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Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Commission Clerk and Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Betty Easley Conference Center, Room 110 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 99-08 50 

Q 
z 

Re: Docket No. 000075-TP 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed herewith for filing in the above-referenced docket on behalf of AT&T 
Communications of the Southern States, LLC (“AT&T”), TCG of South Florida (“TCG”), and 
AT&T Broadband Phone of Florida, LLC (formerly known as MediaOne Florida 
Telecommunications, Inc.) are the following documents: 

I .  Original and fifteen copies of the Motion for Reconsideration; and 
- NJS .--AIL- 

CAF _____. 
bl I-% 1 * I  p ;- 3- -..- ”__. 2. Original and fifteen copies of a Request for Oral Argument; and 

,r’l 1:;; r. - I- 
:> i - 4 .  I l..”... . ---’%led” and returning the copy to me. 

Thank you for your assistance with this filing. 

Sincerely , 

MPM/rl 
Enc lo sur es 
cc: Parties of Record 

Martin P. McDonnell 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation into appropriate 1 
methods to compensate carriers for 1 Docket No. 000075-TP 
exchange of traffic subject to Section 25 1 
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

) 
) 
) Filed: September 25,2002 

(Phase 11) 

REQUEST FOR OFUL ARGUMENT 
ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 

ORDER NO. PSC-02-1248-FOF-TP 

Comes now AT&T Communications of the Southem States, LLC, TCG of South Florida and 

AT&T Broadband Phone of Florida, LCC (formerly known as MediaOne Florida 

Telecommunications, Inc.) (collectively “AT&T”), by and through undersigned counsel, and 

pursuant to Rule 25-22.0606, Florida Administrative Code respecthlly requests oral argument on 

its Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-02-1248-FOF-TP, filed September 25,2002. As 

grounds therefor, AT&T states as follows: 

1. On September 10,2002, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-02-1248-FOF-TP 

addressing, among other issues, the circumstances under which an ALEC is entitled to the tandem 

interconnection rate, and the appropriate mechanism when carriers assign telephone numbers to end 

uses physically located outside the rate center in which the telephone number is homed. Despite the 

fact that the Commission issued the above order September 10,2002, the last chance that the parties 

had to orally present their position regarding these two issues was at the hearing that transpired July 

5 and July 6, 2001. The briefs addressing the above issues were filed with the Commission on 

August 10,2001, and the staff recommendation was first presented to the Commission on November 

20, 2001. The Commission voted on the above issues on December 5, 2001. In the Order, the 

Commission erroneously placed onerous burdens on the ALECs to establish their entitlement to the 
EQCtiu“.!; y;:.!:’’ :. . ? !  .. 1 , . .  . 



tandem interconnection rate. The Commission’s decision is not consistent with federal law. 

2. In the Order, the Commission also concluded that calls tenninated to end users 

outside the local calling area in which their “ X X s  are homed are not local calls for purposes 

of intercarrier compensation, and held that carriers should not be obligated to pay reciprocal 

compensation for this traffic. This decision overlooked applicable FCC precedent on the payment 

of reciprocal compensation for traffic based on NPA/NXX comparison, overlooked the difficulty and 

expense associated with implementing the decision, and overlooked the impractical and 

unreasonable burdens placed on ALECs who attempt to receive any compensation for virtuat NXX 

or FX traffic on their networks. 

3. The Commission expressed concem in the Order regarding the lack of direction fiom 

the FCC regarding an ALEC’s entitlement to reciprocal compensation at the tandem interconnection 

rate and stated: 

Absent any direction from the FGC regarding what 
they meant by the word “serves” as contained in FCC 
Rule 51.711 we believe ... Order, p. 17 (emphasis 
supplied). 

4. Respectfdly AT&T asserts that the FCC has given state commissions full and 

accurate direction regarding Rule 5 1.7 1 1 and has recently resolved any ambiguity regarding what 

is meant by the word “serves” in FCC Rule 5 1.71 1. The FCC has further considered and rejected 

a proposal by Verizon that compensation for traffic should be based upon the originating and 

terminating points of a phone call. In fact, the Commission ruled that the compensation mechanism 

for intercarrier compensation for telephone calls should be based on the NpA/NXX designation of 

the telephone numbers and not based on the geographic end points of the call. See Petition of 
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WorldGom, Inc. pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the Communications Act for Preemption of the 

Jurisdiction of the Virginia State Corporation Commission regarding Interconnection Disputes with 

Verizon Virginia, Inc. and for Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Nos. 00-21 8 et. al., Memorandum 

of Opinion and Order, DA 02-1731 (rel. July 17,2002) (“FCC Arbitration Order”). In the FCC 

Arbitration Order, the FCC expressly announced that in order to be compensated at the tandem 

interconnection rate, an ALEC need only present evidence regarding its switch capability: 

In its brief Verizon states “at best, [AT&T] has shown that its 
switches may be capable of serving customers in areas geographically 
comparable to the area served by Verizon’s tandem,” and [[a]s with 
AT&T [WorldCom] offered only evidence relatine, to the capability 
of its switches.” As we explain above, such evidence is sufficient 
under the tandem rate rule and Verizon fails to offer any evidence 
rebutting the evidence provided by the petitioners. FCC Arbitration 
Order at 1309. (emphasis added) 

5. Further, in the FCC Arbitration Order, the FCC recognized and retained the current 

industry-wide practice of rating calls based on an NpA/NXX comparison, contrary to the ruling in 

the instant case: 

We agree with the petitioners that Verizon has offered no viable 
alternative to the current system, under which carriers rate calls by 
comparing the originating and terminating MA-NXx code. We 
therefore accept the petitioners proposed language and reject 
Verizon’s language that would rate calls according to their 
geographical end points. Verizon concedes that ”A-NXX rating is 
the established compensation mechanism not only for itself, but 
industry-wide. Parties all agree that rating calls by their geographic 
starting and ending points raises billing and technical issues that have 
no concrete workable solutions at this time. Id. at 7301, footnotes 
omitted. 

4 .  The decisions of the Commission regarding the two above issues in the instant docket 

are erroneous and contrary to explicit FCC orders regarding the identical issues. Because the FCC 
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Arbitration Order was not released until July 17,2002, the parties did not have an opportunity to 

present and argue that FCC decision at or before the July 5 and 6 ,  2001 hearing, or prior to the 

Commission’s December 5,2001 vote regarding the issues. 

WHEmFORE, AT&T respectfully requests a fair opportunity to present an oral argument 

to the Commission addressing the recent FCC Arbitration Order in light of this Commission’s 

decision in the instant docket. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq. 
Martin P. McDonnell, Esq. 
Rutledge, Ecenia, Pumell & Hoffinan, P.A. 
P. 0. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(850) 68 1-6788 (Telephone) 
(850) 481-6515 (Telecopier) 

- - and - - 

Virginia C. Tate, Esq. 
AT&T 
1200 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Suite 8156 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was fbmished by U. S. Mail to the 
following this 25th day of September, 2002: 

Felicia Banks, Esq. 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Room 370 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Morton Posner, Esq. 
Regulatory Counsel 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc. 
1919 M Street, N.W. 
Suite 420 
Washington, DC 20036 

Nancy B. White, Esq. 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 1 - 1 5 5 6 

James Meza, 111, Esq. 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Legal Department 
Suite 1910 
150 West Flagler Street 
Miami, Florida 33 130 

James C. Falvey, Esq. 
e.spire Communications, Inc. 
133 National Business Parkway 
Suite 200 
Annapolis Junction, MI) 2070 1 

Michael A. Gross, Esq. 
Florida Cable Telecommunications, Asso. 
246 East 6th Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

Mr. Paul Rebey 
Focal Communications Corporation of Florida 
200 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1100 
Chicago, IL 6060 1 - 1 9 1 4 

Global NAPS, Inc. 
10 Merryrnount Road 
Quincy, MA 02169 

Donna Canzano McNulty, Esq. 
MCI WorldCom 
325 John Knox Road, Suite 105 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-4132 

Norman Horton, Jr., Esq. 
Messer Law Firm 
215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 701 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1-1 876 

Jon Moyle, Esq. 
Cathy Sellers, Esq. 
The Perkins House 
1 18 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 323 0 1 

Mr. Herb Bomack 
Orlando Telephone Company 
4558 SW 3Sh Street, Suite 100 
Orlando, FL 328 1 1-654 1 

Peter Dunbar, Esq. 
Karen Camechis, Esq. 
P. 0. Box 10095 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2095 
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Charles R. Rehwinkel, Esq. 
Susan Masterton, Esq. 
Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Post Office Box 2214 
MS: FLTLH00107 
Tallahassee, FL 323 16 ' 

Mark Buechele, Esq. 
Supra Telecom 
13 11 Executive Center Drive, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Kimberly Caswell, Esq. 
Verizon Select Services, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, Florida 33601-01 10 

Charlie Pellegrini, Esq. 
Patrick K. Wiggins, Esq. 
P. 0. Drawer 1657 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esq, 
John T. LaVia, 111, Esq. 
P. 0. Box 271 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Ms. Wanda G. Montmo 
US LEC Corporation 
Monocroft I11 
6801 Morrison Boulevard 
Charlotte, NC 2821 1 

Carolyn Marek 
Time Warner Telecom of Florida, L.P. 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, TN 37069 

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. 
Vicki Gordon Kauhan, Esq. 
117 South Gadsen Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Michael R. Romano, Esq. 
Level 3 Communications, LLC 
1025 Eldorado Boulevard 
Broomfield, Colorado 8002 1 

Richard D. Melson, Esq. 
Hopping Green Sams & Smith, P.A. 
P. 0. Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 323 14 

Christopher W. Savage, Esq. 
Coles, Raywid & Braver", LLP 
19 19 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W., Ste. 200 
Washington, DC 20006 

J. Jef@ Wahlen, Esq. 
P. 0. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Matthew Feil, Esq. 
Florida Digital Network, Inc. 
390 North Orange Avenue 
Suite 2000 
Orlando, FL 32801-1640 

MARTIN P. MCDONNELL, ESQ. 

ATbknoral.925 
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