Cable Telecommunications
Association, Inc. (FCTA) and Time Warner, proposed Special Access
rates or rates with some contribution in then. The others,
including AT&T, MCImetro, MFS-FL, and LDDS, believe that for
competition to occur, unbundled loocp rates must be priced no higher
than TSLRIC. MCImetro also advocates the establishment of
deaveraged rates for unbundled loops which will be discussed
further.

19

70



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF~-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 10

A. ISLRIC Data

Although the definitions are similar, there has not been a
universally accepted definition of TSLRIC proposed in this
proceeding. GTEFL witness Duncan states that it is defined
differently depending on the context; in this proceeding, he means
the average incremental cost of providing a service as opposed to
not providing it at all. MCImetro witness Cornell describes it as
the direct economic cost, which includes recovery of the firm's
cost of capital, but does not include any contribution above cost.
Witness Cornell also explains that the phrase "reasonable return on
capital® as expressed in regqulatory terms, is called "a normal
profit" in standard economic terms.

MFS-FL appears to use Long Run Incremental Cost (LRIC) and
TSLRIC interchangeably. For example, witness Devine, in
deposition, agreed with Dr. Cornell's definition of TSLRIC, yet he
refers to that type of cost as "LRIC." Witness Devine defines LRIC
as the direct economic cost of a given facility, including the cost
of capital, and represents the cost that the LEC would otherwise
have avoided if it had not installed relevant increment of plant,
that is, local loops in a given region. This definition is similar
to the ones given by MCImetro witness Cornell and GTEFL witness
Trimble.

GTEFL witness Trimble explains the concept as follows:

... if the company were to get out of the R-1
residential business, the true TSLRIC would be
defined as the total cost to the company with
R-1 residential service minus the total cost
of the company without residential service, or
the total change in cost to the company.

Witness Trimble also noted that for a multi-product firm with
significant joint and common costs, it is extremely difficult to
calculate a true TSLRIC, and that he knew of no telecommunications
company that had actually performed a true TSLRIC study.
Therefore, GTEFL developed a two-step process by which it computed
two known TSLRIC components: volume-sensitive costs (or LRIC) and
the volume-insensitive costs specific to that service, which he
describes as fixed costs. He indicated that certain common costs
would be appropriate to include as well, but these were not
identified and quantified for this proceeding.

United/Centel did not conduct any cost studies for loops at

all. United/Centel did not define its cost data as TSLRIC except
for the ports for the 2-wire analog 1loops. Unlike GTEFL,
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United/Centel did not attempt to develop a substitute or proxy for
TSLRIC.

AT&T described TSLRIC as the actual cost that the LEC incurs
in providing the unbundled element, either to itself or to a new
entrant. According to AT&T, when prices are set at TSLRIC, neither
the new entrant nor the incumbent is disadvantaged. Both AT&T and
MCImetro argue that TSLRIC is competitively neutral and thus will
not be a barrier to competition by causing a price squeeze.

For purposes of this proceeding, we find that the TSLRIC
estimates, where provided in accordance with our findings in this
proceeding, shall be used to determine whether an unbundled rate
meets the statutory requirement. Specifically, no permanent
unbundled loop rate shall be set below our best estimate of TSLRIC,
as determined by the evidence provided in this proceeding. TSLRIC
estimates shall be based on the provider's current or prospective
network facilities, as opposed to some theoretically optimal
network confiquration.

B. GITEFL Cost Data

GTEFL provided approximations of TSLRIC for the loops and
ports that it has agreed to provide to MFS-FL. As noted earlier,
GTEFL states that true TSLRIC estimates are extremely difficult to
produce. Therefore, GTEFL provided estimates that reflect volume
sensitive LRIC plus volume insensitive costs. We believe that this
approach is reasonable considering the statutory time constraints
in this proceeding. GTEFL provided cost data for several types of
loops and ports that were requested specifically by MFS~FL.

For 1loops, the LRIC (or volume-sensitive) cost components
included the basic loop costs, by distance, the Drop-~In protector,
the Main Distribution Frame (MDF) protector, the Network Access
Cross Connect (NACC) which connects the port to the loop, Billing
& Collection (B&C), and volume-sensitive customer contact/marketing
expense. The volume-insensitive components included spare capacity
equipment and volume-insensitive customer contact/marketing
expense. GTEFL provided data for DS-1 channels and transport
costs.

For ports, the LRIC cost components included the Basic Level
Switch Interface (the line card that connects the loop and switch),
Billing & Collection, Directory Exchange, which relates to costs
for telephone directories, and volume-sensitive customer
contact/marketing expense. The volume-insensitive component
included just the volume-insensitive customer contact/marketing
expense. GTEFL provided data for DID and ISDN costs.
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MFS-FL states that GTEFL should exclude extra costs such as

B&C, customer contact and marketing, as well as spare capacity

inventory. MFS-FL proposes that GTEFL and United/Centel be
required to resubmit proper cost data for the link, port, cross-
connect, and local usage. MFS-FL further proposes that the
Commission set interim rates so that local competition is not
delayed in the meantime.

MCImetro states that GTEFL's cost studies include high amounts
of marketing costs that should not be included in the TSLRIC of
unbundled loops. MCImetro argues that LECs should not incur
marketing costs on any unbundled network elements. GTEFL witness
Trimble testified that these costs do not reflect retail marketing
efforts, but rather the sales and support efforts that GTEFL does
for interexchange carriers. He believes that this type of support
would continue for ALECs in the unbundled environment. He
explained that in developing these expenses, GTEFL used data that
related to the current support provided to IXCs for special access
services since that was information they had available.

We note these marketing or customer support costs were
slightly over 12% of the total unbundled 2-wire loop cost. There
is no evidence in the record that provides guidance as to what a
reasonable proportion of total cost such customer contact/support
expenses should be. Witness Trimble acknowledged that GTEFL had
not provided specific supporting documentation for the expense
numbers submitted.

We disagree with MFS-FL that GTEFL should exclude all B&C,
customer contact and marketing, and spare capacity inventory.
These types of costs are relevant TSLRIC components because they
represent costs that would be avoided in the long run if the LEC
did not provide the service. If these are costs which are not
incurred if the service is not provided, then they are relevant
costs to provide the service. As with the marketing and customer
contact expenses discussed above, GTEFL did not provide support for
the specific figures it used.

We believe that the cost data which GTEFL provided was a
creditable effort, particularly given the time constraints of this
proceeding. We believe that, for the most part, it is adequate to
set rates for unbundled loops and ports in this proceeding.

Oone exception is the data provided for the 4-wire DS-1 loop.
The TSLRIC estimate that GTEFL provided is higher than the Special
Access rate that GTEFL has proposed for this element. In addition,
the TSLRIC estimate is higher than GTEFL's currently tariffed rates
for the equivalent service in its Private Line and Local Transport
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tariffs as well. Since none of GTEFL's tariffed DS-1 rates cover
the cost as submitted, we shall require GTEFL to reexamine the DS-1
loop cost estimate submitted in this proceeding and shall refile
it. Alternatively, GTEFL shall explain why its TSLRIC estimate is
higher than its proposed rate, current tariffed Special Access
charge, for the unbundled DS-1 loop. In addition, GTEFL shall
explain why its TSLRIC is higher than the currently tariffed rate
for the equivalent service in its current Private Line and Local
Transport tariffs. In the meantime, the current DS-1 Special
Access rate shall be used as an interim rate for the unbundled 4-
wire DS-1 loop.

C. it st Data

United/Centel filed its cost data on the rate elements
immediately prior to hearing. United/Centel did not provide cost
estimates or proposed rates for most of the requested elements.
Instead of cost support, United/Centel cited to old tariffs.
However, witness Poag conceded that he was not sure whether costs
were in fact provided with those tariffs. He stated that for the
2-wire voice grade analog loop costs that he provided, the studies
were old and the costs needed to be updated. Moreover, the loop
costs did not reflect unbundled loops, but rather, consisted of the
loop portion of residential and business exchange service. Witness
Poag testified that the costs could be considered incremental but
could not identify them as LRIC or TSLRIC. The only TSLRIC cost
data provided, according to witness Poag, were for the 2-wire
ports, and for these he submitted different estimates for
residential and business ports. For reasons to be discussed, we do
not believe that unbundled elements should be priced according to
the type of user of the service. There were several elements for
which neither costs nor rates were proposed. For those, witness
Poag conceded that he was unclear as to what MFS-FL was requesting.

The data provided does not adequately support the development
of rates for the elements requested; therefore, United/Centel shall
refile cost studies for all elements requested by MFS-FL as found
in Section IV of this Order. United/Centel shall organize the data
so that we can determine the relevant TSLRIC cost components and
the associated amounts. The cost data need not reflect separate
estimates for residential and business: it shall include weighted
averaged costs for each component. To the extent that TSLRIC is
unavailable or a proxy is used, this needs to be stated clearly and
the method used explained. These estimates shall be based on the
provider's current or prospective network facilities, as opposed to
some theoretically optimal network configuration. The cost studies
shall conform to the information requirements set forth in Rule 25-
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4.046, Florida Administrative Code. These studies shall be
submitted no later than 60 days from the issuance of this Order.

We find the following rates are approved on an interim basis
only: 2-~W voice grade analog loop at $15.00; and 2-W analog line
port at $7.00. These rates will be used as an interim mechanism so
that ALECs may obtain service as quickly as possible. These
interim rates will recover the costs as preliminarily identified by
United/Centel.

D. "Pri ezing” a

GTEFL argues that there will be no price squeeze if unbundled
loop rates are set at Special Access rates, because ALECs will
generate revenues from non-basic services. MFS-FL, however, argues
that providing simple links at Special Access rates would create a
price squeeze. The ALECs also stated that they would not be able
to resell competitively at those rates.

MCImetro witness Cornell states that any price above TSLRIC
for essential inputs would not permit the LEC to pass an imputation
test and would therefore create a price squeeze. MCImetro argues
that LEC proposals discriminate because they want to charge special
access rates to ALECs for elements which the LECs obtain at TSLRIC.
MCImetro argues that if a price squeeze is allowed to occur, then
equally efficient firms would not be able to compete. Witness
Cornell argues that a proper imputation test would require that the
price floor for a LEC retail service (local exchange service)
equal: (a) the price charged to ALECs for moncpoly inputs (loops),
plus (b) the LEC's TSLRIC of all other components of the retail
service, such as switching, transport, billing and directory
listings. MCImetro states that the LECs' current local exchange
rates do not pass an imputation test: local exchange rates would
have to more than double to pass the imputation test at the
proposed special access rates.

Witness Cornell offers three alternative solutions: 1) raise
local rates; 2) reduce the prices charged to ALECs for essential
inputs; or 3) Universal Service Fund (USF). MCImetro recommends
reducing rates to ALECs in the short run by setting rates at TSLRIC
with deaveraged loops; in the long run, local rates should be
raised to affordable levels and the difference should be funded by
means of a USF mechanism. MCImetro argues that this is the only
solution under the current regulatory regime where unbundled loops
must cover costs, and local rates are capped below the claimed
average cost of an unbundled loop.
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Time Warner agrees with MCImetro that the proper imputation
standard would require the incumbent LEC to recover from the retail
service the price charged to entrants for monopoly inputs, plus all
the other costs of providing the retail service. Alternatively, a
LEC could reduce the price of its monopoly elements to avoid a
price squeeze and to pass an imputation test. However, Time Warner
disagrees with MCImetro that exercising this alternative would
require pricing the inputs at TSLRIC. Time Warner also endorses
MCImetro's third alternative, where local rates are frozen, to rely
on the USF to make up the difference between TSLRIC and the
unbundled loop.

We Dbelieve that to be able to compete, the ALECs must pay
rates for essential inputs that do not result in a price squeeze by
exceeding the rates charged by their competitors, the LECs, for
their retail 1local exchange services. Given the statutory
restrictions that LEC unbundled rates must not be set below cost,
and that basic local rates may not increase prior to January 1,
1999, we find that the best course is to set rates now for
essential monopoly inputs at or near TSLRIC. We agree with
MCImetro witness Cornell that in the long run, if necessary, local
rates could be raised to affordable levels and any difference could
be funded by means of a USF mechanism.

E. contribution to Shared and Common Costs

United/Centel argues that using Special Access tariffed rates
avoids price discrimination because unbundled rates are not priced
differently from rates charged to other providers, such as IXCs,
MSPs, and AAVs. According to United/Centel, pricing at incremental
costs 1is inappropriate because the relevant services are cross
elastic with toll and switched access; LECs would not recover their
shared and common costs; and incremental cost pricing would make
end users subsidize ALECs. United/Centel asserts that its proposed
pricing would not create a price squeeze, and that special access
rates would reasonably reflect TSLRIC plus some contribution.

GTEFL endorses the concept of the Efficient Component Pricing
(ECP) rule, which, according to GTEFL, requires that prices fall
between Stand Alone costs and TSLRIC. Specifically, GTEFL
advocates the ECP, which would set the price of unbundled loops at
the lesser of: 1) the TSLRIC of the element, plus related
wholesale marketing activities, plus the contribution that would
have been received from the use of the element in the provision of
the LEC's own end-user service; or 2) the stand-alone cost of the
unbundled element. GTEFL argues that pricing at TSLRIC would
drive firms out of business since there would be no recovery of
shared and common costs. In addition, GTEFL argues that the
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Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 provides for cost recovery
plus a reasonable profit. However, GTEFL did not ultimately
propose to apply ECP, stating that prices should be set at a level
comparable to where they would be in a competitive marketplace.
Since application of ECP would result in rates which could be
undercut by competitive providers, GTEFL proposed to price
unbundled loops at Special Access tariffed rates.

According to GTEFL's studies, this results in an unbundled
business loop of $61.69, and an unbundled residential 1loop of
$28.67. These rates include the contribution from toll, access and
vertical service revenues that go along with the loop when an ALEC
takes the customer. But these amounts exceed the Stand Alone cost,
as well as the cost to an entrant to provide the loop itself.
Thus, GTEFL proposes $23.00 for an unbundled loop, which is the
same as the 2-wire special access line. GTEFL states that pricing
this way will prevent arbitrage. Also, GTEFL states the special
access price for a two-wire loop provides 12% contribution.

Time Warner and FCTA agree with the LEC positions that
unbundled rates should include contribution. Time Warner believes
that pricing at TSLRIC eliminates the incentive for facilities-
based competitors to build out their networks and also endorses
requiring that LEC retail services pass an imputation test. Time
Warner also agrees with the LECs that deaveraging of loop rates
should be done in conjunction with universal service reform.

MFS-FL, MCImetro, AT&T and LDDS advocate the pricing of
essential monopoly elements at TSLRIC. MFS-FL asserts that the LEC
cost studies that were submitted are inadequate; thus, MFS-FL
proposes to set interim rates based on the costs submitted and
require both LECs to refile true LRIC studies. Generally, MFS-FL
states that the retail rates in the tariff for bundled services
should cover the sum of the prices for applicable unbundled
monopoly elements. MFS-FL objects to the LEC proposal to set rates
at Special Access prices because unbundled loops are not the same
as special access channels. Although there may be only slight
physical differences, MFS-FL states that there are significant
differences in technical standards, engineering and operational
practices.

MCImetro advocates two basic pricing principles. First, the
price for essential inputs, such as those which cannot be
competitively provided in the near term, should be set at TSLRIC,
which includes cost of capital but no contribution in excess of
that normal profit. Second, the price for elements which can be
competitively provided in the near term should be set by the
market, and could contain contribution. According to witness
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Cornell, the essential inputs include loops, loop concentration,
and transport. MCImetro asserts that ports should be unbundled and
made available for resale; however, they need not be priced at
TSLRIC since they are more likely to be provided competitively.
MFS-FL agrees that ports need not be priced at TSLRIC, and proposed
that they be priced at the retail rate of the bundled service less
the sum of the LRICs of the loop and the cross-connect.

MCImetro, MFS-FL, and AT&T assert that there should be no
contribution in the loop rates. According to MFS-FL, LRIC (TSLRIC)
pricing of unbundled elements is essential to the development of
local exchange competition. ATA&T states that when loops are priced
at TSLRIC, both the LEC and the ALEC incur the same loop costs, and
then both have the same opportunity to recover their joint and
common costs from retail services. MCImetro states that including
contribution raises the price floor down to which competition can
force rates. MCImetro witness Cornell argues that the point of
requiring loop unbundling is that it is not clear that
economically, it will ever be viable to establish a complete
duplicate of the LECs' distribution and feeder networks. She also
makes the point that if such facilities-based competition ever does
occur in certain areas and not in others, establishing TSLRIC-based
rates will not impede the market.

Upon consideration, we do not believe that ECP produces a
desirable result. A competitive market does not thrive on
indifference. If a LEC is rendered indifferent by virtue of the
pricing of its services as to whether it serves the customer or
not, the reason for establishing competition is eliminated. There
is no longer any incentive for the LEC to seek to attract
customers, and the market is no longer driven by competition. If
competitive providers do not have to compete, the consumer will not
be served well. Therefore, we do not agree with GTEFL that ECP is
an appropriate approach to determining prices.

United/Centel and GTEFL have opted for price cap regulation
under which there is an assumption of a greater degree of
competitive risk. However, the LECs seem to presume that they are
entitled to the same revenue or at least contribution protection
that they had under rate-of-return regulation. Their positions
seem to indicate that they should not be required to assume any
competitive risk at all.

We also disagree with United/Centel's argument that charging
different rates to ALECs than those charged to Interexchange
Carriers (IXC), cellular carriers, and Alternative Access Vendors
(AAVs) is discriminatory. First, ALECs are a different class of
customer than IXCs, 2AAVs, and cellular providers. Also, the
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unbundled loops and ports at issue are not the same end-to-end
tariffed services provided to IXCs, AAVs, and cellular providers.
Moreover, if there still are any concerns about arbitrage, use and
user restrictions are the standard method of addressing the
problem. Thus, only ALECs could purchase the unbundled network
elements at the prices approved in this proceeding.

Moreover, the evidence in the record indicates that the loops
are not going to be competltlvely'prov1ded in any meaningful way in
the foreseeable future. Thus, the LEC is the only realistic source
for this element. We believe that loops should be priced at a
level that approximates TSLRIC. Therefore, the LECs' proposed
gpplication of their Special Access rates to unbundled loops is

enied.

GTEFL submitted proposed rates for all the port elements
requested by MFS-FL. GTEFL proposes to charge a flat monthly rate
plus a usage charge for ports. The flat rates cover the identified
TSLRIC estimates. GTEFL also proposes to charge associated
tariffed DID and ISDN charges where applicable. The usage charge
would be identical to the Shared Tenant Service (STS) usage rate.
Witness Trimble testified that he does not expect to see much
demand for unbundled ports.

United/Centel proposed rates and provided cost estimates for
some but not all of the requested ports. United/Centel proposes
that the 2-wire analog port rates differ between residential and
business. United/Centel does not propose a separate usage charge
for ports but includes a usage component in its cost estimate.

We agree with GTEFL that ports may not be in high demand from
the LECs and believe that they may be more widely available from
alternative sources. Many ALECs own their switches, can provide
their own ports, and can resell them to other ALECs as well. Ports
can therefore either be priced with some contribution, or "market
priced."

However, we do not believe that it is appropriate or necessary
to decide a usage rate for ports. We have been asked by MFS-FL to
determine rates for unbundled components. MFS-FL has requested
loops and ports, but it did not request local switching in this
proceeding which is what the usage rate would cover. The ALECs can
obtain that from the LEC if they want, and at this point, the LECs
may charge STS usage rates if that is what the ALECs are willing to
pay. If MFS-FL or any other ALEC does not agree with that, and if
it cannot resolve this issue with the LECs, it may request that the
Commission decide this matter. We note that no party specifically
objected to the usage rates proposed by GTEFL.
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F. Distance and Densitv Sensitive Loop Rates

ALECs advocate wunbundling 1loops even further through
deaveraging loop rates by distance and density. MFS-FL arques that
any proposed rate that does not consider this distance-sensitivity,
and more Iimportantly, does not consider 1line density, is
fundamentally flawed and could severely impair facilities-based
local exchange competition.

MCImetro contends, based on the evidence in the record, that
under the LECs' proposed flat special access rates, shorter loops
would provide a greater level of contribution than the longer loops
because the cost of longer loops is higher. At a flat averaged
rate, the effect would be to charge all loops a share of the non-
integrated pair gain costs, even though shorter loops do not use
pair gain technology. Witness Cornell stated that customers would
be better off if loop rates were deaveraged by distance and

density. Deaveraging helps identify areas that need universal
service support and allows rural customers to benefit from
competition that they might otherwise not have. MCImetro also

argues that setting unbundled loop prices equal to deaveraged costs
would help minimize the chance for a price squeeze in higher
density areas, which would enhance the likelihood of competitive
entry in such areas. MCImetro also notes that the official
corporate position for United/Centel on this issue is that loop
prices should be deaveraged, at least by distance.

MCImetro proposes that unbundled loop prices for GTEFL be
based on density and distance and that for United/Centel, the rates
should be based on distance only for now since that is all it
provided. MCImetro suggests requiring United/Centel to refile
TSLRIC studies incorporating both distance and density. Since
United/Centel separated the loop costs between residential and
business, that would have to modified as well. We will not design
rates for resale that distinguish between residential and business,
because there would be no way to monitor or enforce the intended
use. We agree with MCImetro's statement that the costs of the
loops should be expressed in terms of the functionality and not the
projected service to be provided over them.

The LECs acknowledge the distance and density aspects of loop
costs. They state, however, that although deaveraged loops are
appropriate in theory, the Commission should not allow such
deaveraging until LECs can also deaverage. United/Centel states
that distance sensitive pricing was not included in MFS-FL's
petition, and therefore is not ripe for decision now. The LECs say
they should be allowed to deaverage at the same time as ALECs, or
they would be competitively disadvantaged.
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We believe that eventually loop rates may need to be
Qegvgraged as the market develops. However, this proceeding was
initiated by petitions of MFS-FL requesting that we resolve issues
between MFS-FL, GTEFL, and United/Centel which they were unable to
resolve during their negotiations. Deaveraging local loops was not
part of the negotiation process according to United/Centel. We
agree with United/Centel that it is premature to require
deaveraging of the loop rates at this time.

G. i bu Loops orts Toget

MFS-FL maintains that the ability to combine unbundled loops
with unbundled ports is crucial to its ability to compete for local
traffic. However, United/Centel does not want to allow the
connection of unbundled loops with unbundled ports.

We agree with the ALECs that these items together are
important for resale. Section 364.161(1), Florida Statutes,
requires that a LEC unbundle all of its network features, functions
and capabilities for resale. There are two limitations on this
statutory directive: 1) the price cannot be below cost; and 2) the
Commission cannot require the resale of "currently tariffed, flat-
rated, switched residential and business services" prior to 1997.
The combination of unbundled loops and ports at the approved rates
does not run afoul of either of these limitations. Moreover, in
view of the statutory directive to promote competition, these
limitations should be narrowly construed. Therefore, we find that
the ALECs shall be allowed to combine unbundled loops and unbundled
ports.

H. GTEFL's Taking Arquments

GTEFL asserts that it will lose contribution and market share.
Specifically, GTEFL contends that forcing the loss of contribution
constitutes an impermissible taking of GTEFL's property. GTEFL
argues that prices should not be set at LRIC or TSLRIC because it
will be unable to obtain any contribution to their joint and common
and/or shared costs. GTEFL contends that LRIC and TSLRIC do not
recover all costs nor provide a profit to the firm. Further, GTEFL
asserts that pricing the unbundled loop at TSLRIC does not cover
any of GTEFL's embedded costs in providing the loop. GTEFL also
argues that denying it recovery of these costs is inconsistent with
the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 which authorizes the
incumbent LEC to recover reasonable profit after the LEC's costs
are recovered. GTEFL asserts that the Commission should
immediately address this expected loss of contribution in a
comprehensive universal service docket or some other proceeding to
avoid confiscation of GTEFL's property.
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Further, GTEFL argues that it is entitled to rates which
return to the company all funds expended in the deployment of
assets under the de jure local monopoly which was in effect until
January 1, 1996. GTEFL contends that the investments and costs
were previously recovered through rate mechanisms and control of
entry into the telecommunications field by the Commission and thus
constituted an express regulatory compact between the Commission
and GTEFL. With the revisions to Chapter 364, GTEFL contends that
the state has abandoned the requlatory compact by opening the local
exchange market to competition. GTEFL asserts that while the state
previously allowed recovery of these investments, the Commission
now jeopardizes the financial integrity of GTEFL.

Specifically, GTEFL takes issue with MFS~FL's assertion that
GTEFL must price its services at LRIC levels, requiring GTEFL to
foregqo recovery of all service-specific incremental volume
insensitive costs as well as shared common costs. GTEFL asserts
that neither the Commission nor any other governmental agency is
permitted to impose confiscatory rates on one line of a company's
business simply because the company can theoretically afford those
losses by generating additional revenue on other lines of business.
Such a notion, GTEFL argues, would permit the government to impose
below~cost pricing on any profitable company. GTEFL argues that
mandatory below-cost pricing on a particular line of business is
unconstitutional even if the company is able to make up those
losses from revenues generated from other businesses and cites to

the following case for support. Brooks-Scanlon Co. v Railroad
Commisgion, 251 U.S. 396 (1920).

Although we cannot rule on whether our decision will be
unconstitutional, we can address the concerns which GTEFL asserts
implicate the takings clause.

Implicit in GTEFL's arguments is the notion that this
Commission owes GTEFL an increase in local rates to replace the
company's potential losses of expected contribution and profit.
GTEFL is asking that we look at potential revenue losses, albeit
under the disqguise of alleged constitutional violations. Even if
it could be predicted with certainty that there would be major
losses, GTEFL does not have a per se statutory right that it must
recover profit and contribution as a result of unbundling and
reselling services. Even under the rate-base regulation regime in
Chapter 364, GTEFL was merely afforded the opportunity toc earn a
fair return on its investment, not a guarantee of a return.
Further, under the new, price-regulated regime in Chapter 364 that
GTEFL has elected, GTEFL is not guaranteed a specific return in
this competitive environment. Moreover, even if the losses come to

1

Q

ws

82



ORDER NO. PSC-96-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 22

fruitiop, such losses, if necessary, can be addressed through
appropriate Commission proceedings.

Property interests are not created by the Constitution, but
rather are delineated by existing rules or understandings that stem
from an independent source such as state law.

Mansanto Co., 467 U. S. 986, 1000 (1984) citing Webb's Fabulous
Pharmacies, Inc v. Beckwith, 449 U.S. 155, 161 (1980).

As previously stated, under Sections 364.161 and 364.162,
Florida Statutes, the LEC is required to unbundle its network
features, functions, and capabilities and offer them for resale to
the extent technically and economically feasible. If the parties
cannot negotiate an agreement, then this Commission's obligation is
to set rates for such services, features, functions, capabilities,
or unbundled local loops at rates that are not below cost. This
Commission is also obligated by statute to ensure that the rate
must not be set so high that it would serve as a barrier to
competition. The incumbent LEC has no statutory or constitutional
right to contribution above cost for unbundled services. Most
significantly, the unbundled rates we have established for GTEFL
meet our obligation to ensure that the rates are not below GTEFL's
costs.

GTEFL argues that setting rates based on TSLRIC is
inconsistent with the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996.
GTEFL states that basing rates on TSLRIC violates the Act because:
1) it does not cover any of GTEFL's embedded costs in providing the
loop; and 2) it denies a reasonable profit to GTEFL as provided in
the Act. We disagree with GTEFL's arguments. First, Section
252(c) (1) (A) of the Act provides that just and reasonable rates
shall be based on the cost of providing the network element.
Basing rates on TSLRIC meets Section 252(c) (1) (A) of the Act,
because TSLRIC is the cost of providing the service. Second,
Section 252(c) (1) (B) provides that just and reasonable rates may,
not must, include a reasonable profit. As discussed previously,
TSLRIC includes recovery of the cost of capital or a reasonable
profit; therefore, we cannot sustain GTEFL's argument.

In anticipation or speculation that GTEFL will experience lost
revenues as a result of unbundling, GTEFL believes that this
Commission must order an immediate rate rebalancing or explicit
subsidy payments when unbundled rates go into effect. Even if we
agreed that there was a possibility of major revenue losses, that
mere possibility would not give rise to an immediate rate increase.
To the extent GTEFL does experience revenue losses, there are
specific procedures for relief set forth in Chapter 364. First,
under Section 364.051(5), Florida Statutes, if GTEFL believes that
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circumstances have changed substantially to justify any increase in
the rates for basic local telecommunications services, it may
petition the Commission for a rate increase. This Commission shall
grant such a petition only after an opportunity for a hearing and
a compelling showing of changed circumstances. Second, under
Section 364.025, Florida Statutes, GTEFL may seek a subsidy towards
its universal service obligations. Specifically, GTEFL must file
a petition showing that competition has eroded its ability to
support universal service and identify the amount of subsidy
needed. See Order No. PSC-95-1592-FOF-TP.

GTEFL also argues that mandatory interconnection and
unbundling by definition provides physical access to its tangible
property. GTEFL states that interconnection allows MFS-FL to move
its traffic over GTEFL's network which is then physically invaded
by the bits and bytes transmitted by MFS-FL. GTEFL contends that
the movement of bits of information across telephone wires
constitutes a physical invasion of GTEFL's private property. GTEFL
relies on Loretto v. Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp., 458 U.S.
419 (1982), for the proposition that the appropriate compensation
for this physical taking is to compensate the property owner for
the full opportunity cost of the physical invasion. This argument
would have been more appropriately raised in the interconnection
proceeding in Docket No. 950985-TP; nevertheless, we will address
GTEFL's arguments in this unbundling proceeding.

A similar argument was raised by the LECs when this Commission
ordered mandatory physical collocation in Phase I of the expanded
interconnection docket. See Order No. PSC-94-0285-FOF-TP, issued
March 10, 1994. This Commission stayed its order when the FCC
ordered mandatory virtual rather than physical collocation. See
Order No. PSC-94-1102-FOF-TP, issued September 7, 1994. In that
order, this Commission was persuaded by the argument that property
dedicated for the public purpose is subject to a different standard
when, pursuant to statutory authorization, a regulatory body
mandates certain uses of that property in the furtherance of its
dedicated use. This Commission was not persuaded by the LECs'
argument that a mandatory physical occupation is a per se taking.

In this case, the statutory authorization is provided by
Chapter 364, Florida Statutes. Effective interconnection and
unbundling and the adequate provision of telecommunications service
require that this Commission mandate interconnection and unbundling
of the local loop and such purposes do not turn statutorily
authorized regulation into a taking.
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Loretto is relied upon by GTEFL as authority for the taking
analysis based upon an ad hoc factual inguiry of:

1) The economic impact of the regulation;

2) The extent to which it interferes with investment-backed
expectations; and

3) The character of the governmental action.

Loretto is also relied upon for the proposition that a
permanent physical occupation represents a per se taking and that
an ad hoc¢ inquiry is only reached in the absence of such a
permanent physical occupation. In Loretto, the Court stated:

We affirm the traditional rule that a permanent physical
occupation of property is a taking. In such a case, the
property owner entertains a  historically rooted
expectation of compensation, and the character of the
invasion is qualitatively more intrusive than perhaps any
other category of property regulation. Id. at 441

This Commission previously found that an objective reading of
Loretto is that if there is a permanent physical occupation there
is a taking. This is the case regardless of the size of the
occupation. In Loretto, the permanent occupation was the
attachment of wires and a box to the exterior of a building.

In the instant case, GTEFL objects to the possible mandate of
interconnection and unbundling of its local loop to effectuate
statutorily authorized interconnection and unbundling. However,
based on Loretto, it appears that such interconnection would be a
taking if opposed by GTEFL. Such an interpretation would make it
impossible for this Commission to regulate telecommunications
pursuant to its statutory mandate.

GTEFL contends that it must be compensated for the full
opportunity cost of the physical invasion of its private property.
We believe that Loretto is not the appropriate standard to employ
regarding the Commission's statutorily authorized regulation of the
LEC's property. Loretto involved neither the taking of a common
carrier's property nor government regulation of a common carrier.
This distinction is central to any taking analysis.

A lawful governmental regulation of the service of common
carriers, though it may be a burden, is not a violation
of constitutional rights to acquire, possess, and protect
property, to due process of law, and to equal protection
of the laws, since those who devote their property to the
uses of a common carrier do so subject to the right of
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governmental regulation in the interest of the common
welfare. . . . Even where a particular regulation causes
a pecuniary loss to the carrier, if it is reasonable with
reference to the just demands of the puhllc to be
affected by it, and it does not arbitrarily impose an

unreasonable burden upon the carrier, the regulation will
not be a taking of property, in wviolation of the
Constitution. State ex rel. Railroad Com'rs v. Florida
East Coast Ry. Co., 49 So. 43-44 (Fla. 1909) (Emphasis
added).

It has long been established that property which has been dedicated
to a public purpose can be regulated and even permanently
physically occupied as long as the regulation involves the
dedicated public purpose. See Munn v. Illinois, 94 U.S. 113, 126
(1876) . Under this analysis, the taking issue is not reached
except to the extent that there is inadequate compensation for the
use of the property or a mandate to use the property in a manner to
which it has not been dedicated. Neither case is present here.

Although we cannot determine the appropriate compensation for
a taking, we certainly have the authority to establish the
appropriate rates for the provision of telecommunications service
in Florida. Provided that the rates are not confiscatory, we have
the statutory authority to establish nondiscriminatory rates,
terms, and conditions for resale.

I. conclusion

Based upon the foregoing, we find that GTEFL's rates for
unbundled loops shall approximate TSLRIC. Unbundled ports may be
set at reasonable market prices. Based on the evidence in the
record, we find that the monthly recurring rates for the unbundled
elements for GTEFL shall be set as follows:

Loops

l1A. 2-W voice grade analog loop: $ 20.00
1B. 4-W voice grade analog loop: $ 25.00
2. 2-W ISDN digital grade loop: $ 20.00

3. 4-W DS-1 digital grade loop: $250.00 - First System
$154.00 - Add'l System

Ports

4. 2-W & 4-W analog line ports: $ 6.00

5. 2-W ISDN digital line port: $ 20.00

6. 2-W analog DID trunk port: $ 6.00 plus tariffed DID

charges
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7. 4-W DS-1 digital DID trunk port: $ 60.00 plus tariffed DID
charges
8. 4~W ISDN DS-1 digital port: $350.00

The rate shown above for the 4-W DS-1 digital grade loop is an
interim rate. GTEFL shall either refile its cost information or
explain why its proposed rate (current Special Access DS-1 rate) is
below its cost estimate, and why the TSLRIC is higher than
currently tariffed rates for the equivalent service in GTEFL's
Special Access, Private Line, and Local Transport tariffs. This
information shall be filed no later than 60 days following the
issuance of this Order.

United/Centel shall refile its cost studies providing
estimates of TSLRIC for all elements as approved in Section IV of
this Order. United/Centel shall organize the cost studies so that
we can determine the relevant TSLRIC cost components and the
associated amounts. The cost data need not reflect separate
estimates for residential and business and shall include weighted
average total costs for each component. To the extent that TSLRIC
is unavailable or that a proxy is used, this shall be stated
clearly and the method used explained. These cost studies shall
conform to the information requirements set forth in Rule 25-4.046,
Florida Administrative Code, and shall be submitted no later than
60 days from the issuance of this Order.

Also, we find that the following rates for United/Centel are
approved on an interim basis only:

2-W voice grade analog loop: $ 15.00
2-W analog line port: $ 7.00

For GTEFL and United/Centel, TSLRIC estimates, where provided
in accordance with our findings, shall be used to determine whether
an unbundled rate meets the statutory requirement. That is, no
permanent unbundled leoop rate shall be set below our best estimate
of TSLRIC, as determined by the evidence provided in this
proceeding. TSLRIC estimates shall be based on the provider's
current or prospective network facilities, as opposed to some
theoretically optimal network configuration, assuming no facilities
are in place.

Further, we find that ALECs shall be allowed to combine
unbundled loops and unbundled ports for GTEFL and United/Centel.

Finally, all tariffs required to be filed in this section
shall be filed no later than 30 days following the issuance of this
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Order. They shall become effective fifteen days following the date
that complete and correct tariffs are filed.

VII. O (0] G S

GTEFL and MFS-FL signed a partial co-carrier agreement which
pertained to this issue; however, GTEFL and MFS-FL were not able to
fully agree on this subject, so we did not approve it as a
stipulation. The agreement states that each party will use its
best efforts to address, within 60 days, certain operational issues
which remain to be resolved by GTEFL and MFS-FL. The only aspect
to which MFS-FL and GTEFL do not agree is the handling of further
operational disputes that may arise.

. Time Warner, MCImetro, and FCTA argue that United/Centel and

GTEFL should provide, on an automated basis, ordering, repair, and
testing and any other administrative systems needed wherever
possible. 1LDDS's position is that the requests and proposals
presented in this docket do not necessarily meet the needs of these
petitioners in the future nor may they meet the needs of future
competitors. AT&T supports MFS-FL's position which is described
below.

MFS-FL states that for it to efficiently offer service,
United/Centel and GTEFL should make the following terms and
conditions available for unbundled elements:

1) United/Centel and GTEFL should be required to apply all
transport-based and switched-based features, functions,
service attributes, grades-of-service, and installation
maintenance and repair intervals which apply to bundled
service to unbundled links.

2) United/Centel and GTEFL should permit any customer to
convert its bundled service to an unbundled service and
assign such service to MFS-FL, with no penalties,
rollover, termination or conversion charges to MFS-FL or
the customer.

3) United/Centel and GTEFL should bill all unbundled
facilities purchased by MFS-FL on a single consolidated
statement per wire center.

4) United/Centel and GTEFL should provide MFS-FL with an
appropriate on-line electronic file transfer arrangement
by which MFS-FL may place, verify, and receive
confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue
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and track trouble-ticket and repair requests associated
with unbundled elements.

United/Centel argues that it is not necessary for us to
address detailed operational issues at this time, and that it is
willing to work in good faith with MFS-FL to address the
operational concerns. United/Centel states that since it will be
difficult to predict the areas in which we will be called upon to
arbitrate operational disputes between United/Centel and ALECs, it
is premature to decide detailed operational issues at this time.
Instead, United/Centel asserts that detailed operational issues are
best left to the parties, with resolution by the Commission on a
case-by-case bhasis.

United/Centel disagrees with MFS-FL that United/Centel should
permit any customer to convert its bundled service to an unbundled
service and assign such service to MFS-FL, with no penalties,
rollover, termination or conversion charges to MFS-FL or the
customer. United/Centel states that there are nonrecurring costs
involved in making the changes necessary in the network and the
records to change an end user's service, and that United/Centel
should be allowed to recover direct costs from direct cost causers,
including MFS-FL. United/Centel proposes that it use its existing
nonrecurring charges associated with residence or business service
as an alternative to the nonrecurring charges that are in the
special access tariff until such time as it is able to develop
nonrecurring charges that are appropriate for unbundled loops.

United/Centel also disagrees with MFS-FL with respect to the
mechanized arrangement by which MFS-FL may place, verify, and
receive confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue
and track trouble-ticket and repair requests associated with .
unbundled elements. United/Centel states that it should not be
required to develop new systems simply to allow electronic
interconnection in the manner desired by each ALEC. However,
United/Centel states that if the existing systems can be used to
effect such transfer of information or if minor modifications can
be made to the existing systems, then it would be willing to
negotiate such transfers with MFS~FL.

GTEFL argues that any applicable termination charges, as
specified in its existing tariffs, would apply when any customer
converts its bundled service to an unbundled service and assigns
such service to MFS-FL. Further, GTEFL states that it cannot agree
to do all of the work to discontinue billing GTEFL's customer and
institute billing to MFS-FL at no charge. GTEFL states that it is
patently unfair to force it to bear the costs of these changes
simply to hold down MFS-FL's cost of entry. The interests of all
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carriers, both incumbents and new entrants, must be balanced if
open and effective competition is to develop. In addition, GTEFL
asserts that if GTEFL has a customer on some type of contract
arrangement with termination 1liability, then those termination
liability charges should apply when the customer terminates early.

GTEFL does not disagree that some type of on-line electronic
file transfer system by which ALECs may place, verify, and receive
confirmation on orders for unbundled elements, and issue and track
trouble-ticket and repair requests associated with unbundled
elements should be developed. In addition, GTEFL asserts that
developing such a system is in its interest and has agreed to work
with the industry in developing a standard system.

MFS-FL agrees that GTEFL should not have many different
systems and that they should attempt to have one for GTE
nationwide. In addition, MFS-FL states that with regard to rolling
over service, there are additional costs associated with the
conversion, and MFS-FL would pay for the jumper cable on the main
distribution frame and the service order charge in order to
convert.

We understand that there are many operational issues that will
arise as the ALECs begin to provide service. The following
operational arrangements should help to minimize problems between
the ALECs and LECs in a competitive market.

We agree with MFS-FL that United/Centel and GTEFL should be
required to apply all transport-based and switched-based features,
functions, service attributes, grades-of-service, and installation
maintenance and repair intervals which apply to bundled service to
unbundled links because the change in service providers should be
transparent to the end-user.

However, we do not believe that MFS-FL's request for rolling
over service should be at no charge to the ALEC. Witnesses for
GTEFL and United/Centel stated that there are specific nonrecurring
charges that are necessary to cover the costs of converting service
to the ALECs. Even MFS-FL agreed that there are costs and that the
ALECs should pay for these nonrecurring costs of conversion.
Further, GTEFL points out that there may be situations in which the
LEC customer is under a contract and termination liability charges
would apply if the contract is terminated early. Therefore, we
find that MFS-FL's request that United/Centel and GTEFL should
permit any customer to convert its bundled service to an unbundled
service and assign such service to MFS-FL, with no penalties,
rollover, termination or conversion charges to MFS-FL or the
customer is denied.
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We also find that the appropriate nonrecurring charges for
conversion of bundled loops to unbundled loops shall apply and that
the termination 1liability charges for early termination of
contracts shall also apply. Termination liability charges shall be
pursuant to existing tariffs for +the specific service.
Nonrecurring charges for the conversion of bundled loops to
unbundled loops shall be based on their costs. However,
United/Centel stated that it has not developed nonrecurring
conversion charges. Therefore, in the interim, United/Centel shall
use its currently tariffed nonrecurring charges associated with
residence and business service for the conversion of bundled loops
to unbundled loops. United/Centel shall submit cost studies which
reflect the nonrecurring costs of converting bundled service of the
LEC to unbundled service for the ALEC. United/Centel shall file
these cost studies and proposed terms, conditions, and rates for
conversion within 60 days from the issuance of this Order.

We find that MFS-FL's request that United/Centel and GTEFL
bill all unbundled facilities purchased by MFS-FL on a single
consolidated statement per wire center is denied because there is
insufficient support for this request. However, we believe that
some type of billing arrangement should be negotiated between the
LECs and ALECs for the ordering of unbundled elements. Therefore,
we require United/Centel and MFS-FL to develop a billing
arrangement to be filed with the Commission within 60 days of the
issuance of this Order.

We believe that the mechanized intercompany operational
procedures supported by the ALECs are appropriate, since similar
procedures are currently used today between LECs and IXCs. In
addition, mechanized procedures will be the most efficient means
for both LECs and ALECs to operate together in the same markets.
However, the parties need to work together to determine how much
these interfaces will cost, how long they will take to develop, and
who should pay for them. Such mechanized systems should conform to
industry standards, so that they will function for all
interconnecting companies. Therefore, we find that mechanized
intercompany operational prccedures, similar to the ones between
IXCs and LECs today, shall be jointly developed by MFS-FL and
United/Centel and shall conform to national industry standards that
are currently being developed.

We believe that for the future, parties should attempt to
resolve operational problems that arise. If the parties cannot
reach a resolution, they can request resolution of the problem with
the Commission by filing a petition or motion.
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We also find that GTEFL and MFS-FL shall continue to negotiate
as outlined in their partial co-carrier agreement. If an agreement
is reached on these operational issues, it shall be filed with this
Commission before it becomes effective. If no agreement is reached
within 60 days of the issuance of this Order, then GTEFL shall
adhere to the same operational arrangements that are ordered for
United/Centel.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that each and
all of the specific findings herein are approved in every respect.
It is further

ORDERED that the stipulation attached to this Order as
Attachment A and reached between MFS-FL and GTEFL 1is hereby
approved and by reference incorporated herein. It is further

ORDERED that any intervenor ALEC who fully participates in
this proceeding is bound by the resolution of the issues. Such
ALEC is still free to negotiate its own rates. To the extent
negotiations fail, the affected ALEC may petition the Commission to
set unbundling rates. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall offer the following elements
on an unbundled basis: 1) 2-wire and 4-wire analog voice grade
loops; 2) 2-wire ISDN digital grade loop; 3) 4-wire DS-1 digital
grade loop; 4) 2-wire and 4-wire analog line ports; 5) 2-wire ISDN
digital line port; 6) 2-wire analog DID trunk port; 7) 4-wire DS-1
digital DID trunk port; and 8) 4-wire ISDN DS-1 digital trunk port.
It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall allow ALECs to collocate loop
concentration equipment as set forth in the body of this Order. It
is further

ORDERED that all parties shall be required to adhere to
industry standards for the provision and operation of each
unbundled element as outlined in the body of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that GTEFL's rates for unbundled 1loops shall
approximate TSLRIC. Unbundled ports may be set at reasonable
market prices. The monthly recurring rates for the unbundled
elements for GTEFL shall be set as set forth in the body of this
Order. It is further
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ORDERED that GTEFL shall either refile its cost information or
explain why its proposed rate (current Special Access DS-1 rate) is
below its cost estimate, and why the TSLRIC is higher than
currently tariffed rates for the equivalent service in GTEFL's
Special Access, Private Line, and Local Transport tariffs. This
information shall be filed no later than 60 days following the
issuance of this Order. It is further

ORDERED that United/Centel shall refile its cost studies
providing estimates of TSLRIC for all elements as approved in
Section IV of this Order. United/Centel shall organize the cost
studies so that we can determine the relevant TSLRIC cost
components and the associated amounts. The cost data need not
reflect separate estimates for residential and business and shall
include weighted average total costs for each component. To the
extent that TSLRIC is unavailable or that a proxy is used, this
shall be stated clearly and the method used explained. These cost
studies shall conform to the information requirements set forth in
Rule 25-4.046, Florida Administrative Code, and shall be submitted
no later than 60 days from the issuance of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that the following rates for United/Centel are
approved on an interim basis only:

2-W voice grade analog loop: $ 15.00
2-W analog line port: $ 7.00

It is further

ORDERED that for GTEFL and United/Centel, TSLRIC estimates,
where provided in accordance with our findings, shall be used to
determine whether an unbundled rate meets the statutory
requirement. That is, no permanent unbundled loop rate shall be
set below our best estimate of TSLRIC, as determined by the
evidence provided in this proceeding. TSLRIC estimates shall be
based on the provider's current or prospective network facilities,
as opposed to some theoretically optimal network configuration,
assuming no facilities are in place. It is further

ORDERED that ALECs shall be allowed to combine unbundled loops
and unbundled ports for GTEFL and United/Centel. It is further

ORDERED that all tariffs required to be filed in Section VI of
this Order shall be filed no later than 30 days following the
issuance of this Order. They shall become effective fifteen days
following the date that complete and correct tariffs are filed. It
is further
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ORDERED that GTEFL and MFS-FL shall continue to negotiate
operational issues as outlined in their partial co-carrier
agreement. If an agreement is reached on these operational issues,
it should be filed with the Commission before it becomes effective.
If an agreement is not reached within 60 days of the issuance of
this Order, then GTEFL and MFS-FL shall adhere to the same
operational arrangements that are ordered for United/Centel. It is
further

ORDERED that regarding operational issues, United/Centel shall
apply all transport-based and switched-based features, functions,
service attributes, grades-of-service, installation, maintenance,
and repair intervals which apply to bundled service to unbundled
loops. It is further

ORDERED that the appropriate termination liability charges for
early termination of contracts shall apply. Termination liability
charges shall be pursuant to existing tariffs for the specific
service. In addition, nonrecurring charges for conversion of
bundled loops to unbundled loops shall apply. Nonrecurring charges
for the conversion of bundled loops to unbundled loops shall be
based on their costs. In the interim, United/Centel shall use its
currently tariffed nonrecurring charges associated with residence
and business service for the c¢onversion of bundled 1loops to
unbundled loops. United/Centel shall submit cost studies which
reflect the nonrecurring costs of converting bundled service of the
LEC to unbundled service for the ALEC. United/Centel shall file
these cost studies and proposed terms, conditions, and rates no
later than 60 days following the issuance of this Order. It is
further

ORDERED that United/Centel and MFS-FL shall develop a billing
arrangement for unbundled elements ordered between the companies to
be filed with this Commission within 60 days from the issuance of
this Order. 1It is further

ORDERED that mechanized intercompany operational procedures
shall be jointly developed by MFS-FL and United/Centel and shall
conform to national industry standards which are currently being
developed. It is further

ORDERED further operational disputes that may arise that MFS-
FL and United/Centel are unable to resolve through negotiations

shall be handled by filing a petition or motion with this
Commission. It is further

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open.

1594



ORDER NO. PSC-596-0811-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP
PAGE 34

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 24th
day of June, 1996.

BLANCA S. BAY(O, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

{ SEAL)

DLC/SKE

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL 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 Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought. .

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director,
Divigion of Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This
filing must be completed within thirty (30} days after the issuance
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in
Rule 9.900 (a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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WFR/GTE
PARTIAL ALORIDA CO-CARRIER AGREEMENT EXHIBIT TD-9

Pursuart nﬁmmmsmdmmc'm-;
and GTE Rorida incorporatad {("GTE") {collectively, *the Parties”] will axtend oertain

mmmmm.ummhmfmnhmhﬁm.
reguistory, or other public forum. :

.. BECITALS A PRINCIMLES

WHEREAS, universal connectivity between common carmiers is the defining
Wdhmmwmmﬂinmidnlm
carmiers perticipats; and

mems.mwmmmofm-ﬁmw:o
mwm.:mwmtomu.mmummummﬂy
diminished; and

WHEREAS, in the service of maximum imaer-opersbility, the Perties should be
n&moﬂm.w.wrMummNmed«ﬁnd
and standardized points of mutuslly sgreed interconnection; and

WHEREAS, GTE Florids incorporsted is & loca! sachange telecommunications
company (LEC) ss dafined by Section 384.02(8) of the Florids Statutes. Metopolitan
Fiber Systerns of Florids, e, (MFS! & an altermnative local exchange
talecommumications company (ALEC) as defined by Section 384.02(1); and

WHEREAS, Section 364.18, Florida Statutes, raquires, among other things, GTE
Mswm@mw.wwmmmfﬂﬁu
mmymmotmwmmmmmw
ilarconnection 8t hon-discrimingtory prices, tetes, tarme, snd conditions established
wmwmmfmhmsu.tn.mmu

WHEREAS, Section 384,181, Floride Stanustes, requires sach LEC, upon request,
to unbundie sach of its network festures, functions and capabilities, including sccess
uwm.wmﬁnmhnm.ndoﬂuumbmm
talecommunications provider wmf-m.mmmwﬁum
ressle 10 the axtent technically and sconomically fassible and at prices that srs not
beiow cost: and

WHEREAS, Sections 384.18 and 364.161 aiso requires LECs and ALECs to
sttempt to negotists satisfactory rates, larms and conditions for interconnection and
unbundiing. M such negotistions fall, sither party has the right to fiie a petition with

2/19/98
Page 1
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the Florids Public Service Commission to sstablish such retes, terms and conditions
and

WHEREAS, on January 24, 1998, MFS filed petitions befors the Comemnission
n Dockst Nos. 950984 and 950985 mking the Commission to sstablish ratss, tarms
wmmmmuwdmmmm.am
and festures to MFS; and

WHEREAS, GTE Forids and MFS, in an sffort 10 avoid the uncertainties and
axpense of ktigation befors the Commission and appsais bafors the courts, desire to
amer the following agreemant which will serve as 8 partial ssttiament of Docket Nos.
850984 andd 950985 notad above; snd

WHEREAS, GTE Forida and MFS acknowisdge and understand that this
wumummmmmmdmmnwmhnmumm
of Rorida and is & result of compromise and nagotistion. The partiss further
acknowiedge that none of the provisions set forth harein shak be proffered by sither
GTE Rorids or MFS or any of their atfikstes in this or any other jurisdiction as svidence
of any concession ofr as & waiver of any position or for any othet purposs.

NOW, THEREFORE, in conaiderstion of the mutua! provisions contained harein
and other good and valuable consideration, the recsipt and sufficiency of which are
hereby acknowledged, MFS and GTE hersby covenant and sgree as follows:

A.  "Automstic Number identification” or “ANI" refers to the number
transmitted through the network identifying the calling party.

8. *Cantrsl Dffics Switch®, *Cantral Offics” or “CO" mesns 8 switching
ertity within the public switched tslscommunications network, including
but not Emited to:

"End Office Swihches®” which are Class § switchas from which end
user Exchangs Services are directly connected and offared.

"Tandem Office Switches"™ which are Class 4 switches which ars
used 10 connect and switch trunk circuits between and among
Cemral Offica Switches.

Central Offics Switchas may bs wmployed ss combination End
Otfica/Tandem Office switches (combinstion Cless 6/Class 4}
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first cammier for the primary purposs of intsrconnecting the first carrier's
facilities to the facilities of the second carmier.

E. *Commission” masns the Flonida Public Service Commission (PSC).

F. *Commen Channe! Signaling® or “CCS® means a mathod of digitalty
vansmitting cofl set-up and network control deta ovar » specisl network
fully ssparste from the public switchad network that camias the actusl
call.

G. *DID* means direct inward dialing.
H. *DS-1° is a digital signai rate of 1.544 Mbps (Mega Bit Per Second).
L *DS-3" is a digital signal rate of 44.736 Mbps.

o *DSX panal” is a cross-connect bay/pansl usad for the termination of
equipment and facilitias opersting at digital retes.

K. “Eiectronic Flils Transfer” refers 10 any system/procass which utifizes an
slectronic format and protocol to send/recelve dats flies.

L *Exchangs Message Racord® or *EMR® s the standard used for exchangs
of tslscommunications message information among Local Exchange
EMR {ormat B containad in BR-010-200-010 CAYS Exchenge Message
Record, 3 Belicore document which dafines industry standards for
exchangs messege records.

2/19/96
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'&dﬂ%'wwdbﬁcwhm.umm
moﬂuubcdmmm-ﬂmm.w.;
connection 1o, and 3 unigus talaphone number address on, the public
mmmammmum
bﬂnunﬁneﬁwdoﬂwmu\ﬂﬁuﬂem
talecommunications network.

'MWM'U'NP’thmmwof
Local Telephone Number Portability ("LYNP®] capsblities, from a2
CUKtOMar Mmmmdcﬂw&m.mdmmnwﬁm
Wmhmdmﬁan,mmcmofuiﬁmw
availadie call routing. forwarding, and addressing capabilities.

*ISON" means \magrated Services Digital Network. & switched network
mmwmmtmwmmmmdmmm
tranamission of voice snd deta. Basic Rate intarfece-1SDN (BRI-ISDN)
ptuvidﬂiuﬁgﬂdtnniﬂbnoimuthumm-ﬁm
18 Kbpe deta channel (28 + D). Primary Rata inter{ace-ISON (PRIISDN)
provides for digitsl ranamission of twanty-three (23} 64 Kbps beerer
channels and one 18 Kbps dsts channe! {23 B+ D).

'm%’mum“ommmﬁmmt_bnn
mrmwmﬁ-Mulbedhwlem
tranamission ant sighaling festres appropriats for a connaction between
an ond offics and an ordinery telephone station est.

*Link Elamenm” or "Link" is 8 componant of an Exchange Service: for
mdmmmm'mw'hmum
mwm«umummmmmm
from a Main Distribution Frame, DSX-panal, or functionally comparable
mofwhmmwomumw.nomma
connector biock in/at & customer's premises. Traditionally, inks wers
mﬁﬁuﬁuz-mutmwmwmhmmﬂoﬁu
distribution freme to the cumomer piemiss, however, 8 fink may be

271008
Page 4
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provided via other medis, including radio frequencies, as 8 channel on »
WMfﬂMfﬂmehmhm

*2-wire analog voice grade links” wil mpport ansiog transmission
of 300-3000 Hz, repaat loop start or ground start seizure and
disconnect in one direction (toward the end offios switch), and
repest ringing in the other direction {toward the snd user). This
Bnk is commoniy usad for local dial tone service.

*2-wire ISDN digital grade links” will support digital transmiéssion
of two 84 Kbps bearer chanrwis and one 18 Kbps data channel.
This is a 28+ D basic rate imerface imegrated Services Dighal
Network {BR-HISDN) typs of ioop which wit! mest national ISDN
stancards.

*4-wite DS-1 digitsl grade links® will support hil duplex
transmission of isochronous sarisl dats st 1.544 Mbps. This T-
1/DS-1 type of loop provides the squivalent of 24 voice grade/DSO
channels.

7. "Local Exchangs Carvier” or "LEC” means any company certified by the
Commission to provide local sxchange welscommunications servics. This
includes the Parties to this agresment.

U. *Locs! Telephons Numbar Portabliity” ar "LTNP® maans the tachnical
ability t0 enable an and user customer 1o utilize it telephone rumber in
conjunction with any sxchangs service provided by sny Local Exchange
customar’s telaphons rusnbaer(s) is sssocisted, regardiess of whether the
m-mwwmuummmm

V. "Main Distribution Fearne® or "MDF” is the primary point st which outside
plent facilties tarminsts within a wire cantar, for intarconnaction to ather
telscommunications faclities within the wire canter.

W. “Moest-Foimt Blling” or “MPS* refers to an sstangamaent whersby two
LECs jointly provide the transport slement of & switched accass service
to one of the LEC's end offics switches, with sach LEC receiving an
appropriats share of the Tansport Mlament revenues as defined by their
sffective access tariffs.

210798
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AA,

*MECAB" refers 1o the Mudtiple Exchange Carrier Access Riling (MECAB)
dooumen preparsd by the Billing Committas of the Ordering and Siliing
Forum (OBF), which functions under the auapices of the Carriar Lisison
Comwmittes ICLC) of the Alisnce for Talscommunications Industry
Solutions (ATIS). The MECABR m published by Balicors ss
Specisl Report SR-BDS-000983, containe the recommendad guidelines
for the bRling of an access sarvics provided by twe of more LECa, or by
one LEC in two or more states within & single LATA.

*MECOD" refers to the Muitipie Exchange Carriers Ordering and Design
IMECOD) Guidelines for Access Services - indstry Support interfece, &
documam devsioped by the Drdering/Provisioning Committss under the
suspices of the Ordaring snd Biling Forum (OBF), which functions under
the suspices of the Carier Lisison Committes {CLL) of the Alance for
Telecornmunications industry Solutions (ATIS). The MECOD documem,
publishad by Bellcors as Special Report BR 575002843, establish
mathods for procesaing orders for access sarvice which is to be provided
by two or more LECs.

“Mid-Fiber Meet” is an intarconnection architacture method whersby two
camiars meet st 8 fiber splice in 8 junction box.

"NANP" measns the "North American Numbering Plan®, the systam of
telephens numbering amployed in the United States, Canads, and the
Catibbean countriss which empioy NPA 808.

*"Numbaring Plan Ares” or “NPA" is also sometimas referred to as sn area
code. This is the three digh indicator which is defined by the "A°, °B",
and "C* digits of sach 10-cigh talaphons numbet within the North
American Numbering Plan ("NANP"). Each NPA contains BOO possibie
NXX Codes. There are two genarsl catagories of NPA, "Geographic
NPAs" and "Non-Geographic NPA3®. A “Geographic NPA® is associsted
with a defined geographic arsa, and all tslaphons humbaers bearing such
NPA are associsted with services provided within that geographic ares.
A "Non-Geographic NPA®, alsc known as a "Service Access Code” or
*SAC Code® is typically sssocisted with » speciaiizad talecommunicgtions
secvice wiuch may be provided scross multiple geographic NPA aress;
800, 500, 700, snd 888 are axamples of Non-Geographic NPAS.

*NXX*, "NXX Code*. “Cantral Office Code” or *CO Coda® is thw three
mswm-mwmmwmnmwu'o' *E*, and “F*
dights of » 10-digh telaphone number within the North Amarican
Numbeiing Plan ("NANP®). Each NXX Code contsine 10,000 stetion

219/98
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GG.

mumbers. Historically, entire NXX code blocks have been sssigned to
apecific individual local sxchange end offics switches.

*On-i.ine Transter® mesns the transferring of sn incoming call to another
telaphone number without the call being disconnected.

*Permanent Number Portabliity” or “PNP” mesns tha use of » database
solution to provide fully transparart LYNP for s customers and of
providers withowt limitstion.

*Plain Oid Taisphans Setvice Treffic“or “POTS traffic.” The parties sgree
that this inciudes locs! raffic as defined in GTE's tariff and disagres as
to whether this includes non-local iMtralATA tofl traffic axchanged
between the parties respective axchange CUStOMErs.

*Port Elemem" or "Port” is a componant of an Exchange Service; for
purposas of general illustration, the "Port® is a ine card and associsted
peripharal equipment on an GTE end offics switch which serves ss the
hardware termination for the customer’'s sxchange Service on that switch
and generates dial 1ohe end provides the customar a pathway into the
public switched tsiecommunications network. Each Port is typicslly
sssocisted with one (or mors] telephons number(s) which sarves as the
customer's network addrass. Port catsgories inchude:

*2-wirs snaiog line port” is 8 ine side Switch connaction empioyad
to provide basic residentisl snd business type Exchange Services.

*2-wira I1SDN digital line port® is s Basic Rste Interface (BRI) Rne
side awitch connection employsd to provide ISDN Exchange
Services.

*2-wire analog DID trunk port® is & direct inward disling (DID)
trunk side switch connection smpioyed 1o provide incoming trunk
type Exchange Servicas.

*&-wire DS-1 digital DID tunk port® is & direct inward dialing (DID)
trunk side switch connection smpioysd 1o provide the sguivalent
of 24 analog incoming trunk type Exchange Servioss,

*&-wire ISON dightal DS-1 trunk port® ia » Primary Rats imterface
(PRN vunk side switch connection employed to provide the tSON
Exchangs Servioss.

219/96
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*Rating Point®, sometimes aiso referred to s *Routing Poimt” means »
focation which s LEC has designated on its own natwork as the homing
{routing) poim for traffic inbound to Exchange Servicas provided by the
LEC which bear a certain NPA-NXX designation. Pursuam to Belicore
Practice BA 795-100-100, the Rating Poimt may be sn “End Office”
tocation, or 8 "LEC Consortium Poimt of interconnection®. Pursuant to
that sams Belicors Practice, exmmgies of the (stter shall bs designated by
& common langusge focstion identifier {CLLT) code with (XD in positions
9. 10. 11, whers (x) may bs any alphsnumaeric A-Z or 0-5. The Rating
Pohﬂﬂouﬁm?dmaudmboﬂnsm-ﬁnmunwm.mt
must it be located within the Rate Center Ares.

’Mumdc*'nfmwanmhwﬁehcﬁnmndmm
m%mmewmwwmdm.

*Service Control Point” or "SCP” is the node in the signaling network to
which informational requests for servics handiing, such s routing, are
directad and procesaad. The SCP ia » resl time database system that,
based on 8 guery from the SSP, parforme subscriber o application-
w&mm.umwmnankumssrm
how to continus call procsesing.

*Signat Transter Point® or “STP® performs & packet switching function
mewmm.schnmmw
order 1o 98t up cafls and 1o Query databeses for advancad services.

*Synchronous Optical Network®™ or “SONET™ means
mmwwxommmmmwcs.

“Switched Access Servica™ means the offering of faciities for the
mdmmmummmmnmsam»um

2/10/98
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Exchange Services offsred in a given ares. Switched Access Services
include: Festure Group A, Festurs Group B, Festurs Group D, BO0
acotes, and 900 access.

*Trunk Side” refers © » cantral offica switch connection that is capable
of, and has been programmed to trest the Circult a8, connecting to
another switching entity, for exampie a privats branch exchange (*PEX“|
or another central office switoh. Trunk side connections offer thoes
tranamission and signeling festures approprista for the connection of
switching entities, and can not be used for the dirsct connection of
*Wirs Cantar” meens » building or space within s buliding which serves
a8 oh agQrepation poiTt on & given Larrier's hetwork, whers transmission
facilities and circuits are connectad or switched.

M. NETWOBRK INTERCONNECTION ARCHITECTURE

The Parties shall interconnect theit networks as necessary to effect the Co-
Carrist Arrangemaents idertified in Parts V., V1, VIi., and IX., s defined below:

A

In sach LATA identifiad below, the comeapandingly identifisd wire center
shall serve a3 tha initial Designatad Network interconnection Point (*D-
NIP*) ot which point MFS and GTE will interconnact their respective
networks for inter-operability within that LATA.

—_LATA —_— P
Tampa Tampa Main SWC (GTE)
(MFS connects to GTE)
Tamps Tampa Downtown Node (MFS)
{GTE connects to MFS)

initially. MFS sgrees to connect to GTE st GTE's Tempa Main Serving
Wirs Canter (810 Morgan) and GTE agress to reciprocally connect to
MFS st MFS’' Turnps downmtown Nods faciiity (Banett Bank Buliding) .
Whars MFS and GTE interconnect st a D-NIP, the parties may mistualty
agres to other avangements including, but not mited to any of the
following intsrconnaction mathods:

1. a mid-Ther meet mt the D-NIP, or in » manhole or other approprists
ACHON POINt Nelr 10 or just outside the D-NIP;

2/19/98
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2. » dightsl crom-connection hand-off, DSX panel w DEX panel, ‘
whaers both MES and GTE maintain such facliities at the D-NIP;

3. 8 co-location faciity maintsined by MFS, or by a Srd-party with
whom MFS has contracted for such purposes, it an GTE wire
semter, whers such wire canter has bean designated as the D-NIP,
or )

4. 8 co-location facility maintained by GTE, or by s Jrd-party with
whom GTE has contractad for such purposss, st sn MFE wire
oartter, where such wirs carmter has been designated as the D-NIP.

in sxtending network interconnection faciiities to the D-NIP, MFS shall
heve the right to extend its own facEities of to leass dark fiber faciiities
(if avallable] or dighai ransport facilities from GTE or from any 3rd-party,
subject to the following terms:

1. Such leased facilitiss shalt extend from sny point designated by
MFS on s own network (inchuding 8 oo-ocation facility
maintained by MFS st sn GTE wire center} to the D-NIP or
associated manhole of Othet appropriste junction point.

2. Where MFS leases such facilitiss from GTE, MFS shall have the
right 10 issse under non-discriminatory tarifl or contract terms
from GTE.

Upon reasonable notics end ¥ agreed to by GTE, MFS and GTE may
change from one of the imarconnection methods spadified sbove, to one
of the other methods specified TEVE, With no penalty. conversion, of
rollover charges.

V. NUMBER RESOURCE ARRANGEMENTE

Nommﬁﬁwmdﬂhmwbmymmhﬁm
otherwise adversely impact any MFS' right to amploy or to request and
thWWmMM.MMWm.
cantral office (NXX) codes pursuant to the Centrsl Office Code
Assighment Guidelines'. :

Aa contamplated by the Central Office Code Assigryment Guidelines, MFS
wlduﬁMwiﬂhﬁnWWAwid\Mid\uehdmm

Last pubdishad by the industry Numbering Committes (“INC*) as INC §5-0407-008,

Reviaion 4/7/95, tormeny ICCF $3-0728-010.
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NXOX codes is associstad, & Rats Cantar area within which it intands to
offer Exchange Services bearing that NPA-NXX designstion, snd » Rats
Certer point to sarve s the measursment point fir distance-sensitive
traffic w/irom the Exchange Services beering that NPA-NDOX desigretion.

MFS will aiso desigrets & Rating Point for sach sssigned NXX code. MFS
may designate one location within sach Rete Cantat s the Rating Point
for the NPA-NDOG sssocisted with that Aats Canter; altamatively, MFS
may designats a singls iocation within ons Rats Camaer to serve as the
Reting Point for all the NPA-NXXs sssocimed with that Rats Camter anc!
with one or more other Rets Carttars served by MFS within the same
LATA.

Unti! such time MFS recaives specific psrmission from the Commission
to vary its rats cemars trom GTE s rate contars, MFS will agres to deploy
& minimum of ona NXX pec estabished GTE rete cemar srea.

To the extent GTE sarves as Centrai Office Code Administrator for a
given region, GTE will support st MFS requests ralsted to central offics
{NXX) cods sdministration and assignments in an sffective and timely
manner.

The Perties witl! comply with code sdministstion requiraments as
prescribed by tha Federsl Communications Commussion, the Commission,
and sccoepted industry guidelines.,

% shall be the responaiblity of sach Party 10 program and update its own
switches and network systams to racognize and routs traffic to other
Panty's assigned NXX codes st afl times. Neither Party shall imposs any
foss o charges whatsosvar on the othar Party for such activites.

MEET-POWNT BRLING ARRANGEMENTS

MFS may establish mest-point billing arrangements with GTE in
orde: to provide Switched Accass Services to third parties via an
GTE scceas tandem switch, in sccordance with the Mest-Poim
Giing guidefines adoptad by and containad in the Ordering and
Billing Forum's MECAB and MECOD docurnants, exospt &s
herein.

%

2. Except in instances of capacity imitstions, GTE shall parmit end
snabla MFS to sub-tend the GTE access tandem switch(es) nearest

2/19/9¢
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to the MFS Rating Point(s! associsted with the NPA-NXX(s)
toffrom which ths Switched Access Services sre homed. In
instances of capacity limitation st 8 given access tandemn switch,
MFS shall be allowad to mib-tend the naxt-nsarest GTE acosss
tandem switch in which sufficient capacity is svaliable.

3. Intarconnection for the Mest-point arrangement shall cocur ot the
GTE Tampa Main Serving Wire Cantar (SWC) D-NIP.

4. Common channal signalling ("CCS") shall be utliized in conjunction
with mest-point billing arangements to the sxtem such signaling
is rasidertt in the GTE access tandem switch.

5. MFS and GTE will uss their best ressonable sfforts, individually
and coliectively, to mairtain provisions in their respective federsl
and state access tariffs, and/or provisions within tha National
Exchange Carrier Associstion ("NECA®) Teriff No. 4, or any
successor taril!, sufficiamt to reflect this meet-point billing
arrangement, including maet-poirt bifing percentages.

8. As detailed in the MECAB document, MFS snd GTE will in a timely
fashion sxchange off infornation necessary to sccurately, reliably
and promptly bl third parties for Switched Access Services traffic
jointly handisd by MFS and GTE vis the meet-point arrangement.
information shall be axchanged in Electionic Message Record
(*EMR") format, on magnetic tape Or via & mutually acceptable
siactronic fils ransfer protocol.

7. MFS snd GTE shall work cooparatively 16 coordinats rendering of
mest-poim bills to customers, and shall reciprocally provide asch
othas, st no charge, the Usage Deta, sic.

B. Comosnaation

1.  initislly, biling 10 3rd-parties® for the Switched Access Services
jointly provided by MFS and GTE vie the mest-paim biling
srangement shall be according 1o the multiple-bitl/multiple-taritt
methed. :

2. Subsegquently for billing to 3rd-parties for the Switched Access
Services jointly provided by MFS and GTE via the meet-point
wrangemert, MFS and GTE may mutuslly agres 1o implement ane

2/19/98
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dhmw‘ single-bill/singie tarit! method, single-
bill/multiple-tartff method, muttiple-bill/single-tariff method, or
Wmﬂw Should MFS prafer to change
among these billing methods, MFS shall notity GTE of euch »
request in writing, 90-days in advance of the dats on which such

change shall be implemanted.

3. Switched Access charges to Jrd-partiss shall be ceicuisted utikzing
the retes specified in MFS's and GTE's respective federal and state
sccess twiffs, in conjunction with the approprists meet-point
billing factors specified for sach mast-point arengemaent either in
thoes tariffs or in the NECA No. 4 tariff.

4. MFS shall be entitied to the balance of the switched access charge
revenues masocisted with the jointly handled switched scoess
traffic, less the smount of trensport slemant charge revenues?® to
which GTE is entitted pursusnt to the above-referanced teriff

5. MPE will apply for all oaffic bearing the 800, BBE, or any othet
non-geogrephic NPA which may be likewiss designatad for such
traffic in the future, whers the reaponsibis party is an IXC. In
thoss situstions whaetrs tha responsible party for such usffic is a
LEC, full switched sccess iates will apply.

Vi.  BRECIPROCAL TRAFRC EXCHANGE ARRANGEMENT
A. Dsacrintion

The Partias shall reciprocally terminate POTS calis originsting on sach
others' networks, as follows:

1.  The Puarties shall make svalable to sach other the following treffic

mmmmmmmdmnm
st the respective D-NIPs

.. GTE shall make svallable to MFS, st thw GTE Tarnpe Main
SWC. tunks over whith MFS shall termingte to end users
of GTE-provided Exchange Services, POTS treffic ariginated
from sand usars of MFS-provided Exchange Services.

. Fon purposss of clarification, this doss not include the interconnection chargs, which
s 10 be remittad w the end offics provides, wisah in this case would bg WPS.

2/19/%¢
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b. MFS shal maks svallsble to GTE, st the MFS Tamps
downtown Node, trunks over which GTE shell terminats to
ond users ol MFS-provided Exchange Services, POTS teffic
originsted from end users of GTE-provided Exchange
Service. :

e. MFS and GTE shall, whers applicable, maks reciprocslly
svailable. by mutual agresmant, the regquired trunk groups
to handie differam traffic types. MFS and GTE agres to
work cocperstively 1o agree on nitwork trunking withn 80
days upon sxsoution of this agreament.

d. To the exterst Gifferarnt rutss ars sgresd upon of are ordered
by the Commiasion for iocal and non-ocal traffic, the parties
will provide sach other appropriate parcantages for the traffic
carmiad over the trunk groups.

2. Reciprocal Traffic Exchangs Arrangement trunk oconnections shall
be made at a D51 or multiples DS-1 level, DS-3, [SONET where
tachnically aveilable) and shall be jointly-enginesrad to an objective
.01 grade of sarvics.

3. MFS and GTE agres to use their bast collective sfforts to develop
snd agres on 3 Joint interconnection Grooming Plan presaribing
standards to ensurs that the Reciprocal Traffic Exchange
Ansngement trunk groups are maimtained st consistent P.01 or
better grades of service. Such plan shall also include mutually-
sgresd upon defsut stenderds for the configurstion of all
sepregstad trunk groups.

4. The Parties will provide Commen Channel Signaling (CCS) to one
another, whers and as svailable, In conjunction with all traffic
exchangs tnunk groups. The parties will coopersts on the
sxchangs of Transactional Capabilities Appficstion Part {TCAP)
messages 1o faclitats full inter-operablity of CCS-based festures
between theit respective networka, inchuding sl CLASS festures
and functions. All CCS signalling passmeters will bs provided
including stomatic number identification (AN1), originating line
information (OLD calling party estagory, charge number, ste. All
privecy indicstors will be honored. Network signaling infolrnstion
such as Carrier identification Parameter (CCS platform] end
CICIOZ2Z information (non-CCS envitonment) will be provided
wharever such information is nesded for call routing or billing. For
treffic for which CCS is not available, in-bent mult-frequency

21998
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OMF}, wink start, EAM chanrel-associstad signalling with ANI will
be forwarded.

5. mmmmmw CCS imerconnections
STP--8TP. Such STP nks shall be reciprocally provided.

B. Compsnsstion

MFS and GTE do not agres as 1o the compensation arangemaents for the
axchange ot POTS (local/treditionai toff} traffic. The parties agree that the
rates for reciprocal compansation will be in sccordance with any future
Commission decision of mutual agreement of the parties.

Vi. SHARED NETWORK MATFORM ARRANGEMENTS
A, 11581
1.  Dsacrigtion

a. MFS will interconnect trunk groups to the GTE 9-1-1/-8-1-
1 salective routarns/811 tandems which serve the aress in
which MFS provides axchange services, for the provision of
$-1-3/E9-1-1 setvices and for sccess 10 sl sub-tending
Public Safety Answering Points. GTE will provide MIFS with
the appropriste CLL! codes snd specifications of the tandem
SETVing area.

b. GTE and MFS will srrange for the automated input and dalty
updating of 9-1-1%£-9-1-1 detabass information reisted to
MFS and users. GTE will work coopuratively with MFS o
snsure the sccurecy of the data transfer by verifying it
against the Master Stest Addrass Ouide [MSAG).
Addivonally, GTE shall work with the county t provide
MFS the tan-digit POTS number of sach PSAP which subd-
tonds sach GTE selactive routar/®-1-1 tandem to which
MFS s interconnectad.

¢. GTE will uss Its best offorts to faciitate the prompe, robust,
refiable and sfficient intarconnection of MFS systams 1o the
$-1-1%-5-1-1 platforrm. )

2. Compsnastion

2/19/98
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For the provision of §11/ER1? services betwesn MFS and
GTE, the partiss will work cooperstively to address. any/alt
compenaation issuss within 80 deys upon sxscution of this
agresment. To the axtertt the parties are unable to agree
within 80 days, sither party may petition the Commission
10 spak raschstion. MFS will be required to connect trunks
to the §11/E911 tandemis).

Exchange of 8O0 Tiaific
1.  Description

mumwm!ﬂhgm“eu\dtbmmmm
V of this agresment spply for the axchange of 80O traffic.

2.  Compantaxtion

Applicabls Switched Access Mest-point biling rates shafl
apply for sll 800 calls per the terms and conditions contained in
section V of this sgresmant.

ind inn Servicas Bill { Collacs
1.  Desctution

8. MFS and GTE shal! work cooparatively to reach agreamant on al!
information services (s.9. $78, 8§74, N11, weather lines, sports
fines, publishex lines, otc.} issuss. The subsequernt informetion
sarvices agresment shall enable MFS end GTE to reciprocally
provids information sarvices, onginats end tarminats information
setvices calls between sach othes, bill and collect revenuess from
sach others snd users (including information Providers), and
rsasonably compenaats MFS and GTE.

Di Listi 4 Dk Distriant

MFS and GTE agres that an additional agreement will be required to
offectusts the twms of this section and
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The directory Estings snd distribution terms and rate specified in
this section shall spply to istings of MFS customar umbers falling
within NOOX codes directly sssigned to MFS, and to lstings of MFS
oustomer talaphone mumbers which ars retsined by MFS pursusm
® Local Telaphone Number Portablity Arrangesmenms described
below. mmdﬁ.ﬁmmmu_:w
additionsl sgresment with GTE’s Directory Publishing company.

& GTE will inciute MFS's customen’ telephors numbaers in off

which it provides those functions for its own customars’
talephons numbers.

b. Mrswmsﬁwmmﬁmmum
Mnuummhm@um-mm:ﬁ
GTE will provide MFS a magnetic tape Ot COMPAULEt
containing the proper format.

. MFS and GTE will accord MFS’ directory kisting information
© the same isvel of confidentiality which GTE accords it own

customerss under the same tanms thet GTE provides thess
dutabase maintenance, and basic "Whits* and “ysllow” page
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mwlhltmhs Owut-of-ares diractory delivery snd
snhanced lstings, i.e. bolding, indention, second listings,
oic., wi be par GTE's cusvently tariffed or non-tiecriminstely
wvallable contract rates.

E. Diractory Axaistance (DA)
1. Dascriotion
At MFS’ request, GTE will;

8. provide to MFS unbranded directory assistance sarvios MFS
which is comparable In svery way v the dinectory
sssistance sarvics GTE makes svailable to its own end
TS,

b. provide to MFS directory asaistancs service undar MFS’s
brand which is comparable in svery wey to the directory
assistance safvice GTE makas svallabis to its own endd
UBR's;

2. Whan gvalable, st MFS' request, GTE will:

.. provide to MIFS operstors or to sn MFS-designated operstor
burssu on-line access to GTE's dirsctory assistance
detabase, whars such access is identical to the typs of
sccess GTE's own directory sssistance operstors utilize in
order to provide directory assistance servicss to GTE end
users;

b. allow MFS or an MFS-designatsd operstor burasu to licenss
GTE's directory aseistance database for use in providing
compatitive (ireCiOory assistance sarvioes; and/or

e. in conjunction with VI.E.1.a. or VI.E.1.b., above, provite
eﬂuwmmcﬂmm
which s comparable in every weay to the directory
assistance call completion service GTE makes svallable
e own and users. Whan this functionality is avalable, OTE
will routs the cafls back to MFS for MFS to complets the
oustomer call.

3. Companastion

2/19/9¢
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GTE wil charge MFS itz wholsaaie IXCAEC rates for the following
functionality:

& $0.26 per unbranded directory sssistance intrestats cal
b.  $0.25 par branded directory asaistance intrastate call.
€ $0.28 par unbranded drectory assistance interstats cal.
d.  $0.28 per branded directory assistance interstats cak.
When availpble:

.. $0.0_ per use of cafler-optional directory sssistance call
completion. (Future)

1. $0.0__ per directory sasistance database query. (Future)

g $___ forlicensing of each ditectory sesistance databsse.
Funure)

F.  Yaliow Page Maintsnancs

GTE will work cooperstively with MFS to sneurs thst Yallow Pege
sivertisements purchased by customars who switoh their servios to MFS
{including customers utiizing MFS-asaigned taisphone numbers and MFS
oustomaers utilizing co-camer number forwarding) sre maintained without
imerruption. GTE will allow MFS customers to purchass new yellow
pages advertisemants without discrimingtion, st non-discriminatory retes,
terms ant conditions. GTE and MFS will work oooperstively to
irwestigate with GTE Dirsctory Publishing whether GTE would implemen
8 commiasion program whersby MFS may act as » sales, dilling and
collection agent for Yellow Pages advartisements purchased by MFS's
axchangs service SUSLOMErs.

G. Ymnsfer of Service Announcements

Whaen sn end user customer changss from GTE to MFS, or from MFS to
GTE. and doas not retain its original telephons munber, the party formerly
providing sarvice to the end user will provide a Cansfer of asrvice
announcemant on the abandoned talephons number upon request. This
announcamamt will provids details on the new number to bs disled o
reach this customer. Thase arrangemants wil be provided reciprocally

2/19/98
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based upon cusrent practice with GTE's customers to either the other
cTiar or the and user custome .

Coardingtad Ranair Calls

MFS snd GTE will employ the foliowing proosdures for handliing
misdirected repair ocalls: :

1. MFS and GTE will educate their respective customers as to the
correct talephons numbers to call in order to access their
respective repair buresus.

2. To the sxtart the comect provider can be detarminad, misdirectasd
repair calis will be referred to the proper provider of locsl axchange
sarvics in 3 courtsous manner, mt no chargs, and the end user will
ba provided the correct cortact telaphone number. Extransous
communications beyond the direct referral to the correct repair
talephons number are strictly prohiblted.

3. MFS and GTE will provide theit respective repail contact numbers
to one anothel on a reciprocal basis.

Busy Line Varificat { o ;
1. Descligtion

Each Purty shall establish procadures wharsby its operstor buresu
will coordinste with the operstor burssu of the other Party
operating in order 1o provide Busy Line Verification (*BLV") snd
Busy Line Verification and intarnupt ("BLVI”) services on calls
between their respective and users. BLV and BLV! inguiries
between operstor bursaus shall be routad over the appropriste
connactivity 1o facilitats this capabliity.

2. Lombansstion

Each Party shall compansats the other Party for BLY and BLV]
inquiries according to the following rates:

per_inouiry
v $0.65%
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"uvi $0.85
lnformation Pages
GTE wit includs in the "information Pages® or comparabls section of its
Whita Pages Dirsctories for arsas safved by MFS, listings provided by
MFS for MFS's installation, repeir and customer servics and other

Information. This term Mmay require an additional agresrnant with GTE
Oirectory Publishing.

Doarator Rafarence Detabasa (ORDR)

i avalable, GTE Wil work cooperstively with MFS to sssist MFS in
obtaining from the appropnats §11 government agencies monthly updstes
to the Operstor Reference Database (ORDEL. ¥ svallable, this will anable
MFS to promptly respond to emergency agenciss (i.s. fire, polics,
smergency madical technicians, ste), s a back-up to 811, during 8
catastrophic situstion.

V. UNBUNDLED EXCHANGE SERVICE ARRANGEMENTE

Dascrioti

GTE shall unbundis ail its Exchange Sarvices into thres separste
packsges: {1) ink siement; (2) port siemert; and (3] cross-connect
slemant. The following link and port categories shall be provided:

Link Categotias Bort Categorias

2/4-wire analog voice grade /& wirs analog line

2 wire 1SDN digitsl grade 2-wire ISDN digital line

4-wire DS-1 dighal grade 2-wire ansiog DID tunk
&-wire DS-1 digital DID trunk
&-wire ISDN DS-1 digital trunk

separgtely price and offer thase slaments such
will be able to lsasa and intarconnact to whichsver of thase

£
it
i
2

1. imterconnection shall be achisved vis co-ocstion armangemants
MFS shall maintain st the wirs center st which the unbundied
slements are resident.

2719098
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mnumwuumuumm

To the degree possible all tranaport-based festurss, functions,
sarvice muibutas, gradas-of-servics, install, maimanance and
repair imarvals which apply 1o the bundisd servios should apply to
unbundied links.

8. GTE will not monitor the unbundied loop for maintsnancs
purposss. MFS will be required to provision 8 loop tasting
device sither in Its centzal offics, Network Control Canter,
of in theit coliocation amangamaent to tast the unbundied
is identified by MFS,

To the degree possible all switch-based festurss, functions, service
sttributes, prades-of-service, and install, maintenance and repair
intervals which spply to the bundied service should mpply to
unbundied ports.

GTE and MFS will work cooperstively to sttampt to accommodsts
MFS’ requirerment for billing of alt unbundied facilities purchased
by MFS (sithar directly or by previous assignment by 8 customer]
on a singls consolidatad statament per wire cantar. GTE will work
toward billing ot & wire cantar level, however, in the initisl phases
of unbundiing, GTE’s billing wil be &t a state level, or st an
agoregats accourt level basad on GTE's bllling cyoles.

WMIGEMWMMUI‘DLB‘)‘M&

. Sas. Balcore TR-TEY-000000, Dighta intarface stwean the SLC-96 Digfel Losp Cavier
Systam and Local Dighal! Swich sne TR-TSY-OD0303, ntagrated Dighe! Loop Carmiar HDLC)
Asguirernents, Objectivas, and iverface.
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MFS and GTE do not agres as 10 compensation rates for Unbundied
Exchange Access Arrangements.

iIX. LOCAL YELEPHONE NUMBER PORTABNLITY ARRANGEMENTS
Deacsiot

GTE and MFS will provide interirn Number Portability {(INP) on a reciprocal
hasis between thair retworks to enable each of their snd user customers

firm Exchange Service and activetion of the second Exchange Servics.

1.

MFS and GTE wil provide reciprocal INP immedistaly upon
exsoution of this sgresmant vie cafl forwading. GTE and MFS will
migrats from WNP 0 a database-driven Permanamt Number
Portablity astangament &8 soon as practically posaible, without
imarruption of sarvice to their respective customers.

INP shall oparsts as follows:

8. A customer of Carrier A slects 1o become & customer of
Carrior 8. The customar siects to utilize the orging!

21996
Page 23
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(1] For the initis! implemaentstion of the portabllity of
I [ 4]

CWAWMMIM”“_W

snable MFS to rebl its newly scquired customers for those
functions. Also, GTE will axplors the possibliity of sub-
accoum detall for colect, calling card, and 3rd-number billed
calis, and the capability of having billing stataments
delivered in real time vis an agresd-upon Bectronic duts
transter, or vis dally of monthly magnetic taps.

Carriar A will updats s Line information Detabase (*LIDB")

Within twe (2] business days of recaiving notification from
the customer, Carrier B shal notify Cutier A of the
mstmmmmnM

further notify Carrier A as to the Customar’s instructions
regarding its talaphone numbertsl. Carrier A will cancal the
NP arrangaments for the customer's talephons numberts).
¥ the Customar has chosen to retain Its telephone
number(s! for uss in tonjunction with Exchangs Services
provided by Cumier A, Carmier A will simitaneously
traneition the numberis) 10 the customer’s preferred carrier.

2/10/98
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4. Per the Forida Public Service Corrwnission’s ordar in Docket No.
950737-TP, MFS and GTE may continue to develop Direct
inward Dialing-type number portabiilty arangemaents.

Docket No. $50737-TP or st MFS’ gption, other mutually agreed
upon ranes, except for msthorized coflect, calling card and 3rd-
numbar billed calls billsd 10 the retained numbers.

2. For o vatfic terminated betwean MFS and GTE to the party whose
customat ultimately receives the call, reciprocal compensstion
charges snd Switched Access charpas (pursuant to sach carrier’s
reapactive tariffsl, shall apply for POTS treffic and non-POTS
uaffic. For compensation purposss, 8 mutually sgreed surrogste
wil have to be deveioped as neither MFS nor GTE can clasaify this
watfic.

X. BESPONSIMLITIES OF THE PARTIES

GTE and MFS agree to trest sach other fairty, non-fscriminatorily, snd
squally for all itarns included in this agresmant, or relstsd to the support
of Rerms included in this agreement.

MFS and GTE wil work cooperatively to minimize fraud asaocisted with
3rd-number biled calls, caling card calla, or any other services relsted to
this sgresmant.

MFS and GTE agres 10 promptly sxchange all necassary records for the
proper bifing of ol tvrefhic.

For network expansion, MFS and GTE will review snginesring
roQuirements on » quartarty basis and sstablish forecasts for trunk
utitizstion. New tunk groups will be implemented as dictated by

27996
Page 25
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engineering requicements for both GTE and MFS. GTE and MFS a
required to provids sach other the proper call informstion (e.g., originatad
call party number and destination call party humber, CIC, OZZ, etc.) to
snable sach company to bRl in 8 complets and timely fashion.

sasocisted with the inftisl reconfiguration for wreffic exchenge, 9118911,
interin Number Portabidity, Meet-point Billling. Dirsctory Assistance,
Information Sarvicss, Common Channel Signafling, and BLY/BLV!
connactivity.

F. With respect to any oulstanding issuse sst forth in this agreament
equiring sn additional agisemant within 60 (sixty} days, sach party will
use its bast sfforts to address all such outstanding kems within that time
pariod. Failure to reach sgresment on thess sdditional issuss will not
sffect the enforceability of this sgresmant.

MFS and GTE agree to provide servics 10 aach other on the terms defined in this
sgreamant urti superseded by amended or additional mutually sgrsaable
srrangemats approved by the Cammission, whichever coours first. By mutual
agresment, MFS snd GTE may amend this agrsemant to extend the tarm of thia
agresmant. Also by mutial agreemant, GTE and MFS may jointly petition the
approprists reguistory bodies for parmission to have this agresmertt supersede
any future standarcized agreaments of rules such reguisors might adopt or
approve.

Xu. [NSTALLATION

: : GTE and MFS shall effectusts all the terms of this agresment within 90 deys
upon suacution of this agresment.

X, NETWORK MANTENANCE AND MANAGEMENT

MFS and GTE wil work cooperatively to install and maintain » refiable network.
MFS and GTE will exchange sppropriste information (a.g., Maintenance comact
numbars, natwork information, informgtion required to comply with tew
enforcament and othat security agencies of the Govemmaent, #me.) to schieve
this desired reliablity.

219188
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MFS and GTE will work cooperstively to spply sound network mansgement
principies by invoking network management controls to alievists or to prevent
ocongastion.

QPTION TO FLECY OTHER TEFMS

if, st any tima whils this agreement is in sffect, either of the parties to this
agresment provides arangements simiar to those described hersin to a third
perty opersting within the same LATAs (including associsted Extended Ares
Service Zones in adjacert LATAs) as for which this agresment applies, on terms
difterent frorn those svailable under this agreament (provided that the third party
is authorized to provide local sxchangs servicas), then the other party to this
sgreamenm may opt to adopt the ratss, tarms, and conditions offered to the third
party for its own reciprocal MTengements with the first perty. This option may
be exercised by defivering writtan notios to the first perty.

Unless mutually agresd otherwiss, neither MFS nor GTE shall impose
cancellation charges upon sach other for any beneficial network interconnaction
functions.

Neither party shall be reaponsible for delsys or fallures in performance resulting
form acts or occurtences beyond the ressonabls control of such Party,
regardiess of whather such delays or fallures in performence wers forsseen or
foreseaable as of the dats of this Agreement, inciuding, without imitstion: fre,
axpiosion, power fallure, acts of God, war, revolution, civil commation, or acts
of public enamiss; any law, ordet, reguigtion, ordinance or requirsment of sny
governynant or legal body; or lsbor urwest, including, without imitation, strikss,
siowdowns, pickating or boycotts; or delays cousad by the other Party of by
other servics of equIpMment vendors; or any other circumnstances beyond the
Party’s rexsonable coitrol. In such svant, the Party sffectsd shall, upon piving
promgt notios to the other Party, be excused form such performance on » dey-
t-dsy basis 10 the extant of such intarfersncs (snd the other Party shall ikewise
be excused from performance of Its obligations on 8 day-for-day basis 1o the
oxtert such Party’s obligstions relsted to the performance so interferad with).
The sffectad party shall use its best slforts o svoid or ramove the cause of non-
performance and both parties shall procesd 1o parform with dispetch once the
Couses are tamoved or coass.

e ——

2/19/8
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