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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of Competitive Camers ) 
) 

competition in BellSouth ) 
Telecommunications, Inc. ’s service 1 
territory 1 

for Commission action to support local Docket No. 98 1834-TP 

In re: Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a 

investigation to ensure that BellSouth 

) 
Accelerated Connections, h c .  for generic ) 

1 
Telecommunications, Lnc., Sprint-Florida, ) 
Incorporated, and GTE Florida Incorporated ) 
comply with obligation to provide alternative) 
local exchange carriers with flexible, timely, ) 
and cost-efficient physical collocation. 1 

Docket No. 990321-TP 
Filed: September 9,2003 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, LLC’S. 
POSTHEARING BRIEF 

AT&T Communications of the Southem States, LLC (“AT&T”), through undersigned 

counsel, submits this joint posthearing brief. 
.< 

BASIC POSITION 

Collocatioii of CLEC 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, 

. 

f 

efficient and economic basis. 

best promote competition as 

The Commission should adopt the practices, terms, and conditions that 

are described further below. Regarding the most contentious issues, 

lA, GA, 6B, and 6C, the Commission should be guided by a single principle - the CLECs should 

pay only for what they use, when they use it or receive it, and no more. Fundamental faimess and 

the goveming legal standards dictate application of this principle. As for the remaining issues for 



this phase, there was a high degree of consensus at the hearing regarding the resolution of the 

remaining issues, which the commission should now accept. 

ISSUE 1A: When shouId an ALEC be required to remit payment for non-recurring charges 

for collocation space? 

AT&T SUMMARY: **The Application fee should be billed within 30 days of acceptance of space 

availability; the NRCs for processing the film order for collocation 

preparation should be billed within 30 days of the Firm Order, and the other 

NRCs should be billed within 30 days of acceptance.** 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

Mr King testified that there are basically three different categories of charges associated with 

collocation. His recoinmendations for these three groups were as follows: 

(1) Within a 30-day billing cycle of the date which the ILEC 
notifies the ALEC of space availability. Space availability 
notification occurs within 20 days of the date which the ALEC 
submits the collocation application. 

(2) The non-recurring charge for processing the firm order for 
collocation space preparation is billed within a 30-day billing cycle 
of the date which the ILEC confirms the ALEC’s Firm Order for 
collocation. 

i 

(3) The non-recurring charges for Other (e.g., Cable Installation, 
Cross-Coinwts, etc) are billed within a 30-day billing cycle of the 
date that the ALEC has accepted the requested collocation UNE (Le., 
the date the ALEC has tested and interconnected its facilities to the 
ILEC). 

h 

Direct Testimony; Tr. 623. 

On cross-examination, the ILEC witnesses generally agreed with the schedule set forth in Mr. 

King’s testimony for the three categories of charges he identified. Tr. 100-1 03. The only substantive 
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objection by Sprint and Verizon was that the nonrecurring charges associated with the construction 

charges (Category 2, under Mr. King’s analysis) should be split on a 50/50 basis. Tr. 3 12,353-354, 

357-359,388-389,492-493. On cross-examination, the witnesses admitted that there was no basis 

for the 50/50 split. Tr. 388-389. In that regard, Mr. Watkins testified that the purpose of requiring 

50 percent of the cost of preparing collocation space up front was the fear that the CLEC would go 

bankrupt or abandon the project without paying, a circumstance that he had no evidence of having 

ever occurred. Tr. 358-360. 

On hrther examination, the ILEC witnesses testified that their objection to Mr. King’s 

proposal on the Category 2 charges was predicated on the fact that the ILECs are required to pay the 

cost of the collocation space construction since they each perform all of the associated construction 

work. Tr. 301-302,354,357. BellSouth does not have this concern since it allows certified vendors, 

which can include CLECs so certified by BellSouth, to perform this work on their own behalf or at 

their own direct expense. Tr. 94-95,301. Mr. Watkins knew of no reason why a CLEC could not 

hire the certified vendor to perform the work at its direct expense. Tr. 519. In such a circumstance, 

invoices for the work would be billed directly to the CLEC, resulting in no charges to the ILEC, a 

model successfully implemented by BellSouth. Tr. 698-701. 

.... 

The obvious solu+tion for this “problem” is to allow the CLECs to use certified vendors, 

which may include CLECs so certified by the ILEC, to perform this work. This gets the ILECs out 
e: 

of the construction and financing business and enables the CLECs to pay for their own construction 

on whatever basis works for them subject to the acceptable duty to use certified vendors who will 

c 

perform the construction pursuant to applicable standards. 
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The non-recurring charges for cable installation and cross- connects should likewise be billed 

at the time the services are provided. Cable installation and installation of cross-connects are 

capable of being perfomied by the CLEC, and are performed by the CLEC under the BellSouth 

model. Tr. 102-103. The only exception may be the limited installation charge for riser cable and 

entrance cable when the CLEC opts to have the ILEC perform that fLinction. Tr. 95, 103. 

ISSUE 3: Should an ALEC have the option to transfer accepted collocation space to 

another ALEC? If so, what are the responsibilities of the ILECs and ALECs? 

AT&T SUMMARY: **Yes. If a CLEC has collocation space from an ILEC, and its requirements 

for colIocation have changed, the CLEC should be allowed to transfer this 

space to another CLEC. The new CLEC should submit an application for a 

collocation records change.** 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

Through cross-’examination at the hearing, there emerged a general consensus that transfers 

of collocation space can actually benefit the ILECs, and that transfers should be allowed under 

reasonable conditions. Tr. 1 1 1, 3 15-3 19, 49 1-494, 496, 638-639. As the record indicates, 

circumstances or other conditions may have changed for a CLEC that would merit it turning over 

all or most of its space to another CLEC. King direct at 7-8, 623-624, In such situations, such 

transfers should be allowed, subject to certain conditions being met. Tr. 95,3 15-3 19,501-503,634- 

438. 

% 

k 

The primary issue for the ILECs in these situations is to ensure that their record keeping is 

up to date so that they know who is responsible for the space and who should be billed. Tr. 103- 104, 

637-638. However, in facilitating transfers, it is important that the application fees required by the 
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ILEC for such transfers address their actual costs. In this regard, the ILECs generally agreed that 

since the space was built out and in most situations the space and equipment were being transferred 

to the new CLEC, that the application fee or transfer fee would not equate to a total and complete 

new application fee. Tr. 104-105, 3 15-320,636-638. 

Some of the ILECs initially raised objections to transfers on the theory that the CLECs may 

be attempting to circumvent the space exhaust rules or to engage in collocation space speculation. 

hi the space exhaust context, the ILECs acknowledged that if a transfer of all or substantially all 

equipment was occurring, that the CLECs involved in the transfer would be transferring space for 

valid business purposes. Tr. 96-98,493-494,638. Indeed, transfers between CLECs can actually 

be a good thing since they have the potential to make a more efficient use of the collocation space. 

Tr. 98. As for the potential collocation space speculation issue, on cross-examination, the ILEC 

witnesses confirmed that they had no evidence of such speculation. Further they acknowledged that 

speculation would not ’be occumng unless the CLEC had excess space, or where all or niost of the 

equipment was being transfer, I k  or when the central office was not in an exhaust situation. Tr. 3 13- 

314 

Based upon this consensus, {he record supports allowing a CLEC to transfer collocation space 

to another CLEC under-the following conditions: (1) the central office is not at or near space 

exhaustion; (2) the transfer of space is contingent upon the ILEC’s approval, whose permission will 

t 

t 

not be unreasonably withheld; (3) there are no unpaid collocation balances between the ILEC and 

the transferring CLEC; and (4) the transfer of the collocation space is in conjunction with the sale 
b 

of the in-place collocation equipment to the same CLEC. 
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The responsibilities of the transferring CLEC shall include submitting a letter of 

authorization to the ILEC for the transfer, entering into a transfer agreement with the ILEC and the 

acquiring CLEC, and retuming all access devices to the ILEC. The responsibilities of the acquiring 

CLEC shall include submitting an application to the ILEC for the transfer of the collocation 

arrangement, satisffing all legal requirements of its interconnection agreement with the ILEC, 

submitting a letter to the ILEC for the assumption of services, and entering into a transfer agreement 

with the ILEC and the transferring CLEC. The ILEC is responsible for ensuring that the above 

responsibilities are completely satisfied and the transfer of space is done as quickly as possible. 
U 

ISSUE 4: Should the ILEC be required to provide copper entrance facilities within the 

contest of a collocation inside the central office? 

AT&T SUMMARY: **Yes. Copper technology, including copper entrance facilities, is still an 

integral part of the telecommunications industry. The ILECs still use copper 

technology within their networks to provide both basic and advanced services 

such -.. as the ongoing deployment of DSL technology. A CLEC should be 

allowed the same opportunity. ** 
4 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

All of the witnesses at the hearing agreed that copper facilities are still an important 

component of a carrier's network and services. The ILEC witnesses also generally agreed that their 
'* 

concern with making such facilities available to CLECs was really driven more by their concem that 

such cabling would accelerate the exhaust rate of entrance facilities at the central office (Tr. 155- 
b 

I%), that there was very limited space for entrance facilities that may be subject to other central 

office needs, (Tr. 302), or safety issues related to the conductive nature of copper. Tr. 321,575. It 
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was admitted that with proper installation, the safety issue could be minimized. Tr. 521-523, 644. 

Testimony from the ILEC representative indicates the necessity of copper cabling for services such 

as DSL (Tr. 16 1-1 62). On further cross-examination, the witnesses agreed that if the availability 

of such entrance facilities was subject to the same type of rules as the space with the central office, 

that such rules would likely address the ILEC concerns. Tr. 644-646. 

The effect of limiting copper installation at the central office would be to require collocation 

at the remote terminal. The only way for a CLEC offering DSL to serve customers is to collocate 

at the remote terminal (Tr. 208-210), or to have copper cable available at the central office. Tr. 522. 

Given the absence of remote terminal collocation, the failure to obtain copper entrance facilities is 

a serious bar to competition. Tr. 304-306. 

The FCC has made clear in its rules that such facilities should be made available when 

ordered by the state commission. 47 C.F.R 5 5 1.323(d)(3). The purpose of this proceeding is for 

this Coinmission to ode r  that such facilities should be made available. AT&T believes that if the 

Conirnission requires such entrance facilities be made available to the CLECs on the same rules as 
- &  

govem space availability within a central office, that this should be sufficient to address the needs 

of the CLEC providers. 
k 

ISSUE 5: Should an ILEC be required to offer, at a minimum, power in standardized 

increments? If so, what should the standardized power increments be? 
'z 

AT&T SUMMARY: **Power should be offered in one (1) amp increments, with fuse size 

increments of 5,10, 15,20,25,30,40,50,60,70, 80,90, 100, 120, 150, 180, 

200,225 amps, and above as available. Upon request, fuse sizes of 70 amps 

or greater should be provisioned from the ILEC power distribution board.** 
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ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

The parties were in general agreement that the ILECs can provision DC power in standard 

fusing increments in accordance with the commercially available products used for such equipment 

as battery distribution fuse boards (BDFB) and direct feeds from the main power board. Tr. 146, 

156-157, 354, 494, 585,624. CLECs may request DC power from the LEC’s main power board 

to a CLEC BDFB in its collocation area, from the LEG BDFB to the CLEC collocation area, or from 

the ILEC BDFB to the CLEC’s BDFB in its collocation area. Tr. 130-134, 587, 607-608. The 

appropriate increments for DC power ampere charges are addressed within Issues 6A and 6B. 

ISSUE 6A: Should an PLEC’s per ampere (amp) rate for the provisioning of DC power to 

an ALEC’s collocation space apply to amps used or fused capacity? 

AT&T SUMMARY: **The TLEC’s “per ampere” power rate should be based on the CLEC’s per 

DC amp usage.** 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

DC power charges tokCLECs have a significant impact on a CLEC’s costs. In resolving this 

issue, the Commission must be guided by the principle that the CLECs should pay only what they 

use and no more. TR 593. If the CLECS are not charged on an amps used basis, then the CLECs 

will be required to pay s$stantially in excess of the costs they actually incur, and the ILECs will be 

grossly overcompensated for the power they provide for CLEC collocation. 
d* 

There was an extensive discussion on the record regarding the fact that there can be a very 
L 

large difference between the fused capacity serving a CLEC’s collocation space and the actual usage 

that the CLEC’s equipment draws over those fuses. As was demonstrated through Exhibit 18, in a 

situation where the CLEC’s equipment is using 4 amps, it would be fused and billed for 15 amps, 
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while BellSouth’s cost recovery would assume 10 amps of usage. Tr. 248. Applying BellSouth’s 

rate of $7.8’0 per m p ,  the CLEC would be billed $77.80 for power costing the ILEC $31.20, an 

overcharge of”6.60. In situations where the CLEC has its own BDFB, the CLEC would be using 

4 amps, which would be hsed at 225 amps, and billed at 150 amps on a usage basis. Tr. 248-249. 

Thus, the CLEC’s 4 amps would be billed by the ILEC at $1,138.80, or more than 37 times the actual 

cost to the ILEC of $3 1.20. Tr. 246-250,312, Exhibit 18. Exhibit 14 onIy further demonstrates this 

large overpayment. Tr. 172,213. 

The variance in fused amps and actual usage lies in the need to comply with electrical codes 

and equipment standards. As all the parties agreed, the List 1 Drain for equipment is the 

manufacturer’s maximum steady state drain for the equipment under normal power plant operating 

conditions. Tr. 221 , 587. The ILEC collocation application process requires CLECs to provide the 

ILEC with the List 1 Drain for all the anticipated equipment to be collocated. Tr, 587. The List 2 

Drain is specified by the manufacturer as the peak drain, or the maximum amount of power the 

equipment will consume when the power plant is in distress and nearing failure. Tr. 2 17-2 18, 605. 
.% 

As Mr. Milner acknowledged, rarely is the power plant in distress, Tr, 2 19. 

BellSouth charges CLECs on the basis of the List 2 Drain times 1.5 times ,6667, which is 

effectively the List 2 Drain. Tr. 237. Notwithstanding this billing methodology, as was reflected 

in the discovery responses, the hypothetical examples, and the testimony of the parties, the CLEC’s 
% 

equipment does not usually use the full List 1 Drain let alone the List 2 Drain. Tr. 629. This 
4 

disparity is even move pronounced when a CLEC, like AT&T, takes power directly from the power 

board to its own BDFB which is fused at 225 amps irrespective of the actual drain. Tr. 229. 
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In contrast to how the CLECs are required to pay for DC power, the LECs only pay for 

actual power consumption. As Mr, Milner admitted on cross-examination, BellSouth does not pay 

for fused amps that are not used just as a residence does not pay for fused amps. Tr. 186-190. 

Moreover, the per amp rate that BellSouth charges the CLECs does recover all of BellSouth’s costs. 

Tr. 250. Thus, a CLEC that pays BellSouth on the basis of fused amps can only amount to an over- 

recovery. Tr. 250. 

As the discussion on the record regarding the appropriate basis for DC power charges 

progressed, several of the Commissioners raised questions regarding how the plant investment would 

be paid for if the CLECs were charged only on the basis of actual usage. In addressing this concern, 

it must first be said that the evidence of record convincingly denionstrates that the power charges 

must be billed only on a per amp used basis. There is no disputing the fact that billing on the basis 

of fused amps has and will continue to lead to large over recovery of power charges. 

Second, once it has been determined that usage is the basis for the power chargesl how such 

usage is billed becomes the driver -c for the cost phase hearings scheduled for later this year. Questions 

regarding how to ensure that plant is built and available when necessary should not deflect the 

Commission fiom ensuring that CLECs pay only for what they use. In this regard, the concems that 

were expressed about usage billing were really costing and rate design issues that do not impact the 

appropriateness of setting the policy here for billing on the basis of amps used. 
c 

hi separating the policy issue in this phase from the cost recovery issue in the next phase, the 

Commission must distinguish how a DC power plant is engineered fiom cost recovery and pricing 
4 

issues. As Mr. King testified, as a general matter a 10,000 amp plant is engineered to serve 36,000 

ftised amps. This means that this plant can serve 24,000 amps of List 2 drain and 18,000 amps of 
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List 1 drain. However, the actual usage on this plant is generally going to be somewhere in the range 

of 6,000 to 9,000 amps. Tr. 658-659. Also from an engineering standpoint, the engineers for this 

power plant will generally begin to look for an upgrade when overall actual usage is around 80%. 

This means that based upon this example, that the 8000 used amps will pay for the 10,000 amp 

plant. 

A power plant engineer considers the totality of all equipment, ILEC and CLEC, on the basis 

of fused amps, List 2 Drain, List 1 Drain, and the actual, anticipated usage of the equipment. Does 

this mean that what the CLECs request is irrelevant? No. Does this mean that the fusing, cabling, 

Load 2 drain, and Load 1 drain, are irrelevant? No. The engineers will ensure that as the requested 

available amps and the actual used amps increase over time, the engineers will plan and implement 

the capacity to handle the requested amps and the actual usage. Indeed, as Mr. Milner admitted, the 

power requested by a CLEC, and the associated batteries and rectifiers, does not mean that the power 

u 

is dedicated to an individual user. Tr. 198. Thus, the decision as to how to price the power actually 

used needs to be divorced from how the engineers design and maintain the plant to meet actual 
- c  

demands over time. 

The Sprint and Verizon positions on this issue appear to be in support of the general concept 

of billing for DC power Fn the basis of actual usage as distinguished from a fused basis. Tr. 3 12, 

337, 354-355,468-469; Prehearing Order, at 25. However, the approach these two ILECs follow 
% 

in their billing practices do not necessarily clearly establish that billing is to be done on a per amps 
L 

used basis. Given the potential ambiguity or inconsistency in the language these two ILECs use, the 

Coniinission should establish a clear policy in billing for amps used, and distinguish this billing 
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policy from the actual paperwork requirements, projected demands, and engineering requirements 

for each collocation arrangement. 

There have already been at least three states that have ordered billing on a per amps used 

basis, including Georgia, Tennessee, and Illinois. TR 239,6 1 1-41 2. In the final analysis, in setting 

the policy for cost recovery in this phase of the docket, the only approach that is fair, reasonable, and 

in compliance with the law is to bill for DC power on the basis of amps used. 

ISSUE 6B: If power is charged on a per-amp-used basis or on a fused capacity basis, how 

should the charge be calculated and applied? 
5 

ATBLT SUMMARY: **Following cost-causation pricing principles, the charges should be applied 

on the basis of meters, if elected and paid for by the CLEC, or on the basis 

of an adjusted List 1 Drain surrogate that reflects the List 1 Drain adjusted 

downward in the range of appropriately 5047% to prevent over recovery.** 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

Coiisistent with the principle that you should pay only for what you use, the only appropriate 

basis for billing for collocation power is on a per-amp-used basis and not on a fused capacity basis. 

As was demonstrated in the Analysis and Argument on Issue GA, fused capacity is related to List 2 

Drain, which grossly infl9tes the anticipated usage. The manufacturers published List 1 Drain, that 

is associated with normal plant operating conditions to results in a billing to the CLEC for 
B 

collocation power that exceeds the cost of the power to the ILEC. Thus, by relying on a system other 
b 

than actual usage, the ILEC is charging for (and deriving revenues and profit fiom )electricity that 

it is not being charged for. Tr. 186-189. Once the policy decision for amps used has been made, 

then billing units shall be determined on a metered, or measured basis. 
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The record demonstrates that in those situations where the CLEC determines it is not 

economically practical to provide metering equipment, then an adjusted List 1 Drain surrogate can 

be used. Under this policy, the charges for the AC electric froin the utility should be calculated at 

the same cost-based rate paid by the ILEC, adjusted for the efficiency loss associated with the 

conversion to DC current. Charges for the DC plant investment should be calculated using a 

denominator that consistent with the amount of real usage necessary to recover the cost of the 

investment. 

A. Metering Equipment Y 

Mr. Milner, for BellSouth, admitted on cross-examination that metering for usage would 

ensure billing a CLEC only for the power that the CLEC was required to pay for. Tr. 188. Mr. 

Milner further testified that devices to meter were available, and that the decision to meter would 

be an issue between the ILEC and the CLECs, not an issue with the power company. Tr. 188. 

Indeed, Mr. Milner did not object to metering so long as the CLEC paid for the metering cost. Tr. 

178- 179. While the Sprint and Verizon witnesses did not initially recommend metering, on cross- 

examination the Sprint and Verizon witnesses acknowledged that metering would be a acceptable 

approach so long as their costs were properly recovered. Tr. 361, 415-416,527-533. 

To the extent thec ILECs raised concems or reservations about metering, such testimony 

generally focused on opposition to billing for actual usage as opposed to how to bill. When there 
b 

was testimony on the billing approach, the ILEC testimony discussed the high cost of the equipment, 

the kind of metering equipment, or the cost and hassle of actually reading meters, However, a 

review of the record testimony on the issue reveals the opposition to billing actual usage to be 

nothing more than a red herring. None of the arguments undermine the basic CLEC principle 
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regarding metering and billing actual usage, i.e., if the CLEC determines that it is economically 

efficient for i t  to bear the cost of the metering, then the CLEC should be allowed to provide metered 

usage. 

With respect to the actual metering equipment, there was competent testimony regarding 

existing meters as well as altemative meters. As Mr. King testified, BDFBs installed by a CLEC 

include their own metering equipment, so the cost of the nieter is a part ofthe economic analysis as 

to whether the CLEC will bear the cost of its own BDFB. Tr. 409-61 1. Absent a CLEC BDFB, the 

CLEC can undertake its own economic analysis to determine whether it is appropriate for it to install 

and pay for the appropriate metering equipment. Tr. 259. 

The cost of the metering equipment is what it is, whatever it is. The fact that an ILEC may 

think this is an unnecessary cost or an excessive cost is irrelevant. Tr. 610-61 1. The records is 

unrefuted that the options available to CLECs can include metering equipment built into a CLEC s 

BDFB, such as AT&T uses, or other types of continuous read meters or single read or clamp-on style 

meters. Tr. 61 0. Moreover,_remote monitoring is available, and in a TELRIC environment remote 

monitoring is certainly the most efficient means of meter reading. Tr. 245,441. But the bottom line 

for any type of metering equipment'is the same if the CLEC elects to pay the cost of such a meter, 

then that is an economic 9ecision for the CLEC. Period. 
a* 

There was some discussion on the record regarding the differences between those meters that 

take a continuous and cumulative measure of the power consumed and those meters that take an 
L 

instantaneous or snap-shot measure of the usage at the time of metering. The continuous and 

cuinulative style of meters are much like household electric meters and they simply accumulate all 
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the usage over time. These meters are read on a periodic basis, and the prior reading is subtracted 

from the current reading to get the consumption since the last reading. 

The instantaneous or snap-shot meters are usually a clamp on type device that take a one time 

measurement of the usage at that moment. Tr. 197-198. 

consumption is fairly constant by a CLEC s collocation 

additional equipment, ameter reading at any one momen 

a reading at another moment in time. 

There was extensive testimony that power 

facilities. Thus, absent the connection of 

in time is going to be fairly consistent with 

The bottom line is that there were no objections to metering on technical grounds, only who 

bears the cost. As the CLEC testimony made clear, if the CLEC is willing to bear the cost of 

metering, then that is a business issue for the CLEC to decide. The ILECs cannot be put in the 

position of denying the opportunity for individual metering if the CLEC wants to pay for it. 

E!. The List 1 Drain Surrogate 

Where a CLEc determines it is not economically appropriate to pay to meter, then the 

adjusted List 1 Drain surrogate ... will give an approximate measure of the CLEC s actual usage. Tr. 

586-587. As Mr. King testified, the monthly recurring power charges should be based upon the List 

1 drain requirements of the installid equipment. This is an appropriate measure since the List 1 

drain represents the poyer requirements of the installed equipment under normal operating 

conditions. TR 61 1-6 12. 
e 

On cross-examination from the Staff, Mr. King testified that the cross-over point for a CLEC 
c 

in whether to have a meter or not have a meter is going to be a case-by-case decision. Tr. 702-703. 

Indeed, Mr. f i n g  further testified that if the costs for power were developed correctly, that metering 

may not even be necessary. Tr. 704. 
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Given the way that Sprint and Verizon currently claim they bill only for actual usage, it 

would appear that these two ILECs billing amounts to a List 1 Drain Surrogate. As for BellSouth, 

with a Commission decision to bill for actual usage, in the absence of metering, BellSouth did not 

raise an objection to the List 1 Drain surrogate approach. In view of a decision to bill only on the 

basis of actual usage, and where there is no metering equipment, then the List 1 Drain surrogate is 

a reasonable, workable approach. 

ISSUE 6C: When should an ILEC be allowed to begin billing an ALEC for power? 

AT&T SUMMARY: **A CLEC should be billed when power is being used by the CLEC. 

Once equipment is operational, the ILEC (or certified 3rd party 

representative) will perform a collocation site survey and record the 

metered power. Unless future augments site metering surveys could 

occur quarterly. * * 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT 

With the decision to bill for actual amps used in lssue 6A, it follows that the beginning date -., 

for billing is when the CLEC actually begins to use the space and consume power. 

The ILECs have argued that the start-of billing should be the acceptance date for the 

completed space unless an earlier activation date is requested. However, as Mr. Milner 

acknowledged, actual consumption may occur some time after the completion and acceptance date, 

c 

0 

Under any of these situations, the result would be the same the billing would not start until first 

usage. 
h 

ISSUE 7: Should an ALEC have the option of an AC power feed to its collocation space? 
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AT&TSUMMARY: **Yes. A CLEC should have the option of an AC power feed toits 

collocation space for convenience outlets, powering of test equipment and for 

AC powered equipment including equipment that is capable of converting 

AC power to DC power for telecommunications equipment when such 

arrangements are permitted by the National Electric Code and appropriate 

local authorities. * * 

ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT: 

CLECs should have the option of having AG power feeds to their collocation spaces. AC 

power is needed by CLEC in their collocation spaces for purposes of installation and maintenance 

of collocated equipment. Tr. 588. AC power is also necessary to enable the use of AC powered 

equipment in collocation spaces. Tr. 588. In addition, it is technically feasible to-install AC 

powered equipment in a collocation space that converts AC power to DC power for use in poweiing 

collocated telecommunications equipment. Tr. 254. 

BellSouth, Verizon .c .and Sprint all provide AC power to CLEC collocation spaces for 

installation, maintenance and testing. Tr. 141,291,468. BellSouth currently allows the placement 

of AC powered equipment in collocition spaces including equipment that converts AC power to DC 

power as long as such artkangemeiits meet the requirements of the National Electrical code and are 

permitted by appropriate local authorities. Tr. 14 1, 254. Since technical feasibility of AC feeds, 
h 

including those needed to supply AC powered equipment, is demonstrated by the fact that BellSouth 
L 

is currently providing an AC power feed to a CLEC to enable the CLEC to utilize AC powered 

equipment that converts AC power to DC power in a BellSouth collocation arrangement, there is no 

technical or safety reason that prohibits any ILEC from providing similar AC power feeds to those 
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CLECs that desire to exercise that option. As long as such AC power feeds are consistent with the 

requirements of the National Electrical Code and are permitted by the appropriate local authorities, 

there is no reason that ILECs should not be required to offer the option of AC power feeds to a 

CLEC. Accordingly, the Commission should require BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint to offer CLECs 

the option of AC power feeds to their collocation spaces for installation, maintenance and testing, 

as well as for AC powered telecommunications equipment including equipment that is capable of 

converting AC power to DC power. 

ISSUE 8: What are the responsibilities of the ILEC, if any, when an ALEC requests 

collocation space at a remote terminal where space is not available or space is 

nearing exhaustion? 

AT&T SUMMcLoLRY: **ILECs should have the same responsibilities for requests for collocation at 

a remote terminal as they have for central office collocation including 

notification to CLECs of remote terminal locations for which space is at 

exhaust. Notification to the CLECs should also include ILECs’ plans to 

relieve exhaust conditions at remote terminals. * * 

ARGUMENT AND ANALYSIS: 

ILECs should notify CLECs through website postings or carrier notification letters of those 

remote terminal locations that are at exhaust. Tr. 589. For those locations at exhaust, EECs should 
s 

notify CLECs of the ILEC’s plans to relieve the exhaust. Tr. 589. While BellSouth, Verizon and 

Sprint each have more remote terminals than central offices; it is essential that CLECs have accurate 

.r 

information regarding the status of space availability for both central offices and remote terminals. 

Only the ILECs have the necessary information. More importantly, when space is at exhaust at a 
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remote terminal, the ILEC must notify CLECS of plans for expansion of space at the remote 

terminal. This information is essential for the promotion of facilities based competition. 

DATED this gth day of September, 2003. 
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