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Docket No. 990649A-TP - Investigation into pricing of
unbundl ed network el enments (Bell South track). (Deferred
from June 13, 2002 Special Comm ssion Conference; revised
recommendation filed.)

Critical Date(s): None

Comm ssi oners Assigned: Jaber, Deason, Pal eck
Prehearing O ficer: Jaber

Staff: CMP: Marsh, Bloom Davis, Dowds, King
ECR  Lee
GCL: Knight, B. Keating

|SSUE 1(a): Are the loop cost studies submtted in

Bel | South’s 120-day filing conpliant with Order No. PSC 01-
1181- FOF- TP?

. Yes. On bal ance, staff believes that with
t he adjustnents recommended in this issue, the | oop cost
study submtted in Bell South’s 120-day filing conplies with
Order No. PSC-01-1181-FOF- TP.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 1(b): Should Bell South’s | oop rates or rate structure
previ ously approved in Order No. PSC-01-2051-FOF- TP be

nodi fied? |If so, to what extent, if any, should the rates
or rate structure be nodified?

. Yes. Staff reconmends adoption of the rates
contai ned in Appendix A of staff's August 26, 2002

menor andum which reflect nodifications to the 120-day
filing outlined in Issue 1(a).

The reconmmendati on was approved.
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| SSUE 2(a): Are the ADUF and ODUF cost studies submtted in
Bel | South’s 120-day conpliance filing appropriate?

| SSUE 2(b): Should Bell South’s ADUF and ODUF rates or rate
structure previously approved in Order No. PSC-01-2051- FOF-
TP be nodified? If so, to what extent, if any, should the
rates or rate structure be nodified?

Bel | Sout h shoul d be allowed to recover the
cost of providing DUF services through specified rates.
Accordingly, it was appropriate for Bell South to file a cost
study in support of those rates. Staff recomrends that the
DUF cost studies submtted in Bell South’s 120-day conpli ance
filing are appropriate with certain adjustnents. First, the
cost study should be adjusted to renobve costs for software
devel opnment whi ch have al ready been anortized. Second, the
cost study should be adjusted to reflect Bell South’ s act ual
growt h experience in DUF nessages. The existing DUF rates
should be nodified to reflect these adjustnments. The
resulting rates are shown in Table 2-4 of staff's August 26,
2002 nenor andum

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 3(a): |Is the UCL-ND | oop cost study submitted in

Bel | South’s 120-day filing conpliant with Order No. PSC- 01-
1181- FOF- TP?

| SSUE 3(b): What nodifications, if any, are appropriate and
what should the rates be?

The UCL-ND cost study submtted by
Bel | Sout h appears to conply with the Conmm ssion’s directives
in Order No. PSC-01-1181-FOF-TP. |If the Conm ssion
concludes in Issue 1(b) that changes in Bell South’s | oop
rates and rate structure should be nmade based on the
bottonms-up study, the rates for the various UCL-ND el enents
are those shown in Appendi x A of staff's August 26, 2002
menor andum | f the Comm ssion concludes in Issue 1 (b) that
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Bel | South’s | oop rates and rate structure should not be

nodi fied, the rates for the various UCL-ND el enents shoul d
be those found in Table 3-1 of staff's nenorandum which use
| oadi ng factors.

The reconmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 4(a): What revisions, if any, should be made to NI Ds
in both the BSTLM and t he stand-al one NID cost study?

| SSUE 4(b): To what extent, if any, should the rates or
rate structure be nodified?

Staff recomends that the stand-alone NID
rates be adjusted to include exenpt materials. The
appropriate rates for the stand-alone NID are those found in
Table 4-1 of staff's August 26, 2002 nenorandum No
adj ust rent shoul d be nade to the cost considered in the
BSTLM for the NID provisioned with the | oop. The
appropriate rates for the NID provisioned with the | oop are
those rates ordered by the Commi ssion in Order No. PSC 01-
2051- FOF- TP

The reconmmendati on was approved.
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| SSUE 5(a): What is a “hybrid copper/fiber xDSL-capable

| oop” offering, and is it technically feasible for Bell South
to provide it?

A “hybrid copper/fiber xDSL-capabl e |oop”
is a configuration that allows an ALEC to provide xDSL
services to its custoners that are served off of a Bell South
digital loop carrier renote termnal (DLC RT). Such a
configuration is technically feasible and consists of, at a
m ni mum copper |loop facilities between an end user and the
RT, a Digital Subscriber Line Access Miltipl exer (DSLAM

| ocated at the RT, and feeder facilities between the RT and
the central office.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 5(b): Is Bell South’s cost study contained in the 120-
day conpliance filing for the “hybrid copper/fiber xDSL-
capabl e | oop” offering appropriate?

. Yes. However, staff recomends that
Bel | Sout h not be required to unbundl e either DSLAMs | ocated
inrenote termnals, or packet switches located inits
central offices.

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 5(c): What should the rate structure and rates be?

If staff’s recommendation in Issue 5(b) is
approved, this issue becones noot, as rates need not be
established for a hybrid copper/fiber xDSL-capable |oop. If
staff’s recommendation in Issue 5(b) is denied in part and

t he Comm ssion orders Bell South to unbundle its DSLAMs

| ocated in renpte termnals, and Bell South’s “bottons-up”

| oop studies are used to set rates, then Bell South’s

“bott onms-up” cost study should be the basis for the rates
and rate design, subject to any adjustnents to the | oop
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studi es approved in Issue 1(a). |If staff’s recomrendation
in Issue 5(b) is denied and the Conm ssion orders Bell South
to unbundle its DSLAMs | ocated in renote term nals and
packet switches located in central offices, and Bell South’s
“bottons-up” | oop studies are used to set rates, then
Bel | Sout h should be required to refile its “bottonms-up” cost
studies with the follow ng nodifications: (1) determ ne the
cost of sharing subloop feeder fromthe RT to the centra
office, instead of requiring an ALEC to obtain a dedi cated
DS1 subl oop feeder; (2) determ ne the cost of providing
access to a DSLAM at a port at a time; and (3) determ ne the
cost of using a Bell South packet switch at the central
office to break out an ALEC s packets and deliver themto
the ALEC s collocation facility.

| f staff’s reconmmendation in Issue 5(b) is denied in part
and the Comm ssion orders Bell South to unbundle its DSLAMs
| ocated in renote termnals, and Bel |l South’s “bottons-up”
| oop studies are not used to set rates, then: (1) the
subl oop distribution rate should be that rate contained in
Order No. PSC-01-2051-FOFTP; and (2) Bell South should
refile its DSLAM cost study and its cost study for a fiber-
only DS1 subl oop feeder to conport with the “tops-down”
approach accepted in Order No. PSC-01-1181-FOF-TP. |If
staff’s recomendation in Issue 5(b) is denied, and the
Comm ssion orders Bell South to unbundle its DSLAMs | ocated
in renote termnals and packet switches |located in centra
of fices, and Bell South’s “bottons-up” | oop studies are not
used to set rates, then Bell South should be required to
refile its cost studies based on the “tops-down” approach
accepted in Order No. PSC01-1181-FOF-TP wth the foll ow ng
nodi fications: (1) determ ne the cost of sharing subl oop
feeder fromthe RT to the central office, instead of
requiring an ALEC to obtain a dedicated DS1 subl oop feeder;
(2) determne the cost of providing access to a DSLAM a port
at atime; and (3) determ ne the cost of using a Bell South
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packet switch at the central office to break out an ALEC s
packets and deliver themto the ALEC s collocation facility.

The recomrendati on was rendered npot.

| SSUE 6: In the 120-day filing, has Bell South accounted for
the inmpact of inflation consistent with Order No. PSC-01-
2051- FO~- TP?

| f the Comm ssion concludes in Issue 1(b)
that changes to Bell South’s |oop rates and rate structure
shoul d be nade based on the “bottons-up” study, a material -
only inflation based on Bell South’s 1998 inflation forecast
shoul d be applied to the material investnents (Table 6-1 of
staff's August 26, 2002 nenorandum). The engi neering
factors al so should be adjusted to reflect projected
inflationary inpacts. However, if the Conm ssion concl udes
in Issue 1(b) that Bell South’s | oop rates and rate structure
shoul d not be nodified, the inflation rates used by
Bel | South in its original filing remain appropriate.
Therefore, any issue regarding inflation in this proceeding
becones noot .

The reconmmendati on was approved.

| SSUE 7: Apart fromlssues 1-6, is Bell South’s 120- Day
filing consistent wwth the Orders in this docket?

Yes. Apart fromlssues 1-6, Bell South’s
120-Day filing is consistent with the Commssion’s Orders in
t hi s docket.

The reconmmendati on was approved.



M nut es of

Speci al Conmm ssi on Conference

Sept enber

| TEM NO.
1

6, 2002

CASE

Docket No. 990649A-TP - Investigation into pricing of
unbundl ed network el enments (Bell South track). (Deferred
from June 13, 2002 Special Comm ssion Conference; revised
recommendation filed.)

(Conti nued from previ ous page)

| SSUE 8: Should this Docket be cl osed?

Yes. |If the Conmm ssion approves staff’s
recommendations in Issues 1-7, this track of this Docket may
be cl osed (Docket No. 990649A-TP) after the time for filing
an appeal has expired.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati on was approved with the nodification that
t he approved rates shall becone effective when existing

i nterconnection agreenents are anmended to incorporate the approved
rates and those agreenents becone effective.

Comm ssi oners participating: Jaber, Deason, Pal eck
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| SSUE 1: Should the Comm ssion grant the emergency petition
of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated for a waiver of Rules 25-
4.118 and 25-4.113, Florida Adm nistrative Code?

Yes. Staff recommends that the Conm ssion
grant Sprint’s energency petition for a waiver in this
i nstance.
| SSUE 2: Should this docket be cl osed?
| f no person whose substantial interests
are affected by the proposed agency action files a protest
wi thin 21 days of the issuance of the order, this docket
shoul d be cl osed upon the issuance of a consunmating order.

DECI SI ON: The recomrendati ons were approved with the addition of

| anguage to staff’s analysis in Issue 1, that Adel phia be ordered to
provide to Sprint a custoner contact list, including custoner nane,
billing address and tel ephone nunber, subject to protective agreenent,
by the cl ose of business on Septenber 10, 2002.

Commi ssioners participating: Jaber, Deason, Pal eck



