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BY HUD DBLIV£RT 

{ 

Blanca s . Beyo , Director 
Division of Records end Repor ting 
Flor ida Public Ser vice Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallaha ssee , Florida 32399- 0850 

Re: Cox Florida Telco.'a Reapoaae to Staff'• Data Requaat in 
FPSC special Project wo. ~800008-SP, Cuato.er Acceaa to 
Co.petitive Teleco..un,J.oationa Sel'Yicea in Multi-Tenant 
Bllviroa.anta 

Deer Ms. aayo : 

Enclosed are an origina l end 15 copie s of Cox Florida Te lcom, 
L. P. 's r e sponse to t he Staff ' s da t a r equest in the abov~ -mentioned 
special proj ect . Cox looks !o~ard to continued participation l n 
thia important project . Please acknowl edge thia submio&ion by 
st~mping the enclosed return copy end giving oeme to our runner for 
return to our office . 

As always , t hanks to you and your steff !or your k ind and 
professional assista nce . 

I! you hcve any questions , plea se give me a call . 

:r--Enc losures 

- --J:Dpies : Welter D'Haeuel eer , Director , Division of Communications 
Cathy Bedell, Esquire, Division of Legal Scrvlces 
Mary Rosa Siria nni, Communications Division 

- -- Ylorida Public Service Commission 
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• On;3fNALr 
Cox Florida Telcom, L.P. dlbla Cox Communications 

Rnponaa to Steff o.ta R~unt 
FPSC Spedll Projec:t No. NOOOOB-SP 

July:ZS, 1n8 

In ge111f111, should t.IKC~I•Iaunlc.tions companiH hlrve direct acceu to 
customers In multl-tlnlnt envtronmema? Pleue axpl•n. (Pl .... 
address what nMd there nwy be for eccns and Include dlacuaalon of 
broad policy conaldlratlons.) 

Yes. In general, with the exception of the customers fOI' whicll the Commiaaion 
has already found that no altematlve provider Is appropriate (such aaln 
transient situations lfke hotels, nur-ing homes, etc.), telecommunications 
companies should all have direct access to end user OUitomers In multi-tenant 
environments through mlnlnun point of entry ( • MPOE · ) crou connect facilities 
established at the moat convenient point poaaible at the multi·tenant property .. 
This issue needs to be addressed In Florida and elsewhere, to carry out the 
iment of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, as -lias the 1995 
revisions to Chapter 364, Florid8 Statutes. 

HistOI'icalty, local exchange telephone service was provided by only one 
franchised canier In lillY given geog~aphic erea. M such, the 1- or access to 
bulldinga Of multl-bul'dlng continuous pcoperty by multiple carriers was not en 
issue fOI' building owners. The lncunbent 10c81 exchange carrier ( ·ILEC •) was 
g1ven access to the l)loperty andfor building(&) tor the purpote of installing and 
maintaining the wirii')Q to provide loce.l exchange end other setVices for the 
tenants. If lhe building owner did not give the Incumbent local exchange 
company access to the building, the building owner could not PfOVide for any 
phone aarvloe, thus, the building, as 1 rn&11«ttlng entity. had a m8jOI' 
disadvantage when It came to competing fOI' tenrnts. The (one) telephone 
company was able to gel ac:cesa to the building, and buildlllg ownerw did not 
view the telephone company as a revenue source but rather as allowing them to 
neutrall%.8 telephone 181'\'k:e as a ma.1(ating tool against them 

Today there are multiple providers of local telephone 18rvice, eome or which. 
are facilities-based provldefa IUch as Cox. However, In mott buildings, the ILEC 
attempte to continue Ita control of the wiring between the entrence to the building 
(or the entrance to the property) and the ouatomera (intert>ulldlng and 
inlrabuilding wiring ). Further, building owners, while eeeing the provision of 
telephone service as a proftt oeotet, do not treat all facilitlea-beeed provldefl 
equally. The result It that facilities -bated CLECs are not able to obtain access 
to some multi-tenant building• 11 all, IIICI ere requetted to PlY diacrlmlnalory 
compensation In others, meldng It difficult, If not Impossible, to provide ~&Nice to 
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customers In multi-tenant buildings or campus situations. This means thet end 
users In muiU-tenent buildings do not have the aeme opportunities to select a 
competitive local exchange company as do single-tenant building customert. 
Slngi!Henant building customers can changelocel earvice providers (either 
resellers orfacllltlee-t>asect providers). Without being concerned about the need 
for the Installation of multiple seta of telephone wiring In their premises. 

This Issue is a problem unique to facUlties-based provldefa. Even wtwe a 
facilities-based locall8fVIce provider extends ita netwon\ to a multi-tenant 
building, or group of buildings on continuous property et the request afthe 
building owner, It cannot provide service unless t'le ILE~ allows It to use the 
building wiring or the building owner allows i1 to retrofrt the building and/or 
property with additional cabling. Co)( • s experience hes shown that building 
owners frequently resist having multiple aeta ,.,, wires, and ILEC11 are not Inclined 
to allow the new entra.nt to use the existing bu,l-ilng wiring, over which they 
allege control. Thla ILEC a~lon has the etrec1 of denying the tenantJI of multi-
tenant buildinga or of multiple bulldlnga on con· nuc ....-operty the oppor1unity 
to use the aervlcet of compotlllve facllilles-Oaf &cl N... Co)( does not believe 
that this was the Intent of !he florida legialature or o• It Congress 

A related p1oblem can and does arise from the l:lehavlor of build•ng owners 
themselvee: In other atalee. some building owners have donl&cl Cox the ability to 
seNe customer$ in the building, or havo denu~ndod ridiculously high payments. 
in the form C711arge up front fees and a percent of li.U revenues (Inducing non
telecommunications revenuea) to do so. These requests for payments generally 
occur while the Incumbent LEC Is allowed to provide aervioe With no such 
payments. Such behevtor Ia dlsaimlnatory at best, has the el'red of holding the 
customers hostage. and denies customers the benefrts Intended by federal and 
state telecommunications legislation. 

II What must be consl~ In detormtn.ng whether telecommunlutlons 
companies should NV8 direct accost to customers In mYitl-tenant 
envlronmenta? 

• Whelner policy declaions the Commission make11 Bre consistent with the 
goals of providing coniUITl8fl lhe aubatantiat benefits of facilities-based 
competition, u Intended by Chapter 364, Flonda Statutes, and the federal 
Tei8COIMlUnlcetions AD.. CLEC acoeaa to customers in muttl-tenant 
bulldlnga or on multi-building continuous property ia integral to the growth of 
facilltles-t>aaed competition. To acoompllsh thla. the Commillion should 
follow tho FCC • s directivH that lhe MPOE should be u.ted as the 
demarca11on point, and thet tho MPOf should be as dOse to the property tine 
as predlcal so that CLECa may connect without retrenching or adding wiring 
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to a<:cest 1M end Ulel'. This means that the remaining Inter end intrabullding 
wiring on the propetty Ia held out tor competitive use without discrimination 

a Whether the Commission Intends that ell end users have their choice of 
telecommunications providers. In general, subj8ct to specific exceptions 
where technical or operational fadors render such choice impractical (e.g .. 
service to end users in hospitala, nursing hOmel, dormitories, vacation 
rentals, and the like), the Commission should require that multi-tenant unit 
end users on single or continuous properties should have lha same 
opportunities to obtain lervice from multiple competitive local servtce 
providera aa do single building end users .. 

a The rights of property ownera to be able to control their proper1y. without 
fostering diacriminatlon end unequal acoesa. 

a That in e shared t.enant MNice environment, the Commisston • s <:Yrrertt rule 
requires individual end users to be able to obtain service from the local 
exchange company Individually. In e muttlple service provider environment, 
the Commission ohould extend lhl1 policy to enable any indlvtdualtenantto 
obtain service from any certificetet11ocal exchange company -- either 
ALEC or CLEC. 

a The impa<:t on competition of building owners who stand in the way of 
<:Yslomera being able to cl'looae the local service provider of their chotce, 
either by blod(Jng a<:ceas totally or by Cllarglng the consuiTlef or provider 
unreasonable fees. 

A. How should "multl·tenant environment• be defined? That Ia, should It 
Include residential, cornmen:lal, transient, call aggregato..-, condominiums, 
oMca bulldlnga. n- fecllltl", existing fecllltlea, shared tenant HfVIc ... 
other? 

Multi-tenant environment means a bulldlng or group of butldtngs on continuous 
property, wtllctt may be crossed by a public righl of way, that Ia under common 
management or ownerahip, in wtllch end uaer. (separate from the owner or 
manager) may Individually purchue telacommunlcetiona servlc81. Thl1 in.;udes 
comrne--:lal. residential, and mixed commercial and residential applications. 
induding apertments end condOminiums, and mal<Bs no differentiation between 
new and existing facilities. 

From a <:Ystomer perspective, transient facilities, end the typea of exceptions 
ldenU~ In the Commission • a Order No. 17111 regarding shared local 
exchange telephone service, should not be Included in the definition Clf a multi-
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tenant environment, In that there Is no need In lh11 proceed1ng, to cnanoe 
whether lud'llndivlduel end u-. In the Commiulon • s already-eJOittng 
exceptions may obtain local exchange M!Vice from a different provider. 

However, from the per$pedlve of a new entrar.t ob!aining access. suct1 
•transient• eppllcellonalhould be included. Thlals because Florida • s existing 
demarcation point rule gets in the way of a faclhti8a-based new entrant• s acoeu 
to JOX bulking ot group of buildings that have what is ref lilTed to as 
lntrabuilding wiring or lntett>uildlng wiling For example, a nursing home With 50 
units thet is MNed by In ILEC , a PBX. ot a centrex-type S«VJOetodey, may 
want to avail Itself at the eervlce ol'fered by e CLEC In th1s srtualton, With 
centrex or lndlvldulilllnes, the ¥'iring to the lnd1vidual units, undef Flol'lda · a 
existing demercellon point rule, would not be available to the new entrant So 
the nursing home Itself could not easily cnoose to change local exchange 
cerriena. Thus, the building acceu Issue exists In multi-tenant buildings whether 
It Is a ~lent eppllcatlon or not. 

B. What tlleeommunleetioM eervtc" ehould be Included In "dlrKt 
acc..na•, l.t., bale loc.l MfVIc:. (Section 314.02(2), F.S.), lntamataccau, 
vi<Mo, data, 84MIIIte, other? 

Tele<:ommulicellona181'Vioe Included In •d~rect eccesa· ahould Include k>cal 
end lnlrafm\er LATA long distance telephone services (both SWitched end 
nonswitched) under the )urlldictlon of the Flonda Public Servlca Commla51on. 
Video and Internet acceaa prcvk:led by cable television compantes, aa well as 
satellite S81V1cet, ... under the jurlldiction of the FCC, and not undelthe 
purview of this Cornmlulon. 

C. In promoting a competJtlve malt(at, wtlat.lf any, ,..atrictlona to dl~t 

acc:.u to cuatoman In multJ.wnant anvtronmanca ahOUld be corn~loenld? 

In what lnatanc", If any, would txcluaiOt'lafY contract. be appropriate and 
why? 

The only restrlctlona the Cornmlu lon shoUld allow tot direct acceas to customers 
In a multi-tenant environment mould be those ?tranaient? exceptions already 
noted above In genen~l, If c:ustomera priot to the eXJsterJOe of local competition 
were able to obtain Mtvlca lnd•vldualll from the ILEC, they should today be able 
to obtain MIVI08 from any C8f'tlflcated CLEC thai offere serv1ce to their building 
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D. How should · demarcation point• be defined, I.e., cuiTent PSC definition 
(Rule :26-4.0346, F.A.C.) or federal Minimum Point of Entry (MPOE)? 

The demarcation point should be defined consistent with the federal Mmimum 
Point of Entry (•MPOE") definition, u defined In the FCC• s Report and Order 
in CC Ood<at No. 88-57 RM-5643. That Is, the MPOE should facilitate the 
existeooe of competition. To do otherwise disadvantages facilities-based 
providers-the vezy companies, who are investing in new facilities, that bolh 
federal and Florida legislation encourages. 

The Florida demarcation point definition in a multi tenant environment places tho 
demarcation point ate point Just inside the individual apc~rtment (or office). 
Section 25-4.0345, Florida Administrative Code. 

(B) ·Demarcation point• Is tho point of physical interconnection 
(connecting b!Xk, terminal strip, Jack. protoc:tor, optical netwcrt 
interface, or remote Isolation device) between the telephone netwcrt 
and the customer • a premises wiring Unless otherwise ordered by the 
Commission for good cause shown the locstion of this point Is: 

1. Single Line/Single C•Jstorner Building • Either at the point of 
physk:al entry to the building or at a junction point as close as 
practicable to the point of entry. 

2. Single Llne/Mulll Customer Building • Within the customer • s 
premiaes at a point easily aooessed by the customers. 

3. Multi Line System/Single or Multi CuSiomer Building • At a point 
within the same room and within 25 feet or the FCC registered 
terminal equipment or cross connect field 

•• • 

(3) Network facilities up to end including the demarcation point are 
part of the telephone network. provided and maintained by the 
telecommunications company under tariff. 

This definition was adopted at a time when the Commission was not aware that 
being denied access to bulldlng wiring would hinder the development of 
facilities-based competition. The primary emphasis, 11 appears. when this 
definition wu adopted end Ieier reviewed, was not putting a third (unregulated) 
party between an end user and tile (regulated) telephone company. This gave 
building owners the opponunity to have wiring installation or maintenance 
provided oompetltlvaly. 

The federal Telecommunlcetlona Act gives competitive local exchange 
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companies three options for providing service: they can provi<le it over their 
own facilities (using their choice of technology), they can purchaM unbundled 
network elements from the Incumbent local exchange company, or they can 
resell the services of the loca.l exchange company. These options give three 
viable ways that a nf!IW entrant can compete in the market. 

These options do not exist when It comes to access to building wiring In an MDU 
situation. If the new entrant cannot use the exlstlng wiring In e building or 
building complex, there generally are no other options because building owners 
do not approve of multiple and overlapping wiring Installations. 

In addition, there Is the Issue of buslneaa feasibility for the ALEC. If the ALEC is 
required (and permitted) to run a whole new set of telephone wires In order to 
serve soma customers In 11 building, either the ALEC must totally wire the 
building to be able to provide sorvice to any customer it Is able to win from the 
ILEC, or It must wire the building one customer eta tlmo -- noithor of which 
makes good economic (or aesthetic) sense for either the CLEC or the building 
owner. 

This becomes even mora cost prohibitive In a CM\PUS..typa environment with 
multiple buildings on a single piece of property. What Cox has enCOU'ltered Is 
that the ILEC will designate a demarcation point at the entrance to the property, 
which is consistent with the FCC · s definition, but then it will also designata 
·secondary· demarcation points at each Individual building. This leaves the 
lnterbuilding wiring, whictllhould be tumed over to the property owner for use 
by all competing service providefl, still within the control of the ILEC .. Wiring on 
multi-~mlt property should be classified, or reclassified if necessary, in a manner 
that allows maximum and nondlsctlmlnatory acoeu to the customers it serves. 

E. Wltll ,.., .'leet to actual, physical accaaa to property, what are the rlghta, 
privileges, reaponslbllltlea or obllgltlona of 

1) landlords, owners, building m•nagers, condominium 
anoclatlona 

2) tenants, customers, end users 
3) telecommunications companies 

In answering the questions In luues II. E., plnae add.-. .. luuea related to 
eanmenta. cable In • buJidlng, cable to • building, apace, equipment, 
lightning protections, service quality, malntansnce, repair, liability, 
personnel, (price) dlscrlmlnatlon, and other lsaues related to acc:eu. 
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1) landlords, owner&, building managers, condominium associations: 

• have the Obligation to allow facilities-based local exchange provi<Jera to 
obtain access to end uaar customers. 

• have the obligation to provide reasonable conditioned space for equipment 
placement 

2) tenants, customers. end users: 

• have the right to obtain service from any local exchange company willing lo 
provide service to that customer 

• have the obligations laid out In Florida's lelecommunicalion rules, and any 
payment and use obligations Imposed by their serving local exchange 
companlea. 

3) telecommunications companies: 

• allow other facilltln-based companies to cross connect 10 them 10 reach 
Individual customers 

• have the obligation to meet all safety standards, Including providing lightning 
protection; 

• must meet Commission maintenance SJqAICtations 
• as common carriers, may not unduly discriminate in service and pricing lo 

various custome,.. 

F. Baaed on your answllf to lsaueii.E., above, are there lnttances In which 
compen18tlon should be required? If yes, by whom, to wtlom, for ..mat and 
how Ia cost to be determined? 

Tho bYIIdlng ownon; ohould provldo across to lntllfbulldlng wiring and 
lntrebYilding wiring at no cost to the service providers. Access to phone service 
should be treated similarly to other utility sarvlces. wtlidl do not pay the owner to 
be able to provide servloe. If tt Is applied to all telecommunications service 
provkllfl on a nondlsaimlnatory basis, a reasonable fee for equipment space 
rental (only) may be appropriate. 

G. What II nec .... ry to prea8fVII the Integrity of E911? 

The Issues surrounding 911 do not cllanga because there ere multiple local 
~txchange providers. Both Sactlon 364 337(2), Flortda Statutes, and 
Commi!llllon Rule 2>24.840, F.AC .• already require all ALECs to ensure that 
911 and E911 are fully functional for their customers. This Ia true In multi-tenant 
as well as &Ingle family environments. 
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OTHER SUBJECTS: 

• LANDLORD TENANT ACT: Are landlords required to provide telephone 
5ervlce to tenatrts? 

No. ~ Section 83.51, Florida Statutes. Cox believes that the landlord-tenant 
statutes (Chapter 83, Florida Statutes) should be amended to requ~re that 
landlords must provide non-discriminatory access for all telecommunicatJOns 
service providers to provide service to tenants. 
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