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INTKRMBDI~ COKMONYCATIONS INC. 'S 
RBSPONSB TO STAFF'S O~T~ RBQOBST 

Intermedia Communications Inc. (lntermedia) hereby f1les 1ts 

responses to Staff's July 10, 1998 Data Request . 

RESPONSES 

1. Are you curre;ntly provid1ng basic local serv1ce 1n Flonda 

RESPONSE : Yes. 

2. If you are not currently providing basic local serv1ce 1 n 
Florida: 

a) Please explain why you are not yet provid1ng bas1c local 
service . For example, are you e xperiencing marketing or 
billing difficulties? Lack of capital? Customers are 
not will ing to try something new? Lack of expertise in 
telecommunications? Difficulties dealing with the 
incumbent telecommunications company? Insuf!1c1ent 
profit margin? Etc. 

b) Please explain under what conditions you bel1eve your 
company would consider provid1ng boslc local serv1ce . 

c) Do you anticipate provid1ng bas1c local serv1ce at some 
future date? If so, please indicate the date or tlme­
frame (e.g., fall of 1998, first quarter 1999). 

d) Please identify the three most 1mportant factors that ore 
inhibiting your ability to provide bos1c local service, 
and describer how these factors have adversely affected 
your entry. 

-- e) Are you currently prov1ding any other telecommun1cat1ono 
services? If so, please l1st the telecomrnun1cat 1ons 
services you provide. 

I 

7 RESPONSB: Not applicable. 

3) If you are currently prov1d1ng bas1c local serv1ce :n Flor1da: 

a) Is service being offered solely to residentlal customers . 
business customers, or both? 
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4) 

RESPONSE : Int~rmedia provides baa1c local aerv1ce pr1mar1ly 
to buliness customers ; however, lnt~rmed1a prov1des bas1c 
local •ervic~ t o reaid~ntta l cust omers on an tnctdental basts. 

b) Pl~ase describe the method(o) you are ustng to prov1de 
btaic local s~rvtc~. e .g., resale, 1nterconnect1on. 
unbundled network el~mento. 

RESPONSE: !nt~rmedia is curr~ntly prov1ding baoic l ocal 
service primarily by r~sale of the incumbent local exchange 
companies• services. 

c) For each exchange ~o~here you are provtding bao1c local 
service, please identify, by excha nge (an exchange liot 
and map are attached), the number o f buotneoo access 
linea served. (see example belo~o~). 

RE~PONSI : This r esponse 10 ccnf1dential and propr1etary 
business information and is provt~~d und~r con! ld~nttal cover 
as Attachment l . The numb~r of access 1ne for !artlltlea­
based local services conaiato of non-bas1c oerviceo only. The 
number of acc~os lin~a for r~sold s~rv1c~s may includ~ baste 
as well as non-basic local s~rvlc~s . 

d) For each exchang~ wh~re you <!lr~ provtdlng bas1c local 
service , pleas~ identify, by ~xchange (an exchange list 
and map ar~ attached), the number or resident1al access 
l ines served . (see exampl~ below) . 

Miami Exchange : 

Tampa Exchange: 

EXAMPLES 

Business Access Lin~s - 25 
R~aidential Acc~sa Lin~a - 0 
Buain~sa Acc~as ltn~s - EO 
Reatden~ial Ac: ess Lines - 2 

RESPONSE : This r~aponae is conf identi a l and propnetary 
business informati~n and is provi ded under confid~ntial cov~r 
as Attachment l . The number of access linea for !ac ili ties­
based local services consists of non-basic servic~o onl y. The 
number o f <!lcc~ss linea for reaold set~ices may include bao1c 
as well as non-basic local services . 

a) Do you provide basic local serv1ce in any other state? 
I f so, please id~nti!y in wht c h states and in whi ch areas 
you provide basi c loc .. l service. (e .g .. in Illtnoto but 
only in the Chicago <!!rea ) 

RESPONSE: 'ies. Intermedia Cocrmun1cat 1ona Inc. prov 1des baol r: 
local serv1ce in Alabama, Georg1a , Kentucky. Lou t o tana, 
Missouri, Mississi ppi, North Carol1na, New York, Ohio. 
Penneyl vonio, South Coroltn4, Tenneaaee, or.cl Texoa. 
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5. 

Intermedia provides this service primarily i n and around the 
major metropolitan areas in each state. 

b) If you provide basic local service in other states, for 
each state please indicate whether you provide service to 
residential customers, busi ness customers , or both? 

RESPONSE: Intermedia provides basic l ocal service primaruy 
to business customers 1 however, I ntermedia provides basic 
local service to 1esidential customers on an incidental basis. 

c) For each state in which you are providing basic local 
service, please describe the method(s) you use t o provide 
service e .g., own facilities , with only 
interconnection, resale o f incumbent' s services, 
ur~undled network elements, etc.; 

RESPONSE: Intermedia is current ly providing basic loca l 
service to its customers primarily by resale of the i ncumbents 
local exchange companies• servi ces. 

d) For each state and geograph ic area i n which you are 
providing basic local service, please indicate when you 
began to provide service. 

RBSPONSB: Alabama (December, 1996 l 
Florida (October, 1996) 
Georgia (December, 1996) 
Kentucky (February, 1997) 
Louisiana (January, 1998) 
Mississippi (December, 1996) 
Missouri (Dece~ber, 1997) 
North Carolina (February, 1997) 
New York (July , 19 97) 
Ohio (July, 1998) 
Pennsylvania (June, 1998) 
South Carolina (December, 1996) 
Tennessee (January, 1997) 
Texas (June, 1997) 

e) For each state and geographic a rea i n which you are 
providing basic local serv~ce, please descr1be the 
prevailing conditions which hastened your entry into that 
market, as opposed to the Flor1da market. 

RESPONSE: Not applicable because Int e rmedia began providing 
basic local service in Florida pnor to proVLdLng lt tn the 
states enumerated in response to Item 4 (d). 

a) Please describe any actions available to the Flor1aa 
Public Service Contnission which you believe shoul d be 
t aken to foster local exchange compet it i ve market entry. 
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RESPONSB: 

l. 271 

It is essential that the Commission ensures that 
BellSouth has met each of the requirements o f Cc~t i~n 27 1 of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996. incl~Jing 
nondiscriminatory access to OSS and adequate performance 
measures, so that local competition is irrevers1ble pr1o~ to 
BellSouth'e entry into the long distance market. 

2 . COLLOCATIC.{ 

A. Since implement at ion of its negotiated contract. 
approximately one and one-half years. Intei'llU!dia has asked for 
the exact type of physical collocation :BellSouth now cla ims is 
offered in its •evised SGAT in other states in the BellSouth 
region, specific'llly, that ALECs may physically collocate with 
BellSouth through the usc o! non·encloaed apace (cageless 
collocation) rather than a tradltional enclosure arrangement. 
BellSouth should be required to provide •cageless• collocation 
to requesting carrie~&. 

B. Although BellSouth generolly contends that ALEC& must 
physically collocate wherever UNEs are combined, it recently 
pr oposed to atford a form of virtual collocation. But its 
proposal requires ALECs to collocate a •prewired• equipment 
frame for connections betwe~n line side and trunk side 
circuits. Bell South then plugs unbundled local loops and 
interoffice trunks into preselected ports. This approach is 
so cumbersome that it almost forces the ALEC to use physical 
collocation for UNE combinations. An ALEC can only justify 
the high cost of physical collocation !or UNE combinations in 
end offices where the customer base generates substantial 
revenues. Easing the cost of physical collocati on in end 
offices will better enable A.LECS to develop more efficient 
network architectures and to serve smaller cuoton~ro in less 
densely populated areas. 

c. BellSouth has recently filed petitions to waive the 
physica l collocation requirement of the Telecommunications Act 
o f 1996 and the FCC's First Report and Order. CC Docket No. 
96·98, Released August 8, 1996, Paragraphs 6 02 · 6 07. fo r fi'le 
cent ral of f ices: Daytona Be•ch/Port Orange; Boca Raton/Boca 
Teeca; Palmetto: West Palm Beach Gardens; and North Dade 
Golden Glades. The Commission has established docke t s t o 
consider these petitions. In its review. the CommlOSlon must 
consider the s ignificant conaequences o f BellSouth'o request 
on local exchange competitive market entry. 
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3. FUNCTIONAL ON'BONDLBD NBTWORJt E LEMENTS 

A. The Act requi res ILECs to provide ALECs wi th funct1 onal 
UNEs , which can be defined as an element that provirles a 
•feature, function , or capabi l ities of an ILEC's network. For 
example, a "functional loop• could be defined ac the 
connection between an ALEC's point of presence and the enJ 
user . It does not matter how the ILEC provisions this 
•funct ional loop . • This functional loop woul d be a new UNE 
that provides the functionality of the traditional lo=al loop, 
multiplexing i n an ILEC end office, and interof f ice transport 
that delivers traffic to an ALEC's point of presence . A 
functional loop e liminates the need for an ALEC to collocate 
in every end office , thus greatly expanding the ALEC ' s 
addres j able customer base. 

B. BellSouth seems to be backing away from providing XOSL 
functionali t i.es t o· ALECs. In a recent Tennessee hearing, 
BellSouth stated t:hat: it will not: provide any xDSL el ect:ronics 
with its xDSL unbundled loops but rather condit ioned copper 
wire s tripped of such electronics. While such •conditioned 
copper• loops will allow some applications, o ther ser-Vices 
require the XOSL electronics with the loop . Therefore the 
Commission should require t hat upon request BellSouth provide 
ALEC& direct access to XOSL technology. Also, the Commission 
should def ine the functional loop as requiring ALEC access to 
the XOSL electronics in the ILEC's end office . In sum, by 
denying ALECs access to xDSL electronics in all cases, 
BellSouth effectively prevents ALECs from providing XOSL 
service over many unbundled loops even if the ALEC has its own 
electronics. Therefore, the Commission should require that 
upon request all ILECs provide ALEC& direct access t o XOSL 
technology. 

c. A recent Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals decision 
supports providing a combination of UNEs as a funct ional 
element. More specifically, the Court recently affirmed the 
FCC's position that shared transport constitutes a network 
element and its determinat ion that ILECs must make s hared 
transport available to new entrants on an unbundled basis . 
Given our interpretation of the recent order , the Commission 
could order combination of UNEs and xDSL wi th associated 
electronics. 

4. RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION 

A. Under the express provisions of the 1996 Act, ILECs are 
obligated to compensate the ALECs for transporting and 
terminating ILEC-originated traffic destined to ALEC ISP 
customers. BellSouth ' a and GTEFL' s interconnectio n agreements 
with Intermedia similarly define "local traf f ic" subject to 
reciprocal compenoation co i nclude I SP t rof f ic. 
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Notwithstanding the requirements of the 1996 Ac t and the 
pr~viaiona of these interconnect1on agreements, Be llSouth and 
GTEFL have reCused to compensate lntermedia for ISP traff1c . 

BellSouth'a refusal has forced Wor ldCom. TCO, M~I. and 
Intermedia to file complaints with the Commission. On Augub: 
4, 1998, the Commission determined that t raff ic terminated on 
11 local dialed basis t o the ISP or ESP customers o f these 
ALECs should not be treated differently from other local 
dialed traffic. Moreover, the Corrrniss ion requ1red that 
BellSouth pay rec iprocal compenaatio n to lntermedia, WorldCom, 
TOG, and MCim according to t tei r interconnection agreements, 
including interest. A final order is pending in these docke:s 
{Docket No. 971478, etc.) 

B. On August 3, 1998, Intermedia f i l ed 11 s imilar compla int 
with the Florida Public Service Corm~i sSlon against GTEFL 
{Docket No . 980986 ·TP). . . 
5. ADVANCID TBLBCOKMONYCATIONS SERVICES 

Section 706 of the Telecommunicat1ons Act o! 1996 (Act ) 
is a Congressional mandate t ha t di r ects the FCC to e xam1ne the 
availability o f advanced telecommunications services . Section 
706{a) directs the FCC and each state co~ission to •encourage 
the deployment on a reasonable t i mely basi s o f advanced 
telecommunications capability t o all Americana. 

Recently, sever al Regional Bell Operating Companies 
{RBOCs) filed petitions citing Section 706 o f the Act arguing 
t hat the best way for the FCC t o p romote the deployment of 
advanced telecommunicat ions services would be to deregulate 
new broadband technologies euch as digital subscr iber line 
{xDSL) facilities provisioned by the RBOCs a nd the services 
provided over these facilities. If deregul ated, the 
obligat ions the RBOCs have under the Act to provide 
interconnect ion, collocation, unbundling, and resale o f lhese 
advanced services and facilitieo would no longer a pply. This 
deregulation would a lso elimi nate the current rcotrict i or. on 
the in- r c ion interLATA services. 

In response t o the RBOC filings, ALTS, the ALEC trade 
association o f which Intermedla is 11 member, f iled its own 
petition arguing that the best way for the FCC to promote 
advanced telecommunications serv1ces would be to rr4ke 
col locat ion cheaper and easier to obtain, to eotabllsh d1g1tal 
unbundled network element~. and to ensure tha L lLECo had to 
i nterconnect to AL.EC advanced facil it1es, and reoell advanced 
services . 

On August 7 , 1998, the FCC released an Order, a Notice of 
Inquiry, and a Notice o f Proposed Rulemaking (NPRMl rcga rd1ng 
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the deployment of advanced telecommunications services 
pursuant to Section 706 of the Act . The written Order, N01 
and NPRM have not been issued as of t his date. In these, the 
FCC reached specific conclusions concerning some issues and 
proposed conclusions for others. For the: !Jl":>posed 
conclusions, it seeks comments from interested parties and 
will adopt final rules based on the comments. 

Intermedia urges the Florida Public Service Commission to 
focus on the broad issue of data interconnection and 
unbundling of ILEC data (packet/cell network interconnectlon) 
and unbundling of associated ILEC UNEs. The Commission srould 
closel y work with the FCC to ensure that the Act applies to 
advanced telecommunications services . Also, the Commission 
should ensure that the separate affiliate rule is not allowed 
to shield RBOCs from the interconhection and wholesale 
requirements of the Act. Further, a possible lnterstate 
versur intrastate jurisdictional issue may arise since the 
deployment and use of these broadband facil ities will be 
within Florida. 

The Act is •technology• neutral and does not dist1nguish 
between voice and data services. Because digital technology 
fully supports both voice and data r~rvicee and is used in the 
provision of both types of traffic/services, no 
differentiation of this type can be made as it relates to 
Sectione 251 and 252 of the Act. By making t:.he Act. 
•technology• neutral, Congress envisioned that future 
technology would be made available to competitors to ensure 
markets are irreversibly opened to competition. Intermedia 
has also strongly asserted that as technology progresses (e.g. 
ATM switching, xDSL services) tho ability to differentiate 
voice from data will disappear. 

b) Please describe any actions which you believe should ~ 
taken by the Florida legislature that would foster local 
exchange competitive market entry. 

RBSPONSB: If the Legislature makes any changes to Chapter 
364 , Florida Statutes, Section 261 of the Act does not 
preclude it from irrqx>sing requirements on telecommunications 
carriers for intrastate purposes that are necessary to further 
competition as long as i ts requirements are not inconsistent 
with the Act or the FCC's rules implementing the Act. 
Moreover, the changes should toste. 1rreversible local 
exchange competitive market entry. 

With respect to multi-tenant environments, compames 
should have access to customers/tenants i n multi-tenant 
environments on a competitively neutral basis that preserves 
tenant choice of carriers and that does not violate the 
owner's property rights. Access should not cause any 
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permanent changes to the property, create safety problems, 
interfere wi th management functions, or otherwise comprom1ce 
the owners property interests. Where access requires a more 
obtrusive presence, the terms and conditions of that access 
should be negotiated among the interested persons. 

The Legislature should also be aware of the issues 
discussed by Intermedi a i n its response to Item 5 a ). 

6) Please provide any additional comments or information you 
believe will aaaist ata!f 1n eval uating and reporting on che 
development of local exchange competition l n Florida. In 
particular, we are seeking comments on any obstacles that you 
believe may be impeding the growth of local competition 1n the 
state and any suggestions you may have on how to remove such 
obstacles . : 

RESPONSE: See Intermedia's response to Item 5. 
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