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1 Q: 

2 A: 

Please state your name, employer, position and business address. 

My name is Julia Strow. I am employed by Intermedia Communications Inc. 

(“Intemiedia”) as Assistant Vice President, Regulatory and External Affairs. My 

business address is 3625 Queen Palm Drive, Tampa, Florida 336 19. 
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6 Q: What are your responsibilities in that position? 

7 A: I am a primary interface between Intermedia and the incumbent local exchange carriers 

(“ILECs”). In that capacity, I am involved in intercomection negotiations with - and 

arbitrations against ILECs, and in rulemaking proceedings addressing unbundled network 

elements, interconnection, collocation, resale, and related matters. I am also responsible 

for strategic planning and the setting of Intermedia’s state and federal regulatory policy. 

Ln addition, I testify on behalf of Intermedia in federal and state proceedings dealing with 

local competition issues. 
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15 Q: 

16 A: 
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PIease briefly describe your educational background and professional experience. 

I graduated from University of Texas in I98 1 with a B.S. in Communications. I joined 

.4T&T in 1983 as a Sales Account Executive responsible for major market accounts. I 

subsequently held several positions with BellSouth Telecommunications, hc.’s 

(“BellSouth’s”) Marketing and Regulatory Departments. I joined Intermedia in April 1996 

as Director of Strakgic Planning and Industu Policy, and subsequently \vas promoted to my 

current position 
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I Q: Please describe the nature of Intermedia’s business. 

7 

2 A: Intermedia is one of the country’s largest and fastest growing integrated communications 

providers (ICPs), providing a full range of local and long distance voice and data services 

to business and government end users, long distance carriers, information service 

providers, resellers and wireless carriers. Intermedia also provides Internet connectivity, 

web site management, and private network solutions on a nationwide basis through 

Digex, our national information sen*ice provider affiliate. 
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Intermedia has operated as a facilities-based communications semice provider in Florida 

beginning in 1992 with data services and moving into voice services in 1996. Intermedia 

has five Nortel DMS 500 voice switches in the state of Florida. These switches are 

located in Jacksonville (I) ,  Orlando (2), Tampa (11, and Miami (1). These voice switches 

provide a full range of local exchange services and long distance services. Intermedia 

also has forty-sewn data switches in the  state of Florida. Fifteen of the forty-seven data 

switches comprise t h e  State of Florida frame relay network. This network is dedicated to 

the State of Florida for use by its agencies and no commercial traffic traverses ths 

network. The commercial frame relay network in Florida is comprised of twenty-five 

switches throughout Florida located in Daytona Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, Gainesville, 

.7acksonville, Miami, Ocala, Orlando, Panama City, Pensacola, Tampa, Tallahassee, and 

West Palm Beach. Intermedia also has s e \ m  (7) XTM slvitches in Florida located in 

Jackson~ille, Tallaliassee, Orlando, Tampa, Et. Lauderdale. and Miami. These advanced 

telecommunications switches use packet-switched ox cell-based technology for the 

provision of many high-speed data services. At this time, Intermedia has approximately 
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33,000 customers in Florida for wliorn we provide local, long distance, data, private line, 

or Lntemet semices. 
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4 Q :  What is the purpose of your testimony? 

5 A: 

6 

The purpose of my testimony is to provide information to enable the Florida Public 

Sewice Commission (“the Commission”) to establish competitively neutral long-term 

pricing policies for unbundled nehvork elements (“LXEs’‘) and for combinations of 
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Q: 

A: 

UNEs. In doing s’3, I will discuss why the Commission should, as a policy matter, 

require deaveragirig of unbundled network elements. 

Can you provide background on the issues you intend to address in your testimony? 

Yes.  In its January 26, 1999 decision, the Supreme Court unequivocally upheld the 

Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC’s”) authority to define the pricing 

methodology used by state commissions in setting rates for UNEs. The pricing 

methodology set b y  the FCC in its Local Competition proceeding is total element long- 

run incremental cost (“TELRIC”). As a threshold matter, TELRTC-pricing standards 

should apply to all UNEs, including UNE combinations. In so doing, the Commission 

should make clear that additional, duplicative, or hidden charges or subsidies are 

impermissible. 
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Issue 1 : Deaveragiiig of UNEs. 

Q: Did the FCC require deaveraging of UNEs in its August 8, f 996 Local Competition 

Order’ ? 

A: Yes. In paragraph 764 of the 1996 Local Competition Order, the FCC stated: 

The 1996 Act mandates that rates for interconnection and 
unbundled network elements be “based on cost., .of providing the 
interconnection of network elements.” We agree with most parties 
that deaveraged rates more closely reflect the actual costs of 
providing interconnection arid unbundled elements. Thus we 
conclude that the rates for interconnection and unbundled elements 
must be geographically deaveraged. 

T h e  FCC also codj.fied this section of the order in FCC Rule 51.507(f), which 

states: 

State comlissions shall establish different rates for dements in at least 
thee defined geographic areas within a state to reflect geographic cost 
differences, 
(1) To establish geographically-deaveraged rates, state commissions may 

use existing density-related zone pricing plans described in 6 69.123 
of this chapter, or other such cost-related zone plans established 
pursuant to state law. 

(2) In states not using such existing plans, state commissions must create 
a mininium of three cost-related rate zones. 

Q: 

A: 

Has the FCC recently stayed this requirement? 

Yes. In an order released on May 7, 1999, the FCC on its own motion, stayed its rules 

requiring geograp1i:ic deaveraging of LYE rates until six months after the FCC issues an 

FCC, hplementa tion .of the Local Coiiipetition Provisions in die Tclecommunicatior2s 
.4cf of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 96-325, released August 8, 1996. (“1 996 Local 
Competition Order”) 
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order finaliziiig arid ordering implementation of universal service rules now under 

considerationn2 

Q :  

A: 

Which UNEs, excluding combinations, shouId be deaveraged? 

All UNEs required by the FCC’s proceeding on remand of its Rule 5 1.3 19 (“FCC’s 3 19 

Proceeding”), should be required. In this proceeding a minimum list of unbundled 

network elements will be established, therefore, all UNEs that are ordered by the FCC in 

the 3 19 Proceeding and any additional LJNEs that may be ordered by this Commission 

should be subject ‘to deaveraging. Unless the ILECs demonstrates through its cost studies 

that there is no difference in cost across different density zones, all UNEs should be 

presumed to be subject to deaveragmg. In some instances specific UNEs may not 

demonstrate any cost sensitivity across different density zones. For example, UNEs such 

as unbundled operational support systems may not have sigruficant differences in 

underlying cost across different zones since it is provided on a centralized basis. It is 

important that cost studies be required for all UNEs in order to determine if the UNE 

rates should in fact be deaveraged as required by the FCC’s Rule 5 Z .507. 

Q: 

A: 

Which UNE combinations, if any, should be deaveraged? 

Again, all UNE coinbinations required by the FCC or this Commission should be subject 

to deaveraging unless the ILEC can demonstrate through its cost studies that there is no 

significant differences in the underlying L-ST combination costs based on density zones. 

The UXT deaveraging requirements should be extended to combinations. There is no 

FCC, Implementafim of Local Comperirion PI-ovisio?zs of the Teiecoinnzuizicarioris A ol of 
1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 99-86, released May 7, 1999. 
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Q: 

A: 

policy rationale to do otherwise. In particular, the Commission should apply the 

deaveraging requirement to the combinations of DS 1 loops and DS 1 interoffice transport 

that it recently ordered in response to a request for arbitration filed against BellSouth by 

MCIinetro.’ 

What is the appropriate basis for deaveraging UNEs? 

As a general economic pricing principle, rate structures should reflect the nature of the 

underlying costs. For example, the actual rate charged for a UNE in a specific 

geographic location should reflect, as closely as possible, t h e  actual forward-looking 

costs for that element in that geographic location. In the case of UNEs, there are a 

number of geographic factors that influence costs. These factors include, but are not 

limited to: 1) population density: 2) average Iength of loops and interoffice transport; 3) 

the extent to which the ILEC deploys Integrated Digital Loop Carrier and DigitaI 

Subscriber Line technology in its loops; 4) the amount of optical fiber deployed in loops 

and interoffice routes; and 5 )  whether the ILEC dqloys wireless technologies in its 

infrastructure. Therefore, the Commission should require the incumbent local exchange 

carriers (“ILECs”) to provide cost studies in this proceeding that allow t h e  Commission 

and the parties to determine if UNE rates should be deaveraged on a geographic basis or 

any other basis. 

- 
Request for Arbifration concerning cornpiaim of MChnetro Access Trmsmission Semices 
LL C, for eilfnrcemen i of in iercoii itection agreen; eizt with BeilSoulh Telecommun ica lions, 

6 
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1 Q: 

2 A: 

Do the ILECs provide retail pricing deaveraged into geographic zones? 

Yes.  For example, BellSouth currently provides a number of its interstate special access 

services deaveraged into three separate zones, which are based on population density. 

These zones correspond to urban, suburban and rural areas. For example, BellSouth 

&averages its DS f local channel rates into three zones, with the rates in the urban zone 

priced about 7% t)elow the rura1 zone rates, and about 4% below the suburban zone rates. 

This deaveraged rate structure is effectively an admission by BellSouth that its costs - for 

at least some retail rate elements - do vary by geographic location, and should create a 

presumption on the part of the Commission that BellSouth’s LNE costs are similarly 

affected by geography 
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12 Q: 

13 A: 

How many rate zones should ILECs be required to establish? 

As noted above, ILECs currently deaverage their interstate special access services into 

three zones - urban, suburban and rural - and these same three zones are appropriate for 

deaveraged UNE pricing. There is some indication that ILECs may establish additional 

18 

zones, however. In a very recent decision, the FCC announced that it will shortly 

propound rules that will allow ILECs to deaverage rates for t rurhng services into as 

many zones as they want. At the time this testimony was prepared, the FCC announced 

that it has adopted 1:hese new rules, but had not yet released the text of the order, so w e  do 

not have all of the details yet. In this regard, I reserve the right to supplement my  

testimony to provide further information on this point after the FCC’s order is released. 

In light of the uncertainty posed by the FCC’s very recent decision, I would propose that 

h c . ,  Docket KO. 98 1 12 1 -TP, Order No. PSC-99- 1089-FOF-TP, issued May 27, 1999. 
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the Commission require deaveraging of UNE rates into the thee zones discussed above. 

In case ILECs later adopt more zones for any of their tariffed retail or wholesale services 

- either intrastate or interstate - the Commission should require that LNE rates be further 

deaveraged into a similar number of zones. 

Why is it necessary that this Commission deaverage UNE and UNE combination 

rates? 

In order to set conipetitively neutral forward-looking economic costs, this Commission 

must examine deaveraging. A UNE or UNE combination rate that is established based 

on statewide average TELEUC costs can be inefficient if the end result is that the rate is 

substantidly above or below forward economic costs for different geographc regions 

within the state. Setting statewide averaged rates distorts the investment decisions of 

ALECs and therefore distorts the opening of different geographic areas to competition. 

For example, UNE rates that are artificially hgh in urban and suburban areas due to 

averaging will force ALECs to target larger customers, whle lower UNE rates would 

reduce the overall cost of interconnection and allow ALECs to target smaller customers. 

Similarly, averaging that keeps ruraI UNE rates below their economic cost may promote 

the use of technolo,gies that are efficient in urban areas, but that are inefficient in rural 

areas. These distortions send the wrong economic signals to both ALECs and 

incumbents, and encourage inefficient use of embedded networks, and inefficient 

deployment of new technologies. 
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27 A: 
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Should the degree of deaveraging be uniform for all UNEs? 

Yes. Unless the underlying cost studies deternine significant differences in costs based 

on geographic location or any other factor, the degree of deaveraging should be uniforni 

for all UNEs. 

What do you mean by significant differences in the costs? 

By significant I mean differences that are manageable. The marketplace efficiencies that 

are available when all rates are deaveraged must be balanced with the reality that ALECs 

and ILECs will cmly be able to administer only a limited number of different rates. 

Therefore, the Co,mission can deternine after review of all of the ILEC cost studies in 

phase 2 of this proceeding what is sigmficant. By using this approach, the Commission 

can establish a Uniform degree of deaveraged rates unless the cost studies dictate 

otherwise. To make the process more efficient for the  Commission, this docket should 

only require deaveraging for loops and transport at this time. These UNEs should include 

all forms of loops and transport, including sub-loop elements. These UNEs should also 

include in-building wiring, to the extent that the FCC or this Commission later defines 

these facilities as separate IJNEs. These are the unbundled elements that should have the 

most cost differences based on geographic deaveraging. Deaveraging of hr ther  

unbundled elements can be accomplished in later phases of this proceeding. 

Should the degree of deaveraging be uniform for all affected ILECs? 

The Commission should establish a presumption that deaveraging should be unifomi 

aniong all affected ILECs. Significantly, the Commission should establish the 
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presumption that,  because BellSouth currently deaverages sonic! of its interstate services 

into three zones, it j s  appropriate for BellSouth and all other affected ILECs to deaverage 

their UNEs into three zones. This presumption can later be changed to the extent that the 

cost studies produced in this proceeding determine that demonstrated differences in ILEC 

cost structures do not support such a uniform approach. For example, if after reviewing 

BellSouth’s and Sprint’s cost studies for unbundled signalling databases in phase 2 the 

Cominission determines that BellSouth’s costs do not show a significant difference by 

geographic region, while Sprint’s costs do show a significant difference, then the degree 

of deaveraging would not be uniform. Again, the Commission must first require the cost 

studies to be filed by the ILECs to have the necessary information to determine the 

degree of deaveraging warranted. T h e  Commission can also determine from the cost 

studies whether the degree of deaveraging should be uniform across all UNEs and across 

ILECs . 

What supporting data or documentation should an ILEC provide with its 

deaveraging cost study filing? 

ILECs should file all appropriate documentation so that the Commission can determine 

competitively neutral long-run economic costs of UNEs and LNE combinations. 

Included in this documentation should be information that will aIIow the Commission to 

determine if underiying costs differ because of geographic Iocation or any other factor. 

This infomiation s:iould inciude: 1 )  the extent to ivhjch the ILEC deploys Integrated, 

Lniversal or Next Generation Digital Loop Carrier facilities in its local network; 2) the 

extent to which the ILEC deploys ADSL, HDSL, SDSL and other varieties of Digital 
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Subscriber Line technology in its local networks; 3) the extent to which the ILEC deploys 

optical fiber in its local and interoffice networks; and 4) the extent to which the ILEC 

deploys wireless technologies in its local or interoffice networks. By providing this 

detailed information in the ZLEC cost studies, the Commission will be able to determine 

the extent to which rates set for UNEs and UNE combinations should be deaveraged and 

on what basis they will be deaveraged across UNEs and across ILECs. 

S Q: 

9 A: 

What principIes should the cost studies for UNEs and UNE combinations foIiow? 

Prices for UNEs, whether purchased singly or in combinations, should be based on a 

fonvard-looking TELRIC cost methodology. Section 252 of the Act clearly expresses 

that its cost-based p k n g  standard applies to all UNEs and Combinations of UNEs. The 

Commission should foredose any effort to saddle UNEs with non-cost-based charges. 

In particular, the Commission should ensure that UNE rates exclude any historical, 

embedded costs, and should remove any impIicit subsidies that support other ILEC 

semi ces . 
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Q :  What would be the impact to competitive markets if cost studies were not based on a 

forward-looking TELRIC cost methodology? 

At this time, ILECs control many facilities that ALECs must access to reach end user 

customers. Because there are no competitive alternatives for these facilities. there are no 

market forces at play that would force ILECs to establish efficient rates for these 

facilities. This provides ILECs with the incentive and the ability to impose excessive 

costs in order to prevent ALECs from effectively competing against them. The 
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Communications Act (and the FCC’s rules implementing the Act) require TELRIC 

incremental costing of UhlEs because this costing method mimics market forces and 

produces rates that are similar to those that would result if there were competitive 

alternatives to the ILEC facilities. Cost studies not based on a forward-looking TELRIC 

InethodoIogy would allow ILECs to impose excessive rates for these critical network 

components and would foreclose ALECs from providing competitive service offerings 

throughout the state of Florida. 

Should ILECs be allowed t o  assess “gIue” charges on top of TELRlC-based rates 

for UNE combinations? 

No. T h e  Commission must find that where CLECs request UNEs in combination, ILECs 

may not impose “glue” charges - either recurring or nonrecurring - in addition to 

TELFUC cross-connection charges. The imposition of non-cost-based glue charges on 

UNEs without question contradicts the forward-looking pricing standard established by 

the  Act and interpreted by the FCC. This position is fully consistent with the 

Commission’s recent finding in MCI’s arbitration petition against BellSouth. In that 

case, the Commission reviewed the interconnection ageement between MCI and 

BellSouth and found that it dearly required that BellSouth combine DSt loops with DS1 

transport at the sum of the TELRIC-based rates for both elements, without any additional 

lion-cast elements. 

To this end, the Cominission should rule that ILECs may not establish separate charges 

for cross-connects, but instead must provide cross-connects as part of the underlying 
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transmission facility UNE (either loop or transport), as such items are an integral part of 

the transmission provided by such UNEs. Such a finding is necessary because at least 

one ILEC in another jurisdiction has attempted to impose the equivalent of a “glue” 

charge by introducing separate cross-connect fees. 3 

5 

6 Q: 

7 -4: 

ShouId any other pricing policies be establisbed for UNF combinations? 

Yes. The Commission also should require that ILECs make UNEs available at volume 

and term discounts where cost studies show that efficiencies are gained when ordered and 

provided in large volumes and for long periods. ALECs that purchase UNEs and UNE 

combinations in large volumes and for long term commitments should benefit from the 

same economies of scale that ILEC’s retail and whoIesaIe customers enjoy when they 

purchase tariffed services from t h e  ILEC. When an ALEC purchases large volumes of 

UNEs from an ILEC, the ILEC realizes considerable economies of scale because such 

bulk purchases: 1) allow the ILEC to coordinate installation and perform multiple 

installations on the same service tnp; 2) reduces order processing time and labor, and 3) 

facilitates network planning by providing consolidated demand information. If an ALEC 

were allowed to commit to long terms (of 2-7 years or more) when purchasing UNEs, the 

ILEC wouId realize considerable benefits, including: I )  certainty of a revenue stream for 

a prolonged period of time; 2) reduction in churn; 3) elimination of direct costs for 

marketing, order processing. and installation; and 4 )  improved network planning ability 

due to long-term demand projections. The fact that these economies exist is 

demonstrated in the volume and term discount arrangements that ILECs routinely 

incorporate into their state and federal tariffs, and in Custom Senice Arrangements. To 
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prevent ALECs from sharing in these benefits in the same way as ILEC wliolesale and 

rctail customers is both di scri ni inato ry and an ti  co~ii  p eti t i ve. 

Issue 2: “Currently Combined” versus “Not OrdiuariIy Combined” 

A: 

Q :  How can one determine which UNEs and JLEC ‘‘currently combines” (51.315(b)), 

versus those which are “not ordinarily combined in the ILEC’s network” 

(51.31 5(c))? 

No. The Commission is fully empowered to require lLECs to provide UNE 

combinations in any manner it sees fit. As the Supreme Court noted, section 25 1 (c)(3) 

“does not say, or even remotely imply, that elements must be provided [in discrete 

pieces] and never in combined Without combinations, LLECs will have an 

unfettered ability to impair CLEC provisioning of all telecommunication services, 

especially advanced services. Thus, in accord with the Supreme Court’s decision, the 

Commission should affirm that: (1) the ILECs’ section 25 1 (c)(3) unbundling obligation 

requires t h e  provision of UNEs in combination and (2) section 5 1.3 15(b) of the 

Commission’s mtes requires the ILECs to provide UNE combinations such as enhanced 

extended links (“EELS”) to CLECs. An EEL is a local loop, transport, and in some cases, 

multiplexing combination. 

The Commission should affirm that ILECs must provide UhXs in any feasible 

combination, if requested to do so bSr a CLEC. Section 25 I (c)(3)’ oflhe -4ct requires 

ILECs to provide CLECs ivith unbundled access to UNEs at any technically feasible 

AT&T Coi-p. v. Iowa Cirils. Bd.. 119 S .  Ct. 721. 737 (1999) r‘AT&T‘’’I. 4 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 Q :  

7 

E 

9 A: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

point, including in combination. The Act endorses no specific technological means of 

combination. Rather section 25 1 (c)(3) requires ILECs to provide access to W s  at any 

“teclinicall y feasj ble point on rates, terms. and conditions that are just, reasonable, and 

nondiscriminatory.. .. 7 4  

ILECs in other jurisdictions are attempting to h i t  UNE combinations to solely 

those that are “currently combined” for an end-user. Do you agree with this 

position? 

No. The Commission should allow any reasonable UNE combination, whether they are 

currently combined or not. This position underscores how ILECs view ALECs - not as 

large customers in a competitive market, but solely as competitors. When ILECs view 

ALECs as solely a competitor, there is resistance to virtuaily any new arrangement that 

might be more convenient or cost-effective for the ALEC. However, if ALECs were 

simply large customers of LLECs, and not also competitors, this docket wodd not be 

necessary. ILECs would be more than happy to combine UNEs for their largest 

customers in any reasonable manner, and charge a reasonable fee based on incremental 

costs, as ILECs do for large customers today throughout their territories, for the 

preponderance of their senices. 

Eliminating this distinction -- this discrimination - is crucial to the development of local 

competition. 1 believe that stale commissions and the FCC are the only bodies that can 

< 
17 USC 9 25l(c)(3). 
Id. 6 
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create an atmosphere where ILECs treat ALECs as their largest and best customers - 

which, by the way, they are - and not solely as competitors to be thwarted. 

This definition of‘“current1y combined” fails to address what the ALECs fundamentally 

require to be competitive in the local marketplace. By restricting UNE cornbinations to 

this definition of “currently combined” UNEs, ALECs would be forced to essentially use 

or mirror ILEC’s tariffed services rvhich in turn causes the ALEC to conform to the 

network architecture of the lLEC instead of a more efficient architecture. This would 

effectively prevent ALECs from introducing innovative technologies and new services. 

Do lLECs use UNE combinations for provision of service to its own end users? 

Yes. In fact, in the provision of data services to end users, many ILECs use combinations 

of loops, transport, and mu1 tiplexing to provide connectivity. For example, ILECs 

including Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, Southwestern Bell, and US West 

provision DS-I services - as native DS-1 or as T-1 service over HDSL - and other data 

services (e.g., Frame Relay and ATM) to their retail end users using Ioop/transport 

combinations. These data circuits are the functional equivalent of EELs, and the ILECs’ 

collective refusal to provide similar techcal ly  feasible combinations to CLECs 

contradicts section 5 1.3 15(b) of the FCC‘s rules as well as the nondiscrimination 

requirement of section 25 1 (c) (3)  of the Act. In addition, ILECs use L’E combinations 

to provide ISDN to customers whose sen-ing central office is not equipped for JSDh. 

16 
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As evidenced by their own provision of service to retail customers, UNE combinations - 

iiicluding the EEL - are technically feasible. Thus, ILEC fkilure to offer the EEL 

combination or other combinations would result i I i  exactly the type of discrimination 

contemplated by section 25 1 (c)(3). As long as the LrhE combination is one that 

reasonably could be combined, it innust be required. Just because the combination does 

not physically exist today does not mean ILECs should not provide this combination. 

Issue 3: Cost Studies. 

Q: U’bat guidelines and specific requirements should be imposed on recurring and 

nonrecurring cost studies, if any, required to be filed in this proceeding? 

11 A: 

12 
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As 3 discussed above, prices for UNEs, whether purchased singly or in combinations, 

should be based on a forward-looking TELRIC cost methodology. Section 252 of the 

Act clearly expresses that its cost-based pricing standard applies to all UNEs and 

combinations of T3NEs. The Commission should foreclose any effort to saddle UNEs 

with non-cost-based charges. The only additional requirement is that a11 cost studies filed 

16 

17 

by the ILECs should contain the necessary infomation to determine if differences in 

geographic regions cause differences in costs. 

18 

19 Q: 

20 

2 I A: 

-- 77 

23 

For which UNEs should the ILECs submit cost studies sufficient to deaverage those 

UNEs identified in Issue l ?  

As I stated earlier. all LTNE:, that are ordered by the FCC in the 3 19 Proceeding and any 

additional UNEs and LXE combinations that may be ordered by this Commission should 

be deaveraged. However, only LNEs that are determined to have significant underlying 
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cost differences through an examination of deaveraged cost studies should ultimately be 

deaveraged. 

geographic region and should then be deaveraged, ILECs must file cost studies for all 

UNEs established by the FCC and this Commission. 

Therefore, in order to deternine if the underlying costs differ by 

Q: Why is it important that the Commission examine all UNEs and UNE cornbinations 

in this proceeding? 

For UNEs and UNE combinations to become truly effective in spumng facilities-based 

competition in Florida, ALECs must have the ability to purchase them for all types of 

loops and all types of transport (copper and fiber). ALECs are increasingly developing 

A: 

innovative and varied business plans, focusing on new and different technologies, service 

applications, and customer bases. For this trend to continue, these ALECs must have 

unrestricted access to all available UNEs. 

Q: Should the Commission require the ILECs to file nonrecurring cost studies? 

A: Yes.  The Commission must examine the nonrecurring cost studies associated with t h e  

UNE and LINE combinations to insure that they are truly cost-based. ILECs cannot be 

allowed to add hidden charges to the nonrecurring rates or ALECs will be effectively 

restricted from competing and the consumers of Florida will not receive the benefit of 

competition. 
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19 Q: 

2'L A: 

When should the cost studies identified in lssue 3 be filed? 

Costs studies should bc filed 60 da>-s after the order in  this phase of the proceeding is 

issued, 

Can you please summarize your testimony? 

Yes. Geographic deaveraging of rates for UNEs and combinations of UNEs is required 

by the Communications Act and is necessary for the continued developmeiit of local 

competition in Florida. Such deaiw-aging should reflect three different geographic zones, 

reflecting urban, suburban and rural areas. Additional zones should be required if ILECs 

break their rates for whoIesale and retail tariffed services down into more than three 

zones. ILECs should also be required to offer UNEs at volume and term discounted 

rates, to reflect in UNE rates the same efficiencies that ILEC end user and carrier 

customers enjoy. In order to establish these rates, the Commission should require the 

submission of cost studies that provide adequate detail on how XLECs deploy cost-saving 

technologies, such as IDLC and DSL. All rates must reflect the TELRlC costing 

methodology. Finally, ALECs should not be restncted in any way in their ability to 

obtain and use WS. 

Does this conclude p u r  testimony? 

I'es. 
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