
- Case Assignment and Scheduling Record - 
- Section 1 D iv i s ion  c f  Records and ReporL , q  (RAR) Completes 

Docket N O .  9918v-~rP Date Docketed: 12/07/19B T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecommunications, I nc .  f o r  Section 

Company: Bel 1South Telecommunications, I nc .  Intermedia Communications, I n c .  
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  of in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Interinedia Communications. I n c .  

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
Last Day t o  Suspend Exp i ra t ion :  

Referred t o :  AOM AFA APF' CAF (CMU) EAG GCL LEG RAR PA1 WAW 
( " ( ) " 1 ndi ca t  es OPR :I X X - - -- -- - - - - - - - - 
- Section 2 - OPR Cmpletes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  

- Pr83qram/Modul e 

OPR S t a f f  

S t a f f  Assiqnments 

- S t l j f f  Counsel 

-_ OCliS ( 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Recommended assignments f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

F u l l  Commission __ Commission Panel - 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  - 

Date f i l e d  w i t h  RAR. ~- 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f Coun s c? 1 

LO workdays. Time Schedule 

IARNING: THIS SCHEDULE I S  AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT, 
T IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION.  
'OF! UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CASR r e v i s i o n  1 eve1 

1 
1 .  

2' . 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
6 . 
7. 
8. 
9. 

1CI. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18 .  
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 

Due Dates 

Previous Current 

- Section 3 - Chairman Completes 
Assignments a re  as f o l l  ows : 

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  - Prehearing O f f i c e r  
I I I 
I Commissioners I ADM I 

GR DS CL JN JC < 
Where panels a re  cs,igned the  senior Cornmissioner i s  Panel Chairman. 
the  i d e n t i c a l  p a m l  decides t h e  case 
Where one Commissioner a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the  f u l l  Commission decides t h e  case Date / / 

PSC/RAR 15 (Rev 1/98) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

Approved 



Case Assignment and Scheduling Record A P 

Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and Rem 19 (RAR) C a l e E  

Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecomnunications, Inc. f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel lSouth Telecomnunications, Inc. Intermedia Comnunications, Inc. 
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement with 

Intermedia Comnunications, Inc. 

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
Last Day t o  Suspend: Expi ra t ion:  

Referred to: ADM AFA APP CAF (CMU) EAG GCL LEG RAR PA1 UAU 
X X - - - -- - - - - - - - indicates OPR) 

- 
- Section 2 - OPRi>qletes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  

- Program/Modul e 

ORR S ta f f  -- 

A2O(b) 

S t a f f  Assignments 

j- King, C Hinton 

- Sta f f  Counsel ‘I Vaccaro 

R e c m n d e d  assignments f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

F u l l  Comnission C m i s s i o n  Panel - 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  - 

Date f i l e d  w i th  FIAR: 12/29/1999 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f  Counsel 

IO workdays. Time Schedule 

IARNING: T H I S  SCHEDULE I S  AN INTERNAL PLANNING D O C U M X  
-- 1 I S  TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
‘OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CASR r e v i s i o n  l e v e l  

lol 
1. m i s e  CASR f o r  Hearing 

14. - 
15. 
16. 

Due Dates 

Previous Current 

NONE ~01/10/2000 
I 

I - 1  

24. - 
25. - _. 

27. - 
28. _. 

30 
30. - 
31. - 
32. - 
33. _ .  

38. - 
39. 
40. - 

- Section 3 - Chai-rman Completes 
Assignments are as fol lows: 

- Hearing Of f icerCs)  - Prehearing O f f i c e r  

Comnissioners k......! :c;-i Staff I 
Where panels are assigned the  senior  Comnissioner i s  Panel Chairman; 
the i d e n t i c a l  pariel decides the  case. 
Where one Comnissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the f u l l  C m i s s i o n  decides the case. 

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 1/98) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

C m i s s i o n e r s  hi *DM I 
Approved : 

Date: 12/29/1999 
c gt 
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Case Scheduling/lRescheduling - Advice 
Printed on 01/06/2000 at 16:37:25 Page 1 of 1 

Commissioner Deason Deputy Executive Director/Technical Electric & Gas Director 
Commissioner Clark Appeals Dh-ector Records & Reporting Director 
Commissioner Jacobs Legal Director PAI Director 
Commissioner Pending Auditing & Financial Analysis Director Water & Wastewater Director 
Exec utlve Director Telecommunications Director Court Reporter 
Public Information Oficer Consumer Mairs Director Staff Contact 

To: 

From: OEce of Chairman Joe Garcia 

Docket Number: 99 1854-TP 

Docket Title: Petition of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for Section 252(b) arbitration of interconnection agreement with Intermedia 
Communications, Inc. 

1. Schedule Information 

2. Hearing/Prehearing Assignment Information 

Former Assignments Current Assignments 
Unarinrr I I nl 

Prehearing 
Officer 

GR DS CL JC PD ADM liiEE33 
II Commissioners II 

GR DS CL JC PD ADM lIkkkkM 
Reason for Revision: A. New Assignment 1.tJnavailability 2. Good Cause 3. Recused 4. Disqualified 5. See Remarks 

FSC/NAN 8 (0611999) CCS Form Number: 99 1854-TP-00003 

.... 



Case Assignment and Scheduling Record A 

Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and Rem 4 (RAR) Completes 

Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecomnunications, Inc. f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel lSouth Telecomnunications, Inc. Intermedia Comnunications, Inc. 
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermedia Comnunications, Inc. 

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
Last Day t o  Suspend: Expi ra t ion:  

Referred to: ADM AFA APP CAF (CMU) EAG GCL LEG RAR PA1 UAU 
(I1O1( ind icates OPR) 

Section 2 - OPR Ccinpletes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  10 workdays. 

-- - X - - - X - - - - - -  
Time Schedule 

Program/Modul e AZO( b) 

OPR S ta f f  -- 

S t a f f  Assignments 

L King, C Hinton 

- Sta f f  Counsel 

om( ) 

0 

0 

0 

1 Vaccaro 

Recomnended assignments f o r  hear ing 
and/or dec id ing t h i s  case: 

Ful l  Comnission - Comnission Panel X 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  - 

Date f i l e d  w i th  RAR: 01/06/2000 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f  Counsel 

IARNING: T H I S  SCHEDULE I S  AN INTERNAL PLANNING D O C U M 4  
-- I S  TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. T 
OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CASR r e v i s i o n  leve l  

El 
1. I ssue  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
2. E l e r  Es tab l i sh ing  Procedure 
3. D i r e c t  Testimony & E x h i b i t s  - A l l  
4. g u t t a 1  Testimony & E x h i b i t s  - A l l  
5. -hearing Statements 
6. -hearing 
7. Prehearing Order 
8. Hearing 
9. m n s c r i p t s  Due - Expedited 

10. B r i e f s  Due 
11. S t a f f  R e c m n d a t i o n  
12. &nda - Regular 
13. Standard Order 
14. C h s e  Docket o r  Revise CASR 
.r 
13. - 
16. - 
18. - 
19. - 
17. - 

20. - 
21. - 
22. - 
24. - 
25. - 
27. - 
29. - 

32. - 
33. - 
34. - 
35. - 
37. - 
39. - 

23. - 

26. - 
28. __. 

30. - 
31. __ 

36. - 
38. - 

Due Dates 

Previous Current 

-- 

I /  

I 1  
40. - 

- 
- Section 3 - Chairman Completes 

Assignments a re  as fo l lows:  

- Hearing Of f icerCs)  

Comnissioners .....mi :::n*l Staff I 
Uhere panels are assigned the  senior  Comnissioner i s  Panel Chairman; 
the i d e n t i c a l  pariel decides the case. 
Uhere one Conmissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the full. Comnission decides the case. 

- Prehearing O f f i c e r  

C m i s s i o n e r s  

Approved : ~ C S i !  
Date: 01/06/2000 

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 1/98) * COMPLETED EVENTS c 



Case A s s i a i m n t  and Scheduling Record A - 
:Section 1 - Divi ’sion o f  Records and Rep 

Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecomnunications, Inc. f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel lSauth Telecomnunications, Inc. Intermedia Comnunications, Inc. 

ng (RAR) Completes 

252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermedia C m n i c a t i o n s ,  Inc. 

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
Last Day t o  Suspend: Expi ra t ion:  

Referred to: ADM AFA APP CAF (CMU) EAG GCL LEG RAR PA1 UAU 
(:llO” ind icates OPR) - - -  - - - - -  X x - - -  
Section 2 - OPR Completes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  

Program/Module 

OPR S t a f f  -- 

A20(b) 

S t a f f  Assignments 

L King, C Hinton 

S t a f f  Counsel 

-_ OCRs ( ) 

0 

0 

T Vaccaro 

Recomnended assignments f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

Full Comnission - Comnission Panel X 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  

Date f i l e d  w i th  RAR: 01/19/2000 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 

- 

S t a f f  Counsel 

10 workdays. Time Schedule 

JARNING:: T H I S  SCHEDULE I S  AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
I T  I S  TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
‘OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CASR r e v i s i o n  l e v e l  

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
4 0 .  

- Issue I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
- Order Es tab l i sh ing  Procedure 
- D i r e c t  Testimony & E x h i b i t s  - A l l  
_- Rebuttal Testimony & E x h i b i t s  - A l l  
P rehea r i ng S ta t  emen t s - 

-- S t i i f  f Recamendat i on 
Qnda - Regular 
-_ Standard Order 
- Clcrse Docket o r  Revise CASR 

-- Due Dates 

Previous Current 

- - 
- Section 3 - Chairman Completes 

Assignments a re  as fo l lows:  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  - Prehearing O f f i c e r  

S t a f f  4 
Uhere panels are assigned the senior  Comnissioner i s  Panel Chairman; 
the i d e n t i c a l  panel decides the case. 
Where one Comnissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the f u l l  Comnission decides the  case. 

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 1/98) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

Comnissioners hi ADM 1 
Approved: / (Z s&?+ 

0 
Date: 01/24/2000 



Case Scheduling/Rescheduling Advice 
Printed on 01/19/2000 at 11:27:03 Page 1 of 1 

Hearing 
Officers 

Fro: Commissioner Deason Deputy Executive DirectodTechnical Electric & Gas Director 
Commissioner Clark Appeals Director Records & Reporting Director 
Commissioner Jacobs Legal Director PAI Director 
Commissioner Pending Water & Wastewater Director 
Executive Director Telecommunications Director Court Reporter 
Public Information Officer Consumer AfTairs Director Staff Contact 

Auditing & Financial Analysis Director 

Commissioners H e a r i n g m  
Exam. 

From: Office of Chairman Joe Garcia 

Commissioners Hearing 

ALL GR DS CL JC PD 

Docket Number: 99 1854-TP 

Staff 

:ommunications, Inc. for Section 252(b) arbitration of interconnection agreement with Intermedia 

2. Hearingmrehearing Assignment Information 

Former Assignments Current Assignments 

Commissioners Commissioners 

GR DS CL JC PD ADM 

X 
Reason for Revision: A. New Assignment 1. IJnavailability 2. Good Cause 3.  Recused 4. Disqualified 5. See Remarks 

CCS Form Number: 99 1854-TP-00003 



Case SchedulingPlRescheduling - Advice 
Printed 018 02/16/22600 at 17:39:32 Page 1 of 1 

To: Commissioner Deason Deputy Executive Director/Technical Electric & Gas Director 
Commissioner Clark Appeals Director Records & Reporting Director 
Commissioner Jacobs Legal Director PAI Director 
Commissioner Pending Auditing dk Financial Analysis Director Water & Wastewater Director 
Executive Director Telecomiunications Director Court Reporter 
Public Information OEcer Consumer Affairs Director Staff Contact - Laura King 

From: Office of Chairman Joe Garcia 

Docket Number: 99 1854-TP 

Docket Title: 

1 .  Schedule Information 

Petition of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for Section 252(b) arbitration of interconnection agreement with Intermedia 
Communications, Inc 

2. HearingPrehearing Assignment Information 

Hearing 
Officers 

Former Assignments 
I1 I I/ Commissioners 

Current Assignments 

Commissioners 

Prehearing 
Officer 

Commissioners - 
GR DS CL JC PD ADM w 

Reason for Revision: A. New Assignment 1. lJnavaila0ility 2. Good Cause 3.  Recused 4. Disqualified 5. See Remarks 

PSC/IBE 8 (06/1999) CCS Form Number: 991854-TP-00003 



.- 

Event 

Prehearing Conference 

Hearing 

Hearing 

I 

Former Date New Date Location Time 

03/17/2000 Tallahassee, Room 152 1130 PM - 5100 PM 

04/10/2000 Tallahassee, Room 148 9130 AM - 5100 PM 

04/11/2000 Tallahassee, Room 148 9130 AM - 5:OO PM 

Case Scheduling/Rescheduling Advice 

Commissioners Hearing Staff 
Exam. 1 ALL GR DS CL JC JB 

Printed on 03/30/2000 at 1302 Page 1 of 1 

To: Cornmissioner Deason Deputy Executive Director/Technical Electric & Gas Director 
Commissioner Clark Appeals Ilirector Records & Reporting Director 
Comimissioner Jacobs Legal Director PAI Director 
Commissioner Jaber Auditing & Financial Analysis Director Water & Wastewater Director 
Executive Director Telecommunications Director Court Reporter 
Public Information Oflicer Consumer Affairs Director Staff Contact - Laura King 

From: OEce of Chairman Joe Garcia 

Docket Number: 99 1854-TP 

2. Hearingmrehearing Assignment Information 

Hearing 
Officers 

Prehearin 
Ofker 

Commissioners 

GR DS CL JC JB ADM 

Current Assignments 

Commissioners 

Commissioners m 
GR DS CL JC JB ADM ll33zEa 

3 
Reason for Revision: A. New Assignment 1. Unavailability 2. Good Cause 3. Recused 4. Disqualified 5 .  See Remarks 

PSC/JBE 8 (0611999) 
.. _-__- 

CCS Form Number: 991854-TP-00003 



- Case Assiqnment and Scheduling Record - 
- Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and ReDort 

Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecommunications, Inc .  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: B e l  1South Telecommunications, Inc .  Intermedia Communications, Inc .  

(RAR) Completjes 

252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermetlia Communications, Inc .  

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
Last Day t o  Suspend: Exp i ra t i on :  

ADM AFA APP CAF (CMP) CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAW 
x Y 

Referred t o :  
( " 1 : ) "  i nd icates OPR) - - - - - - - _ - _ - _ _ - -  - 
- Section 2 - OPR ComDletes and returns t o  RAR i n  LO workdays. Time Schedule 

- Prosram/Modul e A20 ( b ) 

S t a f f  Ass i qnment s 

WARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
I T  I S  TENrATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
FOR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CASR r e v i  s i  on 1 eve1 Due DateS 

Previous Current 
OPR S t a f f  -- L Kin , K Arant, D Dowds. 

cHin!on. T Watts 

1. StafiP Recommendation 
2. A enda 
3. &lard Order 
4. Clast: Docket o r  Revise CASR 
C -  

- 

__ T Vaccaro S t a f f  Counsel 

- OCRs ( 1 
.I. 

6.  - 
7.  - 
8 .  - 

11. - 
12. - 

1;: 

13. - 
14. - 
15. - 
16. - 
17. __ 
18. - 
19. - 
20. - 
21. 
22. - 
23. - 
24. - 
25. 1 
26. 
27. - 
28.  - 

- 

I-- 

I-- 

I--- 
I 

I--- 
_. 

29. - 

33. 1 
34. - 
35. - 

37. - 

39. - 

30.  - 
31. - 
32 

36. - 

38. - 

40. - 

Rec:ommended assigrments f o r  hearing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

F u l l  Commission - Commission Panel X 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  - I--- 

I 
Date f i l e d  w i t h  RPR: 06/07/2000 I--- 
I n i t i a l s :  OPR 

S t a f f  Counsel 
~ - 

Section 3 - Chairrran Completes 
Assignments are as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  - Prehearing O f f i c e r  

I Commissioners I Hrg. I Staff I I Commissioners -1 
GR DS CL JC JB ; 

Where panels are assigned the  senior Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman: 
the i d e n t i c a l  panel decides the  case. 
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the f u l l  Commission decides t h e  case. 

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 2/00] * COMPLETED EVENTS 

Approved : 

Date: 06/19/2000 



Case Assiqnment and Schedulinq Record 

(RAR) ComDletE 

A - 
Section 1 - D iv i s ion  of Records and Report - 

ALL 

Dolcket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  of Bel lSouth Telecommunications, I nc .  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel 1Sou::h Telecommunications, Inc .  
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  
Intermedi a Communi c a t  i ons , Inc  . 

Intermedia Communications, Inc .  

DS CL JC JB NC 

x x  

O f f l c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
La:;t Day t o  Suspend : 

Re.ferred t o :  ADM AFA APP CAF (CMP) CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAW 
( " ) " ind ica tes  OPR) 

Exp i ra t ion :  

X X - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - -  
- Section 2 - OPR Completes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  

- Proqram/Modul e A;?O(b) 

S t a f f  Ass i qnments 

LO workdays Time Schedule 

JARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
:T I S  TENrATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
'OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current  CASR rev1 sion 1 eve1 Due Dateri 

Previous Current 
-- OPR S t a f f  L King. K Arant,  D Dowds. 

- C Hinton. T Watts 13) 
\UTlTl I TU I I Ulll I/- 

r d  Order 
m? Docket o r  Revise CASR - S t a f f  Counsel 

OCRs ( ) 

- T Vaccaro 
E J .  

6 .  - 
7. - 
8. - 
9. - 
10. __ 
11. __ 
12. 
13. - 
14. - 
15. __ 
16. - 
17. - 
18. - 
19. - 
20. - 
21. - 
22. - 
23. - 
24. __ 
25. - 
26. - 
27. - 
28. 
29. 
30. - 
31. __ 
32. __ 
33. - 
34. - 
35. - 

37. __ 
38 - 
39. - 

36. __ 

r n  

I--1 
I-- I 
-~ I--I 
k-4 

-~ I--I 
-~ I--I Rec:ommended assigrments f o r  hear ing 

and/or deciding t t - i s  case: I--+ 
F u l l  Commission - Commission Panel X 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  - 

I -1 

k-4 
Date f i l e d  w i t h  RPR: 07/17/2000 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S ta f f  Counsel 

I--I 
I 

~ 

4 u .  - 
- 
- Section 3 - Chairran ComDletes 

Assignments a re  as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing Of f i cer (s1  - Prehearing O f f i c e r  

Commi s s i  oners 

DS CL JC JB NC 

I Commissioners I Hrg. I S t a f f  I 

Where panels a re  assigned t h e  sen io r  Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman: 
the  i den t i ca l  panel decides t h e  case. 
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the  f u l l  Commission decides t h e  case. 

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 2/00) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

Date: 07/17/2000 

c' 



Case Assiqnment and Scheduling Record - 

X 

- Section 1 ~ D i v G i o n  o f  Records and Report , (RAR) Completes 

[iocket NO 9 9 1 ~ ~ -  rp Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  of Bel ISouth Telecommunications. I n c .  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel 1Slxith Telecommunications. Inc  
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  
J n t  ermedi a Communi ca t  i ons , I nc . 

Intermedia Communications, I nc .  

C f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Dlite: 
?as: Day t o  Suspena: Expi r a t i o n :  

Referred t o :  ADM AFA APP CAF ( C M P )  CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAW 
( " (  1 ' '  i nd ica tes  OCIR! 

Section 2 - OPR C:)mpletes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  10 workdays. 

X 

Time Schedule 

- - - - _ _  X - - __ - - - - _ _  

- Froyram/Modul e Ai'O(b) 

S t a f f  Ass1 qnments 

CPli S t a f f  -___ L King. K Arant.  D Dowds. 
-~ C Hinton. T Watts 

S t a f f  Counsel 

_I OCRS ( 

0 

0 

0 

0 

T Vaccaro 

Recommended assignments f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

Fu l l  Commission - Commission Panel X 
tiedring Examirer - S t a f f  __ 

Dote f i l e d  w i t h  R k R .  10/0&'2000 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f  Counsel 

IARNING: THIS SCHEDULE I S  AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
T I S  TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION.  
OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CASR r e v i s i o n  l e v e l  

m 
1. S t a f f  Recommendation - Reconsideration 

3 .  Standard Order 
4. clos. Docket o r  Revise CASR 

2 .  A g e n d a r  

5. _ _ ~  
6. ~ 

7. ~ 

8. ~ 

9. __ 
10. ~ 

11. __ 
12. __ 
13. 
14. __ 
15. ~ 

17. ~ 

18. __ 

16. ____ 

19. ~~ 

20. ~ 

21. ~ 

22. __ 
23. ____ 
24. __ 
3 C  
id. 

26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37 
38. 
39. 
an 

~- Due Date; 

Previous Ciirrent 

11/ 16/2ooo 

12/ 18/2000 

, "  
-. 

Section 3 - Chairiiian Completes 
Assignments a re  as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  
I I 

i - - i i c T m m i  ssioners I Hrq .  I S t a f f  i 

Where Danels a re  Iss igned the  senior Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman; 
the Iden t i ca l  panel decides the  case 
Whfre one Coinmissioner. a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
a:signed the  f u l l  Commission decides the  case. 

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 2/00) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

Date: 10/03/2000 

L;- 



Case Assignment and Schedul ing Record 

(RAR) Completes 
- 

- Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and Repor. 

Docket No. 991854 -TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t ' l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecommunications, Inc .  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel ISout h Telecommunications, Inc .  Intermedi a Communications, Inc.  
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermedia Communications, Inc .  

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
Las8 t  Day t o  Suspend: Expi r a t i o n  : 

Referred t o  : ADM AFA APP CAF (CMP) CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAW 
("0" ind icates OPR) 

Section 2 - OPR Ccmpletes and returns t o  RAR i n  10 workdays. 

_ - _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - -  X X - 
Time Schedule 

- Proqram/Modul e AZO( b) 

S t a f f  Assiqnments 

OPR S t a f f  -- L King, K Arant. D Dowds. 
- C Hinton. T Watts 

- S t a f f  Counsel 

- OCRs ( ) 

0 

0 

0 

.- 'T Vaccaro 

Recommended assignnents f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

F u l l  Commission - Commission Panel X 
Hearing Examiner - S t a f f  

Da te  f i l e d  w i t h  KA?: 11/14/2000 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 

- 

S t a f f  C13unsel 

'ARNING: THIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
T IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 

Current CASR rev1 s i  on 1 eve1 
OR UPDATE3 CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 

Due Date:i 

151 Previous Current 
u 

1. S t a f f  Recommendation - Reconsideration 

5~ Jwnciara uraer  
4. Docket o r  Re\.'-- 
c -  

I "I' I"' Luu l  "< I- 

- - 
Section 3 - Chai rmv Completes 

Assignments are as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  
" . .  

- Prehearing O f f i c e r  

Commi s s i  oners 

DS JC JB BZ XX 

Where panels are assigned the  senior  Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman: 
the i d e n t i c a l  panel decides the  case. 
Where one Commissinner. a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the  f u l l  ICommission decides the  case. Date: 11/21/2000 

Approved : 

4 J  

PSC/RAR-15 (Rev. 2/00) * COMPLETED EVENTS 



Case Assignment and Scheduling Record 

(RAR) ComDletg 
rrr, - 

- Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and ReDor 

Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecommunications, Inc .  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel lSouth Telecommunications, Inc .  Tntermedi a Communications , Inc .  
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermedi a Communi c a t i  ons. Inc  

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date: 
L a s t  Day t o  Suspend: Exp i ra t i on :  

Referred t o :  ADM AFA APP CAF (CMP) CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAN 
I " 0 "  ind icates OPR) - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - -  X X 

10 workdays. Time Schedule - Section 2 - OPR ComDletes and returns t o  RAR i n  

- Proqram/Modul e A;!O(b) 

-- OPli  S t a f f  

- S t a f f  Counsel 

-- OCRS ( 1 

0 

0 

0 

S t a f f  Assiqnments 

L King. K Arant. D Dowds. - - 

- 

- T Vaccaro 

Recommended assignments f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding tk i is  case: 

F u l l  Commission __ Commission Panel X 
l e a r i n g  Examiner. - S t a f f  - 

Date f i l e d  w i t h  RAR. 12/08/2000 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f  C.ounsel 

JARNING: 'THIS SCHEDULE I S  AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
[T IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 

Current rCASR r e v i s i o n  1 eve1 
'OR UPDATIES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 

-- Due Dates - 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 

(61 Previous Clurrent 

S t a f f  Recommendation - Reconsideration 

@ k r d  Order closl. Docket or Revise CASR 

-- I I--I 
-- I I--/ 

-- I I--! 
I I - - 4  

I I--+ 

~ - 
- Section 3 - Chairman Completes 

Assignments are as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  - Prehearing O f f i c e r  

Approved : 1 
Where panels are assigned the  senior  Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman: 
the i d e n t i c a l  panel decides the  case. 
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the f u l l  Commission decides t h e  case. Date: 12/29/2000 

PSC./RAR-15 (Rev. 2/00)  * COMPLETED EVENTS G/ 



~. Case Assiqnment and Schedulinq Record - 
Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and Report 

Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  of Bel lSouth Telecommunications, I nc .  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel 1Sou::h Telecommunications, I nc .  Intermedi a Communications, Inc .  

(RAR) Completes 

252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermedi a Communications I Inc .  

O f f i c i a l  F i l i n g  Date:  
La:jt Day t o  Suspend: 

Referred t o  : 
("0" i nd ica tes  OPR) 

Exp i ra t i on :  

ADM AFA APP CAF (CMP) CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAW 
x x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

- Section 2 - OPR Completes and re tu rns  t o  RAR i n  10 workdays. T i  me Schedul e 

- ProqradModul e 

3PR S t a f f  -- 

A20(b) 

S t a f f  Assiqnments 

L K in  /. K Arant.  D Dowds. 
cIHin:on. T Watts 

i 

- S t a f f  Counsel 

__ OCRs 1 

0 

0 

0 

T Vaccaro ___ 

Zeccmrnended ass1 griments f o r  hear ing 
and/or deciding t h i s  case: 

F u l l  Commission - Commission Panel X 
tieari ng Exam1 ner __ S t a f f  - 

Date f i l e d  w i t h  RAR: 01/29/2001 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f  Counsel 

IARNING: 'MIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
T IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION : (850) 413 - 6770 
Current. CASR rwi s ion  1 eve1 

1. S t a f f  Recommendation - Reconsideration 
2. f i a  
3. &iard Order 
4. E? Docket o r  Revise CASR 

II. __ 
12. - 
13. 
14. - 
15. - 
16. - 
17. __ 
18. 
19. - 20. - 
91  
L I .  

22 - 
23. - 
24. - 
25. - 
26. - 
27. - 
28. 
29. - 
30. 
31. __ 
32. - 
33 
34. - 
35. 
36. - 
37. - 
38. __ 
39. - 
40. __ 

Due Date:- 

Previous Current 

I2001 

31301'2m 
EEk% h 

- Section 3 - Chairman Completes 
Assignments a re  as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s )  

Commi s s i  oners 1 Hrq. I S t a f f  I 
- Prehearing O f f i c e r  

Where panels are assigned t h e  sen io r  Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman: 
the  i den t i ca l  panel decides t h e  case. 
Where one Commissioner, a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the  f u l l  Commission decides t h e  case. 

PSC/RAR-15 ( R e v .  2/00) * COMPLETED EVENTS 



Case Assiqnment and Schedul inq Record -- 
- Section 1 - D i v i s i o n  o f  Records and Repor t inq-  ,) Complete 

-. 2, 
Docket No. 991854-TP Date Docketed: 12/07/1999 T i t l e :  P e t i t i o n  o f  Bel lSouth Telecommunications, Inc.  f o r  Sect ion 

Company: Bel lSouth Telecommunications. Inc .  Tntermedi a Communications, Inc.  
252(b) a r b i t r a t i o n  o f  in terconnect ion agreement w i t h  

Intermedia Communications ~ Inc .  

O f f i c i d l  F i l i n g  Date: 
h t ,  Ddy t o  Suspend: Exp i ra t i on :  

Referred t o :  ADM AFA APP CAF (CMP) CMU EAG ECR GCL LEG PA1 RAR RGO SER WAW 
( " I : ) "  Ind icates OPR) X X - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - 
- Section 2 - OPR ComDletes and returns t o  RAR i n  

- Proqram/Modul e 

OPR S t a f f  -- 

A20 '( b ) 

S t  a f f Ass i qnment s 

L K.ing. K Arant. D Dowds. 
TH- in ton.  __ T Watts 

- S t a f f  Counsel 

~ OCRs ( 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

__ T Vaccaro 

Recommended assigrments f o r  hear ing 
ancl/or deciding t i - i s  case: 

F u l l  Commission - Commission Panel X 
tleari ng Exami ner __ - S t a f f  

Date f i l e d  w i t h  RAR: 02/09/2001 

I n i t i a l s :  OPR 
S t a f f  Counsel 

10 workdays. Time Schedule 

JARNING: 'MIS SCHEDULE IS AN INTERNAL PLANNING DOCUMENT. 
:T IS TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO REVISION. 
'OR UPDATES CONTACT THE RECORDS SECTION: (850) 413-6770 
Current CBSR r e v i  s ion  1 eve1 

1. S t a f f  Recommendation - Reconsideration :: %!:rd Order 
4. Docket o r  Revise CASR 

". 
7. - 
8. 

11. 
12. - 
13. - 
14. 
15. - 
16. 
17. 
18. - 
19. - 
20. - 
21. - 
22. - 
23. - 
24. __ 
25. 
26. 
27. - 

30. - 
31. 
32. - 
33. - 
34. 
35. - 
36. .__ 

37. __ 
38. - 
39. __ 

1;: - 

28. __ 
29 - 

I n  
4u. - 

Due Dater; -- 
Previous Current 

Sectiori 3 - Chairrrgi Completes 
Assignments are as fo l l ows :  

- Hearing O f f i c e r ( s 1  

T C o m m i s s i o n e r s  I Hrg. 1 S t a f f  1 

Where panels are assigned the  senior Commissioner i s  Panel Chairman: 
the i den t i ca l  panel decides the  case. 
Where one Commissioner. a Hearing Examiner o r  a S t a f f  Member i s  
assigned the f u l l  Commission decides t h e  case. 

PSC/RAH-15 (Rev. 2/00) * COMPLETED EVENTS 

- Preheari ng O f f i c e r  



STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: 

J. TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN I;. CLARK 

JOE CiARCIA, CHAIRMAN 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850)  413-6770 

December 9,1999 

Michael P. Goggin, Esquire 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: Docket No. 991854-TP 

Dear Mr. Goggin: 

This will acknowledge receipt of a petition of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
for Section 252(b) arbitration of interconnection agreement with lntermedia 
Communications, Inc., which was filed in this office on December 7, 1999 and assigned the 
above-referenced docket number. Appropriate staff members will be advised. 

Mediation may be available to resolve any dispute in this docket. If mediation is 
conducted, it does not affect a substantially interested person’s right to an administrative 
hearing. For more information, contact the Office of General Counsel at (850) 413-6078 
or FAX (850) 41 3-6079. 

Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 S:HUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 3 2 3 9 9 - 0 8 5 0  
A n  Affirmative Ac:tion/Equal Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



lr o : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

FF,ClM : DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) 

RE: : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION 

INTERMEDIA OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

~ 

Attached is a MEMORANDUM TO ALL INTERESTED PARTIES, to be 
issued .in ths above-referenced docket. (Number of pages - 1) 

Please issue to all Parties listed in the Docket file. 

T 11 
At t. a chrnen t 
cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) 
I: 991854id. tv 

I 



TO : 

FKON : 

RE: 

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCAR ) 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

INTERMEDIA 

d 
DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(~) ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

_-- 

Attached is a MEMORANDUM TO ALL INTERESTED PARTIES, to be 
issued in the above-referenced docket via facsimile. (Number of 
paqes - 1) 

Please issue to all Parties listed in the Docket file. 

TV 
A.t 1: a c hmen t 
cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) 
I: 991854id. tv 



M E M O R A N D U M  

January 20, 2000 

TO : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

FROM : DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

01 q'i- PCQ 

Attached is an ORDER AUTHORIZING QUALIFIED REPRESENTATIVE 
STATUS, t.o be issued in the above-referenced docket. 

(Number of pages in order - 2) 

TV,/I.w 

At 1:. a c hme n t 

cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) 

I: '\991854A.ALC 



M E M O R A N D U M  

January 12, 2000 

TC) : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

FROPI : 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 

(4, / 7P 
DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) 3 A 

COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
0 ( 5 0  - p c-0 _-- 

Attached is an ORDER AUTHORIZING QUALIFIED REPRESENTATIVE 
STATUS, to be issued in the above-referenced docket. 

(Number of pages in order - 2) 

TV,/Iw 

At 1: a chme n t 

cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) 

I: ‘\991854B.ALC 
\ -  

3? 



- 

h -. intermedia 
CO M M U N ICATl ON 5 

Via Fax #850413-7119 
Am: Nonnye Grant 
Flc~ricia puhlic M a  Cammission 

Tallahasset?, PL 32399-0850 
2540 Sh-d czak Blvd 

Ianuaxy 21,2000 

DearMi Grant: 

98, wq 
Wective immediately, please change the commission records to indicate the new a€€icial corrtact 

person for Intermedia Communidons The old contact person was Steve Brown The new contad 
person is: 

Scott Sapperstein 
3625 Quesl Palm Dnve 

Phone: 813-829-4093 

E d :  saxamen teinhirrtermgdiacom 

T a p ,  FL 33619-1309 

Fx. 813-829-3923 

I would appreciate a call or letter when the update is complete. Thank you for your assistance in 
&IS mer. 

Senior Policy Counsel 

3625 Queen Palm Drive, Tarnna. Fiorida 3361 9 Main Line 873 820.001 1 Tcli Free 800 040.001 1 www.intemedia.l:om 
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F L O R I D A  PUBLIC S E R V I C E  C O M M I S S I O N  - RECORDS A N D  REPORTING 

Number Distributed/ Mailed To 
Commission Offices 
Docket Mailing List - Mailed 

Docket Mailing List - Faxed 

Date- 1- 1- 
Number of Originals Copies Per Original -- 
Requested By -- 

Item Presented 
-- Agenda For (Date) Order No. In Docket No. 
-- Notice of For (Date) In Docket No.---- 
-- Other -~ 

Number Distribution/Mailed To 

-.__- 

-___ 

Special Handling Instructions ; --- I 

I -  
P r i n t Shop Verification 

-- .lob Number Verified By 

IDate and Time Completed Job Checked For Correctness and Quality (Initial) -- 

Mail Room Verification 

Date Mailed Verified By -- 

PSC/RAR 12(9/99) 
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--.- e 

J 

TO : 

FF,OM : 

RE: : 

DIVISION OF 

DIVISION OF 

M E M O R A N D U M  

February 10, 2000 

RECORDS AND REPORTING I 

@ LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO 

DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS:, INC. FOR SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 
COMMUNICATIONS, IFIC. 

Attached is an ORDER ESTABLISHING PROCEDURE, to be issued in 
the above-referenced docket. (Number of pages in order - 13) 

TTI/'anc 
At t: a chmen t 
cc:: Division of 
I: 991854ep. tv 

Communications 



v Y 

F L O R I D A  PUBLIC S E R V I C E  C O M M I S S I O N  - RECORDS A N D  REPORTING 

Number Distributed/ Mailed To 
- Commission Offices 

Docket Mailing List - Mailed 

Docket Mailing List - Faxed 

Date- 1- 1- 
Number of Originals Copies Per Original -- 
Riequested By --- 

Item Presented 
-- Agenda For (Date) Order No. In Docket No.--- 
-- Notice of For (Date) In Docket No.--- 
-- Other 

Special Handling Instructions 

Number Distri bution/Mailed To 
--- 
--- 
-~ 

Print Shop Verification 
--- Job Number Verified By 

Date and Time Completed Job Checked For Correctness and Quality (Initial) - 

Mail Room Verification 
Date Mailed Verified By _-- 
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Commissioners: 
JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
S~JSAN F. CLARK 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

- I 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTWG 

BLANCA S .  BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

FLE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

, Division of Records and Reporting 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning 
-I 

, and filed on behalf of 

. The document will 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

P S C M R  19 (1 1/99) 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl-us 



C(ommissioners: 
JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
STJSAN F. CLARK 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

W 
STATE OF FLORIDA Y 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  

"0: ? '  

FROM: - , Division of Records and Reporting . 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

-I 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning 5 * _ )  
' 111- 

I ,  

> L  

, and filed on behalf of 

- 6 ,  . The document will 

!.. 

-_ ~ . 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

PSC/RAR 19 (1 1 /99) 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative ActiodEquaI Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@pse.state.fl.us 



State of Florida 

ulbk 6erbtw ComrntsSion 

-M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M- 
~~~~~ ~~ ~ 

DATE:: March 15, 2000 
TO: Blanca Bayo, Director, Records and Reporting 
FROM: Jane Faurot, Chief, Bureau of Reporting 
RE: DOCKET NO. 99 1854-TP, BELLSOUTHLNTERMEDIA ARBITRATION 

HEARING HELD 4-1 0-99 

Attached for filing in the docket file of the captioned docket are Exhibit Nos. 1 through 16, 
representing a complete filing of all exhibits admitted into the record during the hearing in this 
matter. 

.Acknowledged by: 



M E M O R A N D U M  -, 

Ci -- March 27, 2000 

'77 
- 7  -- 
- .. 
t. 7 
0 2  < ,  

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) d ' , 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING :ro : 

FROM : 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

Attached is a NOTICE OF HEARING to be issued in the above- 
referenced docket. (Number of pages in notice - 2) 

TIT/ sa 
At t. ac hmen t 
cc: Division of Telecommunications (King, Arant, Dowds, Hinton, 

Watts, Wolfe) 

I : 991854nh. tv 



State of Florida 

-M-E-M-0-R- A-N-D-U-M- 
1)AI’EC: March, 27, 2000 
TO: 
FRCbnd: Jane Faurot, Chief, Bureau of Reporting 

Blanca Bayo, Director, Records and Reporting 

RE: DOCKET NO. 991854-TP, PREHEARING CONFERENCE HELD 3-17-00 

RE: PETITION OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR A 
SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT 
WITH INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

DOCUMENT NO: 03561, 3-21-00 

The transcript for the above proceedings has been completed and is forwarded for 
placement in the docket file, including attachments. 

Please note that Staff distribution of this transcript was made to: 

LEGAL, AFAD, CMU 

Acknowledged by: 

PSCYRAR 28 (Rev7/94) 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: 
JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

E. LEON 'JACOBS, JR. 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  
I 
1 

1 1 

DATE: - 1  

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

, Division of Records and Reporting 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT fded in Docket No. 

I r - or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning * r  

, and filed on behalf of 

. The document will I .I 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

PSC/RAR I9 (1 1/99) 

7 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative Actionnqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



/ k .- 

M E M O R A N D U M  

March 28, 2000 

TO : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

FROM : DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

-- 

Attached is an ORDER AUTHORIZING QUALIFIED REPRESENTATIVE 
STATUS, to be issued in the above-referenced docket. 

(Number of pages in order - 2) 

TV/dm 

Attachment 

cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) 



4 

i 

M E M O R A N D U M  

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) d TO : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

FROM : 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH TELECOM- 
MUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252 (b) ARBITRATION OF 
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS, 

Attached is an ORDER AUTHORIZING QUALIFIED REPRESENTATIVE 
STATUS, to be issued in the above-referenced docket. 

(Number of pages in order - 2) 

TV/dm 

Attachment 

cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) 

1:\991854B.ALC 



A 

J 
M E M O R A N D U M  

March 29, 2000 

r r o  : 

FROM : 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION 

OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

bM3-QtS-D -- 

Attached is a Prehearing Order to be issued in the above- 
referenced docket. (Number of pages in order - 27) 

TV/ ' sa  
At t cic hmen t 
cc: Division of Telecommunications (King, Arant, Dowds, Hinton, 

Watts, Wolfe) 



:co : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING / 

FROM : DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) 

]?El : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 

COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

.__ 

Attached is an ORDER GRANTING REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL 
-__ CLASSIFICATION to be issued in the above-referenced docket. 
(Number of pages in order - 4) 

TV,/ sa 
Attachment 
cc': Division of Telecommunications (King, Arant, Dowds, Hinton, 

Watts , Wolf e) 

__.. 

c 



State of Florida 

DATE: March 31, 2000 
L'

TO: Division of Legal Services (Vaccaro) ~ \\v G') is (() 

oFROM: Division of Telecommunications (King) r\' 


RE: Docket No. 991854-TP; Document No. 02940-00 


:0 rn 
-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U~. 

S5~. 
Z. .; ~" 

-..
-


Staff has reviewed BellSouth Telecommunication Inc.'s (BST) March 27, 2000, Request 
for Confidential Classification of document number 02940-00. The document is an attachment 
to the Rebuttal testimony of BST's witness Varner, identified as Exhibit AN-2. 

BST's request for confidential treatment of the infonnation in document number 02940-00 
should be granted. The exhibit contains customer specific information. The disclosure of such 
customer specific information could allow a competitor of the customer to obtain an unfair 
advantage. Since this data is of a competitive nature, the data should be afforded confidential 
treatment, pursuant to Rule 25-22.006, Florida Administrative Code and Section 119.07, Florida 
Statutes. 

cc: Kay Flynn 

j·\Q9111~\02940.bsl 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: 
JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
STJSAN F. CLARK 

E. LEON JACOSS, JR. 

DWISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

, Division of Records and Reporting 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

l or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning 

, and filed on behalf of 

. The document will 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

PSC/RAR 19 (1 1/99) 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: 
JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
SIJSAN F. CLARK 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTTNG 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  

DATE: I 

TO: 

FROM: , Division of Records and Reporting 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 
8 

or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning 

, and filed on behalf of 

. The document will 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

PSCRAR 19 (1 1/99) 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative ActionlEqual Opportunity Employer 
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-- Notice of For (Date) In Docket No. - 
-- Other __- 

Copies Per Original 
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Print Shop Verification 
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Date and Time Completed Job Checked For Correctness and Quality (Initial) 

Mail Room Verification 
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- 
PSC/RAR 12(9/99) 



STATE OF FLORIDA 


DATE: 	 April 4, 2000 
TO 	 Mary Bane, Deputy Executive Director/Technical 
FROM: 	 Walter D'Haeseleer, Director, CMU ~ 
RE 	 Request to Copy Confidential Infonnation - DN 991854-TP - Petition of BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. for Section 252(b) arbitration of interconnection 
agreement with Intennedia Communications, Inc. 

'j -00 

This is a request to make two copies of confidential document number 04071. The infonnation 
contained in this document will be confidential evidence in the proceeding. If there are any 
questions, please call Laura King at 3-6588. 

cc:s r~fu('ned er 
-k> b~ -shy-e,dc:Ltd 
(i:RA G. klrq _ 

fW< cg. \1 .00 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

An Affirmative Adion/Equal Opportunity Employer Intemet E-mail CONTACT@PSC.STATE.FL.US 


mailto:CONTACT@PSC.STATE.FL.US


'ro : DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

FROYI : DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCAR 

RE : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 

, r -'?&) COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
3. -- 

Attached is an ORDER AUTHORIZING QUALIFIED REPRESENTATIVE 
STATUS, to be issued in the above-referenced docket. 

(Number of pages in order - 2) 

TV / dm 

At tachment 

I 
I '  cc: Division of Communications (King, Hinton) ci 1 i d  

I: \'391854D.ALC 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: 

J. TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

, Division of Records and Reporting 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning 

, and filed on behalf of 

. The document will 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

PSCRAR 19 (1 1/99) 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affrmative ActionEqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-maif: contact@psc.stade.fl.us 
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Commission Offices 
Docket Mailing List - Mailed 
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Number of Originals Copies Per Original I_- 

Requested By 
Item Presented 

Agenda For (Date) Order No. In Docket No.--- 
Notice of For (Date) In Docket No.---.--- 
Other _ _ _ ~  

Number Distri bution/Mailed To 

Special Handling Instructions 

Pri n t Shop Veri f i cation 
Job Number Verified By -__-- 

Date and Time Completed Job Checked For Correctness and Quality (Initial) -__ 

Mail Room Verification 

Date Mailed Verified By 

PSC/RAR 12(9/99) 



State of‘ Florida 

-M-E-M-0-R- A-N-D-U-M- 
DATE: APRIL 18, 2000 
TO: 
FROM: Jane Faurot, Chief, Bureau of Reporting 

Blanca Bay6, Director, Records and Reporting 

IW,: DOCKET NO. 991854-TP7 HEARING HELD 4-10-00 

RE : PETITION OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS , INC . 
FOR A SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION OF INTERCONNECTION 
AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS, INC . 

I>C)CI.JMENT NO. VOLUME 1, 04637, 4-27-00; VOLUME 2, 04638, 4-17-00; 
VOLUME 3, 04639, 4-17-00; VOLUME 4, 04639, 4-17-00 

The transcript for the above proceedings has been completed and is forwarded for 
placement in the docket file, including attachments. 

Please note that Staff distribution of this transcript was made to: 

LEGkPiL, AFAD, CMU 
Acknowledged by : 

PA”’ 

JK/pc 

13C/IIAR 28 (Rev7/94) 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: 
JOE GARCIA, CHAIRMAN 
J. TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 
E. LEON JACOBS, JR 
LILA A. JABER 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

BLANCA S .  BAYO 
DIRECTOR 
(850) 413-6770 

A C K N O W L E D G M E N T  

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: Acknowledgment of Receipt of Confidential Filing 

, Division of Records and Reporting 

This will acknowledge receipt of a CONFIDENTUL DOCUMENT filed in Docket No. 

1 - '  or (if filed in an undocketed matter) concerning 

, and filed on behalf of 

. The document will 

be maintained in locked storage. 

Any questions regarding this matter should be directed to Kay Flynn at (850) 413-6744. 

PSC/RAR 19 (3/00) 

CAPITAL. CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative ActiodEqual Opportunity Employer 
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State of Florida 


t)ublit 6trbict ~ommisston 


-~-~-~-()-It-j\-~-I>-lJ-~-

Staff has reviewed Intennedia Communications, !nco's (lntennedia) May 2~®o, ~ues1:b 
for Confidential Classification of docwnent nwnbers 02915-00, 04074-00, and 04391J-00.O 
Document No. 02915-00 is an attachment to the rebuttal testimony of Intennedia's witness 
Jackson, identified as Exhibit JCJ-3. Docwnent Nos. 04074-00 and 04309-00 are docwnents 
provided in response to staff's first request for production of docwnents. 

Intennedia's request for confidential treatment of the information in docwnent nwnbers 
02915-00, 04074-00, and 04309-00 should be granted. The docwnents contain proprietary 
confidential business information; specifically, they contain infonnation related to competitive 
interests. The disclosure of such information to Intennedia's competitors could cause harm to 
its business operations. Therefore, since this data is of a competitive nature, the data should be 
afforded confidential treatment, pursuant to Rule 25-22.006, Florida Administrative Code and 
Section 119.07, Florida Statutes. 

1~1q~-o 1 " 

cc; Kay Flynn 

i:\99 I8S4\o29 IS.ici 



:ro : 

FROM : 

RE : 

June 13, 2000 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO)'.._ 

DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(B) ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

Attached is an ORDER GWTIlNG REVISED REOUEST FOR 

AND ,04309-00 to be issued in the above-referenced docket. (Number 
of pages in order - 4) 

CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS NOS. 02915-00, 04074-00 

:rv/sa 
Attachment 
cc: Division of Telecommunications (King) 

I : imconf id. tv 

v t ;  

I 

.' ." 
I 
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F L O R I D A  P U B L I C  S E R V I C E  C O M M I S S I O N  - R E C O R D S  A N D  R E P O R K I N G  

Number Distributed/ Mailed To 
Commission Offices 
Docket Mailing List - Mailed 

Docket Mailing List - Faxed 

Date- 1-1- 
Copies Per Original -_- 

Requested By _ .  --- 
Item Presented 

-- Agenda For (Date) Order No. . - ,  In Docket No.-- 
-- Notice of For (Date) In Docket No.-___- 

Other --- 

! Number of Originals 

Special Handling Instructions 

Number Distribution/Mailed To 
-- 

.-- 

--. I 

I 
Print Shop Verification , 

1 .  

--- , t “ - A  Job Number Verified By 
Date and Time Completed Job Checked For Correctness and Quality (Initial) -_ i i  

Mail Room Verification 
/ --- Date Mailed Verified By 

PSC/RAR 12(9/99) 



M E M O R A N D U M  

August 21, 2000 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 
/E) /@- 

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO)/ ,. V 

DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 2 5 2 ( b )  ARBITRATION 
OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH INTERMEDIA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

Attached is a FINAL ORDER ON ARBITRATION, to be issued in the 
above-referenced docket. (Number of pages in order - 63) 

TV// sa 
At t: a c hment 
cc:: Division of Competitive Services (King) 
I: 991854or. tv 



V .- ___--- 
F L O R I D A  PUBLIC SERVICE C O M M I S S I O N  - RECORDS A N D  REPOR.TING 

Number Distributed/ Mailed To 

Docket Mailing List - Mailed 

Docket Moiling List - Faxed 

Commission Offices 

Date- 1- 1- 
Number of Originals 8 Copies Per Original 
Requested By 

Item Presented 
Agenda For (Date) Order No. In Docket No.----- 
Notice of For (Date) In Docket No.----- 
Other _____ 

Number Distri bution/MaiIed To 

_-_-- 
I 

11 Special Handling Instructions 

I 



October $', 2000 

rrc : 

FROM : 

RE: : DOCKET NO. 991854-TP - PETITION OF BELLSOUTH 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (VACCARO) sj 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR SECTION 252(b) ARBITRATION 

INTERMEDIA OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

Attached is an Order Granting Joint Motion for Extension of 
Tj-rrie to be issued in the above-referenced docket. (Number of 
pag~bs in order - 3) 

TT7/'sa 
At t. a c hme n t 
cc: Division of Competitive Services (King, Arant, Dowds, Hinton, 

T . Watts 1 
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F L O R I D A  PUBLIC S E R V I C E  C O M M I S S I O N  - RECORDS A N D  REPORTING 

Number Distributed/ Mailed To 
Commission Offices 
Docket Mailing List - Mailed 
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-- Requested By . >  
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Agenda For (Date) Order N 0 . L  In Docket No .-.__-. 
Notice of For (Date) In Docket No.----- 
Other ---- 

Number Distribution/Mv\aiIed To 
---- 

----- 
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Special Handling Instructions 

__-- I 
Print Shop Verification 

__-- - /‘ Job Number Verified By 

Date and Time Completed , Job Checked For Correctness and Quality (Initml) 

Mail Room Verification 

Date Mailed Verified By 

-- 
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KATZ, KUTTER, HAIGLER, ALDERMAN, BRYANT & YON 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 
w.kotzlaw.com 

Tallahassee Office Orlando Office 

Suite 900 
1 1  1 North Orange Avenue 

ORLANDO, FL 32801 
(407) 841 -71 00 
fax (407) 648-0660 

1 2Ih Floor 
106 East College Avenue 

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32301 
(850) 224-9634 
fox (850) 222-0103 

November 2,2000 

Ms. Blanca Bay0 
Director of Records of Reporting 
Fiorida Pubiic Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Miami Office 

Suite 409 
2999 NE 191" Street 

(305) 932-0996 
AVENTURA, FL 33 180 

fox (305) 932-0972 

Re: Docket Nos. 920260-TL, 9601 00-TP, 960786-TL, 960833-TP, 960847-TP, 
960980-TP, 971478-TP, 9801 19-TP, 9801 84-TP, 980495-TP, 980986-TP, 
981 121-TP, 981834-TP, 990649-TP, 991534-TP, ,991854-TP, 
000061 -TI, 000075-TP, 0001 21 -TP, 000690-TP 

Clear Ms. Bayo: 

I have moved my law practice to the firm of Katz, Kutter, Haigler, Alderman, 
Bryant & Yon, P.A. My colleague Charlie Pellegrini and my assistant Pam Keillor 
are here as well. 

F'lease change our address in the above-referenced dockets to: 

Katz, Kutter, Haigler, Adlerman, Bryant & Yon, P.A. 
12'h Floor 

$ 106 East College Avenue 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

T'hank you for your assistance in this matter. If there is anything else you might 
need from us in this regard, please do not hesitate to ask. 



State of Florida 

DATE:: December 20,2000 
TO: Parties of Record and Interested Persons in Dockets 991 854-TP, 000649-TP, 000725- 

TP, 000876-TP, 000888-TP, 000905-TP, 001 012-TP, 001 352-TP, 001 371-TP, 001373- 
TP, 001422-TP, 001442-TP, 001 504-TP, 001 547-TP, 001 548-TP, 001 578-TP, 001 586- 
TP, 001 587-TP, 001 588-TP, 001594-TP, 001 595-TP, 001596-TR, 001 597-TP, 001 598- 
TP, 001 599-TP, 001 600-TP, 001 601 -TP, 001 602-TP, 001 604-TP, 001 605-TP, 001 609- 
TP, 001610-TP, 00161 I-TP, 001614-TP, 001633-TP, 001634-TP, 001635-TP, 001636- 
TP, 001 637-TP, 001 638-TP, 001 639-TP, 001 640-TP, 001 641 -TP, 001 643-TP, 001 644- 
TP, 001 645-TP, 001 646-TP, 001 647-TP, 001 670-TP, 001 685-TP, 001 690-TP, 001 698- 
TP, 001699-TP, 001700-T~, O01701-TP, 001705-TP, 001706-TP, 00171Q-TP, 00171 1- 
TP, 001712-TP, 001713-TP, 001714-TP, 001722-TP, 0017 

Section 5.02 B. 1. a, of the Commission’s Administrative Procedures Manual requires the 
notifilcation of all parties and interested persons in affected dockets if a staff member involved in 
any of those dockets indicates that he or she has made application for employment with a party in 
the dockets. 

As a party or interested person in the dockets referenced above, you are hereby notified 
that Kathleen Arant, research assistant in the Commission’s Division of Competitive Services, has 
advised the Commission that she has submitted an application for employment to BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. 

cc: William D. Talbott 
Mary A. Bane 
James A. Ward 
Catherine Bedell 
Walter D’Haeseleer 
Noreen Davis 
Beth Keating 
Kathleen Arant 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
DIVISION OF RECORDS & REPORTING 

Comniissioners: BLANCA S.  BAY^ 
E LEON JACOBS, J R . ,  CHAIRMAN 
J TERRY DEASON 

DIRECTOR 
( 8 5 0 )  413-6770 LILA A JARER 

BRAUIJOL BAEL 
MICH,4I-:L A PALECKl 

January 3 1 ,  200 1 

Ms. Nancy H. Sims 
He I I S  (mth Telecommunications, Inc . 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301- 1556 

Re: Return of Confidential Document to the Source, Docket No. 991854-TP 

Dear Ms. Sims: 

Commission staff have advised that Confidential Document No. 04126-00 filed on behalf of 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., can be returned to the source. The document is enclosed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau of Records 

Enclosure 

cc: Laura King, Division of Competitive Services 
Tim Vaccaro, Division of Legal Services 

C:APITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD O A K  BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 
An Affirmative ActiodEqual Opportunity Employer 

PSC 'Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 
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C:O M M U N I CAT I ON 5 

12,2000 

To+ho+Concern: 

/ 
1 Effective immediately all future correspondence should be addressed to: 

Intermedia Communications Inc. 
Attn: Scott A. Sapperstein, Sr. Policy Counsel 
One Intermedia Way 

Tampa, FL 33647- 1752 
M.C. FLT-HQ3 

If you have any questions, please call me at (8 13) 829-4093. 

r\ 
Sincerely, 

Scott A. Sapperstein 
Sr. Policy Counsel 

SASIaf 

U 

One I i i termedia Way, Tampa, FL 33647-1752 M a i n  Line 813 829 001 1 Toll Free 800 940.001 1 www intermedia corn 



STATE OF FLORIDA 


DIVISION OF RECORDS & REpORTINGCommissioners: 
BLANCA S. BAVOE. LEON JACOBS, JR., CHAIRMAN 
DIRECTOR 

LILA A. JABER 
J. TERRV DEASON 

(850) 413-6770 
BRAULIO L BAEl 

MICHAEL A. PALECKl 

tlubltt Ittrbict (lComml£i£iton 

March 29, 2001 

Ms. Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1556 

Re: Return of Confidential Document to the Source, Docket No. 991854-TP 

Dear Ms. Sims: 

Commission staff have advised that Confidential Document No. 05113-00 filed on behalf of 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., can be returned to the source. The document is enclosed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau ofRecords 

Enclosure 

cc: Laura King, Division ofCompetitive Services 
Tim Vaccaro, Division ofLegal Services 

SIGNED BY FOR....c.'~-+-=~_-=--______DATE ij/;ifC1 

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850 

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 


PSC Website: http://www.noridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.n.us 
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Matilcla Sanders In  / ,5  I -f+J II 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
cc: 
Subject: 

Andrea Cowart 
Tuesday, April 24,2001 1 :33 PM 
RAR - Orders-Notices 
Della Fordham 
Orders 

the fallowing orders have been copied to GCORDERS and are ready to be issued. 

991854 - 9918540r.bk 

000482 - 0004820r.wdk 

1 



Commissioners: 
E. LEON .IACOSS, JR., CHAIRMAN 
.8. T E R R Y  DEASON 
LILA A.. JABER 
HIWLLIO L. BAEZ 
MICHAELA.  PALECKI 

J- ,ul. 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DIVISION OF RECORDS & kEI'ORTR4G 

BLANCA S. BAYO 
DRELTO [i 
(85C) 413-6770 

Thornas D. Hall, Clerk 
Supreme Court of Florida 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. vs. E. Leon Jacobs, Jr., et al. 
(Docket No. 991854-TP) 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

Enclosed is a certified copy of a Notice of Administrative Appeal, filed in this office on 
May 24,2001, on behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, h c .  Also enclosed, as exhibits to the 
notice are copies of Order Nos. PSC-00-1519-FOF-TP and PSC-01-1015-FOF-TP. 

It is our understanding that the index is due to be served on the parties to this proceeding 
on or before July 13,2001. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau of Records 

Enclosure 
cc: David Smith, Esquire 

Raoul G. Cantero, III, Esquire 
Charles J. Pellegrini, Esquire 
Scott Saperstein, Esquire 
Jonathan Canis, Esquire 

- 
(:APITiU CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER 2540 SHUMARD O A K  BOULEVARD TALLAHASSEE, n 32399-0850 

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 
PSC Wehsite: http://www.floridapsc.corn Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us 



MEMORANDUM 
(.... 

--:... ~-
May 24,2001 	 :>J '''-- ...L 

0}"-' r.:l 
"C'" U'C) . . ' 

TO: 	 MARTHA BRO\VN, DIVISION OF APPEALS ,...... .-0 
~l ~ 
-::::;. s::' n 

FROM: 	 DA VID E. SMITH, DIRECTOR OF APPEALS '[fiS/~ t?~ ~ 	b 
RE: 	 BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. v. E. LEON 

JACOBS, JR., ET AL.; DOCKET NO. 991854-TP; FLA. 
SUPREME COURT CASE NO. 

The above appeal has been assigned to you. The Notice of Administrative 
Appeal was filed on May 24,2001. The case schedule is as follows: 

Date 

From day of 
filing: 

06/29/01 

07/13/01 

07123101 

08/02/01 


08117101 


08122/01 

09/11101 

cc: 	 Kay Flynn 
Noreen Davis 
Mary Diskerud 
Wanda Terrell 

Item FPfiC, CLK - CORRESPONDENCE 
5lAdminis1rBtlVt0 putie:; 0 Cor:sumcr 
POCUM1:.'NT NO, llo,q 2-- 0 1 

DiSTRIBUTION: - ­
l.·~~ 

Draft of Index of Record from Records and Reporting 
to Appeals attorney. 

Index of Record served on parties. 

Copy of Record to Appeals. 

Appellant's Initial Brief Due. 

Draft Commission Answer Brief Due. 

Commission's Answer Brief Due. 

Appellant's Reply Brief Due. 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

Commissioners: DIVISION OF RECORDS & REpORTING 

E. LEON JACOBS, JR. , CHAIRMAN BLANCA S. BA YO 
J. TERRY DEASON 

DIRECTOR 
ULA A. JABER 
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Thomas D. Hall, Clerk C.('JCUMENT No.lloJ q 2,- 0 I 
Supreme Court of Florida 

...DlSTPJBUTION: 	 JSupreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Re: 	 BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. vs. E. Leon Jacobs, Jr., et a1. 

(Docket No. 991854-TP) 


Dear Mr. Hall: 

Enclosed is a certified copy of a Notice of Administrative Appeal, filed in this office on 
May 24, 2001, on behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Also enclosed, as exhibits to the 
notice are copies of Order Nos. PSC-OO-1SI9-FOF-TP and PSC-Ol-l 0IS-FOF-TP. 

It is our understanding that the index is due to be served on the parties to this proceeding 
on or before July 13, 2001. 

Sincerely, 

/~~ 
Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau ·of Records 

Enclosure 
cc: 	 David Smith, Esquire 

Raoul G. Cantero, III, Esquire 
Charles J. Pellegrini, Esquire 
Scott Saperstein, Esquire 
Jonathan Canis, Esquire 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
In re: Petition of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. for Section FILED: May 22, 2001 
252(b) arbitration of interconnection 
agreement with Intermedia 
Communications, Inc. 

--------------------------1 

NOTICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL 

NOTICE is given that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., pursuant to Rule 

9.030(a)(l)(B)(ii), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure and Section 364.381, Florida 

Statutes, appeals to the Florida Supreme Court, the Public Service Commission's, Order No. 

PSC-00-1519-FOF-TP as rendered on April 24, 2001 by Order No. PSC-OI-I015-FOF-TP 

denying rehearing. The nature of the order is an order requiring BellSouth to pay reciprocal 

compensation to Intermedia Communications, Inc. for calls to internet service providers 

under by the terms of prior interconnection agreements. Copies of the orders are attached 

hereto as Exhibits A and B. 

ADORNO & ZEDER, P.A. 

ayshgre1)r., Suite 1600 
Miami,~orida 33133 
Tel. (305) 858-5555 
Fax. (305) 858-4777 

~'": ~_i 

Attorneys for BellSouth A TRUE COPY, 1Ls 
ATTEST ~ ~. 

Chief, S\m(u of Re~ 
OOCUH[~T 111'~8~G-[,ATE 

o6 5 3 7 MA Y2~ 0 
ADORNO & ZEDER, P .A. 

260 I SOUTH BAYSHORE DRIVE· SUfTE 1600 • MIAMI , FlORIDA 33133 • rrLE~~~~~~5-~rJw.'Pr~858.4777 



DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing notice of appeal 

was served via U.S. Mail this ~day of May, 2001 upon: 

Timothy Vaccaro 
Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Carl Jackson 
Senior Director 
Intermedia Communications, Inc. 
Suite 500 
360 Interstate North Parkway 
Atlanta, Ga 30339 

Scott Saperstein 
Senior Policy counsel 
Intermedia Communications, Inc. 
3625 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, FL 33619 

Wiggins Law Firm 
Charles J. Pellegrini 
Suite 200 
2145 Delta Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

RGC/ L .NOT ICE/ 3640 4 2 / 00803 7. 0088 

2 
ADORNO & ZEDER, P.A . 

2 60 I SO lJTH BAYSHORE DRIVE· SUITE 160 0 • MIAMI, FLORIDA 331 33 • TELEPHONE (305)858-555 5 • TELEFAX 858 -4 777 



BEFORE THE fLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. for 
Section 252(b) arbitration of 
interconnection agreement with 
Intermedia Communications, Inc. 

The following Commissioners 
of this matter: 

DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
ORDER NO. PSC-00-1519-fOF-TP 
ISSUED: August 22, 2000 

., 

participated in the disposition 

E. 	 LEON JACOBS, JR. 
LILA A. JABER 

APPEARANCES: 

Langley Kitchings, Esquire and Michael Goggin, Esquire, 675 

West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30375. 

On behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 


Jonathan E. Canis, Esquire and Enrico C. Soriano, Kelley 

Drye & Warren, LLP, 1200 19th Street, S.W., Suite 500, 

Washington, D.C. 20036 and Charlie Pellegrini, Esquire, 

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A., Post Office Drawer 
Delta Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
On behalf of Intermedia Communications, Inc. 

1657, 2145 

Tim Vaccaro, Esquire, Florida Public 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 
On behalf of the Commission Staff 

Service 
Florida 

Commi
32399­

ssion, 
0850. 
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FINAL ORDER ON ARBITRATION 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

I. CASE BACKGROUND 

On December 7, 1999, BellSouth Telecommunications Inc. (BST 
or BellSouth) filed a Pet it ion for Arbi tra tion pursuant to 47 
U.S.C. 252(b) seeking arbitration of certain unresolved issues in 
the interconnection negotiations between BST and Intermedia 
Communications, Inc. (Intermedia). BST's petition enumerated ten 
issues. On January 3, 2000, Intermedia filed its response which 
contained an additional 38 issues to be arbitrated. At the issue 
identification meeting, the parties notified Commission staff 
that some of the 48 issues had been resolved and that many were 
under "active discuss ion." Addi tional issues were resolved 
prior to hearing. An administrative hearing was held on April 
10, 2000 on the remaining issues. Subsequent to the hearing an 
addi t ional issue was resolved by the parties. This Order sets 
forth our decisions on the remaining issues. 

II. SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY 

On June 16, 2000, Intermedia filed a Motion for Leave to 
Submi t Supplemental Authority. In particular, Intermedia seeks 
to introduce an order of the North Carolina Utilities Commission 
(NCUC), In the Matter of Petition of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. For Arbitration of Interconnection 
Agreement with Intermedia Communications, Inc. Pursuant to 
Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No. 
P-5S, Sub 1178, Recommended Arbitration Order (reI. June 13, 
2000) (NCUe Order). Interrnedia states that by its order, the 
NCUC held in favor of Interrnedia on several issues identical to 
those issues in Docket No. 991854-TP. 

On July 12, 2000, Interrnedia filed a Second Motion for Leave 
to Submit Supplemental Authority. In particular, Intermedia 
seeks to introduce an unreleased decision of the Georgia Public 
Service Commission (GPSC) in GPSC Docket No. 11644-U for the same 
purpose for which it filed its first motion regarding the NCUC 
Order. Intermedia attached the GPSC staff's recommendation upon 
which the GPSC's decision is based. 

On June 23, 2000, BellSouth timely filed a response to 
Intermedia's first motion. BellSouth states that it does not 
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object to Intermedia's submission of the NCUC Order, provided 
that we consider the order itself and not Intermedia's 
characterization of the order. BellSouth adds that we should 
look at the facts particular to Docket No. 991854-TP and states 
that we are not controlled by the NCUC Order. On July 18, 2000, 
BellSouth timely responded to Intermedia's second motion, 
basically reiterating the positions set forth in its response to 
Intermedia's first motion. BellSouth adds that we should not 
consider the implied assertion that the GPSC recommendation 
represents legal authority and notes that the GPSC has not yet 
issued a written order in that case. 

Section 120.569(2) (i), Florida Statutes, provides that" 
[ w] hen official recognition is requested, the parties shall be 
notified and given an opportunity to examine and contest the 
material." Intermedia has afforded BellSouth an opportunity to 
examine and contest the NCUC Order and the GPSC decision, and 
BellSouth does not object to permitting Intermedia to submit 
either item into this proceeding. Based on the foregoing, we 
hereby grant Intermedia's Motions for Leave to Submit 
Supplemental Authority. The Neuc Order and GPSC decision shall 
be given the weight they deserve. 

III. ISP TRAFFIC 

The issue before us is to determine if ISP-bound traffic 
should be included in the definition of "Local Traffic" for 
purposes of reciprocal compensation. 

A. Analysis 

BellSouth witness Varner states that "8ellSouth simply wants 
to clearly state that IS~-bound traffic is not to be considered 
as local traffic as a definitional matter." Witness Varner 
contends that "this traffic is simply not local traffic and 
should be excluded from that definition." He offers the 
following definition of local traffic for inclusion in the 
Interconnection Agreement with Intermedia: 

Local Traffic is defined as any telephone 
call that originates in one exchange and 
terminates in either the same exchange, or 
other exchange within the same local calling 
area associated with the originating exchange 
as defined and specified in Section A3 of 
BellSouth's General Subscriber Service 
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Tariff. As clarification of this definition 
and for reciprocal compensation, Local 
Traffic does not include traffic that 
originates from or is directed to or through 
an enhanced service provider or information 
service provider. As further clarification, 
Local Traffic does not include calls that do 
not transmit information of the user's 
choosing. In any event, neither Party will 
pay reciprocal compensation to the other if 
the "traffic" to which such reciprocil 
compensation would otherwise apply was 
generated, in whole or in part, for the 
purpose of creating an obligation on the part 
of the originating carrier to pay reciprocal 
compensation for such traffic. 

Intermedia witness Jackson argues that "the definition of 
local traffic should include traffic that originates from or is 
carried to an Enhanced Service Provider (ESP) or Informatiori 
Service Provider (ISP)." He contends that if BellSouth's 
definition of local traffic is adopted, . Inteonedia will have to 
terminate BellSouth' s calls without being compensated. Witness 
Jackson explains: 

Because Interrnedia is providing a service to 
BellSouth in helping to complete these calls, 
BellSouth must compensate Intermedia in the 
same manner as it does for every other 
7-digi t dialed call placed by a BellSouth 
customer that is handed off for delivery to 
one of Intermedia's customers. If such 
compensation is not paid by BellSouth to 
Inteonedia, Intermedia would be forced to 
terminate service to its customers or provide 
service to BellSouth for free. 

BellSouth witness Varner argues that "Interrnedia's desire to 
be compensated for delivery of traffic to ISPs it serves should 
be addressed separately from the issue of defining local 
traffic." However, witness Varner contends that BellSouth 
disagrees that reciprocal compensation is the appropriate 
intercarrier compensation mechanism for ISP-bound traffic. He 
states that "(Rjeciprocal compensation applies only where local 
traffic is terminated on either party's network," Witness Varner 
argues that reciprocal compensation rules do not apply to 
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ISP-bound traffic, citing FCC 96-325, 11034 which reads in part: 

We conclude that section 251 (b) (5), 
reciprocal compensation obligation, should 
apply only to traffic that originates and 
terminates within a local area assigned in 
the following paragraph. We find that 
reciprocal compensation provisions of section 
251 (b) (5) for transport and termination of 
traffic do not apply to the transport and 
termination of interstate or intrastate 
interexchange traffic. 

Intermedia witness Jackson argues that, "The 1996 Act 
defines the interconnection obligations of ILECs in very broad 
terms and does not exclude local calls to ISPs from 
interconnection and reciprocal compensation arrangements." 
BellSouth witness Varner, however, contends that these calls are 
not local traffic, and are therefore not subject to the 
reciprocal compensation obligations contained in Section 251 of 
the Act. Witness Varner asserts that, "Payment of reciprocal 
compensation for ISP-bound traffic is inconsistent with the law 
and is not sound public policy." 

Intermedia witness Jackson contends that we should consider 
ISP-bound traffic as local for purposes of reciprocal 
compensation because "a contrary decision would result in a class 
of ca lIs for which no compensation is provided to the CLEC." 
Witness Jackson argues that this finding would be inconsistent 
with the Act, which contemplates that carriers will receive 
compensation for the use of their networks either through access 
charges or reciprocal compensation. He states that, "Since CLECS 
do not receive access charges for transporting and terminating 
BellSouth-originated calls to CLEC ISP customers, it simply makes 
sense that reciprocal compensation should apply." 

Witness Jackson argues that a ruling that ISP-bound traffic 
is not subject to reciprocal compensation would have an adverse 
effect on local competition, due to the increased costs of 
providing this service. He asserts: 

This will have the perverse effect of fewer 
carriers providing Internet service and a 
dramatic increase in the cost of Internet 
service to customers . Finally, compelling 
CLECS to provide service to BellSouth free of 
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charge (in essence subsidizing BellSouth's 
operations) would have negative financial and 
other anticompetitive effects on the CLECS, 
and would violate the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended, and the fifth Amendment of 
the U.S. Constitution. 

BellSouth witness Varner argues that for ISP-bound traffic, 
Intermedia is not providing service to BellSouth. He contends 
that Intermedia is providing service to the 1SP, and the 1SP pays 
1ntermedia for that service. Witness Varner explains: 

The ALECs' ISP customers compensate the ALECs 
for services that are provided just like an 
1LEC's ISP customer compensates the 1LEC. 
The ALECs' request for reciprocal 
compensation on 1SP-bound traffic simply 
provides ALECs with unearned windfall 
revenues and further increases the 
unreimbursed cost of the 1LEC. 

Witness Varner likens 1SP-bound traffic to long distance 
calls routed to an Interexchange Carrier (IXC), explaining: 

BellSouth's 
service are 

end user 
customers 

customers 
of the ISP 

for 
for 

local 
access 

to the Internet. This is the very same 
arrangement that you might have when an end 
user places a long distance call. They are a 
customer of the local company for their local 
service, but they are a customer of the 1XC 
for their long distance service. 

Witness 
long 
does 
local 

Varner contends that just as an end user purchases 
distance service separately -from its local service, so 
the end user purchase its 1SP service separately from 
service. He states that "[T1 he 1SP, in turn, uses 

its 
too 
its 
the 

revenues collected from their end users to pay for the exchange 
access service that the 1SP gets from the local exchange 
company." 

In addition, BellSouth witness Varner argues that the 
awarding of reciprocal compensation for ISP-bound traffic would 
create huge distortions in the marketplac~. He states that 
paying reciprocal compensation for ISP-bound traffic would reduce 
the incentive for ALECs to serve residential and business 
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customers that subscribe to 
a substantial subsidy to the 
pricing of services to ISPs 
ISP lower rates. 

Int

by 

ernet 
ALEC; 
allow

serv
and 

ing 

ice; 
it 

the 

it would result 
would distort 

ALEC to charge 

in 
the 
the 

B. Decision 

On February 26, 1999, the FCC released order fCC 99-38, its 
Declaratory Ruling in CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 99-68, in which 
the fCC addressed to some degree the issue of inter-carrier 
compensation for ISP-bound traffic. Both parties cite to FCC 
99-38 in framing their arguments on this issue. However, on 
March 24, 2000, the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit vacated FCC 99-38 and remanded it 
back to the FCC. The Court found in part: 

Because the Conunission has not provided a 
satisfactory explanation why LECs that 
terminate calls to ISPs are not properly seen 
as "terminat[ing] local 
teleconununications traffic," and why such 
traffic is "exchange access" rather than" 
telephone exchange service," we vacate the 
ruling and remand the case to the Commission. 
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies v. Federal 
Communications Conunission, 2000 U.S. App. 
LEXIS 4685, 26 (D.C. Cir. Mar. 24, 2000) 

As a result of the Court vacating FCC 99-38, we did not consider 
testimony directly related to this Declaratory Ruling in forming 
our decision on this issue. 

The parties have, however, raised several arguments as a 
result of FCC 99-38 being vacated. For example, Intermedia 
witness Jackson argues that "Intermedia should be compensated for 
the transport and termination of ISP traffic. The recent D.C. 
Circuit's decision mandates this conclusion." Witness Jackson 
contends that because the Court vacated fCC 99-38, it reinstates 
the two-call theory which affirms Intermedia's assertion that 
reciprocal compensation is due for ISP-bound traffic. 

BellSouth witness Varner contests these conclusions, stating 
that "vacating the declaratory ruling does not resuscitate the 
two-call model. That model has been deemed inapplicable by 
several other FCC orders that remain in effect." 
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Section 252 (d) (2) of the 1996 Act sets forth the conditions 
a state commission may use to determine whether the terms and 
conditions for reciprocal compensation are just and reasonable. 
Whether reciprocal compensation is appropriate for ISP-bound 
traffic, however, is still a matter of contention. Although we 
have the authority to act on this issue absent a decision by the 
FCC, we find that the lack of compelling evidence prevents us 
from making a determination of whether or not ISP-bound traffic 
should be included in the definition of "Local Traffic" for 
purposes of reciprocal compensation. Therefore, the part ies 
shall continue to operate under the terms of their current 
interconnection agreement as it relates to this issue until the 
FCC issues its final ruling on whether ISP-bound traffic should 
be defined as local or whether reciprocal compensation is due for 
this traffic. We note that this issue is currently being 
investigated on a generic level in Docket No. 000075-TP, In re: 
Investigation into appropriate methods to compensate carriers for 
exchange of traffic subject to Section 251 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and hope to have some resolution 
of this matter in the near future. . 

IV. COMPENSATION FOR END OFFICE, TANDEM AND TRANSPORT ELEMENTS 

The issue before us is to determine if Intermedia should be 
compensated for the end office, tandem and transport rate 
elements, for purposes of reciprocal compensation. In contention 
is the appropriate application of 47 C.F.R. § 51.711(Rule 51.711) 
and the related discussion within the FCC's First Report and 
Order issued in CC Docket No. 96-98 (FCC 96-325). Rule 51. 711 
reads in part: 

Where the switch of a carrier other than an 
incumbent LEe serves a geographic area 
comparable to the area served by the 
incumbent LEC's tandem switch, the 
appropriate rate for the carrier other than 
an incumbent LEC is the incumbent LEC's 
tandem interconnection rate. 47 C.F.R. § 
51. 711 (a) (3). 

FCC 96-325 reads in part: 

We find that the "additional costs" incurred 
by a LEC when transporting and terminating a 
call that originated on a competing carrier's 
network are likely to vary depending on 
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whether tandem switching is involved. We, 
therefore, conclude that states may establish 
transport and termination rates in the 
a rbi t rat ion process that vary according to 
whether the traffic is routed thtough a 
tandem switch or directly to the end-office 
switch. In such event, states shall also 
consider whether new technologies (e.g., 
fiber ring or wireless networks) perform 
functions similar to those performed by an 
incumbent LEC's tandem switch and thus, 
whether some or all calls terminating on the 
new entrant's network should be priced the 
same as the sum of transport and termination 
via the incumbent LEC's tandem switch. Where 
the interconnecting carrier's switch serves a 
geographic area comparable to that served by 
the incumbent LEC's tandem switch, the 
appropriate proxy for the interconnecting 
carrier's additional costs is the LEC tandem 
interconnection rate. FCC 96-325, 11090. 

A. Analys is 

Intermedia witness Jackson states that "Intermedia's 
position is that it is entitled to compensation at BellSouth's 
tandem interconnection rate if Intermedia's switch serves a 
geographic area comparable to the area served by BellSouth's 
tandems." Witness Jackson argues that this position is supported 
by FCC Rule 51.711. 

BellSouth witne~s Varner contends that "carriers should be 
compensated only for those functions they actually perform. If a 
call is not handled by a switch on a tandem basis, it is not 
appropriate to pay reciprocal compensation for the tandem 
switching function." He argues: 

A tandem switch connects one trunk to another 
trunk and is an intermediate switch or 
connection between an originating telephone 
call location and the final destination of 
the call. An end office switch is connected 
to a telephone subscriber and allows the call 
to be originated or terminated. If 
Intermedia's switch is an end-office switch, 
then it is handling calls that originate from 
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or terminate to customers served by that 
local switch, and thus Intermedia's switch is 
not providing a tandem function. 

Witness Varner states that "Intermedia's switch is not 
providing a common transport or tandem function, but is switching 
traffic through its end office for delivery of that traffic from 
that switch to the called party's premises. H He contends that 
Intermedia seeks to be compensated for equipment it does not own 
and for functions it does not perform. 

Intermedia witness Jackson argues that Intermedia performs 
the same functions, but not necessarily in the same manner in 
which BellSouth does. Witness Jackson contends that newer 
technologies such as fiber optic and multi-functional switching 
platforms have allowed Intermedia to serve large areas with fewer 
switches than would be necessary under the older technology. He 
states that, "These switches perform the same functions of 
traditional tandem switches, including aggregation. In addition, 
Intermedia's switching platforms meet the definition and perform 
the same functions identified within the Local Exchange Routing 
Guide (LERG) for tandem offices and for Class 4/5 switches. H 

BellSouth witness Varner counters, stating that "just 
because the switch is capable of doing that doesn't mean that 
Intermedia is making use of that function and is, in fact, 
providing that function." He argues that "Intermedia's switch 
is an end office switch that is handling calls originating from 
or terminating to customers served by that local switch." 

While maintaining the position that similar functions are 
performed by Intermedia's switch, Intermedia witness Jackson 
contends that "a showing of functional similarity is not required 
in order for a competitor to demonstrate that it is entitled to 
reciprocal compensation at the tandem level under the fCC's 
rules." He states: 

According to the FCC's very clearly stated rule [51. 711], the 
question is not whether the switch is used in the precise same 
manner that an ILEC uses its tandem switches, but rather whether 
a CLEC swi tch serves an area comparable in geographic scope to 
BellSouth's tandem. 

Witness Jackson further asserts that "as demonstrated by 
Intermedia, its switches serve a geographic area . comparable to 
that served by BellSouth's tandem switches, Intermedia should be 
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compensated at the composite tandem rate." 

BellSouth witness Varner argues that when the FCC is 
speaking of a switch in Rule 51.711, it is talking about a switch 
that provides the tandem function. He argues that just serving 
the area is not sufficient. When answering questions regarding 
maps provided by Intermedia depicting geographic areas served by 
Intermedia's switches, however, witness Varner argues that "all 
three of these maps really show an area that Intermedia says that 
it is willing to provide service or offer service in .. It doesn't 
identify where they are actually providing service, whether they 
are actually providing service to customers in those areas." 
Witness Varner asserts: 

Intermedia claims that its switches are 
capable of serving areas comparable to 
Be11South's tandems. However, that finding 
is insufficient. Any modern switch is 
capable of doing this. The issue is does it 
actually serve customers in an area that is 
comparable. And I submit that Intermedia's 
switches do not. 

Witness Varner further states: 

Even if one were to assume that Intermedia's 
switch covers a geographic area similar to 
BellSouth's tandem, unless Intermedia's 
switch is performing tandem functions, which 
the fCC has indicated is one of the required 
criteria that an ALEC's switch must meet, 
Intermedia is not eligible for the tandem 
switching element of reciprocal compensation. 

B. Decision 

In evaluating this issue, we are presented with two criteria 
set forth in FCC 96-325, 1: 1090, for determining whether 
symmetrical reciprocal compensation at the tandem rate is 
appropriate: similar functionality and comparable geographic 
areas. 

Witness Jackson claims that Intermedia's switch performs the 
functions of both an end office and tandem 'switch. Describing 
the capabilities of its single-switch network, Intermedia witness 
Jackson states: 
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they perform both the functions of a tandem, 
such as remote traffic aggregation, and the 
functions of end office switches, such as 
providing dial tone. Because of this 
different network design concept, 
Intermedia's single switches have to perform 
all of the relevant functions, including the 
function BellSouth assigns to its tandem 
switches. 

Witness Jackson further explains that the larger capacity of 
Intermedia's switch and its newer network architecture negate the 
need for a separate tandem switch. We do not believe that this 
equates to performing a tandem func t ion. Because a tandem switch 
functions by connecting one trunk to another trunk as an 
intermediate switch between two end office switches, we agree 
with BellSouth witness Varner who states that "[Sjince Intermedia 
has only one local switch in each local calling area, these end 
office switches cannot be performing a local tandem function." 

Intermedia provides evidence that there are two switches 
operating within its network in the Orlando area. There is, 
however, no evidence that either of these switches functions as a 
local tandem. Based on the foregoing, we find that the evidence 
of record shows that Intermedia's switch does not perform the 
function of a local tandem switch, but rather serves as an end 
office switch connected to telephone subscribers allowing calls 
to be originated or terminated. 

Referring to FCC Rule 51. 711, Intermedia witness Jackson 
argues that "a showing of functional similarity is not required 
in order for a competitor to demonstrate that it is entitled to 
reciprocal compensation at the tandem level under the fCC's 
rules." He argues that Rule 51. 711 clearly states that the 
question is not whether the switch is used in the precise manner 
of a tandem switch, but rather if it serves a comparable 
geographic area as that of a tandem switch. In support of its 
position, Intermedia provides as evidence, maps depicting the 
local calling areas of Intermedia's switches overlaid against the 
local calling areas served by BellSouth's tandem switches. 

These maps indicate that Intermedia has established local 
calling areas that are comparable to those of BellSouth. We have 
difficulty, however, assessing from these maps whether 
Intermedia's switch actually serves these areas. We find 
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BellSouth's argument more compelling, as witness Varner contends: 

Intermedia claims that its switches are 
capable of serving areas comparable to 
BellSouth's tandems. However, that finding 
is insufficient. Any modern switch is 
capable of doing this. The issue is does it 
actually serve customers in an area that is 
comparable. And I submit that Intermedia' s 
switches do not. 

We find the evidence of record insufficient to determine if the 
second, geographic criterion is met. We are unable to reasonably 
determine if Intermedia is actually serving the areas they have 
designated as local calling areas. As such, we are unable to 
determine that Intermedia should be compensated at the tandem 
rate based on geographic coverage. 

As mentioned above, neither do we find sufficient evidence 
in the record indicating that lntermedia's switch is performing 
similar functions to that of a tandem switch. Therefore, we are 
unable to find that lntermedia should be compensated at the 
tandem rate based on similar functionality as well. This is 
consistent with past decisions of this Commission. 

In Order No. PSC-96-1532-FOF-TP, issued December 16, 1996, 
in Docket No. 960838-TP, we stated at page 4 that "the Act does 
not contemplate that the compensation for transporting and 
terminating local traffic should be symmetrical when one party 
does not actually use the network facility for which it seeks 
compensation." Again, in Order No. PSC-97-0294-FOF-TP, issued 
March 14, 1997, in Docket No. 961230-TP, we concluded at page 10: 

We find that the Act does not intend for 
carriers such as MCr to be compensated for a 
function they do not perform. Even though 
MCI argues that its network performs 
'equivalent functionalities' as Sprint in 
terminating a call, MCl has not proven that 
it actually deploys both tandem and end 
office switches in its network. If these 
functions are not actually performed, then 
there cannot be a cost and a charge 
associated with them. Upon consideration, we 
therefore conclude that Mcr is not entitled 
to compensation for tra nsport and tandem 
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switching unless it ac t ually performs each 
function. 

tCC 96-325 states in part: 

We define 'transport' for purposes of section 
251(b) (5), as the transmission of terminating 
traffic that is subject to section 251 (b) (5) 
from the interconnection point between the 
two carriers to the terminating carrier's end 
office switch that directly serves the called 
party (or equivalent facility provided by the 
non-incumbent carrier). 

Based on the foregoing, we find that rntermedia does provide 
transport from the interconnection point between the two carriers 
to its end office switch, and as such, is entitled to be 
compensated at the transport and end office rates, for purposes 
of reciprocal compensation. Never t heless, we do not find support 
in the record that Intermedia shoul d be compensated at the tandem 
rate for purposes of reciprocal compensation. 

V. CONVERSION OF VIRTUAL TO PHYSICAL COLLOCATION 

The collocation policies which appear to be at issue here 
are those that concern the conversion of virtual collocation to 
physical collocation without moving the equipment from one point 
in a BellSouth central office to another point. 

A. Analysis 

BellSouth witriess Milner indicates that the terms and 
conditions that should apply for converting virtual to physical 
collocation should be consistent with the terms and conditions of 
the assessment and provisioning of physical collocation. Thus, 
an application for. a conversion would be evaluated just as an 
application for physical collocation. He explains that this 
conversion process gives BellSouth the ability to manage its 
space in the most efficient manner possible and allows BellSouth 
to handle each request for a physical collocation arrangement in 
the same non-discriminatory manner as required by the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

BellSouth allows the conversion of a virtual collocation 
arrangement to a physical collocation arrangement without 
requiring the relocation of the equipment when three conditions 
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are met. According to witness Mil ner, those conditions are: 

(1) there is no change to the arrangement; (2) the 
conversion of the virtual arrangement would not cause 
the arrangement to be loca t ed in the area of the 
premises reserved for BellSouth's forecast of future 
growth; and (3) due to the location of the virtual 
collocation arrangement, the conversion of said 
arrangement to a physical arrangement would not impact 
BellSouth's ability to secure its own facilities. 

Witness Milner explains that the r e is one additional caveat: .. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if the BellSouth premises is at or 
nearing exhaust, BellSouth may a u t horize the conversion of the 
virtual arrangement to a physical arrangement even though 
BellSouth could no longer secure its own facilities." 

Intermedia indicates that conversions of virtual collocation 
arrangements to physical collocation arrangements should not give 
rise to additional costs, delays, and service interruptions. 
According to witness Jackson: 

BellSouth's proposed language seems to miss the point 
of converting virtual to physical collocation. The 
most likely scenario is the conversion of such a 
virtual arrangement to a cage less physical collocation 
arrangement. This transition in practice is a minor 
change, and should not normally involve moving the CLEC 
equipment out of the ILEC's equipment room, or any 
disruption in service. 

Based on the cross-examination of witness Jackson and 
Intermedia'5 p05t-hearing brief, it appear5 that Intermedia 
agrees with BellSouth on two points. First, witness Jackson 
agrees that the FCC has given incumbent LECs the right to reserve 
space for their ow~ future use. Second, the witness agrees that 
the FCC also granted incumbents the right to take appropriate 
steps to ensure the security of their own equipment, including 
allowing the incumbent to enclose i t s equipment in its own cage. 
In its brief Intermedia states: ". Intermedia is willing to 
agree that "in place" conversions will be allowed if (a) 
Intermedia does not increase the amount of space it occupies, and 
(b) any changes to the arrangement can be accommodated by 
existing power, HVAC, and other requirements." 

Intermedia disagrees with BellSouth on two points, however. 



ORD~R NO. PSC-00-1519-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 99l854-TP 
PAGE 	 17 

First, BellSouth witness Milner states that conversion in place 
is contingent upon there bei ng no extenuating 
circumstances or technical reasons that would make the 
arrangement a safety hazard . Intermedia believes these­H 

contingencies are ambiguous. Second, Intermedia believes that by 
suggesting it is impossible to secure BellSouth's equipment if it 
is bolted to an ALEC's virtually collocated equipment, BellSouth 
is suggesting that conversion of virtual collocation arrangements 
to physical collocation arrangements will always necessitate 
relocation of the ALEC's equipment. 

B. 	 Decis ion 

The identical issue to be decided here was recently decided 
in our generic collocation proceeding, by Order No. 
PSC-00-094l-FOF-TP, issued May 11, 2000, in Dockets Nos. 
98l834-TP and 99032l-TP. The parties in this docket were also 
parties in the generic collocation proceeding. When witness 
Milner was asked if a decision by the Commission on Issue 5 in 
the generic collocation docket would resolve the issue in this 
proceeding, he replied: 

I will say that the issue and the factors 
affecting the outcome of the issue are identical in the 
generic collocation case as we are discussing here. 

all the facts, I believe, and the situation is 
exactly the same. 

In response to the same question witness Jackson replied: ". 

I assume that anything you did in that particular hearing or as a 

result of that hearing certainly could have an impact on this." 


By Order No. PSC-00-094l-FOF-TP, issued May 11, 2000, we 
concluded the following regarding generic policies for conversion 
of virtual to physical collocation at pages 29-31: 

* 	 There should be minimal interruption to the ALEC's services 
during a conversion and that the ownership and maintenance 
responsibilities should be changed when a collocation 
conversion is requested by an ALEC, because in a virtual 
collocation arrangement, the ALEC has no access to the 
ILEC's premises, unlike a physical collocation arrangement. 
Therefore, the ILEC would transfer its ownership and 
responsibilities of the collocation arrangement to the ALEC; , 

• 	 The terms and conditions for c onverting virtual collocation 
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to either physical caged or p hysical cageless collocation 
should be differentiated. I n addition, the conversions 
should be evaluated as to whether there are extenuating 
circumstances or technical reasons that would cause the 
arrangement to become a safety hazard within the premises or 
otherwise conflict with the terms and conditions of the 
collocator's collocation agreement; 

A collocation "conversion" or "rearrangement" application 
(CCA) should be submitted in order to keep a record of what 
has been requested by the ALEC, and the acceptance or denial 
response by the ILEC; 

Changes such a3 administrative, billing, and engineering 
record updates are necessary c hanges that are required to 
effectuate the conversion from virtual to physical 
collocation, be it a change in place or otherwise; 

If there are no physical changes required by the ILEC to the 
collocation arrangement, the on ly charges that should apply 
are for the administrative, billing, and engineering record 
updates. Further, when converting from virtual to caged 
physical collocation, additional space and construction 
considerations must be taken into account. Administrative 
costs should be negotiated in a n interconnection agreement; 

If there are changes to the collocation configuration being 
requested, an application fee i3 appropriate. The ILEC must 
inform a requesting ALEC within 15 calendar days of its 
request whether its collocation conversion application is 
accepted or denied, and provide sufficient information for 
the ALEC to place a firm order; 

ILECs cannot require that all physical collocation 
arrangements be located in a segregated collocation area. 
The ILECs must utilize any unused space for physical 
collocation. The ALEC's equipment may remain in place even 
if it is in the ILEC's equipment line-up when converting 
from virtual to cage less physical collocation and no changes 
are required; 

When converting from virtual to cage less physical 
collocation and the ALEC is asking to place additional 
equipment, acquire additional space, or the ILEC must 
perform work on the equipment t o effectuate the conversion, 
these situations should be handled on a case-by-case basis 
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to be negotiated by the parties; and 

* 	 When converting from virtual to caged physical collocation, 
the ALEC equipment should be relocated because construction 
of a cage will require additional space. 

We find that the evidence supports application of our 
decisions in the generic collocation dockets in this proceeding. 
By our decisions, we have established the policies which 
BellSouth must adopt and apply consistently with regard to 
conversion of virtual to physical collocation. To apply a 
different standard in the present docket would be inconsistent, 
unduly burdensome and would make little sense. We do note that 
parties in the generic colloc ation docket have sought 
reconsideration of Order No. PSC-OO-0491-FOF-TP. Nevertheless, 
the ultimate outcome will be the same establishment of 
generic policies applicable to physical collocation in Florida. 
Therefore, we find it appropriate to adopt in this proceeding our 
final decisions in Dockets Nos. 981834-TP and 990321-TP. 

VI. 	 DEFINITION OF "CURRENTLY COMBINES" 

The issue before us is to determine the appropriate 
definition of "currently combines" pursuant to FCC Rule 
51.315(b). FCC Rule 47 C.F.R. §51.315(b) reads: 

Except upon request, an incumbent LEC shall 
not separate requested network elements that 
the incumbent LEC currently combines. 

The parties dispute whether the definition of "currently 
combines" pursuant to FCC Rule 51 .315 (b) should be limited to 
those combinations that currently exist in BellSouth's network to 
serve a particular customer at a particular location or, more 
expansively, whether the· definition of "currently combines" 
should be construed to include all of the UNE combinations that 
BellSouth customarily combines t o provide services to its 
customers. 

A. 	 Analysis 

BellSouth witness Varner argues that BellSouth is only 
obligated to provide combinations to Intermedia at TELRIC-based 
prices if the elements are already combined and providing service 
to the customer. He further clarifies this to mean that if the 
combination is to be provided at TELRIC-based prices, then no 



ORDER NO. PSC-00-1519-tOt~TP 

DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
PAGE 20 

physical work would have to be performed to effect the 
combination. Therefore, BellSouth's definition of \\ currently 
combines" is limited to combinations that currently exist to 
serve a particular customer at a particular location. 
According ly, BellSouth proposed the following language to 
Intermedia which includes its definition bf "currently combines": 

Consistent with 47 C.F.R. §51.315(b), 
Intermedia may request access to existing 
combinations of network elements in 
BellSouth's network, and BellSouthshall nbt 
separate requested network elements that 
BellSouth currently combines in its network, 
but shall provide such currently combined 
elements to Intermedia in t,he existing 
combination. tor purposes of this section, \\ 
currently combines" means that such elements 
are in fact combined by BellSouth in 
BellSouth's network to provide service to a 
particular customer at a particular location. 
Such currently combined network elements 
shall be made available at cost-based rates 
and shall be used by Intermedia to provide a 
significant amount of local exchange service 
to a particular end user . 

Intermedia witness Jackson argues that BellSouth should be 
required to make available to Intermedia all UNEs that BellSouth 
customarily combines as a matter o f course in providing service 
to its own customers. He further argues that if a retail 
customer can order a service from BellSouth that is essentially 
equivalent to a combination of UNEs, BellSouth should also make 
that combination available to Interrnedia as a UNE combination. 
Therefore, Intermedia's definition of "currently combines" in fCC 
Rule 51.315(b) includes all of the UNE combinations that 
BellSouth .. customarily combines" which can yield any service 
currently offered in BellSouth's tariff, not just a specific end 
use customer. He states: 

.I don't believe that currently combined, 
based on what the FCC has said, has to be for 
an existing customer at an existing location 
that service is currently combined. It is my 
interpretation, and I t hink rightfully so, 
that currently combine d could mean any 
service offering that you have that is 
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combined that is offe r ed, not just on a 
customer-specific basis. 

Witness Jackson further asserts: 

In other words, if it is in your tariffs and 
you offer it as a serv ice, it ought to be 
currently combined, not just if it is at a 
customer's location on a 
situation-by-situation basis. I think that 
is probably where we differ. 

He further adds: 

As I understand it, BellSouth recognizes its 
responsibility under law to furnish existing 
combined elements at UNE rates to Intermedia, 
since this is required by the fCC's rules (47 
C.f.R. 51.315{b» and t he fCC's UNE Remand 
Order. But BellSouth wants to limit this as 
much as possible so 8ellSouth is not willing 
to provide to Intermedia at UNE rates 
elements that can be ordered, for example, on 
a combined basis from 8ellSouth's special 
access tariff if those elements are not 
actually already combined. 

Witness Jackson indicates that we should also take a more 
expansive view with respect to the offerings of combinations of 
elements as UNEs. He states that this Commission could decide 
that certain combinations, for example the loop and transport 
combination that enhanced extended links (EELs) comprise, are so 
crucial to the development of competition in Florida that they 
should be offered as UNEs without restrictions. 

8ellSouth witness Varner a r gues that Intermedia has not 
offered any evidence to support its positions. He states: 

Ordering BellSouth to p r ovide combinations of 
elements to ALECs when such combinations do 
not already exist is unsupported by the Act 
or by the fCC's rules. As I stated in my 
direct testimony, the FCC confirmed that 
BellSouth presently has no obligation to 
combine network elemen ts for ALECs, when 
those elements are not currently combined in 
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FCC declined to adopt a definition of" 
currently combined" that would include all 
elements "ordinarily combined" in the 
incumbent's network, which is the definition 
advocated by Intermedia. 

Witness Varner further argues: 

The FCC also confirmed that "except upo.n 
request, an incumbent LEC shall not separate 
requested network elements that the incumbent 
LEC currently combines. " 47 C. F. R. 
§51.315(b). for example, when a loop and a 
port (at least for cer t ain customers with 
fewer than four access l ines) are currently 
combined by BellSouth to serve a particular 
customer, that combination of elements must 
be made available to requesting carriers. 

B. Decision 

We agree that the FCC declined to comment on what is 
specifically meant by its Rule 51.315(b). In paragraphs 479 and 
480 of the UNE Remand Order, the FCC states: 

A number of commenters argue that we should 
reaffirm the Commission's decision in the 
Local Competition First Report and Order. In 
that order the Commission concluded that the 
proper reading of \\ currently combines" in 
rule 51.315(b) means \\ ordinarily combined 
within their network, in a manner which they 
are typically combined." Incumbent LECs, on 
the other hand, argue that rule 51. 315 (b) 
only applies to unbund l ed network elements 
that are currently combined and not to 
elements that are \\ normally" combined. 
Again, because this matter is currently 
pending before the Eight Circuit, we decline 
to address these argumen t s at this time. fCC 
99-238, '1479. 

The fCC further states: 
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. To the extent an unbundled loop is in 
fact connected to unbundled dedicated 
transport, the statute and our rule 51.315(b) 
require the incumbent to provide such 
elements to requesting carriers in combined 
form. Thus although in this Order, we 
neither define the EEL as a separate 
unbundled network element nor interpret rule 
51.315(b) as requiring i ncumbents to combine 
unbundled network elements that are" 
ordinarily combined," we note that in 
speci f ic circumstances, the incumbent is 
presently obligated to provide access to the 
EEL. In particular, the incumbent LECs may 
not separate loop and transport elements that 
are currently combined a nd purchased through 
the special access tariffs. Moreover, 
requesting carriers are entitled to obtain 
such existing loop-trans port combinations at 
unbundled network element prices. FCC 
99-238, 1480. 

In addition, we note that in AT&T Corp. v. Iowa Utils. Bd., 
525 U.S. 366 (1999), the Supreme Court ruled that FCC Rule 
51.315(b) is a reasonable interpre tation of Section 251(c) (3) of 
the Act, which establishes the du t y to provide access to network 
elements on nondiscriminatory rates, terms, and conditions and in 
a manner that allows request i n g carriers to combine such 
elements. However, the Supreme Court provided no guidance on how" 
currently combines" should be interpreted. AT&T Corp. at 
393-395. 

As discussed above, the appropriate definition of "currently 
combines" pursuant to FCC Rule 51.315 (b) is currently pending 
before the Eighth Circuit Court. Until the Eighth Circuit Court 
renders its decision, where combinations are in fact already 
combined and existing within BellSouth's network, we find, at a 
minimum, that BellSouth shall be required to make those 
combinations available to requesting telecommunications carriers 
in that combined form at UNE rates. 

VII. ACCESS TO ENHANCED EXTENDED LINKS (EELS) AT UNE RATES 

The issue before us is to determine whether BellSouth should 
be required to provide Intermedia with EELS at UNE rates. 
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Intermedia witness Jackson states that Intermedia has proposed 
language in accord with Paragraph 48 0 of the UNE Remand Order, 
which clarifies that, pursuant to 47 C.F.R. Section 51.315(b), 
ALECs may purchase already-combined l oop and dedicated transport 
~etwork elements at UNE prices. 

According to the testimony of BellSouth witness Varner, 
BellSouth realizes its responsibility to provide access to EELs. 
Witness Varner states that BellSouth agrees that it is required 
to provide access to enhanced extended links at cost~based rates 
where the combination currently exi s ts in BellSouth's network. 
He states: 

In some circumstances, yes . Where they are 
currently combined in our network, which 
means that this connection already exists for 
a particular end user. And in that case, if 
it is already there, then we are obligated to 
provide that combination as an EEL. 

Witness Varner adds: 

First, the FCC declined to define the EEL as 
a separate network element in its UNE Remand 
Order. (Para 478) Accordingly, except to the 
extent where currently combined elements in 
BellSouth's network that comprise an EEL are 
located, BellSouth currently has no 
obligation to provide ALECs with the EEL. 

Intermedia, on the other hand, wants the right to order loop 
and transport combinations . as UNEs if BellSouth "customarily 
combines" loop and transport elements in its special access 
tariff. Interrnedia witness Jackson states: 

If a loop-transport arrangement that is 
essentially identical to a UNE EEL can be 
ordered as a special access service, 
Interrnedia believes that BellSouth "currently 
combines" those network elements for i tsel f, 
and should be required to make them available 
as a UNE combination to Intermedia at UNE 
prices. 

Intermedia witness Jackson contends that BellSouth wants to 
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strictly limit EELs to those combinations that are already 
combined and in use for a particular customer. He explains: 

So if BellSouth has a special access 
arrangement with a given customer that 
combines the loop and transport elements, 
Intermedia could convert that existing 
arrangement to a UNE EEL, but Intermedia 
would not be able to order another UNE EEL 
for that same customer , or for another 
customer that did not have an existing 
special access arrangement. 

Witness Jackson also contends that we should consider making UNE 
EELs more readily available to ALECs in Florida so that ALECs can 
compete effectively with BellSouth. 

BellSouth witness Varner counters: 

Intermedia uses the same argument it made in 
the previous issue to support its contention 
that BellSouth must provide Intermedia wi th 
combinations of loop and transport at UNE 
rates anywhere in BellSouth's network. The 
fact that BellSouth offers tariffed special 
access service does not entitle Intermedia to 
order new installations of such service as 
combinations at UNE rates. In any event, as 
I explained in my direct testimony, the FCC 
specifically constrained the ALECs' ability 
to even convert special access facilities to 
unbundled elements. 

Witness Varner further contends that, at a minimum, it would be " 
nonsensical" to think that this constraint does not extend to new 
installations of special access service. He asserts that 
BellSouth is not obligated to comb i ne UNEs for ALECs. 

B. Decision: 

In regard to Intermedia witness Jackson's contention that 
BellSouth must provide Intermedia with combinations of loop and 
transport at UNE rates anywhere in BellSouth's network, BellSouth 
witness Varner argues that BellSouth is not obligated to combine 
UNEs for ALECs. We note that FCC rules 51.315(c)-(f) did 
require incumbent LECs to combine unbundled network elements in 
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any manner, even if those elements are not current ly combined. 
However, as discussed in the UNE Remand Order, fCC Rules 
51.315 (b) - (f) regarding incumben t LEC provisioning of 
combinations were vacated by the Ei ghth Circuit. Court and remain 
vacated, except for rule 315 (b), which was reinstated by the 
Supreme Court. FCC 99-238, 1475. Although reconsideration may 
be given to these rules, at this time incumbent LECs are not 
required to combine network elements for other telecommunications 
carriers. Furthermore, we note that in its UNE Remand Order, the 
FCC declined to define the EEL as a separate network element. 

Paragraph 480 of the fCC's UNE Remand Order reads: 

We note that in the Local Competition First 
Report and Order, and again in this 
proceeding, we identify the loop and 
dedicated transport as separate unbundled 
network el E' nts. . To the extent an 
unbundled )p is in fact connected to 
unbundled ~ d icated transport, the statute 
and our rule 51.315(b) r equire the incumbent 
to provide such elements to requesting 
carriers in combined form. Thus although in 
this Order, we neither define the EEL as a 
separate unbundled network element nor 
interpret rule 51.315(b) as requiring 
incumbents to combine unbundled network 
elements that are "ordinarily combined," we 
note that in specific circumstances, the 
incumbent is presently obligated to provide 
access to the EEL. In particular, the 
incumbent LECs may not separate loop and 
transport elements that are currently 
combined and purchased through the special 
access tariffs. Moreover , requesting carriers 
are entitled to obtain such existing 
loop-transport combinations at unbundled 
network element prices. FCC 99-238. 

The UNE Remand Order clearly out l ines the terms and conditions 
under which an incumbent LEC must provide access to EELs. That 
is, an incumbent LEC is required to provide access to EELs and 
combinations that comprise the EEL that are currently combined 
and existing in its network. The Order makes no reference to 
combining unbundled network elements in order to form an EEL for 
requesting telecommunications carriers. 
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We have addressed the issue of EELs being made available as 
UNEs in Dockets Nos. 990691-TP and 990750-TP. Subsequently, in 
Orders Nos. PSC-OO-0128-fOf-TP and PSC-OO-0537-FOF-TP, we found 
that, as a general matter, BellSouth was not required to provide 
EELs as UNEs. 

Witness Jackson agrees that BellSouth has no current 
obligation to provide ALECs with an EEL under the FCC's Orders 
and Rules. 

Q: Mr . Jackson, same order. Can we agree 
that the FCC declined to define the EEL as a 
separate network element in its UNE remand 
order? 

A: Yes. 

Q: So, BellSouth has no c u rrent obligation to 
provide ALECs with an EEL under the FCC's 
order and rules, is that correct? 

A: Yes . 

Intermedia has not demonstrated that BellSouth is required 
to provide access to EELs formed by combining loop and transport 
network elements customarily combined in BellSouth's special 
access tariff at UNE rates. Witne ss Jackson's arguments were 
unsubstantiated and unpersuasive. The FCC's UNE Remand Order 
clearly states the circumstances under which an incumbent LEC is 
required to provide access to the EEL at UNE rates to requesting 
telecommunications carriers. More over, witness Jackson agrees 
that the state of the law does not impose a requirement on 
incumbent LECs to provide ALECs with EELs nor does it define the 
EEL as a separate network element. Therefore, per FCC Order No. 
99-238, BellSouth shall be require d to provide access only to 
EELs that are "currently - combined" within its network at UNE 
rates. 

VIII. CONVERSION OF SPECIAL ACCESS SERVICES TO EELS 

This issue requires us to det e r mine whether BellSouth should 
be required to allow Intermedia to convert existing special 
access services to EELs at UNE rates. 

A. Analysis 
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Neither party presented 
BellSouth witness Varner states 
special access service to EELs 

much testimony 
t hat the issue 

at UNE rates is 

on 
of 
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conversion 
subject of 

of 
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proposed rulemaking at the FCC. He further states that until 
that rulemaking is complete, ALECs may not convert special access 
to combinations of UNEs unless the ALEC uses the combination to 
provide a significant amount of local exchange service, in 
addi tion to exchange access service, to a particular cust omer. 
He explains: 

On the surface, it would appear that when an 
ALEC has purchased currently combined 
elements that may comprise the EEL, the ILEC 
would have to provide that combination at 
cost based prices. However, . an ALEC's 
ability to convert special access facilities 
to unbundled elements is constrained at least 
until the FCC completes its Fourth Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking. (Para. 489) The FCC 
ordered such constraint s in order to allow 
the FCC to develop an adequate record to 
examine the concern "tha t allowing requesting 
carriers to obtain combi nations of loop and 
transport unbundled network elements based on 
forward-looking cost would provide 
opportunities for arbitrage of special access 
services," and thereby negatively impact 
universal service. (UNE Remand Order, Para 
494i November 24, 1999 Supplemental Order, 
Para 4) Until that rulemalcing is complete, 
the FCC has made clear that carriers may not 
convert special access services to 
combinations of unbundled network elements 
unless the carrier uses combinations of 
network elements to provide a significant 
amount of local exchange service, in addition 
to exchange access service to a particular 
customer. (November 24, 1999 Supplemental 
Order Paras. 2 & 4) 

Intermedia witness Jackson s t ates that BellSouth wants to 
limit EELs strictly to those combinations that are already 
c ombined and in use for a particula r customer. He clarifies that 
if BellSouth has a special access arrangement with a given 
customer that combines the loop and transport elements, BellSouth 
would allow Intermedia to convert that existing arrangement to a 
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UNE EEL, but Intermedia would not be able to order another UNE 
EEL for that same customer, or for another customer that did not 
have an existing special access arrangement. 

Witness Varner responds that in every instance where a 
customer has an existing special access arrangement, the ALEC 
serving that customer is not automatically eligible to obtain 
that arrangement as an EEL. He explains: 

In fact, it is the opposite. It is clear 
tha t in most cases [the ALEC (s)) are not. 
Because it's special access. And the fact 
that it is special access means that it has 
been predominantly used for long distance. 
And what the FCC has said is . that, okay, 
special access service -- we are not going to 
require special access to be converted to 
EELs until we finish this rulemaking so that 
we can establish what t he consequences of 
that are and under what conditions that can 
occur. 

Witness Varner further explains t hat as of today, BellSouth is 
not obligated to convert special access circuits to EELs, unless 
the ALEC certifies that it is carrying a significant amount of 
local traffic. In regard to what constitutes a significant 
amount of local traffic, he states: 

However, the FCC has not yet been able to 
make a determination as to what constitutes a 
significant amount of local traffic in order 
to effect· that rule. That is what they are 
in the process of doing now. 

Witness 
clear 

Varner gives an example 
that an ALEC is providing 

of one exception where 
a significant amount of 

it is 
local 

traffic, in which case BellSouth is willing to convert special 
access service arrangements to EELs. 

There is one instance that is very clear, and 
that is that if the ALEC is providing all of 
the customers [sic) local service then 
obviously it is predominantly local. So 
under that instance, then, yes, I believe 
that it could be, but that is really the only 
instance that has been resolved. 
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In the meantime, for all other instances, BellSouth, 
Intermedia and a number of othe r parties have submitted a 
proposal to the FCC as to what the appropriate conditions should 
be for defining a significant amount of local traffic. The joint 
filing outlines three different options that the parties believe 
constitutes a significant amount of local traffic. The proposal 
is currently pending before the FCC. In regard to the proposal, 
BellSouth witness Varner states: 

. (Tj he purpose for that was to try to 
define situations where the special access 
circuit is carrying both local and long 
distance, to what magnitudes of the two 
different types have to be provided in order 
to allow that service t o be converted to 
EELs. That was the purpose for the letter is 
to try to find how you can determine a 
significant amount of local service on a 
facility that is providing both local and 
long distance. 

Intermedia witness Jackson agrees that the letter sets forth 
approximately eight carriers' positions on the purchase of 
loop/transport combinations as UN Es and sets forth conditions 
under which that should be done. 

B. Decision 

We agree with witness Varner's testimony that the FCC's 
Supplemental Order places restrictions on the conversion of 
special access services to combinations of unbundled network 
elements pending the resolution of the FCC's Fourth fNPRM. 
Further, the current state of the law provides that an incumbent 
LEC is not obligated to convert special access circuits to EELS 
unless the ALEC is providing all of the customer's local exchange 
service or a "significant amount of local exchange service." 

The constraints imposed by the FCC on the conversion of 
special access services to EELs i n its Supplemental Order stem 
from the discussion on EELs in the FCC's UNE Remand Order. In 
its UNE Remand Order , the FCC stated that incumbent LECs are 
required to provide, to requesting telecommunications carriers, 
unbundled loop and unbundled dedicated transport elements in 
combined form at UNE prices, if the combination is currently 
combined and presently existing wi thin the LEC's network. The 
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FCC also stated that its interpretation of FCC Rule 51. 315 (b) 
does not require LECs to combine unbundled network elements that 
are "ordinarily combined," as th i s matter is currently pending _ 
before the Eighth Circuit Court. The FCC noted that while it 
does not define the EEL as a separate unbundled- network element, 
it acknowledged that there are specific circumstances where the 
incumbent LEC is presently obligate d to provide access to the EEL 
at UNE prices. It is clear that one of those circumstances 
occurs where a combination that comprises the EEL is currently 
combined and existing within a LEC ' s network. FCC 99-238, 1480. 

The fCC's Supplemental Or der further clarifies the 
circumstances under which spec i al access services may be 
converted to EELs. In this Order, the FCC currently limits the 
ability to convert special acces s services to EELs to those 
telecommunications carriers that p r ovide a "significant amount of 
local traffic." However, a definition of "significant amount of 
local traffic" has not yet been determined. Until the FCC 
defines what is meant by "signific ant amount of local traffic," 
the rule is ambiguous, and can o n ly be clearly applied in one 
instance. We agree with BellSout h witness Varner that in the 
instance where an ALEC is providi ng all of a customer's local 
service, it is obvious that the ALEC is providing a "significant 
amount of local traffic," and therefore the FCC's Order 
indisputably requires the incumbent to convert existing special 
access services to EELs. 

Based on the foregoing, we find that the circumstances under 
which incumbent LECs are required to convert existing special 
access circuits to EELs and provide them to ALECs as UNEs have 
been set forth by the FCC. Therefore, BellSouth shall be 
required to allow Intermedia to c o nvert existing special access 
services to EELs at UNE rates if Intermedia is providing a 
significant amount of local traffic" to the customer. At a 
minimum, if Intermedia is providing all of a customer's local 
service, the ALEC is carrying a "significant amount of local 
traffic" for that customer, and therefore BellSouth shall be 
required to convert existing specia l access services to "EELs" at 
UNE rates. 

IX. PACKET SWITCHING CAPABILITIES 

The issue before us is to determine whether BellSouth should 
be required to provide Intermedia with access to packet switching 
capabilities as an unbundled network element (UNE). 
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A. Analys is 

The FCC declined to unbundle packet switching capabi li ties 
in the UNE Remand Order, FCC 99-238, issued in CC Docket No 
96-98. The UNE Remand Order, however, outlined a limited 
exception where BellSouth would be required to unbundle packet 
switching. Intermedia seeks to insert the conditions outlined in 
the exception into the agreement. Intermedia also asserts that 
we have the authority to require ILECs to unbundle additional 
network elements as deemed appropriate. Intermedia Witness 
Jackson states: 

the Commission should affirmatively 
determine that certain specific types of 
packet switching technologies - frame relay 
elements - should be treated as UNEs in the 
context of the parties' agreement, and 
BellSouth should be requ ired to make them 
available at TELRIC prices. 

BellSouth witness Varner contends that this Commission determined 
that BellSouth should not be required to unbundle packet 
switching in the BellSouth/ICG Telecom arbitration, Order No. 
PSC-00-0128-fOf-TP, issued January 14, 2000. According to 
witness Varner, neither the Telecommunications Act nor the FCC's 
rules require BellSouth to offer packet switching as a UNE. He 
notes that the FCC specifically rejected" e.spire/Intermedia' s 
request for a packet switching or frame relay unbundled element" 
with "one limited exception." In regards to the limited 
exception, the witness notes that FCC Rule 51.319 identifies four 
conditions that, if satisfied, would result in the ILEC having to 
unbundle packet switching. FCC Rul e 51.319(c) (5) states: 

An incumbent LEC shall be required to provide 
nondiscriminatory access to unbundled packet switching 
capability only where each of the following conditions 
are satisfied. The requirements in this section 
relating to packet switching are not effective until 
May 17,2000. 

(i) The incumbent LEC has deployed digital 
loop carrier systems, including but not 
limited to, integrated digital loop carrier 
or universal digital loop carrier systems; or 
has deployed any other system in which fiber 
optic facilities replace copper facilities in 
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the distribution section (e.g., end office to 
remote terminal, pedestal or environmentally 
controlled vault); 

(ii) There are no spare c ooper loops capable 
of supporting xDSL services the requesting 
carrier seeks to offer; 

(iii) The incumbent LEC has not permitted a 
requesting carrier to deploy a Digital 
Subscriber Line Access multiplexer in the 
remote terminal, pedesta l or environmentally 
controlled vault or other interconnection 
point, nor has the requesting carrier 
obtained a virtual collocation ar~angement at 
these subloop interconnection points as 
defined by paragraph (b) of this section; and 

(i v) The incumbent LEC has deployed packet 
switching capability for its own use. 

According to witness Varner, we must apply the "impair" 
standard of 251 (d) (2) (8) in determi ning whether network elements 
should be unbundled. In support, he references the fCC UNE 
Remand Order, fCC 99-238: 

No party alleged that packet switching was 
proprietary within the meaning of section 
25l(d) (2). We find that the record provides 
no basis for withholding packet switching 
from competitors based on proprietary 
considerations or subjecting packet switching 
to the more demanding "necessary" standard 
set forth in section 251 (d) (2) (A) • Instead 
we examine packet switching under the" 
impair" standard of section 251 (d) (2) (8) . 
(fCC 99-238, 1305) 

Witness Varner states that Intermedia has the burden of proof 
concerning whether it is impaired by not having access to 
BellSouth's packet switching functionality on an unbundled basis. 
Moreover, he states that 8ellSouth will comply wi th the 
requirements of Rule 51.319(c) (5) which relieves the ILEC from 
unbundling packet switching if the ILEC "permits a requesting 
carrier to collocate its DSLAM in the incumbent's remote 
terminal, on the same terms and conditions that apply to its own 
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DSLAM. " 

Intermedia witness Jackson indicates that although BellSouth 
intends to comply with Rule 51. 319(c)(S), the agreement should 
include language which outlines the circumstances in which packet 
switching would be available t o Intermedia as an UNE. He 
indicates that it is necessary to include such language in the 
agreement, to clarify under what conditions Intermedia would have 
access to BellSouth's packet switching. He states: 

Intermedia cannot fathom why BellSouth 
resists inclusion of language in its 
agreement that states the circumstances in 
which it must make the packet switching 
capability available as a UNE~ If those 
circumstances never occur, this language will 
be entirely inactive. 

BellSouth witness Varner indi cates t .hat the language is 
unnecessary due to the fact BellSouth will comply with fCC Rule 
51.319. 

B. Decision 

In its July 21, 1999, ex parte filing with the FCC, 
Intermedia requested that the FCC require incumbent LECs to 
unbundle, among other things, packet switching technology. The 
FCC responded to this specific request in its UNE Remand Order by 
stating: 

. e.spire/Intermedia have not provided any specific 
information to support a finding that requesting 
carriers are impaired without access to unbundled frame 
relay. We note, however, that e. spire/ Intermedia are 
free to demonstrate to a state commission that lack of 
unbundled access to the incumbent's frame relay network 
element impairs their ability to provide the services 
they seek to offer. FCC 99- 238, 1312. 
We agree with Intermedia witness Jackson that this 

Commission has the ability to more precisely interpret FCC rules 
as they apply in Florida. Nevertheless, witness Jackson 
presented no information in his testimony to demonstrate that 
Intermedia would be "impaired" without access to BellSouth's 
packet switching capabilities as UNEs. Therefore, we find that 
BellSouth shall only be required t o unbundle its packet switching 
capabil i ties under the 1 imi ted circumstances ident i fied in FCC 
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Rule 51. 319 (c) (5). Because BellSouth 
find it unnecessary to include the 
51. 319 (c) (5) in the agreement. 
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X. INTEROFFICE TRANSMISSION FACILITIES 

We are asked to determine whether BellSouth should be 
required to provide Intermedia with non-discriminatory access to 
BellSouth interoffice transmission facilities as defined in the 
FCC UNE Remand Order, FCC 99-238, issued in CC Docket No 96-98. 

A. Analysis 

The parties appear to agree on which elements of interoffice 
transport BellSouth should offer to Intermedia on an unbundled 
basis. It appears that Intermedia sought to expand the issue to 
include pricing as indicated in its position on the issue. 
Further, during cross examination, Intermedia .... itness Jackson 
testified that he was aware that BellSouth had proposed language 
to address this issue in the interconnection agreement and that 
he was aware that BellSouth had proposed interim rates subject to 
true-up. The .... itness added that I ntermedia simply wants to make 
sure that the rates are TELRIC based. Witness Jackson's position 
is that BellSouth's interim rates may be above the forthcoming 
Commission adopted rates in the UNE Pricing Docket No. 990649-TP. 
Therefore, Intermedia may initially be financially impaired. 

B. Decision 

BellSouth's proposed language for the agreement is 
consistent with language in the FCC's Remand Order. A 
determination regarding the reasonableness of BellSouth's interim 
rates is beyond the scope of this issue as phrased. Based on the 
foregoing, BellSouth shall be required to provide 
non-discriminatory access to interoffice transmission facilities, 
in accordance with~ and as defined in, the FCC's Remand Order. 

XI. ACCESS TO USER TO NETWORK INTERFACE (UNI), NETWORK-TO-NETWORK 
INTERFACE (NNI) AND DATA LINK CONTROL IDENTIFIERS (DLCI) 

The issue presented is ....hether BellSouth should be required 
to furnish access to UNI, NNI and DLC! as UNEs. 

A. Analysis 

The parties appear to agree on three important points: 
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1) 	 frame relay is a form of packet switching and UNI, NNI, and 
OLeI are all components of frame relay; 

2 ) 	 The FCC has not mandated , except in very limited 
circumstances, that packet swi t ching be unbundled; 

3) 	 The state commission has the a uthority to require incumbent 
LECs to unbundle specific network elements. 

Therefore, the real issues to be decided by us are: 1) whether 
SST should be required to offer unbundled access to its frame 
relay components under the limited circumstances outlined by the 
FCC; and 2) whether we should exercise our authority and expand 
the list of UNEs to include the frame relay components requested 
by Intermedia if those limited circumstances do not apply. 

According to Intermedia witnes s Jackson, the FCC has not yet 
mandated frame relay UNEs. He sta tes, however, that this does 
not prevent us from doing so based on 1 153 of the FCC's UNE 
Remand Order. Witness Jackson believes that we should establish 
UNI, NNI, and DLeI as "distinct UNEs because they reflect a vital 
element of modern, digital networks that is becoming increasingly 
important." Witness Jackson also asserts that as distinct UNEs 
the rates for these components must be set at TELRIC-based 
levels. Witness Jackson suggests that · we set interim rates for 
these frame relay components at 50% of BST's currently effective 
tariffed rates. He believes thes e rates should be subject to 
true-up after we have had time to c omplete a rate inquiry. 

We note that within its testimony, Intermedia raised several 
other issues: reciprocal compensation for local frame relay 
traffic; bill and keep for local frame relay; a meet-point 
arrangement for high capaci~y transport links between 
Intermedia's and BST's frame relay switches; and TELRIC-based 
rates for high capacity interoffice transport with each party 
sharing the cost of the line according to the percent of traffic 
that it carries over it. Because the testimony on these matters 
goes well beyond the scope of this issue, we have not addressed 
them. 

According to BST's witness Varner, frame relay is ~ form of 
packet switching and the FCC has declined to require the 
unbundling of the packet switching functionality except in 
limited circumstances. With regard to these limited 
circumstances, the witness notes that the FCC identified four 
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condi tions set forth in FCC Rule 51.319 that, if each condition 
were satisfied, would result in the ILEC having to unbundle 
packet switching. Nevertheless, he states that "BellSouth has 
taken the necessary measures to ensure that ALECs have access to 
necessary facilities so that BellSouth is not required to 
unbundle packet switching." Furthermore, the witness notes that 
it is the obligation of the competing carrier to convince the 
state commission that it is impaired without access to such 
unbundled network elements. 

Intermedia witness Jackson does not specify in his testimony 
that Intermedia should have access to UNI, NNI, and DLCI as UNEs 
based upon the applicability of the limited circumstances set 
forth in FCC Rule 51.319. Wi tness Jackson does state 
.Intermedia cannot fathom why BellSouth resists inclusion of 
language in its agreement that states the circumstances in which 
it must make packet switching capa b ility available as a UNE. If 
those circumstances never occur, this language will be inactive. 
However, if those circumstances do occur for some reason . . . it 
is useful to have Intermedia's rights spelled out." 

B. Decision 

Both BST and Intermedia agree that UNI, NNI, and OLCI are 
components of frame relay, and t hat frame relay is a type of 
packet switching. With regard to packet switching, FCC Rule 
51.319 (c) (5) (i)-(iv) states: 

An incumbent LEC shall be required to provide 
nondiscriminatory access to unbundled packet switching 
capability only where each of the following conditions 
are satisfied. The requirements in this section 
relating to packet switching are not effective until 
May 17,2000. 

(i) The incumbent LEC has dep l oyed digital loop carrier 
systems, including but not limited to, integrated 
digital loop carrier or universal digital loop carrier 
systems; or has deployed any other system in which 
fiber optic facilities replace copper facilities in the 
distribution section (e.g., end office to remote 
terminal, pedestal or environmentally controlled 
vault): 

(ii) There are no spare cooper loops capable of 
support ing xOSL services the requesting carrier seeks 



ORDER NO. PSC-OO-1519-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
PAGE 38 

to offer; 

(iii) The incumbent LEC has not permitted a requesting 
carrier to deploy a Digital Subscriber Line Access 
multiplexer in the remote terminal, pedestal or 
environmentally controlled vault or other 
interconnection point, nor ha s the requesting carrier 
obtained a virtual collocation arrangement at these 
subloop interconnection points as defined by paragraph 
(b) of this section; and 

(i v) The incumbent LEC has deployed packet switching 
capability for its own use. 

The evidence of record does no t demonst~ate that the limited 
circumstances under which the fCC requires the incumbent LEC to 
unbundle its packet switching capabilities exist. Therefore~ we 
find that SST is not required to provide access to UNI, NNI, and 
DLCI as UNEs under the limited circumstances outlined in the 
fCC's UNE Remand Order. 

The focus of this issue now shifts to whether we should 
expand the list of required UNEs to include UNls, NNls, and DLCls 
and price them at TELRIC-based rate s . Intermedia witness Jackson 
and SST witness Varner agree that t he state commission may impose 
additional unbundling obligations o n incumbent LECs. Wi tness 
Varner, however, notes that it is t h e obligation of the competing 
carrier to convince the state commission that it is impaired 
without access to such unbundled ne t work elements. Paragraph 154 
of the UNE Remand Order states, in pertinent part: 

We believe that Section 251 (d) (3) grants state 
commissions the authority to impose additional 
obligations upon incumbent LECs beyond those imposed by 
the national list, as long as they meet the 
requirements of section 251 and the national policy 
framework instituted in this Order. fCC 99-238. 

As discussed in Section IX of this Order, Intermedia 
submitted a July 21, 1999, ex parte filing with the fCC, 
requesting that the fCC require incumbent LECs to unbundle, among 
other things, packet switching technology, especially frame 
relay. In its UNE Remand Order the fCC responded to this 
specific request and stated: 

e.spire/Intermedia have not provided any specific 
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information to support a finding that requesting 
carriers are impaired without access to unbundled frame 
relay. We note, however, that e. spire/ Intermedia are 
free to demonstrate to a state commission that the lack 
of unbundled access to the incumbent"s frame relay 
network element impairs their ability to provide the 
services they seek to offer. fCC 99-238, 1 312. 

Accordingly, the burden is on Intermedia to demonstrate to us 
that lack of unbundled access to t he frame relay network elements 
impairs its ability to offer this service. We do not find that 
Intermedia's assertion, . that estab lishing UNI, NNI, and DLCI as " 
distinct UNEs because they reflec t a vital element of modern, 
digi tal networks that is becoming increasingly important," is 
sufficient to demonstrate that Intermedia is impaired in its 
ability to provide the services it seeks to offer. In Order No. 
PSC-OO-0128-fOf-TP, issued January 14, 2000, we rejected a 
similar argument and concluded: 

We do not believe that leG's argument that innovation 
and competition necessitate TELRIC-based pricing of 
packet-switching capabilities sufficiently demonstrates 
that these capabilities are intended under the Act to 
be provided as UNEs. ICG has only argued its value to 
ICG's own business plan. Therefore, the evidence of 
record indicates that packet-switching capabilities are 
not UNEs. Order No. PSC-OO-0128-FOF-TP, p. 7. 

We find this reasoning equally applicable in the current case. 
Accordingly, the list of UNEs shall not be expanded to include 
UNls, NNls, and DLCIs. 

XII. LOCAL CALLING AREAS AND ASSIGNMENT OF NUMBERS 

The issue before us is to determine if parties should be 
allowed to establish their own local calling areas and assign 
numbers for local use anywhere within such areas, consistent with 
applicable law. 
A. Analysis 

Intermedia witness Jackson states that "[T]he heart of this 
controversy is really whether Intermedia must physically locate 
its NPA/NXXs in the rate center with which those numbers are 
associated." Witness Jackson contends that being required to 
physically locate NPA/NXXs within the BellSouth local calling 
areas would "prevent Intermedia from offering innovative rate 
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structures and calling plans to its customers.H He argues: 

BellSouth's attempt to force Intermedia to 
align its NPA!NXXs to the same local service 
areas defined by BellSouth would prevent 
Intermedia from offering its customers larger 
local calling areas, and would force 
Interrnedia to charge toll rates in areas 
where it otherwise would choose not to do so. 

Witness Jackson contends that there is no legitimate reason 
why Intermedia should not be able to assign NPA/NXXs in areas 
that are traditionally associated with different NPA!NXXs. 
Witness Jackson asserts that BellSouth is attempting to impose 
restrictions on how Intermedia may interconnect, preventing 
Intermedia from configuring its network in what they consider to 
be the most efficient manner. 

BellSouth witness Varner counters that "BellSouth is 
indifferent to the manner in which Intermedia defines its local 
calling areas for its own end users." He contends, however, 
that "Intermedia should use its NPA!NXXs in such a way that 
BellSouth can distinguish local traffic from intraLATA toll 
traffic and interLATA toll traffic for BellSouth originated 
traffic." Witness Varner explains : 

If Intermedia were to assign numbers having 
the same NPA/NXX to its customers both inside 
and outside the BellSouth local calling area 
where the NPA/NXX 'is homed, it would be 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, for 
BellSouth to determine whether BellSouth's 
end users are making a local or a long 
distance call when BellSouth's end user calls 
Interrnedia's end user. Consequently, 
BellSouth cannot tell whether access or 
reciprocal compensation should apply to the 
resulting traffic. 

Wi tness Varner contends that the general consensus wi thin the 
industry is that when a NPA!NXX is assigned to an exchange rate 
center, numbers out of that NPA!NXX will be assigned to customers 
physically located within that rate center. He states that "the 
industry assumes that the call is delivered to an end user in the 
rate center to which the end user's telephone number is 
assigned." Witness Varner explains: 
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BellSouth's concern is that Intermedia and 
other ALECs are associating their NPA/NXXs to 
established BellSouth exchange rate centers, 
but then are assigning numbers out of a 
particular NPA/NXX on a wholesale basis to 
end users outside the rate center to which 
that NPA/NXX is homed, and in some cases, 
even in different LATAs. When this occurs, 
BellSouth routes its or i ginating traffic to 
the ALEC assuming it is a local call (due·to 
the originating and terminating NPA/NXXs 
being assigned to the same exchange rate 
center.) However, the ALEC delivers the 
traffic to an end user located outside the 
local calling area, a nd possibly in a 
different LATA. This causes BellSouth and 
other local exchange carriers to lose valid 
toll and/or switched access revenue, to incur 
costs that are not recovered and to 
inappropriately pay reciprocal compensation 
as if the traffic were indeed local. 

Witness Varner contends that BellSouth is in no way trying to 
limit Intermedia's flexibility in designing its network. He 
states that "BeIISouth' s interes t is simply in ensuring that 
calls are successfully routed, completed and billed." Witness 
Varner argues that this cannot be accomplished without being 
informed of how and where to deli ver and receive traffic to and 
from these NPA/NXXs. 

Intermedia witness Jackson states that, "Certainly we will 
not do anything that would jeopardi ze Bell's delivery of calls or 
our delivery of calls to Bell. It wouldn't be in either parties' 
interest to do so. We just want to make sure we have options 
available as we explore ways to do so." Witness Jackson further 
states that although they have no plans for providing this 
information presently, "I am sure that we would work with them 
to make sure the calls got routed p roperly.H 

Witness Jackson contends that Intermedia has proposed 
measures to distinguish local from toll traffic for billing 
purposes. He states that Intermedia's language pr~poses the 
exchange of Customer Proprietary Network Information (CPNI) data 
for the identification of the call. Where this is unavailable, 
parties would provide Percent Local Use (PLU) reports that 
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separate the local and toll traffic . 

BellSouth witness Varner argues that, "Knowing the CPNI is 
not the issue. The issue is knowing whether the call is local or 
not." Witness Varner contends that the PLU will not solve the 
problem either, stating that "PLU reporting enables the two 
carriers BellSouth and Intermedia to bill each other 
appropriately for interconnection, but it has no effect on 
determining what type of call BellSouth's end user has just 
initiated to Intermedia's end user. u 

Witness Varner cites Section 36 4.16(3) (a), Florida Statutes, 
to show that the difficulty with rating calls to NPA/NXXs 
assigned outside the BellSouth local exchange boundaries to 
which they are homed should preclude Intermedia from assigning 
NPA/NXXs in such manner. He asserts that "Intermedia should not 
be permitted to violate this statute." 

Section 364.16 (3) (a), Florida Statutes, states: 

No local exchange telecommunications company 
or alternative local exchange 
telecommunications company shall knowingly 
deliver traffic, for which terminating access 
service charges would otherwise apply, 
through a local interconnection arrangement 
wi thout paying the appropriate charges for 
such terminating access service. 

Intermedia witness Jackson challenges witness Varner's 
citation, stating that, "This argument is a red herring. In 
addi tion, the argument simply does not make sense." Witness 
Jackson argues that the clear use of the terms "knowingly" and 
terminating access service charges," indicates that this statute 
addresses companies deliberately or fraudulently misclassifying 
traffic to avoid payment- of access charges. Witness Jackson 
contends that this situation does not exist here, stating that 
neither Intermedia nor BellSouth is attempting to pass access 
calls as if they were local calls." Wi tness Jackson asserts 
that "BellSouth' s argument is nonsequitur, and its reliance on 
Section 364.16(3) (a) is misplaced. " 

\\ 

\\ 

B. Decision 

As stated previously, the issue to be determined is whether 
parties should be allowed to establish their own local calling 
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areas and assign numbers for local use anywhere within such 
areas, consistent with applicable law. The only law cited is 
Section 364.16 (3) (a), florida Statutes. We agree with Intermedia 
witness Jackson's statement that the statute is inapplicable 
There is no evidence indicating that either party is, or has 
been, misclassifying traffic. 

While BellSouth witness Varner cites no law that would 
prohibit Intermedia from assigning NPA/NXXs outside of 
BellSouth's local calling areas, he does raise certain concerns. 
first, BellSouth wants to be able to bill its customers properly 
when they call an Intermedia end user; second, they need to know 
whether that call is a local or long distance call. While there 
is no evidence in the record ind icating that there has been any 
problem thus far with the classification of·calls to Intermedia's 
end users, we share BellSouth's concerns. 

If Intermedia intends to assign numbers outside of the areas 
with which they are traditionally associated, Intermedia must 
provide information to other carriers that will enable them to 
properly rate calls to those numbe r s. We find no evidence in the 
record indicating that this can be accomplished. 

Based on the foregoing, we find it appropriate that the 
parties be allowed to establish their own local calling areas. 
Nevertheless, the parties shall be required to assign numbers 
within the areas to which they are traditionally associated, 
until such time when information necessary for the proper rating 
of calls to numbers assigned outside of those areas can be 
provided. 

XIII. MULTIPLE TANDEM ACCESS (MTA) 

The issue before us is whether Intermedia must establish 
points of interconnection (POI) at all BellSouth access tandems 
where Intermedia's NXX's are homed, in the event Intermedia 
chooses MTA. 

A. Analysis 

MTA is an interconnection opt ion in which an ALEC 
establishes a POI at one or more BellSouth access tandems within 
a Local Access and Transport Area (LATA). BellSouth will then 
route traffic from other access tandems to the tandem containing 
the ALEC's POI. This technique is designed to alleviate the need 
to establish a POI at every access tandem within the LATA. 
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BellSouth witness Milner describes "homing" as the practice of " 
designating the relationship between switches as to how traffic 
will be routed between them." In other words, by "homing" 
NPA/NXXs at a particular tandem, a company is designating that 
calls to these NPA/NXXs are to be r outed to that tandem. 

BellSouth witness Milner states that "if Intermedia elects 
BellSouth's MTA offer, Intermedia must designate for each of 
Intermedia's switches the BellSouth tandem at which BellSouth 
will receive traffic originated by Intermedia's end user 
customer." Witness Milner asserts that" [T]he MTA option 
a lleviates the need for the ALEC to establish interconnect ing 
trunks at access tandems where the ALEC has no NPA/NXX codes 
homed." Wi tness Milner contends, however, that the ALEC must 
interconnect to the access tandem in which it has homed its 
NPA/NXX codes. Witness Milner e xp lains: 

NPA/NXX code homing arrangements are 
published in the Local Exchange Routing Guide 
(LERG) so that all telecommunications 
companies in the industry will know where in 
the network to send calls to the designated 
NPA/NXX code and where in the network calls 
from the designated NPA/NXX code will 
originate . ... For example, if Intermedia 
assigns its NPA/NXX to a BellSouth Exchange 
Rate Center, Intermed i a must horne such 
NPA/NXXs on the BellSouth access tandem 
serving that BellSouth Exchange Rate Center. 
Correspondingly, in order for BellSouth to 
deliver terminating I XC switched access 
traffic to the Intermedia switch serving 
those Intermedia NPA/NXXs, Intermedia must 
establish a trunk group to that BellSouth 
access tandem switch. 

Witness Milner asserts that this procedure "is normal NPA/NXX 
homing and network traffic routing practice within the industry." 

Intermedia witness Jackson contends that, "Any requirement 
that Intermedia establish a POI a t every tandem where its NXXs 
are homed would effectively eliminate the usefulness of MTA 
altogether . " Witness Jackson asserts that "this is yet another 
attempt by BellSouth to force Intermedia to configure its network 
to look like BellSouth's network, for the convenience of 
BellSouth." Witness Jackson states that "to provide the maximum 
in service cho i ces to customers, at the most competitive prices 
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available, Intermedia must have the freedom to configure its 
network and to assign NXXs in the most efficient manner 
possible." 

BellSouth witness Milner respo nds by stating that "BellSouth 
does not attempt to limit Intermedia's flexibility regarding the 
design or operation of its network." Witness Milner contends, 
however, that other telecommunications providers must install 
translations and routing instructions to ensure the correct 
handl ing of calls to and from Intermedia' send user.s. To do 
this, they must know where Intermed ia's NPA/NXX codes are horned. 

B. Decision 

While BellSouth's MTA offer obviates the need for an ALEC to 
interconnect at every access tandem within a calling area, it 
does not necessarily obviate the need to interconnect at access 
tandems to which they choose to horne their NPA/NXX codes. 
BellSouth witness Milner contends that "NPA/NXX code homing 
arrangements are published in the [LERGJ so that all 
telecommunications companies in the industry will know where in 
the network to send calls to the designated NPA/NXX code and 
where in the network calls from the designated NPA/NXX code will 
originate. H He further states that "[TJhe ALEC must interconnect 
where its NPA/NXX codes home. H We find this to be reasonable. 
While BellSouth's MTA option allows an ALEC to establish trunking 
to only one access tandem within a LATA, it only seems reasonable 
that this access tandem be the one to which the ALEC has horned 
its NPA/NXX codes, 

Interrnedia witness Jackson sta tes that "Intermedia must have 
the freedom to configure its network and to assign NXXs in the 
most efficient manner possible." We agree that Intermedia 
should configure its network i n the most efficient manner; 
however, there are interconnection concerns that should affect 
the manner in which Interrnedia chooses to configure its network. 
There are certain industry standar ds that must be adhered to in 
order to enable interconnection to occur in the most efficient 
manner possible. Industry standa rds are established to create 
certain efficiencies, which enabl e cooperation between companies 
that must interconnect their networks and exchange traffic. The 
information Intermedia places in the LERG establishes routing 
instructions that enable other carriers to handle calls to and 
from Intermedia' s NPA/NXXs correctly. Intermedia chooses the 
access tandem to which its NPA/NXXs are to be routed, or homed. 
We find that the evidence supports that it is reasonable to 
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require Intermedia to interconnect at that access tandem. 
Intermedia has presented no evidence that demonstrates this to be 
unreasonable. Based on the foregoing, in the event Intermedia 
chooses MTA, Intermedia shall be required to establish points of 
interconnection at all BellSouth access tandems where 
Intermedia's NPA/NXXs are homed. 

XIV. DESIGNATION OF, AND INTERCONNECTION TO, "HOMER LOCAL TANDEM 
The issue before us is to resolve whether Intermedia should 

be required to: a) designate a " homeR local tandem for each 
assigned NPA/NXX; and b) establish points of inter~onnection to 
BellSouth access tandems within the local access and transport 
area (LATA) on which Intermedia ha s NPA/NXXs homed. 

A. Analysis 

BellSouth proposes the following language defining local 
tandem interconnection in the agreement. 

Local Tandem Interconnection. This interconnection 
arrangement allows Intermedia to establish a Point of 
Interconnection at BellSouth l ocal tandems for: (1) the 
delivery of Intermedia-or i ginated local traffic 
transported and terminated by BellSouth to BellSouth 
end offices within the local calling area as defined in 
BellSouth's GSST, section A3 served by those BellSouth 
local tandems, and (2) for local transit traffic 
transported by BellSouth for third party network 
providers who have also established Points of 
Interconnection at those BellSouth local tandems. 
Petition, Attachment 3, p. 6, 11.10. 

Intermedia witness Jackson believes, however, that BellSouth's 
proposed agreement language is unduly restrictive. Intermedia 
proposes the following language: 

Local Tandem. Interconnection. This interconnection 
arrangement allows Intermedia to establish a Point of 
Interconnection at BellSouth local tandems for either 
party's delivery of traffic to the other party. 

Intermedia witness Jackson states: 

Intermedia seeks simple and straightforward 
language that guarantees that Intermedia can 
interconnect where it is efficient' to do so, 
and without restricting the types of traffic 
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Intermedia can carryover the interconnected 
facilities. 

Witness Jackson believes that according to the Telecommunications 
Act, Intermedia should be allowed to interconnect at anyn 

technically feasible point" in BellSouth's network for the 
transmission and routing of calls. He states: 

any restrictions that would force 
Intermedia to define its local service area 
the same way that BellSouth defines its local 
exchange, and any limitation that would 
prohibit Intermedia's ability to interconnect 
in the BellSouth office of its choice would 
be a disservice to the p ublic interest, and 
would violate the Communications Act. 

BellSouth witness Milner argues t hat the local tandem language 
will not limit Intermedia's ability to interconnect at any 
technically feasible point. The language is intended to clarify 
the minimum requirements of interconnection based on BellSouth's 
network design. During cross examination, Intermedia witness 
Jackson acknowledged the LERG a s the industry-wide routing 
document where NPA/NXX codes are published. Moreover, he agreed 
that without the LERG, carriers would not know where to send 
calls or where calls originated. When asked how companies 
including Intermedia would deliver calls without knowledge of the n 

home" NPA/NXX, he replied nI don't know." 

Witness Milner explains that interconnecting at a local 
tandem allows Intermedia the ability to deliver its local traffic 
intended not only for BellSouth's end offices, but for other 
ALECs and independent companies as well. He states: 

If more than one BellSouth local tandem 
serves a particular BellSouth local calling 
area, then Intermedia mus t tell the industry 
which of the local tandems it intends to send 
and receive traffic for a given NPA/NXX. 

Witness Milner clarifies that during the past three and a 
hal f years Intermedia has been interconnected with BellSouth, 
there has been no confusion routi n g calls. However, Intermedia 
clearly notified BellSouth to which tandems NPA/NXXs would be 
homed. 
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Intermedia witness Jackson indicates that establishing a POI 
at each tandem where NPA/NXXs are homed defeats the effectiveness 
of MTA. BellSouth witness Milner contends that BellSouth does 
not require Intermedia to interconnect at each access tandem. 
The MTA option was meant to alleviate carriers' need to 
interconnect at each tandem. In a scenario where there are 
mUltiple local tandems, Intermedia may choose to interconnect at 
one tandem in a local calling area, and BellSouth will route all 
traffic to that tandem. Witness Milner explains, however, that 
for 
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B. Decision 

We do not find, as Intermedia contends, that BellSouth's 
proposed agreement language defining " local tandem 
interconnection" is unduly restrictive. We do, however, find 
that the definition is one-sided . At the POI, traffic is 
mutually exchanged between carr i ers. BellSouth's proposed 
language does not reflect a mutual exchange of traffic; 
therefore, we find it appropriate to make the following changes 
in the agreement language defining Local Tandem Interconnection: 

(1) the exchange of local traffic between Intermedia 
and BellSouth end offices within the local calling area 
as defined in BellSouth's GSST, section A3 served by 
those BellSouth local tandems, and (2). 

While Intermedia is correct t hat the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 requires BellSouth to a l low interconnection "at any 
technically feasible point within the carrier's network," there 
are minimum requirements of interconnection created by the 
telecommunications industry. We find that BellSouth's agreement 
language outlines these minimum requirements. BellSouth witness 
Milner states: 

We are not insisting that Intermedia 
establish points of interconnection at more 
than one tandem. In fact, we are saying that 
you could do that wi t h as few as one 
interconnection point, that is what MTA is 
all about. 

We are not persuaded that BellSouth is violating the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 by requiring Intermedia to 
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interconnect at a minimum of one tandem in a local calling area 
for the mutual exchange of traff i c. Intermedia presented no 
evidence that BellSouth precluded Intermedia from interconnecting 
at additional points in BellSouth's network. 

Intermedia witness Jackson indicates that requiring 
Intermedia to designate a "home U local tandem for its NPA/NXXs 
restricts Intermedia's "freedom to configure its network and to 
assign NXXs in the most efficient manner possible. u BellSouth 
witness Milner explains: 

NPA/NXX code homing arrangements are 
published in the Local Exchange Routing Guide 
(LERG) so that all telecommunications 
companies in the industry will know where in 
the network to send calls 

The Central Office Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines, 
. Document No. INC 95-0407-008, issued January 10, 2000, outlines 
the procedure for activating NXX codes in paragraph 6.2.2.: 

Before a CO code (NXX) can become active, all 
code holders are respons ible for providing 
the information shown in Part 2 of the CO 
Code (NXX) Assignment Request form that 
includes routing informat ion for entry into 
the ROBS [Routing Database System} and rating 
information into BRIOS [Bellcore Rating Input 
Database System}. 

The LERG contains the routing information from ROBS, and current 
network configuration. Based on the foregoing, Intermedia shall 
be required to designate a "home- l ocal tandem for each assigned 
NPA/NXX. 

We agree with Intermedia witness Jackson that establishing a 
POI at each access · tandem wi thin a LATA is not necessary . In 
order to exchange traffic, however, Intermedia must have trunking 
to/from those specific locations i n the network where traffic is 
to be exchanged. Access tandems eliminate a carrier's need for 
direct trunking to/from every location, but they do not eliminate 
a carrier's obligation to transport its traffic to/from the 
transfer point. We agree with witness Milner that if there is no 
physical presence by Intermedia where its NPA/NXXs are homed, 
there is no physical way to transfer the traffic from BellSouth's 
network to Intermedia's. Therefore, Intermedia shall be 
required to establish a point of interconnection to each of 
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BellSouth's local and switched acc ess tandems within the LATA to 
which Intermedia has NPA/NXXs homed. 

xv. DEFINITION OF INTRALATA TOLL TRAFFIC 

This issue before the Commission is to determine how 
intraLATA toll should be defined for purposes of compensation. 
The dispute between the parties a p pears to center on BellSouth's 
use of the term "telephone call" in its definition. BellSouth 
proposes the following language for the agreement: 

IntraLATA Toll Traffic is defined as any 
telephone call that is not local or switched 
access per the parties' agreement. 

Intermedia proposes: 

IntraLATA Toll Traffic is defined as all 
basic IntraLATA message services calls other 
than Local Traffic. Petition, Attachment 3, 
p. 16, 1 6.7.1. 

A. Analysis 

Intermedia witness Jackson a sserts that BellSouth proposes 
language that would limit the type of toll traffic that may be 
carried. He testifies: 

Intermedia's definition would ensure that 
toll traffic cannot be limited to traffic 
that uses one type of equipment, such as 
analog circuit switches, but will include 
non-local traffic carried over facilities 
that employ new technologies, such as packet 
switching. 

BellSouth witness Varner explains: 

To the extent that BellSouth's definition 
places any limitation on traffic, such 

. limitations would be related to compensation, 
and IntraLATA Toll Traffic is not subject to 
the reciprocal compensation obligations of 
Section 251(b) (5) of the Act. 

B. Decision 



ORDER NO. PSC-OO-1519-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
PAGE 51 

The FCC defines telephone toll service as: 

The term telephone tol l service refers to 
telephone service between stations in 
different exchange areas for which there is 
made a separate charge not included in 
contracts for exchange s e rvice. CFR 47 §51.5 

appear 
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does not 
switched 

calls. We note that BellSouth wi t ness Varner acknowledged that 
BellSouth agrees that data traffic such as frame relay service, 
may be local traffic if it meets the other criteria, it 
or ig ina tes and terminates in the same .exChange or same local 
calling area. 

Moreover, BellSouth witness Varner testifies that the term" 
telephone call," as applied by BellSouth, includes data traffic 
including frame relay. The term "telephone call" in 
BellSouth's proposed agreement does not appear to exclude data. 
Therefore, we find that the term " t elephone call" is appropriate. 

Intermedia's concern that BellSouth's definition could 
restrict what constitutes intraLATA toll traffic to 
circuit - switched traffic, appears unfounded. As noted above, 
however, 8ellSouth witness Varner asserted that 8ellSouth's 
definition at most imposed limitations on the form of 
compensation to be applied, not to the technology deployed. 
Accordingly, since it appears there is no fundamental difference 
between the parties, it remai n s to select which proposed 
definition is preferable. Of the two options, BellSouth's 
definition is the clearest and mos t straightforward, and shall be 
included in the parties' agreement. 
XVI. DEFINITION OF SWITCHED ACCESS TRAFFIC 

This issue addresses the appropriate definition of switched 
access traffic and whether or not that definition should include 
phone-to-phone Internet Protocol (IP) telephony. 

A. Analysis 

Intermedia proposes that switched access traffic be defined 
as telephone calls requiring local translJ1.ission or switching 
services for the purpose of the origination or termination of 
Telephone Toll Service, including Feature Groups A, 8, and 0, 



ORDER NO. PSC-00-1519-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
PAGE 52 

800/888 access, and 900 access, and their successors or similar 
Switched Exchange Access Service s . Furthermore, Intermedia 
indicates that phone-to-phone IP telephony should not be included 
in this definition because "the FCC clearly did not make any 
determination on the regulatory classification of phone-to-phone 
IP telephony ... " in its April 10, 1998 Report to Congress. 

BST believes that switched access traffic is appropriately 
defined by its existing tariff1 

, and there is no need to include 
a specific definition in a loca l interconnection agreement. 
Specifically, BST proposed the fo llowing language for inclusion 
in the Interconnection Agreement: " Switched Access Traffic is as 
defined in the BellSouth Acces s Tariff. Additionally, IP 
Telephony traffic will be considered switched access traffic." 
According to witness Varner, BST's current agreement with 
Intermedia does not specify how phone-to-phone IP Telephony 
traffic is treated. The witness states: "here we are talking 
about switched access service, and typically in a local 
interconnection agreement you wouldn't even address switched 
access." 

Except for whether or not to include phone-to-phone IP 
Telephony traffic within the definition of switched access 
traffic, neither party provided specific testimony addressing why 
the language proposed by one party was preferable to the language 
proposed by the other party. For example, when witness Jackson 
was asked: "How does Intermedia's language differ from 
BellSouth's language?" he replied: 

The essential difference is that Intermedia believes 
that this term should be defined in the parties' 

lSection E6.1 of BST'5 Acce55 Services Tariff provides the following definition 
of BST's switched access service (SWA). BellSouth SWA service, which is available to 
interexchange carriers (IXC) for their service s to end users, provides a two-point 
electrical communications path between an IXC t erminal location and an end user's 
premises. It provides for the use of common tenninating, switching and trunking 
facilities, and both common subscriber plant and unshared subscriber plant of the 
Company. BellSouth SWA service provides for the ability to originate calls from an 
end-user's premises to an IXC's terminal locat i on, and to terminate calls from an 
IXC's terminal location to an end-user's premises in the LATA where it is provided. 
BST's SWA service is provided in nine service categories, four service categories of 
standard and optional features called BellSouth SWA fGs, BellSouth SWA Service, 
BellSouth SWA 8XX Toll Free Dialing Ten digit Screening Service, BellSouth SWA 900 
service, and two unbundled basic service arrangements. (Each service arrangement is 
describe more completely in the tariff.) 
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agreement. BellSouth's tariff language changes from 
time to time, and referring to its tariff allows 
BellSouth to define this crucial term any way it 
wishes, perhaps in ways that Intermedia might consider 
adverse. In addition, Intermedia does not "believe that 
it is appropriate for BellSouth to attempt unilaterally 
to assign a regulatory status to "IP Telephony." This 
matter is exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 
fCC. 

Therefore, it appears that the primary controversy is not the 
definition of switched access, but rather how phone-to-phone IP 
Telephony traffic should be handled for the purpose of this 
agreement. 

In order for us to determine if phone-to-phone IP Telephony 
should or should not be included in the definition of switched 
access traffic it is important that the term" IP Telephony" be 
further explained. According to BST witness Varner: 

IP Telephony is telecommunic ations service that is 
provided using Internet Protocol for one or more 
segments of the call. IP Telephony is, in very simple 
and basic terms, a mode or method of completing a 
telephone call. The word "internet" in Internet 
Protocol Telephony refers to t he name of the protocol; 
it does not mean that the service uses the World Wide 
Web. Currently there are various technologies used to 
transmit telephone calls, of which the most common are 
analog and digital. In the case of IP Telephony 
originated from a traditional telephone set, the local 
carrier first converts the voice from analog to 
digital. The digital call i s sent to a gateway that 
takes the digital voice signal and converts or packages 
it into data packets. These data packets are like 
envelopes with addresses which "carry" the signal 
across a network until they reach their destination, 
which is known by the addres s on the data packet, or 
envelope. This destination is another gateway, which 
reassembles the packets and converts the signal to 
analog, or a plain old telephone call to be terminated 
on the called party's local company's lines. To 
explain it another way, Phone-to-Phone IP Telephony is 
where an end user customer uses a traditional telephone 
set to call another traditional telephone set using IP 
Telephony. The fact that I P technology is used, at 
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service, and should not be confused with calls to the 
Internet through an ISP. 

Witness Varner goes on to clarify that phone-to-phone IP 
Telephony and ISP-bound traffic represent two entirely different 
types of traffic. He states: "IP Telephony is clearly a 
technology used to transmit long distance telecommunications." 
He explains that, technically spea king, Internet Protocol, like 
other types of protocol, is an agreed upon set of technical 
operating specifications for managing and interconnecting 
networks. The Internet Protocol is the language, or signaling, 
that the gateways use to talk to each other. Phone-to-phone IP 
telephony has nothing to do with the transmission medium, such as 
wire, fiber, microwave and so forth, that carries the packets 
between the gateways, but rather the gateways, or switches, that 
are found on either end of that medium; Intermedia witness 
Jackson did not provide any testimony to contradict witness 
Varner's technical description of Internet Protocol, nor did he 
provide any technical descriptions in his testimony. 

Witness Varner's primary argument for including 
phone-to-phone IP Telephony within the definition of switched 
access traffic is that it is a telecommunications service, not an 
information or enhanced service. The witness states: "Even 
though IP Telephony and ISP traffic both have the word "Internet" 
in their name, they are completely different services and should 
not be confused." In support of h is position the witness notes 
that the FCC's April 10, 1998, Report to Congress states: "the 
record suggests 'phone-to-phone IP telephony' 
services lack the characteristics that would render them 
'information services' within the meaning of the statute, and 
instead bear the characteristics of 'telecommunication 
services'." Furthermore, witness Varner notes that Section 3 of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 defines "telecommunications" 
as the "transmission, between or among points specified by the 
user, of information of the user's choosing, without change in 
the form or content of the information as sent and received." 

Witness Varner notes that Enhanced Service Providers (ESPs) 
or ISPs, have been exempted by the FCC from paying access charges 
for use of the local network in order to encourage the growth of 
these emerging services most specifically, access to the 
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Internet. Furthermore, the witnes s notes: 

The fCC has found that ESPs and ISPs use interstate 
access service, but are exempt from switched access 
charges applicable to other long distance traffic. 
Instead, ISP-bound traffic is assessed at the 
applicable business exchange rate. On the other hand, 
the transmission of long-distance voice services-­
whether by IP telephony o r by more traditional 
means--is not an emerging industry. In fact, it is a 
mature industry--one that is not exempt from paying 
access charges for the use of the local network. These 
same access charges are cur r ently paid by all other 
long distance carriers. BellSouth is required to 
assess access charges on long distance calls. To do 
otherwise would be to discriminate between 
long-distance carriers utilizing IP telephony and those 
who do not. 

When asked if the FCC's rules expressly state that 
phone-to-phone voice over IP Telephony is an access service 
sUbject to access charges, witness Varner replied: 

No, I was only trying to say t hat language, those words 
where they specifically identify IP Telephony is not in 
the rule. But if you read t he rule, the traffic for 
which access charges apply in the rule clearly includes 
this traffic. I mean, they don't list in the rule what 
type of technology has to be used in order to complete 
the long distance call. The y just say it has to be a 
long distance call. And all this is a form of 
technology. They don't list all the different types of 
technology. 

The witness clarifies that he is not asking us to make a 
sta tement of what interstate access charges are; instead, the 
witness explains: 

I'm asking them to simply adopt the FCC's definition of 
access which is what is ref l ected in our tariff. So 
adopt the definition in our tariff. And also to 
specifically state that th i s traffic is, in fact, 
included in switched access, which is really a 
redundant statement, because it is. But we want to 
make sure that this agreement very clearly points out 
that it is to avoid the potential for a later dispute 
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about whether it is or it isn't. 

Intermedia witness Jackson disagrees with wi tnes s Varner's 
claim that phone-to-phone IP telep hony is a telecortununications 
service; however, he does agree wi t h witness Varner that the fCC 
stated in its Report to Congress that the record before it 
suggests that certain forms of phone-to-phone IP telephony 
services lack the characteristics that would render them" 
information services." Witness Jackson notes, however, that in 
its Report to Congress the fCC exp l icitly stated that it did not 
believe that it was "appropria te to make ariy definitive 
pronouncements in the absence of a more complete record focused 
on individual service offerings." 

When asked if Intermedia believes. that phone-to-phone IP 
Telephony should not be subject t o switched access charges when 
those calls are interLATA in nature, witness Jackson replied: 

I think our point is, frankly, that there has been no 
specific policy set on voice over IP as of yet, and 
that we don't believe tha t BellSouth is in the 
unilateral position to make that particular policy. 
And until such time as the FCC reviews it, we don't 
think that you should be making that determination. 

8. Decision 

We find that the appropriate definition of switched access 
traffic is that found in BST's existing access tariff. We agree 
with SST witness Varner that it i s not necessary to include a 
specific definition of switched access traffic in a local 
interconnection agreement. Wi tness Jackson expresses concern 
that BellSouth's tariff language changes from time to time, which 
could allow BellSouth to define this term any way it wishes. 
Witness Varner argues, however, that "'switched access traffic' 
is defined by the FCC. BellSouth could not unilaterally modify 
the definition of 'switched access traffic' in its tariff." 

With regard to phone-to-phone IP Telephony, witness Jackson 
provided no persuasive testimony to support his contention that 
8ellSouth's attempt to include phone-to-phone IP Telephony within 
the definition of switched access is improper and contrary to 
law, nor did he cite any specific law which will be violated. 
The witness argued that because the fCC has not made a 
determination on the regulatory classification of phone-to-phone 
IP Telephony, any suggestion that phone-to-phone IP Telephony is 
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a telecommunications service is premature. We disagree, because 
as SST's testimony indicates, phone-to-phone IP Telephony is 
technology neutral. A call provisioned using phone-to-phone IP 
Telephony but not transmitted over the internet, to which 
switched access charges would otherwise apply if a different 
signaling and transmission p r otocol were employed, is 
nevertheless a switched access call. Except for, perhaps, calls 
routed over the internet, the underlying technology used to 
complete a call should be irreleva nt to whethei or not switched 
access charges apply. Therefore, li ke other teleconununica tions 
services, it would be included i n the definition of switched 
access traffic. Therefore, we find that switched access traffic 
shall be defined in accordance with SellSouth's existing access 
tariff and include phone-to-phone internet protocol telephony. 

XVII. FRAMED PACKET DATA 

The issue presented for our consideration is whether all 
framed packet data transported within a Virtual Circuit that 
originate and terminate within a LATA should be classified as 
local traffic. 

A. Analysis 

According to BellSouth witness Varner, if all data packets 
transported within a virtual ci r cuit originate and terminate 
within the LATA, then for purposes of establishing 
interconnection between the parties, such traffic will be treated 
the · same as local circuit switched traffic -- or "Local VC." 
Witness Varner indicates that this traffic will not be treated as 
local traffic for any other purpose under this Agreement, 
including but not limited to reciprocal compensation. 

According to Intermedia witness Jackson, "Intermedia's 
position is that if frame relay data packets carried over a 
virtual circuit ("VC") orj..ginate a nd terminate in the same LATA, 
they should be considered local t raffic. Intermedia is asking 
this Commission to determine that a local call is just that, a 
local call, subject to compensation, whether it is POTS or a 
packet of data messages." We note that neither party provided 
any pre-filed testimony that specifically addressed reciprocal 
compensation for frame relay traffic, nor did either party file 
rebuttal testimony on this issue. 

On cross examination, witnes s Varner was asked whether the 
appropriate level of compensation when Intermedia and BellSouth 
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interconnect for purposes of passing frame relay traffic back and 
forth is at SellSouth's tariffed rates. He replied: 

On frame relay service, the service is almost 
entirely interLATA. That has been our experience in 
providing that. The interLATA part will be provided at 
access tariffed rates, or the intraLATA non-local part 
would also be provided at access tariffed rates. And 
in our experience, the part that is local, if there is 
any, is so small until it doesn't make sense to try to 
go and figure out an amount . And when I say so 
small, we have these percent local circuit usage that 
carriers are supposed to provide to us in order to get 
reimbursed for interconnection costs. Nobody has ever 
given us one in Florida. So it must be pretty small if 
nobody has ever even asked for the money. 

Witness Varner notes that because frame relay is packet switched, 
there are no minutes of use to me asure; therefore, per minute 
charges, such as transport and termination rates, are not 
applicable. Intermedia witness Jackson agrees there are no 
minutes of use to measure, because there is no constant 
connection associated with a virtua l circuit. SST proposed that" 
one, since the local part of this is so small, and, two, since 
there is no way to measure it, let's just treat it on a bill and 
keep basis for that part that is local." 

S. Decision 

The record on this issue is insufficient for us to determine 
whether reciprocal compensation is due for this traffic. In its 
position statement Intermedia makes reference to "applicable 
law," but it does not cite or discuss these laws in its 
testimony. Witness Jackson's pre-filed testimony on this issue 
was no more than five sentences. Intermedia expanded its 
discussion on this issue in its brief but did not cite. to 
anything dispositive elsewhere in the record. Accordingly, 
because Intermedia did not provide persuasive evidence regarding 
this issue, we are unable to conclude that the frame relay 

2Section 251(bl (51 of the Telecommunication~ Act of 1996 ~pecifies that each 
local exchange carrier ha~ the duty to e~tab1is h reciprocal compensation arrangement~ 
(or the transport and termination of telecommunication~. Section 252(dl (21 of the 
1996 Act set~ forth the conditions a state commi~~ion may use to determine whether the 
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traffic at issue is subject to the reciprocal compensation 
provision in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 2 • Similarly, 
although BST witness Varner makes it clear that he believes any 
amount of local traffic at issue here is very small and that 
there is no meaningful way to measure this traffic, he too 
provides inadequate evidence that would lead us to make a finding 
as to whether or not framed pac ket data transported within a 
virtual circuit should be subject to reciprocal compensation 
obligations. 

Therefore, framed packet data transported within a virtual 
circuit, that originate and terminate within a LATA, shall be 
classified as local traffic only for the purpose of establishing 
interconnection between the parties . 

XVII I. fRAME RELAY RATE ELEMENTS APPROPRIATE CHARGES 

While Section XI pertains t o whether various frame relay 
components should be considered as unbundled network elements 
(UNEs), the issue presented in this section requires us to 
determine what are the appropriate charges for BellSouth to 
assess Intermedia for frame relay e lements. 

A. Analysis 

BellSouth witness Varner states that BellSouth agrees to 
treat frame relay traffic as local if it originates and 
terminates in the same LATA, but solely for purposes of 
interconnection. BellSouth does not agree, however, that such 
traffic is local for any other purpose, including for 
compensation. 

As discussed in detail in Section XI of this Order, 
BellSouth disputes the need to cons i der frame relay components as 
unbundled network elements. Accordingly, BellSouth proposes that 
the appropriate rates and charges for the aforementioned frame 
relay elements should be those contained within their Interstate 
Access Tariff FCC No.1. 

In contrast, while he acknowledges that the FCC has declined 
to deem frame relay an unbundled network element, Intermedia 

te~ and condition~ for reciprocal compen3ation are jU3t and rea30nable. However, 
whether reciprocal compen3ation i3 appropria te for frame relay traffic is unknown. 
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witness Jackson nevertheless assert s that we should conclude that 
the provision of frame relay in Florida is a UNE. Based on his 
assertion that frame relay is a UNE, witness J!'ickson testifies 
that the rates and charges for these network elements must be · 
based on incremental cost as mandated by Sections 251(c) (2) and 
252(d) (1) of the Telecommunications Act. More specifically, 
prices for frame relay elements wou ld be required to be derived 
using the FCC's incremental costing methodology, Total Element 
Long Run Incremental Costs (TELRIC) . 

Wi tness Jackson observes that we have employed a long-run 
incremental costing methodology in setting rates for 
interconnection and reciprocal compensation; he contends that 
this approach should also apply to the frame relay traffic 
arrangement now under discussion. Witness Jackson does not 
believe that BellSouth has demonstrated that its interstate 
tariffed frame relay rates are based on long run incremental 
cost. He opines that he doubts tha t the rates are based on such 
cost. As an alternative, witness Jackson suggests that interim 
rates equal to one-half of BellSouth's tariffed frame relay rates 
should be established, and should remain in force until such time 
as this Commission has completed a rate inquiry and determined 
appropriate incremental cost-based rates. The witness asserts 
that setting interim rates at 50% of BellSouth's interstate 
tariffed frame relay rates is reasonable based on his belief that 
50% is typically the difference between BellSouth's UNE rates and 
the tariffed rates for services that provide the equivalent 
functionality. Witness Jackson states that Intermedia would agree 
to having these interim rates sub ject to true-up at the time 
final rates are established. 

B. Decision 

We have concluded under Section XI that Intermedia · has 
failed to demonstrate that it would be impaired in its ability to 
provide the services it chooses to offer if it is denied access 
to unbundled frame relay elements . Consequently, because there 
is no finding that frame relay is a UNE, there is no obligation 
for a LEC to set TELRIC-based prices for frame relay service. 

Intermedia witness Jackson proposes interim frame relay 
rates for purposes of their agreement equal to 50% of BellSouth's 
interstate tariffed rates. The apparent basis for this proposal 
is his unsubstantiated allegation that BellSouth's tariffed rates 
are typically twice the rates for the associated UNEs. There is 
no record evidence, however, that could lead one to draw 
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inferences as to the mark-up over cost reflected in BellSouth's 
tariffed frame relay offering; conceivably, a 50% reduction below 
tariffed rates could just as easily yield prices that are below 
BellSouth's costs. 

In the absence of any viable alternative proposal, we find 
that the appropriate charges for t he frame relay rate elements 
identified in this issue are the rates contained in BellSouth's 
interstate access tariff as proposed by BellSouth. 

XIX. 	 EXCHANGE ACCESS FRAME RELAY SERVICE/ INTERLATA ·FRAME RELAY 
SERVICE 

The parties presented testimon y on the issue of whether the 
interconnection agreement should specifically state that the 
agreement does not address or alter either party's provision of 
Exchange Access Frame Relay Serv i ce or interLATA Frame Relay 
Service. The parties indicated in their briefs that this issue 
was resolved following completion of the hearing in this docket. 
Therefore, we did not make a decision on this issue. 

XX. 	 CONCLUSION 

We have conducted these proceedings pursuant to the 
directives and criteria of Sections 251 and 252 of the Act. We 
believe that our decisions are consistent with the terms of 
Section 251, the provisions of the FCC's implementing Rules that 
have not been vacated, and the applicable provisions of Chapter 
364, Florida Statutes. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Publ ic Service Commission that the 
specific findings set forth in this Order are approved in every 
respect. It is further 

ORDERED that the issues for arbitration identified in this 
docket are resolved as set forth within the body of this Order. 
It is further 

ORDERED that the parties shall submit a signed agreement 
that complies with the Commission's decisions in this docket for 
approval within 30 days of issuance of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that this docket should remain open pending our 
approval of the final arbitration agreement in accordance with 
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ORDERED that the parties shall submit a signed agreement that 
complies with the Commission's decisions in this docket for 
approval within 30 days ot issuance of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that this docket should remain open pending our 
approval of the final arbitration agreement in accordance with 
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 22nd 
day of August, ~. 

BLANCA S. BAy6, Director 
Division of Recorda and Reporting 

By: 

(SEAL) 

TV 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDI NGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
admini~trative hearing or judicial review of Commi~sion orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time l imits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean al l requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. . 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tal1ahas8ee, 
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25- 22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review in Federal dl.9trict 
court pursuant to the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 
U.S.C. § 252(e) (6). 

10/l0' d 81 to!. £111 093 C0U9-£tl1-0SR) ~~ )~ .:i.:l ££:60 000C-£G-~ 
sno!. £t,· cr:e 
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i ned by calling 
1-850-413-6770. 

(SEAL) 

TV 

NOTICE Of fURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida 
Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limits that apply. 
This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or 
result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final 
action in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the 
decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the 
Director, Division of Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak 
Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32 399-0850, within fifteen (15) 
days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule 
25-22.060, Florida Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review in 
federal district court pursuant to the Federal Telecommunications 
Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. § 252 (e) (6). 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


In re: Petit jon of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. for 
Section 252(b) arbitration of 
interconnection agreement with 
Tntermedia Communications, Inc. 

DOCKET NO. 99l854-TP 
ORDER NO. PSC-01-1015-FOF-TP 
ISSUED: April 24, 2001 

f ~L~L~~rl 
The following Conunissioners participated in the disposition of 

Lhis matter: 

E. LEON JACOBS, 
LILA A. 

JR . , Chairman 
JABER ~Ig!f,w'ITW~~ 

APR 2 4 2001 
ORDER ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

BY THF. COMMISSION: DIRECTOR··REG. RELATIONS 
TAUAHASSEE, FL 

I. Case Background 

On December 7, 1999, BellSouth Telecommunications Inc. (BST or 
SellSouth) filed a Petition for Arbitration pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 
252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Act) seeking 
arbitration of certain unresolved issues in the interconnection 
negotiations between BST and Intermedia Communications, Inc. 
(lntermedia). SST's petition enumerated ten issues. On January 3, 
2000, Intermedia filed its response which contained an additional 
38 issues to be arbitrated. At the issue identification meeting, 
the parties notified ollr staff that some of the 48 issues had been 
resolved and that many were under ~act ive discussion.H Additional 
issues were resolved prior to hearing. An administrative hearing 
was held on April 10, 2000 on the remaining issues. Subsequent to 
the hearing an additional issue was resolved by the parties. By 
Order No. PSC-OO-1519-FOF-TP, issued August 22, 2000, the 
Commission addressed the remaining issues. By that Order, the 
parties were required to submit a signed agreement compliant with 
our decisions contained therein within 30 days of the issuance of 
the Order. The signed agreement was due on September 21, 2000. 

On September 6, 2000, Inlermedia timely filed a Motion for 
Reconsideration and Clarification of Order No. PSC-00-1519-FOF'-TP. 
Tntermedia also filed a Request for Oral Argument on its motion. 
On September 13, 2000, BellSouth timely responded to Intermedia's 
motion and Request for Oral Argument. 

On September 20, 2000, the parties contacted our staff and 
orally requested an extension of time to file the signp.d agreemp.nt, 

EXHIBIT {;.'~ '., . 

It) 

http:agreemp.nt
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pending the filing of a written request. On September 26, 2000, 
the parties filed a Joint Motion for Extension of Time requesting 
until October 4, 2000, to submit the signed agreement. BellSouth 
filed the agreement on behalf of the parties on October 4, 2000. 
By Order No. PSC-OO-1836-PCO-TP, issued October 6, 2000, the 
parties' motion was granted. 

On January 24, 2001, counsel fo r Intermedia filed a letter 
indicating lhat the parties had reached an agreement regarding 
Issue 32. That issue addressed whether the definition of ~switched 
access" in the parties' agreement should include Internet Protocol 
(IP) telephony. We determined that for the purpose of the parties' 
agreement, IP telephony should be included in the definition of 
swi tched access. Intermedia indicated in its letter that the 
part.ies' agreement included a provision which stat.es that t.he 
parties have been unable to agree whether "Voice-Over-Internet 
Protocol" (VOlP, also addressed as "IP telephony") transmissions 
constitute switched access traffic, a nd the parties agree to abide 
by any FCC. rules and orders regarding the nature of such traffic ' 
and compensation payable for such traffic. Intermedia indicated 
that the agreement had qone into e ffect pursuant to Section 
252(e) (4) of the Act; therefore, it indicates that it has withdrawn 
this issue from its motion for reconsideration, based on the 
understanding that the parties' agreement renders our decision on 
this issue a nUllity. We note that thi s issue will be addressed in 
our generic reciprocal compensation docket, Docket No. OOOO·/5-TP. 

On February 28, 2000, counsel for Intermedia contacted legal 
staff indicating that the parties also resolved an issue contained 
in Intermed1a's motion for clarification, regarding whether our 
decision on Hearing Issue 26 required that Attachment 3, Section 
1.2.1 of BellSouth's proposed language in the parties' draft 
agreement should be stricken. Attachment 3, Section 1.2.1 
provides, in part, the following: 

In order for Intermedia to home its NPA/NXX on a 
BellSouth Tandem, Intermedia's NPA/NXX(s) must be 
assigned to an Exchange Rate Center Area served by that 
BellSollth Tandem and as specified by BellSouth. 

Interm0.dia indicates in its letter that the parties decided agains t 
Lhis language, and agreed Lo language which reflects our finding in 
Issue 26 that: 

Nevertheless, the parties shall be required to assign 
numbe rs wiLhin the areas to which they are traditionally 
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associated, until such time when information necessary 
for the proper rating of calls to numbers assigned 
outside of those areas can be provided. 

rinal Order No. PSC-OO-1519-FOF-TP at 43. 

Herein, we address Intennedia's Request for Oral Argument and 
the remaining unresolved issues contained in its Motion for 
Reconsideration and Clarification. 

rI. Request for Oral Argument 

Intermedia stated that oral argument on ils Motion for 
Reconsideration and Clarification is warranted, because it is 
necessary for our comprehension and evaluation of very complex 
matters associated with Intermedia's motion, including: 

(1) the unsettled state of the law in Florida and elsewhere 
concerning the proper application of 47 C.F.R. §51.7l1(a) (3); 

(2) the exclusive federal jurisdiction over, and regulatory 
classification of, Internet Protocol Telephony/VOlP as an enhanced 
service; 

(3) the relationship between BellSouth's tariffed Foreign 
Exchange Service offering to the unilaterally restrictive language 
that BellSouth seeks to impose on Intermedia; 

(4) the practical and legal implications of this Commission's 
determination that both Parties should, on an interim basis, assign 
numbers only wi thin the areas to which they are tradi tionall y 
associated; and 

(~) the spill-over competitive importance of those issues not 
only to Intermedia but also to all competitive and incumbent 
carriers operating in the State of Florida. 

Intermedia aLso slated that oral argument is warranted so that 
we may have an opportunity to question the parties directly, which 
would be useful in making necessary legal and policy determinations 
with regard to lntermedia's motion, especially in addressing 
Tntermedia's challenge regarding VOlPe 

RellSouth stated in its response that lnterm,edia has failed to 
identify, in its Motion for Reconsidera tion and Clarification, any 



~".." JOI...,:)I.tV\ .... 'vu ,u . a~. "dJlLr a. . ').LAS tco~ : !(,ecoras ral :>erver 4- 24-01 ]:JOpa p. 5 ot IS 

ORD~R NO. PSC-OI-I015-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 991854-TP 
PAGE 4 

point of fact or law overlooked by U S; therefore, there is no 
justification for grant.ing Intermedia's Request for Oral Argument. 

Decision 

Rule 25-22.058(1), Florida Administrative Code, provides that 
we may grant oral argument, provided, among other things, that the 
request stat.es "with particularity why oral argument would aid the 
Commission in comprehending and evaluating the issues before it." 
We note that the second reason identified above by Intermedia is no 
longer at issue, because of Intermedia' 6 withdrawal of the IP 
telephony/VOlP issue, nor is the "restrictive language" noted in 
its third reason, as discussed in Section I of this Order. 
However, we did find that we would benefit from discussion on the 
remaining points in Intermedia's motion. Therefore, oral argument 
was heard on Intermedia's Motion for Reconsideration and 
Clarification. 

III. Motion for Reconsideration 

Intermedia asks us to reconsider our decision to deny 
Intermedia reciprocal compensation at the tandem interconnection 
rate. Intermedia also requests clarification to determine whether 
certain BellSouth proposed language should be stricken from the 
parties' draft interconnection agreement, and whether BellSouth 
must cease to provide Foreign Exchange Service. 
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A. Tandem Switching Rate 

The standard of review for a motion for reconsideration is 
whether the motion identifies a point of fact or law which was 
overlooked or which we failed to cons i der in rendering our Order. 
liae stewart Bonded Warehouse. Inc. v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315 (Fla. 
1974); Piamond Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); and 
Pingree v. Qlaintance, 394 So. 2d 161 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981). In a 
motion for reconsideration, it is not appropriate to reargue 
matters that have already been considered. Sherwood v. State, 111 
So. 2d 96 (Fla. 3d DCA 1959); (citing State ex. reI. Jaytex Realty 
Co. V. Green, 105 So. 2d 817 (Fla. 1s t DCA 1958). FUrthermore, a 
motion for reconsideration should no t be granted ~based upon an 
arbitrary feeling that a mistake may have been made, but should be 
based upon specific factual matters s et forth in the record and 
susceptible to review.H stewart Bonded Warehouse at 317. 

rntermedia argues that we must reconsider our refusal to· 
accord Intermedia reciprocal compensation at the tandem 
interconnection rate. Intermedia specifies four reasons to support 
its claim: 1) we failed to apply FCC Rule 51.711(a) (3) in making 
our decision and, instead, erroneOUsly relied upon Paragraph 1090 
of the FCC's First Report and Order (FCC 96-325) in FCC Docket 96­
98; 2) we erroneously required that Intermedia demonstrate similar 
switch functionality; 3) we committed fundamental error by 
determining that Intermedia was not entitled to the tandem 
interconnection rate, because it has only one switch in the local 
calling area; and 4) we failed to give credit to Intermedia's 
uncontroverted showing that its voice switches serve areas 
geographically comparable to those of BellSouth. 

1. Application of FCC Rule 51. 711 (a) (3) 

Intermedia asserts that the corre ct standard to be applied in 
determining whether it is entitled to reciprocal compensation at 
the tandem interconnection rate is clearly articulated in FCC Rule 
51.711(a) (3), which states in part: 

Where the switch of a carrier other than an 
incumbent LEe serves a geographic area 
comparable to the area served by the incumbent· 
LEC's Landem switch, the appropriate rate for 
the carrier other than an incumbent LEC is the 
incumbent LEC's tandem interconnection rate. 
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Intermedia asser.ts that, "When a rule or statute is unambiguous and 
conveys a clear and ordinary meaning, there is no need to resort to 
other rules of construction, and its plain meaning must be given 
effecL" .s.e.e. starr Iyme, Inc. y. Cohen, 659 So.2d 1064, 1067 (Fla. 
1995) . Intermedia states that Rule 51.711 (a) (3) clearly 
established geographic comparability as the sole criterion that 
must be considered regarding the tandem interconnection ra te. 
~ather than apply this standard, Intermedia asserts that we created 
our own ~two-prongn test which required a showing of geographic 
comparability and similar functionality, based on Paragraph 1090 of 
rcc 96-325. To avoid fundamental, reversible error, Intermedia 
states that we must reconsider our decision. 

BellSouth states in its response that we noted at page nine of 
our Final Order that we did consider the appropriate application of 
Rule 51. 711 (a) (3) • BellSouth also asserts in a footnote that 
Jntermedia suggests that Rule Sl.7l1 (a) (3) and paragraph 1090 of 
FCC 96-325 are in conflict, but rntermedia provides no authority to 
support that proposition. Finally, BellSouth asserts that we did 
not reach the legal issue that Intermedia claims we decided in 
error -- that a "two-prong" test must be applied. RellSouth 
asserts that we merely found that, as a matter of fact, Intermedia 
failed Lo prove either that its switches performed tandem 
functions, or that its switches served areas comparable to those 
served by BellSouth's tandem switches. 

Decision 

We disagree with Intermedia's a ssertion that we established a 
"two-prong" standard which required that Intermedia prove similar 
functionali ty and geographic comparab ili ty. It is true that we 
considered both functionality and geographic comparability in 
making our determination regarding reciprocal compensation at the 
tandem interconnection rate. We no t ed at page 12 of its Final 
Order that we were presented with these two criteria. A£ter all, 
bolh criteria were raised at hearing. Nowhere, however, did we set 
forth that a specific standard regarding either criterion must be 
app lied to determine the issue. As BellSouth correctly asserts, we 
merely found that, as a matter of fact, Intermedia failed to prove 
either thal its switches per.formed tandem functions, or that its 
switches served areas comparable to those served by BellSouth's 
tandem switches. In fact, when considering the tandem 
interconnection rate issue in a subsequent docket, we stated the 
fol Lowing: 

http:asser.ts
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We have addressed this s a me issue in the 
Intermedia/BellSouth Arbitration Order No. 
PSC-00-15l9-FOF-TP, issued in Docket No. 
991B54-TP. Again we evaluated the geographic 
and functional comparability but never made a 
specific finding whether or not both were 
required for recovery of the tandem switch 
rate . 

Order No. PSC-00-247l-FOF-TP, issued December 21, 2000, in Docket 
No. 991 0155-TP, In re: Request for arbi t ration concerning complaint 
of MClmetro Access Transmission SerVices LLC and MCl WorldCorn 
Communications. Inc. against BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc, 
for breach of approved interconnection agreement. 

Based upon the foregoing, we f i nd that we did not make a 
mistake of law, because we did apply FCC Rule 51.711 (a) (3) in 
making our decision. Furthermore, we did not create a separate 
"two-pronq" standard based upon paragraph 1090 of FCC 96-325. 
lntermedia is merely attempting to r e argue its position on this 
issue which, under the earlier cited case law, is inappropriate for 
reconsideration. In an abundance of caution, we shall, however, 
delete the word "secondu from the first sentence of the first full 
paragraph on page 15 of our Order, which states, "We find the 
evidence of record insufficient to determine if the second, 
geographic criterion is met," Therefo re, Interrnedia's motion for 
reconsideration is denied on this poin t , and the Order is clarified 
by the removal of the word "second," a s described herein. 

2. Demonstration of Simi l a r Functionality 

Intermedia states that Rule 51.7l1(a) (3) contains no mention 
of a required showing of similar switch functionality. Intermedia 
asserts that because we ~had to 'go behind' the plain wording of 
the FCC's rule to obtain the 'switch f unctionality' requirement, it 
was error to require a showing of similar switch functionality." 
Moreover, Intermedia argues that if we were correct to apply the 
wording of paragraph 1090 of FCC 96-325, we mistakenly i.nterpreted 
paragraph 1090 as requiring a "two-pro ng" test. 

BellSouth responds by stating t hat this Commission merely 
found that, as a matter of fact, Intermedia failed to prove either 
that its switches performed tandem functions, or that its switches 
served areas comparable to those served by BellSouth's tandem 
switches. BellSouth states that we determined that Intermedia 
[ailed to pr-ove it was entitled to rec i procal compensation at the 
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Landem rate based on geographic functional i ly, but decl ined to 
reach the legal issue of whether Intermedia's interpretation of the 
rule was correct. 

Decisi.on 

Inter-media's acguments are essentially the same as those 
discussed in the previous section. As discussed above, we did 
apply FCC Rule 51.7l1(a) (3) in making our decision; howevec, we did 
not create a separate "two-prong" standard based upon paragraph 
1090 of FCC 96-325. Tn essence, Intermedia is rearguing its prior 
reargument of the case. Therefore, Intermedia's motion for 
reconsideration is denied on this ground as well. 

3. Number of Switches in Local Calling Area 

Tntermedia asserts that we fo und that it could not be 
performing a tandem function and, therefore, could not be entitled 
to the tandem interconneclion rate, because it only "has one local 
switch in each local calling area." Final Order at 14. Intermedia 
claims that we erred, because Rule Sl.711(a) (3) does not refer to 
"swi tches," but "on its face clearl y states that the tandem 
interconnection rate compensation shall be paid when 'the switch' 
of a carrier other than an lLEC serves a geographic area comparable 
to the area served by the ILEC's tandem switch." Intermedia also 
alleges that Paragraph 1090 uses the t e rm nswitch" in the singular 
form. Intermedia argues that there i s no basis for our finding 
that the FCC intended to restrict payment of reciprocal 
compensation at the tandem rate to carriers with more than one 
switch in the local calling area. 

Intermedia states that the FCC's intent, as demonstrated by 
Paragraph 1090, contemplates competitive carriers using new and 
innovative technologies to perform a - similar function to the ILEe 
switch. Intermedia further states that implementing a single, 
large, expensive swilch to cover a large call ing area is the 
network architecture most typical of competitive carriers. 
Intermedia stales that our erroneous interpretation of Rule 
SI.7Il(a} (3) means that it will be impossible for any competitor to 
obLain the tandem jnterconnection rate unless it mirrors the 
"antiquated, legacy network design of the incwnbent carrier." 

BellSouth responds by stating that our decision was not based 
on the number of switches Intermedia has in anyone area. 
BellSouth st~tes that this Commission made a finding that 

http:Decisi.on
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InLermedia provided no evidence that its switches function as a 
local tandem. 

Decision 

Intermedia attempts to frame its argument as a mistake of 
law, arguing that we failed to consider the FCC's use of the word 
"switch" in making our determination . Intermedia is, however, 
simply attempting to rearque its position that Intermedia's single 
switches perform a tandem switch function. Reargument is 
inappropriate for reconsideration under Sherwood. Further, we made 
no specific finding that the FCC intended to restrict payment of 
reciprocal compensation at the tandem rate to carriers with more 
than one switch in the local calling area. 

Although we did find that Intermedia's single switches could 
not per-for-m a tandem function, our focus went to the tandem 
function itself, not the number of switches. We found that "a 
tandem switch functions by connecting o ne trunk to another tr-unk as 
an intermediate switch between two end office swi tches . " 
Final Order- at 13. 1'his is what we deter-mined that Inter-media 
could not prove. We made that determination with regard to both 
InLermedia's single switches, as well as Intermedia's two switches 
in the Orlando area. Final Order at 13. Based on the foregoing, 
Intermedia's motion for reconsideration on this ground is denied. 
We note, however, that Intermedia's arguments on this point are 
immaterial. Even if we were to reconsider our decision on this 
ground, the outcome would remain the same, because we determined 
that Intermedia failed to prove geograp hic comparability under Rule 
!:>1. 711 (a) (3) • 

4. Evidence Regarding Geographic Comparability 

Intermedia argues that we made a fundamental error by refusing 
to accord proper credit to its showin g that Intermedia's switches 
in Florida are each geograph'ically comparable to the serving area 
of a single BellSouth tandem switch. Intermedia states that we 
considered maps depicting the local c alling area of Intermedia's 
switches overlaid against the local calling areas of BellSouth's 
switches, which created shaded areas that represented geographic 
comparability of the parties' switches. We were unpersuaded by the 
maps. rntermedia alleges that we failed to consider Intermedia 
witness ,Jackson's testimony that its switches were serving 
customers depicted in the shaded call i ng areas. Intermedia asserts 
that witness Jackson's testimony was uncontroverted, because 
ReLISouth did not attempt to produce any proof that Intermedia does 
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not serve customers in those areas. Intermedia argues that its 
testimony must be given credence under law. 

Bellsouth states that Intermedia provided no documentary 
evidence to sUbstantiate witness Jackson's statements. BellSouth 
further asserts that Intermedia produced no evidence regarding the 
number or location of its customers. BellSouth adds that the 
parties made contradictory claims regarding the areas served by 
Intermedia's switches. As such, BellSouth argues that Tntermedia 
incorrectly asserts that witness Jackson's statements were 
uncontroverted. BellSouth states that we simply chose not to 
accept Mr. Jackson's disputed assertions as true. BellSouth 
asserts that Intermedia had the burden of proof on this issue, and 
we simply concluded that it failed to carry that burden. 

Decision 

Once more, Interroedia is attempting to reargue its case, and 
reconsideraLion shall, therefore, be denied. FurLher, we disagree 
with Intermedia's assertion that we f ailed to consider comments 
made by witness Jackson. At page 13 of our Final Order, we noted 
witness Jackson's statement that, "as demonstrated by Intermedia, 
its switches serve a geographic area comparable to that served by 
BellSouth's tandem switches, Intermedia should be compensated at 
the composite tandem rate." This statement sums up witness 
Jackson's testimony on this issue and is no less affirmative than 
any sentence cited in Intermedia's motion for reconsideration. 
There is no requirement that we include every comment made by 
wi tness Jackson as proof that we con sidered Intermedia's case. 
rurther, Intermedia is incorrect that witness Jackson's testimony 
was uncontroverted. As 
BellSouth witness Varner 

noted at 
stated: 

p a ge 14 of our Final Order, 

Intermedia claims that its switches are 
capable of serving areas comparable to 
BellSouth's tandems. However, that finding is 
insufficient. Any modern switch is capable of 
doing thi.s. The issue is does it actually 
serve customers in an area that is comparable. 
And I submit that Intermedia's switches do 
not. 

We weighed the evidence and determined that BellSouth made a more 
compelling case. Intermedia had the burden of proof on this issue 
and failed to satisfy it. There is no point of fact or law that 
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has been overlooked by us. Therefore, we also deny reconsideration 
on this ground. 

B. Clarification Regarding, Inter Alia. Foreign Exchange 
Seevice 

Intecmedia states that we agreed with Intermedia that each 
party should be permitted to establish its own local calling area, 
but then stated: 

Nevertheless, the parties shall be required to assign 
numbers within the areas to which they are traditionally 
associated, 
for the pr
outside of 

until such 
oper rating 
Lhose areas 

time 
of 

can be 

when 
calls 

pro

information 
to numbers 

vided. 

necessary 
assigned 

Final Order at 43. 

Intermedia calls attention to BellSouth's provision of Foreign 
Exchange (FX) service, which is defined in BellSouth's tariff as 
follows: 

Foreign Exchange service is exchange service furnished to 
a subscriber from an exchange other than the one from 
which the subscriber would normally be served, allowing 
subscribers to have local presence and two-way 
communications in an exchange different from their own. 

Intermedia requests that we clarify that our determination under 
Hearing Issue 26 also requires that BellSouth cease all provision 
of FX service. 

BellSouth responds by stating that it is unaware of any law or 
Commission rule providing for a motion for clarification. 
BellSouth asserts that if Intermedia ' s request is intended to be 
treated as a motion for reconsideration, Intermedia raises no point 
of fact or law overlooked or not considered. BellSouth further 
argues that Tnterrnedia's request for clarification is actually an 
attempt to collaterally challenge BellSouth's FX Tariff. BellSouth 
states that FX service was never a part of the arbitration; 
therefore, it is improper to raise a new issue at this time. 
Further, Be.llSouth states that FX service was not at issue under 
Hearing Issue 26. With FX service, a telephone number is assigned 
within the local calling area, and dedicated facilities connect the 
serving central office and the end user's premises. BellSouth 
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states that the service under Issue 26 does not involve dedicated 
facilities to the end user, and the telephone number is actually 
assigned outside the local calling area. 

Decision 

While we have considered motions for clarification, there is 
no specific standard identified for addressing such requests. 
Parties have filed motions for clarification when our intent is not 
readily apparent from our order. See. Order No. PSC-00-1242-PCO-WS, 
issued on July 10, 2000, in Docket No. 000610-WS; and Order No. 
PSC-97-0822-FOF-GU, issued July 8, 1997, in Docket No. 960547-GU. 
Therefore, we do not find that Intermedia is precluded from filing 
a motion for clarification in this p r oceeding. 

We do, however, agree that BellSouth's provision of FX service 
was never on issue in this arbi trat ion. Pursuant to Sect ion 
252(b) (4) of the Act, we are only required to arbitrate the issues 
Lhat were raised in BellSouth's peti tion for- arbitration and 
lntermedia's response. Therefore, we shall not clarify our Final 
Order to requir-e BellSouth to cease provision of FX service. Based 
upon 
Reco

the foregoing, we hereby deny 
nsideration and Clarification. 

Intermedia's Motion for 

Based on the foregoing, it is therefore 

ORDERED by the Florida Publ i c Service Commission that 
Intermedia Communications, Inc.'s Motion for Reconsideration and 
Clarification is hereby denied as set forth in the body of this 
Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-00-1519-FOF-TP is clarified to the 
extent set forth in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that this Docket shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 2Ath 
Day of April, 2QQl. 

lsI Blanca s. Bay6 
BLANCA S. BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
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Thia is a facsimile copy. Go to the 
CororrUssion's Web site, 
http://www.floridapsc.com or fax a request 
to 1-850-413-7118, for a copy of the order 
with signature. 

(SEAL) 

BK/TV 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is requjred by Section 
120.569 (1) , ~lorida statutes, to noti fy parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action 
in thi.s matter may request judicia l review in Federal district 
court pursuant to the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 
U.S.C. § 7.52 (e) (6) • 
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Ms. Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallalhassee, Florida 32301-1 556 

Re: Return of Confidential Documents to the Source, Docket No. 991 854-TP 

Dear Ms. Sims: 

Commission staff have advised that Confidential Document Nos. 02940-00 and 03798-00 
The filed on behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., can be returned to the source. 

documents are enclosed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Flynn, Chief 
Bureau of Records and Hearing Services 

Enclolsure 

cc: IDa7id Dowds, Division of Competitive Services 
Bletli Keating, Division of Legal Services 
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