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Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo, Director 	 G'I~'......:- ­ .. 
()Division of Records and Reporting 	 { 

0 
C'Florida Public Service Commission CJl 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Dear Mrs. Bayo: 

Re: Docket No. 981834-TP / Docket No. 990321-TP 

You will find enclosed for filing in the above-referenced dockets an original 
and fifteen (15) copies of AT&T's Prehearing Statement and the Rebuttal Testimony of 
Ronald W. Mills filed on behalf of AT&T. 

Copies of the foregoing are being served on the parties of record in accordance 
with the attached certificate of service. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

DOCKETS 981834-TP and 990321-TP 


I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was furnished via 

U.S. Mail to the following parties of record on this 19th day of November, 1999: 

Robert Vandiver 

FPSC 

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 

Room 390M 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 


Martha Carter Brown 

FPSC 

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 

Room 390M 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 


Nancy B. White 

c/o Nancy Sims 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

150 S. Monroe, Suite 400 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 


Joseph A. McGlothlin 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman 

Mc Whirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, 

Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A. 

117 S. Gadsden St. 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 


Andrew O. Isar 

Telecommunications Resellers Assoc. 

4312 92nd Ave, NW 

Gig Harbor, WA 98335 


Terry Monroe 

CompTel 

1900 M Street, NW 

Suite 800 

Washington, DC 20036 


Patrick K. Wiggins 

Charles Pellegrini 

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A. 

2145 Delta Blvd., Ste. 200 

Tallahassee, FL 32303 


Richard Melson 
Gabriel E. Nieto 
Hopping Law Firm 
P.O. Box 6526 

Tallahassee, FL 32314 


Floyd R. Self 

Norman H. Horton 

Messer, Caparello & Self 

215 S. Monroe St., Ste. 701 

Tallahassee, FL 32301-1873 


Donna Canzano-McNulty 

MCI WorldCom 

325 John Knox Rd, Suite 105 

Tallahassee, FL 32303 


Carolyn Marek 

Time Warner Communications 

233 Bramerton Court 

Franklin, TN 37069 


Mark Buechele 

Supra Telecommunications 

2620 SW 2ih Ave. 

Miami, FL 33133 


James C. Falvey 

e.spire Communications, Inc. 

133 National Business Pkwy. 

Suite 200 

Annapolis Junction, MD 20701 




ACI Corp. 
7337 S. Revere Pkwy. 
Englewood, CO 80112 

Elise KielylJeffrey Blumenfeld 
Blummenfeld & Cohen 
1625 Massachusetts Ave, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036 

Kimberly Caswell 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
P.O. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 33601-0110 

Scott Sapperstein 

Intermedia Communications Inc. 

3625 Queen Palm Dr. 

Tampa, FL 33619 


Peter Dunbar/Barbara Auger 

Pennington Law Firm 

P.O. Box 10095 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Dulaney L. O'Roark 

MCI Telecommunications Corp. 

780 Johnson Ferry Rd 

Suite 700 

Atlanta, GA 30342 


Susan Huther 

MGC Communications, Inc. 

3301 Worth Buffalo Dr. 

Las Vegas, NV 89129 


Charles 1. Beck 

Deputy Public Counsel 

Office of the Public Counsel 

III West Madison Street, Room 812 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 


Michael Gross 

FCTA 

310 N. Monroe St. 

Tallahassee, FL 3230 I 


Laura L. Gallagher, P.A. 

101 E. College Ave. 

Suite 302 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 


James P. Campbell 

MediaOne 

7800 Belfort Pkwy. 

Suite 250 

Jacksonville, FL 32256 


Christopher V. Goodpastor 

Covad Communications Company 

9600 Great Hills Trl., Suite 150W 

Austin, TX 78759 


Susan S. Masterson 

Charles 1. Rehwinkel 

Sprint Communications Company 

P.O. Box 2214 
MC: FLTLH00107 
Tallahassee, FL 32316 

Bettye Willis 
ALL TEL Communications 
Services, Inc. 
One Allied Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2177 

1. Jeffry Wahlen 
Ausley & McMullen 
P.O. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
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Prehearing 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of Competitive Carriers 

for Commission Action to support 

local competition in BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc.'s territory. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

In re: Petition of Rhythm Links, Inc. 

for generic investigation to ensure that 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., 

Sprint, Florida, Inc. and GTE Florida, 

Inc., comply with obligation to provide 

alternative local exchange carriers with 

flexible, timely, and cost-efficient 

collocation. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Docket No. 98 1834-TP 

Docket No. 99032 1-TL 

Filed: November 19, 1999 

AT&T'S Statement 

R\G\NAL 

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (hereinafter "AT&T"), pursuant to 

Rule 25-22.038, Florida Administrative Code, and order of the Florida Public Service Commission 

(hereinafter the "Commission") hereby submits its Prehearing Statement in the above-referenced 

docket. 

A. Witnesses 

AT&T intends to sponsor the testimony of the following wi tnesses: 

Witnesses: Ron W. Mills 

B. Exhibits 

Issues: All issues 

AT&T does not intend to present any exhibits. 
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C. Basic Position 

Collocation of ALEC facilities in ILEC central offices is an essential prerequisite to 

facilities based entry into the local market. It is absolutely critical that collocation be 

provided on a timely, efficient and economic basis. The potential for controversy and 

litigation underscores the critical need for the Commission to adopt thorough and concise 

rules regarding collocation. Much of the controversy and the potential for litigation 

regarding denials of waiver requests will be substantially reduced if the ILECs are 

required to accurately inventory the space available in their central offices and make that 

information available on their respective web sites. Keeping this information current is 

also essential. The potential for controversy will also be mitigated by clear and concise 

rules adopted by the Commission that make the most space available pursuant to the 

FCC's Advanced Services Order. Such rules must be adopted with a view to making 

collocation a standardized generally available offering that details the specific rights, 

responsibilities and obligations of the ILECs and ALECs. Only with such rules can 

collocation become an efficient economic mechanism that will foster facilities based local 

exchange competition. 

D.-F. Positions on the Issues 

ISSUE 1: 	 When should an ILEC be required to respond to a complete 
and correct application for collocation and what 
information should be included in that response? 

Position: An ILEC should respond to an application within 10 calendar days 
as to whether space is available and should provide all information needed to make a firm 
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order within 15 calendar days of receipt of the application. If the ALEC's application is 
not complete and correct when received, the ILEC must describe with specificity all 
errors in the application within 5 calendar days of the receipt. 

ISSUE 2: 	 If the information included in the ILEC's initial response is 
not sufficient to complete a firm order, when should the 
ILEC provide such information or should an alternative 
procedure be implemented? 

Position: The only exception to the ILEC providing the data within 15 
calendar days necessary for an ALEC to place a Firm Order is an Act ofGod. 

ISSUE 3: 	 To what areas does the term "premises" apply, as it pertains to 
physical collocation and as it is used in the Act, the FCC's Orders, 
and FCC Rules? 

Position: "Premises" is generally defined as a piece of real estate; house or 
building and its associated land. Consistent with the pro-competitive purposes of the 
Telecom Act of 1996, and ILEC's "premises" should be broadly construed to include 
ILEC central offices, serving wire centers and tandem offices, as well as all buildings or 
similar structures owned or leased by the ILEC that house ILEC network facilities. ILEC 
premises should also include any structures that house LEC network facilities on public 
rights-of-way, such as vaults containing loop concentrators or similar structures. 

ISSUE 4: 	 What obligations, if any, does an ILEC have to interconnect with 
ALEC physical collocation equipment located "off-premises"? 

Position: An ILEC is obligated to interconnect with off-premises ALEC 
physical collocation equipment if space is legitimately exhausted. In addition, off­
premises is presumed feasible if an ILEC anywhere provides the requested off-premises 
interconnection unless the ILEC rebuts the presumption. Any such off-premises 
interconnection should not be limited to fiber optic cable. 

ISSUE 5: 	 What terms and conditions should apply to converting virtual 
collocation to physical collocation? 

Position: An ALEC, at its option, should be allowed to convert a virtual 
collocation arrangement to a physical collocation arrangement with no changes to the 
collocation configuration including retaining the same location in the central office. 
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ISSUE 6: 	 What are the appropriate response and implementation intervals for 
ALEC requests for changes to existing collocation space? 

Position: For changes to existing collocation space requiring work by the 
ILEC, the response under normal conditions should be no later than 15 calendar days 
from the request for the change and the implementation interval should be 60 calendar 
days from the request. For changes requested as a result of service threatening 
emergency situations, an ILEC should respond to the request within 48 hours and 
implement the necessary changes within 7 calendar days. 

ISSUE 7: 	 What are the responsibilities of the ILEC and collocators when: 

A. 	 a collocator shares space with, or subleases space to, 

another collocator; 

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. 

a collocator cross-connects with another collocator. 

The responsibilities ILECs and collocators are set forth in FCC 
Rule 51.323. The ILEC should be notified of any ALEC-to-ALEC interconnection of 
collocated facilities. However, to the extent that the ILEC does not actually provide any 
of the ALEC-to-ALEC interconnection, the interconnecting ALECs should not be 
required to pay any application or other fees, or await the approval of the ILEC before 
performing the work. 

ISSUE 8: 	 What is the appropriate provisioning interval for cageless physical 

collocation? 

Position: The appropriate provisioning interval for cageless physical 
collocation should be the same as for virtual collocation 60 calendar days. 

ISSUE 9: 	 What is the appropriate demarcation point between ILEC and 
ALEC facilities when the ALEC's equipment is connected directly 
to the ILEC's network without an intermediate point of 
interconnection? 

Position: ALEC should have the option to place a POTs bay in or 
immediately adjacent to its collocation space and the demarcation point should be the 
POTs bay. Other demarcation points from the MDF to other intermediate distribution 
frames should be mutually agreed upon by the ILEC and the ALEC. 

Position: 

B. 

Position: 
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ISSUE 10: 	 What are reasonable parameters for reserving space for future LEC 
and ALEC use? 

Position: ALECs and ILECs should be allowed to reserve space under a 

procedure that insures equal treatment of ALECs and ILECs. If an ALEC has a 

documented business plan for use of the reserved space, the ALEC should not be required 
to surrender any of the reserved space. 

ISSUE 11: 	 Can generic parameters be established for the use of administrative 
space by an ILEC, when the ILEC maintains that there is 
insufficient space for physical collocation? If so, what are they? 

Position: Yes. Any administrative space not critical to the operation of the 
ILEC premises for which collocation is requested should be available for use in ALEC 
physical collocation. 

ISSUE 12: 	 What types of equipment are the ILECs obligated to allow in a 

physical collocation arrangement? 

Position: ILECs should permit the collocation of the facilities and equipment 
set forth in the FCC's Advanced Services Order, FCC 99-48. 

ISSUE 13: 	 If space is available, should the ILEC be required to provide price 
quotes to an ALEC prior to receiving a firm order for space in a 
central office (CO)? 

A. 	 If an ILEC should provide price quotes to an ALEC prior to 
receiving a firm order from that ALEC, when should the 
quote be provided? 

Position: Price quotes should be provided within 30 calendar days of the 
ILEC's receipt of a complete and accurate application. This should be part of the 
information the ILECs provide to ALECs so they can place a Firm Order. 

B. 	 If an ILEC should provide price quotes to an ALEC prior 
to receiving a firm order from that ALEC, should the quote 
provide detailed costs? 

Position: Yes. Regardless of when received, all price quotes should include 
detailed cost information. The cost detail should be sufficient to enable the ALEC to 
reasonably verify the reasonableness of the ILEC's price quote. 
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Yes. The ILEC should permit an ALEC to participate in 

ISSUE 14: 	 Should an ALEC have the option to participate in the development 

of the ILEC' s price quote, and if so, what time frames should 

apply? 

Position: 

development of the ILEC's price quotes. 

ISSUE 15: 	 Should an ALEC be permitted to hire an ILEC certified contractor 
to perform space preparation, racking and cabling, and power 

work? 

Position: An ILEC is responsible for space preparation, racking and cabling 
and power work. However, an ALEC, at its option, should be allowed to hire an ILEC 

certified contractor to perform space preparation, racking and cabling. 

ISSUE 16: 	 For what reasons, if any, should the provisioning intervals be 

extended without the need for an agreement by the applicant ALEC 

or filing by the ILEC of a request for an extension of time? 

Position: Absent an agreement between an ILEC and an ALEC, provisioning 

intervals should be extended only due emergency circumstances or acts of God. 

ISSUE 17: 	 How should the costs of security arrangements, site preparation, 

collocation space reports, and other costs necessary to the 

provisioning of collocation space, be allocated between multiple 
carriers? 

Position: The costs of security arrangements should be allocated based on 

each ALEC's occupied square footage divided by the total central office square footage 

including the ILEC's occupied space. The costs of site preparation should be allocated 

based on each ALEC's square footage divided by the total central office square footage 

receiving renovation of upgrade. Costs of collocation space reports and other costs 
should be allocated the same as site preparation cost. 

ISSUE 18: 	 If insufficient space is available to satisfy the collocation request, 
should the ILEC be required to advise the ALEC as to what space 

is available? 

Position: Yes. In addition, the ALEC should be permitted to modify it initial 

request without any additional cost. 
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Stipulated 

ISSUE 19: 	 If an ILEC has been granted a waiver from the physical collocation 
requirements for a particular CO, and the ILEC later makes 
modifications that create space that would be appropriate for 
collocation, when should the ILEC be required to inform the 
Commission and any requesting ALECs of the availability of space 
in that office? 

Position: The ILEC should be required to notify ALECs and the 
Commission within 10 calendar days of when work begins to reconfigure or add space in 
the central office. The notice should include the date that the space will become available. 
The ILEC should then notify ALECs 30 calendar days before the space will be ready for 
use by an ALEC. 

ISSUE 20: 	 What process, if any, should be established for forecasting 
collocation demand for CO additions or expansions? 

Position: ALECs should provide forecasts to ILECs to prevent premature 
space exhaust. Based on ALEC forecasts, ILECs should be able to develop or construct 
space sufficient to prevent exhaust of space. 

ISSUE 21: 	 Applying the FCC's "first-come, first-served" rule, if space 
becomes available in a central office because a waiver is denied or 
a modification is made, who should be given priority? 

Position: For space that becomes available due to modification to a central 
office, collocation requesters whose requests were denied should be awarded space based 
on a first come first served based on the order in which their requests were initially 
received by the ILEC. For space that becomes available due to denial of a waiver, the 
ILEC should award space to the ALECs that challenged the waiver request in the order in 
which the ALECs that actually challenge the waiver requested space. To the extent that a 
requestor fails to participate in the challenge of the waiver request, that requestor will 
have waived its place in the priority of space allocated as a result of the successful 
challenge of the waiver request. 

G. Issues 

AT&T is not aware of any issues that have been stipulated at this time. 
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Pending 

Requirements 

H. Motions 

AT&T has no pending motions. 

I. of Order No. PSC-99-1991-PCO-TP 

There are no requirements of Order No. PSC-99-1991-PCO-TP with which AT&T 

can not comply. 

101 North Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
850/425-6365 
850/425-6361 (fax) 

Attorney for AT&T 
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 
SOUTHERN STATES, INC. 
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