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large orders and by tailoring services to meet demands of large heterogeneous customers who

have substitutes available. Volume and term discounts and customer-specific contracts are

useful strategies in competitive markets that benefit customers and prevent inefficient

investment in the network. Consumers benefit from this type of flexibility because the prices

they pay can be tailored to the particular services they need to buy. In economic theory.

volume-based price discrimination is a well-known method to expand market demand and

thereby increase economic welfare. Not permitting such flexibility causes consUmers to not

make transactions that would make them better off or to transact business with other

competitors at higher cost. Increasing pricing flexibility that leads to increased welfare gains

for consumers should be the Commission's main priority for regulatory reform of carrier access

services. Retaining regulations that protect competitors rather than competition should not be

an option pursued by the Commission.

The broad averaged downward pricing flexibility that the Commission has granted to

date is not sufficient to ensure efficient competitive outcomes. Requiring the ILECs to cut

prices to all customers to meet localized competition is an asymmetric regulat'll')' burden that

leads to inefficient competition and investment. Permitting selective downward pricing

flexibility from regulated. averaged prices in order to reflect cost differences and meet

competition is welfare-enhancing. An ILEC may decide not to reduce rates because of this

asymmetric burden. in which case it would lose certain customers that it would have retained if

it granted targeted flexibility in the same form of volume and term discounts or customer

speciftc.: contracts that its competitors use. As the Commission has observed.

(d lenying the LECs [pricing) flexihility .. will notprevcnt the larger IXCs from
ohtaining discounts. either from CAPs or through self-supply. but will only
prevent them from getting the discounts from the LEes. Thus. a ban on
discounts would disadvantage the LECs without providing small IXCs the
henefits they seek to achieve'-

Itn;JI!\. \\hen market forces are sufficient to constrain undue ILEC control over pnce.

. r \fl,m.J,'J Intaeonnccflon \ll/h Lneul Tdl'pJlIInl' CumpunI' FacilltlC!i. CC Docket No. 91- r4 I. Second Report
ullj ()rJ,·r. FCC 9:;·:;79 (released September 2. 1993) at ~ 117.
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regulations should adapt accordingly. At this stage, explicit price regulation no longer serves a

beneficial purpose, and removal from regulation of those carrier access services that are price

constrained by the competitive process improves economic welfare. Even mandatory tariff

filings should not be imposed on the carriers because of the transactions costs incurred.

Regulatory forbearance should be permitted at this stage as well.

III. CURRENT MARKET CONDmONS FOR CARRIER ACCESS SERVICES

A. Carrier access services

Carrier access services connect IXCs-usually at their points of presence (POPs}-with

the ILEC's network to originate and terminate long distance traffic between the IXC's POP and

an end user' s premises. The network elements and facilities necessary to provide carrier access

consist of loops, end-office switching, tandem switching,38 common transport. dedicated

transport. serving wire centers39 and entrance facilities as shown in Figure 1. Of course, not all

elements are necessary to provide all carrier access services.

There are two basic types of carrier access service: switched and special. Carrier access

sen'ices that are switched at an lLEes end office switch are called switched access services.

In turn. switched access transport comes in two flavors depending on whether the traffic is

s\\itched again at a tandem (tandem-switched transport) or whether it is routed directly from the

ILEC s t:nd office to its scn'ing wirc center (direct-trunk transport) before proceeding to the

l\:C~ POP Direct-trunk transport is purchased by an lXC whose traffic to and from a

particular end office switch is large enough to justify a direct connection dedicated to its use. 4
\1

, .\ tandem s\\ Itch IS a telecommunications s\\ Itch that SWitches traffic to and from other telecommunications
"~ltel1l."~. usually end office s\\ Ilches

.\ 'l."r. In~ \\ Ire center is the telephone comp3n~ central office designated by the telephone company to serve
the ~l."Il~rJrhIC area In whIch the IXC or other rerson' 5 demarcation pornt is located (The poinr of demarcatIon
and lH Inte:rconnectlon 15 bet\\een telephone compan~ communlcallons facililles and term mal equipment.
prOll."CII\ e apparatus or \\..rtn~ al a subscrt~r' .. prem Ises See Code of Federal Regulatlons "68.3. revised on
(let I, IlJlJ~ )

• OCLhcal~J transpon uses faCilities that serve a Single IXC. typicall~. transpon between the serving wire center
{continued.,. J
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From the IXCs' perspective, direct-trunk transport is like a private line or special access. and

CAPs have provided this service for years in competition with ILEC transport. As discussed

below. barriers to entry are low for these services, customers are large and sophisticated IXCs

for whom access expenditures are significant, and market forces are sufficiently developed to

prevent ILECs from raising prices above a competitive level.

JnJ t:llht:r Iht: tandem or the end omce can lx dedicated See Figure 1. The opposite of dedicated transpon IS

wmmon Irampon which uses facl1l\1es that are shared by several IXCs and other local exchange users.

n e,ra
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Figure 1: Carrier access Structure

ner,a

Tandem-switched Transport

If an end user's long distance demand volume from a particular location is large. it may

he economical for the IXC to purchase a direct connection·~me that is not switched at the end

ofticl:-between the end user's location and the (Xes POP. When an ILEC provides this

SI:1"\ICI:. It IS called special access. hut other facilities-based competitors can supply this service

JS \\1:11 Because relati\'el~ fe\\ customers account for much of the demand for long distance

JnJ hl:cJuse of improvements in fihcr technology. the economic barriers to entry in special

JCCI:S<, markets are low. CAPs are comJX'ting aggressively in the special access markets and

hJ\ I: sq;niticant capacity in place th.1t can b<: uscd to provide switched access as well as local

t."\chJn~l' st:n'ices. For example. GTE rcr0rts that as of August 1997. approximately 19,~50
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equivalent DSI facilities are provisioned by CAP facilities in major GTE markets.41 For the

same time period, total GTE DS 1 facilities were 104,397 representing a market share loss of

almost 19%.

The presence of alternative capacity that can potentially be used to serve an area of

demand disciplines ILEC pricing.42 Table 1 below presents fiber miles deployed by the RBOCs

and CAPs since the mid 1980s. As can be seen from Table 1, CAP investment in fiber is

growing at a significantly faster rate than that of the RBOCs. By 1996 CAP fiber mile

deployment comprised almost 11 percent of the total. While 11 percent may not seem terribly

large. the current fiber capacity can serve a good deal more than 11 percent of the market

because optical fiber capacity can be readily expanded electronically. almost without limit.

\Vhat is more important is the difference in growth rates between RBOCs and CAPs: by the end

of 1996. the CAPs' aggregate percentage growth was almost seven times that of the RBOCs.

Table 1: Fiber Miles Deployed. RBOCs and CAPs.

Year RBOCs CAPs RBOC CAPs CAPs (% Growth) I RBOCs (% Growth)
(000) (000) (% Gro"1h) (% Gro"1h)

1985 497
1986 880 77
198-;' 1192 35
1988 1587 33
\989 2037 28
1990 :780 55 36
199 I 3882 82 40 49 1.23
199': 50·U 122 30 49 1.63
)99.~ 6h.J8 230 32 89 2.78
1944 7965 396 20 72 3.60
,QQ5 9.J1-J 6";3 18 62 344
1096 1083"7 1312 15 104 6.93

"HHlrCl: FCC. Fiber Deployment lJpdate. End of Year 1996

Competitors have been ver;. successful in capturing significant fLEe special access

. (.I11.tllt\ ",rJlegll=s Research. October Q. IQQi \ummar: report Major GTE's major markets cons,st ofTampJ .

.... t:.ltlll' I \ t:rr:ll. Durham. Le,mgton. Honolulu. Lo\ Angeles and Portland

, 1111, mu\( hr: lempered "lth the fact that the e"Slence of UNEs make the question of alternatIve capacity less
ImrunJnt \\ hen analyzmg mar\..et conditIons
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traffic and in substituting their direct connections for ILEC switched access to serve high

volume end users. Competitive forces have had significant market effects even before the

Telecommunications Act and the FCC's Order. Overall CAP and CLEC revenue appears to

have doubled between 1995 and 1996.43 Market share losses were accompanied by significant

reductions in market price: according to the FCC, "CAPs appear to have motivated local

exchange carriers to price special access closer to cost.,>44 The existence of substantial CAP

capacity combined with strong revenue growth indicates that market conditions were conducive

to competition prior to the Act and the availability of UNEs.

In addition, in many markets the ILECs were losing a substantial number of high

volume customers that likely account for significant revenues. CAPs target business customers

in dense areas which account for a significant portion ofILEC intracompany support flows (i.e.

business to residential subsidy and urban to rural subsidy). For example, a 1995 study

commissioned by SBC showed that in the Dallas and Houston markets SBC had already lost

approximately 41.2 and 31.6 percent, respectively, of the high capacity special access market as

of the fourth quarter 1994.45 By the first quarter of 1995. ILECs' high capacity service losses to

competitors were as high as: 39 percent in Philadelphia, 35 percent in Pittsburgh. 31 percent in

\\·ashington. D.C. '27 percent in Baltimore. 39 percent in Los Angeles. 37 percent in San

Francisco. 50 percent in New York City. 44 percent in the Greater New York Metro region and

37 percent in Boston.46 Finally. by March 1995. CLECs and CAPs had captured 10-15 percent

of the nationwide carrier access market and had forced LEes to reduce rates on comparable

. 't'\\ ParadIgm Resources Group. AnmlLJl Rqwf'/ on Local TeJecommunIcatwnJ. /996-97. ciled in Manus
Sdl\\ anz. "Compellllve Implications of Bell Operating Company Entry into Long-Distance
1 t:kcommunlcatlons Services:' AffidaVit on behalf of the Depanment of Justice at footnote 6 .

•. J,'nJlhan ~1 Krausharr. lndust~ AnalySIS DI\ISlon. Common Carrier Bureau. Flher Deployment Updale End
uf ) ,.}' 11./1./5. at 34 .

• t "1,\ Comments. In thc .\faller of .-kce\\ Chur~e Reform, CC Docket No. 96-:26:2. at 44, filed Januar:- ~9.

I<ill-

'/nl./ l'ST'\ Repl~ Comments. !'ncL' ('ur !'crfl/rmancc ReVIew/or Local Exchallge Carners. CC Docket No
qJ·I. '-,kJ Janua~ I). 1996: /YY5 SWtc III COn/pctlllon Report. NYPSU. SeclJon 4: Carrier Access CompetJllon
anJ L 'd:cull\l' Oven'le\\.

n'cra
( ••,,,,,J''''I: 1:r.fIIH''''U/\
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services by 20-30 percent per year between 1991 and 1994.47

These substantial losses occurred~ the passage of the 96 Act: now. additional tools

are available to competitors. Providing flexibility after losses of this magnitude inevitably

leads to significant welfare losses because of the inability to respond to competitors to retain

customers. These markets are clear examples of where the Commission is already too late.

Flexibility to respond to competitive offerings should have been given before the losses

occurred. not after.

This trend has continued since the passage of the 96 Act and provides more evidence of

the urgency involved. By the third quarter of 1996, competitors had captured 55.2 percent of

the high capacity Chicago market and 48.8 percent of the Grand Rapids market.48 Bell Atlantic

estimated that its market share losses by 1996 for high capacity services were 53.5 percent in

Southern Midtown Manhattan and 45.7 percent in the greater NYC Metro Area. 4Q As of the

second quarter of 1997, GTE had lost 19.250 equivalent DS 1 circuits to CAPs in its major

markets. 50 While an eroding market share is not necessarily a good predictor of likely future

market power. these numbers are important because they indicate the degree to which

competitors are winning customers in these markets and the degree to which customers are

exercising choices. 51

In addition. local exchange and exchange access competition has flourished through the

nc\\ forms of entry opened by the 96 Act and the Order. Figure 2 further below indicates the

numher of interconnection agreements as of July 1. 1997.<~ These and subsequent agreements

" B~'m~teln Research. TelccommumcUllCms Cllnn'rKcncc und Dn·crKcncc:. March. 1995 .

•. lST A Comments. In the Multer O!ACCt'H Chur$:L' Reform. CC Docket No 96·262. filed January 29, 1997.

• L\-pant: kiter from Dee May. Dtrector. Federal Regulatory AffaIrs. to Mr. Paul D'Ari Common Carrier
Burt:.lu Compellllve Pncing DIVision. Septembt:r 10. 1997

· ()u.1l1t\ Strategies Research ( 20. 1997,

\~ <.' Jl' not ~uggest thai the CommiSSIOn should grant pnce fleXibility only after markel share losses since. as
JI'CU"..'J Jbme. tlexibill!~ should be g.ranted "hen the market is first opened to competition. Had pricmg
f1<"\lhilll~ ht:en perrnllled earlier. effiCient mar~ct deterrnmallons would have been observed.

· AcmrdlOg 10 lJSTA. as of Jul~ 1. 1997 Ihere "ere a total of 1.231 mterconnection agreements.

nera
( ,.,,"I",,~ 1:( ,HffllN""
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have led to competitors having access to the tools needed to effectively compete. To date.

according to a USTA press release, the RBOes and GTE have spent more than $4 billion to

open their markets to competitors. 53 This includes expenditures for operational support systems

(OSS). new employees, number portability and other capital expenditures necessary to meet the

requirements of new entrants to the local market. Nationally, as of October 1997. ILEes (not

including Ameritech) supplied approximately 1147 collocation cages and 3,805 NXX codes.

Moreover, approximately 927,443 lines were lost to competitors and 6,476 OSS requests were

being processed daily by competitors.

In the Bell Atlantic region, more than 33,000 unbundled loops and more than 175.000

resold lines were in service in October of 1997 along with 200.000 interconnection trunks and

40 1 collocation sites in Bell Atlantic switching centers. 54 Over 6.5 billion minutes of traffic

have been exchanged between Bell Atlantic and its competitors in 1997. 55

In the Ameritech region, as of August 1997, more than 52.000 unbundled loops and

more than ~53.361 resold lines were in service along with 73.608 interconnection trunks. S6

Ameritech is provisioning lines to competitors in most of its wire centers with 47 CLEC

switches deployed in the region by the end of 1997 and 97 estimated switches being deployed

t'l\ the end of 1998. With capacity to serve 80.000 lines per switch. by the end of 1998.

c()mr~litors will ha\'e the capability to sern over 7,75 million lines. Currently. competitors are

sening 120.000 lines in Michigan. 130.000 lines in Illinois and over 300.000 lines

n:gi()m\id~, ,.

. l'SlA Press release. OClober ~~. IQQ7. "l'STA Sa~s Bell Companies And GTE Have Spenl More Than $4
Billllm To Oren TheIr Marl-eb To CompC'IIIOr\"

'. (u",{','f111tJ1I f'ru[:rL',\,1 Rqwr!. Bell Allanllc. ~1l\cmbC'r 13. 1997

1 h" I> I~DD of 10lal B~IJ AllanllC (oolh Bcli ,\llantlC and Ihe former NYNEX companies) 1995 local dial
I:yulrmcnt mlnules according 10 the FCC~ \111nllormg Repon. CC Docket 87-339. May 1997. Table 4,15
IItl\\,'\cr, It 1.. IIl-el~ thaI I! repre!>enls a much h'ghcr percentage of Bell Atlanllc revenue,

.. \l;Hcmcnt of Barr;. K Allen, Before the ~ubwmmlllee on Anlltrust. Busmess RIghts. and Competition. US
\cn.Jl,'. \crlemb~r 17. 1997

( "",III''''J! I(utl,,""\'\
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In the BellSouth region, more than 320 CLECs have been authorized to provide service

including 41 CAPs that have switching capability.sa As of August 1997, more than 4,000

unbundled loops and 79,000 resold lines were in service. The data from BellSouth provide a

vivid example of how competitors are targeting select geographic areas that provide

disproportionate amounts of revenue~ 76 percent of resold lines and 65 percent of unbundled

loops are concentrated in just two states. 59

In the SBC region, there are more than 330,000 access lines connected to CLECs

including 184,000 resold lines.6C More than 86,000 CLEC interconnection trunks are

operational including 390 E-911 trunks. Also, there are more than 2300 and 60 CLEC T-l and

T-3 facilities. respectively.

More significant are the growth rates: in the Bell Atlantic region. unbundled loops and

minutes of use have doubled since January 1997, while resold lines grew by a factor of over

seven.hl In the Ameritech region. since January 1997, unbundled loops have practically

doubled. resold lines grew by a factor of twelve and CLEC lines in the region grew by a factor

of O'er four.t>: In the SBC region. in September 1997. 57.000 access lines were converted to

resale and 12.000 to 15.000 orders were being processed weekly.b) In Texas. there was a 140

rcrcent increase in resold lines from June to August 1997.64

These facts are significant because the absence of barriers to growth means that the

;J\Jibhility of UNEs can make many IlEe customers potential CLEC customers. Therefore.

.. ( lIl1lnlcnl\ of BellSouth. 1/7 lirl·\tal/t·r /If ('/lmmHJIIIIl .~ct/{)ns Cntlcu! to Ih,-, Promotion of EffiCIent Loca!

!.t.lI,mt:,· (·/lmpCIltIflI1. CCBPol 97.9. AU~U~1 II. 19Qi

/."101

Inl"rmallon for SBC come~ from hnp !O!ran,! )t>c COlD SBCWIN·news insl~hJlissueQQ::!is :?L6.hlml or
,- r.l~t:: hlml or Is_2L8.html

( ""'f,,'IIII"" Pro~r"l:.\\ Re"ort. Bell Atlantic. ~erlember 26. 1997.

"1.1t,·nll."nt of BarT) K Allen. Before Iht: ~u~commlltee on Antllrust. BUSiness Rights. and Competition. U.S
"l."n.I!( .... ,·rtl."nlocr 17. IQQ7

ne,ra
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competitive forces can grow quite rapidly, and delaying ILEe pnce flexibility can have

devastating distortionary effects on the market. Delay is particularly troublesome because the

first customers to switch suppliers represent higher than average revenues and lower than

average costs.

Market forces are sufficiently developed in the special access and dedicated transport

markets to constrain ILEC pricing to determine optimal levels of output. investment and price.

There is no need for regulation in these markets because these are high volume services for

which entrants have been aggressively competing, are offering innovative pricing plans to

customers and are not constrained when introducing new services by unneeded regulatory

requirements such as tariffs or public interest tests. These competitors are large and powerful

organizations. such as WorldCom-MFS. ACSI and Brooks Fiber that have the flexibility to

tailor services to customer-specific demands.65 In addition. special access and dedicated

transport customers are large organizations such as AT&T. MCI and Sprint that have the

resources and economies to self-supply special access and dedicated transport efficiently if they

are unable to obtain cost-based prices for these services.

Moreover. the Commission' s Expanded Interconnection proceedings in the mid-1990' s

permit competitors to terminate their own special access and switched transport access

Ir:msnllSsion facilities at ILEC central offices. greatly increasing the ability of competitors to

comhmt: their own transport facilities with (LEC switches and loops to compete effectively in

these m:ukcts. Therc is simply no danger of ILECs exerting market power in the markets for

"peclJI access and dedicated transport-hecause they ha\'e none Therefore. regulation is not

rH:ce~,,;Jr\ \\'hik competitIon is de\ dopmg at different rates in the remaining carrier access

I11.Hkt:b, the Commission should rcalm: that the degree of competition is also likely to vary

.l..:fP ...... ~ellgraphic areas and among partIcular customers For this reason. many switched

\' .In l'\amf'llc: of tht: lad, of barnt:r, to cntl'"\ and growth. Brooks Fibt:r reponed a year-over-year local
,,:1\ I,,' rn ~·nu ..· mcrea,e of ~30o 0 and an m,rCJW 0\ cr lasl quaner alont: of 35° u ACe. a New Yorl.; CLEC
\\ Itll rlJn, III t:\pand to Penn<,~ I\"anla and \1J"achu~em. reponed liS revenue:: from local and other services
Inu<:J,<:J ll\ t:r 58 00 \"c:rsus a ~ t:ar a~o. ~t:c: Ikll AtlantiC and NYNEX Comments. In thc MUI/L'r of CommIJ.\Uln

~.II'''I' ( rl/I,ul /(J /hL' ('romo/llmo! E!!r. IL'tII L',,-ul £fchun,:c Compct//mn. CCB Pol No 97-9

rue,r,a
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access services are ready for immediate removal from price cap regulation. Market power is

exercised and thus properly measured in specific product and geographic markets, not in

national aggregates. A closer examination, conducted market by market. is likely to reveal that

the ILEC is not the sole provider and that, in many areas and for many customers, competition

is sufficiently developed to remove the remaining services from asymmetric regulatory

restrictions.

B. FCC Efforts to Eliminate Perceived Barriers to Entry

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 and a series of subsequent Commission orders to

implement the 96 Act greatly increased the ability of other carriers to compete.66 As a result.

interconnection agreements and the mandatory provision of UNEs at cost-based rates reduce

the amount of sunk costs67 required to enter the local exchange and carrier access markets,

Under the tenns of the Interconnection Order, UNEs may be combined. by any competitor. to

provide a carrier access service that is equivalent to conventional access service-provided that

the competitor "wins" the end user.68 This ability allows a CLEC. for example. to purchase

unbundled loops. local switching. signaling. and transport to provide carrier access so that the

competitor need not invest in loops. switches or transport to provide carrier access, In addition.

while in the past access customers were able to bypass ILEC carrier access services through

self-supply or obtaining alternative CAP sen'ices. UNEs and interconnection agreements now

hJ\'e the effect of increasing alternatives to traditional ILEe carrier access services. UNEs and

Interconnection agreemcnts facilitatc competitive entn by making it economical for

,. "t:I.' noll.' 1 above

In Ihl~ conlext. sun!. costs are defined as costs that must be mcurred to enler a market but which cannot be
rt:'lI\.:rc:d I! the firm elects to Iea\e the mar!.ct All else equal. ifan entrant has to Incur significant sunk costs. it
\\ ill hI.' reluctant 10 enter a mar!.et ~cause II could not recoup those costs if ItS enterprise failed, Resale and the
Ol.Il1JJ{Il!"\ a\atlabilll~ of UNEs means that entrants mlO the carTIer access and local exchange markets do not
h.l\ I.' (ll Incur the sun!. costs of construct In:; J local exchange dIstributIOn networ!. but can use the ILEes
IJI. rill 11." In\fead

" J Ill' rt:(~Uln:ment thar a COmpelltOr mu~r"" 10" the end user In order 10 compete for access eXIsts because someI" thl' 1 ..... h that are required In order to prO\. Ide carTIer access are dedIcated facililies For example. loops and
,\\ I!ch 10:: pon~ are required 10 prOVide carTIer access bUI they are dedicated to the end user A competitor must
CI'n<. InCl' th.: end user to S\\ IIch 10 It 10 order to obtam the unbundled element
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competitors to enter in geographic areas that may have been unremunerative-for reasons such

as insufficient density and volume to warrant investment in facilities-prior to passage of the

Act. The Commission has consistently recognized this substitutability between UNEs and

carrier access services.69

The main effect of the interconnection agreements with UNEs at cost-based rates is to

reduce barriers to entry into the local exchange and exchange access markets so that most ILEC

customers become potential CLEC customers, provided the CLEC can convince customers to

switch. Though competitive alternatives will still come first to high-volume customers in high

density areas. most ILEC customers are vulnerable to competitors. Thus, these markets have

been fully opened to competition, and the presence of interconnection agreements should give

the Commission a sense of urgency to remove barriers that prevent market forces from

substituting for regulatory constraints. As of July I, 1997 there were 1.231 interconnection

agreements between ILECs and CLECs. As Figure 2 below indicates, these agreements are

fairly evenly distributed throughout the country. They are not clustered in a particular region or

concentrated in large states.

,. The' CommiSSIon has recognIzed on various occasions that UNEs can be an effective substitute to the current
Pan 6Q carner access elements. First. in its pricing deCIsion in the Interconnection Order. the Commission
temporarily permined the IlECs to recover CCl charges and the Transport Interconnection Charge (TIC) from
purcha~t:rs of UNEs. because It was concerned with the substitutability between UNEs and carrier access and
th..: rok carner access has hlstoncall~ pta~ ed in promoting universal service Second. in the access reform
]\,0111:": of Proposed Rulemaklng (NPRMI. the CommISSion characterized UNEs as being a "ubiquitous
SUr. ... IIIUh: tor access services" (NPRM m CC Docket No Q6-262. December 24. IQQ6 at , 170). Finally. the
C111111111~Slon' s Access Reform Order relied hea\ll~ on the use of UNEs as substitutes 10 carner access:

Tht: new competitIve emlronmenl en\lsioned b~ the IQQ6 Act threatens to undermine this
Iaccess chargeJ structure over the long run The 1996 Act removes barners to entry in the local
marJ..et. generating competitive pressures that maJ..e It difficult for incumbent LEes to maintain
access charges above economIc cost For example. by gIVing competitors the nght to lease an
mcumbent LEes unbundled networl.. elements at cost. Congress provided IXCs an alternative
.1\ t:nue 10 connect 10 and share the local network. Thus. where existing rules require an
Inl:umot:nl lEC to set access charges abm e cost for a high-volume user. a competing provider
", (JrTlt:r acces~ servIces enteTln~ mto a marl..el can lease unbundled networJ.. elements at cost.
,'r llJn~truCl new facillllcS. to ClrCUm\enl the access charge.(Access Charge Order at ~3:!)

TilLJ' .h II Implements the Act. the FCC ha~ conslslentl~ taken the view Ihatthe availability of UNEs provlde~

111rcdul di'clplme on Ihe ILEC~' pncmg of carner access services.

rue.T a
( IHn.,I,,,,,: b .. 'H"'nltU \
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FIGURE 2 -NUMBER OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS BY STATE

AS OF JULY 1, 1997

Source: USTA

The recent Eighth Circuit Coun of Appeals decision regarding the Commission's

lnten:nnnection Order clarjfit:s that CLECs can recombine LINEs but that ILECs are not

fequlred to recombine them_"' The decision thus docs not change the fact that competitors have

~JC(l''''" tn substitutes for ILEC SWItched access using the ILEC network at cost-based rates. as

JCtCflllJnCO h~ negotiation Of ultimatt:l~ h~ state regulators. Once UNE rates are established,

1.11Illrl'!ltor<; can use them indi\'iduall: or JI1 combmation to prm'ide effective alternatives to

(urrcnt "cn Ices

\ l.lrl..et conditions ha\'e de\-e!tlpeJ tll the point where some degn:e of pricing flexibility

/""" (it/tlll'\ B"urd\ FCC. 1\os Q6·3321. c:t al (8'· Circuit Jul~ 18. IQQ7)
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in most carrier access markets is required. As discussed above, special access and dedicated

transport markets are sufficiently developed to the point where continued pricing and tariffing

constraints serve no worthwhile purpose and are in fact anticompetitive. UNEs facilitate entry

into the market by eliminating the sunk costs of constructing a ubiquitous network. which

substantially reduces overall barriers to entry. Because these markets are subject to entry with

low sunk costs, efficient competition requires symmetry in the regulatory treatment of entrants

and the incumbent so that customer satisfaction determines the market outcome rather than the

tilt of arcane regulatory procedures. As a result, services which meet these characteristics

should be identified and removed from price cap regulation. For those remaining carrier access

services where competitive forces are still developing, an objective and clear process should be

established by the Commission to implement additional levels of pricing flexibility as

competition evolves.

IV. RELEVANT ECONOMIC GUIDELINES

A. Importance of specific. identifiable and quantifiable triggers

Pricing and regulatory flexibility has historically been absent in the carrier access

market"1 While some of the regulatory requirements mentioned above should have been

eliminated in the past irrespecti\"e of the potential or actual state of competition--e.g..

geo!,!raphic a\'eraging of access rates-the current economic and regulatory environment

compels the Commission to estahlish a process that will phase out redundant regulatory

n:qum:ments that constrain pricing t1t:\ihility as competItIon increases. Our fundamental

n:commt:n,1Jtion is that L'\ t:n though then: IS n(l t:conomic "bright line" for mO\'ing between

rhJSL'S of flexibility. the net:d still CXISts Il)r oh)ccli\'e criteria so thaI regulation decreases as

CpmrL'lltJOn Increases This process should he established only to handle those remaining

\\ 111 it' \\ J 1\ e:rs from panlcular FCC ru Ie:, cllulJ he: requested. carner access prices were generally set equal tn
Ihl.'lf lulh·JI,trabuted accounllng COSh a, dcte:nnmc:d b~ Pan 69 of the Commlsslon's rules. Seven year~ of
rflU: (.lr re:,:ulJlIon hJ' hc:lped to rallonJII/l.' the: pracmg of some access elc:ments. but. m general. there has been
Iitt Ie' rl'i.llillmh'r hCI\\ e:c:n accc:s, c:kmenl rmce:). market conditions or economic costs

n:C.T,a
• ."n"I,,,,~ I ( ''''H''''''''
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carrier access services where competitive forces are not sufficiently developed to constrain

prices and to lead to eventual deregulation,

Weighing the costs and benefits of implementing regulatory flexibility is much simpler

In the abstract than in the real world. Generally, telecommunications markets are neither

perfectly competitive nor perfectly regulated, and the correct question is therefore not whether a

given finn can exercise excessive control over price in a given market but whether the benefits

of a proposed regulatory modification will outweigh the costs in the "imperfect" markets in

which telecommunications services are sold and regulated, The question regulators need to

answer is not whether ILECs have W1j;, market power,72 but rather how much control over

market price is too much and thus requires continued price regulation?

While there is general agreement on the indicia of competition in a market, there 1S

likely to be no agreement in a litigated case concerning the de~ree of control over price that

should trigger reduced regulatory constraints, For example, how much weight should be given

to the absence of entry barriers as compared with the absence of entry? To what extent does the

threat of potential entry discipline the pricing of a finn with a large market share? Can

switched trunk-transport and special access be treated as belonging to the same relevant

market" While economists can perfonn quantitative studies of these issues, the detennination

of the effect of any proposed change in regulation on price, output, investment and service

qualit~ will ine\'itably require judgement on the part of policymakers, Given that economic

thenr~ supplies no clear and unequi\ocal answers and considering the difficulty involved in

meJsunn~ competition precisel~. especially in an Jd\'ersarial setting, it is important that readily

.1\ JllJhk Jnd easilY \erifiahlc CTllenJ he used h\ policymakers The triggers that are used to

rl.: nlll \ I: successive regulatory rcstnctlOns must be known, measurable, and observable to

J"'-:r,,';j,,t.' the likelihood that unneeded as~ mmetric regulations and regulatory proceedings will

JI.,l\ln the competitive process.

\\ t' ;:l:nl.'rJll~ do nOl regulate price.. 10 concentrated and Imperfectly compelillve markets such as soft dnnks.
n t'n thllU~h IJr:;e firm .. prOVide dlfTerenllJled products and have some control over price.
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While economics provides no clear and unequivocal answers to the question at hand.

economic theory does provide important insights which, when combined with objective criteria.

can be used to determine the pace of regulatory reform. For firms to exercise market power.

two conditions must hold: (i) there must be little competition from existing firms producing

substitutes for the service in question; and (ii) entry into the market by new competitors must

be blocked by significant legal or economic barriers.

Although market concentration is a proper starting point for evaluating alleged market

power, care must be taken not to equate market share with market power. Basing an analysis

on market share or concentration is likely to lead regulators astray because current market share

is fundamentally backward looking and fails to put sufficient weight on current and future

developmems.73 While this tends to be the case in general. it is particularly harmful in

technologically dynamic markets like telecommunications. As one FCC staff member has

observed.

Given the technology of the telecommunications industry. many markets will
probably be characterized by the presence of one or more firms with a
predominant market share. Under well-accepted precedent. this basic condition
alone does not indicate that a market is performing poorly. This is why. in the
context of telecommunications. the analysis must always move beyond (market
concentration] and toward the e\'aluation of the elasticities of supply and
demand and. in particular. the presence (or lack) of barriers to entry, 74

\ 10re important than market concentration is the requirement that consumers ha\'e

choices 3\'ailable to them. For this reason. when analyzing market power it is important to look

Jt thl..' producti\e capacity J\'ailahk from compe\llors, As recognized hy the Commission in its

YT &:. 1 'on-Dominant Order. the appropriate measure of size for network-based

tckl'llmmunications markets IS generall~ capacIlY·-' For carrier access markets. capacity

'\ nll,re: 1n~ldIOU~ problem I~ thaI 'hare:' Jr~' Ircqucntl~ calculated for thmgs olhcr than markets For
tt:k~lm1nlUnICatlOn~ ~e:r\lces "here a ..mall numt-~'r of cu~tomers are responsible for a large fraction of demand,
oJ hl,:h ;1\crJ~c.' ~hare can conceal 10" mJr~c.-1 \hJrn to the t"conomlCally rele\'anl markets

, L J "'rH\\ aI..., "ReOrienting EconomIc Anaf~ '" of TelecommuOlcatlons Markets Aher the Iqq6 Act:' Anflfru,H,

"'rrln~ )1)1)- .11 ;.J

/11 /II< \/Jffl'r IIf .\/Of/IJ/l IIf AT(\ T Corr III ;'l' Ro:c/uJSffieJ (JJ U l\(I1l-DommulIl Currier, II FCC Rcd 3271.
(contrnued )

rue,T/a



-31-

measures must be tempered by addressability. That is, if rivals have capacity available that can

"address" a significant number of customers and that can be brought on line at low additional

cost, the ILEC cannot exercise market power, and therefore, regulatory constraints should

adjust accordingly.

After an analysis of current competition, attention generally turns to conditions of entry

into the market. 76 Absent barriers to entry, any elevation of price above the competitive level

would attract entry, expand market supply and reduce the market price towards the competitive

level. Entry barriers, therefore, are a necessary condition for market power. A thorough

analysis of entry conditions must include evaluation of the extent of sunk costs of entry. In

evaluating market power. sunk costs are key to measuring barriers to entry. If sunk costs are

not important requirements of entry, competitors can enter and exit the industry at relatively

low costs to take advantage of any profitable opportunities in the market. Therefore. to assess

the conditions of entry in the relevant market, the Commission should analyze the extent of

legal and regulatory barriers to entry and characterize the degree to which entry (or exit) would

entail commitment of sunk costs for potential entrants. If entry has taken place at all. entry

barners could not have been insurmountable.

In implementing these guidelines. two additional considerations should be observed,

FIrs!. the availability of interconnection agreements. UNEs at cost~based prices. and resale have

reduced the level of sunk costs required to enter the local exchange and carrier access markets.

and rrospecti\'e regulatory policy must take IOto account this reduction in entry barriers

Second. \\ hen e\'aluating the state of potential and actual competition. it is important thaI

nleaSUrenll:nt be made in a propcrl~ defined economic market For local exchange and carrier

acces" scr.'ices. geographic markets are generally small. slOce particular customcrs cannot

Ira\ el 1(1 ontain scr.'iccs For practical purposes. market areas can be defined bv common

I 14 l j'; I

(11 u'ur~,. 11 currenl compctltlon IS sufflClcnt to ruh: out the exercise of markel power. Il IS not necessary to
cl'n,IJt:r hJrr"rs to entr:

rue ria
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social, economIc and general business characteristics or by ILEe network geography or

architecture. The speed and direction of competition will vary geographically, at least initially.

and efficient competition will likely be sacrificed if this factor is ignored.

B. Triggering Regulatory Relief

The preceding section reveals that while economic theory provides important and useful

insights to assist the Commission, judgment on its part will be required. For this reason. clear

and objective triggers that are easily measured and verified can reduce contention and allow

regulators to expedite proceedings to provide additional pricing flexibility and reduce

regulatory constraints. On the other hand, for some services, e.g., special access and dedicated

transport. prices are already sufficiently constrained by market forces so that triggers would be

unnecessary.

A well-crafted plan should link regulatory relief-such as volume and term discounts.

contract tariffs and forbearance-to objective triggers that measure the availability and use of

compeliti\"e alternatives to ILEC carrier access. Regulatory relief can be structured in different

phases. in which. for example. certain types of triggers may correspond to different forms of

regulatory relief. But in general. triggers can be thought of as market symptoms which.

comhmed \\ith the a\'ailability of UNEs. makes actual competition more viable and potential

competition a greater check on the ability of the ILEC to raise prices above the competitive

k\l:l Triggers are a means for regulators to ease regulatory constraints in particular markets

In cen;.l!n market areas or for certain sen'ices and customers-as the ILECs' residual market

rImer IS reduced to levels found in unregubted markets. In this sense. triggers work to enSUTl:

th;.lt once market conditions change. appropriate regulatory constraints immediately follow,

Tht.:lr use ensures that there is a timely process 10 place that responds to the rapidly-changing

nlJr\..1..'1 conditions in carrier access and Increases the likelihood that efficient regulatory

Jl'CI"ll1ns are Implemented.

I. ,amples of potential triggers include availability of unbundled network elements.

tr;.ln"'rl1Tt JnJ termination charges in place. pro\'ision of network elements and sen'ices. and the

t.:'.:lSll'nct.: of number portability arrangements. These objective and easi'ly verifiable triggers

file ra
( ""ul/"n): h. ,."u""~,,
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provide useful information regarding the state of regulatory and legal entry barriers. They also

contain information about the economic barriers to entry as well, because the availability of

UNEs reduces concerns about sunk costs of entry. Additional possible triggers include answers

to questions such as the following: Are competitors collocated in wire centers?; Are

competitors deploying facilities and using UNEs in the wire centers?; How many competitors

are present in some geographic area?; Do competitors have the ability to provide service to a

substantial percentage of the market, using their own facilities or those of the ILEC?

In addition, since the purpose of the triggers is to permit ILECs to move between phases

of regulatory reform in a manner that matches market conditions, we believe that movements

between whatever phases are eventually chosen by the Commission need not be sequential.

Meeting the trigger conditions for a particular phase should be sufficient to grant the associated

regulatory relief. For example. market conditions for special access services in most

geographic areas are such that immediate regulatory forbearance is warranted. and stepping

through sequential phases of deregulation would be an inefficient, time-consuming path to

ultimate regulatory forbearance.

The key to using objective triggers IS that they be easily verifiable and used

expeditiously to evaluate ILEC proposals for flexibility. A process that automatically grants

ILECs cenain regulatory relief when a specific trigger is reached greatly reduces contention.

\\hich allows the Commission to administratively expedite ILEC filings. It also prevents the

prolift.:ration of ILEC wai\'er requests. forbearance petitions etc. which could tie up

CommIssion resources. The requirements necessary for regulatory flexibility would have been

JI.:I.:IJl.:d t'X unit'. and thus the Commission's main task would be to verify the fulfillment of the

tn~~t:r Thl.: imponance of mO\'ing rapidl~ to dctcnninc the legitimacy of ILEe claims cannot

hl' \1\ I.:rstatcd. t\'1arket dynamics arc changing the technology and structure of

ll:b:nmmunications at an extremd~ rapid pace. Having in place quantifiable triggers that

(nrTt:spnnJ to predetennined flexibility n:duces uncenainty of the panicipants and increases the

It''dd)(luJ that competition wil1 not be distoned b~ unneeded asymmetric burdens.

ne,ra
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Imperfect competition is generally far superior to imperfect regulation in controlling
ILEe prices and service quality. The potential costs of permitting pricing flexibility for
incumbent finns prematurely are small and are likely to be swamped by the benefits of
competition under symmetric regulatory conditions.

Delay is costly. The potential costs of pennitting pricing flexibility for incumbent finns
prematurely are swamped by the potential costs of inefficient entry from opening
markets to competition under asymmetric regulation.

Competition is important: competitors-incumbents and entrants alike-are not.

•

•

•

•

nCTa

V. CONCLUSIONS

Since competitive market forces are vastly superior to administrative regulation, the

Commission should immediately pennit the market to constrain ILEC prices in special access

and dedicated transport, where such forces are already strong. Doing so would lead to more

efficient pricing, production, and investment. As the Commission embarks on the process of

moving remaining carrier access markets to eventual forbearance, it should consider the

significant costs to consumers and to society as a whole of not relying on market forces. In

order to increase the likelihood that efficient competition develops, the Commission must

pursue a policy that regulates ILECs and entrants as symmetrically as possible and that does not

attempt to guarantee competitors' success in the marketplace. Though market pressures have

influenced carrier access pricing since 1984, the recent removal of entry barriers in the carrier

access market stemming from implementation of the Telecommunications Act makes

regulatory relief imperative. In our experience, four economic principles are particularly

important:

PrIces cannot bc set sokl~ h~ rderence to cost studies perfonned in litigated
proceedings. Prices should approximate their market levels under competitive
conditions. in which both cost and demand factors playa role.

In usm~ these abstract policies in a litigious world. regulators would be well-served by setting

l'\ C/11/l' observable and measurable triggers that provide specific relief from regulatory

ohll~;.Illons. as lLEC sen'ices mo\c to difTerent phases of regulatory relief and eventual


