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Re: Special ProJect No. 980000B·SP 
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Access by Telecommunicatlona Companies to Customers In 
MultJ. Tenant Environments 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Plea sa find enclosed an original and fifteen copies of the Reply Comments of GTE 
Florida Incorporated for filing In the above maltar. Also enGloMCI Is a diskette with a 
copy of the Reply Comments In WordPerfect 6 .0 fonnat. If there are any questions 
regardlng this filing, please contact me at (813) 483-2617 
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ORIGINAL 
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBL.IC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Access by Telecommunications Companies ) 
To Customers In Multi-Tenant Environments ) 

Special Project No. 9800006-SP 
Filed: August 28. 1998 

) 

REPLY COMMENJS OF GTE FLORIDA INCORPORAJED 

A. Aalaa of ConiiiJlAUI 

Based on the first round of comments and the parties' presentations at the 

August 12 workshop. there appears to be substantial consensus on a number of Issues 

concerning telecommunlcat.lons provider access to tenants In multi-tenant environments. 

These consensus positions are a solid foundatlon for the Commission's recommendations 

to the Legislature. GTE believes most or all parties agree on the following principles: 

(1) Nondiscriminatory acceas. In order to promote a technologically advanced 

and competitive telecommun•catlons Infrastructure In Flonda, tenants In multi-tenant 

environments should have nondiscriminatory. technology neutral, and direct access to 

telecommunications service providers of their cho•ce. 

(2) Direct erct'll&. Direct access should generally mean access to spaces and 

facllrtles that are required to provide teleconvnunlcatlons services to tenants. including. but 

not limited to. wall space. floor space. conduits. and equipment closets. 

(3) OBJioilioa of mu!U-teaanllocatlon. Multi-tenant locations should be defined 

broadly to Include all non-transient tenancies. both residential and commercial. and both 

existmg and new. 

(4) 5ruYice3loduded In direct access. Telecommunications services for which 

direct access Is granted shOuld Include lhose over which the Aorida PSC has junsdlctlon. 

includiny. but not limited to. basic local exchange service and high speed data services . 
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(5) Legal jssuAS. Direct access to tenants in a mult!-tenant location os not an 

unconstitutional taking. (The most notable exception to this posltlon Is the Building Ovmers 

and Managers Association (BOMA).) 

(6) No exdll!!jye contracla Although a few partoes advocate allowmg exclusrve 

contracts for access. GTE believes the majority~and better-view is that such contracts are 

likely to unde1111ine competition, because all tenants should have the basic right of 

selecting a telecommunications service provider or providers of choice ExclusiVe 

contracts are. moreover. Inconsistent with the caniur-of-last-resort obligations that persist 

lor the ILECs. Including GTE. 

(7) Be:spooslbJ!ity for propeey damage. Telecommunications servoce providers 

that mstall or maintain telecommunications facilities within multi-tenant locations are 

responsible for repairing property damage caused by Installation or maintenance activrtles. 

and lor Indemnifying propeny owners lor damages and liability resulting from such 

activities. 

(8) E911 maintenance. The deploymenl nl E91 1 products that provide lndivioual 

station location and automatic number identification within multi-tenant locations remains 

the rosponslboll!y of the underlying telecommunications service provider. 

(9) Change lo MPOE. Mos1 parties ('lOtably, excluding BeiiSouth) agree that this 

Commission should change Its demarcation point delin"ions to bo consistent Wlth the 

FCC's minimum point of entry (MPOE) policy and assoclated rules. GTE must emphasize. 

however. that its support for movement of the demarcation point to tho MPOE os 

conditioned upon the very Important proviso that tho Incumbent local exchange canner 

(ILEC) be permitted to recover its lnvos1nnent in facilities over which It woll have no control 
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as a result of moving the demarcation point In existing bUildings. U~er the existing 

Commission rules, GTE must run cable to Individual customer units and place 

demarcation points In each of those premises. Under the FCC scheme, the demarcation 

point would be moved to the MPOE-the basement. for exampl&-thus forcing the ILEC to 

effectively abandon the facllltles behind the new demarcation polnl up lo the old 

demarcation poinl at the customer's premises. The ILEC would be placed 1n the untenable 

position of owning. bUt not at all oontrolllng, the existing inside wire. GTE would, of course. 

expect the Commission or Legislature to create a mechanism to oompensate the ILEC In 

this situation. The California Commission. for instance, ordered an advanced amortization 

of Inside wiring. to be recovered through an end-user surcharge on the monthly bill . GTE 

believes such an approach-which would likely amount to no more than a few pennies a 

month per customer-is appropriat.e for Florida. as well . 

. . . 
B ControvartJtd lnuqs 

The most vocal opponents of direct. nondiscriminatory access to tenants are 

property owner interests. led here by SOMA. SOMA cites a number ol "public policy· 

reasons thai purportedly justify denying direct access to certified telecommunications 

carriers. GTE believes SOMA overstates these putentlal problems. For Instance, SOMA 

Implies that direct access will prevenl the owners from •regulaling. supervising or 

ooordinating on-premise actlvrtles of all servi<:e providers • This Is not true. Owners would 

still be free to negotlate the terms of accass with the telecommunications oompanies, 

subject only to reasonable constraints. such as the nondiscrimination condition. SOMA's 

ooncems thai telecommunications providers' activities will disrupt the building operations 
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and/or tenants and potentially cause property damage or increased costs can likewise be 

addressed by contract. A contract could, for example, define permissible activities and 

hours of access, and establish that tho telocommunlcatJons company would be held liable 

for damage it causes and for the costs of any necessary building modifications. 

SOMA's lear that owners will be "forced to grant access to an unlimited number of 

other telecommunication companies· Is also overblown. The market wil hold down the 

number of providers serving a building. A company will not seek to enter a location unless 

It is reasonably assured of attaining enough business there to make an adequate profit 

Even In the unlikely event that each tenant requested a diffaranl teleoommunlcaUons 

provider. mulllple providers would not llkoly agrae to fumlsh service under such conditions 

Furthermore. GTE does not believe any party has suggested that building owners should 

be forbidden from imposing constraints on entry thai are reasonably related to space. 

security. safety and aesthetic appearance. 

II is simply untrue that granting nondiscriminatory access will solely enhance the 

financial interests of the telecommunications companies, as SOMA claims. 

Nondiscriminatory access to tenants will encourage competition. thereby enhancrng 

consumer wellara through lower prices. better &'lrvice, and Increased Innovation These 

benefits typically associated with an openly competitive marketplace Will, however, be 

undermined to the extent the building owner attempts to profit from Its control of the 

building entry bottleneck. For instance. the providers' costs of access will necessanly be 

reflected in the prices the end user must pay lor telecommunications services 

1 n the end, GTE believes that the policy arguments advanced by SOMA and related 

interests mask a profit-making motive--but just barely. The title of the SOMA manual. 
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Wired for Pmfrt· The Propj!rty Management Professional's Guide 10 Capturing 

O~portunities In the Tolecommunjca!lgns Markel. succinctly captures !his motive. (Slli! 

Wori<shop Tr .. Aug. 12. 1008. a! 154.) While such opportunism Is perhaps understa.ndable. 

It is at odds with the creation of effective competition In this instance. and should not 

prevent this Commission from supporting reasonable and nondiscriminatory access before 

the Legislature. 

In particular. GTE urges the Commission to remain aware of the relationship 

between !he compensatlon Issue and telecommunications companies· statutory carder-of

last-resort (COLR) duties. As an ILEC with mandatory COLR obligations (which new 

entrants do not share). GTE should not be charged lor space needed to provide services 

!hat are essential to the public welfare and a necessary pan of the bUilding or proper1y 

infrastructure. Indeed, a COLR ILEC must provide certain services to a multl-tenant 

location owner oven before an occupancy perm1t can be obtained from public safety 

offiCials--for exam;"le, copper connectlvlty to a municipal fire alarm system 

If !he Commission or the Legislature determines that earners of last resort may be 

charged for access to multi-tenant locations or if exdusive contracts (discussed above) are 

deemed acceptable. !hen GTE believes !hat !hr COLR obligation for mult~tenant locahons 

is essentially severed. If the Commission makes such reco...,mendations. than 11 should 

also tell the Legislature to re-evaluate !he COLR obligations in the existing statute. 
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. . . . 

Respectfully submitted on August 28, 1998 

Klmbel1y caswell 
Post Office Box 1 • FL TC0007 
Tampa, Florida 33601 
Telephone: 813-483-2617 

AHomey 101' GTE Florida lnCOtporaled 
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