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Michael W. Tye Suite 1400
Senior Attorney ""'—' AR 106 East Coliege Avenue
ﬂu-hl. Tallahassee, Florida 32301

904 425-8360

July 27, 1994 F"!-E CUPY

Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo, Director
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Re: Docket No. S23074:TR
Dear Mrs. Bayo:
Enclosed for filing in the above referenced docket are
an original and fifteen (15) copies of AT&T's Prehearing
Statement. Copies of the foregoing are being served on

all parties of record in accordance with the attached
Certificate of Service.

Yours truly,

ichael W. Tye
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In re: Expanded Interconnection
Phase II and Lecal Transport
Restructure
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ATET'S PREHEARING STATEMENT

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc.
(hereinafter “AT&T"), pursuant to Rule 25-22.038, Florida
Adniniltratigl Code, Order No. PSC-94-0076-PCO-TL issued on
January 21, 1994, Order No. P8C-94-0277-PCO-TL issued on
March 10, 1994, O!_.‘dﬂ.'_ No. PSC-94~-0777~-PCO-TP issued on June
23, 1994, and Orﬁ.r ﬁé. PSC-94-0830~-PCO~TP issued on July 7,
1994 by the Florida Public Service Commission (hereinafter
the "Commission”) in the above-referenced docket. hereby
submits its Prehearing Statement.

A. W¥itness
AT&T intends to sponsor the testimony of the following

witness:
1. Mike Guedel: Mr. Guedel is employed by ATAT as a
Manager in its Network Services Division. The purpose
of Mr. Guedel's Direct Testimony (filed on May 23,
1994) is to recommend that the Commission find that

expanded interconnection of AAVs to LEC facilities for
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switched access services is in the public interest, and
that the Commission take the necessary steps to
expedite the implementation of expanded interconnection
for switched access services. Mr. Guedel's direct
testimony further supports the restructure of Local
Transport (hereinafter "LT") Charges consistent with
the structure recently approved by the Federal
Communications Commission (hereinafter the "FCC".)

Mr. Guedel's ﬁihuttal Testimony (filed on June 27,
1994) rebuts the direct testimony of various other
parties to this proceeding with respect to the issues
regarding the restructure of LT charges.

Mr. Guedel's Supplemental Direct Testimony (filed
on July 15, 1994) presents AT&T's positions on expanded
interconnection in light of the U.S. Court of Appeals
decision vacating the FCC prescription for manadatory
physical collocation.

In addition to the foregoing witness, whose testimony has

been prefiled, AT&T reserves the right to present responsive

testimony, if necessary, in the event that there are matters

raised by the parties for the first time at the hearing.

B. Exhibits.
AT&T has prefiled the following exhibit which is

attached to Mr. Guedel's Direct Testimony:

Mike Guedel, Exhibit 1 - Interim Trancoort Rate
Structure



In the svent that there are matters raised by the
parties for the first time at the hearing, AT&T reserves the
right to submit responsive exhibits, if necessary.

C. BRasic Pesition.

AT&T submits that the Commission should find expanded
interconnection for switched access to be in the public
interest and should take the necessary steps to expedite its
implementation. Expanded interconnection is the next
logical step towards the introduction of competition into
one of the remaining monopoly preserves of the Local
Exchange Companies (hereinafter "LECs"™). Expanded
interconnection will facilitate competition in the market
for switched access services by allowing end user customers
greater oppottunity=to reach competing access suppliers,
thus bringing the benefits of competition to a larger number
of special access customers. Expanded interconnection
clearly serves the public interest, and its implementation
should be immediately ordered by the Commission.

AT&T further supports the restructure of LT Charges
consistent with the structure recently approved by the FCC.
Such restructure will more accurately reflect the underlying
costs associated with the provision of transport services.
Additionally, the restructure will facilitate the introduc-
tion of expanded interconnection services. Moreover, in

approving restructured LT Charges, the Commission should




seek to maintain revenue neutrality for the respective LECs

with respect to the provision

D. Xact Issues.
See Attachment 1 (ATET's

E. Legal Issues.
See Attachment 1 (ATET's

F. Relicy Issues.
See Attachment 1 (ATET's

G. PRosition on Issues.
See Attachment 1 (ATET's

H. gtipulated Issues.
AT&T is not aware of any
stipulated to by the parties.

I. Pending Motiops.

AT&T is not aware of any

J. Qther Requirements.

ATE&T is not awvare of any
Order on Prehearing Procedure
comply.

of local transport service.

Positions on Issues).

Positions on Issues).

Positions on Issues).

Positions on Issues).

issues that have been

pending motions.

requirements set forth in the
with which it is unable to



Respectfully submitted this 27th day of July, 1994.

AT&T
106 East College Avenue
Suite 1410

Tallahassee, FL 32301
(904) 425-6360

ATTORNEY FOR AT&T
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE
SOUTHERN STATES, INC.



ATET'S PREHEARING
STATEMENT

DOCKET NO. 921074-TP
ATTACHMENT 1

AT&T'S POSITIONS ON ISSUES

ISSUE 1: How is switched access provisioned and priced
today?

ATET'S POSITION: Switched access is provisioned by the
ocal exchange companies and offered to customers
through access tariffs approved by this Commission.
Switched access rate elements are generally billed
on the basis of access minutes of use. These
elements include: local switching (LSl and LS2),
local transport, carrier common line, and
information surcharge. In addition, five companies
(Centel, Florala, General, Quincy, and Vista-United)
will still have a Busy Hour Minute of Capacity
(hereinafter "BHMOC") charge after July 1, 1994.
The BHMOC is a switched access charge that is billed
on the basis of access capacity rather than minutes
of use.

AT&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 2: How is local transport structured and priced
today?

ATET'S POSITION: Local transport is currently assessed
on an access minute of use basis. The service is
currently not sensitive to either distance or
utilized networking configurations (i.e., direct vs.
tandem arrangements).

ATET WITNESS: Mike Guedel




ISSUE 3: Under what circumstances should the Commission
impose the same or different forms and
conditions of expanded interconnection than the

F.C.C.?

AT&T's FOCI!IOI: Recognizing the FCC action of July
modifying its previous orders regarding
collocation). AT&T is not aware of any circumstances
that should cause this Commission to prescribe
different forms or conditions of expanded
interconnection than the FCC.

ATET mu: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 4: Is expanded interconnection for switched access
in the public interest? (The following should
be discussed within this issue: Potential
separations impact; Potential revenue impact on
LECs, their ratepayers, and potential
competitors; potential ratepayer impact.)

ATET'S POSITION: Yes. The adoption of expanded

nterconnection would facilitate the beginning of
competition within the local exchange and would
benefit customers in. much the same way as
competition in other aspects of the
telecommunications industry (i.e., interexchange
services or telephone sets) has benefited customers
over the years. Competition facilitates customer
choice and the development and production of new and
innovative services designed or tailored to meet
particular customer needs. Competition fosters
better price performance as competing vendors vie
for customers in the open market place. Competition
will also assist the regulator in regulating the
local exchange companies, encouraging those
companies to become more efficient and more
responsive to customer needs.

ATET WITNESS: Mike Guedel




ISSUE 5: 1Is the offering of dedicated and switched
services between non-affiliated entities by
non-LECs in the public interest?

ATE&T'S POSITION: Yes. This also represents a
potentia or the introduction of some competition
within the local exchange. It is in the public
interest for the same reasons as discussed in AT&T's
response to item No. 4 above.

AT&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 6: Does Chapter 364, Florida Statutes, allow the
Commission to require expanded interconnection
for switched access?

ATET'S POSITION: AT&T has no position on this issue at
this .

ISSUE 7: Does a physical collocation mandate raise
federal or state constitutional questions about
the taking or confiscation of LEC property?

ATET'S POSITION: AT&T has no position on this issue at
this t .

ISSUE 8: Should the Commission rejuire physical and/or
virtual collocation for switched access
expanded interconnection?

ATET'S POSITION: The Commission should order the Local
Exchange Companies (LECs) to provide switched access
expanded interconnection through wvirtual collocation
(as defined by the Federal Communications
Commission, FCC). The Commission should exempt a
LEC(s) from the mandatory virtual collocation
requirements at central offices (or other
interconnecting points) in which the LEC(s) choose
to offer physical collocation. This prescription
would be consistent with the action taken by the FCC
on July 14, 1994,



ISSUE 9: Which LECs should provide switched access
expanded interconnection?

AT&T'S POSITION: Tier I LECs should offer expanded
nterconnection for switched access at all locations
where interstate expanded interconnection is
available and at other locations predicated upon the
filing of a bona fide request for such service. All
other LECs should be required to provide expanded
interconnection upon a bona fide request at similar
interface points where technical and physical
compatabilities allow.

ATE&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 10: From what LEC facilities should expanded
interconnection for switched access ba offered?
Should expanded interconnection for switched
access be required from all such facilities?

ATET'S POSITION: Consistent with the terms discussed
n &T's response to item No. 9 above, expanded
interconnection should be offered from central
offices, tandem switches, serving wire centers,
remotes, and rating points.

ATET WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 11: Which entities should be allowed expanded
interconnection for switched access?

ATET'S POSITION: Expanded interconnection should be
made ava le to all customers at like rates,
terms, and conditions.

ATLT WITNESBS: Mike Guedel




ISSUE 12: Should collocators be required to allow LECs
and other parties to interconnect with their

networks?

ATET'S POSITION: No. The purpose of expanded
nterconnection is to facilitate the entry of
potential competitors into the monopoly preserves of
the LECs. Because none of those potential
competitors possess a monopoly, interconnection
requirements are not necessary, and in fact, would
tend to frustrate rather than encourage the
development of competition.

AT&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 13: 8Should the Commission allow switched access
expanded interconnection for non-fiber optic
technology?

AT&T'S POSITION: AT&T takes no position on this issue
at s .

ISSUE 14: Should all switched access transport providers
be required to file tariffs?

ATET'S POSITION: AT&T takes no position on this issue
at this time.

ISSUE 15: Should the proposed LEC flexible pricing plans
for private line and special access services be

approved?

ATET'S POSITION: AT&T does not oppose the approval of
zone pricing” plans consistent with plans approved
by the FCC, providing the LECs meet all of the other
requirements for expanded interconnection and
collocation as prescribed by the FCC.

ATET WITNESS: Mike Guedel



ISSUE 16: Should the LECs' proposed intrastate private
line and special access expanded
interconnection tariffs be approved?

AT&T'S POSITION: AT&T does not oppose the approval of
arifts filed to meet the requirements of this
Commission's order in Phase I of this docket (Order
No. PSC-94-0285-FOF-TP) .

ATE&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 17: 8Should the LECs proposed intrastate switched
access interconnection tariffs be approved?

ATET'S POSITION: While AT&T would encourage the LECs
o offer physical collocation arrangements as
originally ordered by the FCC, AT&T would not oppose
the approval of LEC tariffs modified to incorporate
the changes that the FCC ordered with respect to
interstate interconnection in its action of July 14,
1994.

ATET WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 18: Should the LECs be granted additional pricing
flexibility? 1If so, what should it be?

ATET'S POSITION: AT&T does not oppose the approval of
zone pricing” plans consistent with plans approved
by the FCC, providing the LECs meet all of the cther
requirements for expanded interconnection and
collocation as prescribed by the FCC.

ATET WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 19: Should the Commission modify its pricing and
rate structure regarding switched transport
service?




a) With the implementation of switched
expanded interconnection.

AT&T'S POSBITION: Yes.

b) Without the implementation of switched

expanded interconnection.

ATSGT'S POSITION: Yes.

ATE&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 20:

If the Commission changed its policy on the
pricing and rate structure of switched
transport service, which of the following
should the new policy be based on:

a) The intrastate pricing and rate structure
of local transport should mirror each LEC's
interstate filing, respectively.

b) The intrastate pricing and rate structure
of local transport should be determined by
competitive conditions in the transport market.

c) The intrastate pricing and rate structure
of local transport should reflect the
underlying cost based structure.

d) The intrastate pricing and rate structure
of local transport should reflect other
methods .

ATET'S POSITION: AT&T's position on this issue is as
ollows:

structure: The Commission should approve a rate
structure that mirrors the interstate structure
approved by the FCC.

Rates: Ultimately, the rates should follow costs -
the RIC should be eliminated and the remaining rates



should be set as close to incremental costs as
possible.

For purposes of this filing, the Commission should
approve rates that: 1) track the relationship
approved by the FCC, 2) maintain revenue neutrality
with respect to the intrastate transport service for
each LEC, and 3) are calculated based upon existing
rather than hypothetical network configurations.

AT&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 21: Should the LECs' proposed local transport
restructure tariffs be approved? If not, what
changes should be made to the tariffs?

AT&T'S POSITION: The Commission should approve the rates
and structure proposed by BellSouth
Telecommunications.

The Commission should approve the structure and all
rates except the residual interconnection charge
(RIC) filed by GTE, United, and Centel. It is
AT&T's understanding that these companies calculated
the RIC on the basis of an assumed or "reconfigured”
network. This approach tends to artificially
inflate the level of the RIC and for that reason was
rejected by the FCC in its investigation of local
transport restructure. These companies should be
required to refile their respective RICs based upon
and existing network configuration.

Further the RIC should be calculated to maintain
revenue neutrality within the transport element.
Companies should not be allowed to "rate rebalance”
in this filing, i.e., eliminate tlie BHMOC and roll
the associated revenue into the RIC.

AT&T WITHNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 22: 8hould the Modified Access Based Compensation
(MABC) agreement be modified to incorporate a
revised transport structure (if local transport



restructure is adopted) for intralATA toll
traffic between LECs?

ATET'S POSITION: Yes. The LECs should settle with each
(<} r under the new transport structure based upon
actual facilities used.

ATE&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 23: How should the Commission's imputation
guidelines be modified to reflect a revised
transport structure (if local transport
restructure is adopted)?

AT&T'S POBITION: A surrogate per minute rate for local
transport would have to be developed for each LEC
based upon its approved transport rates and the
utilization of its network. The components of that
surrogate would include 1) the Residual
Interconnection charges (RIC), 2) a percentage of
the tandem charge (based upon utilization of tandem
switching), and 3) a per minute of use estimate for
the trunking facilities. The actual rate would vary
by LEC.

The remainder of the current imputation guidelines
need not be changed.

ATST WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 23(a): 8Should the Commission modify the Phase I
order in light of the decision of the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit?

AT&T'S POSITION: Yes. The Commission should order the
Loca ange Companies (LECs) to provide expanded
interconnection through virtual collocation (as
defined by the Federal Communications Commission,
FCC). The Commission should exempt a LEC(s) from
the virtual collocation requirements at central
offices (or other interconnecting points) in which
the LEC(s) choose to offer physical collocation.




This modification of the Phase I order would be
consistent with the action taken by the FCC on July

14, 1994.

ATSET'S WITNESS: Mike Guedel

ISSUE 24: 8Should these dockets be closed?

AT&T'S POSITION: The dockets regarding local transport
restructure can be closed. The docket regarding
expanded interconnection should remain open to
address continuing issues such as interconnection

with switching equipment.

AT&T WITNESS: Mike Guedel

10




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

DOCKET NO. 921074-TP

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been

furnished by U. S. Mail or hand-delivery to the following parties

on this 22#6&? of __%

J. Jeffry Whalen, Esq.
Macfarlane, Ausley,
Ferguson & McMullen
P. 0. Box 391
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Laura L. Wilson, Esq.

Florida Cable Television Assoc.
P. O. Box 10383

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Kimberly Caswell, Esq.
GTE Florida Incorporated
P. 0. Box 110, FLTC0007
Tampa, FL 33601

Brad E. Mutschelknaus, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Charles J. Beck, Eeq.

Office of the Public Counsel
Room 812, Claude Pepper Bldg.
111 West Madison Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Ms. Janis Stahlhut

Time Warner Communications
Corporate Headquarters

300 First Stamford Place
stamford, CT 06902-6732

, 1994:

C. Dean Kurtz

Central Telephone Company
P. O. Box 2214
Tallahassee, FL 32316

Joseph P. Gillan
Gillan & Associates

P. O. Box 541038
Orlando, FL 32854-1038

Patrick Wiggins, Esq.
Wiggines & Villacorat, PA
P. 0. Box 1657
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esq.
McWhirter, Reeves & McGlothlin
315 S§. Calhoun St., Suite 716
Tallahassee, FL 32301

J. Phillip varver, Esq.

c/o Marshall M. Criser, III
Southern Bell Telephone Co.
150 8. Monroe St., Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Donna L. Canzano, Esq.
Florida Public Service Comm.
101 BEast Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399



C. Everett Boyd, Jr., Esq.
Ervin, Varn, Jacobs, et al
305 S. Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

F. Ben Poag
United Telephone Company
of Florida
P. O. Box 165000
Altamonte Springs, FL 32716-5000

Jodie L. Donovan, Esq.
Regulatory Counsel

Teleport Communications Group
Teleport Drive, Suite 301
Staten Island, New York 10311

Michael J. Henry, Esqg.

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
Suite 700

780 Johnson Ferry Road
Atlanta, GA 30342

Peter M. Dunbar, Esq.
Pennington, Haben, P.A.
P. O. Box 10095
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq.
Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood
Purnell & Hoffman

P. O. Box 551
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551

Chanthina R. Bryant, Esq.
US Sprint Communications
3065 Cumberland Circle
Atlanta, GA 30339

John P, Fons, Esq.
Macfarlane, Ausley,
Ferguson & McMullen
P. O. Box 391
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Floyd R. Self, Esq.

Messer, Vickers, Caparello,
Madsen, Lewis, et al

P. O. Box 1876

Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876

Richard D. Melson, Esq.
Hopping Boyd Green & Sams
P. O. Box 6526
Tallahassee, FL 32314

Douglas S. Metcalf (Ad Hoc)
Communications Consultants
P. O. Box 1148

Winter Park, FL 32790-1148

Tracy Hatch, Esq.

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Comm.
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Lo 9.

Michael W. Tye






